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The Battle for Sex Education

The sex education controversy reached Kalamazoo, Michigan, in the
early months of 1969. Its catalyst was a scheduled appearance by Gor-
don V. Drake, the author of a vitriolic pamphlet condemning the Sex
Information and Education Council of the United States (SIECUS).
Circulated across the country by right-wing groups like the john
Birch Society, Drake’s pamphlet charged that SIECUS—a small team
of physicians and scientists—spread “raw sex” through America’s
schoolhouses, softening children’s moral backbone and making them
“easy targets for Marxism.” For several years Kalamazoo schools had
quietly taught sex education without any major criticism or disrup-
tion. When a local Birch Society chapter announced plans to host
Drake for a speech, however, citizens quickly divided into hostile
camps. As in countless other communities throughout America, sex
education soon became Kalamazoo’s most hotly contested school
issue.!

On one side stood the town’s educational and medical establish-
ments, led by the Kalamazoo pediatrician and SIECUS board member
Frederick J. Margolis. Properly taught, Margolis believed, sex educa-
tion would improve rather than injure children’s morality. “We want
to convey attitudes and feelings so that people learn to associate sex,
not with promiscuity, VD, something dirty, but with a positive good,
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lan] essential part of human living,” he told the Kalaimazoo Gazette.
True, he acknowledged, parents bore the primary responsibility for
sex education. But “their fears and their own limited backgrounds
too often stand in the way,” forcing schools to take up the slack. The
doctor reserved his greatest disdain for Drake and his supporters in
the John Birch Society, who presumed to tell educators how to teach
about sex. Since Drake lacked any “real training” in “medicine or psy-
chiatry,” Margolis argued, Kalamazoo would do well to listen to
people who did. The Gazette agreed, praising Margolis as a “nation-
ally recognized expert on sex education”—and blasting its critics as
ignorant, far-right “Birchites.”?

In letters to the newspaper, though, citizens who opposed sex edu-
cation bristled at this automatic association with the Birch Society.
Only a fraction of critics bore any link to the society; the rest were
simply parents, as one put it, outraged at the intrusion of “sexperts”
into their sacted domain. “Isn’t it strange that God gave children to
parents and not to the experts, since the experts think they only are
qualified to teach our children?” a Kalamazoo mother wrote. “I am
perfectly willing to let the experts teach my children reading, writing
and arithmetic. When it comes to matters which will affect their
moral character, I will handle the job.” Youth were suffering from
“degradation on all sides,” another mother noted, citing drugs,
promiscuity, and the elimination of school prayer. Rather than capit-
ulating to the “perverts” in SIECUS, then, parents must seize control
of American public schools—and “turn back the tide of degeneracy”
in American public life.?

Like advocates of school prayer, opponents of sex education spoke
the language of right-wing populism. They were the defenders of tra-
dition—work, family, nation, God—in a society that seemed to mock
these time-honored values. But several important ditferences marked
the twin struggles for school prayer and against sex education, high-
lighting Americans’ profound ambivalence on the issue that linked
these controversies: parents’ rights. In the prayer debate, conserva-
tives tended to claim that children’s rights should trump parental
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ones: since so many families neglected or ignored the religious
instruction of their young, schools would have to provide it. On the
question of sex education, conservatives made exactly the opposite
argument: parental views must take precedence over “expert” pro-
nouncements. Of course, a similar contradiction plagued the liberal
camp. On prayer, liberals championed parents’ rights: lest schools
insult even a single family’s creed, all forms of religious practice
should be banished from the classroom. But when it came to instruc-
tion about sex, liberals were perfectly willing to violate these individ-
ual preferences. Indeed, the very fact that children did not receive sex
education “at home”—at least not the brand of sex education that
liberals thought best—became the central justification for instituting
it at school.

The same tangled politics enmeshed sex education until the early
1980s, when several new patterns emerged. Rather than opposing all
forms of sex education in schools, the so-called New Right started to
demand its own version of the subject: “abstinence-only” education.
Whereas an earlier generation had condemned liberals for stripping
religion from the schools, meanwhile, the New Right indicted them
on a much more serious charge: imposing their own religion, a “secu-
lar humanism” that supplanted God’s authority. To challenge this
ascendant faith—and especially to combat the loose sexual ethics it
encouraged—Christians would need to promote their own sex edu-
cation curriculum in the schools. Like the anti-drug programs that
also proliferated during these years, New Right sex education bore a
simple message: Just Say No. Abstinence outside marriage was right;
masturbation, homosexuality, and all forms of premarital sex were
wrong.

As in the prayer dispute, New Right spokesmen sometimes but-
tressed this argument with liberal rhetoric: since students came from
a diversity of “cultures,” some conservatives said, schools should
transmit Christian as well as humanist views of sex. But to others the
very goal of “presenting both sides” demonstrated humanism'’s evil
influence. “Even the attempt to teach [sex education] without values
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attaches a value to it,” warned one opponent. “The value is that all
varieties of sexual and social behavior are of equal validity.”* Such
complaints reflected an exaggerated, almost fantastic view of so-
called mainstream or liberal sex education, which still displayed a
deep unease about premarital sexual relations. At least rhetorically,
however, liberals favored “discussion” of sexuality in the classroom;
conservatives, by contrast, demanded a single set of dicta. No simple
compromise could “solve” the problem of sex education, which
touched upon the deepest religious and philosophical rifts in post-
World War II America.

Sex Education and the Sexual Revolution

Two empty envelopes were mailed to SIECUS director Mary Steichen
Calderone on August 1, 1969. Playing on Calderone’s M.D. and
M.D.H. degrees, the first was addressed to “Mary Stinken Calderone,
Mistress of the Devil, Misfit Prostitute of Hell.” The second envelope
was sent to “Sex-Maniacs In seducing Every Child, Under Satan'’s
Directives,” a parody of the “SIECUS” acronym. Across the bottom
the sender had scrawled, “Steal a Bible and Read Matt.. 23:15 and see
Where God Himself Has Already Condemned You to Eternal Torture
and Hell, and Remember this on your Deathbed.” But the most vitu-
perative remarks appeared on the back of the second envelope:

God Said, about Seducers of Children: You will Wish You Had Never Been
Born ... You'd Be Better Off if a Millstone Were Tied Around Your Neck,
and You Be Cast into the Depths of The Sea. He Meant that the Drowning
Would Be Better Than Being Cast into the Depths of Hell, where You Will
Have Mouten Steel Poured into You From Two Directions . . . and Where
Your Diet Will Be Puss, Excretions, Roaches, Maggots, and Spiders. Think
it Over in Bed Tonite, as Well as On Your Deathbed.’

Both missives were mailed anonymously from New Orleans, where
an array of citizen groups had mobilized against a proposed sex
education program. Although Calderone and SIECUS had no direct
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connection to the program, critics condemned them for fostering
“immorality”—or worse, subversion—in the schools. Converging
first on the city school board and then on the state legislature, oppo-
nents soon won a law barring any sex education in Louisiana below
the ninth grade; by 1970 the state would prohibit the subject alto-
gether. Across the country, a similar pattern obtained. In a narrow
two-year span, hundreds of school districts and nineteen states con-
sidered measures to ban or limit sex education. Regardless of loca-
tion, Mary Calderone served as the central lightning rod for this swift
current of discontent. One Chicago minister accused her of plotting
“to corrupt Christian America”; in Tennessee a columnist deemed her
“head madam at SIECUS”; and in upstate New York parents charged
that “sexual perverts and communists” permeated her organization.
“Why don’t you queers, pinkos and pimps crawl under some damp
rock and have your own sex orgy until you die from exhaustion?”
wrote a Michigan resident in a typically spiteful letter to Calderone.
“Nothing would suit me better.”®

At first glance, Calderone seemed an unlikely target for this con-
demnation. Hardly the brainchild of Calderone and SIECUS, sex edu-
cation (or “sex instruction,” as it was formerly called) dated to the
outset of the twentieth century. It grew slowly in the early decades
but gained speed in the 1940s and 1950s, well before Calderone en-
tered the picture.” Also, SIECUS itself was a minuscule organization:
publishing a single book and a handful of teachers’ guides, it bore
little resemblance to the “octopus” or “interlocking directorate” that
its enemies imagined. And, like the sex educators who preceded
them, Calderone and SIECUS sought to control—not to unleash—
children’s sexual impulses. Beneath its rhetoric of “choice” and “hon-
esty,” the “new” sex education conveyed an overwhelmingly
conventional morality—indeed, some said, an old-fashioned moral-
ity—of monogamy and self-discipline.®

Why, in that case, the explosive reaction against SIECUS—and
against sex education—in the late 1960s? The answer lay in the
complex set of developments that contemporaries called the “sexual
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revolution.” Defying simple definition, the term encompassed every-

thing from cohabitation and homosexuality to pornography and the

Pill. Its diverse and often contradictory strands were united by an

impatience with the sexual status quo, a desire to free America from

its repressive straitjacket.” Profoundly ambivalent about this “revolu-

tion,” particularly its acceptance of sex outside marriage, sex educa-

tors nevertheless shared in its spirit of candor and experimentation.

