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] have several reasons for choosing to
celebrate our legal victory over “cre-
ation science” by trying lo understand
with sympathy the man who forged this
long and painful episode in American
history—William Jennings Bryan. [n
June 1987 the Supreme Court voided
the last creationist statute by a decisive
7-2 vote, and then wrote their decision
in a manner so clear, so strong, and so
general that even the most ardent funda-
mentalists must admit the deleat of their
legislative strategy against evolution, In
so doing, the Courl ended William
Jennings Bryan's last campaign, the
cause that he began just after World
War | as his final legacy. and the battle
that took both his glory and his life in
Dayton, Tennessee, when, humiliated
by Clarence Darrow, he died jusl a few
days after the Scopes trial in 1925.

My reasons range across the domain
of Bryan's own character. | could in-
voke rhetonical and epigrammalic ex-
pressions, the kind that Bryan, as
America’s greatesl| orator, laced so
abundantly into his speeches—
Churchill's molto for World War |l, for
example: “In victory: Magnanimity.” But
| know that my main reason is personal,
even folksy, the kind of one-to-one moti-
vation that Bryan, in his persona as the
Great Commoner, would have ap-
plauded. Two years ago, a colleague
sent me an ancienl tape of Bryan's
voice. | expecled to hear the pious and

Stephen Jay Gould teaches Zoology and
Geology at Harvard University. The essay is
reprinted with permission from Nalural Hislory,
November 1987, Copyright the American
Museum of Natural History, 1987

By Stephen Jay Gotild

polished shoutings of an old stump mas-
ter, all snake oil and orotund sophistry.
Instead, | heard the most uncanny and
friendly sweetrtess, high pitched, direct,
and apparently sincere. Surely this man
was more than what H. L. Mencken. re-
portirig the Scopes trial for the Balti-
more Sun, called “a tinpot Pope in the.
Coca Cola belt.”

I wanted to understand a man who
could speak wilh such warmth, yet talk
such Yahoo nonsense about evolution,
| wanted, above all, lo resolve a para-
dox that has always cned out for some
answer rooted in Bryan's psyche. How
could this man, America’s greates!
populist reformer, become, late in life,
her arch reactionary?

For it was Bryan who, just one year
beyond the mirimum age of thirty-five,
won the Democratic presidential norni-
nation in 1886 with his populist rallying
cry for abolition of the gold standard:
“You shall not press down upon the
brow ol labor this crown of thoms. You
shall not crucify mankind upon a cross
of gold.” Bryan who ran twice more,
and Jost in noble campaigns for reform,
particularly for Philippine indepen-
dence and against Amencan impenal-
ism in the election of 1900. Bryan, the
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pacifist who resigned as Wilson’s secre-
tary of state because he sought a more
rigid neutrality in the First World War,
Bryan who stood at the forefront of most
progressive victories in his time: woman
suffrage, the direct election of senators,
the graduated income tax (no one loves
it, but can you think of a fairer way?).
How could this man have then joined
forces with the cult of biblical literalism
in an effort lo purge religion of all Jiber-
ality, and to stifle the same free thought
that he had advocated in so. many other
contexts?

This paradox still intrudes upon us
because Bryan forged a living legacy,
not merely an issue for the mists and
niceties of history. For without Bryan,
there never would have been antievolu-
lion laws, never a Scopes trial, never a
resurgence in our day, never a decade
of frustration and essays for yours truly,
never a Supreme Court decision to end
it all. Fvery one of Rryan’s progressive
triumphs would have occurred without
him, He fought mightily and helped
powerfully, but women would be voting
today and we would be paying income
tax if he had never been bomn. But the
legislative attempt to curb evolution was
his baby, and he pursued it with all his
legendary demoniac fury. No one else
in the ill-organized fundamentalist
movement had the inclination, and
surely no one else had the legal skill or
political clout. Ironically, flundamental-
ist legislation against evolution is the
only truly distinctive and enduring
brand that Bryan placed upon Ameri-
can history. It was Bryan's movement
that finally went down in flames last
June in Washington.
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The paradox of shiiting allegiance is
a recurring theme in hterature about
Bryan His biography in the
Encyclopaedia Britannica holds that the
Scopes trial “proved to be inconsistent
with many progressive causes he had
championed for so long.” One promi-
nent biographer located his own moli-
vation in trying to discover “what had
ransformed Bryan from a crusader for
social and economic reform to a cham-
pion of anachronistic rural evangelism,
cheap mora} panaceas, and Florida real
estate” (L. W. Levine, Defender of the
Faith: Williarn Jennings Bryan, the Last
Decade. New York: Oxford University
Press, 1965).

