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INTRODUCTION

Donald Wayne Viney

The Pittsburg State University Philosophical Society is happy
to present the fifth volume of Logos-Sophia, the official journal of the
society. This volume marks the first time that an entire issue has been
devoted to a single topic. The topic is the creation/evolution debate.
Most of the articles published here were selected from papers written
for a seminar in Creation and Evolution during the Spring 1992
semester, taught by Dr. Viney. The articles represent a variety of
perspectives on the creation/evolution controversy. This edition of
the journal is dedicated to John Scott, a professor of history who was
dismissed from this school in 1925 for, among other things, teaching
evolution (see article “Monkey Business in Southeast Kansas™).

The main activity of the Philosophical Society over the past
year was to sponsor Star Trek Week, November 16th through 20th.
The week included a trivia tournament and five lectures on various
aspects of the television and film versions of Star Trek. Dr. Shirley
McConnell of the department of Communication spoke on “The
Enduring Friendships of Star Trek.” Dr. Stephen Teller of the
department of English discussed “Literary Aspects of Star Trek.” Dr.
Marjorie Donovan of the department of Social Science presented a
paper entitled “Where No One Has Gone Before?: Gender and Racial
Stratification in Star Trek.” Mr. Mark Simmons, Program Director
of KRPS-FM, spoke on “A Science Fiction Writer Looks at Star
Trek.” Dr. Donald Wayne Viney considered “Star Trek as Philosophic
Fiction.”

Sherri Strickland was elected President of the Philosophical
Society after having served as Secretary. Ellen Harrington doubled




up on the jobs of Vice-President and Secretary. In the Fall of 1992
Brad Roberson was elected President. Mr. Roberson’s art work
provides the cover to this issue of Logos-Sophia. Mr. Todd Gimlin,
former Creative Director of the Philosophical Society, designed the
Society’s logo.

The Philosophical Society wishes to thank Dr. Mike Modaress,
Rick Huguenin, and Rebecca Viney of the Office of Instructional
Media for their generous assistance in putting together this journal.




CREATION AND/OR EVOLUTION: A
LOOK AT THE DEBATE

Elinor Colahan

My main topic is on the ongoing debate between Scientific
Creationists and Evolutionists or Darwinians. Due to the
misconceptions about “fundamentalists,” I am going to begin with the
question: What does it mean to be a fundamentalist?

Kathleen C. Boone says this in her book The Bible Tells Them
So: A Discourse On Protestant Fundamentalism:

The popular image of the fundamentalist - the

smug television preacher who inveighs against

the immorality of ‘secular humanists’ while

fulfilling his own lusts in secret - is an anomaly.

For every such figure, there are millions of

other fundamentalists, less visible and therefore

less notorious. (1)
In fact, to put all fundamentalists into one group is a mistake.
Actually, to be exact, the term “evangelism” is used more now
because, as Boone states: “fundamentalism is now reserved as a term
for extremism” (8). Due to television preachers and authoritarian
ministers, fundamentalism is a bad word to many people.

The article “Who’s Really Doing Evangelism” states that
most Christians who read Christianity Today think evangelism is
“Communication or sharing about Christ, his claims, and hisrelevance”
(Engel, 35). Beyond that definition, there are three main groups: the
fundamentalists, the Pentecostals, and the charismatics. Evans and
Berent, in their book Fundamentalism: Hazards and Heartbreaks,
explain the origin of the word “fundamentalist” as coming from “a
publication of volumes widely circulated between 1910 and 1915,




entitled The Fundamentals” (1). Fundamentalism has never been a
denomination, but it is an “ideology” within some churches, which
encourages believers to separate themselves from the “essentially
evil world” (Evans and Berent, 1).

Pentecostals are the ones who believe in being filled with the
Holy Spirit. Their services are full and varied, but usually include
these things: lots of singing, speaking in tongues and interpreting
God’s message, calling people out from their pews by naming their
needs for prayer, and divine healing. Randall Balmer explains the
reason for their type of worship: “pentecostals believe that the
spiritual gifts bestowed upon the early church in the book of Acts are
available tomodern-day believers” (xi). Some examples of Pentecostal
churches are the Church of God in Christ, the Assemblies of God, the
Foursquare Gospel, and many other unaffiliated churches.

The charismatics are found with denominations such as
Southern Baptists, Episcopalians, and Roman Catholics. They may
believe in the spiritual gifts, but tend to dislike the “emotive
outpourings” of the Pentecostals (Balmer, xi). Those definitions are
the “norm” according to several authors, but even they state the lines
are fuzzy and one type tends to run into another.

There is aconflict between Creation Scientists, who are trying
to prove the literal reading of Genesis is scientific fact by attacking
Darwinism, and evolutionists fighting back. While doing research
for this report, I was surprised to find out that the creation-evolution
controversy is not only current, but very heated. I am offering the
issues to you and do not wish to present biased material. Therefore,
I will share some viewpoints from both sides.

Just as there are many different types of evangelicals, there
are many different beliefs about the creation-evolution controversy.
To put all creationists into one group is a mistake. Some evangelical
Christians would agree with Johnson that God could have created the
world “gradually over billions of years,” which is known as theistic
evolution (Woodward, 33). St. Augustine defined this theory as
“seed principles.” Professor Davis A. Young of Calvin College
discusses this by saying God created everything “in a potential form,




so that in time they might become the way we see them now” (p. 60).

For example, an article in U.S. News and World Report, talks
about a groupof about 2,300 scientists who call themselves “evangelical
Christians,” known as the American Scientific Affiliation (Sheler and
Schrof, 60). They think science and religion could be compatible.
“Dorothy Chappell, chairman of the biology department at Wheaton
College, states: ‘Many of us believe God has revealed himself in both™
(Sheler and Schrof, 60). Henry Fairfield Osborn, who was a Research
Professor of Zoology at Columbia University, had the same idea in
1922. “Evolution by no means takes God out of the universe, as Mr.
William Jennings Bryan supposes, but it greatly increases both the
wonder, the mystery, and the marvelous order which we call “Natural
Law,” pervading all Nature” (Osborn, 11). This quote is taken from
an essay written in response to a statement by William Jennings Bryan
in the Sunday Times of February 26, 1922.

