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ABSTRACT

CREATIONISM VS. EVOLUTION: A STUDY
OF THE OPINIONS OF GEORGIA

SCIENCE TEACHERS
by
PAULA G. EGLIN

The purpose of this study was to survey Georgia science
teachers for opinions about teaching creationism and to
analyze these opihions in terms of other attitudinal and
biographiec variables. The attitudes of teachers toward
creationism might be expected to be related to religious
convictions, activity of creationists in the community,
science background, teaching experience, familiarity with
creationist 1literature, and demographic variables. The
study was also intended to document and seek reasons for
teaching creationism in Georgia public schools.

Methods and Procedures

The study used a stratified sample from four types of
community. Science teachers in 62 randomly-selected public
high schools were mailed a questionnaire requesting opinions
about creationism and evolution, practices in teaching
creationism, and biographical data. Chi-square analyses
were used to compare teachers' attitudes toward creationism

with their opinions in the other areas studied.



Results

Of the 128 teachers responding, 97 percent claimed to be
familiar with creationism, 30 percent approved of teaching
it, and 28 percent were actually teaching it. Although
school system requirements influenced some teschers,
personal conviction was the primary reason given for
incluéing it. Liberality in religious philosophy,
familiarity with creationist literature, and academic degree
were related to teachers' attitudes toward creationism.
Approval of creationism was not related to religiosity,
approval of evolution, impact of the creationism controversy
on the community, or to the teacher's age, experience, or
area of science expertise. Although approval of creationism
was not significantly related to community size, the
creationists were more active in suburban school systems.

Conclusions

Teachers who subscribe to a liberal religious viewpoint
and who are familiar with creationist literature and philo-
sophy are more likely to disapprove of creationism, as are
teachers with advanced degrees. This survey reveals little
enthusiasm for creationism, even among those teachers repor-
ting a fundamentalist background. Nevertheless, science
teachers have not raised serious objections to the inclusion
of creationism in science courses, and many are reluctant to
enter the controversy or refuse to teach it if required.
Many teachers do not believe that evolution is important to
the science curriculum and misunderstand the creationists'

position that the Bible and evolution are irreconcilable.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Creationism, scientific creationism, and creation-
science are all designations for a movement, sponsored by
conservative religious groups, to include in public school
science courses instruction about a sudden creation of life
and the physical universe within a short period of time
relatively recently. The sponsors of this movement brook rno
compromise between Genesis and science, but insist on a
literal interpretation of the scriptural account of
creation. The creationists also believe that findings in the
life and physical sciences can be interpreted so as to
support this literalistic viewpoint. It is for this reason
that this creationist doctrine has been called "scientific
creationism™ and "creation-science."

Teaching creationism in science courses has been
proposed in public school systems in Georgia as well as

school systems in other states.1 The state legislatures of

1Susan Milstein, "Tension Builds over Origin Issue,”
Atlanta Journal-Constitution Cobb Extra, 6 September 1979,
p. 12; Lisa Golem, "Creationism Filmstrip Miffs DeKalb
Parents," Atlanta Journal-Constitution DeKalb Extra, 27
March 1980, p. A9; Linda Haas, "Experts Debate Validity of
Creationism as Science," Tampa Times, 18 June 1980; Deborah
Blum, "Board Declines to Offer Teaching of Biblical
Creation," St. Petersburg Times, 25 September 1980, p. BT,
10; Betty Kohlman, "Some Bay Area Schools Teach
'Crgationism,'" St. Petersburg Times, 29 September 1980, p.
B1,6.
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Georgia, Florida, North Carolina, Alabama and Mississippi
have considered bills that would require that creationism be
added to the science curriculum. On Mareh 17, 1981, the
Arkansas State Legislature became the first to pass a law
requiring the teaching of "creation-science"™ 1in public
schools.2 The Louisiana Legislature soon passed a nearly

3 A similar bill rested in the Georgia House

identical law,.
Committee on Education for a year but never came to a vote
of the General Assembly. The lawmakers, while pressed by
constituents toc pass the bill, were reluctant to do so after
the rejection of the Arkansas law in a suit in Federal
Distriect Court sponsored by the American Civil Liberties
Union (ACLU).M

Since the constitutionality of laws requiring
creationist materials in the public schools is in question,
the creationists may be expected to concentrate on
introducirg their material by influencing local school board
actions, administrative decisicas, and practices of
teachers. They have already attempted to do this in
Georgia. Their success ultimately depends on the classroom
preserntation of science teachers. This presentation may be

influenced by the teacher's perception of creationism,

2"Arkansas First State to Require Creationism," Atlanta
Journal, 18 March 1981, p. A1.

