


Indeed, one study that analyzed census data found the 
unraveling of the marital pair-bond template was associat­
ed with a host of serious social dysfunctions, including 
increased rates of infant mortality, out-of-wedlock births, 
and violent crime (Immerman & Mackey, 1999). 

An additional factor that may impact the manifestation of 
male sexual nature is another apparently universal gender 
difference: men are far more likely to be risk-takers than 
women (Stark, 2002). It also appears plausible that the 
complimentary nature of men and women may character­
istically enable monogamous, heterosexual marriage to 
promote a constraining influence on the risk-taking 
impulses of some men. This may also help explain the rel­
atively higher prevalence of risky sexual behavior such as 
barebacking (deliberate unprotected anal intercourse) and 
sex in public settings found among gay men in comparison 
to heterosexual men (Eisenberg, 2001; Flowers, Hart & 
Marriott, 1999; Halkitis, Parsons & Wilton, 2003; Yep, 
Lovaas & Pagonis, 2002). 

These are difficult things to say publicly, because many of 
us have gay or lesbian children, relatives, friends or col­
leagues who are wonderful people and we would wish 
them no harm. We instead want them to achieve satisfying 
relationships, and our feelings may be pulled to endorse 
homosexual marriage as a means to that end. 

Yet an action that appears compassionate for an individual 
does not always translate into compassionate results for a 
society. Given the sexual nature of men irrespective of ori­
entation, the approval of homosexual marriage could well 
operate in a different manner culture-wide than it may 
appear to function with any single gay or lesbian couple. 

By suggesting such a complete overhaul of the social ideal, 
well-meaning advocates of homosexual marriage may in 
fact be further weakening the most important institution in 

any society to effectively civilize male sexual nature. 
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