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Professional Creationists and 'Their Upponents
1ın the United States

Tom Kaden

Introduction

In the United States, “creationism” 15 umbrella term that denotes
varlety of religiously motivated reject1ons of the theory of evolution, an
the tOo replace that theory ıth L1NOTEC “acceptable” alternatives.
Ihese creationiıst thought Systems aTe termed ‘ Young FEarth Creation-
ism’”, Earth Creationism“ (the latter ith varlıety of subsets),
1INOIC controversially, SINCEe ıts proponents deny that they A1EC creation-
1sts Intelligent Design”. AIl of these “creationisms” AI being developed
an disseminated by fairly small number of professional organızatiıons
that operate nationwide iın the United States Yet their Output oes NOtT
NCOMDASS all relevant pOosit1ons in the creation/evolution CONLtroVerSsYy.
“'Iheistic Evolution” represents WaY of accommodating Christian the-
ology an scientific findings that 15 produced ın professional INannNer

4A55 ell Upponents of creation1ısm develop an disseminate pOos1it10Ns 1n
equally specialized INanNnnNer. Some of these antı-creationiısts 1n

favor f social disentanglement of sclence an religion that 1S based
the cConvıction that both deal ith "non-overlapping magisteria‘ (see

Gould 1997). Hence, they generally refrain from assoclatıng their VIeWws
sclence ith anıy religious nonreligious worldview. Others combine

their antı-creationist reasoning ith explicitly anti-religious VeCI-

tone, an present clence 4S legitimate crıt1que an: even functional
replacement of religious truth claims (cf. Dawkins 2006, Dennett 2006;
for SUMMALY of the entire spectru of creationist an antı-creationist
positions SCC Scott 2000).

Against this multifarious institutional backdrop, this seeks ad-
dress the following basic quest10ons: Why 15 there creationısm as set of
INOTe less distinct, consiıistent SyStems of thought? And why 1S it that the
forms of creation1ısm that ex1ist do ex1st, anı others do not?® What roles AT

played Dy the professional creationiıst organızatiıons ın creatıng, Systema-
t1Z1Ng, an! distributing creationist knowledge, thus shaping public debates
about it? In order tOo anıswer these quest1ons, special attention needs tO be
paid tOo professional anti-creationists: Since their inception 1ın the 1980S,
their task 15 refute the creationist thought SysStems, anı {O fiıght CI©A-
1onist influence the public an 1n public schools an unıversitlies
multiple levels. Ihe maın poin of this apcCr, then, 15 tO csShow that, tOo large
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extent, the WdY iın which professional creationists an antı-creationists 1N-
teract shapes creation1ısm 1n the United States.

In order LO INaD Out the extent which this professional interplay de-
termınes the of the creation/evolution debates, chall proceed iın
three First,; ll present example that characterizes the WaYy 1n
which professional creation1ısm works 1n the United States Second, 11
revieWw SOINEC key aspects of the history of professional creation1ısm anı
antı-creation1ısm ın America. Third, 11 present sociological model that
elps explain why creationısm In the United States has developed in the
WaY it has 'Ihis model 15 based uDON the theory of social fields A developed
Dy Pierre Bourdieu (Bourdieu 1991, 1992, Bourdieu/Wacquant 1992, Kaden
2015). Its maın function 15 make visible the WaYy 1n which professional
creationıists an antı-creationists aTe attuned 8 each other ith regard {O
their arguments, strategles, anı: the COnNcepts they apply interpret their
OW. actiıons anı those of their opponents.

Professional Creationiıists iın the USA Case Study
An example of how the creationists work an: how they attempt transfer
their professional knowledge {O ordinary Christians 11l help 116 establish

focus the importance an character of professional creationiıst
t1on. Ihe headquarters of Answers in Genesi1is, the largest creationist o_

ganlızatıon ın the United States according {O its annual rTrevenue (see http://
www.charitynavigator.org/index.cfm?bay=search.summary&orgid=5214,
1743205 15 ocated ıIn rural northern Kentucky. On ıts premises the (‚rea-
tion Museum presen the creationist account of creatiıon anı: world history
1ın the form of theme park (Kelly an Hoerl 2012). Ihe Creation Museum
also contaıns petting Z00 where, other animals, zonkey Ca  e be
found, which 15 breed of zebra an donkey (see fig 1) ANnYy attempt {O
plain why this aniımal 15 there NOT only takes fair amount of theological
anı hermeneutical knowledge, but needs take into consideration the
ponents of the creatlionists, 0)8 INOTEC specifically, hat image the creationists
ave of their opponents.

