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This article identifies two competing paradigms of sexual ethics in the student handbooks and codes 
of conduct at American residential colleges and universities. Sexual misconduct is either defined 
exclusively in terms of consent violation or, regardless of consent, as any sex outside of male-female 
marriage—the latter found solely in faith communities. 
   Based on survey results, this article examines faculty convictions related to the above two 
paradigms at religiously affiliated universities. It finds strong support for both paradigms. Among 
faculty who reject the “sex only in male-female marriage” paradigm, many consider the paradigm 
“outrageous” (irrational, extremist, motivated by malice, and productive of human harm)—meriting 
government sanctions.  
   However, this article suggests that the most repudiated portion of the Christian sexual and marital 
ethic, its cross-sex nature, turns out to be in the mainstream of marriage cultures around the world—
as studied by anthropologists. In world history, it is the ethic of mere consent that is the extremist 
outlier. Marriage, as studied by anthropologists, constitutes both a conjugal bond and a biparental 
bond—attaching men to the social reproduction project, and giving each child a father as well as a 
mother. The article ends by inviting a comparison of the two paradigms in terms of harms being 
guarded against, and in terms of the extent to which they are morally oriented towards the good of 
the next generation.  
 

 
Historically, Christians have believed that the Bible 
should be trusted when it instructs on divine realities 
(theology proper), but also when it instructs on human 
realities (theological anthropology). Thus, Christian 
scholars sometimes call for biblically-based faith 
convictions to inform the learning enterprise. While an 
aspiration towards faith-informed scholarship is often 
deemed “outrageous” in the modern academy 
(Marsden 1998)—many Christian universities none-
theless formally identify the “integration of faith and 
learning” as core to their mission (Hamilton 2005; 
Moroney 2014; Kaak 2016).  

 Sexuality is one reality that sometimes receives 
faith-informed attention. Sexuality is addressed in 
Scripture. It permeates popular culture. It is central to  

 
political conflicts. It is a focus of university scholarship.   
And it is consequential to the lives our students will 
live, the relationships they will form, and any offspring 
their sexual acts will bring into existence.  

 
Competing Sexual Paradigms on American 
University Campuses 
 

 The contemporary sexual paradigm articulated in 
most American universities makes “consent” the 
“touchstone of morally permissible sex” (Primoratz 
2001, 201), with universities defining “sexual 
misconduct” as “sexual activity of any kind and 
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between any two persons without consent.” 1  In the 
current secular understanding, evident in university 
discourses on sexual ethics, autonomous selves may 
use their bodies as they wish so long as everyone 
involved consents. Only acts that violate consent merit 
social disapproval.  

Congruent with this paradigm is the presence on 
most American residential college campuses of a 
“hookup culture” that has mostly displaced an older 
dating culture, just as that dating culture replaced 
courtship practices of an earlier era. Today’s college 
hookup culture is enacted in institutionalized practices, 
is ideologically hegemonic, and features sexual 
gratification prescriptively divorced from larger 
normative meanings (Wade 2017, 2021). Current 
scholarly interest in hookup culture reflects 
recognition both of its centrality to sexuality on 
American college campuses and of problematic 
outcomes of these sexual scripts (Beste 2018; Bogle 
2008, Freitas 2013, 2015, 2018; Garcia et al. 2012; 
Heldman and Wade 2010; Kelly 2012; King 2017; 
Padgett and Wade 2019; Stepp 2007; Wade 2021). 

In contrast, institutions that aspire to faith-informed 
scholarship often articulate a paradigm where man-
woman marriage, rather than mere consent, represents 
the core touchstone of sexual ethics. Thus Brigham 
Young University (BYU), which is affiliated with The 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, has an 
honor code that requires faculty and students to:  

 

 
1  Specific wording here comes from Loyola University Chicago, https://www.luc.edu/coalition/learnmore/violence/sexualmisconduct/  
(Accessed April 7, 2021), but the same idea appears to be present in most American University statements of community standards. Yale 
University, for example, defines “sexual misconduct” as “any sexual activity for which positive, unambiguous, and voluntary consent has not 
been given in advance” [http://catalog.yale.edu/undergraduate-regulations/offenses/ (Accessed April 7, 2021).  
 
2 https://policy.byu.edu/view/index.php?p=26 (Accessed March 23, 2021). 
 
3 https://policies.catholic.edu/students/studentlife/studentconduct/assault.html (Accessed March 23, 2021).  
 
4 In addition to the Catholic University of America, this includes Ave Maria University, Belmont Abbey College, Benedectine College, 
Christendom College, Franciscan University of Steubenville, John Paul the Great University, Magdalen College of the Liberal Arts, Thomas 
Aquinas College, University of Mary, Wyoming Catholic College. 
 
5 https://newmansociety.org/college/ (Accessed June 30, 2020). 
 
6 See example in footnote 4 above.  
 
7 This includes universities affiliated with the American Baptist Church (Eastern University, Judson University), with the Friends (Malone 
University, George Fox University), and with the Presbyterian Church—USA (Belhaven University, College of the Ozarks).  
 
8 https://www.belhaven.edu/pdfs/campus_life/TheKilt.pdf (Accessed June 30, 2020). 
 

Live a chaste and virtuous life, including abstaining 
from any sexual relations outside a marriage between 
a man and a woman.2 

 
Likewise, the Catholic University of America (CUA) 
states:  

 
The University affirms that sexual relationships are 
designed by God to be expressed solely within a 
marriage between husband and wife. Sexual acts of 
any kind outside the confines of marriage are 
contrary to the teachings and moral values of the 
Catholic Church and are prohibited in the 
University’s Code of Student Conduct.3 
 
Similar statements on male-female marriage as the 

touchstone of sexual ethics appear in eleven4 of the 
fifteen residential Catholic colleges that the Newman 
Society recommends for their faith integration. 5 
However, the consent paradigm is the only one 
formally invoked by most Catholic universities. 6 

Likewise, universities affiliated with Mainline 
Protestant denominations mostly invoke only the 
consent paradigm, although a few defend the “sex only 
within male-female marriage” paradigm.7 For instance, 
the PC(USA)-affiliated Belhaven University states:  

 
The University upholds the institution of marriage 
between members of the opposite sex as the proper 
relationship for . . . activities of a sexual nature. 
Therefore, any sexual conduct not within these 
biblical guidelines is prohibited.8 

https://policy.byu.edu/view/index.php?p=26
https://policies.catholic.edu/students/studentlife/studentconduct/assault.html
https://newmansociety.org/college/
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Evangelical colleges, nearly all of which emphasize 
faith integration, usually articulate this same paradigm. 
Of the 114 U.S. “governing members” of the 
evangelical Council for Christian Colleges and 
Universities (CCCU), only four institutions 9  frame 
sexual misconduct exclusively in terms of consent. For 
another five, consensual sex outside of marriage was 
also deemed misconduct, although marriage itself was 
undefined. However, 105 out of 114 unambiguously 
define male-female marriage as the touchstone of 
sexual ethics, affirming that all consensual sex outside 
such marriage is disapproved (see Appendix). For 
example:  

 
The God-ordained context for virtuous sexual 
expression and procreation is marriage, a sacred 
covenant between one man and one woman. . . . All 
premarital and extra-marital sexual activity . . . is 
immoral.10  (Taylor University, IN) 
 
Sexual union is intended by God to take place only 
within the marriage covenant between a man and a 
woman.11  (Azusa Pacific University, CA) 
 
All forms of sexual intimacy that occur outside the 
covenant of heterosexual marriage, even when 
consensual, are distortions of the holiness and 
beauty God intended for it.12  (Charleston Southern 
University, SC) 
 
For most evangelical colleges, such a stance is not 

merely theoretical. Thus scholars report that while 
hookup culture is hegemonic at both secular and 
religious American residential colleges, evangelical 
schools are the exception (Kelly 2012, 43; Freitas 
2015; Dunn and Hendershott 2011). Donna Freitas 
(2015, 67-68) attributes the absence of hookup culture 
on evangelical campuses to their “faith-integrated 

 
9 Concordia University (Chicago), King University, North Park University, and University of the Southwest—as spelled out in Student 
Handbooks. 
 
10 https://www.taylor.edu/about/#: (Accessed April 7, 2021). 
 
11 https://www.apu.edu/about/sexuality/ (Accessed April 7, 2021). 
 
12 https://www.charlestonsouthern.edu/about/what-we-believe/ (Accessed April 7, 2021). 
 
13  This includes the Catholic “University of Notre Dame,” the Southern Baptist “Anderson University” (SC), the Baptist but not 
denominationally affiliated “Campbellsville University,” the Christian Churches and Churches of Christ “Lipscomb University” and “Bushnel 
University,” and the Church of God “Anderson University” (IN). The preceding is based on student handbook wording, or in the case of Notre 
Dame, in a formal statement on marriage, https://dulac.nd.edu/community-standards/standards/sexual-activity/ (Accessed April 7, 2021). 
 

learning atmosphere,” which she reports was lacking in 
other religious traditions. As other researchers report, 
“the idea of delaying sex until marriage . . . has become 
an untenable narrative in all but evangelical colleges” 
(Monto and Carey 2014, 614).  

This overstates the case. While published research 
on hookup culture at Mormon institutions is lacking 
(Wade 2021), Mormon universities are likely similar 
to evangelical ones. Most researchers report that 
Catholic universities are as dominated by hookup 
culture as secular or non-evangelical Protestant ones 
(Freitas 2015; Dunn and Hendershott 2011; Beste 
2019). However, Jason King (2017) demonstrated that 
a subset of “very Catholic campuses” actively promote 
a “no sex before marriage” script, with most of their 
students committed to orthodoxy, religiously active, 
and enthusiastic about the church and its teaching. 
They help create an anti-hookup “no sex before 
marriage” college culture. In short, some colleges 
exemplify what, for today, are sexual counter-cultural 
moral communities.  

A very few universities profess an “only-in-marriage 
ethic” without explicitly defining “marriage.”13 Some 
of these may be older formulations not updated for 
clarity after the US Supreme Court, in Obergefell v. 
Hodges (2015), legally redefined marriage. In other 
cases, universities likely intend to express Christian 
disapproval of pre-marital sex in wording that tactically 
avoids publicly naming that male-female portion of the 
Christian ethic widely seen as “outrageous.” I could 
find no university that espoused an “only-in-marriage” 
ethic while explicitly defining marriage to affirm the full 
legitimacy of same-sex marital unions. Thus, this 
article will consider primarily the two paradigms that 
are clearly present in University student handbooks 
and codes of conduct—one that makes consent the 
touchstone of sexual ethics and the other that makes 

https://dulac.nd.edu/community-standards/standards/sexual-activity/
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male-female marriage such a touchstone.14  
In contrasting the “sexual consent” paradigm with 

the “sex only in male-female marriage” paradigm, we 
should clarify that neither consent nor marriage is 
absent from the alternate paradigm. While most 
American students participate in hookup culture, 15 
many do hope eventually to marry. Thus the “consent” 
paradigm accommodates marriage—not as the central 
touchstone of sexual ethics, but only as one 
discretionary option. And under the logic of consent, 
marriage is redefined. It no longer requires committed 
permanence, sexual exclusivity, or the logic that one is 
partnering with one’s natural procreative counterpart. 
Thus, any two consenting adults of any sex can marry. 
Marriages, by consent, may be sexually “open.” And 
either party can divorce their partner at will, with “no-
fault” divorce laws protecting them from adverse 
consequences of being the party that unilaterally broke 
with prior commitments.  

Similarly, in the moral logic of “sex only in male-
female marriage,” consent is present as a necessary but 
not sufficient principle of sexual ethics. Many 
consensual acts are disapproved. Yet consent is core to 
Christian marital rituals and vows. As demonstrated by 
Joseph Henrich (2020), anthropologist and chair of the 
Department of Human Evolutionary Biology at 
Harvard University, Christianity historically played a 
foundational role in validating the necessity of marital 
consent (“I do”) by both bride and groom—and in 
prohibiting all sorts of kin-based marital practices that 
did not protect such consent. But the consent elicited 
in Christian marriage is not private, temporary, or 
piecemeal—consent to an isolated act separable from 
larger meanings or long-term commitments. Instead, 
this paradigm requires a robust version of consent 
within a particular moral vision—a publicly articulated 
covenant commitment to a sexually exclusive 
relationship in the context of forging two lives together 
economically and socially (“as long as you both shall 
live”) into a new social unity oriented not only to adult 
mutual support and companionship but to the 
flourishing of any offspring their sexual union 
produces.  

 
14 Later in the article, I briefly discuss evidence for a possible third hybrid ethic emphasizing sex only in marriage but with marriage defined 
as inclusive of same-sex partners. 
 
15 Research suggests that between two thirds and three quarters of American college students participate in hookups, according to Heldman 
and Wade (2010, 324). 
 
16 As with the Cardinal Newman Society, for Catholic colleges. Or for Mainline Protestant ones, the Lilly-funded “Rhodes Consultation on 
the Future of the Church-Related College,” and the “Lilly Fellows Program at Valparaiso.” 
 

While most American universities signal 
disapproval only for sexual acts that violate consent, a 
minority of universities also signal disapproval for any 
consensual sexual act not within the context of 
covenant marriage between a male and female. These 
latter universities nearly always have Christian 
identities and stated commitments to faith-learning 
integration.  

Most American universities with a religious identity 
or affiliation are either Roman Catholic, Evangelical 
Protestant, or Mainline Protestant. And while there 
have been initiatives within each tradition towards 
faith-learning integration,16 the three higher education 
communities represent distinct cultures, not least in 
their integration commitments and in the outworking 
of those commitments in the arena of the sexual—as 
evidenced in written university statements and the 
empirical literature on college hookup culture. And 
yet, arguably, the nexus of faith-learning integration lies 
less with Board of Trustee approved policies enforced 
by administrators and staff than with faculty—those 
centrally responsible for learning (Hamilton 2005, 34-
35).  

So to what extent do scholars at such Christian 
institutions themselves affirm an ethic of sex only in 
male-female marriage? And how does 1.) commitment 
to “faith-learning integration,” 2.) Christian church 
attendance, and 3.) views on biblical authority 
influence scholars towards such an ethic? Alter-
natively, ‘to what extent do faculty at Christian 
institutions view such an ethic as “outrageous” 
(deficient in motivation and outcome) and deserving of 
being sanctioned by the government?’  To what extent 
do Christian scholars affirm a third hybrid ethic which 
retains the traditional Christian commitment to sex 
only in marriage—but with marriage redefined to 
include same-sex marriage?  
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The Sexual Ethics of Scholars at Christian 
Universities 

 
 In this section of the article, I draw from my 

“Christianity, Sex, and Higher Education Faculty 
Survey” to explore answers to the above questions. 
Survey results are from a stratified convenience sample 
of undergraduate faculty at three categories of 
religiously affiliated or identified universities in the 
U.S.: Evangelical Protestant, Mainline Protestant, and 
Roman Catholic.17  

 
Survey Sample 

 
 Email contact information was secured online for 

faculty at 85 Roman Catholic Universities  (RCU),  85  

 
 

 
Evangelical Protestant Universities (EPU), and 100 
Mainline Protestant Universities (MPU).18 In April of 
2017, I sent a single invitation to 23,33319 faculty from 
these schools, of whom 9793 opened the email, and 
1916 completed the survey—giving a response rate of 
8.2% (19.6% of those who opened the email 
invitation).20  

 A third of respondents (33.3%) reported teaching 
at a university with an Evangelical Protestant religious 
affiliation or identity. Just over a quarter (27.8%) 
reported teaching at a Catholic University, and 38.9% 
reported teaching at a university with a Mainline 
Protestant affiliation or identity. 21  Demographic 
information on respondents is provided in Table 1 
below.  

 
  

 
17 The sample is stratified in that it is drawn intentionally from three different categories of institution. It is convenient, in that it surveyed faculty 
only at schools which posted online faculty contact information and at schools where contact information was most accessible. The sample 
focused on undergraduate faculty, meaning that if a school had a separate graduate faculty of theology, law, or medicine, for example, these 
faculty were not included.  
 
18  The 85 Catholic Universities were drawn from the 246 Catholic Universities listed by the US Conference of Catholic Bishops, 
http://www.usccb.org/beliefs-and-teachings/how-we-teach/catholic-education/higher-education/catholic-colleges-and-universities-in-the-united-
states.cfm. The 85 Evangelical universities were drawn from 140+ U.S. members and affiliates (or recent members) of the Council for Christian 
Colleges and Universities, https://www.cccu.org/members_and_affiliates/. And the 100 Mainline Protestant Universities were drawn from 226 
Mainline Protestant-affiliated Universities. Specifically, this included 26 of 91 United Methodist schools, 31 of 51 PC(USA) schools, 20 of 26 
ELCA schools, 8 of 19 UCC schools, 6 of 16 American Baptist schools, 4 of 14 Quaker schools, 2 of 9 Episcopalian schools, and 3 of 5 
Mennonite Church USA schools.  
 
19 This number does not include 407 emails of those who had previously opted out of receiving Survey Monkey invitations, or the 115 emails 
that bounced.  
 
20 Spam filters, the sensitivity of the subject, the fact that only a single invitation was sent, and broader national trends towards decreasing 
response rates, all likely contributed to this lower response rate.   
 
