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AR Measures A and B

homosexual who is denied a job or

A?ousing because he or she is homo-
exual presently has no legal re-
course in this community.

Ordinances prohibiting discrimination
based on sexual preference were passed
last August by the Santa Clara County
Board of Supervisors and the San Jose
City Council, but the measures never be-
came law. Petition campaigns by citizens
opposing the gay rights measures forced
them onto the June ballot, where they are
designated as Measure A, for the county,
and Measure B, for San Jose.

San Joseans will vote on both mea-
sures; voters in unincorporated areas and

other cities only
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on Measure A.
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Those who wish to
put the ordinances
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into effect will
vote ‘‘yes,”” and
those who want to
repeal them will
vote “no.”

If the ordi-
nances are upheld, persons who are de-
nied commercial goods and services, jobs,
credit, union membership, or housing. be-
cause they are, or are assumed to be, ho-
mosexual, will be able to sue for dam-

~ ages. Plaintiffs will have to prove in
court that such discrimination occurred.

Both ordinances exempt religious orga-
nizations, and the county measure also
exempts child care and domestic work in
private homes. ;

No federal or state legislation now pro-
hibits discrimination against homosexu-
als, but Measures A and B are similar to
laws now in e and coun-

ties in United States. In a few com-
munities there" successful re-

peal campaigns; Dade County (Miami)
Fla. is the most famous example.

As in Dade County, the campaign here
has been highly emotional, especially on
the part of fundamentalist Christians op-
posing the ordinances. But religious
groups also are on the other side. A and B
have the support, for example, of the San-
ta Clara County Council of Churches,
which includes 80 of the county’s 600 con-
gregations, and of the Commission on So-
cial Justice of the Roman Catholic Arch-
diocese of San Francisco.

Some opponents of the gay 'righté laws
argue that there’s no need for them be-

cause there’s no evidence of discrimina- .

tion. In fact, little documentation exists
locally, but that may be because the
county Human Relations Commission is

prohibited by present laws from investi-
gating complaints from homosexuals;
passage of the county measure would des-
ignate the commission as a mediation
agency in disputes over alleged discrimi-
nation on the basis of sexual orientation.

Supporters of the ordinances point to a
year-long study conducted in Oregon by a
task force appointed by then-Gov. Robert
Straub. The Oregon study group found
that “homosexual men and women . .
constitute about 10 percent of our adult
population. There is no particular ‘homo-
sexual’ lifestyle. Citizens who are homo-
sexual are found on our ranches and in
towns and cities of every size.”

As to whether homosexuals suffer dis-
crimination, the Oregon study concluded
that “Sometimes (there) is a very direct
type of discrimination, such as being
fired from a job . . . Most often because
they live in secrecy, homosexual men and
women do not actually experience dis-
crimination, but instead live in fear that
their sexual orientation will be discov-
ered and that they might be penalized be-
cause of other people’s feelings about ho-
mosexuality.” : : ‘ 5

In the absence of non-partisan local ev-
idence either way, we suspect the same
general situation exists here. Certainly
the Human Relations Commission says it
receives dozens of complaints from ho-
mosexuals who perceive that they are
discriminated against. '

It is just as true that many opbonents x

of A and B perceive the ordinances as
governmental endorsement of a lifestyle
which they find reprehensible, degenerate
and immoral.

We' think that view of the ordinances’
purpose is distorted, if sincere.

endum is about ation, not abouyt
morauty. The question is not whether vot- |
ezo‘_lciﬁO_r_a%grﬂ_othmgagmls_Ihe\ !
question is whether the law should guar-

antee them the same rights—that hetero-—
sexual cifizens have, \

We had mixed feelings about the ordi-
nances when they were proposed last
summer, because we feared that debate
over their passage would evoke bias, big-
otry and hostility. But the laws were
passed, petition drives to take them to

the voters were successful, and they are

now on the ballot, despite our misgivings.
saying, explicitly, that homosexuals in
thIS Tommunity do not have legal re-

course w scrimination.
n our opinion, that would be illogical and

unfair We recommend a “yes” vote on

Measures A and B.
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