SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW OF DIALOGUE BETWEEN DEANE AND BARBARA
GROSSMAN ON SEXUAL ORIENTATION, 1997-2000

These two pages provide an intro to the material that follows. It is sent as a note to Josh (2023) re
some writing he and | have been doing on co-exist and inclusion, diversity.

Johanna comment: This is an excellent summary — the tone is really kind and respectful and it’s a really
good overview summary of the issue, including a synopsis of the dialogue with Barbara, as well as a
range of religious views at the time from progressive (Allan) to hostile (some Christians). | think it should
definitely go up on your website. It shows your patience, your clear thinking, your willingness to be
open Love j(March 23, 2023)
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* * *
LETTER TO JOSH

Hi Joshers, this is a dialogue that | thought would interest you for our “Co-exist” paper. That
paper deals primarily with how different religious/spiritual traditions might add greater tolerance
and respect to each other. (We began discussing this when you were 22, and began our article
when you were 32—still working on it (I'm writing this March, 2023) for possible inclusion on
my DHS website. and if it might fit with our article monograph.

This is a more concrete issue, discussed within religious traditions about sexual orientation. The
dialogue occurred between 1997-2000, with my colleague and friend, Barbara Grossman. She
and her husband Michael were part of a “havurah” group that met since 1985—you may
remember some of those! We are a close group of friends and spiritual seekers who shared a
deep love of Judaism. This particular dialogue started with a column/sermon that Rabbi Krause
gave in 1997-- (yes the very Rabbi Krause who a decade earlier when you were five and came to
services with us, , would share sermons that allowed you to fall asleep under my tallit during
services © (A one page dialogue of different religions leaders, from 2008 including Rabbi
Krause is attached at the end of this intro to you).



RABBI KRAUSE’S VIEW ON SEXUAL ORIENTATION (HOMOSEXUALITY).
HISTORICAL CONTEXT. Rabbi Krause had comment on important of tolerance toward
gays and lesbians. As context, a few years earlier (1993) President Clinton had said re: gays in
the military “don’t ask, don’t tell” which was seen as a progressive step forward from gays not
allowed to serve. In 1996 he had signed and congress passed the Defense of Marriage Act which
said marriage was only between a man and woman and same sex marriages were not recognized.

Barbara took issue with Allan’s comment and wrote a letter to the temple newsletter strongly
disagreeing with Allen’s comments that gays should be allowed to marry. I thought it would be
interesting, since | admired her intelligence and faith commitment, to explore the issue with her
more. | believed at the time that such a dialogue would help me clarify by own views, and we
could help create a dialogue/dialectic that might better inform us both.

OVERVIEW OF MY DIALOGUE WITH BARBARA GROSSMAN ABOUT THIS
ISSUE. You will see from the attached pages that this dialogue went through several phases.
The first phase was my just listening to Barbara’s point of view, to try to understand it better.
Her basic view stated at the start was that she had gay friends, even did counseling with
gay individual. However she didn’t feel gays should be allowed to marry. My “gut” reaction was
that [ didn’t agree with her, but I hadn’t really thought it through very carefully and was willing
to listen to her view. | thought good hearted people, coming from an open minded perspective,
could have a mutually enriching dialogue.

Her initial points, as you will see from the dialogue attached, was that gays aren’t as mature
relationally as heterosexuals. so their relationships wouldn’t be as good; she also said that gays
(either male or female) would not be as good as parents in raising children. A major portion of
the middle part of this dialogue is my trying to understand why she believed these viewpoints
and whether a) there was any research done on the topic; and b) if there were, if research did (or
could show) that gays were as mature relationally, and that they could raise children equally
well (based on some agreed upon dependent variable), would that help her rethink her position.

After several exchanges around this, she finally said for her it came down to religious beliefs —
The bible says marriage is between man and woman and for a man to lie with another man is an
abomination. | shared with her that to cite the Bible in this case was a choice on her part,
because, knowing her well, I knew she disagreed with other parts of the Bible: (e g.that women
are not allowed to read from the Torah, which she proudly did and proudly encouraged the Bat
Mitvah of her children (services which mom and | joyously attended.

She said her view was that taking a larger, societal perspective, you can’t look at what might be
good for the person, (ie. the homosexual) but what it would mean for civilization in general.
The final section of our dialogue is my sharing that | was grateful for her sharing so openly and
honestly. To me it was interesting how far you can dialogue until you realize that further
dialogue is no longer helpful. She didn’t’ fall back to religious beliefs until the end of the



dialogue, and it became clear that if she believes her view on faith and wasn’t open to any
“research” that might show otherwise, I didn’t see how continued dialogue was going to be
helpful and I thought it was time for this exchange on this topic to come to an end. We
continued to be friends with them for another few years until 2005—a twenty year arc), but
clearly this was no longer discussed among us.