21 In order to protect respondent anonymity, given the controversial nature of questions asked, the survey did not elicit actual names of 
university employers, but relied on faculty respondents to categorize “the religious affiliation or identity” of their institution as either “Roman 
Catholic, Mainline Protestant (i.e. American Baptist, ELCA, Episcopal, Friends, PC-USA, UCC, United Methodist), or Evangelical Protestant 
(affiliated, for example, with the CCCU).” Those who had difficulty answering the question were asked to provide the name of their school or 
the name of their sponsoring denomination. This information allowed us to apply RELTRAD to code them suitably, as per Bryan Steensland, 
Jerry Park, Mark Regnerus, Lynn Robinson, Bradford Wilcox, and Robert Woodberry. “The Measure of American Religion: Toward 
Improving the State of the Art,” Social Forces 79 (2000), 291-318. 
 

http://www.usccb.org/beliefs-and-teachings/how-we-teach/catholic-education/higher-education/catholic-colleges-and-universities-in-the-united-states.cfm
http://www.usccb.org/beliefs-and-teachings/how-we-teach/catholic-education/higher-education/catholic-colleges-and-universities-in-the-united-states.cfm
https://www.cccu.org/members_and_affiliates/
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  Table 1  
Faculty Demographics 

 
  N Percent 

Religious Affiliation or 
Identity of College or 
University 

Evangelical Protestant 638 33.3 
Roman Catholic 533 27.8 
Mainline Protestant 745 38.9 

Age 21 – 30 13 .7 
31 – 40 323 16.9 
41 – 50 552 28.8 
51 – 60 560 29.2 
61 – 70 398 20.8 
70+ 70 3.7 

Sex Male 1194 62.4 
Female 720 37.6 

Ethnicity/Race Asian/Asian American 36 1.9 
Black/African American 35 1.8 
Hispanic/Latino 47 2.5 
White (Non-Hispanic) 1746 91.1 
Mixed 24 1.3 
Other 28 1.5 

Faculty Rank Administrator/Instructor/Lecturer 24 1.3 
Assistant Professor 421 22.0 
Associate Professor 668 34.9 
Full Professor 803 41.9 

Disciplinary Field Arts (Visual and Performing Arts) 180 9.4 
Humanities 579 30.2 
Social Sciences 552 28.8 
Natural Sciences 342 17.8 
Applied Sciences 263 13.7 

Size of Institution (by 
enrollment) 

500 or less 30 1.6 
501 – 1,000 197 10.3 
1,001 – 2,500 797 41.6 
2, 501 – 5,000 542 28.3 
5,001 – 15,000 306 16.0 
More than 15,000 44 2.3 

 
Faith Integration 
 

 Religiously affiliated universities vary widely in 
whether faith activities and viewpoints appear in the 
formal and intellectual life of the school. One indicator 
that a university values faith integration is that it 
provides and encourages attendance at school-
sponsored religious assemblies, chapels, or masses. 
Another is that it values Christian faith in its faculty, as 
evidenced in recruitment and promotion practices.  
 

 
Finally, those universities that most aspire to faith-
learning integration value a culture where faculty bring 
prayer into the classroom, where classroom appeals to 
religious authorities (such as Scripture or the 
Magisterium) occur, and where faculty encourage 
students toward faith-learning integration. In Table 2, 
five items, each scored from 1 to 5, provide a measure 
of university-based faith integration.  
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Table 2:  

University Faith-Integration 
 

Question Response Options Scoring 

1.) What best describes your 
institution’s practice with 
reference to regular school-
sponsored religious assemblies, 
chapels, or masses? 

Such events are provided, and student attendance is required. 
  
Such events are provided, and students are strongly encouraged 
(voluntarily) to attend. 

5 

4 

Such events are provided purely as a discretionary option for any 
who wish to attend. 2 

Such school-sponsored religious events are not provided. 1 

2.) What best describes your 
institution’s approach to the 
religious faith of faculty? 

All faculty are expected to affirm a religious faith congruent with 
that of the institution. 

  

5 

Faculty of other faiths or no faith may be hired and promoted, but 
with preference sometimes given to candidates whose religious faith 
is congruent with that of the institution. 
  

3 

The religious faith of faculty plays no formal role in faculty hires or 
promotions. 

1 

Rate Your Agreement Response Options Scoring 
3.) I open my classes with prayer. 
   
4.) I appeal to religious authorities (such as the Bible or Magisterium) 
in my teaching. 
   
5.) I encourage students to integrate faith into their academic work. 

Very Often 5 

Often 4 

Occasionally 3 

Seldom 2 

Never 1 

  

Responses to each item listed in the above table 
correlated closely with responses to the other four 
items, forming a cluster, such that the average (the 
mean) of the five items combined provides a measure 
of “University Faith Integration” with a high level of 

 
22 A Cronbach’s Reliability Alpha of .915. If respondents failed to answer 1 or 2 of the 5 items, then the mean of the other items was calculated. 
If 3 or more items were unanswered, a scale mean was not calculated. 
 
23 University Tradition and Faith-Learning Integration 

One-Way ANOVA Effects After Controls† 
  N Median Mean Tukey SD F(df) P η2 F(df) P η2

p 
University 

Faith-
Learning 

Integration 

EPU 638 4.20 4.06 b, c .71 1697 <.001 .640 1436 <.001 .607 

MPU 745 1.67 1.81 a .94 (2,1913)  (2,1856)  

RCU 533 1.40 1.85 a .65       

Likert scale from 1 to 5. 
a = Significantly different from EPU (p<.001). 
b = Significantly different from MPU (p<.001). 
c = Significantly different from RCU (p<.001). 
†= Controls were for sex, age, ethnicity/race, faculty rank, academic discipline, and size of institution. 
 

statistical reliability. 22  By this measure, Evangelical 
Protestant universities exhibit significant and 
dramatically higher faith integration scores than either 
Mainline Protestant or Roman Catholic universities—
which did not differ statistically from each other.23  
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The following illustrates the differences. Most faculty 
(94%) at Evangelical Protestant Universities (EPU) 
report that “regular school-sponsored religious 
assemblies, chapels, or masses are provided,” with 
students either “required” or “strongly encouraged” to 
attend. This compares with 28% of faculty at Roman 
Catholic Universities (RCU) and 21% at Mainline 
Protestant Universities (MPU) reporting the same. 
Most EPU faculty (95%) report that all faculty are 
expected to affirm a religious faith position congruent 
with that of the institution. By contrast, most RCU 
faculty (74%) and most MPU faculty (80%) report that 
the religious faith of faculty plays no role in faculty 
hires or promotions. As corroborating evidence, 44% 
of RCU faculty and 46% of MPU faculty respondents 
report that they do not attend any Christian church 
compared to only 3% of EPU faculty. Only 18% of 
EPU faculty never open class with prayer, compared 
with 87% of RCU and 88% of MPU faculty who never 
pray in class. Only 6% of EPU faculty never appeal to 
religious authorities in their teaching, compared with 
67% of RCU and 71% of MPU faculty who never make 
such an appeal. In short, as measured by these criteria, 

Evangelical universities exhibit far higher levels of 
faith-learning integration. 
 
An Ethic of “Sex Only Within Male-Female 
Marriage” 

 
 There are many sexual behaviors that an ethic of 

consent would consider acceptable, but that would be 
unacceptable under the traditional Christian paradigm 
that affirms sex only within male-female marriage. For 
example, under an ethic of consent, most American 
universities do not consider consensual sexual 
hookups between unmarried people as misconduct. 
By contrast, some colleges consider all consensual 
sexual relations between unmarried students as 
misconduct. But rather than examine only formal 
university statements, we explore the extent to which 
faculty themselves align with “an ethic of sex only in 
male-female marriage” as against an ethic of mere 
consent. Respondents were asked about five actions 
likely to be differently assessed based on one’s ethical 
paradigm.  For each item, a score of 5 indicated 
complete alignment with an ethic of sex only in male-
female marriage. 

 
Table 3: 

An Ethic of Sex-Only-Within-Male-Female Marriage 
 

“In your private moral assessment, to what extent, if at all, 
would you consider the following to be wrong? Response Options Scoring 

1.) Consenting Sexual Relations Between an Unmarried Man 
and an Unmarried Woman 

2.) Consenting Sexual Relations Between Two Adults of the 
Same Sex 

3.) A Married Couple, by Agreement, Having Sex with Others 
4.) Hookup Sex with Strangers 

Always Wrong 5 
Almost Always Wrong 4 
Wrong Only Sometimes 3 
Not Sure/Can’t Decide 2 
Not Wrong at All 1 

5.) In my view, it would be good if all churches endorsed same-
sex marriage as having equal legitimacy with male-female 
marriage. 

Disagree/Strongly Disagree 5 
Mildly Disagree 4 
Mildly Agree 2 
Agree/Strongly Agree 1 

Survey responses to each item correlated closely 
with responses to the other four, such that the five 
items combined provide a measure of “An Ethic of Sex 
Only in  Male-Female Marriage”  with  a  high  level of  

 
 
24 With a Cronbach’s Reliability Alpha of .927. 
 

statistical reliability.24 By this measure, MPU and RCU 
faculty did not differ statistically; but EPU faculty 
exhibited significantly higher scores than the other two.  
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The effect size was large.25  
The following illustrates the differences between 

traditions, but also variability within traditions. Most 
EPU faculty (87%) believe “hookup sex with strangers” 
is “always wrong,” compared to 41% of RCU and 42% 
of MPU faculty. Similarly, most EPU faculty (80%) 
believe that “a married couple, by agreement, having 
sex with others” is always wrong, compared with 32% 
of RCU and 33% of MPU respondents. A majority of 
EPU faculty (60%) believe “consenting sexual relations 
between an unmarried man and an unmarried 
woman” is always wrong, compared to 14% of RCU 
and 17% of MPU faculty. A similar number of EPU 
faculty (63%) believe “consenting sexual relations 
between two adults of the same sex” is always wrong, 
compared with 17% for RCU and 21% for MPU 
faculty. Finally, two-thirds of EPU faculty (69%) 
disagree or strongly disagree with the view “it would be 
good if all churches endorsed same-sex marriage as 
having equal legitimacy with male-female marriage,” as 
compared with 24% of RCU and 28% of MPU faculty.  

 
25 An Ethic of Sex Only in Male-Female Marriage 

One-Way ANOVA Effects After Controls† 
  N Median Mean Tukey SD F(df) P η2 F(df) P η2

p 
Sex-Only-In-

Male-
Female-
Marriage 

EPU 635 5.00 4.35 b, c .96 389 <.001 .291 332 <.001 .265 

MPU 739 2.20 2.64 a 1.43 (2,1898)  (2,1841)  

RCU 527 2.20 2.61 a 1.36       

Likert scale from 1 to 5. 
a = Significantly different from EP (p<.001).  
b = Significantly different from MP (p<.001). 
c = Significantly different from RC (p<.001).  
†= Controls were for sex, age, ethnicity/race, faculty rank, academic discipline, and size of institution. 

 
26 r(1901) = .674, p < .001. Even after controlling for sex, age, faculty rank, ethnicity/race, academic discipline, religious category of university, 
and size of institution the correlation remains strong [r(1890) = .509, p < .001].  
 
27 Buddhists, Hindus, Jews, and Muslims were categorized as “other,” as were Mormons, Unitarian Universalists, and Bahai—groups with 
Christian roots, but that most Christian churches do not consider to be Christian. 
  
28 Christian Church Attendance and an Ethic of Sex only in Male-Female Marriage 

One-Way ANOVA Effects After Controls† 
  N Median Mean Tukey SD F(df) P η2 F(df) P η2

p 
Christian 
Church 

Attender 
Or Not? 

Yes 1311 4.40 3.86 b, c 1.25 712 <.001 .429 358 <.001 .280 

No 512 1.40 1.67 a, b .75 (2,1898)  (2,1839)  

Other 78 1.60 2.21 a, c 1.30       

Likert scale from 1 to 5. 
a = Significantly different from Christian church attenders (p<.001).  
b = Significantly different from congregational attenders of other religions (p<.001). 
c = Significantly different from those who do not attend any church/religious gathering. (p<.001).  
†= Controls were for sex, age, ethnicity/race, faculty rank, academic discipline, size of institution, and religious tradition of university 
employer. 
 

Since there is variability within traditions both for 
faith-learning integration and for adherence to an ethic 
of sex only in male-female marriage, a consideration of 
the relationship between the two variables is in order, 
irrespective of the categories EPU, RCU, and MPU. 
And indeed, faculty at universities that score high on 
“faith-learning integration” are far more likely to score 
high on agreement that sex belongs only in marriage 
between a man and a woman. The relationship 
remains strong even after controls. 26  

 Faculty who attend a Christian church (this includes 
97% of EPU, 56% of RCU, and 54% of MPU faculty), 
even when controlling for the tradition of the 
employing university, are far more likely to affirm an 
ethic of “sex only within male-female marriage” than 
faculty who do not attend any religious services. 
Faculty-attenders of non-Christian faiths 27  score 
between the other two. The effect of Christian church 
attendance on sexual ethics is strong.28  

 When Christians justify their sexual ethic, it is often 
Scripture to which they appeal. Indeed, the CCCU 



On Knowing Humanity Journal  6(1),  January 2022 

Priest, Faith Integration and the Outrageous Ethic of Sex Only in Male-Female Marriage  10 
 

summarizes the commitment to faith integration of its 
member schools:  

 
We are committed to . . . promoting the value of 
integrating the Bible—divinely inspired, true, and 
authoritative—throughout all curricular and co-
curricular aspects of the educational experience on 
our campuses, including teaching and research.29  
 
Given such an appeal, it makes sense that faculty 

views on the truth and authority of the Bible would 
affect their sexual ethics. Thus faculty who attended a 
Christian church were also asked to rate their level of 
agreement (on a 6-point Likert scale from “strongly 
disagree” to “strongly agree”) with the statement: “The 
Bible is without error in what it affirms.”30 Eighty-four 
percent of EPU faculty who attend a Christian church 
affirmed some level of agreement with the statement, 
compared to 59% of MPU and 48% of RCU faculty 
who attend a Christian church. Among Christian 
church attendees, the belief that the Bible is “without 
error in what it affirms” was strongly correlated with 
affirming an ethic of sex only in male-female 
marriage.31  

  
An Outrageous Ethic 
 

 While an ethic of “sex only in life-long male-female 
marriage” implies judgment on many American 
patterns ranging from hookup culture to no-fault 

 
29 https://www.cccu.org/about/. (Accessed August 6, 2020). 
 
30 Only Christian-church attenders answered this question.  
 
31 r(1297) = .735, p < .001. Even after controlling for sex, age, faculty rank, ethnicity/race, academic discipline, religious category of university, 
and size of institution the correlation remains strong [r(1287) = .702, p < .001]. 
 
32 With a Cronbach’s Reliability Alpha of .864. 
 
33 Christian Church Attendance and Perceived Outrageousness of an Ethic of Sex Only in Male-Female Marriage 

One-Way ANOVA Effects After Controls† 
  N Median Mean Tukey SD F(df) P η2 F(df) P η2

p 
Christian 
Church 

Attender 
Or Not? 

Yes 1203 2.5 2.70 b, c 1.5 308 <.001 .254 145 <.001 .142 

No 524 5.0 4.57 a, b 1.2 (2,1812)  (2,1754)  

Other 88 1.60 3.74 a, c 1.6       

Likert scale from 1 to 6. 
a = Significantly different from Christian church attenders (p<.001).  
b = Significantly different from congregational attenders of other religions (p<.001). 
c = Significantly different from those who do not attend any church/religious gathering. (p<.001).  
†= Controls were for sex, age, ethnicity/race, faculty rank, academic discipline, size of institution, and religious tradition of university 
employer. 
 

divorce, the most persistent public objection to this 
ethic focuses on the “male-female” aspect of the ethic. 
Thus, two survey questions probed the extent to which 
faculty perceived an ethic of “sex only in male-female 
marriage” as outrageous in motivation and outcome. 
Faculty rated their agreement on a 6-point Likert scale 
from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree” with the 
following: 

 
1.) Those who defend male-female marriage as the 

only genuine marriage are motivated by 
irrational animus towards gays. 

2.) Christians who disapprove of same-sex sexual 
behavior pose a serious danger to the well-being 
of gays and lesbians in society today. 

 
Responses to the two items correlate closely, 

allowing for both to be combined in a statistically 
reliable measure of “The Outrageousness of an Ethic 
of Sex Only in Male-Female Marriage.”32  

 Faculty who do not attend any church or religious 
group scored highest on this variable, followed by 
faculty of “other” religions, with faculty who attend 
Christian churches least likely to affirm these 
statements. The relationship was strong, even after 
controls.33 Of course, Christian churches themselves 
vary in the extent to which such an ethic is affirmed. 
Thus, the association of Christian church attenders’   
a.) views on whether “the Bible is without error in what 
it affirms” with b.) their agreement that this sexual ethic 

https://www.cccu.org/about/
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is outrageous in motivation and outcome was also 
considered. Church attenders who doubted the 
truthful authority of Scripture were more likely to 
believe such an ethic to be outrageous. The 
relationship was strong.34 

 University religious tradition was also associated 
with how respondents answered these two questions. 
While 55% of RCU and 56% of MPU faculty agreed 
that “irrational animus towards gays” motivated such 
an ethic, only 21% of EPU faculty agreed. And while 
68% of RCU and 64% of MPU faculty agreed that this 
ethic posed “a danger to the well-being of gays and 
lesbians in society today,” only 31% of EPU faculty 
agreed. But while it is true that there were strong 
differences between different university traditions in 
the judgment that this ethic is outrageous (deficient in 
motivation and outcome),35 it is also true that students 
in each university tradition have significant numbers of 
professors who deem this ethic outrageous. 

 
Sympathy for Government Sanctions 

 
 When a given population widely believes that the 

historic Christian sexual ethic is outrageous—deficient 
in motivation and outcome, this contributes to 
widespread support for government action to actively 
sanction those wishing to live out such an ethic. There 
are various contexts—ranging from marriage-related 
businesses to religious education or adoption services—
where those wishing to integrate faith with vocation 
sometimes face the threat of punitive governmental 
sanctions. Thus, a wedding photographer who, out of 
faith convictions, declines to provide intimate boudoir 

 
34 r(1243) = -.655, p < .001. Even controlling for sex, age, ethnicity/race, faculty rank, academic discipline, size of institution, and religious 
tradition of the university employer, the relationship was strong [r(1234) = -.630, p < .001].  
 
35 University Tradition and Perceived Outrageousness of an Ethic of Sex Only in Male-Female Marriage 

One-Way ANOVA Effects After Controls† 
  N Median Mean Tukey SD F(df) P η2 F(df) P η2

p 
An 

Outrageous 
Ethic 

EPU 612 2.0 2.36 b, c 1.4 169 <.001 .157 150 <.001 .146 

MPU 704 4.0 3.74 a 1.6 (2,1814)  (2,1758)  

RCU 501 4.0 3.80 a 1.5       

Likert scale from 1 to 6. 
a = Significantly different from EP (p<.001).  
b = Significantly different from MP (p<.001). 
c = Significantly different from RC (p<.001).  
†= Controls were for sex, age, ethnicity/race, faculty rank, academic discipline, and size of institution. 
 
36 With a Cronbach’s Reliability Alpha of .842. 
 
37 r(1807) = .763, p < .001. Even after controls for sex, age, ethnicity/race, faculty rank, academic discipline, size of institution, and tradition of 
university, the relationship remains strong, r(1797) = .712, p < .001. 

photography will not be sanctioned by the government. 
But, should such a photographer decline to photo-
graph “same-sex weddings,” results may be otherwise.  

