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'casting off old sexual att':i.tudes and emot 'ons. On -t,le other ha?l r

hile I do not ccept the utopian vision of tJ iver c 1 IE: 11:1.1

liberation i T do grant that tradit!o~l m~rri~ge i~ ~av. froM p,r

. 1 ct~ even tinder conditions of professional eq~, 11 y. ~ sha l~ in

fact, ... tt.emptto be as pessimistic as possible iI) ~,~j ating the

joys of marriage. My method w',11 con. i,rot: 1n pal"'t of co:-: ptual

~alysis and i,n p rt of qame theory. I "hall ..."s" t.:.e i' _ in the,

& rly ections of ~le essay to provid~ a defi it'on of Ym~rri ge.'

the la~t. part f the p per I shall apply ga~e theory ~o 30rne

~
t,

of the problem arQ&S of

-divorce. '

rt' iage, par ieu!.. -ly adll. e7:Y and

II. The Qu~sti~

Obviously the most important,ques ,ion is hether to marry, bu~

it is the wrong strategy to approach the gen ,.r. 1 qt.estion .e don.

R-tn r, I $hall begin by limi._ ng the ques j,o., nreaJd.ng it down

in 0 S all~r 0 e. r rat of 11,. i. th re O' ~ficient ea en 'or

'cr.! g." indep ndent of t.h~ qu.est· on af c~ 'h: J. n? Shoo Id t

r

;"'e':>pl ever. ma. 'J':'..' I for exampl e: in t !gni'.icent .ri .d of ye r

1, ior _u ac.: t::ualll' aving cl i Idrei)? A1H"'lthe- m jar i 1.1 _ ":'9 the

... 'rability of adultery or Wh8t. 's no" bei~g alle.r. co-m?..rital

I uhall ~18o focus en th~ effect of se Ual ster_ t~Jjng and

<. pp net, s to sex itself. Ad' tional topic..' I \0;0 Id "..i.e -co t:o:.tC'1

0"
.nC;.·;dce th~ -uality o! me;,n ~i he a"ri}:m-f

l~bort1 ~be
,
pu:t'(!l\'t of ~ . f(": rears. ole ct'\ ..r.t, t ... Tl ,:::;uppoZ''4.:

r~ '~l~ ~. p~ 1':'191 _ of ~h..tl(\r :1. '.J.t r.o·~ .:. f.: ing n' ,f he..:""..



que~tion$ which a£e all . ~levant to dec~c~Bg whet er to be marri~d,

I uld like ~o take up & prior ~U~ 'tion of de ini·ion or of con-

eepi:t1al anal:~wis, the question Otf hot is m· rr ~dge. Broadly

"p-;- iking 'It\c.rxi~ge i~ al"Tays defined as e, social inst.it:ution of

certain purposes. ~~t i would li~e to do is to pursue ex~ctly

h-t 'jt,;ind o. institu'ion it is and what ort of p'u.rposes ii: .• hould

have 11 example of th~ kind o~ definltion I have in wind if

g1. en by Jer~my Benth·.m who defines ma.rriage as legal contract

. und0rtaken by a couple for 'the purpose of their living together

nd, in partic1Jlar, for the purpo of a 5p.xual intercourse to .0

1
carried 'out bet',reen them. t Unfortunately Bentham's definition is

\nhelpf~l to most of us living today bec~ua it is possible ~o

enjoy sex without g~tting married. Bu~ Bentham's analy~is is

instn."-::tivc in t,olO ways. First of all, the definition is not 80

'.:wh L.-releva.nt to modern life· ~a i' i:3 wrong. I aha 1 b oper··

.in on t.hg ~S\1m.p .ion that human natura 1 on the wh(")l con-

i t nt eT!ouqh that the primary purpo es oFO~ qetting m ' . led th~'

old today~ held fifty. a undred, ~~

¥ th. whole I ~hink ~h t people who desir' to be

o or ~ Benti~!ly the ew~e p ycholoqic ,1 ~o~ecn& that t~ey did

4.. hundred years ago and i',hat Bentham is ·herefore wrong if h

t inks that ~he main rea on for _eing m~·rie~ 1~ to ~njoy sex.

1& I am 5eeking, then~ is th- human uni,er al, if it 0 .is~e,

we sh"11 ~ -I tho t&ilure to id6ntify t e



are qUite differ'ent from those in the day of Ben~h!Ui~ !ld in the

da)' of other pt-,pular def initions of ~ ..rr.iage. 1 sh 11 be dis- I

1~~' q".li t.! s ha Ie .. el'1t plQl;AlIibi Ii Y to previ us defin " ~ on ef

equal earning po -er. equo... socia! pre~·tige and. _qu'l ::ledication

cu sing TClax-Luge b,_t,,-,enn so c lIed 1 'M' ated men nd ...en, with

to caz e~. Thi8 eq~ality is raTe ~v n tod y~ dB . nd p eeent I
i

. rri ge. '''he ,nequltie~ of .Be"'1'Cu m's tih ll~nt; l:uudbllity to 1
L claim t at hu ~band f;'a5 i. part: teach ,. ana in part master

'of his wife. He nased th:s c}'im on the principle of uti ity.

If a husband was treated part as a' master and p~rt as a teacher

~v~ryonets happin~ss would have been increa ed~ both hUfl} and and

.wi-fe. His calculation was probably correct for nin ~te""nth century
.

England, but t.e question! shall focus on is ~mat m rri~ge ~ould

'e 'etw.en soci~' equals. To summarize, the~. I inquiring

whetl r the agele purpose of Arri!tge C:l!?l be -"cideved by a

moaez-n profe edonal eo\. pIe by 0 l? pre e t ':'T;Sl:i 'tut-~:lon nf 3Triage ~

.~ .ore :)roce ding to ~!'y own positive view or, th_ d "finit,'.on of

rri ge I would like to consi er in t is sec:"on th ee t'au~-

. 'l:' ·:1ne,l. ""ie\--s I wbat I ahall call the cathol!.c, 'm.Ql. ;.st and liberal

'1' . ~l Catholic Ch'rch as trt'dition ily de 'ir ed marriage as

s crament with two endr., th~ procreatiun ucat'on of .oildren.

71:. th_ men~, let us ~et aside what ~~ Id be '. !\..: hy the w rd

, aero m\!:lnt:. ~ I h;111 r .t.urn to that. l&te~. i:.o't l~ focus in t.ead

think th

u.. ~ 'initicn i
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its .. I 1 i C.:I ':. i.e; for society. It ilio'/ CJciallr an e,"t ~mely c:on

s.erv~ ":":'ve def.:.nit":'or.. !n order to have sex t 'hich 1. limit.ed to

roaLriage, a couple mu~t marry, ana in marri~se to be t~ul'

)~rticiI??ting in the est.ate. on~ !illust h",ve chi .{4r~n. The having

af children entails the: r suppot"t.~ Their' support x ...\!: rE:8 work

d participation in society, and thus everyone, e~er~ nnrnal

member of society, is ma:r.riej and working. Thusth ost of

segual pleas~re is active participation in economic productio

Here we have avid~nce to support the thesis of many c'. ~ural

nthropologiste t:at the p imary purpose of raligion in soc~ety

is to s~pport the existing soci~l str ceara. A~ unrel. ted but

interest' 9 imrnedia..t.e corollary of the c3.thol 'c .. fin' tion o'~

ma.rriage i::; tha.t il couple w~ich ei-r.her int.end!" to hav no -:hil

dr n 0_ is incapable f laving children s. uld not m<rry. But

.~ is paten.ly obvious that ~~ y coup es O' .his sort ha e

denired. 'Co arry and have led happy lives in ro':lrr~.age. We S oula

not say of them that they ere conceptu 11y cont.u-..:d. Rathe .... H~

should s~y that they are ev~dence that the catholic dafinit on

h s miSfiQd the point. Ther is something _1S3, S~ th~ng

p9ycho:..:)gi~ally deeper. and more rewarding t.r an the mere having of

chi r.o, hat is part of the subst9nce ,f rriagc. So we an

b 5' r~ frnm the start that ~he catho11c definition '= 'ncorrect.

P rtl1eJ. t i'" we suppl.ernent th. ~holic definition with the prin-

ci. Ie _h~t S~~ outside of marriage is wrong or ~inf~lt th.

a:_ tl0 \ i --: C 1~' .. ..,.. ion _'-ed\lc~!t to t. e t co .er '?I1t I a me t to babbling

• r ! '! C. 'rc. z ,e~
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~uprlp~enting the goals of rna riage to include sex or at least to

be s~ intimately involved with sex as to be indistinguishable from

~. But to identify sex and children is a blunder surpr.ising even

for the Fathers of ~be Church~ Either the rte end f marriage is

c 11 ren, their upbringing and educat~ion which imi'~ies that

'i.:hcr·~ should be nc.. condemnation o~ sex o"utsld_ ot marx'i ge, or the

p rpose of marriage is sex in which case children are an accidental

consequence, The error follows from an additional premise of

nat't~ral Jaw theology that the purpose of sex is children. Sex and

children go together, as do marriage and children, therefore so do

sex and marriage. :aut the :dea of natural ends dropped out of

lSerimas s.=ience .nnd phi.lo ophy with the four elementfl. Quite·

apart from thi.:' athrism, the ide! tifying of the purpose of

, _riag~ w:i;'"'h eith~I: havi.ng sex or h ving child:.:en or both seems

o miss the mark and to reflect c. naive and simplistic view of

iun'lh nature.

'"

r -

The marxist conception of marri&9 13 at onc~ re rre ting

a~d more ludicrol s. It is powerful because it points out and

c:cl.tici cs the Fils of marriage, particular.y t.he nuclear family

in a capi tal i~';t ociaty. For example 9 Barbara naloqun (Ja\::kson)

in V.ar:ria("e a. n Oppres ive 1 tJtituticn - Col.lecti.,es as

,·olut:ion WI" i tes,

.o't' ec~onomlc yeasons marria9~ L. oppre!J' ive t::> oo'Ch parties,
c pecially to women. As 10n9 as th man ha s let or major,
~.spon~ibility for the financial upport of hi family, 'he

r men and ch ·ldr.~. , bee us of their non-~ontributo.-y roles,
re kept dependant and powerless ••.. The mao is oppre.aed

juat b: being forced to a .... the ",le or n. jor re$p0i.1 ibil' ty
f~> tle finan~ial up ort of his f =ily~ In a dition, the
)U:~dCi}' is :.l!lcre.clf~~d b.cau~~ oft. ~xpl~Ji~.:. ~.iv,;!, tQ~Jld 2
"1~stLcYl.n~f ~ ~'t- ture f 'h. ~ ) b in c p!.. 1,. t a cJ.ety.
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H(se a~:e dEeri d botI t;h~ sl.loord· nation of \#Omen and the unequal
.

L 't'or of ro·t:n~ !roth wi t~ BOlUe justi<:e .are a tr' batt:! to capi-

t.i\' ir:;IfI, but in ~'hat fo-lo~ s I sh 11 ?ecsva the qu stion open

wh~L.er ~uch ~vi.1s ar~'! the C'onsequencca of 't1 rriage or soci .ty~

;nr;t~~d I Sh9 1 ' arglle that forthollJe lucky fe- wh·~ are ~qual, the

sorts of evils con::'iemned j? the marxi.st. analysis of mi rriage neea

not ar1..,,~. I g:r.ant here, however r and use as a premise of the

rf:.,;t of this discussion,. th, t such inequitie$ for both women and

men are \V'r.ong and should be correct.ed. The worth of the marxist

an~'ysis co~sist in fcinting the e out. But uhat is uncon-

vincing in the account is the way in h1Ch the s~bordination

a;td i.n .q1-li t.y are tied ~eces·arily .0 -api tali

S'¥3te,:,ir. F'r. dCr.':'l.k Entjles writ s, for x~ple,

as an economic.

(Monogomy] was nai: in any "'(.'1' th fruit of indillid~a sex
10v('., wi t.h whicl it had ab...olut ..1y nothing in. common I for
marr:'~ages re.mained rrh":lrr.i:iges of convenience a c before. It
wa~ t.he firs form 0 the fandly b--scd not on . atur 1 ut:
t) econc,mic cond~t~ons, nam(~ll', on the v'ctory of pr~vate . 3
property 0Ver orlg~~~l, naturally developed, C0rnnion ownersh1p.

rt ,. n the l!\'lr:xigt thesis t.l-Hlt marriage as 'e }r~cw ":'t i.3 u. dir.ec.t

COl seq~~el Ge of the e 'istence of private property in c italist

r 1~·ety. As a logan and an idea, 8uch ~ the i lS ~nt-ig ing,

but It becomea silly when the details of analys~.s, the a~tual ~x-

pl._nl:ti)f/ of tht, tie of marriage with private prop .rty, is filled

out. En~l_t\: nw.intaiml that mono<] my arOBe b c u~e tho male .. who

,..

ic"lly, wish ~Q be b olutely

or r ~~cn .hich Zn91~

t~ 1 ~v, t ir prop r y

• 'C:Of! t oth r



and tt\~refore kl Qvledge of offspr i119' t 5; par.~n was 'le l.u:ed. But

the details of t.his account a::e both fals.: hi-l ric:l:.y and l.ln-

convincing conceptua~ly. Since the first ctatement cf t~e

lPlUi{ i:3t th~ory in th~ nj netr;ent I c-::'h,tury, immense amom tS of

anthropological data have 3110wn that. there is ~·IO si']'nif' .....ant

carre ation bet\,;een mode C)f .ec01·omic produc-i-o and ".•0.ogomy.

