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A New Breed 
of Scientists Is Chal- 
lenging the Evolution- 
ists' Monopoly of the 
Public School 
Science Curriculum 

T
he trouble with shouting 
matches is that they can lead to 
consequences more serious 
than the mere straining of the 

vocal cords of the protagonists. Witness 
Northern Ireland and, closer to home, 
the excesses of the West Virginia "text-
book war." 

Currently the issue of introducing the 
story of Genesis into the public schools 
to counter the social evils that the crea-
tionists say are caused by the philosophy 
of neo-Darwinian organic evolution is 
building up to decibels not reached since 
the Scopes "Monkey Trial" of fifty 
years ago. 

Significantly, the campaign of the "sci-
entific creationists," who say that the 
Genesis record can be presented in class-
rooms in such a way as to by-pass the 
courts and the Constitution, is sending 
shock waves through the scientific com-
munity, right up to the National Academy 
of Sciences. 

The term "scientific creationist" 
alone is enough to raise the hackles of 
science teachers. But when the scientific 
creationist describes the theory of evolu-
tion as being as much a matter of faith as 
is the creation story, you have the mak-
ings of a real donnybrook. 

The best way to find out what the 
scientific creationists are and what they 
are doing is to listen to Henry M. Morris, 
Ph.D., director of the Institute for Crea-
tion Research, based in San Diego, Cali-
fornia. Dr. Morris and his organization 
of Doctors of Philosophy and Masters 
of Science are determined to show that 
"creation is as scientific as evolution 
and evolution is as religious as creation." 
(If the reader is lost here, hold on!) 

Dr. Morris was head of the civil engi-
neering department of Virginia Poly-
technic Institute and State College for 
thirteen years, and for five years before 
that was in that capacity at the Univer-
sity of Southern Louisiana. He got his 
M.S. from Rice University, where 
geology was his minor, and his Ph.D. 
from the University of Minnesota. 

A hydrologist, he is an exponent of 
"Flood geology" and believes that the  

entire "geologic column" of many thou-
sands of feet of rock strata could have 
been deposited continuously and rapidly 
in a great cataclysm, and thus it would 
fit into the belief that ours is a very young 
earth, of perhaps 10,000 years. 

"The very structure of man's time," 
he says, "commemorates over and over 
again, week by week, the completed 
creation of all things in six days." 

Dr. Morris is also a founder and former 
president of the Creation Research 
Society, whose full voting members must 
have graduate degrees. The Institute for 
Creation Research was established in 
1970 as the research division of Christian 
Heritage College, also of San Diego, 
which had a student enrollment, as of 
August, 1974, of 240. 

The list of staff and technical advisory 
board members of ICR, published under 
the title of "21 Scientists Who Believe 
in Creation," includes, besides Dr. 
Moore, three physicists, a geophysicist, 
a medical doctor, a chemist, a food scien-
tist, an aerospace scientist, a science 
professor in a college of education, an 
entomologist, a physiologist, three en-
gineers, a biologist, two biochemists, 
one geologist (an M.S.), and two theo-
logians. Fourteen are Ph.D.'s. 

The scientific creationists disagree 
with some fundamentalist groups as to 
the wisdom of such legislation as the 
Tennessee "equal time" law. The Ten-
nessee statute—recently labeled uncon-
stitutional by the United States Court of 
Appeals, Sixth Circuit—provides that 
when organic evolution is presented in a 
public school, "an equal amount of em-
phasis shall be given to other theories, 
including, but not limited to, the Genesis 
account in the Bible." 

"We believe that this approach is 
wrong for two reasons," says Dr. Morris. 
"First, it will appear to give substance to 
evolutionists' claims that religion and 
Bible teaching are being introduced in the 
schools. Such an approach very likely 
will be declared unconstitutional and 
have the effect of barring the teaching 
of creation altogether. 

"Additionally, teaching the account 

(1 CLII14/1113111 (If tutigni, nut-ping 
the Bible and religion out obit 
altogether" 

—HENRY M. MORRIS, 
Director, Institute for Creation 
Research. 

"If theologyIs to he introduced 
into our classrooms, let it come 
under its proper designation and 
under its proper label. Let us no: 
smuggle a minority religious belief 
into classrooms under the mistaken 
Ht?tiOY? f;' ,(ts We ore dcaliP7 

—WILLIAM V. MAYER, 
Director, Biological Sciences 
Curriculum Study. 
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"Religious beliefs must 
be accepted on 
faith. It is foolhardy 
to equate scientific 
theory with religious 
faith." 

of Genesis would involve the teaching of 
the Bible and religion in the schools and, 
in view of the wide variety of religious 
interpretations of Genesis and the Bible 
that exist, such teaching, if handled by a 
non-Christian or 'liberal Christian,' 
might well be as objectionable to con-
servative Christians as it would be to 
atheists. 

"A better approach is to teach only 
the scientific aspects of creatiottsm in 
the schools, keeping the Bible and re-
ligion out of it altogether, but neverthe-
less demonstrating to the student that the 
concept of a Creator and primeval spe-
cial creation is at least as good a scien-
tific model of origins as is the evolution 
model. 

"Lest anyone wonder whether, by 
advocating such a position, I no longer 
believe the Genesis record, let me say 
emphatically: It is only because I do 
believe Genesis and the Bible so strongly 
that I am confident a strictly scientific 
study of the physical world and the his-
tory of life is bound, in the long run, to 
conform precisely to what the Genesis 
record has said all along." 

Dr. Morris' emphasis on "a strictly 
scientific study" to support special cre-
ation has aroused such professional or-
ganizations as the National Association 
of Biology Teachers. In 1972 the NABT 
established the "Fund for Freedom in 
Science Teaching," to be used in op-
posing laws and boards of education di-
rectives (as in California) aimed at 
including special creation in textbooks 
and classrooms. It financed the lawsuit 
in Tennessee to test the constitutionality 
of the "equal time" law, which was 
passed in 1972-1973, following repeal 
of the old "Scopes" law, which prohib-
ited any teaching of evolution. 

Jerry P. Lightner, executive secretary 
of the NABT, objects that "scientific 
theory develops from, and tends to be 
confirmed by, observations, experi-
ments, data sources, hypotheses, and 
analyses. It provides testable predic-
tion. As evidence accumulates, a scien-
tific theory may be modified or, if the 
evidence so warrants, it may be re- 

placed." 
On the contrary, he says, "religious 

beliefs must be accepted on faith. It is 
foolhardy to equate scientific theory 
with religious faith; they simply are not 
amenable to the same judgments and 
tests." 

The most prestigious scientific organ-
ization in the United States, the National 
Academy of Sciences, established in 
President Lincoln's time to advise the 
Government on scientific matters, has 
this to say: 

"The foundations of science must ex-
clude appeal to supernatural causes not 
susceptible to validation by objective 
criteria. Science and religion being mu-
tually exclusive realms of human 
thought, their presentation in the same 
context is likely to lead to misunder-
standing of both scientific theory and re-
ligious belief." 

The semantic barrier in discussions 
with the scientific creationists is shown 
by the remonstrance of William V. 
Mayer, director of the Biological Sci-
ences Curriculum Study, funded by the 
National Science Foundation. 

"There is no creation theory, but 
rather a religious belief that is quite out-
side the realm of scientific investiga-
tion," he says. "There is not a reputable 
biologist alive who would not jettison 
the evolution theory were a better scien-
tific theory postulated. 

"There can be no modification of cre-
ation theory regardless of evidence, and 
the theory has not been derived from 
fact; rather it has been postulated, and 
the facts are now being sought to but-
tress it. The creationists should be placed 
in perspective by their own words as 
religious missionaries, concerned pri-
marily with subverting classrooms by 
intercalaticin of their religious dogma in 
science." 

The textbook of the Institute for Cre-
ation Research, Biology—a Search for 
Order in Complexity, written by Prof. 
John N. Moore, of Michigan State Uni-
versity, and Harold S. Slusher, formerly 
in charge of geophysics and astrophysics 
programs at the University of Texas— 

El Paso, has also drawn the fire of the 
biology teachers association. Prof. 
Richard P. Aulie, in his review of the 
book, says that the authors "equated 
theologic doctrine—creation—of high 
importance in the history of science, 
with the science of a bygone age, by 
references to the works of early scien-
tists. 

"We shall have, therefore," says 
Professor Aulie, "neither true religion 
nor modern biology. Must religion de-
pend on the accuracy of geologic claims 
made more than a century ago? Must 
biology absorb again the main elements 
of Plato and Aristotle?" 

And so the word battle goes on, with 
spokesmen for the academic community 
even reading into the statements of the 
creationists dire implications of creation-
ist intent to restructure our social institu-
tions and the tossing of ideological raw 
meat to aspiring politicians bent on ex-
ploiting the predilections of the voting 
public. 

Walter Lammerts, first president of 
the Creation Research Society, for ex-
ample, is quoted by Professor Mayer as 
recommending that "science in more 
ways than evolution must be completely 
reorganized. In fact, our whole civiliza-
tion needs a fundamental going over. 
Mechanization and all its horrible con-
sequences—air pollution, highway net-
works, college and university complex 
of courses, federal bureaucracy, need 
to be done away with." 

To which Dr. Morris, of ICR, adds, 
"Who can say the evolutionary philoso-
phy is not significant when it has been 
made the basis of social Darwinism, 
economic and military imperialism, an-
archistic individualism, fascism, com-
munism, animalism, racism, modernism, 
atheism, and practically every other 
harmful philosophy known to man?" 

The scientific establishment, on the 
other hand, reply that the scientific cre-
ationists have gone too far in assuming 
that scientists have horns and that they 
plot to subvert the church. Tolerance 
for differing views has grown, they say, 
since William Jennings Bryan said at the 
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"'The Bible is not a 
textbook of science, 
but how to live. Just 
preach the gospel.' 
Such platitudes are 
really cop-outs." 

Scopes trial that "if evolution wins, 
Christianity goes." Both survived. 

In his work in revelation and research, 
Dr. Morris has other concerns than the 
attacks of the science organizations. He 
regrets "the indifference of so many 
Christian people, those who say 'I don't 
believe in evolution anyhow, so why 
should I waste time studying or promot-
ing creationism?' 

"Or those who say 'Why get involved 
in peripheral and controversial issues 
like that? The Bible is not a textbook of 
science, but how to live. Just preach the 
gospel.' Such platitudes are really cop-
outs." 

To get creationism into the schools, he 
says, concerned people in each commu-
nity must assist in finding capable cre-
ationist teachers and administrators. 
The institute would provide source ma-
terial. 

"Since the Bible cannot be reinter-
preted to correlate with evolution," he 
says, "Christians must diligently pro-
ceed to correlate the facts of science 
with the Bible." 

In this pursuit, the institute has sent 
expeditions into the field to establish the 
truth of Genesis. 

A year ago the institute sent a group of 
four men to Wyoming and Utah to seek 
evidence that overthrusts, areas where 
very old rock strata have been pushed 
over younger rocks by compressive 
forces in the earth (according to current 
geologic study), actually represent de-
positional features with the rocks de-
posited in regular time sequence. If that 
were shown to be true, an argument for 
evolution based on the study of fossils 
would be invalidated. 

The party, led by Dr. Clifford L. Bur-
dick and Harold Slusher, spent two 
weeks in the Heart Mountain area of Wy-
oming and in the Bannock overthrust 
area in the Wasatch Range in Utah. They 
reported difficulty in finding the essential 
features they were looking for because 
of soil cover, and said further investiga-
tion would be necessary to draw definite 
conclusions. 

U.S. Geological Survey geologists,  

who over a period of years mapped a 
Government phosphate reserve in the 
Bannock area, said that the ideal locali-
ties for the study would have included the 
head of Montpelier Canyon, in Idaho, 
adjacent to Utah, where ledges of lime-
stone were inspected that had been dis-
placed some 10,000 feet by earth move-
ments, as shown by the normal position 
of the same strata in other parts of the 
Rocky Mountains. 

Another expedition, to the Paluxy 
River in Texas, disclosed what Dr. 
Duane T. Gish, a biochemist and associ-
ate director of the institute, said were 

An alleged human footprint in proximity 
to dinosaur tracks in the Paluxy River, 
Texas. 

human footprints along with dinosaur 
footprints in the rocks of the river bed. A 
motion picture was made and some of 
the prints were removed by the explor-
ers. Dr. Gish said that "there is little 
doubt that the coexistence of human 
footprints with dinosaur tracks has been 
fully documented" in the Paluxy dig-
gings. 

Dr. Keith Young, professor of geology 
at the University of Texas at Austin, who 
has visited the area, said that he had 
seen photographs of what appeared to 
be prints that are unlike dinosaur prints, 
but that these did not show the "pressure 
points" that result when a foot is pushed 
into soft mud, as seen in the dinosaur 
tracks. Another authority, Dr. Wann 
Langston, of the Texas Memorial Mu- 

seum of the University, said paleontolo-
gists would welcome examining the foot-
prints if the institute will submit them, 
a normal procedure in scientific research. 

Seminars, conferences, and debates, 
on the air and off, have provided the 
scientific creationists with a wide audi-
ence, Dr. Morris says, and he hopes to 
see a turn-around in a situation "where 
even most fundamentalists, who them-
selves believe in creation, think evolu-
tion is a dead issue." 

He likes to show people the photostat 
of a letter received by the Board of Edu-
cation of the Cupertino school district 
in California. The letterhead is that of 
the Church of Satan, P.O. Box 4286, San 
Jose. 

It reads, in pertinent part: 
"GENTLEMEN: As a formerly proud 

graduate of the Cupertino school district, 
I am dismayed at your decision to teach 
the creation myth as a science. A for-
merly excellent school district has sud-
denly become one of the worst in terms 
of constitutionality. . . . 

"Are you planning to teach Richard 
Mooney's theory that man and most of 
the animals we know are vestiges of 
space exploration by other planets 
millennia ago, and which is based on the 
valid prospects of man making similar 
explorations? 

"And there is the question, if you must 
decide qtween a perhaps unpopular 
theory and religious myth, which is un-
doubtedly unconstitutional in public 
schools, why teach either? Why not 
leave 'how we got here' a question for 
parents to answer according to their con-
science?" 

Whatever the outcome of the crea-
tionist-evolutionist controversy, a look 
at the "evidence" on both sides seems 
to affirm one truth: Evolutionists do not 
do so well when they double as prophets. 
It remains to be seen whether "prophets" 
will fare better in the role of scientists. ❑ 

Henry P. Zuidema is a free-lance writer 
in Detroit, Michigan. 
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of 
Origins 

and 
Options 

By LaVonne Neff 

Should school children be exposed to the theory of creationism as 
well as the theory of evolution? A hearing before the 

California Board of Education reveals the tensions and the 
tempers of an emerging national debate 

7:30 P.M., Thursday, May 8, the Cali-
fornia Board of Education voted 
against including creationist textbooks 
in the social science curriculum for the 

school years 1976-1981. 
Does it sound like a victory for religious liberty, 

another wise move in the direction of keeping religion 
out of public education? "It's just the opposite!" 
says Griff Lindell, public relations director for the 
Creation Science Research Center in San Diego. 
"California now has a state religion—materialism, 
humanism, and atheism. And as California goes, so 
goes the nation." 

I talked with Lindell the day of the Sacramento 
hearing. "Every approved textbook violates the code 
that the board of education is supposed to uphold," 
he said. "It's especially bad because of California's 
influence on the textbook market. Did you know that 
California buys 10 per cent of the nation's text-
books?" 

I didn't. 
"Publishers try new series on the California schools  

before marketing them nationwide," he explained. 
"If California lets them get away with a completely 
biased, one-sided approach, then it will be that much 
harder for other States to find fair instructional ma-
terials." 

The May 8 hearing was the latest of many attempts 
to persuade the board of education to adopt the Sci-
ence and Creation Series, eight paperbound text-
books published by the Creation Science Research 
Center. Representatives of the center insist that the 
books are needed to counterbalance the dogmatic 
presentation of evolution found in all other textbooks. 

Two years ago the board voted against their pur-
chase for use in science classes. This year the books 
were considered for social science classes. In January 
the board agreed that they satisfied legal requirements 
in that they offended no creed, political viewpoint, 
race, nationality, or sex. 

In April, however, the California Curriculum Com-
mission—the group that makes recommendations to 
the board—voted 11-0 to exclude the books from the 
state list. The May hearing could have overturned the 
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vote of the curriculum commission. 
It failed to do so. 
I arrived in the State Resources Building a few 

minutes before nine, the hour the board of education 
meeting was scheduled to begin in the main auditorium. 
Inside, most of the one hundred green-cushioned 
seats were still empty. Wilson.. Riles, state superin-
tendent of public instruction, sat behind his name 
card at the curved table in front. John Ford, president 
of the board of education, leafed through his notes. 
The press arranged piles of papers and set up a camera 
and light. 