Faculty were thus asked to rate their agreement (on 
a 6-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” 
to “Strongly Agree”) with three items intended to 
measure sympathy for government sanction of persons 
acting from within the male-female marriage ethical 
paradigm.  

 
1.) Wedding photographers refusing to photograph 

same-sex weddings should be prosecuted for civil 
rights violations. 

2.) Colleges affiliated with denominations that 
believe only male-female marriage is God-
approved should be sanctioned by the govern-
ment if they deny employment to faculty in same-
sex marriages. 

3.) Religious adoption agencies that refuse to place 
children in homes with same-sex parents should 
have their license to handle adoptions revoked by 
the government. 

 
Responses to the three items correlated closely with 

each other, allowing for the three to be combined into 
a single statistically reliable measure of “Support for 
Government Punishment of Actions based on Adher-
ence to the Male-Female Marriage Paradigm.”36  Not 
surprisingly, those who view the historic Christian 
sexual ethic as “outrageous” are also likely to support 
government sanctions of such an ethic. The 
relationship between the two variables is strong.37  
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 Christians historically have understood love as 
underpinning faithful Christian witness. The charge 
that the historic Christian view of man-woman 
marriage is motivated, not by love and concern for 
human flourishing, but by love’s opposite, hate, is a 
charge which, if widely accepted (as it often is), poses a 
painful dilemma for Christians. No Christian wishes to 
commend a gospel of hate and human harm. 

 
A Third Hybrid Ethic? 

 
 Since the central charge that the traditional 

Christian ethic is “outrageous” focuses on the “male-
female” portion of the marital ethic, with the central 
demand being “marriage-equality,” one might naturally 
expect to find Christians adjusting that one element of 
their ethic, while otherwise retaining the core logic of 
“sex-only-in-marriage.” And indeed, when some 
Christians affirm “marriage equality,” they are often 
understood as doing precisely that. But, in an earlier 
research project, when I examined theological 
“marriage-equality” writings assigned in American 
seminary classes, insofar as such authors addressed 
sexual ethics more broadly, it was clear these authors 
were not affirming an “only-in-marriage” paradigm, but 
rather a paradigm where monogamous marriage was 
one discretionary option within a wide variety of other 
consensual sexual arrangements and practices that 
people should also ethically approve (Priest 2018, 20-
21, 27). Similarly, in my review of university student 
handbooks, I could find no instance of a university 
espousing an “only-in-marriage” sexual ethic while 
simultaneously explicitly affirming same-sex marriage 
as fully-approved marriage.  

 Thus I was interested in whether respondents 
might themselves provide evidence of such a third 
hybrid ethic. And indeed, a small group of faculty does 
express such an ethic. While half (49.8%) of 
respondents—and just over a third (36.3%) of Christian 
church attenders—affirmed “marriage equality,”38 less 
than two percent (1.5%) of those endorsing “marriage 
equality” simultaneously affirm an ethic of sex only in 
marriage. And of the 14 respondents supporting both 

 
 
38 As measured by agreement with: “In my view, it would be good if all churches endorsed same-sex marriage as having equal legitimacy with 
male-female marriage.” 
 
39 Seven of these were EPU faculty, 5 MPU, and 2 RCU. 
 
40 By contrast, of same-sex attracted respondents attending Christian churches, 12.5% supported the “only in male-female marriage” sexual 
ethical paradigm. 
  

marriage equality and an ethic of sex-only-in-marriage, 
all identified as primarily or exclusively opposite-sex 
attracted (n=13) or bisexual (n=1).39 Furthermore, of 
the 92 respondents who identified as primarily or 
exclusively same-sex attracted, 85% affirmed marriage 
equality, 36% attended Christian churches, and not 
one affirmed both marriage equality and an ethic of sex 
only in marriage.40 In short, the few who profess such 
a hybrid ethic as their faith-integration stance do not 
represent the persons such an ethic is for. And those 
who are same-sex attracted seem uninclined to 
embrace such an ethic for themselves. Why, after all, 
should they selectively reject one portion of the biblical 
ethic and nonetheless feel obligated to accept another 
part of that same ethic as normative and binding? In 
short, this data does not provide strong evidentiary 
support for the functional existence of such a fully 
embraced hybrid ethical paradigm. Thus I return to a 
consideration of the only university-based alternative 
to the “consent” paradigm, the “sex-only-in-male-
female-marriage” paradigm. 

To summarize, this article has demonstrated the 
existence of this alternative paradigm, and only this 
alternative paradigm, clearly and concisely articulated 
in scores of university student handbooks and codes of 
conduct. It has shown that many scholars situated at 
religiously affiliated institutions themselves affirm such 
an ethic. It demonstrated that factors influencing 
adherence to this ethic include  1.) the religious trad-
ition of the university employer, 2.) the extent of  “faith-
integration” emphasis, 3.) whether faculty attend 
Christian churches, and 4.) whether they trust the 
Bible as true in what it affirms. But this article has also 
demonstrated the presence across religious traditions 
of other faculty who believe this ethic is “outrageous”—
irrational, motivated by hate, and productive of human 
harm. Among such faculty, there is strong support for 
the idea that government should intervene to sanction 
any institution attempting to live out this ethic.  

But while these research results help us understand 
some of what is at stake for those espousing a historic 
Christian sexual ethic, they do little to chart a way 
forward in the current environment. If faith integration 
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is a valued goal, then this article is incomplete if ended 
here.  

Scores of Christian institutions expect their faculty 
to practice faith integration in their teaching and 
scholarship and explicitly affirm the historic Christian 
view that sex belongs only in covenant monogamous 
male-female marriage intended as life-long. Among 
these institutions are the two evangelical theological 
seminaries where I taught for twenty-nine years and the 
two undergraduate institutions where I taught for five. 
And many thousands of Christian scholars across 
disciplines, myself included, explicitly affirm the 
historic Christian ethic of sex-only-in-male-female 
marriage. Many such scholars say that they aspire to 
practice “faith-learning integration” in their teaching 
and scholarship, an “outrageous” vocational 
commitment according to George Marsden (1998), 
presumably requiring courage. But there is no topic on 
which the cultured of our society are more inclined to 
repudiate Christian wisdom as “outrageous” than 
sexuality, no understandings more likely to trigger 
shame-induction interventions towards any who would 
advocate such “wisdom.” And while biblical treatments 
of sexuality are available, little of the faith-integration 
literature written by Christian scholars in other 
disciplines prioritizes disciplinary research and writing 
to develop publicly accessible understandings of sex 
and marriage congruent with, and supportive of, 
biblical teaching. Indeed, in the faith-integration 
literature, any defense of the historic Christian sexual 
paradigm appears to be the third rail few dare to touch, 
lest they suffer adverse consequences.41  

 But it is not enough for Christian universities to 
draft statements on sex and marriage based on biblical 
teaching to which faculty are expected to assent, with 
lawyers and board members weighing in on how best 
to secure religious liberty protections. Christian 
scholars themselves, in each relevant discipline, should 
be doing the pre-political work of Christian faith 
integration in and through discipline-specific 
scholarship on sex and marriage. The downside of an 
appeal to religious liberty legal protections based 
purely on biblical expositions of Christian views on sex 
and marriage is that, for those who do not accept 
biblical authority, this contributes to the perception 
that there is no publicly accessible case to be made for 
such a viewpoint, and thus that the viewpoint is 
irrational and masks non-rational compulsions and 

 
41 For examples of how aggressively such views can be sanctioned in the academy, see Smith 2014. 
 

hateful motivations. And when Christian scholars, 
across disciplines, fail to make a compelling public 
case for the positive nature of such a Christian ethic—
while others routinely promulgate the view that such an 
ethic is deeply harmful—it is not surprising that society-
wide sympathy for an appeal to religious liberty 
protections dissipates. Even the phrase “religious 
liberty” in American media increasingly appears only 
in scare quotes. In short, the freedom of Christians and 
Christian institutions to faithfully live out a biblical 
ethic and commend it to others—not least to our 
children—becomes increasingly curtailed by society.  

 Faith integration requires more than mere assent to 
biblical teaching. It requires, instead, scholars suffi-
ciently convinced of the truth and goodness of what 
Scripture teaches that this informs research, writing, 
and teaching in our disciplines. And since realities 
related to sex and marriage are complex, only when 
scholars across disciplines courageously prioritize a 
sustained commitment to faith-informed research and 
writing on sex and marriage will adequate foundations 
be laid for wise and faithful engagement with our own 
children and the wider world.  

Among the disciplines whose professional mem-
bers have studied sex and marriage is anthropology, 
my own field. While anthropology is hardly a 
discipline that most people would think of as a 
sympathetic partner in defense of a Christian sexual 
ethic, it nonetheless has unprecedented strengths that 
allow us to reframe the issues raised in the preceding 
sections of this article in helpful ways. Other ‘sciences 
of the human’ selectively attend to some specified 
aspect of human realities (economic, political, 
psychological, demographic, geographic, linguistic, 
medical, biological, religious, etc.) while leaving other 
human dimensions to be treated by other disciplines. 
By contrast, anthropologists holistically incorporate 
physical, social, moral, psychological, religious, 
economic, political, legal, linguistic, historical, and 
cultural dimensions of human realities into whatever 
they study, including their treatment of sex and 
marriage. Furthermore, every other human science 
historically attempted to formulate generalizable 
understandings of human realities by paying research 
attention, at most, to a narrow subset of humanity. 
Anthropology, by contrast, intentionally included all of 
humankind as its object of study—and insisted that no 
human reality can be adequately understood by 
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scholars who do not attend to that reality across 
cultures in space and time. And at the very core of the 
social order that anthropologists have devoted 
themselves to studying are kinship, gender, sex, and 
marriage.  

Not all publishing venues lend themselves equally 
to faith-integration conversations. And when elite 
secular culture finds specific Christian views 
“outrageous,” a dedicated space is needed for 
Christians to engage each other on the relevant issues 
from the vantage point both of shared faith and of 
shared disciplinary expertise. In anthropology, that 
publication is On Knowing Humanity Journal: 
Anthropological Ethnography and Analysis Through 
the Eyes of Christian Faith. This online journal 
provides generous space for integrative scholarship. 
This issue of the journal includes four articles by 
Christian anthropologists (Michael Rynkiewich, Vince 
Gil, Jenell Paris, and Robert Priest) on sex, gender, and 
marriage—and provides a platform for interaction 
between authors. Each author combines Christian 
faith and professional expertise in anthropology.   

In this article, I reconsider the current reigning 
sexual consent paradigm and its critique of the only 
university-based alternative to it—the “sex only in male-
female marriage paradigm.” Specifically, I invite us to 
review and assess the charge that the latter viewpoint is 
extremist, irrational, motivated by hate, and productive 
of human harm. I do so, not by an appeal to Scripture 
or by a philosophical appeal to natural law, but by 
examining my own discipline of anthropology as it 
encountered marriage worldwide.   

 
Anthropology of Marriage and Family 

 
Consider three leading anthropologists from quite 

different schools of thought. In his controlled 
comparison of 250 societies studied by anthro-
pologists, American anthropologist George Peter 
Murdock (1949, 1) identified the unit of “a married 
man and woman with their offspring” as the core 
building block of family and kinship in each of these 
250 societies. He referred to this unit as the “nuclear 
family” but clarified that only in a minority of societies 
is the nuclear family a residentially separate entity. 
Instead, he says, the “nuclear family” is like an atom, 
sometimes alone, but often “combined, like atoms in 
a molecule, into larger aggregates” (2). He identifies 
two such larger social aggregates. The polygamous 
family consists of “two or more nuclear families 
affiliated by plural marriages. . . .  Under polygyny, for 

instance, one man plays the role of husband and father 
in several nuclear families and thereby unites them in 
a larger familial group. An extended family consists of 
two or more nuclear families affiliated through an 
extension of the parent-child relationship rather than 
of the husband-wife relationship . . . [such as with a] 
patrilocal extended family [including] an older man, 
his wife or wives, his unmarried children, his married 
sons, and the wives and children of the latter” (1949, 
2). Murdock says that each child typically enters the 
world within one nuclear family (a family of 
orientation). But, because of “incest taboos which 
regularly prevail within the nuclear family” (1949, 16), 
each child eventually must “seek in another family for 
a spouse with whom to establish a marital relation,” 
thus together with their own spouse forging a new 
nuclear family, a “family of procreation” (1949, 13). 
“Husband and wife cannot both remain with their own 
families of orientation in founding a new family of 
procreation. One or the other, or both, must move” 
(16). 

The British anthropologist Alfred Reginald 
Radcliffe-Brown likewise identified the “group con-
sisting of a [married] father and a mother and their 
children” (Radcliffe-Brown 1950, 4) as cross-culturally 
a fundamental unit of society. He refers to this unit as 
the “elementary family” rather than the “nuclear 
family,” as Murdock termed it. Radcliffe-Brown 
reports that marriage is what gives a child “a legitimate 
position in society” (5), with “social fatherhood” largely 
“determined by marriage” (4). He writes, “We may 
regard the elementary family as the basic unit of 
kinship structure. What is meant by this is that the 
relationships, of kinship or affinity, of any person are 
all connections that can be traced through his parents, 
his siblings, his spouse, or his children” (5). Like 
Murdock, Radcliffe-Brown also identifies “compound 
families” as comprised of combinations of more basic 
“elementary families.” In a polygynous compound 
family, for example, each child has their own mother 
and father married to each other. But while all children 
in the same polygynous family share the same father, 
not all share the same mother.  

The French anthropologist, Claude Levi-Strauss, 
posits as the “iron rule for the establishment of any 
society,” the biblical requirement, “You will leave your 
father and mother” (1984, 61). Because of a “virtually 
universal prohibition on marriage” to someone in 
one’s own family of origin, such as a brother or sister, 
“each family is formed from the union, and hence also 
the break-up of two other families: in order that a new 
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family can be established, two other families have to 
each lose one of their members” (Levi-Strauss 1996, 
3). “The family,” Levi-Strauss argues, “originates in 
marriage [and] includes the husband, the wife, and the 
children born of their union” (1984, 44). And it is this 
“nucleus” of married father, mother, and their 
children around which wider kinship links are 
established.  

 
What is Marriage?  

 
As missionaries and anthropologists discovered, 

marriage as a cultural institution existed in thousands 
of societies the world over—long before Christianity 
was present. The very existence of marriage as a 
worldwide institution would seem to imply that this 
institution served some universal and primordial 
purpose or function.  

In modern Gesellschaft societies with market 
economies, bureaucracies, high mobility levels, and 
transient and impersonal relationships, marriage 
provides the only stable friendship that some people 
have. Thus, the idea of marriage as primordially a 
solution to adult loneliness, as five Supreme Court 
justices in Obergefell argued,42 seems plausible. And 
of course, if having a close friend is truly the primary 
purpose of marriage, it would appear arbitrary, 
irrational, and prejudicial to define marriage as a cross-
sex union.  

But as anthropologists studied marriage, the idea 
that marriage was founded to give each adult a 
singularly close friend was not a theory they adopted—
for rather basic reasons. In most societies, through 
history, people lived in village settings where they 
worked and socialized with neighbors and relatives 
with whom they had long and close interdependent 
relationships. Marriages were not unique outposts of 
close adult friendship against a broader backdrop of 
weak friendships. In fact, since activities and interests 
in such Gemeinschaft societies were typically gender-
differentiated, with women mostly spending time with 
women and men likewise with men—the closest 
friendships were often non-sexual same-sex friend-
ships. Indeed, western missionaries were sometimes 
disturbed at how seldom marriage was understood as 
the deepest form of close friendship and took it as their 
task to advocate a new paradigm of marriage—
companionate marriage—understood as profoundly 

 
42 Obergefell v. Hodges, 576 U.S. (2015), 14.  
 

deep friendship. Empirically, while marriage was 
present the world over, it did not usually provide a 
singular outpost of close friendship against a backdrop 
of social isolation. And while friendship existed the 
world over (Beer and Gardner 2015, Bell and 
Coleman 2020), most friendships did not exhibit the 
normative patterns characteristic of marriage (such as 
a cross-sex link, sex being core to the relationship, and 
sexual exclusivity). Thus, a presumed need for a best 
friend is likely not the most fundamental reason for the 
worldwide existence of marriage.  

To infer a primordial function to a universal 
institution, one must attend to that institution’s 
contours across societies and through time. Until 
recently, anthropologists in hundreds of societies 
encountered an institution involving male-female 
sexual union and joint responsibility for resulting 
offspring. Data on marital regimes in 1231 traditional 
societies in Murdock’s Ethnographic Atlas Codebook, 
1998 World Cultures (as reported in Bethmann and 
Kvasnicka 2007, 20) indicate that in 15.1% of these 
societies (N=186) only monogamous marriage (one 
man married to one woman) was found, with another 
36.8% (N=453) having primarily monogamy, but also 
“occasional” polygyny (one man married to more than 
one wife). The boundary between these first two 
categories was sometimes slim. For example, of 666 
married men sampled among Tukanoans of the 
Amazon, one was married to four wives, one to two, 
and the remaining 664 were married to one wife 
(Jackson 1984, 164). In another 47.8% of the 1231 
societies (N=588), polygyny was “common,” although 
more men were actually married monogamously than 
polygynously in most of these societies. Finally, 
polyandry was also found in 0.3% of societies (N=4), 
with one woman married to multiple men. In “all three 
marriage regimes” (monogamous, polygynous, 
polyandrous), “conjugal unions are intersexual in 
nature, i.e. they involve at least one member of each 
sex. This ubiquitous trait . . . underscores that 
reproduction must be of central importance for the 
institution of marriage.” (Bethmann and Kvasnicka 
2007, 20). 