Christianity Today had an article called “A Professor Takes
Darwin to Court: A new book mountsacredible challenge toevolution’s
sweeping claims” by Thomas Woodward in their August 19, 1991
issue. David L. Wilcox, chairman of the Creation Commission for the
American Scientific Affiliation and professor of science at Eastern
College, Saint Davids, Pennsylvania, said this about this controversial
book: “Darwin on Trial may be the most important book on the
evolution debate in decades” (35). The author, Phillip E. Johnson, is
a professor of law at the University of California at Berkeley, so he
comes at Darwinian evolution fromalogical, notscientific, standpoint.
Before I go on, Johnson does not claim to be a “Biblical literalist”, but
is a creationist by this definition: “anyone who believes in a God who
creates” (Woodward, 33). However, he also believes “Darwinism is
asmuch theproductof religious biasas ‘creation science™ (Woodward,
33). His central thesis is that Darwinian evolution is grounded not on
scientific fact, but on a philosophical doctrine called naturalism” (p.
33). “His target is Darwinism (not Darwin himself), the vast system
of modern thought that has evolved since the Darwinian revolution of
the 1800s which is a fully naturalistic evolution—meaning evolution
that is not directed or controlled by a purposeful intelligence” (p. 34).




Many evangelical Christians believe in the literal reading of
the creation account in Genesis. U.S. News and World Report gives
the results of a “new poll” by the “Gallup Organization” in its
December 23, 1991 issue. According to the poll, “nearly half of all
Americans subscribe to a fairly literal reading of the biblical creation
account,” (Sheler and Schrof, 57). They have a strong and dedicated
organization on their side. The vice-president of the Institute for
Creation Research in San Diego, Duane Gish, states: “Anyone who
believes in evolution cannot accept the biblical record of creation”
(59). This belief is currently taught at “hundreds” of Bible schools
and Bible colleges around the country (59).

A philosopher who has a lot to say about this is Michael Ruse,
author of Darwinism Defended: A Guide to the Evolution
Controversies. When talking about those who believe in sudden
creation, he quips: “God created the world in a working week, and that
is that “ (286). Ruse explains the creation - evolution controversy as
being motivated by a desire to keep evolution out of classrooms. Of
course, that was the issue in the 1920’s. But he claims the “new
movement” has “moved with the times” (290). Instead of insisting on
“crude Biblical literalism”, creationists are intent on proving Genesis
scientifically (291). So, they think Scientific Creation should be
taught as an alternative to evolution. Ruse goes on to say evolution
is given only “minimal treatment” in biology classes because of
conservative school board members who dislike the teaching of
evolution to their children (293). So, the Creationists have a partial
victory in the classroom according to Ruse.

Now, Iam going to outline two arguments for sudden Creation
and against gradual evolution. The first is about the fossil gaps and
the flood being responsible for the fossils. The second argument is
about the second law of thermodynamics which states that “the
physical processes always go from order to randomness - you can
scramble an egg but you cannot unscramble it” (Ruse, 296). Just as
with fundamentalists and creationists, all evolutionists do notrepresent
the same thoughts. I have offered a few ideas for discussion on these
two controversial arguments.
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In a book entitled, It’s A Young World After All: Exciting
Evidences for Recent Creation, Paul D. Ackerman cites evidence for
the Biblical flood. “His findings support not only the historical fact
of the flood but its occurrence at the time indicated by the Bible” (95).
George Dodwell claims the earth tilted from its axis at the same time
of the flood. It is only a “possibility” however, but it could help
explain “puzzling mysteries in the fossil record” (Ackerman, 96).

The book Scientific Creationism, edited by Henry Morris and
written by the institute for Creation Research, goes into much more
detail when discussing the flood and its relation to fossils. Firstofall,
there were many other natural disasters besides the flood. This meant
everything alive was running for its life, but few made it. So, when
the “sediments settled down out of the water” they formed the
“various strata that we find around the whole world today” (Ruse,
299). This isdue tothe “organisms” leaving “remains in a progressive
fashion, because of their different original habitats and abilities”
(300). Douglas J. Futuyma, in his book Science on Trial, insists the
Scientific Creationists are wrong to believe a flood can account for the
“orderly sequence” of the “fossil record” (183). He goes on to
mention that some sedimentary deposits are twelve miles deep, and
could not have formed that fast. Ruse brings up another problem
related to the flood accounting for the progression in fossils, “there
was not one dinosaur, or trilobite, or mammoth, that was lucky
enough, or clever enough, or fast enough, to climb up to the top of the
hill, and thus escape the fate of its fellows” (315).

“The flight of time’s arrow is downward rather than upward,
as evolutionists claim” (Ackerman, 114). The illustration given in
this book is that of the monkey typing. Ackerman explains that the
monkey wouldn’t have enough time to put out a literary work because
of the second law of thermodynamics. He goes on to explain that the
“longer the monkey types, the greater the chance that its typewriter
will break...to mention nothing of the monkey or its paper supply!”
(113).

Henry Morris and the Institute For Creation Research go
beyond Ackerman by denying the usual evolutionist’s reply to the
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second law of thermodynamics. Evolutionists “distinguish between
‘closed systems,” where nonew usable energy can come in, and ‘open
systems,” where new usable energy can come in. The second law
obviously applies only to closed systems” (Ruse, 296). Creationists
say even evolutionists can’t explain the law away. The Creationists
claim there must be a Designer to make the world go from chaos to
order. Forexample, if you planta garden and don’t pull out the weeds,
it will become overrun and disordered. Just as the garden needs a
gardener, they say the earth needs a Creator (Ruse, 306).

Futuyma counters this in Science on Trial by using cases
where order comes from disorder:

A Human body arises from the relative

formlessness of a fertilized egg; disordered

water molecules form ordered ice crystals

in our refrigerators. The reason, of course,

is that neither an organism nor anything

else except the universe as a whole is a

closed system: the earth and its organisms are

open systems that acquire energy from the

sun to build complexity from simple precursors. (183).
Ruse brings up the same point: “The world is not a closed system:
usable energy is always coming in from the sun. Hence, evolution is
possible” (306). The idea that the world could have come from chaos
without an orderer is still a debatable issue.

