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Creationism again an issue in Arkansas 
Civil liberties 
take suit 
against law 
Little Rock, Arkansas 

The American Civil Liberties Union 
(ACLU) has decided to engage in a full
scale confrontation with the growing 
creationist movement over the teaching of 
evolution in US public schools. Early next 
month, ACLU is planning to file a 
complaint against the State of Arkansas 
arguing that a law passed by the state 
legislature in March- which requires that 
"creation-science" be given equal time 
with the theory of evolution whenever the 
latter is discussed in public school 
classrooms - is unconstitutional, since it 
ignores the required separation of church 
and state. 

The ACLU case may well find its way up 
to the US Supreme Court. It seems certain 
to generate as much controversy as the last 
time that the organization confronted the 
creationist arguments. This was in 1928 
when Clarence Darrow, acting as an 
ACLU volunteer attorney, defended 
Tennessee biology teacher John Scopes 
against the charge that he had violated state 
laws by teaching evolutionary theory in the 
classroom. 

Although Scopes was convicted and 
fined $100, Darrow won a moral victory
and, over the following decades, individual 
states removed from their statute books 
laws which prevented Darwinian evolution 
from being taught. 

This time, however, the tables have been 
turned. The creationists have spent many 
years developing the argument that their 
ideas can be described as "scientific", and 
in eliminating all explicit religious ref
erences from public school textbooks 
promoting the idea that the world 
originated in the hands of a divine creator. 
More recently, they have spent an equal 
amount of legal effort in eliminating all 
explicit religious references from proposed 
legislation at both the state and the federal 
level, demanding equal time for what are 
described as two rival scientific theories. 

The legislation introduced in Arkansas, 
for example, has been carefully crafted by a 
creationist group in South Carolina, with 
advice from sympathetic lawyers across the 
country, to answer precisely the type of 
challenge which ACLU is planning to 
mount. 

Various other states have been 
discussing similar "equal time" bills over 
the past two years. Last year, for example, 
the Georgia legislature just failed to 
approve a bill in the closing minutes of its 
1980 session. And according to Mr Paul 
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Ellwanger, head of the group in Anderson, 
South Carolina, which wrote the Arkansas 
bill (known as the Citizens for Fairness in 
Education), seventeen other states have 
been considering similar or identical bills in 
their current or recently-ended sessions. 

Mr Ellwanger emphasizes that his own 
group is not formally linked to any political 
or religious organization. In Arkansas, 
however, two significant factors seem to 
have played a major role in getting the 
"equal time" legislation on to the statute 
book. The first was the important role 
played by groups such as the state branch 
of the Moral Majority and the Little-Rock
based organization Family, Life, America, 
God (FLAG) in stimulating support for 
conservative candidates - such as 
Arkansas' current governor, Mr Frank 
White- in last year's election. The second 
was the speed with which state lawmakers 
were prepared to push the bill through both 
houses of the legislature. 

The bill was introduced into the Senate 
by Mr Jim Hoisted, a first-term Senator 
from North Little Rock, a wealthy suburb 
of the state capital. He has admitted that he 
knows little about creation-science, but as 
a "born-again" Christian is a firm believer 

in the book of Genesis. According to 
Hoisted, he was given the bill in virtually 
completed form by a mathematics teacher 
at a Jacksonville High School, who had 
already been attempting to persuade the 
local school board to require "equal time" 
for creationism and evolution in the 
schools under its jurisdiction (a tactic 
which has already been successful in several 
states). 

The bill was passed overwhelmingly on 
the floor of the state Senate. Several 
members of the Senate said later that, 
although they did not necessarily agree 
with the content of the bill, they had been 
reluctant to vote against it, since to have 
done so would have been interpreted as a 
vote against God- a heavy risk to take in a 
strongly Bible-oriented state. 

The bill was introduced almost 
immediately into the House of Represen
tatives by a business neighbour of Mr 
Hoisted's, Representative Cliff Hoofman. 
It passed to the education committee, 
where the bill's supporters and opponents 
were each given five minutes to put their 
case- the sum total of public discussion of 
the bill's contents. A motion to delay the 
committee vote was refused by the 

Arkansas legislation reflects old quarrels 
The Arkansas law, passed in March (and 
introduced in virtually identical versions 
in seventeen other states), is known as the 
"Balanced Treatment for Creation
Science and Evolution-Science Act". Its 
principal requirement is that "public 
schools within this state shall give 
balanced treatment to creation-science 
and to evolution-science. Balanced treat
ment of these two models shall be given in 
classroom lectures and in textbook 
materials taken as a whole for each 
course, and in library materials and other 
educational programs". 