2015 Supreme Court ruling. On June 26, 2015, the U.S. Supreme Court, in a major milestone
for civil rights, struck down all state bans on same-sex marriage, legalized it in all fifty states,
and required states to honor out-of-state same-sex marriage licenses in the case Obergefell v.
Hodges, finally granting same-sex couples equal rights to heterosexual couples under
the law.

RELIGIONS LEADERS VIEWPOINTS JUNE 7, 2008 What religious leaders think
about same-sex marriage depends upon which leader you ask. Opinions run the spectrum.
KPCC's Susan Valot spoke with two of Orange County's top men of God, each holds very
different views.

Susan Valot: Pastor Wiley Drake of the First Baptist Church in Buena Park says he probably
won't spend much extra time preaching against same-sex marriage during his services. Drake's
preached for years that homosexuality is a sin.

And the former leader of the national Southern Baptist Convention says his message won't
change. But Drake says he will push people to get out and vote in November to change the state
constitution so it bans gay marriage.

Wiley Drake: Last election, we only had 24% of our Christian voters out. | believe we'll
approach the 50% mark this time. And I think it'll be because people are fed up and are gonna
vote for the constitution to be changed so that indeed the law of the land here in California will
be one man, one woman. Nothing— you know, the bible says God created Adam and Eve, not
Adam and Steve.

Valot: But over at Temple Beth El of Orange County, the largest Jewish congregation in the
county, Rabbi Allen Krause says we're all human.

Allen Krause: Oh, all of us are basically made in God's image, and if God made us to be
heterosexual or homosexual, that's God's doing. And I'm surely not going to question God.

Valot: But Rabbi Krause points out the view of same-sex marriage varies within the Jewish
community. His synagogue in Aliso Viejo is a Reform temple. Still, the rabbi says he thinks "it's
a shame™ that people
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BOUNDARIES: EATING (KASHRUT) AND SEXUALITY.

kosher. It is basically vegetarian. So I am not a big halachic thinker. ™y
reference to kosher laws was to give Allen a refesrence point for being gble
to hold out an ideal without judging people who fall short of it. I think he
3 is successful in the area of koshrut. I THINK YOUR ANAOLOGY IS

IMPORTANT . WHAT YOU WERE SAYING, I BELIEVE, IS THAT THERE ARE "MORE PURE"

WAYS TO EAT: TO HONOR EATING, EVEN IF WE DON’T KEEF LITERAL KOSHER,

SPECTS OF CONSCIOUS EATING ARE IMPORATNT: BLESSINGS BEFORE THE MEAL WITH
ANTENTION, THANKS AND GRATEFULNESS AFTER THE MEAL. i°D SAY i AGREE WITH
THAT VALUE, AND PROBLABY WOULD SAY IT "SHOULD" BE A UNIVERSAL VALUE.
CERTAINLY i’*M BOTH "GOOD AT IT" IN SOME WAYS, AND FALL QUITE SHORT OF MY
IDEAL IN TERMS OF INTENTION IN EVERY PRAYER, DISCIPLINE IN EVERY BITE,
HONORING OF EVERY MOMENT AS SACRED. sTILL, i VALUE THE IDEAL....BUT VALUE

IT GENTLY, SO i’MN NOT TOO HARSH ON MYSELF OR OTHERS WHEN i EAT FLESH,
ETC :