To critics, then, sex education became a symbol of everything that

was promiscuous, permissive, and decadent in American life. Signifi-

cantly, these attacks occurred at the height of the sexual revolution.

Most accounts of the revolution place its enemies at the end of the

story, when the supposedly libertine Sixties gave way to the conserva-

tive Seventies.!? But the sex education controversy reminds us that

the sexual revolution was contested at every turn, not just in its final
laps. If millions of Americans—especially youth—celebrated new

freedoms and frankness, just as many citizens sought to arrest these

very trends. “Revolution” and “counterrevolution” occurred simulta-
neously, in other words, reflecting the overall polarization of the
“radical” 1960s.

As early as 1964 both Time and Newsweek published cover stories
describing a “sexual revolution” among young Americans. That same
year Mary Steichen Calderone helped found the Sex Education and
Information Council of the United States. The daughter of the pho-
tographer Edward Steichen and niece of the poet Carl Sandburg,
Calderone grew up amid the artistic avant-garde of Progressive-era
New York City. After a failed first marriage, she attended medical
school and eventually became medical director of the Planned Par-
enthood Federation of America. But Calderone grew frustrated at
Planned Parenthood, which emphasized birth control services to the
neglect of “sexual problems” such as impotence and frigidity. Since
these problems stemmed from Americans’ muddled attitudes and
outright misinformation about sex, Calderone reasoned, the nation
needed a separate agency devoted solely to sex education. Thanks to
bequests from John D. Rockefeller and other philanthropists, SIECUS
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soon boasted eight full-time staff members and an annual budget of
$500,000. It also enlisted several prominent “sex experts” to serve on
its board of directors, including the Oregon educator Lester A. Kirk-
endall and the St. Louis gynecologist William H. Masters, the coau-
thor (with Virginia Johnson) of the 1966 bestseller Human Sexual

Response.!!

To their foes, these “sexperts” represented the vanguard of the nas-

cent sexual revolution. But SIECUS actually functioned as the revolu-
tion’s rear echelon, restraining the more radical warriors at the
forefront. On the one hand, Calderone welcomed the new public dis-
cussion and acceptance of “sexual energy,” which she deemed a “vital
life force” and a key to human happiness and fulfillment. On the
other, Calderone and her colleagues aimed to channel this energy
into its traditional venue: the marriage bed. “Let me assure you . . .
that I stand squarely for monogamy,” she wrote in 1968 in a typical
response to a critic, “for the committed relationship in marriage that
is life-long.” Condemning “casual sex” between men and women,
Calderone also denounced homosexual relations of every sort;
“healthy” sex education, she argued, would help prevent both of
these behaviors.!?

Out in the schools, meanwhile, sex education courses proliferated:
by 1968, according to one estimate, half of American school districts
taught the subject. Few of these programs had any direct connection
to SIECUS, which sent consultants to some thirty communities and
literature to several hundred others. But the “new” sex education
classes shared SIECUS's joint emphasis on expression and control,
welcomning “discussion” of the sexual impulse but stressing the need
to discipline it. As educators admitted, the very goal of “discussion”
was to encourage such discipline. “We don't lecture or give sermons,”
a school superintendent explained in 1968. “The truth is, though, we
are selling middle-class morality.” When the topic of premarital sex
came up for “debate,” for example, teachers frequently distributed
statistics on venereal disease, abortion, and divorce. Such techniques
lent a scientific gloss to the “hell-fire warnings” of the past, a journalist
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observed, but their objective was exactly the same: to foster monog-
amy in marriage.!?

Still, the journalist added, the “new” sex education signaled a
much more frank, direct attitude toward sexuality. The subject “has
changed its aura from that of a shady mistress to that of a prim
matron,” she quipped, “who can be taken everywhere in broad day-
light.” Formerly tabooed terms—“erection,” “orgasm,” “masturba-
tion”"—now found their way into American classrooms; however
much sex educators stacked the deck in favor of traditional morality,
their vocabulary diverged sharply from that of their forebears.
Nowhere was this trend clearer than in the new crop of books, films,
and slide shows that arose in the 1960s to supply the burgeoning sex
education market. The most controversial item was a text called How
Babies Are Made, which featured drawings of dogs and chickens copu-
lating as well as a cartoon of a man and woman in bed together;
although they were covered by a sheet, the man clearly lay atop the
woman. In a popular movie called The Game, meanwhile, a teenage
boy pressured a reluctant (and virginal) girl to have sex in the back of
his father’s car. To be sure, both the book and the film embodied a
staunchly traditional, “Cellophane-wrapped” view of sex, as an
amused British reporter noted: the modest cartoon identified its sub-
jects as “mother and father,” while the movie concluded with a stern
warning against premarital intercourse. To underscore the point, the
reporter’s article was entitled “Unpermissive America.” To millions
of Americans, however, these same materials embodied the evils of
a society that seemed to permit everything—at least when it came

to sex.!

From Soviet Subversion to the Sick Sixties

Attacks on sex education were hardly unique to the 1960s. On the
contrary, they had accompanied the subject since its inception. In
the early 1900s, for example, Catholics charged that sex education—
like Darwinism—denigrated religious interpretations of human life.
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After World War II they also protested a popular new sex education
film, Human Growth, which included diagrams of male and female
genitals and even footage of a baby’s birth. But the 10u§est condem-
nations of sex education came from right-wing patriotic arfd veFer-
ans’ groups, who suspected that the entire subject was a diabolical
Soviet plot. “Why all of a sudden this emphasis on SEX?” a'sked Amos
A. Fries, who also led campaigns against allegedly “Red” history text-
books. “Is this departure—that is, teaching Sex Education—part of
the efforts of Communism aimed at destroying morality a'm‘o.ng
American youth?” In California the state Un-American ‘ ACth‘lerS
Committee even convened a hearing in 1947 to investigate "sex
books” in the schools. After collecting testimony from parents, teaf:h-
ers, and physicians, the committee concluded that th_e sex education
texts “follow or parallel the Communist Party line” for “the destruc-
tion of the moral fibre” of America.’® |
Such accusations seem to have declined in the early 1950s, possibly
reflecting a decrease in sex education itself. But they reawa.kened near
the end of the decade, when “the superabundance of sex” in the IllE'lSS
media—television, movies, and advertising—gave new life to theories
of a “Red Sex” conspiracy. “Few contemporary authors dare lmex}n}:
tion Communism in connection with the so-called ‘sex revolution,
one critic noted in 1959. “Yet evidence exists that there i? a C,?m.lec_
tion.” Specifically, he claimed, sex educators used Pavlowan‘ mmd};
conditioning” methods to promote “unrestrained sexuz?l license,
which Soviet theorists had long identified as a precondition for the
worldwide triumph of their ideology.'®
The conspiracy theory would be revived ten years later, courtesy of
the John Birch Society. Founded in 1958 by the Massacl'lus.etts caut‘iy
manufacturer Robert Welch, the society detected a Soviet plot in
almost every aspect of American life. Most notoriously, Welch even
condemned Dwight D. Eisenhower as a “conscious agent of the Com-
munist conspiracy.” The Birchites seem to have ignored sex educa-
tion until January 1969, when Welch told a Houston audience tha:
the subject was part of a “filthy Communist plot”; its “real purpose,

he insisted, was “to keep our high school youth obsessed with sex.”
That same month Welch announced the formation of the Birch Soci-

ety’s Movement to Restore Decency (MOTOREDE). In the
MOTOREDE would aim to reclaim

traditions, and values that have prese

long run,
the morals, manners, customs,
rved our civilization,” as its first
bulletin blared, highlighting America’s alarming epidemics of crime,
pornography, and drug abuse. But the group’s first target would be
sex education courses, which had proliferated along with these nega-
tive trends—and seemed to have perpetuated them, “exactly as the
Communists have planned and intended.”17

The organization proceeded to distribute instructional packets
for starting local chapters, complete with leaflets, bumper stickers,
sample news releases, and form letters to prospective members. It also
produced a thirty-minute filmstri p on sex education, The Innocents
Defiled, which activists could purchase for thirty dollars. Focusing
mainly on Calderone and SIECUS, Birchite material besmirched them
with the time-honored tactic of guilt by association: one SIECUS
board member had been active in the “Communist-controlled”
teachers’ union in New York City, another signed the “Communist-
inspired” Stockholm Peace Petition, and so on. Most of all, SIECUS’s
subversive intent was apparent in its own published doctrines and
directives. Simply by raising sexual ethics as a “question for discus-
sion,” Birch Society members charged, SIECUS undermined those
very ethics. The results could be seen and heard on any American
streetcorner, in youths’ “filthy language, squalid dress, lewd behavior,
and disrespect for authority.” The only remedy lay with American
parents, who must seize back the moral authority they had mistak-
enly ceded to public schools. “I'm the person responsible for raising
my children, not the principal,” declared a suggested MOTOREDE
script for addressing stubborn school officials. “And 1 certainly know
more about what is best for them than he does.”8

For the next several years Calderone and her supporters would
blame the John Birch Society for the nationwide attack on sex educa-
tion.!” Just as SIECUS's critics exaggerated its scope and power,
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though, so did sex educators inflate the Birchites’ influence. By the
late 1960s the Birch Society was in disarray; plagued by paranoia and
internal strife, it faded quickly from the scene. Across the political
spectrum, meanwhile, Americans heaped ridicule upon the Birchites’
accusation of “subversion” in sex education. The Chicago columnist
Mike Royko jokingly suggested that Mao Tse-tung, Fidel Castro, Che
Guevara, and Ho Chi Minh had sparked Communist revolutions by
distributing sex pamphlets entitled “Let Mao Tell You How,” “Hit the
Hay, by Fidel and Che,” and “Want to Know? Ask Ho!” In a more seri-
ous vein, the staunchly conservative American Medical Association
published an impassioned attack on “the extreme right wing"—a code
word for the John Birch Society—after the Birchites blasted the AMA
for supporting “Communist” sex education.?

