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tion of the challenge of drawing normative implications from 

sex difference. Recent sex scandals involving male politicians 

have sparked discussion about reasons for marital infidelity and 

pointed to the brain chemistry of "alpha males." But even if these 

claims had some foundation, would they justify or excuse such 

conduct? 

Finally, to clarify what my project is and is not: Lopez links 

my argument that sex equality is a core value to general "trans

formative political projects to establish sexual equality in defi 

ance of nature," including a host of social changes tied to the 

1960s and 1970s. Merely because my theory draws on liberal 

political theory does not 1in1< it to this host of s.ocial phenomena 

associated with a liberalizing of social attitudes about sexuality. 

Rejecting conservative sexual ideology that assigns women the 

role of sexual gatekeepers does not mean I simply champion 

. male "modesty" by analogy to the female modesty championed 

by proponents of reviving courtship. My point is that it is wrong 

to assign women a special responsibility to control male sexual

ity, just as it is wrong simply to assume that men have little to no 

control over their sexual conduct. Whatever men's nature, it is 

appropriate for society to inculcate norms of respect for bodily 

integrity and to encourage men and women to deal with each 

other with mutual respect. The fact that, from an evolutionary 

perspective, male sexual jealousy may be an adaptive behavior, 

which, when taken too far, spills over into lethal violence against 

women hardly means that society may not attempt to prevent and 

punish such violence. 

Even some of the most ardent marriage promoters argue that 

the advent of pair bonding and the institution of marriage are 

momentous steps in human development, rather than simply 

a natural state.lO As such, they are fragile achievements, and 

require constant tending and shoring up by the forces of civil 

society and law. An appeal merely to human nature, including 

sexual nature, simply will not do the work that Lopez suggests it 

can when it comes to marriage. 

Conclusion: On Persuasion and the Place for
 
Marriage in (New) Life Scripts?
 

I will conclude with two brief points: one on persuasion and 

the second on life scripts. It may be, as Josephson argues, that 

efforts at reasoned argument fail to persuade when addressing 

convictions rooted in ideology. Nonetheless, a premise of The 

Place of Families is that it is possible to take the shared intu

ition that families matter and attempt to find some common 

ground on political values. This is not easy work, but i 

worth attempting. 

Second, it is undeniable that life scripts about marriage: 

family are in transition. On the one hand, marriage retain 

special significance in law and culture for its symbolic mean 

and tangible consequences. On the other, people are departinl 

many ways from the conventional script of love, marriage, • 

baby carriage. I I As William Galston recently observed, for m, 

young people today, getting married and having a child-by 

contrast to getting an education and securing employment-do 

not signify achieving adult status in the way they did for 

young people in earlier generations. 12 As the place of marriage 

changes, society will face new challenges concerning family life, 

the politics of the family, and family policy. 
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