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“Lift up your eyes on high, and
behold who hath created these

things, . . . He is strong in power; not
one faileth” (Isaiah 40:26).

 *Dr. Morris is Founder and President Emeritus of ICR.
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by Henry M. Morris*

There is a fascinating bi-monthly periodi-
cal called Skeptical Inquirer. This maga-
zine publishes skeptical analyses of many
types of pseudo-science and is usually
quite informative—dealing as it often
does with such “sciences” as astrology,
parapsychology, phrenology, and other
so-called occult sciences.

Unfortunately—though not unexpect-
edly—the editors and publishers are not
skeptical at all about evolutionary “sci-
ence” (which many of us are convinced
is the most “pseudo” of them all), but
instead frequently turn their skeptical
eyes toward creation science.

From time to time they do, however,
pose one very significant question about
evolution. Their inquiring minds want to
know: “Why do so many biology teach-
ers endorse creationism?” In fact, that is
the sub-title of an article in a recent issue
of Skeptical Inquirer. The author is Dr.
Randy Moore, who is a biology profes-
sor at the University of Minnesota and,
more importantly, Editor-in-Chief of the
periodical, American Biology Teacher,
the journal of the National Association
of Biology Teachers.

Dr. Moore’s article is entitled, “Edu-
cational Malpractice,” which title tends
to suggest how he feels about biology
teachers who endorse creation science!
He notes that most biology teachers do

teach evolution, of course, but then makes
this plaintive observation:

However, the public—that is, our
former students—overwhelmingly
favor creationism over evolution.1

That is a good question—why does the
public favor creation? Practically everyone
who ever attended a public high school or
secular college has been taught evolution.

Yet, as Dr. Moore notes unhappily:
“Most Americans reject the fact that hu-
mans developed from earlier species of
animals.”2 He considers it to be a fact that
all people evolved from some mammal-
like reptile a couple of hundred million
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years or so ago and is puzzled by the fact
that most of these people don’t agree with
this notion. He also complains that “al-
most half of Americans believe that hu-
mans were created in their present form
10,000 years ago,”3 and he wants to know
why.

Dr. Moore is not the only evolutionist
concerned about this peculiar problem.
A skeptical inquirer in the very next is-
sue of the same magazine is similarly
worried. He cannot understand why evo-
lutionary scientists seem unable to be
convincing.

“Scientific” creationists have suc-
ceeded in holding their ground with
the American public despite decades
of debates with scientists: recent
Gallup polling shows that 45 percent
of Americans believe in a young
Earth and a literal Adam and Eve, a
number that has not significantly
changed in thirty years.4

The author of this second article is a
college geology professor who has de-
signed a course (he calls it a “curricu-
lum”) critiquing flood geology which he
thinks will be the antidote to his students’
creationist concerns. Such a course, how-
ever, may exploit certain problems in
flood geology, but it does not deal with
the unanswered problem of the altogether
missing scientific evidence for true mac-
roevolution!

There must lie the real answer to the
skeptic’s inquiring mind. Dr. Moore first
tries to discuss the various reasons that
scientists have suggested for the public’s
reluctance to absorb evolutionary brain-
washing. After all, they have long been
subjected to this dogma by their teach-
ers, as well as by their textbooks, the
news media and entertainment sources all
through their school experiences.

He first proposes the lack of empha-
sis on evolution dictated by the science
education standards in many states as one

answer to his “why?” question. But then
he acknowledges that the problem is al-
most as serious in states which do em-
phasize evolution in their standards.

Dr. Moore also thinks that many
teachers are simply afraid to teach evo-
lution vigorously because it is controver-
sial. They feel unable to deal with the
questions that creationist students or par-
ents might raise, and so prefer never to
get around to the evolution unit at all. But
then the question becomes: Why are they
afraid to deal with it?

Most scientists and teachers who write
about the problem of the public’s grow-
ing interest in creation will attribute it
simply to the “deplorable” state of sci-
ence teaching (by which they mean evo-
lution teaching) in the schools. This may
well be true in many cases, but again the
question must be as to why it is true.

Dr. Moore’s best answer, surprisingly,
is that many biology teachers are not con-
vinced themselves that evolution is true!

All of these factors have contributed
to the poor teaching of evolution in
public schools. However, there’s
another important reason why the
topic of evolution is taught so poorly.
This reason is one that most science
teachers and professional scientific
organizations do not talk about;
namely, that surprisingly large per-
centages of biology teachers are cre-
ationists.5

He cites numerous polls and other
studies confirming the significant influ-
ence of creation science on biology teach-
ing. Some 75% of school board members
believe that creationism should be taught
along with evolutionism in science
classes, and as much as 45% of biology
teachers agree. Probably about 25% of
these teachers actually believe in special
creation as a better theory, and many ac-
tually teach it, regardless of the job jeop-
ardy involved.
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Another interesting corrective to the
widespread resistance to evolutionism is
the proposed annual observance on Feb-
ruary 12 of Darwin Day (Charles Darwin
was born on February 12, 1809). That
date used to be observed nationally in this
country as President Lincoln’s birthday.

One of the main promoters of this idea
has commented as follows:

Despite the acceptance of Darwin’s
idea by most thoughtful individu-
als, nearly half of the general popu-
lation in the United States rejects
them. . . .

