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Abstract

This research studies the intention and endeavour of Christian-based
organizations, namely Family Research Council and Family Policy Alliance in
disseminating the notion of sexuality in American society. This research utilizes a
narrative analysis strategy and employs the following steps: 1) close reading the
collected documents; 2) categorizing the recurring patterns of narratives using
sociological perspective and cultural reproduction theory; 3) drawing a conclusion
on the intention and efforts of Family Research Council and Family Policy
Alliance in spreading the knowledge of sexuality. Using the narratives of
aspirations and tensions which surrounds sexuality, this study shows that Family
Research Council and Family Policy Alliance uphold Christian values as the
organization's foundation and attempt to secure those principles in the ‘sex-
saturated society.” To accomplish the mission, Family Research Council and
Family Policy Alliance promote abstinence-only education and oppose
comprehensive sex education, arguing that comprehensive sex education holds
liberal values that threaten the sanctity of the heterosexual relationship. This
research demonstrates that Family Research Council and Family Policy Alliance,
as Christian-based organizations, strive to preserve the conservative values that
have been passed down from generation to generation.

Keywords: Christianity, education, moral perspective, sexuality

Introduction

In The Default Power: The False Prophecy of America's Decline, Josef Joffe
(2009) declares that America is the default power. Joffe (2009, p. 31) states that
America is ‘the country that occupies center stage because nobody else has the
requisite power and purpose. Competition, creation, and innovation play crucial
role in creating American greatness. Nine years later, a study from National
Science Foundation (2018) reports that America is the global leader in science and
technology. However, it is safe to argue that technological developments are not
in line with the developments in social aspects of America. America might be
progressive in science and technology, but when it comes to sexuality, specifically
sex education, it is not as advanced as the development of science and technology.
Meanwhile, Austria is quite progressive in that it makes sex education a

225


mailto:angelicararas@gmail.com
https://doi.org/10.24071/ijhs.v5i2.3978

IJHS, e-ISSN 2597-4718, p-ISSN 2597-470X, Vol. 5, No. 2, March 2022, pp. 225-236

mandatory program from primary to secondary school. In comparison, America’s
sex education is dismal and full of confusion (Picken 2020; Slominski 2021).
Furthermore, as reported in a book entitled Not Under My Roof — Parents, Teens,
and the Culture of Sex, Amy Schalet (2011, p. 3) explains that ‘in America,
teenage sex has been dramatized, fraught with cultural ambivalences, heated
political struggles, and poor health outcomes’.

There are two sex education programs in America that have been popular
since the 20" century. They are abstinence-only education and comprehensive sex
education. Abstinence-only education, later rebranded as Sexual Risk Avoidance
Education (SRAE) is the program that promotes the idea that the only effective
method of preventing pregnancy is to practice abstinent until marriage. In
addition, heterosexual marriage is the expected standard for sexual activity
(Lavin, 2020, p. 36; William, 2011, p. 417). In SRAE program, necessary
knowledge around sex, sexual health, and sexuality are restricted, perpetuating the
stigma of open discussion on sexuality (Linberg & Boonstra, 2017). The other sex
education program, namely comprehensive sex education, views sexuality as
healthy and positive, covering broad topics such as ‘“human reproduction,
anatomy, physiology, and sexually transmitted infections, as well as issues such as
masturbation, contraception, and abortion” (Irvine, 2011, p. 487).

Despite the good outcomes of comprehensive sex education, Trump’s
administration proposed a budget of $277 million to fund abstinence-only
education focusing on sexual risk avoidance education and cut about $200 million
funding for comprehensive sex education (Fox et al., 2019). In addition, it is
reported that there was $15 million funding for community and faith-based groups
or Christian-based organizations for abstinence-only education or sexual risk
avoidance. The purposes of this sex education are to promote abstinence until
marriage, specifically heterosexual marriage (Guttmacher Institute, 2017). In fact,
report from World Population Review (2021) shows that the states which choose
not to teach contraception and require to stress teaching on abstinence-only
education have the highest rates of live births among teenage girls in the age of
15-19.

The discussion on sex education grows more complex since unlike Austria's
sex education program, there is no federal mandate on how sex education should
be taught in the United States. Slominski (2021) mentions that sex education in
the United States is full of confusion, and data show similar facts about it. The
report entitled Sex and HIV Education reveals that from 50 states in the United
States, only 39 states and the District of Columbia requires sex education and/or
HIV education. From 50 states in the United States, only three states ban the
programs that promote religion, and there are 37 states plus DC which allow
parents to remove their children from sex education programs (Guttmacher
Institute, 2021). Those facts demonstrate how sex education varies across states.
The policy of sex education is decided at the state and district level; therefore, it
does make sense that every young people have various insight when it comes to
sexuality.

