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PREFACE 

When the billowing cloud of secularism causes 
the star of Bethlehem to glow with ever-
diminishing light, this should be for all 
Christians a clear call to make the light of the 
gospel shine through the growing darkness. 

Ben Fisher, former executive secretary of the Southern 

Baptist Education Commission, spoke to the Association of 

Southern Baptist Colleges and Schools in 1982, when he 

enshrouded the American education system in the gathering 

darkness of secularism.^ Fisher's description captured the 

general outlook of many conservative, religious Texans 

toward the trends in Texas public education. In 1963, the 

Religious Right had felt particularly threatened when the 

United States Supreme Court ruled organized prayer and Bible 

reading in the nation's public schools unconstitutional. 

Responding to the decision, the Religious Right began to 

rise up in righteous indignation to combat what it viewed as 

the encroachment of secularization in state supported 

education. The ensuing war, if indeed the struggle ever 

arrived at such a lofty status, became a protracted one with 

few watershed skirmishes. Yet the abiding forces of the 

Religious Right proved effective in their efforts. While 

they fell short of stopping the spread of "secular 

darkness," religious rightists succeeded in obstructing some 

changes in education to the point of distraction. 

^Craig Bird, "Educators Urged to Fight 'Secular 
Darkness,'" Baptist Standard (September 8, 1982), p. 5 
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In 1989, the Texas State Board of Education announced 

that thereafter textbooks would include the theories of 

Darwinian evolution. The board's decision delivered a 

dreadful and dispiriting blow to the Religious Right. While 

the movement declared no truce after the decision, there 

seemed to be a lull in the struggle. That decision thus 

marked a suitable point at which to end this study. 

During the years between the 1963 Court decision and 

the 1989 board decision, a reincarnation of the old 

fundamentalist/modernist controversy of the 1920s erupted. 

The public schools became, as before, major areas of 

concern. This study chronicles the controversies of those 

years. Societal perceptions of the nature and state of 

public education in the early sixties, examined in Chapter 

1, contributed significantly to the origin of the 

controversies. Major structural change in the society and 

public education in the sixties gave rise to forces opposed 

to that change. Believing itself to be the earthly 

representation of the will of God in redirecting society's 

course, the Religious Right determined to save the society 

by shielding the children from the misdirected change. 

Through "proper" education according to Religious Right 

principles, the leaders of succeeding generations would 

place the society back on its "correct" course. 

In many ways Texas education resembled that in much of 

the rest of the nation, particularly the southern states. 



The people of Texas shared the same traumas, fears and 

upheaval brought on by change that those of other states 

experienced. But, in certain key ways Texas possessed a 

combination of qualities that rendered it different to a 

degree from other states in the religious struggle for 

control over the minds of school children. Those qualities 

included a huge number of semi-autonomous school districts, 

many of which existed in rural, isolated areas; a large, 

unwieldy state board of education with its members elected 

by region; state board rules allowing for virtually 

unlimited citizen input in the decision-making process; and 

a pervasive public disdain for outside interference in local 

school matters. All of those factors provided fertile 

ground for effective Religious Right involvement. 

Chapter II provides an exploration of the composition, 

motivation and objectives of the Texas Religious Right. 

Confrontations over the extremely divisive issues of 

organized prayer and Bible reading in public schools, the 

subjects of Chapter III, arose early in the 1960s and 

lingered throughout the period under study. The perennial 

dilemma over the theories of evolution versus Biblical 

creationism in state provided textbooks and in the classroom 

is the subject of Chapter IV. Chapter V deals with 

"traditional American values" which included controversies 

over women's position in society, sex education, 

"Americanism" and the employment of censorship. The study 
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concludes with Chapter VI in which attempts are made to 

determine the success or failure of the Religious Right in 

achieving its objectives and to understand the impact of the 

struggle upon public education in Texas. 
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CHAPTER I 

ORIGINS OF CONFLICT 

A virtually universal belief in the value of education 

developed fully in twentieth-century America. In the post 

World War II era Americans favored schooling for more 

students due to the belief that it "could cure society's 

ills."^ According to Diane Ravitch, historian of American 

education, 

It would preserve democracy, eliminate poverty, 
lower the crime rate, enrich the common culture, 
reduce unemployment, ease the assimilation of 
immigrants to the nation, overcome differences 
between ethnic groups, advance scientific and 
technological progress, prevent traffic accidents, 
raise health standards, refine moral character, 
and guide young people into useful occupations.^ 

Increasing enrollment and keeping students in school longer 

became notions of singular importance to the nation. 

With the value of schooling as an idea upon which 

almost everyone agreed, many citizens with democratic ideals 

began "a crusade for equal educational opportunity."^ That 

equality extended to all races of people in the minds of the 

crusaders. In the 1950s, more sharply than at anytime past, 

concern emerged that the growth of population and rising 

levels of education could exacerbate divisions within 

D̂iane Ravitch, The Troubled Crusade: American 
Education 1945-1980 (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1983), p 
xii. 

Îbid. 

^Ibid., p. xi. 



society along race and class lines unless efforts ensued 

toward equalizing education opportunity. Arrival at that 

level of concern had not developed magically. Black 

Americans had worked for equal and desegregated education 

since at least the 1930s. The effort finally came to 

fruition in 1954, in a series of court cases together known 

as Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka. In the words of 

Richard Kluger, historian of Black America's struggle for 

school desegregation, the Brown decision "marked the turning 

point in America's willingness to face the consequences of 

centuries of racial discrimination."* The desegregation of 

public schools that followed, with all its rancor and fury, 

particularly in the southern United States, helped thrust 

institutions of education into the forefront as agents of 

social change. 

The dramatic change of racial integration imposed on 

educational institutions from without ran concurrently with 

fundamental change occurring within the institutions. 

Having long held sway among educational theorists, the 

"progressive" ideas of pragmatist John Dewey had filtered 

down to the classroom by the 1950s."' There developed 

little unanimity among schools in the practice of 

progressive education, but "the language and ideas of 

^Richard Kluger, Simple Justice; The History of Brown 
V. Board of Education and Black America's Struggle for 
Equality (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1976), p. x. 

^Ravitch, Troubled Crusade, p. 43. 



progressive education permeated public education."^ 

Because of its almost constant mutation at the institutional 

level, progressive education defied specific definition. 

Generally, progressive schools centered on the child and 

professed flexibility and educational democracy.' 

Progressive educators sought to moderate traditional 

education beliefs, ideals and practices in a number of ways. 

Ravitch claimed that those who favored progressive education 

tended to deemphasize reliance on schools as centers for 

enhancement of intellectual functioning, books as primary 

sources of learning, "traditional subjects (like history, 

English, science and mathematics)," and "the teaching of 

content dictated by the internal logic of the material." 

They saw little need for the inflexibility of strict 

schedules, periods set aside for different subjects, 

teaching-techniques that stressed memorization or drills and 

teacher dominated classrooms. Progressive educators also 

believed more harm than good came from "testing to determine 

the students' mastery of subject matter, competition among 

students for grades and other extrinsic rewards, and 

traditional policies of promotion and failure."° 

The progressive structures of schooling took many forms 

strikingly dissimilar from one another, but related to each 

^Ibid. 

^Ibid., p. 44. 

^Ibid. 



other in their opposition to traditional education. By the 

1960s they ranged from "life adjustment" education designed 

to equip "youth to live democratically with satisfaction to 

themselves and profit to society as home members, workers 

and citizens,"' to the more radical programs of "new 

progressivism" inspired by A. S. Neill's Summerhill and 

similar "alternative schools" ideaŝ ° that had little 

influence on the progression of public education. 

Additional upheaval profoundly affected and in many 

ways altered the nature of public education institutions. 

In the post-World War II anticommunist crusade, public 

education and educators came under attack as possible 

promoters of unAmerican activities. Schools, as supposed 

"centers of critical thinking," naturally offended anyone 

11 who wanted to rein in such thought.•̂ ^ Don E. Carleton, 

historian of Texas anticommunism in the 1950s, believed that 

"historically, American teachers have been targets of 

suspicion and aggression during periods of superpatriotic 

sensitivity."^^ Administrators and teachers bowed to such 

pressures that sometimes became witch-hunts because they 

feared humiliating reprisals by red-baiters. Therefore, 

'ibid., p. 66. 

^̂ Ibid. , pp. 235, 238. 

^^bid. , p. 112. 

^̂ Don E. Carleton, Red Scare! Right-wing Hysteria. 
Fifties Fanaticism and Their Legacy in Texas (Austin: Texas 
Monthly Press, Inc., 1985), p. 154. 



many teachers stayed closely attuned to the "three R's" and 

patriotic Americanism in the classroom. To do otherwise 

imperiled their jobs and reputations. 

The Soviet launching of Sputnik I in 1957 had an 

enormous impact on the American education structure. The 

military threat from communism seemed all the more real to 

many Americans. Schools had somehow fallen behind and the 

threat to national security became their responsibility. 

Education institutions nationwide underwent a massive effort 

to restructure their curricula in mathematics and the 

sciences.̂ "' The education community struggled "to readjust 

to the new demands of the post-Sputnik era"̂ * in an 

atmosphere less than conducive to calm reflection. The 

schools suddenly had been saddled with solving the nation's 

problems in addition to their own. 

Americans expected much from their educational 

institutions. Often looked upon "as instruments of national 

purpose," schools, as viewed by most people, adequately 

fulfilled their responsibilities. But many others thought 

differently and pressed for any number of sometimes 

conflicting and always challenging societal improvements in 

which schools could play a part. They could "change the 

social order, preserve threatened traditions, challenge 

historic wrongs, or make sure the next generation avoided 

^^Ravitch, Troubled Crusade, p. 79 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 228. 



the errors of its predecessors."^^ Almost everyone agreed 

on the power of schooling to affect the future, and that 

served to charge emotionally educational controversies. "A 

variety of campaigns and crusades" arose in the postwar 

United States designed to alter, to preserve, to enhance, or 

to use education to achieve many different objectives. With 

so many conflicting interests involved in trying "to control 

or redirect educational institutions," each for its own 

purpose, the nature of controversies in education changed 

from questions over "curriculum and teaching" methods to the 

kind of society that would result from the use of certain 

materials and techniques. Thus "educational issues" 

developed into "social problems," with conflicting social 

and political interests looking at schools as "prizes" to 

win.̂ ^ 

The 1960s ushered in a period of major change. The 

United States underwent rapid technological advancement, 

struggles in civil rights, war in Vietnam and protests over 

the war, early stirrings for women's liberation, development 

of the "counterculture," and revolt of many young people 

against the "establishment."^' The upheaval tended to 

polarize public perception of educational institutions into 

^̂ Ibid. , p. xii. 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 42. 

'̂George Gallup, Jr. and Jim Castelli, The People's 
Religion: American Faith in the '90s (New York: Macmillan 
Publishing Company, 1989), p. 9. 



two hostile factions. Many people, in that time of flux, 

experienced a foreboding sense that traditional American 

values had come under assault. They looked to the public 

schools to protect the heritage of the past and instill 

traditional values in the rising generation. They expected 

schools to adhere to the values of parents and the 

community. They felt no sympathy for others in society who 

viewed institutions of education as change agents with the 

capability to "shape the values of children in ways that 

were broader, more humane, and more liberated than those of 

their parents. "̂^ 

From among those who feared the extinction of 

traditional values in education emerged a strong, militant 

religious contingent. Caught in the currents of 

conservative concerns, some religious groups divined "that a 

vast and sinister conspiracy had subverted American 

education and had turned it against not only traditional 

educational but traditional American religious ideals." 

Claims appeared that public schools did not "teach the 

fundamentals" or "discipline children, wasting money on fads 

and frills," and favoring "progressive education that 

promoted collectivism, godlessness and juvenile 

delinquency."^' The Religious Right took aim at the 

disheveled and vulnerable educational structure, in 

18 Ravitch, The Troubled Crusade, pp. 112-113 

'̂ibid. , pp. 70-71. 



crusade-like fashion, to establish God and country as the 

only sources of truth for American school children. Such a 

sweeping attempt to impose its values, regardless of the 

views of others, exhibited extraordinary presumption by the 

Religious Right. Yet such reaction did not appear for the 

first time in American society of the 1960s. Similar 

sentiment had emerged in the 1920s: a decade resembling the 

1960s in the degree of turbulence brought about by rapid 

change.*" 

The society of the 1920s had undergone extreme trauma 

brought on by World War I mobilization and demobilization, 

mass production and use of automobiles, conversion by 

farmers to cultivation by tractors, revolution in 

communications because of the radio, and a host of other 

91 

forces.*^ Those who felt threatened by the rapidly 

changing conditions, particularly the religious 

fundamentalist believers, had perceived all manner of evil 

developments destined to corrupt and destroy America. Some 

had feared the upheaval to be communist inspired, which gave 

rise to an earlier "Red Scare." Others had sought to combat 

perceived threats through vigilante activities, including a 

rejuvenated Ku Klux Klan. 

'̂'Kenneth K. Bailey, Southern White Protestantism in 
the Twentieth Century (New York: Harper and Row, 
Publishers, 1964), p. 71. 

24bid., pp. 45-46. 

8 



Religious leaders had lambasted the society of the 

twenties because of its "worldliness." "For seldom--if 

ever--had a generation so flouted hallowed traditions and 

responded so little to censure."^^ Clergymen had 

criticized movies, cars, because they eliminated chaperones 

after dark, and drastic changes in women's dress. "Scant 

dress . . . usually accompanied . . . scant morals." 

Fundamentalist Baptist pastor J. Frank Norris of Fort Worth 

had "condemned this present godless, commercialized, 

pleasure-gone-mad. Sabbath-breaking, idol-worshipping, hell-

bound age."" A leader of the Bible Crusaders of America 

had "urged the 80 million Fundamentalists of America to 

stand as a solid phalanx against the Satanic invasion of 

rationalism and infidelity" that swept across the United 

States.^* "Modernism and evolution infidelity has crept 

into our schools . . .," expressed one religious 

publication, "just like the loathsome frog creeps into our 

wells of water, . . . and has defiled our schools . . . just 

like the frog does the water. "̂ ^ 

The passionate uprising of the religious 

fundamentalists had reached a fever pitch by the mid-1920s, 

culminating in the highly publicized trial of John T. Scopes 

^^Ibid., p. 45. 

^^ibid. , pp. 45-46. 

^^bid. , p. 50. 

25lbid. , p. 75. 



in 1925. Scopes, a Dayton, Tennessee public school teacher, 

had been tried and found guilty of teaching evolution in 

violation of state law. Widespread opposition to Scopes 

arose from fundamentalists who supported the Tennessee anti-

evolution statute. Critical public scrutiny during the 

trial exposed glaring intellectual and rational deficiencies 

in the fundamentalist camp. The "80 million fundamentalists 

of America" appeared considerably less formidable after the 

court proceeding than their leaders had portended before it 

began. The movement seemed to fade ignominiously away soon 

afterward. It had failed to halt the progress of modernism 

and in the process its fundamentalist adherents became 

subjects of contemptuous derision. Yet disagreement with 

evolution as with many issues that so riled fundamentalists 

did not disappear. Other, more pressing national and 

international concerns simply overshadowed their degree of 

immediate importance for several years. It could be 

reasonably assumed that the fundamentalist-modernist 

controversy would have continued unabated beyond the 

twenties, especially in the southern states, had it not been 

for the Great Depression, World War II, war demobilization 

and the Korean Conflict. 

At a diminished level from that of the mid-1920s, anti-

evolution activity continued to surface throughout the 

South. Arkansas and Mississippi adopted anti-evolution laws 

in the late twenties. In 1963, John T. Scopes, living in 

10 



Shreveport, Louisiana, seemed to confirm the strength and 

perseverance of the anti-evolutionists. He doubted that he 

had "accomplished much toward bringing the theory of 

evolution and modern science into the public schools": "I 

think the case was lost in 1925. We fought a good battle 

but we didn't win very much. I would hope it would be 

different today, but I don't really know."̂ ^ Many Texans 

exhibited strong anti-evolution sentiment. In 1925, the 

Texas Text Book Commission, controlled by Governor Miriam 

Ferguson, prohibited evolution in public school textbooks 

and threatened the jobs of teachers who used unapproved 

textbooks.^^ Through 1929, members of the Texas 

legislature recommended and debated legislation outlawing 

the teaching of evolution in public schools, requiring 

religious oaths for teachers and forcing instruction in 

religion. None of the proposed laws passed because, 

according to Texas historians Robert A. Calvert and Arnoldo 

DeLeon, the diversity of the state population forced 

legislators from South Texas and the Hill Country to oppose 

the bills."^^ Those who thought the controversy over 

^4bid., p. 90. 

97 

^'Lawrence L. Graves, ed., A History of Lubbock. Part 
Three: The Cultural Emergence of Lubbock (Lubbock: West 
Texas Museum Association, 1961), p. 470. See also Ray 
Ginger, Six Days or Forever? Tennessee v. John Thomas Scopes 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1958), p. 211. 

"Robert A. Calvert and Arnoldo DeLeon, The History of 
Texas (Arlington Heights, IL: Harlan Davidson, Inc., 1990), 
p. 286. 

11 



evolution had ended failed to grasp the true nature of the 

dilemma. For a particularly devout segment of the society, 

it remained a virtual impossibility to reconcile a 

scientific theory that man evolved from lower forms of life 

over millions of years with a literal reading of the Book of 

Genesis which depicted a spontaneous creation of man by God 

in His own image a few thousand years ago. 

Conservative religious groups in Texas maintained a 

strong commitment to traditional American values long after 

those values had seemed to come under threat in the 1920s. 

Modernism tended to break down cultural conformity which had 

been based upon Biblical teachings, and brought on the "jazz 

age" in the twenties, the social gospel, higher textual 

criticism, the "new woman," short skirts, speakeasies, and 

all manner of evil. For conservative religious Texans, 

modernism, like evolution, remained irreconcilable with the 

Christian moral values that traditionally guided America. 

In the late 1940s, Lubbock high schools introduced Bible 

courses that, according to sociologist H. Paul Chalfant, 

"were intended to teach Biblical faith as a protection 

against any alien ideas which might be brought into the 

area. "2' 

The upsurge of anti-foreign sentiment in the 1920s that 

gave rise to strident anti-communism, known as the "Red 

^'Lawrence L. Graves (ed.), Lubbock From Town to Citv 
(Lubbock: West Texas Museum Association, 1986), p. 309. 

12 



Scare," continued to animate conservative religious Texans 

from its inception through the Cold War. The Texas 

legislature in 1935 passed a law that "required all 

prospective teachers to satisfy . . . the county 

superintendent as to their loyalty to the United States."^° 

That represented the first in a succession of state laws 

that culminated in 1949 with a requirement that "school 

personnel and students . . . make a formal disavowal of 

membership in 'subversive groups.'"-* Many Texans linked 

their conservative religious beliefs with patriotic 

Americanism and condemned liberal religious views as 

communistic and subversive.^^ A more recent, and blatant, 

outbreak of "Red Scare" came with the rise and fall of 

Wisconsin Senator Joseph McCarthy in the early 1950s. The 

essence of that episode in Texas has been captured by Don E. 

Carleton in his work on the latter-day great American fear. 

Carleton's discussion of that frightening era's effect on 

the state's schools centered upon the Houston school 

district, but had implications for all educators in Texas. 

Several of the recurring themes begun in the 1920s 

burst out with a vengeance again in the 1960s. Dramatic 

change in society caused the reawakening, but many of the 

old issues involving public schools held center stage in the 

30 Carleton, Red Scare, p. 155. 

^4bid. 

^^Graves, History of Lubbock, p. 480 
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new revolt. An understanding of the fundamentalist crusade 

in the 1920s placed the latter-day Religious Right crusade 

in historical perspective and, by comparison, provided an 

opportunity to judge its impact. 

14 



CHAPTER II 

THE RELIGIOUS RIGHT IN TEXAS 

Religion played an integral role in the thinking of 

Texans during the decades of the sixties, seventies, and 

eighties. Texas embraced 16,111 churches in 1980. Seventy-

one different denominations with more than 7-1/2 million 

adherents, over half the state's population at that time, 

professed their faith in those churches.^ Almost all of 

the remaining population, while not acknowledging formal 

church affiliation, believed in and prayed to God. Ninety-

four percent of all Texans expressed a belief in God, while 

90 percent prayed.^ Anything with religious connotations 

received a sympathetic ear in Texas. The Religious Right of 

Texas made up a small but potent portion of the religious 

configuration in the state. As that group moved into direct 

confrontation with public education over matters involving 

philosophy, teaching and curricula, it alternately drew 

support from that religious community at large which 

distorted its strengths, and witnessed withdrawal of that 

support at crucial times which exposed its serious 

^Bernard Quinn, Herman Anderson, Martin Bradley, Paul 
Goetting and Peggy Shriver, Churches and Church Membership 
in the United States, 1980 (Atlanta: Glenmary Research 
Center, 1982), p. 629. 

^George Gallup, Jr. and Jim Castelli, The People's 
Religion: American Faith in the '90s (New York: Macmillan 
Publishing Company, 1989), p. 85. This work is a 
compilation of most of the polls about religion conducted by 
the Gallup organization since the 1930s. 
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weaknesses. Regardless of feast or famine,' religious 

rightists maintained vigilance in their attempts to mold 

public education to their designs. 

To conduct a number of religious surveys in the 1980s, 

the Gallup organization divided the United States into "New 

England, Middle Atlantic, East Central, West Central, 

Southeast, Southwest, and Mountain and Pacific" regions. 

Southerners of the Southeast and Southwest held the 

distinction of being the most religious people in the 

country in terms of rating the importance of religion in 

their lives, church membership and attendance, belief in the 

Bible as the literal word of God, and belief in the 

impossibility of being a good Christian without attending 

church. Well over three-fourths of southerners described 

themselves as Protestant, while almost half of all 

southerners declared themselves Baptists."' Baptists 

composed the most evangelical of all the major religious 

denominations. Protestants formed fully two-thirds of all 

Texans during the period 1963-1989, including five to six 

million born again Christians.' 

^Ibid., pp. 84-86. 

^Gallup and Castelli, The People's Religion, p. 93. 
Public opinion polls tried several ways to determine the 
most appropriate identification of a "born again" Christian. 
Before, 1986, the question most often asked included: "Have 
you had a 'born again' experience, or 'a turning point' in 
your life when you committed yourself to Jesus Christ?" In 
response to that question 34 percent in 1976 and 40 percent 
in 1984 answered affirmatively. Convinced that the wording 
of the question provoked affirmative answers from people who 

16 



From within that community of born again Christians 

came the Religious Right. To claim "born again" status a 

person had to undergo a religious experience considered to 

be a turning point that involved a commitment to Jesus 

Christ."' But those amounted to only words attempting to 

unemotionally explain a highly emotional concept, rather 

than a systematic philosophy that would withstand 

intellectual scrutiny. Born againism became central to the 

Religious Right sense of Christianity. In 1981, James 

Robison, the Hurst, Texas evangelist of national fame, 

declared, "Born again. Born again. Born again! It's a 

Bible term. What does it mean?" He answered, "You must be 

born again, or you'll never enter Heaven." Robison 

explained that a person could not be a Christian unless born 

again, and that "religion" represented simply man's 

erroneous effort toward "saving" himself. "To be born 

again," according to Robison, 

means that you have been supernaturally 
changed. . . . It's a miracle! I can't explain 
it but it's a miracle. You waste your time trying 

would not normally consider themselves born again 
Christians, the Gallup organization began asking, "Would you 
describe yourself as a Born-Again Christian, or not?" The 
organization felt that question most likely to get an 
accurate response. Comparing findings resulting from 
different definitions, Gallup and Castelli felt safe in 
saying that since 1976 the percentage of born again 
Christians in the population remained fairly constant at 
31 percent. 

^Ibid. 
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to explain it. . . . I'm so grateful that I don't 
have to explain it. . . .° 

The ability of the Religious Right unquestioningly to 

accept inexplicable born againism and to be comfortable in 

the acceptance appeared in many aspects of its members' 

lives. They had no problem in accounting for the 

unexplainable. Reverend W. N. Otwell, fundamentalist 

minister of The Church in Fort Worth in the 1980s, related 

the reasons Texas became besieged by tornadoes and floods. 

God punished the state "because of a 1975 law that requires 

church-run children's homes to be state-licensed." "I want 

to tell you when they passed that law, God frowned on this 

state. . . . This state has had nothing but turmoil since 

that day." When questioned about the implication of deaths 

as retribution by God, Otwell replied, "Yes, I say God did 

it because they're persecuting the church."' Testifying 

before Congress on the subject of prayer in schools, James 

Robison described the "plagues that descended upon the 

nation after the banning of prayer in the schools by the 

Supreme Court in 1962-1963." The Vietnam War expanded, 

gunmen assassinated prominent leaders, crime escalated, 

families disintegrated, racial conflict erupted, and teen-

M̂ark of a Christian, a religious special produced by 
the James Robison Evangelistic Association, 1980. 
Transcripted in Emerald Jan Porter McCathern, "James 
Robison: The Rhetoric of a Contemporary Jeremiah" (Master's 
thesis, Texas Tech University, 1982), pp. 167-180. 

^"God's Wrath is Punishing State: Pastor," The Houston 
Post, April 12, 1988, p. 6A. 

18 



age pregnancies and venereal disease skyrocketed.^ The 

Religious Right had become privy to the mysterious workings 

of God. No other explanation was needed. 

Born-again Christians have been alternately referred to 

by uninformed observers as evangelicals, which may or may 

not be an accurate description. Evangelical described those 

Protestants who believed in a conversion experience, and 

personal salvation, but placed less value on the organized 

church and reason.' Thus, evangelicals committed 

themselves to revival or missionary activity in attempting 

to convert the masses, hence evangelism. In the 1980s 

evangelicals comprised 44 percent of all Protestants in the 

United States.̂ '̂  They did not constitute a denomination; 

they formed varying portions of most denominations. 

Evangelicals made up 57 percent of the Baptist membership, 

32 percent of the Methodists, and 29 percent of the 

Lutherans. Presbyterians included 27 percent evangelicals 

and Episcopalians contained 14 percent evangelicals. Three 

in ten Americans, over forty-five million, called themselves 

evangelical Christians .̂^ 

^Daniel C. Maguire, The New Subversive: Anti-
Americanism of the Relicrious Right (New York: Continuum 
Publishing Company, 1982), p. 7. 

'Gary K. Clabaugh, Thunder on the Right: The 
Protestant Fundamentalists (Chicago: Nelson-Hall Company, 
1974), p. 183. 

