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1.  Inherit the Wind  

I finally watched the movie, Inherit the Wind, the other day.  I 

wanted to watch it because it was a major contributor to the 

renewed push for Darwinism in public schools in the late 1950s 

and early 1960s.1  I have to admit up front that in watching it, I 

was as nearly bored by it as I was when I first took it upon 

myself to read an Ayn Rand novel―the kind with wooden and 

                                                             
1
 Marvin Olasky & John Perry, Monkey Business, Nashville, Tennessee, 

Broadman & Holman Publ, 2005,  pp. 130-31ff. 

empty characters, mere mouthpieces for the author‟s 

philosophies and prejudices.  It was dreadful. 

The movie pretends to be an account of the Scopes Trial, and it 

does bear a superficial resemblance to it.  The main characters 

show up.  There is a court room.  There is a beginning, middle, 

and an end to the story.  People say things.  I think that on the 

whole the movie resembled the Scopes Trial about as much, to 

quote Josh Billings, lightning resembles a lightning bug. 

Supposedly, what the film is really about is Joe McCarthy, but 

it has no more to do with McCarthy than with . . . well . . . with 

whatever things have no more to do with. 

I was mainly struck by some of the actors:  There was Dick 

York playing John Scopes.  You may remember him as the first 

Darrin from Bewitched.  The judge was played by Harry 

Morgan, Colonel Potter from M*A*S*H.  Morgan should 

receive an award for longevity; he‟s been around as long as I 

can remember.  I also recognized Claude Akins, a familiar 

character actor on TV and film throughout the years.  He 

played the town preacher who suffered from some Freudian 

malady or other.  And then there was the radio guy at the end 

of the movie, played by Norman Fell.  Fell played Mr. Roper 

of Three’s Company, and would always adopt a knowing grin 

whenever he suspected gay behavior afoot. 

All the names of the characters are different in the movie from 

those who attended the Scopes Trial, but the movie characters 

are easily recognizable as their Scopes‟ counterparts.  In the 

movie, William Jennings Bryan goes under the name of 
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Matthew Harrison Brady, while John Scopes goes under the 

name of Bertram T. Cates.  Clarence Darrow and H. L. 

Mencken show up respectively as Henry Drummond and E. K. 

Hornbeck. 

In the movie, the defenders of Darwinism are portrayed as 

deep, literate, concerned, nuanced, urban, sophisticated, and a 

little sassy.  On the other hand, the opponents of evolution are 

portrayed as emotionally troubled, dark, bullying, judgmental, 

ignorant, over-eating bumpkins.  They are seen mainly as 

sanctimonious religious zealots, deranged yokels who march 

and sing hymns, or as hypocrites who make a show of religion 

while lining their own pockets.  In short, they are nearly as bad 

as used car salesmen, pushy retailers on Mexican beaches, or 

annoying sports mascots who pretend to be mammals during 

half-time. 

Even when Brady (i.e., Bryan or McCarthy) is shown having a 

humane moment―protecting the preacher‟s daughter from her 

father‟s fanaticism―it‟s only for the larger, underhanded 

purpose of using her to implicate her boyfriend Cates.  Brady is 

not allowed to have any real humanity in this movie.  

The movie adopted the “Mencken-Darrow” viewpoint, that the 

trial was a contest of religion versus science.  One would think 

the writers would take pains to present such a cliché in a new 

and interesting way.  It was not to be.  I am reminded of 

director James Cameron, who has taken it upon himself 

nowadays to fill his movies with every Hollywood cliché that 

has ever been tried out on a suffering public.  One can never 

accuse Cameron of dabbling in originality, and similarly no 

one can lay that charge to Inherit the Wind. 

It appears that Stanley Kramer, the director of Inherit the Wind, 

must have gone to the same directing school as Cameron did, 

as this film never met a cliché it didn‟t like.  Ironically, given 

the anti-McCarthy bent of the film, a few years earlier Kramer 

had tried to force his partner out of their company when the 

partner was called before the House Un-American Activities 

Committee. 

Of the actual play, constitutional scholar Gerald Gunther 

walked out in disgust: “I ended up actually sympathizing with 

Bryan,” Gunther said, “even though I was and continue to be 

opposed to his ideas in the case. . . .” 

Time magazine said: “The script wildly and unjustly caricatures 

the fundamentalists as vicious and narrow-minded hypocrites . 

. . [and] just as wildly and unjustly idealizes their opponents, as 

personified by Darrow.”2 

Brendan Gill of the New Yorker wrote: “The picture, like the 

play from which it was taken, tries to be two radically different 

things at once and, of course, succeeds in being neither. . . . 

[E]very effort is made to hold our interest by acts of 

melodramatic license that flagrantly alter the nature of those 

events and personages.  From one moment to the next, we can 

never be sure whether we are in history or out of it. . . . Was 
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Bryan a Brady?  Was Darrow a Drummond?  For that matter, 

was H. L. Mencken really anything like the tiresomely brash, 

cheesy-epigram-uttering newspaperman called, in the picture, 

E. K. Hornbeck?  Dear Lord, I hope not.”3 

In 1997, Roman Catholic scholar Carol Iannone, who knows a 

thing or two about being persecuted by the intolerant crazies 

inhabiting the Modern Language Association, said, “While it 

stands nominally for tolerance, latitude, and freedom of 

thought, the play is full of the self-righteous certainty that it 

deplores in the fundamentalist camp. . . . The truth is not that 

Bryan was wrong about the dangers of the philosophical 

materialism that Darwin presupposed but that he was right, not 

that he was a once great man disfigured by fear of the future 

but that he was one of the few to see where a future devoid of 

the transcendent would lead.”4  

Like James Cameron‟s movie Titanic, the movie Inherit the 

Wind only becomes interesting when the ship starts to sink.  In 

the movie, the court drama is presented as a disaster for Brady, 

and he spends the greater part of the trial taking on water in the 

lower decks and fetching up at the bottom when the movie is 

over.  He is fathom by fathom reduced by the suave and oh-so-

reasonable Drummond to a mere loud-mouthed, Scripture-

quoting, shipwreck of a babbler.  Eventually, the people who 

had supported him at the beginning abandoned him at the end.  
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 Olasky & Perry, p. 135; quoting Gill. 
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 Olasky & Perry, pp. 137-38; quoting Iannone writing in First Things, 

February, 1997, pp. 28-33. 

Finally, as Brady attempted to give his last speech, the movie 

gave him a decisive, humiliating, Hollywood send-off by 

having him die in mid-harangue.  Thus, in the eyes of 

Hollywood and the movie-going public, the great Commoner, 

scourge of Darwinism and defender of creation, went down 

with his anti-evolutionist ship and could not be located for 

many years thereafter. 

2.  The Trial of Several Days 

I have to admit that while Darwinists may have lost the legal 

case at the Scopes Trial, they did win the hearts and so-called 

minds of the intellectual classes and urban sophisticates.  The 

way in which the conflict between Darwinism and Christianity 

has been played out ever since has been to portray Darwinism 

as the place you want to move to in order to be seen as rational, 

sophisticated, and upscale. 

On the other hand, opponents of Darwinism are always derided 

as “fundamentalists.”  They are portrayed as people who live in 

the bad neighborhoods of irrationality, and who wear all the 

wrong intellectual clothes, and shouldn‟t be allowed into the 

scientific clubs either, except maybe as “the help.”  

In other words, the popular view is that the Scopes Trial was 

about science verses religion, and that Bryan‟s type of religion 

was forever buried by the forces of reason and enlightenment.  

Against this view, even arch-Darwinist Stephen Jay Gould 

complained that the popular interpretation led to a false sense 
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of security among evolutionists.5  He said that Darwinism had 

actually been defeated in an important sense, in that high 

school textbook writers, out of fearfulness, no longer 

emphasized the teaching of evolution.  In addition, 

evolutionists were asleep at the wheel and weren‟t prepared for 

the resurgence of creationism in modern times. 

In my opinion, the popular interpretation did not serve 

Darwinists very well when they debated scientists such as 

Henry Morris and Duane Gish during the 1970s and 1980s.  

(Nor does it help them in debating the Intelligent Design 

proponents of today.)  I remember listening to tapes long ago 

of Gish & Morris debating with evolutionists who often came 

to the debates woefully unprepared.  Because the evolutionists 

had bought into the popular view, they spent most of their time 

talking about religion or the Bible, while the creationists 

“moved against their works,” eviscerating Darwinism on 

scientific grounds. 

It may be one thing for a Darwinist to debate a preacher or a 

lawyer, but it is quite another to debate geologists, 

hydrologists, biochemists, or geneticists who disagree with 

Darwinism.  Lord knows what would happen to the Darwinists 

if they debated more formidable opponents―accountants, for 

instance―who, at the least, would require them to balance all 

their intellectual accounts.  It would not be a pretty sight.  

But in the 1920s, the “Mencken-Darrow” template was in full 

flower:  “There is no rival hypothesis to evolution,” proclaimed 
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Horatio Newman, oblivious to irony, “except the out-worn and 

completely refuted one of special creation, now retained only 

by the ignorant, dogmatic, and the prejudiced.”6 

Clarence Darrow showed similar ignorance, dogmatism, and 

prejudice when he asserted, “[M]en of science and learning . . . 

expect first to show what evolution is and secondly that any 

interpretation of the Bible that intelligent men could possibly 

make is not in conflict with any story of creation, while the 

Bible, in many ways, is in conflict with every known science, 

and there isn‟t a human being on earth believes it literally.”7 

Of course, the press was biased against Bryan from the start.  

That is the way it has always been with the press.  If the press 

had seen God create the earth in six days and rest on the 

seventh, they would have complained He set a poor example 

for Labor by not creating in one day and resting the other six.  

You never saw such an ornery bunch. 

The press swallowed the Mencken-Darrow pill and saw the 

Scopes case not as about the right of the people to control the 

content of tax-supported education (Bryan‟s position), but 

about making truth illegal.  They saw a win for Bryan as a loss 

for civilization.  According to Larson, “Based on a later study 

of editorial and news articles from the period, the journalism 

professor Edward Caudill agreed: „The press was biased in 

                                                             
6
 Olasky & Perry, p. 123, quoting Newman, Outlines of General Zoology, 

1924, p. 407. 
7
 Olasky & Perry, p. 97. 
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favor of Darrow,‟ but mostly due to its insensitivity to faith-

based arguments rather than to intentional advocacy.”8 

Historian R. M. Cornelius said: “A review of the trial press 

coverage reveals that the typical newsman had both an ear for a 

good story and a mouth hungry for Bryan's blood.” 

One reporter, who did not attend the trial, said: “I don't have to 

know what's going on; I know what my paper wants me to 

write.”9   

Many people spend all their lives wanting to know what their 

purpose is in life.  I am satisfied that these reporters found their 

own true calling―before the years of their lives were 

spent―to make asses of themselves for all the world to see, 

and to get paid for it as part of their contract.  

 

3.  Henry Louis Mencken 

During the trial, Bryan‟s bête noire was H. L. Mencken, the 

Baltimore writer.  His hatred of Bryan goes beyond the usual 

hostility of an urban sophisticate toward rural hayseeds, 

beyond even that of a Darwinist for a despised creationist.  I 

personally think it approached the point of a psychological 

obsession―and here I am tempted to call it by its technical 

term, the Hee-Haw syndrome―and it colored everything 

Mencken wrote in regards to Bryan. 
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 Carol Iannone, First Things, February, 1997, pp. 28-33; quoting Cornelius 

and the reporter. 

In one sense, Mencken could be dismissed as an old 

curmudgeon lashing out at annoying features of everyday life, 

but in another sense, he was really an ideologue.  His ideology 

was that of Nietzsche‟s Übermensch.  I think Mencken was 

fixated on the superior man, the ultra-aristocrat, the superman.  

Since I was not around at the time, he must have had someone 

else in mind―hard as that might be to believe, I know―and it 

was likely none other than H. L. Mencken himself.  

Was Mencken‟s hatred of ruralism, of democracy, of 

Americanism, and of religion, the product of snobbery?  If it 

was, it‟s hard to tell if his snobbery arrived first on the scene 

and was followed by Nietzschean elitism as a by-product, or if 

his Nietzschean elitism got there first, and then snobbery 

tagged along after. 

