	Message no. 364 

	Author: John Barrett

	Date: Friday, October 27, 2006 11:46am

	Thinking of the myriad of things that through time lead people to question the validity and reliability of the organized Church... 

Did anyone else hear the telephone interview with the priest who Mark Foley said molested/raped him?

 Apart from the unfortunate reaction of the Congressman suddenly discovering or revealing that he is homosexual, an alcoholic, and whatever else he is going to use in an attempt to deflect taking responsibility for his actions - and apart from the unfortunate correlation he makes between same-sex-attraction and some rather pathological behavior - this interview stands alone as an example of some very screwed-up thinking.
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	Message no. 365 

	Author: Corey Dommisse

	Date: Friday, October 27, 2006 2:28pm

	Screwed up thinking?  Nah... it's just complicated.
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	Message no. 366 

	Author: John Barrett

	Date: Friday, October 27, 2006 8:19pm

	Yes, you are right.

As soon as I clicked on send I thought of how judgmental I was being. I am remorseful, indeed.

That is more than could be said of the priest. He essentially hoped Mark Foley could put whatever it was that was bothering him in the past, and enjoy the memory of their happy times together. Of course, I wonder why the media has not seized this opportunity for expansion of the story. I guess the other kids the priest had good times with are not presently looking for a scapegoat for their own behavior, or the media would surely have found them by now. Or, it is possible that the priest is considered to be mentally unfit as a witness.

Or, maybe the media sees it the way the priest seems to: No penetration - no fascination. No lube - nothing on the tube. If only spit - you must acquit. Of naked back rubs - who gives a flying flub? Of swims in the skinny - doesn't mean you're getting' any. No lunch in the box - put on your socks.

It could be that the priest has hit upon something so practical that it is disarming.  Just tell it like it was.  Make no excuses.  Admit no wrong doing.  Make it sound just as ordinary, and yet as memorable, as something from a Country Time Lemonade commercial.

Thanks for keeping me in line,

John
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	Message no. 367 

	Author: Corey Dommisse

	Date: Friday, October 27, 2006 9:31pm

	Yes... the priest acted as he did and acts as he did as a result of his past experiences, 

whether he be acting out an internal process or pairings or whatever. Foley, similarly, is 

just acting on his past experiences, albeit unconcious desires created at a young age or 

maybe pairing sex and love and all those things with grown men and so on. Maybe those 

experiences he had at a young age jump started his sexual growth, thus making him 

sexually attracted to those readily around him- kids. Furthermore, male kids, but anywho.

You just can't blame a (wo)man for his/her actions, and you can't blame the person who 

caused them to be in such a way... it's all rooted, maybe, in mental illness or 

something. 'Normal' people wouldn't molest children, but due to mental illness, this and 

this happens, then that happens, and eventually someone molests a kid, and a cycle 

starts. Kinda like that influx of divorces after THE WAR that started a major trend. Parents 

get a divorce, kids are more likely to get a divorce. Man gets molested, more likely to 

molest, where did the molesting behavior come from? Complicated, maybe mental illness 

or snowball effect in passing down behaviors(nature/nurture).
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	Message no. 368 

	Author: John Barrett

	Date: Saturday, October 28, 2006 8:17am

	Hi,

I see I have some research to do. Some to support your suggestions; some to question them.

The one item I believe I can easily find some data on pertains to the range of degrees a person who was molested is more likely than someone who was not molested to perpetuate molestation. An obvious problem with accuracy in any such study is going to be the likely lack of honesty of persons asked about their experiences.

Another question comes to mind, especially in the Mark Foley case, and that is the definition of molestation. It may very well be that Mark Foley is gay, as he now says he is; but, also, that he has always been gay and was, in fact, sexually attracted to the priest who was at the time of their encounters only 29 years old. Evidently, Foley was 13 at the time. I looked for an audio or a transcript of the telephone interview, did not find one, but of the handful of sources I read only one gave Foley's estimated age at the time, and that was 13.