3William J. Broad, "Louisiana Puts God into Biology
Lessons," Science 213 (August 1981): 628-29.

uRoger Lewin, "Judge's Ruling Hits Hard at Creationism,"
Science 215 (22 January 1982): 381-82, 384.
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philosophy of teaching, and religious convicticns as well

as by community and administrative pressures.

The Purpose

The purpose of this study is both historical and
exploratory. The historical portion is intended to document
instances of the inclusion of creationism in science courses
by administrative direction and by the personal choice of
the teacher. The exploratory research will consist of a
survey of science teachers in a sample of Georgia high
schools szbout creationist activity in their communities,
their opinions of creationism as a part of the curriculum,
and, where applicable, their practices 1in teaching
creationism. The study will investigate relationships
between the teachers' approval of creationism and their
religious philosophy, familiarity with the tenets of
creationism, and understanding of the role of evolution 1in
biology. The influence of biographical factors such as
academic degree, age, locale, and teaching experierce will
also be investigated. The results of the study may suggest
reasons for the acquiescence of some teachers ard the
antagonism of others to pleas of creationists for equal time
in science classes.

Textbook publishers, college science education
departments and researchers studying the philosophy of
science teaching all have an interest in teachers' opinions

about creationism. Whether the results support or refute



y
claims of grass-roots agreement by educators with the
creationist position, administrators who are concerned with
instruction and curriculum selection in the sciernce
diseiplines should find this study of value. The contest
between biblical literalists and biologists has not been so
vehement since the 1920s. The 1980s will see an
intensification of this struggle for the minds of American

students.

The Problem

There exists as yet mno evaluation of the extent or
success of the creationist movement in Georgia. Newspapers
and television followed the progress of House Bill 690,
which required teaching creationism in public scnool science
classes whenever the topic of evolution was taught. Actions
in metropolitan area school districts were recorded, but
actions taken bevond the Atlanta area have not attracted the
attention of the media and have not been documented.

The questions to be answered by this study are:

1. How many teachers are familiar with the creationist

movement?

2. How many teachers approve of including creaticnism

in science courses, and hcw many would refuse to
teach it if required? Is any biographical factor

related to their positions?

w
.

With what materials and to what exterit do teachers

believe creationism should be taught, if at all?
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How many teachers are actually teaching creationism
and what cize communities do they represent?
How many teachers have been faced with a local
proposal that creationism be taught?
What reasons do teachers give for teaching or
rejecting creationism? Are school board require-
ments or administrative decisions frequently
reported, and if so, is this typical of any certain
size community?
Is a teacher's approval of creationism related to
any of the following factors: familiarity with
creationism, self-rated religiosity, liberal or
conservative religious beliefs, perception of the
place of evolution in the science curriculum, local
activity by creationist supporters, age, length of
professional experience, degree level attained,
specialization (biological or physical science),
community size?
How many teachers have personal doubts about the
validity of evolution, and is the area of the
teacher's scientific ¢training related to these
doubts?
To what extent have students expressed daoiuvts about
evolution because it conflicts with their religious
beliefs?
Is creationist activity as reported by the teachers

stronger in any particular size community?
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The answers to these questions are essential to school
administrators in assessing the impact and the future of the
creationist movement. Whether the results support the
creationists' view that teachers prefer to give creationism
equal emphasis with evolution or the position of their
opponents that creationism deserves no status in the scierice
curriculum, this study will have provided needed information

to the educational community.