Outside, Nell Segraves, administrative assistant of 
the Creation Science Research Center, greeted Jean 
Sumrall, secretary of Citizens for Scientific Creation. 
Thirteen years ago the two housewives began their 
fight to include the teaching of creation in the public-
school curriculum. This hearing could mark their 
first major victory. 

By five after nine the auditorium was three-quarters 
full. Twenty or thirty school children sat in back. A 
boy who looked about 11 held up a sign reading, 
"God Created the World." Most of the board mem-
bers had taken their places. President John Ford 
pounded the table with his gavel. The meeting of the 
board of education came to order. 

Ford, a San Diego surgeon, has been promoting 
equal emphasis for creation in public schools since 
1969. In that year the board stated in its instructional 
framework that no science course could teach evolu-
tion without giving equal representation to creation-
ist viewpoints. However, since no neutral science 
texts could be found, the stipulation was largely ig-
nored. 

Last year the board, under Ford's leadership, re-
vised the instructional framework. Science text-
books, no longer required to present creation, now 
must give weaknesses as well as strengths of the 
evolutionary theory. Social science texts must now 
present alternative theories of origins without sup-
porting or ridiculing any position. 

Dr. Ford began to speak. 
"My home has been deluged with letters and peti-

tions," he said. "This is the greatest number I have 
ever received on any measure. My wife was up until 
four-thirty night before last counting the signatures." 

Ford looked around at the other board members. 
"What about the rest of you? Have you been getting 
these things too?" 

"One board member told me the load was so heavy 
that his mailman quit," said Superintendent Riles. 

Ford continued. "I think it's fair to say that to date 
the members of this board have received a total of 
about two hundred thousand letters, telegrams, cards, 
signatures, or other indications of public opinion about 
the teaching of evolution and creation. 

"Because of this I think we have a mandate in this 
regard." 

Dr. Ford's placid face did not harmonize with his 
urgent voice. "I wish to remind the members of this 
board that the curriculum commission chose to ig-
nore completely the demands of the board regarding 
the presentation of various views of human origins. 

"According to the framework we have adopted, 
the various views of human origins  must  be seen as part 
of the total intellectual culture. The publishers have 
blatantly omitted any presentation of both sides as 
we requested them. None of the books up for adoption 
contain creationist materials. 

"We have curriculum commission members who 
do not follow the board's directions. They are acting 
as independent agents. 

"We  must  follow the framework." 
The public hearing of the board of education was 

called to order. 
Each speaker was given five minutes in which to 

comment on any of the math, social science, or science 
textbooks under consideration, or to recommend 
the board's consideration of additional materials. Not 
only creationists were present. Speakers argued for 
and against the new math textbooks. They claimed 
that certain social science texts maligned or mis-
represented blacks, native Americans, Chicanos, 
Jews, Japanese-Americans, Chinese-Americans, 
Arabs, Armenians, and women. 

Richard Utt, book editor for Pacific Press Publishing 
Association in Mountain View, California, shook his 
head and muttered, "I'm glad I don't write textbooks." 

I turned around and spoke to the teacher sitting 
with the sign-bearing children. (The sign had been 
decorously retired at the sound of the gavel.) "What 
school are you from?" I asked. 

"We're from Liberty Towers Nazarene Church," 
she said. "The kids go to a number of different public 
schools in Sacramento." 

"Are any of them going to speak today?" I asked. 
"Just one—Kathy Butler." 
"How old is she?" 
"Sixteen." 
The children had to return to their schools by noon, 

so Ford gave Kathy permission to speak before her 
name appeared on the published schedule of speakers. 

"I am here to use my rights as a high school student 
to protest the teaching of the evolutionary theory with-
out the creation theory beside it," she began in a 
quiet but clear voice. 

The members of the press, obviously bored with 
most of the proceedings, sprang into action. They 
turned on the spotlight, loaded the camera, and took 
their sole picture of the morning as Kathy talked. 

"Since I've been in school no words of creation 
have been brought up by my teachers. If creation is 
brought up it is done so by my fellow students or my-
self. Teachers are glad to give out information about 
evolution and do so without students' asking. 

"Students all over believe in creation and wish it to 
be taught. I'm here representing thousands of stu-
dents that want to be heard." 

A reporter stopped Kathy on her way to catch the 
bus and talked with her for ten minutes while still more 
speakers protested the textbooks' treatment of 
minorities. 

LaVonne Neff is a free-lance writer in San Diego, 
California. 
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Nell Segraves nervously studied her speech. 
"I don't like to go places by myself," she had told 

me as we boarded the plane in San Diego. "I especially 
dislike public speaking. It scares me to death." 

"Have you been to Sacramento before?" I asked. 
"Oh, yes, I've been there a number of times. Every 

time the books have to pass a new committee I go up." 
"How did the Creation Science Research Center 

get started?" 
"Thirteen years ago," she said, "Jean Sumrall and 

I began promoting the teaching of creation as science, 
not as religion." Mrs. Segraves first joined other 
creationist groups, then in 1970 moved to San Diego 
to work on a textbook-publishing venture. 

In one hectic summer the Creation Science Re-
search Center, as she and her supporters called them-
selves, put together the eight illustrated paperback 
books for grades one through eight. Kelly Segraves, 
Nell's son, became director of the center. Research 
scientists and public relations personnel joined. 

"I think the board will pass our material this time," 
Mrs. Segraves had predicted on the plane. But as she 
sat in the auditorium in Sacramento she was not at 
ease. 

At ten-thirty the public hearing adjourned for a fif-
teen-minute break. I spoke with Louis Goodgame, a 
teacher in the Del Norte district who took a survey of 
parents to ascertain their feelings about the teaching 
of creation in public schools. 

"It was a simple survey," Goodgame said. "We'd 
ask, 'Should evolution be taught in the public schools?' 
They'd say, 'No.' We'd ask, 'Should creation be 
taught?' They'd say, 'Yes.' Then they'd look kind of 
funny and say, 'Well, I guess if you teach one you 
ought to teach the other.' " 

Goodgame's survey showed that about 89 per cent 
of the parents in the Del Norte district favored teach-
ing both creation and evolution in the public schools. 

After the break and before the noon recess, three 
more people spoke in favor of adding the Science and 
Creation series to the curriculum. A lawyer insisted 
that evolution is as much a religious belief as is crea-
tion. A scientist argued that wide differences of opin-
ion among evolutionists should preclude the dogmatic 
statements found in most science textbooks. 

The last speaker before lunch was Mrs. Segraves, 
who claimed that "the large majority who believe in 
the supernatural are required to support a system of 
education totally hostile to their beliefs. Only the lib-
eral points of view are considered worthy." 

The hearing was adjourned until two o'clock. Board 
members, speakers, and observers rode elevators up 
eight floors to the cafeteria. The press packed up their 
cameras and went back to the newsrooms. 

"Did you see the article they wrote about us?" sput-
tered Lindell the day after the hearing. "They called 
us anti-evolution fundamentalists. They had no busi-
ness saying that. They don't know what churches we 
go to. They're always stereotyping us." (Lindell, by 
the way, is an anti-evolution fundamentalist.) 

After lunch twelve more speakers were scheduled 
to promote adding the Science and Creation series to 
the curriculum. Four others were on the standby list, 

Petitions and letters received by the California Board of 
Education, on display at the hearing. 
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if there was time. There wasn't. 
"People say that creation is a religious topic," read 

Lindell on behalf of Donn H. Goss, a San Diego attor-
ney who called his travel agent too late to get reserva-
tions to Sacramento. "In fact, neither creation nor 
evolution as an explanation of origins is a religious 
question. Religion enters when we talk about a per-
son's relationship to his Creator." 

Nancy Stake, organizer of Citizens for Scientific 
Creation, told about her daughter's challenge to prove 
that the Bible is true. "She felt that since evolution 
was presented in science, it must be right," said Mrs. 
Stake. 

Dr. Robert Kofahl, a San Diego scientist who en-
joys sharing his faith with cab drivers, cited the result 
of a survey he had made of some fifty-seven science 
books that were up for adoption in the fall of 1972. "I 
documented the fact that they contained about 850 
pages of dogmatic, totally materialistic evolutionary 
teaching and offered no alternative explanation of the 
scientific data. 

"Last week," he continued, "a limited survey of 
books now on the matrix led me to the conclusion 
that, while some of the language has been shifted, 
there is still only one model of origins offered to the 
students. That model is totally materialistic evolu-
tion, which makes the universe, life, and man nothing 
more than different forms of 'matter in motion,' to 
use the words of 'scientist' Karl Marx." 

"The core issue," said Donald R. Coley, a coun-
selor at San Diego State University, "is whether the 
California educational system shall be free to inquire 
after truth." 

California students, Coley maintained, are pres-
ently "shielded from true scientific inquiry by text-
books that make no mention of scientific contradic-
tions within the evolutionary theory or that viable 
alternative explanations exist. 

"If Clarence Darrow, the famous advocate of 
evolution fifty years ago, is correct, California young 
people are the victims of bigotry, for Darrow declared 
that it is bigotry to teach only one theory of origins." 

Citing the "thousands of West Virginia so-called 
`fundamentalists' " excoriated by the press for their 
efforts to remove textbooks they found offensive, 
Coley said, "I maintain that book burning by West 
Virginia coal miners is no greater sin than book ban-
ning by California Ph.D.'s." 

The hearing dragged on long past quitting time. 
By midmorning there had been standing room only, as 
well over a hundred spectators jammed the auditorium. 
By late afternoon half the chairs were empty. People 
left to meet appointments, catch planes, or revive 
their circulation. 

Finally testimony had to be cut short. For eight 
hours members of the board of education had listened 
to public testimony. Not one speaker had criticized 
the Science and Creation textbooks. Not one had 
argued for their exclusion from the list of instructional 
materials to be adopted by the State of California. 

Mrs. Segraves and her son, the director, the only 
two Creation Science Research Center delegates still 
in the auditorium, could hardly breathe for excite- 

ment. The culmination of years of hard work might 
be only minutes away. Would the board members ex- 
amine the documents they had been given? Would 
they discuss the merits of including the creationist 
series in the curriculum? 

"I move that we add the Science and Creation series 
to the matrix of instructional materials," said board 
member Eugene Ragle. 

"Second," said Patricia Ingoglia. 
The two Segraves gritted their teeth and prayed. 
"We will proceed to a vote," said Dr. Ford. 
The board voted. Five for, five against. A tie, yet 

not a tie, because the motion needed a majority to 
pass. 

For another five years the school children of Cali-
fornia would be taught only evolution in their science 
and social science classes. 

"I'm convinced a public hearing is basically an 
exercise in futility," said Lindell the next day. "After 
eight hours of testimony, without adjourning to read 
the materials, without even discussing the issue—
they sat down and voted. We might as well have 
stayed home. They all voted just the way they would 
have voted before the hearing. 

"It's a farce. It's a sham. It's undemocratic." 
"Now that the books are out of the running," I said, 

"what does the Creation Science Research Center 
plan to do?" 

"No definite plans yet," Lindell said. "We could 
do any of four things. 

"We could go to Washington and claim that our 
rights under the Civil Rights Act of 1964 have been 
violated. If Washington agreed with us, it would cut 
off all Federal funds from the state. Not just for 
schools. For highways, everything. 

"We could ask the courts for an injunction against 
the worst textbooks, since they obviously don't ful-
fill the requirements of the framework. 

"We could ask the legislature to pass a bill requiring 
equal treatment of creation and evolution in the public 
schools. 

"We could bring suit against the board of education 
for violating the provisions of the framework. 

"I don't know what we're going to do, but you can 
be sure we won't just give up." 

As California creationists prepare to do battle, 
creationists in other states face similar situations. An 
initiative in the State of Washington asks for equal 
treatment of creation and evolution. The Tennessee 
legislature passed just such a bill, only to have it 
struck down by the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
A Pennsylvania lawsuit asks tax relief for families who 
feel forced by unbalanced textbooks to send their 
children to private schools. 

Almost every state is now or will soon be affected 
by groups who wish to have creation taught in the 
public schools, according to Lindell. 

"In the meantime," he says, "the California Board 
of Education has just mandated a State religion, to 
be supported by tax money and taught to our children 
for the next five years. 

"The new religion of California is Godless human- 
ism." 	 ❑ 
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By Harold G. Coffin 

	 Evolution or Creation? 
LIBERTY asked scientist 
Harold G. Coffin 
(Ph.D. in Invertebrate 
Zoology, University of 
Southern California, 
1955) to examine 
"evidences" for evolution 
commonly advanced 
in school textbooks. 
Could the evidence just as 
well support the creation-
ist hypothesis? Here 
is his surprising answer. 

NATURAL SELECTION 
While there has been adaptation and 
variation, the laboratories of science have 
been unable to demonstrate change 
from one major kind to another. 

a television panel cele-
brating the centennial of 
Charles Darwin's book 
Origin of Species, Sir 

Julian Huxley said, "The first point to 
make about Darwin's theory is that it 
is no longer a theory, but a fact. No se-
rious scientist would deny the fact that 
evolution has occurred, just as he 
would not deny the fact that the earth 
goes around the sun." 1  

If evolution is used to mean simply 
change, evolution can be said to be a 
fact. However, most people under-
stand evolution to mean progressive 
change in time from simplicity to com-
plexity, from primitive to advanced. 
This definition of evolution is not 
based on fact. Study of inheritance 
has revealed that changes can and have 
happened, but the obvious minor 
changes occurring to living things to-
day give no basis for concluding that 
limitless change has transpired in the 
past. 

Research on inheritance and observa-
tions of living animals and plants have 
shown that mutations can bring about 
new and permanent minor changes not 
represented in the heredity of either 
parent. Mutations are changes or dis-
ruptions of the genes in the chromo-
somes within the reproductive cells of 
the parents caused by cosmic radia-
tion, heat, X-ray, and some chemicals. 

Scientists consider the great ma-
jority of mutations harmful. While 
mutations that produce seedless grapes 
or navel oranges seem beneficial to 
man, such changes do not help to pro-
duce more grapes or oranges. The mu-
tation that produced short-legged sheep 
(Ancon sheep) helps keep the sheep 
from straying or jumping over fences, 
but obviously this mutation does not  

benefit the sheep. 
Scientists have produced many mu-

tations of the fruit fly and have studied 
them in the laboratory. For example, 
they have produced a condition in 
which the eye lacks pigment (the fly 
has white eyes). If this condition oc-
curred naturally and if it proved to be 
an advantage to the fly, it is conceiva-
ble that eventually the entire popula-
tion might become white-eyed. 

However, as it turns out, female 
flies will not mate with the white-eyed 
males as long as normal-eyed males are 
available. Obviously, then, such a mu-
tation could not become established 
under natural conditions. Here is an 
example of natural selection in opera-
tion—the mutation is not passed on 
to new generations.2  

Natural selection, or survival of the 
fittest, formed one of the key concepts 
in Darwin's evolutionary theory. That 
more fit organisms have more chance 
to survive than the others is obvious. 
This principle does operate in nature, 
but geneticists are now challenging cer-
tain aspects of the theory. Scientists 
have assumed that all mutations were 
either harmful or helpful to the organ-
ism. Under such conditions natural se-
lection would operate. However, recent 
study has found that neutral mutations 
also occur. These may cause varia-
tions and change, but natural selection 
does not bring about a rejection or re-
!kntion of these mutations. 

Several scientists have criticized an-
other aspect of the theory of natural 
selection and evolution—the equating 
of increasing complexity with fitness. 
Nothing in the theory of evolution ex-
plains why an increase in complexity 
should make an organism more fit for 
its environment. Nor does natural se-
lection ensure that organisms that sur-
vive will be more complex. They may 
be more fit, but not necessarily more 
complex. 

Does natural selection help select 
more and more complex organisms in a 
process of major progressive evolu-
tion? Or does it just bring about ran-
dom minor changes with no noticeable 
trend toward greater complexity? 
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As environments have changed, ani-
mals and plants have changed. Obvi-
ously much adaptation has occurred, 
but has this adaptive change actually 
caused evolutionary progression from 
one major category to another? The 
evidence from science does not support 
this kind of change. 

It is apparent that most changes are 
adaptative or degenerative. They are 
seldom large modifications—usually 
only within species and genera. This is 
microevolution. What would be the 
mechanisms that would provide for 
major change (macro- or megaevolu-
tion) of organisms from one basic kind 
into another basic kind, or from a com-
mon ancestor? 

Richard Goldschmidt, a well-known 
geneticist now deceased, spent twenty 
years working with the gypsy moth, 
Lymantria. After perhaps a million 
breedings of different varieties from 
around the world, he came to the con-
clusion that geographic variation is a 
blind alley that leads only to microevo-
lution within the species. Because of 
his studies, he had to conclude that for 
major progressive evolution to occur, 
large mutations or macromutants must 
have existed in the past. Half jokingly, 
he called these "hopeful monsters." 
The science of genetics is still looking 
for the existence of these "hopeful 
monsters." 