Two major resolutions have been
proposed. The first, clearly 1he majority
view, holds that Bryan’s last battle was
inconsistent with, even a nullification
of, all the populist campaigning that
had gone before. Who ever said that a
man must maintain an unchanging ide-
ology throughout adulthood; and what
tale of human psychology is more famil-
iar than the transition from crusading
firebrand to diehard reactionary. Most
biographies treat the Scopes trial as in-
consistent embarrassment, a sad and
unsettling end. The tile 1o the last chap-
ter of almost every book about Bryan
features the word “retreal” or “decline.”

The minority view, gaining ground in
recen!t bivgraphies and clearly corect
in my judgment, holds that Bryan never
transformed or retreated, and that he
viewed his last battle against evolution
as an extension of the populist thinking
that had inspired his life's work (in addi-
tion to Levine, cited previously, see
Paolo E. Coletta, William Jennings
Bryan, vol. 3, Political Puritan. University
of Nebraska Press, 1969; and W. H.
Smith, The Social and Religious Thought
of William Jennings Bryan, Coronado
Press, 1975).

Bryan always insisted thal his cam-
paign against evolution meshed with his
other struggles. | believe that we should
take him at his word. He once told a
cartoonist how to depict the harmony of
his life's work: “If you would be entirely

Bryan addresses the court af the trial of John T. Scopes in Dayton, Tennessee.
Courtesy Bryan Coliege, Dayton, Tennessee

accurate you should represent me as us-
ing a double-barreled sholgun, firing
one barrel al the elephant as he tries to
enter the treasury and another at Dar-
winisin—the monkey—as he tries to en-
ter the schoolroom.” And he said to the
Presbyterian General Assembly in 1923

“There has not been a reform for twenty-

five years that | did not support. And |
am now engaged in the biggest reform
of my lile. I am trying to save the Chris-
tian Chureh from those who are Irying
10 destroy her faith.”

But how can a move 1o ban the
teaching of evolution in public schools
be deemed progressive? How did Bryan
link his previous efforts to this new stral-
egy? The answers lie in the history of
Bryan's changing attitudes toward
evolution.

Bryan had passed through a period
of skepticism in college. (According to
one-story, more than slightly embroi-:
dered no doubt, he wrote to Robert G.
Ingersoll for ammunition but, upon re-
ceiving only a pat reply from his secre-
tary, reverted immediately to ortho-
doxy.) Still, though he never supported
evolution, he did not place opposition
high on his agenda; in fact, he evinced
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a posilive generosity and pluralism lo-
ward Darwin. {n “The Prince ol Peace,”
a speech that ranked second only to
the “Cross of Gold" for populanty and
frequency of repetition, Bryan said:

( do not camry (he doctnine of evolulion as
lar as some do, | am not yet convinced
Ihat man is a lineal descendant of the
lower animals. | do not mean (o (ind lault
with you if you wanl to accept the theory.

. While | do not accept the Darwinian
theory | shall not quarrel with you aboul it.

(Bryan, who certainly gol around, first
delivered this speech in 1904, and de-
scribed it in his collecled writings as “a
lecture delivered at many Chautauquas
and religious gatherings in America,
also in Canada, Mexico, Tokyo, Manila,
Bombay, Cairo, and Jerusalem.")

He persisted in this attitude of laissez
faire until World War |, when a series of
events and conclusions prompted his
transition from toleration to a burning
zeal for expurgation. His arguments did
not form a logical sequence, and were
dead wrong in key particulars; but who
can doubt the passion of his feelings?