There hav~ been dictatorial, centralized, warlike societies,

called paramo'-ln\-ciee in the literature, that have been both matro-

lineal (e.9_ Iraquois) and patrolineal (e.g. ~tec) in which both

the female and the male have ruled respectiv~ly. Monogomy iu not

necessarily a~sociated with highly dev~loped~ cEntraJ ·zed soci-

P: is pre;:;ent . 1so .:Huang very primitiv'e nomads (e_g.

the ~'skimo~ Conceptua. ;.ly the m.:trxist analyshi. fnr2s f.C: bet er,

for. on this analysi.s tlie purpos~ o£:!ia:t"rL ge .:lee tS to be kno" -

~dge of 0 c's sens. t is perfectly clear t.l <'J.": in this' day a!id r

Zo' ir_ t f all~ duo to t e exi3tl,~nc . of birth ~ont.rol devices,

ther.e .\ no nei_d for a woman to b~ isolated ·in the ce-.. finoes of.... "

rllarr iage , 'f t .a;:; 'lIlas ever 1 '
po~ ible, ill oT-de - t.:> be sur.erea,.J.y

~at .he ~il n0' beget another man's child. If she i- ?rudent

fihe 'tl11l.y ba 'e nany sexual partners without pregt.ancy. Jhus, it

ou d ..;eem tha-c there is no longer any purpo"e to mar:r.iag~.

~utr .ontrar..' t-:) thi.s marxiet ccnclns on, lots o' pecple \-Y'ant i:.o

:'t l.,r··ied, Clnd!. think thClt it is a rea on=:.ble C!GS :npt:i.:on that;



The third conception of marriag~ I uld like to diBCUSS views

In rri ge as a contract bet"leen two peopl~ to live t. gether for t:he

purpose of promoting their mutual happin,_ss. On this ~iew, people

in ge~eral act so as to maximize what is variously celled their

hap"ines3, pleaslll"'.~ or utility. Sometimes the5e act.ions involve

arrangements to live with ather prople for various periods of time.

Sone such arrargements may properly be called a marriage~ but they

are just one of m·ny kinds. This view is self-consciously utopian.

It focuses on the voluntary aspect of marriage and postulates a

sing ~ vague p'rpose, the achievement of happiness. Characteris

tic.lly, it al~o i.ncludes other utopian ideals. Fer example, it

e . requently aS8o~iated with the view that people should deve~op

a5 much sexual freedom a.s possible. This concepticn of ma:::-riage

i.€ not meant to entail that d'ltery is wrong. On the contrary, it

is frequen~ly argued that extramarital sex pxo tes tn~ pleas~re

~f everyone~ This idealistic conception of m rriage also goes on

to point Ollt the logical distinction betw~n sex and love. Sex,

on the one hand, is viewed as a rather intensp. bodily pleasure on

th order of ecting or sleeping. Love~ on the other hsud, is a

deep emotional ~ttachment to the welfare of ano her perscn and is

'J ~thing qUJ.te different from mere seA. I.~ tr . best of all

) -i.b L~ worlds, people would be educat d and t.:i:'ainE:d zo that they

1.;md~rstot.)d . nd lived oy t'Jli di tinct.' on, and .;.. rl':~fo:ce i.n th

i . _.:11 m:iI: .. i· gl~ love . no s x con.d be dil$t~ngui ti~.d. A ma1.4 r.i· '1e

J~3< 'H." ·~u.d fer' .. 0 ~ f nd ,. usl b ~ i/i~'~ need n~t. coinc;.d

..}' . ct .y \od 'en m~:!.' i tal behaviour. oo·th .;he oi t...I net 11"":n h ",e.n loY'\!



and seT and a]~o the vi~w of marriage as jus: cne of ~any posFib~e

arran3emc~ts for living together, tend to undermine the traditional

monogomolls 1 i fe-long narr iage and r-eplnc£ the t.rCldi t io .al concep-

tion wi.th what may ~)e called a:-t ()pen or. liber2l.: conc(1pl::ion of

marriage. A true liberal would go on, I think, to argue thRt this

on eption of marriage i not at all inee, =i~t~nl ith an irf~E-

.rial, mi){ed~market economy. He would hold th,H.... , on the contrary f'

it furt.hers the goal~ of the ljberalsoci ty whjch, th oreti~ally

at least·, is supposed to m.aximi~e individ:lal free.d(..II~ ar~d !l.app~ ,,-eG$!.

They \'Iould point out, and I think rightly t 'C".at t.he nu(~le<\t tami ly
ib

-i t.}1 ita cxploi tat-ion of ~men and sexual ;!:'epres;:;lon i.3 C;-.. D""~ ~to::; ...... -

is ic at of capitalism alone but of any industri.l Foci ty .. If

I en were in f.:lCC !!'..ade -equal by. tI:'ansfer ?~:t'lT:ent~ or ot.ner

-eviCLS of the welfare state, they CQu11 p r:ic~pate a10n wlth

en a economic peers, and make marri~ges or contr5eta o~ any sc~t

so that. they wc.,>uld furt.her their own utility and d~<.'t ~f t~e whoJ.e

,society. Thia v:ew is rather powerful ~\d c~ntains d ~~re of

truth that is very compelling. Let U Get 'I':l).de the rathe~ COJ'"l-

tel1tious claim that this ut,opian ide" 1 can b· add ~vjad' by a 1l'd~ed-

m rk~~ society r:d focus instead on tn~ :de~l. .l'l.: r {ngs true the t

the!:e is a logi(~al difference betwe~l sax ",nd _ove ; n~ a).~o t} at

be a9 varied as there are diffe~ent p rsoilalitl~~. 1- js very
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?rlanner if p(~ople were aliI wed. t experi.ment wi e. different styl .-

of. rnar)'" i.,J.gc, \!i r.h d i.ffen·.l t level s of ccmmi tment, different nwn

h rs O' paLtne:""~r ditfer~~T~t engths of 'tl.me, yles of

lo~e~aking. Though the image is attractive it is 0 e ~~i~h I

::' . .11 rej Get i.n the x'est I f the essay. I reject it on th~ bcs's

of 'i:'~ e pirical a.:cgument t.hat psyc tlogjc~lly in our e -?'. and

c:ulture i •. j vidual are just not up 0 thi s degrpoe of free~c.,.

Q',r emotional backgrounds \"il1 not admit it. 1. am speaking per-

8~nal1YI but I thir.k most people. would agree. E1Tidence consists

of the fact that more peoj?1.e than ever are rr.~.rrying and, more

i.mr;ort.antly r eigl t.y. percent of tho:ie h~ divort,.;e arry Q.gain nco

the:: t:rad~ ienal lTtonog moun life-long i1rri<:.g~, and "'hesc lat.t~r

l~VlrJ: iag- a ,,: arf: 1/3 tly more successful.4 I 'I'hat i , people prefer the

old fc T.1':\, the .J:raditj,o. al marriage. Further ·.ridenc~ consists of

t'!e ·'1ih':'T.02 ~t celehr tr=d experiments in commur,al, Op'211 livir.g

_ik~:~ 'he 'it rrCid exp€rirnent.5 My position on .R' riaqe will have a

B~ru~t ~e c0il~~nl found in other are. of mer 1 t'in. ng. There

2· a ~iffe~ence between what ~e should do ,in the beat of all

~os&~Llc rorlas and what we shoulr do in our les~ than perfect

llIor] In tht:"! bCl?s L o{ all po.~si le worlds r for example, .nany

~eopl,·_ think there wO' ld be rio abortion. Sut in V..lr less than

pecf::>Gt \.~()r .....d, in our l,.,orld of sc' rcity, they find abortion to he

ll\O~ ..'.!.lly . c:c :ptable. Likewise, i.n t._e bast co' all possible worlds,

~~rriage_ m1qh t be open, ex might be di'rorc~ from 10 , and

fa. ._

po

tnere ~ight De s m rty _iffere.t kinds 0_ -~ri e no of ocial

~e p r on~l.~.ti!£!s. But in our



12

less t.han pt. fect world. in our rld of emotional hangups, of

v1.ctori,,~ sey.:Jul upb:.r: ginq, such emotional freedom is not con-

~ist.~nt ,\lith indivi· 4al happiness. It is 1,ot obviou that we

shoujd ac~e t our psyc~ological hangups ~s ivens, not ~o be

mt~r'c.~d. not to be ch<Higed, not to bE' stru';.lgled with, but merely

to be ~Ccept~C without.str 911e. Ind~ed there are ots of ?syclo-

logicdl problems that it weul be wrong just co accept. One in~

clined to ,':'\urder or st..al, e';en ·.n our Ie.~ th~ p fect' world,

6hould try to stop I shall tak up la_·r iH t"he essa why I

J ink tnat the Ryc~ological problems as oci~t.ed with

rriage, those foz cy.ample that heget sexual jealousy or

l:'"'IOsse ... ivenQ~s, are the ,'orts we hould ccept rather than, try

t6' change. Bu~ I"do not wi h to reject the liberal cOlception

o marriage ent'rely. I think th&t it identifies correctly how

tll~ goa' of marr lage shou d ,e .fol."'m.llated. . .arriage is an insti-

t,) .. ~p di ected to ard ~he m' t' d] hoppines of husband and wife,

vague as thi form' i.·tion is. ~he virtue of th 'ib ral concep-

t.ion c" marriage :l-ver the c~ t 101ic oI!nd. th marxist iT- that, even

.;., ough vague ~ . i i. iEo "tl.U€. :l:"' rther t i ~ 1 pt) ible to 2l.rgue ev n

f om tn. 9 .r~c "ely r ~ociety the tzaditi nal

n rri, go ';.S t:h. a. ran.t'lment .\ ost l:Lk ly to produce mutual happiness

qU~8tic.ns o' the go ls f marriage, however,

I would like to spe:1o ~QmE:' t'm di casing what ort of thing

.
l..s. Or: ly with n 4! swer to t.hi.: <.rJe~ tiOl-, ,~an we und~r-

t5nd ho- it ccn ac~i_ve an' goal, ~ethel it b_ h ppiness or some



III. On tte Additio of One and One

"_·t>10se mystically inclined, enlowed it.h the loglc: 1 acumen of

ca~tu:;.ed by the equation: 1 + J. = 1 .. For sO.Tle re· 0,1 mar.r.iage

oiffp 5 from the Trinity in tha- the produc~s of the love of two

perSO~9 are not identical to their progenitors. (This last~ ab-

su~d"ty is apparently prevent~ by the existe ce of the incest

t.aboo. ) On the other hand, there are libe als \ll1o rhapsodi 'Ze on

the b~n€fjt of marriage, hectic mothers and fathers who do a

. l'nul.., lon t.hings at once. They may think that mar=iage produced

not. two perso:la.li ti("~s but m.an.y, y eight or nine, corresponding

t.o J.1 T;!1{; Vari0,s roles typical of married ire: 1 + 1 = 9.

P~~~losoph £3, I think, are lightly bette_ a' ~q~ ti-n , and Plato

in r...ilrtic :lar just· bo It captures th right iGea. when he compares

.pe ~le to hemicph~rea rushing th OU9h the world mcdly geok"ng ch~

ot-.:1er t1niqu~ hemisphere which when joinEd 'to hemselves makes a.

'i:'e . fe . t. spl" ere: ;, -. %=1. But it is not rea 1J y ~;uch ft?nnuJ.as· as

the.~e t.hat 1 w'... t.:o irwesti9a{;e u:nd~:r th~ .It ....£; of l09.ic of.

m.:a~r'agiL Rath~": whn. I a;n seekjng i8 the 9.neral fOJ;m of t.he

(1..::.t,iuiti.cn of I \arri,~.g_.· reviously, I Sf; n

i',. ~t'. ,ti on d i:cec ~"d towards c rtain p' .pose. Here 1 ..-.1 t to

~t ~crt O' th ng i

IT' ...,h. _ 1'ln
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in. in fact, two actions performed at once. It is, f'rst of all,

an ss~rtion a.d secondly a promise. Roughly I a8~er~ ttat I

'D~e (~ntl¥ and in the past have loved my marital partner and that

1 inr.~nd to de t ings in the future to maint~in that love, and

secondly I pro~ise to behave in certain ~ays hieh will perpetu

ate tnat Jove. I would liKe ow to qo 'nto some de:tail about both

'th~Be aspect,s of the marital act, the a!:Osertion and the p::-omise,

nd to explain Just what'is involved in asserting and promising.

Assertion is an act of s~:ech, a v~rbal tterance, that is

traditionally viewed as having as its object A proposition: I as

s~rt some fact or other. In asserting it, I am also u ua ly

un0erstood to beli£ve it and to be sinc~re in s~ying I believe 'it.

T is "i,ICe):~ a~serticm I.f beliefs i. very impc'"tant to the nature

f the rnari':,l>.l gC '. (By 'lm~rital act' here ..; \~o not me n that

act on so calle~ ~n tr~dit:onal confu e religio~s conceptions of

ma-rria'3e; .1.n· in erest "n consu~tion rd its c15. ie'l details

s~e~ to result less from clear log_c hL ecc~ ia tical celibacy.)