Historical Background

In July, 1925, a trial was held in Dayton, Tennessee,
that signaled the culmination of the anti-evolution movement
in early twentieth-century America. John Scopes, a biology
teacher, was found guilty of violating a Tennessee statute
forbidding teaching in a publiec school classroom the theory
that man was descended from a lower form of animal. Since
that day the adherence of the courts to the constitutional
principle of separation of church and state has steadily
forced a clear division between science and religion in the
public schools.

In the 1920s, however, American culture was synonymous
with American Protestantism. This was the "focal decade in

the Kulturkampf of American Protestantism."? The advocates

of orthodox religion were pressed on every side by the

®Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American
Life (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1963), p. 123.
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rising influence of advertising, raaio, the opponents of
Prohibition, and the increasingly sophisticated urban
population personified by Al Smith. Their only success
(Scopes could hardly be called a success) was the defeat of
Smith for president in 1928.
Onie can hear in the anguished cries of the 1920s a
clear awareness that the older American type was
passe', and the accusation that it gas the
intelligentsia who were trying to kill it.

Their spokesmen railed against the new ethnic groups,

7 Right wing opposition

extolling Nordie and pioneer stock.
to the New Deal developed, a militant nationalism arose, and
moralists became adept at 1linking biblical criticism with
irrelevant issues, reading into scriptural interpretation
whatever fit their political ideology. Consequently, "The
fundamentalism of the c¢ross was now supplemented by a
fundamentalism of the flag."8

This decade, then, was the setting for a battle between
funidamentalism and "Modernism" as Americans rallied to turn
out the enemies of Americanism and the agrarian tradition,
identified as materialism, science, and, targeted by William
Jennings Bryan, evolution: "All the ills from which America

9

suffers can be traced back to the teaching of Evolution.”

6Ibid., pp. 123-24.

7Especially the Ku Klux Klan. See Hofstadter's
description of the philosophy of Hiram W. Evans, Imperial
Wizard in 1926, ibid., pp. 124-25.

81bid., p. 131.

9Maynard Shipley, The War on Modern Science (New York:
Alfred A. Xnopf, 1927), pp. 254-55.
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Until the 1920s the furor over evolution had been carried on
at the elite level of the colleges and universities, which
few fundamentalists attended. By 1920 it had reached the
high school, and a more general spectrum of the population
encountered it.1o When Bryan entered the fray in 1920 the
crusade became a Holy War. Twenty state 1legislatures
considered antievolution bills. The law finally passed by
Tennessee was introduced by John Washington Butler, of whom
Arthur Garfield Hays speculated that

He thought, if indeed he thought at all, that the

King James' version of the Bible was handed down by

God in person to Moses, in printed form and in the

English language.
In a maelstrom of modernist ridicule Scopes was found
guilty and fined one hundred dollars; however, the case was
reversed by the Tennessee Supreme Court, which, wishing to
prevent an appeal to the U. S. Supreme Court, held that the

jury, not the judge, should have levied the fine.12

1OHofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism, p. 126.

11Gail Kennedy, ed., Evolution and Religion: The
Conflict Between Science and Theology in Modern America
(Boston: D. C. Heath, 1957), p. 37.

12John Thomas Scopes v. The State of Tennessee, 53
A.L.R. 821, 154 Tenn. 1055, 289 S.W. 363 (1927). For a
first-hand account of the trial see Arthur Garfield Hays,
"The Scopes Trial"™ from Let Freedom Ring, reprinted in
Kennedy, pp. 35-52. For a description of the events leading
to Scopes's arrest, see Stephen Jay Gould, "A Visit to
Dayton," Natural History 90 (October 1981): 8.
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In the intervening years Modernism waxed and waned. The
liberalism of the New Deal years was supplanted by the
ratriotic fervor of World War II. As always, the philosophy
of the schools concurred with the prevailing philosopy of
the nation.13 The development of Soviet missile capability
in the 1950s led to the passage in 1958 of the National
Defense Education Act (NDEA) which expanded science
education in the secondary school.1u In 1957 the science
textbook reform movement began with the development Dby the
Physical Science Study Committee (PSSC) of a high school
physies course centered around a search for order through
laboratory participation, films, and problem-solving that
utilized the investigatory techniques implicit in the
scientific method. When the new curriculum studies were
extended to biology by the Biological Sciences Curriculum
Study (BSCS), the taxonomic approach taken by conventional
high school biology texts was abandoned in favor of an
organization that related the systems of all 1living
organisms, using evolution to connect them.15