Well, hum? I recall being attracted to a late twenty-something when I was about 13. However, in our culture we are even beginning to define "underage" sexual encounters involving young boys and adult women as criminal. That is opposed to the "Right on!" sort of attitude that used to accompany boys and sex.

I am not separating myself from my culture on this point, although a generic line such as an eighteenth birthday is not a best answer, it at least offers some reinforcement to older people to not engage in sex with people who probably should not be sexually active with "adults".

In Foley's case, from the connections he made upon his resignation, I gather he is trying to have others make some sympathetic connection between his experience as a boy and his attraction to boys. Something closer to the truth is to simply say that he likes young boys. It really strikes me as deliberate, if unconscious, behavior of self-destruction.

In our culture we do not make the same comparisons between heterosexual and homosexual encounters; however, it would seem that if he simply liked hot young guys there are plenty of them of legal age who would have been quite happy to be his, whatever. Even among this "adult" range of men, some look older and some look younger than others. I could not pass for twenty-one until I was about twenty-six. On a trip to Washington, D.C. when I was about 16, one of the other guys on the trip looked about 26. Even looking back with all my life experience I cannot think of ever seeing a man that young look so physically mature.  Point is that there is plenty of candy in the store of legal age.  And, from what has been disclosed it looks to me like he was trying to entice rather than using overt power.  I suspect his self-hatred finally prevailed; but, where did these feelings originate?  I guess that's why he is in therapy now.

It could be that in circa 1969 Foley had no real definition for what the relationship was.  Maybe, too, as you suggest, the priest was only behaving in a way that was perfectly natural to him, too.  It could be that nobody else has come forward as having a similar experience with the priest because he was not, in fact, behaving as a predator so much as he was a doorway into the gay experience for others who have no complaints.  Or, maybe Foley was a special case.  It is very difficult to turn back the clock to 1969 and look at this without inserting our bias of 2006.

Regardless of all the details of the Priest/Foley relationship, the way Foley tried to conceal his real self behind the facade of some of the things he worked toward as a Congressman, speaking here of official business, and then having this sudden urge to disclose, as opposed to disrobe, really shows an unfortunate reality of incongruence.

Unfortunately, any Mark Foley experienced a different time and place than what most of us in this class experience.  Sadly, his lack of courage seems to still accompany him.

One more comment is that I am suspect a few, at least one or two, of kids working for Congress did have sex with Foley.  You don't go work in Washington at 16 because you lack ambition.  Foley probably had a few successful liaisons, perhaps a few lesions by now, and he got careless. Or, perhaps he simply became more self-destructive.  Then he got caught, then after a considerable amount of time he got in trouble.  Then he immediately started looking for scapegoats.  

It is interesting to note, however, how this illustrates that sexuality is in the mind rather than the other parts people often link to sexuality.  Otherwise, how could somebody without any balls be gay?

John
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	Message no. 369 

	Author: Corey Dommisse

	Date: Saturday, October 28, 2006 12:54pm

	Well, the overall jist of what I'm saying, homosexual activity isn't something we're born 

with(apparently, some of us have a tendency towards it depending on ear shape, finger 

length... haven't looked that up, but yeah), but I don't think we're born from day one with 

a homosexual agenda. Similarly, I think that we are born with a very very strong 

tendency towards the opposite sex, as a basic survival tactic. However, these things 

aren't set in stone, obviously, just as we are able to grow older and do things detrimental 

to our survival: suicide, antisocial behavior, so on.  However, just like we aren't born with 

a homosexual agenda, we're not born towards a heterosexual lifestyle. 

Keeping in tune, then, with the human race's overall ability to quickly and constantly 

adapt to their environments and life, it's what we do. I think that sexuality, aside from a 

survival tactic, would be best explained with the PSA story and the Existential story. It 

probably has something to do with unconcious desires and a meaning making experience. 