THE FOSSIL RECORD 
The sudden appearance in the fossil 
record of complex animals disproves 
the theory of progressive evolution. 

The vacationer standing on the rim 
of the Grand Canyon can see layer 
after layer of rock exposed in its awe-
some walls. If he chooses to hike down, 
he will pass through these layers one 
by one until he enters the Precam-
brian rocks of the inner gorge. Fossils, 
evidence of past life, are buried in the 
mud, lime, and sand making up these 
beds. However, the Precambrian 
rocks at the bottom are practically de-
void of fossils. 

Cambrian rocks, which here in the  

Grand Canyon and elsewhere almost 
always lie just above the Precam-
brian, contain many fossils. And the 
amazing thing about these ancient ani-
mals is that they were not simple. They 
were just as complex as their modern 
relatives. The lamp shells were just as 
detailed as lamp shells today, and there 
was much greater variety then. The 
moss animals (Bryozoa) were just as 
lacy then as now. The worms were 
clearly worms with many segments. The 
trilobites, like giant sow bugs, were just 
as complicated and had just as many 
moving parts as crabs or related forms 
living in the oceans now. 

How is it possible to judge the com-
plexity of an animal from a fossil? By 
examining the visible hard parts of 
these fossils it is possible to learn much. 
Eyes and feelers indicate that the ani-
mal had a good nervous system; gills 
show that they extracted oxygen from 
the water. For oxygen to have moved 
around their bodies they must have had 
blood systems. 

Some of these animals grew by molt-
ing, like a grasshopper. This is a com-
plicated process that biologists are still 
trying to understand. Others had intri-
cate mouth parts to strain special kinds 
of foods out of the water. There was 
nothing simple or primitive about these 
creatures. They would compare well 
with any modern worms or crabs. Yet 
they are found in the oldest rocks that 
contain any significant number of fos-
sils. Where are their ancestors? Where 
are all the creatures that should have 
led up to these complex forms in the 
Cambrian? Geologists have been look-
ing for many years in the Precambrian 
rocks for the ancestors of these well-
developed Cambrian animals, but so far 
they have not found them. 

Charles Darwin realized that this 
sudden appearance of complex animals 
was a crucial question and wrote in his 
book Origin of Species, "To the ques-
tion why we do not find rich fossil-
iferous deposits belonging to these 
assumed earliest periods prior to the 
Cambrian system, I can give no satis-
factory answer. . . . The case at pres-
ent must remain inexplicable, and may  

be truly urged as a valid argument 
against the views here entertained." 3  

Darwin thought that with more col-
lecting, scientists would find the ances-
tors of the Cambrian animals. How-
ever, in 1959 Norman D. Newell, of 
Columbia University, made the follow-
ing observations in a paper prepared 
for the centennial celebration of the 
publishing of Darwin's book: "A cen-
tury of intensive search for fossils in 
the Precambrian rocks has thrown 
very little light on this problem. Early 
theories that those rocks were domi-
nantly nonmarine or that once-con-
tained fossils have been destroyed by 
heat and pressure have been aban-
doned because the Precambrian rocks 
of many districts physically are very 
similar to younger rocks in all respects 
except that they rarely contain any 
records whatsoever of past life." ' 

Recently, evidences of the major 
kinds of plants also have been showing 
up in Cambrian rocks. This means that 
for both animals and plants any hope of 
finding ancestors must be in Precam-
brian rocks, but more than a century of 
search in these rocks has revealed al-
most nothing. The sudden appearance 
of complex life that Dr. George Gay-
lord Simpson, of Harvard University, 
calls "the most puzzling feature of the 
whole fossil record" and "its greatest 
apparent inadequacy" 5  would thus ap-
pear to be beyond solution. 

If progressive evolution from simple 
to complex is correct, the ancestors of 
these full-blown living creatures in the 
Cambrian should be found; but they 
have not been found and scientists ad-
mit there is little prospect of their ever 
being found. 

On the basis of the facts alone, on 
the basis of what is actually found in 
the earth, the theory of a sudden crea-
tive act in which the major forms of 
life were established fits best. 

Scientists who study fossils have dis-
covered another interesting fact. Not 
only did complicated animals appear 
suddenly in the lower Cambrian rocks 
but the basic forms of animals have not 
changed much since then. The late 
A. H. Clark, of the United States Na- 
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tional Museum, said, "When we ex-
amine a series of fossils of any age we 
may pick out one and say with confi-
dence, 'This is a crustacean'—or star-
fish, or a brachiopod, or annelid, or any 
other type of creature as the case may 
be." 9  To put it more plainly, this is the 
problem of the missing links. Evolu-
tionists are confronted with the prob-
lem of whole sections of the chain of 
life missing. 

If progressive evolution were a fact, 
the fossil record should reveal a con-
tinuous gradation from simple to com-
plex. Somewhere in the history of life, 
animals without backbones should have 
changed gradually into animals with 
backbones. These primitive backboned 
creatures would have merged imper-
ceptibly into sharklike fish; and these, 
in turn, into bony fish. According to the 
claims of evolution, some of the true or 
bony fishes gradually became more 
and more like salamanders until they 
had the ability to move out of the wa-
ter. Somewhere along the line, scales 
and other reptilelike features nudged 
these animals across the boundary into 
the reptile camp. Thus very slowly and 
through a long period of time simple 
creatures became more and more com-
plex until man finally evolved. 

Scientists have found some fossil an-
imals or plants that have the appearance 
of being good connecting links, but 
such finds are rare and questionable. 
Dr. Norman Newell, of Columbia Uni-
versity, comments on this point: 
"These isolated discoveries, of course, 
stimulate hope that more complete rec-
ords will be found and other gaps 
closed. These finds are, however, rare; 
and experience shows that the gaps 
which separate the highest categories 
may never be bridged in the fossil rec-
ord. Many of the discontinuities tend to 
be more and more emphasized with in-
creased collecting." 7  

But what about the horse? What 
about man himself and his development 
from apes? Aren't the limbs of man, 
dogs, birds, et cetera, similar, thus in-
dicating a common ancestor? Are not 
these evidences of evolution? Are not 
they even proofs of evolution? 

Let us look at these examples care-
fully. What do they prove, if anything? 
The flipper of the whale, the foreleg of 
the frog, the wing of the bird, the fore-
leg of a dog, and the arm and hand of 
man have basically the same structure. 
This type of information is circumstan-
tial evidence that can be interpreted in 
more than one way. To the evolution-
ist it shows an evolutionary relation-
ship, but to a creationist it shows or-
ganization and design. Why should a 
Creator necessarily make every animal 
completely different from the next 
one? He used similar structures and 
processes for various animals as far 
as they applied. This is conservation; 
this shows wisdom. Man works this 
way also. When he produces a new car 
model, he does not manufacture it 
without any reference to other existing 
models. He incorporates many ideas 
common to other models, but he also 
includes some new features. 

Mice, elephants, and porpoises all 
have seven neck vertebrae—a fact said 
to illustrate that they all came from a 
common ancestor. Other parts of the 
spines of these animals do not have 
identical numbers of vertebrae. This in-
formation makes the similarity of the 
neck portion insignificant. 

The bodies of animals often show evi-
dences that support creation and tend 
to disprove evolution. The eye of an oc-
topus and the eye of man are very sim-
ilar; yet no one suggests that any close 
ancestral relationship exists between 
the two. That such similar organs could 
have developed by chance in com-
pletely different animal kinds is absurd. 

Other interesting examples show this 
type of similarity. For instance, fishes, 
toothless anteaters, and birds all have 
gizzards, but this has no significance for 
the evolutionary theory. The gray mul-
let (Mugil olivaceus) and the herring 
(Chatoessus nasus) come from widely 
different families, but they have nearly 
identical gizzards.8  The evolutionist is 
forced to conclude that these animals 
evolved similar structures independ-
ently; but this is asking too much of the 
laws of probability and chance for or-
gans so specific and so complex. 

Some point to the development of the 
horse as one of the best examples of 
evolution. Evolutionists frequently il-
lustrate the changes in size, type of 
teeth, shape of head, number of toes, 
et cetera, in books or display them in 
museums. Such displays look impres-
sive, but a number of considerations 
make the example of the horse some-
what less conclusive than appears on 
the surface. 

The first little animal of the series, 
Eohippus, is quite different from the 
others—so different, in fact, that there 
is a big question concerning its right to 
a place in the series. G. G. Simpson 
makes this statement about Eohippus 
(Hyracotherium): "Matthew has shown 
and insisted that Hyracotherium (in-
cluding Eohippus) is so primitive that it 
is not much more definitely equid than 
taprid, rhinocerotid, et cetera, but it is 
customary to place it at the root of the 
equid group." 9  

G. A. Kerkut, of the University of 
Southampton, also says, "In the first 
place it is not clear that Hyracotherium 
was the ancestral horse." 10  If the first 
"horse" resembles a tapir or a rhinoc-
eros as much as it does a horse, we 
must recognize its arbitrary position at 
the beginning of the horse series. In 
1841, Richard Owen described the so-
called "dawn horse" under the name 
Hyracotherium. This name means a 
Hyrax-like animal. The Hyrax is a small 
rabbit or 4eerlike creature of Africa and 
the Middl East which has been called 
"cony" in the Bible. The modern Hy-
rax has four toes on the forelimbs and 
three on the back. Its teeth show resem-
blance to those of Hyracotherium as do 
many other features. In truth Eohippus 
(Hyracotherium) looks more like a 
Hyrax than a horse. 

Years ago the horse series was al-
ready out of date as noted by Hardin in 
1961: ". . . There was a time when the 
existing fossils of the horses seemed to 
indicate a straight-line evolution from 
small to large, from dog-like to horse-
like, from animals with simple grinding 
teeth to animals with the complicated 
cusps of the modern horse . . . but not 
for long . . Unfortunately, before the 
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Cro-Magnon man 

Neanderthal man 

Swanscombe man 

Australopithecus 

picture was completely clear, an ex-
hibit of horses as an example of ortho-
genesis [straight-line evolution] had 
been set up at the American Museum 
of Natural History, photographed, and 
much reproduced in elementary text-
books (where it is still being reprinted 
today)." 11  

If we remove Eohippus from the 
series because of its questionable rela-
tionship, the remaining animals are all 
clearly horses. Yes, there are differ-
ences—differences in size, in the type 
of teeth, in the position of the eye on 
the head, and in the number of toes—
but these differences do not constitute 
major or fundamental changes. Size 
variations may be conspicuous, but 
such variations are common in many 
families of animals both past and pres-
ent. The horse family has remained in-
tact. Thus we do not see here an ex-
ample of change from one major type 
to another. These creatures have not 
originated from something that was not 
horse, neither have they developed into 
something that is not horse. 

If one were to collect all the differ-
ent kinds of dogs in the world today, he 
could select out of this group an in-
teresting series from small to large. But 
this series would not represent the ac-
tual evolutionary history of dogs. There 
is a distinct danger that out of the wide 
variety of horses that lived during the 
Tertiary, an artificial series has been 
selected that does not truly represent 
the past history of the horse. However, 
even if the correct interpretation of 
horse evolution has been developed, we 
are still dealing with horses and we 
have still not solved the problem of con-
necting links and ancestors. 

To secular scientists, the fossils, evi-
dences of the life of the past, constitute 
the ultimate and final court of appeal, 
because the fossil record is the only 
authentic history of life available to 
science. If this fossil history does not 
agree with evolutionary theory—and 
we have seen that it does not—what 
does it teach? It tells us that plants and 
animals were created in their basic 
forms. The basic facts of the fossil rec-
ord support creation, not evolution. 

ANCIENT MAN 
Many "facts" and comments about 
"human evolution" that are passed on 
to laymen fall into the category of 
science fiction or myth. 

How does ancient man differ from 
modern man? How extensive are the 
changes, if any, that have occurred? 
Because of man's natural interest in his 
own history, many have attempted to 
popularize the research that scientists 
have undertaken in the study of ancient 
man. But such attempts have often con-
veyed the false impression that the 
facts have only one meaning with which 
all scientists agree. The research litera-
ture shows a far different situation. Al-
most every paleoanthropologist (scien-
tist who works on fossil man) has a 
different conclusion, opinion, or inter-
pretation. The colorful illustrations one 
sees of the supposed evolution of ape 
to man are mostly guesswork. 

The only ancient races of men for 
which we have enough material to give 
us a reasonably good idea of their ap-
pearance are Neanderthal man and Cro-
Magnon man. Scientists believe that 
Cro-Magnon man produced the artistic 
drawings and colored paintings found 
in caves in Southern Europe. Skeletal 
remains of Cro-Magnon man indicate 
he was equal to or taller than modern 
man and give no evidence for evolu-
tionary progression. Neanderthal man, 
on the other hand, does have features 
that differ somewhat from those of 
modern man. His forehead is more re-
ceding, and his eyebrow ridges more 
prominent. However, Neanderthal man 
was close, if not equal, to the size of 
modern man. He was probably no less 
intelligent. 

Every high school student has seen 
pictures, perhaps in his own biology 
textbook, of a scantily clad and hairy 
Neanderthal man with short neck, 
stooped shoulder, bowed legs, and 
bestial appearance. Such pictures grew 
out of the original description of Nean-
derthal man given by Marcellin Boule 
in 1911-1913.12  The picture has passed 
unchanged from book to book, year to 
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year, for nearly sixty years. But Boule 
based his description originally upon 
one skeleton whose bones have recently 
been shown to have been badly de-
formed by a severe case of arthritis. 

William Straus and A. J. E. Cave, the 
two scientists who discovered this sit-
uation, declared, "There is thus no 
valid reason for the assumption that the 
posture of Neanderthal man of the 
fourth glacial period differed signifi-
cantly from that of present-day men. 
. . . It may well be that the arthritic 
`old man' of La Chapelle-aux-Saints, 
the postural prototype of Neanderthal 
man, did actually stand and walk with 
something of a pathological kyphosis; 
but, if so, he has his counterparts in 
modern men similarly afflicted with 
spinal osteoarthritis. He cannot, in 
view of his manifest pathology, be used 
to provide us with a reliable picture of a 
healthy, normal Neanderthalian. Not-
withstanding, if he could be reincar-
nated and placed in a New York sub-
way—provided that he were bathed, 
shaved, and dressed in modern cloth-
ing—it is doubtful whether he would at-
tract any more attention than some of 
its other denizens." 13  That was writ-
ten some years ago. Neanderthal man 
might attract less attention today if he 
were not shaved! 

Straus and Cave further remark that 
they suspect Boule made this mistake 
in his analysis of Neanderthal man be-
cause he was influenced by the beliefs 
and opinions of his fellow scientists, 
who expected to find ancestors of mod-
ern man that would be more apelike 
and more imperfect both in their skull 
characteristics and in the rest of the 
skeleton. Social pressure and precon-
ceptions affect all people, including 
scientists, causing them to look for 
and to discover those characteristics 
that agree with their expectations. Thus 
the two best-documented ancient races 
cannot be used to illustrate evolutionary 
progression from ape to man. They may 
differ slightly from the average modern 
man, but many living races do also. 

The evidences of all the other pre-
historic men are very fragmentary. Con-
clusions based upon these incomplete  

pieces of bones have not always been 
scientific. For forty years Piltdown man 
was considered in the evolutionary 
scheme of man until the discovery that 
the evidences on which this human 
specimen was based were a clever de-
ception. Careful examination showed 
that the bones brought together to make 
up these skulls were partly human and 
partly ape. Some of the teeth had been 
filed and portions of a jaw had been 
broken away to make it less clear that 
the bone was from an ape and not from 
a man. In fact, some of the bone ma-
terial was not even fossilized but had 
been soaked in brown stain to make it 
appear old. When researchers drilled 
into the bone, they obtained shavings 
rather than the powder that would be 
expected from truly fossilized bones. 
An amateur fossil collector, Charles 
Dawson, found the skulls in 1912 near 
Piltdown, Sussex, England. Although un-
provable, it is likely that he carried out the 
deception that misled paleontologists un-
til 1953, when the hoax was discovered." 

The controversy over Java man was 
one of the most heated in the history of 
science. The discoverer, Eugene Du-
bois, a Dutch physician, kept the fossil 
pieces for years and allowed only a few 
privileged people to see them. He him-
self changed his mind at least once as 
to whether it was ape or man." 

On several occasions, especially with 
Peking man and the more recent ma-
terial from East Africa, normal skeletal 
remains have been found near or 
among the pieces for which evolution-
ary significance are claimed. These are 
never mentioned in the popular litera-
ture and are passed by briefly in the 
research papers. 

