
<;'
8 - Cxurtr-lriEvLttunot XXY

Evolutbn Controtersy. Grand Raprds, Ml: Baker Bot.rk House-

Hilleary Williani, and Metzger, Oren W. 1925. The World's Most lhmous Court lrial. Cincinnati,
OH: National Book Company:

Mclver, Tom. 1988. "Crearonist Misquotation of Darrow." Crearion/Ertiurior XXIII.
Newton, Sir Isaac. 1686. "Generirl Scholiunr." ht Muthenaricul Principlas oJ Nuturul Philosopht',

Book III: "The Systerns of the World."

"Faithful in the Little Things":
Creationists and
"Operation-Science"
Stanley Rice

His master said to him, "Well done, good and faithful servant; you have been

faithful over a little, I will set you over much. . . ." [Matthew 25:21]

All readers of Creation/Evolurion itre aware that creationrsts ol'the young-E,arth,

global-t'lood camp have received hsxi,y cnticism ll.orn scientists. Thesc creiltitrrtists

usually atrribute the critrcism they receive to an anti-supernaturalistic bias on the

part of scientists. And it cannot be denied that this has been one signilrcant source

of criticrsrn. Theretbre, the repon by Scott and Cole (1985) that these crcationists

do not publish their crcationist theories in standardjournals is hardly surprising.

But is this the onll'reason creationists have received such heavy criticisrnJ

No, {br two reasons. First, many sc:ienttsts havo a Christian, even ctlnservutivc'

Christian, commitment and yet criticize the creationists (fbr example, Ranlnl' 1954;

Vawter, 1983; Gilkey', 1983; Hyers, 1983, 198'1; Young. l9tl21. Many protnincnt

scientists have openly indicated thcir belief in God, including David l-ack' the

famous ornithologist (1957); Arthur Peacocke' dean of Clare Collegc at Clrnbridgc
(i979); and Frank Salisbury', a plant physiologist (1976).

Dr. Rirc is an ussistunt pr(lessor in tlrc Departnent oJ lliologl ur'l'ht Kintr'.s Collt,u,e irt Britrtlill,
Narr li,rl.
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Second, it is not just crcationist thc'ories but even the everyday, routine, non-

controversial research done'Ly creationists that have rcccived criticisnr (Hitt, i987).

For instancc, only a creatit)nist would $'ant to prove that the seeds of all extant

plant spccies would have been able to survivc the kind of prolongetl exposure to

salt water that rvould have occurred during Noah's flood. Bu1 creationist beliet-s

shoulcl not prevcnt a botanist fronr bcing ahle to design a perf'ectl1' adequate ex-

perimcrrt in ra'hich salt water tolerances of various seeds iire tested. Only a creation-

ist rvoukl pr()posc that salt and tresh water nlight have remained separate during

a global cleluge. But creationist belief.s should not prevent an earth scientist fionr
compctentl_v dcsigning a microcosnt t() rnVcstigute the rt]echanisnt that might have

allowerl suc:h a separation. Only a crcationist would propose that even microevolution

ctnnot occur in rratural populations. But creationist bc'liclis need not prevcnt ticld

biologists tronl conipetently investigating changes in genc frequencies in natural

populations. 'lb usc the ternrinology of Gcisler and Andcrson (1987), creationists

can expL'ct hostility in responsc to thcir "origin-sciencc," but they should be able

to adequately' carr)' out "opcration-science."

In reviewing sorne crL-f,tio11i\t ()Peratirrn \LiL'ncc. I rvill denrtlnstrate a Very

interesting plrcnornenon: creationists, although capable ol doing adequate operatr('n

science, gcnerally do not. 'Ihe explanation ol this phcnonrencln ought to help

creationists imprclve their act and critics understand them betler.

Creationist Plant Physiology

George F. Howe. protbsstrr anil chairperson of the Division of NaturaI SciL-nues

at Los Angrrics l3aptist College , ilcrnonstratecl that he was capable of doing corrt-

petent scicntilic rcsearch whi:n hc published his Ohio Slatc'Llniversiti'thesis research

on plant physiologl'. When i rllet hini in 1976 and corresptlnded with hirrr in 1981.

I sa*'no l'cason to suspect hirtt as a less-than-contpentcnt scientist. Htlu'ever. he

undertook an rnvestigation ol thc sun'ival ol plant seeds under supposed global

l'lood contlitions which has considcrably ntarrc-d this image o{'conrpetence (sct'

Howe, l96li1.

Creutiorrists gcncrally helievc that all rrl the "kinds"-ri'hether spr-cic:s. qcnera.

or larnilies- ol plants existing toilay rvere creatcd "rn thc'beginning" ancl. thcrdl()rc.

had to have 5urvivcd thc llo.rd as seeds or resproutcd liont t)oating branches or

undcrgrounil organs ur situ. A^ crcationist prr'diction rvould be that all survirittc
plant spccies can tolcrate, in sotne milnner. rhe brackish water tltat w'oultl halc

rcsulted ir,rrr thc rnixturc ol'oceltis rvith iirrty days ol ratn. A plant ph-v'sitlirrgist

c.lnnot, i)l (oursL'. tc'st thc salr tolerance erl'iill piant spccics; instcad. thc physiolo-

gist should sclcct representative sanrplcs ofplant species fiotn a varietl'o1'grow'th

Itrrttts {tter:. s}trLrhr. ttctlr\t, tii\(,lt(tlttic gr,rupr tttlr,\sc}. k'ln\. !'()nllL'rs Illrrn()cots.

drcots.l, lite cy'clcs (annuals, pcrennials), attd ecological ll'llnities llttrests. deserts,
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swamps). Unless this is done, generalizations about the plant kingdom cannot be

made. Furthermore, since survival in a specific set of conditions (during the flood)

is being hypothesized, the experiment should realistically simulate these condi-

tions (for instance, churning of water and abrasion of seeds against rocks and sand)'

Howe and his assistants did none of this. They began their investigation by

collecting the fruits of five species of weeds in the Santa Barbara vicinity. They

soaked the seeds for twenty weeks in calm sea, fresh, and brackish water. There-

after, the seed coats were abraded to allow the penetration of water, and three of

the five species germinated. Howe's conclusion was, "There is widespread resistance

to.salt or fresh water soaking among the seeds of flowering plants."

The results demonstrate nothing of the sort. The five species were all weeds'

Weeds live in fields and vacant lots and are subjected to severe fluctuations of light,

moisture, and temperature conditions. One of the species, Rumex crispus, has a

geographical range that covers many climatic conditions. Weeds are more tolerant

than most plants of environmental extremes. Weeds in the Santa Barbara vicinity

have to be especially tolerant of salt resistance-more so than weeds that grow further

inland. The investigation, therefore, had an inadequate sample size, and the sam-

ple was not in any way representative of flowering plants in general. (Darwin's

research on the survival of seeds during exposure to sea water used eighty-seven

species.) Furthermore, as pointed out by Moore (1983), how could the seeds have

avoided abrasion ofthe protective seed coat during the flood? The survival ofthe

seeds in salt water very likely would not have occurred ifthe salt water had penetrated

to the inside of the seed. The use of city tapwater (perhaps chlorinated) in the

experiment made the whole investigation inconclusive. Finally, the survival of three

out of five species isn't bad, but how did the other two come to be with us today

if they would have died in the flood?

Despite these shortcomings, the article was praised by Duane Gish in a review

article, 'A Decade of Creationist Research" (1975).

Creationist Hydrology

E. Norbert Smith was a professor of biology at Northeastern Oklahoma State Uni-

versity and has been elected as a member of the Physiological Society of America

and as a fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science. Even

some of his articles published in Creation Research Society Quarterly (1973) con-

cerning planarian reproduction appears competent. Can better scientific be desired?

Yet, when he undenook a microcosm simulation of supposed flood.conditions (see

Smith, 1979), you would never guess that he knew anything'

Many freshwater animals cannot tolerate salt water, and many marine animals

cannot tolerate fresh water, and many animals (both freshwater and marine) cannot

tolerate brackish water. Could all of the aquatic animals of today's earth have sur-
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vived a tlood in which ocean and lresh water were nlixed violently together'7 Srnith

proposed that aquatic animals survived the flood in isolated pockets of salt or fiesh

water which were not mixed together. Salt water, atier all, has a higher specific

gravity than fresh water. Tlris could occur only in a relatively tranquil flood, unlike

the one that most creationists believe (Clark and Voss, 1980).

Smith placed salt watcr in the bottorn of an aquarium, with sand and a crab

to make it seem realistic. I.lext he c;ctt,eretl the sLtlt \'oter wilh a sheet of paper and

carefully placed tiesh wat(r on top of it. He placed a fish in the fiesh water (with

a scientist's love of precision an<l completeness, Smith inlbmrs us it was a 4.5-centi-

meter goldfish). He fbund, to his dismay, that the fish swam around and mixed

up the water. So, he repeated the experirneilt, this tirne ornitting the fish. 'frium-

phant at last, Smith made careful rneasurenlents of salinitl' to show that the water

Iaycrs rentuined lairli Jistint't
'lhis investigation was obviousll, nreaningless. what could possibly have

corresponded to the sheet rtf paper in a real t'loocl'l And despite the paper, the experi-

menr didn't even *ork thc llrst tinle. Snrith is certainly intelligent cnough to have

done a bctter .iob.

Creationist PoPulation Genetics

Creationists re.icct macroevolution but usualll' accept tnicroevolution. Indeecl, I have

heard them boast ofhaving been the discovcrers of natural selection, since Edward

Blyth was a creationist (see Eiseley, lt)-59). But i1'the1'cguld demonstrate that evcn

microevolutittn does not occur, thel' would be very happy'

Walter E. Lammerts knows enough about botany and genctic variability in plants

to have been a prize-winning rosc breeder. He and George Howe decided to in-

vestigate gcnetic changes in *'ilcl populations ol plants in Calilbrnia. 'Ihey chose

tive spccies of rvilclt'lowers and ntacle repeated observations o1' thcir phenotypic

characteristics over a tive-year period during which drastic differences in weather

occurrecl. The result should have been a valuable contribution to ecological literature,

but it was nothing of the sort.

Their article. "Plant Succession Studies in Relation to Microevolution" (197'l),

is cgntusing enough ro th\!art rnost reaclcrs. 
-lhe titlc itsclf misleads biologists into

thinking it relbrs to changcs in spec:ies composition over tinle, which is what slc-

cession gencratly nteans. Moreover. thc bulk of the intbrmation is presented in

tables thal appear to havc becn copietl l'rtlui raw llcld notcs.'fhcrc'arc six pages

of these tlve-colunrned tat'les with entrics like "3/"1 [inchJ ()range cellter. and 3/8

Iinchl ilregular yellow nraiSinl nrediutlt largc 9 [inch] plant." Stlt.netimes thev cven

present conclusions in their tables, such as "Creat reduction of plants compared

to 1969. l"u1 typt,s fowd in 1969 hut,e ittt'reusctl" (ernphasis thcirsl. S6newhere

in this mess, wc arc supposed to learn somcthing about microevolution.
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Also, the authors never even state a hypothesis. If they believe that evolution

is not occurring in these wilcl populations, then they should predict what th.y expect

to see instead. All they do say, however, is that if evolution is true thel' should

see "gradual shills or evoluticlnary trends."

Nor does their paper clearly state their nrethods. I think they chose plots of
land clf variable size dorninated by the various species ol wildllowers, thcn chtlse

variable nunibers of individual plants which they called "selc'ctions." and labclcd

the lucations u'ith wire stakes within thesc plots. In this study of "naturul selec-

tion," the,r' selected "selections" tiom their study areas. T'hey returned cach year

and recorded what they sau'growing at the stakes.

Thel' made no altempt to distinguish plant variation that is gcnetically hased

lionr that which is L-nvironmentatly induced-which is routinel\' tlone in studies

of genetic variation in wild populations (.ier. tlr instancc. Ivlarshrlt and Jain, 1968.

and Wilken. 1977). Lamnrerts and Howe knew that some of the variability thcy

studied had a genetic basis but could not assume rhat ull of such varlability was

genetic.

Then they' proceeded to Bather data. They'hacl an exciting tirrie <ll'it. rncltrding

sonie "real shockers," as they put it. A threc-year drought clccurrcil during their

study. Before the drought, their Califbrnia poppy study area had about a thousand

plants, only 3 percent of which were orange-t)owered, the others being yellotr'. 'fhe

plants disappeared during the drought. 'fhcn, whc'n the rains returnccl. l-antlrterts

and Howe rvere tbr \orne reason surpriscd that onll'thl:c hundrccl plarlts grcw back,

as if this lact cast doubt on rnicroevolution. It u,as indeed interesting that alrttost

all of the post-drought poppies had orange tlowers. I do ntlt undcrstand horv thel'

concludc'd t'rorn this thai "no types present in 1969 have increased". indcctl, it ltloks

like they might have caught rnicroevolution in the act.

They'w'ere not satisfied, however, that evolution nright havc realll occurrecl.

1'hc change lrom prcdtiminance ol'yellow to oranBe llowcrs in thc populatiort scetttctl

to them to bc too rluick. They expected to see, if evolution is true, a ntore gradual

change fiom one ycar to the next (even if the plants all died). In anolitcr spceie's,

they noted that a certaitr phenotype "did not grudutllt' incrt(tst' tiuring thc

dr)' . . seasons" (enrphasis theirs). It did increase. but not gradualll. 'Iir tltcnl,

onlv cxtremcll' gradual changcs qualill' as evoluliott.
Funhermore. it appars that phenotypic variation in the populations \\'as recluced

during the drought.'[io I-amruerts and Howe, this *'as evidencc aglinst lrtiult,r-

evc-rlution. When they concluded that "natural sclection ducs not originutc vari-

ation, but severel.t rcstricts it" (ernphasis thcirsl. tttost evtllutionists woultl agrec,

rlicr appending the r\()rd srtntdimts. The authors elaimed that their dtttl shrtrvcd

that natural selection will "bring populations back tu r typi..al or nottttlri lirt-ttt."

but they could not say how to dehne the nortt-t. Ttt thr:nl, if valiltt.ion r"lttes tlot

lncrcJsc. cr,rlutir-rn is n()t ocLurring.

Lamnierts and Howe also indicated that. because thc putativc genetie changes
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they observed were not consistently directional. evolution was not occurring.

However, it was onhog,encsis, the mysteriilus uprvarcl-irnpelling vital tirrce of Teilhard

tle chiirclin anil Henri Bergson, that was not occurring. Meanwhile, evolution rnay

havc been doing.;ust fine. Moreover, the authors, although first admitting that ilve

years was too short a time to study even microevolution, proceed to ignore thcir

own warning and conclucle that their data discredit microcvolution.

Finally, l-anrrnerts ancl Howe lnade no eflbrt to determine the extent that their

obscrvations ntight havc- been influencecl by gcne t)ow (transport o1'pollen and seeds

into or out of their study areas).

Despite all ol these shoftcomin[s, both theoretical (in their conception of rnicro-

evolution) anil priictical (in the writing of the paper itself)' some creationists

considcr this to bc lanclrnark research. cish praised it (1975r, and the editor ol

Crcrtlion Rt.ttttrch so.lcl_y Quarttrlt' cven asked Lanitnerts to publish the results

all over again ten years later (198'l).

Conclusions

How could scientisrs rvho have r.lemonstrated their conipetence publish such awful

pieces olresearch as those I have clescribed here? I believe it is because their anti-

el,olutionary zeal gets the better of theiriudgnrent. 'l'hey seetl to grah at anything

that can be made to even slightll- agree rvrth ltlung-Earth, global-tltlod crcation-

ism, ttr to cast,lny cloubt upon el,olutron. ancl rush it into print. They rlake errors

that they wouitl ntlt nrakc under calmer circunlstances. They have not been

consistently faithtul in the slow work of scientilrc research'

When T. H. Huxlcy tliscovered that what he had thought to be Buthybius

haeckellii , the primordial organrsnt. was just calciurtt carhonutc precrpitatc-' he

rctracted his conclusicln (Gould. 1980). Whcn will the creationists adrilit that thc'y

have bcen hasty in thcrr conclusions'l It is not always thoroughness o1'data collec-

rion that creationists lack: rvitness the huge tables ol'data in the Latrlnlens and

Howe articlc antl the 807 rel'ercnces in an article by creationist John woodmorappe

(1983). Consistent laithlulncss in rttutine scientitlc research requires careful thought

about the data.

Perhaps the tuturc is brightening lbr the creationists. Students tbr origins

Research publishes a ncwspaper which is renlarkabll'free ol'the kinds ofsloppiness

tbuncl in past ),ears in Crt,nliotr Researt'h so.lrt,r' Quarttrl\'(schadewald ancl

Patters()n. 198-5). And cvcn the latter publication tray be improving l hope the

creati()nists acccpr rhis criticlue as a challcnge to inrprc'rve their work. I1'thcy \\3nt

the respect of the scientillc wttrlr-l-cven rf there is no hope that they' can obtarn

our agreenrcnt--then they must be "laithlul in the little things "

i

i
I

I
I



14 - Cxurtox/Etotuuot XXY

References

Clark,M.E.,andVoss'H.D.1980-'.CornputerSimulutionofLarge-Sca|eWalc.MotionsAss<).
ciarcd with the Cenesis Flood." Crcatiort Researcl Socitrt' Quurrerl1. ll:28-40 

.

Eiseley, Loren C' 1959. 
,.Charles Dirrwtn, Edwaril Bly'th, antl the Thetlry tlf Natural Se}ection.''

Proceerlings of the American Philosophicul Soclery l03:94-11'l'

Geisler, Norman L., and Antlerson, J. KeiUy. 1987. Origin St'iente. A Proposul fitr the CruLttiutt-

Science ControtarslL Crand Rapids, tr{l: Baker Book Housc'

Gilkey, Langdon. 1983...'Creati.lnisnr: The Roots of the Contlict..' In Roland M. Frye, /.i 6orl

i Crrrionist? 71rc Rtligious Case Against Cretttion'Scit:ntt" New Vrrk: Scribncrs'

Gish, Duane T. 1975. 'A Decade of Creationist Rescarch." Crt'uriut llesartrth Sotiett Quarterlt'

12:31-46.
GouiJ, Srephen Jay. lgg0. .,Bathybius antl Eozoon." ln Tht pantla's 77rrrnb, New \brk: w. w.

Norton.
Hitt, Jiick. 1987. C reutioni Evolur ion N ewslette r' 7 :5:16-18'

Howe, George F' 1968. 
..Seed Germination, Sea Water, arrtl Plant Survival irr the Creat lrlotld,',

Crearioi fuseurch Sotiet1 Quarterl-rr 5:105-ll2'

Hyers, conrad. lg8l. ..Biblieal iiteralism: Const.cring rhc Cosrnic Dancc." In R.land M. F-rye,

Is God u Creauonisr'l ii n"atigiout Case Againsl Crtttti()^-S{:i(.nce, New \brk: Scribners'

---. 1984. The Meaning t'f Creaiittn: Genesis aru| Motlern Scien'e Atlantl' GA: John Knox'

Lack, David. t957. Evoluiioinrl, Theon- and christian Belief London: Methuen.

Lanrnterts, Walter E. 19u4. ..piant Suicessirtn Stutlies in Relation to Microcvolution and the

Extinction of Species." Creation Reseurch Stttiet'' Quunerl'y' 2l:104 108'

[-ammer1s. Walter 8,, and uowe, Ge.lrge F' 1974. 
..Plant Succession Studies rn Rclation to Micro-

euolution." Creation Re se ttrch Sot'i e 4' Quarte r/-r': l0:208-228'

Marshall, D. R. , and Jain, S. i- f96A. -pt 
"nitypic 

P-lasticit y of Avena Furuu and Avena Barbata"

Ame ri c an N aturali st. 107: 451 -467'
Moore,RobertA.lgS3...ThelmpossibleVoyageofNoah,sArk.,,Creution/El,olulionXl.
Peacocie, A(hur R. 1979. Creutlon and rtte Wirld tf Stience Oxtbrd: Clarendon Press'

Ramnr,Bemard.lg5l.TheChristianViewofscienceutulscripturt.GrandRrprds,Ml:Eerdmans.
S;iitbrty, Frank B. 19'16. yhe Creation Salt Lake City' UT: Desert Book Company'

Schade*ald, Roben J., and panenon, John w. 1985. "oni cheer tirr Stude.Ls lbr origins Research"

Creation/ Evolution Newsleue r. 5 :l:1'l'
Scott,EugenieC',anrtCote'Hen.yr.rots...TheElusiveScientificBasisofCreation.Science.,',

Quarterll' Review of Bioktgy. 60:21-30'

Smiti, e. Norbert. 19?i. ..Cr;ding ancl Asexual Reproducrion of the Plantrria Dul4esiu Doroto-

cephula." Creat iott Research Sor: iety Quarte r/v l0: l-10'
___. lg7g.,.Marine r-ire ana the Ftooa;, creaiton Reseanh srtt'ictt, Quarterl1: 15:179-ltt3.

Vawter, Bruce. 1983. "Creatr,onir,I.t, C'"otiut Misusc of the Brble" ln Rtrland M' Frye' /s 6ozl

aCreationist?TheReligiousCaseAgainstCreatiitn-Scienct"NewYork:Scribners
Wilken, D. lg1. .,1-ncal Difdrentiation for"Phenoryprc Plasticity in the Annual Collomia l)neuris;'

Sls te nnt i c Botary'. 2 :99 - 108.
,*,oo<lmorappe, John. 191 3. 'A Diluviological 'Iieatise on the Stratigraphic Separation of Fossils "

C reut i t; n Re s e arch So c i e t t- {)uart e r/,lr 20 : ll'l..185'
young, Davis A. lgg2. ,.Generii, Neither More Nor Less." Erernity. (Mnyi, pp. 14-21.