You know? Molestation occurred early on in life, hailstones with love and sex and so on 

have men and young boys in them. Or as an Existential experience, this is MY body, MY 

life, MY sexuality, I CHOOSE to be attracted to WHATEVER sex I WANT to. 

With Foley, however, I think it more has to do with the PSA story than anything, since he 

apparently had a good bit of that happening to him as a child.

As for the priest, I'm making an assumption that he's a Catholic priest. If this holds true, 

well, then the reason for him molesting young boys has the most to do with the drive 

thing we talked about. Since Catholics are required to hold off sex forever, their sex drive 

builds and builds. Just as having no food for long enough can lead to cannibalism, a lack 

of sexual pleasure can probably lead to other stuff: rape, child molestation, so on.

I think. I dunno, exactly, it's all rather complicated, and I don't really do research like you 

do. :/ Dial-up and all makes it unrelentingly frustrating.
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	Message no. 370 

	Author: John Barrett

	Date: Saturday, October 28, 2006 2:18pm

	Hey,

One thing I can absolutely agree with you about is that dial-up makes Internet research difficult.

Some of the items you mention I can look for some psychologically relevant information about.  First, however, is something for you to think on that I find very interesting, very telling, and for which I do not anticipate finding pro or con evidence...

What is meant by the homosexual "lifestyle"?  This is some research on my own.

What does lifestyle mean?

What about lifestyle modifies homosexual?

Where did this reference originate and why?

John
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	Message no. 371 

	Author: John Barrett

	Date: Saturday, October 28, 2006 4:10pm

	Hi,

I did some research.  What I am left with is a sense of feeling deeply disturbed for a number or reasons.  First, thanks to things such as PET scans it is much easier to convince policy makers of biological bases for certain "disorders".  The double edge to this is the resulting tendency to disregard the individual's life experience.  This double edge then has at least two major aspects.  One, policy makers, such as insurance providers, justify using drugs alone to treat the biological disorder despite the continually arising fact that a demonstrable biological correlation also leaves a large portion of those with the disorder out of the mix.  For example, consider if a PET scan, perhaps along with genetic research, could show fifty percent of people with a disorder have a biological aspect causing the disorder.  That leaves the other half of the people unexplained.  Furthermore, the correlations between PET scans and genetics are typically far less than 50% judging from the various sources I just read on Scholar Google.

The second disadvantage the second edge of the sword offers is that it devalues something you and I evidently share and that is the concept of personal choice as critical to being human.  Likewise, leading people to an understanding that their problems are biological, can be classified as a disease or something akin to a disease, contributes to some problems we already see in society of people not taking responsibility for their actions.  The "I can't help it" syndrome, which is part of Mark Foley's take on his actions, is annoying at best.  Moreover, the feeling that something cannot be helped will only contribute to the sense of Learned Helplessness that can turn a potentially graspable dilemma into a very deep chasm of depression thus exacerbating the original problem.

The second part of my feeling of disturbance comes from the essential problems that grow from the very human tendency to ride a pendulum from one extreme to another.  Think of all the unfortunate consequences a general acceptance of a problem being of genetic origin creates.  It clearly takes Choice off the table, too.

The third disturbing thing that I found in my perusal of the research is how things such as alcoholism, violence, and homosexuality popped-up over and again in the same sentence.  In other words, even the researchers who are sympathetic to the issues I take with biology as the underlying reason for everything exhibit an attitude, whether they meant to do so or not, that equates homosexuality with concepts that I believe are rightly kept separate.  How can someone equate homosexuality with violence?  Alcoholism?

In response to your concept that biology would almost necessarily dictate that heterosexuality is the, and I do not want to over state what you imply, biologically most correct way of being I offer another possibility.  It is possible that homosexuality plays an important role in evolution.  Just as heterosexual people who are infertile can contribute to the tribe by augmenting the ability to provide nurturing for the young, a certain number of adults who are not reproducing because they are not putting things in the right places contribute to the production/nurturing capacity of the tribe.  I feel quite comfortable asserting the possibility that homosexuality, in fact, does offer a biological advantage.