°̂Gallup and Castelli, People's Religion, p. 93. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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The Religious Right did not speak for or represent all 

or even a majority of the evangelical Christians. From the 

generic characteristics of born-again and evangelical 

Christians came a range of subtle and not so subtle 

differences. The Religious Right contingent professed a 

"fundamentalist" religious belief. While virtually all 

fundamentalist believers became born-again Christians, not 

all born-again Christians became fundamentalist believers. 

"'Christian' fundamentalism," as distinguished from similar 

groups among the different religions of the world, developed 

primarily in the twentieth century.̂ ^ Its doctrines could 

be attributed originally to sixteenth century French 

theologian John Calvin. Yet Gary Clabaugh, a critic of the 

American radical right,̂ ^ and other writers^* considered 

the major source of Christian fundamentalism, the only 

fundamentalism of concern in this study, as originating from 

twelve booklets. The Fundamentals: A Testimony to the 

Truth, printed between 1910 and 1912.^' Influenced by the 

^̂ Rod L. Evans and Irwin Berent, Fundamentalism: 
Hazards and Heartbreak (LaSalle, IL: Open Court Publishing 
Company, 1988), p. 1. 

^^Clabaugh, Thunder on the Right, p. 122. 

^̂ Evans and Berent, Fundamentalism, p. 1. See also 
James Barr, Fundamentalism (Philadelphia: The Westminster 
Press, 1978), p. 2. 

^^Clabaugh, Thunder on the Right, p. 122. Some studies 
extended publication of the pamphlets to 1915; Evans and 
Berent, Fundamentalism, p. 1; See also Barr, Fundamentalism, 
p. 2. 
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theology propounded in those pamphlets, several 

"conservative Protestant leaders," mainly Baptists in the 

beginning, established the World's Christian Fundamentals 

Association during 1918.̂ ^ Thus the American religious 

fundamentalist movement began. 

The Fundamentalist doctrine maintains that the 
Bible . . . is the literal word of God and is 
the only infallible rule of faith and practice. 
It maintains that Jesus Christ was the actual 
sinless son of God . . . born of a virgin, and 
that he died in substitutionary atonement for the 
sins of men, that he was resurrected from the dead 
still in his human form, and that he will come a 
second time in power and glory. The doctrine 
further maintains that man had been rendered sinful 
through Adam's fall and that his only hope of 
salvation lies in grace through faith and not in 
any worldly works. Finally, it proclaims that the 
saved [born again] will have everlasting life in 
Heaven, while the lost will suffer . . . in the 
. . . fires of Hell.^' 

This theological view reflected the literalism 

maintained for a lengthy period within traditional 

Protestantism. Most modern Protestants, even many 

evangelicals, had rejected it, but it survived intact among 

the religious fundamentalists. "It is the religion of 

simpler days," according to Clabaugh, "when preachers spoke 

of Hell as experts. It is the religion that died the death 

of a thousand compromises at the hands of the empirical 

tradition." But Clabaugh alluded to the religious 

fundamentalists when he claimed: "It lives on for those who 

^^Clabaugh, Thunder on the Right, p. 122. 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 123. 
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are unaware of these compromises."^^ Cullen Murphy, an 

observer of religious movements, maintained that, 

"fundamentalism is merely a subculture within 'mainstream' 

evangelicalism, a relatively young and extreme movement 

within an older, moderate one."-̂  

The word fundamentalist may take on the aura of 

something much larger than the theological sect status to 

which the fundamentalists traditionally have been relegated. 

Nathan Kollar, professor of religious studies at St. John 

Fisher College in New York, and historian Richard Hofstadter 

have suggested the possible existence of a fundamentalist 

subculture in American society replete with numerous 

characteristics distinguishing it from any other cultural 

entity. Accordingly, religious fundamentalism could be only 

one symptom of an all-inclusive fundamentalist mentality. 

Kollar discussed at length the concept of "secular" 

fundamentalism. "Fundamentalism," he argued, "is a 

worldview in which all of life and its experiences are 

interpreted literally rather than symbolically; univocally 

rather than multivocally; uniformly rather than 

pluralistically." Kollar continued: 

The Fundamentalist tradition begins with an 
experience of certainty in the midst of a chaotic 
world of uncertainty. This security and certainty 
is found in three foundational experiences. (1) 

^̂ Ibid. , pp. 123-124. 

'̂cullen Murphy, "Protestantism and the Evangelicals," 
The Wilson Quarterly 5 (Autumn 1981): 106. 
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In a conscious realization of a strong, easily 
distinguished difference between those who are 
good and speak 'the truth' and those who do not 
speak 'the truth.'. . . (2) The deep-felt 
confidence that if the world takes the direction 
envisioned by these truly good and truthful people 
it will be the best possible world. (3) Truth is 
experienced. It is felt, touched and discovered. 
Such empirical truth is found especially in the 
written and spoken word.̂ "̂  

Clearly Kollar described a fundamentalist mind which could 

be secular and extraneous to the religious context. 

Richard Hofstadter developed an additional intriguing 

argument in favor of a basic fundamentalist outlook upon the 

world in his Pulitzer Prize winning study of Anti-

Intellectualism in American Life. Hofstadter put forward 

the concept of a "100 percent mentality" as part of a 

"status anxiety" or "alienation" interpretation for some 

groups in American history. Hofstadter found in the late 

nineteenth century the emergence of a state of mind in 

opposition to the disturbing inception of rationalism, 

scholarly Biblical criticism and an all-encompassing 

modernism. That state of mind, "shaped by a desire to 

strike back against everything modern," became the 100 

percent mentality because it contained no shades of 

doubt.̂ ^ In any matter—religious or secular--there could 

be 100 percent right and 100 percent wrong. 

'̂̂ Nathan R. Kollar, "Secular Fundamentalism or Secular 
Humanism: Continuing a Tradition," Humanities in the South 
72 (Fall 1990): 6. 

^̂ Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American 
Life (New York: Vintage, 1963), p. 121. 
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Not all evangelicals believed in the inerrancy of the 

Bible in all matters, nor did all evangelicals react 

fearfully against modern culture and critical religious 

scholarship. Those characteristics became raison d'etre, 

however, for fundamentalist adherents. Yet, religious 

differences existed among the various fundamentalist groups. 

"Pentecostals, members of such denominations as the Church 

of God in Christ, the Assemblies of God and [the] . . . 

International Church of the Foursquare Gospel," formed a 

distinct group of fundamentalists. Pentecostals accept the 

view that Christians of any time have access to "spiritual 

gifts." They believe that the mark of a "true Christian" is 

at times taken over by the "Holy Spirit," and may also 

"speak in tongues." "Spiritual gifts" might involve the 

power to heal or to understand the problems of others. 

Charismatics also believed in spiritual gifts, but they 

remained distinct from the pentecostals because they 

usually belonged to non-pentecostal denominations. 

Charismatics could be found in many mainline Protestant as 

well as Catholic churches." 

Thus the Religious Right included some but not all 

evangelicals and fundamentalists. Within those groups 

existed the bases for the Religious Right. Its religious 

and generally fundamentalist outlook joined with certain 

^̂ Randall Balmer, Mine Eyes Have Seen the Glory: A 
Journey into the Evangelical Subculture in America (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1989), pp. xi-xii. 
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socioeconomic, racial and psychological characteristics to 

create the Religious Right subculture in the South. 

The southern Religious Right included almost entirely 

an undereducated white segment of the population in the 

1980s. Anglos formed 82 percent of born-again 

Christians.^- Persons with less than a high school 

education twice as often described themselves as born-again 

Christians as those with some college education or a college 

94 

degree." Only 13 percent of evangelicals graduated from 

college, 29 percent of them did not graduate from high 

school, while 25 percent of the general population graduated 
25 

from college.'"' The lack of formal education among the 

Religious Right also helped determine the low income status 

of its adherents. Almost 40 percent of all evangelicals had 
9fi 

family incomes below $15,000 a year." Among non-

evangelicals only 24 percent had incomes of less than 

$15,000 annually.^ Limited education and low income, 

along with a fundamentalist outlook, contributed to a sense 

of alienation from the mainstream American society among the 

southern Religious Right. 

^̂ Gallup and Castelli, People's Religion, p. 94. 

2̂ Ibid. 

^̂ Ibid. 

26 Ibid., p. 96. 

2̂ Ibid. 
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The Religious Right also may be defined more clearly by 

using the concept of status anxiety. The idea developed 

from studies of stratification by Max Weber, German 

sociologist-economist-historian who died in 1920. He notes 

the existence of "a politics based not on class (economic) 

concerns, but on social status or prestige concerns."^^ As 

a result, "societal conflict occurs when one set of 

established values is increasingly supplanted by another set 

of antithetical values."^' Three schools of thought have 

developed on social prestige and the politics of lifestyle 

concerns. A group of sociologists, political scientists and 

historians represented the first school. They included 

Richard Hofstadter, Daniel Bell and Nathan Glazer.̂ '' This 

group agreed that "individuals concerned with loss of 

personal prestige" often "turn to reactionary, status quo 

movements such as the Ku Klux Klan." This view has been 

criticized "because it mistakenly assumes individuals with 

equal prestige develop a common life-style rather than 

individuals of a common life-style falling into categories 

of equal prestige. ""̂^ 

^̂ Matthew C. Moen, "School Prayer and the Politics of 
Lifestyle Concern," Social Science Quarterly 65 (December 
1984): 1066. 

2'lbid. 

"̂̂ Daniel Bell, ed. , The Radical Right (New York: 
Doubleday, 1966). 

^^Moen, "Prayer and Politics," p. 1066. 
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Guess believed "those individuals who perceive the greatest 

threat to the traditional role of housewife and mother . . . 

in society are most likely to oppose the ERA as the visible 

manifestation of that threat." Conflicts about textbooks 

also reflected such concerns. Individuals criticized modern 

textbooks, because the views expressed in them threatened 

traditional values. Thus "the perceived demise of cherished 

personal values, rather than a fight to maintain personal 

prestige or to assert cultural dominance, . . . lies at the 

heart of status . . . issues."'^ 

Of the three schools of thought on status anxiety or 

alienation syndrome, perhaps the threatened personal values 

view came closest to describing the motivation of the 

Religious Right. Its members' personal values and religious 

values combined as much the same. Matthew Moen concluded 

through analysis of original survey data that cultural 

fundamentalists often supported the revival of prayer in 

public schools because the practice conformed to their 

ideals.'^ Max J. Skidmore in his work on Ideologies 

concluded: "the world that they see functions . . . in a 

manner that violates their basic beliefs about the way 

things should be. . . . Many of those who retain their 

. . . beliefs against any compromise become alienated." 

Fear became their dominant characteristic. "The narrow and 

^̂ Ibid. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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rigid indoctrination that they define as education," 

according to Skidmore, "does nothing to increase their 

understanding of the complexities of the world, and can only 

increase their fright and bitterness."-^ Thus they became 

opposed to an educational system that found itself forced to 

accept a variety of people and views and change in the 

society. 

The political involvement of the Religious Right 

reflected alienation because its members had been disowned 

by the larger evangelical community.-^ They composed only 

"about 6 percent, probably no more than 10 percent" of the 

American population in 1980.--If that percentage held true 

for Texas, religious rightists made up about one and a half 

million of the state's residents. They represented an 

"important political force" because of their high voter 

turnout and bloc voting. Yet they had limited influence due 

to their small numbers.^' The political position of the 

"̂'Max J. Skidmore, Ideologies: Politics in Action 
(Austin: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers, 1989), p. 
250. 

^Villiam George Shuster, "'New Right' Clout Said 
Overestimated," Baptist Standard, October 6, 1980, p. 17. 
See also Emmett Buell, Jr. and Lee Sigelman, "An Army That 
Meets Every Sunday? Popular Support for the Moral Majority 
in 1980," Social Science Quarterly 66 (June 1985): 431-433 

^̂ Jeffrey L. Brudney and Gary I. Copeland, 
"Evangelicals as a Political Force: Reagan and the 1980 
Religious Vote," Social Science Quarterly 65 (December 
1980): 1078. 

-'ibid. 
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easily determined.-^ Reagan not only professed a virulent 

anticommunism combined with a conservative economic and 

social agenda, but he openly courted religious rightists in 

his bid for the presidency.^- in turn, evangelist James 

Robison, spokesman for the Texas Religious Right, praised 

Reagan as someone of character, a strong leader.̂ " Both 

Reagan and incumbent Democratic President Jimmy Carter 

claimed born again Christian status.'̂ ' But Robison said of 

Carter, he "was part of the humanist idea that man has 

control. He saw government solutions to everything rather 

than . . . men turning to God."-̂  Robison claimed he had 

prayed with Reagan.^' 

Many members of the Religious Right turned to 

televangelist Pat Robertson in the 1988 republican 

50 
primaries."'" Their vote made up much of the 13 Percent 

^̂ Brudney and Copeland, "Evangelicals," p. 1078. 

•̂Frank Clifford, "Onward Christian Voters," Dallas 
Times Herald. August 31, 1980, p. lA. 

•"Larry Upshaw, "Media Messiah," Dallas Morning News 
Scene Magazine (May 3, 1981), pp. 15-16. 

47 

'Gallup and Castelli, People's Religion, p. 19. 

^^pshaw, "Messiah," p. 15. 

'̂ibid. , p. 16. 
"corwin E. Smidt and James M. Penning,"Religious Self-

Identification and Support for Robertson: An Analysis of 
Delegates in the 1988 Michigan Republican State Convention," 
Review of Religious Research 32 (June 1991): 333; Gallup 
and Castelli, People's Religion, p. 230; William E. Maxwell 
and Ernest Crain, Texas Politics Today 5th ed. (New York: 
West Publishing Company, 1990), p. 106. 
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Robertson received in Texas.̂ ^ A leader in support of 

Religious Right causes, Robertson commanded a degree of 

loyalty from those he led. Yet the vote represented more 

loyalty than enthusiasm. The Religious Right seemed torn 

between other conservative Republican candidates and 

Robertson and it appeared less than enthusiastic about a 

minister, one of its own, becoming involved in politics.^^ 

The Religious Right could always dissociate itself from 

politicians, but that would be difficult to do when the 

politician was a true believer. 

The sense of dispossession or alienation caused members 

of the Religious Right to position themselves, not as just 

another religious minority, but as a beleaguered minority 

under siege. They represented David against Goliath in real 

life. Besiegement became a necessary ingredient in the 

formula of revolt. A small but chaste and virtuous band of 

God's soldiers surrounded by the teeming forces of darkness 

and secularism became the stuff from which dreams formed. 

It seemed literally Biblical. The few, the proud children 

of God, must do battle against the overwhelming satanic 

forces of evil menacingly threatening to engulf the minds of 

children. The maneuvering of themselves into a beleaguered 

minority became nothing less than a tour de force for 

^̂ "Bush Closes in on Goal," Lubbock Avalanche-Journal. 
March 9, 1988, p. lA. 

^̂ Gallup and Castelli, People's Religion, pp. 229-230. 
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members of the Religious Right. That development occurred 

by design, though not by the rank and file soldiers. 

Leadership provided the animating force that inspired them 

to move from behind the barricades. 

Several studies pointed to the susceptibility of 

religious rightist adherents to the dictates of a leader. 

Kollar alluded to such an exigency when identifying the 

fundamentalist mind which contained "conscious realization 

of a strong, easily distinguished difference between those 

who are good and speak the 'truth' and those who do not."̂ ^ 

As early as 1950, when a number of theorists sought to 

expose the nature of Fascism, a team of psychologists headed 

by T. W. Adorno concluded that certain "personality types 

display an abnormal amount of respect for convention" and 

seem "unusually submissive to authority."^^ According to 

Daniel C. McGuire, author of a critical study of the 

Religious Right, the group sought an "oracle," as "a magical 

source of truth" that spared them "the risks of human 

55 

thought, dialogue, and research."''"' Randall Balmer, who 

sought to do an unbiased study of grassroots evangelicalism 

in America, reluctantly admitted that evangelicals suffered 

from a weakness he described as being "susceptible to the 

^^Kollar, "Fundamentalism," p. 6. 

^^Clabaugh, Thunder on the Right, p. 168. 

^̂ Daniel C. Maguire, The New Subversives: Anti-
Americanism of the Religious Right (New York: Continuum 
Publishing Company, 1982), p. 57. 
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cult of personality."^^ Pointed in the right direction by 

someone they believed spoke the truth, members of the 

Religious Right would do most anything asked of them. Where 

such a demand for direction existed, an ample supply of 

leadership arose to fill the void. 

"Preachers and television evangelists" made up the bulk 

of Religious Right leadership, according to history 

professor Richard V. Pierard, "but publicists, political 

organizers, and direct mail specialists helped immensely in 

enlisting people in the local church for the cause."^^ 

Distinctions between religious and secular leaders often 

remained blurred because, in many cases, their activities 

overlapped both areas, mainly for financial and political 

reasons. Hustling for the causes espoused by the political 

and the religious rightists became a highly lucrative 

business. Given the financial limitations of most members 

of the Religious Right, it seemed a small contribution 

business. But with thousands, possibly millions of 

contributors out there, the potential existed for amassing 

fortunes through contributions. 

Major figures developed on the basis of national media 

connections, an organization, or the acquisition of 

nationwide mail-out lists. That national leadership proved 

^^Balmer, Mine Eves Have Seen the Glory, p. 8. 

^̂ Richard V. Pierard, "The New Religious Right and 
Censorship," Contemporary Education 58 (Spring 1987): 131. 
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more influential in enlisting the Religious Right of Texas 

in its causes than did local leadership. While a local 

pastor might move his congregation to strike out at the 

local school over a disagreeable practice, national leaders 

had the ability not only to reach virtually every household 

in the state but to convince much of their audience that 

local schools would, in the absence of opposition, impose an 

unGodly and unAmerican education upon children. They proved 

equally astute at soliciting considerably more contributions 

to further the cause than did local pastors. 

The secular and Religious Right leadership coalesced by 

design and cooperated.^^ During much of the period under 

study, television gave Religious Right ministers frequent 

access to large audiences. "Many [of the ministers] 

developed considerable skill in persuasion," allowing them 

to raise millions of dollars. "As their fortunes grew, so 

°̂Steve Bruce, The Rise and Fall of the New Christian 
Right: Conservative Protestant Politics in America 1978-
1988 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 57. 
Bruce included a note about membership on the Council for 
National Policy, a coordinating board for many rightist 
organizations formed by moral majoritarian and former 
"fundamentalist Baptist minister" Tim LaHaye during 1980, 
which indicated the extent of overlap among rightist groups: 
fund raiser Richard Viguerie, "right-wing organizers" Howard 
Phillips and Paul Weyrich, "Bob Billings and Ed McAteer of 
Religious Roundtable, conservative patrons Holly and Joseph 
Coors and Herbert and Nelson Bunker Hunt," evangelists Pat 
Robertson and James Robison, Terry Dolan of National 
Conservative Political Action Committee, "Reed Larson of 
Right to Work, Connie Marschner of National Pro-Family 
Coalition," John Bircher and Congressman Larry P. McDonald, 
Eagle Forum's Phyllis Schlafly, Jerry Falwell of Moral 
Majority, Inc., and others. 
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did their sophistication. They recognized that the same 

appeal that brought converts and funds might also bring them 

political power."^- Concomitant with the religious 

leaders' will to power in the political sphere, politically 

oriented rightists envisioned the potential millions in 

dollars and numbers from the religious community. 

Successful fund raiser Richard A. Viguerie, who supposedly 

had compiled lists of "25 million supporters of right-wing 

causes,"̂ '' said in 1980: 

The potential of . . . a coalition is 
tremendous. There are an estimated 85 million 
Americans--50 million born again Protestants, 30 
million morally conservative Catholics, 3 million 
Mormons and 2 million Orthodox and Conservative 
Jews--with whom to build a pro-family, Bible-
believing coalition. 

Church leaders acknowledge that overcoming 
age-old suspicions among Catholics, Protestants 
and Jews won't be easy. But increasing threats 
from big government and big business (like mass 
media fascination with exploiting sex) make coming 
together an absolute necessity.°^ 

A political-religious coalition did emerge based upon shared 

philosophies, financial necessity and convenience. The 

ecumenical goal of Viguerie to include the Catholics, 

Mormons and Jews only partially developed. His true focus 

remained more limited in scope. In 1976, Viguerie had 

stated: "The next real major area of growth for the 

59 Skidmore, Ideologies, pp. 246-247 

"̂̂J. Charles Park, "Preachers, Politics, and Public 
Education: A Review of Right-Wing Pressures Against Public 
Schooling in America," Phi Delta Kappan 61 (May 1980): 608 

"^Skidmore, Ideologies, p. 247. 
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conservative ideology and [political] philosophy is among 

evangelical people. "̂^ 

A bewildering array of rightists leaders and 

accompanying organizations appeared in the late 1970s and 

early 1980s to court support and contributions from local 

religious rightists for their causes. Many organized 

nationally and established affiliates in most states. Some 

of those became important in Texas. The Eagle Forum led by 

Phyllis Schlafly placed offices in every major Texas city 

initially to raise anti-Equal Rights amendment support, but 

turned to other rightist causes upon defeat of the ERA.̂ ^ 

Janis Lemons of Lubbock counted among the Texas Eagle 

Forum's leaders, serving as one of its presidents,°^ and 

member Donna Muldrew of Lubbock edited a brochure on secular 

humanism. The Eagle Forum as well as most rightist 

organizations kept its membership statistics a closely 

guarded secret. In 1974, Lottie Beth Hobbs of Fort Worth 

established Pro-Family Forum, an organization dedicated to 

Christian family values and critical of anti-God and 

humanist tendencies in public education." "Some 150" 

similar organizations sprang up in association with the 

^̂ Park, "Preachers," p. 609. 

^^Pierard, "New Religious Right," p. 132. 

^^Interview with Harvey Madison, a Lubbock Photographer 
and member of the Lubbock Civil Liberties Union, July 24, 
1992. 

^^Interview with Lottie Beth Hobbs, October 2, 1992. 
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National Coalition on the White House ccnferencs on the 

Family in the early 1980s. Education professor J. Charles 

Park quoted a source describing those involved in the pro-

family movement "as 'against the proposed Equal Rights 

Amendment, . . . feminism in all forms, and access for 

teenagers to contraception and sex education in the 

schools.'" Most of them claimed to be "grassroots and 

religious.""' The Hobbs group became known for its "mass 

distribution of . . . Is Humanism Molesting Your Child?"̂ ^ 

The National Association of Christian Educators and Citizens 

for Excellence in Education (NACE/CEE), with over "100 

member organizations" and headed by Robert Simonds,̂ ^ 

engaged in textbook protests before the Texas Textbook 

Advisory Committee in 1988. David Muralt, state director of 

NACE/CEE, led the protests.^^ 

In terms of impact on public schools. Educational 

Research Analysts, Inc., formed by Texans Mel and Norma 

Gabler of Longview in 1973, became the most important 

rightist organization. The Gablers attempted to determine 

the content of textbooks from a rightist perspective and 

tried "through speaking tours and newsletters, . . . to 

^̂ Park, "Preachers," p. 611. 

^'Pierard, "New Religious Right," p. 132. 

=̂ J. Charles Park, "The Religious Right and Public 
Education," Educational Leadership 44 (May 1987): 9. 

'''john H. Buchanan, "Who's Afraid of 'Never Cry Wolf?'" 
The Houston Post, September 8, 1988, p. 3E. 
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alert the nation to the damage being done by textbooks." 

They believed "progressive and humanistic education" to be 

the real problem. According to the Gablers, "progressive 

education threatened to undermine church and home teaching 

of biblical Christianity and the principles on which America 

had been founded. "̂"̂  

Other Texas rightist leaders who orchestrated efforts 

to incorporate their principles in public education included 

conservative legislators Walter Mengden of Houston and Mike 

Martin of Longview. They opposed modernist trends in public 

schools and encouraged the legislature to require that 

biblical creationism be part of the science curriculum. 

State board of education members James Whiteside and Monte 

Hasie of Lubbock; Jane Nelson, Lewisville; Raymond 

Alexander, Houston, and Kent Grusendorf, Arlington, defended 

board rules preventing the inclusion of evolution in 

textbooks. Physics professor Thomas G. Barnes of Texas 

Western University and El Paso public school teacher Rea 

Rhodes led campaigns in support of the board stance against 

teaching evolution in schools. Karen Cameron and Karen 

Davis, co-directors of Christian Women's National Concerns, 

a women's auxiliary to the James Robison ministries, spread 

the anti-feminist message in public education. Mrs. James 

McAuley, Dallas; Mrs. H. G. Vanderlee, Tyler; Mrs. Charles 

N. Baker, Sanger, and Mrs. Billy Loyn, Farmers Branch 

^̂ Park, "Preachers," p. 610 
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condemned feminism and campaigned to "return traditional 

American values" to public schools. Peyton Conway and T. E. 

Wright, Brownsville, made an effort to exclude Catholic 

doctrine from textbooks. Public school principals Jerald 

McClary, Odessa, and Ross Clifton, Aldine; teacher Alafair 

Hammett, Santa Rosa, and former Atheist William Murray, 

Houston, wanted school prayer and Bible reading legally 

returned as normal practices in public education. Dorothy 

Patterson, messenger to the Baptist General Convention of 

Texas and wife of Paige Patterson, a prominent religious 

rightist in Dallas, directed efforts to ensure Texas Baptist 

support of a school prayer amendment to the Constitution. 

Student leader Tony Amidel, Spring Branch, headed a movement 

to allow student religious groups to meet in public school 

facilities. Football coach Tom Landry of the Dallas Cowboys 

became a highly visible and popular spokesman for Religious 

Right causes. 

Hurst, Texas, evangelist James Robison became the most 

representative spokesman for the Religious Right in the 

state. Dr. W. A. Criswell, the minister of First Baptist 

Church in Dallas, claimed in 1981 that, "Evangelist James 

Robison is a new star in the galaxy of God's flaming, 

shining lights who point men to Christ. We rejoice that in 

our day . . . we have lived to see so marvelously blessed a 

man." Criswell believed Robison "destined to receive the 
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mantle from Billy Graham" as the nation's religious 

leader. '-

The ministry of Robison paralleled the time span of the 

Texas Religious Right's uprising against public education. 

A Baptist, Robison created his Evangelist Association in 

1965 with no denominational connections. By 1981, the 

Association employed a staff of 150̂ ^ with contacts through 

religious publications, counseling and a television 

ministry. The budget grew to require $1,000,000 per month 
7 ̂  

to cover costs.'"̂  During the first two decades of 

evangelism Robison conducted over 500 crusades nationwide, 

preaching to an estimated ten million people.^ He had 

been featured in a "'60 Minutes' study of television 

evangelism" on CBS and by PBS on Bill Movers' Journal. Tom 

Snyder had him as a guest on NBC's Tomorrow program. Later 

Robison faced scientist Carl Sagan in an evolution versus 
75 

creation discussion on Nightlme for ABC.'"' 