We must acknowledge, before expli-
cating the reasons for Bryan's shift, that
he was no intellectual. Please don't mis-
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conslrue this stalemenl. | am not trying
to snipe from the depih of Harvard elit-
ism. bul to understand. Bryan's dearesl
friends said as much. Bryan used his
first-rate mind in ways that are inlensely
puzzling to trained scholars—and we
cannot grasp his reasons withoul mea-
tioning this point. The “Prince of Peace”
displays a profound ignorance in
places, as when Bryan defended the
idea of miracles by slaling that we con-
tinually break the law of gravity: "Do we
nol suspend or overcome the law of
gravilation every day? Every lime we
move a fool or lift a weighl we tempo-
rarily overcome one of lhe mosl univer-
sa) of natural laws and yel the world is
not disturbed.” (Since Bryan gave this
address hundreds of times, | assume
that people tried to explain to him the
difference herween laws and events or
reminded him (hat without gravity, our
raised fool would go off inlo space. |
must conclude that he didn’l care be-
cause the line had a certain rhetorical
oomph.) He also explicilly defended
the suppression of understandiisg in the
service of moral good-

li you ask me il aiddersiand everything in

he Bible, | answer no, bot if we will try 10

live up (0 whal we do ucdersliand, we will

Le kept 5o busy daing good hint we will

not have ime (o worry aboul {he passages

which we do nnt understand

This attitude continually puzzled his
friends and provided lodder for his en-
emies. One delvaclor wrole' "By much
talking and little thinking his mentality
ran dry.” To the same effect, but with
kindness, a friend and supporter wrote
that Bryan was “almost unable to (hink
in the sense in which you and I use that
word. Vague ideas floaled through his
mind but did not unite Lo form any sys-
tem or cryslalize into a definile practical
position.”

Bryan's longstanding approach to
evolution rested upon a threefold error.
First, he made the common mistake of
confusing the fact of evolution with the
Darwinian explanation of its mecha-
nism. He then misinterpreted natural se-
lection as a martial theory of survival by

R A N DI AL L S 2

THE PLEXA AT BAR
The Scopaes tial as seen by Omoha World-Herald cattoonlst Guy R. Spencer.

Omaho World-Herald, Juiy 11, 1925

battle and destruction of enemies. Fi-

nally, he made the logical error of argu-

ing thal Darwinism implied the moral
virtuousness of such deathly struggle,

He wrote in the Prince of Peace (1904):

The Darwinian theory represents man as
reaching his presenl perlection by Ihe op-
eralion of the law ol hate—the merciless
law by which the strong crowd obt and
kill off \he weak. Il this is the law ol our
development then, (f Ihere is any logic
thal can bind the human mind, we shall

turn backward loward the beasl in propor-
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lion as we substtute the law of love. | pre-
ter to believe (hat love rather than hatred
1s the Jaw of development.

And to the sociologist E. A. Ross, he said
in 1906 that “such a conception of
man's ongin would weaken the cause
of democracy and strengthen class
pride and the power of wealth.” He per-
sisted in this uneasiness until World War
[, when two events galvanized him into
frenzied action. First, he learned that
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the martial view of Darwinism had been
invoked by most German intellectuals
and mililary leaders as a justification {or
war and future domination. Second, he
feared the growth of skeplicisrn at
home, particularly as a source of pos-
sible moral weakness in the face of Ger-
man militarism.

Bryan united his previous doubts
with these new fears into a campaign
against evolution in the classroom. We
may question the quality of his argu-
ent, but we cannol deny that he
rooted his own justifications in his life-
long zeal for progressive causes. In this
crucial sense, his Jast hurrah does not
nullify, but rather continues, all the ap-
plause that came before Consider the
three principal foci of his campaign,
and their links to his populisl past:

1. For peace and compassion against
militarism and murder. “| learned,”
Bryan wrole, "that it was Darwinism that
was the basis of that damnable doctrine
that might makes right that had spread
over Germany.”

2. For fairness and justice toward
farmers and workers and againsl exploi-
tation for monopoly and profil. Darwin-
ism, Bryan argued, had convinced so
many entrepreneurs about the virtue of
personal gain that government now had
to protect the weak and poor from an
explosion of anti-Christian moral decay:
“In the United States,” he wrole,

pure-lood laws have become necessary to
keep manufacturers [rom poisoning their
customers; child labor laws have become
necessary 10 keep employers from dwact-
ing the bodies, minds and souls of chil-
dren; anti-trust Jaws have become neces-
sary 10 keep overgrown corporations from
strangling smaller competilors, and we are
still in a death grapple with profiteers and
gamblers in farm producls.