Because I did not see a reference in my research putting forth my theory, I will lay it out here.  It is not a theory so much as a way of understanding.  It goes back to the continuum concept I mentioned yesterday.  I do not think it is anything new or groundbreaking; but my analogy is different that anything I have seen elsewhere.

We are all on a continuum of relative homosexuality or heterosexuality.  Obviously, most people are much closer to the heterosexual extreme.  That is the biological part.  Then, at some point admittedly something causes a certain twist, I even dare to say "perversion" in the physics sense of the word, causing a person to experience sexual attraction to their same sex.  If you give it a little thought, this is really not difficult to picture.  It is not that different from the root of prejudice and subsequent racism that we discussed in class.  Close your eyes and imagine an intruder in your home.  Does that person look like you?  Imagine what the person you are most attracted to looks like.  Does that person share some of you more easily described non-sexual physical features?  Taking that exercise a bit further, then is it really that difficult that one might find sexual attraction in someone who shares the same indicators of sexuality?

Here is my analogy of the sexual orientation continuum, or any continuum for that matter...

I do not see myself this way, but people describe me as being fair skinned.  An oral surgeon made that observation when I was a teenager and he was going to remove my wisdom teeth.  He said I could anticipate swelling in a big way because fair skinned people swelled more.  I don't know about the truth of that, but my brother had swelled very badly with the removal of just one or two wisdom teeth, so even if he simply did not have the same level of observation of darker skinned people it seemed likely that I, too would look like a big chipmunk after the surgery.

Here is a good aside on meditation...  I meditated on this quite a bit, hardly swelled at all, and only took one pain pill out of the twenty or so prescribed, thus astonishing the doctor.

Well, I had also told him that I was not all that fair skinned.  It was the end of summer and I had a great tan, so I thought, but he assured me I had a fair complexion.

Here, at last, is the analogy...  I tan very easily and rarely burn.  Those pigmentation cells just kick right in with little provocation, so I can look sickly white by the spring, and be nicely protected from the sun in no time at all.  Genetics gave me genes I appreciate that make this fair skinned white boy tan easily, and therefore I rarely sunburn.  Other people as white as I am do not tan, and when they do their skin screams "sun damage".

On the continuum, some people are more likely than others, even in the exact same circumstances (which is, of course, impossible) to develop in a given way.  For some people, the most sexually abusive of childhoods, which is of course what many like to think causes homosexuality since it allows us to feel for the person without divulging the possibility to ourselves or others that we understand a little better that we like to admit, do not cause a person to become homosexual.  Some people cannot think of anything to attribute their homosexuality to relevant to their upbringing.  Some people, of all orientations, feel overt sexuality at an earlier age than others.  Some people are aware of homosexuality as a concept at an earlier age than others and have a sort of epiphany that they found a word that explains their sense of something different about themselves.  Some people make it into adulthood just going along with the masses before they have the "ah ha" revelation.

The fortunate thing for our current time and place, is that people have enough freedom to make it a reasonable expectation that if they want to "come out" they can.  Marriages of convenience are no longer necessary.

When I take that concept a little further and discuss the responsibility of freedom of choice with either homosexual or heterosexual people I make enemies easily when I assert that homosexuality is, and read this carefully, more of a choice that people like to admit.

Representative Foley made the choice to remain closeted, elusive, and to portray a facade in opposition to his true self.  He probably did not feel much freedom to be gay and still be able to live the rest of his life as he wanted when he came of age at a time when gay bars were routinely raided by police.  The unfortunate thing is that as a Congressman, as a "leader", he, like so many elected "leaders", is not really a leader but merely adept at winning elections.  He chose to dig his grave deeper and deeper until the wall caved and he fell in.  In our time and place, it is quite conceivable that he could have worked this out with himself, made a public announcement because he has a public constituency, and said, in effect, "take it or leave it".  Instead he chose to continue the charade, and that is unfortunate because his doing so ultimately comes to no purpose for himself or anybody else.  His immediate response of trying to link his behavior to his experience as a child, and his alcoholism to that, simply serves to further reduce his chances for redemption in the eyes of anyone, and especially himself.