Without touching yet. on t.he contel't of wha ... it: in t.hat is asserted

: • :narr j .-:.ge I \'Je can ..ure .hat wha.tever it i"': : t i., something

,h:'. ': Oli,e knO\lS, t::hat one is in a pO:3i tion to hav" beliefs about.

• ~.nce< ',,;}wt you '':e asserting mU'3t be eith~r about he past or

t ..,i" .•rescnt, or ab~ut t,hings J.n t.he f\1ture, IJ,x. '\four intention,

otr t t< I, Cd.n b~ ::e lsonably sur~ abo It. ,most il teresting question,

( ~.~ ur ,_, J. Acet..l)' what it i t .at is as~ r .e1 in marria.ge.

~B phe::s a~,'" a~ ).,ice f.echn c 1 ~ f. ~v ..: Je 1 ings th_y

\,;i .llCJ'cU; ~o ~'CJ into t e entimen". J. e-

•. t) r. ('(jO'L e~c ct'.y h t i ',n 1: 'i\'_C, 1. ,'11 rn' ,
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myself t9 saying that it iB a lery trong' pro-attitude or, more

p:"ecise:!.y. one conveys in the assertion th t L. the p -t OIL hag

t "d t.hc~e attjtu."2 ¥ t_t cne pre <;!rltly h s them, and ~hat one in

tends in the futu~~ to h~ve th~n. Sin~e st'ictly sp£akin; 0 e

-::anrlot int._nd ~·.O '1 e at. itudes v;rd.ch (. r.e lc1.'!: ;e] y involuntary, one

inte~ds ~nre p ecisely, ~o do tho e actions ece~Dary to encour-

ge U'ese a tt~ udes in tne future. 'rhUfj, we. 3sc:ert that we were,

are, a.r~d will do our t,ast to see t.h t we ,~cntinue to b 'pro' OIU'

f·ltU.t'E: spouse.

S~condly! marriage inv~lves pro is Promisos in q n 1

ur~ a vexy inter .gtin~ sort of linguistic aCt beeau e by ~heir

<. n - ;,1~ c<"n - j golf icantly change the orid w Orain' ri.ly, when we

~peak B!d succeed in maklnq an a~s'rti n, nothing ch~nge in the

orld exc~rt th8 fact that we have tal:e a ittle bit. B t by

TrtOking a promise 4e significantly a)ter th~ geography of O.1r

mpr-al unive't"s€ because by ut.tering the word II prom' p-' 'e

.~ eat.e d Inoral Jb 'gati.on to do hit e pr .is a. If I promise,

};.OT. e.'am:ll:?, t be f it l.fl.ll and ru, evan t.·w g~ I h d no obliga

tio' '0 be f..ai ".1 f 1 and t1':ue hcfor~ to p:r.o iee, ';)nc_ I ha e

\ tter(~d the \rf •• r !l of ttoe promise it b'lO ~ ~s d 'i:y 0 be. ith-

\),1 a.o1 tr1le. ~nd pX'om sing x~ctly th:J.iI:. ro ~ :ll m~ r iag •

III the mar i .goe cer.emony 'e t9..!Jte (';ert· i.n prom '. e . nd these create

obi itJG \C'll~-; nd d ~ies. I do not. w n _ 0 ":0 0 in 0 t l:;; precis.

:: )i.d:ent of .hese promises. m., i. terested f r t:h~ mo nt in the

to:rm of he, nV.i.r.riage l.et and not in i"C.:J con .en·. To. arge ex-

'...nt, e~('c?c:"'_ly 11 a i ... p_o' ined y ~ 1.1 e t r .d':"idual

~h r:-, .nd W~ _ , ~ougbl ~~e i A ~rom.s '0 do wh t
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is necessary 0 rnainta~n the positive at itudes charac erist1c of

arriaga. Again w1thout g~ing into details, len b~ sure that

hat W~ promige is not the d01ng of simple actions. For example,

'",'e \<i'ould ~ot promise s tmply to be kind to 0 e a other. More

ikely, what we promise is a sust.ined and complex effort to

develop -ertain long term habits and attitudes. Wh ~ we promised

to do is roughly what in the assertion aspect of marriage we

assert we intend to do.

One feature of the moral aspect of pr.oJr.i making that

deserves special mention is the fact that though pro ises create

mor cbligation~! these moral obligation. should not be v:ewed

a~ absolute. ~ e ch·of our ethical worlds,val\es are rrang~d

in a hiara!·chy. Some things are more important thau others, s ·rel;::

actions better than others, ~ome r e than others. Frequently

t.e e ore conflJcts in QUI mozal ii"\tuition~ ut l{h t is righ~( ", .

an we must d l":ide hich intuition has p·io... .:..ty. These conflicts

~ay arise w'th promises. Though promises cr,ate IAoral o,liga-

t:ions g o~gh we may·feel duty bOJnd to dv what 'e pr.ornised, this

du-y ma~ confli~t w\th what we consider to be ~ high r oblig~tion.

Thl.'\s, tt ough I may l-rontise never to 1 ie l clrcwnr;tanc~s may arise

r; "hich .r ffiLght serve a ligher law, like that, of charity 0.,

. nd!l.css, by hending the truth. In :such '1 ould be .oral-

ly u fied, atd ometL~e~ ven duty boun-, to e. '. y prf,'llt\!s •

, II D, th( 'llgh t e promi makinq i . zori ga 9 .n .l- e . ell t rs the,

,or un:vI..J:se nd ~reates '" 1 \ (:E; and 0 lig'lt.i"'lns, 'i- do_ ,,0 in1. ...

-:Y h t is not dbsolu~ Dependin o. the p.lacu () e a cigr'LS

to Hi • ita. prom ~e5 n 'u, I ._ ral hie ar,hy( ',-e can n. ]'.. :La i''/(~ly
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ce-t~'n that th~ge prorni~e~ could co e into co~f_ic~ with other

val neE'· (nd i;> some caSt~i3, be leg-it' tely broken, WI::, y .. for

e'lamplc I prr..Htll.se to do everything r as" .ably po sible ~o maintain

the p )5)_ t.ive a tt._. t laes haracteriat ic of .1t3.1 c i ag·e ~ This promise

I ... .l ccme in":o COJ\ ..:lict. with a. higher. v 111e, for example, the duty

\:.0 be true to our elves. ' There is a senSi:! in which we have an

obligation to deve~op our personalities ana potential , to seek

fVJW exper i('nces and 'knm,>1l 'dge, to meet new people, to make new

f!'i~nds .. to develop a full and ricl, 1i£9. This value qu~te

r~quently, I think, comes into conflict ~it.h m rital promises.

A marriage can stagnate. To p~ople can find that they no longer

contribu\o.e b" one -another~e. self developm mt and that they would

he bett~r 0 'f apa t. In uch circum tancea t it is reasonable,

~~d ,e~ha~3 ev~n right, tv hreak th marital ~r.orni ~s. Of course

..

pe y 0 he high in the

~')r~l t~erarchy one laces ob£di~nce to marit 1 pro isea. I~ Is

. C l.cei ·iJ.~· e, for example 1 thltt the p~omi e~ mighc be 1 ced so

'Sigh that m,;"rit..;,l doldrom. ne er j 8'Cify' the \:en\l.ination of

I . .rr.~r..1ge. '~hue, just as it i important to b... .l€: . or.. ",hat one

.~ ~s~erting in warridgo and 01 what o~e pr')mi ';"ng, it ',S im~

poxtbn' to be cl~aE 3 out and to convey to ona'3 spo~se; the

Ir.() "-:.1 '.mportan..::e Oll.oS a·tt~ch6S t..:c these pre-mis1.... , t.o majf'~ ex

It ~ thiz calcula-

>'~L .... \i;1n,i;J'!"~. On :tl'~r ). ....... 0; tin .n f r. fi..,e ye rs at a



time and -enews one's VO\"S periodically fter th t. ut these

plans bsc lre t .•.e ..'eason for divcr.;:e anc the tern.ination of

rn ,·r.1.ago. 0:-l~ end!> a macl:'1.age not mctely b ·"ause the .erm is up

h:' he)" Yd l'J.'s one has aL eg.i ance tc). 'l~r ese som~ ti:ne dictate that

5 10rriag~ should stop.

One interesting consequence of the fac: t~nt ~ rriage involves

promise mdkjng i the fact that it i~ the pr~mise tha~ justifies

talking of marriage as a 'state) ~s in expression~ ~ik~ 'the

mal'ital state.' The ~bstract concept of s ,aLe ~wployed in such

lL.clJ.t.ions cerives from ltr i.at tle 1 ~nd i. t is def inc-:d in terms of

thp. r~lat~ve permanenc~ of propertiE:-.· or qual .ti.es. Properti.es

.;"nh. ~ in i di.viduals and they may 1 1 here ";:;r' varying periods. of

, rop8 C ,;y 0 E ->t>,i.ng und.r wa·' ~r is one _hic.h

", ;.m~ ~ ox ie f y 0:: fer a veri' ong

.. '..1me,

inde • For ~4 pIe, 'he

peful1y holds of me

for

. -

ex;:.mple, brsa. thing, ~ - orie I hope holds tor ::;omev. h,"" t lO:1ger.

p~.., ~ertj I-'S whic•. fallon the latt 10r ~rt~ of the cOiltinuwt! of

pe~il nence, Arii:\:otl. c".lls stat s. a eatJ£ C lr"sponds to the

~ r- n of being alive. Thus, rnar~iage ~s a st.- e in the s nse th t

•. a i' <J pf."-::m:Lses "f\:! al tex· the nlO al lniV(~r8e p~~ ·manent.ly f ~re-

'tlng obligaLior~ &nd th!se obligatio cr.' \).' of their per-

m nance, color our moral 1i' a er ~!.t. r.

Ithongh -here mDy



think it :i.s highly misleading, on the \rJhole, to view marriage as

a contract in t~le common... y under,;tood sense.' r assume that the

ordinary ~anguage sense of contrac~ c~} be made prpcise 5n some-
.

. thing ] i;':e the folIo IiI g terms. A cont! act is a set of cO:idi-

U.cn':ll proillises made by t',.C or more parties. I m017ally bir.d my-·

self to do ~omething or: tne condi .io. ~hat you do 30mething. If

you 0 not satisfy the condition, I have no obligation to do my

part of the contract, and likewi5e on your aide. Frequently the

eoadi tion itwolyes the transfer of owner~hip. I transf _rto you

property r.i9hts over my money on condition you transfer to me the

rights over your car. From your point of vi_w th~ condition would

be my payment of a cex'tain amount of money ana you%' obI igation. is to ....-
give the car i.n 0 my poe-session. Ther r~ of CO~4se contractual

p ll')OSe~ that do not in' Ive til"': tr nafe.:r of 1 r.ey 1 as in barter,

and there a'te contracts that. do not. involve th, t"!'ansf.er of

D~?F rty at all. 3S whon I agree to sweep my g~de of ~e street

if yo..! !.{wec,) you s. o· the 0/ ole I think it very crude .:0 vie.~

rnarr' age as a set of such conditional pro~ise. Fur what i. '.t

e.Oc· ly that is b~ing promised condition lly? Dues a ma p'ro~ ~

to b~ a breadwinner, to upport his wife and c11dren, 0 proviae

hOtl e and sust:enanc ~ in exchange for his ;'£0· ~~~u1-1 favours ..

O'f: h ). housexp.eping and emotional 8uppo:rtl T:n~n.if .e man as

',na ;lIe to wolk! a co di'cion of t.'" a ri e wo 10. be broken and

th~ contract ull. F.qua~ly, if wuman provb to b~ h~r en. '::h
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pr.o t, d 1.'. dn e'd 3.nge of love and :?ffiotior.al SUPk--'Ol"t, of a.~~cc-

+ •. 0 e"t: these are n'" t t c sor.ts of things tl-,at

Cr:e cann t pr.o ise to ' Dve or give emot:.i .1-

, ne' s bilit.y to

do t p~e eli qs .~s' voluntary. Jt best, one can pror."l'se to pur-

sue t .. 1.:Ibi-ts uIll..1 the Hituat.io.s h';'ch i 1 perpet'.l te l.:)ve al d

(lftc: t:ioi\. ~f so incl'ne~, I uppo-e one co ld V1ew J arr13ge as u

con:'i ..:inl1i'\ pr:oft:ise t': c: everything poss:H:,- ..;. to p~t'p·~t:u te love

"nd af ct."i rJn on t: (' cond' tlOl' tha tone's par ner doer' ,'0. Bu t

his le~y abs~ract c nception of contr =t is v ry di f~ _ t in-

ee f. "'om the '": 11 r~ exc ange o'!: 1 ber ~ _port o. the eirlier

Furt.l£>r, t,~ p' enome' OJ ping iro t rm., o.f L. 1 is

, 1.... on the mv e 1

rom'Sl?S the q~alific ~'o. .n:t prom ses some-

~ m~5 co~ into conflicL wit 0 her igler v31ues. To: y part I

do 10' care which o~ t e~e de~cTi.t'on or c:o e ~n d scrlb n

arr 1 age so long dS ne is clear ph t i~ ona C100S the concept

u~ corl=nct ~o desc~iD. nar.iage, one - .... in th.·· atter sort

0-::. the r;>•. 'm' t':'ve ~>e1 ' in '.nto sl 'IE. y of ·the if. Legally,

ge .1 ers one' duti '.. o 1 g ion ~ In th

.~ ? of Oh'o, for exampl , a.n bee upp rt hi

it .. tIe

•• c.:'l and 0.. 110 .1 • arou In re.ti.ql n tn s sta_ l!l

f t '= Voi t d St· t.es 'n ' hich engJ. ~ i.ls rathe

n R ! qt.; .. r.r:ag ~lon, riO , pro.. e ty

of t.h . u 11 0'" .~ r no do t. n; (f t ir
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comp~\ tenc'p. to bUy and sell prop,"~rty. Dut the J.ncrease in volunt ry

d 1 VC ,~-::':(-' t:r.~r.:J:, to under ... ine the cont:ractu 1 na t1..::re of man: i age in

that or,'> :~an : f on chr;,,-,sl's just: pt out of the a~sLlmed obliga-

th,z" O'1l' j1.= to canrot de r,; :;,~e to be no lO:1qe,r obl i. ed b r t.l (?om.