Answers ın (GJenesis subscribe version of creation1ısm called
0oUNnNg Earth Creationism (see https://answersingenesis.org/about/faith/
1712.20615]; Whitcomb/Morris 1961, DeYoung 2005; McKeever/Ham 2008)
Ihe members of the organızatıon eem the Bible be literally true 'Ihis

that each 15 be taken at face value unless it 15 clear that it COIl-

a1ıns parable. 'Ihis 15 Why, for instance, Answers 1n (Genesi1is determines
the dApC of the earth Dy adding the numbers ın the genealogies of the
Old Testament. Since it Call be read ın Genesis (5 3—6) that dam Was 130

old when he fathered Seth, an that Seth Was 105 old when he
fathered Enos, it Can be concluded that 235 had passed between Seth’s
anı Enos’s birth It 15 possible continue ith this method until the Baby-
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F1g9. zonkey
http://guardianlv. Com/WDp-content/uploads/2014/04/111068_story__ZonkeyıIDg

lonian Exile of the Jews which Ca  > be dated 18 the 6th Century BCE Accord-
INS tOo this method dam lived about 6000 dgO an the earth anı
fact the entire had een created shortly before that About 4400

dgO the (Genesis Flood annihilated a ll and animals eXcept the [WO
representatıves of each SPECIECS that oah an: his family took board the
Ark (see Answers GenesIis website presentatiıon about the Ark at https //
AdNSWEISINSCHNCSIS org/noahs ark/ 17 2015|

TOmM the vantage of15biology, the Ark bottleneck for
the development of all fauna All SPECIES ofand animals exX1istence today
must ave originated from ON of the board the Ark Answers
(r1enesis a1mls LO make plausible that OUT knowledge of (OQUT world Ca  — be TEeC-
onciled ith the Biblical records Hence, the Organızatıon Must cshow how

the COUISE of evera! thousand all kinds of SPECIES could ave de-
veloped Out of the few animals that oah took board The zonkey plays

small part making plausible the aCCOUNT of natural history
It apparently DIOVCS that Just ONeEe generation peculiar L1EW anımal Ca  '
be created anı: 1t also cshows the extfent of varıatıon that eX1ISTSs SPECIECS
So the zonkey really not Just attractıon for kids but subtle argumen

favor of vVerYy specific theology (Ihough 1T might of COUTSC, be added
that from secular biological 1eCW 1T only superficial argumen the
zONkey, ike most hybrids sterile for scientific crıticısm of oung FEarth
Creationism SsCcEC for iNstance Petto/Godfrey 2007

Both the exX1istence of professional creati10nı1s milieu an 1fSs Orlıenta-
L10N toward 1ts secular antı creati0n1s opponents become clear from this
example According tO polls ofthe American population fa-
(01608 of at least teaching evolution alongside creation1ısm and/or Intelligent
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Design (Berkman/Plutzer 2010 35; for recent criticısm of social scientific
aSsessments of the spread of creationist Convictions see ill 2014), but it
15 developed an represented only by verYy small of professionals.
Answers 1n (senesis 15 part of that TFOUD, an it 15 not ontent ith Just af-
fırming the veracıty of the Bible, but it also tries V1a of INOTE less
thought-through arguments bridge the perceived Sap between modern
scientific knowledge an the Bible, an present it ın popular WaYy AaSs

increase its acceptance Christians.
As already mentioned, the zonkey SCI VCS5 toO show that creation1ısm Can-

nNnOoTt be understood without also taking into consideration its opponents.
Generally speaking, the reason1ing behind presenting the zonkey 4S a_

gument in favor of the plausibility of the iteral interpretation of (sJenesis
only about 1ın LO the development of competing theories of
how biological complexity arlses. This situation first LOSC ith the develop-
ment anı acceptance of the theory ofevolution Dy natural selection an the
theories of geology that preceded it (see Numbers 200 In LNOTE Nar TOoW

the animal 15 being sed as counterar g ument {O secular scoffers
who proclaim that they of the (Jenesis Flood 15 absurd, not least be-

the Ark could ave carried representatives of all the specles
of and animals that 1[OaAIMN the earth oday. Ihe zonkey 1S anımal that
looks fairly CW,; an 1t aDPDPCaIs within Just ONe generation. This 15 why it 15
supposed to end credibility the creationist claim 1n the face of ecr1ıticısm.
Ihe professional creationists 1n the AaTe 1ın INanYy respects geared towards
the VIeWws of antı-creationists, who in part OCR organized ın similarly PTO-
fessional INanNnNeTr A the creationists themselves.

173 Key Developments In the History O] 20” and 215t Century
Creationism

Ihe WaY in which this professional interplay Cainlle about Can be elucidated
by review of SOMEC key developments 1n the history of modern profes-
sional creationısm an antı-creationısm In the United States S1InCe the ate

(Numbers 2006, McCalla 200 Some conservatıve Christians had
criticized the theory of evolution an of old earth Since the inception
of those theories, anı: sought quasi-scientific justification for their OW.

