Sex Education
Kerby Anderson
Christians are increasingly confronted with arguments in favor of sex education in
the public schools. Often the arguments sound reasonable until the scientific
reports that advocate these programs are carefully analyzed. I am going to be
discussing a number of these studies and will conclude by providing a biblical
perspective on sex education.
I want to begin by looking at reports released by the Alan Guttmacher Institute,
the research arm of Planned Parenthood. One of these reports was entitled,
“Teenage Pregnancy in Developed Countries: Determinant and Policy
Implications.”
Alan Guttmacher was president of Planned Parenthood from 1962 until his death
in 1974, so it is not surprising that the Guttmacher report supports the Planned
Parenthood solution to teenage pregnancy. The Guttmacher report concludes that
the adolescent pregnancy rate in the U.S. is the highest among developed nations
and implies that this rate will decline if sex-education programs are instituted and
contraceptive devices are made readily available.
There are a number of problems with the report, not the least of which is the
close connection between the Guttmacher Institute and Planned Parenthood. But
even if we ignore this policy-making symbiosis, we are still left with a number of
scientific and social concerns.
First, the authors of the report selected countries that had lower adolescent
pregnancy rates than the U.S. and looked at the availability of contraceptive
devices. But what about countries like Japan, which has a very low teenage
pregnancy rate but does not have a national sex-education program? Japan was
excluded from the final “close” comparison of countries. In a footnote, Charles
Westoff says that “conservative norms about early marriage and premarital sex

may explain this phenomenon better than the availability of fertility control.” So
we are given only a selected look at developed countries; those with conservative
morality (like Japan) were excluded.
Second, the researchers cite statistics that make a case for sex education but
seemingly ignore other statistics of concern to society at large.For example, the
Guttmacher report suggests we can learn a great deal from Sweden’s experience
with sex education, which became compulsory in 1954. While it has a much lower
teenage pregnancy rate than the U.S., Sweden has paid a heavy price for this
rate. Here are a few crucial statistics that should have been cited along with the
Guttmacher report.
From 1959 to 1964, the gonorrhea rate in Sweden increased by 75 percent, with
52 percent of the reported cases occurring among young people. Between 1963
and 1974, the number of divorces tripled and the number of people bothering to
get married dropped 66 percent. By 1976, one in three children born in Sweden
was illegitimate, despite the fact that half of all teenage pregnancies were
aborted.
So while it is true that the teenage pregnancy rate in Sweden is down, the
percentages of venereal disease, illegitimate births, and teenage disillusionment
and suicide are up.

School-Based Health Clinics
With more than one million teenage girls becoming pregnant each year, familyplanning groups are pushing school-based health clinics (SBCs) as a means of
stemming the rising tide of teenage pregnancy.
These groups argue that studies of teen sexuality demonstrate the effectiveness of
these clinics. Yet a more careful evaluation of the statistics suggests that SBCs do
not lower the teen pregnancy rate.

The dramatic increase in teen pregnancies has not been due to a change in the
teen pregnancy rate but rather to an increase in the proportion of teenage girls
who are sexually active (28 percent in 1971, 42 percent in 1982). The
approximately $500 million in federal grants invested in sex-education programs
since 1973 has not reduced the number of teen pregnancies. So proponents now
argue that health clinics located in the public schools can reduce the rate of teen
pregnancy by providing sex information and contraception.
The most oft-cited study involves the experience of the clinic at Mechanics Arts
High School in St. Paul, Minnesota. Researchers found that a drop in the number
of teen births during the late 1970s coincided with an increase in female
participation at the SBCs. But three issues undermine the validity of the study.
First, the Support Center for School-Based Clinics acknowledges that “most of the
evidence for the success of that program is based upon the clinic’s own records
and the staff’s knowledge of births among students. Thus, the data undoubtedly
do not include all births.”
Second, an analysis of the data done by Michael Schwartz of the Free Congress
Foundation revealed that the total female enrollment of the two schools included
in the study dropped from 1268 in 1977 to 948 in 1979. The reduction in reported
births, therefore, could be attributed to an overall decline in the female
population.
Finally, the study shows a drop in the teen birth rate, not the teen pregnancy rate.
The reduction in the fertility rate was probably due to more teenagers obtaining
an abortion.
A more recent study cited by proponents of clinics is a three-year study headed by
Dr. Laurie Zabin at Johns Hopkins University. She and her colleagues evaluated
the effect of sex education on teenagers. Their study of two SBCs showed a 30
percent reduction in teen pregnancies.