)
bl My opinion about homosexuality is not meant to Jjudge individuals. It 13—

» meant to define a social policy. For individuals, I support their choices
» and look to enhance their relationships regardless of gender. I do
» relationship counseling for gay couples without Jjudgment I hope. HERE I
HEAR YOU SAYING THAT SOCIAL FOLICY IS ONE WAY TO KEEP BOUNDARIES, TO HELF
HAVE SOCIETY ENCOURAGE THE VALUES YOU WANT FOR YOUR KIDS--I.E.,
HETEROSEXUAL RELATIONSHIPS. IF YOU WERE TO ALLOW SOCIAL POLICY TO SAY
YERYTHING GOES" T .E., HOMOSEXUALS CAN MARRY, THEN YOU WOULD LOSE AN
QF‘ORTANT CULTURAL SUFFORT FOR WHAT YOQOU ARE TRYING TO TEACH YOUR
CHILDREN. I THINK THAT’S A GOOD POINT. IT WOULD BE BETTER IF EVERYONE
ﬁROUND ME AGREED WITH ME. I’D LIKE THE GOVERMENT TO SUFFORT A HOLIDAY ON
CHANUKAH, ETC. CERTAINLY, HERE’S A PLACE WHERE WE’RE IN THE MAJORITY, WHY
GIVE POWER AWAY. I SAY THIS WITH ALL SERIQUSNESS . I DO KNOW THERE IS
A PART OF ME THAT AGREES WITH YOU ( A CERTAIN PERCENTAGE). tHERE IS
PNOTHER FART OF ME THAT KNOWS THAT SETTING THAT BOUNDARY EXLUDES OTHERS,
WHO,” FROM THEIR PERSPECTIVE, MAY HAVE LEGITIMATE ISSUES AND RIGHTS. SO IT
?ECOMES A BALANCING OF THOSE D] ERENT PARTS OF ME.

ce : jshapir@uci.edu
Attchmnt @' . : . -
Subject : Re: LOVE!—-reply . )
~——-— Message Text -—-—--—

Hi, I Jjust took Josh to get lasik surgery, and am now back!

&hanks for your kind note below! ‘

.. I had one additicnal question for you

(me) re: my o )
response to your letter. It has to do with kosher and homosexuality.
(see, I was still thinking about it during Josh’s surgery!). The
guidelines for kosher are pretty (very!) plear.;,I’d probably, as I . ' .
imagine would you, want to ensure not only th§t'the content ofoiaws were i
met, but also the spirit: i.e., sesking heal;hy, grateful, eating, etc.
sseing the sacred in food. The;quesﬁien is;” in 'your model, what would be
the guidelines you would offer a loving homosexual couple, to help them

i

P

' ’
e e - : !
get to the place of deeper ., more mature adulthood? Nhat‘wou}d the ———— ]
instructions be, both in térms of the content of your guidelines, and thg ‘
spirit.... i
in spirit....D . ’ T .
i S — - —




e: Wed, 26 APY 2000 23:09:58 ~Q700
m: Johanna F. SHARIRO (JFSHAPIR@uci.edu)
"Daana H. SHARIRO? (dhshapiréuci .adu’ -
ject: RE:_j, this is one more question for barb -
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is very flawed. Being
bs the sam& &S since heterosexuals do
not put effort and intentionality into thseir sexual orientation. Kashrut is
by and large, is not. Oh bov, I

= choice, whereas sexual orientations
. e e va. and great dav! J _ﬂ__,.,—*'

* * %

gy —

— =

ink hear analogy

Yes, bingo. 1 personally th
} keeping kosher ,

eterosexual cannot



Historical/Biblical Context and Issues

; o ltA;S possible that bomosexual couples could duplicate the individuation
vaiue of successful married lifa. T AGREE , I suppose there is & way we

could pose
> otherness in any relationshi GREE AGAL
§ a P of two people. SRE ; v

PREAED BRG]y : People. I AGREE AGAIN Howe ey, I
, .nk Ebe male-female d>'rjamic involves a huge stretch for each gender and is
[/)f T’Alni’lf:a,“”' Va%ue-ible. SO A HETEROSEXUAL STRETH TO THE OTHER IS MORE
Ul £1LPEI(rbAN A “Uﬂu%E*U STRETCH TO ANOTHER? 1 REALLY DON’T KNOW. 1D
?: ;T!ERLJ'LU.HHQIN,HF;R; ARCH SAYS. WHAT I HAVE READ OF ME RESEARCH IS
. uC&' TstYgz é:gl;SEUﬁﬁ ARE EXACTLY THE SAME IN TERMS OF TRUST, ETC.

WHAT ARE BASING YOUR SKEPTICISM? I al o a =P
faithfulness is much more e ol
) 11kelf whe? a relationship includes a female partner. As you know, lesbian
‘) relétlonshlpa grelverfrloyal and long term but gay men tend not to have that
> tta{t. NUQLQN?[“!Hlb ;AY THAT IT WOUDL BE HARDER FOR M ALE MALE TO BE
rA{l‘ﬂL UL," ANP Ifiti-\’Lf'URE MORE OF A STRETCH, AND THEREFORE , PERMHAPS REFLECT
HIGHER INDVIDUATION AND COMMITTMENT? AGIAN, I’M PLAYING DEVIL’S ADVOCATE

(PROBABLY NOT A GREAT CHOICE OF WORDS!! ), BUT I WOULD ASK You, IF IT
TURNED OUT IN THE RESEARCH, THAT IT WAS » ON ALL PSYCHOLGICAL TESTS, A
HIGHER FORM OF INDIVIDUATION, HOW WOULD THAT CHANGE YOUR BELIEFS, IF AT
ALL?  WOULD THEY JUST BE "MORE KOSHER™ OR DIFFERENT BUT EQUAL KOSHER , OR
STILL "LESS KOOSHER"?