The differences in fundamentalists is an example of the
varying beliefs among creationists and evolutionists. The examples
I gave represent the many debates going on today. Even though there
are conflicts among those who don’tagree on creation and evolution,
I think evolution will continue to be taught in schools.

Works Cited

Ackerman, Paul D. It’s a Young World After All: Exciting Evidences
for Recent Creation. Grand Rapids, Michigan:

12



Baker Book House, 1986.

Balmer, Randall. Mine Eyes Have Seen the Glory: A Journey into the
Evangelical Subculture in America. New York: Oxford University
Press, Inc., 1989.

Engel, James F. “Who’s Really Doing Evangelism?” Christianity
Today. 16 Dec. 1991: 35-37,

Evans, Rod L. and Berent, Irwin M. Fundamentalism: Hazards and
Heartbeats. La Salle, I1: Open Court Publishing Co., 1988.

Futuyma, Douglas J. Science on Trial: The Case for Evolution. New
York: Pantheon Books, 1983.

Osborn, Henry Fairchild. Evolution and Religion. New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1923.

Ruse, Michael. Darwinism Defended: A Guide to the Evolution
Controversies. Reading MA: Adison-Wesley Publishing Company,
1982.

Scheler, Jeffery L. and Schrof, Joanne M. “The Creation.” U.S. News
and World Report. 23 Dec. 1991: 57-64.

Woodward, Thomas. “A Professor Takes Darwin to Court: A new
book mounts a credible challenge to evolution’s sweeping claims.”
“Christianity Today. 19 Aug. 1991: 33-35.

13



FACT AND FICTION IN
INHERIT THE WIND

Neil Bryan

BEITENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
OF THE STATE OF TENNESSEE, That it shall be
unlawful for any teacher in any of the Universities,
Normals and all other public schools of the State
which are supported in whole or in part by the public
school funds of the State, to teach any theory that
denies the story of the Divine Creation of man as
taught in the Bible, and to teach instead that man has
descended from a lower order of animal.

Thus was passed one of the most controversial laws in America, the
law that became known as the “Butler Act” of 1925. The trial to test
this law stirred up America for the next fifty years, is the subject of
numerous books and essays and movies were even done on it, based
on a play by Jerome Lawrence and Robert E. Lee — the main subject
of this paper. For such a large effect however, the whole incident
began rather quietly.

Dayton, Tennessee was a small town, barely 1,800 souls. One
of these, George Rappleyea, along with a few city officials, decided
to stage a test of the Butler Act. The test case would determine if the
law was Constitutional. The case set a precedent for judgment (and
possibly the fines), and gained some press coverage for their small
town. How much coverage, they didn’t realize.

Once a plan of action had been established, a defendant was
needed. The perfect choice seemed to be John Scopes, the local
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science teacher. Scopes was young, unmarried, and fairly popular in
Dayton — although he did have a reputation for smoking cigarettes,
and even dancing. Although Scopes did not normally teach biology,
he was substituting after the regular biology teacher had become ill.
The textbook he was teaching from, Hunter’s Civic Biology, was the
standard biology book of Tennessee— and it also contained Darwin’s
theory of evolution. When approached with the idea of a test case
Scopes agreed to be the guinea pig. The drama of dragging Scopes out
of his classroom and putting him in jail are Hollywood’s fabrications.
A wire was sent off to the local ACLU to inform them, and ask for the
possibility of some media coverage. Then the case exploded.

The ACLU wired back immediately, asking the details of the
plan of prosecution. Afterafew weeks and several telegrams, Dayton
received a shock—William Jennings Bryan, three time presidential
candidate, was to be on the prosecution team. To a town consisting
mostly of Fundamentalists, having this great man, a deeply religious
man himself, in their town raised a cry of joy. Then they learned that
Clarence Darrow, brilliant legal mind and declared agnostic, was to
be the main defense lawyer. While they weren’t overjoyed, the
townspeople gave Darrow a fairly warm reception.

In the movie Inherit the Wind, the people of Dayton, almost all
of them Fundamentalists, are shown as ignorant, backwards people
with a deep hatred for anyone opposing their beliefs. Their hero,
Bryan, is also portrayed as a once-great-but-now-not-capable old
man. Although somewhat based on reality, neither of these are true
as shown in the film. The Fundamentalists were (and some still are)
strict Protestant Christians with a firm belief in a literal interpretation
of the Bible. However, they did not threaten Darrow, nor did they
throw glass bottles at Scopes. Only when their religion was being
attacked did they become angry and threaten torun people out of town
on the railroad. Bryan, although aging, was still a brilliant legal mind.
He never terrorized Scopes girlfriend on the bench (indeed, Scopes
was not even going steady with anyone at the time), and he didn’t
break down in front of the jury like a babbling idiot (yet the film’s
portrayal of him eating constantly is correct; this was due to a rare
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form of diabetes from which Bryan suffered).

The trial itself is somewhat more accurately portrayed in the
movie. Darrow did bring in several scientific witnesses to explain
Darwin’s theory of evolution (since none of the jurors knew anything
about it); they were not allowed to testify. The explosive scene where
Darrow cross-examines Bryan is true transcript almost to the word.
But although Bryan does die after the case is closed, it is five days
later—not in the courtroom.

Near the end of the trial, the townspeople were becoming
restless, the media was having a field day with “the small town
ignorance”, and the nation was feeling the effects of the biggest
evolution/creation feud ever. So Dayton pulled the plug.

The city officials, after nine days of grueling court proceedings
and bitter words, quietly told the judge to bring the case to a close—
and quickly. So on July 21, 1925, the judge ruled that enough
testimony had been heard and instructed the jury to decide. They
found John Scopes guilty of violating the Butler Act, and he was fined
$100, the minimum allowed. After eleven days that effected the
whole nation, the Great Monkey Trial, as it came to be known, was
over.

16



THE CREATION AND EVOLUTION
DEBATE IN SOUTHEAST KANSAS

Missi Lindsay

On August 25, 1925, just a few weeks after the conclusion of
the Scopes Monkey Trial, Clarence and Ruby Darrow arrived in
Girard, Kansas to visit Emanuel and Marcet Haldeman-Julius.
Clarence Darrow’s chief mission in the visit was to arrange for the
publishing of his writings. Emanuel would eventually become the
publisher of these writings, which were part of the collection that
became known as the Big and Little Blue Books.