The majority of publications on sex education in the United States focus on
how sex education affects young people's sexual health and behaviour. This
argument is presented mainly by public health organizations. However, little
research has been done to examine the involvement of Christian-based

226



IJHS, e-ISSN 2597-4718, p-ISSN 2597-470X, Vol. 5, No. 2, March 2022, pp. 225-236

organizations in spreading the knowledge of sexuality. This article dissects the
narratives of two Christian-based organizations, namely Family Research Council
and Family Policy Alliance in their attempt to construct sexuality in American
society.

Method

This research presents a qualitative analysis. Drawing from the publications
of the Christian-based groups from the United States, namely Family Research
Council (FRC) and Family Policy Alliance (FPA), this research explores the
articles and news from the websites that show how these groups view sexuality in
general. In an attempt to narrow down the variety of the documents, this research
purposely selected the issues of sexuality and sex education in the websites of
Family Research Council (FRC) and Family Policy Alliance (FPA). Both of these
faith-based groups are chosen as the object material because they provide various
information on how they, as institutions, participate in the public dissemination of
knowledge on sexuality. This research also utilized secondary data such as e-
book, journal articles, and news to enrich the discussion.

In analyzing the data, this study used a narrative analysis strategy to observe
and understand the meaning of the experiences as revealed in the narrative. For
the first step for analysis, the researcher read the collected document containing
the information on sexuality and education issues. Next, the researcher notated the
potentially relevant information, including interpreting and reflecting on the notes
which had been written. After notating the data, the researcher categorized the
recurring pattern found in the notes and examined the objectives of this study
narratively. To make sense of the recurring pattern found in the data, this research
utilized sociological perspective and cultural reproduction theory. The
sociological perspective opens the understanding that sexuality is a product of
social forces, which means that sexuality is born from diverse social practices
which are meaningful to society (Siedman, 2011). To put it differently, sexuality
is a manifestation of struggles between groups that contest various issues related
to sexuality. Meanwhile, cultural reproduction theory helps to make sense that
perception, practice, structures, and habitus are interrelated in a community
(Bordieu 1990).

Findings and Discussion
Christianity as the guidance of sexual conduct

This section begins with exploration of the historical context of conservative
groups in the United States. It is then followed by the examination of the general
mission of Christian-based organizations about sexuality. The 1960s and 1970s
saw the rise of sexual modernity in the United States in the form of open access
for women to birth control and abortion. At the same time there was an emergence
of homosexual’s groups that began to struggle for their rights. As a result, the
conservative group renewed their effort to revive their power within American
society. In response to sexual modernity, a particular conservative movement
called the New Right (NR) emerged in the 1970s. Those who participated in the
New Right movement were the religious conservatives, such as evangelical
Protestants and Catholics. They banded together to fight against abortion and
LGBT rights (Blee and Creasap, 2010, p. 273). For the New Right followers,
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sexual minorities were seen as deviant and threatening, and their existence should
be stopped by confronting them. In an attempt to regain their power as the
religious conservative groups, they support regulations on abstinence-only
education, anti-pornography, and prayer in public schools (Schreiber 2008, as
cited in Blee and Creasap 2010).

Despite the rise of sexual modernity in the ‘60s and ‘70s, the AIDS crisis in
the 1980s forced people to rethink about sexuality and brought the conservative
view of sexuality to the forefront. AIDS was initially known as a "gay disease"
because the first cases were found among gay men in 1981. AIDS was the turning
point of debate on sexuality. It strengthened the position of the conservative group
that abstinence is the best option for young people. Many religious groups
exercised scare-mongering tactics to dissuade young people from engaging in
sexual activity. It also promoted abstinence as a mean to avoid the probability of
contracting AIDS or associating with homosexual groups (Lavin, 2020, p. 30).
The religious groups were not the only ones who use the momentum of the AIDS
crisis to highlight the importance of abstinence. The federal government
introduced regulation on sex education lesson in public schools. It passed the
Adolescent Family Life Act (AFLA) in 1981, Section 510 Title VV Abstinence
Education Program in 1998, and the Community-Based Abstinence Education
(CBAE) Program in 2000. The funds for the CBAE programs are directly
funnelled through the community-based organizations, including faith-based
organizations (Santelli et al., 2017).