In the same editorial, however, the AMA acknowledged that the
movement against sex education extended far beyond the Birch Soci-
ety. Even as they rejected the society’s claims of Communist intrigue,
it seemed, thousands of “sincerely motivated but uninformed indi-
viduals” embraced the other two themes of the Birchite critique:
moral degradation and parental rights. To put it differently, many
Americans who scoffed at charges of subversion still rejected sex edu-
cation as a blight on society and an insult to their own authority. “It's
a red herring to label opponents as the far right,” warned an [ilinois
school superintendent who supported sex education. Instead, he
added, most critics of sex education were simply parents who were
concerned about the moral well-being of their children. More pre-
cisely, most of them were mothers: rejecting the content and some-
times the premises of sex education, they also bridled at any
association with the “far-right”"—and male-dominated—John Birch
Society. “The [sex education] programs are springing up like crabgrass
and dichondra,” noted Dixie Ryan, the mother of three children in
the California schools, “but the opposition to it is beginning to sear
the grass roots like prairie fire.” Hardly the seedlings of the Birch Soci-
ety, foes of sex education sprouted independently across the Ameri-

can political landscape.?!
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At least a year before the Birchites appeared on the scene, for
example, Ryan had forged a group called Parents United for a Respon-
sible Education (PURE) to fight sex education in the Los Angeles area.
In a veritable avalanche of acronyms, hundreds of other local groups
across the country also attacked sex education. The most common
symbol was “D,” for “parent”: from Parents Opposed to Sex Education
(POSE) to Parents Against Universal Sex Education (PAUSE) to Citizens
for Parental Rights (CPR), hundreds of citizens’ groups demanded the
halt—or at least the suspension—of sex education in their children’s
schools. Battering school boards and legislatures, they made sex
instruction “the most hotly debated topic in American elementary
education,” as Time magazine reported in July 1969. With only a
touch of hyperbole, another pair of observers deemed sex education
the most explosive school issue since the Scopes trial of 1925. In a
small Phoenix elementary school district, more than 1,500 spectators
crammed ‘into a school board meeting on the subject; in Kansas a
school official supporting sex education received a death threat; and
in Minnesota tear gas fumes interrupted legislative hearings on the
issue.?? ' _

Minus charges of Communist subversion, most of the local protest
groups echoed the Birchites’ basic critique: sex education promoted a
promiscuous, amoral conception of sex. At its root, indeed, much of
the debate about sex education concerned rival views of the sex act
itself, To Mary Calderone and her supperters, sex was not simply a
means of procreation but an essential component of human pleasure
and happiness. To sex education’s critics, however, this so-called
recreational philosophy denigrated what was truly unique about
human beings. Animals copulated whenever they pleased, for no
higher reason than pleasure; by acknowledging or even celebrating
this principle, then, sex education reduced people to a “bestial”
state,2 At the same time, it exaggerated the importance of sex to
human health and well-being. “What makes you so positive about
sex, as if it were the only thing in life,” began a Rhode Island critic in
a lengthy letter to Calderone:
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[ am 71 years old, love to work hard, try to have a purpose in life, other
than sex. Hate dirty nude pictures the body is far from beautiful, when
there are no clothes on it. God gave us sex to have children, not to play
around with the body. People should have interests, as they mature, not
depend on sex. My brother had a business and still looked young at 65 a
bacholor, no sex drives, too bussy for such. Sex is to bear children, if you
want them. T had two and it was all 1 cared to have, but, I wouldn't allow
my husband to maul me, and play around, and we are both healthy . . .
What makes you think your cryterian is for every woman or man. The sex
foolishness is getting too much out of control.?*

Worse than nonprocreative sex between partners was masturba-
tion, the béte noire of sex education opponents in the 1960s. Even sex-
ual intercourse with contraceptives had the potential to create
children, but masturbation’s sole goal was gratification—and of the
self, at that. Although sex educators never “taught” or “advocated”
masturbation, as critics often claimed, some textbooks and course
outlines did seek to correct the widespread notions that it caused
pimples, warts, blindness, and especially insanity. “The commonly
quoted medical consequences of masturbation are almost entirely fic-
titious,” stated one California textbook. “Masturbation will not
impair the mind.” Actually, many doctors and psychiatrists still
preached the alleged perils of “self-abuse.” More to the point, mil-
lions of citizens still believed in these dangers. “At 67 my bodily pow-
ers ceased and family life hampered which should of continued for
life had I not wasted my substance,” wrote one. “So don't let the med-
ical profession or anyone hoodwink you into believing that mastur-
bation is harmless.”% _

By accepting or even promoting sexual hedonism, opponents
emphasized, educators echoed the crass messages that children
received from the mass media. “To me, the whole thing we witness
today on sex, sex, Sex, sex SeX Sex Sex sex sex sex sex is revolting,” one
correspondent told SIECUS officials in 1968, in a typical jeremiad.
Critics particularly targeted modern film and literature, each of
which had become, another spokesman complained, “a mere vehicle
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for four-letter words and dreary sexual perversions.” Schools should
challenge this pervasive coarsening of popular culture, he continued,
establishing at least one safe harbor from “the sexual Typhoid Marys
of the Sick Sixties.” Thanks to sex education, however, the same
bawdy winds that swirled across the mass media also blew into the
American classroom. In schools as on the streets, critics warned, chil-
dren ingested “an unmixed diet of high-calorie, highly commercial-
ized sex.”26

Ironically, sex educators often shared their opponents’ abhorrence
of wanton sexual imagery in the media. From television and the
movies, Planned Parenthood president Alan Guttmacher worried,
students learned to “treat sex as a commodity” rather than as an
expression of love, trust, and respect. But this problem demanded the
expansion—not the elimination—of sex education. “It's time we
acknowledged that most parents fail utterly to educate their children
sexually,” Guttmacher declared. Citing several well-documented
studies, educators noted that only a slim fraction of American young-
sters learned about sex in their homes. So schools needed to take up
the slack, just as they did in other areas of the curriculum. “By state
law, parents are not—except under exceptional circumstances—per-
mitted to teach history, geography, mathematics or any other aca-
demic subject,” a Chicago sex educator explained. “Yet consider the
strange anomaly: every parent is expected to be an expert in the criti-
cal area of sex education.” Actually, a Kansas City supporter admitted,
sex education did take place in the home. But it was the wrong kind of
education, she emphasized, conveying a host of inaccurate and even
damaging lessons: “Psychiatrists, psychologists, and marriage coun-
selors report vast human suffering derived from warped, confused,
repressive attitudes and concepts learned from well intentioned
but misguided parents . . . While healthy sex education in the home
is a fine ideal, it does not occur in the majority of homes, and cannot
occur until parents themselves are capable of providing it. Thus
it becomes the province of the specialist to provide such vital

services.”27
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Parents versus Experts