Robison forcefully articulated concerns of Texas 

religious rightists about matters pertaining to public 

schools. Regarding secular humanism, an anti-God philosophy 

they believed had infested education, Robison said, " . . . 
^^Upshaw, "Messiah," p. 17. 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 16. 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 18. 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 15. 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 14. 
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the humanist ideas stating that man is his own savior and 

the solution to all his problems is of Satanic origin." For 

Robison, "It is the same philosophy Satan pressed on Eve in 

the Garden of Eden which led to the fall of man."̂ ^ About 

the subject of evolution, he believed the evolutionists 

don't really know how to talk to somebody whose 
looked at the scientific contradictions on 
evolution. There are more scientific 
contradictions than there are facts to 
substantiate it. A scientist that understands 
creationism can make an evolutionist look like a 
'monkey. ''' 

Robison saw communism as spawned by Satan. "It's the enemy 

of freedom. It's the enemy of God."'° He had similar 

notions concerning liberalism,'' homosexuality, the Equal 

Rights Amendment, pornography, attacks on organized prayer 

in public schools and those opposed to Religious Right 
on 

criticism of textbooks.°" 

The literal truth of the Bible formed the bases of 

Robison's Christianity. "Everything is there in black and 

white, with no need for interpretation."^^ According to 

Larry Upshaw, free lance writer for the Dallas Morning News, 

^^Interview with James Robison by Jan McCathern, March 
12, 1981; included as appendix in McCathern, "James 
Robison," p. 116. 

^̂ Ibid., pp. 118-119. 

^4bid. , p. 111. 

'̂ibid. , p. 108. 

2°Upshaw, "Messiah," p. 15. 

3̂ Ibid. , p. 18. 
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Robison "has criticized . . . Southern Baptist seminarians' 

for not teaching . . . the inerrant truth of the 

scriptures."22 His belief in Biblical inerrancy led 

Robison to conclude that "there are some things that I 

believe anger God, things that are wrong." He seemed 

convinced that he knew the nature of those wrong things and 

he exerted inordinate influence in encouraging others to 

fight against those things. Upshaw felt that Robison's 

followers "trusted him to tell the truth of the Holy Word." 

Ed Bark of the Dallas Morning News thought of Robison as "in 

a league of his own. He's by far the best stump speaker 

among the TV preachers."^^ Karen Cameron of Christian 

Women's National Concerns claimed, "It is James' ability to 

explain spiritual truth that sets him apart. "̂^ 

Other than Robison, no religious leader emerged in 

Texas who so appropriately spoke the language of religious 

rightists, or so ignited their passions on a statewide 

basis. Robison allied closely with Jerry Falwell, pastor of 

the Lynchburg, Virginia, Baptist Church and founder of Moral 

Majority, Inc., a national religiopolitical movement of 

religious rightists. Yet Robison never affiliated with the 

movement, preferring instead to remain an independent 

crusader in his own right: 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 15. 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 19. 

3*Ibid. , p. 17. 

43 



Jerry and I would agree about the need for 
Christian people to become involved in the 
decision-making process. Jerry and I doctrinally 
would agree pretty well across the board. . . . 
My emphasis is different . . . I'm an evangelist 
. . . winning people to Christ. I work directly 
with local churches rather than having my own 
center or school.°^ 

Falwell, with virtually the same message and highly 

emotional appeal as Robison, had an impact on Texas 

religious rightists through his Old Time Gospel Hour on 

television that developed a weekly national audience of 

fifteen million.^^ He occasionally visited the state as 

well. But Texas remained essentially Robison's turf until 

he, Falwell and other highly visible religious leaders lost 

considerable popularity due to the scandals that erupted in 

the ministries of evangelists Jim Bakker and Jimmy Swaggert 

in the late 1980s. 

Other Texas Religious Right ministers had little impact 

outside their local congregations and communities. Yet some 

occasionally sought wider influence in advancement of their 

causes. Church of Christ leaders Reuel Lemmons of Austin 

and Hulen Jackson, Dallas, along with Baptists James Morgan, 

Fort Worth, George Golden and Charles Wade, Arlington, and 

Lutheran Vernon H. Harley, Corpus Christi, attracted 

statewide attention in their effort to exclude the theories 

of evolution from public school textbooks. Baptists Morris 

^^"Robison," interview by McCathern, p. 105 

^̂ Park, Preachers," p. 609. 
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Chapman, Wichita Falls, and James T. Draper, Euless, 

successfully led the Southern Baptist Convention to support 

a constitutional amendment on school prayer. Baptist Morris 

Sheats of Trinity Church, Lubbock, ran unsuccessfully for 

Congress. Sheats claimed divine support for the endeavor. 

"God is changing me from a local shepherd to a national 

leader. The dev.sion is simply God's next step for my 

life. "2̂  

Religious Right leaders seemed also to perceive God's 

plan for public education, as the nation and the schools 

attempted to adjust to the changing conditions in society. 

American society encountered real problems beginning in the 

early sixties. The education system reflected the society 

and encountered the same problems. When schools altered the 

lives of children, people expressed considerable concern. 

The Religious Right quickly recognized the upheaval and 

sought to influence schools according to its design. 

Professor Park declared in 1980 that Religious Right 

organizations "are growing . . . and are raising sizable 

sums for attack on 'the enemies within.' These include 

liberal or humanistic educators, their ideologies and 

methods, the subjects they teach, and the textbooks they 

write."^2 Long time religious observer and journalist. 

^̂ Frank Clifford, "Onward, Christian Voters," Dallas 
Times Herald: Perspective, August 31, 1980, p. 1. 

^̂ Park, "Preachers," p. 608. 
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Jeanne Pugh, argued'in 1989 that the Religious Right had 

"found it profitable to play upon the emotions and latent 

prejudices of many Americans who worry about the increasing 

crime rate, drug abuse, and unconventional sexual 

behavior."2' The Religious Right, for a variety of 

reasons, including growth, prestige and power, decided to 

assail the vulnerable education system in hopes of 

fashioning it in the way "God intended." The society would 

soon follow. 

Robert L. Simonds, director of the National Association 

of Christian Educators and Citizens for Excellence in 

Education (NACE/CEE), a national organization with active 

affiliates in Texas, described " . . . our Lord's plan to 

bring public education back under the control of the 

Christian community." Simonds saw "this as necessary 

because the atheist groups . . . are totally committed 

to eliminating all of Christianity and morality in our 

schools. . . . " His plan for NACE/CEE included a "two-

pronged effort" that involved "organizing . . . teachers 

. . . to evangelize public school students . . . and 

or;chestrating political control using Religious Right 

parents." Simonds claimed. 

There are 15,700 school districts in America, 
when we get an active Christian parents' committee 
in operation in all districts we can take complete 
control of all local school boards. This would 

°'Jeanne Pugh, "Religion in America--Observer's Close-
Up View," Lubbock Avalanche-Journal, August 6, 1989, p. 19A. 
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allow us to determine all local policy; select 
good textbooks, good curriculum programs, 
superintendents and principals. Our time has 
come \^^ 

"Our Lord's plan" for the education to be promulgated 

among the nation's youth, came in reaction to "a fall from 

grace." According to Richard Vara, columnist for the 

Houston Post. 

Their Garden of Eden is in their memories of 
society in the 1950s. . . . Their world can best 
be understood as the world of Leave It to Beaver 
or Father Knows Best. Mom did not work [outside 
the home]. Dad did and the children were . . . 
clean-cut, middle class kids who were respectful, 
mindful and patriotic. . . . There were no problems 
familial or social because everyone acknowledged 
God. There were no such things as civil rights, 
feminism, liberation theology, church social 
activism, civil disobedience, draft resistance, 
long hair, free love and the changes that forever 
disrupted their orderly world. 

By the 1970s, they blamed "most societal and moral problems 

on philosophies and ideas which they believed rooted in 

. . . 'secular humanism.'"'^ 

The phenomenon of secular humanism, as criticized by 

the Religious Right, first appeared in 1976. Onalee McGraw, 

an educational consultant for the conservative Heritage 

Foundation, appeared to be the most instrumental in 

Q9 

introducing it to the world.'̂  Not unlike earlier attacks 

on godless communism, McGraw's Secular Humanism and the 

'°Park, "Religious Right," p. 9. 

'̂ Richard Vara, "Public Classroom Used as Battlefield," 
The Houston Post, April 6, 1985, p. 5G. 

'̂ Park, "Religious Right," p. 7. 
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Schools: The Issue Whose Time Has Come provided the 

Religious Right with a most intriguing issue for public 

debate. Those few who became aware of secular humanism 

could use it to denounce a bewildering assortment of 

pervasive societal ills. They viewed it as a religions-

deifying man and denying "the existence of a supernatural, 

prayer-hearing God."'̂  

The Religious Right identified secular humanism as 

beginning with a small "band of freethinkers that published 

and read The Humanist magazine and developed the Humanist 

Manifesto I (1933), the Humanist Manifesto II (1973), and 

A Secular Humanist Declaration (1980)."'^ The writers of 

Humanist Manifesto I affirmed a belief sometimes in 

"religious humanism" and other times in "humanism." They 

apparently used the terms interchangeably. In fifteen 

'^Bruce, Rise and Fall. Bruce discussed the 
Conservative Protestant claim that secular humanism 
represented a religion: In "a footnote to the 1961 Supreme 
Court judgment in Torasco v. Watkins," the Court "said: 

'Among religions in this country which do not 
teach what would generally be considered a belief 
in the existence of God are Buddhism, Taoism, 
Ethical Culture, Secular Humanism and others.' 
The appearance of 'Secular Humanism' in this list 
is thought to have been a reference to an actual 
church in California which called itself 'Secular 
Humanist,'" p. 78. 

'^"America, One Nation Under God or Secular Humanism," 
in Donna Muldrew, comp.. Brochure on Humanism (Lubbock: 
Eagle Forum, 1985). 

'̂ James Gordon Kingsley, "The Day the Grinch Stole the 
Christmas Pageant: Secularism in Education," Southwestern 
Journal of Theology 24 (Spring 1984): 27. 
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"theses" the document established that man "alone is 

responsible for the realization of the world of his dreams, 

that he has within himself the power for its achievement." 

It held that the universe is "self-existing not created, 

that man is a part of nature" emerging through an 

evolutionary process, and that the "individual is born into 

a particular culture and largely molded to that culture." 

The writers insisted that "the way to determine the 

existence and value of any and all realities is by means of 

intelligent inquiry and by the assessment of their relation 

to human needs." Basically, the treatise determined that 

past religious practices and belief in the supernatural had 

become inadequate in light of modern scientific, economic 

and intellectual development.'° 

Humanist Manifesto II, similar to its predecessor, 

expressed the deleterious nature of traditional theism, 

"faith in a prayer-hearing God" and "salvationism" because 

those outmoded concepts "diverted people with false hopes of 

heaven hereafter." According to the document, mankind must 

save itself, no higher power existed to intervene in the 

human individual's behalf. The humanists vested full 

responsibility for the existence of moral values in the 

human experience, held the autonomous human individual as a 

'̂ Paul Kurtz and Edwin H. Wilson, "Toward a New 
Manifesto," The Humanist 33 (January/February 1973): 13-14 
The authors reprinted the original "Manifesto" in this 
article. 
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central value and committed themselves "to an open and 

democratic society" which encompassed the "world community" 

free from divisive nationalism.'^ 

In the first issue of a new secularist journal. Free 

Inquiry, editor Paul Kurtz defended secular humanism as "a 

vital force in the contemporary world" which had come "under 

unwarranted and intemperate attack from various quarters." 

Kurtz drafted "A Secular Humanist Declaration" in which he 

committed secular humanism to democracy and in opposition 

"to all varieties of belief that seek supernatural sanction 

for their values or espouse rule by dictatorship."'^ The 

Introduction to the "Declaration" described the position of 

the movement's adherents: 

Democratic secular humanism has been a 
powerful force in world culture. Its ideals can 
be traced to the philosophers, scientists, and 
poets of classical Greece and Rome, to ancient 
Chinese Confucian society, to the Carvaka movement 
of India, and to other distinguished intellectual 
and moral traditions. Secularism and humanism 
were eclipsed in Europe during the Dark Ages, when 
religious piety eroded humankind's confidence in 
its own powers to solve human problems. They 
reappeared in force during the Renaissance with 
the reassertion of secular and humanist values in 
literature and the arts, again in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries with the development of 
modern science and a naturalistic view of the 
universe, and their influence can be found in the 
eighteenth century in the Age of Reason and the 
Enlightenment. Democratic secular humanism has 

'̂ Paul Kurtz and Edwin H. Wilson, "Humanist Manifesto 
II," The Humanist 33 (September/October 1973): 4-9. 

'̂ Paul Kurtz, "A Secular Humanist Declaration," Free 
Inquiry 1 (Wi iter 1980-1981): 3. 
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creatively flowered in modern times with the 
growth of freedom and democracy. . . . 

Regrettably, we are today faced with a 
variety of anti-secularist trends: the 
reappearance of dogmatic authoritarian religions; 
fundamentalist, literalist, and doctrinaire 
Christianity; . . . [and] new cults of unreason as 
well as bizarre paranormal and occult beliefs. . . 
These disturbing developments follow in the wake 
of the emergence . . . of intolerant messianic and 
totalitarian quasi-religious movements, such as 
fascism and communism. These religious activists 
not only are responsible for much of the terror 
and violence in the world today but stand in the 
way of solutions to the world's problems." 

The Declaration designated "free inquiry" as its "first 

principle," followed by commitment to the "separation of 

church and state, the ideal of freedom, ethics based on 

critical intelligence, moral education, religious 

skepticism, reason, science and technology, evolution and 

education."^" Thirty-four intellectuals signed the first 

Manifesto,^"^ and 275 signed the latter two documents .̂"̂  

The Religious Right designated those publications as 

the "bible" for the "religion" of secular humanism. 

Furthermore the Religious Right conferred conspiracy status 

upon those involved in signing and subscribing to those 

publications, a conspiracy threatening the entire fabric of 

the nation. "Today, we see humanistic psychologists and 

"ibid. 

°̂°Ibid. , pp. 4-6. 

•̂̂ K̂urtz and Wilson, "Toward a New Manifesto," p. 14 

^''Wrtz and Wilson, "Manifesto II," p. 9; Kurtz, 
"Declaration," p. 7. 
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educators as major designers and directors of educational 

programs, influencing the school children of America through 

public education. "̂"̂^ The conspirators had the necessary 

means clearly in focus to fulfill their dream of a secular 

humanist nation no longer under God, according to writings 

ill the Brochure on Humanism, compiled by Donna Muldrew of 

the Lubbock Eagle Forum: 

Recognizing that the child is the future, the 
Humanists use public education as their vehicle to 
encourage and create the autonomous child who will 
readily accept the tenets of Secular Humanism. 
Public education has broadened its position of 
teaching the "basics" to include the socialization 
of the child using humanistic psychological 
techniques.^ 

In Muldrew's Brochure, writers indicted many prominent 

educators, psychiatrists and psychologists past and present. 

The list included such noteworthy theorists as Horace Mann, 

John Dewey, B. F. Skinner, Abraham Maslow, Carl Rodgers, and 

William Glasser. The Religious Right found them guilty of 

influencing the corruption of youth through inculcating 

situation ethics, self-centeredness, total reading freedom, 

evolution, negation of Christianity, death education, 

105 

internationalism, and sexual freedom.̂ ""' In reality, the 

common threads that bound all those distinguished scholars 

'̂̂ "̂America, One Nation Under God or Secular Humanism," 
in Donna Muldrew, comp.. Brochure on Humanism (Lubbock: 
Eagle Forum, 1985). 

lÔ Ibid. 

"̂̂ Ibid. 
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together in a conspiracy of godlessness involved the 

promotion of "independent judgment" among children rather 

than the imposition of "religious absolutes. "̂'̂^ 

The Religious Right use of the term "secular humanism" 

remained a mystery because it rendered the phrase 

tautologous. It seemed that "secular" should qualify or 

modify humanism in some way. It did not. The Religious 

Right emphatically denied that there could be "Christian" 

humanism, condemning historical reference to Desiderius 

Erasmus as a "Christian" humanist. "It is impossible to be 

a Christian humanist," claimed a religious rightist while 

criticizing a passage in a world history textbook. "If you 

embrace the humanist manifesto, you embrace that there is no 

God. Man will save himself. . . . He is either a humanist 

or he is not."̂ ''' Hence the Religious Right did not need 

both secular and humanist to state its views. 

Neither humanism nor secularism, contrary to the 

statements of the Religious Right, appeared in 1976. The 

Humanist Declaration clearly attested to their origin 

several centuries earlier. Before 1976, humanism had been 

considered a positive concept. After that year the 

religious rightists consolidated virtually all former 

grievances they had expressed against public schools into 

"secular humanism" as the embodiment of evil. It indeed 

°̂̂ Park, "The Religious Right," p. 7. 

"̂̂ Pierard, "The New Religious Right," p. 136 
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emerged as an "issue whose time has come." It stood 

essentially in stark contrast to the design the Religious 

Right had in mind for public schooling. 

The Religious Right believed that to make society 

better, educational systems and curricula must adhere to its 

view of Christian and traditional American. Its members 

sought "universal recognition and worship of God." 

"Ideally, they wanted Jesus Christ worshipped in the 

classroom." They urged that their "Christian view of the 

supernatural be taught with as much certainty and 

absoluteness as mathematics or chemistry." They desired 

that teachers be Religious Right believers "since they were 

convinced that educators transmitted their values no matter 

how subtly." "Literature . . . that deviated from strict 

Christian morality and character" in the view of the 

Religious Right would be opposed regardless of its literary 

quality. Sex remained a subject for home schooling. In 

biology, learning about sexual reproduction should be left 

out."' 

These demands of the Religious Right resonated through 

the education community with considerable impact. Public 

educators have never been known for expertise in facing down 

attacks against them, especially in philosophical disputes 

with religion involved. The apparent strength of the 

Religious Right not only in its religious positioning but 

"̂̂ Vara, "Classroom," p. 5G. 
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from the sheer numbers of people it seemed to represent 

overwhelmed public school officials. But the solidarity and 

activism of religious rightists belied their actual power in 

numbers. Public perception held that the entire evangelical 

community supported the beliefs and causes advanced by those 

activists herein designated as the "Religious Right." 

Estimates in the late 1970s and early 1980s by reputable 

polling organizations went as high as 67 million supporters 

nationwide.'̂ "' Religious right leaders fanned that flame 

by continually overestimating the size of their following 

and membership in various rightist organizations without 

110 

supplying data to substantiate the claims.•̂ ^̂  Yet the 

Religious Right represented hardly anyone other than itself, 

which amounted to a small fraction of the extreme 

projections.^^^ After hearing a Religious Right 

televangelist brag in 1980 that "we can elect any president 

we want," evangelist Billy Graham disagreed and said: 

"Those involved in this political movement are a very small 

109 Buell and Sigelman, "An Army," p. 427. 

^̂ ''ibid. See also William George Shuster, "New Right 
Clout Said Overestimated," Baptist Standard, October 6, 
1980, p. 17. 

^̂ Ŝtudies that affirm this assertion include: Buell 
and Sigelman, "An Army"; Brudney and Copeland, 
"Evangelicals"; Orum, "Religion"; Wrinkel and Elliott, 
"Wallace"; Smidt and Penning, "Religious"; Bruce, Rise and 
Fall; and Gallup and Castelli, People's Religion. Also, 
results of elections and the Religious Right's general lack 
of success in achieving its political, social and 
educational goals attests to its lack of broad-based 
support. 
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segment of evangelicals. "̂ ^̂  Robert P. Duggan, Jr., public 

affairs director for the National Association of 

Evangelicals, believed "the 'Christian right' is deceiving 

itself about the extent of its power and influence." "There 

is no evangelical block," according to Duggan. "There is no 

common political philosophy uniting evangelicals. "̂^̂  

To illustrate that point, John W. Storey, in his 

history of Texas Baptists in the twentieth century related 

the details of a philosophical battle between Dallas First 

Baptist Church pastor, W. A. Criswell, and his subordinate, 

Paige Patterson, director of the Criswell Bible Institute. 

The disagreement served as an illustration in distinguishing 

religious rightists from evangelicals. Over Biblical 

inerrancy, Patterson became disturbed in 197 9 about the 

possibility that some Texas Baptist leaders had strayed from 

the fold. He believed professors at Baylor University in 

Waco used textbooks in religious survey courses that brought 

into question "the divine inspiration of the whole Bible." 

Storey believed Patterson, "seized upon the issue of 

inerrancy to direct the General Convention along more 

fundamentalist lines and to gain control of Baptist 

institutions." If the Baylor administration did not respond 

to Patterson's way of thinking, which he claimed to be "the 

feelings of individual grassroots Baptists in Texas," 

^̂ Ŝhuster, "New Right," p. 17 

^̂ Îbid. 
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concerning the textbook issue, he implied "that he would 

take the . . . matter to the Southern Baptist Convention 

floor." Patterson began to encourage sympathizers to be at 

the pending Southern Baptist meeting in Lubbock "to see to 

it that the officers elected . . . believe in the inerrancy 

of the Bible. "̂ *̂ 

According to Storey, "W. A. Criswell shared Patterson's 

theological outlook, as well as his desire to purify Baptist 

institutions. . . . " Yet he disagreed with Patterson's 

"political tactics" and ordered him not to continue with his 

plans.̂ ^̂  Criswell believed "the way to achieve harmony 

among Baptists is to eschew divisive social issues, 

stressing instead those traditional endeavors of evangelism 

and missions." Patterson, of the Religious Right, sought 

engagement and control. Criswell, the evangelical, wanted 

"men of God" to "preach . . . salvation," "evangelism," 

"regeneration," "redemption," and "the new birth. "̂ °̂ 

Perception of the Religious Right's strength by 

education officials in the sixties, seventies and eighties 

far outweighed reality. But perception meant everything. 

The Religious Right's appearance of strength became its 

strength. It kept educators off-balance for nearly three 

^̂ Ĵohn W. Storey, Texas Baptist Leadership and Social 
Christianity, 1900-1980 (College Station: Texas A&M 
University Press, 1986), p. 220. 

^̂ Îbid. 

^̂ Îbid. , p. 221. 
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decades due to its activities: mass letter writing, 

intimidation of school boards, disagreement with programs, 

textbook protestations, and the branding of its opposition 

as unGodly and unAmerican. Well-organized and well-led, 

members of the Religious Right conducted their activities 

virtually unopposed for most of those decades. Therefore, 

they seemed to be the power with which to reckon. 

The Religious Right came out of the broad American born 

again, evangelical religious tradition and the younger, more 

extreme subculture within that tradition, religious 

fundamentalism. Yet polls of religious views as well as 

voting patterns have shown that members of the Religious 

Right represented only a small, sect-like portion of those 

larger religious groupings. They have been described as the 

"new Christian right" and the "new religious right." 

Certain common socioeconomic and educational characteristics 

placed them outside the mainstream in comparison to most 

other Anglo Americans. Underachievement in education 

presented them with few alternative considerations in 

dealing with most issues confronting modern America. They 

neither understood nor appreciated change. Their secular 

fundamentalist approach to problem-solving combined with 

their fundamentalist religious outlook to give them a strong 

sense of right and wrong. Already among the dispossessed, 

religious rightists became alienated from those around them, 

even many evangelicals and religious fundamentalists, who 
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seemed accepting of the evolving American society. 

Incomprehensible change and tolerance of that change meant, 

for the Religious Right, that God had been displaced by the 

forces of satanic evil. Attractive, apparently competent, 

Bible-loving Religious Right leaders who "knew and spoke the 

truth" described the pervasive evil. The enemies of God and 

America included sophisticated, educated, liberal elitists, 

atheistic communists and secular humanists who had not only 

diverted America from its sacred calling, but threatened to 

consolidate their gains by engulfing the hearts and minds of 

the nation's children. Religious Right leaders urged their 

followers to stand up for God and country. Alone the 

Religious Right had no clout. But its message seemed to be 

an appeal from the entire body of conservative religious 

believers. Other designations for them besides "Religious 

Right" could well have been "activist fundamentalists" or 

"crusading fundamentalist Christians." The appearance of 

political strength coupled with the intrinsic power of their 

religious and patriotic message gave the members of the 

Religious Right a distorted credibility as they confronted 

Texas public education. 
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CHAPTER III 

PRAYER IN TEXAS PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Two United States Supreme Court decisions provided the 

Texas Religious Right the catalysts leading to a groundswell 

of political and legal action. In the case of Engel v. 

Vitale, the Court in 1962 reversed lower courts which had 

affirmed the legality of New York State's newly created 

program for "moral and spiritual training" in the public 

schools.^ The program consisted of a voluntary, 

nondenominational morning prayer. Parents with ten students 

in the New York City school system filed suit against the 

state law that permitted the prayer and the school 

district's use of it. They claimed violation of their First 

Amendment guarantee forbidding congressional laws 

"respecting an establishment of religion."^ "On 

certiorari," the Supreme Court agreed with the petitioners 

that the state violated the "establishment" clause, which 

included the states through the Fourteenth Amendment.^ 

Engel represented "the first morning devotions case accepted 

^Ernest H. Schopler, Robert 0. Hursh and John P. 
Ludington (eds.). United States Supreme Court Reports. 8L ed 
2d (Rochester: NY: The Lawyer's Cooperative Publishing 
Company, 1963), p. 601. The Quotation came from Thayer S. 
Warshaw, Religion, Education and the Supreme Court 
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1979), p. 36. 

^Schopler et al.. United States Supreme Court Reports. 
p. 601. 

^Ibid. 
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by the Court." Many religious groups disagreed with the 

court and criticized the decision.^ 

A year later similar cases arose in Pennsylvania and 

Maryland. The Court united the two in Abington School 

District v. Schempp. 1963. In both instances the states had 

adopted statutes authorizing school districts to present 

Bible verses and repeat the Lord's Prayer during morning 

devotionals.^ Parents with two children in Pennsylvania 

claimed the state had disregarded the "establishment" 

section in the First Amendment. Lower courts ruled in favor 

of the petitioners and the state appealed to the Supreme 

court. In Maryland, Madelyn Murray, later O'Hair, and her 

son, "both professed athiests," petitioned in court for the 

Baltimore school district to repeal its morning religious 

devotional rule adopted on state authority. In this 

instance lower courts refused the petition. It got to the 

Supreme Court by way of certiorari. The Court ruled 

identically in the Schempp decision as it had in Engel." 