This visit was Darrow’s third to Southeast Kansas. His first
visit, in May, 1909, was made to defend Fred D. Warren. Warren was
the managing editor of the weekly newspaper, “Appeal To Reason.”
This newspaper served as the voice of American Socialism. Warren
had been angered at the forced extradition of three men that had been
accused of killing Frank R. Stuenenberg, the ex-Governor of Idaho.
In response to this extradition Warren offered a $1,000 reward for the
capture and extradition of William Taylor, an ex-Governor of
Kentucky. Taylor had been implicated in the death of a political
opponent. Warren was indicted by the Federal Government. Even
though Darrow had prepared a strong defense for Warren he was not
acquitted. Darrow did, however, help in slowing down the negative
response the Federal Government had to socialist activities.

Darrow’s next trip to the area was in October, 1918. The
purpose of this visit was for him to participate in a miner’s rally for
labor leader, Alexander Howat. He also spoke to a group of people
in Pittsburg concerning the war in Europe.

In 1925, on Darrow’s third visit to the region, he was warmly
received by the residents of Southeast Kansas. As the Pittsburg
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newspaper, “The Daily Headlight,” phrased it, Darrow was a man
with, “a number of friends in Girard and neighboring areas.”

During his stay local reporters were invited to interview him
at the Haldeman-Julius home. One of the topics the reporters inquired
about was Darrow’s opinion on the origin of the earth and the descent
of humans. Darrow expressed doubts that Kansas would pass an anti-
evolution bill at this time. In the interview the name William Jennings
Bryan was brought up. Darrow stated that Bryan was a, “sincere and
an ignorant man.” Emanuel agreed entirely with Darrow on this
subject, as well as on the subject of religion.

Emanuel remembered a time he had heard Bryan giving a
sermon to an audience at the Academy of Music. The sermon was
titled, “The Prince of Peace,” and it attacked Darwin and evolution.
Emanuel was a teenager when he had the experience of hearing Bryan
but, as he was quoted as saying, he’d, “read enough Darwin, Huxley,
and Spencer to know what a jackass Bryan was making of himself.”
He continued, “He was anignorant, stupid, narrow-minded, malicious
man with a magnificent voice and the ability to talk in a way that
impressed his medieval-minded audiences of yokels and bible-
thumpers. About 20 years later Bryan would preach the same sermon
in the Scopes Monkey Trial, for he never leamed anything, nor did he
care to learn anything, once he got the dogmas of the Fundamentalists
settled in his small, narrow mind. As he put it himself, he was more
interested in the Rock of Ages than in the age of the rocks.”

The people in Dayton, Tennessee, the location of the Scopes
Monkey Trial were some of the medival-minded audiences of which
Haldeman-Julius spoke. His wife Marcet, reported about their trip to
Dayton to attend the trial. She wrote that as they entered town at 3:00
amthe firstmorning of the trial signs were hanging literally everywhere.
They were on buildings, fences, walls, etc... There were messages
such as:

“Read your BIBLE.”

“God is Love.”

“Read your BIBLE for a week.”

“You Need God in Your Business.”

18



“Where Will You Spend Eternity?”

She said she felt as if they had, “stepped by mistake into a Methodist
camp-meeting.” She found that the Fundamentalists of Dayton took
the Bible very literally. They thought God looked like a man because
the Bible said that man was created in the image of God.

She related a story told to her while in Dayton that illustrated
the “Hell-fire quality of religion in Tennessee.” The story goes as
follows: A chemical and mining engineer, Dr. Rappleyea, lost four
of his mine people in arailroad accident. One of the victims was a six
year old boy. At the boy’s funeral his mother kept moaning, “Oh, if
I only knew he was with Jesus! If 1 only knew that!” The preacher
replied, “I’ll not lie to you even to bring you peace. The ways of the
Lord are his. You know and everybody here knows that this boy had
never been baptized. He had never confessed Christ. There can be no
doubt but that at this moment, he is in the flames of Hell.” Dr.
Rappleyeacalled the preacher outside and asked why he had said what
he had to the boy’s mother. The preacher told the doctor thathe’d not
lie for any reason, even to bring the mother peace. The doctor’s
answer to this was that maybe he should quit talking then.

Chances are good that the preacher didn’t quit talking. And
even if he did there was, no doubt, another waiting to take his place.
Marcet made the Scopes Monkey Trial sound like a carnival. She
described the street in front of the court house as being lined with hot
dog wagons and refreshment stands. “And in the midst of this scene
was William Jennings Bryan. Bryan reminded me of the preacher in
the story I just mentioned.” Marcet described him as a hard man that
probably believed a lie told for the glory of God is justified. She said
he was a, “muddle-head, incoherent alike in thought and emotion.”

Bryan died shortly after Marcet sent her notes back to Girard
forpublication. Afterhernotes arrived she and Emanuel alsoreturned
to Girard. Just days after that the Darrows arrived in Girard. Which
brings me back to Clarence Darrow and his interviews in Southeast
Kansas.

After being interviewed at the Haldeman-Julius home the
Darrows and the Haldeman-Julius’ took a drive to Pittsburg where
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another reporter was waiting for an interview wi Darrow
H(l):;; itillwell. Thereporter would askqucstionsmweteoﬁg:;a:;
as y John Raulston, the presiding j i
o presiding judge in the Scopes Monkey
o This interrogation served several purposes. It questioned the
scientific and religious beliefs of the defense team. It accused the
defense team of trying to oust Raulston from the bench. It charged
that Darrow and his defense teams wanted revenge for their failure to
dominate the court at Dayton. And it charged that the defense team
disparaged Raulston’s fidelity to the Bible.

The interrogation did not surprise Darrow. Raulston’s
Fundamentalism irritated Darrow and he viewed the interrogation as
a publicity stunt that would help secure Raulston’s re-election.
Darrow said that he didn’t care if Raulston was re-elected or not. For
if he cared he would not help the campaign by noticing the judge’s
questions. But, since he did not care he would answer them.

