
sexual identitieswere simply divorced from each other (122). Thiswasmost likely to be true for
respondents who engaged in homosexual or unmarried sex that was condemned by their
religion’s traditional values. This theme of compartmentalization continues inChapter 6,where
some respondents reported maintaining entirely separate social groups (i.e. “my gay friends”
and “my religious friends”). This chapter generally covers how individuals position themselves
religiously and sexually in society, particularly in contextswhere theremay be competing senses
of ethics. Yip and Page found that in such contexts, such as educational spaces, individualsmust
actively manage their religious and sexual identities and cultivate a response, sometimes at the
expense of one or the other identity.
Religious and Sexual Identities shows the continuing relevance of religion for young people in

creating a sense of personal identity, as well as developing a coherent worldview. The book
prevents a valuable combination of quantitative findings and rich personal narratives from the
interviews and video diary. At times, however, the relatively small sample size was frustrating,
especially in relation to the “multi-faith” category of participants. Although the mixed-faith
participants often offered unique and fascinating qualitative responses, this group was so small
that, when divided by gender, the number of respondents on a given issue could drop to less than
ten (78). Nomeaningful generalizations could be drawn about this group, as Christian/Buddhist,
Muslim/Christian, Jewish/Buddhist, and other combinations were combined in the results.
Additionally, althoughYip andPagewere sometimes able to drawon similar studies that included
the general population or those claiming no religious affiliation, at times the influence of cultural
factors on respondents’ answers were unclear. Were the religious respondents more conservative
than the general population on issues such as pornography? Were the extremely progressive
Buddhist respondents generally converts to the religion, born to Buddhist families, or a
combination of both? As Yip and Tuck acknowledge, elements of personal identity such as
sexuality or religion can never be meaningfully separated from each other, nor from intersecting
elements such as gender, class, and ethnicity; additional analysis of the demographic data gathered
in the survey would have increased the usefulness of an already solid study. Overall, however,
Religious and Sexual Identities is a valuable contribution to our understanding of religion’s
ongoing role in the lives of young people.

CHRISTINE KRAEMERCherry Hill Seminary, USA

Making Love Just: Sexual Ethics for Perplexing Times. By MARVIN M. ELLISON.
Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press. 2012. Pp. 161. $18.00. ISBN: 978-0-8006-9884-3.

For both Protestant and Catholic ethicists, the concept of Just Love has become an important
tool for analysis in Christian sexual ethics and for the formation of ethical norms
and principles. Ellison has already written extensively and convincingly about it andMaking
Love Just is another important contribution to the discussion. For anyone seeking to
understand Christian sexual ethics in the twenty-first century— and this book is accessible to
all of them — I cannot recommend it highly enough.
Traditional Christian sexual ethics has been solidly act-centred; acts of pre-marital sex,

extra-marital sex, same-sex, non-procreative sex have all been declared sinful irrespective of
context simply because they are those acts. This act approach to analysis has created a very
negative attitude to sexuality, at least theoretically, and for the vast majority of contemporary
Christians has become unhelpful. The traditional Christian authoritarian “don’t” is now
challenged by the intelligent question “why not?” The traditional approach has also been
unequivocally patriarchal: good sex and bad sex are differentiated by the use men make of
women. “Good sex is when a man uses a woman for procreation. Bad sex is when a man uses
a woman only for pleasure” (16). This patriarchal approach, which has disrespected and
continues to disrespect women, is now challenged by a personal, relational approach that
asks not just about the act but also about the context of the act, and its meaning for the
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persons involved. It is to provide context and meaning that a just-love analysis enters in and
makes an enormous difference. Ellison leaves no doubt that he stands in the relational
framework and his analyses are consistently in that framework. For full disclosure, I have to
confess that I also stand in that framework and find it more helpful for articulating sexual
ethical norms and principles.
Most sexual acts are between two equal persons, and that immediately introduces the virtue

of justicewhichAquinas defines as “the virtue according towhich,with constant andperpetual
will, someone renders to someone else her or his due rights.”A sexual act that is just and loving
will render all the rights flowing from equality to both partners. Any act, including any sexual
act, that does not acknowledge and respect the equality of the partners, that is achieved
through some inequity, of power, social or economic status, will be unjust and therefore sinful.
A consistently recognized goal of sexual activity, heterosexual and homosexual, is both the
expression and enhancement of interpersonal relationship or love. In the common phrase,
sexual activity is a way to “make love.” To genuinely make love, however, the sexual activity
must be mutual, it must be freely wanted by both partners. Both Aristotle and Aquinas teach
that love happens not when I love but when my love is reciprocated by the other. It is mutual
love that creates the intimate communion that characterizes friends and lovers. That
communion requires from the lovers long-term commitment so that love might have time to
grow into fruitfulness for bothmarital and social good.Genuine love requires that the partners
seek the good for each other; it requires mutual care. I am in full agreement with Ellison when
he argues that the centralmoral norm for “intimate relationships is justice-love, understood as
mutual respect, commitment, and care and a fair sharing of power, for gay and non-gay,
marital and non-marital relationships alike” (21).
That equating of gay, lesbian, and heterosexual love is an issue that is causing confusion

and anger to many Christians. The debate over the issue is tearing the Churches apart, though
the signs are that more and more Christians are being converted to a relational approach in
this issue also. The major argument against the morality of gay/lesbian love is a traditional
argument: acceptance of gay/lesbian sexual love requires a major change in an unchangeable
tradition. It is an argument that ignores Christian history and the patent changing of
“unchangeable” teachings over the years. In religious language such change is known as
conversion. The teaching on the sinfulness of usury may stand as an example. That teaching
was underpinned by Luke 6:35: “love your enemies and do good, and lend expecting nothing
in return.” The early Fathers, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, John Chrysostom in the East and
Jerome, Ambrose, and Augustine in the West, all leaned on Luke and condemned taking
interest called usury as a grave sin; anything beyond the return of the principal was
forbidden. The ecumenical councils, Lateran II (1139), Lateran III (1179), and Vienne
(1311), all solemnly condemned the taking of interest or usury, and Vienne’s teaching became
definitive: “If anyone should fall into that error of pertinaciously persisting to affirm that
interest taking is not a sin, we declare he should be punished as a heretic.” That remained the
solemn teaching of the Church until the mid-1500s when, in the context of the rise of banks,
it began to change. Today, of course, none of the Churches is beyond seeking the best interest
rate for their money. The same sort of conversion can be equally documented for slavery,
religious freedom, divorce and, for all the Christian Churches save the Roman Catholic,
contraception. Ellison presents compelling evidence that the same conversion should be, and
is in fact, happening with the issue of non-heterosexual and non-marital sex.
I can recommend this book unreservedly to the Churches and to the educated people still in

their pews. It is a creatively insightful and thorough presentation of a relational approach to
sexual ethics, while being scrupulously fair to the other side of the debate. I make only one
plaint, a commonone forme.There is somuchuseful information in this book that it deserves a
fuller index. Thatwouldmake itmore educationally helpful to the readers atwhich it is aimed.

MICHAEL G. LAWLERCreighton University, USA
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