One can always find a few things to like about Mencken―his 

libertarian impulses, his criticisms of chiropractic, Christian 

Science, and quackery in general―but Mencken could be 

hypocritical, too.  A year before the Scopes trial, here is what 

he had to say about public education:  “The erroneous 

assumption is to the effect that the aim of public education is to 

fill the young of the species with knowledge and awaken their 

intelligence. . . . Nothing could be further from the truth.  The 

aim of public education is not to spread enlightenment at all; it 

is simply to reduce as many individuals as possible to the same 

safe level, to breed and train a standardized citizenry, to put 

down dissent and originality.  That is its aim in the United 
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States, whatever the pretensions of politicians, pedagogues and 

other such mountebanks, and that is its aim everywhere else.”10 

So here he expresses his contempt for the concept of public 

schooling, but instead of attacking the very idea of government 

schooling during the Scopes Trial as contrary to freedom, he 

simply attacked the religious views of those who did not want 

their tax dollars going to support Darwinism in public schools.  

We will discuss the subject of government schools a bit later, 

but right now I‟m pretty disgusted with Mencken‟s 

premeditated cowardice in not addressing the real issue at the 

Scopes Trial―whether the government should even be 

involved with education in the first place. 

Mencken had the tendency to reduce original sin and the 

hardness of the human heart to little more than human 

ignorance or buffoonery.  In a way he was somewhat like 

Bryan in that regard, for the great Commoner preached a naive 

optimism about man, saw no original sin, or at least nothing 

that couldn‟t be healed by a good dosage of social work.  

Neither he nor Mencken had any real feeling, as it were, for the 

shadows in the heart of man.  Speaking of Mencken, Terry 

Teachout wrote: 

“[Mencken] misunderstood Adolf Hitler as completely as he had 

misinterpreted Nietzsche and Conrad, and for much the same reason: He 

had no feeling for the darkness in the heart of man.  He looked at evil and 

saw ignorance.  To him Hitler was Babbitt run amok, and he thought it 
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 H. L. Mencken, The American Mercury, April, 1924. 

inconceivable that such a buffoon could long pull the wool over the eyes of 

the most civilized people on earth [the Germans].” 
11

  

Prior to his stroke in 1948, Mencken had covered the Democrat 

convention, but his days as an influential thinker and writer had 

long since passed.   It must have seemed poetic justice to his 

enemies that after his stroke, Mencken could no longer read or 

write much.  Death comes to us all, even those who would be 

supermen, and in 1956 Mencken proved to be no exception.  

As one editorialist wrote upon his death: “Henry L. Mencken is 

gone the way of all grass. . . . In his final years he was a 

shriveled old man, and if unbeknownst to himself he possessed 

a soul, it was shriveled too.”12 

For many years, the conservative editorialist R. Emmett 

Tyrrell, Jr. imitated the Mencken style.  The first sentence of 

his book Public Nuisances is pure Mencken: “The America of 

the first few decades of this century I have always beheld with 

horror.  The Christian wowser, the prehensile husbandman, the 

small-town boomer sickened me.”13 

Not content with trashing Christians, farmers, and rural 

boosters in Menckenesque fashion, Tyrrell took aim at Bryan: 

“When I read of the life of William Jennings Bryan, I was glad 

that the intolerant and mischievous old ranter had died, and I 

rejoiced when I read of how ignominiously he had passed on.”  
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 Terry Teachout, The Skeptic: A Life of H. L. Mencken, 2002, p. 266. 
12

 Teachout, p. 333; quoting an unnamed editor.  
13

 R. E. Tyrrell, Public Nuisances, New York: Basic Books, 1979, p. 3. 
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We will see that Bryan was by no means intolerant, nor was he 

a ranter, nor was his death an ignominious defeat―in fact it 

was just the opposite.  I suspect Tyrrell, like many others 

before him and after, got his information about Bryan from 

Mencken, or perhaps even from Inherit the Wind. 

Several years later, because of the publication of Teachout‟s 

biography of Mencken, Tyrrell lost his early admiration for the 

Baltimore sageling.  In response to the critic Yardley, he said, 

“In The American Spectator I reviewed a couple of convincing 

biographies of „the Sage‟ and concluded that he was a very 

amusing, albeit wrong-headed, writer of brilliant prose, who by 

the 1930s „had become an anti-Semite, a racist, and a 

reactionary crank.‟”14  

“In those days [1930s & 1940s],” continued Tyrrell, “he was 

largely out of the public eye.  He attended to his great study of 

the American language and to notes and memoirs that did not 

come out until after his death, in some cases not until the 1980s 

and 1990s.  The writings reveal an angry, often confused, bigot 

and crank.” 

Referring to the same problem noted by Teachout above, 

Tyrrell says, “Mencken was incapable of perceiving the evil 

that stalks the world.  The Sage, writes Teachout, „had no 

feeling for the darkness in the heart of man. He looked at evil 

and saw ignorance. To him Hitler was Babbitt run amok….‟” 
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 R. E. Tyrrell, American Spectator, online edition, April 4, 2009. 

“I agree with Yardley,” concluded Tyrrell.  “I am no 

Mencken.” 

4.  Mencken vs. Dayton 

The Scopes trial took place in Dayton, Tennessee, which is 

about 38 miles northeast of Chattanooga.  Dayton was a small, 

economically depressed town that desperately needed a boost.  

It had grown up in the heyday of railroad expansion, and had 

built a blast furnace and a courthouse. 

Eventually the blast furnace would shut down and let the 

courthouse take over the job of smelting the citizens―which it 

did during the Scopes trial.  That‟s because the summer of 

1925 was intolerably hot.  The sun, curious about the 

proceedings, had come down to have a look and got too close.  

Now, everyone likes it when the sun comes to visit once a day, 

but they don‟t like it much when it mixes too freely and forgets 

what color it is, and that there are rules against that sort of 

associating. 

The town had lost almost half its population by the 1920s and 

an enterprising group of Daytonians met at Robinson‟s Drug 

Store to see what they could do to drum up business.  They hit 

upon the idea of hosting an evolution-creation trial.  The idea 

was suggested by a local Darwinist who knew the town leaders 

wanted to bring publicity to Dayton.  The ACLU, itching for a 

test case to challenge anti-evolution laws, saw its chance and 

accepted the town‟s offer to defend the evil malefactor who 

would violate such a law. 
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The devious Scopes conspirators found a teacher, John T. 

Scopes, who was willing to be prosecuted.  He had not actually 

violated the law, but the conspirators found some students who 

could be coached into testifying they had heard Scopes‟ 

teaching something or other about Darwin‟s theory.15   And the 

so-called Trial of the Century was off. 

For Mencken, Dayton represented everything he hated about 

America.  It was a small, dusty, rural, largely forgotten farming 

community, and far from the centers of urbanity, 

sophistication, and power.  It also seemed altogether more 

religious than Mencken liked.  Nevertheless, he accused 

Dayton of “antinomianism” because of incidents of “necking,” 

of half empty churches, of bad liquor, and of the occasional 

wink for a pretty girl. 

He spoke of “sweating theologians” in Dayton―though there 

were probably as many, if not more, sweating journalist in 

Dayton than theologians―especially if they were drinking the 

bad liquor. 

Mencken related a story of meeting a woman reporter from 

Chattanooga who claimed that everyone in those parts was 

“epicurean and sinful.”   The reporter told of a shy country girl 

who came to town one day and was afraid of going into the 

drug store and believed herself surrounded by temptations.  “In 

every village lout she saw a potential white-slaver,” said 

Mencken. 

                                                             
15

 Larson, pp. 89ff. 

The newspaper women offered to buy the girl some Coca-Cola.  

“The invitation,” said Mencken, “brought forth only a gurgle of 

terror.  Coca-Cola, it quickly appeared, was prohibited by the 

country lady‟s pastor. . . . He also prohibited coffee and 

tea―and pies!  He had his doubts about white bread and 

boughten meat.” 

Mencken failed to point out that in its early days Coca-Cola 

contained the addictive drug cocaine.  In Mencken‟s view, 

preachers and reformers only opposed a harmless drink for no 

reason, or simply because they were backward, ignorant 

prudes.  I suppose things really do go better with cocaine in the 

view of some social critics. 

Apparently, ice cream was acceptable, so the reporter went in 

to buy some ice cream for the girl and upon returning saw the 

girl running away down the street.  The moral?  Well, I‟m not 

sure.  Apparently, Mencken wanted us to generalize from a shy 

country girl who is afraid of Coca-Cola and strangers to . . .  to 

what?  Or to whom?  William Jennings Bryan? 

How does an anecdote about a shy, country girl become a 

scientific survey of the majority of Daytonians?  Or was 

Mencken claiming that because the trial was being held in 

Dayton, the majority of Daytonians were shy, superstitious, 

and afraid of women reporters bringing ice-cream? 

He sheds a little light on his parable.  The reporter claimed the 

Dayton jury would be made up of Holy Rollers with some 

token “Dayton sophisticates.”  She offered to take Mencken up 

to one of these Holy Roller meetings which was held in the 
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hills around the town.  The Holy Rollers were apparently as 

shy as the country girl for “at the first sight of a strange face 

they would adjourn their orgy and slink into the forest.” 

There follows a description of a Holy Roller camp meeting.  

The peculiarities of such a service contain the origins of what 

we see today as charismatic or Pentecostal worship.  There are 

the usual physical contortions, the speaking in gibberish, the 

inane repetitions.  It would be the sort of thing we would see 

today at a political rally.  Mencken describes it in all its gory 

detail, and Simon Suggs couldn‟t have done better.16 

After growing tired of the entertainment Mencken and the 

reporter went back to Dayton and saw that everyone was still 

up after dark and that “the whole town was still gathered in the 

courthouse yard, listening to the disputes of theologians.”  

Among them were a few odd-balls and hucksters, and William 

Jennings Bryan in the mix, and he was “followed everywhere 

by a gaping crowd.”  

But the “note of devotion wasn‟t there,” said Mencken.  

Instead, “the Daytonians, after listening a while, would slip 

away to Robinson‟s drug-store to regale themselves with Coca-

Cola. . . . The real religion was not present.  It began at the 

bridge over the town creek, where the road makes off for the 

hills.” 

Mencken wanted us to believe that the real religion of Dayton 

was of the Holy Roller variety.  He was told this by the 
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Chattanooga reporter, after all, and saw it with his own eyes, 

too.  True, he had looked in on some modernist churches in the 

town―the “half-empty” ones presumably―but he did not 

write about their orgies. 

After Bryan‟s death, Mencken provided a memorial salute to 

Bryan, with cannon.17  He also did not forget to toss grenades 

in among the townsfolk of Dayton.  He referred to them as, 

among other things, Homo neanderthalensis, apparently 

unaware that the brain capacity of Neanderthal man was 

greater than that of modern man, including Mencken I believe. 

In this town, says Mencken, the wives drank Peruna, a patent 

medicine with high alcohol content to escape Prohibition.  He 

also says the wives were as fertile as shad, a species of fish that 

spawns abundantly in fresh water rivers.  Baptist pastors 

dominated the area, damming up all the brooks with their 

unpresbyterian baptismal practices.  These are people who are 

“out there between the corn-rows.”  Furthermore, Dayton is a 

“one-horse Tennessee village.” 

Among the Daytonians, Bryan “felt at home in such simple and 

Christian scenes.”  These were “people who sweated freely,” 

who were “not debauched by the refinements of toilet.”  They 

were “gaping primates,” “simian gabble,” “yokels,”  

inhabitants of a “humorless South,” “rustic ignoramuses,” 

“anthropoid rabble,” “hinds at Dayton,” “rustic lawyers,” 

“yahoos,” and a “forlorn mob of imbeciles.” 
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I can‟t be entirely sure, and it is after all a mere matter of 

educated speculation and nothing more than that―but it occurs 

to me that Mencken did not like the people of Dayton.  I 

believe Mencken should have been more forthcoming about it, 

as no one wants to spend time deciphering his views on the 

matter. 

5.  Mencken vs. Bryan 

Mencken was not content to compliment Dayton or its people, 

but also wanted to advertise and admire William J. Bryan‟s 

most endearing qualities.  He tells us that Bryan was a 

charlatan, a mountebank, a zany without dignity, a peasant, a 

Fundamentalist Pope, motivated by hatred of city men―his 

only goal, feeding his ambition.18 

Bryan was “an old man,” with an “unpleasant manginess about 

his appearance,”  “dirty” though oddly enough “carefully 

shaven” and “clad in immaculate linen.”  Nevertheless, he 

wore a “preposterous country shirt,” held to a “childish 

theology,” had a “hatred of all learning,” of “all human 

dignity,” of “all beauty, all fine and noble things,” believing in 

“imbecilities.” 