Raulston’s questions and Darrow’s answers went as follows:

Q. First, when you insist man descended from a lower order
of animals have you the evidence to support this theory sufficiently
definite to justify the expectation that intelligent people will accept
and adopt this theory?

A. Theevidence of evolution is so conclusive thatin the short
space of 50 years, nearly all scientists and students interested in the
question the world over have accepted it.

Q. Second, have you any evidence that this theory can in any
aspect of life be beneficial to man? Is not the contrary true—that it

tends to degrade man? i
A. The truth as to the scientific facts and theories always

benefits the world. All modern civilization is based on science.
Q. Third, doesn’t the theory of evolution seek to destroy the
doctrine of inspiration of the Bible?
A. The theory of evolution does not seek to destroy any
religious belief. It is simply concerned with the truth. Wheng
scientists first announced that the world was round and revolv
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around the sun, they were accused and convicted of trying to destroy
religion. And I am inclined to think that Judge Raulston believes the
theories now, although I am not sure he does.

Q. Fourth, doesn’t it propose to eliminate the divinity of
Christ?

A. Evolution is not concerned in any way with the divinity of
Christ. Millions of evolutionists believe it. It has no purpose to
eliminate the divinity of Christ.

Q. Fifth, doesn’t it deny the resurrection?

A. 1 know of no teaching of evolution that discussed the
resurrection of Christ, or of any other of the large number whom it has
been claimed were brought to life after they were dead.

Q. Sixth, if the theory of evolution does destroy man’s faith
in the integrity of the Bible, of the divinity of Christ, in the resurrection,
doesn’t it thereby undermine the Christian religion?

A. This question, in view of the other answers, means, if the
theory of evolution is true, should it still be taught even though it may
destroy the religious faith of some people, or would it be better to
encourage people to believe what is not true? The judge must settle
this for himself. I noticed that the Christian church does not hesitate
to send missionaries to help undermine every other religious faith in
the world.

Q. Seventh, can civilization survive the destruction of the
Christian?

A. Yes, civilization existed long before Christianity; it exists
where there is no Christianity. The growth of civilization is only the
growth of intelligence and knowledge.

After Darrow answered Raulston’s questions the reporter
asked, “Doesn’t Judge Raulston take himself a little too seriously in
thinking that attorneys for the defense are interested in him or his
campaign?” Darrow’s reply was, “I am sure none of them would
notice him if he did not ask questions. I can’t understand why he
thinks any of us care about his religious views.”

It has been recorded that the Haldeman-Juliuses, along with
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other citizens of Southeast Kansas witnessed Darrow to be a rational
skeptic, a contemporary spokesperson, and a warm human being. A
reporter was quoted as saying, “For Darrow at ease is hugely human,
open and honest, generous of a great warmth of personality which is
poorly disclosed in the press dispatches of his engagements in court.
He displays a wholesome tolerance, acquired in long, close study of
man’s frailties.”
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MONKEY BUSINESS IN SOUTHEAST
KANSAS: THE STRANGE CASE OF
PROFESSOR SCOTT

Donald Wayne Viney

While the battle between Clarence Darrow and William
Jennings Bryan raged in Dayton, Tennessee over the state’s anti-
evolution law, a less publicized battle was being fought in Southeast
Kansas which also concerned evolution. John Thomas Scopes was
the teacher involved in Dayton’s “monkey trial” in July 1925. He
agreed to be a guinea pig to test the Tennessee law. That same month
JohnG. Scott was the teacher at the center of the evolution controversy
atthe Kansas State Teachers College in Pittsburg (now Pittsburg State
University).:

John G. Scott was an Assistant Professor of History at KSTC
from 1923 to 1925. Professor Scott was dismissed from the Teachers
College after a controversy arose concerning a class he was teaching
in Citizenship. The controversy was, in part, over Scott’s teaching of
evolution to his class. Of course, the Scopes trial was very much in
the public eye and Scott apparently took advantage of this to encourage
students to think about evolution. Unlike Tennessee, Kansas had no
law prohibiting the teaching of evolution. Nevertheless, the idea of
teaching evolution to future teachers at the Teachers College was not
something that the conservative Christian leadership of the college
would permit.

According to the Kansas City Post (July 24, 1925), Scott was
“dismissed by heads of the Kansas State Teachers college because
they believed he taught evolution and championed free love.” Dean
G. W. Trout took over Scott’s class. According to students, Trout
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“openly accused Scott of advocating promiscuity in his championing
of free love.” The Post goes on to talk about the “bitter argument”
between Trout and Scott’s students, and how they “hotly” defended
Scott’s teaching. The students circulated a petition in Scott’s behalf
but they feared “the effect on their grades and receiving of their
diplomas if the protesting petition” were turned into President W. A.
Brandenburg. Scott himself was quoted as saying that Brandenburg
held this threat over the students should they continue to “monkey
with the monkey business.” Scott denied proselytizing and said that
his students were grown men and women who could decide for
themselves what to believe. Scott’s students presented their notebooks
as evidence that he frankly discussed as his personal opinion, “that the
common conception of marriage simply was an economic institution
and held that marriage and attempts of the church to hold dominion
over the intellectual development of its members were two of
civilization’s greatest mistakes.”

The Pintsburg Daily Headlight (July 24, 1925) gave adecidedly
different slant to the story. The Pittsburg newspaper reported
Brandenburg as denying that any controversy over evolution lead to
Scott’s dismissal. According to Brandenburg, “From numerous
reports which had reached us from different members of the class in
citizenship, we felt reasonably sure that the class was not receiving
that particular content in citizenship which would be expected of them
as teachers in our state.” Brandenburg related that Dean Trout had
taken over the course and, “from reports received from members of
the class it is Bting received with profit.” Brandenburg emphasized
that it was “our policy to have all subjects, as well as science, taught
insucha way astostrengthen faith and belief in Christian civilization.”