3. For absolute rule of majority opin-
ion against imposing elites. Christian be-
lieJ still enjoyed widespread majority
support in America, bul college educa-
tion was eroding a consensus that once
insured compassion within democracy.
Bryan cited studies showing that only 15
percent of college male freshmen har-
bored doubts about God, bul that 40

percent of graduales had become skep-
tics. Darwinisrn, and its immoval prin-
ciple of domination by a selfish elite,
had fueled this skepticism. Bryan railed
against this insidious undermining of
roorality by a minority of intellectuals,
and he vowed to fight lire with fire, If
they worked through the classroom, he
would respond in kind and ban their
doctrine from the public schools. The
majority of Americans did not accept
human evolution, and had a democratic
right to proscribe its teaching.

Let me pass on this third point,
Bryan's conlenlion sirikes at the heart of
academic freedom, and | have olten
trealed this subject in previous essays.
Scientific questions cannol be decided
by majority vote. | merely record that
Bryan embedded his curious argument
in his own concept of populism. "The
taxpayers.” he wrote,

have a righl 1o say whal shall be taught

(v direet o1 distiniss thosg whosn hey em-
ploy as leachers and school authorities. . .
. The hand that writes (he paycheck rules

the school, and a teacher has no right (0
teach thal which his employers objecl to.

But what ol Bryan's first two argu-
ments about 1he influence of Darwinism
on militarism and domestic exploita-
tion? We detect the touch of the Philis-
tine in Bryan's claims, but [ think we
must also admit that he located some-
thing deeply troubling and that the fault
does lie partly with scientists and their
acolytes.

Bryan olten stated that two books had
fueled his transition from laissez faive to
vigorous action: Headquarters Nights, by
Vernon L. Kellogg (1917), and The Si-
lence of Power, by Benjamin Kidd
(1918). I faull Harvard University for
many things, but it has one great glory—
its unparalleled resources. Hall an hour
after [ needed these obscure books if [
ever hoped 1o hold the key o Bryan's ac-
tivities, [ had extracted them from the
depths of Widener Library. | found them
every bit as riveting as Bryan had, and |
came lo understand his fears, even o
agree in part (though not, of course,
with his analysis or his remedies).
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Vemon Keilogg was an entomologist
and perhaps the leading teacher of evo-
lution in America (he was a professor at
Stanford and wrote a major lextbook,
Evolution and Animal Life, with his men-
tor and Darwin's Ieading disciple in
America, David Starr Jordan, ichthyolo-
gist and president of Stanford Univer-
sity). During the First World War, while
America maintained off:cial neutrality,
Kellogg became a high offictal in the in-
ternational nonpartisan efforl for Bel-
gian relief, a cause officially “tolerated"
by Germany. In this capacity, he was
posted at the headquarters of the Ger-
man Great General Staff. the only Amen-
can on the premises. Night afier mght
he listened to dinner discussions and ar-
gumenls, sometimes in {he presence of
the Kaiser himself, among Germany’s
highest mihiary officers. Headquarters
Nights is Kellogg's account of these ex-
changes. He amrived in Curope as a paci-
fist, but left commitled ro the destruc-
tion of German mititarism by force.

Kellogg was appalled, above all, al
the justificabon for war and German su-
premacy advanced by these officers,
many of whom had been university pro-
fessors before the war. They nol only
proposed an evolutionary rationale bul
advocated a particularly crude forn of
nalural selection, defined as inexorable,
bloody batlle:

Pro(essor von Flussen is Neo-Darwinian,

as are most German biologisls and natural
philosophers. The creed of the Alimachu

[*all might” or omnipotence) of a natural

selection based on violent and compell-
tive struggle is the gospel ol the German
intellectuals; all else 1s illusion and anath-
ema. . .. This slruggle nol only must go on
for Ihat is the natural law, bul il siould go
on, so that this nalural law may work oul

in s cruel, inevitable way the salvation of

the human spectes. . .. That human group

which isin the most advanced evolution-
ary slage , .. should win in the struggle for
exislence, and this siruggle should oceur
precisely (hat the various types may be
lesled, and the best not only preserved,

but put sn positiaa to impose ils kind of

sucial organizalion—its Kultur—on the

others, ar, aleraltively, 1o desiray and re-
place them, This is Ihe disheanening kind
of argument that | faced at Headquaners.