Bryan‟s voice, said Mencken, had the “trick of inflaming half-

wits”; he “writhed and tossed” under Darrow‟s questioning; he 

liked getting up “to the tune of cocks crowing on the dunghill”; 

and he was familiar with “rustic backways.”  Bryan “knew 

every country town” where “dust would choke the roads.” 
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Mencken claimed that Bryan was amiable at first but once the 

court was in session “his face became hard.”  He became a 

“walking fever,” was “bitter,”  “malicious,” “sweating 

horribly.”  His eyes were “blazing points of hatred,” and “all 

sense departed from him”; he was “like a dog with rabies,” and 

“descended to demagogy.” 

After reading all of these pleasantries from Mencken, it may 

come as a surprise that Mencken actually agreed with Bryan‟s 

argument.  “I had printed in the Nation,” said Mencken “an 

article arguing that the Tennessee anti-evolution law, whatever 

its wisdom, was at least constitutional―that the yahoos of the 

State had a clear right to have their progeny taught whatever 

they chose, and kept secure from whatever knowledge violated 

their superstitions.” 

Here we have a man who was so profligate with his insults, 

having no regard at all for the off-years of scarcity and want, 

that he squandered most of them on a man with whom he did 

not even disagree.  A most improvident man, this Mencken. 

It‟s hard not to chuckle at Mencken‟s complaint that Bryan was 

amiable at first but later looked at him with eyes full of hatred.  

After all, Mencken admits he said some nasty things about 

Bryan while the trial was in session, “for my reports of the trial 

had come back to Dayton, and he had read them.”  

I suppose Bryan could say he tried very hard to be Christ-like 

by not responding to fools according to their folly, but it‟s 

understandable that an occasional glance at Mencken could not 
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hide the unholy desire in his mind to sock the bilious writer in 

the nose. 

Mencken made much of Bryan‟s denial that man was a 

mammal.  He said this was Bryan‟s way of committing suicide, 

as he “staggered” from the “rustic” court.  However, everyone 

“staggered” out of the courthouse that summer on account of 

the excessive heat, so it would be no surprise if Bryan did too.  

In addition, during Darrow‟s questioning of Bryan, the 

transcript does not show Bryan writhing or tossing under the 

famed lawyer‟s questioning.  No, Bryan gave as good as he 

got, firing off humorous jabs that got laughs from the crowd.  

Bryan actually knew more about the theory of evolution than 

Darrow, for unlike Darrow, he had actually read through 

Darwin‟s Origin of Species. 

Darrow, instead of discussing the so-called evidence for 

evolution, spent much of his time trying to trip up Bryan over 

the Bible.  I have to say that Bryan‟s knowledge of the Bible 

was about as reliable as his economics.  In reality, the Bible 

was for him little more than a source book for social gospel 

platitudes, so it‟s not surprising that Darrow could catch Bryan 

out on the fact that he was not a biblical scholar. 

Referring to Bryan, Mencken said:  “This old buzzard, having 

failed to raise the mob against its rulers, now prepares to raise 

it against its teachers.  He can never be the peasants' President, 

but there is still a chance to be the peasants' Pope.  He leads a 

new crusade, his bald head glistening, his face streaming with 

sweat, his chest heaving beneath his rumpled alpaca coat.” 

Mencken continued, “One somehow pities him, despite his so 

palpable imbecilities.  It is a tragedy, indeed, to begin life as a 

hero and to end it as a buffoon.  But let no one, laughing at 

him, underestimate the magic that lies in his black, malignant 

eye, his frayed but still eloquent voice.  He can shake and 

inflame these poor ignoramuses as no other man among us can 

shake and inflame them, and he is desperately eager to order 

the charge.” 

Thus the three-time presidential candidate, the former U.S. 

Secretary of State, and the veritable father of Progressivism, 

had to endure the slings and arrows of an outraged Baltimore 

bigot. 

We will see later that evolutionary theory at the time was 

heavily infected with Social Darwinism, and this is the sort of 

thing Bryan was objecting to.  He did not even deny the 

possibility that life evolved, only that man was no different on 

the scale of being from other animals.  Bryan objected to 

putting man in the same category as “thirty-four hundred and 

ninety-nine other mammals—including elephants!”  He 

objected to Darwin‟s tracing of man back to old world 

monkeys.  “Not even from American monkeys,” said Bryan in 

a lackluster witticism, “but from Old World monkeys.” 

The way I look at it, Mencken and others may have hooted 

about Bryan‟s denial that man was a mammal, but it‟s because 

they either lacked the intellectual capacity, or the 

hermeneutical charity, to make a simple logical distinction 

between a word and a concept.  Bryan was not ignorant about 
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what a mammal was and he was certainly not quibbling over 

the mere word “mammal.”  He was objecting to the concept of 

man as continuous with the animal creation, that is to say, not 

created in the image of God.  In other words, as with Lyell 

before him, Bryan wanted to stress the uniqueness of man vis-

à-vis the animal creation. 

The Chicago Tribune weighed in with a summary of Bryan‟s 

main concern: “Hands off one thing and one thing alone, the 

divine creation of man, the human being with a soul.  You may 

not teach that the Piltdown man reveals any relationship to the 

anthropoid ape.”19  But Darrow would have none of it.  To 

Bryan he said: “You insult every man of science and learning 

in the world because he does not believe in your fool 

religion.”20   

Here is the essential point.  The Darwinian theory entails that 

I―I mean that man is not the refined and noble creature that 

has been vouchsafed to the world to act as its lord.  It is to 

assert that I am not―that man is not of lordly stock, and to 

affirm instead that man descended from an ape or an ape-like 

ancestor, and to regard man as having begun his life as little 

more than an ugly, ferocious, unthinking brute―and that 

would . . . well, it would explain a lot. 

However, no matter how plausible the theory might sound, and 

howsoever it might explain the peculiarities of character in 
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certain individuals of my acquaintance, the one thing that is 

still lacking is real evidence. 

I suppose we could reject Bryan‟s “fool religion” and teach in 

its place that Piltdown Man proves man is related to anthropoid 

apes.  I suppose we could do that.  It is not that difficult.  I once 

thought I could sing, and I sang for everyone who would listen.  

I sang for the dog.  I should not have done that, for the dog 

barked at me and advised me in its own way that “Jericho had 

already fallen.”  I did not appreciate it at the time, but it was 

right of the dog to put me in my place.  He did not want me to 

add any more to the general destruction. 

So yes we could replace Bryan's fool religion with Piltdown 

man, but there are just some things that won‟t stand up, no 

matter how much you pour the bottom or plaster and caulk up 

the structure.  Neither Darrow nor the Chicago Tribune writer 

understood that.  Nevertheless, if they could not find a dog to 

enlighten them, they should have followed Balaam‟s example 

and taken instruction from an ass.  But they could not find one.  

He was too busy decorating the Baltimore Sun with his 

broadsides against Bryan. 

6.  The Great Commonplacer 

Given my own background as a conservative or semi-

libertarian in economics and politics, I‟m not happy defending 

W. J. Bryan.  He, after all, played a large role in moving the 

old Democrat party of the late nineteenth century over to the 

left of the political spectrum.  He helped popularize the 
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practice of demonizing capitalism in America, and even 

became a folk hero of Labor after his death. 

“This popular reaction,” says Larson, “was captured in a 

country music ballad, „Death of William Jennings Bryan,‟ 

recorded only a week after the event; successive stanzas 

praised the Commoner for battling capitalists and helping 

workers. . . .”21 

Bryan loved to demonize capitalists, trusts, and monopolies, 

but like all Progressives he had a profoundly naïve faith in the 

goodness of the state.  The political policy of “smashing the 

money men” would require a large, intrusive state, but did 

Bryan ever think about the dangers of totalitarian government?  

Should one lose one‟s faith in big business only to replace it 

with a naive faith in big government? 

He saw the state as the white knight that could do battle with 

the forces of capitalist wickedness: “Reform took two forms 

for Bryan,” says Larson, “personal reform through individual 

religious faith and public reform through majoritarian 

governmental action.”22 

Bryan supported “government ownership of railroads, 

telephones, and the telegraph.”23  He supported Prohibition not 

just out of a sense of moral concern but because it was also a 
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way to do battle with capitalists―the liquor interests.24  He 

opposed American entry into World War I, not just out of a 

concern for peace, but because he believed in a left-wing 

conspiracy theory that American entry was promoted by 

capitalists who profited from war.25 

Ironically enough, the anti-McCarthy Inherit the Wind crowd 

think Bryan was a mere moral celebrity―sort of like me―but 

in reality he was also the very type of leftist that the Wind 

writers believe McCarthy would have denounced. 

Not surprisingly, statists have rediscovered Bryan in recent 

years, especially after the “politics of meaning” humbug 

became so fashionable among leftists during the Clinton years.  

One of Bryan‟s liberal biographers said: “I wrote this book, in 

part, to gain a measure of respect for Bryan and his people. . . . 

Bryan was the first leader of a major party to argue for 

permanently expanding the power of the federal government to 

serve the welfare of ordinary Americans from the working and 

middle classes.”26 

In addition, Bryan “did more than any other man . . . to 

transform his party from a bulwark of laissez-faire into the 

citadel of liberalism we identify with Franklin D. Roosevelt 

and his ideological descendants.”27 
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Unfortunately, the attempt to rehabilitate Bryan as a “creative 

forerunner” of modern liberalism runs up against the usual 

problem of seeking heroes from pre-1960s America.  Bryan 

was a supporter of Jim Crow.28 

Bryan was also a supporter of “free silver,” which means he 

was an inflationist.  In the nineteenth century, silver coinage 

was really a fiat currency.  This was because the value of the 

silver metal content was less than the face value of the silver 

coin.  In 1873, the U.S. government passed a coinage act which 

demonetized silver.  This meant―well―it‟s too dry a subject 

to get into, but it essentially led to a gold standard for 

America.29 

Under the gold standard, farmers and debtors had to pay back 

loans at the full value of the original loan, and this was very 

hard for them to do during a downturn in the economy.  

Farmers and debtors therefore demanded free coinage of silver 

at a 16 to 1 ratio with gold―which is another dry subject to 

explain, so I will simply say that it was an inflationary policy. 

Why was Bryan so interested in pursuing inflationary policies?  

It‟s because, like everything else, he saw the main issue as a 

simple matter of the rich verses the poor, and he wanted to side 

with the poor (farmers and debtors).  If the issue could be 

framed in terms of rich verses poor, Bryan‟s superficial 

moralism always came down on the side of the poor.  
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Creditors who were bankers or business interests supported the 

gold standard because they were appalled by the idea of 

borrowers repaying them in money that was worth less than it 

was when the bankers had lent it.  This led to political conflict 

between farm interests and business interests and resulted in 

the formation of inflationist political parties (Greenbackers, 

Populists, etc.). 

Inflation is, and always has been, a form of wealth transfer.  At 

bottom it is a form of government-sanctioned theft.  The 

economist Ludwig von Mises said, “The popularity of 

inflationism is in great part due to deep-rooted hatred of 

creditors.  Inflation is considered just because it favors debtors 

at the expense of creditors.”30 

Bryan loved to apply (or misapply) biblical morals to political 

or economic issues, but he turned a blind eye to the theft 

involved in inflationary monetary transfers.  Most see the 

wickedness of counterfeiters, but not when it‟s done by 

government.  Not many people would like to loan out a 

hundred dollars today, only to receive it back tomorrow in 

Monopoly money (though quite a number might like to pay it 

back that way).  That‟s essentially what inflation does to 

money. 
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In the presidential contest of 1896, Bryan forever turned his 

back on honest money.  In his infamous “cross of gold” 

oration, he borrowed from a sacred scene and interlarded it into 

a partisan political speech.  It did border somewhat on the 

blasphemous side of the map, but it established Bryan‟s place 

as the leader of the Democrats for the next several years as they 

trekked through the political wilderness.   

Bryan‟s trade policies didn‟t make any more sense than his 

monetary policy, at least from a political point of view.  He 

opposed a high tariff on imported goods and criticized the 

Republicans for supporting a high tariff.  This is odd given that 

he was supposedly a representative of Labor interests.  If 

anything, Labor-monopolies (unions) would lose the most from 

a low tariff, since it would put American business (and union 

workforce) in direct competition with foreign products. 