The Headlight is silent on the specifics of Scott’s dismissal,
merely quoting Brandenburg’s vague statement on the issue. Nor is
there any mention of the heated exchange between Trout and Scott’s
students, or of the student petition and their fears of retaliation from
Brandenburg. The Headlight does give Scott the last word, “It is
educational prophylaxis. The students were exposed to ideas and are
being given treatment to counteract this.” According to the Post,
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Scott would be “associated in the college of social sciences in
Columbia university [New York]” after leaving Pittsburg.

There is a curious reference in the Headlight to a “mock trial
affair.” Brandenburg says, “This action on our part has positively no
connection with, or reference to ‘the mock trial affair’.” Anarticle by
Scott, published in the liberal Haldeman-Julius Monthly two months
later sheds light on this reference. According to Scott, students
initiated “a mock Scopes trial to be held off the campus, downtown in
the court room.” Scott says that Brandenburg called the students into
his office one at a time “and showed them the danger to themselves
and to the school if they carried on this mock trial” (Scott, 383). One
may surmise that Scott’s influence had something to do with putting
the idea in student’s minds to hold the mock trial.

Scott’s article is a sardonic and witty report on how a college
could be refashioned along fundamentalist lines, using KSTC as an
example. The guiding principle should be “the protection of students
from ideas” (Scott, 378). Scott retaliates against Brandenburg with a
satiric expression of relief that since the President had received an
honorary doctorate froma Christian college it was no longer improper
to refer to him as Dr. Brandenburg, “even at the expense of high
sounding degrees which mean nothing to God™ (Scott, 379).

Scott’s ironic recommendations include peopling
administrative and faculty positions with graduates of church schools
and seminaries. He notes that many Protestant ministers teach at
KSTC who would otherwise preach to empty pews! While no
particular denomination is favored, Scott notes that Brandenburg
encouraged all faculty to be affiliated with some church. Since “we
are building for a future Ku Klux Kulture” Baptist and Methodist
churches are to be preferred since, according to Scott, it is from their
ranks that the Klan is largely supported.

Scott’s lampoon includes the suggestion that specially endowed
chairs be created for combating ideas like evolution and democracy.
Until this could be accomplished, colleges could follow KSTC’s
example and sponsor guest speakers, like Dr. Harry Rimmer, who can
show that scientists are wrong in accepting evolution, “that the Bible
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is the sole source of the knowledge of man’s beginning and ending,
that God in his divine providence has so fixed up everything that no
one needs to think™ (Scott, 380). Scott remarks that the local Klan
members supplemented Rimmer’s work by distributing pamphlets
denouncing evolution.

In addition to screening administrative positions and hiring
only like-minded fundamentalists, Scott wryly notes that the faculty
“must be closely watched,” for “unfortunately some teachers must be
employed who come from godless universities™ (Scott, 380-381). He
then recounts the case of a “young man” who came to Pittsburg “two
years ago from a godless university,” who was popular with students
and who openly attacked the “Knoble Klan” and taught evolution.
The man was called on the carpet by his department head who said
thathe would not be hired for the coming year. Though there had been
no complaints about his teaching, the President was unhappy with his
“general attitude.” The man then spoke with the President who
insisted that the department head desired his dismissal and that “he
always followed the wishes of the heads.” The trouble, the President
said, was a “lack of cooperation.” When the man again saw the
department head he repeated the President’s words, but “there was no
balm in Gilead for him” (Scott, 381).

Of course, Scott is retelling his own story. He is the young
man from the “godless university” (University of Missouri) who had
arrived two years before (1923). The department head is Dean Trout
and the President is Brandenburg.

Scottends his article with other anecdotes about shenanigans
thatwenton at KSTC, most having todo with Brandenburg. According
to Scott, the Ku Klux Klan censored “The Green Lizard,” a student
publication, and saw to it that “the picture of a tiny nude statue in a
larger picture of a drawing room was erased (Scott, 382). Scott also
relates how Brandenburg attempted to make the faculty wear caps
and gowns atcommencement. Firstthe faculty voted in the President’s
presence for donning the regalia. Later, Brandenburg agreed to a
secret ballot and the faculty voted against the measure by an
overwhelming majority. Scott accuses Brandenburg of heading a

26

S R A N R s




crusade against President Nicholas Murray Butler of Columbia
University for having ideas; Scott says that this le§d to Butler’s
dismissal. Further, Scott claims that Brandenburg squelched a
movement among KSTC’s faculty to affiliate with the American
Federation of Teachers and discharged the leader of the movement.
He also compelled all male teachers to pay money to join the local
Chamber of Commerce. Finally, there is the story about the mock
Scopes trial.

Scott gives an unflattering portrait of Brandenburg and the
KSTC administration. The close ties between Brandenburg, the
Protestantchurches and seminaries, and the Klan which Scott portrays
bespeak an environment hostile to the free exchange of ideas. Of
course, the article is colored by the fact that Scott wrote it shortly after
Brandenburg fired him. Nevertheless, the Post’s article corroborates
Scott’s account of the charged atmosphere at KSTC. Moreover,
Brandenburg’s remarks in the Headlight smack of doubletalk and his
comments aboutstudent attitudes directly contradict what the students
told the Post. 1leave it to historians to verify or falsify other details
of Scott’s account.

Much has changed in the nearly seventy years since Scott was
fired for teaching students about evolution and free love. Academic
freedomis such today thatnot only can a course be offered on Creation
and Evolution, but a student journal on the topic can be published
without fear of censorship from religious bigots. Perhaps it is going
too far to suggest that, in John Scott, Southeast Kansas had its John
Thomas Scopes, for there was no legal battle between titanic rivals in
Kansas as in Dayton. Moreover, Scott was not, like Scopes, a
volunteer. He was more a sacrificial victim of an ideological struggle.
On the other hand, the underlying issues of intellectual freedom were
the same. As Clark Kerr, the former President of the University of
California said, “The aim of the university is not to make ideas safe
for students but to make students safe for ideas.”

27




FOOTNOTES

1. I wish to thank Mr. Gene DeGruson, Curator of Special
Collections and the University Archivistat Pittsburg State University,
for first bringing my attention to the Scott case and for his generous
help in finding the relevant sources.