It is because of data collected by anthropologists, 
such as outlined above, that Oxford University 
Professor of Anthropology, Peter Rivière, in a 
publication primarily oriented to deconstructing prior 
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anthropological ideas about kinship and marriage, 
nonetheless asserts,  

 
The constituent units of marriage are men and 
women, and this seems to be marriage’s single, 
universal feature. Thus the study of marriage must in 
the first place concentrate on the categories of male 
and female and the relationship between them. This 
may seem so obvious as to be not worth saying, but 
in writing on marriage we seem to have constantly 
overlooked this obvious fact. (Rivière 1971, 63)  
 
 Anthropologists develop their concepts and 

definitions inductively based on what they believe the 
worldwide cultural patterns exemplify. At the time he 
wrote, Rivière thought anthropologists would accept as 
an “obvious fact” his contention that the “constituent 
units of marriage are men and women.” But today, in 
the midst of a cultural revolution related to sex and 
marriage, anthropologists inductively define marriage 
in ways often intended definitionally to include the new 
patterns related to gay marriage. Thus, for example, a 
recent leading anthropology textbook defines marriage 
simply as “a socially recognized relationship that may 
involve physical and emotional intimacy as well as legal 
rights to property and inheritance” (Guest 2020, A-52; 
for similar examples see Crapo 1993, 277 and Haines 
2017, 277). 

 But suppose one wishes to consider marriage 
before recent developments. Anthropology is helpful 
both because it is the discipline that best understood 
worldwide ethnographic realities related to marriage 
and because anthropologists are dispositionally 
opposed to ethnocentric conservatism.  As Adam 
Kuper (2000, 149) puts it, “anthropology teachers 
revel in the most exotic practices . . . [and] particularly 
relish those that affront Western assumptions about 
the nature of kinship, marriage, the family, and incest 
taboos.” As such, they are not inclined to promote 
definitions and generalizations that are easily 
disconfirmed by cross-cultural realities. If we simply 
attend to how anthropologists and anthropology 
textbooks have defined marriage based on the state of 
worldwide knowledge in the 1970s, say, then we have 
an indicator of what the worldwide evidence would 
suggest. And what is central, as Rivière contended, is 
marriage as a cross-sex union.  

The most widely quoted anthropological definition 
of marriage comes from the Royal Anthropological 
Institute’s Notes and Queries in Anthropology: 

 

Marriage is a union between a man and a woman 
such that the children born to the woman are 
recognized as legitimate offspring of both partners. 
(1951, 111) 
 
Judith Shapiro, a leading feminist American 

anthropologist, after reviewing relevant worldwide 
anthropology research, defined marriage to include:  

 
That the partners be a man and a woman (a cross-
sex conjugal bond); that sexual activity be a defining 
feature of the relationship; [and] that socially 
significant bonds be established between the 
partners and any offspring they may have. (Shapiro 
1984, 20) 
 
Anthropology textbooks likewise provide define-

tions of marriage, such as the one found in Haviland 
(1981, 205): 

 
A transaction and resulting contract in which a 
woman and man establish a continuing claim to the 
right of sexual access to one another, and in which 
the woman involved is eligible to bear children.  
 

Or in Ferraro (1998, 193): 
 

Marriage is a socially approved union between a man 
and a woman that regulates the sexual and economic 
rights and obligations between them.  
 

Or in Kottak (2000, 508): 
 

Socially approved relationship between a socially 
recognized male (the husband) and a socially 
recognized female (the wife) such that the children 
born to the wife are accepted as the offspring of both 
husband and wife. 
 

Or again in Schultz and Lavenda (2018, 272 & 420):  
 

An institution that prototypically involves a man and 
a woman, transforms the status of the participants, 
carries implications about sexual access, gives 
offspring a position in society, and establishes 
connections between the kin of the husband and the 
kin of the wife.  
 
While the above definitions feature marriage as a 

male-female union, there is one well-known cultural 
institution in Africa that has been carefully studied by 
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anthropologists and that does not seem to fit the above 
definitions (see Herskovits 1937; Bohannan 1949; 
Evans-Pritchard 1951; Huber 1968; Krige 1974; 
Oboler 1980; Amadiume 1987; Greene 1998; Njambi 
and O’Brien 2005).  

 In much of Africa, a man pays cattle in bride price, 
and in exchange, he gains not only a wife but her labor 
and her children as his own. Such marital 
arrangements are often utilized strategically to gain 
economic and political power. In many African 
societies, older, wealthy, and often childless women, 
either still married to a husband or widowed, can adopt 
the male identity and role of “husband.” To do so, they 
employ their own cattle as bride price to gain wives for 
themselves. This gives them control over the labor and 
offspring of such wives, whose children now belong to 
the lineage of the female husband (or alternatively to 
the lineage of the female husband’s own male 
husband). The female husband does not have sex with 
these women but instead exercises the right to assign 
them a male consort (perhaps one of her poorer 
nephews), and everyone refers to her as a “husband.” 
As honorary males and husbands, such women often 
achieve great economic and political power.  

 Since the above anthropologists were perfectly 
aware of this institution, why did they define marriage 
as male-female unions? Several considerations seem to 
have informed their assessment. For example, Peter 
Rivière stresses that only when biological women are 
defined as men do such marriages occur. That is, he 
suggests these do not violate the core logic that 
marriage happens between males and females. And 
the fact that this form of marriage does not involve sex 
between “husband” and wife, something typically core 
to understandings of marriage, suggests this is a partial 
metaphoric extension of the logic of marriage to 
achieve selective outcomes. Anthropologists are quite 
aware that kinship and marriage have their own 
existence but get metaphorically and creatively adapted 
and extended in all sorts of ways. If a medieval Catholic 
nun was “married” to Christ, with a marital dowry 
provided by her father to the church, and with symbols 
of marriage accompanying her vows—should we allow 
this unusual “marriage” to require a redefinition of 
marriage? Or do we simply agree that cultures 
sometimes extend the logic of marriage metaphorically 
in innovative ways? When Kottak says marriage is 
between “a socially recognized male (the husband) and 
a socially recognized female (the wife),” he is doubtless 
choosing wording that accommodates this well-
documented institution—but signals marriage’s 

underlying male-female logic. When Schultz and 
Lavenda say that marriage “prototypically involves a 
man and a woman,” they again accommodate this 
exceptional pattern while nonetheless pointing to the 
fact that marriage historically was uniformly 
understood as a male-female union.  

The above anthropology definitions point to the 
existence worldwide of marriage as an institution for 
approved sexual activity historically and prototypically 
built around the male-female binary. This naturally 
suggests that marriage serves some social good 
achievable only through male-female collaborative 
action. And clearly, the one good achievable 
exclusively by male and female in sexual partnership is 
procreation. That is, the function of marriage that 
earlier anthropologists identified was the need of every 
society to reproduce itself. As individuals, we all die. 
Thus, procreation and social reproduction are critical 
to any society’s future. And while individuals can 
achieve many things, the most amazing power given to 
humans, the ability to bring into existence another 
human being, is a power the individual cannot exercise 
alone, but only with a partner—specifically, an 
opposite-sex partner.  

Humans are reproductively dimorphic. While each 
of us has entire circulatory, respiratory, digestive, 
skeletal, muscular, and nervous systems, we each have 
only half of a reproductive system. Only when two 
individuals, male and female, unite their reproductive 
halves into a reproductive whole does procreation 
occur. Just as various parts of a human body (eyes, 
hands, mouth, throat, digestive tract) collaborate to 
feed the body and keep it nourished, so two 
individuals, representing the two reproductive halves 
of humankind, male and female, must collaborate to 
contribute to the procreative goal of perpetuating 
humankind.  

 “A woman needs a man like a fish needs a bicycle,” 
Gloria Steinem reportedly said. And indeed, in most 
settings, it is reasonable to emphasize that each person 
is complete in himself or herself. Biologically, 
however, each is complete in all respects save one. For 
purposes of procreation, each of us has only half of 
what is needed for the singular act of procreation. This 
requires both a male and female body to function in 
sexual and procreative complementarity.  

But why marriage? Why don’t humans procreate 
like dogs do? Here, anthropologists focused not 
merely on the biology of procreation but also on social 
reproduction. Humans are born in an unfinished state 
that requires long-term biological dependency for 
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food, protection, and care. Lacking hard-wired 
instincts for adult success, humans are also born in an 
unfinished state with reference to language, morality, 
and culture and are only completed through 
socialization. Human offspring require remarkable 
investments of long-term care and socialization for 
societies successfully to reproduce themselves over 
time. From a functional standpoint, whatever else 
marriage does, it provides the institution for approved 
procreation and in which social reproduction 
responsibilities and tasks are prescribed and carried 
out.  

Marriage traditionally gives each child a father and 
mother and bifilial kin ties to both father’s and 
mother’s relatives (Chapais 2008, 57-59). While such 
ties function asymmetrically in cultures with unilineal 
descent, even then, children find valued ties with 
recognized kin on both father’s and mother’s sides. As 
the great kinship scholar Harold Scheffler (1973, 758) 
affirms, kinship everywhere is reckoned through both 
parents—that is bilaterally. For example, even in 
kinship systems stressing patrilineal descent—where 
one might naturally expect ties only with father’s 
relatives, young males nonetheless often capitalize on 
their significant kin links with their mother’s brothers, 
a cross-cultural pattern so prevalent that anthro-
pologists have come to name this relationship “the 
avunculate” (Chapais 2008, 59). 

 Male and female bodies are not mirror images of 
one another. While every conception requires the 
union of a male and female body, purely as a biological 
matter, female bodies are far more invested in 
procreation than male bodies. Each conception takes 
mere minutes of a man’s time, who can produce 
millions more sperm within hours, theoretically free, if 
so inclined and opportunities avail, to daily initiate 
other conceptions with other available women. By 
contrast, women have only a few hundred eggs total, 
eggs that are enormous compared with sperm and 
normally released once a month, except when 
pregnant and lactating, until menopause. Each 
conception and birth requires nine months of a 
woman’s body in pregnancy, followed historically by a 
sustained period of two or more years for lactation 
(Dettwyler 2004), usually followed by years of post-
weaning provision and care. Historically, irrespective 
of variability in cultural ideology related to conception 
or maternity, each child that a woman births, nurses, 
and provides post-weaning care for rather naturally 
acquires deep social ties to its mother.  

The link between babies and mothers at a natural 
level is clear. At birth, it is obvious who the mother is. 
But who the father is, is another matter. I tell my 
students, “I have four children . . . I think! I’ve never 
tested them genetically to see if they are mine. I know 
who their mother is. I watched each child emerge from 
her body. But only by faith do I claim to be the father. 
I trust the marital commitments my wife and I made to 
sexual exclusivity. I trust my wife when she tells me 
these children are mine.” Paternity involves quite 
different issues from maternity.  

What would societies have looked like if people 
behaved purely as biological creatures acting on every 
sexual impulse? In such a promiscuous world, 
children would only have an obvious, natural, and 
organic link to their mothers. But societies comprised 
of women with dependent children and unattached 
males would be societies of deep vulnerabilities for 
women and children, poorly designed for social 
reproduction. Female pregnant and lactating bodies, 
linked to dependent children, have vulnerabilities and 
constraints that male bodies do not. And by 
comparison with other species, including non-human 
primates, “the costs of maternity are dispro-
portionately high in our species” (Chapais 2008, 165). 
Energy costs of pregnancy and especially milk 
production are high for all mammals—with pregnant or 
nursing women dealing with these costs either by 
working harder in food acquisition and eating more (as 
with non-human primates), or by “reducing their levels 
of physical activity and resting more” which human 
females usually do, but which only works well if others 
are partially provisioning them (Chapais 2008, 165). 
Chimpanzees typically nurse offspring for four years, 
nearly twice as long as most humans do. But “weaned 
chimpanzees are largely self-sufficient in food 
acquisition” (Chapais 2008, 164). Upon weaning, a 
chimpanzee mother’s provisioning role is mostly 
finished. But while human babies are typically weaned 
“at an earlier age, human mothers must start 
provisioning them with solid food,” with the “bulk of 
mothering costs in humans incurred well after 
weaning” (164). “The cost of provisioning is the 
difference between the quantity of food a child 
produces and the quantity it consumes,” which for 
post-weaning chimpanzees “is practically nil” (164). 
But human offspring rely on their mothers far longer. 
In most traditional societies, “children eat more than 
they gather until they reach their mid to late teens” 
(164). And while birth intervals for chimpanzees are 
five or six years, human birth intervals are more 
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commonly two or three years (Chapais 213). Thus 
provisioning of chimpanzee young occurs sequentially. 
New offspring do not require care until prior offspring 
no longer need care. By contrast, “human mothers 
must feed more than one child at a time. For example, 
they may be suckling an infant while provisioning two 
or three other children” (164). In societies without 
stable support from men, women and children 
experience high levels of poverty and vulnerability to 
the predations of asocial men.  

In short, the challenge in any society is not how to 
attach women to their children. That happens 
irrespective of marriage. The challenge, rather, is how 
to attach men to their children—how to get men to 
contribute their fair share of the social reproduction 
project.  

According to anthropologists (Cai 1995, Shih 2009) 
who studied the culture, at least one society (variably 
called the Na, the Moso, or the Mosuo) traditionally 
had neither marriage nor institutionally recognized 
fatherhood and thus did not expect fathers to support 
their own children. 43  In this culture, kinship rested 
exclusively on mother-ties, with adult brothers and 
sisters of a single mother comprising the domestic unit. 
Males provided support to sisters and their children, 
not to a wife and their own children. But this society, 
as described, represents an extreme outlier. The more 
common and virtually universal cultural pattern 
involved marriage and the accompanying expectation 
that fathers would support their own children, just as 
mothers do. Marriage is what connects fathers to their 
children through a connection with their children’s 
mother—and by extension, connects children to 
father’s relatives as well as mother’s. 

 
The Challenge of Paternity 

 
Social reproduction works best when men are 

attached and invested in that work, which is what the 
institution of marriage historically demanded. And 
since biologically, every conception and birth requires 
a male as well as a female contributor, socially it made 
sense in societies the world over that both parties be 
attached to their children in service of social 
reproduction. Marital bonds “are, in effect, parental 
partnerships” (Chapais 2008, 168). As one 

 
43 Some scholars (Godelier 2011, 364 and Crapo 1993, 175) also include the Nayar of southern India here, arguing that their marriage ritual 
affirmed a fiction, and that what they had did not constitute marriage. 
 
44 That each can rightfully expect of the other, as seen in Scripture (I Corinthians 7), but also in other cultures (e.g. Abu-Lughod, 2016, 145). 
 

anthropology textbook states, “Almost every society 
recognizes the difference between mating and 
marriage. Mating implies sex with no further 
obligations or permanent responsibilities on the part of 
the male. Marriage, almost everywhere, implies a 
man’s contractual commitment to a mother and her 
child” (van der Elst 2003, 84).  

 Male commitment is, however, more tenuous, with 
uncertain paternity a profoundly destabilizing issue. 
Societies find it easier to require men to partner in the 
care, provision, and socialization of a child that they 
believe to be theirs than in a child conceived by some 
other male competitor for the sexual favors of the 
child’s mother. The cultural institution of marriage, 
prototypically involving an expectation of sexual 
exclusivity, allows men to presume that a child is 
indeed their own. And from the woman’s side, if sex 
gives women babies that need care for years to come, 
it should not surprise if “all the single ladies” sing with 
Beyoncé, “if you like it . . . put a ring on it.” That is, it 
should not surprise that women historically showed 
more interest in someone with a permanent 
commitment to them and any resulting children, rather 
than merely a casual fling. Marriage enables women to 
secure paternal investment in their offspring. 

 The females of most mammalian species are 
sexually unresponsive except for brief windows of time 
during estrus—which itself “triggers rut” in nearby 
males (van der Elst 2003, 82). By contrast, women’s 
ovulation is concealed from men (van der Elst 79; 
Chapais 169-70), and females are not seasonally 
limited in sexual responsiveness. This means that both 
husband and wife can have a socially approved partner 
for ongoing and mutually pleasurable sexual 
relations,44 an exclusive marital relation not threatened 
by temporary swarms of other men seasonally enticed 
by a wife’s estrus. And this contributes to marital 
attachment and stability. When a male and a female 
are invested mutually in each other and in the children 
their sexual activities produce, this creates an optimum 
institution for social reproduction. 

But while anthropologists identify “paternity 
recognition” as a “uniquely human” trait (Chapais 
2008, 128; van der Elst 2003, 76), we must distinguish 
between two possible meanings of “paternity 
recognition”: 1.) the recognition that procreation 
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requires (and results from) male-female sexual union, 
and 2.) people’s actual ability to know with certainty 
which male contributed to the procreation of which 
baby. While arguably the former is present in all 
human societies, 45  the latter is virtually never fully 
present. And yet paternity confidence matters. It 
matters because, as has been documented in a wide 
variety of cultural contexts, the higher the paternity 
uncertainty, the less willing a man and his own relatives 
are, on average, to invest in a man’s alleged progeny 
(Anderson 1974; Anderson, Kaplan, and Lancaster 
2007; Bethmann and Kvasnicka 2007; Fox and Bruce 
2001; Anderson 2006; Cashdan 1996).  

 Marriage, with its publicly endorsed and enforced 
demand for sexual fidelity, and its universal 
condemnation of adultery, is an institution uniquely 
designed to foster paternal confidence and, thus, to 
allow a man to effectively invest in a marital biparental 
partnership focused on known children (Winking, 
Kaplan, Gurven, and Rusas 2007, 1644). In her cross-
cultural survey of sexuality, Frazer (1985, 20) reports 
that extra-marital affairs are ranked just below incest 
“as the most strictly prohibited type of sexual 
relationship.” And in their study of 66 societies with 
anthropological descriptions of spousal responses to 
adultery, Jankowiak, Nell, and Buckmaster (2002) 
report that husbands and wives are equally likely to 
object to their spouses’ adultery as a violation of their 
marital rights and equally likely to engage in mate-
guarding behavior, though often with divergent tactics— 
and with divergent feared outcomes from spousal 
adultery.  

If a husband commits adultery, his wife fears the 
loss of emotional, relational, and economic support for 
herself and her children. But she does not fear being 
duped “into investing parentally in another woman’s 
offspring” (Barkow 1989, 315). By contrast, a single act 
of secret adultery by a wife can result in nine months 
of pregnancy, a couple of years nursing, and many 
more years of needed care for this child of another 
man. Whether a husband is confident of paternity 
impacts his investment (and that of his relatives) in his 
marital and parental partnership. Indeed, in Betzig’s 
(1989) survey of marital dissolution in 160 societies 
studied by anthropologists, adultery was the leading 
cause of divorce, especially the wife’s infidelity. 

 
45 While Malinowski claimed the Trobrianders lacked any recognition of the biological role of paternity, and David Schneider likewise made 
that claim for Yapese, there are reasons to believe both were in error. See Shapiro 2018; Kuper 2000, 151-157. 
 