The Court presented voluminous explanations for ruling the 

way it did.^ But that did not prevent the Religious Right 

from becoming outraged. It accused the Court of "hostility 

Varshaw, Religion, p. 37. 

^Schopler et al.. United States Supreme Court Reports 
lOL ed 2d, p. 844. 

^Ibid. 

Varshaw, Religion, p. 38. 
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toward religion" and claimed the Court "established a 

'religion of secularism' in the schools and drove the Bible 

and religion from the schools."^ Reflections on Engel and 

Schempp by editors of some Texas newspapers and especially 

comments from readers questioned the national intelligence 

for allowing the "unchecked" composite wisdom of a small 

group of justices to reconstruct the Constitution at will.' 

Disagreeing with the Engel and Schempp decisions, the 

Religious Right sought to render them null and void by 

constitutional amendment or to preempt them through revised 

court decisions. 

Prayer and Bible-reading enjoyed a lofty status in the 

scheme of religious devotion for members of the Religious 

Right. Out of fear for the future of those revered 

practices and because they either misunderstood the intent 

of the Court or succumbed to misguided persuasion, they 

overreacted to the school prayer rulings. The Court neither 

disparaged prayer nor did it "outlaw" the practice in public 

schools. Any student could pray so long as no disturbance 

or disruption of others occurred. Justice Tom Clark, an 

active Presbyterian from Texas "who wrote the majority 

opinion" on prayer in schools, had addressed the issue in 

1964. Replying to a 1970 inquiry from Mrs. A. T. Leveridge, 

^Ibid. 

'The Austin American, June 18, 1963, p. 4; Dallas 
Morning News, June 22, 1963, Section 4, p. 2; Lubbock 
Avalanche-Journal, Morning Edition, June 18, 1963, p. 8A 
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Jr. the state legislation chairperson for the Texas 

Parent/Teacher Association, Justice Clark again explained: 

In Abington School District v. Schempp the court 
held that a rule of the school board requiring 
exercises to be held in the school buildings and 
religious in character, consisting of the reading 
. . . of verses from the Holy Bible, and the 
recitation of the Lord's Prayer by the students 
who are required,„to attend school, violated the 
First Amendment. ̂ '̂ 

Justice Clark acknowledged the close relationship of 

religion with American history and government. But, he 

pointed out, "this is not to say . . . that religion has 

been so identified with our history and government that 

religious freedom is not likewise as strongly embedded in 

our public and private life." He claimed that the "freedom 

to worship was indispensable in a country whose people came 

from the four quarters of the earth and brought with them a 

diversity of religious opinion." To bolster his claim of 

diversity. Justice Clark pointed to the existence of "83 

separate religious bodies, each with membership exceeding 

50,000, existing among our people, as well as innumerable 

smaller groups. "̂^ 

The court saw a need to protect freedom of religion, 

according to Justice Clark. He claimed that Schempp really 

created no new legal position, quoting from a 60 year old 

California law: 

-̂Justice Tom Clark, "Prayer in Schools: The Supreme 
Court Decision," Texas PTA Magazine (May 1970), p. 3. 

"Ibid., p. 4. 
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Liberty of conscience and belief is preserved 
alike to the followers of Christ, to Buddhists, 
and Mohammedans, to all who think that their 
tenets alone are illumined by the light of divine 
truth; but it is equally preserved to the skeptic, 
agnostic, atheist and infidel who says in his 
heart, "there is no God." 

Other states--Wisconsin, Louisiana, Washington and South 

Dakota--had forbidden required religious activities by 

public schools between 1890 and 1929. "The government," 

according to Justice Clark, "is neutral and while protecting 

all, it prefers none, and it disparages none."''̂  

Justice Clark answered the argument that "voluntary" 

prayers or readings from the Bible might be acceptable if 

students who objected could be excused: "The exercise is 

still an obligatory one from the standpoint of the school 

curriculum, and excusing those dissenting still does not 

change that fact or relieve the pressure upon the dissenters 

to conform." He again listed states that had adopted such a 

view before the Supreme Court: Wisconsin, Illinois, 

Louisiana and New Jersey, from 1890 to 1953.̂ ^ 

The test employed by the Court when confronted with 

school prayer cases seemed to be that the required activity 

must have a secular purpose "that neither advances nor 

inhibits religion." Justice Clark believed that "whether 

the constitutional standard of separation is met is one of 

^̂ ibid. 

^hbid. 
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degree." Regarding any specific plan that the Texas PTA 

might devise, he warned: 

In placing it on the constitutional scale you must 
remember that it is the public school with which 
you deal; its facilities are public property; its 
teachers are agents of the state. They are 
charged with the welfare of pupils that may well 
come from a hundred different religious sects or, 
for that matter, be agnostics, atheists, or the 
unchurched. 

And, finally that any regularly scheduled 
ceremony whether called an assembly or by any 
other name, held during school hours, and under 
staff discipline might well be a required 
exercise. A prayer or scripture reading chosen 
and offered even by a volunteer at such an 
assembly might well be met with objection on the 
grounds of being violative of the free exercise 
clause. Prayers are the conversations of religion 
. . . it would be difficult to prove that such an 
exercise had a secular purpose, neither advancing 
nor inhibiting religion.^^ 

Nowhere did Justice Clark, or any other judge or 

justice, impugn private, individual prayer. The thrusts of 

court decisions prohibited the state and any agent of the 

state from encroachment upon freedom of religion including 

the freedom not to be religious and not to be required to 

engage in religious exercises. Justice Clark ended the 

illuminating article he sent to the Texas PTA by 

recommending the inauguration of a course of study on 

religion in public schools: "its background and its part in 

the advancement of civilization—a comparison of the various 

tenets of the sects--the story of the Bible, the Koran--and 

other great books—the philosophies of great churchmen and 

l̂ Ibid. 
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the like." He predicted that such a course would do more to 

strengthen religion "than all the other present exercises 

combined. Through such an awareness the value of the true 

religion will be found by the student himself."" 

Despite explanations offered by the Court or individual 

justices, opposition to Engel and Schempp arose through a 

variety of methods. Prayer in schools represented one of 

the causes undertaken by the Religious Right that seemed to 

enjoy widespread public support. Surveys showed that most 

Americans "consistently favored some form of school 

prayer."^^ The responses changed dramatically, however, 

depending upon the wording of the questions by the 

pollsters. When asked in 1982 if they favored "voluntary" 

prayer in schools which "invites an affirmative response," 

far more of those questioned so favored than when asked if 

they favored "required" prayer in schools.^' A question to 

determine "whose" voluntary or required prayer never 

appeared. Reversal of Engel and Schempp through legislative 

mandate seemed to evolve as the first line of attack by the 

Religious Right. The United States Congress attempted 

unsuccessfully in 1967 and 1982 to begin the constitutional 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 5. 

^̂ George Gallup, Jr. and Jim Castelli, The People's 
Religion: American Faith in the '90s (New York: Macmillan 
Publishing Company, 1989), p. 20. 

^̂ "Dunn 'encouraged' by Poll," Baptist Standard, 
September 8, 1982, p. 17. 
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amendment process on prayer in schools. Texas federal 

legislators did not sponsor either of these efforts.^^ 

In 1975, the Texas House of Representatives briefly 

explored the possibility of school prayer legislation. 

Representative Tony Polumbo of Houston offered a bill to 

"permit voluntary prayer in public schools." Polumbo 

presented no information regarding motivation for the 

legislation, but most legislators seemed to categorize the 

proposal as a symbolic gesture and not truly necessary since 

"voluntary" prayer by individual students faced no 

challenge. Yet the House passed the bill and sent it to the 

Senate. Phil Strickland, associate secretary for the Texas 

Baptist Christian Life Commission in Dallas, surmised that 

while House members saw no need for the legislation they 

feared "that political opponents in future elections would 

use a vote against it as . . .a vote against prayer." 

Strickland characterized the legislative effort as 

"meaningless" and a "classical example of political 

irrelevance." But he did envision potential danger from the 

proposal because it would "be interpreted . . . as new 

support for a 'prayer amendment' to the U.S. Constitution." 

"Such an amendment," according to Strickland, "has been 

^^"Religion in Public Schools Discussed by Joint 
Committee," Baptist Standard (March 15, 1967), p. 14. 
Senator Everett Dirksen of Illinois sponsored the 1967 
measure. "Senators Lining Up on School Prayer Issue," 
Baptist Standard, May 7, 1982, p. 10. Senators Orrin Hatch 
of Utah and Dennis DeConcini of Arizona sponsored the 
"silent" prayer amendment in 1982. 
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opposed not only by the Southern Baptist Convention and the 

Baptist General Convention of Texas, but by practically 

every major religious group in the nation."-' No apparent 

pressure from any organized group had prompted Polumbo's 

action and similarly none came forth when it got to the 

Senate. Evidently, the procedure took place so quickly that 

it caught potential supporters by surprise. The House had 

debated and passed the proposal. House Bill 438, in part of 

one day.2"- After the first reading of H.B. 438 in the 

Senate, that body referred it to the "Committee on 

Education," the last action taken on the matter. No debate 

21 arose and the Senate held no hearings on the proposal. 

The absence of support allowed senators to ignore the House 

measure and move on to more pressing legislative matters. 

A resurgence in the constitutional amendment process to 

achieve legal prayer in public schools occurred with the 

advent of Ronald Reagan's presidential candidacy in 1980. 

Virtually every leader and group in the Religious Right 

nationwide converged on Reunion Arena in Dallas in August, 

1980, lured by advertisements such as "Protect Your Future 

'̂Phil Strickland, "Legislature Revives Prayer Issue," 
Baptist Standard (April 2, 1975), p. 19. 

2̂ Ibid. 

^̂ Senate Journal: State of Texas II, 64th Legislature, 
Reg. sess., January 14-June 2, 1975, p. 2621. 
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and Defend Your Rights . . . While Helping Your Country! 

Find Out How at the National Affairs Brief ing. "̂ '̂ 

Sponsored by the Religious Round Table and hosted by 

evangelist James Robison of Texas, the briefing drew 15,000 

religious rightists who heard the featured speaker, Ronald 

Reagan, voice support for their beliefs.'- After election 

to the presidency, Reagan sent messages to prominent 

Religious Right leaders urging them to work toward a public 

school prayer amendment.^- Reagan's activity in this 

regard seems to have been politically motivated. He had not 

been known for either his personal or public piety. 

By 1981 the prayer amendment issue had returned to the 

front burner. Some in the Texas legislature moved once 

again to get involved. This time action came from the 

Senate where Senator Dee Travis of Garland wanted the 

legislature to adopt a resolution urging "Congress to call a 

constitutional convention to address the issue of school 

prayer."2^ Travis had some outspoken persons testify 

before the State Affairs Committee. A teacher from Santa 

Rosa believed "more prayer in the classroom might mean less 

^^Advertisement, Dallas Morning News, August 17, 1980, 
p. 3A. 

2-Frank Clifford, "Onward Christian Voters," Dallas 
Times Herald, August 31, 1980, p. lA. 

2̂ Stan Hastey, "White House Backed Prayer Amendment 
Bid," Baptist Standard (July 7, 1982), p. 3. 

-̂"Senate Panel OKs Proposal on Prayer," The Houston 
Post, May 14, 1981, p. 24A. 

69 



hell in the halls." William Murray from Houston, "son of 

atheist leader Madalyn Murray O'Hair" who had been a 

plaintiff in one case that caused the Supreme Court ruling 

against sponsored prayer in public schools, testified for 

the Travis proposal. Murray devoted much of his testimony 

to an attack on secular humanism and advocated putting 

"prayer and Judeo-Christian ethics back in the schools," 

saying "Texas would no longer be subservient to the Supreme 

Court."2^ Similar to the fate of earlier attempts at state 

action concerning school prayer, insufficient support in the 

Senate frustrated the effort. No major denominational 

representation appeared to back Travis' desired resolution. 

The resolution never came to a vote.̂ ^ While the 

Religious Right could raise a considerable flurry regarding 

the school prayer issue, it simply did not have the clout to 

turn the tide in its favor. Thereafter, a prayer amendment 

remained a dead issue in the Texas legislature. 

Overruling the Court by amendment constituted only one 

of many ways the Religious Right attempted to reinstitute 

prayer in public schools. Another ingenious method devised 

to circumvent Engel and Schempp involved "equal access" 

arguments. State and federal courts faced an onslaught of 

hostile supplicants claiming violation of their free speech 

2̂ Ibid. 

^̂ A perusal of the Senate Journal, 1981, indicated no 
resolution of the kind Travis seemed to have in mind. 
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if school officials or the courts refused access to school 

property for religious gatherings. Times before and after 

school or during school periods set aside for 

extracurricular activities became the targets for equal 

access. During those times many schools sanctioned any 

number of non-religious activities. The most celebrated 

Texas equal access case involved the Lubbock schools. When 

sued by the approximately 141 member Lubbock Civil Liberties 

Union (LCLU), led by Texas Tech University Law Professor 

Rodric B. Schoen, J.D.,̂ ^ in 1979, for illegally continuing 

prayer and Bible reading in the schools, the city's school 

board ended those practices and adopted its equal access 

policy.2' The Board felt justified in its efforts to stay 

the course by the large crowds that gathered for the 6:00 

a.m. board meetings in order to show support for the cause 

and to intimidate LCLU representatives.^" The new policy 

allowed "students to 

gather at school with supervision either before or 
after regular school hours on the same basis as 
other groups . . . for any educational, moral, 
religious, or ethical purpose so long as ̂̂  
attendance at such meetings is voluntary.-^ 

^^Interview with Dr. Schoen on July 14, 1992. 

2'Lisa Palkowski, "ACLU Suit Answered by School 
District," Lubbock Avalanche Journal, December 1, 1979, p. 
lA. 

^"interview with LCLU attorney, Tom Griffith on October 
23, 1992. 

^̂ "Lawyers Fight for Right of Religious Activity," 
Baptist Standard (November 10, 1982), p. 17. 
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Tom Griffith of Lubbock, pro bonô ^ attorney for the LCLU 

proceeded to challenge the new policy in court. 

Lubbock Board President Monte Hasie, Superintendent Ed 

Irons and Attorney Tom Johnson hoped they had found the 

elusive route to keeping organized prayer and Bible reading 

in the schools. Halbert 0. Woodward, Judge of the United 

States District Court, thought so and approved the Lubbock 

policy. But the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals struck down 

the policy as unconstitutional in March, 1982.^^ The court 

ruled that the "policy violated the spirit of neutrality 

toward religion that must be maintained by the public 

education system."^^ Hardly dismayed, and encouraged by 

Lubbock Avalanche Journal editorials blasting the appeals 

court and calling for a continuance of the cause,^^ the 

Lubbock school board appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court. At 

that point the Christian Legal Society, "a fellowship of 

lawyers, judges and law students 'committed to the 

integration of their professional lives with their Christian 

faith'" and "headquartered in Oak Park, a Chicago suburb," 

joined in the Lubbock case. "This is the real voluntary 

^^Interview in July 10, 1992, with Harvey Madison, 
Lubbock photographer and member of the LCLU. Madison 
maintained that the ACLU required its attorneys to volunteer 
and work pro bono. 

^̂ Lisa Palkowski, "Court Hits Religion in Classroom," 
Lubbock Avalanche-Journal, March 12, 1982, p. lA. 

^^"Lawyers Fight," p. 17. 

^^Lubbock Avalanche Journal, March 17, 1982, p. 6A. 
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prayer issue," argued Lynn Buzzard, the society's executive 

director. Buzzard contended that "the Lubbock dispute 

raises questions quite distinct from those argued by 

supporters of the . . . prayer amendment to the U.S. 

constitution." According to Buzzard, "The issue here . . . 

is not what activities the school plans, but those it tries 

to stop." The Legal Society believed "the court of appeals 

has trampled on the free speech of religious students in 

Lubbock." In Buzzard's view, " To support religion is 

unconstitutional, . . . but at the same time to deny free 

speech is unconstitutional."^^ 

The Christian Legal Society created an "appeal fund" 

and hired Houston Lawyer Leon Jaworski, who had served as 

special prosecutor in the Watergate scandal, to participate 

along with Lubbock attorney Tom Johnson in the effort to 

persuade the Supreme Court to overturn the circuit court 

ruling.^^ When the case came before the Court in 1983, 

twenty-four United States Senators, not including Texas 

Senators, offered a friend-of-the-court brief on behalf of 

the Lubbock school district.^^ Yet all efforts proved of 

no avail; the Supreme Court in Lubbock Independent School 

36 "Lawyers Fight," p. 17. 

^^"Jaworski Comes to Aid of Lubbock ISD in Suit to Gain 
Prayer in Public Schools," The Houston Post, September 24, 
1982, p. 5B. 

^̂ "Ban Upheld on Group Prayer in Lubbock Schools," The 
Houston Post, May 8, 1985, p. 12A. 
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District v. Lubbock Civil Liberties Union 1983, refused to 

overturn the lower court.^' Teacher-supervised student 

groups could not pray in Lubbock schools. Equal access did 

not become a viable alternative to Engel and Schempp in the 

opinion of the court. 

The court's decision in the Lubbock case did not end 

the belief in equal access across the land. That view 

apparently stemmed from an ambiguous Supreme Court signal as 

far back as 1981. The court had ruled in favor of 

University of Missouri-Kansas City students using campus 

facilities for their religious association's meetings. In 

the ruling the court stipulated that, "college-age students 

possess the maturity needed to distinguish between simple 

permission to meet and state-sponsored religion."^" 

Believing that the same principle could apply to public 

school students. Congress passed the Equal Access Bill in 

1984.*^ The measure allowed student religious groups to 

have the same access to public school buildings as secular 

groups, as long as they held the meetings before or after 

regular school hours. President Reagan had urged Congress 

^'supreme Court Reporter 103, 74 L. ed. 2d 1003 (St 
Paul: West Publishing Company, 1986), p. 800. 

"̂stan Hastey, "Court Considers 'Equal Access' 
Arguments," Baptist Standard (October 23, 1985), p. 3. 

*^Ibid. 
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to pass the legislation and he enthusiastically signed it 

into law as the Equal Access Act.-'' 

For a brief time in May, 1985, prayer and Bible reading 

returned legally to at least one Texas school.-̂  A 

Religious Right senior student at Spring Branch high school 

filed suit in United States District Court against school 

officials for denying his Christian group. Student Focus, 

the right to meet on campus. Judge Norman Black ruled in 

the student's favor. The judgment became the first that 

declared constitutional the Equal Access Act. Spring Branch 

school officials accepted the ruling and Student Focus 

met.̂ ^ Yet rough sledding still lay ahead for equal 

access. A federal appeals court in Pennsylvania, responding 

to an appeal from Williamsport school board member John C. 

Youngman over an equal access case in his district, ruled 

the practice unconstitutional. The appeals court viewed 

religious meetings in public schools as violations of the 

First Amendment provision to separate church and state 

issues." Equal access became illegal once again. But, in 

October, 1985, the United States Supreme Court agreed to 

^̂ Guide to American Law Yearbook 1987 (St. Paul: West 
Publishing Company, 1987), p. 293. 

•̂Pete Wittenberg, "Christian Group Meets in 
Schoolroom," The Houston Post, May 8, 1985, p. 12A. 

^̂ Ibid. 

^-Hastey, "Court Considers," p. 3. 
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hear the case. Bender v. Williamsport Area School 

District." By February of the following year the high 

court decided not to rule on the issue of whether public 

schools should allow student religious groups to meet for 

prayer and discussion in school buildings, preferring 

instead to fault the appeal as improper. The Court said the 

board member had not been an injured party and lacked 

standing to appeal. The decision reinstated the district 

court ruling which also had not confronted the religious 

47 issues.*' Thereafter, student religious organizations 

could meet in public high school facilities. The concept 

seemed to be that if any groups could meet, all could; 

religious or nonreligious orientation did not enter the 

picture. 

Many schools took different paths from equal access to 

keep or interject religious activity as part of school 

practices years after the Engel and Schempp decisions. Some 

school officials across the state simply ignored the law of 

the land until someone had the temerity to complain. Goose 

Creek district students listened to daily readings from the 

Bible and recited the Lord's Prayer as late as 1977, when 

changes began to be made as a result of a challenge. A 

Jewish mother of children attending the district's schools. 

^4bid. 

-'Guide to American Law Yearbook 1987, pp. 293-294 
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Ru h Jc son ended her suit ii IS ', noting "some changes 

fc the rood. There is no lorger y forced prayer 

th-ougl- it the schools that I <nov f. i think they have a 

mc-e OT in mind and are more avare personal liberties.' .48 

In reac:ion to the suit, Johnson h : faced some harassment 

in BayDwn.^^ Lubbock school of fie as sponsored prayer 

and Bijle readings throughout the .strict until 1979. They 

stopped the practices only when su i by the LCLU. 

Aldine school district kept i:.- school song, which 

amounted to a singing prayer, unti ronfrented by a 

successful American Civil Libertie 'nion (ACLU) challenge 

in 1980. The song read: "Dear Go' please bless our school 

and all it stands for. Help keep . free from sin, honest 

and true, courage and faith to ma e our school the victor. 

In Jesus' name we pray. Amen."-' The school district 

attorney did not believe "the song is a prayer as such."^^ 

The same Aldine school district was sued by an unnamed "Jane 

Doe on behalf of her son," a district student, because a 

teacher gave students Gideon Bibles during school. 

According to the district's attorney, they were "distributed 

*^"Woman Drops Lawsuit Alleging Goose Creek ISD 
Violated Religious Liberties," The Houston Post, May 29, 
1980, p. 18A. 

^'ibid. 

"̂̂ "ACLU Suit alleges Song Really Prayer," The Houston 
Post, November 15, 1980, p. 90; May 21, 1982. 

^^Ibid. 
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inadvertently" and the instructor "wasn't aware she was 

doing anything improper." The Aldine school board ended all 

such similar actions.^^ 

The ACLU brought to task the Houston school district in 

1981 because of its selection of invited school speakers. 

The ACLU and teacher representatives claimed a violation of 

"the separation of church and state" when the district 

allowed "Billy Graham Crusade-backed speakers into Houston 

public schools." Those charges, in turn, sparked retorts 

from some district board members indicating their personal 

views on the matter and endearing them to their Religious 

Right constituents. "We need more God," said one of the 

members. Another argued, "I've got problems (with the 

separation of church and state) anyhow, we'd be better off 

if he (God) was part of decision making and everything we 

do."^^ This flare-up prompted the ACLU to offer formally a 

list of speakers it maintained "on a voluntary, cost free 

basis to the district." The district superintendent allowed 

the Billy Graham Crusade speakers and sent the ACLU offering 

54 

to the director of the Community Resource Bank."" Also in 

1.981, Odessa schools allowed prayers on intercom systems 

^̂ ibid. 

^̂ Emily Grotta, "HISD Trustees, ACLU Disagree on 
Speakers," The Houston Post, August 22, 1981, p. lA. 

5̂ Ibid. 
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until ordered to stop by the superintendent.-- An Odessa 

junior high school principal nevertheless planned to 

continue "a devotional program but it will be more carefully 

structured and more closely monitored."-^ 

The school district in Aldine allowed at least "one 

school to use its public address system to lead children in 

the Lord's Prayer" until 1984. After an inquiry from The 

Houston Post officials "promised to obey the law." The 

principal of the school "said she knew the . . . practice 

was illegal but allowed it 'because I'm a Christian.'"-' 

The district superintendent explained previously "we had not 

taken a position on it. Now we have a position on it."-̂  

The principal confessed, "I had been meaning to stop it 

before now. We do have a lot of people who want it here but 

we do have a lot who have come in from schools where it is 

not a tradition."-^ These school systems quite possibly 

represented only a sampling of those in open defiance of the 

Supreme Court. Many schools, particularly in the smaller 

districts, probably continued various religious practices 

without challenge. 

'̂ "Odessa School Official Halts Prayer Broadcasts," The 
Houston Post, February 6, 1981, p. 4A. 

-4bid. 

•̂ "Aldine School to Drop Its Morning Prayer," The 
Houston Post, January 10, 1984, p. 10. 

^̂ Ibid. 

-'ibid. 
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Religious fervor motivated many teachers, 

administrators and school boards down the path to defiance 

of court rulings. Yet other factors also influenced 

noncompliance. Some people failed to obey the law because 

of ignorance, either from lack of awareness of the court 

decisions or "honest blindness to the issues and to 

violations." Others desired "to avoid conflict."^" They 

saw potential trouble from the local community as the 

greater of two evils and chose to ignore the far away legal 

abstraction rather than provoke the ire of their friends, 

neighbors and constituents. Finally, in the absence of 

effective local opposition there arose no need to "rock the 

boat." Local practices remained the way a majority appeared 

to want them with no complaint to the contrary. 

Perhaps brought on by the earlier ruling over equal 

access, a Texas case in 1989 seemed to indicate a degree of 

change in federal court thinking about school prayer. A 

pair of fathers and daughters brought suit against Clear 

Creek school district because an invocation had been 

presented at a public school event. Chief Federal District 

Judge James De Anda ruled "a non-denominational invocation" 

at the school's graduation exercise as constitutional.°^ 

Just to make sure in the future, however, the school board 

""warshaw. Religion, p. 41. 

^^Patricia Manson, "Judge OKs Invocation at School's 
Graduation," The Houston Post, May 17, 1989, p. 14A. 
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"adopted a resolution permitting only non-sectarian and non-

proselytizing invocations written by student volunteers and 

delivered away from school grounds. "̂^ 

The issue of prayer in public schools evolved into an 

extremely divisive force within some religious 

denominations. The Religious Right segment of all 

denominations supported prayer in schools by any method 

available. This certainly rang true for Baptists perhaps 

more than for other mainline Protestant groups because of a 

large contingent of Baptist religious rightists. Over 

prayer in schools the entire 13 million member Southern 

Baptist Convention (SBC) split asunder and eventually the 

Baptist General Convention of Texas (BGCT) differed with the 

SBC. By resolution, the BGCT in 1982 claimed, "Baptists 

historically have championed the principle of separation of 

church and state and vigorously defended the individual's 

right to free exercise of religion.""^ In response to the 

controversy over Engel and Schempp and the plethora of 

proposed legislation to change those decisions the SBC, in 

1964, 1971 and 1980, passed resolutions that disagreed with 

legislation.^^ The Convention did so because its members 

felt that the First Amendment to the Constitution provided 

^̂ Ibid. 

^̂ Jim Asker, "Texas Baptists Reject Reagan Prayer 
Amendment," The Houston Post, November 12, 1982, p. 8F 

^̂ Larry Chesser, "Baptists Collide Over Prayer 
Amendment," Baptist Standard (August 4, 1982), p. 8. 
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adequate safeguards for religious freedom. They understood 

that the court ruled against state-sponsored and regulated 

prayer in the public schools and that "no student or teacher 

had ever been forbidden to pray privately." They saw no 

need for prayers formulated and regulated by the government. 

