fallacy . and-'censequences of stranimg o).

keep Feligion put 0f_the _pubhc schools:; .The

ot solely in the’ cosmology. of Christian
- Editorial writers, -as the majorxty, of, grad-
_ugtes, of our, public’ schools,: ‘seem |

" misinfermed about & very iarge part of our’

: ~cn]tural hentage because .it-is labeled “reé-

" it does not prohibit references to a creator
" or-great spirit. It 4loes not pmhlbit study of
-the several :

Ionger recngmze ‘the-allusions to pﬂrsons and

events. mentmnad in. the buoks 0f Moses' or

‘the: ythy
under-the: 'gmse of. separatlon of chititeh-and
state robs them of our and their’ 'roots: and
the richness.-of humar’ thought’ and "feelin
$t indicates® also 1hat” edltsnaia
educationalists ' are mherent}y unabl

tinguish between:study:.and. mdoctrmatwn.




=" . _children in"any religious" creed; because this -
-t would indeed amount to. the establishment of a )
”rehgmn somethmg pl‘operly forbldden by the
" . Constitution.

ftaught is not a neutral lesson in cemparative |
. religions but -rather the 1dea that the Biblical..|

’I’imes of re‘izgseus revwal‘ test a soclety s com-
- mitment to the principle of religious tolerance.”
. They raise stark questions of the authority of Ged .-
“and of the state that in more indifferent periods
- simply get no notice, And. they also raise subtler

- deaply and sincarely want to keep toleration Le
s "jﬁ_ first article of the constitutional faith. S

+5 " In Washington the U.8. Supreme Court has held :
‘that a state-university that. permits student

~‘student, religious’ gathermgf;
Chmstaan group: ealled Cornerstoj hallenged the-

' The university argued that if it

i gathering for religious services, this:
I amounted to a state policy. “establis} :
%_»’gmn in-violation:ef the Constitutio
.0 f ‘Amendment. But grantmg the use of pubhc.,a it
/. ties to religious groups is not estabhshmg a stat
.. ‘religion if ‘access-is granted to "all groups—
N rellgious and secular—on equal terms.. The uni-
-2 wyaersity policy favored nonreligious discussion by
= ! forbidding religious gatherings. It was clearly not -
i " peutral. And’ this absence of. neutrahty between -
- religious and secuiar groups Is what rendered it
,‘unconstltutmnal. B
- In Little Rock, Ark
. iIn federal court, and it presents a somewhat more
difficult problem 1t involves a constitutional chal- .
< lenge to. a state law requiring the teaching of -
- Hscientiic creationism?’ along with the theory. of '
- evolution in public school science classes. =~~~ =

" deeper probiem Even if Arkansas required that"
“every religious vision' of man’s beginnings be -
. -taught' alongside" the evolutmn theory, the Law

place for religious. instruction. Just as the state =
~ eannot be entrusted to decide what political mes-~

- sages people  may be exposed to and what mes- _'
- . sages should be censored, it cannot be trusted to.
.o - .determine what religious teachmd children need.
- & " The state, "which - requires children to attend::

18 i Secﬂon %

'ﬁ W‘F ﬁ"g’é’%
. @gw,@t a

dssues that try the wisdom of even those WhO'

groups. te gather for secular diseussions on uni-.
versity property may not: cghs!;xmtmnaﬁy forbi
- evangelical |

“ard won, -

property:to be used by student:

her case is under way.

« ‘Here- the. idea’ of govemment neutrahty cuts

nd’ the ‘Biblical theories of the origin. .
en if that were the whole of it, it}

- vernment policy, The
i versao “of “créeation’is -only ope of many.
rehgxous viéws on the subjects. Eastern religions
for example; . have -far different’ conceptions” of:
cosmology than Christianity’s, conceptions that in’

some  ways - conilict less with modern- scientific -1
g i

t'to'mth

. Beyond this chvious lack of neutrality, ¢

would still be unconstitutional.
- The public’ schools are snnply not the nght

school; must. not be allowed: to indoctrinate those ‘_

Make no mlstake abaut it; what Arkansas ‘wants
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_',.vaimxty as the theory of evolution. The hardl
“question raised by sophisticated advecates of a

scientifie creationism curriculum is whether the

- theory—even though it derives from Scripture— .
- also happens to satisfy the secular standards of

science. Surely public schools cannot be forbidden

* from discussing the repugnance of murder simply
“ because Moses’ commandments forbade it.-Surely. -

it is not inappropriate for a pubiie school fo-teach. ;

“ events .of ancient history simply because the Bible: "
_relates them. On the other hand; simaply labeling -

eligions myth a science doss not make. 1!; a____‘_f:

. proper: subject of public school instruction. P £
And so it is-up- to. the courts to determma i A

whether scientific creationism qualifies by secu- .'

its '.lar standards of science. The begimning of the [
., inguiry- ought to be whether any data, any com- !
- ‘ceivable data shortof God's own revelatzon, conld - 3
- demonstrate to the creatmmsts the mvahdziy of ]
* their theory. -
< A creationist, i he were comp}etely honest
‘would have to admif that data are nof. ther

witimate sowrce of the legitimacy of his theory. -

pelief. It is grounded upen the absolute and -
‘eternal, not on the ephemeral and fentative dis--

_coveries of researchers. And as honorable, even .
‘enviable; as such 2 mighty behef may be,itis mt
.- ‘a science and never can be:

; 'The case the creationists have tried ﬁn ‘nmld xs

'hke a lawyer's brief. It may be argued in terms

that are supposed to sound like science. But it~

-begins and ends with dogma; not- with the rebutta-
“ble, continuously refined- and ks i
- ,‘of smence 3
-+ differently ; than. it - did "in’ the Missouri: case, F=.ix
J'Suppérters. of the ‘Arkansas law contend that all it .
./ Tequires is: that students be” exposed fo both the. |

ed Dropomtmns

he theory's validity is based on an act of faith, a -] P<
religious act. Fact neither shapes nor shakes this -