Such paeans to “specialists”—and insults to parents—sent critics of
sex education into convulsions of rage. “I am tired of being told by
‘leading’ educators, psychologists, doctors, and clergymen that we do
not know how to raise our children,” wrote an angry mother in
upstate New York. “Do you really think that Satan would hesitate to
appear in a scholar’s robe, a doctor’s uniform or a clerical collar?”
Critics reserved special distaste for prominent churchmen who sup-
ported sex education; like school prayer, the issue exposed huge
chasms between Protestant leaders and their laities. Mary Calderone
dated her own involvement in sex education to a conference in 1961
sponsored by the National Council of Churches, which became a
prime target for prayer supporters and sex education opponents alike.
The director of the NCC’s Family Life Departiment, William Genne,
served as a SIECUS board member and became one of Calderone’s
closest confidants. As early as 1963 other NCC leaders displayed dis-
agreement—and skepticism—about traditional sexual mores. “On
this subject of premarital chastity the problem of the churches is in
not knowing what to say,” observed one NCC spokesman. “We must
be courageous enough to define our differences of opinion and let the
world know our confusion . . . The time has come to be honest.”?
‘To millions of parishioners, however, such matters caused little
“confusion”: scripture, after all, placed an ironclad prohibition on
sex outside of marriage. The only real conundrum concerned the
church leaders themselves, who had inexplicably strayed from “God’s
immutable laws,” as one worshipper wrote. Controversy proved par-
ticularly sharp within the United Presbyterian Church, where in 1970
leaders endorsed state contraceptive services, legalized abortion, and
“thoughtful programs of sex education.” Refusing to condemn pre-
marital sex, the church’s general assembly simply called on couples to
make “responsible decisions”; it also deemed masturbation “one of
the earliest pleasurable experiences,” deploring the “guilt and shame”
that still surrounded the topic. Across the country, local churches
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reacted with shock and outrage. “Less politely put, the [general
assembly] seems to say, ‘Go to bed, kids, it's all right,” an Illinois pas-
tor fumed. “We are paying more attention to Masters and Johnson
than to Moses and Jesus.” Sexual sinners should feel “guilt and
shame,” another critic added, as should the national church leaders
who abetted them. “Little did I dream that our once grand and glori-
ous old church would ever sink to such a level as to approve immoral-
ity and filth!” exclaimed a Presbyterian in Minnesota, vilifying
church leaders who supported sex education. “You are going against
the teachings of Christ, and I pray he will reward you according to
your works!”2?

Aside from these allegedly apostate ministers, sex education oppo-
nents probably reserved their greatest ire for psychiatrists. In part,
their enmity reflected psychiatrists’ obvious prominence in—and
support for—sex education programs. More than that, though, it
reflected critics’ fears of emotional manipulation or “mind control”
in the schools. The “new” sex education emphasized students’ emo-
tions, feelings, and attitudes: its goal was not just to teach the
mechanics of sex (often derided as “plumbing”) but rather to trans-
mit a “healthy view” of it. To critics, this objective conjured up what
one frightened parent called “psychological brainwashing” in “per-
missive morality.” In the guise of encouraging students to make deci-
sions, opponents asserted, sex educators used sophisticated psychiatric
techniques of “sensitivity training” (ST) to inscribe their own deci-
sions upon students.?°

In California fears of ST grew so rapidly that the state assembly held
special hearings in December 1968 to investigate it. Critics testified
that ST techniques had infected the entire curriculum, not just sex-
related instruction: in the “new” English and the “new” social stud-
ies, too, teachers tried to elicit—and to alter—students’ “innermost
feelings.” But ST was clearly most dangerous when applied to the
“new” sex education, which sought to influence the deepest emo-
tions and the most critical decisions that a child could confront. “The
child should be considered an individual,” insisted one opponent of
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sex education, “not something to be standardized, plied with infor-
mation as in computer programming, and/or wound up like a spring
with pre-set attitudes and behaviors.”!

Several sharp ironies marked this campaign against “sensitivity train-
ing” and psychiatry. In most of their pronouncements, opponents
attacked sex education for promoting “pluralistic” or “situational”
ethics: on matters like premarital sex, one spokesman declared,
schools should inculcate “universal and immutable” principles rather
than encourage students to formulate their own. In their attacks on
ST, however, these same critics castigated sex education for imposing
“group control” or “group-think” on individual students. Here these
conservatives’ rhetoric echoed the contemporary left-wing critique of
psychiatry by popular authors like R. D. Laing, who charged that the
discipline used pseudo-scientific terms and rationales to scapegoat
racial minorities and stamp out political dissent. At the height of Cal-
ifornia’s ST debate, in fact, white foes of sex education quoted a radi-
cal black activist’s attack on a study that alleged a high prevalence of
psychiatric illness among African-Americans: “It becomes clearer
what may be crazy about those people: they are black, and they act
differently than ‘normal’ people—that is, the white political psychia-
trists.” In a hopeful spirit, sex education critics even quoted the black
activist’s concluding call to arms: “There is no reason why blacks,
Christians, conservatives, youth—all those alienated from the mental
hygiene establishment—cannot join, despite all their differences, in
demands for restraint of political psychiatrists.”?

At the same time, though, opponents of sex education eagerly
invoked the handful of mental health professionals who shared their
position. The most popular such authority was the New York child
psychologist Rhoda L. Lorand, who decried sex education courses for
interfering with the “latency” period of development (ages six to ten)
that Sigmund Freud had described. “Sublimation of sexual curiosity
... is the price we must pay to live in a civilized society,” Lorand pro-
claimed in a much-cited pamphlet that drew heavily on Freud.
“Cramming sex knowledge down kids’ throats does not promote
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healthy growth.” (Lorand neglected to note that Freud himself sup-
ported sex education in schools, ridiculing “the customary con-
cealment from children of everything connected with sex.”) Critics
also claimed that sex educators suffered from “neurosis,” another
Freudian term that had entered the vernacular. “Now you want us to
believe that these neurotic [sex educators] should teach our kids
about Sex?” an Oregon activist asked. “Well there are Psychiatrists of
a different opinion and I will continue to listen to them.”33

As in the controversy over the medical consequences of masturba-
tion, however, most sex education opponents ignored these abstract,
theoretical debates. In the final analysis, they argued, only one
arbiter really mattered: the parent. “The basic issue at stake [is]
USURPATION OF PARENTAL AUTHORITY,” a Californian blared.
“This is the real cause of the so-called generation gap.” Across the
country, shocked parents reported that sex education interfered with

~ their own efforts to instill modesty and chastity. In Illinois a ten-year-

old boy announced over dinner that he “had a good time discussing
the penis in school today”; in California a second-grader dissected his
breakfast egg “to find the thing the rooster put through the hen to
make the egg fertile”; in New York a mother complained that her
seven-year-old son asked his grandmother to lift her skirts so he
could see her vagina—a term he had learned in school. “There was
never any kind of talk like this or anything even near it when I was
growing up,” the despondent mother wrote to Mary Calderone. “I'm
beginning to think that we just don’t have much say for OUR chil-
drens education or life anymore no matter how hard we try to bring
them up decently.”34

Apocryphal or not, such anecdotes accurately captured the moral
challenge that sex education posed to parental control. Sex educators
did believe that “most parents” were “reluctant” or “unqualified” to
teach their children about sex, as one supporter noted in 1969; the
entire subject, she admitted, rested on that very premise. Like
Caldercne’s New York correspondent, some dejected foes simply con-
ceded that schools would supplant their authority in this area. But
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others resolved to seize back their God-given rights. “Ever Hear of
‘Parent Power’?” one critic wrote to Calderone in March 1969. “You
Will!” In Portland, Oregon, members of the National Parents’ League
picketed a Calderone speech; near Buffalo, New York, the newly
formed “Parents of New York United” urged citizens to “CHALLENGE
YOUR PTA AND YOUR SCHOOL BOARD” on sex education; and
across the state in Schenectady, members of Citizens for Parental
Rights argued that taxpayers should not have to subsidize such “poi-
son” for their children. “Hell hath no fury like a parent scorned, and
you perverts have not heard the last from me,” threatened a Michi-
gan critic in a letter to SIECUS's board of directors. “Where tl.le
morals, religion, and upbringing of my children is concerned, I will
fight you to the death.”® .

Many of the same Americans who fought sex education also
deplored the removal of prayer from the schools. Like the Supreme
Court’s ban on prayer, they claimed, sex education demonstrated the
overall degeneracy of the schools as well as educators’ hostility
toward the Christian faith. “The schools got into trouble when they
took God out and put sex in,” thundered the evangelist Billy Graham
in an oft-quoted address in 1969. In each case, it seemed, citizen.s
were forced to subsidize an initiative that ran directly counter to their
spiritual beliefs. “Why must I as a taxpayer give money‘ to a school
system that is not allowed to teach about God,” a Michigan mother
asked, “but is allowed to teach, instruct, show filthy literature and
movies on sex, family planning, sensitivity programs, etc.?” Both sex
education and the ban on school prayer, a New York critic explained,
violated a basic American freedom: the right of parents to transmit
their religious values to their young. “My children belong to me,” she
insisted, “and I do not want the school involved in teaching [a] moral
and religious subject.”%®

As other sex education critics quickly recognized, though, this ar-
gument almost exactly echoed the case against school praye.r. Accord-
ing to prayer opponents, any classroom devotions would violate the

The Battle for Sex Education - 205

rights of religious minorities—or of atheists—to uphold and transmit
their own beliefs. Even as they condemned the prayer ban for “secu-
larizing” education, critics often summoned that very principle to
‘censure sex education. “If the teach ing of religion is such an infringe-
ment on the rights of the individual, so, then, is the teaching of sex,”
declared one upstate New York citizen. As “a Christian thinking par-
ent,” she added, she certainly deplored the removal of prayer from
the classroom. But now that the courts had barred religious instruc-
tion, any presentation of sexual issues was bound to occur within a
materialist, “anti-religious” framework. “The government and the
people have taken God out and Prayer out of the schools and now
they want to teach sex . . . without the Book that invented or started
sex,” a Michigan couple complained. Better to bar all mention of the
subject than to subject all children to a “secular” view of it.3’