The members especially disagreed with the demand for 

legislation to return voluntary prayers to public schools 

since they had not been banned.̂ ^ 

Through the efforts of some Religious Right preachers 

and politicians, notably Presidential Candidate Ronald 

Reagan, legislative intervention regarding public school 

prayer arose with renewed vigor among Southern Baptists in 

1980. "Appalled" at the traditional Convention stance, 

James Robison, the Hurst, Texas, evangelist, testified 

before a United States House of Representatives subcommittee 

looking into the school prayer issue. In reference to the 

position taken by the Southern Baptists at their July, 1980 

Convention, Robison claimed, "14,000 messengers [the 

official title of delegates] at the convention could not 

represent 13 million Southern Baptists."" The Religious 

Right gathered momentum for changing the position of the SBC 

through formation of the Coalition for the First Amendment. 

^̂ "Public School Prayer and Religious Liberty," Baptist 
Standard (February 20, 1980), p. 8. 

^̂ Stan Hastey and Larry Chesser, "Robison Challenges 
Cothern at Prayer Hearing," Baptist Standard (August 6, 
1980), p. 5. 
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The Coalition joined together religious rightists from many 

denominations including Southern Baptists in order to urge 

"congressional action to remove school devotionals from 

federal court jurisdiction."' 

The prodding of Ronald Reagan/^ the work of the 

Coalition, and the intense lobbying efforts by the members 

of the Religious Round Table, including James Robison, 

produced results.'- "For the first time in its 137 year 

history, the Southern Baptist Convention," in 1982, 

"endorsed official prayer in public schools." It 

represented "the first time any major U.S. denomination had 

so spoken." In its endorsement, the New Orleans Convention 

adopted a resolution "favoring President Ronald Reagan's 

proposed constitutional amendment on school prayer." -

Reagan's proposal read: 

Nothing in this Constitution shall be construed to 
prohibit group or individual prayer in public 
schools or other public institutions. No person 
shall be required by the United,^States or any 
state to participate in prayer.'* 

^̂ "Rogers Flouts SBC Position on Public School Prayer," 
The Houston Post, March 1, 1980, p. 8AA. 

^^Hastey, "White House Backed Prayer," p. 3. 

'̂ibid. 

'•̂Jim Asker, "Southern Baptists Endorse School Prayer 
for First Time," The Houston Post, February 12, 1982, p. lA 

'̂ Jim Asker, "Texas Baptists Reject Reagan Prayer 
Amendment," The Houston Post, November 12, 1982, p. 8F. 
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Ed McAteer of the Religious Roundtable heaped praise upon 

Morris Chapman, pastor of the First Baptist Church in 

Wichita Falls, because he spoke so eloquently in favor of 

the resolution just prior to the final balloting."^ "It's 

a return to where we've been. It's a clarification," 

claimed Pastor James T. Draper, newly elected president of 

the convention, from Euless near Fort Worth.̂ ^ 

The Religious Right takeover of the SBC "sent shock 

waves through more moderate elements of the Baptist 

establishment." "It is incredible, inconceivable there 

would be so much turning of backs on Baptist history, so 

little understanding of the very distinctiveness of 

Baptists," lamented James M. Dunn, Executive Director for 

the Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs. "We have 

never used the machinery of the state to promote our 

religion."^* Just as James Robison had done on the other 

side at earlier times, the moderates quickly expressed 

doubts about "the significance of the vote," claiming that 

"it has no binding effect on . . . the 30,079 Southern 

Baptist churches."" 

For the Convention's resolution on the Reagan school 

prayer amendment to be taken seriously, it needed support 

'̂ Hastey, "White House Backed Prayer," p. 3 

'"'Asker, "Southern Baptists," p. lA. 

^̂ Ibid. 

^̂ ibid. 
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from Baptists at the state level. The Religious Right 

element of Texas Baptists expended considerable effort to 

provide that support, but Texas Baptists in general 

demonstrated more concern than support. They expressed 

doubt that the so-called "voluntary" prayer amendment 

amounted to anything more than government sponsorship and 

promotion of religion. This they believed would endanger 

free exercise of religion, particularly among religious 

minorities.'^ "Whenever there has not been separation of 

church and state," claimed D. L. Lowrie, the president of 

Texas Baptists from Lubbock, "we Baptists seem to be the 

first to suffer."' 

The 1982 Baptist General Convention of Texas messengers 

who met in Corpus Christi elected not to follow the lead of 

their national counterparts. They rejected support of the 

Reagan amendment by not including it in their official 

actions.'° Instead they asserted that they had always 

disagreed with "legislatively prescribed prayer in any form 

which amounts to state establishment of religion. . . ."'-

The messengers resolved to "reaffirm" the state convention's 

long-standing statement that "prayer is a voluntary response 

'-"Free Exercise, Abortion Resolution Debated," Baptist 
Standard, November 17, 1982, p. 5. 

Asker, "Texas Baptists," p. 8F 

4̂bid. 

'"Free Exercise," p. 5. 
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to God and thus should never be prescribed by law or 

violated by the will of the majority."^- The resolution 

met opposition. Dorothy Patterson, wife of Dallas Religious 

Right leader and director of Criswell Bible Institute, Paige 

Patterson, asked that parts of the resolution be omitted. 

She claimed that they were attacks "on President Reagan's 

amendment proposal and 'we don't want to take a deliberate 

slap at him.'" She also believed those parts to be attacks 

"on the SBC action" earlier in the year. After a lengthy 

debate, the Patterson request went down to defeat.-̂  

According to Miller Robinson, longtime member of the 

Administrative Executive Board of the BGCT, "Texas Baptists 

never wavered thereafter in their stance regarding state 

sponsored school prayer."^^ "They preferred instead," 

claimed Joe Haag, Associate Director of the Texas Baptist 

Christian Life Commission in Dallas, "to remain staunch 

supports of church-state separation. """̂  

Other religious denominations experienced inner turmoil 

over the school prayer issue, though not as traumatic as 

Southern Baptists had undergone. The Texas Churches of 

Christ, another mainline denomination with perhaps the 

3°Ibid. 

^̂ Ibid. See also Asker, "Texas Baptists," p. 5. 

^^Interview with Miller Robinson, Pastor of Colonial 
Hill Baptist Church, Snyder, Texas, March 5, 1992. 

^-Interview with Joe Haag, March 5, 1992. 

86 



largest Religious Right element after the Southern Baptists, 

"fought like cats and dogs over the issue," exclaimed 

Franklin Pruitt, devout member of the 37th Street Church of 

Christ in Snyder, Texas, and retired professor of history at 

Western Texas College.^- Yet the "fight" had to occur 

within each church separately because no state or national 

organization directed the denomination,^^ a fact which 

probably lessened the political impact of the struggle. 

According to Pruitt, "some churches declared for school 

prayer and some did not."̂ ^ Religious Right contingents of 

a number of other denominations agreed with the political 

movement of the Religious Right and some joined its cause 

over the prayer controversy. Leaders of many of those 

denominations joined together to condemn the movement. The 

group issued a public statement proclaiming its position in 

1980: 

We do not simply disagree with their 
stance. . . . We find their selection of 
issues to be theologically and ethically 
inadequate. . . . Apart from any political 
differences we may have with the religious 
right, we have strong theological objections 
to some of their positions and tactics. . . . 

^*Interview with Franklin Pruitt, March 6, 1992. 

^^"Jiggle TV Target of Boycott by Church of Christ 
Leader," The Houston Post, March 1, 1980, p. 8AA. 

^^Interview with Pruitt. 

^̂ "Heads of Denominations Assail Political Tactics of 
Religious Right," The Houston Post, October 21, 1980, p. 8A 
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Among those endorsing that position were leaders of the 

Christian Church (Disciples of Christ), the United 

Presbyterian Church, the United Methodist Church, the 

Evangelical Covenant Church in America, the Christian 

Methodist Episcopal Church, the Friends General Conference, 

the Church of the Brethren, and officials of the Lutheran 

Council U.S.A.̂ ^ 

The loss of Texas Baptists, as well as those of many 

other states, rendered the Southern Baptist Convention's 

resolution backing the Reagan amendment a hollow issue. At 

their Convention in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in 1983, the 

Southern Baptists seemed to rescind the school prayer 

resolution of the previous year. Oliver Thomas, an attorney 

for the Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs located in 

Washington, D.C, stipulated that while not mentioning 

school prayer, the messengers resolved that the First 

Amendment "adequately protected" freedom of religion." 

No further serious debate occurred over school prayer at 

their annual conventions for the remainder of the period 

under study."' With mixed signals arising from many 

religious groups, politicians found little of value upon 

"''Ibid. 

^'interview with Oliver Thomas, March 5, 1992. The 
Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs which Thomas 
represents is funded by the BGCT and other similar 
associations, not by the SBC. 

"ibid. 
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which to base a significant or potentially successful 

movement. 

The issue of school prayer seemed to be relegated to 

the domain of the Religious Right leadership for whatever 

gain it could derive. Compared to many issues, prayer in 

schools maintained a remarkable resiliency for questionable 

purposes. A moderate Baptist leader accused President 

Reagan of "despicable demagoguery" and of engaging in "petty 

politics with prayer."'^ In a made-for-television special. 

Wake Up America (1980), evangelist James Robison clearly 

shaped reality to fit his views as he mourned: 

When I stop and think of the issues that face us 
today. The difficulty of prayer without 
intimidation, the difficulty of even praying on 
the part of little children in schools, to even 
have voluntary silent prayer. It's as though 
we've said "God get out. You're no longer part of 
our country. ''̂  • • 

Such rhetoric continued to inflame those already convinced 

of a godless humanist conspiracy moving across the landscape 

of the public schools, "not with a dramatic clap of 

thunder," according to Robison, "but with an insidious day-

by-day erosion of a little bit more of each child's mind 

'^Asker, "Southern Baptists," p. lA. 

'̂ Wake Up America: A James Robison Special, produced 
by the James Robison Evangelistic Association, 1980. 
Transcripted in Emerald Jan Porter McCathern, "James 
Robison: The Rhetoric of a Contemporary Jeremiad" (Master's 
thesis, Texas Tech University, 1982), p. 231. 
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until principles, values and morality are forever tarnished 

and distorted."'^ 

Incensed by court rulings that seemed to threaten 

prayer and Bible reading in public schools, the Religious 

Right proceeded to challenge those rulings. It sought to 

maintain or reimpose those religious activities through 

various means. The most obvious method involved an 

overturning of Engel and Schempp. Failing in that effort, 

removal of jurisdiction from the courts in those matters 

through constitutional amendment became the next logical 

step. Religious rightists employed other tactics as well in 

dealing with the "crisis." They ranged from equal access 

which proved successful and probably caused federal courts 

to look differently at some areas of religious activity on 

school property, to defiance of the court decisions by 

continuing the practices. The legality of the Religious 

Right's challenges in court and its promotion of a 

constitutional amendment could not be challenged as means to 

achieve an objective in a democratic society. Its 

disturbing actions came with the Religious Right's illegal 

defiance of the law and the demagoguery resorted to 

sometimes by its leadership. Nonetheless, fear of perceived 

threat to sacred prayer and Bible reading, however 

'̂ Attack on the Family: James Robison Special produced 
by the James Robison Evangelistic Association, 1981. 
Transcripted in Emerald Jan Porter McCathern, "James 
Robison: The Rhetoric of a Contemporary Jeremiad" (Master's 
thesis, Texas Tech University, 1982), p. 250. 
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misguided, led the Religious Right to call for desperate 

measures to circumvent or repel the menace. 
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CHAPTER IV 

EVOLUTION, CREATION, AND TEXAS 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

In the twentieth century much of the basic information 

taught in Texas public schools came from textbooks. 

Beginning in the 1960s the Religious Right perceived that 

situation as a means to incorporate its message into that 

basic information by influencing textbook selection 

criteria. An attitude emerged that " . . . the effete, 

know-it-all textbook authors with their oh, so . . . 

sophisticated . . . tastes . . . "̂  had riddled the 

textbooks with valueless, godless and evolutionist 

tendencies. The time had come to right the wrong. The main 

thrust of the textbook wars during the sixties, seventies 

and eighties involved the subject of evolution. Engagements 

occurred all the way from local school boards to the state 

board of education, and even to the state legislature. 

Controversy over the teaching of theories emanating 

from Charles Darwin's Origin of Species, commonly referred 

to as "evolution," arose much earlier than the period under 

discussion. This turbulent issue supposedly came to a head 

in 1925, with the famous "monkey" trial of John T. Scopes in 

Dayton, Tennessee. A Dayton citizen, George W. Rappelyea, 

^James Kilpatrick, "Yea for Literati! Yea for 
Philistines!" Dallas Times Herald, January 6, 1980, 
p. 2J. 
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brought charges against Scopes for teaching evolution in the 

local high school in violation of a newly adopted Tennessee 

state law. In reality, Rappelyea did not bring the charge 

out of anger with Scopes or in support of the anti-evolution 

law. To the contrary, he disagreed with the legislation. 

Nor did Scopes unwittingly violate the statute. Both men 

acted in collaboration with the American Civil Liberties 

Union, which wanted a test case to challenge the 

constitutionality of the Tennessee law.̂  After much 

fanfare and international publicity, the jury found Scopes 

guilty, fined him and relieved him of his teaching duties. 

The Tennessee anti-evolution legislation remained intact. 

According to Governor Austin Peay, who signed the measure 

into law, however, it had not been intended as an "active 

statute," but more as a legislative "gesture" to 

protest against an irreligious tendency to exalt 
. . . science, and deny the Bible in some schools 
. . . a tendency fundamentally wrong . . . in its 
effects pn our children, our institutions, and our 
country."' 

Despite the duplicity and misunderstanding, those who 

participated in the trial and fundamentalists and modernists 

everywhere took the event seriously. In its historical 

context the episode came to be known as the "fundamentalist-

modernist controversy" in which the forces for progress 

R̂ay Ginger, Six Days or Forever? Tennessee v. John T 
Scopes (New York: Oxford University Press, 1958), pp. 18-
21. 

^Ibid., p. 7. 
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(modernists) lost the battle (the trial) but won the war 

because of the ridiculous spectacle the fundamentalists made 

of themselves in defending an outdated and stagnant 

traditionalism against advanced scientific knowledge.^ 

Confrontations of such magnitude did not recur between 

these adversaries. But the latter-day religious rightists 

defended the Christian doctrine of creationism as virulently 

as had their earlier counterparts. They, too, determined to 

expunge the teaching of evolution from the public schools. 

Falling short of that objective, they developed other 

delaying and obstructionist tactics designed to water down 

the teaching of evolution to the point of impotence. The 

religious rightists demanded evolution be taught as theory 

not as fact; that its theoretical nature be constantly 

emphasized. Wanting to institute a requirement for 

"balance," they argued for texts that presented evidence 

against evolution as well as for it. Finally, they claimed 

the right for creationism to be included in textbooks along 

with evolution and taught with equal emphasis. 

Upheaval over evolution in Texas Public school 

textbooks experienced a rebirth in 1964. In that year 

science textbooks came up for consideration in accordance 

with the normal subject rotation schedule established by the 

state board of education. While passages describing the 

concept of evolution had appeared in secondary level biology 

^Ibid., Ginger's general conclusion 
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textbooks" for many years prior to 1964,^ Frank L. Williams, 

the assistant superintendent in Dallas, confided that 

"biology textbooks which stress evolution have been 

consistently screened out at the local school administration 

level."^ That apparently "comfortable" situation came to 

an end as three new biology texts came to public attention 

in 1964. Worry about the quality of the science being 

taught in public schools after the Soviet Union launched its 

first sputnik in 1957 prompted the National Science 

Foundation to sponsor a Biological Sciences Curriculum Study 

involving eighty-five thousand teachers and scientists to 

produce the biology texts.' At Houghton Mifflin 

publishers, the science editor Gordon Hjalmarson claimed it 

to be "one of the most extensive educational efforts of all 

time."^ 

Statewide protests over the biology texts originated 

with Reuel G. Lemmons, an evangelist for the Church of 

Christ who editorialized against the books in Firm 

Ĵoe Sherman, "Opponents Push Textbook Protest," Dallas 
Times Herald, July 28, 1964, p. 17A. 

Ĵoe Sherman, "Schools Sidestep Evolution Stress," 
Dallas Times Herald, July 29, 1964, p. lA. 

^Richard Morehead, "Disputed Biology Textbooks OK'd for 
Texas School Use," Dallas Morning News, July 30, 1964, p. 
4A. 

^Ibid. 
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Numerous sympathizers with the views expressed by Lemmons 

argued, "the books help spread atheism, communism, juvenile 

delinquency and general moral decay. "̂'̂  Petitions poured 

into the textbook division of the Texas Education Agency 

"from different areas of the state including Dallas, Fort 

Worth, El Paso, Abilene, Lubbock and Austin." According to 

J. B. Golden, head of the division. 

Adoption of these texts is being strongly opposed, 
particularly by members of the Church of Christ, 
. . . on the grounds that teaching the theory of 
evolution conflicts with the religious doctrines 
of the resurrection of the soul and the creation 
of the world by God.̂ ^ 

In a good example of the letters, a Seagoville man wrote: 

"If we must leave Bible reading and prayers to God out of 

the classrooms, please do not permit atheistic and 

19 

evolutionistic teachings to supplant them."̂ ^ Several 

writers employed a similar introduction: "In view of the 

fact that I, along with the vast majority of citizens of 

Texas, do not believe in the theory of evolution. . . ."̂ ^ 

Before the textbook selection process came to an end in 

November, a deluge of letters reached Governor John Connally 

'̂'"Publishers Triumphant in Latest Textbook War," 
Dallas Times Herald, November 10, 1964, p. 3A. 

^^Sherman, "Opponents Push," p. 17A. 

^̂ Richard Morehead, "Evolution: In 1964, Is it 
Blasphemy?" Dallas Morning News, August 15, 1964, p. 3A 

l̂ Ibid. 
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and Education Commissioner J. W. Edgar.̂ * Persons of 

faiths other than the Church of Christ became involved. 

Vernon H. Harley, a Lutheran pastor from Corpus Christi, 

argued that "it is unconstitutional to use these books in 

tax-supported schools. Basically they are an attack on 

religion, atheistic . . . unAmerican . . . highly 

unscientific." The minister at a Baptist church in Fort 

Worth, James Morgan, testified before the state textbook 

advisory committee that one book "downgrades faith in God. 

We've had enough of that in the last few years. We're 

playing into the hands of the Communists rapidly." He 

believed such texts would stimulate the creation of church 

supported schools.̂ ^ 

As opposition to the biology textbooks grew, those in 

favor of the texts appeared on the scene, though fewer in 

numbers.̂ ^ A committee of the Dallas-Fort Worth Council 

of Scientific Societies, with 10,000 members including 

engineers, reviewed the biology texts. The council 

president, Duane Harmon, stated, 

careful reading of the texts revealed the authors 
had been unusually diligent in setting forth 
scientific observations and in discussing the more 

^̂ Ibid. 

^̂ Morehead, "Disputed Textbooks," p. lA. 

^^Morehead, "Evolution," p. 3A. 
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credible theories advanced to explain facts 
presently available to the scientific world.̂ ^ 

A past school board president at Texas City thought that 

refusing Texas students up-to-date biology textbooks would 

be a catastrophe. "I oppose diluting public education to 

accommodate the wishes of any particular group. . . . 

Informed people . . . find no basic conflict between science 

and religion. "̂^ 

The strongest support for the texts came from teachers 

of biology. "In no way do [the] materials negate a person's 

religion nor do they deny the existence of the Supreme 

Diety," stated the executive committee of the Science 

Teachers Association. The committee further "asserted that 

the textbooks do not question the divine creation of man but 

instead, 'imply that God created not only man but all things 
ifl 

of the universe.'"^' 

An estimated 200 persons turned out for what became one 

of the liveliest textbook advisory committee hearings in 

history.^" Protests by the Religious Right proved 

unsuccessful, for the committee recommended adoption of the 

^^"Textbooks Defended by Groups," Dallas Morning News, 
September 12, 1964, p. 12A. 

^^Morehead, "Evolution, p. 3A. 

I'ibid. 

^""Publishers Triumphant," p. 3A. 
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much debated biology texts.̂ ^ Commissioner Edgar supported 

that decision. Protesters appealed his decision to the 

state board of education.^^ The board approved the texts, 

though not unanimously.^^ Hulen Jackson, a Dallas minister 

at Trinity Heights Church of Christ, commented, "the next 

logical move for any interested opponent would be to urge 

local school boards not to adopt the disputed books." Some 

comments suggested possible court cases against the 

texts.̂ * Decisions in support of the texts seemed to hinge 

on the belief that the books did not present evolution in an 

atheistic manner. In a larger sense, and much to the 

chagrin of the Religious Right, the episode in the summer 

and fall of 1964 resulted in the state's official stamp of 

approval for teaching evolution in public schools. The 

controversy also set a pattern that would be followed 

throughout the coming decades. 

"A better book--that's all we've tried to get."̂ ^ 

That statement by Norma Gabler summed up an incredible 

Odyssey in the recent history of Texas education. Norma and 

Mel Gabler, founders of Educational Research Analysts, 

^̂ "State Okay Given to Biology Texts," Dallas Times 
Herald, October 16, 1964, p. 9A. 

^^"Publishers Triumphant," p. 3A. 

ĥbid. 

^^Morehead, "Disputed Textbooks," p. lA. 

2̂ Si Dunn, "The Gablers: Saints or Censors?" Scene 
Magazine: Dallas Morning News, April 6, 1980, p. 11. 
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Incorporated, which is tax-exempt and non-profit, 

effectively placed the Texas textbook selection process on a 

different level from that of the rest of the nation. Using 

the state textbook advisory committee's annual public 

hearings as their forum, the Gablers catapulted themselves 

to international attention as textbook critics par 

excellence. Beginning in the early 1960s, they made the 

trek from Longview year after year to the hearings in Austin 

to help determine the information that would or would not be 

included in public school textbooks. They became such 

fixtures at the hearings that Judith Krug, director of the 

office for intellectual freedom of the American Library 

Association, referred to Norma, the more outspoken of the 

two, as the "16th member of the . . . adoption 

committee."^° As white, lower middle class, high school 

educated, social conservatives, and members of the Christian 

Missionary Alliance, a nondenominational, fundamentalist and 

evangelistic fellowship in Longview, the Gablers radiated 

the very essence of the Texas Religious Right. They 

demanded truth, justice and the American way, as they saw 

those things, in public school textbooks. For their 

efforts, they appeared to their critics as censors and 

right-wing zealots imposing their values on other people's 

children. "They've made a profession out of protesting," 

^vere Longman, "Textbook Crusade Consumes Couple," 
Dallas Times Herald, July 8, 1979, p. 2B. 
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argued a book representative from Dallas. "Things they 

don't believe in, they don't think should be in the 

books."^' Those who agreed with the Gablers and provided 

moral as well as financial support, saw them as championing 

Christianity, moral views, patriotic Americanism and a free 

market economy.^^ Usually, the Gablers acted alone. Only 

seldom did a few others join them in protests. 

It took the Gablers several years to develop their 

skills as textbook protesters. They remember publishers 

laughing at them when they first started. According to 

Norma, "it was very difficult in the beginning to stand up. 

In the whole room you could hear the laughter and ridicule. 

But I'm Irish, and I was determined I was going to win the 

right to be heard. "̂ ' Other than publishers, much of the 

Gablers' strongest criticism came from educators. "They'll 

try to put you down because you don't have a string of 

degrees," accused Norma. "But just because I don't have a 

degree doesn't mean I'm dumb." Based upon the elementary 

and secondary books she reviewed. Norma believed, "I 

probably have more than an earned Ph.D."-'' With respect to 

27 Dunn, "The Gablers," p. 7. 

28ibid. 

^'"Gablers: Schools A Failure," Dallas Times Herald, 
September 18, 1975, p. 35A. 

^°Dunn, "The Gablers," p. 9. 
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her appearance before the textbook advisory committee. Norma 

said: 

I will tell you without apology that I know a 
book better than any committee member. . . . I 
have never met a superintendent that's ever read a 
book. Most principals have never read it, yet 
they're the first one to defend it. I don't mind 
my opposition, but don't tell me I'm wrong if 
you've never looked at the book. And the 
publishers know I play hard, and if you're going 
to sell your book you better learn it before you 
face me, because I know your book and I know it 
well.̂ ^ 

A certain militant seriousness about their chosen avocation 

characterized Norma and Mel Gabler. 

By 1973, when the Gablers formed their corporation, 

they possessed a recognized expertise at conducting the 

textbook wars. Their reputation extended beyond the 

publishers, educators and advisory committee, all the way to 

the state board of education. The possibility of the 

uncontested presence of evolution in textbooks since 1964 

ranked high on the Gablers' list as a point of contention. 

The textbook renewal agenda called for science subjects to 

be updated in 1974. The Gablers argued before the board 

that evolution amounted to nothing more than theory, yet 

teachers taught it and textbooks included it as fact which 

could undermine students' religious beliefs. At least one 

other "theory," creationism, existed that the Gablers 

believed as valid as evolution concerning the origin of man. 

Students should not be left with the impression that 

^^Longman, "Textbook Crusade," p. 2B 
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evolution answered all the questions to the exclusion of 

other possible answers. The board bowed to the pressure, 

and created a rule, called a "proclamation," governing all 

science textbooks bought for use in Texas public schools. 

The 1974 proclamation stated: "Textbooks that treat the 

theory of evolution shall identify it as only one of several 

explanations of the origins of humankind and avoid limiting 

young people in their search for meanings of their human 

existence."^2 Michael Hudson, Texas director of People for 

the American Way, believed that the board "enacted" the rule 

"to pacify Mel and Norma Gabler and their creationist 

network. "̂^ 

The proclamation had a chilling effect on textbook 

publishers concerning the subject of evolution. Coverage of 

evolution in textbooks dwindled. Textbook selection in 

Texas represented a multimillion dollar enterprise. Texas 

ordered books for public schools statewide, which made it 

"one of the world's biggest single buyers."̂ ^ "Because of 

the money involved," publishers considered Texas "the acid 

test" for new books offered on the market. If the books did 

not "play in Austin," they had better play "in California, 

New York and all the Peorias in between" to make up the 

^̂ "Mattox Asked to Decide if Textbook Evolution Rule 
Broke Law," Dallas Morning News, October 30, 1983, p. 48A, 

^̂ Ibid. 