Instead, Bryan intimated that supporters of “protection” were 

rich fat cats eating fine meals, as poor people around them 

went hungry.31  So in this case, consumers won out over Labor 

in Bryan‟s incoherent political template.  

After losing the election to McKinley, Bryan became the 

“soul” of the Democrat party.  He proceeded to affect an anti-

imperialist stance but he was selective in his anti-imperialism.  

On the one hand he supported the war with Spain and even 

joined up as a colonel in the war effort, yet on the other hand 

he opposed the U.S. annexation of the Philippines―a result of 

the peace treaty with Spain.  He also naively opposed 

                                                             
31

 Kazin, p. 33. 

America‟s entrance into World War I, when even the inveterate 

Progressive Woodrow Wilson (“He kept us out of war”) could 

see no way to avoid it. 

McKinley‟s failure to give the Philippines independence stirred 

up opposition from “anti-imperialists” (including Mark Twain).  

Neither Bryan nor Twain gave serious thought to the “reality 

on the ground”―of what might happen to the newly liberated 

country if it fell into the hands of the quasi-Masonic secret 

society, the Katipunan. 

Bryan‟s opposition to American involvement in World War I 

was based on his long years of (selective) opposition to 

militarism.  Even the German killing of Americans on allied 

passenger ships, and the sinking of American ships, did not 

move the sainted semi-pacifist to contemplate war. 

In February 1915, Germany blockaded the British Isles and 

said that enemy ships would be legitimate targets.  A month 

later, an American was killed when a German U-boat sank the 

British ship Falaba, killing 104 people.  In May a German U-

boat sank the Lusitania, killing 1,198 including 128 

Americans.  In addition to these, German U-boats sank the 

American ships Cushing and Gulflight. 

After the French Sussex was torpedoed, injuring Americans on 

board, Woodrow Wilson got from the Germans a pledge not to 

fire on civilian ships.  The pledge did not last long enough for 

the ink to dry.  In 1916, the Zimmermann proposal was 

intercepted by British Intelligence and showed Germany‟s 

attempt to make an alliance with Mexico.  Three more 
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American ships were also sunk by the Germans.  Wilson gave 

in to the inevitable.  Germany was already at war with the 

United States, and the American declaration of war on April 6, 

1917 was a mere formal recognition of this reality.  

Bryan, like his ideological descendants, believed in peace 

without victory.  He joined up with Communist writer John 

Reed and other socialists at Madison Square Garden to oppose 

“jingoism” and propose a favorite Progressive device, a ballot 

initiative or referendum allowing the people to decide whether 

to go to war, i.e., direct democracy.32  Wilson, who invented 

the slogan “peace without victory” had rightly said of Bryan 

that he suffered from a “singular sort of moral blindness.” 

As with inflation or trade, Bryan was pro-war and pro-

imperialism if the issue could be sold in leftist terms.  If war 

was presented as the liberation of the poor from rich 

oppressors, he did not hesitate to chuck his anti-imperialism.  If 

America was presented as the rich oppressor in a morality tale, 

he stuck to his anti-imperialism. 

Colonization (or imperialism, as it detractors called it) can be 

pursued for either good or bad purposes.  Much colonization in 

the past was motivated by greed to acquire new territory and 

wealth.  Disputes often arose between nations because they 

were competing for the same economic plums. 

On the good side, however, colonization can be for the purpose 

of liberating people.  Bryan at least recognized this during the 
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war to liberate Cuba from the Spanish yoke.  All too often, 

however, colonization involved a mixture of motives.  Anti-

imperialists and pacifists such as Bryan failed to make 

allowance for these mixed motives and painted everything as 

black and white in American foreign policy. 

Despite his economic ignorance and semi-socialist policies, 

Bryan was still loved by many Americans.  Even a twenty-four 

year old H. L. Mencken, upon hearing his first Bryan speech, 

was riveted by the performance: “I listened to it myself,” he 

says, “with my eyes wide open, my eyes apop and my 

reportorial pencil palsied.” 

He compared it to a Beethoven song, and said of the speech 

that “Like all really great art, it was fundamentally simple.”33  

And it was a performance, as were all of Bryan‟s speeches, for 

he was a gifted orator according to those who heard him at 

political conventions and at speaking engagements around the 

country.  Historians now regard Bryan as one of America‟s 

greatest orators, bringing back the oratorical tradition of the 

pre-Civil War days and combining it with Gilded Age 

sentimentality.  It was as though Clay and Webster met Currier 

and Ives. 

I envy Bryan‟s oratorical talent.  Unfortunately, when talent 

was handed out at the beginning of things, I ended up with 

nothing useful―just poetry and the like.  Bryan got all the 

profit.  This explains why he was much in demand on the 

                                                             
33

 Kazin, p. 118. 



17 

 

Chautauqua circuit, which was America‟s answer to adult 

education and entertainment before the arrival of radio. 

After leaving the Wilson administration, Bryan held a well-

attended Sunday School class in his new hometown of Miami, 

attracting thousands.  Unfortunately, the only recordings we 

have of Bryan give a disappointing idea of what he must have 

sounded like in his prime.  In these recordings (available on 

You Tube), he appears to be reading rather than delivering his 

most famous speeches.  In addition, his voice was old and 

lacked the resonance of a man of younger years. 

A recent biographer has summarized Bryan‟s appeal: “[Bryan] 

voiced a romantic, class-aware protest against an order 

increasingly being governed by the intellectual assumptions 

and material might of big corporations. . . . More inchoately, he 

proposed an alternative regime of Christian decency, one that 

would consider the well-being of farmers and wage earners 

before the anxieties of big investors.”  

Furthermore, “His campaign endeared him to countless 

Americans who came to regard him as a godly hero.  And in 

his advocacy of a stronger, more interventionist state, Bryan 

calmed his party‟s ancestral dread of federal power.  Every 

Democratic president from Woodrow Wilson to Lyndon 

Johnson would reap the benefits of his apostasy.”34 

So you may be asking the question: Why do I defend a semi-

socialist, a populist, a pacifist, a leading light of Progressivism?  
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Shouldn‟t I be condemning the man, excoriating him in the 

way conservatives often do today? 

The answer is because I am something of a preacher.  I am not 

a preacher in the ordinary sense, as I do not pass around a 

collection plate asking for donations―not in a conspicuous 

way at least.  I preach freedom―freedom from political and 

ecclesiastical tyranny.  Dudley Field Malone, divorce lawyer 

and counsel for the defense in the Scopes trial, claimed that he, 

too, was for “freedom in America.”  But he was not.  As with 

Darrow and Mencken, he only put in his vote for freedom if the 

platform was to his liking. 

Bryan may have preached statism throughout his career as a 

politician, but he accidentally stumbled onto truth in his old 

age, and I feel a kinship with him as a fellow preacher of 

righteousness.  I must defend him where he is good and right.  I 

must attack him where he is bad and wrong. 

Bryan was often wrong in his younger days, but there were 

mitigating circumstances.  In those days his only training was 

as a lawyer, and wise men believe neglect and abandonment of 

that sort provides a sufficient reason to overlook the 

waywardness of his youth.  He was often wrong in his old age, 

too, and it proves that, even with the most diligent efforts at 

rehabilitation, a bad upbringing can seldom be completely 

overcome.  

In the end, however, Bryan was on the side of the angels in 

Dayton, Tennessee, and so I will be on his side as well―at 
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least until I get to poking at and excoriating the Progressives 

again. 

7.  Bryan & Genesis 

As a young earth creationist, I‟ve found myself in discussions 

where William Jennings Bryan has been put on stage and 

displayed and made to jump and ask for bananas on 

command―all as a warning to what can happen to Christians 

who believe in a literal interpretation of Genesis.  

I have an appreciation for absurdity, but when someone brings 

Bryan out to entertain me and convince me in that way, I must 

draw the line.  I will say that the preponderance of the facts in 

this case will entitle me to go up out of there and snort. 

Bryan was a good theologian where the biblical text was not 

essential.  In fact, he was not even a young-earth creationist.  

Kazin says, “Some adhered to the „six literal days‟ and 

„Genesis gap‟ schools but others, including William Jennings 

Bryan, believed biblical „days‟ could have been long periods of 

time. . . .”35 

Here is what Bryan himself said about his beliefs during 

Darrow‟s tiresome interrogation near the end of the Scopes 

trial: 

Darrow:  Would you say that the earth was only 4,000 years old? 

Bryan:  Oh, no; I think it is much older than that. 

Darrow:  How much? 

                                                             
35

 Olasky & Perry, p. 126. 

Bryan:  I couldn't say. 

Darrow:  Do you say whether the Bible itself says it is older than that? 

Bryan:  I don't think the Bible says itself whether it is older or not. 

Darrow:  Do you think the earth was made in six days? 

Bryan:  Not six days of twenty-four hours. 

 

It is claimed that Bryan disappointed his fundamentalist 

listeners by not upholding a young earth and six literal days of 

creation.  Defendant John Scopes, in his account of the trial, 

claimed: “The Bible literalists who came to cheer Bryan were 

surprised, ill content, and disappointed that Bryan gave 

ground.”36 

This claim, made by a biased source, failed to take into account 

that most “fundamentalists” during the 1920s, with few 

exceptions, agreed with Bryan‟s views on Genesis.  Almost all 

held a “gap” theory, or “day-age” theory, or simply refused to 

accept a short biblical chronology as necessary for faithfulness 

to the Bible.  

During the nineteenth century, even highly respected 

Presbyterian theologians Charles Hodge and Robert Dabney 

allowed an old earth view as a possibility, or refused to 

condemn it.  Later, the equally respected Presbyterian scholar 

Benjamin B. Warfield claimed: “The Bible does not assign a 

brief span to human history: this is done only by a particular 
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mode of interpreting the biblical data, which is found on 

examination to rest on no solid basis.”37 

If stalwarts of the Reformed faith like Hodge, Dabney, and 

Warfield refused to accept the literalness of Genesis 1, why 

should we expect a Presbyterian layman such as Bryan to 

accept it?38 

As noted, the “fundamentalists”―like the Reformed 

thinkers―also sold Genesis into Egyptian bondage, of a sort.  

Numbers says, “But in spite of the overriding biblical concerns 

of the leading clerical critics of evolution, virtually none of 

them insisted on compressing the history of life on earth into a 

mere six thousand years or invoked the Noachian deluge to 

explain the fossil record.”39 

Alexander Patterson, who taught at the “fundamentalist” 

Moody Bible Institute said, “In that interval [between Genesis 

1:1 and Genesis 1:2] lies all geology tells us of.  The history of 

the formation and after progress of the earth is there. . . . Here 

is where the fossil creatures lived and died.”40 
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Dispensationalist writer C. I. Scofield, in his popular version of 

the Bible, provided a marginal note on Genesis 1:1 that said it 

“refers to the dateless past, and gives scope for all the 

geological ages.”41 

Other “fundamentalists” shared these views.  Very often, too, 

the Flood of Noah‟s days was taken as referring to a local flood 

rather than to a universal world-destroying cataclysm.  Henry 

Morris, who did more than anyone to influence 

“fundamentalists” into returning to the truthfulness of Genesis 

said, “The gap theory, with the geological ages inserted in a 

supposed gap between the first two verses of Genesis, was 

advocated by few scientists, but was widely taught by 

fundamentalist Bible teachers.”42  

Commenting on a debate between two creationists of the day, 

Harry Rimmer and William Riley, one defending a “gap” 

theory and the other a “day-age” theory, Morris says, “In fact, 

these two compromising theories . . . almost universally 

characterized the creationist testimony of the period.  While 

anti-evolutionism was strong among the fundamentalists, 

almost none of their leaders questioned Lyellian 

uniformitarianism and the geological-age system.”43 

He also noted that the doctrine of a literal creation was not 

listed as one of the five fundamentals of the faith in the series 
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The Fundamentals.  “Several of the Fundamentals booklets 

were actually written by men who were theistic evolutionists.  

This was even true of the booklet that dealt specifically with 

the evolution question. . . .”44 

Since most “fundamentalists” agreed with Bryan‟s views of 

Genesis, it is difficult to see how they would have been 

“disappointed” with his advocacy of these views during the 

Scopes trial. 