Anu hnr interesLing a8pe~t of the pro~~sc m3 ing in rn~rriage

IS ,;lh\t i t i~ closely til:"c to the idea that .,.a~J..' iaqe is a !'acra-

..

rae:' t . F'r')ffi the point of view 0':: ~aint:;lin j.ng pin 1 :r.adit±ons it

we> Ie be: very nice if one could argue on .:'1 completely secular

J~~i~ that ~arriage is in f~ct a a c ament, and ~t is p~ecisely

''.:.lIis maLvelous thesis which I shaL argue f'-'T.' hcr(-. .. ere is a

good, t~t ncien' and pre- elig'ous sense of sacram nt based, on

n(.)ticm of promh;e' in terni6 of it iell marriage can .:airly be said

tc be a sacramento The concept of acrament, I shall 'e working

.,,; l..il Shl)U id net be _onfuc;ed . i·th t.he traditional chriRtian one

it 'h.1 ch? sac.\:". me"t, ~ s he~d to tJe the outw ~d si:in of an inward

bnnto~al of grace, ~tl~h sjgnificantly increases one's chance of

.'

It, ; oS re\ ghly t.his con,cept app ied to marriage

lJ'1~, .!.·.l~'i.ng fH:. l' .;:;l' side:.! t"lilt you z'e mor likel~ to· burn if

lOU ~ne \.Jnmar :i&.'. int~r:est'ng enough, 1";0 e .r, ev.n tn the

~ ::: .. '·.ian tr.adi ion, thex'e hOi hee. 9 "L.t de!:;)ate over wn ther.

,'-1: r uit h y Ion r:~diaev L rgument

sa .rat"1e. t, the C lu.ei.l of •... L· .nt. decl~r' d anyone an~,t a "Who

f.:il 'cd t v~t m,. 't"i:'ia ..e ,.s a :sa'_rarnent or tba .... Ch::- ist instl.tuted
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Cili'llTl dC[lic;<.~ it::: S,Jcralf,e. ~ali.ty. Ca .'Tin/or exc..rnple, says

LastIj' lhf're is r;";i}f.l' in\ony, whicr. all dr..i t wa& . rlsti tuted
b/ God, th.o <;h no-on.e before t.he t.ime 0= Gregory r'~gardcd

i.t as a r..aCl"cUlk,nt. F~at man in his 5Dber senses could so
le0~rd it. God'~ rrdi~ance is good anI hoI;: so also are
agci~ulture, ~rc!~;t0Gture, shoe-m~~ing, ~~ir~t~ti ~ legL
t'i1d+'"" 0u..lin:J.K·f:.3 of .30,:], bu thGy 'lr~ nUl.. i:'.~CI:a~"'41 s. I

!n t; P. h; g'il mindl aye c tile:? led~.~r of the op () ii':' on alJa' nst the

!':!:) .. im'G3 of. mcJ.rr'lage W3S' :) .. ra. .. ,j. s of St. Pourcain; lat~r Bishop
o

of IJe~ux. v Evidnet.ly vJOTrying abcut Godts snci.?] just'ce, Durandus

argued thlt the rich, be~3~se they had more money, should not have

mor~' access to HC::lvpn. But. icar=j age as it ',)2 i r tho,'e .i.lyS VlilS d

tl.:nctil.dl of cne I s do.....r~·. Tt'e r L:~her you '0re, thp eas ier it 'as

to marry. Hence he ea~~er it wa to ~ r~ ~se s·.ct'fyinq grace

and ge t to Hea'f n. tnrcunately I will no: t~y to res l?e t" Ese

th2 ·.lvgical SC)lI bbles here b'lt nIl .I nsteaf.% .sch _'J/ ent.irely the

eligious.co~cept:~nof ma.riaq~. On th~ ~o e I thi,- it i~

e~ s :~lled natJral ~easort unaided by the ~enet~ of the re-

Fortuna Lel.y 1tis p05fli.ble to cr,n:s cruet a se,,_.uVn'

c~n_~pt'0r cf marriage as a saccftment; and I shall. tternpt to do

S'l b}' ffiPar's of the or.:ginal Rome. , con\..ep ... io.l. Ironicall} accord-

. ci~ely t!~i.;.t. wh' ch on the religious _oncep_i,:):'l. m lr.e.:s it prof in,

~ ~ "
... • ::I 'r c.:JJ.iges ~ no

m:' ' it.<i.cy techni~~.1 3":I'~e • . . s

i:- ',t:::pe .• i-cI.d \·rth f:r:e C:'-1:'t by t.rte;; tJu::' ie in c u't and which
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oath or act of e 19agement by which a new soldier en. 1.9t - in the

a:my.. What is common te. beth thes use is the ~act that someone

puts hirr.~plf at a sign'ficant risk in order to show that wndt he

is s ying ~s true. In the first a party risks ]osin~ his money~

and in t e second by ma~ing an oath, the party rig~~ he wrath

of the gods. Now, i is perfectly possibl~ irt - l,;or' to associdte

s . c su.:~ r' Sl< ... .:t: ing wi t-h he ey.c ngn of promist,s i.l marr' age.

'no ido~ I rath : faVOr involv8s promising ~o forfeit a signifi-

c nt sum of m n~y. Jay five thousand dollars, if it can be show~

that one partner has broken the maxital promises. Unfor unately,

given ~he ordina~y law of marriage, u~h contract~ 'nvolvizg

f' rfietures would not be bi ding. ~never there i' di pute

i vclving p'operty in arri ge, r gardless of ny 'n~iridual

,:,rf: _'lnents made bet ~een the partners, it is the la' of the land

that aE:("~deH t.le ::l'..stribution of property. Thu.s, so' called

mar::. al agreements ar llOt really bi. ding in law. Something else

)n€ night do to ~how h w serious on ·as in mcrriage is to par-

t'ci~a .e in the legal institution of mar~iage .:>0 f r not.hing !

h e said about the nature of marriage, either as n assert'on

or prorn~se, or as an act having purpoBes, implies that marriage

should be p.rt o. any legal 'neti utio. wut on~ eason I can

t.hi of fo ctually regularizing a rriag in 1-w i ..... r.eat

. _ of. fo ~ • lit' (!is n c stew th' overvh ms on n a egal

i 'n th nee to 9 rr e ~n the first

, and rot ch gre o t :r one to ~'-"t dix."Or-c:t.l!. SU'''al, no'·()ne

.ve get involvea i. the t ngle 0- fo .1 confus:ons unless



one ~as deadly serious.

2,

I do not mean to ir.\pJ.y, however, tha t I

h~ve established the unqueslionable desirability of a legal

~arrjago. All I have shown is that y ma.<ing a marriage "l~gal

t,ended or ,Fi marl-ta.l prords .5. ut there are ~3~Y re ~ons why a
.

leg-il :l:lrria-:; -:' miqr t he unues i t"c3 h .e. Leqal m.:l.rr i ges br i ng -·;1 th

them special obligations and duties which may \r~ll be ilccnsi~ten

wi th the l',l"om Lses one 'Wants to maxe in _,a,··::-riage or the purpo1"es

one hopes to achieve. It is only by inspecting one's individual

case that one can decide. Also :legal marriages have graa~ benefit

for children. Legitimacy carries with it a host OF legal be efits .
•

But sinc2 I am interc~ted here only in the quest10n of hether it'

~akeq sen~9 to marry irregardless of children, r shall not pur-

sue the q"p.ction of the advantages in a leqal ma~t'iagr:: from the

J::::>int l)f ;iew of the Cl itd. [,et moe merely conc"ude 't'l" t any fan-

faye or hulldbaloo that one arsociates wit t~e marriige ceremony

ca1 t? v~~w2d a~ making marriage a sacrament. Ideally, thia nois9

should ac~u3Llv ~lace the ~a"~icip~nts a~ ;oroe personal risk.

In th' S ::.0cti(Jrl I hav _ attempted to lay ba.r th,- form 1 s-c.r.uc-

turp of the marriage concept. We have seen that it co sists. 1D

g-li.er~l, of a Ii guistic act t_, achieve certain nurposes~ T· 9

ctiOL involves t 0 parts. It is first of all an as ert'on &n

5eco~d]y a p€ornise. The assertion consjsts TO 9 ly 0_ the state-

rner.t tha '. i.J the past and ..LT1 'the 'kJresent ont;! It. s very .tron<J 0-

r
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pI:o·,:j T' \~0 ~i~ts ] . kr-:w:ise of the assu·option of eel: :~ln mer,)l ob

U.q ",t.il.}:l:: 1_o tat r thO~31'? s~ep5 neCf"_8S.l.y to P""r.~ e Cc t ng the utti

tudes, t.o develop thoce habi ts and d i peal t:.Ol"E\ '-flu"". wi 11 roster

~J',l "\.Art'H'C Oi1l"S positive fcpling~ fo::- one':; p·rtn~·. Ho' hav\~

~e~n ~h~t it is fair to call ma:ri'ge a s~at be'~l ~e it ~t~a~he5

!;er'n ')l)!T'.0 reason for calling :na,,:,ria;c a sa~:;r.a,.~nt: foY it is

pnF!=:ible, durjYHJ the "'x,::hangf' of. marital 'f!'o:n'"cs, to ollJ?'\tarily

~3SU~0 S0~C S lrt of p2r~onal. r~sk to shnw .h~t one is serious.

Ti i~ Tlrk mig!lt G6~e the form of making the marrlage both public

"3 ~i lC~ja J I bl, t w, a Is(""> ')bS,2rVed th t\t any advan t.age rlc.: i VE:d from

m.aJd He; i.hc· IP.CJ.1:·r:i age pub 1 it.: CHi.1 legal wou lCl have to be ba lanced

dg~l~st the purposes one hoped t~ achieve in marriage and against

th."} '::01 ':e::t of t.he ma~'ital prOinise c.ind a5se.ction~ r" ,!.lId like

to ultn now t.o what one hope- to achiev~ ,-:'n. .Ilrriag , or to the

,?UL:K ses for marryinq.

! do not propose to list hL e in serious way all' .he reasons
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jerivcs tram th8 courts ot Provence and which is reflected in many

popl..~li<r· ."::.0 ']5. I hope none cf you at. least want te. be rnights and

lEidies, Role playing ~...n~ the sepat·at.i0li of t.he- sexes has little

~o do with the modern ideal of ths pe~fect relationship. An ap

prcRcn which does not fare much b:t~e_ is the traditional, chris

tla~ c]~~slfication of loVe into its three ~p~c~e. Philia, Eros

l!nt. l\g_pe, I hiive no cbjec~.:ion 'i-::o the fir t tw", which are

esscn_ial1y fri~ndshi~ ~~d sex re~pectively. It is the third,

chri~:;tian charity, that has no real place in ma.s..riage v{ha'C I

ob' .2'.::t to in christian charit.y is the idea that we should be kind

t,o ')tilers, not becauEe we wish t.heir good but because it is God· s

~O~landmLnt, or becau5~ we are motivated by tne love of God, dr

bq~au~e of sortie other religious motiv.'1tion ',; ich doe~ not apply

L~ any ind:vidJal uniquely b t ~pplies to everyon~ acros r the

b('·~X'd. r vould not w".nt" my spouse smiling t de because she sees

j me the u'nj vex'sali 'Zed image of he cr~ator. Aristotl has a

;'fen:! ;nte~'~sting Cl.n"'lyE1.5 of lo~!e whGn he di ~ides it into three

Kj~ s~ friendship of UE~, friend~hip o~ ~l~&&ure, nd friendship

0<:' t.!l'~ mi.n.d r - ::"ei1t1~hip of 'u!le it' an~' d~!Ji r.e to associat with

m.t-.l'lr~r in ('3~der to plJ.rS'Je some end outs ide ti\~ relationship.

I~!!, Xd.i'(~f):~e w(mld ... s the but.te:ring~up 0_ Hll-::Ll.leTry Finn by Tom

:);~~7y~.r ~ ':' t.hiit :suck would paint "t.he fence.. F't'i.endshi\') of pleasure

:t~ ·::li!}!~t1.:".· mora eal.'hYt name·y the dG.dr_ to ~ soc.ia't with

•. no~;',E!t" in ord::lr ":0 der' \~(~ plea \1re from th~ conta. t.