^^Longman, "Textbook Crusade," p. 2B. 
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difference.""- Texas Tech University professor Gerald 

Skoog, a former secondary level biology teacher, researched 

the topic of evolution in textbooks and found "a gradual 

decrease" in coverage of evolution during the 1970s. ̂^ He 

believed the decrease resulted from "precensorship by 

publishers who don't want to confront anti-evolutionists 

buoyed by rules such as the Texas proclamation."-' 

Public attention focused on education in the early 

eighties as Governor Mark White appointed a select 

committee, chaired by billionaire computer magnate H. Ross 

Perot, to study Texas public education with an eye toward 

reform. One of the areas of public education to come under 

scrutiny by the committee involved the textbook selection 

process. Committee member Jon Fleming, president of Texas 

Wesleyan College and chairman of the subcommittee on 

education for young children, charged that "the system needs 

protection from people who try to 'wreak havoc with academic 

freedom.'" Fleming argued "the process should be changed to 

give more weight to scholarly opinions." According to 

Fleming, "There are people, as I understand it, who stand in 

the face of irrefutable scientfic evidence . . . and get 

35 Dunn, "The Gablers," p. 7. 

^̂ Mark Lack, "Professor Reviews Teaching of Evolution 
in Public Schools," The University Daily (Texas Tech 
University), July 1, 1990, p. 1. 

^^"Changes in Hearings Shift Focus of Text Process," 
Dallas Morning News, August 7, 1983, p. 4AA. 
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their way in the face of the preponderance of empirical 

data." He sought to limit the Religious Right's virtual 

control of textbook selection.^^ 

Others began to speak out about the issue in the mid-

1980s. People for the American Way (PAW), a group with a 

membership of 250,000, founded by television producer Norman 

Lear, vowed to work toward reform of the Texas textbook 

selection process. Michael Hudson, the director for PAW in 

Texas, responded to a Mel Gabler charge before the textbook 

advisory committee that "publishers presented arguments for 

evolution while ignoring findings that undermine the 

theory." Hudson assert that 

If any scientist—or the Gablers—could disprove 
the essence of evolution theory, they would win 
the Nobel Prize tomorrow. . . . These are the same 
arguments, repackaged and refined, that have been 
put forward against science . . . since the Scopes 
trial in Tennessee.^' 

Steven D. Schafersman, speaking for the Texas Council for 

Science Education, charged that most of the texts under 

review for adoption at the junior high level in Texas did 

not discuss evolution. He accused the publishers of bowing 

to religious views and omitting "the topic of evolution" 

from their books. "We must stop caving in to creationist 

pressure," he argued. "We can no longer hold Texas science 

^̂ Dan Malone and Saralee Tiede, "Testbook Critic Says 
Fleming is Misguided," Fort Worth Star Telegram, January 31, 
1984, p. lA. 

"Terrence Stutz, "Texts Snubbing Evolution, Educator 
Says," Dallas Morning News. July 16, 1986, p. 2H. 
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education hostage to know nothings and religious zealots." 

"How long," Schafersman asked the textbook advisory 

committee, "must Texas be known as the state that censors 

science textbooks because of religious prejudice?"^" 

The barrage against the firm grip held by the Religious 

Right on science textbook selection made inroads. People 

for the American Way claimed a victory when it convinced the 

textbook advisory committee to change a long standing rule 

requiring that the public could only attack proposed texts, 

not defend them. New rules, in 1983, allowed citizens to 

speak in favor of a given text. Expecting problems with the 

rules change, officials of the Texas Education Agency took 

steps to limit time for citizens' input during the public 

hearings. "'We expected that with the new setup, the 

hearings might go on forever,' explained Cis Meyer, deputy 

commissioner of education."^^ The Gablers and other 

protesters previously had droned on for hours about one 
49 

topic. Six minutes per speaker became the new rule." 

Reforming the textbook hearings only amounted to a 

first step for PAW. The remaining problems would be much 

tougher, as Michael Hudson envisioned the tasks ahead. His 

attention shifted to the basic guidelines for textbook 

<°Ibid. 

^̂ Richard Fish, "Streamlining Shifts Focus of Text 
Process," Dallas Morning News, JVugust 7, 1983, p. lAA. 

<2ibid. 
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selection: "the policies and directives of the state board 

of education,"*^ specifically, the board proclamation of 

1974. Hudson described the directive as "anti-science" and 

opposed its continuation.** 

Hudson and others expected stiff opposition to changing 

the proclamation with good reason in light of actions and 

statements by some board members who seemed in sympathy with 

the anti-evolutionists. In the fall of 1983, Kent 

Grusendorf, a member of the board and businessman from 

Arlington, supported board rules, especially the one on 

evolution, "because textbooks need to tell the facts."*̂  

He believed "the academic community has a generally liberal 

bias that is reflected in textbooks." Grusendorf accused 

PAW of leftist bias and doubted its desire for objectivity 

in textbooks.*^ He evidently expressed the sentiment of 

the board majority. A member of the board from Austin, Will 

Davis, earlier in the year had suggested changing the 

proclamation during a board committee meeting. Out of 

47 thirteen members present, only two favored his proposal. 

1983, 

^Ibid. 

*Ibid. 

^"Changes in Hearings," Dallas Morning News, August 7, 
p. 4AA. 

4bid. 

^Ibid. 
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Opposition to the state board rule received unexpected 

help from a state senator. In 1983, Senator Oscar Mauzy 

from Dallas "asked Texas Attorney General Jim Mattox to 

decide whether the State Board of Education broke the law by 

requiring textbooks to say that evolution is 'only one of 

several explanations' of mankind's origin." Mauzy wondered 

"why is the theory of evolution singled out for special 

attention in the rules? . . . What makes it different from 

the scientific theories of gravity or relativity?" He 

claimed the efforts of the creationist movement were the 

"only logical explanation." He believed that the rule had 

"the effect of injecting religious dogma into science 

education."*° The following year Mattox issued an opinion 

indicating his belief in the unconstitutionality of the 

proclamation. The new state board of education, 

restructured as a result of 1984 education reforms from 

elected to appointed members, repealed the rule." 

The general educational reforms of the early eighties 

dealt a devastating blow to the causes of the Religious 

Right. In 1979, a college professor called Mel and Norma 

Gabler "the two most powerful people in education today."̂ " 

*̂ "Mattox Asked to Decide," Dallas Morning News, 
October 30, 1983, p. 48A. 

*'Terrence Stutz, "Fundamentalists Assail Proposed 
Evolution Rule for Textbooks," Dallas Morning News, February 
11, 1989, p. 32A. 

•'Longman, "Textbook Crusade," p. 2B. 
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During that period publishers catered to the Gablers by 

sending newly published texts to them early, either to curry 

favor or to face the music in time to work out 

adjustment.5^ By 1984, their fortunes had changed 

dramatically. Michael Hudson of PAW said about the Gablers 

in 1989: "Since 1983, they have not succeeded in knocking 

one book off the adoptions list nor change any content."^^ 

Yet Texas reforms ran counter to a strong national tide 

of conservative retrenchment. The Religious Right appeared 

to be active in areas beyond the state education 

bureaucracy. The activity centered upon the "creation-

science" movement. Creation-science represented 

inventiveness by the Religious Right which attempted to 

bestow the status of science upon the Biblical account of 

creation. Religious rightists felt creation-science to be 

an educationally legitimate study for public school 

students. As science, creationism would be on equal footing 

with evolution as part of the normal science curriculum. 

The concept appeared to grow out of a reaction to a Supreme 

Court ruling in Epperson v. Arkansas, 1968. The Court ruled 

that a state could not forbid the teaching of evolution on 

religious grounds. ̂^ Later that year, Tennessee altered 

Ŝ Ibid. 

^̂ "Gablers Still at Work," Newsletter on Intellectual 
Freedom, American Library Association, July 1989, p. 123. 

^̂ Supreme Court Reporter 89, 393 U.S. 97 (St. Paul: 
West Publishing Company, 1970), p. 266. 
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its "monkey" law so that any text discussing' evolution had 

to emphasize its theoretical nature. It could not be 

described as "a scientific fact." The law also ordered that 

textbooks provide "equal emphasis" to "the Genesis account 

in the Bible."''* The thinking in Tennessee seemed to be 

that the Epperson decision gave free reign to evolution 

without challenge. Yet the Book of Genesis did provide an 

alternative perspective and should be heard. Courts at the 

state and federal levels turned down Tennessee's legislation 

55 

as a violation of the separation of church and state. •'"' 

But the seed had been sown. The courts had ruled against 

equal time for creationism because it represented a 

religious doctrine rather than science. Only if creationism 

became a science, it would be acceptable for study in the 

science classroom. 

A concerted effort developed throughout the 1970s to 

change creationism into a scientific theory. A number of 

scientific creationist organizations emerged. Among the 

more influential of those organizations, the Institute for 

Creation Research, funded by a Baptist church in San Diego, 

led all others in publication and distribution "of creation 

science material." The Bible Science Association in 

Minneapolis and the Creation Science Research Center, also 

*̂Robert M. O'Neil, "Creationism, Curriculum and the 
Constitution," Academe 68 (March-April 1982): 23. 

Ŝ ibid. 
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at San Diego, represented additional groups of note. All of 

the organizations, none of which was located in Texas, 

dedicated themselves to create and distribute evidence in 

support of Biblical Creationism as scientifically equal or 

superior to the theories of evolution.^^ 

The creation-science movement had considerable impact. 

In a speech during the 1980 presidential election campaign, 

Ronald Reagan said: 

Well it (evolution) is a theory, it is a 
scientific theory only, and it has in recent years 
been challenged in the world of science and is not 
yet believed in the scientific community to be as 
infallible as it once was believed. But if it was 
going to be taught in the schools, then I think 
that also the Biblical theory of creation . . . , 
should also be taught.^' 

A survey conducted in 1981 by the Center for Social Research 

at the University of Texas at Arlington "polled seven 

hundred white, middle class, urban, home-owning citizens in 

the Dallas-Fort Worth area." Responding to a series of 

questions about their beliefs, "62 percent agreed that the 

theory of evolution should be taught in schools; 73 percent 

thought the Biblical account of creation should be 

taught."'° Obviously, more felt the creation account 

""Rev. Bill McLean vs. Arkansas Board of Education," 
Academe 68 (March-April 1982): 28. See also, James C. 
Hefley, Textbooks on Trial (Wheaton, IL: Victor Books, 
1976), p. 198. 

'̂John Durant, ed., Darwinism and Divinity: Essays on 
Evolution and Religious Belief (New York: Basil Blackwell, 
Inc., 1985), p. 200. 

^̂ Ibid. , pp. 186-187. 
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should be taught, but most people across the state would 

settle for equal time for each to be presented. A statewide 

Texas A&M University poll reported 70 percent of Texans 

preferred the teaching of both creation and evolution 

concepts.'' 

The interest of state residents in creation-science 

inspired some Texas legislators to explore the possibility 

of legislation concerning the matter. From both chambers of 

the legislature in 1981, identical bills emerged that would 

"require the state's public schools to balance their 

treatment of creation-science and evolution-science."^" 

Freshman Representative Mike Martin from Longview sponsored 

the House bill. Identifying himself as a born-again 

Baptist, Martin made the proposal his first priority, 

claiming it would pass that year if sent forward from 

committee. Houston Senator Walter Mengden, an experienced 

legislator, sponsored the Senate measure. He expected a 

debate over the proposed legislation "because it's new" and 

did not believe the bills would be passed quickly into law. 

According to the proposed legislation, teachers would inform 

students; "man may have slowly evolved from monkeys," but 

also "man may suddenly have appeared on the Earth by 

creation." The bills stipulated that instruction could 

^'stutz, "Fundamentalists Assail," p. 32A. 

"̂ciara Tuma, "Measures Bring Creation Science Dispute 
to Texas," The Houston Post. April 12, 1981, p. 23A. 
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include neither "religious instruction" nor "reference to* 

religious writings."^^ "Adam and Eve could not be 

mentioned." Any material taught would "have to be 

scientific evidence that is developed by scientists that are 

reputable and have credentials in their field."̂ ^ Mengden 

recommended giving both views a hearing. "Conflicting 

theories should be put out on the table. Otherwise you are 

not being taught, you are being trained." "If you teach 

one," Martin added, "the other one should have equal 

time. . . . There is suppressed scientific knowledge out 

there that needs to be heard." They believed creationism to 

be as well-founded in scientific research as evolution.^^ 

By using the scientific approach proponents of the 

creation-science measures hoped to avoid challenges based on 

the constitutional separation of church and state. 

According to critics of creation-science, the "scientific" 

in scientific creationism amounted to nothing more than a 

smoke screen. For them creationism remained a religious 

doctrine, not science. Speaking for science educators, 

Steve Schafersman said, "There are all sorts of crazy wacky 

^̂ Ibid. See also, O'Neil, "Creationism," p. 23. 
O'Neil made it clear that, since Epperson, creationists 
carefully avoided reference to the Book of Genesis in 
religious terms in their quest to make creation a science. 

^^O'Neil, "Creationism," p. 23. See also, "Rev. Bill 
McLean," p. 28. The article listed ten creationist writers 
whom it said "are recognized as authorities by other 
creationists." 

63 Tuma, "Measures," p. 23A. 
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things out there and creationism is one of them."̂ * The 

proposed Texas legislation did not get out of committees 

during the 1981 legislative session. Committee members took 

a wait and see approach, realizing that similar legislation 

adopted in Arkansas faced challenge before a United States 

District Court. 

The major battle over creation-science occurred in 

Arkansas. Act 590, in 1981, began with the declaration: 

"public schools within this state shall give balanced 

treatment to creation-science and evolution-science."°^ 

Almost immediately the act came under fire. A suit 

challenged its constitutional validity. Plaintiffs included 

local parents, the National Association of Biology Teachers, 

and representatives from many Protestant bodies including 

Southern Baptists, Methodists, Episcopalians and 

Presbyterians, as well as Catholics and Jews. An impressive 

array of scientists and other intellectuals presented 

evidence.^^ The decision in the case. Reverend Bill McLean 

V. Arkansas Board of Education, came early in 1982. Judge 

William Overton struck down the Arkansas law, finding 

scientific creationism "has no scientific merit." He 

*̂Richard Vara, "Creationism Argument Evolves into 
Sharp Words," The Houston Post, October 14, 1989, p. 28A, 

^̂ "Rev. Bill McLean," p. 27. 

4̂bid. 
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believed the law attempted to include religion in public 

education. ̂^ 

The creation-science movement did not disappear because 

the religious rightists had vested interests, for several 

reasons, in its success. They sought to claim the power of 

modern science on their side. They wanted their beliefs 

upheld as legitimate rather than excluded by the secular 

society. Religious Right teachers needed support for their 

view of creation-science as a legitimate, academic concept. 

Children subjected to the teaching of evolution could be 

informed from the creationist perspective. Creation-science 

also appealed to many Texans who had not been sufficiently 

exposed to real science. Scientists deplored the low level 

of scientific knowledge in Texas. Some scientists admitted 

feeling smug that they had done an adequate job of teaching 

the public and educators about science. But as they saw 

many legislators and boards of education members sway toward 

creation-science they awakened to the reality that they must 

take measures to counter the movement. In 1982, the 

American Association for the Advancement of Science produced 

a forceful critique of creation-science as "a real and 

present threat to the integrity of education and the 

teaching of science."^^ Academe, Bulletin of the American 

Association of University Professors, devoted most of its 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 34. 

^^0,Neil,"Creationism," p. 21 
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March/April, 1982, issue to countering the creationists.^' 

As the scientists geared up for battle a religious rightist 

observed in dismay: "A lot of people don't know how 

militant the atheist evolutionists are becoming."^" 

While part of the Religious Right worked on the 

political stage with the national creation-science movement, 

another part clung tenaciously to textbook overseeing 

throughout the 1980s. Yet the groups did not seem to be 

working together. Mel Gabler pointed out one thrust of the 

religious rightists' texts criticism before the textbook 

advisory committee. Rather than requesting "the 

creationists view of man and the world be taught in the 

texts," he urged, "only that arguments for and against 

evolution be presented."'^ "Scientific evidence against 

79 

evolution," he claimed, "is consistently censored."'* 

Gabler leveled the criticism against any discussion of 

evolution presented in textbooks and, according to the Texas 

Council for Science Education, not much appeared. The same 

books Gabler argued against because of the presence of 

evolution without evidence against it, the council condemned 

^'Academe 68 (March-April 1982): 1. The content page 
revealed that the bulletin's entire "Features" section and a 
"Special Supplement" included articles dealing with 
creation-science. 

^"vara, "Creationism," p. 28A. 

^^Stutz, "Text Snubbing Evolution," p. 2H. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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for lack of content about evolution. Steven Schafersman, 

presenting the council's position to the advisory committee, 

claimed the publishers "censored the topic of evolution." 

He suggested that the committee not accept those 

textbooks. 

The confusion occurred because, after 1984, the 

textbook publishers walked a thin tightrope. With the 

repeal of the proclamation of 1974, the state board of 

education specified no clear guidelines regarding evolution 

in texts. Yet in the state education reform package of 

1984, some requirements for the presentation of information 

touching upon evolution appeared in the "essential elements" 

mandated for subject matter in the public school science 

curriculum. Commissioner William Kirby, speaking in favor 

of state guidelines requiring information about evolution in 

texts, attested to the fact in 1989 that evolution had been 

required subject matter in the classroom for several years, 

74 

but not required to be included in textbooks.'* The 

circumstances presented a dilemma for publishers. They knew 

the situation in Texas and they wanted the lucrative market. 

They chose to try to please both sides. Evolution would be 

included in texts but disguised as much as possible. They 

avoided the "E" word. According to Martin Meltz, a San 

Antonio radiation biologist, "to be fair," the publishers' 

^̂ Ibid. 

^*Stutz, "Text Snubbing Evolution," p. 2H 
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"attitude seems to have been 'Let's water down evolution in 

the textbooks.'"^5 Professor Bassett Maguire at the 

University of Texas pointed out that type of text offered 

"students . . . only 'little pieces' of information about 

evolution." "No wonder students hate biology," he said. 

"It's hard to put together a jigsaw puzzle when all the 

pieces are face down."̂ ^ Houston textbook critic Elizabeth 

Judge of Broader Perspective, Inc., concluded that the topic 

of evolution had been disguised in public school materials 

to placate the Religious Right. That practice led to 

inadequate presentation of the topic and helped cause 

scientific illiteracy.^^ Any discussion of evolution in 

textbooks offended the Religious Right. Yet a small amount 

of discussion "dumbed down" science texts too much for 

scientists and other critics. 

Into the breach stepped the Texas Education Agency and 

the Texas Board of Education. Commissioner Kirby 

recommended in 1989 that the board adopt a rule that 

publishers "explain the theory of evolution in all high 

school biology books."'° A similar rule regarding science 

texts had been suggested by Virginia Currey, member of the 

'vorjanna Price, "Textbook Critics Ask for Delay," The 
Houston Post, November 8, 1985, p. IIA. 

^̂ Ibid. 

"stutz, "Fundamentalists Assail," p. 32A. 

7fl 

'"Terrence Stutz, "A Textbook Controversy," Dallas 
Morning News, February 8, 1989, p. lA. 
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board, in 1984. The board at that time defeated the 

79 
motion. Yet the board had adopted such a rule for 

geology texts in 1988. Victoria Bergin, deputy commissioner 

for curriculum, said of the Kirby recommendation: "We have 

skirted the issue up to now. . . . This is something that 

we believe in and that science educators felt was an 

appropriate step to take."^" 

The board, again an elected body, decided to hold 

public hearings on the Kirby proposal which would apply to 

new textbooks used in 1991-92. Numerous representatives of 

the Religious Right appeared before the board during the 

packed sessions. Daniel Harris, an Austin community college 

instructor, warned, "God is watching you. Please do not 

provoke his wrath." Another religious rightist claimed the 

rule would "plunge our school children into scientific 

darkness" causing them to behave "like animals." 

Representing the Texas members of the National Association 

of Christian Educators and Citizens for Excellence in 

Education, a national Religious Right organization dedicated 

to religious principles in public education, David Muralt 

expressed the belief that forcing "the theory of evolution 

on Christian students, who believe in creation, is 

discrimination and a grievous offense as it destroys their 

'̂ibid. 

Ŝ Ibid. 
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faith in God."̂ ^ He believed that "if Creationism is not 

taught along with evolution, then neither should be included 

in textbooks."^^ Zoologist Basset Maguire fired back. 

"Including creation in biology texts would be similar to 

saying 'that we must give equal time for witch doctors to 

teach our surgeons.'"" 

Following several debates over the wording of the rule 

among board members, an explanation of evolution in biology 

textbooks became mandatory in March, 1989, along with the 

phrase "other reliable scientific theories, if any."̂ * 

Board member Will Davis expressed a belief that science 

textbook authors understood best if there were "scientific 

alternatives to evolution." Monte Hasie, board member from 

Lubbock, disagreed with "if any," claiming it to be 

redundant.^^ Generally, the board seemed pleased with the 

momentous step it had taken. William Kirby said of the 

board's actions in both geology and biology: "It's a matter 

of not skirting issues, but facing them head-on."^^ "[The 

^^Stutz, "Fundamentalists Assail," p. 32A. 

^^Stutz, "A Textbook Controversy," p. lA. 

^̂ Bennett Roth, "Evolution Study Might be Added to 
School Texts," Dallas Times Herald, February 10, 1989, p. 
2B. 

*̂Siva Vaidhyanathan, "Board Alters Rule on Evolution 
in Texts," Dallas Morning News, March 12, 1989, p. 33A. 

^̂ Ibid. 

^̂ Mike Yuen, "Theory of Evolution Mandated for Texts," 
The Houston Post, March 13, 1988, p. 8A. 
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proclamation] must come as a relief to publishers," 

suggested Elizabeth Judge. "They don't have to play games 

anymore. . . . This decision is far more intellectually 

honest. The theory of evolution is no longer a wimpy 

omission in Texas."°' 

Scientists, scholars and evolution advocates statewide 

hailed the board action as "a great victory for science and 

a major defeat for the creationist network. . . . "̂^ 

Curiously, Norma Gabler expressed confidence "that the next 

generation of textbooks will please her." According to her 

interpretation of the rule, "the language leaves it open 

that we can have other theories presented that don't have 

anything to do with creation. . . . At least the publishers 

will have to be on notice that there are other theories."" 

"Other theories" that contravened the theory of evolution 

and the doctrine of creationism seemed to be known only to 

Norma Gabler, and perhaps Monte Hasie. 

In the face of the enormous changes brought on in the 

1960s, the Religious Right rebelled. It saw a need for 

order and certainty in a society it believed had lost its 

way. A premier enemy, and among the longest standing foes 

of the Religious Right, Darwinian evolution, became an 

explanation for the ills of the modern world. At the feet 

3'lbid. 

^^Vaidhyanathan, "Board A l t e r s R u l e , " p . 33A. 

S^Ibid. 
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of the evolutionist perspective in the minds of religious 

rightists lay all manner of evil. They declared it bad 

science in both the technical and moral sense and prevented 

its exploration by Texas public school students for most of 

the period dealt with in this study. They did so by 

developing an expertise at exploiting the unusual power 

structure in Texas education. The state vested control of 

policy in an elected board of education. Declaring itself 

open to input from ordinary citizens, the board became the 

final arbiter for most educational disputes in Texas, thus 

reducing the necessity of court action for redress of 

grievances. Arguments for or against teaching evolution in 

public schools occurred before the state board and the board 

made the final decision. Court involvement in other states 

over evolution resulted from challenges to legislation. 

Diversity and pluralism of the Texas population precluded 

consensus for such legislation. 

In the early 1980s, those supporting full disclosure of 

evolution theory for science students adopted the tactics 

long employed by the Religious Right. They brought the 

matter to the state board. The paltry amount of evolution 

theory available to students and the concerted effort to 

impose creationism as a countervailing course of study to 

evolution in the science curriculum finally proved too much 

for People for the American Way, science organizations and 

science educators. When challenged. Religious Right 
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domination dissipated rapidly. Lacking sufficient political 

strength rendered the Religious Right incapable of 

withstanding serious organized opposition. Powerful 

political leaders joined the pro-evolution groups and forced 

the board to make procedural and rules changes. Those 

changes reduced the capability of the Religious Right to 

control the science curriculum. State-instigated 

educational reforms in the mid-1980s further weakened the 

anti-evolution grip maintained for so long by the Religious 

Right. By the end of the decade evolution became a 

legitimate subject for study in Texas public schools. Once 

awakened, the Texas society refused to sustain the notion 

that science education should stand still in time. 
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CHAPTER V 

"TRADITIONAL AMERICAN VALUES" AND 

TEXAS PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

The Texas Religious Right took issue with public 

schools in the decades of the sixties, seventies and 

eighties for a number of reasons encompassed under the 

umbrella of "traditional American values." In one major 

area of concern, the religious rightists described 

themselves as the last bastion of pro-family idealism. 

Waving the banner of family, they opposed ideas and 

activities usually associated with feminism. They also 

opposed any acceptance of homosexuality, education about 

sex, what they perceived as pornographic, and anything that 

challenged their narrowly defined idea of "Americanism." 

Such opposition led inextricably to censorship and attempted 

control of public school textbooks, classroom instruction, 

school libraries and the school curriculum in general, to 

impose a so-called "back to basics" education on Texas 

public school children.^ 

The defense of public school prayer and Bible-reading 

against increased secularity of court directives and renewed 

struggles to ward off evolutionists' teachings absorbed much 

attention from the religious rightists in the 1960s. But 

^Richard V. Pierard, "The New Religious Right and 
Censorship," Contemporary Education 58 (Spring 1987): 131 
132. 
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they witnessed during that decade what they believed to be a 

pervasive social and moral degeneration of the American 

society: a society "coming apart" as the title of William 

L. O'Neill's history of that period seemed to indicate. 

While O'Neill's book portrayed a unique and troubled time in 

American history, the title could be construed as 

hyperbole.^ Yet, for the Religious Right it rang true. 

Some of the developments O'Neill dealt with in an unbiased, 

balanced way—the rise of the New Left, the counterculture, 

the civil rights movement, the sexual revolution, the 

women's liberation movement, and antiwar fervor--posed 

threats to the Religious Right's way of life. 

Determined to avoid perpetuation of the turmoil that 

arose out of the 1960s, religious rightists, in the 1970s, 

gathered forces to turn the society back toward "normalcy." 

Public schools mirrored societal change. Any effort to 

reverse unwanted trends in society should include a 

restructuring of values disseminated among school children. 