46 This is also referred to as “partible paternity.”  See, for example, Beckerman and Valentine 2002, Shapiro 2009. 
 

“Compromising a man’s certainty in paternity 
(cuckoldry) is apparently seen worldwide as a breach 
so great that it often causes the irrevocable termination 
of the long-term marital bond” (Buss 2006, 246). By 
contrast, marriages with multiple children under 
conditions of high paternity confidence were unusually 
stable (Betzig 1989).  

Under polyandry, with multiple husbands married 
to a single wife, it might appear that paternity concerns 
are ignored. But the fact that co-husbands are nearly 
always brothers (Low 2007) minimally ensures that 
each child is biologically related to each household 
“father.” And even here, mechanisms are often in 
place to certify one true father. For example, the 
Tibetan Nyimba (of Nepal)  

 
place great emphasis on the paternity of children; 
one brother is identified as the “real” (ngothog) 
father, that is, the man believed to be responsible for 
the child’s conception. The mother [indicates who 
the father is in accord with a theory of conception 
which holds] that women are likeliest to become 
pregnant in the second week of their menstrual 
cycles. A woman’s certainty about the paternity of 
her children is enhanced by the fact that husbands 
often are away from home for lengthy periods of 
time. (Levine and Silk 1997, 379)   
 
Polyandry occasionally appears in Amazonia (e.g., 

Peters 1982). Here, one encounters belief in what 
Philippe Erikson (2002, 126) calls “polyandrous 
conception,” the idea that conception occurs through 
multiple acts of sexual intercourse. On this 
understanding, more than one husband can contribute 
to the conception of a child and can thus be a child’s 
biological father.46  

 Nonetheless, polyandry is rare, largely present only 
under unusual demographic and material conditions 
(Goldstein 1987; Peters 1982; Levine and Silk 1997). 
As a marriage form, it is “fragile” (Peters 1982, 93), or 
as expressed by Prince Peter, it is “a recessive cultural 
trait” (1963, 570). When material and demographic 
conditions change, younger brothers often move 
quickly into monogamous marriages (Peters 1982). In 
short, the rarity of polyandry across societies, as well as 
its fragility, in comparison with monogamy and 



On Knowing Humanity Journal  6(1),  January 2022 

Priest, Faith Integration and the Outrageous Ethic of Sex Only in Male-Female Marriage  21 
 

polygyny, is an indicator of preference for marriage 
regimes where paternity confidence is more easily 
achievable (Bethmann and Kvasnicka 2007).   

Anthropologists have analyzed a variety of cultural 
practices as reflective of a concern to enhance paternity 
confidence. These include cultural rites involving 
menstrual huts (Small 1999), claustration/‘Purdah’ 
(Dickemann 1981), and couvade—a ritual complex 
found throughout native South America (Metraux 
1949) and elsewhere which occurs during the perinatal 
period surrounding childbirth. In the institution of 
couvade, for example, both mother and father 
participate in dietary and behavioral avoidances 
designed to guard against adverse impacts on the 
child’s well-being (based on a logic of sympathetic 
magic) and where a father’s somatic symptoms often 
mirror those of his wife—including in some cases, her 
birth pangs. Fathers avoid their normal violent or 
dangerous activities of killing (fishing, hunting, and 
warfare) and cutting (felling the forest for a garden) and 
typically rest in bed. This ritual establishes a 
mystical/magical triangular union of solidarity between 
mother, father, and child—with mother’s and child’s 
well-being understood as directly impacted by 
precautions taken by both parents. This ritual 
celebrates the biparental creation of a child and makes 
the “social unit of parents-and-child visible” (Rival 
1998; Doja 2005). But while the ritual involves both 
parents, it is not the mother’s relationship with the 
child which requires special social recognition but the 
father’s. Thus, anthropologists have widely understood 
this rite as a dramaturgical “affirmation of paternity” by 
the husband and father (Malinowski 1937, 215; Doja 
2005, 945). And when a husband’s couvade restric-
tions result in mother and child successfully surviving 
the dangerous period, and perhaps also when a 
husband experiences psychosomatic symptoms 
mirroring those of his wife, this lends subjective 
confidence to the husband and everyone around that 
he is indeed the father. 47 Couvade provides, to use 
Mary Douglas’s wording, “primitive proof of paternity” 
(2002, 65).  

Several studies have also documented the 
widespread tendency of mothers and mothers’ 
relatives to emphasize to the husbands how much the 
child looks like them (Regalski and Gaulin 1993; 
Apicella and Marlowe 2004; Daly and Wilson 1982; 
McLain, Setters, Moulton, and Pratt 2000). 

 
47 Rival (1998, 637) cites a case where a husband who scrupulously observed couvade interpreted the child’s subsequent illness as evidence 
confirming his own doubts about being the father.  
 

Malinowski reported, for example, that among 
Trobrianders, it is “extremely bad form and a great 
offense” to suggest a child looks like its mother. Rather 
“every child looks like its father. Such similarity is 
always assumed and affirmed to exist” (1929, 174-175). 
Naming patterns (such as the widespread use of 
paternal surnames and patronyms) often signal and 
publicly affirm links of offspring to their fathers. Even 
in some matrilineal systems, such as in the Trobriands, 
where formal names may pass along a mother’s line, 
each child may also have a name bestowed by its 
father—a name signaling the paternity connection 
(Senft 2007).  

Marriage traditionally is a cultural institution that 
prescribes sexual fidelity and supports paternity 
confidence as a contributor to robust male-female 
marital and parental partnerships. But sexual 
intercourse occurs in private—with procreative 
outcomes visible only in and through the body of a 
woman. No such natural disclosure marks the identity 
of the biological father (the genitor). Furthermore, 
sexual solicitation and seduction (mate-poaching) 
frequently are directed at married women. So what 
percent of the time are husbands cuckolds? To what 
extent are husbands justified in having paternity 
confidence? And to what extent does this vary across 
societies?  

In one study, Gaulin and Schlegel (1980) sampled 
135 societies using a standardized measure of female 
sexual promiscuity and found that in 55% of these 
societies, there were grounds for high paternity 
confidence—and also found that high paternity 
confidence was associated with higher investment and 
support for children by fathers and their relatives. In 
another study of extramarital sexual activity in 57 
cultures, Huber, Linhartova, and Cope (2004) found 
comparable results. In both studies, a minority of 
cultures had comparatively low levels of paternity 
confidence. To explore how paternity confidence 
matches actual paternity, Anderson (2006) reviewed 
published reports on nonpaternity rates based on 
genetic testing. In the 30 studies where genetic data was 
collected under conditions of low paternity 
confidence, the median rate of nonpaternity was 
29.8%. But in the 22 studies where data was collected 
in contexts of high paternity confidence, the 
nonpaternity rate was 1.7%.   
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An example of a high paternity culture with high 
father investment is the Dogon of Mali. The Dogon do 
not use birth control, and most (83%) Dogon women 
have high fertility ranging from seven to thirteen live 
births. In a genetic sample of Dogon father-son pairs 
(N=1,136) whose families had not converted to Islam 
or Christianity but whose women continued using the 
traditional menstrual hut (understood by anthro-
pologists as promoting cuckoldry defense), the 
nonpaternity rate was 1.3% (Strassmann et al. 2012, 
9781).  

In short, there are reasons to believe that a high 
number of traditional cultures, and individual fathers 
within those cultures, do achieve relatively high levels 
of warranted paternity confidence. They do this, not 
by litigating at every birth who the biological father is, 
but by creating a marriage that publicly affirms who the 
father is supposed to be, and by creating a supportive 
marriage culture maximizing the likelihood that the 
husband is indeed the genitor, and then by insisting 
that this father (the pater) simply be presumed to be 
the father. In most cultures, even the actual genitor has 
no right to claim legal paternity of a child born to a 
woman married to another man. Marshall Sahlins 
(1960, 81) summarizes the core cross-cultural 
principle, “Almost all societies adhere, implicitly or 
explicitly, to the dictum of the Napoleonic code in this 
respect: the father of the child is the husband of the 
mother.”  

Marriage enhances men’s trust in their wives, and 
trust in their own paternity. It enhances women’s trust 
that their marital partners are fully committed to them 
and to the flourishing of their offspring. It benefits 
children by giving them fathers, in addition to mothers, 
and a social identity linking them to a whole network 
of supportive kin.   

That is, male-female marriage is a social and 
cultural formation grafted onto a biological repro-
ductive template. Male-female sex makes babies. 
Babies need parents. Keeping male-female sex inside 
marriage gives babies both the parents they need—a 
father and a mother. Nature provides each child with 
a mother. 48  Culture—through the institution of 
marriage—works to ensure they have a father as well. 
That is, a marriage culture not only provides 
foundations for a man’s confidence that he is the 
biological father of a child and publicly affirms the 
paternity relationship through symbolic markers, but it 

 
48 Indeed, the offspring of all mammalian species have dependent relationships with their mothers. 
 

insists that biological paternity is not enough. Men 
must be social fathers.  

The reason cultures of marriage historically 
stigmatized adultery is because children deserve to 
know who their father is. They deserve a father who 
plays the role of father to them, which is best done if 
simultaneously playing the husband’s role to their 
mother. You do not consistently get stable marriages 
and committed fatherhood unless a marital ethic of 
sexual exclusivity allows a man to presume with a 
degree of confidence that children are genuinely his 
own. So, what do we find anthropologically until 
recently? Marriage as a social institution historically 
present in societies the world over irrespective of 
whether Christianity is present or not—built up around 
two distinct and non-interchangeable “parts”—one part 
male and one part female, the twoness of marriage 
grounded in the twoness of sexual and procreative 
dimorphism. Since all societies need to ensure that the 
children who result from sexual relations between men 
and women are cared for and socialized into being 
competent and good moral adults, then we should not 
be surprised to discover marriage historically present 
in societies the world over—binding male and female 
parties together in service of biological procreation, 
social reproduction, and the flourishing of the next 
generation.  

A view of marriage as a sexual union of male and 
female does not rest purely on a Christian or religious 
viewpoint, but until recently was the default 
understanding of marriage—even in societies that 
affirmed same-sex sexual activity (cf. Rynkiewich 
2022), as in ancient Greece, New Guinea, or Tahiti. 
Long before the words of Jesus about the twoness of 
marriage being grounded in the twoness of God’s 
creation of male and female (Mark 10:6-9), marriage 
as an institution binding together male and female 
partners in a functional complementarity in service of 
both biological procreation and social reproduction 
was present in societies the world over. And the 
motivating end of such a marital ethic: not irrational 
animus or psychopathology, but sacrificial care for a 
new generation brought into being by the necessarily 
joint activity of male with female, a new generation fully 
supported because of the partnering institution of 
marriage by fathers as well as by mothers.  
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The Relevance of the Anthropological View 
 
 Today, when some Christian universities affirm 

what Christians have always affirmed, they do so 
against the backdrop of what has recently become a far 
more influential sexual paradigm whose spokes-
persons deem the historic Christian sexual ethic 
outrageous, extremist, and harmful. Anthropology 
helps reframe consideration of these competing 
paradigms.  

Consider a biological metaphor. A biologist who 
encounters a self-contained cluster of unique tissues in 
a member of a newly discovered species, but not in 
other members of that species, would rightly infer this 
is more likely a cancerous tumor than a healthy organ. 
“Outliers” are less likely to represent primordial 
essential goods than are shared elements. Thus, the 
charge that the Christian male-female sexual marital 
ethic is “extremist” (that is, an outlier) rather naturally 
feeds into the suspicion that it is harmful, pathological. 
But the anthropological view invites us to reconsider 
“Which paradigm is the outlier?” and “What 
outcomes result from each paradigm?”  

  
Which Paradigm is the Outlier? 

 
Christians in diverse societies affirmed a marital 

ethic that, until recently, shared a great deal in 
common with surrounding cultures and religions, 
including a.) the assumption that marital partners 
should be a man and a woman (a cross-sex conjugal 
bond), b.) that socially approved sexual activity should 
be a defining feature of the marital relationship—as 
against non-marital male-female sexual relations which 
lacked parallel public moral approval,49 and c.) that 
marriage provides the morally prescribed institution 
for procreation, where biological fathers (genitors) are 
expected to serve also as social fathers (paters), and 
where each child’s father and mother—married to each 
other—partner in the joint project of social repro-
duction.  

However, in contemporary American higher 
education, the only remaining representatives of such 
an earlier worldwide pattern are outliers. Today, when 

 
49 And lacked a parallel concern to provide each child a father, and not just a mother. 
 
50 This is not because older sexual ethics insisted that the only justified reason for any sexual act was procreative, as is often incorrectly attributed 
to them, but rather, that the only relational context in which sex should occur is in a marriage where father and mother are fully prepared to 
care for resultant offspring. That is, every child ought to be conceived only by parents actually prepared to function jointly—through marriage—
as mother and father to them.   
 

Christian colleges affirm what Christians have always 
affirmed, they do so against the cultural backdrop of a 
revolutionary and imperialistic sexual paradigm with 
which they share little. 

However, within the broader scope of human 
cultural history, the new paradigm is the outlier. 
Admittedly, there have always been (mostly) men 
furtively soliciting sex from others with no strings 
attached—with no primordial commitments to sexual 
partners and any resultant offspring. What is 
historically and culturally unprecedented is accredited 
moral authorities (the university sexual consent 
architects) actively instructing young people that they 
may solicit sex from others without the entailment of 
any specified relational commitments or larger 
normative meanings, without any procreation and 
social reproduction outcomes in view,50 and without 
the need for consultation, approval, and support from 
parents and others.  

  
Which Paradigm is Most Productive of Harm? 

 
By what criteria should we assess outcomes of 

competing ethics? Two options present themselves: 
outcomes related to consent and outcomes related to 
social reproduction.  

  
Consent 

 
 On one paradigm, approved sex should exist only 

where consent and mutual commitment are publicly 
expressed in marriage, an institution oriented to 
ensuring any resulting children have both a father and 
mother in a single home committed to them and to 
each other. Sex here is a normatively meaningful act, 
hedged about with prescribed denial of consent for any 
offer of sexual relationship outside marital bonds. 

 On the alternate paradigm, the only normative 
barrier to sex with anyone is their individual lack of 
consent. No other parties (parents, the public) play 
prescribed supportive roles in identifying and rejecting 
improper solicitations. The transient will of the solitary 
individual being solicited—an often young, attractive, 
and naïve individual—is elevated to a transcendent 
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status, the sole barrier to desired sex. The challenge, 
of course, is that this elevation of individual consent as 
the only barrier to sex with anyone is embedded in a 
cultural ideology that has first deconstructed the very 
norms and ideals by which denial of consent makes 
compelling sense.  

Indeed, in the ideology of the new paradigm, 
offering to have sex with another is a generous and 
virtuous act of hospitality, with theologians of the new 
ethic explicitly framing “wanton” and “promiscuous” 
sex as exemplifying the virtues of “generosity” and 
“hospitality” (Stuart 1999; Goss 2004; Cheng 2011; 
Clark 1990; Haldeman 2007; Hunt 1991; Jennings 
2013; McNeill 1988; Rudy 1997; Stuart 2003; Wilson 
1995).  Thus, offering to have sex with someone is like 
offering someone a cup of tea. The 2015 video 
“Consent—It’s as simple as Tea” was an instant viral 
sensation. In a little over a year, this video was 
reportedly viewed 150 million times and translated 
into 25 languages (Heffernan 2016), quickly becoming 
a staple of sexual consent pedagogy in schools and 
colleges. It concludes, “Whether it’s tea or sex, consent 
is everything.”  

The hospitality metaphor frames (and rationalizes) 
sexual solicitation as generous concern for another’s 
thirst, for their well-being, as against the more probable 
reality that it is the sexual thirst of the initiator that 
motivates the invitation to uncommitted sex. Ethics 
related to sharing sex, as against the ethics of sharing 
food or drink, diverge in traditional cultures. Likewise, 
in the Bible, while it is good promiscuously to share 
cups of cold water (and presumably hot tea) with all 
who thirst (Mathew 10:42), the man who himself thirsts 
for sex should “drink” from his own well. His “springs 
of water” should “never be shared with strangers,” 
never “overflow in the streets.” People should seek 
sexual satisfaction only with their spouse (Proverbs 
5:15-21). Sharing food and drink (commensality) 
versus sharing sex are different realities with funda-
mentally different entailments.  

Furthermore, in tea-drinking cultures, even the act 
of declining tea offered by a hospitable host is often 
extraordinarily difficult to accomplish without giving 
offense. It is not simple (Brady and Lowe 2020; Kerr 
2019). 51  On what grounds does one justify the 
rejection of a generous offer of hospitality? And when 
the new sexual paradigm deconstructs and scorns older 
meanings related to sexual morality—the very meanings 

 
51 When it comes to food or drink hospitality, even the Apostle Paul advised Jewish Christians to partake in the hospitality offered by Gentile 
hosts, “asking no questions for conscience sake” (I Cor. 10:27). 
  

by which refusals of transient uncommitted sex make 
good sense—it should not surprise that the denial of 
consent becomes more burdensome, more difficult, 
not less (Humphreys and Kennett 2010; Gamble 
2019; Graybill 2017). And indeed, some scholars 
attribute elevated rates of sexual assault and rape on 
university campuses to a hookup culture (Gamble 
2019) where sex is stripped of larger meanings, and 
only consent matters, with evidence suggesting that as 
many as 78% of college students’ unwanted sexual 
experiences occur in the context of hookup culture 
(Flack et al. 2007). While one might easily imagine that 
a campus culture with “consent” as the solitary ruling 
center of sexual ethics would be the safest for 
vulnerable parties, female students in these universities 
report significantly higher rates of consent violation 
than do females in universities where male-female 
marriage is the touchstone of sexual ethics 
(Vanderwoerd and Cheng 2017; Best 2018, 109-110). 
In short, there are reasons to believe that the new 
sexual paradigm itself contributes to the pervasive 
presence of consent violation in the contemporary 
world. 

  
Procreation and Social Reproduction 

 
So if the worldwide institution of marriage existed 

historically, not primarily to serve adult friendship 
needs, but as an institution oriented towards 
procreation and social reproduction, then what? This 
should naturally press us to consider a whole range of 
additional goods and harms resulting from the 
diverging sexual ethics that members of our society live 
by—goods and harms related to the next generation. 
For example, if marriage historically existed to bind 
children to their fathers, and not only their mothers, to 
what extent are new norms undercutting this? And with 
what outcomes? A wide variety of research questions 
emerge from such a procreation/social reproduction 
starting point. 