~'T V":fld~ h.l.j" of tf.~· l.:d.nd :>'.13 th~ ~'08t e;"':.~ tt.t"~d; _1:. ,:.; tt.~ ~,_si:r.e to

··,z·::'H.i.att~ t:.i.it.11 1l).m}ther ~o t.hat c::!etJu.r :lOU "!ll':"fLt . ot'.h p'.l!' •. e t.. c



trut;1. l\.ristotle points cut that - ny friendphip of leac;ure is

a~so a frict1c)sl-.ip of usc- and ~ny f :1. and ship of he IT) nd is also

both e, f-,-ier1t!ship of plea:~ure and f use, but that. t:h'2 converses

do not hold, Not d~elling on Aristotle'g thr~e1~rieti(s of lovs

1 ,:>haJ.). (bsJ:ract what is comro0n to Ldl of t~..~J.Tt anc~ recast it in

ITlooern terIr.s. Certianly a necessnry condi ti'..m f01:. lO~T'E: i-that it

be an association that gives tility to ita pa~t~cipftnt5, Fo~tun-

~tely this vague idea is all that I will ne d to pursu~ our' dis-

("us. ion. I will not need to specify xactly 1~at sort of useful

aS5nc'a~i~n love is because 1 sholl not be concerned primarily

~Llh thE d:fifiition af love so much ms ith investigating it

C·Jl,··cg'..l·~f'ces fO.t" n~rrower . deas, p im_rily aul ery and divorc.e,

ar.d t~~ ,1 l·p-s~er extent: sex and thp. division of labor.

'':'he. .1 Y'S~': subject 1 would Ii ke t.:.o discuss c nected \lith the

r~j~ is _ssentially a ·oir.t ~nterpri e infO ving at least two

p~~ ·)~le. The POS9 ibi11 t~· ~r.ise:;. therefore, U'li t the ~es:.r"p.s no

va ''':l$ e,f tile pa_ ticipants may aiifer, "Vf1!1 ct;,;nflict, t he ajor

nt., ac i eve

r' l;-al bli.!;;.'. Fo--:-tU;:1 tely fog n under tandin9 of m.:.rriage, 'ut.

fnr lr.r1::lJ>-iJld, cc n .1:ict i3 n t Ii; i'\:1!d to matrimony •

.: ~l' .~&:'v tt... mos t powm:ful , thical t.heory p ...·o'f)'id ng foX' resolu-

: c. ct :;c.lf"l ict~ i2 utilit:ariani.srn, Utlli't.ar'· nism pr.e cribes
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prodaces L. sum total the CJreater happiness. For e:Kample ...:e may

each have opin~ons abo hat color suit! wea. I may in fact

be irv'Hfferer t and no".: ca:c~ whet.~er I wear the r d ~r he green

~ i~, b~t you have a distinct pref~rence that we~r. the red suit.

Then, ~ccorji 9 t~ otilitarianism. we sho~ld maximize social

n'ppiless and I should we~r the ed suit. There are ~ so cases

in which o~r pref~rences are reversed. Suppose I am very rich.

Then e sha 1 each have p eferences :\bout ilOW I aL.at my money.

I prefer "to spend i.t on royse1 f and you p:cefeI: th'lt I sp .nd it on

you. But 1 am a utilitar"ian c :l.d when I ",;onc'i"-er roy n .:t pay

r::hp.,"'k and dec";'ded on which of u to spend it, I shcu:'d calculate

i:.;lH~ social utility. In fact, by 5 _.;nding :it on yo W1')O are v~!'y

P '-J~ 1 ,auld produr:e mor.e pleasur _ than if ! 'pend it c,r. n:yself

who is alT~ady numl f om delight. Applying th... mo~e te, mari ....al

s~tuations -j~n V~ h~~ld try to ~ er~ine in a y 3lt· ation f

co •. flle· \l.'hich al e:cnative \tfou.Ld produce the 9 eate:.:;t otal

hbppitH.. B a~"l.d ci t. for ~t. But. unfort~'.lnatel.!, ut.i.' i\:arianism has

~ome we!] ~n0~A difficulties, and t esc .onc~zr the concept of

~jt':;L.cc. (·'ornetirnes it is mOl:ally ",epulsive to pun:JUt: total social

happ~ness because sometimes such polic'es vi~late ~trong et.lical

in~ui~ion~ _bo t what is f~ir. For e~~ pl'f suppose that oth yo

fmd I h~.ve references about h~ leg, y h' i.'C. You want i t ~l ort

H. J nt it l·ng. Suppose in fact you would ,ain reater plea',

Dare from my lair ceing s art ~han t would :rom i being long-

"}o • 1 . t .. .:i'- •• :'0 _ t ar. an1.~m ~oU_Q ictat.~ t ,at :: cut. roy h L .. '31 yo

p ~iv that some-
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general all the time, since one partner may havB spe=ial prefere~~0s

about clothes, cosmatics, or pUblic beh viour. Congider; for
}

ample, igh heeled 5hQp.~, which are reminiscent of the stJle for

clubbed feet in infant girls of medieval China. High heels and

clubbed feet are not in tle self interes~ of the woman who hav~

them. Consider no~: a rr,ore serious xample of the clash between

intu1tions about ju tice a d ltilitarianism in conflict sifuations:

the case of war. Suppose, for example, I do not w~nt to go to war

but you ant me to and that yo are such u fasr.ist war ~onger that

you wouln dc!ive more plea~ur€ out of ~y being in war th n I would

p?in. Utilitarjanism.dictat~s I should go to war - any war, ~ust

or unJust. Clearly, then, maxim~zing totel marital happ:ness must

be bal~~ced against intuition~ a~out fai .. nes8. The pr~ctical dif-

iculty of actually thinking hrough such jud:rment would make

the achiev ment 0 rital ppiness diffi.cult enough, but the

·~tU~t·0 is really much wors. So far I ve simplified m-tter d

omitted an import nt compli, ti~g fe t rae I have b ri discussi~g

situation ~hich arise frequently enuugh in n rrL~gel one in

.ich you an t have conf1i.cting pr.et renee oller ."hat r ao. But

sc f r :;: hav ignored the fact that yo Hight r.ct: too and thCtt by

yo r actions a1 er my pr.eference, my pIe sur~, a d my happiness.

I . vc ignor~' rep~iaal, COUI~'~ ttAck, and ·~v_nge. ~ou not only

.at r d01 you c n, 0 e e tent, nflu

• c.. 1'1 t ! uc) b 1;14 a\: you do. ~v erict1y p 8.1 , th art:

.hich • aen pl ur I av



eluding not just W;-lat I do but what; you co to"o. We must r1istin-·

guish, for example, the alternative in Hh'ch I wash the di.shes and

·y .... u dr-v, [n,m tht':! <l.".t .. rnd.ti·!e in wh~ch r '-Jilsh the di!3hc~·.'lr·d you

rear:: the newspaper. The complexit:y of S\JC.l S:l·_'latl.Ons. just.ifies

ne i~port of ~om~ technical theory. Thesp situ~tions, typ~cal of

ma;:,ri~qe, are not unlike 'ho~~ of internatiolal diplomacy, and I

lhink it only fitting that the sane theory of games used bY"

Kissinger.to handle the Russians should be applied to the resolu-

tiOh of :n~\~ital conflict.fl. Indeed the Chinese idiograph symbol~

izing war is a combination of the idiograph for 0 e with that

f ""Orr1a n: t~o women are pl~eed inside the ouse. The rcsul&.
is not m~ch different~ I th~nk, if you substitute a man for one of

the ~"omen.

The sort of games I will make use of her~ consis s of ~~o

-,t'o S w! ich either ~n6 of us m~y or m y not do. Thus ther~ are

four a .. t,eI'nativeg: we both do it, you do it ...''In I do not~ I 00

it aid yo~ do n6t, O~ n 1ther of Ug do 't. To each of ·hese

~ternatives we each attaen certain degrees 0 pleasure. These

r

deg:ces o~ pleasure reflect o' r preference$" ! ,t,I:sfer'one al-

·'.ernat:1.ve 6;0 another if the:: fOI:'!.~er has a .igher degree of pleasure

for me than the latter. Sue. situations nay be illustra.ed by a

mat.\."L. co '\sisting of a ::;quare d.l"ided . nt.o four sm:lll~r -qual:'e •

.c(;!lsid(~r a. situation for washing th- di"hcs in ...hie· we ,lay eithez:

w ~h or dry:



You

wash dry

1:- 5

va h

Me 1 3
Figure 1

3 -8

dry

5 8

The t-~p row ~epresents those alternatives in which I wash; and the

bottom rm'l thc,se in ""hich I dryo The left. column re resents those

alte£natlves in which you wash, and t .e right column those in

which you dry. The 'degree of pleasure ~ttached by me to an" al

t~rnative is ~epresented in ~he bottom right of t e squarer and

the degr~e of pleasure attached by you in the upper left. r"et us

'uppose that we e ch preoer 1de&11y that one of us washes and one

o~ U.- dr ies. either one or u~ want, yo~ry llch to dry the dishe

without them having been wa hed, and bOt.:l of t s would rather hav

~hem drJed than not. T~en y bs fai'ly rep_esented

by t ~e number in the above f '.gll 1:, Cl ~1y, in this si t.uatl.on,

~ne of 1 snc_:d wa~n and one of u- dry. In some .~tuat·cns, !"ow-

eWrT""r I wh t 'e should do i.s not so c 1 ar. Eve.n ';'his , i tuation

La es is open to bargaining because each o~ us woul prefer to

dry than to wa h \..~p • Ore f us y th:r-o~';

i.f e doe ~ n t oqet, to dry. 0 on:,:» f s

~twer "olh t. t 6U' con-ape11 i ng h othex- to

tryitg _0 do i 'irc!.ize 0 indiv 1 p1.

t ntrum or example

i'.1'; .,1:2~ .en to dry no

If . at: W\~ are



-:;1 ear 1y :::-a t ional. Bu·t so much for an example. I~et me try now to

apply game theory to ~o 6 of the important s'tuations of marriage.

I shall beg.5rl with perhups the most important, p.xt,a marital se}c,

0r as it was known in olden times, adultery.

Let me first de""cl. ice t.he situat.ic.n in plain terms. I shall

assume categorically tn-at we are not se:,~ually Ii erateo, tha.t we.

retain in fact all the hangups that society educates us to and that

are notoriously difficul~ to cast off. In particular, I shall as-

S U!ie tha t a marriage which results with both p;;lrtners engaged in

extra ~arit:l sex would be extremely unrt-ble and ~a ae each par-

.i.cipant a tr~mel''ldous amount of pain. But before considering the

effect". of adlltery on one's to al marital h .. ppLes let uS' con-

sideI' first its e!.f~ct on sexual pleasure alone. Now, it is not

bv·ous that an adulterer ,old xperience more sexual pleasure

t.an a aithfll11y mar.ri~d erson, b t such i the conv·ntional

Wi"c10lfl. I "lllonld like he"t'e to assumE the b .... .:~ke3t possible picture

of hhe si etion in ad~Jtery. Let us assume il fact hat the

dul~erer is highly suc~essfll aI~ ~cores a g~eat deal O' side

_f ma.:rL..ge .. and ikewise tOl: his part;;".~r. The .ituatio'J thel,

could be fairly refl cted in the f~. 10 ing ~ E:

"iQ

fait.hfulr---'--
1

dulterous13 -- ---1
J I

1 I 51-_. -t-~- r. ::...J

,- I
, I

:} I _~!____...1-- ....

f ·thf 1
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My assumption of conventional attitudes 'towards sex and of the fact

that ...,e would be sore..... urt if our pa. tners played around is re-

flecteJ in the lo~ pleasure attached to those alternatives in which

one's partner is unt~ith[ul. On this pict\re the cst desirable

alternative for me is that of the adulterer, for it is here that I

reap the grcate3t sexual pleasuree Faithful marr ed lifo is, by

comparison, dull, and the situation in which I am cucKolded is the

dOSt painfuJ -f all. If we both play arou .d, it is painful but nc~

~ ite as painful as in the case in which I have no compensation my-

self. I would l'ke to suggest that this pi~ture captures a great

deal of the conventional conception of m rriage. 1 would like to

contrast i.t with the version of ~arriage ro ,osed bv the utopians

who would like us all to refor~ our psychological makeup, t9

1 ".berat:e ourselve from our han.gups .. a.d to Dc:C c ell ble of

l~ving h3?pi~y with sexual fre~doro wi hin marriage. The picture

above capt.ures this idea except. for its depi.ction of liberality.

On the utopi n view it i thi.

l' ..A. •

Y
on

p. rtner

Iternat v :'at is prefeLred abo~e

xual
reedom.

r 1 5 -·1I
I

Oli"'~ partner." I (

~
1 ~

1- 3,e -- 120

SE . 1 al freedom.