>

> I also suspect that in this age of toleration where there is little
> stigma, there is much more experimentation of same-sex sex in college age
> kids. I think this suggests that our sexuality is not s=o hard-wired and
> without structure or Scriptures, we will devolve into forms of sexual
> expression that are characteristic pre-biblical society. AH, IN WEEK
TWO OF THE WILDERNESS, THE IMPORTANCE OF BOUNDARIES .  BOUNDARIES AS
ENHANCING SACREDNESS . I AGREE, TO AN EXTENT. PEOFLE NEED STRUCTURE ,
BOUNDARIES; THEY ALSO WILL EXPERIMENT; AND THEY WILL ATTEMRT TO PUSH THE
ENVELOFE ; AGAIN, WE SOUGHT TO RAISE OUR KIDS WITH CERTAIN BOUNDARIES AND
VALUES . THE ISSUE IS CAN YOU DO THAT WITHOUT PUTTING DOWN OR VALUING AS
LESS DEELOFED THOSE WHO HAVE DIFFERNT VALUES /ORIENTATIONS . I°D $SAY IN




SOME AREAS, YES: E.G., STUDYING, DISCILINE IS BETTER THAN SLOTH; BUT IN
TERMS OF HOW PEORPLE SEEK LOVING, COMMITTED RELATIONSIFS, I FEEL ON LESS
SOLID GROUND.

b

I am passionate about biblical revelation as a direction for humankind.

I think our Bible forms the Zeitgeist that continues into these times. I
veally see norming hetervosexuality as & primary biblical theme. The Genesis
creation story is all polemic about one man and one woman. The patriarchal
stories are all about the same thing even when the stories are about more
than one wife. Alsc, the word, "abomination" in the Bible is a technical
term that refers to some kind of aberrant sexuality, probably sodomy. 1 am
referring now to the deep understructure of the Bible, not to rabbinica

Judaism. Christianity picks up on this message in a very big way. WHOA.

IT SEEMS

YOU JUST SHIFTED STYLES IN ME, FROM A MORE PERSONAL, THOUGHTFUL, TO, IT

SEEMS NOW IT’S BACK TO BIBLICAL (DEER STRUCTURE BIBLICAL) " NORMING"

AGAINST HOMOSEXUALITY AND HOMOSEXUAL ACTS AS "ABOMINATIONS' « THAT SEEMS

AT LEAST TO GO AGAINGT THE TONE I THOUGHT WE WERE DEVELUFLNG. 4 wusr vy ———gy
THIS IS THE DEEPR SEATED VIEW YOU HAVE, AND 50 MUCH OF THE DIALOGUE , RELLY

WON’T COUNTER THIS MORE FUNDAMENTAL VIEW. THAT WAS THE ISSUE I RAISED IN
THE FIRST RESPONSE ABOUT WHAT WOULD IT TAKE TO CHANGE YOUR VIEW ABOUT WHAT
195 HMIGHER LEVEL MATURATION. (DID I MISS SOMETHING? )

NN N NS NS NS N N

~

By the way, the early Christian church had to deal with gnostic forms of

)

p)

p ‘uality that were reminiscent of pre-biblical times. St. Paul took that
> !ue on directly and successfully with the church in Corinth. BUT

WEPRE NOT TALKING ABOUT FRE SIBLICAL ORGIES; WE’RE NOT TALKING ABOUT

NEED FOR BOUNDARIES; WE’RE TALKING ABOUT COMMITTEED, TRUSTING, LOVING

RELATIONSHIFS ON THE OTHER $IDE OF HAVING AN EGO. CAN THAT, IN YOUR MIND,

BE EQUAL. THAT?S WHY IT FEELS THESE LAST TWO PARAGRAPHS JUST SLIPPED FRQM
RANS EGO DISCUSSION, TO A PRE-EGO DISCUSSION, THAT I THOUGHT WE’D ALREADY

DEALT WITH.