Nor would it suffice to excuse objecting families from sex educa-
tion, as school officials frequently ordered. Here, too, sex education
critics explicitly invoked the campaign against prayer and other reli-
gious exercises. “In the controversy over voluntary Bible reading in
the schools we were told that it would do grave psychological harm
to children if they were excused . . . for they would be set off from the
other students and that would constitute punishment,” a minister
noted. “Now we are told that sex education is somehow different. We
may excuse our children, but the program will continue.” In fact,
critics claimed, children who refused to take sex education faced far
greater social censure than those who declined to pray. Given the
rebellious spirit infecting many high schools, protesters against
prayer might well win popular acclaim from their peers; but students
boycotting sex education would simply be dismissed as “squares,”
prudish retrogrades whom the sexual revolution had left behind. In
elementary schools, meanwhile, any exclusion—from prayer or sex
education—could traumatize young minds. In a large California dis-
trict, for example, students whose parents objected to sex education
were sent to a study room or to the principal’s office. One of these
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children spent the entire class period in tears, his mother reported,
convinced that his removal implied some form of reproach.*

Thirteen years later, in February 1982, a group called the Coalition
of Concerned Parents brought suit against a state-mandated sex edu-
cation curriculum in New Jersey. Like earlier critics, the CCP attorney
Joseph Shanahan appealed to the Supreme Court’s bans on prayer
and Bible reading: if spiritual exercises violated dissenters’ freedom of
religion, surely sex education did the same. But Shanahan also cited
the Court’s more recent ruling on abortion, Roe v. Wade, which
ordained a constitutional “right to privacy.” Just as prohibitions on
abortions violated a woman'’s right to privacy, Shanahan argued, so
did the state’s sex education program inhibit a similar right between
parents and children. “When you make a sword,” he said, summariz-
ing his strategy, “expect it to be used against you.” Well into the
1980s, it seemed, sex education’s right-wing foes were hoisting liber-
als on their own petard.

Sex Education in the 1980s

Like the school prayer battle, the struggle over sex education cooled
in the 1970s. By 1978 nearly half of American pupils reported that
they had studied the subject. And a growing fraction of schools
addressed the so-called Big Four topics of sexual controversy: mastur-
bation, homosexuality, contraception, and abortion. Some curricula
and textbooks deemed masturbation “an acceptable way to relax” or
even a safe alternative to intercourse; some schools showed films
describing homosexuality as normal. Many of these materials aimed
explicitly at provoking student “discussion,” a hallmark of the “new”
sex education. Students in Richmond, Virginia, simulated a visit to
Planned Parenthood, including a role-play pelvic exam in which
male students placed their feet in stirrups; in Minneapolis they stood
on a “Values Continuum” line representing their reactions to remarks
like “young teenage women don't like sex”; and across the country
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girls carried an egg for a week to experience the responsibilities—and
the difficulties—of young parenthood.*?

~ Indeed, the issue of teen pregnancy played a key role in sex educa-
tion’s overall expansion in the 1970s. Confrary to many popular per-
ceptions, the birth rate for teen women nearly halved from 1960 to
1975. But the widespread fear of an “epidemic” of teen pregnancy
sparked a new infusion of funds for sex education, most notably from
the federal government. Under the Adolescent Health Services and
Prevention and Care Act of 1978, school districts could receive fed-
eral grants to develop sex education programs that provided birth
control counseling. Two years later New Jersey became the first state
to require sex education (as opposed to health instruction} in all of its
public schools. Proponents played heavily on the rise of illegitimate
births in the state, especially to teenage girls. They also emphasized
the overwhelming support for “preventive” sex education among
teens themselves, both in New Jersey and across America. “Maybe I'm
in the ‘Tmmoral Minority,”” quipped a teenager in Pittsburgh, “but I'd
rather be informed than a FATHER.”4!

The teenager’s comment alluded to the Moral Majority, the brain
child of the preacher Jerry Falwell and the best-known component of
the so-called New Christian Right. In 1980, just a year after its found-
ing, the Moral Majority sued the Washington State Library in an
attempt to learn which schools had borrowed a controversial sex edu-
cation film. The following year the group was selected to rebut Mary
Calderone in a much-discussed episode of the popular television show
60 Minutes. Nearly eighty years old, the spry Calderone continued to
insist that sex education sought to stem—not to encourage—premar-
ital intercourse. Nonsense, replied Moral Majority vice-president Cal
Thomas. Sex education in America resembled a driving teacher who
announced to children, “Here is the wheel, here are the keys, here is
the accelerator, but forget the brake, and for Heaven's sake, don’t use
reverse gear,” Thomas told 60 Minutes. Whatever its apologists said,
in short, sex education encouraged youngsters to have sex—an act



208 « God in the Schools

that true Christians reserved for marriage. “We are simply and funda-
mentally—if 1 may used that word—involved in a battle for the hearts
and the minds of the American people,” Thomas concluded.*?

Hundreds of other organizations joined in the attack. As Thomas's
pun implied, many sex education opponents belonged to fundamen-
talist Protestant churches. But many others were Catholics, who
joined with conservative Protestants to fight sex education just as
they had united in the struggle for school prayer. As in the prayer dis-
pute, moreover, Catholics often found themselves at odds with their
own leaders. To the alarm of many parishioners, for example, New
Jersey’s Catholic Conference supported the state’s 1980 sex education
mandate. “It is almost impossible for those of us who are Catholic to
get any input even with our own Bishops,” one worshipper com-
plained. “This is a tragedy.” Several lay Catholics wrote letters to the
Pope, condemning their conference’s position on sex education and
pleading with the Vatican to intervene. Others flooded meetings of
the state board of education, lest school officials conclude that
Catholics stood united on the subject. “The Catholic Conference
of New Jersey [has] absolutely no right to represent us,” an angry
parishioner told the board. “As a matter of fact, they better get them-
selves straightened out because they are going definitely against the
Catholic faith.”+

The same critics also blasted sex educators’ “non-judgmental” ap-
proach toward homosexuality, which allegedly undermined “the tra-
ditional nuclear family” as well as the word of God. Ironically, they
noted, New Jersey’s sex education mandate was known as “family
life” instruction. “We keep talking about family life, family life, fam-
ily life,” a grandmother complained. “There is no way you're going to
teach [my] grandchild that homosexuals make a family. The sin of
homosexuality is forbidden.” Some opponents even suggested that

classroom discussion of masturbation indirectly encouraged sexual

abuse of children. After all, they reasoned, masturbation in childhood
implied that the child was a sexual being. Sexual predators shared—
and acted upon—this warped perspective. Here critics especially
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targeted the popular feminist health book Our Bodies, Ourselves,
which was used as a reference text in a few school districts. By “nor-
malizing” masturbation as well as homosexuality, foes alleged, the

“book also encouraged “public acceptance of pedophilia.”#4

Most important, critics now charged that sex education—formerly
viewed as an enemy of religion—actually conveyed a religion of its
own: “secular humanism.” The charge dated to the 1960s, when a
handful of opponents said that sex education reflected a “humanist”
faith that elevated man over God.*> By the early 1980s New Right
groups like the Moral Majority had brought this argument into the
popular lexicon. “Secular humanism . . . is an aggressive atheism
which denies God, denies life after death, and shuns all moral
absolutes,” wrote one New Jersey activist. Moreover, she added, sex
education was “the major transmission belt” for this religion in
American schools. Just a few years earlier, she pointed out, Mary
Calderone had received the “Humanist of the Year” Award from the
American Humanist Association. But the real proof of “humanist
indoctrination” lay in sex education curricula themselves, which
consistently supplanted God’s word with “godless ethics.” In short,
critics concluded, sex education violated the First Amendment’s ban
on the establishment of religion. Humanism was a religion, and sex
education foisted it upon the public schools.*t

Two very different corollaries flowed from this argument. Since
humanism had already penetrated the public schools, some critics
argued, their own religion should receive “equal time.” Like advo-
cates of school prayer and creationism, opponents of sex education
often echoed the neutral, “impartial” cadences of liberal pluralism.
“If we are to educate the whole child, practice democracy, stimu-
late critical thinking, then both sides of an issue must be presented,”
asserted one critic, demanding a “God-centered” perspective to
complement the “humanist” faith. “Permitting one over the other is
alien to everything a democratic society represents.” To other
activists, however, this very attempt to satisfy “both sides” reflected
the loose, “situational” ethics of the humanist foe. “How can we give
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our children answers that we as a society are still in the process of
arriving at?” asked another opponent of sex education. “Let’s stick to
things we do know about: reading, writing, arithmetic, the basics.”
Better to avoid the subject altogether than to confuse children with
mixed, incoherent messages about morality and sexuality.*’