But even this study leaves many unanswered questions. The size of the sample
was small, and over 30 percent of the female sample dropped out between the
first and last measurement periods. Moreover, the word abortion is never
mentioned in the brief report, leading one to conclude that only live births were
counted. On the other hand, an extensive national study done by the Institute for
Research and Evaluation showed that community-based clinics used by teenagers
actually increase teen pregnancy. A two-year study by Joseph Olsen and Stan
Weed (Family Perspective, July 1986) found that teenage participation in these
clinics lowered teen birth rates. But when pregnancies ending in miscarriage or
abortion were factored in, the total teenpregnancy rates increased by as much as
120 pregnancies per 1000 clients. Olsen and Weed’s research had been
challenged because of their use of weighting techniques and reliance on
statewide data. But when they reworked the data to answer these objections for a
second report, the conclusion remained.
School-based health clinics are not the answer. They treat symptoms rather than
problems by focusing on pregnancy rather than promiscuity. And even if we
ignore the morality of handing out contraceptives to adolescents, we are left with
a claim that cannot be substantiated.

Planned Parenthood
Planned Parenthood has been running ads in newspapers around the country that
adopt a lesson from George Orwell and engage in a heavy dose of “newspeak.”
One ad, for example, contains an impassioned plea for the continued legalization
of abortion by defeating what they call “compulsory pregnancy laws.”
I take it that by “compulsory pregnancy laws,” they mean anti- abortion laws. But
the ads seem to imply that the people who want to stop the killing of unborn
babies are also bent on coercing women into getting pregnant. That is not what
the ads really mean, but isn’t it a bit odd to label laws against abortion
“compulsory pregnancy laws?”

Another ad carries the title, “Five Ways to Prevent Abortion (And One Way that
Won’t).” According to the ad, outlawing abortion won’t stop abortions. But it will.
While it may not stop all abortions, it certainly will curtail hundreds of thousands
that are now routinely performed every year. And it will force many women who
presently take abortion for granted to consider what they are doing.
But what are some of the ways Planned Parenthood suggests will stop abortion?
One of their proposals is to “make contraception more easily available.” The ad
states that, since the early 1970s, Title X for national family planning has been
supported by all administrations except the Reagan and Bush administrations.
The ad therefore encourages readers to lobby for increased funding of Title X.
By the way, Planned Parenthood has been the largest recipient of Title X grants.
In other words, the solution to abortion requires we give more of our tax dollars
to Planned Parenthood.
Foundational to this proposal is a flawed view of teenage sexuality that sees
cause-and-effect in reverse order. Accepting a distorted fatalism that assumes
teenage promiscuity as inevitable, Planned Parenthood calls for easy access to
birth control. But isn’t it more likely that easy access to contraceptives
encourages easy sex? Another proposal listed in the ad is to “provide young
people with a better teacher than experience.” As commendable as that
suggestion may sound, what is really being proposed is increased funding for sexeducation courses in public schools and the community. Again, notice the
presupposition of this proposal. The ad writers assume promiscuity and propose
further sex education in order to prevent pregnancy. The emphasis is on
preventing pregnancy, not preventing sexual intercourse.
Hasn’t Planned Parenthood ignored a better option? Isn’t chastity still the most
effective means of preventing pregnancy as well as a multitude of sexual
diseases? Shouldn’t we be encouraging our young people to refrain from sex
before marriage? Shouldn’t we teach children that premarital sex is immoral?

Arguments for sex education frequently ignore the reality of human sinfulness.
We simply cannot teach sexuality in the schools and expect sexual purity unless
we also teach moral principles. The greatest problem among young people today
is not a lack of education, but a lack of moral instruction.