THE

) So my Biblical sociol i i
5 ) ogy I think is s d T i

i 20 : : ound. The i i

OMMQ pTST;§SVaE?UF"3; §t11; unreflective or inappropriaggefﬁlggmgor mf ==

P nAéPHApg Q_:QMhFH}Nb HIT A TOO DEER FLACE IN YOU THE LAST TWC o

; houxﬂreqSAdgv-, AND YOU SHIFTED ON ME . I think N 8

you are saying, it is ok if I admit this i ’

AND MAYRE SOME- 5 LIRE TH ADMET THE Boscis ro) CHussn prined

EQual :itAr%Emé:\mLt&t ]Spf U?f} ;”‘5 POSSIBLITY OF Homoznzigzﬁlﬁétméﬂu’ ﬁwi\k"'

Ec RELATIONS OF SOPHSITICATION AND DEFTH CAUSES TOC

214 ARIES TO SLIP IN ME; I° DT i L

e ¥ LS TC H M NOT WILLING TO DO THAT: FED TO FEE

SOCTETY’S SUPPORT IN HELPING SE » T SR s e o EREL

i 'S SUF ME SET UP THESE BOUNDARIES; FOR

STHEE. Iiiha RS A E SET UF .33 OUNDARIES; FOR IDS “OR

LOUALLleAfULgRM?E[~ Ig ?J?N A?MI] THE POSSIBLITY THAT THEY CSELEIEE, hia

ol %HAT ?:éngréOEUﬂzEH OF A CHALLENGE TO MY BELIEFS; dP MAYBE 1

comp ol oL HEY ARE EUQALLY MATURE, AND I ST NPT LUANT SOpTErs

TO HONOR THE i o - B ol i SooLl DON'T LIANT SOCTE

ey gNgHE?NEéKipEg%IEIY HQNQR?NHETERMOSEXUAL COURLES; AND TS;T ?&I;ly

TO EX&RCISE POWER fN\;YHEEnggngFA:g $2€EETHEM( 5% KEes o BE e

L EXERCISE POWER IN MY INTERESTS =S, (BUT HERE YOU NEED TO BE

CAREFUL THAT YOU ARE NOT FUTTING THEM AS LOWER, LESS (5&“12U NEEBTTPA?%EF
D] S o P RATH =3 D

THEY ARE EQU T JON T " TO G 3
Py R AL, BUT I DON’T WANT TO GIVE THEM THE "MARRIAGE) VOTE" Ferhaps

> would so

LA O sound bett .
HARD TO BE _ T _?T' it E al

! BE NON-DEFENS TyE uHESOT:§58g6$~more relaxed. youspe .
" The only thanmke « . > TOUCH s0 pEppy RE CUTE!  173¢g
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o ‘Nl%tYWi:T YBQ WwouLD BE WILLING TO DIALOGUE AT SUCH A B ,
PRECIA 1A G | Lo e ookl o
TkN} :Bh TO KNOW THAT THIS EXPLORATION HAS BEEN QUITE HELFFUL v orc
You TO K I
i read over 7O letter and see
i Have 1 responded to you adequately? 1 will read over your &
Hav s ded tc
y if I am complete with my letter.
3 3 vo =3 , TOO.
) It is & privilegse and a pleasure to think with you. YES, ME
) s a ge
tHANKS , !
b
y Barbara
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THE ENDING PHASE OF THE DIALGOUE:

;

kit

e St e s WA |"’Orwarded message L i el i MRS
Date: Sat, 6 May 2000 17:17:10 EDT
Fyom: GrossmnFPhD@cs.com

To: dhshapir@uci.edu

Subject: Re: Dialogue, Round three!!!

w

Dear Deane,

Q Yes, I_think this conversation is coming to completion. A few ends
need to be tied, however, for me

.I can see you are interested most in the Rossibility that an

Xy

L

3 $’3

¥ ot 0 - - - S o7 SWET e 8SSertic 1 makse about Tthe
heterosexual ideal and its influence on ego/faith development. Maybe so. We
could create a study like that. It would be s challenge but it is possible.
If someone were to do that, it would certainly support or challenge the APA
decision in the 1970s. Conceivably, then, we could make a comparison study
of development between two groups: gay and straight, presumably matched for
all other factors.

For me the results would be interesting, but there is another dimension
sider. The fact that gays and straights live in a world with the
sexual model is ideal would also be a factor in the study. It is not

Q3
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possible to study gays and straights in a soclal system where marrlage means
same gender coupling as well as opposite sex coupling. Therefore we can only
do the former.