.. Add he additional assumpiion that Ihe
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Germans are 1he chosen race, and that
German social and political organization
the chosen type of human community life,
and you have a wall of logic and convic-
tion that you can break your head againsl
bul can never shaller—by headwork. You
long for the muscles of Samson,

Kellogg, of course, found in this argu-
ment only “horrible academic casuistry
and ... conviction that the individual

The trial was held in the Rhea County Courthouse. NSHS-8915-216

is nothing, the state everything.” Bryan
conflated a perverse interpretation with
the thing itself and affirmed his worst
fears about the polivling power of
evolution.

Benjamin Kidd was an English com-
mentator highly respected in both aca-
demic and lay circles. His book Social
Evolution (1894) was translated inlo a
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dozen languages and as widely read as
anything ever published on the implica-
tions ol evolution. In The Science of
Power (1518), his posthumous work,
Kidd constructs a curious argument
that, in a very dilferent way from
Kellogg's, also fueled Bryan's dread.
Kidd was a philosophical idealist who
believed that life must move toward
progress by rejecting material struggle
and individual benefit. Like the German
militarists, but to excoriate rather than
lo praise, Kidd identified Darwinism
with these impediments to progress. In
a chapter entitied “The Great Pagan Ret-
rogression,” Kidd presented a summary
of his entire thesis’

L. Darwin’s doctrine of force re-
kindled the most dangerous of human
tendencies—our pagan soul, previously
(but imperfecily) suppressed for centy-
ries by Christianity and its doctrines of
love and renunciation:

The hold winch (he theories of the Origin
of Species oblained on the popular miind
in the Wesl is one of the most remarkable
incidenls in the story of human thought
... Everywhere throughoul civilization an
almosl inconceivable influence was given
10 the doctrine ol force as the basis of le-
gal authorily. . ..

For centuries the Western pagan had
struggled with the ideals of a religion of
subordination and renunciation coming
to him from the past. For centuries he had
been bored almost beyond endurance
with ideals of \he world presented to him
by the Churches of Christendom. . But
here was a conceplion of hfe which
sthirred to its depths the inhentance in him
from past epochs of lime. . .. This was the
world which the masters of lorce compre-
hended. The pagan heart of the West sang
within fiself agasn in alavislic joy.

2. In England and America,
Darwinism's worst influence lay in its
justification for industrial exploitation
as an expression of natural selection
("social Darwinism™ in ils pure form):

The prevailing social system, born as il

had been in struggle, and resting as it did

in the last resort on war and on the 1oil of

an excluded proletarial, appeared 1o have
become clothed with a new and final kind
ol authority.

3. In Germany Darwin’s doctrine

became a justification for war:
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Darwin's theories came to be openly sel
oul in political and mililary textbooks as
the full justification for war and highly or-
ganized schemes of nalional policy in
which the docinne of lorce became the
doctrine ol Right.

4. Civilizalion can only advance by in-
legration: the essence of Darwinism is di-
vision by force for individual advanlage.
Social progress demands the “subordina-
tion of the individual to the universal”
via “the iron ethic of Renunciation.”

5. Civitizalion can only be victorious
by suppressing our pagan soul and ilts
Darwiman justification:

Il is the psychic and spiritual lorces gow

eming the social inlegration in which the
individual is being subordinated to \he

universal which have become the winning
torces in evolution.

This characterization of evolution
has been asserted in many contexts for
nearly 150 years—by German militarists,
by Kidd, by hosts of the vicious and the
duped, the selfserving and the well-
meaning. Bul it remains deeply and
appallingly wrong for three basic reasons.

1. Evolution means only that all orga-
nizations are united by ties of genealogi-
cal desceni. This definition says nothing
aboul the mechanism of evolutionary
change: in principle, exlernally directed
upward striving might work as well as
the caricatured straw man of bloody
Darwinian battle tc the death. The ob-
jections, then, are to Darwin's theory of
natural selection, not to evolution itself.