Darwin Day, however, may be able
to serve as a catalyst to bring to-
gether those who have had no clear
means of focusing their support for
Darwin’s “dangerous idea.” By this
means, they may be able to provide
an activist counterpoint to funda-
mentalist dogmatism and public
school censorship.6

Obviously this rather presumptuous
ploy is not activated very widely as yet,
but it does appeal to many evolutionist
and humanist organizations.

But that still would not answer Dr.
Moore’s inquiry. Just why do so many
biology teachers endorse creation? And
why do so many who even teach evolu-
tion doubt evolution and why do many
avoid the subject in their classes alto-
gether? Furthermore, these statistics
would undoubtedly be much higher if the
teachers themselves had not earlier been
subjected only to evolutionism in their
own training, and were not so intimidated
by the prevailing evolutionary establish-
ment in science education—not to men-
tion the biased legal system, media,
A.C.L.U., etc.

The ultimate answer to what the in-
quiring minds of Dr. Moore and the other
skeptical doctrinaire evolutionists in our
school system want to know is that the

real scientific evidence—not even to
mention God’s revelation of true history
in the Bible—refutes evolution and sup-
ports creation. More and more biology
teachers are learning that fact—through
creationist seminars and literature and
even through the witness of their own stu-
dents.

Finally, more and more teachers to-
day are reading and believing the Bibli-
cal record of creation. After all, Jesus
Christ believed and quoted the Genesis
record as true, and He proved once and
for all that He knew what had happened
in the beginning when He, as the omnipo-
tent Creator, defeated death and rose
bodily from the dead, alive forevermore!

We respectfully urge Dr. Moore and
all his skeptically inquiring colleagues
to reconsider the Lord Jesus Christ as
the true and final answer to all their
questions on life’s origin, meaning, and
destiny.

Endnotes
1. Randy Moore, “Educational

Malpractice: Why Do So Many
Biology Teachers Endorse Creation-
ism?” Skeptical Inquirer (volume 25,
November/December 2001), p. 38.

2. Ibid., Dr. Moore’s source here is the
National Science Board publication
Science and Engineering Indicators
(Washington, Govt. Printing Office,
1996).

3. Ibid., See E. J. Larson and L.
Witham, “Scientists Are Still
Keeping the Faith,” Nature (volume
386, 1997), pp. 435, 436.

4. Mark A. Wilson, “‘Geology Con-
fronts Creationism’: An Undergradu-
ate Science Curriculum” Skeptical
Inquirer (volume 26, January/
February 2002), p. 52.

5. Randy Moore, op. cit., p. 40.
6. Arthur M. Jackson, “Celebrating

Darwin Day,” The Humanist (volume
62, January/February 2002), p. 46.



d

© 2002 by ICR • All Rights Reserved
Single Copies 10¢ • Order From: INSTITUTE FOR CREATION RESEARCH
P.O. Box 2667, El Cajon, CA 92021 • Available for download on our website (www.icr.org).

Civil No. 90-0483-B (M)

JUDGEMENT GRANTING
DECLARATORY JUDGEMENT BY STIPULATION
Institute for Creation Research Graduate School, et al., –vs.– Honig, et al.

The parties having stipulated that the Court may enter judgement in this matter,

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED THAT:

1. A declaratory judgement shall issue from this Court. The judgement declares the following:

A. That defendants acknowledged that the 1989 Visiting Committee report should be
rescinded and should have no force and effect, and that defendants will recommend to
the Council for Private Postsecondary and Vocational Education that it should
withdraw by physical removal or notation the 1989 Visiting Committee report and that
the 1988 Visiting Committee report that was prepared or accepted after Dr. Kovach
decided to change his recommendation from approval to denial.

B. That defendants acknowledge that the August 1988 Visiting Committee report
should be considered the final official report concerning the Institute for Creation
Research Graduate School. Defendants will recommend to the Council for private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education that the August 1988 Visiting Committee
report favorable to the approval of ICRGS should be the last official document in the
official school file.

C. That defendants acknowledge that a private postsecondary educational institution that
meets the statutory standards and its implementing regulations can be approved as a
degree granting institution. Except as provided by statute and implementing regula-
tions, an institution may teach any curriculum or include any material in a course’s
content without being penalized.

D. That defendant Louis (“Bill”) Honig agrees that until his present term of office
expires on January 20, 1995, that he and his designee to the Council for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education will abstain from voting on ICRGS’s
application for approval to grant science degrees.

E. That defendants acknowledge that a private postsecondary educational institution may
specify a statement of belief and a statement of purpose for both faculty and students
that complies with a national accrediting association recognized by the United States
Department of Education.

F. That defendants acknowledge that a private postsecondary educational institution has
First Amendment rights of free speech, religious freedom, and academic freedom.
Defendants further acknowledge that a private postsecondary educational institution’s
First Amendment rights must be considered during the institution’s approval review.

G. That defendants acknowledge that a private postsecondary educational institution may
teach the creation model as being correct provided that the institution also teaches
evolution.

H. That defendants acknowledge that a private K–12 school is not within the jurisdiction
of the State Department of Education for the purpose of approval of courses or course
content or issuance of regulations, except as provided by law.

Dated: January 29, 1992 s/s Rudi Brewster
Honorable Rudi Brewster
US District Court; Southern District of California