Perhaps when he gets a little better he can go shoplifting with some folks from Hollywood who share his need for self defeat, but in a way more self focused and less harmful to others.

There you go... Nature/Nurture... Do we really want to know?

Homosexuality and pedophilia... two different things.

Homosexuality... Calling it a disorder, even indirectly, is dangerous.  Just ask the homosexual survivors of Nazi Germany.  Oh, wait a minute, they killed them all before they even got started on Jews.  Kind of makes you wonder about that little part Jew, short, unattractive, dark haired Hitler guy, doesn't it?

John
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	Message no. 372 

	Author: Corey Dommisse

	Date: Saturday, October 28, 2006 10:40pm

	Well, a PET scan, in the sense that concerns all this, shows brain activity or a lack thereof, 

right? So, there's this example in the book, I can't remember where exactly it is, but they 

did PET scans or something of that nature of cab drivers and they found that this and that 

part of the brain was more active compared to most other people, or something like that. 

Here's a link to the story, not in the same words and all, but eh, it's the same story. 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/tech/677048.stm
Basically, our environment apparently affects our brain growth. So, sexual stimulation, 

romantic stimulation, so on, at an early age where our windows for language and stuff is 

very large, maybe this leads to, from the biological wiring, a change in brain structure. 

Again, though, if we so choose it, as the cab drivers sort of do, it is possible to stimulate 

our brain growth in different directions- our environment affects our growth but so do we, 

if we choose to.

"I can't help it" is more like, "This is very, very difficult for me to change" and of course, 

it is. Which, this is where I stand by my notion that we as humans can not do everything 

on our own, no matter how smart or strong we as individuals may be. They really may 

not be able to help it, so it takes some nudging and nurturing and caring and helping from 

the outside world to change things. Of course, they may have just given in and 

said, "Well, this is how I am! I can't change it! There's no point in changing it! This is my 

natural way of being!" Ah, but maybe not... maybe they're just avoiding their existential 

responsibility.

How can someone equate homosexuality and violence and alcoholism? Well, it's pretty 

simple to equate violence and alcoholism... but are people inherently and biologically 

violent and alcoholic? Maybe not. Maybe alcohol is a good way to close oneself from a 

world who hates who you are... a homosexual. Or maybe, being a violent homosexual 

would be a good way to strike at these things which aren't what you want to strike at, but 

they're the closest. Or maybe, the scientists all suffer deeply from being unable to control 

confirmational bias. Or maybe the scientists are right. Who knows? It's very complicated 

and hard to prove one way or another... and hey! It's not about being right, it's about 

being curious about the nature of being or something.

Now, in terms of heterosexuality working biologically... I'm not looking at what works for 

an individual or a family or tribe, you see, I'm putting it on par with the human race. Are 

most humans homosexual? Obviously not, we would have a notably smaller population. 

So, biologically, homosexuality doesn't work for us. It's complicated, but from that side of 

the story, that's that, I think. Maybe. I dunno.

But yes, I would say that heterosexuality is the 'proper' state of being, unless a few 

hailstones are mixed in with other things or you start a meaning making with life, the 

universe, and everything that involves saying, "Oh, so most everyone does this? Yeah, 

well I, Me, MYSELF, I do THIS." Homosexuality, then, isn't an 'incorrect' way of being, it's 

just another way of being. Biologically it may not make any sense, but there are other 

stories that explain it, and maybe homosexuality is just problem-solving or meaning-

making. 

And all your analogyness and stuff... yeah, to sum it up, it sounds like homosexual 

tendency. Or heterosexual tendency. Some of us have a tendency towards certain things. 

And then our environment affects us a bit, the way we were born affects us a bit, and 

what we ourselves think affects us a bit. So it's all a combination of what we're born with, 

our experiences as a human being and the environment these occur in, and what we end 

up with is what we think of all this: and so, the choice. Go with the flow, be yourself, or go 

against the river. Be straight because society says so, be straight/gay/lesbian because 

you are, be homosexual because you want to go against the world.