In an interview in 1973, Mrs. James McAuley, a Dallas 

Religious Right textbook critic, explained specifically how 

public education went wrong when decisions were made "that 

concepts and values should replace the teaching of facts and 

skills, the door was opened for our children to be taught 

^William L. O'Neill, Coming Apart: An Informal History 
of America in the 1960s (New York: Quadrangle/The New York 
Times Book Company, 1971). An interpretation of the meaning 
of the title. 
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values other than values taught in the home."^ McAuley 

represented thousands of like-minded people in Dallas v;ho 

sought alternatives to public education for their children 

because they shared McAuley's view, according to Larry 

Grove, staff writer for the Dallas Times Herald.* 

Public school textbooks became the most opportune 

targets for the Religious Right. Textbooks propagated 

values other than the "correct" ones. H. D. Vanderlee, one 

of a number of textbook protesters in 1973, charged that, 

"children seem to be taught to question everything. . . . 

Question your parents. Question authority."^ "This 

textbook is probably the most gruesome thing we have ever 

picked up," complained Norma Gabler. "One chapter . . . 

concentrates on cannibalism, infanticide, genocide and 

senilicide until these acts of violence seem acceptable 

. . . to the children."° The protesters discovered that a 

social studies textbook emphasized "stabbing, wife stealing, 

animal beating and mating with all kinds of animals."' 

As witnessed by the remonstrations of McAuley, 

Vanderlee, Gabler and others, the Religious Right's sharp 

^Larry Grove, "Texas Book Battle," Dallas Times Herald, 
September 16, 1973, p. 34A. 

*Ibid. 

^"Texas Mother Exposes Textbook Deficiencies," Dallas 
Morning News, March 11, 1973, p. 22A. 

^Ibid. 

^Ibid. 
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attacks on public education came on a scattered and 

ephemeral front in the early 1970s. That situation changed 

in 1976 when Onalee McGraw, educational consultant for the 

Heritage Foundation, contributed the concept of "secular 

humanism" to the cause. Rivaled only by earlier perceptions 

of communism as a means of expressing widespread discontent 

over a vast array of circumstances, secular humanism became 

the idee fixe of religious rightists. It allowed them to 

gather all grievances against public education under one 

all-encompassing concept of malfeasance. Educators and 

textbook publishers had strayed from traditional American 

values because they had been victimized by the philosophy of 

secular humanism. 

Hurst, Texas evangelist James Robison identified the 

sinister nature of the problem Americans faced in 1981: 

. . . At this very moment, the structure of our 
society is being dramatically reshaped. . . . As 
unbelievable as it may seem, there are forces at 
work which are dedicated to the total . . . 
destruction of the traditional American family. 
These forces which fight oftentimes under the 
banner of secular humanism . . . are committed to 
wiping out the principles and values most Americans 
treasure . . . the attack is taking place where 
you live, in the one place you take for granted 
as a safe haven from the world, your family and 
your home. 

^Attack on the Family, a James Robison Special, 
produced by the James Robison Evangelism Association, 1981. 
Transcripted in Emerald Jan Porter McCathern, "James 
Robison: The Rhetoric of a Contemporary Jeremiah" (Master's 
thesis, Texas Tech University, 1982), pp. 246-247. 
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Robison's TV program extended his description of the threat 

by adding: 

Our children also face a battle for their young 
minds in a place we once thought safe, the public 
school. . . . Never doubt for a moment that the 
humanist philosophy is an increasingly important 
influence over your child's education.' 

Humanism, as envisioned by religious rightists, 

promoted situation ethics: a belief that children should be 

stripped of their outdated traditional values learned at 

home and taught that right or wrong became relative to the 

child's situation and feelings. The ultimate aim of such 

manipulation would be control of the children by the 

educational system and the state, not by parents. Norma 

Gabler, of Educational Research Analysts, remembered in 

1980: "Somebody told me that there are no absolutes, that 

there are a lot of 'gray areas.'" She replied, "You've got 

a problem if you don't know right from wrong."^^ "The idea 

in education today," according to Gabler, "is to let the 

child make up his mind if something is good or bad. You 

just sit in class and talk and 'get to know yourself.'" She 

believed, "to leave things up to a child to decide for 

himself . . . is ridiculous."^^ Robison saw such alleged 

practice as part of the larger picture: "The reality of the 

'ibid., p. 250. 

"̂si Dunn, "The Gablers: Saints or Censors?" Dallas 
Morning News: Scene Magazine, April 6, 1980, p. 11. 

^^Ibid. 
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attack on our children and on the traditional values of the 

American family are [sic] obvious to those who want to see 

and hear the truth." He went on to express his belief in 

the existence of a conspiracy by claiming, "not even the 

conspirators are denying their ultimate goal. They want to 

change the world to accommodate a new morality, their 

morality, and their enemy is the God-centered family."̂ ^ 

The women's liberation movement became one of the more 

onerous developments of the 1960s for the Religious Right. 

Its members viewed "women's lib," or "feminism" "as a threat 

to family life."̂ ^ McAuley predicted in 1973 that "the 

next movement influencing content of texts will be Women's 

Lib," which she described as, "a poorly disguised movement 

to break up the home . . . by a little knot of women who 

want to use the same toilet as the men."̂ * McAuley 

believed, "we will find in future books, if we allow it to 

happen, pictures of men wearing the apron, women doing 

manual labor, and children smiling happily from a state-

operated day-care center." She sighed implacably, "That 

will be something."^^ To the Religious Right, McAuley's 

words seemed prophetic as Norma Gabler found herself in an 

^^Attack, McCathern, "Robison," p. 253. 

^̂ George Gallup, Jr. and Jim Castelli, The People's 
Religion (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1989), 
p. 195. 

^*Grove, "Book Battle," p. 34A. 

l̂ ibid. 
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uncomfortable position during textbook protestations that 

same year. Representatives from the Continuing Task Force 

on Education for Women appeared, along with Gabler, at 

textbook hearings to oppose textbooks they saw as limiting 

roles for women to those within the family. Gabler 

distanced herself from those counterparts. She claimed, 

"there are at least 109 pages of requests for changes, 

deleting mother. . . . A little girl cannot buy a dress, or 

work in the kitchen in these books, and I resent it."̂ ^ By 

1977, Religious Right protesters complained that, 

"publishers have gone overboard in their response to 

feminists. "̂ ' 

Feminism reeked of humanism in the eyes of the 

Religious Right. Its principles challenged Biblical 

pronouncements. These characteristics rendered women's 

liberation unfit for public school children. In 1981, James 

Robison's television show claimed that, "the humanist 

philosophy leads women to question the value of their roles 

as wives and mothers in contemporary society as if these 

concepts belonged to another more primitive age."̂ ° In 

front of his ministry's auxiliary organization. Christian 

Women's National Concerns (CWNC), headquartered in Fort 

^^Douglas Stanglin, "Textbook Critic Raps Sex Books," 
Dallas Morning News, November 19, 1972, p. 18. 

^^Saralee Tiede, "Panel Approves New Textbooks," Dallas 
Times Herald, November 13, 1977, p. 4B. 

^^Attack, McCathern, "Robison," p. 259. 
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Worth, Robison defined the role of women in society: "The 

Bible calls you helpmeets. . . . You are there to help meet 

the needs of the family, with the man as authority."^-

Robison sympathized with women as he outlined their plight: 

"So many of you women are tired of weak men, I call them 

sissies, who refuse to assume the responsibility of manhood, 

of spiritual leadership."2" Men ruled Religious Right 

families. God ordained patriarchy. There must be no 

challenge of that from humanist teachers or textbooks. 

Robison painted the picture and the women liked it. "The 

feminist movement," according to Karen Davis, co-director of 

CWNC, "basically denies God and denies that beautiful 

creation of womanhood and wants to abolish it."̂ ^ Karen 

Davis and husband. Fort Worth millionaire Cullen Davis, 

converted to born-again Christianity under the tutelage of 

Robison after a sordid tragedy which resulted in Cullen 

standing charged of attempted murder of his former wife. He 

avoided conviction after undergoing two sensationalized 

trials and became "a spokesman for the Lord," atoning for, 

99 

as he said, "the half of my life without Jesus."" Robison 

remained one of the strongest defenders of Cullen and Karen 

'̂Larry Upshaw, "James Robison," Dallas Morning News 
Scene Magazine, May 3, 1981, p. 18. 

^"upshaw, "James Robison," p. 18. 

^^Attack, McCathern, "Robison," p. 259. 

^^pshaw, "James Robison, p. 18. 
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Davis, stipulating that "it doesn't matter if Cullen Davis 

did what they accused him of doing. Because, friends, I 

have been tried and convicted of murder. I'm guilty of 

murdering Christ."^^ Robison's overdramatization probably 

did not reflect his literal approval of an attempt on 

someone's life. More logically, the statement demonstrated 

pride in Davis' conversion. In the eyes of James Robison, 

God had forgiven Davis. 

The "beautiful creation of womanhood" did, in fact, 

mean the woman in the home as that paragon of feminine 

virtue, the Christian wife and mother, subject to the 

dictates of the husband. Yet that stereotypical picture 

could not be sustained in light of evolving socioeconomic 

standards, which created an unsettling predicament for the 

Religious Right. National textbook writers and publishers 

did produce more realistic gender-neutral texts that the 

state board of education accepted and the public schools 

adopted for use. The issue simply did not capture the 

imagination of the society at large in which a majority saw 

no legitimate reason to indulge a movement devoted to 

limiting the possibilities of women to a specifically 

defined role. 

The idealized Christian family remained for the 

Religious Right the basic structure from which all moral 

values flowed. Sexual values, the most basic of all for the 

^hbid. 
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Religious Right, poured from the heart of the family 

inviolably. Sex as a family matter meant sex in marriage 

only, with no exceptions. The family controlled information 

about sex as well. Children learned sexual values from 

their parents. The Religious Right viewed any attempt to 

break the code of silence about sex from outside the family 

as "a conspiracy . . . corrupting the morals of . . . youth 

and cutting the bonds that hold the nuclear family 

94 

together."" Those results would result from the 

"destruction of 'Christian morality' and the introduction of 

sexual license, perversion, pornography, and . . . an 

epidemic of pregnancies and venereal disease."^^ 

Concern about sexual values became widespread in the 

sixties among most of American society. Sex had long 

comprised a central American anxiety and had been regarded 

as a taboo subject. But, "by the mid-1960s," according to 

Gary Clabaugh, critic of the Religious and Political Right, 
many Americans, probably impelled by the growing 
upheaval in values that characterized the times, 
had begun to press for some sort of public 
schooling that dealt with the 'facts of life.' 

Clearly, more and more young people were 
either not listening to . . . their parents, or 
were getting no sex education at home and were 
'doing their own thing.' So, . . . by default, 
the public schools were elected to try either to 
erect a bridge across this particular generation 
gap and restore some semblance of order and 

*̂Gary K. Clabaugh, Thunder on the Right: The 
Protestant Fundamentalists (Chicago: Nelson-Hall Company, 
1974), p. 34. 

25lbid. , p. 35. 
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coherence to the nation's sexual mores or, at the 
very least, to keep these young people free from 
venereal disease and unwanted pregnancies. 

Thus a grass roots demand for action 
propelled an ill-prepared public school system 
into one of the most important curriculum changes 
of the decade.̂ ° 

As a result of that curriculum change the public schools 

added "sex education" rather hurriedly and a veritable war 

ensued throughout the late 1960s, essentially nationwide. 

But Texas missed the early years of the conflict. 

As the sex education war raged elsewhere, Texas ignored 

it. Curiously, no widespread demand for sex education 

developed in the state. Possibly the subject appeared too 

controversial to pursue. Perhaps Texans perceived no need 

for it. Religious Right opposition to sex education in 

public schools may have prevailed so strongly that nobody 

considered advocating such courses. Certainly the textbook 

publishers stayed clear of the issue because of the national 

controversy. Therefore, the Religious Right textbook 

critics had no compelling need to sound the alarm. Whatever 

the reason, or reasons, Texas did not face the issue until 

the mid-1980s, fully two decades after most of the nation 

underwent the crisis. Two exceptions of note occurred in 

Baytown and Dallas. The Goose Creek school district in 

Eaytown initiated a "family life education program" in 1968 

from kindergarten to the twelfth grade. The district 

apparently minimized controversy by getting community 

2̂ Ibid. , p. 20. 
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participation in creating the curriculum.^^ The Dallas 

school district, in 1980, produced "classroom materials 

telling fifth graders about body changes that came about 

with puberty. Students in high school got information on 

birth control. "2̂  

Texas entered the melee of sex education in 1986 when 

the state Parent/Teacher Association (PTA) "urged that 

mandatory sex education and family life courses be initiated 

in all Texas public schools."^' By that time school 

districts had a better chance for successful implementation 

of such courses than they would have had over a decade 

earlier. The concept had taken on an aura of familiarity 

and acceptability. All the hype surrounding it in other 

states had long since disappeared. Plus, a new sense of 

urgency propelled the issue into the limelight. Widespread 

publicity about a latter-day plague, the acquired immune 

deficiency syndrome (AIDS), a fatal, sexually transmitted 

disease, riveted public attention on the need for 

information about safer sexual practices. This, coupled 

with the fact that Texas had for several years had the 

highest rate of pregnancy for students fourteen years old or 

^̂ Bill Hansel, Jr., "Trying Sex Education in HISD an 
Idea Long Overdue," The Houston Post, May 15, 1986, p. IB. 

°̂Jorjanna Price, "Aids, Teen Pregnancy Concerns Spark 
Education Programs," The Houston Post, November 23, 1986, 
p. 2D. 

2'lbid. 
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less in the nation,^" led to the conclusion that a problem 

existed which sex education might help solve. 

The pall of silence surrounding sex education in public 

schools maintained by state officials in Austin ended 

abruptly in 1986. The state board of education followed the 

lead of the state PTA and "approved" for secondary schools 

"only those health books that provide ample explanation of 

the human reproductive system." The board did not accept a 

text "because it omitted the explanation of how pregnancy 

occurs." Further, the board required health books to 

contain information on AIDS.^^ The Texas Education Agency 

(TEA) made available "6,000 teachers' guides to every school 

campus to assist with the teaching of sex education." The 

agency also held conferences in 1987 "for school officials 

who needed advice on handling the sensitive subject in 

schools." The Texas Education Agency allowed each school 

district to determine how it would present the program. 

"'Every community has to decide for itself what is the 

critical age' for introducing sex education," explained 

32 deputy commissioner Victoria Bergin. 

Schools around the state began to implement sex 

education programs in different ways. Houston started with 

°̂Tom Kennedy, "Sex Education Can't Please All," The 
Houston Post, June 29, 1989, p. 31A. 

^^Price, "Aids," p. 2D. 
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an experimental program on "family life" in three middle 

schools and expanded out annually until all schools 

instituted the subject.^^ Dallas stayed with its already 

developed curriculum for elementary and secondary schools 

and became a model for other large districts. Fort Worth, 

Austin and San Antonio all developed similar programs.^* 

Many smaller districts favored the proven Dallas prototype 

as well, according to education consultant Charles Anderson, 

former Snyder Junior High School Principal. Snyder offered 

a two to three week unit on sex education to fifth and 

seventh graders and a similar unit in a high school health 

course. All units stressed body development, venereal 

diseases, contraception and abstinence.^^ 

Many school districts in the state used sources other 

than regular classroom teachers to fulfill their sex 

education requirements. Some districts belonged to 

"educational cooperatives." The "co-ops" provided special 

student services for their client schools that normally 

included counseling, diagnostic expertise and crisis 

33 Hensel, "Trying," p. IB 

^*Interviews with Fort Worth Eastern Hills High School 
Health teacher Keith Kitchens, April 10, 1992; Patricia 
Gonzalez, Texas Tech University senior who experienced the 
sex education classes in San Antonio, April 11, 1992; and 
Jon Roseberry, sophomore at Western Texas College who 
underwent the classes in Austin, April 9, 1992. 

^^Interviews with Charles Anderson, educational 
consultant and former principal of Snyder Junior High 
School, and Geraldine Parker, retired, former principal of 
West Elementary School in Snyder, April 7, 1992. 
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intervention. In 1986, many co-ops assumed the added duty 

of sex education. Joletta Edinburg, crisis intervention 

specialist for East Plains Educational Cooperative, 

undertook that responsibility for Idalou, Lorenzo, Ralls and 

Crosbyton. Operating under a federal grant from the 

American Association of Guidance and Counseling, Edinburg 

established a family communication project, "Families Talk 

About Sexuality." The project called for four nightly 

meetings per school semester. Only parents attended the 

first meeting; the following three included parents and 

Students.^" The emphasis of the project seemed to be on 

encouraging informed parental involvement in the sex 

education of their children. In some areas of South Texas, 

school districts used the services of South Texas Family 

Planning and Health Services agency in Corpus Christi to 

provide their sex education classes. The agency used 

federal funds to employ teachers for that purpose and sent 

them to area districts where they worked and lived."" 

Relatively few school districts made no lasting 

commitment to sex education. Perhaps among the more 

conspicuous of those that did not, Lubbock kept its large 

population of students free of that subject. It seemed the 

^^Interview with Joletta Edinburg, crisis intervention 
specialist for East Plains Educational Cooperative, April 8, 
1992. 

^̂ Eduardo Paz-Martinez, "Victoria ISD Suspends Sex 
Education Classes; Teacher Under Fire," The Houston Post, 
February 17, 1986, p. 12D. 
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district had a compelling reason in 1986, other than state 

insistence, to develop sex education courses and for a short 

time it did. An elementary student with AIDS requested 

enrollment in the district, forcing a policy consideration 

by the school board. The board formed a committee that 

would consider cases of students with AIDS. That action led 

to a decision to provide information about the disease as 

well as other sex related health problems to district 

students. Beginning with the 1987-88 school year students 

"as young as fourth graders began viewing American Red Cross 

films on sex education." District superintendent E. C. 

Leslie noted: 

We've received some criticism of that, . . . But with 
the issue directly facing the district . . . we 
believed we had to approach it very calmly and at an 
early grade. Even at that age we think students begin 
to develop attitudes.^° 

The criticism seemed to have a greater impact than Leslie 

indicated, or the commitment to sex education lacked 

conviction, because the hint of parental dissatisfaction 

with the films led to a cessation of their showing. Almost 

imperceptibly, because of an absence of publicity, attempts 

at sex education in Lubbock disappeared. The TEA curriculum 

guides and other suggestions for sex education "got 

shelved," in the words of Jan Blackwell, executive director 

^^Price, "AIDS," p. 2D. 
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of Planned Parenthood of Lubbock." 'A health care worker 

employed by the Lubbock school system in 1987, claimed that 

"8 to 10 percent" of the city's population "exerted an 

inordinate religious influence on the course of events in 

the school district."*" 

Most of the sex education programs across the state 

experienced little serious criticism. In light of the AIDS 

epidemic and runaway school age pregnancies, no statewide 

effort emerged to block reasonable attempts to address the 

crises, probably because it would have seemed incongruous. 

Informed people saw that insistence on parental 

responsibility for sex education meant little when parents 

did not assume responsibility. Knowledge of the subject 

came up short among many parents as well. Protests against 

sex education did emerge but remained small and sporadic. 

When Snyder embarked on its program, school officials 

required written parental permission for students to undergo 

sex instruction. Those without permission went to an 

alternative health class. Secondary school officials 

estimated no more than "one or two attended the alternative 

class in any semester, sometimes none." Retired former West 

Elementary School Principal Geraldine Parker agreed: "Very 

few chose the alternative class in elementary school." 

"interview with Jan Blackwell, Executive Director, 
Lubbock Planned Parenthood, April 7, 1992. 

*''lnterview with the former health care worker with the 
Lubbock school district in 1987, March 31, 1992. 
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Snyder officials did admit that an estimated 20 to 30 

students transferred to the nearby Ira school district to 

avoid exposure to sex education.*- Ira schools did not 

advertise the introduction of sex education but, according 

to Carolyn Carter, executive secretary to the 

superintendent, "health teachers quietly followed textbook 

guides and taught sex education." She remembered no 

repercussions. *̂  

In 1986, Victoria residents elected to the district 

school board a member who said he would oppose the state 

requirement for sex education and "go after certain books 

and 'liberally bent' school teachers." He created 

controversy over the sex education teacher assigned to 

Victoria by the South Texas Family Planning and Health 

Services Agency, describing her as an "outsider" and 

curriculum "'big city'" in sexual mores." He also 

questioned the religious views of the teacher. The district 

temporarily suspended the teacher while conducting an 

investigation into the allegations, but sex education 

continued uninterrupted. The superintendent assigned 

*4nterview with Charles Anderson and Geraldine Parker, 
both former principals in the Snyder school system, April 7, 
1992. 

*^Interview with Carolyn Carter, executive secretary to 
the superintendent of Ira schools. She is the only 
remaining central office official remaining in Ira schools 
from the 1986-1987 era. 
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regular classroom teachers the additional instructional 

duties.*^ 

About twenty-five Religious Right citizens formed a 

picket line in the Spring of 1986 before the headquarters of 

the Houston school district. "HISD Approves Promiscuity," 

claimed one sign. "HISD Condones Immorality," announced a 

second. A third proclaimed: "Don't Let Your Babies Grow Up 

To Be Sexperts." One picketer said, "the courses encourage 

youngsters to engage in something for which they are not 

ready. 'When a child learns something, they are expected to 

do something with it.'" Another believed that the schools 

provided children with information to "play another 

game."** The protests came to naught. 

The battle line the Religious Right eventually formed 

involved the direction sex education would take rather than 

a stand against it in any form. In that venture the 

movement experienced a degree of success. The Texas branch 

of Phyllis Schlafly's Eagle Forum vowed to work toward 

directing sex education classes to insist upon abstinence as 

the only answer to AIDS and unwanted pregnancies. There 

should be no talk of contraception or anything to do with 

43 Paz-Martinez, "Victoria ISD," p. 12D. 

**Bill Hansel, Jr., "HISD Headquarters Picketed Over 
Planned Sex Education," The Houston Post, May 21, 1986, 
p. IB. 
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"how to."*5 The Texas affiliate of the National ' 

Association of Christian Educators and Citizens for 

Excellence in Education (NACE/CEE), a group dedicated to 

religious-based public education, appeared in 1988, "for the 

first time," at the Texas textbook hearings. National 

Association of Christian Educators and Citizens for 

Excellence in Education did so in order to urge that 

textbooks add Biblical guidance in dealing with sex 

education.*^ Most classes, more realistically, dealt with 

AIDS information and contraception, as well as the 

importance of chastity. Few, if any, got into the mechanics 

of sex. Yet limiting sex education to simply a study of 

venereal disease, pregnancy prevention and abstinence 

reflected the ability of the Religious Right to so restrict 

an educational program as to render it of questionable 

value. 

The Religious Right had guarded against any hint of 

sexually explicit information in materials destined for 

public school distribution long before sex education became 

an issue in Texas. If religious rightists saw something 

they believed pornographic, they would work to have it 

removed before it could be seen by school children. Norma 

Gabler carried books to the textbook committee h-̂ arings 

*5john H. Buchanan, "Who's Afraid of 'Never Cry Wolf?'" 
The Houston Post. September 8, 1988, p. 3E. 

*̂ Ibid. 
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"wrapped in brown paper covers" in 1973. She explained to 

the committee members, "she was afraid she would be arrested 

for transporting pornography if police found her with the 

texts."* Religious rightists experienced some success in 

curtailing questionable material if it could be construed as 

profane, vulgar, obscene, or explicit. Examples included 

the forced removal of a biology text that contained a 

photograph of a naked man with "Klinefelter's syndrome, in 

48 

which males develop female sex characteristics."" The 

statement in a psychology book, "Many Americans, for 

example, will work harder for 'success' than they will for 
49 

sexual satisfaction," came under critical scrutiny.' 

Religious rightists seemed to consign themselves to 

live under a precarious truce with heterosexual sex 

education in public schools as long as they could "clean it 

up" as much as possible. They could not extend that 

courtesy to anything dealing with homosexuality. "Extreme 

belligerence" would be an inadequate expression of their 

attitude toward homosexuals (gays). An attack on 

homosexuality in 1981 led the station manager for WFAA-TV in 

Dallas to suspend James Robison's weekly broadcasts 

temporarily. The manager determined that Robison's on the *̂ "Two textbook critics no longer ridiculed," Dallas 
Morning News, November 14, 1976, p. 36A. 

*2saralee Tiede, "Protesters Serious About Textbook 
Hearings," Dallas Times Herald, November 13, 1977, p. IB 

*'Grove, "Book Battle," p. 34A. 
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air sermon "violated the Federal Communication Commission's 

Fairness Doctrine." In the sermon Robison described the gay 

liberation movement as "despicable, and perversion of the 

highest order." He responded to the news that his program 

had been suspended by claiming a right "to say what's in my 

head and what's in the Bible. I'll always preach that 

homosexuality is a sin." When informed that members of the 

Dallas Gay Political Caucus would be given equal time to 

respond to his remarks, Robison said, "WFAA does not owe gay 

people one minute of television time."^" 

The Religious Right's interpretation of the Bible 

condemned homosexuality, while believing that God gave the 

world heterosexuality. Opponents of homosexuality argued 

that gays seduced others into that lifestyle, God did not 

create anyone a homosexual. Gays wanted "to reproduce their 

sordid perversion" in children. Since they did not engage 

in reproducing children themselves, they recruited them. 

Robison, in his controversial televised sermon, quoted 

sources claiming "homosexuals recruit and murder little 

boys."^^ Therefore, gays could not be teachers or possess 

rights "normal" persons enjoyed. Schools that fired 

homosexuals because of their lifestyle should not be found 

^""Evangelist Dropped After Anti-Homosexual Sermon," 
Dallas Times Herald. January 3, 1981, p. lA. 

Ŝ Ibid. 
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guilty of discrimination.^^ Some religious rightists 

believed AIDS materialized as God's punishment for 

homosexual conduct.^^ Children needed only to know the 

"grave dangers" of homosexuality and of homosexuals. 5* 

In addition to familial exclusivity regarding women's 

roles in society and sexual matters, the Religious Right's 

traditional American values included a quixotic national and 

world view. Religious rightists held faithfully to an 

Anglo-Protestant American tradition. That tradition 

involved a wistful view of the Christian, Anglo-American 

nation as uniquely just, honorable, fair, and magnanimous. 

The Religious Right maintained an outlook that the nation 

deserved study on its merits without dredging up old 

skeletons or pointing to what some might see as shortcomings 

or failures. To the exclusion of all views, activities, or 

concepts that seemed contradictory, religious rightists 

insisted that their Americanism be promulgated upon public 

school students. In addition to the "four rs"--reading, 

writing, arithmetic and religion (their Christianity)--the 

euphemism "back to basics," that members of the Religious 

Right so fondly chanted, appeared to include that 

Americanism. 