"Creation-science" is defined as the 
scientific evidence for creation and 
inferences from that evidence. This 
includes evidence of: sudden creation of 
the Universe, energy and life from 
nothing; the insufficiency of mutation 
and natural selection in bringing about 
development of all living kinds from a 
single organism; changes only within 
fixed limits of originally-created kinds of 
plants and animals; separate ancestry for 
man and apes; explanation of the Earth's 
geology by catastrophism, including the 
occurrence of world-wide flood; and a 
relatively recent inception of the Earth 
and living kinds. 

The bill contrasts this with the teaching 
of "evolution-science" - referred to 
earlier as the theory of evolution - and 
the evidence which is held to support it. 
Whereas previously both creation and 
evolution had been referred to as 

"theories" to which equal time should be 
given in the science classroom, the bill 
passed in Arkansas refers to the two 
"scientific models" of evolution-science 
and creation-science; it also states as a 
"finding of fact" that "only evolution
science is presented to students in 
virtually all of those courses that discuss 
the theory of origins. Public schools 
generally censor creation-science and 
evidence contrary to evolution". 

Particularly controversial has been a 
passage in the bill which states that one of 
its purposes is to prevent "establishment 
of theologically liberal, humanist, 
non theist or atheist religions". The bill 
goes on to state that public school 
presentation of "evolution-science" is 
unconstitutional, because "it produces 
hostility toward many theistic religions 
and brings preference to technological 
liberalism, humanism, nontheistic 
religions and atheism, in that these 
religious faiths generally (sic) include a 
religious belief in evolution''. 

The Arkansas law also states, in a key 
passage designed to provide protection 
against the anticipated challenge, that: 
"public school presentation of both 
evolution-science and creation-science 
would not violate the constitution's pro
hibition against establishment of 
religion, because it would involve presen
tation of the scientific evidences and 
related inferences for each model rather 
than any religious instruction''. 
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chairman, and after a short discussion it 
was passed and sent onto the floor of the 
House, where it was brought up and 
hurriedly passed in the closing hours of the 
1981 session at the end of March. 

Governor White lost no time in signing 
the bill, admitting later that he had not read 
it before doing so. His decision provoked a 
storm of protest from scientists in the state, 
most of whom were unaware of the bill 
until it had been passed into law. The 
Arkansas Academy of Sciences at its 
annual meeting passed a resolution urging 
that the law be rescinded, as did 300 faculty 
members of the University of Arkansas at 
Fayetteville, who complained that the act 
would hurt the university's reputation. 

Governor White, however, has made it 
clear that he does not intend to take any 
steps to repeal the law unless it is judged as 

Scopes again? 
The present is not the first occasion when 
Arkansas has been the focus of national 
attention on the constitutionality of 
efforts to influence the teaching of 
evolution in public schools. In 1968 the 
US Supreme Court struck down a law, 
introduced into the state in 1928, which 
made it illegal for any teacher and 
educational institution supported by 
state funds to teach ''the theory or 
doctrine that mankind ascended from a 
lower order of animals". 

Following the Scopes trial, no serious 
attempts seem to have been made to 
enforce this law. However, the case was 
passed to the Supreme Court after the 
statute had been unsuccessfully 
challenged in the state's Supreme Court 
by a biology teacher in Little Rock's 
Central High School, Mrs John 0. 
Epperson. 

In declaring the state law unconstitu
tional, Justice Abe Fortas argued that the 
1928 law, enacted in a popular initiative, 
was a clear effort inspired by the Scopes 
trial to outlaw all but the "Bible story" of 
creation. "There can be no doubt that 
Arkansas has sought to prevent its 
teachers from discussing the theory of 
evolution because it is contrary to the 
belief of some that the Book of Genesis 
must be the exclusive source of doctrine 
as the origin of man" he said. 

At the time of the trial, Arkansas and 
Mississippi were the only states to 
maintain an anti-evolution law. The fact 
that the law preventing the teaching of 
evolution was judged by the Supreme 
Court to infringe the "establishment of 
religion'' clause in the constitution is 
expected to be used by the American Civil 
Liberties Union in its attack on the new 
law. Scopes himself, then living in 
Louisiana, hailed the Epperson decision 
as "what I have been working for all 
along''. His own conviction was quashed 
by an appeals court, so he was unable to 
challenge the constitutionality of the 
Tennessee law. 
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unconstitutional. And many Little Rock 
observers feel that he is likely to stick to this 
position, given the extent to which his 
surprise victory over incumbent Democrat 
Governor Bill Clinton last November 
seems to have been helped by the active 
involvement of groups such as FLAG and 
the Moral Majority in encouraging the 
conservative vote. 