Suppose one begins with a concern for the 
experience and well-being of emerging generations. In 
that case, one notes that children enter a world of 
tertiary strangers, but with pre-established primary 
(non-tertiary) relationships with kindred—with mother 
and father, brother and sister, grandfather and 
grandmother, aunt and uncle, cousin, and so on. Not 
only do children learn kin terms for an extensive 
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network of kin, but relatives acknowledge their 
relational commitments to the child through specified 
kin terms. Children with married parents acquire an 
optimal social capital network understood as kin, who 
remain kin across the life course. 

 And historically, it was the institution of marriage 
that not only built the primordial links between 
husband and wife, father and child, but that expanded 
the kin-based social capital resources that benefitted 
maturing children. That is, by enhancing paternity 
confidence, marriage multiplied each child’s number 
of “blood” relatives (what anthropologists sometimes 
refer to as consanguineal relatives). In a marriage 
culture, each child has a father as well as a mother. And 
each child has four grandparents, not merely one 
(mother’s mother). And the public institution of 
marriage underpins the additional category of affinal 
relatives—relatives by marriage, with affinal ties 
typically nourished by social norms involving gifts, 
rituals, and mutual obligations. The existence of 
marriage historically exponentially expanded the 
supporting cast of relatives for each child and across 
their life. When the child marries, in a marriage 
culture, he or she has “four parents’ estates to draw 
from, and that of eight grandparents. [But] for single 
parents, perpetual impoverishment is their likely lot” 
(Murray 1994, 14). A culture of faithful covenant 
marriage, with accompanying kinship ties, benefits 
children in the contemporary world in many significant 
ways, as outlined by anthropologist David W. Murray 
(1994). And whether stable marriages are present or 
absent is enormously consequential for the flourishing 
of the next generation and the ongoing good of social 
reproduction.  

 
Conclusion 

 
This paper has retrospectively examined the 

anthropology of marriage as it traditionally existed 
around the world. Rather than the historic Christian 
view of sex and marriage being an extremist outlier, it 
argues that the current paradigm where consent is the 
solitary touchstone of sexual ethics represents the 
divergent and extremist model. Rather than the ethic 
of sex only in male-female marriage being primarily 
productive of harm, it suggests that such a marital ethic 
is designed to protect successfully against many likely 
harms. Even when the primary concern is with 
violations of consent, there are reasons to believe this 
ethic has great strengths. Rather than the ethic of male-
female marriage being motivated by irrational animus, 

the anthropology of marriage documents the para-
digmatic nature of male-female marriage and suggests 
that it has the good of social reproduction and the 
flourishing of the next generation in view, something 
largely lost from view in the current paradigm of sexual 
ethics. We leave for another occasion a fuller 
anthropological examination of recent developments 
in all these areas.  
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APPENDIX 

Governing Members of the CCCU 
Sex Only in Male-Female Marriage 

1.) Abiline 
Christian University 

We believe Scripture teaches that God intends for sexual relations to be reserved for marriage between a man and a woman. We 
recognize that this belief may conflict with the practice or vision of the larger culture. Yet we hold to the historic Christian view on this 
issue while being respectful of those who disagree with us. 
https://cdn01.acu.edu/community/offices/administrative/dean-of-students/policies/general-university-policies.html#sex 
[March 19, 2021] 

2.) Asbury 
University 

The University affirms the Biblical view of human sexuality as being expressed fully in the context of a marriage between a man and a 
woman. Sexual Immorality (including adultery, same-sex behavior and premarital sexual intimacy) . . . these behaviors are expressly 
prohibited in Scripture. Offenses in this area are almost certain to result in separation from the University for a period of time.  
https://www.asbury.edu/life/resources/handbook-community-life/commitments/morality/  [March 19, 2021] 
A faithful interpretation of Scripture affirms the principle that sexual purity honors God and that all forms of sexual intimacy that occur 
outside the covenant of heterosexual marriage are sinful distortions of the holiness and beauty for which God intended. 
https://www.asbury.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/2019_04_10-AU-Human-Sexuality-Statement.pdf  [March 19, 2021] 

3.) Azusa Pacific 
University 

Sexual union is intended by God to take place only within the marriage covenant between a man and a woman.  
https://www.apu.edu/about/sexuality/ [March 19, 2021] 

4.) Belhaven 
University 

The University upholds the institution of marriage between members of the opposite sex as the proper relationship for the sharing of 
activities of a sexual nature. Therefore, any sexual conduct not within these biblical guidelines is prohibited. 
https://www.belhaven.edu/pdfs/campus_life/TheKilt.pdf  [March 19, 2021] 

5.) Bethany 
Lutheran College 

We recognize that human sexuality is a wonderful gift from God . . .  to be used solely inside of marriage . . . . . between a husband and 
wife.  https://blc.edu/campus-life/student-guidebook/standards-of-conduct/ [March 19, 2021] 

6.) Bethel 
University, IN 

Bethel holds [that] . . .  marriage is between one man (born male), and one woman (born female) is the instruction of Scripture and sexual 
expression is to be confined to the marriage relationship.  
https://my.betheluniversity.edu/ICS/Resources/Human_Resources/HR_Manual/1.6_-_Covenant_of_Lifestyle.jnz  
[March 19, 2021.]  
We agree to follow the Biblical precepts regarding sexual purity. We will avoid immoral conduct including premarital sex, adultery, 
homosexual behavior, and the viewing or distribution of pornography.  
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1572890917/bethelcollegeedu/rw25jaabi6yjj4oerdka/BU_Community_Life_Covenant_2019.pdf 
[March 19, 2021] 

7.) Bethel 
University, MN 

We believe that sexual intercourse and other forms of intensely interpersonal sexual activity are reserved for monogamous, heterosexual 
marriage. 
https://www.bethel.edu/about/faith/covenant [March 19, 2021] 

8.) Biola University 
Biola University’s position on marriage affirms the goodness of sexual relationships as designed by God to be expressed within the 
covenant of marriage between a man and a woman. . . . When joining the Biola community, students agree to refrain from engaging in 
behaviors and romantic relationships that are inconsistent with Biola’s position on marriage.  
https://studenthub.biola.edu/undergraduate-student-handbook-sexuality-relationships   [March 19, 2021] 

https://cdn01.acu.edu/community/offices/administrative/dean-of-students/policies/general-university-policies.html#sex
https://www.asbury.edu/life/resources/handbook-community-life/commitments/morality/
https://www.asbury.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/2019_04_10-AU-Human-Sexuality-Statement.pdf
https://www.apu.edu/about/sexuality/
https://www.belhaven.edu/pdfs/campus_life/TheKilt.pdf
https://blc.edu/campus-life/student-guidebook/standards-of-conduct/
https://my.betheluniversity.edu/ICS/Resources/Human_Resources/HR_Manual/1.6_-_Covenant_of_Lifestyle.jnz
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1572890917/bethelcollegeedu/rw25jaabi6yjj4oerdka/BU_Community_Life_Covenant_2019.pdf
https://www.bethel.edu/about/faith/covenant
https://studenthub.biola.edu/undergraduate-student-handbook-sexuality-relationships
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9.) Bluefield 
College 

Bluefield College is committed to an orthodox, traditional view of biblical marriage and sexuality. Dating and relationship practices 
should be in line with our Christian view of human sexuality. Students should only engage in sexual contact with a person who is their 
spouse. P. 45, 2020-2021 Bluefield College Student Handbook. 
https://mybc.bluefield.edu/ICS/Portlets/ICS/Handoutportlet/viewhandler.ashx?handout_id=684671ea-ad46-4232-a4c3-c914c1db8aca 
[March 19, 2021] 

10.) California 
Baptist University 

[calls for] refraining from sexual conduct outside of marriage [defined as] the uniting of one man and one woman in covenant 
commitment for a lifetime. 
https://calbaptist.edu/CBU%20Student%20Handbook%202019.pdf [March 19, 2021] 

11.) Calvin 
University 

Calvin University holds that premarital intercourse and casual sexual relationships are in conflict with biblical teaching.  
https://calvin.edu/directory/policies/student-conduct-code#IIIF  [March 19, 2021] 
Our institutional approach is framed by the position of the Christian Reformed Church in regards to same-sex sexual behavior, and the 
university understands Christian marriage to be a covenant between a man and a woman.  
https://calvin.edu/about/diversity-inclusion/faq.html [March 19, 2021] 
Chastity is the biblical pattern for ordering the sexual dimension of our lives, and honors sexual relations as having their proper place in a 
marriage relationship between a man and a woman. 
https://calvin.edu/events/sexuality-series/lgbt-homosexuality-faq.html [March 19, 2021] 

12.) Central 
Christian College 
of Kansas 

Adultery, homosexual behavior, premarital sex, and pornography are banned (p. 12). Sexual intimacy is [to be] celebrated [only] within 
the context of a life-long marriage covenant between a husband and wife. (p 15).  
https://www.centralchristian.edu/resources/handbook-20-21-2/ [ March 19, 2021] 

13.) Charleston 
Southern 
University 

All forms of sexual intimacy that occur outside the covenant of heterosexual marriage, even when consensual, are distortions of the 
holiness and beauty God intended for it. https://www.charlestonsouthern.edu/about/what-we-believe/ [March 19, 2021]  

14.) Clarks Summit 
University 

Based on the model of God’s creative design, we believe that marriage joins one man and one woman and is the only relationship in 
which sexual intimacy should be expressed. https://www.clarkssummitu.edu/about-csu/core-values/ [March 19, 2021] 
Clarks Summit University values the sanctity and permanence of marriage. . . Students are not to engage in and maintain same-sex 
romantic or sexual relationships. https://www.clarkssummitu.edu/life-at-csu/campus-life/student-handbook/ [March 19, 2021] 

15.) College of the 
Ozarks 

sexual relations are for the purpose of the procreation of human life and the uniting and strengthening of the marital bond in self-giving 
love, purposes that are to be achieved solely through heterosexual relationships in marriage. Misuses of human sexuality . . . include . . . 
gender expression inconsistent with sex assigned at birth (transgender), gender transition, sexual abuse, sexual harassment, sexual assault, 
heterosexual misconduct, homosexual conduct, or possession of pornographic materials. 
http://images.cofo.edu/cofo/StudentHandbookSp20.pdf [March 19, 2021] 

16.) Colorado 
Christian 
University 

“Marriage” is a covenanted relationship between a man and a woman validated by a current license issued by a governmental authority. P 
111. Prohibited activity [includes] Sexual activity by consensual partners [who are] non-married. . . Same-sex relationships: engaging in a 
romantic same-sex relationship, defending, or advocating for same-sex romantic relationships. P 115 
https://www.ccu.edu/campus-life/community/student-handbook/ [March 19, 2021] 

17.) Concordia 
University, CA 

The University community’s commitment to the authority of Scripture leads us to believe that a sexual relationship is to be understood 
and experienced within the context of that mutually acknowledged commitment to lifelong union known as marriage, and that marriage is 
the lifelong union of one man and one woman . . . . Therefore, sexual intimacy involving genital contact, outside of marriage is 
prohibited. (p. 26) https://www.cui.edu/Portals/0/uploadedfiles/StudentLife/Student_Code_of_Conduct.pdf  
[March 19, 2021]. 

https://mybc.bluefield.edu/ICS/Portlets/ICS/Handoutportlet/viewhandler.ashx?handout_id=684671ea-ad46-4232-a4c3-c914c1db8aca
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https://calvin.edu/events/sexuality-series/lgbt-homosexuality-faq.html
https://www.centralchristian.edu/resources/handbook-20-21-2/
https://www.charlestonsouthern.edu/about/what-we-believe/
https://www.clarkssummitu.edu/about-csu/core-values/
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18.) Concordia 
University, MI 

Consensual sexual behavior outside of marriage is prohibited. . . . God in His Word affirms sexual union in the marriage relationship of 
one man and one woman  https://catalog.cuw.edu/undergraduate/student-conduct/article-2-polices-general/  Specifies as applying to 
both the Ann Arbor Michigan campus and the Wisconsin Campus [March 19, 2021] 

19.) Concordia 
University, NE 

Human sexuality was designed and intended by God to occur within the boundaries of marriage between one man and one woman. 
https://www.cune.edu/application/files/3115/7539/5665/Student_Handbook_Policies_Guidelines_2019-20.pdf 
[March 19, 2021] 

20.) Concordia 
University, WI 

Consensual sexual behavior outside of marriage is prohibited. . . . God in His Word affirms sexual union in the marriage relationship of 
one man and one woman  https://catalog.cuw.edu/undergraduate/student-conduct/article-2-polices-general/  Specifies as applying to 
both the Ann Arbor Michigan campus and the Wisconsin Campus [March 19, 2021] 
 

21.) Corban 
University 

All dating and sexual relationships should be consistent with those principles that support a faithful heterosexual marriage. In Student 
Handbook, Corban Community Life Walk-Though 20-21, p. 10, downloaded from: https://www.corban.edu/student-life/student-
forms/  [March 20, 2020].  

22.) Cornerstone 
University 

Members of the Cornerstone community are expected to commit to sexual purity – appropriately reflected in either celibacy or 
heterosexual monogamous marriage. http://www.cuhandbook.com/#/section-2/sexuality/ [March 20, 2021].  

23.) Covenant 
College 

This creation ordinance establishes marriage between one man and one woman as the only proper context for all sexual relations. . . 
Actions taken toward adopting a different biological sex (Gen. 1:27), sexual immorality (I Cor. 6:18, 1 Tim 1:8-11), adultery (Exodus 
20:14), homosexual practice (Romans 1:26-27), and all other sexual relations (1 Cor. 6:9-10) outside the bounds of marriage between a 
man and woman are inconsistent with the teaching of Scripture and will result in disciplinary follow-up by the College. P. 7 
https://www.covenant.edu/pdf/student/studev_student_handbook.pdf  [March 20, 2021]. 

24.) Crown College 
Crown College strives to enhance and strengthen a biblical sexual identity for its students. The College does not tolerate involvement in, 
participation in, or promotion of sexually immoral behavior such as premarital sex, cohabitation, adultery, homosexual behavior, or the 
use or display of pornographic, obscene, or suggestive materials of any kind. https://catalog.crown.edu/ [March 20, 2021] 

25.) Dallas Baptist 
University 

Faculty, staff, and students at Dallas Baptist University are expected to conduct themselves . . .  in accordance with the highest standards 
of Christian morality. Toward this end, the University may subject to disciplinary action any faculty, staff, or student who engages in . . .  
sexual activity with another person outside of a monogamous heterosexual marriage between one biological male and one biological 
female. https://www.dbu.edu/title-ix/documents/title-ix-policy-dbu-2019-v-6.pdf [March 20, 2021]. 

26.) Dordt 
University 

Dordt University believes, based on its understanding and interpretation of the Bible that the only appropriate and permissible context in 
which sexual intimacy may be expressed as overt sexual interaction is in the marriage partnership of a man and a woman. P. 34. 
https://www.dordt.edu/sites/default/files/student-handbook.pdf  [March 20, 2021] 

27.) East Texas 
Baptist University 

While ETBU asserts that their standards for students are biblically grounded, and that they’ve received a Title IX religious exemption to hold 
their standards, they currently do not publicly post full standards on sexuality making them available only to their students. See: 
https://www.etbu.edu/info-for/current-students/student-policies-and-handbook [March 20, 2021]. However in their Title IX letter of request to 
the US department of education for Title IX exemptions (to which they currently appeal in justification of their standards), they affirm with their 
denomination that “the Bible teaches that the ideal for sexual behavior is the marital union between husband and wife and that all other sexual 
relations – whether premarital, extramarital, or homosexual – are contrary to God’s purposes and thus sinful.” 
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/t9-rel-exempt/east-texas-baptist-university-request-02272015.pdf [March 20, 2021]. 
Furthermore an earlier student handbook showed the wording employed: “the University may sanction any student who engages in: *Sexual 
activity with a person of the opposite sex other than his/her spouse; *Sexual activity with a person of the same sex;” 
https://s3.amazonaws.com/sidearm.sites/easttxbapt.sidearmsports.com/documents/2017/10/26/ETBU_Student_Handbook_2017_18.pdf, 
[March 20, 2021.] 

https://catalog.cuw.edu/undergraduate/student-conduct/article-2-polices-general/
https://www.cune.edu/application/files/3115/7539/5665/Student_Handbook_Policies_Guidelines_2019-20.pdf
https://catalog.cuw.edu/undergraduate/student-conduct/article-2-polices-general/
https://www.corban.edu/student-life/student-forms/
https://www.corban.edu/student-life/student-forms/
http://www.cuhandbook.com/#/section-2/sexuality/
https://www.covenant.edu/pdf/student/studev_student_handbook.pdf
https://catalog.crown.edu/
https://www.dbu.edu/title-ix/documents/title-ix-policy-dbu-2019-v-6.pdf
https://www.dordt.edu/sites/default/files/student-handbook.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/t9-rel-exempt/east-texas-baptist-university-request-02272015.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/sidearm.sites/easttxbapt.sidearmsports.com/documents/2017/10/26/ETBU_Student_Handbook_2017_18.pdf
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28.) Eastern 
Nazarene College 

“Because we believe that it is God’s intention for our sexuality to be lived out in the covenantal union between one woman and one man” 
in marriage, other kinds of sexual relations are “contrary to God’s will for human sexuality.” 
https://enc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/2020-2021-Handbook.pdf 

29.) Eastern 
University, PA 

As a Christian community, Eastern University expects a sexual lifestyle that is consistent with our understanding of biblical teaching. For 
our community, inappropriate displays of affection are not acceptable and sexual intimacy is prohibited outside of marriage between a 
man and a woman. (p. 19)  https://www.eastern.edu/sites/default/files/EU_Student_Handbook_19-20.pdf [March 20, 2021] 

30.) Emmanuel 
College 

Emmanuel College adheres to the biblical teaching that God had, and continues to have, a specific design for sexual behavior and 
marriage (Genesis 1:26-28; 2:22-24). Specifically, the biblical standard is the expression of sexuality within a monogamous marriage 
between one man and one woman (Mark 10:4-12). Sexual intimacy outside of the covenant of marriage, whether it is between a man and 
a woman or between two persons of the same sex, is considered an illegitimate moral option based on the teaching of Scriptures and as 
understood by Christian churches throughout history. https://ec.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Spring-2021-Student-Handbook-
Updates.pdf [March 20, 2021] 

31.) Erskine 
College 

As a Christian, academic community committed to creating an environment where students, faculty, and staff can flourish, it is the 
position of Erskine that sexual activity belongs exclusively within the covenant of marriage between one man and one woman. 
https://www.erskine.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/The-Pilot-2019.pdf  [March 20, 2021]. 