VIEWS at least SiNCe George McCready Price’s The New Geology (McCready
Price 1923) There WeIiC professional creationist organızations before the
ate 950S, but they WeTeC rather unstable due tO doctrinal quarrels, an thus
largely Dusy ith themselves (Numbers 7006 120-—160). This ill 18
show how deeply both dIC intertwined. In the COUTSE of the 19505, SOME
American evangelicals started become L1NOTE iberal 1n theological mMat-
ters (e£. Ramm 1954). conservatıve opposıtion formed agalinst this, ARET
ONE of the most promiıinent results of that opposiıtiıon Was book that would
later Aa the rallying point for modern creation1ısts, namely, The Gen-
es1is Flood by John Whitcomb an enry Morris (Whitcomb/Morris 1961)



“Thousands“Thousands ... Not Billions”  281  A few years later Morris founded the Institute for Creation Research, which  for the next decades was the most important creationist organization in the  US (see Numbers 2006: 312-320; Scott 2005: 102).  For quite a few years this research institute did not actually conduct any  creationist research, but was limited to some field trips to Mount Ararat,  because that’s where the Ark is supposed to have docked (Gen 8: 4; Morris  1973; Morris/LaHaye 1976). Yet despite the lack of research, the Institute for  Creation Research gained considerable influence on the public school sys-  tem in the United States in the 1970s. This influence peaked when the state  legislatures of Louisiana and Arkansas instituted so-called balanced treat-  ment laws in the early 1980s that compelled all biology teachers in those  states to give equal time to what was then termed creation science and  evolution science (Numbers 2006: 268-285). Creation Science or Scientific  Creationism itself was developed by the Institute for Creation Research,  and basically consisted of the arguments in 7he Genesis Flood minus the  Biblical references (see Morris 1974). The main argument in favor of Scien-  tific Creationism was one of intellectual fairness: If the evolutionary athe-  ists had their say in the schools, then the Christian alternative should also  be allowed.  During that time, opposition against the creationist advances formed  throughout the United States. Concerned parents and teachers created so-  called Committees of Correspondence in several states through which they  exchanged arguments and strategic advice (Park 2000). In 1986 these net-  works were united under the leadership of the National Center for Science  Education (NCSE) located in Oakland, which is today the leading anti-  creationist organization (Park 1997). Yet when the NCSE was formed, Sci-  entific Creationism was already in decline. In 1981 the Louisiana Supreme  Court had annulled the balanced treatment law, and in 1987 the United  States Supreme Court ruled that the parallel Arkansas law was, indeed, un-  constitutional (see https://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/482/578  [18.12.2015]). For now, the creationist threat seemed to be contained. One  member of the National Center for Science Education, the philosopher  Michael Ruse, testified in the 1981 court hearings against the scientific sta-  tus of Creation Science, and this testimony contributed to the final deci-  sion against creationism (http://www.antievolution.org/projects/mclean/  new_ site/pf_trans/mva_tt_p_ruse.html [18.12.2015]). In this instance, the  fundamental influence of anti-creationism on the fate of their creationist  opponents can already be seen.  In reaction to the failure of Creation Science, creationism split into two  variants, which today are predominant in the media and the educational  system. The first variant can be called overt or Biblical creationism, the sec-  ond might be called clandestine creationism or Intelligent Design. Overt  creationism is represented today by the already mentioned organization  Answers in Genesis. Its founder Ken Ham had worked for the Institute for  Creation Research before he established his own ministry in 1994. HamNot Billions” 281

few later Morfrris ounded the Institute for Creation Research, which
for the exti decades Was the moOost important creationist organization 1n the

(see Numbers 2006 312—320) Scott 2005 102).
For quite few this research institute did not actually conduct Aally

creationist research, but Was imited SOTNNEC field tr1ıps Mount Ararat,
because that’s where the Ark 15 supposed {O ave docked (Gen 4; Morris
19 /3; Morris/LaHaye 1976) Yet despite the ack of research, the Institute for
Creation Research gained considerable influence the public school 5SyYS-
tem 1ın the United States ıIn the This influence peaked when the sTLate
legislatures of Louisiana anı Arkansas instituted so-called balanced rTeat-
ment laws 1ın the early that compelled all biology teachers in those
states tO gıve equa time hat Was then termed creation CcCIencCce anı:
evolution clence Numbers 2006 268-285) Creation Science Scientific
Creationism itself WAas developed Dy the Institute for Creation Research,
an basically consisted of the arguments 1n The Genesis Flood mM1nus the
Biblical references (see Morris 1974) Ihe maın argumen ın favor of Scien-
tific Creationism Was 0)81° of intellectual fairness: If the evolutionary athe-
ists had their 5Say ın the schools, then the Christian alternative cshould also
be allowed.