The availability of the funding enables some faith-based organizations to
keep on carrying abstinence-only sex education, among those organizations are
Family Research Council and Family Policy Alliance. Family Research Council is
a non-profit organization that focuses on the family-centered philosophy of public
life. It was founded in 1983 by James Dobson. In an effort to meet their goals,
Family Research Council plays a role as a research and educational organization
that shares analysis and policy research in media and community about family
issues from a biblical perspective. Family Research Council exemplifies the faith-
based group that promotes Christianity as the foundation of their voice. This faith
is revealed in the following statement: ‘Believing that God is the author of life,
liberty, and the family, FRC promotes the Judeo-Christian worldview as the basis
for a just, free, and stable society.” (Family Research Council, n.d., General
Information section, para. 1). The Family Research Council’s view on marriage,
family, and sexuality is heavily influenced by Christian belief that ‘the only
appropriate context for sexual relations is within the marriage of a man and a
woman. Moreover, we believe that because God created us “male and female”
(Gen 1:17), we have no right to re-create ourselves otherwise’ (Family Research
Council, n.d., Marriage, Family, and Sexuality section, para. 1).

Similarly, Family Policy Alliance, founded by James Dobson in 2004, plays a
very prominent role as the voice of biblical citizens in the United States. It
partnered with national and state-based allies in mobilizing support to elect pro-
family leaders and to push forward the pro-family legislation. The Family Policy
Alliance’s view emphasizes the believe that sex is only meant for two people —
one man and one woman as mentioned in this following statement: ‘a God-given
gift to be expressed within the context of a marriage between one man and one
woman for life.” (Family Policy Alliance, n.d., Sexual Orientation section, para.
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1). Moreover, both of these Christian-based organizations consider a sexual
activity outside marriage as a distortion of God’s gift of sexuality.

The rise of sexual modernity in the 20th century was accelerated by pop
culture such as music, movie, fashion, and television shows. In response to the
expansion of sexual modernity Christian-based organizations reignite their sense
of identity, and firmly embrace a traditional set of social institution such as
marriage, monogamy, and heterosexuality. To put it differently, both Family
Research Council and Family Policy Alliance present a conservative teaching of
sexuality as a response to what they perceive as the secularization of society.
They delineate people based on their sexual orientation, namely heterosexual and
homosexual. Weeks (2010) argues that since the 19" century American society
has been obsessively differentiated people into normal or abnormal. The
distinction between heterosexual and homosexual is the progression from the
categorization of normal and abnormal. The religious conservatives have been
trying to conserve the grouping of people's sexual orientation into heterosexual
and homosexual up to now. These groups strive to present their values as valid.
Bourdieu's (1990) reproduction strategy refers to the attempt of dominant group to
impose their values as valid. The Family Research Council and Family Policy
Alliance as dominant groups try to maintain their power by emphasizing the
naturalness of heterosexuality.

The following section will demonstrate how Family Research Council and
Family Policy Alliance—both represent the social institutions that shaped people’s
perspective on sexuality—narrate their thoughts and expectations on sexual
behaviour. Both institutions oppose LGBTQ+ community and support abstinence-
only education.

Securing the traditional values in the ‘sex-saturated society’

Addressing the fact that the LGBTQ+ community has begun to fight for their
rights in the 21st century, Family Research Council and Family Policy Alliance
strengthen their efforts to restrict the idea of sexual rights in the American
community. According to Family Research Council (n.d.), homosexuality, same-
sex marriage, and transgenderism are forms of deviation from God’s plan. In
response to the LGBTQ+ movement, Peter Sprigg of Family Research Council,
explains that as an institution, they resist calling the LGBTQ+ community with
terms like “gay,” “lesbian,” or “bisexual” as the solo noun because it implies that
Family Research Council supports the idea that ‘some people's intrinsic, inborn,
immutable identity as gay, lesbian, etc. is who they are.” (2018, p. 2). Rather than
using the solo terms that are widespread these days, they prefer to use the terms
‘people who engage in homosexual conduct’ or ‘people who identify as
homosexual’ to refer to the LGBTQ+ community (2018). Further, Sprigg (2018)
argues that Family Research Council, as the conservative social institution, does
not consider that people who identified as homosexual as inferior and do not
deserve their rights as Americans. Instead, they regard homosexual conducts as
harmful behaviours since it is antithetical to the will of God as explained in the
following statement: ‘The Bible and Christianity (which shape the religious
beliefs of a majority of Americans) do not teach that “gay people are inferior.”
They teach that homosexual conduct is contrary to the will of God, and thus
morally wrong or sinful (Sprigg, 2018, p. 9). Since homosexuality is viewed as a
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morally wrong conduct, therefore, as the Christian-based group, Family Research
Council advises that it is better for those people to keep their life private rather
than opens it publicly by demanding the federal government to affirm and
celebrate their existence as the LGBTQ+ community (Sprigg, 2018). The view of
the Family Research Council on transgenderism is similar to that of
homosexuality and same-sex marriage. Family Research Council refuses to
recognize the gender of people who are not congruent with their biological
construction.