 I have a brother who is mentally immature and heavily addicted to cocaine, though 

currently in jail. My father's an alcoholic who binge drinks. My mother's a very violent 

woman who cusses a bit too much and doesn't give her kids the love they might need 

when they need it. My stepfather's a violent black-hating, homosexual-hating hater.

Both my genes and my environment aren't apparently ideal for a person to end up as... I 

am. Yet I am as I am. They ended up the way they are, not directly because of genetics 

or experiences or what they thought of it all... but an unfortunate combination of it all. So 

there you have it. 

Of course, again, this world is hardly the epitome of sense-making. After all, it's just a 

shoddy representation of my own mental capacities exemplified into a pseudo-physical 

mock-up of what I'd like reality to be. Or so my solliptsims tell me. So of course I'd end 

up this way against all odds. It'll make a great story to tell on VH1 when I'm a rich and 

famous musician.

Foley didn't dig himself a deeper and deeper grave or cave or any such thing, really. He 

is just a human doing as a human does. He's never lived life before, so far as we can tell, 

so he couldn't possibly know any better. He hasn't made any mistakes, just... lived life 

and learned from it and still learning from it. He's like a hurt animal that's just doing what 

he's learned to do, and can't figure out my everyone's hating him for it. So much for self-

actualization.

We have a natural direction and then we have a direction nurtured into us.

Homosexuality and pedophilia... different concepts, same roots, maybe. It's complicated.

There are no disorders. Only different ways of being human with other humans, who may 

decide your actions are out of order. We all want to bring order to a chaotic existance, but 

my idea of order is not your idea of order is not Foley's idea of order is not Dr. Kunkel's 

idea of order is not Melissa N.'s idea of order is not Foley's priest's idea of order is not the 

Pope's idea of order.

Hitler tried to do what the French tried to do and what the Russians tried to do and what 

some Greek philosophers wanted to do and what America tries to do. We all try. It's 

really, really complicated, though. Maybe in the end, all we're doing is trying to promote 

the survival of our own individual genes, whether they be superior or not. Dunno, way too 

complicated.

People are really, really complicated. Albeit, too complicated for any human to 

understand, completely, any other human, and the why behind their actions and behavior. 

If it's a science, it's an incomprehensible science.
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	Message no. 377 

	Author: John Barrett

	Date: Sunday, October 29, 2006 9:11pm

	Hi,

The very positive thing to come from this exchange is that you have divulged a little of your life experience which I appreciate your sharing.

Your direct response itself would probably benefit from a little more research; but now that I understand the Internet world is a lengthy download away from you much of the time I will give you some slack on that.  Some other aspects I am not going to belay as it is perfectly fine with me if we agree to disagree on some perspectives.  I suspect you did not quite catch my drift in a couple of places, and I may not be catching yours.  Thus, the advantage of talking in person at some point is still desirable.

Items I do feel compelled to address include equating homosexuality with pedophilia, and linking homosexuality too closely to alcoholism and violence by putting the three words together in a single title of a paper are  actions that carry  implicit judgements that say "homosexuality: bad" which is inherently non-curious.  Do you see what I mean?  Alcoholism and violence toward others are maladaptive behaviors that are injurious.  Including the word "homosexual" in line with these maladaptive behaviors makes a statement implying homosexuality in general is maladaptive.  That is not my take on the subject.

More interestingly, the articles I referenced were not actually speaking in terms of homosexuality as maladaptive.  My observation was more about a blind carelessness on the part of the writer whereby this link was made even though it is not overtly part of that person's concept.  It is a careless use of language, is really what I am getting at, and what comes out when the writer is not watching is revealing at the very least of societal norms and possibly of biases on the part of the writer.  What I saw looked more like societal norms, some linkages that people are so used to hearing that they don't really notice precisely what is being said.  It is akin to what Dr. Kunkel said in class about women whose boyfriends refer to them as "girls".  It is language to which we are jaded, and we easily overlook what is really being said although when we stop and take a careful look, if we are willing to look the truth in the eye, we have to question the motive for the word choice.  If you want to know more about what the word choice conveys just ask... this is getting a bit too long.