Bryan was not the most technically sophisticated theologian on 

the market and it was foolish of him to claim expertise in the 

Bible, thus playing into Darrow‟s hand.  Bryan‟s interest in 

religion was mainly as an adherent of the social gospel.45  The 

social gospel was essentially a way of getting various 

denominations together to fight for a common 

cause―alleviation of poverty and other social ills―and to 

deemphasize creedal boundaries. 

However, the social gospel was not just about social reform.  It 

was also about state-enforced social reform.  In essence, the 

social gospel was simply a baptized version of political 

Progressivism. 

The subject of the social gospel puts me in mind of a parable I 

once heard, which I reproduce below.   I have endeavored not 

to change anything of significance in the wording of the story 
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as I originally received it, but where possible will keep to the 

ipsissima verba: 

______________ 

There was once a man who had two sons, Jack and Henry.  

And the younger of them, Jack, said to his father, “Father, give 

me the portion of goods that falls to me.”  So the father gave 

each son his inheritance. 

Pretty soon the younger son gathered his belongings together 

and said, “I will go out and help the poor, the sick, and the 

hungry; so today I will be leaving.”  The father said, “Fine, just 

don't come back expecting a fatted calf.”  But Jack said he 

cared not for fatted calf anyway and he'd be “danged” if he'd 

let a fatted calf come between him and “the people.”  So the 

father gave Jack the outside and he left.  

Jack was a very idealistic young man and wanted ever so much 

to feed the hungry, clothe the naked, and shelter the homeless.  

He would have dreams about standing beside a golden door, 

lifting up a lamp, and saying, “Give me your tired, your poor, 

your huddled masses yearning to breathe free.” 

So one day, during his travels, Jack stopped and hid behind 

some bushes by the wayside.  He wanted very much to see a 

man get set upon by thieves and murderers, so that he could go 

out there and be helpful.  Well, it turned out just like Jack 

wanted; a certain man came by and fell among thieves, who 

stripped him of his clothing, wounded him, and departed, 

leaving him half dead. 
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Now by chance, a certain liberal clergyman came by, and when 

he saw the wounded man, he asked him if he believed in the 

Brotherhood of Man and the Fatherhood of God.  The wounded 

man wept and said he had never heard of such a thing.  So the 

clergyman left him alone and headed out. 

Presently, along came a college professor, and asked the man if 

he supported tenure, but the man wept and said he had never 

heard of such a thing.  So the college professor left him alone, 

and headed out. 

By and by a quaint old preacher came along―I believe he was 

of the soft-shell Baptist denomination―and had compassion on 

the man, and was about to bandage his wounds and take care of 

him; but Jack jumped from behind the bushes and hit the 

preacher on top of the head with a shoe and told him to “slide 

out of there.” 

So Jack took the wounded man to an innkeeper where the man 

was healed of all his wounds.  Jack went to him to receive his 

grateful reverence but the man leapt out of bed, beat up Jack, 

stripped him of his clothes, and departed, leaving him half 

dead. 

Jack could not understand it.  He thought that good deeds were 

always rewarded by grateful appreciation, but instead he had 

been robbed of everything he had.  So Jack hired out to a 

leading citizen of that country as a swine herder. 

It was no prestigious occupation, but at least he got to eat with 

the hogs, which he began to like by and by, for hogs can be 

pleasant company and can hold their own against anyone when 

it comes to questions of politics, opera, and the history of 

philosophy. 

But Jack was still very earnest and full of passion for the 

downtrodden, so he did everything he could to help poor sick 

children, and to teach phonics to illiterate second graders.  Now 

it came to pass that a famine arose in the land, and Jack became 

very hungry, and the cornhusks began to run out.   

Jack would have stayed with the hogs but the impression grew 

upon him that the hogs were tired of cornhusks and must needs 

supplement it with human being to bring out the full taste.  So 

Jack left the hogs and wandered around and was hungry every 

night, and had to beg, and scrounge, and feel like the wretched 

refuse of a teeming shore. 

One day he said to himself, “My father has hired servants who 

eat better than I.  I shall arise and go to my father and ask to be 

a hired servant.”  So Jack went home, and said, “Father, let me 

work as a hired servant, for I am no longer worthy to be called 

your son.”  The father answered and said, “Fine, the corn is in 

the barn and the hogs are in the yard.”  

So Jack worked as a swine herder.  One day he asked where his 

brother Henry was.  “He left the day after you left,” said the 

father.  “We hear that he is spending his money on harlots and 

carousing.” 

It came to pass that Henry returned home, and Jack ran out to 

meet him.  “Henry, Henry, have you squandered your 
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inheritance on harlots and carousing?  Have you come back to 

repent and ask Father to let you be his servant?”  Henry 

replied, “Yes, I've been living high on the hog, as it were.” 

“Good, good,” said Jack, “and now you've come back to 

repent?” 

“Well, no,” said Henry, “not exactly.”  

“What do you mean, brother?  Haven't you came back to be a 

servant?” 

“No, no, not at all,” said Henry.  “Sure I've been living with 

harlots and carousing, but I've speculated and invested wisely, 

and now I'm richer than any man in the kingdom, and I've 

come to ask my father to come live with me in my castle.” 

When news of Henry's good fortune reached his father, the old 

man said, “Slay the fatted calf boys; we're having a barbecue.”  

So Henry was given a new robe, and a ring, and sandals for his 

feet, and Jack was given an A for effort. 

Henry had everybody move out to his castle, and he and his 

father caroused with harlots, and lived happily ever after.  But 

Jack worked as a swine herder for his brother, and became a 

very competent one, too―until the hogs rose up one day, 

stripped him of his clothing, wounded him, and departed, 

leaving him half dead. 

______________ 

 

The foregoing parable is to be commended to those who still 

appreciate chasteness of topic and sublimity of narrative.  The 

sound lesson conveyed therein is with the intent of lifting up 

the common folk to a higher stage of moral feeling.  I don‟t say 

the highest stage.  No, I would never say that.  I have always 

believed that small steps are best in morals. 

I do have difficulty with the idea of filching the ethical 

teaching of the New Testament from its personal context and 

then coining it for a political market.  This appears to me to be 

dangerous, for Jesus said his kingdom was not of this world. 

For the social gospel, however, the true kingdom really was of 

this world.  What I see in the social gospel is a tendency to 

substitute psychology for theology, or to soft-pedal hard 

doctrines for easy advice.  It is Rotary with robes. 

The social gospel declined after the world wars, but some say it 

found its way into the 1960s black civil rights movement, then 

later into so-called “liberation theology.”  It has now 

apparently been adopted by modern evangelicals who want to 

“show off” and do cartwheels in front of left-wing media. 

These evangelicals want to announce that they are progressive 

and tolerant, and not at all like those “fundamentalists” who 

actually think the Bible has a real meaning.  These evangelicals 

are well on their way to being Rotary, too―although in this 

case I think it would be fair to describe them as “emergent” 

Rotary. 
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8.  Eugenics & Darwinism 

The Darwinism of today is not your mother‟s―or even your 

great-grandmother‟s―Darwinism.  In the 1920s, the brand of 

Darwinism that Bryan opposed was a different species 

altogether from its purified, dressed-up-Sunday-best 

descendant.  Over the years, Darwin‟s theory has evolved by 

way of some fast footwork on the part of Darwinists, who 

looked out upon the Darwinism of the pre-1960s era, and were 

dismayed.  Accordingly, they evolved a new type of 

Darwinism by carefully removing any impurities and rendering 

it harmless and pleasing to the post-1960s political palate. 

Nevertheless, Darwin deserves every bit of the blame for 

unleashing the politically embarrassing version that eventually 

led to more destructive versions.  He himself made comments 

that would get him expelled from any college campus in the 

nation, as well as have his career permanently ruined in today‟s 

world.  “With savages,” said Darwin, “the weak in body or 

mind are soon eliminated. . . . We civilized men, on the other 

hand, do our utmost to check the process of elimination.  We 

build asylums for the imbecile, the maimed and the sick; we 

institute poor-laws; and our medical men exert their utmost 

skill to save the life of every one to the last moment.” 

He continued, “Thus the weak members of civilized societies 

propagate their kind.  No one who has attended to the breeding 

of domestic animals will doubt that this must be highly 

injurious to the race of man.  It is surprising how soon a want 

of care, or care wrongly directed, leads to the degeneration of a 

domestic race; but excepting in the case of man himself,  hardly 

anyone is so ignorant as to allow his worst animals to breed.”46 

This was an application of Malthus to biology.  Thomas 

Malthus (1766-1834) was an English clergyman who wrote on 

economic and political topics, and he wrote them in such a way 

that I‟ve often used his book on population as a way to fall 

asleep when I needed the rest.  This is not meant as a sarcasm.  

I actually do fall asleep when I read Malthus.  It is an oddity 

that I have not been able to explain up to this point.  

Now Malthus did not think in terms of the “weak in body or 

mind” nor of a degenerate “race.”  His terminology was moral 

rather than biological.  Darwin‟s “weak” members of society 

were for Malthus simply the “laboring poor” who lived “from 

hand to mouth” because of their improvidence―people like 

you and me.  “Their present wants,” said Malthus, “employ 

their whole attention, and they seldom think of the future.”47 

Darwin saw the poor and improvident as weak and racially 

inferior in terms of his theory of evolution.  Unlike some of his 

later followers, however, Darwin was a classical liberal and did 

not advocate doctors killing their patients nor the neglect of the 

weak or helpless.  He rather thought the solution would be for 

the “inferior” sort not to marry. 
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“Hence we must bear without complaining,” said Darwin, “the 

undoubtedly bad effects of the weak surviving and propagating 

their kind; but there appears to be at least one check in steady 

action, namely the weaker and inferior members of society not 

marrying so freely as the sound [members]; and this check 

might be indefinitely increased, though this is more to be 

hoped for than expected, by the weak in body or mind 

refraining from marriage.”48 

It wouldn‟t be long before Darwinists moved away from 

voluntary to coercive measures, and even Darwin himself 

envisioned the elimination of the “savage races” by the 

“civilised races” of man.  “At some future period,” said 

Darwin, “not very distant as measured by centuries, the 

civilised races of man will almost certainly exterminate, and 

replace, the savage races throughout the world.” 

“At the same time,” continued Darwin, “the anthropomorphous 

apes . . . will no doubt be exterminated.  The break between 

man and his nearest allies will then be wider, for it will 

intervene between man in a more civilised state, as we may 

hope, even than the Caucasian, and some ape as low as a 

baboon, instead of as now between the negro or Australian and 

the gorilla.” 

Darwin did not think the “spread” between the “negro” or 

Australian aborigine and the gorilla was as wide as between the 

greater-than-Caucasian people contrasted with the baboon.  It 

is hard not to excoriate and criticize Darwin for this.  In my 
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view, it was just wrong for him to claim that the baboon was 

inferior to the gorilla, and it shows a sad lack of sensitivity on 

his part. 

Darwin did not say how the extermination of the savages was 

to take place, but it doesn‟t sound like a pleasant prospect 

under any circumstances―if you‟re the one being 

exterminated.  Many later Darwinists expanded on the idea, 

perhaps to a degree that would have appalled the master, but he 

provided the initial capital and thus deserves part of the blame 

for later events. 

German zoologist and Darwinist, R. Kossmann, said: “[T]he 

Darwinian world view must look upon the present sentimental 

conception of the value of the life of a human individual as an 

overestimate completely hindering the progress of humanity.  

The human state . . . must reach an even higher level of 

perfection . . . through the destruction of the less well-endowed 

individual, for the more excellently endowed to win space for 

the expansion of its progeny. . . . The state only has an interest 

in preserving the more excellent life at the expense of the less 

excellent.”49  

I have not been able to verify this quotation, nor have I seen it 

in its original German context, and if I had it wouldn‟t have 

mattered since I can‟t read German.  Kossman may only be 
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enunciating the familiar eugenics idea of preventing “inferior” 

people from intermarrying, and he did not mean the intentional 

killing or destruction of the “inferior” by the state.  

Nevertheless, he doesn‟t sound like a man you could trust with 

a power-of-attorney over your equity and assets if you were, 

through unfortunate circumstances, incapacitated.  

It is a thin line between classical Darwinism and the volk 

Darwinism advocated by Hitler, who said that Nazism “by no 

means believes in the equality of races, but recognizes along 

with their differences their higher or lower value, and through 

this knowledge feels obliged . . . to demand the submission of 

the worse and weaker.”50 

When we come to the scientists who associated themselves 

with Scopes we usually find they were supporters of both 

Darwinism and eugenics.  Three of those who met with Scopes 

before the trial were Charles B. Davenport, J. McKeen Cattell, 

and Henry Fairfield Osborn. 