^̂ Daniel C. Maguire, The New Subversives: Anti-
Americanism of the Religious Right (New York: The Continuum 
Publishing Company, 1982), pp. 134-136. 

-̂Gallup and Castelli, People's Religion, p. 190. 

5*Stanglin, "Textbook Critic," p. IB. 
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In 1970, a group of religious rightists gathered to 

protest textbooks which the state board of education had 

asked publishers to produce. The board wanted literature 

books "with which 'minorities can identify strongly,'" 

including "selections written from the point of view of the 

minority groups." The protesters attacked one of the books 

for being "directed "90 percent to one race." They dubbed a 

poem in praise of Malcolm X as "provocative."^^ A similar 

group opposed a reading text in 1973 "because it contained a 

picture of a black woman librarian holding a white boy on 

her lap to show him a book." The protesters claimed, "this 

was not the customary duty of a librarian."^° Norma Gabler 

stated in 1977, " . . . we should teach the good, the 

true. . . ."̂ ^ The statement referred to textbooks she 

found "too favorable to labor unions or blacks." "We 

shouldn't cater to any particular group," she said. "If 

they would stick to the basics they wouldn't have time for 

all this stuff on nationalities and values changing."̂ ^ 

The Religious Right believed students should not be 

confused by the study of objectionable subject matter such 

""Book Committee Looking at Books Called Relevant," 
Dallas Times Herald. September 16, 1970, p. 24A. 

^̂ Roland Lindsey, "142 Textbooks Face Challenge," 
Dallas Morning News. September 16, 1973, p. 4A. 

^̂ "Panel Approves New Textbooks," Dallas Times Herald, 
November 13, 1977, p. 4B. 

Ŝ ibid. 
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as socialism or communism. The state board accepted a 

Houghton Mifflin eighth grade American history text in 1970 

despite objections that it was "blatantly pro-Marxist," not 

sympathetic enough to Christianity, and "unfit for use in 

American schools."" The statements in the book that 

protesters objected to involved a discussion of communism 

and referred to Marxism "as an escalator to the stars."̂ " 

In another textbook skirmish that same year, protesters 

complained that an American history text "mentioning the 

Soviet Union on 43 pages, was giving misplaced emphasis to 

the Russians." "This is supposed to be an American history 

book," their objection stated."̂  The pages in question 

came from chapters dealing with United States involvement in 

world affairs and the Cold War. The critics asked that 

another history text be disallowed because it included a 

poem by Langston Hughes, who, they said, "had been 

affiliated with more than 80 communist front 

organizations."^^ Not known for political militancy, 

Langston Hughes ranked among many talented black writers 

connected with the Harlem literary renaissance of the 1930s. 

Judged by many in literary circles as "the most popular. 

""Pair Irked by History but Lose," Dallas Times 
Herald, November 10, 1970, p. 2B. 

"̂ibid. 

^^"Gablers Claim Some Textbooks Cause Mental Child 
Abuse," Dallas Times Herald, July 8, 1979, p. 2B. 

2̂"Book Committee," p. 24A. 
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versatile and durable of those writers, his unique poetry 

negotiated the difficult boundaries between black and white 

America with grace and without hypocrisy."'-̂  Even if 

Hughes had been prone to political and social activism, 

doubt arose as to whether he, or anyone else, could 

affiliate with 80 or more organizations of any kind. 

"Good and true" teaching could not deal with what 

religious rightists saw as insignificant events in the 

American past. Appearing before the textbook advisory 

committee in 1979, protesters objected to an American 

history text for devoting too much space to the Watergate 

political scandal that prematurely ended the Nixon 

presidency. They described it as a "small incident" in 

American history. The text also used "16 pages" to discuss 

American involvement in Southeast Asia. The critics viewed 

that as "a disproportionately long coverage of the Vietnam 

War compared to scant coverage of important past events."^* 

They listed no "incidents" larger than Watergate or more 

important than the Vietnam War that would be worthy of 

study. Yet the implications remained clear: textbooks 

should not include coverage of subjects that might lead 

children to question the integrity and propriety of the 

American nation; and those writers and publishers who 

^̂ Nina Baym et al.. The Norton Anthology of American 
Li terature (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1989), pp 
2094-2095. 

^*"Gablers Claim," p. 2B. 
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included such subject matter wished only to erode the values 

that made America great. Arguing against a civics text 

which included pictures of anti-war protests, one of the 

critics proclaimed, "that has to be a militant group and 

they're . . . against everything that is sound and concrete 

in the nation."" While they presented myriad examples of 

similar content and context, religious rightists basically 

believed that the United States had become a less desirable 

environment for raising a family because of changes in 

society and the resulting problems. Students by studying 

those changes and problems tended to exacerbate the 

condition. Democracy in American had been attacked by a 

conspiracy that included liberals, communists and secular 

humanists who infused the nation with their own unAmerican 

agenda. Religious rightists saw the need to cleanse America 

of those dangerous views and restore support for traditional 

American values." 

Accusations of censorship had no relevance for the 

Religious Right. Those enraptured in their cause cried just 

as loudly that the other side censored. In 1985, one of 

their "more strident voices" proclaimed: 

Now, its strange that if the [teachers] 
choose [textbooks], it's academic freedom; it's a 
right of selection. But, if we do it, its 
censorship. The highest form of censorship is 
denying a parent's right to be heard, and who is 

^̂ Ibid. 

^^Pierard, "The New Religious Right," p. 133 
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doing that? The professionals. I call that 
censorship.°' 

The Gablers had felt all along that "any form of selection 

is a kind of censorship. "̂^ 

Richard Pierard, a professor of history who studied the 

Religious and Political Right, looked at the matter another 

way: 

The operation that has had the most impact on the 
censorship front is Educational Research Analyst, 
a textbook surveillance program which . . . Mel 
and Norma Gabler run . . . in Longview, Texas. 
Their textbook analyses and wide network of 
supporters and co-workers have made them the most 
influential right-wing censors in the United 
States. They have . . . forced the revision of 
the content material in such areas as evolution, 
family roles, and the portrayal of socialism in 
texts used at the elementary and secondary 
levels." 

The opposing points of view brought into contention the 

nature of censorship. 

Censorship has been defined as the restriction of 

"access to knowledge and ideas by suppressing all or part of 

any book, play, news report, television or radio program, 

and motion picture deemed objectionable on political, moral, 

or other grounds."^" The addition of "ideas of parents" to 

the definition would have caused no great consternation from 

anyone. Suppression of "parents' right to be heard" never 

^̂ Ibid. , p. 131. 

^^"Gablers Claim," p. 2B. 

" p i e r a r d , "The New R e l i g i o u s R i g h t , " p . 132 

70lbid. 
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happened. The state board of education established and 

maintained procedures for public input in the textbook 

selection process. The Gablers attained worldwide notoriety 

through the process. Thus the statement, "the highest form 

of censorship is denying a parent's right to be heard," 

represented an emotional appeal rather than a statement of 

fact. The Gablers actually complained that their censorship 

did not gain acceptance. 

Any form of selection did not in an of itself represent 

censorship. With a body of knowledge and ideas available, 

selection of materials within those areas for texts amounted 

to decisions about importance by scholars in the field. 

Deliberate exclusion of certain knowledge or ideas in favor 

of other "correct" ones would have constituted censorship. 

Groups that urged diversity or inclusion of new information 

had not sought to restrict knowledge or ideas and thus did 

not act as censors, while those calling for exclusion would 

be unless they suggested exclusion of ideas lacking in 

scholarly foundation, such as "creationism." 

The Religious Right clearly engaged in censorship 

according to Janet Krug of the Texas Library Association who 

designed her own definition of the practice in 1979: 

• • Any censor . . . has two identifiable traits . 
One, that he or she believes they have a corner on 
the market of justice, truth, right and beauty. 
And number two, that they can review materials and 
be unharmed and yet those same materials are going 
to harm anyone else who uses them. 
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Claiming religious rightists fit her definition, Krug said 

they, 

hope to provide a more sterile and less 
progressive kind of education. . . . They don't 
want discussion in the classroom that impinges on 
what they consider to be family prerogatives--
which in effect is the discussion of any 
values. . . . In the end, the cnly values 
they can promote are their own.'̂  

The Religious Right confined its efforts at censorship 

primarily to classroom materials and teaching. Neither 

the Gablers nor any other Texas textbook protesters involved 

themselves in attempted control of public school library 

books. Texas established no centralized library book 

selection process as it had for textbooks. Each school 

district set up its own guidelines and procedures for 

library acquisitions. The districts usually left it up to 

librarians in consultation with administrative and 

instructional personnel to choose books and other 

supplemental instructional materials for school libraries. 

Normally, schools also established procedures for student or 

community challenges of library material regarding its 

"appropriateness for intended educational use." But the 

Lubbock "policy manual" stipulated that "no challenged 

library material shall be removed solely because of the 

ideas expressed therein."^^ The Lubbock system seemed 

71 "Gablers Claim," p. 2B. 

^̂ "Policy Manual," Lubbock Independent School District, 
Codified 1990, Section EFA Local, p. 4. 
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indicative of practices regarding public school libraries 

across the state. 

Had anyone shown an interest in censoring public school 

library books in Texas, procedural difficulties alone would 

have become a deterrent. The would-be censor would have had 

to persuade each of over a thousand separate school 

districts individually. Yet, on a national basis, at least 

one Religious Right organization. Moral Majority, Inc., 

toyed with the idea in 1981. Its leader. Reverend Jerry 

Falwell, asked his followers through a "fund-raising letter" 

to "examine your public schools' libraries for immoral, 

antifamily, and anti-American content. . . . [I]t is so 

important that we remove offensive materials . . . 

immediately. . . . " He urged that readers in reply agree to 

look for particular health and sex education books he 

71 . . . 

considered onerous.'"* A Lubbock public school librarian 

recalled that "around that time some groups (identity 

unknown) entered a few school libraries in Lubbock, checked 

the card catalogues, asked about book selection procedures 

and left." Nothing happened after the visits, according to 

the librarian.^* Falwell's project apparently did not work 

out too well. By 1982, he announced the "Moral Majority was 

^^Pierard, "New Religious Right," p. 133. 

^*Interview, August 14, 1992, with a Lubbock public 
school librarian. 
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not involved in book . . . banning and he would dissociate 

himself" from any such endeavors.^^ 

The Lubbock Parent-Teacher Association in 1982, held a 

question-and-answer session for the city's school board 

candidates. When asked their views about book censorship, 

most candidates agreed "parents should have their say," but 

none supported removal on that basis. One candidate flatly 

stated, "I believe I'm running for a school board, not a 

censorship board." Candidate for reelection and incumbent 

board president Monte Hasie said, "It scares me even to 

think we're going to get in the business of judging library 

books. . . . For me to be against one . . . it's just going 

to have to be ridiculous." The board had refused to remove 

a book from libraries in 1981.̂ ^ 

Skeet Workman, an Eagle Forum leader, led the 

questioning of Lubbock board candidates about their views on 

parental requests for removal of "objectionable material" 

from classrooms and libraries. At least one candidate 

expressed Religious Right views.'' Such activity by the 

Religious Right indicated a desire to place members 

sympathetic to their cause on boards of education. The same 

desire may have extended to the employment of school 

^^Pierard, "New Religious Right," p. 133. 

^̂ Lisa Palkowski, "Textbook Stand Sparks Brisk 
Discussion Among Candidates," Lubbock Avalanche-Journal, 
March 10, 1982, p. lA. 

^̂ Ibid. 
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administrators. In 1978, the Dallas school board selected 

Linus Wright, a member of the Church of Christ, as 

superintendent after some members questioned applicants 

about their religious views. The board president, one of 

those asking religious questions, was at the time a 

Presbyterian, but was a former Baptist and a Texas Tech 

University graduate like Wright. In comparison with other 

candidates, Wright was the least qualified academically. 

Yet the church connections of the other board members were 

unclear and no Religious Right meetings or protests seemed 

to have occurred. Issues of school finance and 

desegregation also influenced the selection.^^ 

The Religious Right desperately feared modern 

education. The minds of children hung in the balance. 

Should the direction of education not be rerouted back to 

basic and absolute traditional American values, society 

would sink into a bottomless pit of valuelessness and 

anarchism. Godless communism and secular humanism with its 

situation ethics, feminism, sex education, homosexuality, 

and unAmericanism would rule. Unwilling to accept changes 

wrought through the forces of modernity, the small and 

beleaguered band of religious rightists tried every legal 

'°Julie Anne Booty, "Controversy Silences Trustees," 
Dallas Morning News. July 4, 1978, p. 2D; Helen Parmly, 
"Hunter Says DISD is Looking for Moral Leader," Dallas 
Morning News, August 6, 1978, p. 23A; Margaret Downing, 
"Medrano Tells Vote Results," Dallas Times Herald, August 
16, 1978, p. lA. 
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means at their command to stop those trends. In certain 

instances their efforts proved successful to a degree. They 

limited development of sex education programs, eliminated 

material considered objectionable from some textbooks and 

changed the content of others, and the strong stand against 

homosexuality impeded progress toward civil rights for 

homosexuals. The most controversial effort by members of 

the Religious Right came through censorship for which they 

never accepted responsibility. They achieved less than they 

wanted in most major battles, but the conservative climate 

of the 1980s encouraged them to continue their fight. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

The crusade of the Religious Right to shape Texas 

public schools in the sixties, seventies and eighties had an 

impact on the direction and comprehensiveness of education 

received by the youth of the state. Although religious 

rightists did not achieve all they desired in most 

confrontations with public education, they enjoyed some 

limited success in delaying the development of new 

educational programs and in altering programs that already 

existed. In some cases attacks from religious rightists 

caused disastrous overreactions from the educational 

establishment. In other instances, religious rightists 

caused confusion by exploiting what they believed to be 

weaknesses in the public education system. 

A unique characteristic enabled the Texas Religious 

Right to exert its considerable influence: the remarkable 

ability of Mel and Norma Gabler to exploit the citizen input 

policy of the state board of education. The Gablers also 

paved the way and acted as catalysts for other religious 

rightists to get involved in that process. Another treasure 

for the Texas Religious Right, James Robison, reputed by 

some to be the best and most persuasive stump speaker of all 

contemporary evangelists, contributed substantially to the 

mystique of the movement. But the success it experienced. 

158 



for so long in some cases, could be attributed mainly to the 

absence of organized opposition. Once confronted 

effectively, the extraordinary leadership could not sustain 

its position because of insufficient strength. 

Many forces combined to thwart the Religious Right's 

bid for official sanction of its design in Texas for public 

education. The list included a variety of institutions and 

organizations: state and federal courts, various science 

groups and educators, the Texas Civil Liberties Union, 

People for the American Way, the state Parent/Teacher 

Association, Planned Parenthood, textbook writers and 

publishers, mainline churches, feminist groups, gay rights 

activists and concerned parents. None of those, 

individually or collectively, had more to do with limiting 

the influence of the Religious Right than the historical 

progression of secularization. 

Arising out of the religiously oriented Middle Ages, 

the cultural trend toward secularization evolved over five 

centuries to create the modern, more secular world. 

Secularization in western culture resulted from "the rise of 

science and a faith in the empirical method," an increase in 

contacts between peoples, developments in communications, a 

growth in population and urbanization, and a general 

"demystification and desacralization" of the universe. By 

way of Renaissance humanism that rediscovered "the 

importance of man in this world," the world of thought 
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ultimately gave birth to Enlightenment thinkers with goals 

that went beyond religious salvation in the conduct of their 

affairs.- The world became open thereafter to a general 

trend toward a more secular society. 

As an intellectual child of the Enlightenment, the 

United States issued forth with as much suspicion of 

religion as devotion to it. That mistrust prompted the 

founding fathers to separate religion from the affairs of 

state. Yet cognizance of the religious piety that abounded 

among disparate faiths in America led the founders to 

prescribe religious freedom and tolerance for the nation's 

citizens. Religious democracy became a world-renowned 

hallmark of the American nation. Many religions existed but 

mainly Protestant denominations flourished. America became 

a predominantly Christian nation of people who freely 

practiced their faith according to conscience with few 

constraints. 

Early American "institutions of learning" mirrored the 

Christian nature of the society that created them. As 

colleges sprang up across the land, their founders designed 

them to produce informed "men of . . . piety." Academies, 

spanning elementary and secondary levels, became associated 

with the colleges for the purpose of instructing youthful 

students to read the Bible as early as possible. For many 

Ĵames Gordon Kingsley, "The Day the Grinch Stole the 
Christmas Pageant: Secularism and Education," Southwestern 
Journal of Theology 24 (Spring 1984): 16. 
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who could not afford the cost of academies, "Sunday schools" 

filled the education void.^ 

The inception of state-supported public schools changed 

the focus of the nation's education. Superior to earlier 

institutions of Christian preparation, "compulsory 

education" with "systematic weekday instruction all but 

stamped out illiteracy in America." It developed leaders 

for the emerging "most powerful and influential nation in 

the world."^ Early public schooling "reinforced the code 

of conduct . . . taught at church and in the home. Indeed, 

the school was an extension of these bedrock institutions"* 

because most American citizens agreed on the moral and 

religious values society ought to embrace. " . . . Even 

discipline of children was consistent. . . . School values 

and home values interlocked." Punishment while at school 

usually led to similar treatment at home.^ That 

institutionalized conformity met the expectations of much of 

society. Public education created no conflict for the 

dominant Protestant Christians as long as the general values 

remained primarily their own, schools remained "village or 

small town institutions," and Americans continued to be 

^Ibid., p. 19-20. 

^Ibid., p. 21. 

*Ernest L. Boyer, "The Third Wave of School Reform," 
Christianity Today 33 (September 1989), p. 15. 

Îbid. 
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"relatively homogeneous." But problems arose among some 

Christians as "immigration, urbanization and secularization" 

altered those values.^ Rural, conservative Texas 

Christians looked askance at the perplexing developments. 

By the 1960s, "secularization has become an 

accomplished fact of American educational life, as well as 

of America's national ethos."^ Even Texas schools began 

recognizing and accepting religious diversity as well as 

cultural pluralism. As they did so, a more complex and 

conflicting set of moral values replaced the old, 

established structure. Far from the rigidity of the past, a 

degree of "open-endedness" seemed to characterize 

educational philosophy on values orientation.' Finding 

such developments repugnant, the Religious Right began to 

extricate itself from the secularization process, thus 

reviving Fundamentalists' efforts of the 1920s. It believed 

a de-emphasis on traditional values represented a 

replacement of them by other, less palatable ones: no 

organized advancement of religion in schools meant atheism 

had replaced it; an absence of strict, widely accepted 

ethics teaching became situation ethics; and the lack of a 

strict moral code translated into amorality. Such 

recalcitrance in the face of secularization meant the 

^Kingsley, "The Day," p. 16. 

^Ibid., p. 22. 

^Boyer, "The Third Wave," p. 15 
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Religious Right sought to backtrack against the tide of 

history. But the Texas Religious Right achieved some 

temporary success. 

The alienated and threatened Religious Right could not 

stand idly by as its world crumbled. Rank and file Texas 

religious rightists received direction from persuasive 

leaders such as James Robison who, for sometimes 

questionable reasons, defined the nature of the problems 

that confronted the beleaguered band and prescribed 

solutions for the problems as well. Atheistic communists 

and secular humanists had corrupted society, drawing it away 

from God. Answers to the problems required that God's 

soldiers oust the conspirators, thus returning the society 

to a more idyllic age characterized by universal worship of 

God and reinstating adherence to a strict moral code of 

conduct based upon Biblical pronouncements. Many Texas 

individuals and organizations, perhaps best personified by 

Mel and Norma Gabler of Educational Research Analysts, Inc., 

concluded that their best chances for success of their 

chosen cause lay in capturing the hearts and minds of future 

generations that populated the public schools. Such success 

as was experienced by the Religious Right in Texas public 

schools came in delaying modernization. 

The Religious Right never regained legal sanction for 

state-sponsored prayer and Bible reading during school 

hours. Court decisions ending state support for those 
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Religious Right's clamorous opposition to the decisions, 

many Texas school districts continued to pray and read the 

Bible for decades in defiance of the courts until challenged 

by concerned parents and the Texas Civil Liberties Union. 

Some small town and rural districts probably never stopped. 

The lessons taught in that episode by the Religious Right 

included the appropriateness of breaking the law and a 

disdain for American institutions. The only "victory" of a 

lasting nature religious rightists could claim involved 

equal access that allowed student religious organizations to 

meet on school property before or after school hours. The 

Lubbock school district, joined by other Texas and national 

legal organizations, led the charge in this effort to attain 

legal sanction for organized religious activity in public 

schools. Lubbock's case proved unsuccessful when argued 

before the United States Supreme Court, but arguments for 

equal access led to federal legislation, the 1984 Equal 

Access Act, that allowed such activity and probably led 

federal courts to allow some other religious activity 

connected with school ceremonies. But equal access could be 

construed at most as a mixed blessing since it opened the 

gate for any group--fascists, communists, atheists, 

homosexuals--to do the same, a fact that led to little 

rejoicing or publicity of the accomplishment. 

The Religious Right achieved greater influence as it 

established a cordon sanitaire around Texas public schools 
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concerning the theories of Darwinian evolution. Through 

influencing such actions as the state school board's 

Proclamation of 1974, the Religious Right limited textbook 

publishers and science teachers in exposing students to 

those theories. It felt that the Biblical account of 

creationism should be the preferred subject in the science 

classroom. If necessary, that doctrine could be transformed 

into a "science" in order to fulfill constitutional 

requirements. Consequently, the theories of evolution, no 

matter how highly regarded by the scientific community as 

the bases of appropriate biological study, could not be 

taken seriously in the state's schools from the time Charles 

Darwin unveiled them until 1989. Science organizations, 

educators and People for the American Way began to challenge 

Religious Right control of the science curriculum in the 

early 1980s, and influenced statewide educational reforms 

that eventually removed Religious Right-inspired obstacles 

to teaching evolution. The Religious Right also limited 

biological knowledge through efforts to keep Texas public 

school students free of instruction in sexual matters for 

decades after most states recognized the need for such 

instruction. Those exclusions effectively produced 

generations of scientifically illiterate Texas citizens. No 

instrument devised could fully measure the stultifying 

effect of the Religious Right-induced omissions in 
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scientific knowledge for the advancement of Texas and 

perhaps the nation. 

Conflict over moral standards also erupted in the 

1960s. A diversity of views that went beyond traditional 

American values created a society without consensus. That 

situation placed " . . . schools . . . in the middle" as 

they attempted "to deal with competing interests and the 

. . . ambiguity about what constitutes the common good." 

"Schools," according to education specialist Ernest L. 

Boyer, "inevitably . . . fail to satisfy the expectations of 

some part of the public they serve."' An example of the 

dilemma confronting schools involved the Women's Liberation 

Movement and its desire that young women not continue to be 

stereotyped in traditional roles as devoted wife, mother and 

homemaker. Another portion of society felt comfortable with 

the traditional position of women and saw no need for 

change. Norma Gabler charged that the feminists "deleted 

motherhood" and Ann McCauley believed the movement would put 

men in aprons and children in state-operated day care 

centers. The schools could find no neutral position. 

In a related area, the Religious Right's continued 

insistence upon sex education as exclusively a traditional 

American family concern failed to grasp the reality that 

society had changed. Secularization, pluralism and 

diversity required different solutions. Trying to follow 

'ibid. 
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traditional concepts in dealing with explosions in Texas 

teenage pregnancy and venereal disease rates increasingly 

seemed incredibly costly in societal disruption and tax 

dollars. Yet the clarion cry incessantly sounded by 

religious rightists that "sex education encouraged 

promiscuity" stymied reasonable discourse on the design of a 

comprehensive sex education curriculum. Despite efforts by 

the Texas Parent-Teacher Association, the Texas State Board 

of Education, the Texas Education Agency and Planned 

Parenthood, the most that Texas schools could do involved 

closely guarded instruction in physiological and biological 

human development, sexually transmitted diseases and, in 

some cases, contraception. Religious rightists demanded and 

usually got major instructional emphasis placed on 

abstinence and sex only in marriage. The "new" sex 

education did little more than reinforce what parents had 

done, if they did anything, throughout time. 

As another part of their traditional American values, 

religious rightists diligently guarded against questionable 

materials produced for dissemination among school students. 

They demanded exclusion of studies emphasizing minorities, 

economic, social and political systems in conflict with or 

different from those of the United States and national 

scandals or failure--in effect, anything that seemed to 

threaten the veracity of the American nation. Such activity 

led critics to brand the Gablers and other religious 
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rightists as censors who forced the revision of content 

material in textbooks and classrooms. In every instance 

where attempts at exclusion of information proved successful 

the threat of indoctrination a_̂  opposed to education loomed 

larger. 

Clearly, the Religious Right's confrontational approach 

to public education had the effect of delaying development 

of new educational programs and altering existing ones. No 

less importantly, the conflict caused confusion among 

educators and textbook publishers over the part religion 

could or should play, if any at all, in public education. 

Neither the Religious Right nor educators understood what 

the courts had ruled in decisions about organized prayer and 

Bible reading in public schools. The failure to comprehend 

led to overreaction by both groups. 

Although Supreme Court Justice Tom Clark suggested that 

Texas schools organize courses in the study of religion, few 

of them did. In 1962, the Texas Education Agency 

established "an accreditation policy in regard to teaching 

the Bible" as a subject in public schools. The Texas 

Education Agency outlined "that the Bible course had to be 

nonsectarian, nondenominational and taught for literary, 

historical and moral values by a qualified instructor" to 

grades nine to twelve. The Bible would be the text for the 

course, but the agency allowed supplementary materials "by 
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syllabi."1" By 1970, a paltry "11 percent of Texas high 

schools" taught the course.-̂  According to John R. 

Hendrick, pastor of Beaumont's Westminster Presbyterian 

Church, "This avoidance of religious subject matter is not 

difficult to understand. Administrators . . . are 

apprehensive about the problems that can be created when 

overzealous or unprepared teachers start discussions on 

religion." Hendrick believed, "This elimination of 

religious content, while administratively safe, is 

educationally indefensible."^^ Classes involving religious 

studies did not noticeably increase among Texas high schools 

over the next two decades.^^ 

Efforts to avoid controversy as well as failure to 

comprehend the meaning of court decisions relating to 

religion in schools caused "textbook publishers to neglect 

religion." Many educators avoided the subject for the same 

reasons." According to Charles E. Haynes, a project 

coordinator for Americans United Research Foundation, 

"Ironically, the avoidance of religious questions . . . 

created controversy!" Such omissions led the Religious 

"̂john R. