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Background of the Resolution 
 

At the Annual Business Meeting of the Education Section of the American Fisheries Society in 
Lake Placid, New York September 2006, the Montana Chapter of AFS brought forward a draft 
resolution addressing teaching of evolution in public school science curricula.  The Chapter 
asked for advice on how they might move forward with the resolution, and discussions revealed 
that resolutions originating with Chapters must first gain approval of the appropriate Division 
before they could be brought before the Society.  Sections, however, can introduce resolutions 
directly, which would streamline the process.  Support for the resolution was strong among those 
at the business meeting, and the Section agreed, with the consent of the Chapter, to adopt the 
project and develop a resolution from the draft developed by the Montana Chapter.  I was asked 
to take the lead on the project, and after researching similar statements from a variety of 
scientific societies, prepared a substantially revised version of the resolution, changes primarily 
in the area of organization, wording and an effort to make the relevance of the issue to AFS more 
explicit.  The new draft was then circulated among the remainder of the Education Section EX-
COM for additional comments and suggestions.  Having gained support of the Section EX-
COM, the resolution is now being put to the Section membership for a vote of approval. 
 

Background of the Issue 
 

When Charles Darwin published his theory of evolution by natural selection almost 150 years 
ago, the scientific community embarked on a long journey of research, discovery, testing, 
challenging, and refinement of his ideas and their application to understanding natural processes.  
Perhaps no other scientific theory has been subjected to more rigorous testing than the theory of 
evolution, yet it has survived and remains the central tenet of the biological sciences, and the 
only scientifically acceptable explanation for the diversity of life on our planet.  The body of 
knowledge broadly referred to as the theory of evolution satisfies all requirements of scientific 
theory in that it has been built by observation and experimentation, has resulted in testable 
hypotheses, and that supporting evidence has been proven to be repeatable when exposed to 
further scientific scrutiny.  At present, no other explanation or hypothesis for the diversity of life 
present on earth today satisfies these central criteria of scientific inquiry. 
 
The immediate aftermath of Darwin’s publication included highly charged and public debates 
within the scientific community, involving such visible figures as Thomas Huxley, who 
promoted Darwin’s theories in the United Kingdom, and Louis Agassiz at Harvard, who 
mounted a formidable defense of creationism in the United States.  Widely divergent views on 
the validity of evolutionary theory and the mechanisms through which evolution could occur 
persisted within the scientific community throughout the early decades of the 1900s.  Rapid 
developments in the field of evolutionary biology occurred in the decade between the mid-1930s 
and the mid-1940s, resulting in what is now commonly referred to as the evolutionary synthesis.  
The synthesis saw integration of work in disparate fields of biology into a compelling argument 
for Darwinian evolution, including seminal books by Theodosius Dobzhansky, Ernst Mayr and 
George Gaylord Simpson in the fields of genetics, systematics and paleontology.  These 
developments resulted in what Mayr characterized as near universal acceptance by biologists of 



the selectionist interpretation of evolution by the middle of the 20th century.1  In the decades that 
have ensued, research has led to robust debates regarding mechanisms and the finer points of the 
evolutionary process, but scientific debate over the validity of evolutionary theory as a whole 
and natural selection as its primary force has all but disappeared. 
 
Despite acceptance by the scientific community, the public at large continues to hold divergent 
views on Darwinian evolution.  Responses to various polls have been shown, not surprisingly, to 
be highly sensitive to the structure of questions, but typically indicate that a creationist view of 
the origin and development of life on earth is more widely held by the general public than an 
unguided evolutionary process or an evolutionary process guided by a divine being.2  A series of 
six Gallup polls conducted since 1982 show a remarkably stable breakdown of public opinion.  
When asked about their views concerning the origin and development of human beings, 45% of 
2004 respondents replied that they felt humans had been created by God in their present form, 
38% that humans had evolved through a process guided by God, and only 13% felt humans had 
evolved through a process unguided by a higher power.  These numbers are virtually unchanged 
from results of the first poll in 1982.  Similar results were obtained by a Pew Research Center 
poll in 2005.  When asked whether they felt humans and other living things had evolved over 
time or existed in their present form since the beginning of time, 42% of respondents indicated 
they felt life on earth had existed in its present form since the beginning, 18% that it had evolved 
with divine guidance, and 36% that it had evolved through natural processes.  A 2004 General 
Social Survey found that 54% of respondents felt it was not true that humans developed from 
earlier species, while 45% felt the statement was true. 
 
Given that the preponderance of the public has not embraced a strictly naturalistic explanation 
for the diversity of life on earth, it should perhaps not be surprising that the content of public 
school science classes, specifically how they handle explanations for life’s origin and diversity, 
has generated emotional and often heated controversy.  A 1999 Gallup/CNN/USA Today poll 
found that 68% of respondents were in favor of teaching creationism along with evolution in 
public schools, with 40% in favor of teaching creationism instead of evolution.3  A Pew 
Research Center poll in 2005 found that 64% of respondents generally favored teaching of both 
evolution and creationism and 38% favored teaching of creationism alone. 
 
The lack of consensus among members of the public regarding the appropriate content of public 
school courses covering biology and the diversity of life has generated a long history of debate 
over curriculum policies that has spilled over into the political and legal arenas.  Tennessee, in 
1925, became the first state to pass legislation that specifically made it illegal to teach "any 
theory that denies the story of divine creation of man as taught in the Bible."4  The American 
Civil Liberties Union quickly sought opportunities to challenge the law, and George Rappelyea, 

                                                 
1 Mayr, E.  1980.  Some thoughts on the history of the evolutionary synthesis.  Pages 1-48 in E. Mayr and W.B. 
Provine, editors.  The evolutionary synthesis: perspectives on the unification of biology.  Harvard University Press. 
 
2 An assessment of the various polls, as well as the numbers presented in this summary can be found in the Pew 
Research Center report “Reading the polls on evolution and creationism.”  http://people-
press.org/commentary/display.php3?AnalysisID=118 
 
3 Ibid. 
 
4 Larson, E.  1997.  Summer for the Gods: The Scopes Trial and America's Continuing Debate over Science and 
Religion.  Basic Books. 
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a coal and iron businessman from Dayton motivated in large part by the local economic benefits 
he envisioned from a high profile trial, set in motion events that led to local teacher John Scopes 
agreeing to teach evolutionary theory in class, for which he was arrested.  Tennessee v. John 
Scopes, the now famous “Monkey Trial,” was the first legal case to address the teaching of 
evolution in public schools.  The trial has assumed a legendary role in the public’s view of 
American legal history, largely because of Hollywood’s various portrayals of the courtroom 
debates about evolution between Clarence Darrow and William Jennings Bryan.  Legally, the 
trial’s outcome had nothing to do with the courtroom oratory concerning the merits of 
evolutionary theory by either side.  Scopes was found guilty of having broken the Tennessee 
statute and fined $100 by the judge.  The Tennessee Supreme Court later overturned the 
conviction based on the technicality that it was the jury rather than the judge that should have 
imposed the fine, thus ending efforts to test the legality of the statute itself. 
 
It was not until 1968 that a high court ruling specifically addressed a state’s rights to legislate the 
teaching of creationism and evolution in public schools.  Susan Epperson, a Little Rock, 
Arkansas high school teacher, agreed to pursue the Arkansas Education Association’s desire to 
challenge a 1928 Arkansas law that made it unlawful for teachers in public schools to teach or 
use textbooks that taught “that mankind ascended or descended from a lower order of animals."5  
After the Arkansas Supreme Court found the statute to be a “valid exercise of the state’s power,” 
the case was appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court.  The Court found the Arkansas statute 
unconstitutional, ruling that the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment prohibited states 
from requiring "that teaching and learning must be tailored to the principles or prohibitions of 
any religious sect or dogma."6  Epperson v. Arkansas, therefore, established the Court’s stance 
that states did not have the authority to prohibit the teaching of evolution because of conflicts 
with religious beliefs. 
 
The Epperson v. Arkansas case was the first in a series of court rulings that frustrated efforts by 
creationists to introduce faith-based doctrines concerning the origin and development of life into 
public school curricula.  In the 1981 Segraves v. California case the Sacramento Superior Court 
found that the California State Board of Education’s anti-dogmatism policy, which dictated that 
classroom discussions of life’s origins be presented conditionally and not as dogma, did not 
violate the plaintiff’s claim that classroom discussions of evolution violated his children’s right 
to free exercise of religion under the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment.7  In 1982, a 
U.S. District Court found in McLean v. Arkansas Board of Education that the Arkansas 
“Balanced Treatment for Creation-Science and Evolution-Science Act” was unconstitutional 
because it violated the Establishment Clause.8  The decision was based on the court’s opinion 
that creation-science was not, in fact, science, and therefore represented introduction of religious 
doctrine into the school curriculum.  In 1987, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Edwards v. 
Aguillard that Louisiana’s “Creationism Act,” which prohibited teaching of evolution unless 
                                                 
5 The text of the U.S. Supreme Court decision can be found a http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/epperson-v-
arkansas.html. 
 
6 Ibid.  The Establishment Clause reads "Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion" 
 
7 Case details can be found at http://www.geocities.com/Athens/1618/Segraves_vs._California.html.  The Free 
Exercise Clause reads "Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free 
exercise thereof." 
 
8 The judgment for the case can be found at http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/mclean-v-arkansas.html. 
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accompanied by instruction in creation science, was unconstitutional.9  The court found that the 
term creation science embraced religious belief in the creation of humans by a supernatural being 
and therefore endorses religion.  In 1997, a United States District Court ruled in Freiler v. 
Tangipahoa Parish Board of Education that the Board’s requirement that teachers covering the 
topic of evolution read a disclaimer that included the statement “It is hereby recognized by the 
Tangipahoa Parish Board of Education, that the lesson to be presented, regarding the origin of 
life and matter, is known as the Scientific Theory of Evolution and should be presented to inform 
students of the scientific concept and not intended to influence or dissuade the Biblical version of 
Creation or any other concept” was illegal, noting that the requirement singled out evolution and 
specifically required a religious tenet be considered.  The Freiler decision was also notable for 
inclusion in the dicta of the decision the statement that “intelligent design” as a proposed area of 
science education was equivalent to “creation science.”10  These and other rulings consistently 
reaffirm the unconstitutionality of efforts to introduce religious doctrine into public school 
science classes whether through policy or the actions of individual teachers, and denied claims 
by teachers that school board requirements that they teach evolution violated their right to free 
exercise of religion, but the continuation of the legal battles illustrates the continued interest of 
both individuals and groups in introducing faith-based doctrines into public school science 
curricula.11 
 
It is clear from both the persistence of court challenges and the visibility of the issue in the 
popular press, that the idea of evolution and the issue of its being taught in public schools 
without the accompaniment of faith-based explanations for the origin and diversity of life on 
earth strikes a chord with the American public, some 90% of whom indicated they believed in 
God in a 2003 Harris poll.12  The emphasis on evolutionary theory in science classes has been 
portrayed as an attack on faith, and the issue has taken on distinctly political overtones that can 
be argued are designed to play on the public’s religious beliefs and concerns about social values 
while sidestepping more germane issues such as the nature of science and the appropriate 
objectives of science education.   
 
The Creation Science Research Center was founded in 1970 by young earth creationist Henry 
Morris and two housewives (one of whom was Nell Segraves, wife of the plaintiff in Seagraves 
v. State of California).  After criticisms that Morris was too soft on evolution, the center split and 
gave rise to the Institute of Creation Research in 1972, dedicated to research and dissemination 
of information in the field of creation science.13  The ICR offers degrees in a variety of 
traditional scientific fields and gained accreditation through the Transnational Association of 
Christian Colleges and Schools.  The Institute’s programs adhere to a strictly literal interpretation 
of the Scripture’s description of creation, and achieved a high level of visibility with 

                                                 
9 The text of the decision can be found at http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/edwards-v-aguillard.html. 
 
10 The text of the Court’s ruling can be found at http://www.texscience.org/files/court-cases/freiler-v-
tangipahoa.htm. 
 
11 Additional background on specific court cases can be found at 
http://www.ncseweb.org/resources/articles/3747_8_major_court_decisions_agains_2_15_2001.asp. 
 
12 The Harris Poll on American religious beliefs can be found at  
http://www.harrisinteractive.com/harris_poll/index.asp?PID=359. 
 
13 Pigliucci, M. 2002.  Denying Evolution: Creationism, Scientism, and the Nature of Science. Sinauer. 
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spokespersons such as Duane Gish.  The Institute’s own web page reveals that its mission is not 
purely scientific, listing among the reasons its programs are needed: “Because the harmful 
consequences of evolutionary thinking on families and society (abortion, promiscuity, drug 
abuse, homosexuality, and many others) are evident all around us even infiltrating our churches 
and seminaries.”14  The ICR remains active today, but their influence on policy concerning 
public school science curricula has been minimized through court decisions that teaching of 
creation science is a form of religious advocacy and therefore unconstitutional. 
 
More recently, the Discovery Institute, a conservative think tank founded in 1990, established the 
Center for the Renewal of Science and Culture in 1996 (now known as the Center for Science 
and Culture).15  The CSC is the driving force behind the “intelligent design” movement, 
described as a scientific area of research that holds “that certain features of the universe and of 
living things are best explained by an intelligent cause, not an undirected process such as natural 
selection.”16  The idea of intelligent design was first elucidated in the book Of Pandas and 
People, which has also been promoted as a textbook for public school science classes.17  While 
the CSC’s intelligent design program is characterized as scientific in nature, and arguments that 
it is appropriate for inclusion in public school curricula were initially based upon this claim, an 
internal Discovery Institute document now known as the “Wedge Document” reveals a broader 
cultural and political agenda, including as objectives: "To defeat scientific materialism and its 
destructive moral, cultural, and political legacies" and "To replace materialistic explanations with 
the theistic understanding that nature and human beings are created by God"18  The Institute has 
played an active role at local, state and federal levels to promote its agenda.  The Institute 
receives substantial financial backing from fundamentalist conservatives, most of whom also 
make contributions to conservative political candidates.19 
 
The most visible case arising from efforts to introduce intelligent design into public schools took 
place in Dover, Pennsylvania.  In 2004, the Dover Public School District implemented new 
policies, including changes to the biology curriculum that required that “Students will be made 
aware of gaps/problems in Darwin’s Theory and of other theories of evolution including, but not 
limited to Intelligent Design. The Origins of Life is not taught” and that Of Pandas and People 
would be made available to students desiring further information.20  A subsequent lawsuit 
                                                 
14 http://www.icr.org/home/faq/ 
 
15 A well-referenced overview of the Discovery Institute and its programs can be found at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Discovery_Institute.  The Institute’s web page is http://www.discovery.org/. 
 
16 http://www.discovery.org/csc/topQuestions.php. 
 
17 Both publisher’s description and reader reviews can be found at http://www.amazon.com/Pandas-People-Central-
Question-Biological/dp/0914513400/sr=8-1/qid=1168617262/ref=pd_bbs_1/102-8972880-
4309721?ie=UTF8&s=books. 
 
18 The full text of the Wedge Document can be viewed at http://www.antievolution.org/features/wedge.pdf. 
 
19 Howard Ahmanson, Jr. is a large contributor to the Discovery Institute, an article concerning his various activities 
and financial contributions can be found at 
http://dir.salon.com/story/news/feature/2004/01/06/ahmanson/index.html.  Additional information on contributors 
can be found at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Discovery_Institute. 
 
20 The full text of the Dover School District policy can be found at 
http://www2.ncseweb.org/kvd/exhibits/DASD/2004-11-19_DASD_press_release_Biology_Curriculum.mht. 
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(Kitzmiller v. Dover Area School District) in U.S. District Court resulted in a widely publicized 
case, with the Court’s 2005 decision that the School District policy violated the Establishment 
Clause, concluding that "The overwhelming evidence at trial established that ID is a religious 
view, a mere re-labeling of creationism, and not a scientific theory" and that “we conclude that 
the religious nature of ID would be readily apparent to an objective observer, adult or child."21  
 
The defeat of ID in a federal court is likely to encourage increased efforts to undermine the 
teaching of evolution in the public schools by trying to cast doubt on evolution while remaining 
silent about religious, and thus constitutionally problematic, alternatives to it.  In light of 
consistent court setbacks for efforts to introduce explicitly religious explanations for the diversity 
of life into school curricula, a “teach the controversy” movement has gained momentum, which 
portrays evolution as a highly controversial theory within the scientific community, and argues 
that critical thinking skills of students require exposure to the controversies and, by implication, 
alternative theories.  The Discovery Institute provides resources for parents and school boards to 
assist in promoting the program, and also provides a link to a model lesson plan.22   The plan was 
adopted in Ohio, but ultimately removed in 2006 due to fears of a lawsuit after the Kitzmiller 
decision.  The science standards adopted in 2005 by the Kansas State Board of Education 
reflected the movement to cast evolution as a controversial theory among scientists, but election 
of new board members will likely lead to reversal of these standards in early 2007.  The judge’s 
ruling in the Kitzmiller case touched on the “teach the controversy” movement, establishing a 
legal precedent for resistance to its incorporation into school curricula:  "ID’s backers have 
sought to avoid the scientific scrutiny which we have now determined that it cannot withstand by 
advocating that the controversy, but not ID itself, should be taught in science class. This tactic is 
at best disingenuous, and at worst a canard. The goal of the IDM is not to encourage critical 
thought, but to foment a revolution which would supplant evolutionary theory with ID."23   
 
On a larger stage, former Senator Rick Santorum (R) of Pennsylvania introduced an amendment 
to the 2001 federal education funding bill (the No Child Left Behind Act) that clearly sought to 
incorporate “teach the controversy” into federal law.  The amendment, as proposed, read: "It is 
the sense of the Senate that- (1) good science education should prepare students to distinguish 
the data or testable theories of science from philosophical or religious claims that are made in the 
name of science; and (2) where biological evolution is taught, the curriculum should help 
students to understand why this subject generates so much continuing controversy, and should 
prepare the students to be informed participants in public discussions regarding the subject."24  
The amendment was stricken from the final bill, in part because of protests from 96 scientific 
                                                 
21 Transcripts of the trial and the Court’s decision can be found at 
http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/dover/kitzmiller_v_dover.html. 
 
22 From the Discovery Institute’s web site: 
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/index.php?command=view&id=2112&program=CSC%20-
%20Science%20and%20Education%20Policy%20-%20School%20District%20Policy%20-%20MainPage. They 
provide a link to the model lesson plan at 
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/index.php?command=view&id=2107. 
 
 
23 Transcripts of the trial and the Court’s decision can be found at 
http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/dover/kitzmiller_v_dover.html. 
 
24 A summary of the Santorum amendment and its fate can be found at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Santorum_Amendment. 
 

http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/dover/kitzmiller_v_dover.html
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/index.php?command=view&id=2112&program=CSC%20-%20Science%20and%20Education%20Policy%20-%20School%20District%20Policy%20-%20MainPage
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/index.php?command=view&id=2112&program=CSC%20-%20Science%20and%20Education%20Policy%20-%20School%20District%20Policy%20-%20MainPage
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/index.php?command=view&id=2107
http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/dover/kitzmiller_v_dover.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Santorum_Amendment


and educational organizations, but it is reproduced in the bill’s legislative history and continues 
to be cited by proponents of “teach the controversy.” 
 
The “teach the controversy” movement exploits an apparent unawareness by the general public 
of how scientists view evolution.  A 2005 Pew Research Center poll indicated that 33% of 
respondents felt there was disagreement among scientists about evolution.  Among respondents 
that believed in creation, this number rose to 46%.25  However, public perceptions do not match 
those within the scientific community.  In a recent survey of Department Chairs and Deans of 
biology programs from 158 research institutions identified in the Top American Research 
Universities, 71 of 73 respondents indicated that there was no controversy within their 
departments regarding the current biological consensus on the mechanisms of evolution versus 
intelligent design theory.  One response was equivocal, indicating a single faculty member 
adhered to intelligent design theory, and the sole response indicating an intra-departmental 
controversy came from a medical university sponsored by a fundamentalist denomination.26   
 
Despite legal setbacks, the programs of the Discovery Institute and those with similar agendas 
have been well-designed to resonate with the public, particularly those with more conservative 
backgrounds, and there is no denying that they have effectively equated teaching of evolution to 
broader social issues that concern or threaten citizens.  By conflating the real issues concerning 
the nature of scientific inquiry and the appropriate content of public school science curricula with 
broader social and political issues concerning the sanctity of faith and societal values, the various 
creation movements have turned the issue into a question of values rather than a question of 
education.  The National Center for Science Education, which provides advice and information 
to those defending teaching of evolution, maintains archives of challenges to the teaching of 
evolution in public school science classes.  Between 1999-2000, they recorded 143 state or local 
cases in 34 states.27  In 2006, bills that challenged teaching of evolution, weakened science 
standards, required disclaimers or otherwise attempted to alter public school science curricula 
were introduced in Alabama, Georgia, Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, Mississippi, New 
York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and Utah.28 
 
It is evident that consensus among the scientific community concerning the validity of 
evolutionary theory, Constitutional mandates about the separation of church and state, and a long 
history of legal failures to introduce faith-based doctrines into public school science classes have 
not stemmed the tide of efforts to modify science curricula to include faith-based theories or 
otherwise discredit or soften the teaching of evolution.  That the science education of our 
students has become embroiled in debates that are motivated by politics and social themes is 
particularly worrisome in light of the growing evidence that science and math literacy levels of 
pre-college American students lags well behind the rest of the world.29  In a recent ranking of 29 

                                                 
25 Pew Research Center for People and the Press.  2005.  Religion: A strength and weakness for both parties.  
Summary of findings can be found at http://people-press.org/reports.print.php3?PageID=988. 
 
26 Camp, R.  2006.  Turn out the lights, the “Teach the controversy” party’s over.  
http://www.csicop.org/intelligentdesignwatch/teach-controversy.html 
 
27 http://www.ncseweb.org/background.asp.  Full archives can be accessed at 
http://www.ncseweb.org/pressroom.asp?branch=statement. 
 
28 http://www.ncseweb.org/pressroom.asp?year=2006 
 
29 A 2006 report by National Science Foundation can be found at http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/nsb0602/. 
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Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) nations concerning fluency 
in science and math of 15 year olds, American students were at or near the bottom.30  These 
results have obvious implications for the recruitment of new scientists for the next generation as 
well as the country’s ability to meet the challenges of the future.  Continued efforts to use public 
school science courses as an arena to wage political battles should not be tolerated, as the risks 
run far beyond simply teaching the theory of evolution.  In accordance with the very real threats 
posed by continued efforts to compromise the quality of science education, more than 60 
scientific societies have issued position statements, resolutions, or other public forms of support 
for baring faith-based doctrines from public school science classes (Appendix 1).  Similar 
statements have been issued by more than 35 educational organizations. 
 
The American Fisheries Society, the largest organization of professionals in the field of fisheries 
and aquatic sciences in the world, should join these other organizations in making a strong 
statement of opposition to continued efforts to introduce faith-based doctrines into public school 
science curricula, or any similar efforts to undermine the quality of public school science 
education to serve social or political purposes.  As a society whose members work with natural 
resources, we should find it particularly disturbing that the theory of evolution, the best available 
scientific perspective from which to understand natural ecosystems, continues to be the target of 
political efforts to bring issues of faith and social values into public schools.  As a profession that 
promotes the conservation and sustainable management of aquatic resources through the 
application of the best available science, our voice should be added to the others speaking out to 
protect science education in public schools.   
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
30 Ibid. 



Appendix 1.  Scientific and Scholarly Societies that have issued position statements, resolutions, or other 
public forms of support for baring faith-based doctrines from public school science classes1 

 
Academy of Science of the Royal Society of Canada 
Alabama Academy of Science 
American Anthropological Association 
American Anthropological Association (2000)  
American Association for the Advancement of Science (1923) 
American Association for the Advancement of Science (1972)  
American Association for the Advancement of Science (1982)  
American Association for the Advancement of Science (Commission on Science Education) 
American Association for the Advancement of Science (2002)  
American Association of Physical Anthropologists 
American Astronomical Society 
American Astronomical Society (2000)  
American Astronomical Society (2005)  
American Chemical Society 
American Chemical Society (2005)  
American Geological Institute 
American Geophysical Union 
American Geophysical Union (1999) 
American Institute of Biological Sciences 
American Psychological Association 
American Physical Society 
American Society for Microbiology (2006)  
American Society of Agronomy (2006) 
American Society of Biological Chemists 
American Society of Parasitologists 
American Sociological Association (2006)  
Association of Southeastern Biologists (2004)  
Association for Women Geoscientists (1998)  
Australian Academy of Science  
Biophysical Society  
Botanical Society of America  
California Academy of Sciences 
Crop Science Society of America (2006) 
Ecological Society of America (1999)  
Entomological Society of Canada (2006) 
Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology (2005)  
Genetics Society of America  
Geological Society of America 
Geological Society of America (2001)  
Geological Society of Australia (1995)  
Georgia Academy of Science (1980)  
Georgia Academy of Science (1982)  
Georgia Academy of Science (2003)  
History of Science Society  
InterAcademy Panel (2006)  
Iowa Academy of Science (1982)  
Statement of the Position of the Iowa Academy of Science on Pseudoscience (1986)  
Iowa Academy of Science (2000)  
Kentucky Academy of Science 
Kentucky Academy of Science (1999)  
Kentucky Paleontological Society Statement on the Teaching of Evolution (1999) * 
Louisiana Academy of Sciences 
Louisiana Academy of Sciences (2006)  
National Academy of Sciences (1972)  
National Academy of Sciences (1984)  
National Academy of Sciences (1998)  



North American Benthological Society (2001)  
North Carolina Academy of Science 
North Carolina Academy of Science (1997)  
New Orleans Geological Society 
New York Academy of Sciences 
Ohio Academy of Science 
Ohio Academy of Science (2000)  
Ohio Math and Science Coalition (2002)  
Oklahoma Academy of Sciences 
The Paleontological Society  
Pennsylvania Academy of Science (2006)  
Pennsylvania Council of Professional Geologists (2005)  
Research!America (2005)  
The Royal Society (2006)  
Sigma Xi, Louisiana State University Chapter, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
Society for Amateur Scientists 
Society for Integrative and Comparative Biology (2001)  
Society for Neuroscience  
Society for Neuroscience (2006)  
Society for Organic Petrology  
Society for the Study of Evolution 
Society of Physics Students (1999)  
Society of Physics Students (2003)  
Society of Systematic Biologists (2001)  
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (1986)  
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (1994)  
Soil Science Society of America (2006) 
Southern Anthropological Society 
Virginia Academy of Science (1981)  
West Virginia Academy of Science 
 

1 List maintained by the National Center for Science Education, the list and full text of statements can be found at 
(referenced 10 January 2007):  
 
http://www.ncseweb.org/resources/articles/294_statements_from_scientific_an_12_19_2002.asp   

http://www.ncseweb.org/resources/articles/294_statements_from_scientific_an_12_19_2002.asp


Appendix 2.  Educational organizations that have issued position statements, resolutions, or other public forms 
of support for baring faith-based doctrines from public school science classes1 
  
American Association of Physics Teachers (1982) 
American Association of Physics Teachers (2005)  
American Association of University Professors  
American Association of University Women 
Arkansas Science Teachers Association  
Association of College and University Biology Educators (1999)  
Association of College and University Biology Educators (2000)  
Association of Pennsylvania State College And University Biologists 
Authors of Biology Texts (1999, updated 2003)  
The BSCS Position on the Teaching of Biology 
The Biological Sciences Curriculum Study (1995): Position on the Teaching Of Evolution for Voices for Evolution 
California Science Teachers Association  
California State Board of Education (1989)  
Empire State Association of Two Year Community Biologists (1998)  
Iowa Department of Public Instruction 
Iowa Council of Science Supervisors 
Maryland Association of Science Teachers  
Michigan Science Teachers Association 
Michigan Science Teachers Association (2003)  
Michigan Science Teachers Association (2005)  
National Association of Biology Teachers (1980)  
National Association of Biology Teachers (2000)  
National Association of Biology Teachers: Scientific Integrity 
National Association of Biology Teachers: The Teaching of Evolution 
National Conference on Teaching Evolution (2000)  
National Council for the Social Studies 
National Education Association 
National Science Supervisors Association 
National Science Teachers Association (1973, 1982)  
National Science Teachers Association (1985)  
National Science Teachers Association (1997)  
National Science Teachers Association (2003)  
New Mexico Coalition for Excellence in Science and Math Education  
New York State Science Supervisors Association 
North Carolina Science Teachers Association 
North Carolina Math and Science Education Network  
Oklahoma Science Teachers Association 
Oklahoma State University Department of Zoology (2006)  
Science Museum of Minnesota (1995)  
Science Teachers Association of New York State (1980)  
Syracuse Parent-Teacher Association 
University of Alabama at Huntsville Faculty Senate 
University of California Academic Council of the Academic Senate 
University System of Georgia Biology Academic Advisory Committee (2003)  
University of New Mexico History Department  
The University of Queensland (Australia) Board of the Faculty of Science 
Utah Science Teachers Association 
Utah State Board of Education  
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 
 
1 List maintained by the National Center for Science Education, the list and full text of statements can be found at 
(referenced 10 January 2007): 
 
http://www.ncseweb.org/resources/articles/2223_statements_from_educational_o_9_12_2005.asp 