Charles Davenport was a leader of the eugenics movement in 

America, and one of a group of eugenics theorists who 

influenced the Nazis.51  He believed that only a “preferred 

stock” of people should reproduce, and did not want the 

common stock to collect any dividends or assets at liquidation 

proceedings, so to speak.  Nevertheless, he was a well-
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respected biologist in Bryan‟s day and was not at all an 

outsider to the scientific community, as he would be today.  

J McKeen Cattell applied Galton‟s mental testing ideas in 

America.  He was a Progressive who, among other things, 

advocated the abolition of the U.S. Constitution.  “The dead 

can not be permitted to rule the living,” he said.52  I am not sure 

why the dead cannot rule the living.  If they can vote in some 

of our political precincts, they can certainly hold political 

office, if fairly won.  

H. F. Osborn was, of course, famous for Nebraska Man, a mere 

pig in a poke, as well as a promoter of the fraudulent Piltdown 

Man in his book Man Rises to Parnassus, published in 1927. 

Other eugenicists of the day were Luther Burbank, Edwin G. 

Conklin, and David Starr Jordan.  Luther Burbank, a plant 

breeder, advocated keeping the fit and the unfit from marrying.  

In his book, The Training of the Human Plant, published in 

1907, he had such titles as: “The Mingling of Races,” and 

“Marriage of the Physically Unfit.”  

He made use of what to us would be a vulgar analogy between 

plant breeding and human breeding, and believed a 

“magnificent race” would be formed if we followed his 

principles of breeding.  He called the marriage of the 

physically unfit a “crime.” 53 
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Edwin G. Conklin, while criticizing some aspects of eugenics, 

was still in 1930 on the Advisory Council of the “International 

Commission on Eugenics,” sponsored by the Eugenics 

Committee of the United States of America.  This organization 

was against, among other things, “racial deterioration.”54 

David Starr Jordan, member of the Human Betterment 

Foundation, advocated sterilization of the unfit.  He wrote a 

eugenics book called The Blood of the Nation, a Study of the 

Decay of Races Through the Survival of the Unfit, published in 

1910.  He opposed war because it would kill off the fit and 

leave the less fit to breed and survive.55 

While these men gave support to Scopes, none of them 

participated in the Scopes trial.  This was due mainly to the 

presence of anti-eugenicist Clarence Darrow on the defense 

team.  Larsons says, “[A]ll six championed coercive eugenic 

measures to guide human evolution, measures that Darrow 

denounced as incompatible with human rights.”56 

The textbook allegedly used by Scopes to teach evolution to his 

students was George W. Hunter‟s A Civic Biology.57  It is as 

vulgar as anything written by the above men.  It, too, used the 

analogy of plant or animal selection with human selection.  It 
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advocated the prevention of the intermarriage of the unfit, so as 

not to perpetuate a “low and degenerate race.”58 

Hunter‟s book reflected the evolutionary view of progress, 

which was “heavily laced with the scientific racism of the 

day.”59  It presented Charles Darwin‟s role in showing how the 

“best fitted” survived and evolved into new “species.” 

The ideas of racial hygiene and racial cleansing, and the fear of 

racial degeneration, were once considered respectable views.  

George Bernard Shaw, H. G. Wells, Margaret Sanger, Winston 

Churchill, Theodore Roosevelt, John Maynard Keynes, and 

Protestant modernists, were among those who supported 

eugenics.  Very few, with notable exceptions such as G. K. 

Chesterton, the Catholic church, and Clarence Darrow, 

opposed it.60 

Those who are so quick to denounce Bryan for opposing the 

teaching of Darwinism in public schools should at least ask 

themselves whether they themselves would be defending the 

vulgar Darwinism of the 1920s. 

9.  Factual Mistakes at the Scopes Trial 

One of the defense witnesses at the Scopes Trial, Maynard 

Metcalf, gave his opinion that virtually all biologists and 

geologists accepted evolution:  “I am absolutely convinced 
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from personal knowledge that any one of these men feel and 

believe, as a matter of course, that evolution is a fact.”  He 

claimed that any disagreement scientists might have with each 

other regarding the theory of evolution is not about the fact of 

evolution but about “the exact method by which evolution had 

been brought about.” 

This is a constant refrain from Darwinists, but Metcalf and his 

fellow Darwinists are covering up a whale of a problem here, 

for in the case of the theory of evolution, the devil really is in 

the details, and in the nature of the case must be in the details. 

Metcalf defined evolution as the “change of an organism from 

one character into a different character.”  Another defense 

“expert,” Horatio Hackett Newman said, “Once you admit a 

changing world . . . you admit the essence of evolution.”  

This is essentially to say nothing relevant.  Under this 

definition, the change from a frog into a prince would be an 

example of evolution.  The problem is that Metcalf and 

Newman, and many later Darwinists, merely define evolution 

as “change”―but even creationists could agree with that sort 

of evolution.  What creationists object to is not change but a 

certain type of change.  Change is a necessary condition for 

Darwinian evolution, but not a sufficient condition.  

Creationists insist that the change from an organism with less 

information content to an organism with greater information 

content is what is needed, and that has never been shown to 

happen, except maybe in fairy tales. 

Andrew Bradbury has a website that discusses many aspects of 

the Scopes Trial, including the so-called evidence for evolution 

that was presented during the trial.61  This purported evidence 

was presented via affidavits rather than direct testimony 

because the issue at trial was not about whether evolution was 

true or false, but about whether Scopes had violated the 

Tennessee statute. 

Bradbury has a list of various “evidences” that were presented.  

These include, among other things, the claim that the mental 

development of children could not be adequately studied 

without taking animal psychology and evolutionary theory into 

account; that geological dating by “radium emanations” placed 

the age of the earth at 100 million years old; and that there are 

at least 180 vestigial structures in the human body. 

Furthermore, the claim was made that the “evolution” of the 

horse followed a straight line of development through the fossil 

record; that the fossil record shows a continuous history of the 

graded development of species through time; that the Grand 

Canyon could only form slowly, not by sudden catastrophe; 

that the human embryo has gill slits, thus showing that the 

history of the human baby repeats the history of the species 

(i.e., embryological recapitulation or the so-called biogenetic 

law); and that resemblances (or homology) proves common 

descent. 
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None of these claims has withstood critical scrutiny.  “In 

reality,” says Bradbury, “though it was undoubtedly presented 

in all good faith [sic], and based on the best information 

available in 1925, a great deal of the scientific evidence offered 

at the Scopes Trial did not consist of facts―it was, instead, a 

catalogue of opinions.  And inaccurate opinions at that.”62 

Let us take a couple of examples, Haeckel‟s theory of 

embryological recapitulation, and the idea of homology.  

Haeckel had drawn embryos of different types of vertebrates, 

and Darwin took these to prove that even though animals were 

different in their later growth, they were very similar in their 

earliest stages of growth. 

Unfortunately, Darwin had both feet planted in illusion, for 

Haeckel‟s drawings were highly misleading.  Responsible 

embryologists know that embryos start out different, then grow 

more similar, then diverge again, i.e., following an hour-glass 

pattern.  To use this as an illustration of species history would 

mean that animals were specially created as distinct beings, 

then evolved into one type of animal, and then diverged again.  

Haeckel actually chose the midway point of this hour-glass 

figure as his first stage of development.  Some textbooks still 

repeat Haeckel‟s bilgewater despite criticisms from slightly 
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more honest evolutionists such as Stephen J. Gould and 

Michael Richardson.63 

It reminds me of a time when I went to restaurant a while ago.  

Next to my table sat a rather choleric fellow who had ordered 

his steaks to be cooked well-done.  When the main course was 

served, however, and the steaks were set down before him, he 

observed they were undercooked. 

“Waitress,” he said, waving his hand impatiently, “this steak 

isn‟t done.  I asked for well-done.  Can you put it in the 

microwave for a minute?  Just for a minute.  Thank you.”  

“I‟m sorry sir,” replied the waitress, “I‟ll send it back to the 

cook.” 

The man waited until a minute had passed by, and the dormant 

volcano of his anger was beginning to heat up.  His 

companions were happily eating their meals, and he suspected 

the cook had not followed his request but was cooking up 

another plate.  After about 10 minutes, the waitress returned, 

and just as he feared, this time with a different steak.  

He took one look at it and remonstrated with the waitress.  The 

lava of his anger was sloshing around now but he was able to 

hold back the eruption: “But this steak isn‟t cooked.  It is still 

mooing.  Will you please take this steak back to the cook and 

have him follow my instructions to the letter.  It‟ll take only 

one minute in the microwave.” 
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The waitress frowned slightly but said, “Yes, sir, I‟ll take it 

back to the cook.” 

Another 10 minutes, and the subterranean fires of his wrath 

began to froth at the surface now, not least because his 

companions were enjoying their meals more than was strictly 

necessary under the circumstances.  Finally, the waitress 

returned and set a new plate before the man, and it was all he 

could do to cork up an eruption.  In addition, he observed that 

the steak was still not done. 

“Ma‟am, I don‟t like my steak over-cooked as much as any 

other civilized man, but I‟d rather not eat something that is still 

roaming the pasture.  Toss it into the microwave!”  

The waitress grew indignant.  “Sir, these steaks are cooked to 

the finest standards of any restaurant, and we won‟t lower 

ourselves to use a microwave.” 

The man stood up, red-faced and ready to release a flow of red-

hot smoke and poisonous vapor upon the waitress before she 

could get away.  “Won‟t lower yourself!  Won‟t lower―why 

of all the things I‟ve never heard of.  Send for the cook!” 

Well, I spent so much time “working up” this rendition of 

events that I‟ve forgotten the point I was going to make with it.  

I think it had something to do with the situation in which 

Haeckel only wanted his facts a certain way.  That is, he only 

wanted his facts well-cooked and never rare.  I think that was 

the lesson, but I‟ve got so many I can‟t keep track, so will have 

to leave it at that. 

Another argument for evolution used at the Scopes trial is the 

argument from homology.  This view says that s tructural 

similarity of (say) the forelimbs of vertebrates proves common 

ancestry.  Later on, it was thought that these similarities were 

due to similar genes inherited from common ancestors.  Yet 

common ancestry isn‟t the only explanation for similar 

structure.  Here‟s an illustration: 

A comparison of cars from the very first Benz Motorwagen to 

the latest Mercedes Benz will show a progressive similarity of 

design and structure over the years.  But are these successive 

changes due to random, naturalistic processes, or are they the 

product of design and thought?  If you assume in advance that 

similarity of structure is due to common ancestry, and you 

assume in advance that modifications in structure over time are 

by random, naturalistic processes, you‟d have to say cars came 

about by random, naturalistic processes. 

Nevertheless, the absurdity of this conclusion shows that a 

similar argument made for Darwinian evolution based on 

similarity of design is just as absurd.64  If Darwinists are going 

to engage in such argumentative folly―and it is by no means 

an isolated example―they ought to offer weekly lessons in it.  

They could even set up classes and receive students on a fee 

basis, if there‟s enough interest. 

There were other errors brought forward at the Scopes Trial.  

For instance, Darrow implied in his questioning of Bryan that 

human civilizations were older than Bryan‟s chronology would 
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allow.  In addition, Dudley Field Malone, in repudiating the 

claim that the earth was only six thousand years old (though 

Bryan never claimed it was), asserted that Egypt was much 

older than that: “Not very long since the archeological museum 

in London established that a city existed, showing a high 

degree of civilization in Egypt fourteen thousand years old....” 

However, Egyptologists now place the beginnings of Egypt 

much later than that.  Peter Clayton says, “Egyptian civilization 

begins, according to Manetho, with the Unification of the Two 

Lands, namely Upper and Lower Egypt, under one king.  A 

date often used is c. 3100 BC, largely arrived at by working 

backwards from known astronomical dates, tied in with such 

early regnal dates, or sequences, that are known.”65 

Kathryn Bard says, “The Naqada III phase, c. 3200-3000 BC, 

is the last phase of the Predynastic Period. . . . By c. 3000 BC, 

the Early Dynastic state had emerged in Egypt, controlling 

much of the Nile Valley from the Delta to the first cataract at 

Aswan. . . .”66  

So Malone was off by―well, I‟m not very good at 

arithmetic―but 14,000 years minus 5,000 years equals oh, 

what, 9,000 years?  Maybe the “archaeological museum in 

London” could cipher it all out and give us the probabilities. 
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Finally, another piece of putative evidence, Piltdown Man, was 

introduced in some of the defense affidavits―and while 

Nebraska Man was not presented at the trial, it was associated 

with one of Bryan‟s nemesis, Henry F. Osborn, who used it to 

scold Bryan for his opposition to taxpayer-funded Darwinism 

at the Scopes trial. 