2. Harry Rimmer (1890-1952) was a Presbyterian minister
but he had no eamned academic degrees. He was a popular apologist
for a strict literal reading of Genesis; he visited college campuses and
publically debated evolutionists. Rimmer visited Kansas State
Teachers College in 1924 at Brandenburg’s invitation and gave a
lecture attacking evolution. Brandenburg invited Rimmer to become
a faculty member at KSTC but he declined. However, Rimmer was
the unofficial curator of the college’s museum and he occasionally
took students from Pittsburg on archaeological digs (Numbers, 70-
71).
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PRE-PATRIARCHAL CREATION
STORIES

Leslie Miller-Mangile

Today when people think and talk of how this world and
everything in it came into being there seems to be two major divisions
of thought; evolution or creation. Within the evolutionary theory
there are several fairly well known sub-divisions but of the creation
theory most people know only the patriarchal stories of the Jewish,
Christian, or Islamic faiths. The creator is male, a God. However
there are other stories of creation, stories which tell of the world made
by both a God and a Goddess. Some of the very oldest stories have
only a female creator, a Goddess.

The Goddess, the Great Mother, the Divine Ancestress are
general terms for a female deity who has been called by a thousand
names. Worship of the Goddess can be traced back through
archaeological, mythological, and historical evidence to about 30,000
B.C. and is known to have been world wide.

Because the worship of the Goddess is so ancient and because
of the hostility and suppression of later patriarchal religions toward
Goddess worship some of the stories we have of Her creation of this
world are but fragments. A few short lines, a poem or a prayer that
could be easily memorized during times when possessing any writings
of Her religion could be a sure death sentence. Still, Her stories
existed, passed down orally in some cultures until it was safe to write
of Her again. There are even a few old writings in bone which have
somehow survived. There are a few rare cultures in which Her
worship has never been given up and is as strong today as it was in
ancient times.
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Legends of the Goddess creating the world or at least the
peopleinitcan be found inevery corner of the world from the far north
to the deep south, from the east to the west. Itis these creation stories
which I will discuss in this paper. I hope to show how matriarchal
creation differs from patriarchal creation and the different ways in
which the Goddess creates. 1 will also give examples of creation
myths which seem to parallel each other while coming from different
cultures in far parts of the world.

In most patriarchal creation stories the God says, ‘Let there
be” and so creates the light and the dark, the waters and the land, and
all the creatures therein. The male God commands, itis his words that
create. In the majority of Goddess creation stories She creates from
Her own body, giving birth not only to the heavens and earth but often
to other Gods and Goddesses and in some cases humankind itself.
There are other myths in which the earth already exists and the
Goddess creates humans from things She finds around Her. In these
stories we can see some similarity to the Christian creation of man
where he is formed from the earth. The closest a Goddess comes to
commanding into beingisinalegendin which She is said tohave used
singing to create. The songis said to have been very deep and sweet
far removed from the commanding words of the patriarchal God. The
resounding theme in Goddess creation stories is that She is an intricate
part of everything She makes.

Let me first tell the stories in which the Goddess s literally the
Great Mother, giving birth to all. Hear first from the old worlds of
Mesopotamia, Sumerian, and the Greek. This first piece comes from
Mesopotamia and lists some of the names by which the Goddess is
called.

Mother of all Mothers

She who gave birth to all

though known as Tiamat

by those who rejoiced at Her murder
rippled as distant echo

of the mighty Mother Goddess Sea
Nammu, Asherah, Atargatis, Nuneit,
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Well remembered as Creator of all,
first owner of the Tablets of Destiny (Stone I, 8)

The Sumerian account of the creation goes like this:

Ama Tu An Ki-

Mother who gave birth

to heaven and earth.

Primordian Creator of the Universe
who oversees the fashioning of life
and to each decrees their fate.

Oldest of the Old

ancient, even among Sumerians.
Mother Primeval Sea left memories
in the land of the two rivers-

that it was She who created all above,
that it was She who created all below. (Stone II, 37).

Now hear from India a prayer to the Goddess Maha Devi that
tells of the intimate relationship between the creator and the created.

She who holds the Universe in Her womb
source of all creative energies

Maha Devi who conceives

and bears and nourishes

all that exists (Stone II, 16).

Lastly, from around the world, from the Cuna people of
Panama there is the Goddess Mu Olakukurtilisop, the Great Blue
Butterfly Lady. “In the days before the world began, Mu gave birth
to the sun and taking Her sun as Her lover, She gave birth to the Moon.
Mating with Her grandson Moon, She brought forth the stars, somany
that they filled the heavens. Then mating with the stars the sacred
womb of Mu once again stirred with life so that in this way She
brought forth all the animals and plants. It is for this reason that the
Cuna people remember that Mu Olakukurtilisop gave birth to the
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universe—created all that exists” (Stone I, 78).

In these next three legends the world already exists and the
Goddess resides there. From things already in the world the Goddess
creates humans. The writings that tell of the Goddess Nu Kwa of
China come from the Chow period (about 1000 B.C.) and the later Han
period in China. Note the similarity between this and the next legend
which is from the American Indian Grandmother legends.

“To the valley of the wide flowing Hwang Ho, came the
Goddess Nu Kwa and there from the rich golden earth She fashioned
the race of the golden people, carefully working the features of each
with Her skillful fingers. But so arduous was Her task that She soon
tired of making these individual creatures and began to pull a string
through the mud. In this way She made the others, through not as
carefully formed as those of the golden earth, the ancestors of the
Chinese people.” (Stone I, 27)

“Long ago Grandmother sat by her oven baking clay pots.
From the clay She formed the images of a man and a woman and put
them in her oven to bake. Because this was her first attempt,
Grandmother was not sure how long to bake these images and when
She pulled them from the oven She found that She had burned them—
thus making the black or negro race. Again Grandmother forms the
clay and puts the images in Her oven to bake. Too soon this time She
pulls the images from her oven and they are pale—the race of whites.
One more time Grandmother forms the clay into the images of a man
and a woman. Into Her oven she slips them and watches over them
carefully. Finally She pulls them from the oven, they are the true rich
red of well baked clay. This is the race of the Red Man (Stone I).

In Babylonian theology the Goddess is referred to as Mami or
Aruru, these names are used interchangeably. From references found
in several different texts of Alkadian Babylonia we find the information
included here.