By the mid-1980s conservatives began to formulate a third posi-
tion. Rather than teaching “both sides” of sexual issues or eliminat-
ing them from the curriculum, they argued, schools should provide
an entirely new brand of sex education with a single, unambiguous
message: abstinence. Following their sweep of Congress and the
White House in the 1980 elections, Republicans in Washington had
required that federally funded sex education programs emphasize
“self-discipline and responsibility in sexuality.” But such programs
did not become common at local levels until 1985 and 1986, thanks
to the first stirrings of a new sexual crisis: AIDS. Conservatives were
shocked when Surgeon General C. Everett Koop demanded broader
sex education—including instruction about condoms—to fight the
spread of the disease. Asked at a press conference in 1986 when such
education should begin, Koop responded, “at the earliest age pos-
sible”; pressed to be more specific, he blurted, “third grade.” Across
the Christian Right, critics blasted Koop—a staunchly “pro-life” con-
servative—for his apostasy on sex education. According to the
fundraiser Richard Viguerie, the surgeon general was “proposing
instruction in buggery”; to Phyllis Schlafly, a longtime critic of sex
education, Koop’s report appeared to have been “edited by the Gay
Task Force.”*8

Yet given the obvious threat of AIDS, even Schlafly could no longer
oppose all forms of sex education. Instead, like other conservatives,
she began to advocate “abstinence only” curricula. The same year as
Koop's comments on AIDS, Christian Right activists started to tout a
federally funded program called “Sex Respect”; six years after that,
roughly 1,600 school districts had adopted it. In marked contrast to
the surgeon general, “Sex Respect” made no mention of contracep-
tion. Instead, it focused obsessively on the supposed perils of even
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the “safest” premarital sex. “Schools ought to teach that the conse-
quences of sex fall twice as heavily on girls as on boys,” Schlafly
declared, in support of the abstinence-only approach. “Little girls
ought to be taught about . . . the side effects of contraceptives, of
abortion and its trauma, venereal diseases, the poverty, the cervical
cancer, the emotional and psychological trauma.”*?

In at least one suburban New York district, meanwhile, schools
offered students a choice between “mainstream” sex education and a
new abstinence-only curriculum. But such compromises were rare on
the issue of sex education, which polarized Americans for the better
part of two decades. “I think this country is very deeply split over
morality,” a California teenager observed in 1968. “What some par-
ents consider an outrage seems rather tame, even quaint, to younger,
more liberal parents.” Twenty years later Americans were no closer to
reaching an accord on the question; by some measures, indeed, they
were much farther apart. Designed to elicit discussion of Americans’
“values,” sex education would remind Americans how sharply—and,
it seemed, how irrevocably—these values clashed.>°



284 « Notes to Pages 185-190

S52.

Despite 1962 Ruling”; Willie L. Maye to Hugh L. Carey, 7 Sept. 1978, reel
41, Carey Office Records; “Reading Daily Devotions Common in Area
Schools.”

North Carolina Project of People for the American Way, Religion in North
Carolina’s Schools: The Hidden Reality (Winston-Salem, 1983), 6; Dieren-
field, “Secular Schools?” 380; “Suit Tests N.D. ‘Commandments’ Law,”
Minneapolis Tribune, 30 Dec. 1979, Book II; Edith Jones to Wilma Belcourt,
15 Jan. 1979, Book II; “Petitions Oppose Posting Tablets,” Grand Forks Her-
ald, n.d. [March 1979], Book I, all in Belcourt Papers.

8. The Battle for Sex Education

“Area Drive Opens to Fight Sex Education in Schools,” Kalamazoo Gazette,
5 March 1969, “Sex Education--Correspondence—From 1963" folder,
box 111, PPFA; Gordon V. Drake, Is the Schoolhouse the Proper Place fo Teach
Raw Sex? [1968], in Sex, Schools, and Society, ed. Stewart E. Fraser
(Nashville: Aurora, 1972), 184.

. “Mttack on Sex Education ‘Distorted,” Margolis Says,” Kalamazoo Gazette,

16 Feb. 1969; “An Expert Speaks Out on Sex Education,” ibid., 19 Feb.
1969, both in “Sex Ed—Corresp—From 1963 folder, PPFA.

. Letter from George H. Huesman, Kalamazoo Gazette, 14 March 1969; letter

from Shannon McManus, ibid., 10 March 1969; letter from Joan Long,
ibid., 13 March 1969, all in “Sex Ed—Corresp—From 1963” folder, PPFA,

. Testimony of Mary Baird, Minutes of State Board of Education Hearing on

Family Life Education Programs, 4 April 1980, I1I: 10, accession 1997.025,
NJSBE. '

Envelopes to Mary Calderone [hereafter MCJ, both postmarked 1 Aug. 1969,
New Qrleans, "Crank Correspondence, 1968” folder, accession 73.150, MCP.

. Douglas R. Mackintosh et al., “Sex Education in New Orleans: The

Birchers Win a Victory,” New Soutft 25 (Summer 1970): 46, 55; Mary
Breasted, Oh! Sex Education! (New York: Praeger, 1970), 269; to
MC, 12 Sept. 1969, “Crank Corresp, 1968” folder, MCP; Tom Anderson,
“Straight Talk,” Southern Farm Publications, June 1969, “Sex Education”
folder, box 7, William Ford Papers, Bentley Historical Library, Ann Arbor;
Mr. and Mrs. M. A. Gettman to Constance E. Cook [hereafter CEC], 25
March 1969, “Sex Education” folder, box 1, NYSASCE; to
SIECUS, 22 June 1969, “Crank Correspondence, 1969-1975" folder, ac-
cession 73.150, MCP. Under the terms of Calderone’s bequest, the

Notes to Pages 190-195 . 285

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17

Schlesinger Library bars researchers from identifying most of the corre-
spondents in her papers. In such cases I have substituted a blank for the
name of the correspondent.

. Jeffrey P. Moran, Teaching Sex: The Shaping of Adolescence in the Twentieth

Century (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2000), chs. 1-5.

. See ibid., ch. 6; Breasted, Oh! Sex Education!
. Beth Bailey, Sex in the Heartland (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University

Press, 1999), 137.

See, e.g., David Allyn, Make Love, Not War: The Sexual Revolution: An Unfet-
tered History (Boston: Little, Brown, 2000), esp. 272-273.

Moran, Teaching Sex, 166, 163; Breasted, Oh! Sex Education, 208, 233;
“Playboy Interview: Dr. Mary Calderone,” Playboy, April 1970, reel 9,
Women and Health Cellection, microfilm ed. (Berkeley: Women's History
Research Center, 1975); John D. Rockefeller III to MC, 9 June 1969, folder
230, box 14, collection 179, MCP.

Moran, Teaching Sex, 162; MC to , 9 Aug. 1968, “Crank Corresp,
1968” folder, MCP; Allyn, Make Love, Not War, 179, 154, 170, 173.

John Kobler, “Sex Invades the Schoolhouse” [1968], in Sex, Schools, and
Society, 133, 137; Breasted, Ol! Sex Education, 233; Marjorie E Iseman, “Sex
Education” [1968], in Sex, Schools, and Society, 159.

Iseman, “Sex Education,” 143; Robert Eberwein, Sex Ed: Film, Video, and
the Framework of Desire (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press,
1999), 118-119; Breasted, Oh/ Sex Education, 63; Kobler, “Sex Invades the
Schoolhouse,” 129-131; Victoria Brittain, “Unpermissive America,” New
Statesman, 10 Oct. 1969, reel 9, Women and Health Collection.

Jeffrey . Moran, “"Modernism Gone Mad': Sex Education Comes to
Chicago, 1913," Journal of American History 83 (Sept. 1996): 502-506;
Eberwein, Sex Ed, 116; “Sex in the Schoolroom,” Time 51 (22 March 1948):
71-72; “Sex Education,” Life 24 (24 May 1948): 56; “Sex Education,” FPSB
12 (May 1950): 8; Third Report of Joint Fact-Finding Committee on Un-
American Activities (Sacramento: California State Senate, 1947), 353.

Gene Birkeland, “Deliver Us from Evil,” American Mercury 88 (March
1959): 63-96.

Richard Gid Powers, Not without Honor: The History of American Anticom-
munism (New York: Free Press, 1995), 290; Ernest Dunbar, “The Plot to
Take Over the PTA,” Look, 7 Sept. 1965; “The Movement to Restore
Decency,” John Birch Society Bulletin, Jan. 1969, both in folder 46, acces-
sion 73-150-81, MCP; Movement to Restore Decency, “Special Bulletin—



286 - Notes to Pages 195-197

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Feb. 1969,” Motorede folder, box 3, John Birch Society Papers, John Hay
Library, Brown University.
“How to Start a Motorede Committee,” “MOTOREDE BASIC ACTIVI-
TIES,” “Possible Questions,” all enclosed with Movement to Restore
Decency, “Special Bulletin—Feb. 1969”; Motorede Newsletter no. 1 (May
1969), “Motorede” folder, box 3, Birch Society Papers; “Sex-Ed Flare-ups
would Ban Courses, Materials,” Library Journal 94 (15 Nov. 1969): 4188;
Drake, Is the Schoolhouse the Proper Place, 173; “Radio Tape of a Personal
Attack against Reverend William Genne and Dr. Isadore Rubin” (Terre
Haute, Ind.: WWVR Radio, 18 March 1969), folder 46, accession
73-150-81, MCP; “Suggested News Release,” enclosed with Motorede
Newsletter no. 1.