During that tiıme, opposiıtion agalnst the creationıst advances formed
throughout the United States. Concerned parents an teachers created
called Committees of Correspondence iın everal states through which they
exchanged arguments anı strateg1c advice (Park 2000). In 1986 these net-
works WeTe united under the leadership of the National Center for Science
Education (NCSE) ocated 1n Oakland, which 15 today the leading antı-
creationist organızatıon (Park 1997) Yet when the COCSE Was formed, CI
entific Creationism Was already ıIn decline. In 1981 the Lou1isiana Supreme
Court had annulled the balanced treatment law, anı 1n 1987 the United
States Supreme Court ruled that the parallel Arkansas law Wäas, indeed,
constitutional (see https://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/482/578
1181220151} For OW, the creationiıst threat seemed be contained. One
member of the National CGenter for Science Education, the philosopher
Michael Ruse, testified 1in the 1981 COUr. hearings agalinst the scientific Sta-
{us of Creation Science, an this testimonYy contributed the final eCci-
S10N against creationısm (http://www.antievolution.org/projects/mclean/
new_ site/pf_trans/mva_tt_p_ruse.html 118.12.2015|). In this instance, the
fundamental influence of antı-creation1ısm the fate of their creationist
opponents Can already be seen

In reaction tO the ailure of Creation Science, creation1ısm split into L[WO
varlants, which today AT predominant 1ın the media anı the educational
System. Ihe first varlant Can be called Over OT Biblical creation1sm, the SCC-
ond might be called clandestine creation1ısm OT Intelligent Design. ()vert
creationism 15 represented today Dy the already mentioned organization
Answers ın (Jenesis. Its ounder Ken Ham had worked for the Institute for
Creation Research before he established his OW. ministry in 1994 Ham
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has een very successful ın his work, although it 15 harder for Answers in
(JenesI1is galın legal ACCEeSsSS tO the public school sSystem because of the first
amendment the United States constitution, which states that “ Congress
shall make law respecting establishment of religion, prohibiting
the free exerc1ise thereof”. Yet it 15 not impossible, EVENn particularly hard,
for the posit1ons of Answers in (JenesI1is tO stil] enter public schools, despite
being legally prohibited from doing Ihe organızatıon provides 1U1MN-

ber of informal opposition materials anı! techniques. For instance, Answers
iın (Jenesis produces book called Evolution Exposed (Patterson 2006) that
features Pasc Dy DPasc cr1iticısm of the MOST widely sed secular biology
textbooks. Students AT supposed to bring it school an confront their
teachers ith creationiıst arguments the SpOLtT: “This book 15 intended {O
be reference that students (  - take into the classroom. Students AI

encouraged {O read the full articles, usıng the provided URLs, before usıng
the information LO challenge the \secular biology| textbook’s claims” Pat-
terson 006 7)

Ihe second clandestine form of creation1ısm that developed ın the COUITISC

of the demise of Scientific Creationism 15 called Intelligent Design (Num-
ers 006 373—3958, Comfort 2007) Here the argumen 15 not much
about the Bible an how modern scientific findings Can be reconciled ith
ıts creation account Rather, pr oponents of dAdIiIe looking for instances
where intelligent Must ave intervened 1n otherwise natural
PFrOCCSS ike evolution in order create complex forms that cannot be
plained otherwise (Behe 2006, eyer 2009). 'Ihis argumen SOCS Dy the
title irreducible complexity. Until the early Intelligent Design ICD-
resented form of creation1ısm that combined popular appeal ith Ser10us
political ambitions.

For the OSC of fleshing oOut the interconnectedness of professional
creation1sm an! antı-creation1ısm In the United States, it 15 important
ote that Intelligent Design 15 the result of strateg1c decision of O_.
nents of Creation Sclence. Some of them WeICcC in the PFrOCCSS of writing
biology textbook that might ave een sed ın the states that adopted the
balanced-treatment-laws when the 19857 Supreme Court Decision thwarted
their plans 'Ihe book has een published iın 1993 under the title Of Pandas
and People, an 1S 1O available 1n its third edition (Davis/Kenyon 1993). In
the second 1987 draft, there Can be found editing that encapsulates
the strateg1ic PTFOCCSS of transıtiıon that American creation1ısm underwent
A result of the successful actıon of professional antı-creatlonists: Ihe
authors attempted CEXDUNSC all references 1ın the book that could be 1N-
terpreted d religious; thus phrases ike "intelligent Creator” WeIC changed

the supposedly less religious intelligent designer . At ONe poin 1n the
editing PIrOCCSS, phrase (“creationists”) accidentally Was not deleted COIN-

pletely, but the alternative (“design proponents”) Was still copied into the
text Ihe resulting "cdesign proponentsists” might be termed the missing
ink” of American creation1ısm (see 11g 2)