L__ sL.20.
J
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I am roak~ng this ideali tic picture explicit just so ! can reject

it. None of my acqu intances who have tri~d to r form their psyche

to meet thi image have ucceeded and pttbl.iehed Accounts like i:h t,

of 'l'he Harrad EJr.periment do not leave much ::.~ for opl.-imi II ·.lOLat r

1 shall discus the interesting question of wh~~her f6 are not

~r 11y obliged to try.to develop such p yches. Rig_t now, however.,

I would like to r turn to Figure 2, cor1ven.tional i dam. The fir t

po~nt I welll like to make is th t ~;8 perfec-ly cla-r on his

conception of ma~riage exactly what the doub e s ndard is and why

it is r t.iona1. Th~ ordinary idea of the dQ bl.. tand rd is that 1

ul lik~ my on tr~e love to be faithf 1 to lone. 'here I

would. 1iks 0 er n to be unf i ·fu ·to their true love. and to

d .ly' itt. a. This ide is c. ptur in th CJ by the fact that

for ach of us we r.efer ~h~ oth r to faithful while e play

round. It u t b admitted th t f om tn poi of view of xi-

. ing one's own individual nappine intaining the double et

d~rd appe[ at first g ance to be r tional. I oes not; however,

~ x ize total soci 1 happine From de eqQistic perapective;

how sver, it f the ost rational ltern tive in thAt· i ~ gives the

g-c tea: pleasure. Unfor un~tely, your p ~tne= C il reason thi ay

lOO1 and if this were the proper line 0- re son X19, yeu auld be h

b unfa" thful, forci 9 upon Y urse v s t:. wor t 0 sib e ltern-

e. C'r':lde goism ere entai ~hS un ap ine , and the ~ompromi

o uti .J of mul:. 'a.1 f ith \l ... ' es . 8 clearl_ th~.. st hC'lt. c n h.
n \.he basi then of both tot..?'! and i l."idual utility.

'6 e prc)pe~ I "'~vlviour or bot p rti ipant. io:.\ fo~

f i th ='1.

! oth to b



'35

There is a version. of crude egoism that is frequently taken

as. ttle pcaadiqm of rat on 1 action un er the p::::-inciple: minimi.ze

your losses. Though it too dictCil.tes mtl .ual ad' Itcry and must be

rejected as ccunterintult.ive, it. is pJausibl"?: enough to deserve

i~c'~~}on. On this model it io re soned that it is best to

minimize yc~r losses rat.hel.- t.:han chance On a great killing. The

reasoning justifying th is point of vi~w 9 es samet.hing like the .

fo_lowing. If we beth know the general sit-lu.tion an.<i If we both

~tand to derive great pleasur.e from the othe 3uffe~~ngr we shall

see that it d.oes not make sen3e to presume t.ha.t. the other wi.!.l opt

for. an alternative that would give me the ~ncentive to inflict on

im gre~t uffe:ring· by choosing fox rnyslf.llf that alcernd .j,.re. , hien

gives me a great dea~ of plea ure. Ue ass €, then, that We rE:o

each ca~ bl of this! 'np, of re~aon ng and th-t I wjll choose an

ac·tion on the a sumption that. y opponent 'iiI ~ choose hi action

in such ~ way as to rita imiza hi$ pleasure. F'urther, i pl.Lre con-

flict situ~~ion~ h pp ns -~at hate~er is p!ea ure fo~ me is

~a~n f0L my oppon~!~ and vic~ versa. From these two' ropos~tions

t fel lc ~lla t: at I E.'Jhcul-:! tr~{ 'Co L i..'.Dize .ly los es ~nd so should

ant (';p""'C::l_1.1t.· Thuia, \on ths conven· i ~aJ. l.i..~'W of arriage it

~ . t i~ re~son bl to

Acly . n refl ctQ mor~ on ~le

mU-Cl.1.Q y u faith ,ul. But this

d~l of ~ as fii.9 t an n the

.X" tL o. th con-eluaio ~ It 1 Eli.!pPO e~: e:cpl .c~ e tH:il i

i .. in -qamE: .;L;uation~. Herf! it cl ...a1l:"ly 5: ; '.0:> o.

J, il ...:r "JIe.y !l. ~ _ ~~t(lO ~. c~a :>f ('i K ":!.Bl:m~

( !: doe fJ ~w :i

a II' l"i lally C .teo

61. )



We ~a"Je :r.rivcQ then at the g·::>mew "t <"'urpris n'J C'o:-.r·L" ');) t I."

me~~. and we have done ~O on what must be consic rpo some of the

WE-.d{esl possi 1 ~ assumption. For the vicH of i\'arr i "'1e captur0d

in the traditional con~eptian is very beak indeed. It is bleak in

two ~~ys. Firs~, it denies the vision of ~he sexually liberated

t:hat the sitt].st':on ill which both partners are sexuallY' free is one

of great mutua~ happiness, ~nd 8econdly, it does not as~ign a great

deal of pleasure to the situation of mutual faithfulness. Indeed, if

your pc3,rtner were assured to De faithful, it would be more rational

fOT an indhridu.al to philartder. So wi tho\1{' assuming either that "i"!e

are ca abLe of the psy~hological r.eform necess ~y for a~cepting.
se.xual liber lity or tho t there is great deal f happiness in the

l~fe 01 f ithful monogomy, we have hown tn t adulte y is ixrational.

Another po\.nt I would l~k t.o ma'e about the.traditional con

ception. of mc rl.'iage is 'ha . t i possib e in terms ':::if the game

outlined in Figure'2 to explain the role of deceit and dishonesty

in n~arriage. In ordinary game theory we aSSu.lne that. both partn .rs

have full knowledge of the total situation and that,if your op-

ponent chao es to perfcrm a ce~tain action, you will have knowledg

of the fact. £1 t such knowledge is not always forthcoming in the

cal ~orld. In particula~f in the C,S~ of adultery it is best ~o

:ma',· yo r p:trt.4ler thi k yOll re fait.hf . for th.n yo can chooae

.0 ph' land r ~ nd incre se happi ea. If, on e ot.her han

you' pa~~ .r Ii. ov~r.s your tnfa~thfulte;sf h~ ill play around

£.~o in or'e to decre3. e hi p.ain~ Helle\'-: yOll ·I.",~ul( If!n', up at _he
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situation in ~hich you both suffer. It is, therefore, in your self

in~erest to be deceitful. If you could keep your partner in ig

norance: the as~urnption of the previous l~ne of reasoning, that

bot.h part1"ler-s wo:,.ld knO\oJ which· ction the other did, \olould not be

fulfilled, and ~he line of reasoning whic~. led to the conclusion

th~ t the J i~e of rm.• t'la 1· fal thfulness W3S bes1: woul d not be est:ab

lished. But ~he possib'l~ty ot deceit i~ itaelf not very plausible

and thi~ for two re~sons. First of dIl, decet~ itself is very

diffictilt to maintain. Suppose you are successful for a tjme, and

even th~t your partner indulges in willful sel~ deception. But

belf deception is unre]i~ble; certain evidence when presented to

tl,e mind iTlt.'1\ediat.ely produces certain conclusions quite indepen

dantly of the will. Certain tell-tale sign of playing arou~d can

not be ignored. A seco d reason undermining the possibility of

deceit i~ the intrinsi~ disp easure of bei g dece1tful: the ug'iness

of lying and dissimulating, and the 105s of spon~aneity and openness.

We may surr.m21rize the situat. on as a dilemda. On the one hand, there

is Lhe life of dec~it. ThiS deceit it elL is tenuous and ndepend

i";ble, and if ym;l.r partner sees through it, YOt;. will both plummet

into the situation of mutual ~nfaithfulness and great unhappineRs.

The deeeit itself is also intrinsically npleasant. If the dec.it

~ork , h weve.r, one may reap the juys of m.faithfulness" On the

other hcnd~ there is life of honesty. nd of mltu~l faithfulness.

The last point I would like to m k with reference to the

'radi 'ional vision of ~arriage concerns the concepts of tru6t and

." llnej:-- bi.I i:'y You frequently hear the p~: .scri.ption: ~,;ruat your

10 1ed or-en. This ad"'ice ha. a!tlfay ... see'mea to me a hit., con_eptual1;l



confused. The concept of trust applie& ch~racteristica11y, to t:he

ituation i. wh':'ch I ay suffpr as the result. of anot~H;.~r'5 "ctim.".

I put myself., in a sen5e, within S(· .one's powe.c. My welfare

without trying to obtain control over my welf~re, I m~y be said to

t u~. the pe~son in qu stinn. Trust e~ .ails v~lnerabili·)·. It is

perfectly clear that there co~ d not be any kid of intimate re-

lationship without ~rust. ~or, it follcMs from the f~ct that two

people are intimate that they r~ mutua. 1y 'ulnerable. The pre-

2cription then to trust someon. is wasted breath for peopl who re

already deeply involved. They ar alrea~y _tuc: with a situation

in which t ej r welfart-~ is mutually dependen. Ttl y have no choi':e

ut to tru"t one an taT.

So f I have been di cussing a very wc.al: and disma 1 concep+- ion

of marriage, an have establish d, evan on this weak basi , the

i-rationality of adultery. I would li.e no' to .onsider whe her

we .i'\nnvt be :- J.ght y optimi tic -bo ~t tr dit.ional monogamy. It

just might be true that ne resu~t af·li. -long 5 c~es3ful ~rr~a_

was v .~Y. grea t .lapp!n. s ... lU d. In thi ell e tl e g'ar:l c pturinq

narrj~g~ sh uld be vxitten as follows:

taithf.ul

fait. £11

unfaithfu



. .:;

In this picture the marital enterprise is ~ uly e f co-operation,
.

and it i~ clear to both par.ties that mutual faiti-Culless is .he

best aJternative. While in the previouR picture (Figure 2) the

numbeLS representing pleasure stood mainly for sexlal pleasure, not

cO in the new version. In the earl i.er ~i.ew it f<las on' '1 for the

case of mltual unfilithfulncs3 that questions of total happiness, 5

distin~t from mere sexual pleasure, entered the picture. But on

the n~w picture it is total happi ess that ia measured in eve=y

case.· Included h.:re are the joys of ca«panionship, int"macy,

spontane i ti', emotional support t 01:', in short, all the bel1efi ts of

] ire t "}<Jether - wI ch I am not seriously gol g t.e list here. Indeed

some: go 0 far, s to maintain that t en:~ ~.'" a il d of mystJ.cal

transcen· ence that resul s from lifelong monogomy. I would like now

to di~cuss this idea of mystical union n me tail, but firnt a
remarK ~n uncerta'nty.

I suppo:3e a fully adcque.te account of the ~1~ rnativeg in

marriage wcu~d attach not just degrees of ple~sur to eac alt rn -

tive but al 0 probabilities, On such a \ersion I think the likeli-

hoo 0f transce~dent happiness n . nog my is c_r ainly not assured.

For the poor$ the uneducated, and the imm3ture, the ·probabilit.y 's

quit.f. ).ml, <_t least t~ judge :Corn di ex:' e -ra es. Ex ctly ,,"h t tne

co ability is for the mor affluen~, th

• .deI, I ~o not have the r.light at idea~

ucated" a,d t e

1 " d lik_ to aonc ....u thi 8 .tic ith .. rem&:C?s 01'.1 t.

~r n cende :l t.vl l.fec 11\

. blat. Jy li-e.l r. ..... ~ r.:h c.i.~l t t of. t;la & ng [t qe no ~-n pA • .J. "

COl sclotJsn"-;.;ss ,I i ... 1_ 1 of yiltical ""', h::t /) t,; if you Ii e( .5 hi:Jh1y
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relevant to the prospect of adultery ~n a se~lse that such union

ay he pre:vcnted by infidel' ty and it 1"1 " e "en entia! divorce. The

idea hRS a long history in western c Iture t and jts first clear

£~:atem€r;t. I th:.nk is fOtlnc.' ir. he seventh boC)k of A.ristotle's

th.ir:s. '1'1 ere Aristotle argue~ that in the h:'.· _'7st. kind of friend-

hit! fr i ndship of the· ~ tellect., the t\WQ fr:- p.ndc::: be"ome Ii te::::al.ly

id-2nt;cal. The idea hf:re seems t.O be some hing like the following.

In the re01m of pure ·intc.!lect nothing exists but ideas, a d if two

people arrive at the game truths g their mind- consist of exactly

the same ideas and are hence identical. Aria .o~le is not as ex-

plicit as this on his precise meaning, but I think th:'s gloss is

f ir to the ext and makes some sen e out o~ hat h_ has to-say.

Now you have to be some kind o~' intellect:lal fanat.le, and a naive

one ~t tho t, to think that you are evar going to ha e exa-tly the

~dJW tcear.; as your spouse. Arist.otle. I thinK. may well have

qualif";'ed for SllC~l fanaticism. Th~ stor~: is told that in order

that he might think more and not waste tirle slee ing, he t.rould

hold an iron ball in his h_nd over ~~~ 'edge of his bed ith a ~in

plat:E::- beT1.p.at:h so t.hat. wh,~n he began 0 nod, h,i.n gr'p \1'0 Id !: ,lax;

t...~e b~ll \"ould crasb into ~hl:: pY.~t , and he w~uld .:>ke up nd be

to th~nk orne mor . thlfcrtunat ly, .V per. t)n ideal of..
r:"t 1 bli;o6 does :lot n"o:ve ron ph r . ), tt. m tcbiny plat~

1I r 2:: reI? . 0.ct.' v . y faL,.. , n.d ~H r • S '1 "'0 n.o~ think that i.
i \:. rough in eJ.lect 1 ao;r ': ant that. my .i al unicn is t.o

c! cl i.e'r d. ,. 1. t e .it of &qree ent J. rt:.·C!L~;:O"'l.:t=ing" t.t I personal-

1.1' ·;:l'1.n· \". im, ins " li· .. more kloO.cil g U?.I , £" ~ lared IJ· th my _ -act.



im~~e. No the christian mystics have ,even more elaborate ideaq

a}:lo to the t ....anscende e of t':'Iarriag • but'U £o.t"tunately th~ir idea

of a ~?Ous if? no m!re mortal; they ould a r.'.l God h;mself. l1

ccord'ng to St. John of t! e Crns~, ' t a Ce tain stage in roySt1C l'

QE''1elop:'"'::nt one reached a 'cnnSUItL"'li3 c: \1nicfI' with God. This stage,

~ccord~nJ t~ St. Therc~Q, is the 'seventh rc-ting plJce of the

n .... ::r to.:" ca 5\:.18 1 a.d amount, too (I) a cont':'nua: ~ens of God 1 8

t,L. a transce"ldc'nt union of i.n .ellect and· -i 11 with God's

and (3) a, habitual visi~ of the blessec Tr'n·ty. U fo tunatel ,

I find it very d'fficult to milk this tradition of any relevant

:deas on Uw ultimate Ilfelcng happine s of hum~1! marri,.qe.