Protests against the BSCS curriculum were lodged 1in

several southern states, notably Texas, where a

13R. Freeman Butts and Lawrence A. Cremin, A History of
Education in American Culture (New York: Holt, Rinehart ana
Winston, 1953).

1L‘I-Iem*y J. Perkinson, The Imperfect Panacea: American
Faith in Education, 1865--7965 (New York: Random House,
1968), pp. 214=15.

15Paul DeHart Hurd, New Directions in Teaching Secondary
School Science (Chicago: Rand MeNally, 1969).
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fundamentalist <church group demanded that <the books be

banned.16 The materials were later accepted, but only after

modifications were made in the "dogmatic" way evolution was
presented. With the encouragement provided by the National

Science Foundation seminars and institutes for high school

during the 1liberal era of the 1960s. Nearly half the

17

American high schools eventually adopted the program, and

by 1964 three-fourths of the officially adopted high school

8

textbooks were based on the BSCS model.1 In her analysis

of community and religious influence on the public school
curriculum, Dorothy Nelkin wrote:
During most of the 1960s, the major problem facing
BSCS was less a matter of social protest than the
inertia of high school teachers, who often failed
to understand the materials and the methods of
science sufficiently to convey the character and
use of evolution theory in biology. 19
Nevertheless, reaction to the BSCS books grew slowly but

steadily among fundamentalists. The recognition of

16Dorothy Nelkin, Science Textbook Controversies and the
Politics of Equal Time (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1977),
p. 29.

T1bid., p. 30.

18Vernon Lee Bates, "Christian Fundamentalism and the
Theory of Evolution in Public School Education: A Study of
the Creation Science Movement"™ (Ph.D. dissertation,
University of California in Davis, 1976), Dissertation
Abstracts International, 1976, 37, 1823A (University
Microfilms No. 76-20, 980).

9%e1kin, p. 30.
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evolution as the underlying principle of biology inspired
the opposition of conservative groups 1located in the
Southern California and Texas centers of the aerospace
industry. Nelkin described the increased influernce of the
conservative religions among the middle-class:

Anxious about the uncertainty caused by rapid

social and technological change, they sought new

patterns of personal meaning and definitive answers
ggrélei%:§i:€?éstesr881ems through traditional
f .

Throughout the 1970s the influence of the conservative
Christian churches continued to rise until the #Religious
Right"™ became a formidable political force as well as an
agent for moral reform. The decline of morality, the
breakdown of the family, the casuality of sexual and
marriage relationships, the rising crime rate, the drug
culture, and the changing values of society were all
concerns of Americans as the twentieth century wore on. The
search for causes led to the finding of scapegoats. The
claim was made that teaching origins led to evolving ethics
and that children taught that their ancestors were monkeys

21 Evolution once more

would learn to behave like animals.
became the scapegoat: thne doctrine behind communism,

fascism, socialism, Satanism. Every evil in the world could

207h54., p. 46.

21Susan Milstein, "Judge Says Crime Stems From Evolution
Teaching,"” Atlanta Journal-Constitution Cobb Extra, 15
November 1979.
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somehow be blamed on evolution.22 Troubled people seeking
simple answers to <complex questions recognized 1in
creationism a means of regaining control of their children's

23 Their reasoning reveals some of the widely-held

faith.
misconceptions about science and education and illuminates
the problems faced by public school teachers, some with

their own wmisgivings about the place of evolution and

creationism in the curriculum.