Meanwhile, the Family Policy Alliance that supports similar values of
sexuality takes a different approach in delivering their aspirations. Unlike the
Family Research Council, which creates publications to highlight their area of
concern, the Family Policy Alliance encourages those who have the same concern
regarding sexuality to use their political rights to support their cause. This section
presents the response of two supporters of the Family Policy Alliance towards the
discussion on sexual orientation and gender identity. Meridian Baldacci, the
Policy and Communications Strategist of Family Policy Alliance, published an
article entitled A Prayer for Our LGBT Neighbors in response to the LGBTQ+
Pride Month in June 2021. Baldacci (2021) argues that Christians are saddened by
that event because it is a celebration of sin in Christianity. The following
statements are the two verses of the prayer:

For those within the walls of the church who may claim the identity of
LGBT, we pray for the work of your Holy Spirit and of the Church to call
those in sin to repentance; For all those who identify as LGBT, or who are
struggling with their sexual identity in another way, we pray that they would
find the joy and freedom that only comes from following you as Lord. We
pray that their hearts would be opened to see sin for what it is — and to see the
joy of your salvation as greater (Baldacci, 2021, para. 7)

In the closing paragraphs of the publication, Baldacci (2021) encourages
people who read the article to join the prayer and speak to the LGBTQ+ neighbors
to follow the path of God. Meanwhile, Nicole Hudgens writes an article entitled
URGENT: Stop the Implosion of Family Values in the Infrastructure Bill!
Hudgens (2021) encourage her audience to vote NO to the senators who supports
the current infrastructure bill, specifically the Equality Act Language that focuses
on prohibiting discrimination based on sex, sexual orientation and gender identity.
As the representative of Family Policy Alliance, Hudgens (2021) disagrees with
statements included in the bill that states the terms ‘gender identity’ as being
‘actual or perceived.” According to Hudgens (2021), the bill is created and used to
punish those who have religious beliefs in marriage and biological sex, which
indirectly also infringes children's parental rights since parents can no longer
convey their conservative faith as those belief can be construed as discriminative
towards non heterosexual people.

From the above narratives, it is clear that the central discussion of the Family
Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance is about morality. Both of them
emphasize the idea that people who do not identified themselves as heterosexual
do not share the values of the conservative group. Both of them do not verbally
say that the LGBTQ+ community is inferior than their non-LGBTQ+ peers.
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However, implicitly they stress that the LGBTQ+ community is outside the
purview of “normalcy”. Hence it is the best interest of the LGBTQ+ community
to conform to the mainstream sexual norm, namely heterosexuality. By doing so
the LGBTQ+ community maintain the harmony of larger community as it does
not rock the boat. The Family Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance
find the LGBTQ+ community's demand for government's support problematic.
They perceive government's support to LGBTQ+ community as undermining the
values that the Christian-based organization upholds. The previous point
highlights that the Family Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance
attempt to control people’s sex lives and limit the sexual freedom of the
individual. Besides controlling people’s sex life, they propose the superior
position of the Family Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance as
Christian-based organizations by stigmatizing the LGBTQ+ community, albeit
subtly (Fischer, 2011, p. 40).