“TIhousands“Thousands ... Not Billions”  283  The basic metabolic pathways (reaction chains) of nearly all  organisms are the same.  Is this because of descent from a common  ancestor, or because only these pathways (and their variations)  can sustain life? Evolutionists think the former is correct,  cdesign proponentsists accept the latter view.  Design proponents  Fig. 2: Cdesign proponentsists Of Pandas and People, 2nd draft (1987), p. 3-40  http://ncse.com/creationism/legal/cdesign-proponentsists (18.12.2015)  This link was discovered by Barbara Forrest, a member of the National  Center for Science Education, and served as an argument in an amicus brief  to a Pennsylvania court (see http://ncse.com/creationism/legal/forrests-tes-  timony-creationism-id; Matzke 2009). The judge ruled in 2004 that Intelli-  gent Design was indeed based upon a particular religious view and, there-  fore, could not be taught in biology classes in Pennsylvania. He referred to  the NCSE’s findings in his ruling (http://www.talkorigins.org/faqgs/dover/  kitzmiller_v_dover-decision.html [18.12.2015]). This is another instance of  professional anti-creationism shaping the fate of creationism. In this case it  led to the legal rejection of the most clandestine form of creationism to date.  1.2. A Sociological Model of the Creationist Scene  A sociological model can guide our understanding of the dynamics that  shape the controversy surrounding creationism in the United States. It has  become clear that the way in which the small number of professional crea-  tionist and anti-creationist organizations act toward one another has con-  siderable influence over what counts as creationism, and over what chances  of success the creationists have. What rules do the actors follow when mak-  ing their moves in this game, and in what way does the game shape the way  the actors view themselves and their opponents?  In order to answer this, one must first deal with a more fundamental  question, and that is, what is the game about? What is it that the organiza-  tions are after in their struggle? One way to see their interconnectedness is  by saying that they all try to answer the same question in a different way, and  to find means to assert their respective answers in society. This question, or  reference problem, of creationists and anti-creationists alike is: What part  has God, and what part has nature in the emergence and development of the  world? 'This allows for a formal definition of creationism: Creationism is  every representation of an answer to the reference problem that encompasses  a relatively low proportion of nature, and a relatively high proportion of God.  This definition has two advantages: First, it allows for a relativistic view of  the creationist scene in the United States, and for an easy assessment of  new actors like the Intelligent Design movement. Second, it omits the no-Not Billions” 283
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Fig. Cdesign proponentsists andas and People, ”nd draft (1987) AAZE
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lhis ink Was discovered Dy Barbara Forrest, member of the National
Center for Science Education, an served AS5 argumen 1n aMICUS brief
{O Pennsylvania COUr (see http://ncse.com/creationism/legal/forrests-tes-
timony-creationism-id; Matzke 2009). Ihe judge ruled 1n 2004 that Intelli-
gent Design was indeed based upDON particular religious 1eW and, there-
fore, could not be taught in biology classes 1n Pennsylvania. He referred
the NCSE: findings 1n his ruling (http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/dover/
kitzmiller v_dover_ decision.html 18.12.2015]). Ihis 15 another instance of
professional anti-creationism shaping the fate of creation1ısm. In this Case 1t
led the legal rejection ofthe most clandestine form ofcreation1sm tOo date

Sociological Model of the Creationis Scene

sociological model Call guide OUTr understanding of the dynamics that
shape the CONTrOVerSY surrounding creationısm in the United States. It has
become clear that the WaYy 1n which the small number of professional CICA-

tionist an antı-creationiıst organızatl1ons act toward OIlC another has COIN-

siderable influence Ver hat Counts 4S creation1sm, anı ver hat chances
of UuCcCcCceSs5 the creationists ave What rules do the aCIOrs follow when mak-
Ing their in this SaINC, an in hat WäaYy oes the SaAINlC shape the WaYy
the actors 1e W themselves an their opponents®

In order toO AaNSWCI this, ONEC Must first deal ıth INOTE fundamental
quest1on, anı that 1S, hat 15 the HAI about? What 15 it that the Organıza-
tions aTre after iın their struggle? One WdY SCC their interconnectedness 15
Dy sayıng that they all ıy answer the Same question in different WaY, an

find tO assert their respective answWers in socletYy. This questlon,
reference problem, of creationists an anti-creationists alike 15 What parti
has God, an what part has nature In the EMETSENCE an development of the
world? This allows for formal definition of creation1ısm: CGreationism 15

representation ofan ANSWET LO the reference problem that ENCOMPASSES
relatively low proportion of nature, an relatively high proportion of God.,

'Ihis definition has [WO advantages: First, it allows for relativistic 1eW of
the creationiıst ın the United States, an for CaSYy assessment of
1ECW aCTIOTrS ike the Intelligent Design mMmovemen Second, it Omıts the
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tions of clence anı religion as parts of the definition of creation1ısm. 'Ihis
15 useful because these notions AT being sed Dy the actiors themselves 1n
their struggle. 10 show that anYy form of creation1ısm 15 .  not cience” 15
effective WdY for antı-creationists tOo combat their opponents (see Pennock/
Ruse 2009). People who adIiIec accused of presenting not-science as SCIENCE,
ike the proponents of Intelligent Design, those accusatı]ıons either
Dy contesting that claim OTr the underlying notion of clence (Frankowski
2008, Woodward 2003). Conversely, Over creationısts emphasize that {O
accept the theory of evolution takes 4S much faith 4S their religious beliefs
and, hence, 1S nNnOot clence but religion (see for instance Creation Today Miın-
IStrYy 2012). It constitutes additional an UNNECESSALY burden {O social
scientific analysis Iry tO uUuse iın analytical INanıner the normatiıve erms
“science” an “"religion , which aTe widely sed by the objects of study,
anı whose SC, indeed, 15 part of the object of study.