) The social context of the study, I believe, can affect the study outcome
in a number of ways. For example, I suspect that educated members of
minority groups get extra developmental value out of their experience of
social intevaction.I’M NOT SURE I°’D DISAGREE WITH ASPECTS Of HA

STATEMENT , BUT WOULD YOU ALSO AGREE THAT THERE ARE, OR COULD FPOTENTIALLY

BE SOME NEGATIVE ASPFECTS OF THAT ENCOUNTER WITH THE MAJOIRTY CULTURE AND
IT’S ATTITUDES? It is the value of exposure to distinctly differing
cultures, including the normative culture, and the social and cognitive
tension it produces. I1f my hypothesis is correct, gays would score higher as
a non—-normative group inside this culture than a normed group in a
post-proposition 22 society.WE COULD ACTUALLY TEST THAT IN VERMONT,

PERHAFRS! My concern all along is that the social context

?‘cts psychological development of individuals in many ways and conserving

a clear normative culture for mrlage is one of thoss

factors. IT WOULD BE INTERESTING WHAT WOULD HAFPPEN TO HETEROSEXUAL

GROUFS , TOO. DO YOU THINK THEY WOULD WORSEN?

I am disappointed that you are not interested in considering the value of
conventional norms in the macro picture of mature object-relation development
in our society. DID I SAY THAT i WASN’T INTERESTED? I°M NOT SURE THAT T

DID. HAT I WOULD SAY WOULD BE THE FOLLOWING: THAT WOULD BE ONE ASPECT OF

A MULTIFACTORIAL DESIGN. WE COULD THEN DO MULTIPLE REGRESSION TO

DETERMINE , WHAT, IF ANY IMPACT THAT FACTOR HAD ON THE RESEARCH OUTCOME.

MY HMYRPOTHESIS IT WOULD BE A U-SHARED CURVE, SOME GOOD ASPECTS, :
SOME DELETERIOUS FOR OTHERS (i’M PRETTY SURE THAT BEING TOLD YOU GARL
SINNER, AND IN SAME PLACE AS OTHER SINERS SUCH AS MURDERS (WHICH i

RECENTLY HEARD FROM A CHRISTIAN THEOLOGIDAN) FROBABLY DOESN?T OVERLYHELP

THEIR COUFLE MATURATION!!
| | R A R — :::3---..IIIIIII.
BUT I WOULD ASK YOU A QUESTION ABCUT YOUR "HYFPOTHESIS": INSCEINCE ONE
SEEKS TO ASSESS THE NULL HYPOTHESIS. IF THE RESULTS DISCONFIRM THE NULL
HYPOTHESIS, THEN ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS ARE SOUGHT . MY SENSE FROM OUR
DIALOGUE, (AND A QUESTION I ASKED YOU AT THE START) IS ARE YOUR BELIEF
OFEN FOR DISCONFIRMATION. MY SENSE IS THAT THEY ARE NOT. I BELIEVE YOU
ELIEVE THAT HETERSEXUAL COURPLING IS AN IDEAL. THEREFORE , IF GAYS IN A
‘;RO CULTURE WITH THAT IDEAL, TURN OUT TO BE ABLE TO ATTAIN HIGH LEVEL

=3

A

N

~DEVELOPMENTAL MATURATION (& POINT I THOUGHT YOU DISPUTED IN YOUR INII1AL
LETTER TO ALLEN) THEN YOU WILL CLAIM, I IMAGINE, THAT IT IS BECAUSE OF [HE
HETEROSEXUAL IDEAL; IF THEY DON’T, THEN I SUPPOSED YOU WILL SAY THAT YOU
WERE RIGHT ALL ALONG!!!

FURTHERT BELIEVE THERE 1S A TRICKY AREA BETWEEN SAYING [HA[ IUR\OQ -
HETEROSEXUAL COURLING IS THE IDEAL (AND FOR YOUR KIDS, ETC) AND THA
£

;
f
15 SOMETHING THAT 1 PERSONALLY WOULD AGREE WITH, AS 1 NOTED IN ONE OF OUR

12



DISCUSSED IN YOUR LAST DIALOGUE WAS THAT YOU WERE NOW ARGUING CORE BELEIF"S-
BASED ON THE BIBLE; I THOUGHT YOU SAID THAT TWICE. WHEN YOU SAY THEY
HELPED YOU DEVELOP YOUR VIEWS, RE YOU SAYING THAT

THESE PEOLE SEE HOMNOSEXUALITY AS AN ABOMINATION, TO0? THAT THEY BELIEVE
THAT CIVILIZATION WOULD COLLAPSE IN & POST PROR 22 SOECITY (OR IN
VERMONT?)