Parental Notification
Next I want to focus on state laws that require parental notification when minor
children are given prescription birth- control drugs and devices.
Opponents refer to these requirements as “squeal rules” and denounce them as
an invasion of privacy. This reaction illustrates how far our society has deviated
from biblical morality.
High-school students must routinely obtain parental consent in order to go on
field trips, participate in athletics, or take driver’s education classes. Many school
districts even require parental consent before a student can take a sex-education
class. But opponents of parental notification believe these regulations constitute
an invasion of privacy.
Critics argue that such regulations will not change the sexual mores of our
teenagers. Perhaps not, but they do encourage parental involvement and
instruction in the area of sexual morality. The moral burden is placed upon the
parent rather than the family- planning clinic.
Without such rules, government ends up subverting the parent’s role. Each year
taxpayers subsidize thousands of family-planning clinics that provide medical
treatment and moral counsel, yet balk at these meager attempts to inform parents
of their involvement with their children.
Ultimately, who has authority over teenagers: the clinics or the parents?
Opponents of these “squeal rules” would have you believe that these clinics (and
ultimately the government) are sovereign over teenagers. But parents are not

only morally but legally responsible for their children and should be notified of
birth- control drugs and devices dispensed to teenagers.
But even more important than the question of authority is the question of
morality. Premarital sex is immoral. Just because many teenagers engage in it
does not make it right. Statistics are not the same as ethics, even though many
people seem to have adopted a “Gallup poll” philosophy of morality.
Critics of the squeal rule believe government should be neutral. They argue that
government’s responsibility does not include “squealing” to teenagers’ parents.
But in this situation an amoral stance is nothing more than an immoral stance. By
seeking to be amoral, government provides a tacit endorsement of immorality.
Secretly supplying contraceptives through government-subsidized clinics will not
discourage premarital sex. It will encourage teenage sexual promiscuity.
Again, critics of the squeal rule see cause-and-effect acting in only one direction.
They contend that the fact of sexually active teenagers requires birth control
clinics. But isn’t the reverse more accurate? The existence of birth control clinics,
along with the proliferation of sex-education courses, no doubt contributes to
teenage promiscuity.
Experience with these rules shows that parental notification will increase parental
involvement and thus reduce teenage pregnancy and abortion. Parents should not
be denied the opportunity to warn their children about the medical, social, and
moral effects of premarital sex.
Make no mistake–parental notification laws will not stop teenage promiscuity;
secrecy, however, will do nothing but ignite it.

A Biblical Perspective
I would like to conclude with a biblical discussion of sex education. As Christians,
we need to understand the basic assumptions behind the movement to place sex-

education programs and clinics in public schools.
Proponents of sex education often make naturalistic assumptions about human
sexuality. They tend to argue as if young people were animals in heat who are
going to have sexual relations despite what is taught at home, in church, and in
school. The Bible clearly teaches that we are created in the image of God and
have the capacity to make choices and exercise self-control. Sex-education
advocates would have us believe that young people cannot exercise sexual
control; thus we must capitulate to the teenager’s sexual urges.
A second false assumption is the tendency of sex-education programs to ignore
human sinfulness. Although we are created in the image of God, we all are born
with a sin nature. Frequently, sex education panders to that fallen nature.
We cannot teach sexuality and expect sexual purity without also teaching moral
principles. Most sex-education programs present data in a so-called value neutral
way. But, in trying to be amoral, these program become immoral. Human
sexuality must be related to moral values. Young people need information about
sex, but it must be placed in a moral context. The greatest problem among young
people today is not a lack of education about sex, but a lack of moral instruction
about sex.
I believe we are involved in a moral civil war over teenage sexuality. Here is how
we lost a number of battles. First, the old morality was declared passe. The sexual
revolution in the 1960s made words like virginity, celibacy, purity, and chastity
seem out of date. In previous generations, peer pressure kept young people from
sex; today, peer pressure pushes them into it.
We lost a second battle when we turned sexuality over to scientists and took it
away from moralists and theologians. Alfred Kinsey’s studies “Sexual Behavior in
the Human Male” (1948) and “Sexual Behavior in the Human Female” (1953)
presented comprehensive statistics, but no moral reflection. Today, discussions
about sex are supposed to be done in value-neutral settings. Inevitably,

demographics determine morality.
What is the solution? Christians must reassert their parental authority and
instruct their children about God’s view of sex. We must teach them to flee
fornication just as Joseph did in the Old Testament. We must teach them to avoid
temptation by making no provision for the flesh. We must teach them to exercise
self- control in every area of their lives, including the sexual. In other words, we
must educate them about the dangers of premarital sex and the wisdom of
obeying God’s commands regarding human sexuality. Instead of capitulating to
teenager’s sexual urges, as sex-education advocates want us to do, we should
provide them with biblical principles and moral leadership in the area of
sexuality.
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