32.) Evangel 
University 

All members choose to become a part of this community . . . pledge to . . . uphold standards of sexual purity: not engaging in sexual 
activity prior to or outside of marriage, as recognized in the biblical covenant between a man and woman. 
https://www.evangel.edu/college-arts-sciences-community-covenant/  [March 20, 2021]. 

33.) Faulkner 
University 

In God’s perfect design for human sexuality, He instituted marriage between one man and one woman as the only permissible means by 
which couples could fulfill one another sexually. (P. 69.) https://www.faulkner.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020-
2021%20Faulkner%20University%20Student%20Handbook(1).pdf [March 20, 2021] 

34.) Fresno Pacific 
University 

The Fresno Pacific University . . .  affirm[s] the marital covenant as existing only between a man and a woman.  Physical intimacy is 
reserved for individuals within a marriage covenant. https://handbook.fresno.edu/title-ix/education-and-programs [March 20, 2021] 

35.) Geneva 
College 

Following the teaching of the College’s controlling denomination, Geneva holds that intimate sexual behavior outside of male-female 
marriage, whether with a same-sex or opposite-sex partner, is wrong. The College expressly forbids this behavior and will deal with this 
in the context of the College’s student conduct policy. https://www.geneva.edu/student-life/vp/student-handbook#same [March 20, 
2021] 

36.) George Fox 
University 

We believe that God has intended sexual relations to be reserved for marriage between a man and a woman. 
https://www.georgefox.edu/lgbtq/index.html [March 20, 2021]. 

37.) Gordon 
College 

Those words and actions which are expressly forbidden in Scripture, including . . . sexual relations outside marriage, and homosexual 
practice, will not be tolerated in the lives of Gordon community members. https://www.gordon.edu/lifeandconduct  [March 20, 2021] 

38.) Grace College 
. . . items expressly forbidden in the Scripture are not acceptable for members of the Grace Schools community. Examples include . . . 
premarital sex, adultery, [and] homosexual behavior. We affirm the holy institution of marriage as being between one man and one 
woman, rooted as it is in God’s creation of man and woman and in the relationship of Christ and his church.  
https://www.grace.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/2-ABOUT-Grace-College-and-Theological-Seminary.pdf [March 20, 2021] 

39.) Greenville 
University 

In keeping with Scripture and Christian teaching, marriage is understood to be between one man and one woman. The University does 
not condone same-sex romantic relationships or recognize same-sex marriages. 
https://www.greenville.edu/student_life/student_handbook/#PolicyonConsensualIntimateRelationshipsBetweenMembersoftheUniver
sityCommunity  
[March 20, 2021] 
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https://www.faulkner.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020-2021%20Faulkner%20University%20Student%20Handbook(1).pdf
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40.) Hannibal 
LaGrange 
University 

The University . . . believes that God created male and female in God’s own image; that the gift of sex is reserved for marriage between 
one man and one woman; and members of our community should therefore abstain from premarital, extra marital and same-sex sexual 
relationships. 
https://www.greenville.edu/student_life/student_handbook/#TheologicalAssumptions  [March 20, 2021] 

41.) Hardin-
Simmons 
University 

As an institution, HSU holds the value that the act of sex should be reserved for marriage between a man and a woman. Any sexual act 
outside of this definition is outside the bounds of how we interpret God’s word in the Bible. (p 86).  
https://www.hsutx.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/2019-20-Student-Handbook-1.10.20.pdf [March 21, 2021] 

42.) Harding 
University 

Harding University holds . . .  that God instituted marriage as a relationship between one man and one woman and that gender identity is 
given by God and revealed in one’s birth sex. . . . The University further holds to the biblical principle that sexual relationships are 
unacceptable to God outside the context of marriage and immoral. (p. 16) 
https://www.harding.edu/assets/www/student-life/pdf/student_handbook.pdf [March 21, 2021] 

43.) Hope 
International 
University 

HIU believes . . . Sexual relations of any kind outside the confines of marriage between one man and one woman are inconsistent with 
the teaching of Scripture. (p. 55) https://www.hiu.edu/uploads/publication/HIU_UOC_Student_Handbook_20-21.pdf  [March 21, 2021] 

44.) Houghton 
College 

We celebrate the gift of sexuality, which brings new life into the world and binds together husband and wife for faithful, fruitful service 
to family, church and world. (f.n. 21)—Houghton College’s policies are based on the definition of marriage between a man and a woman 
as stated by The Wesleyan Church.) https://www.houghton.edu/a-vision-of-our-common-life/ [March 21, 2021] We privilege the 
understanding of marriage as between a man and a woman. https://www.houghton.edu/undergraduate/houghton-ny/campus-life/spiritual-
life/what-we-believe/ [March 21, 2021] 
We believe that Scripture clearly prohibits certain acts, including  . . . engaging in sexual relations outside the bonds of a Biblical 
understanding of marriage, including premarital sex, adultery and homosexual behavior. https://www.houghton.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/student-guide.pdf [March 2020] 

45.) Houston 
Baptist University 

Sexual misconduct [defined as including]. Consensual sexual behavior when it falls outside biblical intentions and/or explicit guidelines, 
such as sexual intimacies outside of a heterosexual marriage, including any type of intercourse, sensual nakedness, fondling of sexual 
organs, or sleeping intimately with one another. [and also including:] a. Single students dating married persons. b. Married students 
dating anyone other than their spouse. c. Homosexual relations. d. Cohabitation with members of the opposite sex. (p. 130).  
https://hbu-files.wpmucdn.com/uploads/sites/24/2020/11/Student-Handbook-2020-2021-FINAL-revised-11-12-2020.pdf [March 21, 
2021] 

46.) Howard Payne 
University 

HPU affirms fidelity in marriage, purity/ celibacy in singleness, marriage as a union between a man and a woman, and God’s creation of 
male and female through biological gender assignments. HPU students are expected to conduct themselves in accordance with these 
standards of Christian morality. . . . behaviors that violate these standards [include] . . . sexual activity outside of marriage, sexual activity 
with a person of the same sex, sexual assault/ violence, sexual abuse, sexual harassment, the use of pornographic material, and activities 
related to adopting a gender other than one’s birth gender (p. 49). https://www.hputx.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/2020-2021-
Student-Handbook.pdf [March 21, 2021]. 

47.) Huntington 
University 

Sexual relations are reserved for the institution of marriage between a man and a woman. 
https://my.huntington.edu/ICS/Students/Student_Life/Student_Handbook/Community_Life_Agreement.jnz  [March 21, 2021] 

48.) Indiana 
Wesleyan 
University 

To follow the teachings of the Scriptures regarding marriage . . . . We affirm that sexual relationships outside of marriage and sexual 
relationships between persons of the same sex are immoral and sinful.” 
https://www.indwes.edu/undergraduate/life-at-iwu/_files/iwu%20student%20handbook.pdf [March 21, 2021] Same wording appears 
in the more recent IWU Student Handbook 2020-2021, which is not posted publicly on-line. [Consulted March 21, 2021].  
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49.) John Brown 
University 

John Brown University seeks to foster an environment of sexual purity and wholeness, which is based on a Biblical standard of fidelity in 
marriage between a man and a women, and chastity in singleness. Therefore, sexual intimacy is reserved for a man and a woman in a 
marriage relationship. (p 23). https://www.jbu.edu/assets/student-development/resource/file/2018/JBU_StudentHandbook_2020.pdf 
[March 21, 2021] 

50.) Judson 
College, AL 

Sexual misconduct [includes] sexual relations outside of marriage. (p. 30). Judson College affirms the biblical teaching that God 
designed sexual activity to occur only within the context of marriage between a woman and a man. (p. 41)  https://www.judson.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2020/08/Student-Handbook-2020-21.pdf  [March 21, 2021.] 

51.) Judson 
University, IL 

Any form of sexual immorality-including but not limited to pre-marital sex, cohabitation, homosexual behavior, and the use of 
pornography-is prohibited. (p. 31)  
https://www.judsonu.edu/uploadedFiles/__Judson_Public/Campus_Life/Residence_Life/Student%20Handbook%202019-
2020_revised%2001.23.20.pdf [March 21, 2021] 

52.) Kentucky 
Christian 
University 

Biblical guidelines should give us clear direction in the one man and one woman in marriage as our guide for sexual 
involvement.  Visitation to dorms or dwellings of members of the same or opposite sex for sexual activity outside marriage is a serious 
violation of campus rules. http://www.kcuknights.com/Code_of_Conduct [March 22, 2021] 
Sexual immorality by any student that deviates from or goes beyond the one man, one woman relationship within the traditional bonds of 
marriage may result in expulsion or appropriate disciplinary action which conforms to the University’s expectations. (p 5) 
https://www.kcu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Student-Handbook-for-web-17-18.pdf [March 22, 2021]. 

53.) Lee 
University, TN 

The university . . . stands firmly against those elements of society which condone premarital and extramarital sexual relations, same‐sex 
sexual behavior, and other forms of sexual behavior which violate scripture. Engaging in any sexual acts expressly condemned in 
scripture (premarital sex, adultery, and same‐sex sexual behavior, etc.) will result in disciplinary consequences (p 18). 
https://www.leeuniversity.edu/wp-content/uploads/Student-Handbook.pdf [March 22, 2021]. 

54.) Letourneau 
University 

Based on biblical standards, we believe that God has created the institution of marriage to be between one man and one woman, and only 
within this institution does God bless intimate sexual expression; all other intimate sexual expression outside of marriage is considered 
immoral behavior. (p. 30) https://www.letu.edu/student-life/handbook.html [March 22, 2021] 

55.) Lubbock 
Christian 
University 

LCU affirms that human sexuality is a gift from the creator God [to be present] . . . within the context of marriage between husband and 
wife. Sexual intimacy outside of a marriage is inconsistent with the teaching of scripture.  
https://lcu.edu/resources/student-handbook/code-of-community-standards/?L=0#c14462 [March 22, 2021]. 

56.) Malone 
University 

Sex should be exclusively reserved for the marriage relationship, understood as a legal, lifelong commitment between a husband and 
wife. https://www.malone.edu/files/resources/student-handbook-2020-21.pdf  [March 22, 2021] 

57.) Messiah 
College 

Therefore, we affirm Christian marriage to be the union of one man and one woman and that human sexuality should be understood 
within this framework. Because of this affirmation, premarital and extra marital intercourse and forms of same-sex sexual expression fall 
outside of God’s design for sexual expression.   
https://www.messiah.edu/download/downloads/id/531/sexual_behavior_and_harassment_policies_and_procedures.pdf [March 22, 
2021] 

58.) MidAmerican 
Nazarene 
University 

We hold that the full behavioral expression of sexuality is to take place within the context of a marriage covenant between one man and 
one woman and that individuals remain celibate outside of the bond of marriage . . .  In this community, biblical standards of sexual 
behavior are upheld. (p. 14) 
https://www.mnu.edu/sites/default/files/uploads/about/disclosures/MNU_Student_Handbook_Spring2021.pdf [March22, 2021] 

59.) Milligan 
College 

The Bible portrays faithful monogamy as the model for marriage [understood as between] male and female . . . that . . . become “one 
flesh.” [Marriage is to be] permanent [and] heterosexual. Both the Old and New Testaments prohibit homosexual activity. 
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Milligan Student Handbook 2020-21, p. 7 https://www.milligan.edu/student-handbook/ —which points to sexuality statement where 
above quote appears: https://www.milligan.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/milligan_hs_policy.pdf [March 22, 2021] 

60.) Mississippi 
College 

Sexual impropriety [can involve] consensual sexual activity . . . [including] premarital sex, extramarital sex, homosexual activities, (p. 
10). 
https://www.mc.edu/students/policies/application/files/1515/9801/8050/Mississippi_College_Student_Code_of_Conduct_2020-
2021.pdf  
[March 22, 2021] 

61.) Missouri 
Baptist University 

The University affirms and celebrates that God has designed sexual relationships to be expressed solely within the marriage relationship 
between a man and a woman. Temptations to deviate from this norm include any and all sexual behavior outside of the covenant of 
marriage and any and all same-sex sexual behavior. (p. 26).  
https://www.mobap.edu/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/2020.08.12-Spartan-Virtues-Student-Handbook.pdf [March 22, 2021].  

62.) Montreat 
College 

Montreat College affirms the traditional Christian teaching that sexual intimacy was designed by God for a woman and a man in the 
context of a life-long marriage commitment. Therefore, all students, regardless of age, residency, or status, are expected to abstain from 
sexual intercourse and other forms of interpersonal sexual activity outside of marriage. (p. 35). 
https://www.montreat.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/student-handbook-20-21-v2.pdf (March 22, 2021] 

63.) Mount Vernon 
Nazarene 
University 

MVNU students are expected to abstain from sexual intimacy in heterosexual or homosexual relationships outside of Christian marriage 
as defined in the second paragraph above (p72) https://www.mvnu.edu/uploads/StudentLife/studenthandbook.pdf [March 22, 2021] 
This points to denominational statement as normative for the school: “Because we believe that it is God’s intention for our sexuality to be 
lived out in the covenantal union between one woman and one man, we believe the practice of same-sex sexual intimacy is contrary to 
God’s will for human sexualityhttps://2017.manual.nazarene.org/section/human-sexuality-and-marriage/ [March 22, 2021]  

64.) Multnomah 
University 

Misconduct includes . . . Sexual activity outside of a heterosexual marriage. (p. 56). https://s3.us-west-
2.amazonaws.com/uploads.multnomah.edu/2020/08/20222550/Student-Handbook-with-Undergrad-Appendix_2020-2021_Final.pdf 
[March 22, 2021]. MU affirms that sexual relationships are designed by God to be expressed solely within a marriage between a man and 
a woman. [from Multnomah University’s Human Sexuality and Purity Understanding  (https://s3-us-west-
2.amazonaws.com/uploads.multnomah.edu/2020/04/22165218/2020 _Human-Sexuality-and-Purity-Understanding.pdf) [March 22, 
2021] 

65.) North Central 
University 

we follow biblical standards for our lifestyle choices and avoid things that would cause us to fall short. Living by these standards and 
policies is expected of everyone in our community, and we reserve the right to part ways with anyone who doesn’t abide by them. 
https://www.northcentral.edu/student-life/spiritual-life-at-north-central-university/student-conduct/ [March 22, 2021]. The above 
references unspecified biblical standards whose violation might lead to “parting” ways, but does not spell them out in any currently 
public web posting.  In the absence of any signal of a change of direction, it is likely that an earlier student guide (still posted in March of 
2020] spells out what is no longer explicitly spelled out: “the Bible reserves sex exclusively for marriage between one man and one 
women. NCU expects all members of the community to refrain from any form of sexual immorality including, but not limited to, any 
form of extramarital sexual activity, adultery, promiscuity, touching of intimate parts above or below clothing, homosexual behavior, 
transgenderism, viewing pornography, or sharing sexual images of one’s self or others.” https://www.northcentral.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2018/06/18-19_student_guide.pdf [March 2020]. Furthermore, since NCU identifies as an Assemblies of God School, 
and refers people to official AOG positions as reflecting its views, the position of the AOG on marriage is almost certainly the taken-for 
granted framework for the biblical standards referenced above. See: https://ag.org/Beliefs/Position-Papers/Homosexuality-Marriage-and-
Sexual-Identity [March 21, 2022].  
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66.) Northwest 
Nazarene 
University 

we commit to a view of sex as being fully realized between male and female within the gift of the marriage covenant as defined by the 
church. We commit to avoid . . . any sexual contact outside of heterosexual marriage.  
https://www.nnu.edu/students/undergraduate/experience-nnu/student-handbook [March 22, 2021] 

67.) Northwest 
University 

We believe God’s design for the gift of sexuality is that it is to be exercised and enjoyed only within the covenant relationship of 
marriage between one man and one woman. Sexual relations of any kind outside these confines of marriage are inconsistent with the 
teaching of scripture, as understood by Christian churches throughout history. This prohibition applies to marital infidelity, sexual 
relationships between unmarried men and women, and homosexual practice. (P 22)  
https://eagle.northwestu.edu/departments/student-handbook/ [March 22, 2021] 
https://eagle.northwestu.edu/apps/large-downloads/NU_Student-Handbook_2019-2020.pdf [March 22, 2021] 

68.) Northwestern 
College, IA 

the college lifts up the Christian ideal of marriage between a man and a woman and contends that all sexual intimacy shall be within the 
bounds of such marriage. Students are not permitted to engage in sexual activity contrary to Biblical standards. This includes, but is not 
limited to, extramarital, premarital, or same-sex sexuality activity. (p 41) 
https://assets.nwciowa.edu/nwciowa/public/content/pdf/2020-21_Student_Handbook.pdf [March 22, 2021]  

69.) Nyack College 

In the context of marriage for which it was created, sex is a celebration of physical, spiritual, and emotional intimacy and unconditional 
love between two people (which we affirm to be only within the context of a faithful heterosexual marriage between a man and a woman) 
who have made a covenant to live together in marriage, for the remainder of their time on earth. (p 35) 
http://www.nyack.edu/files/NYACKStudentHandbook2015_16.pdf   [This is an older handbook – but this is the one Nyack posts on-line. 
Consulted March 22, 2021]  See also affiliated denomination statement on the topic. 
https://www.cmalliance.org/about/beliefs/perspectives/human-sexuality  [March 20, 2021].  