Another note. If you have a chance, check out the article in Atlantic
Monthly online (www.atlanticmonthly.com) that reflects on what is happening
to boys in our culture. It includes a scathing critique of Carol Gilligan’s
ressarch and thesis and suggests that we have listened to this qusestionable
research and it became part of a political agenda that is harming our
society’s boys. I would like to hear your thoughts about this article. I am
referring to the feature article in the May issue of Atlantic Monthly . MY
E-MAIL BROWSER ANDERINTER CAN’T GET MC THERE . IF YOU THINK IT REALLY
IMPORRANT THAT I READ IT, PLEASE FEEL FREE TO SEND ME A COPY AT HOME, AND

T2LL ADD IT TO MY READING LIST!
i =

ate: Sat, 6 May 2000 17:46:25 EDT
- rom: GrossmnPhDécs .com

o: dhshapireuci .edu

Eubject: F.S.

eane ,

the Atlantic Monthly article is related to our .
- ique of another academically and/ov
t sounds compassionate at

W - -ference 1O : L
onversation because it provides a erit
iberal motivated social change program tha
i nception but backfired.

arbara .
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. — . y
'_____.-J-"‘_':—-__hi : -~
BARBARA, AND HOW PEDPLE“CHOOSE-VALusﬁiggrﬁ

1. belief, core value, assumption: Judeo christin values (in

general ) are good.

“

[} Ty :
2. I know they are good because they have created civilization

3. anything which diminishes or weﬁ@nés.those values hurts civi-
lization and leads either to, or on a slipper slope to civilza~-
tions demigse.. ‘

T

" 4., gay activity is condepﬁbnd by bible as abomination. heterosex-
ual be fruitful and multipy is a mitzvah. :

S. therefore gay marriaée is w@ng, and will lead to 3.

issues: 1) .iﬁ general: not all values then are helpful: ;T\ﬁ:i;ﬂ’

e.g., women reading from .torah, etc; therefore, ongoing revela—
tion, and pick and choose; she draws line more liberally than
strict halacha formal orthodox.

2) they haue helped create cifilization, but also
been misused | <
3) see 1. she would disagree that all are ==ly good .
in fact, letting girls read may help advance c1vlllzat10n _ G?
4) why does she pick the line here, could this be 'CD

example, where line is in wrong place

o ) I; more open on this one; lines needed; just
not here: see fiddler; immigration: boundaries, but porous

L
- .

T ——— . : vy

bate: Tue, 2 May 20@0 10:21:56 =0700 .

From: Johanna F. SHAPIRO (JFSHAPIR@uci.edu? _
' Yo: ’*Deane H. SHARPIRO® (dhshapir@uciredu)- o
Lﬁgbgect RE: Dlalogue, round rwo (Fwd)

—_

o] :
ggrie —~ this 13 quite &n amazing d1¢logus You are véﬁy generous wWith .
‘Barbara to help clarify and refine her thinking {to give her credit, I think
she is trying hard too to figure out the basis for har.strong conuzctlona)
“You.evince both a clear—headed logic and a compquLOnate heart in your
arguments. You ave very impressive and very smart. }ithlﬁk this represents

s superb clarification of very complicated issues. Love va, J
——l ¥
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v TR e L R
______-—-——-'_'—-—_— R T _ ) ) .

yate: Fri, 12 May 2000 00:34:56 EDT

rom: GrossmnFhDé&cs.com e

ro: dhshapiréuci.edu . . ' ' .
subject: Re: thank you... ) : ,

Jear Deane,

Yes, I can let this conversation end. However, I must admit to some
Frustration that I was not able to present my ideas in such a way as to
sngage you. Perhaps you are not interested in the social systemic pictuvre
inyway. I think you are proud of your adult modeling for vdur childven. I
:m as much interested in models for our socisty.

I did catch some sense from you that I expressed myself in such a way as
to appsar as a fundamentalist-like thinker. That makes me sad because I do
not believe that is where I am speaking from. My last—ditch effort was to
soint out an example of a compassionate agenda (social change for girls a la
structural developmentalist Carcl Gilligan) and its unintended effect on our .

society. 1 am disappointed that. vau. srs nmat_interested in that conversation. g
- - = o~ . _ . . T e — )

j’s coment shold | add anthing re: process before how | end it below:?

e — e

Ll;}ate= Thu, 11 May 2000 11:02:5& —0700 (FDT) h 1
From: Deans H. SHAPIRO (dhshapir@uci.eduw) — -~ - — $#. e |
jjo: GrossmnFhDé@cs.com
Cc: Deane H. SHAPIRO (dhshapir@uci.edu) ‘ . ;
Subject: thank you... | C !

s

ear Barbara,

I agpreciate your agreeing that this particular dialogue is coming to
_owplet;on, and for taking the time to provide the additlicnal thoughts’
;h;ch you shared in order to help tie things up.