2. Darwin's theory of natural selec-
tion is an abstracl argument about a
metaphorical "struggle” to leayve more
offspring in subsequent generations, not
a statement about murder and mayhem.
Direct elimination of competitors is one
pathway to Darwinian advantage, but
another might be cooperation through
social ties within a species or by sym-
biosis berween species. For every act of
kilting and division, natural selection
can also favor cooperation and integra-
tion in other circumstances. Nineteenth-
century interpreters did generally lavor
a martial view of selection, bul for every
militaris, there was a Prince Kropotkin,
urging that the “real” Darwinism be rec-

ognized as a doclrine of integration and
“mutual aid.”

3. Whalever Darwinism represents on
the playing fields of nature (and by rep-
resenting both murder and cooperation
at different times, it upholds neither as
nature's principal way), Darwinism im-
plies nothing about moral conduct. We
do nol find our moral values in the ac-
lions of nature. One might argue, as
Thomas Henry Huxley did in his famous
essay “Evolution and Ethics,” that Dar-
winism is primarily a law of battle, and
that hurnan morality must be defined as
the discovery of an opposite path. Or
one might argue, as grandson Julian
did, that Darwinism is a law of coopera-
tion and thal moral conduct should fol-
low nature. | can only conctude that
Darwinism offers no moral guidance.

Bul Bryan made this common three-
fold error and continually charactenzed
evolution as a doctrine of battle and de-
struchon of the weak, a dogma thal un-
dermined any decent morality and de-
served banishment from the classroom.
In a rhetorical flourish near the eng of
his “Last Evolution Argument,” the final
speech that he prepared with great
energy, but never had the opportunity
(o present at the Scopes trial, Bryan
proclaimed;

Again force and love mce! lace (o face,
and the question “Whal shall | do with
Jesus?" musl be answered. A blondy, bru-
(al doélrine—Evolulion—dlemands, as Ihe
rabble did nineteen hundred years ago,
1hal He be crucified.

| wish | could stop here with a snide
comment on Bryan as Yahoo and a ring-
ing delense for science’s proper inter-
pretation of Darwinism, But [ cannot, for
Bryan was right in one crucial way. Lord
only knows he understood precious
Jittle about science, and he wins no
metlals for logic of argurment. But when
he said that Darwinism had been widély
portrayed as a defense of war, domina-
tion, and domestic exploitation, he was
right. Scientists wauld not be to blame
for this il we had always maintained
proper caution in interpretation and
proper humility in resisting the exten-
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sion of our findings into inappropriate
domains. But many of these insidious
and harmful misinterpretations had
been promoted by scientists. Several of
the German generals who traded argu-
ments wilh Kellogg had been university
professors of biology.

Just one example from a striking
source. In his "Last Evolulion Argu-
ment,” Bryan charged that evolutionisls
had misused science to present moral
opinions about the social order as
though they represenled facts of nature

By paralyzing the hope of reform, it dis-

courages lhose who labor far the improve-

ment of man's condition . lis only pro-
gram for man is scientific breeding, a sys
tem under which a lew supposedly supe-
rior intellects, sell-appointed. would direct

the matng and the movements ol the
mass of mankind—an impossible system!

Bryan was gquite correct here. One of
the saddesl chapters in al) the history of
science nvolves the exlensive misuse of
dala to supporl biological determinism,
the claim \hal social inequalities based
on race, sex, or ¢Jass cannot be altered
because they refleci the fnnate and infe-
rior genelic endowments of the disad-
vantaged (see my book, The Mismeasure
of Man). It s bad enough when scien-
lists misidenlify their own sacial prefer-
ences as facls of nature in their techni-
cal wrilings. It is especially unfortunate
when writers of tlextbooks. particularly
for elementary and high school stu-
dents, promulgate 1hese (or any) social
doctrines as Ihe objeclive findings of
science,

Two years ago 1 oblained a copy of
the baok that John Scopas used to
teach evolulion to the children of Day-
ton, Tennessee—A Civic Biology, by
George William FHunter (New York:
American Book Company, 1914). Many
writers have looked into this book to
read the secbon on evolution ihal
Scopes tavght and Bryan quoted. But |
found something disturbing in another
chapler thal has eluded previous com-
mentalors—an egregious claim that scr
ence holds the mora) answer to ques-
tions about mental retardation. or social
poverty so misinterpreted. Hunter
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John . Scopes being arralgned. Bryan can be seen Just above Scopes’s Jeft shoulder.