There is one more post from me preceding this one that asked about the "homosexual lifestyle".  I would like to hear more about that, especially since you used another loaded term that seems about as polite as one can be when a person says it, but it, too, carries an implicit judgmental quality.  "Homosexual tendency" is like something one hears in rumor mongering on a sophisticated playground or a typical office.  It's just a nicer way of saying someone is acting faggy.

The truth of the persons sexual preference, in my experiences of hearing this and similar terms such as "latent homosexual", is of no real consequence to the persons talking about the faggy one.  "Latent homosexual" is a more sophisticated and psychological talkish-sounding phrase that is outmoded, doesn't appear to mean very much, but still sounds better in more elevated conversations that "faggy".  It also leaves open less the window whereby one might ask how the other knows so much about homosexual tendency.  Sounding more "clinical" is a defense to interrogation.

Each of the aforementioned phrases convey just a bit of meanness that has to do with acknowledging differences that cause a sense of jealousy or envy.  In high school, for example, the boy who is bonding more easily with girls for reasons that some other boys do not want to acknowledge become jealous and envious so the explanation most friendly to their self-perception, the one that does not call their own appealingness to the girls they like into question, is that the boy is a fag.  Then, you can move up the scale from the hateful sounding "faggot" to "fag" and on up to what the more gifted students who feel too threatened by disagreeing with the assessment will say, "homosexual tendencies", and the one's who are really literate say, "latent homosexual".

On the pedophilia part, I will again look, and more diligently this time, for some reliable data on the perpetrators and their histories.  I have to say that your assessment that the different concepts may have the same root almost knocked me out of my chair.  Would you like to revisit that one?

I suppose it says a lot about me that what I tend to dissect so carefully is word choice.  Of all the topics in your response the only ones I want to continue for now have to do with language.  Seeing as how language is what we use to communicate, however, I contend that our language is, by necessity and by default, of supreme importance.

Let me hear, if you will, please, about "homosexual lifestyle" when you get a chance.  I suppose it is obvious that I find great fault with that phrase.  Also, I want to hear more about how it is that you emerged from your childhood as a man of advanced humanity, and where you are at present.  Feel free, too, to introduce any topic you wish.

It's been a busy weekend for me.  I'm feeling about fagged-out, and I don't know what time it is supposed to be.  I wish I could remember whether I should get up earlier or later than usual tomorrow.  Whew!  Too fagged-out to think.

Having a little fun,

John
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	Message no. 378 

	Author: Corey Dommisse

	Date: Sunday, October 29, 2006 10:08pm

	Homosexual tendency is heterosexual tendency is violent tendencies is pacifist tendencies.

Nature versus nurture.

Naturally, we may have a tendency towards a certain way of being... lifestyle... so on.

We may be nurtured towards a certain way of being, lifestyle, so on.

We may naturally be gay, but nurtured elsewhere.

We may be naturally straight, but something 'nurtures' us in a different direction. 

We are born with this body and mind, we experience the world, then we think about it. These three things 

make who we are. We are influenced partially by our experience, make sense of it through what we're 

born with, and then, we're human, and we put all that together.

A person may tend towards homosexual activity... or not. It's very complicated and you can't look at it 

on a human race kind of scale, I don't think, because from the biological story it would say, "Oh no, 

they've got to be straight, it's what works for them." You have to look at it person to person, because 

people are insanely complicated, see? We each build off of experiences but are born with a, maybe, 

neutral way of being. We nurture being heterosexual because it promotes survival.  However, there are 

peculiar experiences that changes us in this department.  There are other experiences that we can go 

through that society doesn't expect that changes us for better or for worse. It's not a natural way of 

being, just as a Christian, Jew, Muslim, Existentialist, Atheist, Agnostic, Nihilist are all not natural 

ways of being. They're ways of being after experience. They are not necessarily 'right' or 'wrong', 

because those are moral judgements, and in the grand scheme of things, all survival techniques fail in 

the end, because life and existence do not continue on indefinitely. The world has to end sometime, as 

does the solar system, universe, galaxy, atom, so on. 