The moral of all this―and it is provided for the edification of 

all Darwinists―is that you ought not to interpret the facts to fit 

your theory, nor should you present something as evidence that 

is really only opinion.  I know it‟s a lackluster moral, quite 

overused to the point of triteness, but there‟s nothing else ready 

to hand.  Anyway, a good moral―like booze―requires 

repeating if it is to have any uplifting effect or lasting 

consequences.  So I make no apologies for it.  

10.  Results & Aftermath 

During the Scopes Trial, much of the defense side focused on 

academic freedom and intellectual progress, and gave rousing 

speeches for them. I‟m all for academic freedom and 

intellectual progress―my own mainly―but I‟m astonished at 

this argument.  In point of fact, the court really only had a 

minor issue to resolve: determine whether an action (by the 

defendant) actually violated a law passed by the legislature.  

If Darrow and crew wanted to present a case for academic 

freedom, the place to do it was at the Tennessee legislature.  

The court itself had no authority to determine the truth or 

falsehood of evolution, nor of the Bible, nor of much of 
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anything else for that matter.  Unlike today‟s courts, the Scopes 

court of the 1920s could not just make up the law out of thin 

air. 

The judge also knew that Darrow‟s approach was irrelevant 

even though he allowed Darrow to interrogate Bryan.  He 

apparently just wanted to see two celebrities fighting it out in 

his courtroom, the relevance of their proceedings be damned.  

Much of Darrow‟s questioning was regarding the truthfulness 

of the Bible.  He wisely refrained from attacking popular 

miracles―the virgin birth and the resurrection of Jesus―and 

focused instead on the smaller, seemingly quaint, seemingly 

throw-away miracles (Jonah and the whale, the sun standing 

still, etc.).  By doing this, Darrow hoped to focus the case on 

Bryan, to “show the country what an ignoramus he was and I 

succeeded.”67 

The trial was proceeding amicably until Darrow‟s speech on 

day three, wherein he managed to dredge up every irreligious 

cliché that perdition had ever cooked up.  It may have been the 

first time many of these Christians had ever heard such bigotry 

directed against their beliefs.  The result was that the goodwill 

of the first few days went up in smoke. 

Later on, during his interrogation of Bryan, Darrow especially 

had a problem with Jonah and the whale.  It has always puzzled 

me as to why it was so hard to accept that a whale swallowed 

Jonah when Darrow had no trouble at all in swallowing 
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Piltdown Man.  As long as the prophet was not “bumped” off 

the whale to make way for paying customers―and no union 

troubles interfered―it would have been ship-shape all the way.  

It did not bother Darrow that his freedom-of-religion versus a 

return-to-the-Dark-Ages line of reasoning had nothing to do 

with the case at hand.  Darrow was in it for show.  That‟s why 

he took the relatively unheard of tactic of calling Bryan, one of 

the assistant prosecutors, to the stand.  I wish I could have gone 

on the stand, for I would have made short work of Darrow.  I 

would have brought him through the Way of Shur across to the 

Wilderness of Sin, dragged him all the way from Havilah to 

Megiddo, and encompassed him round about with fire and 

brimstone, and turned him to salt, and made him enjoy it.  Then 

I would have laid into him. 

Contrary to popular opinion, Bryan was not bested or defeated 

during Darrow‟s interrogation.  He did well enough I think.    

Carol Iannone said, “A review of the actual transcript reveals 

that Bryan was often exuberant, funny, discerning, and focused 

during the trial.  It also shows, contrary to Inherit the Wind, 

that he was familiar with Darwin, and may even have 

understood the evolutionary doctrine better than his 

adversaries, or at least had a better idea of what was really at 

stake.  He did have some embarrassing moments during the 

ninety minutes of Darrow's relentless questioning, but he often 

gave as good as he got.”68 
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In Bryan‟s own mind, he succeeded.  In fact, the transcripts 

show little more than two lawyers quarreling with one another 

about the Bible.  Bryan, a lawyer before he became a politician, 

tried to avoid answering questions, tried to avoid being penned 

down, tried not to give his opponent an opening he could 

exploit to win the case.  His whole approach was lawyerly and 

therefore evasive, to get past the interrogation and turn it 

around on Darrow the next day. 

Darrow, in a clever but cowardly maneuver, refused to go on 

the stand himself but conceded that the defendant was guilty.  

He did not really care about the defendant Scopes but only 

wanted to ridicule Bryan and Bryan‟s religion―to score a 

victory in the court of public opinion.  Thus, as with many 

evolutionists since, the basic strategy was to ridicule, then not 

allow an opportunity for the other side to respond where it 

mattered. 

We noticed earlier that R. Emmett Tyrell described Bryan as an 

intolerant ranter.  Nevertheless, even the biased L. Sprague de 

Camp admitted:  "As a speaker, Bryan radiated good humored 

sincerity.  Few who heard him could help liking him.  In 

personality he was forceful, energetic, and opinionated but 

genial, kindly, generous, likable and charming.  He showed a 

praiseworthy tolerance towards those who disagreed with him.  

Bryan was the greatest American orator of his time and perhaps 

any time."69 
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To the extent anyone was disappointed with Bryan‟s 

performance during the trial it was that Bryan did not score any 

knock-down drag-out blows against Darrow.  Remember, they 

did not have me there.  In fact, the trial transcript between 

Darrow and Bryan shows little more than two men engaging in 

a tiresome game of schoolboy taunts, evasions, and insults.  

Darrow apparently thought Bryan had to be a walking 

encyclopedia to be a credible witness, and therefore asked him 

every fool question he could think of.  Bryan answered with 

brevity and only talked at length about issues he was interested 

in―Confucianism and Buddhism for instance.  He was really 

saving his ammo for the next day, when he could turn the 

tables on Darrow. 

Far from being defeated, Bryan went on a speaking tour after 

the trial, giving the speech he had wanted to give in court.  He 

also released the questions he had wanted to ask of Darrow.70  

In addition, Bryan was planning a cross-country tour and began 

with speaking engagements in Chattanooga, Jasper, and 

Winchester.  He had apparently found a new crusade now that 

his active political life was over. 

In Winchester he said, “If I should die tomorrow, I believe that 

on the basis of the accomplishments of the last few weeks I 

could truthfully say, well done.”71  He did not get the chance to 

continue his crusade.  Back in Dayton on a Sunday, he died 

during an afternoon nap.  According to his doctor, Bryan died 
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from complications resulting from his diabetes.  He certainly 

did not die dramatically in a courtroom as witless Hollywood 

writers would have it.  

The mythology that Bryan and “fundamentalism” lost at 

Dayton has been spread for many years.  One of the latest 

retailers of the myth is Gary North, who repeats the claim 

about the Scopes trial that Larson and other historians have 

tried to correct.  “Three years later,” said North, “the hook 

attached to this bait led to the destruction of his reputation and 

the beginning of a half-century rout of the fundamentalist 

movement in America.”72     

On the contrary, after Bryan‟s death he was seen by many as a 

martyr in the cause of faith and even received a state holiday 

marking the day of his death.  Even some of his enemies spoke 

of him in near-Lincolnian terms.  “His passing,” said one 

hostile newspaper, “will be a profound shock to millions who, 

however often he misled them, looked upon him as their 

prophet and counselor.”73 

The trial had a negative effect on the teaching of evolution both 

in schools and in textbooks all the way up to the 1950s.  Many 

people were put off by Darrow and saw the debate as a clash 

between the agnostic Darrow and the Christian Bryan.  Few 

thought there had been a clear winner, though Darwinists 

feared that anti-evolutionism would grow because of the case.  
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Larson says, “At the time, in sharp contrast with later legends 

about the Scopes trial, no one saw the episode as a decisive 

triumph for the defense. . . . A mid-August editorial in the 

Nation . . . referred to the antievolutionists‟ „success at Dayton‟ 

and predicted a „flood‟ of fundamentalist lawmaking across the 

land.”74 

Many Darwinists blamed Darrow for losing the legal case and 

failing to turn back “fundamentalism.”  Walter Lippmann 

wrote, “Now that the chuckling and giggling over the heckling 

of Bryan by Darrow has subsided it is dawning upon the 

friends of evolution that science was rendered a wretched 

service by that exhibition.  The truth is that when Mr. Darrow 

in his anxiety to humiliate and ridicule Mr. Bryan resorted to 

sneering and scoffing at the Bible he convinced millions who 

act on superficial impressions that Bryan is right in his 

assertion that the contest at Dayton was for and against the 

Christian religion.” 

A New Orleans newspaper said, “Mr. Darrow, with his 

sneering, „I object to prayer!‟ and with his ill-natured and 

arrogant cross-examination of Bryan on the witness stand, has 

done more to stimulate „anti-evolution‟ legislation in the 

United States than Mr. Bryan and his fellow literalists, left 

alone, could have hoped for.”75 

The Tennessee anti-evolution law stayed on the books until the 

late 1960s.  However, the fraudulent incorporation theory of 
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1947 allowed the federal government to intrude upon the States 

with regard to the First Amendment.  As we have pointed out 

elsewhere, this was a blatant usurpation of power on the part of 

Supreme Court judges, and was Constitutionally 

unwarranted.76  None of the Supreme Court‟s decisions that are 

based upon such a theory have any theoretical validity, and 

judges who rely on it ought to be thrown in jail. 

Still, this usurpation now means that creation cannot be taught 

in schools because of the First Amendment.  Hence, a 

restriction on Congress has magically turned into a restriction 

on the States.  Larson recognized the change that had taken 

place, but as a liberal, he did not see any problems with such 

judicial activism.77 

After the Scopes trial, most Christians who agreed with 

Bryan‟s crusade against Darwinism did not accept Bryan‟s left-

wing politics.  Eventually, during later years, Communism 

came to be perceived as a greater threat than the teaching of 

evolution.78 

Darwinism began to infect mainstream America near the end of 

the 1950s.  The Sputnik launch in 1957 spurred U.S. 

government funding of science instruction in the schools.  The 

1958 National Defense Education Act led to government 

subsidized science programs and textbooks that began to 
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incorporate Darwin‟s theory.79  This was especially true with 

the Biological Sciences Curriculum Study which produced 

textbooks during the early 1960s that emphasized Darwinism. 80  

Darwinism thus became government sponsored propaganda.  

The stage play and movie Inherit the Wind also began to have 

an effect and “permanently overwhelmed the truth.” 81  Thus, 

government-sponsored falsehood combined with Hollywood-

sponsored lies combined with the canards of the incorporation 

theory, resulted in the removal of many anti-evolution laws 

from the books in the late 1960s. 

This puts me in mind of my experience in Venice, California 

not too long ago during the great controversy over recreational 

vehicles (RVs) dumping their sewage into the streets of 

Venice.  I can honestly say―to the extent that it‟s possible for 

me―that it was very bad.  It even spilled into the ocean, I 

believe, and gave the water a nice, unexpected hue about it.  

All the primaries were represented.  When we got a chance, we 

surfed a few toxic waves and blasted through some nice tubes 

that were more fragrant than we had been used to.  We also 

waded through a lot of waist-high sludge in the streets, and on 

the whole had a very pleasant experience and not one to be 

missed.  It reminded me of my time in Washington, DC, not 

sure why. 
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In the 1960s American education became just like Venice, 

California, with Darwinism dumped into the high schools, and 

the students had to wade through the intellectual sludge before 

they could graduate.  Then to add injury to insult they had to go 

surfing in it during their college years if they took biology or 

history courses.  I should point out, however, that students who 

went into accounting were generally spared―if majoring in 

accounting counts as being spared.  And it would not have 

affected English majors much since they were already insane 

and needed no help from Darwinism in reaching that estate.  In 

addition, political science and physics majors were usually too 

high or too drunk to notice anything amiss, and most other 

students merely drifted through classes on automatic pilot so 

didn‟t care much either way. 