E-ORTFTR O,

i

& As we are still in the week of tiferet, I want to ‘send blessings for

beauty and harmony to you, Michael, and the girls. 4 “

| ‘ 3

| Warmly, &

s

i " &

L Deﬁﬂ::::::f’“‘_ti L D ek - £ ' ) 7
o ~ — o »f T ———
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Two news articles reporting on research (2001, 2004) on this issue which | came across after dialogue

ended

Lurns Out the Happ
Couple Is , . 4
AN ? . Gay? 214

fection, humor and joy,” said G,

g}éaxﬁ e ?an. Partners were aso Jeg)
'IHLEENE TIKELLEHERMES essed and more positive after 3
greement, i

any therapists have  While th
e
:ﬁrt;'e‘lieul.: needs of gay unions js s;:::se:mel}?:t stahxze}se |
. 4 parse, e
Like heterosexl e relates OCUSing 0n gay and les
ples, same-sex partners seek co . e- 11Ships have found s thy
seling for everything from , m:'tl- ohetes:: il apers, Omparabl
Zr,h;;;g slogpiness is like nails to : nd quaslei)t(;r‘aj %r;es . s:ﬁSfaCﬁo
oard to ; . searchers g,
verely mismatched i, ** R eavinaere are fewer obsiay
5 hﬁ"ﬁ;é"’w' clinical psychologist a?d that they%egldst:)n:i‘i?s-:;;:;ursn
ttman, a research sciengist Often than thej
at the Umversity of Washij; The heterosesu
! ashin counter 3 ;
ho has stdied heteroseal o 1Onoy i sy s T
years, has tailored _ ples. But »an cou-
ngps fixpllid: y for the neeg:r:;f straight Couzzsg:lﬁeletz?al:mandl
and lesbian couples by q lineis the same: When om
UPon research that ph se i - When the bad out-
: C ed th ighs the good, i
'lrnht:rf; t;(;r;: s?ﬂdsam“fl;,s ¢ couples(.e ,y:}'"ke Prg EViou:Tégg;csg ll\tn./hich ‘
7 Y, which Gottman ®"'€d on same-sex coyples’ ‘
co-authored with (. 5 2 prted § uples’ self-re-
fessor of psycholo bert LL22C"  tionship, Gotieans o their rela
gy Robert _tionship, Gottman’ : f
son, found similarities and I&‘:foen objective observ?xrtlis o 2y
beoi ey ( er- A atons of same-sex
in how gay, leshia couples interac >
hetero, s n and 1 g The study in;
i sexual couples interac, volved 42 same-sex couples (2]
e realized there were 3 Io and 21 lesbians), all of wh o4
differenc Lof cohabiti i Sl
4 es when we were obsery. C°Pabiting and in a committed re.
ing men and women while study. lationship of at least two years
ing marriages,” said Gottman, wiy long. They were compared to 42
just sub‘xlmtted the study for ity heterosexual married couples
cation. “We couldn't tell if diffey. Whose reports of satisfaction in the
Iixl:cefis w;‘e,re biological or role.re- lr:::t:o?lslhlp fw ). S
- We decided to 0 that of the same-sex coup|,
same-sex couples, and we ggiufﬁ' and who had also been ‘Ogeﬂlgl'e:
terested in them for (hejr own nH‘;umum of two years,
Sdg‘ cou tlthe beginning of the study, all
’ ottman and hjs colleagues i mj 4 "'d?Otaped interact-
ound that same-sex couples were su%‘ect e.dlscus.smg Bimumber o
ntl’uch more optimistic in the face ro{)l  "heluding a_relationship
3" ‘;'(:)l::ﬂm than straight couples g)picse n;s aﬁ,d such innocuous
compared how a perse.: ¢ preceding day’s
Prlesgnted a problem in sax‘r’ner-ssgg :Xiﬂm e iteractions,
lr)e ationships, they showed B member of the couple’s
eliigerence, less domineering, jogs Fh ymglogmal = e
sadness, less whining and meoe ot €artbeat, finger pulse, etc.) were
Please see Birds & Bees, E3

- —

16



research of videotapes of hetero and homosexual couples talking about issues Gottman, 2004)
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