In order {O facilitate social scientific analysis of the interconnected actiıon
ofcreationists an antı-creationists, it 1S possible imagıne their SaMıc about
enforcing the right aNSWeT the SadIlle question playing field (see fig. 3)

“Nature”
Scientific Atheism

eistic Evolution

nonoverlapping
magister1a (NOMA)
National Center for Science FEducations

An.©°@3 Intelligent Design
AAQ°AH3

OMCI13.

Old Earth
Creationism

Young Earth Creationism
Answers In (Genesis

“Nature  D7
Fig. TIhe creationist/anti-creationist playing field (selection).

In the lower left COTNeET there AT all actors whose a1llSWeTr to the reference
problem includes high proportion of God an: low proportion of
ture; Answers 1n (Jenesis 15 the foremost representative of this 1e W 1n the
United States For the organızatıon there werIe UutOonOomoOau. natural
PTOCECSSCS that brought about the world A NOW it: but only od’s ll



“Thousands“Thousands ... Not Billions”  285  and sovereign creative activity. Conversely, in the upper right corner there  are actors who take the opposite view. The so-called New Atheists and  other authors (Dawkins 2006, Dennett 2006, Coyne 2015, Stenger 2007),  who can be regarded as important players in the controversy surrounding  creationism in the United States, take the view that there are only natural  processes. Not only is there no God, the very notion of God and religious  belief in general can be explained scientifically and, thereby, reduced to  natural processes via disciplines like evolutionary psychology (Boyer 2001,  Dawkins 1976, 2006). In the center of the field can be found a variety of  “intermediate” positions. Among them is Intelligent Design, since its pro-  ponents hold that many features of the world that, according to Young  Earth Creationists, came about by God’s divine action, are the result of  natural processes (see Dembski 2009). On the other hand, the world is, in  their view, not entirely of natural origin, since an intelligent source must  have intervened from time to time. This view decreases the overall pow-  er of nature in explaining the world, thus positioning Intelligent Design  somewhere “between” the Young Earth Creationists and the New or Scien-  tific Atheists. Another “intermediate” view is that of the National Center  for Science Education, that God and nature explain different parts of the  world. Stephen Jay Gould coined the phrase Nonoverlapping Magisteria  or NOMA for this view (Gould 1997, 1999), which of course is not a valid  empirical description of the way science and religion, as a social phenome-  non, relate to each other. But it proved to be a good rallying point for those  opponents of creationism who do not like to subscribe to an antireligious  stance. SO NOMA, above all, is a stratagem of professionals who try to  position themselves in an environment of other professional actors that  are opposed to them. Just like Scientific Creationism, NOMA exists only  to work in the particular strategic environment that has been created by  prior actions of creationists and anti-creationists.  While the positions described thus far could be graphically described  using a line like the creation-evolution continuum (Scott 2000), this model  goes beyond a dichotomous and exclusivist logic, and also includes views  that in one way or another combine or identify science and religion. These  views can be found in the upper left corner of the field, where both God and  nature account for the world. In the American discourse on creation and  evolution, views that adopt this perspective are termed Theistic Evolution  or Evolutionary Creationism (see e. g. Peters/Hewlett 2003).  There are two main benefits to this model. On the one hand, it is clear  that the notions of “God and “nature” are sufficiently removed from “sci-  ence” and “religion” or “creationism” and, hence, are part of an analytic  language that avoids being drawn into the debates. In most instances, it  is possible to place actors in the field immediately, but especially in case  of proponents of Intelligent Design who deny that the designer is or must  be identical with God, this requires additional investigation. In part, this  process can be part of the analysis, since it is performed by the actorsNot Billions” 285