Couresy Bryan College, Dayton, Tennessee

discusses the infamous Jukes and
Kallikaks, the “classic.” and false, cases
once offered as canonical examples of
how bad heredity runs in [amilies. Un-
der the heading “Parasitism and Its Cost
to Society—the Remedy,” he writes:

Hundreds ol families such as those de-
scribed above exisl (oday, spreading dis-
ease, immoralily and ¢rime Lo all parts of
Lhis country. The cost to society of such
families is very severe. Just as cerlain ani-
mals or plants become parasitic on olther
plants or animals, these (amilies have be-
come parasilic on society. They not only
do harm 1o olhers by corrupling, steating
or spreading disease, bul Ihey are actually
protected and cared lor by the state oul of
public money. Largely for them the poor-
house and the asylum exist. They take
from society, but 1hey give nolhing in re-
turn They are true parasites.

It such people were lower animals, we
would probably kill them olf 1o prevent
them (rom spreading. Humanity will not
allow this, bul we do have the remedy of
separaling the sexes in asylums or other
places and in varions ways preveating in-
termamage and the possibilities of per-
petuating such a low and degenerale
race.

Bryan had the wrong solution, but he
had correctly identified a problem!
Science is a discipline, and disci-
plines are exacting. All maintain rutes of
conduct and self-policing. All gain
strength, respect, and acceptance by
working honorably within their bounds
and knowing when transgression upon
other realms counts as hubris or folly.
Science is a discipline dedicated to
learning about the factual state of na-
lure and trying 1o explain and coordi-
nate these data into general theories.
Science teaches us many wonderful and
disturbing things—Ifacts that need
weighing when we lry to develop stan-
dards of conduct and ponder the great
questions of morals and aesthetics. But
science cannot answer these questions
alone and cannot dictate social policy.
Scientists have power by vintue of the
respect commanded by the discipline.
We may therelore be sorely tempted to
misuse that power in furthering a per-
sonal prejudice or social goal—why not
provide that extra oomph by extending
the umbrella of science aver a personal
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preference in elhics or politics? But we
cannot, lest we lose the very respect
that tempted us in the frst place.

1f this plea sounds like the conserva-
tive angd pessimislic retrenching of a
man on the verge ol middle age, | reply
that | advocale this care and restraint in
order to demonslrate the enormous
power of science. We live with poels
and politicians, preachers and philoso-
phers, All have their ways of knowing,
and all are valid in their proper do-
mains. The world is too complex and in-
teresting for one way lo have all the an-
swers. Besides, highfalutin morality
aside, il we continue (o overextend the
boundaries of science, folks like Bryan
will nail us propetly for their own insidi-
OuS purposes.

We should give the last word lo
Vernon Kellogg, the great teacher who
understood the principle of strength in
limits, and who listened with horror to
the ugliest misuses of Darwinism.
Kellogg properly taught in s textbook
{with David Starr Jordan) that Darwin-
ism cannol provide moral answers:

Some men who call themselves pessimists
because they cannot read good inlo the
aperations of nalure {orgel thal they can-
nol read evil. In morals the Jaw of compe-
tition no more justilies personal, official,
or national selfishness or brulality than

the law of gravitalion juslifies the shooling
of a bird.

Kellogg also possessed the cardinal
trait lacked both by Bryan and by many
ol his evolutionary adversaries: humility
in the face of our profound ignorance
about nature’s ways, combined with
that greatest of all scientilic privileges,
the joy of the struggle to know. In his
greatest book Darwinism Today (1907),
Kellogg wrote:

We are ignoran, terribly, immensely
ignorani. And our work is, to leam. To
observe. 10 experimenl, to labulate, 10
induce, 1o deduce. Binlogy was never a
clearer or mare inviting lield for fascinal-
ing. joylul, hopelul work.

Amen, brothert



	NH1996Bryan_Last_Campn intro
	NH1996Bryan_Last_Cmpn