Aruru, Oldest of the Old
Creator of Life
Mami, Divine Mother of all...
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Sweeter than honey and date wine

was the ancient Mother

for it was She who made all life

by pinching off the fourteen pieces of clay
and laying a brick between them

She made seven women

whom She placed to the left

She made seven men

whom She placed to the right

Forming them into people

She then placed them on the earth” (Stone I, 104).

There are other legends which tell how the Goddess created
the world by means other than those mentioned above. Here are three:
two from the North American Indians and one from the Finnish.

“In the beginning there was nothing but Spider Woman, She
who was called Sussistananko, Thinking Woman, Thought Woman,
No other living creature, no bird or animal or fish yet lived. In the dark
purple light that glowed at the Dawn of Being, Spider Woman spun
a line from East to West. She spun a line from North to South. And
then She sat by these threads that stretched to the four horizons, those
strands that She had drawn across the universe, and sang ina voice that
was exceptionally deep and sweet. As She sang, two daughters came
forth: Ut Set, who became the mother of the Pueblo people, Nau Ut
Set, who became the mother of all others” (Stone II, 92).

The Navajo Goddess is the process of nature and can be
thought of as comparable to Mother Nature. It is interesting to note
the way people are created in this legend.

“Creator of the Navajo people, Changing Woman, Estsan
Athlehi, is the Mother of All. She is the Holy Woman who brings each
season, Mother Earth who is the seasons, Iyatiku who brings all life,
Mother Nature in all that She unfolds.

Some say that She was born at the foot of the Mountain
Around Which Moving Was Done, born on a bed of flowers, adelicate
rainbow arching as coverlet over Her infant body. From Her body
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grew the four mountains of the compass points, the mountains that
mark the East and the West, the mountains that mark North and South.
This day of truth was a day of joy...For if Changing Woman had not
been born, she would not have rubbed the skin of Her perfect body—
and in this way brought forth the Navajo people”. (Stone II, 94-95)

From the Finnish culture of the North we have the legend of
Ilmatar, literally Sky Mother who is most often referred to as the
Water Mother.

Descending upon the billowing waters

of the never ending ocean,

Ilmatar was rocked in the waves of the wild sea,
blown along in the foamy tempest

of winds from the East.

Carried for centuries upon the swelling waves,
She floated to the East

She floated to the West

She floated to the South

She floated to the North

Feeling only cold and dreary

IImatar began to regret

that she had left Her home of gentle breezes.
In the sleepiest moment of Her sadness,

a lovely teal came flying over

seeking land on which to rest

searching for a nesting place-

and finding only moving waters.

It was then that gracious Ilmatar

lifted Her great knee from the sea

creating the first hill of land established.

It was on that knee the teal soon built her nest.

Knee as green as spring’s blossoming.
Held the teal’s nest up high
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held the six eggs of gold
held the seventh one of iron.

But how long could the water Mother
hold the stillness of Her knee?

Thus Ilmatar moved to find comfort,
causing the eggs to fall into the waters,
causing them to shatter into fragments
From the lower shells the earth took form
from the yolks came the lustrous sun,
from the white part came the moon,

and from all that was speckled in the eggs-
the stars came forth.

Still Ilmatar floated on the waters,

now peaceful and serene.

For ten more years She floated,

until the day when She raised Her head
from beneath the waters-

and thus began Creation.

Pointing with Her fingers,

She formed the fjards along the ocean

Her toes created the underwater caves
where fish might lay their eggs in safety.
With the deepest part of Her body

She formed all that was in the ocean floor.
Her feet created beaches

Her head made the long curving bays.
Even the crazy rocks that stood in open water
were formed by the ancient Water Mother-
She who made all earth.

Oldest of all woman,
loveliest of all woman,
first of all Mothers,
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then formed the pillars

that held the sky in place

and upon the rocky cliffs

She engraved the forms of figures.

Still Ilmatar remained in the ocean waters,

owner of powers t00 numerous to count,

possessor of magic too deep to comprehend -

and perhaps She lives there still (Stone II, 143-144),

This last creation story I have no time frame for. It was told
to me and is part of the oral tradition of Wiccia, a Goddess religion
whose beginning is buried in the long forgotten past. I was caught by
its simple statements.

In the beginning there was the Word.
That word was Mother; Inna, Mu,
Anya, Nammu, Ua Fit, Mary,
Marianna, Le Mer, and all

those born of mothers uttered the
Word, for they knew Her as the
source.

Bibliography
Stone, Merlin. Ancient Mirrors of Womanhood Our Goddess and

Heroine Heritage (two volumes). New York; New Sibylline Books,
1979.




CREATION MYTHS OF THE WORLD:
THEIR MEANINGS AND
SIGNIFICANCE

Ellen Harrington

According to The Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, a
myth is “a narrative account taken to be true, but now known to be
true” (375). Myths usually explain a natural phenomena, a social
custom, or tell of great heroes. The study of creation mythology can
be a very captivating subject since there are many possible avenues
of exploration. There are several categories of imagery or styles into
which myths fall. One could trace the early dominance of female
deities and their eventual elimination by male deities. Myths could
be looked into by continental location. Nevertheless, the catalog is
expansive, and too much so for a paper of this length. Therefore, the
following elements of creation mythology will be explored: the
probability of belief by the ancients in the cosmogony of their
particular religion; themes or categories of cosmogonies; and finally,
the symbolic meanings and similarities within and between
cosmogonies.

Did the ancients believe in the creation myths of their various
religions or was there a certain amount of skepticism? In the
consideration of this question, certain factors must be taken into
account. First of all, one should think about how sophisticated the
people were in regard to the workings of the natural and supernatural
world. Today, the average person listening to a creation myth would
either dismiss it as a piece of fiction or find humor in it, if it was
particularly outlandish. In contrast, how would a person of 3,000
years ago respond, for example, to the Babylonian myth, which
contends that the sky and earth are the remains of Tiamat, the primal

37




sea goddess? Secondly, one must also look at how and when a
creation myth is told. If it was presented to the ancients as the
Christian creation story is today, odds are, they heard it as children
and continued to hear it as they grew up. Children tend to believe
what adults tell them, especially if the adults are persons of authority
or someone the child tr