Both the Family Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance argue that
the infrastructure bill, specifically the Equality Act Language infringe parental
rights for children. Their argument shows that the right to exercise religious belief
is used as a weapon to preserve the conservative belief on sexuality at the cost of
other belief. In other words, their inclusive tendency runs against the spirit of
exclusiveness that provides room for equality for all people, irrespective of their
sexual orientation and gender identity (Durgin, 2021). By promoting their
conservative sexual belief and marginalizing other ways of looking at sexuality,
both organizations solidify the notion their belief is superior to opposing
viewpoints.  The behavior and attitude of members of those Christian
organizations represent what Bourdieu (2001) calls ‘symbolic violence’. Symbolic
violence refers to the attempt of the dominant groups in society to reproduce and
maintain their narrative and alienate the minorities. By producing, and
reproducing, narratives that push the LGBTQ+ community at the social margin of
society, both groups create subtle mechanism that generate relations of
domination (Bourdieu, 2002). Their narratives may normal and legitimate, but it
represents an indirect and subtle form of abuse towards those who are harmed by
those descriptions.

Criticizing the public schools in the United States for promoting comprehensive
sex education

The Family Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance perceive
themselves as institutions that will shape people's perspective on sexuality. Due to
their belief, they support abstinence-only education. The Family Research
Council, argues in their publication entitled Sexual Risk-Avoidance Education
(2014), that abstinence-only education or Sexual Risk Avoidance Education
(SRAE) mirrors the public health model. SRAE is designed to teach and
encourage children to choose the risk avoidance approach rather than the risk
reduction method (Grossu and Sprigg, 2014). According to their perspective, the
risk avoidance approach, which entails encouraging children to avoid sexual
activity before marriage, is considered the surest way to reduce the risk of teenage
pregnancy (Grossu and Sprigg, 2014).

Ruse (2020) of the Family Research Council published a pamphlet entitled
Sex Education in Public Schools: Sexualization of Children and LGBT
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Indoctrination for parents. The purpose of this publication is to provide
description on how public schools are teaching sex education. Ruse (2020) argues
that sex education in public schools in this current era has shifted to the sex-
positive attitude, which pushed the idea of inclusivity in educational content.
Besides the concept of inclusivity, students are also taught about sexual consent.
The purpose of teaching sexual consent to children is to equip them with a tool to
resist sexual assault that may happen to them. However, Ruse (2020) views sexual
consent as a means to promote sexual relations. Ruse (2020) argues that the
concept of consent is not in accordance with Christian-based group’s value:
‘Consenting to a sex act does not make that act healthy, acceptable, or safe—
especially when the actors are children! The “consent” movement seems less
about avoiding assault and more about promoting sex and sexual rights.” (Ruse,
2020, p. 6). Ruse (2020) also argues that sex education could be manipulative in
today's era. It presents the children with information to approve the concept of
sexual rights and fluid sexual identities, such as affirmation to the LGBTQ+
community. Therefore, in the pamphlet, Ruse (2020) explains the harmful
elements of comprehensive sex education in reference to the LGBTQ+
community. Furthermore, Ruse (2020) contends that comprehensive sex education
promotes acceptance of diverse sexual orientations and gender identities. It also
provides medically inaccurate information on homosexuality and transgenderism
(2020, p. 15-16).

Likewise, the Family Policy Alliance published Back to School — For Parents
in 2020. The aim of the publication is to outline steps for the parents to protect
children from the inappropriate and biased material in public school known as
comprehensive sex education. The publication strongly suggests the parents to
support abstinence-only education or Sexual Risk Avoidance Education (SRAE).
The Family Policy Alliance believes that SRAE protects children and youth from
the possible consequences of sexual experimentation. In addition, SRAE is the
real solution for sexually transmitted diseases, teen pregnancy, and emotional
harm as a result of teen sexual activity (Family Policy Alliance, 2020). The
Family Policy Alliances perceives comprehensive sex education as synonymous
with public school's support for education which promotes the early engagement
of sexual behavior (Family Policy Alliance, 2020). According to the Family
Policy Alliance (2020, p.14), comprehensive sex education as a whole can be
defined as the education that is ‘not based on science, but radical social ideology,
turning traditional notions of monogamy, marriage, and committed relationship,
and abstinence on their heads.’

Hence, to weaken comprehensive sex education, parents are strongly
encouraged to dissect some terms commonly associated with comprehensive sex
education lessons such as consent, safe and healthy relationship, and medically
accurate information. Similar to the Family Research Council's opinion on
consent, the Family Policy Alliance also views consent as the permission to have
sex — if no means no and yes means yes, it means consent teaches children to say
yes to sexual activity (Family Policy Alliance, 2020). The Family Policy Alliance
(2020) consider the concept safe and healthy relationships as deceptive as it only
represents the viewpoint of some people. The organization sees government's
attempts to define what is safe and healthy for children without considering the
religious, moral, and ethical beliefs of each family (Family Policy Alliance,
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2020). The Family Policy Alliance (2020) perceives the term medically accurate
information as the support of left-leaning medical organizations on the ideology
of abortion, same-sex marriage, and transgenderism (2020). In an attempt to curb
the impacts of the comprehensive sex education materials, the Family Policy
Alliance states that parents have the right to opt their children out of
comprehensive sex education classes.