an sovereign creative actıvıty. Conversely, in the right COI NET there
ATiIC aCcCtors who take the opposite 1eW. TIhe so-called New Atheists an
other authors (Dawkins 2006, Dennett 2006, oyne 2015, Stenger 2007);
who Ca  — be regarded 4S important players ın the COI1tI'OVCI'SY surrounding
creationısm 1n the United States, take the 1e W that there AT only natural
PTOCCSSCS. Not only 15 there God, the verYy notion of C306 an religious
belief in general Can be explained scientifically and, thereby, reduced tOo
natural PTOCCSSCS V1a disciplines ike evolutionary psychology (Boyer 2001,
Dawkins 1976, 2006) In the center of the field Can be found varlıety of
“intermediate” posit1ons. mong them 15 Intelligent Design, SInce ıts PTrO-
ponents hold that ManYy features of the world that, according oung
Earth Creationists, Came about by od’s divine action, AT the result of
natural PTOCCSSCS (see Dembski 2009) On the other hand, the world 1S, 1n
their VvlieW, NOT entirely of natural or1g1n, S1iINCce intelligent SOUTCE must
ave intervened from time time. Ihis 1eW decreases the overall POW-

of nature ın explaining the world, thus posiıtion1ing Intelligent Design
somewhere “between” the oung FEarth Creationists an the New Scien-
tific Atheists. Another “intermediate” 1e W 15 that of the National Center
for Science Education, that God an nature explain different of the
world Stephen Jay Gould coined the phrase Nonoverlapping Magisterl1a

OMA for this 1eW (Gould 199 /,; 1999), which of COUTSE 15 not valid
empirical description of the WaYy clence an religion, AS social phenome-
NON, relate each other. But it proved be good rallying poin for those
opponents of creation1ısm who do not ike {O subscribe LO antireligious
stance SO OMA, above all,; 15 stratagem of professionals who Lry tO
position themselves ın envıronment of other professional actors that
aIec opposed them Just ike Scientific Creationism, OMA ex1sts only
to work ın the particular strateg1ic envıronment that has een created Dy
prıo0r actıons of creationists an antı-creationıists.

While the posit1ons described thus far could be graphically described
using line ike the creation-evolution continuum (Scott 2000), this model
SOCS beyond dichotomous an exclusivist Jogic, anı: also includes VIeEeWS
that 1ın ONe WaY another combine identify SscClence an religion. TIhese
VIeWws Call be found in the left COI NeT of the field, where both God anı
nature account for the world In the American discourse creatiıon an!
evolution, VIEWS that adopt this perspective AT termed Theistic Evolution

Evolutionary Creationism (see Peters/Hewlett 2003
There aAIc [WO maın benefits tOo this model On the ONe hand, it 15 clear

that the notilons of “"GOd an “nature” dIC sufliciently removed from “SCI-
ence” anı "religion' “creationism ” and, hence, AIC part of analytic
language that avoids being drawn into the debates. In most instances, it
1S possible place actors in the field immediately, but especially iın Case
of proponents of Intelligent Design who deny that the designer 1S must
be identical ith God, this requires additional investigation. In part, this
PTFOCESS Can be part of the analysis, S1INCeE it 15 performed Dy the actors
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themselves: Ihe status of Intelligent Design as "religious” and/or “scien-
tific” 15 still atter of CONSLAN struggle of the professional creationiıst
anı! antı-creationist actors 1ın the United States Since the decision iın 1tZ-
miller Dover (2004) the pendulum {O ave ın favor of the
opponents of Intelligent Design, but the poin 1$ that social scientific
analysis Can be sufhiciently distanced from this struggle which, consciously

nOLt, subscribes to posıtiıon that 15 held the quarreling parties
themselves. W hat 1S possible, though, 15 to construct Intelligent Design 4S

explanatory framework of “certain features of the un1ıverse a of living
things that| AaTe best explained by intelligent nNnOot undirected
PTOCCSS such as natural selection” (see http://www.intelligentdesign.org/
whatisid.php 18.12.2015]) that regards naturalistic an non-naturalistic
planatory factors. 'This framework Canl then be compared {O frameworks
OT positions of other actors who 16 also interested In galinıng hegemonic
position for their VIEWS AIl this functions without ascribing scientific OT

religious characteristics tO those posit10ons, which makes it possible tOo also
ook the STa of definition of position that has een reached by the
cumulative actıon of such aCTOors, who ave the determine these
aspects, such A COUurts TIhis already touches uDONN the second benefit of
the proposed model of the creation/evolution CONtroversy ın the United
States: it Call be sed tO cshow how the actıons of the organızatıons .  — be
explained ith tOo the actlions of other players 1ın the SaJInlle field In
the words of Bourdieu (Bourdieu 1992), the Controversy surrounding CIC-

at1ıonısm iın the US Call be regarded ASs em1-autonomous field AIl kinds
of statements, strategles, an! arguments Call, least ın part, be explained
ith their relational character iın this IMNManNnnNer. 'Ihis enables
kind of understanding of the American creationıst that 1S nNnOot PTO-
vided Dy purely historical approach.