Soczial Context

Throughout history social scientists have misapplied
scientific principles. This happened when Herbert Spencer,
who was a civil engineer, not a biologist, applied the
biological scheme of evolution to society in general (as
"Social Darwinism"). It was Spence;; not Darv.., who first
used the expression "survival of the fittest," although
Darwin 1later adopted it in place of his term natural
selection.2u The entanglement of biology and sociology is
widely disapproved of today. Unfortunately, the confusion
caused many people to become wary not only of improper uses
of scientific principles but of the substance of those

principles as well.

22Henry M. Morris, The Twilight of Evolution (Grand
Rapids: Baker Book House, 1963), p. 83.

23Bates, p. 72.

2”Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in American
Thought (Boston: Beacon Press, 1955), pp. 38-39 (first
published 19445,
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The creationist movement arose as a means of solving the
dilemma of fundamentalists pressured to conform in a
technologically sophisticated nation and faced with the
seduction of their children from a rigorous religious
tradition by the public schools. In his 1976 dissertation,
Vernon Bates traced the development of creationism and its
various supportive organizations beginning with the American
Scientifiec Affiliation (ASA). The ASA gradually became
dominated by "theistic evolutionists" who reconciled
creation and science by recognizing the validity of biblieal
scholarship and criticism and relinquishing insistence on a
literal six-day creation. Dissatisfied members of the ASA
formed the Creation Research Society, and around this
nucleuc cozalesced the movement that was to become prominent
in efforts to change the textbooks used by the public

schools in California and eventually across the nation.25

Educational Significarnce

The goal of education is to develop concepts: mental
images or ideas that may or may not be capable of being
verbalized but that nevertheless constitute an understanding
that is the goal of education. These concepts are
transferred from the mind of the teacher tc that of the
student by means of examples, models, books, lectures, and
experience; in short, all the materials used to create these

mental pictures, which we call the curriculum. The mental

25Bates, p. 72.
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image of a creation necessitates a creator: a designer, a
"first cause," all of which are synonymous with the concept
of a deity, whether or not they go by the name "God." Such
an 1idea constitutes a religious concept. Teachers are
therefore forbidden by the First Amendment to promulgate
this idea in the public schools.26 This is the position of
those who would forbid teaching creationism on
constitutional grounds.

The concept of evolution, on the other hand, is not
synonymous with a deity. It is a process that can be
tested, albeit on a small time scale, and disproved. It has
predictive capability, although its detractors claim that
observation of the outcomes of predictions are impossible
because of the time required. The mechanism of evolution
is debated, but the theory 1itself has never been

27 The opponents of creationism claim that to

disproved.
leave evolution out of the curriculum would deprive biology
of its foundations and send it back to the pre-BSCS rote
memorization approach. Creationists c¢laim that fairness

demands the presentation of both models, creation and

evolution.28 Gary Crawford, an ACLU attorney, remarked of

26Leo Pfeffer, God, Caesar and the Constitution (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1975), p. 203 (describing the Supreme Court
decision in DeKalb School District v. DeSpain wherein the
"cookie prayer" was outlawed a5 implying a deity, =2ven
though the word "God" was not used).

2Tr, c. Lewontin, "Evolution/Creation Debate: A Time
for Truth," BioScience 31(September 1981), 559.

28Henry M. Morris, "Resolution for Equitable Treatment

of Both Creation and Evolution," Impact Series No. 26 (San
Diego, Calif.: Institute for Creation Research, no date).
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this position that "Science doesn't work on the fairness

doctrine. It works on the merit system."29

Niles Eldredge
wrote that the public's willingness to swallow the
"fairness" argument is the "real tragedy of American science
education"--science is viewed as dogma, n»t as ideas; as
authoritarian and unchanging, just like creationism.3o

The proponents of c¢reationism have fostered an
atmosphere that encourages friction between religionists and

31

nonreligionists. Creationism does not allow a middle view
between nontheistic evolution and fundamentalist concepts of
creation. The student is required to choose between the two
opposing views. The books intended for public school use

ask for a choice and then proceed to push the student in the

direction of what is defined as "creationism."32 Richarad

29John Pope, "Gaggle of Legal Beagles Prcduce a Roomful
of Giggles," New Orleans Times-Picayune/States-Item, 20
December 1981, p. I1b.