In time, because of the renewed push for teaching Darwinism, 

the word “fundamentalist” came to be used as a term of abuse, 

to describe anyone who still believed in the Bible.  Presumably,  

this included those who crossed the seas to found America, 

those who fought and died in the American Revolution, and 

those who fought and died in the American Civil War.  At least 

since the 1960s these beliefs could be openly mocked and 

ridiculed by the unworthy successors of those pioneers. 

Bryan‟s reputation has recovered to some extent since his 

1960s trashing.  This is because “Christians” who have moved 

to the left in politics have rediscovered him.  “Only much 

later,” says Larson, “when some evangelicals began reclaiming 

their heritage of social activism [sic], did a few seek to restore 

Bryan‟s reputation.”82 

In writing his biography of Bryan, Kazin admired him as a 

leading light of liberalism, “Bryan was the first leader of a 

major party to argue for permanently expanding the power of 

the federal government to serve the welfare of ordinary 

Americans from the working and middle classes. . . . He did 

more than any other man . . . to transform his party from a 

bulwark of laissez-faire into the citadel of liberalism we 

identify with Franklin D. Roosevelt and his ideological 

descendants.”83 

And what happened to Scopes?  The movie portrayed him as 

persecuted.  In reality, he was well-liked by the people of 

Dayton and could have stayed in the town as a teacher.   

However, a fund was raised for him to continue graduate work.  

He eventually got a job working for an oil company, but did 

not join Darrow or Mencken in preaching the Darwinian 

gospel.  Scopes was a socialist like his father, but lacked his 

father‟s evangelizing tendencies.84  He eventually became a 

Roman Catholic and pretty much kept to himself until the late 

1960s when he wrote his autobiography, including his account 

of the trial.85 

11.  Basic Problem: No Separation of Education & State 
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In my opinion, the real issue at the Scopes trial was not about 

evolution or creation nor was it even about taxpayer choice in 

what is taught in schools.86  Rather, it was about the 

entanglement of government with education.  No one at the 

trial really wanted to face this issue, for they had all been sold a 

bill of government goods by their forefathers (such as Horace 

Mann) who led the way in establishing the American system of 

government schools. 

We all rightly reject a government-run church, but how did we 

end up with a government-run school system?  Like many bad 

ideas, it started in Germany.  In the nineteenth century, 

American educators were greatly influenced by German 

educational philosophy.  During that time there was in 

Germany an “ascendancy of the state,” and a “profound sense 

of subservience to the princes and the state.”87 

F. Von Rochow, who concentrated on teacher training, said, 

“My principle is: children belong to the state,―the State must 

provide for their education, and that they learn reading, writing, 

ciphering, and how to think correctly.  The proper school 

period can not be replaced in after life.”88 

The exaltation of the state was also prevalent in much of 

Europe.  “I claim,” said French statesman La Chalotais, “the 

right to demand for the Nation an education that will depend 
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upon the State alone; because it belongs essentially to it, 

because every nation has an inalienable and imprescriptible 

right to instruct it members, and finally because the children of 

the State should be educated by members of the State.”89 

German statism did not arrive in America all at once.  It got off 

the boat in the guise of a kindly public school system, and then 

latterly took employment in the Progressive political 

movement.  Public education was sold as a way to take 

education out of the hands of the ecclesiastical or private 

interests and turn all children over to the benevolent state.  I 

use the term “benevolent” in an ironic way, because anyone 

with the slightest bit of intelligence now knows just how evil a 

state can become (e.g., Nazism, radical Islamic governments).  

In the nineteenth century, however, the state was not looked on 

with the same level of suspicion or caution or even contempt, 

but was seen as a champion of progress against superstition or 

backwardness. 

What did America have before the public school system?  

Contrary to myth, America did not neglect its children before 

the advent of Horace Mann.  In fact, in America during the  

Revolutionary period, while some public assistance was 

provided in the New England states, most education was non-

governmental.  Wealthy parents provided tutors for their 

children and the less well-off supported schools by forming 

local societies: “In the larger cities, private schools, many of 

which were of secondary grade, were fairly numerous.  Such 
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schools were owned and conducted by schoolmasters and 

schoolmistresses, and were supported by tuition fees.”90 

In addition to fee-based instruction, the Society for the 

Propagation of the Gospel opened charity schools starting in 

1704, and included an emphasis on teaching African slaves and 

Indians.91  In the late eighteenth century, academy schools 

supplanted Latin schools in America and by the mid-nineteenth 

century, thousands had been created.  They were founded by 

wealthy individuals, churches, companies, or interested 

individuals, and were supported by tuition fees and grants of 

land from government. 

This all changed with the rise of government schooling: “With 

the rise of the public high school, the academy ceased to be the 

leading American secondary school.  The high school took its 

place as the „college of the people,‟ and the academies passed 

out of existence, though a few survived as private preparatory 

schools.”92 

As noted, the American public school system was heavily 

influenced by German statism―e.g., the Prussian 

Volksschulen, founded shortly after 1806.  “Thousands of 

Americans studied in Germany, and returned as enthusiastic 

advocates of German educational organization and methods.... 

[In addition]―During the century over six million German 

immigrants settled in the United States. . . . All levels of our 
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school system, from the kindergarten through to the graduate 

school of the university, were profoundly affected by their 

policies and practices.”93 

Both German and American educational philosophy and the 

public school system owe a lot to Johann Pestalozzi.  

Pestalozzi was a failure as a pastor, lawyer, farmer, and 

director of an orphanage, but he read Rousseau as a student and 

later believed all children, from whatever class, could with 

proper instruction grow into fully developed personalities.94  

He established schools in which recreation was common, and 

light punishment for infractions was the rule.  They all 

eventually failed.95  

Under the influence of Empiricist philosophy, Pestalozzi 

developed the idea of the “object lesson,” an emphasis on the 

concrete rather than the abstract.  The primary importance of 

this was its influence on the curriculum, the order in which 

things were taught.  It would involve starting with the concrete 

and working up to more abstract things. 

This led Pestalozzi to reject instruction in the facts of history 

because it was too far removed from the concrete, from 

everyday life and sense experience.  For the same reason, he 

rejected the study of literature and fairy tales.96 
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In Pestalozzi‟s view, children were like plants, and since there 

were laws governing the growth of a plant, so there must be 

laws of growth for children.  He said, “Man, formed from the 

dust of the earth, grows and ripens like a plant rooted in the 

soil.”97  The organic metaphor means the emphasis in 

education is not on how much one knows, but how much inner 

capacity or power one develops.  The familiar claim that 

education is not about what students know, but about giving 

them the tools of learning, is exactly in line with what 

Pestalozzi believed: “I tried more to develop the inner capacity 

of the child than to produce isolated results.”98 

Oddly enough, Dorothy Sayers in recommending the 

“medieval scheme of education” sounded almost like 

Pestalozzi.  “Is it not the great defect of our education today,” 

she said, “that although we often succeed in teaching our pupils 

„subjects,‟ we fail lamentably on the whole in teaching them 

how to think? They learn everything, except the art of 

learning.”99 

Personally, I don‟t think children should be restricted in their 

early years to the “concrete” (Pestalozzi) or to “method” 

(Sayers).   I think children (and adults) can learn anything at 

any time, whether abstract or concrete, whether “methods” or 

“subjects.”  With good teachers and high standards and good 

discipline children can learn a lot more than one might think.  
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It should also be noted that distinguishing concrete and abstract 

thought is not as easy as might be imagined, since they run on a 

scale of more or less―of degree, not of kind.100  

The best education is overlapping instruction where one lesson 

repeats some of the previous lesson, or where one course 

repeats some of the previous course.  This requires a 

logical―rather than haphazard―ordering of the lessons or 

subjects taught.  Ordered instruction allows for repetition, 

which is so very important in learning.  This would obviously 

necessitate “pre-requisite” courses and “graded” instruction, 

but it would not mean restricting children in what they could 

learn. 

There would then be no need to keep children from learning 

fairy tales or history or literature or “subjects” in their early 

years.  As long as teaching is both logically progressive and 

iterative, there should be no age barrier to learning, regardless 

of whether one teaches the “tools of learning” or the “stuff” of 

knowledge. 

I find I‟ve wandered a little off topic and I must get back to the 

Scopes trial.  Before that, I need to point out that the essential 

thing is that the idea of a public school system is not as 

“liberal” as many think.  The Roman Catholic church, an 

authoritarian institution in the nineteenth century, recognized 

the tell-tale signs of an authoritarian rival, the public 

schools―so, understandably enough, opposed it.  As one of the 
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founders of the public school system said, it was seen “as a 

Protestant movement to build up Protestant institutions, to be 

paid for by the Catholics.”101 

R. J. Rushdoony was right to say, “The emancipation of 

education from ecclesiastical control was thus a major advance 

in liberal education, but a truly liberal or free education must 

be free also of the state, from its support or control.”102  

Having opened the Pandora‟s box of statism, and let loose the 

demons of governmental coercion and interference, legislators 

thought they could leash them so they wouldn‟t go out and bite 

anyone.  Nevertheless, coercion is of the essence of 

government, and someone has to do the coercing.  The ultimate 

question is: Who will that be? 

William Jennings Bryan stumbled onto the heart of the 

problem without realizing it.  He said, “The real issue is not 

what can be taught in public schools, but who shall control the 

education system.”103  Bryan in a letter to Sue Hicks said, “The 

right of the people speaking through the legislature, to control 

the schools which they create and support is the real issue as I 

see it.”104 
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Would Bryan agree that it is the right of the people speaking 

through their legislatures to control the churches which they 

create and support?  No he wouldn‟t.  In fact in his pamphlet 

“The Menace of Evolution,” he said: “Under the pretense of 

teaching science, instructors who draw their salaries from the 

public treasury are undermining the religious faith of students 

by substituting belief in Darwinism for belief in the Bible.  Our 

Constitution very properly prohibits the teaching of religion at 

public expense.” 

Furthermore, “The Christian church is divided into many sects, 

Protestant and Catholic, and it is contrary to the spirit of our 

institutions, as well as to the written law, to use money raised 

by taxation for the propagation of sects.  In many states they 

have gone so far as to eliminate the reading of the Bible, 

although its morals and literature have a value entirely distinct 

from the religious interpretations variously placed upon the 

Bible.” 

He continued, “Quietly and unnoticed, the enemies of the Bible 

have been substituting irreligion for religion.  Having excluded 

the teaching of religion, they are daily teaching that which 

cannot be true if the Bible is true.  They do not always openly 

attack the Bible, but that which they teach is built upon the 

theory that the Bible is untrue.”  

Given that Bryan was a Progressive who believed in the growth 

of government, it is understandable that it did not occur to him 

to question the role of the state in education.  No, like all 

statists, he did not recognize that the reins of the state might be 
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grabbed by some other interest group (in this case the 

Darwinists) that wanted to drive the carriage of government 

down a different road.  He believed that only his side would be 

in control of the state, and therefore, of the schools.  By 

winning the case in Dayton, Bryan merely reaffirmed his belief 

in a government he could still control. 

Creationist T. T. Martin did not regard government schools as a 

curse, but only saw the teaching of evolution as an evil.  “Next 

to the fall of Adam and Eve,” he said, “evolution and the 

teaching of evolution in tax-supported schools is the greatest 

curse that ever fell upon this earth.”105  In Martin‟s view, it was 

not tax-supported schools, but teaching something Martin 

didn‟t like, that was to be regarded as the “greatest curse.” 

Similarly, the ACLU‟s main concern during the Scopes trial 

was with academic freedom and free speech, but only of a 

certain kind.  Government schools by their nature shut down 

academic freedom and free speech for some and reserve it for a 

favored group.106  The goal, according to Darrow, was, 

“Preventing bigots and ignoramuses from controlling the 

education of the United States."  He did not say anything about 

preventing spawn of Satan like himself from controlling it, but 

that was like Darrow, always leaving out important details. 

Representative L. D. Hill argued that with a “compulsory 

school law” it was “unfair” for Bible-believers that their 

children should be forced to learn things contrary to their 
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beliefs.  In addition, bill-sponsor John Shelton said taxpayers 

who believed in creation “should not be compelled” to support 

the teaching of the theory of evolution in schools.107 

This is what was wrong with the creationist worldview of the 

1920s, and the same error still survives today in large measure.  

While they would be the first to oppose government-dictated 

churches as rank tyranny, many creationists still do not see 

government-dictated education as rank tyranny. 

And that, more than anything else, is why the Scopes trial was 

a fiasco. 
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