See, e.g., “Congress Ducks Sex Education Hassle,” Berkeley Daily Gazetle,
17 July 1969, reel 9, Women and Health Collection; Mackintosh et al,,
“Sex Education in New Orleans,” esp. 48; MC to “Dear Friend,” 6 March
1969, enclosed with Moiorede Newsletter, no. 1.

Powers, Not without Honor, 312, 356; Mike Royko, “The New Peril: ARed in
Bed,” Chicago Daily News, 24 Teb. 1969, folder 46, accession 73-150-81,
MCP; “Sex Education in the Schools,” JAMA 203 (12 May 1969), “PPFA
Subject—Sex Ed General-Lit” folder, box 111, PPFA.

“Sex Education in the Schools”; “Why the Furor over Sex Education,” U.S.
News and World Report 67 (4 Aug. 1969): 45; “Radio Tape of Personal
Attack against SIECUS” (Inglewood, Cal.: XTYM Radio, 20 March 1968),
folder 47, accession 73-150-81, MCP.

“Radio Tape of Personal Attack against SIECUS”; “Playboy Interview:
Dr. Mary Calderone,” 63; Mrs. R. E. Morgan to Paul Todd, 17 April 1969;
MiriamlGarwood, “Attacks against Sex Education—Southwest Region/
PPWP” (ms, April 1969), both in “Sex Ed—Corresp—From 1963” folder,
PPEA; “Public Schools: Sex in the Classroom,” Tine 94 (25 July 1969): 50;
Carl T. Rowan and David M. Mazie, “Sex Education: Powder Keg in Our
Schools,” Reader’s Digest 95 (Oct. 1969): 73; “Sex Education in School
Upheld in Stormy Session,” Phoenix Gazette, 30 Oct. 1968, folder 47,
accession 73-150-81, MCP.

See, e.g., William and Victoria Schoenster to CEC, 29 March 1969, “Sex
Ed” folder, box 1, NYSASCE; Mrs. Wellington Drexler to James G. O'Hara,
24 May 1969, “Sex Education” folder, box 13, James G. O’Hara Papers,
Bentley Historical Library; Mrs. Edward C. Thedens to Office of the Gen-

Notes to Pages 198-201 .« 287

24.

25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

eral Assembly, 31 Oct. 1970, “Responses to Sex Report” folder, package 1,
urcc.
to MC, n.d. (rec. 25 Nov. 1974), “Correspondence, 1974” folder,

accession 73.150, MCPD.

Breasted, Oh! Sex Education, 119-120; Allyn, Make Love, Not War, 138-140;
S. 8. Retzer to United Presbyterian Church of the USA, 8 Sept. 1970,
“Responses to Sex Report,” package 1, UPCC.

Willard B. Thomas to Council on Church and Society, n.d. [1970],
“Responses to Sex Report,” package 1, UPCC; to James Lincoln
Collier and Lester A. Kirkendall, 20 June 1968, “Crank Corresp, 1968”7
folder, MCP; Max Rafferty, “The Dropout Parents: How Americans Got
on a Sex Binge” [1969], in Sex, Schools, and Society, 225-226; idem., Max
Rafferty on Education (New York: Devin-Adair, 1968), 149.

Planned Parenthood—World Population, “Sample Release” (ins, 12 May
1969), “PTFA Subject—Sex Ed, General-Lit” folder, PPFA; “Parents Not
Teaching Sex to Children,” Berkeley Daily Gazette, 29 Aug. 1969, reel 9,
Women and Health Collection; Jacqueline Bezselich to William Ford,
28 June 1969, “Sex Ed” folder, box 7, Ford Papers; “Statement of Ben-
jamin F. Lewis, Executive Director of Planned Parenthood Association
Chicago Area .. .” (ms, 26-27 July 1971), “Sex Ed—1970" folder; Merle W,
Zirkle, “A Rationale for a Program in Sex Education” (ms, Sept. 1969),
“PPFA Subject—Sex Ed, General-Lit" folder, both in box 111, PPFA.

Letter by Mrs. Stephen Jordan, Schenectady [N.Y.] Gazette, n.d. [April
1969], enclosed with R. E. Morgan to Paul Todd, 17 April 1969, “Sex Ed—
Corresp—TFrom 1963” folder, PPFA; Moran, Teaching Sex, 161; Breasted,
Oh! Sex Education, 227-232; Committee on Family Life, “Fellowship Din-
ner” (ms, 4 Oct. 1963), folder 15, box 27, RG 9, NCC.

Shirley Turpin to William P. Thompson, 22 June 1970; “Preshyterians
Accept Liberal Sex Report, But . . .” National Catholic Reporter, n.d. [1970];
R. Norman Herbert, “Something Sacred Was Missing at General Assem-
bly,” Presbyterian Layman, Sept. 1970; “Evaluation Study of the Commit-
tees of the Pioneer and Pleasant Grove United Presbytetian Churches,
Ligonier, Pennsylvania” (ms, n.d. [1970]); Elaine Tourier to Department of
Church and Society, 31 May 1970, all in “Responses to Sex Report” folder,
package 1, UPCC.
Testimony of Marjorie G. Lemlow, House Assembly Interim Committee
on Education, Sensitivity Training Hearings (transcript, 5 Dec. 1968), 228,



288 - Notes to Pages 202-204

31.

32.

33.

34.

335.

36.

LP 48:12, Legislative Papers, California State Archives; Nola Meredith to
Howard Day, 3 Jan. 1970, folder 441, CDER.
Testimony of Nola Meredith, ST Hearings, 107-108; “Supplementary Eval-
uation of Curriculum Guides on Family Life and Sex Education and an
Overview of the Guides” (ms, 6 March 1969), enclosed with Marilyn A.
Angle, “Open Letter to California Parents and Taxpayers,” 10 March 1969,
folder 11, box 91, LCCP.
H. Edward Rowe, “Statement Concerning ‘Moral Guidelines’ Rough
Draft” (ms, 24 July 1972), folder 442, CDER; Ellen Herman, The Romarnce
of American Psychology: Political Culture in the Age of Experts (Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1995}, 284-285; Guidelines for Moral Instruction
in California Schools (Sacramento: State Dept. of Education, 1969), 55,
folder 438, CDER.
Sex/Family Life Education and Sensitivity Training: Indoctrination or Edu-
cation? (San Mateo, Cal.: C.LE. Information Center, 1969), 42-43, 52-33;
American Education Lobby, Sex Education: Assault on American Youth
(n.p., n.d. [1969]), 3-4, folder 11, box 91, LCCP; Breasted, Oh! Sex Educa-
tion, 243-244; to MC, 29 Sept. 1971, “Crank Corresp, 1968"
folder, MCP.
Angle, “Open Letter to California Parents and Taxpayers”; form letter by
David L. Bartlett, n.d., enclosed with Bartlett to Max Rafferty, 2 Sept.
1969, folder 747, CDER; American Education Lobby, Sex Education, 1;
“Parents Thrash Qut Sex Ed Dilemma,” Star Free Press, n.d. [Sept. 1969],
enclosed with Bartlett to Rafferty, 4 Nov. 1969, folder 747, CDER;
_toMC, 20 April 1969, “Crank Corresp, 1969-75" folder, MCP.
Mrs. Mitchell J. Hochberg to CEC, 19 March 1969, “Sex Ed” folder, box 1,
NYSASCE; _ _ to MC, n.d. (rec. 25 March 1969), “Crank Corresp,
1968” folder; “Parents’ School League Fights ‘Permissiveness,’” Oregon
Journal, 9 Sept. 1971, “By or about Dr. Calderone” folder; “Newsletter of
Parents of New York United,” no. 2 (Jan. 1970): 6, enclosed with
to MC, 11 Feb. 1970, “Letters” folder, all in accession 73.150, MCP; letter
from Rudolph Morin, Albany Knickerbocker News, n.d. [April 1969],
enclosed with Mrs. K. Fitzpatrick to Mrs. Allen D. Foster, “Sex Ed—Cor-
resp—From 1963" folder, PPFA; to SIECUS, 22 June 1969, “Crank
Corresp, 1969-75" folder, MCP.
Breasted, Oh! Sex Education, 64; Antonio J. Lafata to James G. O'Hara,
19 July 1969, “Sex Ed” folder, box 13, O'Hara Papers; Shirley A. Giorgio to
CEC, 25 March 1969, “Sex Ed” folder, box 1, NYSASCE.

Notes to Pages 205-209 « 289

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42,

43.