I tave a~redl y tapp . one modern achool in an tt:emp to cx

12plain the coop~_r&tiv€. \,an'ture of ,;,rriage, • amel::' game theo:ry.

But -3. ;,ore profound appr.::.u.c iQ prov' ded by CO!'lt nental philus

c phy and especially th~ existentialism of ~art.re.13 One of his

;i.e eas that has be r.. d_velope~l by 'rho BS Nagel. is t:hat sexual

a~traction involves h:gher order reasoning as fall ws. SexuaL

dttracl-.ion i~~ inere sed by th fact that ':1"-\ aAe aware that your.

.pa::tner is Qw~re t: at you 'C"# ,ware that t:e partn-er finds you

~rder Y2asoning a. one i. cap

th's .1ea s ia t..l-tat . t is e &>ntia. to a p. son. 1 relat ~o1.ship t at

o € is coustantly vielldng t}; other I b t __ 3 Co & obJec and - ndr.d.

:-, .,..tr:e him~:t . f thinks th . th' proc Sf1, i dOQ hE:d to failure and

is underm":'n;d b f -th':> im .... sible task

r on ~ot.h u .1 lJ'l,q ,li..r1 : inx,.,,:t • A or.e Lmp r-·

c.h .. t



projects onto the world a certain syst~m of value~ and that this

value system organizes ~he data of perception 'nd experience. A

great deal of one's personal value system is articulatec within

marriage and in term of another person .. What is important to me

may ell depend on wha you think, or on past experiences we have

shared. Your actions &nd habits may organize and give meaning to

ltly own. My love as well as my hate may reg ire you as objcot.

Removing you from my world may undermine it. NOw, this syste..'t\ of

individual values can be called an ident.ity. What is important

to marriage, then, is that much of one's identity can involve

anotre r • It is interesting to view the effects of dlvorce given this

roetaphys~cal descripcion of marriage. If the otner decides to

go a\'iay and to reject '::heir p~rt in your alu ~ syst.em, i:hen in a

~e S2 yot:r universe crumbles. It. pillar of t e organiz ing franJe-

ark of perception ~nd reality is pu l~d a~av. ~ think this way

of :alking abouc Inarriaqe and values i d ittle fanciful and un

;1ol2cessar ily metaphysical, but ther~ is som... trl..lth to it, el'ough to

n.a"e this line of though p!"oductive an rewar ing''' I s all not

. ursu it any fur her here than to observe t at t1ere is somethinq

very ~}lausibJ.e and compelling 'n the idea t._at •••ur life's mate

m y ue~CJme part of. yc r identity TheI:"€ is this much th t is

true in the idea of mystical union in m~rriage.

IV. J~stice, Se., and Divo~~

Pr~viau91y I' hi'llve <1isc\l sed now t.O ma::imJ.??- u·tilj ty ·ithin 1.:ne

nflict situat10ns that ari~e in arri 9 a~d v~ tak n adu_tery



,I; an examp2 e. But j'~st as there re pro' lans Wt6. ch ari se [rom

j, st ice for util i. tari...'4.~j sm in its s.imple formn, there are also

oroblems for utilitaL~anis~ withi~ co. fl~ct situations. I have

in effect applied the ut~litarj nism of game theory to marital

~onflict. We ha'~ se_" earlier that in act~0ns, invo _'ing a

singlt: agent" sometimes soci 1 . tility cO:1f' .:.cts 'lUit.. social

justice, Si~ilar rno al conflicts ari e in conf:ict ~it~ations

inV'o1.v.ing several ogents, a. \"1. these ca ses ~ctc\ 'I... ; qualifica tLn.s

cn the utilitarian maxim. The particular moral qi~alificatir. th-t

I would like to discuss return ~ to "he lnoblel', of whet .er' 'o'le

hould be content with uur preferences a they stand. In p rticu

lar I ~ant to investigate whether we shoul not in ~act try to

achie\Te tile psychological out.look reflecte:d in t. e tcpian con

cep~ion. of arr~age reflect d in F~gJ e;. Should we, ~n fact,

t~y to ·hange o~rsel'es so hat we could be truli s~xual1y lib r~~2

ShOl'd ~e not open to oursQlv S d f 11 r nge of ?ersonal aid

sc~ual relation h~ps eve within ~rriage1 As a first step in the

disc'lssion I would likE: to adv.1nce a premise, I -ill assume, for

the Sr. ke of argwnent. that the ut.opian picture is in fact a praise

wort.hy ideal, I am ~ en willing to admit t.h· t in the b,:."t possi

;'01: ld pe.op e ax-e sexually free as the ide4!\', prop !lea. The q\.es io

! wa t to ask on this assumption i w .ther should tr to r.chiev

t lat 'dea..l :>ur elves in our 1 t..~ n p_rf c wor oLd. Unfol'~un tely p

from th f:a t that gi.....en b h vior i mo" l' l,'topiOln, i +; do

r.(;';;. f-'llow strai"h:" .0 ... warC11'3!° t.hat ur ... e J.t i, au nctual



sit ation is a good example. We may all admit th t jn t!~e be:-(- of

all possible orlds, in a worl free from scarci ty .. nd want, in

N ich exual reproduction was a rna ter of volition; there ould be

no abort ion. But in our own "7orld, limi ted in resources and in

tc-chnology, the lesser of two evils in ma.1Y situatioDs seems to be

the 1 .g<11izatinn of ab.ortior as d means of birth control. Likcwi.,e,

though sexual !'berEJlity may be morally 'deal, it may e morally

inappropriate to our imperfec world.

T:t:ler.e are numbe of points I would lik_ to .ake in a &artial

nswer to the question of whether we sho Id revamp our preferences

about sexual freedom. The iirst ie that here are conflicting

moral i ltui tiona on the au.bj~ct. Som people ha-"e very st,.rong

moral intuitions, hich re b~ ic~-ly politic 1 in nature, th t

W~ should try to reform society no, in p r~icular, the institution

of marriage. For those people truly cO~litted ¥O polit:ical r orm,

I think· here 18 a ve~y strong case to be cde or at least trying

to broaden one' sexual outlook. ~ r'd~cal shou.d ac . ot til i;

:t will make much·d'fference. The like.ihood 0 any single in-

·dJ.vidual's actions making a signif'cant contri ution to the reform

:. modern c pitalist society i virtua_ly ni. Hei:'e p the high

.~gre~ of cc~itm6nt ~eems to offa t th , pro~~bility of ef c-

'~iven_ But not ~veryon i a po_itic 1 ref~rm r. I!t people

rote +;.heir ives t "tter pu nit"" t V& ...ue 0 er. th n

:)01 i _·.ca~ reform. Ho compel.._ b t e of ex' a u p'a.
hculd -'.hese peopl be? g. po e 0 d ot. .... to chan e '.:heir\006... ~

fa' lES, do not want. to be politic!z , d:) ot. w n t) h"'lp
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bri T1g ab:)'.:t utopia. W=-ll, I de not know any ioette.... th:l!'1 3.nyb'Jdy

.:cme con.;"i d('ra tiO:lS ag;:d.nst spxual reform. Th."re is, in pa:r:-

~artjcuJar mora} position. The est we can do is ~ons~lt cur own

morul i-;t-'~i.t.iGnfj. But I POllJ ..: liJ-:e to point. .:J t tha' :,here 1.1::(;

t l.c'Jl.Jlr i ··h..... venerable tradition of transc n~en~e Ahjr~ hclis th~t

,
1
;
I

I
t,
I

life)ong marriage produces a sf'ecial kind of n~lCl+.:ion, cat-;.<]orical-

l~'l" different from the more tranc:.:itory friendships of Y~" -t·. 1'.150,

~n apprajsirg the political argument for lire=ality ag.inst

.onogomy I personal.y that the general rad'~al ~ritiqu~ of narriage

i~ capitalist society tends to be bas~d on hosts of a~sun,ptjons

(e.g .•.arxist the"'>ry), e:lC~ of 'Nhi-::h is difficul. to S :0.1._('.",7. The

result l~ that for me the particular maxim tlat sexual liberality

:i. s het +-er thaLl a monogor'101 :50 marr iage doe:; not c::..rry m\' ch nornl

~orce .

It. p.€' .... 0n point. I \/ould like to a'e h~ that t: ~ rzfo cf

e ual V,{ 1.- es m, y COJTle into ,:,:onf.J.ict with at.her bQ.sic ~iL ue.:> L .. ke
.

l<:in'ness. Muc-h ot . h fc.:-ce behind th ide t at ~e' should be

mC'r~ lj b~ral rests in the claim that by bel) q ~o we "'~111 inc;r.ease

ou P~E; - sure. Bl'~t gi V_I'. the c\ rent: hurg up ~ ;.lc· e of most

people, th mind expansion is gO.1.ng to be 'l'"';'ry ~·infu"., if it is

e"(;!) pol;.sib Ie. \A:hy shculd ~l1e inflict. O!. our p~t-sor_al relation-·

..:>hips, c if f icul t enough as t. le' are, tbe addi tiona gro ,·th pangs

of th~" ctl ical char~e? Consider what ~ take to be the nori a1

f

t- ypi(. 1 cou'!:=>_ ~ tha.t is C~) ·€..f tionaLty ro.) sed,
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in pc:rsuna) relat:i f )t1ships r<2quires tile '..lIuqueness bone tJ10Vld('l~

by monf)(Jcmy. WilY shculd two r.apPY, conventional pe0.l:)h try to be-

come S8 'ual liberU 'H';Sr espec.iallv I;o;h€n .i':. will. ean causing pain

to each 0thcr? At thi~> peint I would like to advance 3 t-.r:i.ncip ... e

whid I shall call t.he principle of :ondness. If there is e""er

G:H; onflict between real .... ·ve pain, (\ -1'1"" one han , ~:ld the

dictates of a Jubio s intellActual theo!:"y, en the other, then

choose kindness. I am just not pers'aaed ~hat one should go

through GIl the trouble of ~ecoming a libertine.

Finally, my last p r 1nt is that we m ~t dislingu'sh between

trying to chanae our val'les, on the one hand, a:ld, OT! t.he other,

dcting as if we had managed ~o change them. Tbere is a big aif

ference between actually changing our p eferences r so that we are

Ll fdl t. sc 'ua 1 1 j her ines, and merely try i nq to change thP-l"L rj.'h . s

transrormation is, presmnaoly, ",hat radica 15 \··Quld have s achieve.

1:,'11: i.~ is quice di&ferer..t from going arc, no pretending we have ':'n

c changed our preferences. It i jus" C ;;:1.':1 sed for people h0

('motiO!laly are monogamous to behave a. if ,_h~.y -er.e accomplished

sexual revolutionaries. Inst~ad of runllilg a cund with many sex

!--artr.e s one should De going "through p~ych 10' iC3.1 therapy cr

_he cunversio~ necessary to cQnvinc~ T G_se f that that is

eXCl.ctly "'hat you want to do. Do not play rG."oune u .le5s you want

"0. Many of us do not v/ar.t: to but think y.,," :;hould. Hence th

focus of reform should be our at't.itw~ S 3iY'! desires. Ho',.., to 'l;"eform

'.s a Lig pr·oblern. It is p tently Q')v>,u!j ...ha , ateve.:.· the :::-ig. t

t.t~Y( Dy ,-,ou::'d oe, it is r.ot extra .ar~.t:c.11 sex Practicing be1.. ·1g

tin: jt does ~~t chanqe a t··ude-. Or. t 1\.'" , 10 1e r hen
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unless one is extremely co~~itted to politic-l reform, there coes

not !:cem to be very strong moral reason for conplic ting one's

iife by becom~ng a libertin0. Of course, this conclusion is very

c0mfor~3ble, bit that is not to say it is a~y less true.