Some scientists studying this subject 
have been alarmed over the lack of 
careful research. Lord Solly Zuckerman 
and his team of anatomists at the Uni-
versity of Birmingham have studied the 
remains of ancient man for a number of 
years. Zuckerman has used modern 
methods of statistical and computer 
analysis, and has shown repeatedly that 
many of the similarities claimed for 
apes and fossil man do not hold up. 
He has shown how the results from his  

studies have either been completely ig-
nored or used only in part by anthro-
pologists who are studying fossil men. 
Concerning the fossil finds in East Af-
rica upon which he has directed special 
attention, he says, "When compared 
with human and simian [ape] skulls, the 
Australopithcine skull [a type of skull 
found in East Africa] is in appearance 
overwhelmingly simian—not human. 
The contrary proposition could be 
equated to an assertion that black is 
white." 16  

Much that filters down to the layman 
as human evolution falls into the cate-
gory of science fiction or myth. Zucker-
man entitled his lengthy article, from 
which the above statement was taken, 
"Myth and Method in Anatomy." 

Recent finds of modern-like human 
remains in Central Africa by Richard 
Leakey completely upset previous 
theories on the evolution of man. Note 
Leakey's own words: "Either we toss 
out this skull or we toss out our theories 
of early man . . . It leaves in ruins the 
notion that all early fossils can be ar-
ranged in an orderly sequence of evo-
lutionary change." 17  

These and other examples illustrate 
the fact that when scientists deal with 
fragmentary material, they will make 
mistakes. At best the statements they 
make and opinions they give must stand 
as theory and speculation. 

This brief discussion of ancient man 
should be enough to illustrate that no 
major change from one basic category 
to another is established. The evidences 
may be interpreted to mean that there 
has been evolution of man or that there 
has been degeneration of man, as the 
Bible says. 

THE INVERTEBRATES 
No evidence can be found in either the 
fossil record or modern living creatures 
that single-celled animals changed into 
complex animals. 

Various theories have been proposed 
for the change from single-celled to 
multicellular animals, but these are 
highly speculative because there is no 
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real evidence. It is not even possible to 
decide which is the most simple group 
of multicellular animals. Several phyla 
have been suggested, but each has 
unique and complex features that have 
led others to question its right to be the 
simplest or most primitive.18  

Evolutionists speak of primitive or 
advanced animals and plants. On what 
do they base these designations? Is an 
animal with one toe on each foot more 
advanced than animals with three or 
four? Are fish with round scales (cy-
cloid) more advanced than fish with dia-
mond-shaped scales (rhomboid)? Are 
land animals with lungs more advanced 
than water animals with gills? 

Obviously, whether animals are primi-
tive or advanced is a highly subjective 
question. 

Confronted with the question, What 
group of animals first developed into 
the backboned animals? scientists have 
proposed various phyla of invertebrate 
creatures as the ancestors of the verte-
brates. More recently some have sug-
gested the phylum Echinodermata, 
which includes the starfish and the sea 
urchins. Those who suggested this 
pointed out that sea urchins contain the 
energy-providing substance—creatine 
phosphate—which abounds in the mus-
cles of vertebrate animals. They take 
this as evidence that the phylum Echi-
nodermata must therefore have been 
the steppingstone by which inverte-
brates become vertebrates. However, 
recent research has found creatine 
phosphate in other invertebrate groups 
also. Obviously, such supposed evi-
dence for the origin of vertebrates is 
worthless.19  

Recently I thumbed through Ernst 
Haeckel's four volumes on the history 
of creation and the evolution of man,2° 
written just before the turn of the cen-
tury. In his history, Haeckel brought 
together a tremendous amount of ma-
terial that to the readers of his time 
must have seemed quite convincing. 
Now, after more than three quarters of 
a century, scientists recognize that 
Haeckel's arguments were unfounded 
and erroneous. One of Haeckel's 
strongest "evidences" was his conten- 

tion that the embryological develop-
ment of backboned animals traced 
through their evolutionary history. He 
showed sketches of the embryos of 
man, rabbit, cat, hog, chick, tortoise, 
salamander, and fish in several stages 
of development. These embryos all 
show remarkable resemblances to one 
another, especially in the early stages. 

This theory, often called the bio-
genetic law of recapitulation, presents 
the idea that an animal's short embry-
onic development condenses its past 
evolutionary history. For many years 
proponents of this view used the phrase 
"ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny." 
By this they meant that the develop-
ment of an animal from conception to 
adulthood (ontogeny) goes back over 
(recapitulates) its evolutionary history 
(phylogeny). This concept must stand 
as one of the most persistent and hard-
est-dying theories of modern times, be-
cause for thirty or more years geneti-
cists and embryologists have seriously 
attacked it and have clearly shown it to 
be wrong. Although this theory is now 
being gradually eliminated from biology 
and general science textbooks, it is not 
unusual for modern writers still to re-
fer to it. 

Confesses Paul Weisz, of Rockefel-
ler University: "[Haeckel's] views are 
now largely discredited, but they were 
once so influential that many of them 
still persist today under various guises. 
. . . Haeckel's arguments were shown 
to be unsound even in his own day, but 
his generalizations were so neat and 
they seemed to explain so much so 
simply that the fundamental difficulties 
were ignored by many." 21 

It is true that the embryos of man, 
dog, pig, fish, et cetera, do show re-
semblances, but these similarities oc-
cur because in adulthood these animals 
also have likenesses. They have back-
bone. they have four appendages, and 
each has head and jaws. It is not any-
thing unexpected that the embryological 
development of these creatures should 
also show some similarities. Olin Nel-
son puts it very well in the following 
statement: "Nature does not build ten 
tracks to send ten trains with different  

destinies out of a station when she can 
use one track for all for at least part of 
the way." 22  I would like to call this 
concept "conservation of design." It 
was not necessary to devise different 
developmental processes for all the dif-
ferent animals when one plan was suit-
able for most of them during at least 
part of their growth. 

What is true of the structure of ani-
mals and their growth characteristics is 
also true of their function and phys-
iology. The hormone thyroxine ap-
pears in animals from frog to man. 
Digestive enzymes such as trypsin ap-
pear in both single-celled animals and 
man. But these are not evidences for 
evolution any more than they are evi-
dences for creation. We would not ex-
pect a Creator to make new enzymes 
and new hormones for each separate 
function in each species of animal 
when similar hormones or enzymes 
could do the work. 

These attempts to decipher evolu-
tionary history by looking at modern 
living creatures are based on circum-
stantial evidences and speculation, and 
are constantly undergoing change. In 
most cases the same evidences can be 
interpreted equally well, if not better, 
to support creation. 

THE COMPLEXITY OF LIFE 
A monkey jumping on a typewriter will 
never produce a driver's manual. Neither 
can the staggering complexity of a 
living cell be the result of chance. 

In conclusion, let us examine a per-
suasive argument for creation—the 
complexity of life. 

The more scientists study living pro-
toplasm, the more complicated it seems 
to become. The use of the electron mi-
croscope and biochemical analysis is 
opening windows into the living cell that 
men a few years ago never dreamed of, 
windows that reveal detail almost be-
yond description. It would be easier to 
study the living cell if we could say 
what life really is. So far, no man has 
been able to duplicate life (despite news 
reports) or even to define it clearly. 
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The complexity of a cell and the or-
ganism of which it is a part is regulated 
and directed by a blueprint of stagger-
ing intricacy—a code of complete and 
detailed instructions. Even if the laws 
of chance operating on atoms and mole-
cules already present were able to pro-
duce simple amino acids or proteins, 
there is no possibility that chance could 
put together an exquisite and meaning-
ful series of symbols—the DNA code—
which conveys almost limitless meaning 
to the developing organism as it be-
comes what it is destined to become. 
An explosion in a print shop, a monkey 
jumping on a typewriter, would never 
produce a driver's manual. Neither can 
the much more detailed instruction of 
the DNA code be the result of chance. 

Every thinking person must be im-
pressed with the evidence for a Master 
Designer far greater than man who 
wrote the code, made and brought to-
gether the building blocks, and directed 
the construction. 

Almost incomprehensible detail ex-
ists in each part of the human body, de-
tail that seems unaccountable by any 
theory of gradual evolutionary develop-
ment. Consider the brain, an organ we 
are only beginning to understand. It is 
not adequate to call the brain a com-
puter, for its abilities are far superior 
to those of even the most complex 
computer. Besides being able to store 
and recall a tremendous mass of in-
formation over a lifetime, the brain can 
take a fact, compare it with a great 
amount of relevant information already 
available, and weigh it against judgment 
and conscience before coming to a con- 
clusion. And how long do these proc-
esses take? Usually only a fraction of a 
second. 

One author has ably expressed his 
sentiments in these words: "Anyone 
who can contemplate the eye of a 
housefly, the mechanics of human fin-
ger movement, the camouflage of a 
moth, or the building of every kind of 
matter from variations in arrangement 
of proton and electron, and then main- 
tain that all this design happened with-
out a designer, happened by sheer, 
blind accident—such a person believes  

in a miracle far more astounding than 
any in the Bible. To regard man, with 
his arts and aspirations, his awareness 
of himself and of his universe, his emo-
tions and his morals, his very abilities 
to conceive an idea so grand as that of 
God, to regard this creature as merely 
a form of life somewhat higher on the 
evolutionary ladder than the others, is 
to create questions more profound than 
was answered." 23  

But what if man eventually produces 
a simple spark of life? What if thou-
sands of brilliant researchers spending 
thousands of hours in multimillion-dol-
lar laboratories, with equipment of ut-
most sophistication, finally achieve the 
dream of man—to produce life? Would 
this not disprove creation? Or would it 
merely emphasize the impossibility 
that life began on its own? Certainly 
the complexity of the most simple 
form of life is persuasive evidence that 
the Genesis record is more than myth. 

To summarize: We have considered 
a number of evidences from science 
for evolution. We have found: 1. While 
there has been adaptation and variation, 
scientists have been unable to demon-
strate or to document change from one 
major kind to another; 2. Examination 
of the fossils, stony records of the past, 
tells us that complicated living things, 
including man, suddenly began to exist 
upon the earth; 3. Living things exhibit 
an infinity of design and detail that re-
quires a Maker with omnipotent intel-
ligence and creative power. 

Many youth today are turning again 
to the basic question of origins. Where 
did we come from? Why are we here? 
The evolutionist has no answer. The 
creationist does. It remains to be seen 
whether educators will permit them to 
examine the scientific evidences that 
would lead them to right conclusions. ❑ 
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Make wav for the 
There's a grass-roots explosion taking 

place among church-related schools in the 
United States. It's happening, strangely, 
not among the traditional parochial-school 

systems, but in the interdenominational, multicon-
gregational Christian schools of the Protestant evan-
gelicals. 

While enrollment in both the parochial and the pub-
lic systems has declined more than a million in the 
past ten years, Protestant Christian school enroll-
ment has mushroomed by over 600 per cent. Neither 
higher tuition (as in parochial schools) nor a declin-
ing birth rate has slowed the rapid growth of the 
Christian schools. 

There aren't any precise statistics of their number 
or total enrollment, but Dr. Roy Lowrie of the Na-
tional Christian School Education Association esti-
mates that some 7,000 schools are offering an educa-
tion to a million children. 

What makes the rise of these Christian schools 
even more unusual is the traditional evangelical sup-
port for the public-school system. For more than a 
hundred years these conservative Protestants en-
dorsed the public-school system as the one most at-
tuned to a democracy. 

What changed their mind? 
The banning of religious exercises in public schools 

ignited the Christian-school movement, but it is no 
longer the reason growing numbers of children are 
leaving public schools for the Christian schools. In-
stead it is the conviction that separation of religion 
and the state is no longer being respected by, nor 
observed in, most public-school systems. The public 
school, many evangelical parents believe, has be-
come secular religion's instrument to undermine the 
moral education of the home and the church. 

Rather than blaming the Supreme Court for the 
emergence of a secular religion in the schools, some 
evangelicals point out that the transformation has 
been made despite the Court. They note, for exam-
ple, that the Court explicitly warned against inter-
preting the Schempp decision—in which state-spon- 

In many parochial schools students are taught not 
only creation but also evolution—they are thoroughly 
conversant with both theories. Occasionally we have 
debates or forums where students take opposing sides 
and argue the merits of each. One could then say many 
parochial schools, in this respect, are more open in 
search for the truth than are public schools, where edu-
cators seem afraid to put their evolutionary hypotheses 
out in the market of ideas for examination alongside 
scientific creationism. 

KENNETH WILSON 
Instructor, Biological Sciences 
Takoma Academy, Takoma Park, Maryland  

sored religious exercises were ruled unconstitutional 
—as a victory for secularism. The majority opinion, 
delivered by Justice Clark, stated that "the state may 
not establish a religion of secularism in the sense of 
affirmatively opposing or showing hostility to reli-
gion, thus preferring those who believe in no religion 
over those who do believe." 

The Supreme Court had affirmed the same principle 
in an earlier decision (Everson v. Board of Educa-
tion), noting that the First Amendment "requires the 
state to be a neutral in its relations with groups of 
religious believers and nonbelievers. State power is 
no more to be used so as to handicap religions than 
it is to favor them." 

Nevertheless, many Christians are convinced the 

neutrality imposed on the public schools is being 
abused by the state. The basic right to free expression 
of, and belief in, religion is being violated by imposi-
tion of a mandatory secular, humanist education. 
Public-school education is, in the words of the Supreme 
Court, "affirmatively opposing religion," by intruding 
on value systems, morality, belief in the supernatural, 
God's role in the creation and preservation of the uni-
verse, sex, purity of language, and other areas of 
Christianity as well as Biblical concerns. 

The struggle has surfaced in textbook controversies 
in West Virginia, Minnesota, Texas, Maryland, Vir-
ginia, New Jersey, and elsewhere. Parents are pro-
testing that textbooks and subjects are un-American, 
anti-Christian, and even pornographic. They believe 
the books and the courses are being used to change the 
moral and value systems of the children to conform 
to the values of a "secular" religion. 

While some parents have risen up in protest at pub-
lic-school meetings, others have quietly opted to pro-
vide their children with an alternative—the Christian 
school. 

A New Jersey Christian-school educator explains: 
"We're not objecting just to a few dirty, profane, or 
even irreligious books. That's only the surface mani-
festation of the problem. We're convinced the hu-
manist philosophy that pervades the average public-
school curricula and the books chosen as' textbooks 
make the Christian value system its chief victim." 

What has arisen, then, is an alternative school 
system where curricula and textbooks, as well as 
teaching methods, don't conflict with the value system 
and basic beliefs of the children. It is a return to what 
one Christian-school administrator calls "the tradi-
tional separation of religion and state in education. 

"Basically the school system doesn't impose a 
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different value system from what a child brings with 
him to school. The school is not in the business of 
teaching 'religion' or making converts to its philos-
ophy, whether to secularism or a particular faith. In 
the Christian school we aren't imposing our belief 
system on anyone; we're merely providing an educa-
tion in conformity to the system the children bring 
with them. In the classic sense this is separating state-
mandated education from religious influence." 

A Christian schoolteacher, ten-year veteran of 
the public-school system, explains it this way: 

"You can't divide a child's life, separating what he 
learns in school from his privately held value and be-
lief system, his approaches to an understanding of the 
universe, himself, and the world around him. Re- 

ligious freedom in a democracy such as ours pro-
vides that no one, including the state, may impose 
any other value system on a child than the one he lives 
with outside his school hours. I found public schools 
were increasingly offering different sets of principles 
by which a child from a Christian home was to make 
his judgments. That's a clear violation of our First 
Amendment." 

Another issue involved in Christian-school growth 
centers on the question of who has primary responsi-
bility for a child's education, the state or the parents? 

If the parents possess the basic responsibility, then 
parents, as one evangelical notes, "can expect the 
public schools to supplement a child's home training, 
or at the least teach a child the basic subjects without 
challenging the moral, ethical, and religious values 
taught him by his parents and the church. The rise of 
the Christian school indicates a growing number of 
Christian parents are convinced public schools are now 
trying to supplant rather than supplement home edu-
cation." 

In 1974 U.S. Commissioner of Education T. H. Bell 
put this same feeling in these words: "Parents have the 
right to expect that the schools, in their teaching ap-
proaches and selection of instruction materials, will 
support the values and standards that their children are 
taught at home. And if the schools can't support these 
values they must at least avoid the deliberate destruc-
tion of them." 

To validate their concern that the state is over-
stepping the boundaries separating the state and the 
support of any religious expression, Christian edu-
cators point to an Ohio Education code: 

"The natural rights of a parent to custody and con-
trol of . . . children are subordinate to the power of 
the state to provide for the education of their children." 

To emphasize the basic responsibilities and rights of 
parents in determining the kind of education their chil-
dren are to receive, Christian schools incorporate 
into their printed educational philosophy the concept 
that the school is merely an extension and aid to the 
two primary sources responsible for the total educa-
tion of a child, the home and the church. Consequently 
most Christian schools make the parents share re-
sponsibility for their child's attitudes and behavior 
while in school. 