70.) Oklahoma 
Baptist University 

Marriage is the uniting of one man and one woman in a covenant commitment for a lifetime. . . . Sexual relationships are expected to 
occur only in the context of marriage. (p. 98) https://www.okbu.edu/student-life/documents/student-handbook.pdf  [March 22, 
2021] 

71.) Oklahoma 
Christian 
University 

God’s plan [is] that sexual relations be a part of a marriage between a man and a woman. . https://www.oc.edu/about/history/oc-
covenant  [March 22, 2021]. We affirm that sexual relationships are designed by God to be expressed solely within a marriage between a 
man and a woman. . . . Sexual relations of any kind, outside of marriage, are inconsistent with the teachings of Scripture. (p 61) 
https://myocfiles.oc.edu/files/services/Student_Services/Student_Handbook.pdf [March 22, 2021]. See also: letter to gov’t requesting 
exemption from select civil rights laws related to homosexuality  https://www.campuspride.org/wp-content/uploads/oklahoma-
christian-university-request-09052014.pdf    

72.) Olivet 
Nazarene 
University 

Sexual intimacy is only sanctioned by God between a man and a woman in the context of heterosexual marriage. . . . the University 
prohibits sexual activity outside of heterosexual marriage. (p. 20). https://www.olivet.edu/sites/default/files/pdf/University-Life-
Handbook.pdf  [March 2022, 2021].  

73.) Oral Roberts 
University 

I will not engage in or attempt to engage in any illicit, unscriptural sexual acts, which include any homosexual activity and sexual 
intercourse with one who is not my spouse. I will not be united in marriage other than the marriage between one man and one woman.  
https://en.calameo.com/read/0033697701626397c8d3a [March 2022, 2021]  

75.) Ouachita 
Baptist University 

human sexuality is a gift from God for procreation of human life and for the expression of one’s love through marriage. immoral acts 
[include] homosexual acts, . . distribution of pornographic materials, . . and/or other immoral sexual acts. (p. 17)  
https://obu.edu/_resources/docs/TigerHandbook20202021.pdf [March 22, 2021].  

76.) Palm Beach 
Atlantic University 

Inappropriate Sexual Behavior [includes] Sexual activity that is inconsistent with biblical teaching, such as: sexual activity outside the 
bonds of marriage between a man and a woman. (p 19)   
https://www.pba.edu/_resources/pdf/campus-life-pdf/Navigator%202020-2021%20.pdf [March 22, 2021] 
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77.) Point Loma 
Nazarene 
University 

Students are expected to abstain from sexual intimacy outside of heterosexual marriage. 
https://catalog.pointloma.edu/content.php?catoid=49&navoid=2785 [March 22, 2021]   

78.) Point 
University 

Overt sexual activity between males and females should be reserved for marriage; Those who are not in a biblically sanctioned marriage 
should practice celibacy, whether heterosexual, homosexual, bi-sexual, or transgender in orientation. https://point.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2017/10/a_covenant_for_a_christian_community.pdf [March 22, 2021].  

79.) Regent 
University 

Sexual Conduct: Regent University fully accepts the teachings of the traditional Biblical view with regard to the goodness of our 
sexuality, the importance of chastity, and the place of heterosexual marriage as God's intended context for complete sexual expression to 
occur (Gen. 2:21-24). Sexual misconduct that is prohibited includes disorderly conduct or lewd, indecent, or obscene conduct or 
expression, involvement with pornography, premarital sex, adultery, homosexual conduct or any other conduct that violates Biblical 
standards. (p. 8) 
https://www.regent.edu/admin/stusrv/docs/StudentHandbook.pdf  [March 22, 2021].  

80.) Roberts 
Wesleyan College 

the College places itself within that tradition of orthodox Christianity that believes, among other things, that . . . sexual activity outside of 
marriage, which is defined in our creed as a relationship between one man and one woman, is wrong. 
https://www.roberts.edu/media/3951/ethos_statement.pdf  [March 22, 2021] 

81.) San Diego 
Christian College 

Members of community required  “to “put off” all conduct prohibited by the Word of God including . . . sexual immorality,  
https://sdcc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/2019-SDCC-Community-Covenant.pdf [March 22, 2021]  
all forms of sexual activity outside of marriage are prohibited to both students and employees. (p 29). https://sdcc.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2021/01/SDCC-course-catalog-2020-2021.pdf [March 22, 2021]. 
Although it does not specify definition of sexual immorality or marriage, the only student handbook currently posted (although older) 
spells out the likely meaning. “San Diego Christian affirms that sexual relationships are designed by God to be expressed solely within a 
marriage between husband and wife. . . .  Therefore, it is the official policy of San Diego Christian that all forms of sexual activity 
outside of marriage are prohibited to both students and employees. (p. 9). 
https://internal.sdcc.edu/sites/default/files/Student%20Life/Resident%20Life/SDC-Student-Handbook-2017-18.pdf   [March 22, 2021] 
See also: SDCC states in Athletes handbook: Students will not participate in practices that are morally wrong according to Scripture such 
as drunkenness, . . .  any form of homosexuality, incest, fornication, adultery, or pornography.  
https://www.sdcchawks.com/d/2017-18/Athletics_Handbook_2017.docx [March 22, 2021]. [I don’t see more recent Athletes 
handbook.] 

82.) Simpson 
University 

“Simpson University supports the God designed and created human sexuality” as specified by the C&MA sexuality statement. . . . 
Simpson University cannot condone nor promote sexual behaviors that contradict our denominational and biblical standards (p. 59-60). 
http://simpsonu.edu/assets/doc/UG-Student-Handbook-20-21.pdf [March 22, 2021]. The denominational statement says, [March 22, 
2021], as spelled out in C&MA statement: We are created and embodied as male and female. . . . For a man and a woman, this intimacy 
may be expressed and consummated sexually when they are united as one flesh in marriage. . . .The divine purpose for sexual union is to 
reproduce children .  [both] homosexual and extra-marital sexual activity [are sinful]. 
https://www.cmalliance.org/about/beliefs/perspectives/human-sexuality   [March 22, 2021] 

83.) Southeastern 
University 

Refrain from all sexually immoral behavior including: premarital sex; adultery; lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender behavior; and 
involvement with pornography in any form. (Biblical marriage consists only of a faithful, heterosexual union between one genetic male 
and one genetic female, and biblical marriage is the only legitimate and acceptable context for a sexual relationship.) (p. 11) 
http://cfseu.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/29/2019/02/1819-Student-Life-Handbook-FINAL.pdf     

https://catalog.pointloma.edu/content.php?catoid=49&navoid=2785
https://point.edu/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/a_covenant_for_a_christian_community.pdf
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https://www.regent.edu/admin/stusrv/docs/StudentHandbook.pdf
https://www.roberts.edu/media/3951/ethos_statement.pdf
https://sdcc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/2019-SDCC-Community-Covenant.pdf
https://sdcc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/SDCC-course-catalog-2020-2021.pdf
https://sdcc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/SDCC-course-catalog-2020-2021.pdf
https://internal.sdcc.edu/sites/default/files/Student%20Life/Resident%20Life/SDC-Student-Handbook-2017-18.pdf
https://www.sdcchawks.com/d/2017-18/Athletics_Handbook_2017.docx
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84.) Southern 
Nazarene 
University 

Sexual intimacy is only sanctioned by God between a man and a woman in the context of heterosexual marriage. 
http://snu.edu/Websites/snuokc/images/Student%20Development/2019-20_Student_Handbook_updated-1-20.pdf  

85.) Southern 
Wesleyan 
University 

With the Bible as our guide there are certain practices which are not in keeping with the mission of SWU. Activities such as fornication 
(sexual activity outside of marriage), adultery, homosexual conduct, . . . . The University expects students to refrain from such practices.  
 (p 8) in Student Handbook 2020-2021 https://www.swu.edu/life-at-swu/student-handbook/  [March 22, 2021]  

86.) Southwest 
Baptist University 

Scripture teaches that heterosexual union is the only acceptable expression of sexuality and must be reserved for marriage and insists on 
sexual abstinence for those who are unmarried. God’s idea for marriage is a lifelong covenant between one man and one woman. All 
members of the University family should abstain from unbiblical sexual practices and from behavior, which may lead to a violation of 
God’s standards on sexual activities. (p. 8) https://www.sbuniv.edu/_resources/documents/student-handbook.pdf  [March 22, 2021] 

87.) Spring Arbor 
University 

Sexuality and Relationships: Scripture teaches that we are all created in the image of God, male and female, and the biblical definition of 
marriage is an intimate union to be entered into by one man and one woman. Therefore, intimate sexual expression is to be confined to 
the marriage relationship. SAU Student Handbook 2020-21 (p 11) https://www.arbor.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/SAU-Student-
Handbook-2020-21.pdf  [March 22, 2021] 

88.) Sterling 
College 

We affirm . . . the Bible’s teaching that we are to live either in fidelity within the covenant of marriage or chastity in singleness. Sterling 
College does not condone involvement in or promotion of sexually immoral behavior such as premarital sex, cohabitation, adultery, 
homosexual behavior, transgender expression a. . . https://www.sterling.edu/sites/default/files/Student%20Handbook%202020-
2021.pdf  [March 22, 2021]  

89.) Tabor College 

we commit to being guided by biblical teaching; . . . including the pursuit of healthy sexuality that celebrates sexual intimacy only within 
the marriage covenant between a man and a woman; and following Biblical instruction as interpreted by the MB Confession of Faith, (p. 
15)  
https://4c73k3wb9bq2u35upara58lw-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/2020-2021-Student-Handbook.pdf 
[March 22, 2021].  

90.) Taylor 
University 

The God-ordained context for virtuous sexual expression and procreation is marriage, a sacred covenant between one man and one 
woman. 
https://www.taylor.edu/about/#  [March 22, 2021] 

91.) Toccoa Falls 
College 

The College expects all members of the community to refrain from . . . any form of extramarital sexual activity, adultery, promiscuity, 
homosexual behavior, transgenderism, viewing/participating in pornography, or sharing sexual images of one’s self or others. (p. 47).  
https://tfc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Student-Handbook-2020-2021.pdf  [March 22, 2021].  

92.) Trevecca 
Nazarene 
University 

The ideal for sexual intimacy is marriage between a man and a woman as a means of procreation and expressions of desire for so long as 
both live. Therefore, the University prohibits sexual activity outside of heterosexual marriage. 
http://trevecca.smartcatalogiq.com/en/2015-2016/Student-Handbook/University-Policies-and-Procedures/Sexual-Ethics-Policy  
[March 22, 2021].  

93.) Trinity 
Christian College 

Scripture teaches that human sexuality is part of the image of God.  Human sexual activity as part of the creational order is to be 
expressed between a man and a woman and finds its culmination in intercourse between husband and wife.  As children of God and as a 
Christian community seeking to live according to the Word of God, we affirm this standard of sexual conduct. Abstinence is the college’s 
expectation for all students who are not in such a marriage. (P. 19)  http://tcc.trnty.edu/studentlife/handbook.pdf  [March 22, 2021] 

94.) Trinity 
International 
University 

Practices that are specifically forbidden in Scripture, such as . . . premarital sex, abortion, adultery, homosexual behavior, use of 
pornography, drunkenness, profanity, gossip, racism, and infringement on the rights of others, will not be condoned. 
https://catalog.tiu.edu/university/community-life-expectations/   [March 22, 2021].  
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https://www.sterling.edu/sites/default/files/Student%20Handbook%202020-2021.pdf
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95.) University of 
Mary Hardin-
Baylor 

UMHB will be guided by the understanding that human sexuality is a gift from the creator God and that the purpose of this gift includes 
the procreation of human life and the uniting and strengthening of the marital bond in self-giving love. These purposes are to be achieved 
through heterosexual relationships within marriage. Misuses of God’s gift will be understood to include, but not be limited to, sexual 
abuse, sexual harassment, sexual assault, incest, adultery, fornication, and homosexual behavior. Student Handbook 2020-21. P. 61. 
https://go.umhb.edu/students/student-handbook [March 22, 2021]  

96.) University of 
Northwestern 

We support the sanctity of marriage as being a covenant between one man and one woman. As followers of Christ, we turn from sexual 
immorality in its many forms including but not limited to: pornography, pre-marital sexual relations, adultery, and same sex romantic 
intimacy and/or sexual relations. https://www.unwsp.edu/about-us/christian-values/declaration-of-christian-community  

97.) Vanguard 
University of 
Southern California 

We affirm the AOG position that the consistent sexual ideal in the Bible is chastity for those outside a monogamous heterosexual 
marriage and fidelity for those inside such a marriage. https://www.vanguard.edu/uploaded/Institutional_Manual/Statement-on-
Human-Sexuality-BT00I001.3-2016-0225.pdf March 22, 2021.  
Inappropriate behavior includes . . . sexual sins such as adultery, homosexual behavior, and unmarried sexual behavior. (Student 
Handbook 20/21, p. 25)  https://www.vanguard.edu/student-life  [March 22, 2021] 

98.) Walla Walla 
University 

formulates policies for students that reflect the conviction that marriage is “a lifelong union between a man and a woman”. In keeping 
with this conviction, we expect students to refrain from premarital and extramarital sexual relationships. 
https://www.wallawalla.edu/campus-life/student-life-office/student-handbook-and-code-of-conduct/wwu-student-handbook-and-
code-of-conduct/#c31554 [March 22, 2021].  

99.) Wayland 
Baptist University 

The university prohibits . . . inappropriate sexual behavior including, but not limited to: premarital sex, homosexuality, adultery, and 
indecent or obscene conduct or expression. Student Handbook 2020-21, p. 11.  
https://www.wbu.edu/student-life/student-services/student_handbook.htm  [March 20, 2021] 

100.) Warner 
University 

We maintain control of our desires, avoiding pornography and abstaining from premarital sex; we agree with what the Bible teaches 
about homosexuality https://www.warner.edu/student-life/campus-life-expectations/ [March 22, 2021].  

101.) Westmont 
College 

The college does not condone practices that Scripture forbids. Such activities include . . . sexual relations outside of marriage. The 
college expects our members who choose to marry to abide by the commitment to lifelong heterosexual marriage 
https://www.westmont.edu/about/community-commitments/community-life-statement  [March 2022, 2021].  

102.) Wheaton 
College 

According to the Scriptures, followers of Jesus Christ will: uphold chastity among the unmarried (1 Cor. 6:18) and the sanctity of 
marriage between a man and woman (Heb. 13:4); https://www.wheaton.edu/about-wheaton/community-covenant/  [March 22, 2021]. 

103.) William 
Jessup University 

Within the Jessup community, we believe sexual relationships were designed by God for within a lifelong marriage between a husband 
and wife. As such, we expect students to abstain from sex outside of marriage. The university will address behavior outside of our 
expectations including, but not limited to: same-sex relationships, sexual relations between unmarried persons or persons of the same sex 
https://my.jessup.edu/studenthandbook/student-standards-of-conduct/  [March 22, 2021].  

104.) Williams 
Baptist University 

the values of the University community do not condone sexual impropriety, such as the use of pornography, pre-marital sex, adultery, co-
habitation on or off campus, homosexual activity including same-sex dating behaviors, and all other sexual relations outside the bounds 
of marriage between a man and a woman. (WBU Student Handbook 2020-21 p. 5)  http://eagle.williamsbu.edu/handbook/Student.pdf  
[March 22, 2021].  

105.) Wisconsin 
Lutheran College 

You will be expected to conform your life to the values of God’s Word. Notably: God’s Word reserves sexual intercourse for the 
marriage of one man and one woman, as his gift and for the sake of families. The Bible condemns as sin premarital sex and the 
trivializing of God’s gift of sex in pornography, sexually suggestive behavior, or sexual harassment, as well as in homosexual acts. 
(Student Handbook 2020-21, p. 3) https://www.wlc.edu/uploadedFiles/Content/Campus_LIfe/Student_Life/Student-Handbook.pdf 
[March 22, 2021]. 
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CCCU -- Sex Only in Marriage – But Marriage Undefined  

106.) Anderson 
University, IN 

All students (of any sexual orientation) are required to abstain from cohabitation with the opposite sex or with same-sex 
partners, premarital, or extramarital sexual behavior, overnight visitation in the residence of someone of the opposite sex 
(unless under parental supervision), or any same-sex or heterosexual sexual conduct not believed to be in keeping with 
university standards.  
https://anderson.edu/student-life/handbook/ [March 19, 2021] 

107.) Anderson 
University, SC 

P 59. Inappropriate Sexual Activity [defined as] Sexual activity between unmarried people of the opposite or the same sex. 
p. 67 behaviors that the University considers extremely serious [include] Sexual activity outside of marriage 
https://andersonuniversity.edu/campus-life/student-handbook [March 19, 2021] 

108.) Bushnell University Bushnell University affirms the belief that sexuality is a gift of God intended for the married relationship. . .  
https://www.bushnell.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Handbook-20-21.pdf [March 19, 2021] 

109.) Campbellsville 
University 

Inappropriate Sexual Behavior Definition: Any form of consensual sexual behavior or conduct outside the bonds of marriage. 
(P 35.)  https://harrodsburg.campbellsville.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/2020-21-Student-Handbook-Harrodsburg-
UPDATED.pdf   
[March 19, 2021] 

110.) Lipscomb University 
All students should practice the Biblical standards of sexual morality. Sexual immorality of any kind is prohibited. 
https://www.lipscomb.edu/student-life/student-expectations [see See Handbook -- 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_1OcxMubVR0nMjyWLg0LviB1YQX8EVZQ/view [March 22, 2021]  

 
 

 

CCCU -- The Only Prohibitions are Title IX Prohibitions (Violations of Consent) 
111.) Concordia 
University, IL 

No student handbook posted, or other information related to sexuality. [other than title IX] 

112.) King University 
Other than consent – the only other statement says no sex in dorms: “INTIMATE RELATIONS University residence halls are 
not an appropriate place to engage in sexual activity. Violation of this policy will be addressed through the Student Conduct 
Process.” https://www.king.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/student-handbook.pdf [March 22, 2021] 

113.) North Park 
University 

I could find no University stated position. No definition of marriage. No stated disapproval of consensual sexual relations or 
of any sexuality that does not violate Title IX. https://assets.northpark.edu/wp-content/uploads/20200824110930/UMC-
19519-Handbook-2020-DIGITAL.pdf  
[March 22, 2021]. While the affiliated denomination formally takes a position that “Faithfulness in heterosexual marriage, 
celibacy in singleness—constitute the Christian standard. https://covchurch.org/embrace/wp-
content/uploads/sites/92/2018/06/NPST_Paper-FINAL-Crops-Bleeds.pdf [March 22, 2021], my discussion with an NPU 
faculty member confirmed my conclusion that the university as a whole does not align with the denomination on this point. 

114.) University of the 
Southwest 

In the latest Student Handbook no evidence of standards aligned with biblical teaching on Marriage, etc.  
https://www.usw.edu/Student-Life/Student-Handbook  
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