Ihis Cal be cshown V1a the following example of how the f1eld model
works AaSs interpretive tool Occasionally creationiısts an anti-creation-
ists produce ıimages that they uUse to illustrate the order of the conflict 1n
which they SCC themselves. Ihese order constructs Can be explained ith
regard the actors’ respective position In the field In fig it Call be SSCH

how Answers ın (jenesI1is envisages the SAINC
I1wo castles dominate the image, OMNeE representing “humanism”, which

15 creationiıst shorthand for the entirety of the secular socletYy, the other
abeled “Christianity”. Both castles rest foundations, anı the Chris-
t1an ftundament, the word of God, 1S being attacked Dy the secular culture.
Moreover, CVEeNn Christians themselves attack their OW fundament V1a lib-
eral theology that denies the iteral meanıng of GenesI1s, an SsCCS5 it only 4S

symbolic mythopoetic text Some Christians AT busy dealing ith the
CONSCYUCNCECS of humanism, ike abortion, while missing hat the conflict
15 actually about. Speaking INOTE generally, there 15 strong dualism that

be structured around rift between secular humanists anı Chris-
t1ans. But 1n fact the rift 1S between those Christians who CAI6 for the CIe-



“TIhousands“Thousands ... Not Billions”  287  ABORTION  PORNOGRAPHY HOMOSEXUAL  BEHAVIOP  FAMILY  BREAK-UP  RACISM  PSALM 11:3  EUTHANASIA  A  )  C  j  zr  Z  —  &  Al  CREATION  MAN  ‘;?UTH  ISTRUTH  PE  Aun  Fig. 4: “The Problem”: Order Construct of Answers in Genesis.  https://cdn-assets.answersingenesis.org/img/articles/nab2/the-problem.jpg  ationist fundament of their teachings, and all other people, including other  Christians. The condition of possibility for such a dualistic order construc-  tion can be made visible with reference to the playing field. It lies in the fact  that Answers in Genesis is located in a corner of the field. All other actors,  even other creationists, take positions that ascribe a bigger role to nature  when it comes to explaining the world. This shared feature makes it possible  for Answers in Genesis to identify a dualist structure in the conflict.  Just how hard it is for an actor to devise a graphic representation of the  order from the vantage point of an intermediary position can be seen in fig. 5  that shows how the National Center for Science Education views the order of  the conflict that was already referred to at the beginning of this paper.  As already mentioned, the organization is in the center of the field. Its  view is that while nature explains the physical part of the world, religion  has its own realm of explanation in the world of values and “why” ques-  tions. This position sets the NCSE apart from both creationists and those  antireligious anti-creationists like Jerry Coyne, who do not postulate an  independent religious realm of explanation. The condition of possibility for  the NCSE to describe the conflict in a dualistic manner is, hence, not ful-  filled. This is why no dualism can be found in this graphic; instead we see  a continuum. This is a depiction of complexity that matches the relatively  complex relation of the NCSE to the other actors. The line of the continuum  runs approximately diagonally through the field.  Both the castle image and the continuum are the result of views of the  actors from their respective positions in the field. Hence, the field conceptNot Billions” 287
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Christians. Ihe condition of possibility for such dualistic order CONSTIrTrUC-
tıon Aı k  a be made visible ith reference {tO the playing fi1eld It lies In the fact
that Answers 1ın (Grenesis 15 ocated iın C Her of the field All other aCTOrs,
CVEN other creationists, take pOosit10nNs that ascribe bigger role {O nature
when it to explaining the world This chared feature makes it possible
for Answers 1n Genesis tO identify dualist structure ın the conflict.

Just how hard it 15 for ; U tO devise graphic representation of the
order from the vantage poin of intermediary position Cal be SCECH 1in fig
that shows how the National Center for Science Education VIEWS the Order of
the conflict that Was already referred tO at the beginning of this

As already mentioned, the organızatıon 15 ıIn the center of the field Its
1eW 15 that while nature explains the physical part of the world, religion
has ıts OW realm of explanation 1n the world of values an CC, hy” JUCS-
tions. This position seits the CSE apart from both creationiısts A those
antireligious antı-creatlionists ike erry oyne, who do not postulate
independent religious realm ofexplanation. Ihe condition ofpossibility for
the CSE tOo describe the conflict 1ın dualistic INanNnnNer 1S, hence, not ful-
illed This 15 why dualism Ca  — be found 1in this graphic; instead sSCcE

continuum. This 15 depiction of complexity that matches the relatively
complex relation ofthe COCSE {O the other ACTIOTFrS Ihe line of the continuum
[UNS approximately diagonally through the field

Both the castle image an the continuum AICc the result of VIEWS of the
actiors from their respective pOs1it10Ns ın the field Hence, the feld concept
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Fig. “Ihe Creation/Evolution Continuum”: lhe National Center for Science
Education’s er Construct. http://ncse.com/files/images/continuum.preview.gif

makes visible the basis of their VIEWS toward ONe another. Ihis basis 15
nNnOoTt outside the field but within. In this American creation1ısm 1S
phenomenon that ollows ıts OW. Jlogic, anı consequently creates ıts OW.
order.
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