Now, latent homosexual just seems like a completely different phrase than what I'm trying to use. it 

sounds like, basically, someone's in the closet, which isn't what I'm talking about at all. The best way 

to picture what I'm trying to comprehend is a number line, with the negatives on the left and positives 

on the right. Homosexual on the left, heterosexual on the right. We have a certain tendency to either 

one. Maybe, naturally, we are born with this tendency- maybe some people are born with a tendency 

towards homo- or heterosexual behavior. Maybe. I dunno.  It's complicated. However, society, 

individual people, overall, our experiences, the nurture side of it all, nudges it towards one side or the 

other. So let's say nature is a -7 homosexual, nurture is 10 heterosexual. Balance that out, you've got 

a person who's not so sure of himself, who's right in the middle. I'd say he's 17-20 something years 

old, so then, the choice making comes into play: what does he want to do? So then, the choice is his, 

since his body's not going through crazy changes and he is his own man.

Then, you throw into play other things: molestation, things of that nature. I've noticed that people who 

are molested at a young age, go into traumatic experiences at a young age, tend to act... similarly, per 

se. Talk to a young lady, a woman even, and if she has a 'little girl' voice, you can probably infer 

something very traumatic happened to her at a young age, albeit molestation or something, especially if 

she likes to tag on bi or curious or even full-blown lesbian onto her sexual orientation. What I'm saying 

is not that homosexuality = molestation or rape or hypersexual activity, but that molestation = 

homosexuality or hypersexual activity, hate begets hate, love creates love, so on, so forth. I wouldn't 

say that homosexuals are very sexual, but I would say that a male couple would be more sexual over 

the years than a female couple. It's all relative in the end, I'd say. Nothing's more important than 

anything else, but everything does affect everything else.

And about homosexual lifestyle... did I say that? Nah... I had said homosexual agenda... and 

heterosexual lifestyle. See? Using different words to try to culminate what the overall meaning was, 

since it was hard to convey without using tendency, which you seem to have damned into some other 

sort of usage. Overall meaning: tendency, but my usage, not yours.

And about me, I have ended up this way, which is certainly not advanced humanity, by having a 

miserable life and going into internet chat rooms and 'dating' older women via the internet all through 

middle school and trying to help this poor girl who'd been molested at a young age come to terms with 

her sexuality and trying to stop my peers from killing themselves and bringing myself up from the least 

popular kid to the most popular kid without losing any friends and becoming the best crash cymbal 

player any marching band has seen while trying to woo the hearts of many women while only finding love 

in one but due to a number of laws in place against old versus young relationships finding myself at 

odds with the government.

That's the short story, I suppose. The even shorter story is, I found I hated life, hated being, hated 

people, yet found that I could love living beings, understand why people hate, and ultimately found that, 

even if there isn't more to life, if you don't live life lying about it, you go through life basically dying. 

Also, the hustle was a major component in my making it through life. And philosophy. And wrecking an 

SUV. And a love-making experience with video games. Lots of suicidal thoughts. Fishing. Learning 

about ramen, religion, hypocrites and 2pac.

I could write an even shorter story, but all in all, it's a long and complicated story that has a lot to do 

with nothing, really. Nothing, nothing, nothing. With Jesus Christ not being my savior, but rather, 

Nietzche, Zarathustra, Heindeigger, Albert Camus, and Monsieur Antichrist helping me the most. If 

there aren't other people kinda like you, you've no reason to live, because you've no one to live with, 

even if it's just in your head.

Also, harmonica.
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