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO), one of the prominent international organizations, has a different stand
on the comprehensive sex education. It recommends the comprehensive sex
education for its inclusiveness and its potential to reduce marginalization of
certain group of people. Promoting universal rights as the core component of
education, the comprehensive sex education provides equal access and safe space
for people regardless of their social background, gender, and sexual orientation. In
its guidance UNESCO (2018, p,34) explains that comprehensive sex education
‘takes a rights-based approach that emphasizes values such as inclusion, respect,
equality, empathy, responsibility, and reciprocity as inextricably linked to the
universal human rights' One of UNESCQO's mission is to provide comprehensive
sex education curriculum for both formal and non-formal education. UNESCO
suggests several learning key concepts such as discussion on relationships, values,
rights, culture and sexuality, skills for health and well-being, sexual and
reproductive health, etc.

The narratives regarding comprehensive sex education offered by UNESCO
and the Family Research Council and Family Policy Alliance demonstrate their
different perception on the comprehensive sex education. UNESCO is on the side
of the proponents of comprehensive sex education; therefore, it supports
inclusiveness in sex education. On the other hand, the Family Research Council
and the Family Policy Alliance support the advocates of the abstinence-only
education. Both organizations rejected the teaching of the comprehensive sex
education, particularly the concept of consent. By refusing to acknowledge the
importance of consent through their narratives, both the Family Research Council
and the Family Policy Alliance turn a blind eye to the rampant cases of sexual
assault, abuse, and coercion. The Centres for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) in the United States reveals that nearly 1 in 5 women experienced rape or
attempted rape during their lifetime (Smith et al., 2018). Approximately 1 in 6
women experienced sexual coercion, such as being pressured to carry out sexual
activity by someone who has a high influence and authority. Men in the United
States also experience sexual abuse. Almost one-fifth of men report unwanted
sexual contact like groping or touching (Smith et al., 2018). The Family Research
Council and the Family Policy Alliance neglect those fact. At the same time, they
refuse to equip children with skills to protect their bodily autonomy. They do not
teach young people to understand what unwanted sexual attention is and what a
healthy sexual relationship is. They have a very narrow focus, namely portraying
the comprehensive sex education as a vehicle for the indoctrination of liberal
values. They fail to see that the comprehensive sex education provides the
necessary factual information on sexuality. Both organizations do not see sex
education as an important life skill for young people, regardless of whether they
will use this skill or not. The sole concern of the Family Research Council and the
Family Policy Alliance is preserving conservative values on sexuality.
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Consequently, they strongly believe that avoiding sexual acts is better than giving
information on how to manage the risk of sexual activity. Through the narratives
of the Family Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance on supporting
abstinence sex education, the focus is no longer on the health and well-being of
young people but rather on selling moral and religious beliefs to advance their
own group’s position.

Conclusion

The result and discussion above show that sexuality is not just a personal
matter between people in a relationship, but it is also a social matter. As Christian-
based organizations, the Family Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance
have the tremendous power to regulate with whom people can have sex and make
meaning to what is acceptable and unacceptable in terms of sexuality in society.
Compiling the narratives from the Family Research Council and the Family
Policy Alliance, this study presents a novel information on their intention and
efforts as a Christian-based group representing the conservative values in the
discussion of sexuality. Putting Christianity as the building block of sexuality, this
study elucidates that the main intention of the Christian-based organizations is to
conserve the sanctity of heterosexual relationships in the form of abstinence-only
education and criticize the liberal values which are reflected in comprehensive sex
education. Their narratives also show how the state's efforts in promoting sexual
health discourse clash with the Christian doctrine. The sexual education class in
the United States represents the contestation among groups with competing belief.
The Family Research Council and the Family Policy Alliance assume the role of
the social institution that tries to preserve the conservative view of sexuality. As a
result, these two organizations do not view sexuality from the perspective of
public health, but rather from the religious standpoint. Given their sustained
attempts to shape the society's view on sexuality, their belief will be transmitted to
the next generation. Thus, the tension between the conservative and liberal groups
regarding the content of sexual education in the American schools will not end
any time soon.
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