44.

Lydia Gleason to CEC, n.d. [March 1969], “Sex Ed” folder, box 1,
NYSASCE; Mr. and Mrs. Herbert Gardzella to William Ford, 13 Feb. 1974,
“Sex Ed” folder, box 16, Ford Papers.

Testimony of W. B. Woodard, 16 April 1969, LP 175:231, Legislative
Papers, Cal. State Archives; Mrs. Carl Paratore to James G. O'Hara, n.d.
[June 1969], “Sex Ed” folder, box 13, O’Hara Papers; “Sex Education in
School Upheld in Stormy Session,” Phoenix Gazette, 30 Oct. 1968,
folder 47, accession 73-150-81, MCP; “Parents Thrash Out Sex Ed
Dilemma.”

Sandra Gardner, “New Jersey Journal,” NYT, 21 Feb. 1982, 3.

Constance Horner, “Is the New Sex Education Going Too Far?” NYT Maga-
zine, 7 Dec. 1980, 138, 142, 144; “Sex Ed 101 for Kids—and Parents,”
Newsweek, 1 Sept. 1980, 50-51; Dale Vree, “Public School Blues,” National
Review, 22 June 1979, 811; Ernest van den Haag, “Birds, Bees, and Bath-
room Tours: Sex Education Revisited,” ibid., 7 Dec. 1979, 1555-57; testi-
mony of Thomas Walsh, “Transcript of Public Testimony on Family Life
Education, State Board of Education,” Session A (20 Feb. 1985), 44-45,
folder 5a, accession 1997.028, NJSBE; Atta T. Blackwell, “School Sex Films
‘Corrupting,’” Ambler [Pa.] Gazette, n.d. [March 1977], “Newsclippings—
Sex Education” folder, box 8, Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Penn-
sylvania Records, Urban Archives, Temple University; Sandra Gardner,
“Sex Education: A National Controversy,” Senior Scholastic 113 (6 March
1981): 14-15.

Moran, Teaching Sex, 200-201; Horner, “Is the New Sex Education Going
Too Far,” 148; “New Jersey Board Mandates Sex Education,” Phi Delta Kap-
par &1 (June 1980): 723; testimony of James Leck, Minutes of State Board
of Education Hearing, 8 April 1980, II: 45; - to 60 Minutes, n.d.
(rec. 5 Now. 1981), folder 1, box 1, accession 82-m129, MCP.

“Film Borrowers’ Names Sought by Moral Majority,” NYT, 8 Feb. 1981, 24;
“Moral Majority Halts Lawsuit on Sex Education Film,” ibid., 24 Feb.
1981, 14; “Dirty Old Woman,” 60 Minutes, 25 Oct. 1981 (produced by
Elliot Bernstein), film 7, MCP.

Testimony of Catherine Denk, Minutes of State Board of Education,
6 Aug. 1980, 1: 98; 1I: 15; testimony of Helen Foley, Minutes of State Board
of Education Hearing, 8 April 1980, 1II: 45, both in accession 1997.025,
NJSBE.

Testimony of Mary Flunn, Minutes of State Board of Education Hearing,
§ April 1980, II: 146; te 60 Minutes, n.d. (postmarked 31 Oct.



290 - Notes to Pages 209-214

45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

1981), folder 3, box 1, accession 82-m129, MCP; testimony of Rita
Mahon, Minutes of State Board of Education Hearing, 8 April 1980, 11: 78.
On OQur Bodies, Ourselves, see Allyn, Make Love, Not War, 183.

See, e.g., “‘Sensualists’ Said behind Sex Education Movement,” Stockton
[Cal.] Record, 10 Dec. 1968, folder 47, accession 73-150-81, MCP; Guide-
lines for Moral Instruction in California Schools, 37, 43-50; Marilyn Angle to
Howard Day, 2 April 1969, folder 11, box 91, LCCP.

Testimony of Jean Belsante, Minutes of State Board of Education Hearing,
8 April 1980, II: 61; testimony of Preston Smith, ibid., III: 29. For similar
charges, see Vree, “Public School Blues”; Blackwell, “School Sex Films ‘Cor-
rupting’”; Michael Lienesch, Redeeming America: Piety and Politics in the New
Christian Right (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1993), 82-83.
Testimony of Mary DeCillis, Transcript of Public Testimony on Family Life
Fducation, session B, 20 Feb. 1985, 38, folder 5b, accession 1997.025,
NJSBE; testimony of Mary Baird, Minutes of State Board of Education
Hearing, 8 April 1980, III: 7.

Moran, Teaching Sex, 213-215, 204; William T. Martin, With God on Our
Side: The Rise of the Religious Right in America (New York: Broadway Books,
1996), 249-252; C. Everett Koop, Koop: The Memoirs of America’s Family
Doctor (New York: Random House, 1991), 213-214.

Bonnie Nelson Trudell, Doing Sex Education: Gender Politics and Schooling
(New York: Routledge, 1993), 18, 3; Moran, Teaching Sex, 214.

“Sex Education: Three Choices,” NYT, 25 Aug. 1985, Long Island Weekly
Section, 1, 14; “Battle Lines Being Drawn over Sex Education,” Los Angeles
Times, 23 Dec. 1968, folder 47, accession 73-150-81, MCP.

Epilogue: Searching for Common Ground

. JTames Davison Hunter, “Reflections on the Culture Wars Hypothesis, "in

The American Culture Wars: Current Contests and Future Prospects, ed. James
L. Nolan Jr. (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1996), 253;
idem., Culture Wars: The Struggle to Define America (New York: Basic, 1991),
42-43; idem., “The American Culture War,” in The Limits of Social Cohe-
sion: Conflict and Mediation in Pluralist Societies, ed. Peter L. Berger (Boul-
der: Westview, 1998), 3.

. Hunter, “Reflections,” 253; idem., Before the Shooting Begins: Searching for

Democracy in America’s Culture War (New York: Free Press, 1994), 8; idem.,
Culture Wars, xii, 174, 198,

Notes to Pages 215-218 « 291

10.

11.

. For the skeptical view, see Randall Balmer, Blessed Assurance: A History of

Evangelicalismn in America (Boston: Beacon, 1999), 109; Michael Lind, The
Next American Nation: The New Nationalism and the Fourth American Revolu-
tion (New York: Free Press, 1995), 252. For a more positive reading, see
Christian Smith, A Christian America? What Evangelicals Really Want
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000), esp. 147-148.

. Allan §. Miller and John P. Hoffmann, “The Growing Divisiveness: Cul-

ture Wars or a War of Words?” Social Forces 78 (Dec. 1999): 721; Margaret
S. Hrezo and Melinda Bollar Wagner, “Civility or the Culture Wars in Poli-
tics and Religion: Case Study of Oliver North in Virginia,” in Culture Wars
in American Politics: Critical Reviews of a Popular Myth, ed. Rhys H. Williams
(New York: Aldine De Gruyter, 1997), 160; Balmer, Blessed Assurance, 98.

. See Gary B. Nash, Charlotte Crabtree, and Ross E. Dunn, History on Trial:

Culture Wars and the Teaching of the Past (New York: Knopf, 1997).

. See, e.g.,, Mark Gerson, The Neoconservative Vision: From the Cold War to the

Culture Wars (Lanham, Md.: Madison Books, 1996); Gertrude Himmel-
farb, One Nation, Two Cultures (New York: Knopf, 1999); John J. Miller, The
Unmaking of Americans: How Multiculturalissn Has Undermined the Assimila-
tion Ethic (New York: Free Press, 1998).

. Compare Robin D. G. Kelley, Yo’ Mama’s Disfunktional! Fighting the Culture

Wars in Urban America (Boston: Beacon, 1997), and Todd Gitlin, The Tivi-
light of Comumon Dreams: Why America Is Wracked by Culture Wars (New
York: Henry Holt, 1995).

. See Nathan Glazer, We Are All Multiculturalists Now (Cambridge, Mass.:

Harvard University Press, 1997), esp. 9, 81.

. Nash, Crabtree, and Dunn, History on Trial, 197, 39-46, 268, 235.

Alan Wolfe, One Nation, After All (New York: Viking, 1998), 276; Balmer,
Blessed Assurance, 105; Robert Booth Fowler and Allen D. Hertzke, Religion
and Politics in America: Faith, Culture, and Strategic Choices (Boulder: West-
view, 1999}, 239; Douglas Jacobsen and Willlam Vance Trollinger, “Intro-
duction,” in Re-Forming the Center: American Protestantisim, 1900 to the
Present, ed. Jacobsen and Trollinger (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1998), 8; and esp. Smith, A Christian America?

Nash, Crabtree, and Dunn, History on Trial, 217; James W. Fraser, Between
Church and State: Religion and Public Education in a Multicultural America
(New York: St. Martin’s, 1999), 204, 208-215; Barbara G. Gaddy, T. William
Hall, and Robert J. Marzano, School Wars: Resolving Our Conflicts over Reli-
gion and Values (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1996), 191.