In this approach to separation of church and state, 
the parents see the state ensuring that their children 
will be in school; through the school the state will 
offer the tools to enable students to write, read, do 
mathematics, and gain some insights into English, 
history, and other subjects. The school will instruct 
without attempting to weave a philosophy or value sys-
tem into the instruction. Indoctrination is reserved 
for religion, whether taught in the home or in a church. 

Protestant evangelicals are careful to distinguish 
between the requirement of the state that every child 
receive an education and the responsibility of the par-
ent to determine that the state-imposed education 
does not infringe on religious beliefs. Most Christian 
schools, in contradistinction to the parochial school, 
are multicongregational and interdenominational. The 
Christian school of Camden County, New Jersey, for 
example, draws its 400 pupils from 75 different con-
gregations and 25 denominations. "It is," as the prin-
cipal notes, "an example of the diversity of American 
democracy and the freedom of religion that carries 
over into a church school." 

Financial support comes from donations of con-
cerned evangelical churches, individuals, and busi-
nessmen. But the primary source is the tuition system, 
one which costs most parents $300 to $600 a child. 

Affection for absolute separation of church and 
state among evangelicals carries over into the financ-
ing of the schools. In spite of rising costs, both 
schools and parents oppose subsidies from Federal, 
state, or local revenues. 

In areas where it is believed the state had infringed 
on the religious freedom of the children, Christian 
schools are making changes. Increasingly, textbooks 
are being purchased from Christian publishing 
houses. Subject matter in these books is approached 
from a perspective that doesn't do violence to a 
child's beliefs or what parents consider to be the es-
sence of a child's education—the integration of 
knowledge into a religious perspective. 

According to Dr. Roy Lowrie, "The new movement 
will continue to grow, because Christian parents are 
convinced the education of their children is too vital 
to be left in the hands of a secular school system." 0 

Thomas W. Klewin is a free-lance writer in Pleasant-
ville, New Jersey. 
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CONFORMITY 
Its Perils and Its Price 

Marc T. Greene 

T
he peril of conformity lies 
mainly in the increasing 
strength of regimented and 
standardized thought. Its 
price is the whole demo-

cratic concept, for such standardiza-
tion favors the demagogic leadership 
that is the bane of the "lofty abstraction 
known as democracy." 

Emerson said, "Whoso would be a 
man must be a nonconformist." 

Let us examine this challenging 
proposition. What is its real signifi-
cance, and what bearing has it upon 
contemporary life in America? 

Ralph Waldo Emerson was the cen-
tral figure of what was known as the 
Massachusetts school of philosophy. 
The time was the middle of the nine-
teenth century, before the War Be-
tween the States had torn the country 
apart and turned men's thoughts from 
abstractions, however significant. 
Previous to the war a nationwide cul-
tural renaissance had been instigated 
and encouraged by the expanding 
strength and prosperity of the Republic. 

Emerson's philosophy was jeered 
at by the Harvard professors, rigid 
conformists themselves. The Univer-
sity was the heart and center of New 
England conservatism, upholding the 
fixed standards of the day, the stand-
ards, that is to say, that they them-
selves had been the leaders in fixing. 
And in view of an assertion the Con-
cordian once made, it is small wonder 
he frightened as well as angered the 
conservatives: 

The aspect this country presents is a 
certain maniacal activity. Has it gen-
erated any intellectual power? One 
would say there is nothing colossal but 
its geography and its material activity. 

But Emerson's friends thought him  

"independent and sincere," and that 
is the judgment of history. It is cer-
tainly true that he was a cultural rebel 
prone to the expression of "inflamma-
tory" thoughts, that he believed cul-
tural stagnation must inevitably engen-
der political, moral, and intellectual 
stagnation, leaving mankind a civiliza-
tion "only a little above the beasts." 

But the Concord transcendentalists 
were not, on the whole, militant—for 
one example, Henry Thoreau, the 
"Sage of Walden Pond," Emerson's 
warm friend. Their ideas, which really 
centered about the concept of self-
reliance in the individual as opposed 
to mass conformity, were, they thought, 
best conveyed "without raising one's 
voice," as Lucien Price, one of the 
ablest of present-day philosophical 
writers in America, puts it. But they 
foresaw clearly enough, as the philo-
sophical historian Jakob Burckhardt, 
in Europe, foresaw—and was jeered at 
as a "misfit"—that in mass culture 
and machine industry lay danger of a 
cultural communism. The result would 
be an intellectual "mass production" 
differing as sharply from intellectual 
self-reliance as machine production 
differs from the craftsman's individual-
ity. 

There is, indeed, a marked parallel 
between Burckhardt and the Emerson-
ian nonconformist school of thought. 
Said the former: 

I expect nothing from the despotism 
of the masses but a future tyranny 
ruinous to art and literature. Modern 
man's mass-abdication of individuality 
as barter for an impossible security for 
himself and for property is another 
symptom. Triviality likes to be tyranni-
cal and to impose its yoke upon nobler 
spirits. 

"Is it believable," asks Price, "that 
Burckhardt wrote that sentence on May 
25, 1849?" 

"What I must do is all that concerns 
me, —  said Emerson, "not what people 
think." The objection to conforming to 
usages is that it scatters your forces. It 
blurs the impression of your character. 
A man should consider what a blind 
man's bluff is this game of conformity. 

Clearly the strength of conformity 
lies largely in the complacency of the 
comfortably placed classes. Despite 
continued and significant social changes, 
those classes not only fear and resent 
change, but apply to such as recognize 
and seek to adjust to it such stigma 
as "agitator," "dangerous radical," 
and often, "communist." 

The antithesis of conformity, then, 
is self-reliance. Such was really the 
foundation of the transcendentalist 
philosophy. "Believe your own 
thoyghts, speak your latent conviction. 
Th highest merit we ascribe to Moses, 
Plato, and Milton is that they set at 
naught tradition and that they spoke, 
not what men generally thought, but 
what they themselves thought." 

"In religious concernments"—to 
use the words of Roger Williams—the 
Massachusetts Academicians were re-
garded rather more than askance by 
the dyed-in-the-wool New England 
Puritans, inheritors of the seventeenth-
century Pilgrim tradition. Though them-
selves "radicals," they left little room 
in their church-states for dissenters. 
In New England, as so often in the 
Old, one refused to conform at one's 
peril, often at one's extreme peril. It 
could happen, and did happen, that the 

Marc T. Greene, until his death, was a 
free-lance writer and columnist for the 
Providence (Rhode Island) Journal. 
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capital penalty challenged intransi-
gency. Well into the nineteenth century, 
punishment could be social ostracism or 
economic ruin. Even today the rebel 
may, and often does, find his path 
thorny. Yet would not the weight of 
intelligent opinion today support Emer-
son's opening proposition? 

Is your thought, This is an hard say-
ing, who can hear it? Then consider 
that, in their adherence to it, con-
sciously or not, courageous men have 
achieved for the race such cultural 
progress as it has made. How else? 
Conformism is static. Nonconformism 
is dynamic. That is the real significance 
of Emerson's challenge. To stand still, 
intellectually slothful, in porcine con-
tent. Or to advance, seeking always, as 
Browning said, that which is perhaps 
beyond the immediate grasp, holding 
firmly to a determination to keep pace 
as the world "swings forever down the 
ringing grooves of change." 

"I will at least be free to think and 
free to write, the world prevents us well 
enough from doing," lamented Goethe. 
But conformity in its tyranny places 
sufficient obstacles in the way of free-
dom to write, even to think. "The 
despotism of custom is everywhere 
the standing hindrance to human ad-
vancement, being in unceasing antag-
onism to that disposition to aim at 
something better than the ordinary." 

"Whoso would be a man," stressed 
the Concord philosopher, "must defy 
conformity." This conviction has the 
widest of connotations for our time, 
and a very direct bearing upon con-
temporary life. "I am ashamed to 
think," he said, "how easily we capitu-
late to badges and names (insignia and 
slogans?), to large societies and to 
dead institutions." What is even worse, 
the badges and names more often than 
not have no clear meaning nor definite 
significance to those who "capitulate" 
to them. Or, in some cases, to those 
who reject them. 

What, then, is the portent of all this? 
Is it not that rigid intellectual con-
formity arising out of the fear of being 
thought "different," and so suspect, 
stultifies the mind and destroys the 
capacity for clear and independent 
thought? "Define your terms," said 
Voltaire, "before you argue with me." 
If you cannot do that, those terms 
mean nothing to you, and less than 
nothing to others. 

The intellectual brilliance of the 
Periclean Age was rooted in the Greek's 
free declaration of "independent and 
sincere thought." Citizens were en-
couraged to state views fearlessly in 
public assembly with the certainty that 
they would be listened to and, with rare 
exceptions, listened to respectfully and 
without prejudice. 

Such a thing as regimentation of 
thought, which is to say, intellectual 
conformity, was practically unknown. 
Unless it was decided that a man was 
actually undermining the state, treason-
able, as charged in the cases of Socra-
tes, Xenophon, Miltiades, and Thucy-
dides, he need have no apprehension in 
declaring his views, however "radical." 

The great point is that he had opin-
ions. They were not borrowed, even 
to their phraseology, from the media—
from newspaper editorials and maga-
zine propaganda, from radio broadcast-
ers and television commentators, 
those contemporary propagandists of 
intellectual conformity, those directors 
of cultural regimentation. Many exer-
cise an influence over current thought 
that is nothing less than tyrannical. In 
the interests of one cause or another, 
on behalf of some powerful agency, 
political, economic, commercial, even 
educational, they conduct a propa-
ganda antagonistic to every tendency 
toward independence in thought, hostile 
to the most fundamental concept of 
intellectual democracy. 

When in the course of human history 
has there been a cultural tyranny like 
this, a tyranny that encourages and 
fosters conformity in all things, but 
primarily in intellectual concernments? 
It is a tyranny that channels, that di-
rects, that in subtle and insidious 
fashion guides and shapes, that urges 
and pleads on one occasion, cajoles and 
proclaims on another, denounces and 
threatens on a third. 

In his notable book The Mind in the 
Making, James Harvey Robinson used 
the striking phrase "herd-thought," 
warning of the increasing tendency to 
"think by the herd," even greater dan-
ger, he thought, than to act by the herd. 
The individualist, in either case, resem-
bled the animal which, actuated by 
some vague impulse, suddenly ceased 
its quiet grazing to trot off by itself to a 
far corner of the field. The rest stared 
wonderingly after it, not understanding 
but feeling uneasily that something was 
wrong. 

Rigid conformity has, indeed, some-
thing of the bovine about it, of the herd. 
It is a clinging together for security. 
To act upon one's own volition endangers 
not only the actor himself but the group. 
Therefore the group alone shall act. 

And so the tyranny of conformity 
is the tyranny of the mass. "What's 
worse tyranny," asks Homer, "than 
a usurping crowd?" The crowd, 
that is, which usurps the right of 
thought and action, demanding that its 
way and none other be the way of all 
men. The inevitable and easily fore-
seeable conclusion is the discourage-
ment of all worthy progress, the mold-
ing of the mind into a fixed form. A  

striking, if homely, illustration is the 
changing language, the transformation 
of the "trebly-welded English tongue" 
from a creative art of grace and flexi-
bility into a tool of pungent expressive-
ness. In line with the fast-moving 
fashion of American life, the haste in 
all concernments, the determination 
not to "waste time," the mass-vocabu-
lary has gradually diminished until 
emphasis is upon certain key words. 
Richest of all language in synonyms 
as is our native tongue and therefore 
lending itself above all others to gra-
cious and effective speech, yet in 
America it is being leveled to its barest 
essentials and mingled with words and 
phrases concerned wholely with rapid 
and forceful expression, with meanings 
intelligible to the most immature men-
tality. 

Conversational intercourse in words 
of one, two, and three syllables within 
a limited vocabulary, and thought at a 
similar level, must inevitably result in a 
kind of intellectual atrophy ultimately 
destructive of all capacity to deal in-
telligently with matters of any impor-
tance, political, economic, moral, 
social, or educational. A level of mass 
conformity is reached at which the 
demagogue wields an easy influence 
and the despot little-hampered control. 
Even as the one-eyed man is acknowl-
edged leader in a kingdom of the blind, 
so the half-educated is the accepted 
tyrant in a multitude of the mentally 
atrophied. 

"Nothing contracts the heart like 
symmetry," said Hugo. For "symme-
try" may not inaptly be substituted 
"conformity." It not only contracts the 
heart but it stultifies the intellect and 
reduces all things to the dead level of 
mediocrity. It saps not only the capac-
ity but also the inclination of a man 
toward self-reliance. It makes the de-
termining factor of all things the 
intellectually lowest common denomina-
tor. It creates the herd-mind and ulti-
mates in herd-thought—actually no 
thought at all but merely blind and 
unreasoning adherence to custom or 
policy established by those who think 
to profit by the exploitation of the mass. 

The exploitation may be political, 
economic, or religious. It may have 
moral implications and results. It may 
be, and to some extent it undoubtedly 
is, educational. Certainly it is cultural 
in the broadest sense. Danger lies in 
each. The utmost peril to the individual, 
to civilization itself, lies in the com-
bination of them all. Because self-
reliance, as Emerson showed, is the 
annihilator of conformity, it can avert 
these perils. Therefore one of the 
primary objectives of education should 
be to inculcate this quality. If we fail, 
civilization is itself threatened. 	❑ 
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Take one example, the 
sixth commandment. "You 
shall not murder" (Ex. 20: 13 , 
N.A.S.B.).* This simple 
divine declaration is God's 
absolute affirmation of the 
Christian's unvarying behavior. 

To the child of God, 
murder is no problem. God's 
Spirit in him will keep 
him from committing murder. 
Christ's grace is an assurance 
that he will live in full freedom 
from the stain of this sin. 
God has put Himself on the 
line guaranteeing that what 
He promises, He is able to 
deliver. The Christian who 
lives this way is always in 
harmony with divine right-
eousness. Christlike conformity 
is written in his heart. 

E. Robert Reynolds is a minister 
living in Riverside, California. 
• From the Neu Atnerttan Standard Bible. Copyright 1972, 
by The Lockman Foundation. 

Many people think of the 
Ten Commandments as 
legalistic, prohibitive injunc-
tions. To those with a do-it-
yourself religious experience, 
they are these. But to those 
who live under God's everlasting 
covenant, solely dependent 
on Him by faith in Christ, 
they are affirmations of what 
God will do in and through 
His children. For them, the 
Ten Commandments are not 
proscriptions, but warranties. 
They are not imperative 
requirements, but declarative 
assurances. They are not 
negatives, but positives; not 
restrictives, but descriptives; 
not arbitrary orders, but 
divine enablings; not burden-
some limitations, but freedoms 
in Christ and promises of a 
glorious new life-style that 
is ever in accord with Christ's 
righteousness. 

IBERI1ES 
By E. Robert Reynolds 



THE 
HUTTERITES 

Christian Communists in the U.S. 

By Diane Johnson 
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C
an a Christian be a commu-
nist? Can a communistic so-
ciety survive in the midst of 
capitalism? It depends on 

what you mean by the term. The Hut-
terites have been living in Christian 
communes in the U.S. for almost one 
hundred years. They believe their 
"communism" has worked where oth-
ers have failed, because it is based on 
religion rather than political ideology, 
and it seeks to force itself on no one. 

When I first met the Hutterites, of 
the New Rockport Colony, outside of 
Choteau, Montana, I was shown how 
communal living functions. Proudly the 
women displayed their large modern 
kitchen, where, after they have turned 
17, they take turns cooking for the col-
ony. Neat gray buildings, housing for 
the community, dot the 6,000-acre, 
up-to-date farm. 

In the kindergarten building, children 
are trained from ages 2 1/2 to 6. They 
speak nothing but German, and from 
ages 6 to 7 are taught to read and write 
German. The next year they begin 
"English speaking school," and con-
tinue until they have completed the 
eighth grade. Teaching is done by a 
non-Hutterite teacher, who lives at the 
colony in a house provided for him. 

The children are taught to sing, and 
there is singing in religious services, 
but musical instruments, radios, tele-
visions, and phonographs are forbidden. 

Before age 14 the older children take 
care of the kindergartners and babies 
while the adults eat in the communal 
dining room. At age 14 they join the 
adults, men on one side of the table 
and women on the other. The young 
men also change from black caps to 
black hats at this time. 

The women and girls all dress alike 
in bright floor-length print dresses, with 
caps and scarves over braided hair. 
Their dress standards are a matter of 
modesty, not refusal to adapt to mod-
ern ways, as with the Amish. 