As a result, the spotlight is now focused 
on the ACLU complaint, which both sides 
see as setting important precedents. 
Groups which are likely to support ACLU 
include the National Association of 
Biology Teachers, which has long cam
paigned about allowing creationist theories 
to be placed on the same level as evolution 
in school biology classes. And the 
President of the Arkansas Academy of 
Sciences, Professor John Kenneth Beadles, 
head of the State University of Arkansas' 
biology department, is suggesting to fellow 
academy members that they add their 
support to the ACLU effort. 

The creationists are getting ready to meet 
the challenge. One of the principal advisers 
on the drafting of the Arkansas Bill is said 
to have been Wendell Bird, an attorney 
who was at one time an editor of the Yale 
University Law Review, and who now 
works with the Institute for Creation 
Research in San Diego, California. The 
institute, as a tax-exempt organization, 
takes pains not to be seen to be involved in 
legislative campaigns; however, Mr Bird's 
writings are referred to by Mr Ellwanger 
and others as powerful support for the 
argument that the teaching of creation
science can be defended by referring to 
rights guaranteed by the constitution. 

If ACLU wins its case, either at the 
district court level, during the appeals 
process, or in the Supreme Court, it will be 
a major setback not only for the creationist 
movement - which now claims over 750 
scientists among its ranks - but also for 
the broader poltitical strategy of the 
conservative right. If it loses, it will be a 
significant boost to creationists, who are 
already predicting that bills similar to that 
passed in Arkansas are likely to be intro
duced in 40 state assemblies next year. 

Pressure is also building up at a federal 
level. Several Congressman have received a 
model bill promoting research support for 
"creation-science", from a group, also 
headed by Mr Ellwanger, called the 
Citizens Against Federal Establishment of 
Evolutionary Dogma. It seems only a 
matter of time before some congressman 
introduces the legislation. 

The two sides are as far apart as ever. Mr 
Ellwanger argues that "fairness should not 
be an option; we now have the tools to 
insist that fairness be mandated by law, in 
the interests of academic honesty''. The 
Arkansas Gazette, which has carried out an 
uncompromising campaign against the 
bill, warns that it will brand the state as a 
"bastion of know-nothingness in the 
teaching of science." The court case is 
unlikely to stay polite. David Dickson 
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Sakharov conference 

Birthday honour 
New York 

The two-day conference at Rockefeller 
University on 1-2 May in honour of Dr 
Andrei Sakharov was an ironic occasion. 
The opening day was celebrated in the 
Soviet Union with the customary package 
of approved slogans, the forty-first of 
which reads "Soviet scientists! Improve 
the effectiveness of research! May the 
alliance between creative thought and 
creative labour be much stronger!" 
Sakharov meanwhile remained in internal 
exile in Gor'kii. 

The conference had been called in part to 
mark Sakharov's birthday on 21 May and 
consisted of three parts - Sakharov's 
work in science, for nuclear disarmament 
and for human rights. Among the scientific 
papers was one by John Archibald Wheeler 
(University of Texas) on Sakharov's 
"sausage-skin" cosmology, another by 
Harold Furth (Princeton) on Sakharov's 
contributions to fusion research and a third 
by Val Fitch (Princeton) on anti-matter 
asymmetry. Those present nostalgically 
recalled Sakharov's involvement with the 
international scientific community in the 
past twenty years and argued that his 
present isolation was tantamount to 
bringing his scientific career to an end. 

The conference was at something of a 
loss to reconcile Sakharov's work on the 
Soviet thermonuclear bomb in the 1950s 
with his more recent concern for 
disarmament; the argument that by 
assisting in the strategic parity between 
East and West he was helping to satisfy one 
of the realistic preconditions of 
disarmament was regarded by some as 
artificial and by others as unnecessary. 

Sakharov's own message to the 
conference (see page 184) was largely 
concerned with human rights and, in 
particular, with the plight of Soviet citizens 
other than himself. On the question of the 
relationship between professional 
scientists in the West and their Soviet 
colleagues, Antonino Zichichi, president 
of the European Physical Society, told the 
conference that more than a thousand 
scientists had undertaken that until the end 
of this year, all scientific papers submitted 
for publication would bear the legend "In 
honour of the 60th birthday of Andrei 
Dmitrevich Sakharov". For the time 
being, however, the disputed question of a 
scientific boycott of the Soviet Union such 
as that organized last year, although aired 
at the conference, has been allowed to 
lapse. 

Another of the ironies of the timing of 
this month's conference is that it followed 
soon after the celebration of the twenty
fifth anniversary of the Joint Nuclear 
Research Institute at Dubna, south of 
Moscow. In a full-page feature in the daily 
newspaper Sotsialisticheskaya Industriya, 
attention was drawn to the search for 
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