Before leaving the topic of possible moral restraint on

mar 1 f.al bchav~or, I would likp. to discuss briefly the relation-

ship of the concept of right to that of kin~ne5s in close personal

relationships. Ordinarily one's moral obligations to others can

be x resscd in tcrrr.s of the concept of right. I have a right to

sit in my house. It is a property right, and you have an obliga-

1 d " 14Cd' 'h h .t10n to et me O.1t. orrespon 1ng to every r1g t t ere,IS Sup-

posed to be an obligation: if I have a right to do action A you

have al obligation to let me do A. In terms of these two ideas,

tho~e of right and owlig .tion; the geog:a hy of ocial m cality

i usuall) charted. It is sometimes allege , lowever, that the

moral situation ch !'lges in clO5- peJ:son-l 1: lationsh~ps, and that

t 0 concep~R of right and obliga.ion are not enough to describe

.....he ;:'oper moreJ. sitt.:ation. '1'1 re are lets of li4-tle things that

I migh~ o~ i~~rily ~xp~ct to have a ~~ght auout, !or ex~mple, tIe

.i~ht .0 a 1i tIe peace and qtiet, th- ~ight not to b interr ptad,

the r1gh to ~e~a in the evpning if I wa t, t.he rjght to spend an

cven.'.r.g 0 -t, t. e right 0 go to bed and get' p hen Y ant, the

ut if I i 9i t on

't~.(erci::i g t:':'!?t= rights 'ithin· case re a tio:~ til' e mo.:.-:riage 6

Lhen I ". I wr'.)ng. The ldeN. iC! +h~t. LI t c intin'C''!l of m~rriag

.... ar no t e ip bt't. b~ ....kind .1. f. I iris" 5 ': on ~- oe ... -= ising my

I ' ,',' ,. Tl:c benav i<)r in tl~ i ..... two p~()ple c.emdt C.1 all theu'"

t I ,~.- C" .J .ur t CL d [at t I
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underst,nd1fig and compassion that i suppos~d to ~yplfy a close

relation::hip. In thinking about how you should relate to your

spouse, you should e ploy not the concept of right but that of

: . I.Jness. I ffinst adm it 1 f i.nd thi9 poirl t 0 f ,.'"ic'~ rv. thp.r pO\ver ful t

but I uls(J cannot a...:cept it wit_hout qualification. The qu"lifi··

ca tions v.'hich I want to advance show I in a sense, thf.1 t even in

. ntimate relat-.ionships there is some concept of right that should

be mployed. Suppose I alway make breakfagt, make the bed, do

~he h~usework, cook the dinner, buy th groce ies, ta'e care of

he children, bear wit.h your bad temper, all because r am kind to

you, but that y.ou. on the other hand, are kind to me only rarely,

unce in a blue moon. But since you are kind to me sometimes

(though not often), you cannot be said stJ::'i~tly to act toward me

in tenT,~ of demanding rights. Clearly thar is s mething in-

e.quitable and unfair abou.t this 6i uat10n. But here is th in-

eqt.ity 1 where i the unfairness? _ ei.:h - of us has v.olated the

r.ight.s of tbe other. T., re are var! u Wl1ys in which one can try

o ~ccount for th'~ 'n uit'on of inequity. OD a" 'ould be 0

ay ~t marriage l' charts ·the geography of right and obligation

.n ~ marriage 1 may be sa·d to have a right to expect you to go a

i .~le further for m~ than for others, e.g. to put up wi'h a little

f y bad temper and some of my emotional i.n Mecu:r' i ty. These are

special t"l.gnts and obligo".t.'d.ons one has just t one's ~po,-lSet no

to nybody else. We ltI;.ght.: c"'pture the idea roughly by say ng t.hat

in arr:iag'? re-ch a new eqt ilibrillm of righ 5 . nd obligat-tons

in hich _Cich is e,"pec ... _u to take more from the other and to give

X' ~. But t.hcr.,<:"! i.' n .fer the esfl. a 'once t. f fairn .56 that can e



dPP'-'c :c'd to. ThE' most impol:tant of these rig:-tts and 0bll9<1t.icl'S

\oJ.culr~ pJ.'esuIilClbly L0 thc;;c one actua lly as j n mind :i. n ; 3rrying,

those t~Dt one prornisns to uphold in the ma-rlaqe ceremony.

Bpfore leavlnJ the concepts of liberality ond adultery, I would

l~ke to say something special about sex, both in a d out of mar-

,ag~. We ha e alread'· scpn by application of the concepts of

game ther;ry that adultery is lrrational be~dvior. I would now

like to apply the concepts of game theory to the sexual act itself

and in part\cular to the 5ter~otypical role 'Jf ma~ and woman as

actlv0 a~d passiv~, respe tively. If any beh- vior is a coopera-

~ive game, 't is that of sex. The situation can be fairly cap-

·cu:r.ed by the follo""ing game matrix ~

active passiV'e

active

"as ive

flo 4 II

~jI 10

t
"'igure 5

8 n I

ii JI 4 I______--=-.1.___.

Coc.t.car.: t·,J the i l.' ~'ia.n im gei? : t i )' ~ not rue _hat romcn,

\;T nl"'n f : ~.:hat m t _er ,honI.d rema' n paSSi'lTe. B\ t th~ pas. ive

rols of women is deeply ingr ined in ou~ .ulture. Co 6i err ~or

eX311.ple. t.le '~ords of f'r ia:" Lt.Jis De i.con, wi 0 "tIri tes i The Perfect

hi2 C 1 . €.l1~:c th~lCeon; a.:..'e
r, h. r~la- -, ~ ~ most

v',n l~ to s_ouse
toe S~~~~ rei begins



to hiss, thus betokening jt~ presence, In order to draw
the lamprey fro:n the W<lter,s,. and to mate with it. Th~

lamprey obeys, and joi~s herself fearlessly unto the
venomous animal. N0~ you ask me what I mean by citing
this example? 't'lha t 1 mean? Clearly this, tha t no matter
how harsh, no rna t t8t" -tJni:l.t ,;he ~erocity of the hus)' _mJ I 5

dispositi~n may 0L r it is tc.e wife's dl1Ll' ::'0 belr '\lith
him r und under no prett:'xt consent to a iJreaking of the
peace. You tell me that he is an unfeeling wretch?
Neverthelegs he is your ~usband. He is a drunken sot?
Glanted, but wedlo~k made of you' twain one flesh. He is

churl, and quazrelsome? Y s, but bon~ of your bone, and 15
£125 of your flesn; the L at important ~art of your being.·

Cle~r y s'ch notions should he left behind w~th the Black Death.

The discarding of lJassive/active role a si.gnments to the various

sexes can be generalized beyond ex to aJl manner of different

so~ts of behavior. (Highly recommended is Masters' and Johnsonos

The Pleasure Bond which conei ts of sensible applications .to the

filar i tal si tua tion of their researches on sexual physiology and

psycholog. Their conclus'one concur with mine and are somewhat

cor.servative in the sense that they extol the virtues of monogomy

and point out the pitfalls of sex al lib~ality.)16

! 'liouid now like to conel d~ this e y wi h a few remarko on

otner serio~s prOD ~n of marriage, div rce. ny a~plying to it

oncepts of game th ory r hope to make cl6ar he· its structure is

q ite diff r~nt from that of dultery and _0 argue hut at l~aet

in : om_ case~ it i ~ ration 1 alt rnative. On an intuitive level

I .hink th~ di tinction between dUltery and diYQrce J cl~ar. In

th~ marx -. contrect it is one thin to le rr~n9ements about

r. 1 ti ns th ins'(\ and ut:lJde rri'g nd quite a~-

ot ll~r ~ logi~ lly' unrelated., decitl ho .ong ~hp. arriage soul

~st.. Rut we sr.;,._ 1 eee on a d9ElP r le '(ll .0' tl\e ;:; ructur 1

preblE! a~> 11 ... : ffer fun.damen _al_y. s
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in the,case of ddultery, I would li'e to begin the discussion by

rna~ir.g a somewhat pessirrlistic assumption about our ~onventional,

e'l'!\otional J;;clerancc. Due li\ostly, I suppose, to our educations

and cultural background-, t G vast rna~ori': of s find the id~a

of d'vorce terribly threatening a~otion~11y. Th 103s of a loved

one; the rejectio by ~im, and the dra~tic chalge involved in

diJo:r:ce axe almost nbearable prospects. On a rational level

one can often appreciate that in many c seA such eventualities are

probable and sensible. Out ernotion::tlly·. e idea generates great

Lurbulance. Again we can raias the ethicdl quesion of whether

·Ne S~lO 10 be satisf ied ¥>i th o~r psycho log 1C::1J. f.;cakness; whether

we do net in fact ~ave a moral obligation to o~ercom~ our .hangup~

My rt,;;p~.y to such "".:alJ 5 for ref':lrm ~ s eS30tia.U.y the s~e as in

chI=' cas of adul"'ery., an r shal not rch1! .r! <? +: os. ideas again

here. 0' the who e, I do not find such pl'f~s'-:ription3 to psycho

_ogical reform very convincing wh n they ~nvolve pain aId suffer

ing, 1 wil' accept, then~ ~s an t~ical giqe~, that the prospect

f e' vo!"ce is se' l·ely threatenj nCJ emot' oYlally. An' imrned' ate

-cons qu nee 'f t i' tact .'8, I think, th t i~ is only r ti n&1 t

he --.ime of marria e to pronUG<S to .ak~ the reJ.ationship as long

llAstJ.!'1g !l_ po sible, ':'.e.to promis to do tev r is necess!l_Y to

f' ,'p tua te those atti. ude!! f1l1dffection 1'1 ict. are eS3 ntia t.

happy arriag. 1" am not s yil q t .at em'"' hould p~'cmi'e ne'l1e~

'JlS • oul 0 T;I ,·'1 1- . to see tnat

T it~at'on at th. Lme of mar.ri ge

th~ follo~in9 g&me:

t. • ivorc., In r'ely that

d~ 0 c. d .5 ~ t·h~ppen.

". - n .. .:: ....apt1.lred fa;.rl i ~



promise not promise
,....-.._--_..

I0 10
promis

10 -10 I
--1 Figure 6

··10 -8 1
i

ot promise

L
I
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I

J

Here the alternatives ~re whether we should each pro lise the other

to do our bests to keep the marriage lif~long. Clearly the ideal

ituat10n is t~at in which ~e both bO pr • i5€. But a rn ch more

inter~5ting situation ia that which arises when ne of the mar-

T.'age partners decides th t he want- divor<:.. n t 'hould happen

th~n? Such situations may vary qr~ t y i. the arnoun of pleasure

no pi\.i.n iJ.vol red. 'rhe person anti g the div rce may actu l1y be

~uft~rlng in the marriage or be mere~y indlffere.t t and the

r.~l t ve plea~urc and pain conse~uent to the divorce for both

pa.tic·pJ~ts ~ay dif 0= gre~tly. He~e a" ~~c games, th_ first

of whic:b captures the situation in which on-: of the partners

ac+-ual.1.y su "fers in . e mar-.i.age and the s co.r..d t.he 'sj tuation i:1

~nich one of partners is indifferent to th: uarriage. I assume

that it ~s no~ possjble for one pcr~on to s_ay m ~rie~ to the

other while the other is divorced ~rom th ~ ~

Tri d

._ ..._----_.-

10

-rried divorced

I'1>(
-"~. /.. ,_._------ ---~-

I . ,,/ !-10
I ).;:""'"

-'~# ....

",,/ ",

I ./:..L _

:h.·' Tee

. ~llrr' ed

1. v i'
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Wnat is interesting is that both si ~uations are gal'! ES of. p~.c .. C0:.

f,lict. Every 1terN~t i ve which is good for y u rna e c me suffer

nd vice versa~ There i. , unfortu ately~ no rational solution

that we may both agree upon. _n these part"cular cases utili

tarianism prov ides no ans'.....er because the su.n total of pleasure in

eCiGh "ase is ~he same." E'len if the games \,:ere redraTlin so that,

say, the situ~tion of married" life prov.ded the overall greater

pleasure, i& is not obvious that the cOlple should remain married.

Moral conEiderations enter here. ! ~hink the traditional moral

intLi+iun th~t lsed to b~ br~ugbt to bear is that the Marital

premise, the promise to stay married until Jeath, alters the moral

situ~tiO. in \ch a way that people had an obliga ion to s~ay

I:arri d. But I h ve not describEd the lSl.tuation this way. All

:ha~ haz b.en promised in my cen' rio is that on~ 'ill try to do

one's best not to d~ve op the attitudes 'cn ~tuld lead to

divorce, but or:ce these att.itudes h&ve d~veloped the mari tal

t't"oml se is irreleviiut. 3ut there is ."1nother moral intui lioh wh.~ch

C'crn~s oo".n. on the side J.n fa.\'our of divor~e "hen onto> of the

principle of fr~edom ~o t e eff~ct that one

has d right to lea~a ~ rei' tionship if n~e wants to. It. i5 even

ty.;s':):i.bJ~ ~:hat onr
:;' s obl~J:l.tion to "elf deveJopment may in some

rarriageJ ~1)~ the scale in favour of div0 ceo Of curse tho

:" 1" lat.' . _" y be rflOr~ complicated b~ hiAdren are involved,

h lr p~r nt. • ~.e ~roergen-e of

eC0 ,Lq absolut€ w' ~hj tar.' co cl. •.el"a't:ion



for. total u· \.lity. The monetary comperisat ;'on provided in child

~upport is only a tily step tcward true compenR~tio for the true

u ility lo~t, an sc fir. the l~w does not requir~ any monetary

~ mp !1 ~ tlon fTCl the woman. In swnmary( th n, e may conclude

that though we ould ~ro~ise ~ do our best t m king a go of

marri ge, &omet! as a~titudes develop hleh favor. divorce. If

th t h pp\::n , tb n to~al uti.lity 0 ld be con id red. I thi.nk

ometimes th t uniappiness c used by divorce ovarbalances t.e

r~ght'of an individual to terminate a re ltiop hip. Such a

cour e is just common sense artd underl ieo why many marriages last

until cbildren are rais.d.

John Hartin

o k

June 27th, 1976
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