Young people choose whom they will 
marry, but cannot marry until after 
they have been baptized, usually around 
the age of 21. During the marriage cere-
mony the couple is placed in the center 
of the room and questioned on the 
meaning of marriage by the congrega-
tion. After the ceremony the man will 
grow a beard to show his new status. 
I asked what would happen if a man or 
woman was unfaithful after marriage. 
"It wouldn't happen, it just wouldn't 
happen," one of the young women an-
swered. 

Few youth leave the colonies, but if 
they wish to go they are not restrained. 
If they want to return and are truly re-
pentant they are welcomed back. The 
Hutterites believe that anyone who 
leaves their communistic society will 

A group of Hutterite kindergartners in 
Choteau, Montana. 

lose his soul. 
Ministers are chosen by the colony 

and then approved by the ministers 
from the other colonies. A minister is 
usually ordained within four years of 
his being approved. 

Outsiders are welcome to visit the 
colonies, but are not encouraged to 
come often nor stay long, because of 
their influence. Many young people 
from the Rockport Colony have been to 
my home in Choteau. They come to 
town to go to the hospital, give blood, 
or to attend to business, but not to 
shop. All buying is done by the "boss," 
as individual Hutterites possess no 
money. 

The communes contain many spe-
cialists—a cobbler, a hay man, a chicken 
man, mechanics, and others expert in 
occupations necessary to colony life. 

How did the Hutterites get started? 
Pastor Jacob Wipf willingly answered 
my questions. The answers took me out 
of the United States and into Europe. 

Beginning with the Anabaptist move-
ment in the Middle Ages, the Hutterites 
were persecuted for refusing to allow 
the church to baptize their babies. They 
still do not believe in infant baptism, 
and the adults are baptized by "profes-
sion of faith." 

In 1528 a group of Anabaptists led 
by Jacob Wiedman were fleeing to Aus-
terlitz, Moravia, when Wiedman laid 
his coat on the ground and put every-
thing he owned in it. Quoting Acts 
2:44, 45, "And all who believed were 
together and had all things in common; 
and they sold their possessions and 
goods and distributed them to all as any 
had need" (R.S.V.), he asked his fol-
lowers to put their belongings into the 
coat also. They did as he asked, and 
communal living began. 

One of the early leaders and martyrs, 
Jacob Hutter, a hatmaker, gave them 
their name. He was burned at the stake 
in 1536 for his beliefs. 

Communal living and adult baptism 
were not the only things that separated 
the Hutterites from their neighbors.  

They were also devout pacifists at the 
mercy of the armies of the warring na-
tions around them. Because of their re-
ligious beliefs they were a thorn to the 
Roman Catholic Church, and the nobles 
who invited them to Moravia could not 
long protect them. Forced to leave, for 
the next 150 years they wandered 
through Hungary and neighboring coun-
tries, often close to extinction. 

In 1770 Catherine II, Czarina of Rus-
sia, needing economic help in farming 
the Ukraine, offered the Hutterites 100 
years of military exemption and reli-
gious freedom. Her only condition was 
that they could not proselytize Greek 
Catholics of Russia. All did not go well 
for the Hutterites in Russia during the 
reign of Czar Alexander I, and they 
were threatened with serfdom. The 
Czar moved them to Dema under his 
protection. During this time the Hut-
terites received aid from the Mennon-
ites (another Anabaptist group), with 
whom they always kept in contact. 

Because of troubles they encountered, 
the Hutterites abandoned communal 
living in 1819, though many of them 
still believed in it. When the 100 years 
of military exemption was up, the Hut-
terites, as well as the Mennonites, be-
gan emigrating to America. President 
Grant offered them military exemption, 
not for 100 years, but "always." 

In America the Hutterites split into 
two groups, those who wanted to re-
establish communal living, and those 
who did not. Three colonies were es-
tablished in South Dakota between 
1874 and 1877. These first colonies 
have grown to more than 200 in the 
United States and Canada. By 1879 
the last group of Hutterites had arrived 
from Europe. 

Life in the United States has not al-
ways been easy for the Hutterites, and 
many moved to Canada during World 
War I, because of hard feelings in the 
States toward conscientious objectors. 
The German culture and language to 
which the Hutterites still cling helped 
incite prejudice. 

Spiritually the Hutterites have not 
changed with the centuries, and the 
ministers preach sermons that are more 
than 300 years old. But as societies 
have changed, the Hutterites have 
adapted to new conditions. And that is 
a combination, the Hutterites feel, that 
gives them an enduring advantage over 
societies based on political theories. 

For further reading see History of the People 
of East Freeman, Silverlake and West Free-
man, 1528-1%1, History of Freeman 1958-
1%1, by J. J. Mendel. 

Diane Johnson is a free-lance writer in 
Choteau, Montana. 
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Parochiaid Services, Equipment, 
Materials, Held Unconstitutional 

WASHINGTON—In another land-
mark parochiaid decision, the Supreme 
Court, of the United States on May 19 
declared that two Pennsylvania laws 
providing auxiliary services and in-
structional materials and equipment to 
nonpublic schools violated the establish-
ment clause of the First Amendment to 
the Constitution. By a 6-3 margin, the 
justices in Meek v. Pittenger struck 
down all the provisions of the laws ex-
cept for textbook loans. 

The decision, written by Justice 
Stewart and joined by Justices Blackman 
and Powell, rejected auxiliary services 
on the grounds that they would produce 
"excessive entanglement" between 
church and state and would create "a 
serious potential for divisive conflict 
over the issue of aid to religion." 

The majority pointed out that 
"whether the subject is 'remedial 
reading,' advanced reading,' or simply 
'reading,' a teacher remains a teacher, 
and the danger that religious doctrine 
will become intertwined with secular in-
structions persists. The likelihood of 
inadvertent fostering of religion may be 
less in remedial arithmetic class than in 
a medieval history seminar, but a di-
minished probability of impermissible 
conduct is not sufficient." 

The majority continued by saying 
that "to be certain that auxiliary teachers 
remain religiously neutral, as the Con-
stitution demands, the State would have 
to impose limitations on the activities of 
auxiliary personnel and then engage in 
some form of continuing surveillance 
to ensure that those restrictions were 
being followed." 

Justices Brennan, Douglas, and Mar-
shall supported the majority decision 
except for the textbook provision. 
Justice Brennan reasoned that "in the 
light of the massive appropriations in-
volved [nearly $5 million in the 1973-
1974 school year], the Court would be 
hard put to explain" the difference be-
tween lending textbooks and other 
materials and equipment. He added that 
"it is pure fantasy" to assume that free 
textbooks are an aid to students and not 
to schools themselves. 

Chief Justice Burger and Justices 
White and Rehnquist, however, viewed 
the parochiaid provisions as constitu-
tional. In his dissent, Chief Justice 
Burger took the majority to task for its 

INTERNATIONAL 

"crabbed attitude." He declared that the 
religion clauses of the First Amendment 
were not designed "to discriminate 
against or affirmatively stifle religions 
or religious activity." He suggested 
that denial of auxiliary services and 
other aid to children because they attend 
church-related schools "does not 
simply tilt the Constitution against re-
ligion; it literally turns the religion clause 
on its head." 

Justice Rehnquist in his dissent com-
mented, "I am disturbed as much by the 
overtones of the Court's opinion as by 
its actual holding. The Court apparently 
believes that the establishment clause 
of the First.  Amendment not only man-
dates religious neutrality on the part of 
government but also requires that this 
Court go further and throw its weight on 
the side of those who believe that our 
society as a whole should be purely a 
secular one. 

"Nothing in the First Amendment or 
in the cases interpreting it requires such 
an extreme approach to this difficult 
question, and 'any interpretation of 
[the establishment clause] and constitu-
tional values it serves must also take 
account of the free exercise clause and 
the values it serves.' " 

Under the Pennsylvania laws, auxil-
iary services included counseling, test-
ing, psychological services, speech and 
hearing therapy, and related services 
for exceptional, remedial, or educa-
tionally disadvantaged students, "and 
such other secular, neutral, non-ideo-
logical services as are of benefit to 
nonpublic school children" and are 
provided for those in public schools. 

Instructional materials included pe-
riodicals, photographs, maps, charts, 
recordings, and films. Instructional 
equipment included projectors, re-
corders, and laboratory paraphernalia. 

A week after it delivered the Meek 
v. Pittenger decision, the Court struck 
down a similar parochiaid plan in Ohio 
and let stand a Minnesota Supreme 
Court ruling outlawing tax credits to 
parents whose children attend non-
public schools. 

Equatorial Guinea Opens 
Drive on Roman Catholics 

NAIROBI—President Francisco Ma-
cias Nguema of Equatorial Guinea, a 
tiny country on the West African coast, 
has ordered all Roman Catholic churches 
closed down and converted into ware- 

houses for the storage of cocoa and 
coffee beans. 

The presidential decree was con-
tained in a recent edition of Unidada de 
la Guinea Equatorial, organ of the coun-
try's sole political party, the United 
National Workers' Party. 

According to the paper, Roman Cath-
olic priests were ordered to be put under 
close supervision on the grounds that 
they are "subversive agents of neo-
colonialism and imperialism." 

The vast majority of Equatorial Guin-
ea's 308,000 population are Roman 
Catholics. The country—a collection 
of small islands and the small mainland 
province of Rio Muni, sandwiched be-
tween Cameroon and Gabon—became 
independent of Spain in 1968. It is a 
member of the United Nations. 

Greek Parliament Cites Orthodoxy 
as Official State Religion 

ATHENS—Eastern Orthodoxy is 
confirmed as the state church of Greece 
and a ban on proselytism retained in a 
constitutional article approved by the 
Greek Parliament. 

At the same time, religious freedom is 
guaranteed and "any known religion" is 
given the right to worship and conduct 
its business "unhindered under the 
protection of the laws." 

Article Four, dealing with church-
state relations, was approved following 
five hours of debate in Parliament, which 
is shaping a new constitution. 

The section on religion is basically 
that of a 1952 constitution. 

Small non-Orthodox groups, particu-
larly evangelical Protestants, find it 
ironic that freedom of conscience and 
worship is guaranteed but proselytism 
is forbidden. 

Evangelos Papanoutsos, a member 
of Parliament, received almost no sup-
port in a bid to strike the ban on prose-
lytism. He argues that it is difficult to 
draw a line between proselytism and 
teaching. 

Another issue that came up for debate 
was conscientious objection. The sev-
enth and final subsection of Article 4 
says, "No one has the right to be ex-
empted from his duties toward the state 
or to refuse the practice of the law be-
cause of his religious convictions." 

A similar provision in earlier consti-
tutions led to the jailing of Jehovah's 
Witnesses, who refuse to take up arms. 

M. P. Charalambos Protopappas said 
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HEAVEN'S ANGELS—The idea for a fleet of mobile clergymen called "heaven's 
angels" belongs to Bishop Maurice Wood, of Norwich, England, and is based on 
economics. The bishop decided that his clergymen should swap their gasoline-thirsty 
cars for motorbikes that can spin out 200 heavenly miles to the gallon as they make 
their rounds of rural villages in the Norwich diocese. 

the prohibition on conscientious objec-
tion is a "barbarian law" and holds some 
Witnesses in jail from 10 to 15 years. 
His views did not prevail. 

The confistitution forbids the transla-
tion of the 'Scriptures into any language, 
including modern Greek, without ap-
proval of the church of Greece and the 
Ecumenical Patriarchate. 

Clergy of non-Orthodox groups are 
placed under the same obligations to the 
state as are Orthodox priests. 

Russian Hails BBC's Religious 
Broadcasts to Soviet Union 

LONDON—Anatoly Levitin (Kras-
nov), the dissident Russian Orthodox 
writer who was allowed to leave the So-
viet Union last year, has praised the 
British Broadcasting Company for its 
religious broadcasts to the U.S.S.R. 

In a letter to the Church Times, in-
dependent Anglican weekly, he wrote: 
"May I use the opportunity of being now 
in England to thank, through the medium 
of your paper, the BBC for their re-
ligious broadcasts to Russia. I am this 
way fulfilling the request of my friends, 
the religious people of the U.S.S.R." 

INTERNATIONAL 

Mr. Levitin reported that "believers 
in my country are, unfortunately, de-
prived not only of any religious literature 
but often of a possibility to attend the 
church services, as there are parts of 
the country where churches are far away 
from each other by thousands of kilo-
meters (the Far East), and there are 
counties where there is no single church 
at all (the County of Kaliningrad)." 

In addition, the religious writer de-
clared that "no one really can get any 
religious literature; the Bible, for in-
stance, which was published in the 
U.S.S.R. in a very small quantity of 
copies, is not on sale at all, nor are the 
Journal of the Moscow Patriarchate or 
the Baptist Brotherly Messenger." 

According to Mr. Levitin, "There are 
at present in the U.S.S.R. about 40 mil-
lions of believers, and their number 
(even according to the official statistics) 
is increasing. The income of the 
churches is growing; the number of bap-
tisms is also growing." 

He wrote that "broadcasts by the 
BBC and other foreign radio stations 
are the only source of our religious in-
formation. . . . A great number of 
believers listen to the Sunday talks on  

the gospel themes, which are likewise 
broadcast by the BBC." 

"No Fault" Divorce Progresses 
in Australia's Parliament 

CANBERRA—A controversial "no-
fault" divorce bill has successfully 
weathered a second, or final, "reading" 
by both houses of the Australian Parlia-
ment. 

The new "Family Law" abolishes all 
previous matrimonial legislation and 
provides one single ground for divorce: 
"irretrievable breakdown" of a mar-
riage, after a one-year separation of the 
spouses. 

All that is left before the law becomes 
operative is the drafting of regulations to 
implement the statute and the "royal 
assent" of Governor General Sir John 
Kerr. 

According to a Sydney Radio report, 
the Christian churches in Australia, 
which had campaigned against passage 
of the bill, are expected to carry on 
their campaign on grounds that the law 
is "contrary to Christian principles." 

Presbyterian Hymn Banned 
by Government in Kenya 

NAIROBI—The Presbyterian Church 
of East Africa has protested a recent 
Kenyan Government ban on one of the 
church's hymns as an infringement of 
religious freedom. 

The government ordered a ban on the 
Likuyu-language song, "Mai ni Maruru" 
("Water Is Bitter"), in the wake of a 
spate of anti-government songs related 
to the murder, last March, of Josiah M. 
Kariuki, a leading and outspoken critic 
of President Jomo Kenyatta. 

The government, apparently interpret-
ing the hymn as a criticism of the general 
situation in Kenya, decreed that the 
hymn could not be sung in public or 
broadcast over the radio, as a measure of 
curbing "political agitation." 

The Reverend John Gatu, secretary 
general of the Presbyterian Church of 
East Africa, in a statement protesting 
the ban, said the song was strictly reli-
gious and had nothing to do with "poli-
tics." 

He said it was based on Exodus 15: 
23-25, which tells of the children of 
Israel finding the water of Marah bitter, 
and of Moses' appeal to God, "who 
pointed out some wood" to Moses, and 
"this Moses threw into the water, and 
the water was sweetened." 
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Separate Schools for Moslems 
Requested in Great Britain 

LONDON—The Union of Moslem Or-
ganizations has urged British education 
officials to provide separate schools for 
Moslem children so that they may ob-
serve Islamic principles. 

In a report to the education secretary, 
the Moslem union said that under 
Koranic law, "any kind of free inter-
mingling and discussions between 
adolescent girls and boys would be ex-
tremely suspect." 

"Girls are certainly not allowed to 
enter the free society of males, other 
than close relations. This means that no 
Moslem girl ought to go to a mixed sec-
ondary school," the report said. 

The Moslem union opposes the pres-
ent system in which Moslem girls are 
forced to attend coeducational schools. 
It also supported parents who broke 
the British law by keeping their daugh-
ters at home. Most Moslems here are 
Pakistanis. 

The report criticized the increasing 
trend toward coeducational schools and 
the lack of training opportunities in 
homemaking skills for girls. The Koran 
emphasizes the wifely and motherly 
role of women, while the man is ex-
pected to be the wage earner, the report 
said. 

The Moslem union also complained 
that little or no provision was made in 
Britain for Moslem teachers to give re-
ligious education or conduct worship 
services for the estimated 200,000 Mos-
lem children in this country. 

Church Schools That 
Discriminate Will Lose 
Tax Exemptions 

WASHINGTON, D.C.—The Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS) has ruled that 
church-related primary and secondary 
schools that refuse to admit students of 
any racial or ethnic group will lose their 
Federal tax exemptions, even in situa-
tions where racially exclusive policies 
are required by religious beliefs. 

While the ruling applies only to 
schools that operate education pro-
grams recognized as equivalent to public 
institutions, it apparently will have im-
plications for so-called "segregation 
academies" and may also affect schools 
of certain black religious groups. 

The ruling was based on interpretations 
of sections of the tax code dealing with 
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deductions and exemptions for "chari-
table" organizations, and means that 
contributors to affected schools may not 
claim tax deductions for gifts. 

The IRS said, in effect, that any organ-
ization that operates a school that 
teaches secular subjects is not "exclu-
sively" religious and, therefore, does 
not qualify for tax exemption if it con-
travenes the nationally established 
policy of nondiscrimination. 

The ruling does not apply to discrimi-
nation in the hiring of faculty for church-
related institutions and does not 
prohibit the maintenance of a school 
exclusively for the members of a par-
ticular denomination. 

School "Meditation" Now Law; 
State Faces a Court Test 

HARTFORD, Connecticut—Gov. 
Ella Grasso signed a "school prayer" 
bill into law and said she believes it can 
withstand a constitutional challenge. 

The law, effective October 1, requires 
local school boards to set aside a 
period at the beginning of each school 
day for "silent meditation." 

Mrs. Grasso said she believes the 
language of the law, changed from 

MARCH PROTESTS PAROCHIAID 
DECISION—A "Give Us Our Rights" 
protest march and rally in Philadelphia 
brought almost 70,000 persons to oppose 
the recent decision by the United States 
Supreme Court striking down auxiliary 
services to children attending nonpublic 
schools in Pennsylvania. 

"prayer" to "meditation" before it was 
passed, is "adequate" to withstand a 
constitutional challenge. 

The Connecticut Civil Liberties Union 
(CCLU) said it expects to challenge the 
constitutionality of the law, but will 
wait until it is in effect. 

"Prayer, even silent prayer, is estab-
lishing religion when it occurs in public 
school," commented CCLU executive 
director William Olds. "The meditation 
law is just prayer by another name." 

"We support prayer as the free exer-
cise of religion," Mr. Olds said, "but it 
belongs in churches and private places, 
not in public schools." 

State education commissioner Mark R. 
Shedd said the term "meditation" 
should not cause confusion, even in the 
youngest child. "I'd say to those kids, 
`Let's have a few moments of quiet so 
each can have his own thoughts.' " 

The Connecticut House approved the 
meditation bill, 88 to 56; the Senate, 
28 to 6. Connecticut will be the first 
State requiring "meditation" time in 
public schools. 

Krishna Followers Win Right 
to Perform Street Rituals 

PHILADELPHIA—A United States 
District Court has held that Krishna 
devotees here may perform "sankirtan," 
their religious rituals, on street and other 
public areas without police interference. 

The consent order described the 
Krishna movement as an authentic re-
ligious group that requires its devotees 
to perform "sankirtan" as a means of 
broadcasting the powers of God. 

Sankirtan includes dancing, chanting, 
beating drums and cymbals, distributing 
sanctified foodstuffs and flowers in city 
streets, and soliciting for funds. 

Police agreed to drop pending charges 
against a number of Krishna devotees 
for disorderly conduct and trespassing, 
and to destroy arrest records of mem-
bers arrested for alleged violations of 
city trespassing and panhandling ordi-
nances. 

The order restrains police from ar-
resting, prosecuting, or detaining and 
searching devotees and members be-
cause of their unconventional appear-
ance, manner, life-style, or religious 
activities. 

The Krishna group agreed to drop a 
damage suit filed last January against 
city officials for alleged harassment of 
members. 
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The Specter of Red Lion 

In these post-Watergate days, the 
American public is much less likely than 
before to be shocked by exposés of 
what goes on in government. Hence, 
Fred Friendly's recent disclosure of 
how the Kennedy and Johnson adminis-
trations covertly abused the "fairness 
doctrine" did not cause nearly the stir 
it might have previously. Here is a 
wrong that lay uninvestigated for more 
than a decade. But late is better than 
never, and we thank the Columbia jour-
nalism professor and former CBS News 
president for bringing the matter into 
the open. 

Friendly tells in a forthcoming book, 
from which an article was adapted that 
appeared in the March 30 issue of the 
New York Times Magazine, how Ken-
nedy and Johnson aides exploited the 
fairness doctrine to serve their political 
purposes. Their targets were right-wing 
radio commentators, such as the funda-
mentalist preacher the Reverend Billy 
James Hargis, whom they regarded as a 
threat at the ballot boxes. Some of these 
victims have cried long and loud of 
conspiracy in the White House, and vir-
tually no one but their own bands of 
supporters took them seriously. 
Friendly now enables them to say, "I 
told you so." 

The case that occasioned the Su-
preme Court decision upholding the 
fairness doctrine grew out of the refusal 
of the Reverend John M. Norris, owner 
of a Christian radio station in Red Lion, 
Pennsylvania, to bow to demands that a 
Hargis foe be given free time. Appar-
ently unknown to Norris, who died last 
year at the age of 91, or to the Federal 
Communications Commission, or to the 
courts, was the fact that the complaints 
originated with the Democratic Na-
tional Committee (which, it turns out, 
also financed a book against Barry 
Goldwater a la Rockefeller - Goldberg-
Lasky) and were part of a Johnson ad-
ministration campaign. According to 
Friendly, this was a continuation of an 
organized pattern of harassment begun 
under President Kennedy. The pre-
sumption in what has become known as 
the Red Lion case, which produced the 
landmark decision on the fairness doc-
trine, was that a maligned private citi-
zen was simply seeking redress. 

The fairness doctrine is a principle 
expressed in a number of FCC rulings 
over the years. It requires broadcasters 
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to present all significant sides in dealing 
with important public issues. The rea-
son is that the number of broadcast 
frequencies is limited (this is in contrast 
to, say, newspapers, the number of 
which is theoretically unlimited), as are 
the hours in the day in which they can 
be used. Therefore, unless care is taken 
to apportion use of the airwaves to 
differing viewpoints, some side will 
monopolize them, and the public will 
be deprived of valuable information that 
the controlling interests withhold. 

The necessity of care becomes more 
apparent when one stops to consider 
the popularity of television and radio. 
These media have a powerful influence 
on the minds of millions, for good or for 
bad. Luther used the advent of printing, 
and the Protestant Reformation was 
born. Hitler exploited the novelty of 
radio to whip up the masses into a po-
litical frenzy. Each medium had its 
limitations, as does television, and one 
never knows when a particular medium 
is at the height of its potential (today, 
neither Luther nor Hitler would have 
had a fraction of the same impact with 
his chosen medium). 

The United States now has well over 
100 million television sets, some 36 per 
cent of the world total. There are more 
than a billion television and radio sets in 
use throughout the world. The United 
States has some 7,000 radio stations,  

more than half the world total, and 
more than 900 television stations. How-
ever, about 40 per cent of U.S. televi-
sion homes can get no more than six 
channels. Cable TV promises to make 
more stations available, but its progress 
has been slow. 

In 1967, the FCC expanded and im-
plemented the fairness doctrine by is-
suing the "personal attack" rule. Under 
this stipulation, a radio station is obliged 
to advise people who were criticized in 
broadcasts that they have a right to re-
ply. The intent is to "ensure elemental 
fairness." All radio and television sta-
tions in the United States operate le-
gally only under licenses granted by the 
FCC and are subject to periodic review 
(and revocation). A station owner faces 
the risk of losing his license if he dis-
obeys the new rule. But policing broad-
casts and notifying those criticized can 
be costly and cumbersome. The easier 
way is to get rid of programs that 
abound in attacks. Free speech, regret-
tably, is the loser. 

Christianity Today, in 1967, called 
on the courts to nullify the "personal 
attack" ruling. The attention now 
should focus, however, not upon the 
merits of the fairness doctrine but upon 
how to keep Government power from 
misusing it. 

Reprinted by permission. Church and State magazine. May 
1975 
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LIBERTY AND 1HE LAW 

Encounter With Corporate 

Conscience 

By Elvin L. Benton 

Ham v. Holy Rosary Hospital, 529 P. 
2d 361 (Mont. 1974). 

Freedom of conscience is almost 
always tested by a determination of 
whether or not a religiously motivated 
person may do what he believes he must 
do or refrain from doing what he believes 
he cannot. 

In a nonclassic case in Montana the 
moral duty at stake wasn't the individual 
scruples of a pious person but the cor-
porate compunctions of a principled 
hospital. 

The issue: whether or not the services 
a hospital provides or permits may be 
limited by the beliefs of the church that 
runs it. 

Claudia Ann and Richard Kransky, 
living in Miles City, Montana, were ex-
pecting a baby. Claudia had had two 
children by Caesarean section, and this 
one was scheduled to be born the same 
way. Although still in their early twen-
ties, she and her husband determined 
they didn't want more children. Upon 
their request Claudia's attending physi-
cian, Dr. James Ham, agreed to per-
form a tubal ligation—surgical steriliza-
tion—at the time of her Caesarean de-
livery. 

Holy Rosary Hospital was the only 
hospital in Miles City, with the closest 
other suitable hospital 46 miles away. 
The Kranskys planned for their baby to 
be born at Holy Rosary, which was fine 
with the hospital. Not so fine, however, 
was the plan to sterilize Mrs. Kransky 
there. Holy Rosary Hospital is a non-
profit corporation, whose members and 
corporate board are members of the 
Presentation Sisters of Aberdeen, a 
religious congregation of sisters or-
ganized pursuant to authorization of the 
Roman Catholic Church. The medical 
staff bylaws at Holy Rosary include 
adherence to the "Ethical and Religious 
Directives for Catholic Hospitals," and 
the hospital's interpretation of the di-
rectives had kept sterilization surgery 
from being performed at Holy Rosary. 

Some five months before Mrs. Kran-
sky's scheduled delivery and sterilization 
she made written request that the 
hospital permit Dr. Ham to perform the 
operation at Holy Rosary. Two months 
later the hospital administrator replied, 
denying her request on grounds that the  

board of trustees believed it would vio-
late the "Ethical and Religious Directives 
for Catholic Hospitals." No other reason 
for the denial was offered. 

Twelve days before the anticipated 
operation, the Kranskys and Dr. Ham 
filed suit in the United States District 
Court for the District of Montana, seek-
ing on constitutional grounds an order 
compelling Holy Rosary to permit the 
sterilization. A week later the federal 
court dismissed the complaint for want 
of jurisdiction. Just two days before the 
surgery was to take place, a suit seeking 
the same relief was filed in the state 
district court for Custer County. Next 
day Judge C. B. Sande granted a tem-
porary injunction restraining Holy 
Rosary from enforcing its antisteriliza-
tion rule as applied to Mrs. Kransky. 

The sterilization was performed but, a 
few days later, the state district court 
entered summary judgment in favor of 
Holy Rosary Hospital—in effect saying 
the hospital need not do what the court 
had just decreed it must do. 

Although the issue was moot for the 
Kranskys, who got what they wanted, 
the later decision favoring the hospital 
was appealed to the Supreme Court of 
Montana, because the issue still remained 
for Dr. Ham and others who might be 
affected in the future. 

The plaintiffs relied heavily upon the 
premise that Holy Rosary had assumed a 
public posture and, as a public entity, 
must accept the public duties imposed 
by constitution and statute. A state 
hospital, they insisted, could not legit-
imately hide behind religious conviction 
as a shield against permitting sterili-
zation. Therefore neither could Holy 
Rosary, which, by the plaintiffs' criteria, 
must be considered public. 

If the hospital were indeed a public 
entity, its activities could legitimately be 
characterized as "state action," and 
its restrictions on religious grounds 
condemned as a constitutionally for-
bidden establishment of religion. Only 
if Holy Rosary could be considered a 
private entity would its restrictive re-
ligious rules be considered permissible. 

Holy Rosary's earmarks of being 
"public," according to the plaintiffs, in-
cluded its solicitation and acceptance of 
contributions of money from community 
residents (none had been accepted from 
any government source), its enjoyment 
of a "monopoly" position by being the 
only hospital in the area, and its ad-
vantageous tax-exempt status. 

Justice Wesley Castles of the Supreme 
Court of Montana, with the concur-
rence of the other justices, painstakingly 
destroyed each of the plaintiffs' con-
tentions and affirmed the state district 
court's ruling in favor of Holy Rosary. 

Holy Rosary's acceptance of volun-
tary gifts from the public didn't make it 
a public hospital. "The fact that the 
appeal was to the public at large is im-
material to a finding that the power of 
the state is involved in the operation of 
the hospital," asserted Justice Castles. 
"At no time have funds derived from the 
state been used in a legal sense in the 
operation of Holy Rosary Hospital." 

Justice Castles didn't waste time 
arguing the merits of the plaintiffs' con-
tention that Holy Rosary's "monopoly" 
made it a public hospital. He just adopted 
an assertion from U.S. District Court 
Judge Russell E. Smith's dismissal of the 
original complaint: "The fact that Holy 
Rosary Hospital has a practical, but not 
state-enforced, monopoly in obstetrical 
services in Miles City does not make its 
action state action." 

Nor did its exemption from taxation 
make Holy Rosary into an instrument of 
government. Again Justice Castles bor-
rowed from Judge Smith: "It does not 
appear that the tax benefits . . . enjoyed 
by Holy Rosary Hospital are dependent 
upon the enforcement of a sterilization 
policy," the opinion concluded, adding 
that "the receipt of tax benefits alone is 
not sufficient to make the action of the 
beneficiary the action of the state." 

Even the fact that Holy Rosary (in 
common with all other hospitals in 
Montana) was subject to state regulation 
didn't make its religious restrictions into 
Montana maxims. At most, urged Justice 
Castles, state law "merely lets the de-
cision rest with the hospital, free from 
any state coercion either way." 

The decision is no landmark. Had 
Holy Rosary Hospital been deeply in-
volved in hand-holding with government, 
the courts would no doubt have taken a 
longer look at whether a religious hos-
pital's corporate conscience may super-
sede a duty its critics might assert it 
owes the public. It's refreshing to note, 
however, regardless of how one views 
the propriety of forbidding or encourag-
ing sterilization surgery, that there is still 
a protected place for an institution whose 
founders believe it can serve people 
conscientiously without conforming to 
whatever majoritarian yardstick may be 
currently fashionable. 
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Snake Handling 

I read with interest Richard Bauman's 
article, "Snake Handling—should it be 
banned?" in the May-June issue of LIB-
ERTY, particularly because Michael 
Ellis, Attorney of Knoxville, and I are 
co-operating attorneys witn the Tennes-
see American Civil Liberties Union, 
who represent Mr. Pack and Mr. Ball. 

The issue of a person's right to handle 
poisonous snakes as a part of their wor-
ship services is not yet settled in Tennes-
see. Although the Tennessee Court of 
Appeals upheld the right of the members 
of the Holiness Church to handle poison-
ous snakes in their worship services so 
long as nonconsenting adults and minors 
are not endangered, that decision has 
been appealed by the State to the Ten-
nessee Supreme Court. 

The State continues to seek a blanket 
prohibition of the practice of handling 
poisonous snakes as a part of worship 
services. 

The Tennessee Supreme Court heard 
oral argument of this case May 6, 1975. 
Hopefully, they will affirm the Court of 
Appeals decision. 

One argument relied upon by the 
state for a blanket prohibition of snake 
handling is that the State has the right to 
protect an individual handling the snakes 
from the risk he creates for himself be-
cause each individual is a "tax entity," 
and if bitten, his injury or death will 
result in a loss of tax revenue for the 
state. 

The state's entire argument for pro-
tecting competent adults from a risk 
they voluntarily assume by handling the 
poisonous snakes is undercut by the fact 
that the circuit court refused to prohibit 
any individual from drinking poison so 
long as he does not make it available to 
any other person. 

John Stuart Mill expressed the snake 
handlers' position eloquently in his 
treatise On Liberty: 

"The sole end for which mankind are 
warranted, individually or collectively, 
in interfering with liberty of action of 
any of their number is self-protection. 
The only purpose for which power can 
be rightfully exercised over any member 
of a civilized community, against his will, 
is to prevent harm to others. His own 
good, either physical or moral, is not a 
sufficient warrant. He cannot rightfully 
be compelled to do or forbear because 
it will be better for him to do so, because 
it will make him happier, because in the 
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opinions of others, to do so would be wise 
or even right. These are good reasons for 
remonstrating with him, or reasoning 
with him, or pursuading him, or entreat-
ing him, but not for compelling him or 
visiting him with an evil in case he do 
otherwise. 

"Each is the proper guardian of his 
own health, whether bodily or mental 
and spiritual. Mankind are greater 
gainers by suffering each other to live 
as seems good to the rest." 
JAMES EMISON 
Attorney 
Alamo, Tennessee 

You guys amaze me! The snake-han-
dling piece is superb. What really gets 
me is the feeling of being "scooped." 
You do a Tennessee flavored article that 
would never—ever—occur to us here. 

I suppose that is why I keep buying 
your paper . . . as I have for years. It is 
worth the price just to see what you will 
come up with next. 

Of course, this year the ACP recog-
nized that too. Usually does. LIBERTY 
is an excellent journal. Well, I try not to 
lean on you for material. I just resist the 
temptation to beg an article a month 
. . . or even every six months. 

Bauman gives a nice twist to a famil-
iar subject (my first congregation was 
just a couple of miles from a snake-
handling church). The Knievel com-
parison sharpens the issue, and as usual 
your writer tackled the tough legal ques-
tions with finesse. 
DUDLEY CONDRON 
Editor, The Missionary Messenger 
Memphis, Tennessee 

I have read with interest the article on 
snake handling but wish to set the record 
straight. On page five, Mr. Bauman 
states: 

"To Ball and other believers in the 
Holiness and Full Gospel religions, the 
Bible has to be a living thing. . . . Besides 
handling serpents they practice speak-
ing in tongues, divine healing, and the 
drinking of deadly liquids. . . . For the 
most part, Full Gospel and Holiness 
Church members don't rely on doctors 
for anything. Instead they practice di-
vine healing." 

I am a member of the Assembly of God 
Church, which is Full Gospel. It is true 
we believe that speaking in tongues is the 
evidence of being baptized in the Holy 
Spirit, and true, we do believe in divine 
healing. However, we also believe that  

God has given doctors the wisdom to help 
those who are sick, and most of our 
people go to doctors if they feel they do 
not have enough faith to trust God for 
their healing. 

The people who handle snakes and 
drink deadly liquids are very few, and 
many thousands of Full Gospel believers 
are, like myself, repelled by the very 
thought of such a thing. Please do not in-
clude us in with this very small fanatical 
group. 
MRS. RUDOLPH COLEMAN 
Van Buren, Arkansas 

LIBERTY'S article on snake handling 
presents an attitude common among 
Christians regarding the inclusion or 
exclusion of so-called "disputed pas-
sage(s)" in Scripture, namely, that 
many uncomfortable or unwanted texts 
can be eliminated by the textual light 
thrown on such passages by "earliest" 
manuscripts, which, in this case, do not 
contain the passage in question. 

Thig attitude, often found not only 
among the laymen but also among tex-
tual critics in the field of ancient man-
uscripts, is one that has been dealt with 
severely and clearly by such scholars as 
John William Burgon, Dean of Chi-
chester, England (see The Revision 
Revised), and by Philip Mauro, noted pat-
ent lawyer (see Which Version, Author-
ized or Revised?) who (in the last-named 
instance) approaches the problem from 
the incontrovertible laws of evidence. 

The statement in your article, ". . . 
several of the earliest and thus most 
reliable manuscripts omit it" [italics 
supplied], cannot be sustained success-
fully on the basis of the age of man-
uscripts. Both Burgon and Mauro (and 
others) contend that the older the man-
uscript, the more likely it is to be cor-
rupted, due to its not being passed 
among men and not having been used 
in assemblies and churches, but rather 
put in "moth balls" and preserved as an 
antique. When it eventually comes to 
light, it is found in disagreement with 
preponderant testimony of the great 
host of existing manuscripts. 

The most faithful manuscripts are 
written, used, and destroyed (because 
of wear and tear), as new copies take 
their place, and the combined witness 
of the many extant versions, manu-
scripts, writings of the early Church 
Fathers (which contain certain quota-
tions from the Scriptures), lectionaries, 
pose the only safe guarantee for a true 
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text. 
In the Authorized Version of 1611, 

over 85 per cent of the total authentic 
manuscripts agree with the text used in 
that translation. In the Revised Version 
of 1881, two and sometimes three man-
uscripts are used as the final court of 
authority, despite the fact that the var-
iant readings adopted disagree with the 
tremendous evidence of a true text con-
tributed from all branches of the church 
of Jesus Christ who have consistently 
followed the traditional text. 

The Holy Spirit protects the Word, 
and the traditional text appears to be the 
one upon which His ministry is based. 

I quote from Burgon: 
"I am utterly unable to believe, in 

short, that God's promise has so en-
tirely failed, that at the end of 1800 
years, much of the text of the Gospel 
had in point of fact to be picked by a 
German critic out of a waste paper bas-
ket in the convent of St. Catherine; and 
that the entire text had to be remodeled 
after the pattern set by a couple of 
copies which had remained in neglect 
during fifteen centuries and had prob-
ably owed their survival to that neglect; 
whilst hundreds of others had been 
thumbed to pieces, and had bequeathed 
their witness to copies made from 
them." 

R. V. PAULSON 
Copemish, Michigan 

Religion in the Public School 

The Supreme Court decisions on re-
ligion in the classroom have settled some 
questions but opened new ones. 

I am thinking particularly of the opin-
ion in Abington School District v. 
Schempp [374 U.S. 203 (1963)]: "The 
court would recognize the propriety . . . 
of the teaching about religion, as dis-
tinguished from the teaching of reli-
gion, in the public schools," Schempp 
at 306. 

These two simple prepositions open 
more inquiries than they settle. What is 
going to be taught about religion? Is 
"an objective study of religion" practi-
cally possible? In social studies, when 
"the spread of Christianity and the 
tenets of its different branches" are 
considered, what will the text and the 
teacher say about Jesus? His resur-
rection? 

When the Bible is studied only as He- 
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brew and early Christian literature, it is 
placed automatically on the same level 
as the Upanishads. Such an approach 
is intrinsically interpretative, as it creates 
in the minds of the students certain atti-
tudes toward the Bible, attitudes that 
are reinforced by "the power, prestige 
and financial support of government ..." 

One cannot study the history of West-
ern civilization without extended exami-
nation of the church, the Papacy, the 
Reformation, and American Protes-
tantism. No one who has been through 
our public high schools and state col-
leges and universities will maintain that 
this can be done without interpretation. 
And any attempt to eliminate interpre-
tation would raise an immediate protest 
from teachers and professors, who are 
quite sensitive to their rights under the 
principle of academic freedom. 

Time, discussion, and perhaps litiga-
tion will have to settle these things, if 
they can be settled. 

The Supreme Court had to say some-
thing, and what they said was possibly 
the best they could do at the time. We 
can live with those decisions (but not 
with the ways those decisions have been 
implemented in some quarters). 

Perhaps teaching about religion is the 
best way to go in spite of its inherent 
weaknesses. If so, let's open up the 
classroom to full and free discussion. 
Let there be full academic freedom for 
both student and teacher. Let students 
be free to discuss their faith openly and 
without fear, both in the classroom and 
out of class. 

Let priest, rabbi, minister, and yogi 
have a chance to explain their faith and 
be subjected to penetrating questioning 
in an atmosphere of honest inquiry and 
fair play. 

In short, let's allow the "free exercise" 
clause to operate in the public institutions 
of learning. 

And especially, the monopoly now 
held by the general theory of evolution 
as the only cosmogony and cosmology 
allowed in the classroom must be modi-
fied. Honest objectivity demands the 
free presentation of scientific data that 
supports special creation, even at the 
risk that the accumulation of such data 
might some day prove fatal to the general 
theory of evolution. Any other course 
is a gross violation of the fundamental 
principles of the academic process. 

The only way to keep our public 
schools free is to keep them open to the  

input and interplay of ideas—including 
religious ideas. 

J. W. JEPSON 
Pastor, First Assembly of God Church 
McMinnville, Oregon 

The author indicated there are several 
proposals put forth to amend the First 
Amendment to the Constitution. These 
are not specifically set forth, either in 
form or substance, and the article dis-
cusses them in generalities and in many 
instances lumps them all together. The 
author then jumps to the dangers of 
amendment and cites three specific 
dangers: 

1. "The religion clauses have been 
argued before the courts for years and 
the applicable legal precedents are 
clear." 

In other words, because the law is set-
tled, don't change it. This is patently 
balderdash! The same argument would 
apply to any "old" law, good or bad. In 
fact, the same logic could be applied to 
blue laws, since they have been on the 
books for years and there are many 
precedents, hence—don't change them. 
Thus the argument not to change a law 
simply because it is on the books and 
has established legal precedents is of 
absolutely no value in determining 
whether the law should be changed. In 
this same grouping is speculation that 
religious liberty as we have known it 
could be circumscribed by new prece-
dents. Of course it can, and also new 
precedents under the old law could cir-
cumscribe our liberty. Thus this also is 
no argument. Your statement that the 
first amendment has adequately pro-
tected religious liberty in the past is 
merely a value judgment of the old law 
and certainly not an argument as to why 
a new law would not also equally pro-
tect religious liberty in the future. It is 
no argument at all to say that a new law 
won't protect something just because 
an old law has protected it. The fallacy 
of this reasoning is obvious. 

2. The second "danger of amend-
ment" put forth refers to only one 
specific proposal of many, and that is that 
this particular proposal would serve as 
a valid basis for a claim for aid to paro-
chial schools. Fine, if this be true then 
oppose this particular proposal on this 
ground, but not all of the others. Don't 
tar the rest of the proposals with the same 
brush. Let each stand or fall on its own 
merit. It is obvious fallacy to say that no 

32 
	

LIBERTY SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1975 



amendment should be made because one 
of the proposals might have a bad effect. 

3. The third and final ground that is 
given is that this is the first area of the 
Bill of Rights that has come under frontal 
assault. This is the most specious kind of 
reasoning to say that something that may 
need changing should not be changed 
because the result might be that some-
body might want to change something 
else that doesn't need changing. Ridic-
ulous! 

I believe there are many valid reasons 
against amending the First Amendment 
of the Constitution with respect to free-
dom of religion (as well as valid reasons 
for changing this clause), but that this 
author seems not to have been able to 
dig up any real good ones. I would sug-
gest, inter alia, the following: 

a. The Constitution sets out basic 
principles, not specific laws, and when it 
is changed one either is changing or 
modifying the basic principles or chang-
ing the expression thereof. So the ques-
tion is not whether some laws should be 
changed, but whether and to what ex-
tent these basic principles should be 
tampered with. 

b. The Supreme Court in working with 
the framework of the Constitution has 
been able to mold it, vis-a-vis the in-
terpretation of specific laws to suit the 
times and changing conditions ade-
quately without the necessity of amend-
ment, and flexibility is there inherently, 
and thus there is no need to change it. In 
other words, the Supreme Court has in 
fact demonstrated it can adequately re-
flect and apply current applications of 
basic principles laid out without the 
need of amendment to fit the times. 

c. Many of the "situations" which 
have been advanced as "forbidden" by 
the Supreme Court rulings have not in 
fact been adjudicated, so there may not 
need to be any change; i.e., give the 
Court a chance to rule on these before 
making changes that could have other 
adverse consequences. 

d. Each of the specific proposals 
could be analyzed and the dangers of 
each specifically pointed out as to how 
it would reduce either the freedom 
of the free exercise or constitute an es-
tablishment of religion. 

I do not believe that the shotgun 
tactics used in this section of "dangers 
of amendment" are very convincing, 
and this is somewhat disheartening since 
I believe there are many valid, logical, 
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and persuasive arguments against 
change, although I do not agree with 
many of them. 

In any event, keep up the good work 
on your magazine. I enjoy receiving it, 
and it stimulates my thinking. 
WILLIAM A. HOGG 
Attorney 
Willoughby, Ohio 

Stooping to the Gutter 

It is about 99 9/10's correct that 
when a Catholic falls away from the 
Church he rarely, if ever, becomes a 
Protestant, much less a Baptist. 

Why? Because it is so very very evi-
dent that you stoop to the gutter in your 
vituperation against Catholicism and 
all it stands for—yes, you have even 
joined forces with the antiChrist just 
to get another knife into the Catholics. 

You are dirty dirty people and you 
are rewarded by being firmly approved 
by the rabbis, the Marolyn O'Hare (or 
Madeleine O'Hare, whatever it is), and 
the rest of the pornographia. 

Keep at it! The more you castigate us 
the fewer in your congregation. You 
teach them there is no God and with no 
God there is no need for Church is 
there—unless all you want are people 
who attend card parties and gatherings 
for the further overthrow of a nation? 

You are for laughs! While you are ac-
cusing Catholics of unwholesome 
things we notice that it is your minis-
ters—who are permitted to marry and 
have intercourse—who are in the ma-
jority of those who run off with other 
people's wives and roll in the hay with 
anything! 

Filthy is as filthy does! Your dirty 
minds get you dirty episodes. You can 
accuse the Catholics of anything but in 
the end it is you who are in the pig 
troughs! Again! And again! And again! 
AGAINST HYPOCRISY 

[We're against both hypocrisy and an-
onymity, when it is used as a shield for 
cowardice and calumny.—Eds.] 

Sunday Laws 

We are not members of the Seventh-
day Adventist Church but are very con-
cerned about many of the issues of re-
ligious freedom you discuss in your 
magazine. You may be pleased to hear 
that a bill has just passed the Oregon 
legislature eliminating Sunday closing  

laws for pawnbrokers. 
This bill was drafted at the request of 

our family after reading in a past issue of 
LIBERTY that Oregon still had archaic 
laws banning pawnbrokers and barbers 
from doing business on Sunday. No one 
in our family is in either business, but 
we were concerned on principle that 
these laws be repealed. Unfortunately, 
the section dealing with barbers was de-
leted after the plea from one barber to the 
committee that this bill would somehow 
bring about too much competition and 
force them all (from economic necessity) 
to work on Sunday. We are prepared to 
lobby in two years, when the legislature 
reconvenes, to remove the restriction 
upon barbers, as they are the only busi-
ness yet prevented from working any-
time they choose. 

You may be interested in the bill, 
number HB 2924. The articles in LIBERTY 
are always interesting, but probably 
few have such direct results. 
MRS. ELAINE COGAN 
Portland, Oregon 
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When the scientific creationist 
LIBERTY 	 describes the theory of evolution as 

being as much a matter of faith 
as is the Creation story, you have 
the makings of a real donnybrook. 

- -- 	 

f 

New Honors for Liberty 

Harry Knox, LIBERTY'S designer, is 
"as 	thoroughly 	conversant 	with 	the 
theory of design as any man I've met," 
says 	LIBERTY'S editor, who has dis- 
cussed design with more than a few 
creative professionals. 	"And what he 
knows, 	he 	translates 	into superlative 
aesthetics." 

Recently a few honors have come 
LIBERTY'S way that confirm this judg- 
ment. 	Among them, 	the 	Associated 
Church Press's first place award for 
graphics among magazines of opinion, 
social concern, and public affairs. Shown 
admiring the award with Harry is Debbie 
Shelton, his design and production as 
sistant; Elfred Lee, art director of the 
Review and Herald Publishing Associa-
tion; and Roland R. Hegstad, editor of 
LIBERTY. 	Evaluating 	the 	contenders 
was Samuel Antupit, who, as all profes-
sional designers know, knows some- 
thing about design himself. Said Antiput: 
"LIBERTY is doing a better job on its 
covers than are the national news maga- 
zines." 

Also in recognition of Knox's work: 
A "hanging" in the Washington Art 
Directors show (a first for LIBERTY) and 
a 	LIBERTY 	cover 	(January-February, 
1975) featured in Art Direction, showcase 
magazine of the graphic design industry. 

Of course, LIBERTY is not the only 
project of Harry Knox and Associates, a 
small Washington-based design firm be- 
gun by Harry in 1969. And certainly 
LIBERTY is one of the least lucrative 
accounts. Which observation brings us 
to LIBERTY treasurer's enthusiastic re- 
sponse to the ACP award. "What I like 
about the guy's work," he was overheard 
telling an editor, "are his prices." 

Everyone to his own aesthetics. 

, 	--- •-•-, 

See The Scientific Creationists, 
page 2. 
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The whole history of Christianity 
shows, that she is in far greater 

danger of being corrupted by the 
alliance of power, than of being 

crushed by its opposition. Those who 
thrust temporal sovereignty upon her 
treat her as their prototypes treated 
her Author. They bow the knee, and 
spit upon her; they cry, "Hail!" and 
smite her on the cheek; they put a 

sceptre in her hand, but it is a fragile 
reed; they crown her, but it is with 
thorns; they cover with purple the 

wounds which their own hands have 
inflicted on her; and inscribe 

magnificent titles over the cross on 
which they have fixed her to perish 

in ignominy and pain. 

Lord Macauley, Essay on Southey's Colloquies 
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four great paintings 
by the famous artist Harry An-

derson, all in living color. Treat 
yourself or order several for gifts. 

These beautiful paintings,  

approximately 16" by 22" are on 
matte paper suitable for framing. 
Price $2.00 each, postage paid. Special 
prices on a hundred or more. 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I  Please send me the following 
Great Painting(s) at $2.00 each: 

1.The Spirit of'76 0 3."Keep Them Separate" 
2.In His Steps 	04. The Way to Freedom 

ADDRESS 

CITY 	STATE 	ZIP 	 

I Write: Pictures, 6840 Eastern Ave. 
N.W., Washington, D.C., 20012. 

NAME 
I 
I 
I 

Paintings © by Review and Herald. 


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36