30Niles Eldredge, "Creationism Isn't Science," New
Republic, 4 April 1981, pp. 15-17, 20.

31See Henry M. Morris, Studies in the Bible and Science
(Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co.,
1966), pp. 102-103, in which he rejects theistic evolution,
and Twilight of Evolution, p. 2i, where he deplores the
accommodation made with Darwin by Catholics and 1liberal
Protestants.

32See Richard Bliss, Origins, Two Models:
Evolution--Creation (San Diego: Creation-Life Publishers,
1979), pp. 55-55, cautioning that the writings of some
scientists are biased; and Duane Gish, Evolution The Fossils
Say No! (San Diego: Creation-Life Publishers, 1978), p. 174,
"the facts of science declare special creation to be the
only logical explanation of origins."




16
Bliss, author of one of the high school creationist texts,
is convinced that, presented with his material, students

1133

will choose "creation over evolution.

Summarz

In the public schools teacher presentation is usually
the deciding factor in determining student acceptance or
rejection of ideas. The fate of creationism may ultimately
depend on its acceptance by the classroom teacher. This
study, then, will prohe the teacher's understanding of both
"models," evolution and creationism, solicit opinions on the
sclientific validity of creationism and the infallibility of
seriptural descriptions of the <c¢reation, and gather
information on current practices in the presentation of

evolution and creationism in the scierice <classroom.

33Richard Bliss, Confererice on "Origins: Two Models,"
Atlanta Georgia, 25 August 1979. Bliss's presentation was
videotaped by Paul Crawley, WXIA Atlanta, for the series
"Creation or Evolution?" presented December 1980--January
1981. See also Richard B. Bliss, "A Comparison of Two
Approaches to the Teaching of Origins of Living Things to
High School Biology Students in Racine, Wisconsin™ (Ed.D.
dissertation, University of Sarasota, 1978), EDRS ED 152 568
SE 024 113, p. 91.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The advent of Darwin's Theory of Evolution and Natural
Selection in 1859 precipitated a theological controversy
that continues today. The debate on the merits of the
theory was followed by attempts to prevent its being taught
in the high schools. When the courts approved the teaching
of evolution and forbade the parallel presentation of the
Genesis creation story, the advocates of creationism claimed
that there was scientific support for their view. They
requested that public schools either teach both, since both
were equally scientific, or teach neither, since evolution
was a religion requiring belief rather than a science
supported by proof. This chapter reviews the literature of
both sides of the controversy and relates the legal attempts
to exclude evolution or include creationism in the public
school curriculum. Writings which support the claim of
scientific credibility for creationism are summarized and
various descriptions of evolution examined. Finally, the
experience of a Georgia school system where a resolution

supporting creationism was passed is described.

17
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Darwinism vs. Theology

The literature of "creation vs. evolution" goes back at
least to the time of Saint Augustine, who drew the
distinction between the society of the spirit and that of
the flesh by equating the supernatural with God and the
natural with the devil. The conflict between reality and
revelation dJdesecribed by Augustine continues to plague the
scientists and theologians of the twentieth century.

Saint Augustine did not seem to be troubled by the
Genesis creation story. He admitted that the "days" of
creation were upen to interpretation and that God may have
created man at any time during a long history of the cosmos.
He was chiefly concerned that God must exist distinect from
his creation.1 To Augustine, the creation required no
testimony other than that of its existence. One supposes
that the attempts of "creation scientists" to verify the
events recounted in Genesis would not have impressed him.
Harold Clark, president of the Life Origins Foundation,
agreed that Augustine was trying to reconcile biblical
description with reason and might just as easily be
interpreted as supporting evolution. Clark suggested that

Augustine advocated what today's creationists call "theistic

. 2
evolution.”

Tst. Augustine, The City of God, trans. M. Dods (New
York: Modern Library, Random House, 1950), Book XII.

2Harold W. Clark, "Was Augustine an Evolutionist?"
Creation Research Society Quarterly 7 (March 1971): 242-3.
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The historian Andrew D. White reviewed the attitudes of
theologians toward origins both before and after Darwin.3
Many of the modern creationists' ideas were not original;
such recent speculations as the capacity of Noah's Arku have
been carried on since the Christian church began. The
difference 1is that the church fathers did not have
scientific discoveries to contradicet them--not, that is,
until they had the misjudgement to predicate their theclogy
on a geocentric solar system. White attributed the
persistence of biblical 1literalism to Augustine, who
insisted that scriptural authority was absolute. Even
though Augustine interpreted scripture to fit known facts,
the views of Luther, Calvin, the Roman Catholic hierarchy,
and American Protestantism all demanded the authority of the
Bible over science.5
Long before Darwin, great thinkers of civilization ran
afoul of theology that required immutability of species.
The opposition of the Roman Catholic Church prevented
Descartes and Liebnitz from promoting theories on the

formation of the solar system and the transformation of

3Andrew D. White, A Histor¥ of the Warfare of Sciernce
with Theology in Christendom ew York: George Braziller,

1955) .

uJohn C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris, The Genesis
Flood: The Biblical Record and Its Scientific Implications
(Nutley, N. J.: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co.,

1969), pp. 10-11.

5White, pp. 25-2T7. White quotes St. Augustine's
statement "Major est Secripturae auctoritas quam ommnis
humani ingenii capacitas."
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species. Worse than this, the 1limits of orthodox
theology, both Catholic and Protestant, led scholars such as
Linnaeus to make concessions to religion and declare that
all presently existing species were part of the original
creation in spite of evidence that strongly favored the
contrary view.

White reviewed the development of geology, astronomy,
anthropology, chemistry, physics, medicine and psychology as
well as biology and described the attacks 1launched every
step of the way by religionists.6 Comparison of the efforts
of present-day creationists to the warfare described by
White leaves the impression that there is nothing new in the
battle between religion and science.

Concern with the geologic age of the earth and the
existence of fossils preceded the evolution controversy. In

1844 Robert Chambers published Vestiges of the Natural

History of Creation in which he related the development of
species to the geological formations.7 In 1857 Philip Henry
Gosse published Omphalos, an attempt to reconcile current
discoveries in geology with Genesis. His proposition was
that rather than a slow change in the earth's surface over
eons of time, the creation produced an earth instantaneously
old. Gosse's son described the press reaction to his

father's theory as suggesting "that God hid the fossils in

6Ibid., pp. 57-61.

TRobert Chambers, Vestiges of the Natural History of
Creation (New York: Humanities Press, 1969), first
published 1844,
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the rocks in order to tempt geologists into 4nfidelity."8
Gosse's volume met ridicule and indifference from scientists
and theologians alike. However, this same theory voiced in
1963 by Henry Morris, director of the Institute for Creation
Research (ICR), commanded respect from many scientists and
even more churchmen. Morris wrote ¢that "true creation
necessarily involves the creation of an 'appearance of age'"
and compared the universe to a clock wound and set by God at
an "apparent age" of his choosing. He saw nothing deceptive

9

in this action. Nineteenth century critics were not so
tolerant. According to Charles Kingsley, it was as if "God
had written on the rocks one enormous and superfluous
lie.n 10

Darwin's theory has been compared to that of Copernicus
in the widespread consternation it created. The idea itself
was not new: Geologists and paleontologists had observed
fossil changes in flora and fauna over geologic tine, and

Lamarckian genetics had attempted to explain animal

characteristics in terms of adaptation to environmental

factors. Darwin himself credited the idea to Lamarck,
Huxley, Lyell, Haeckel and others.11 What was new, at least
8

Sir Edmund Gosse, "The Dilemma of the Fundamentalist
and the Secientist," from Chapter V, Father and Son, 1907,
reprinted in The Norton Anthology of English Literature, 4th
ed., M. H. Abrams, gen. ed., 2 vecls. (New Ycrk: W. W.
Norton & Co., 1979), vol. 2, pp. 1628-30.

9Morris, Twilight, pp. 56-5T. 0Gosse, p. 1630.

"charles Darwin, The Origin of Species (1859) and The
Descent of Man (1871) (New York: The Modern Library, Random

House, n.d.).







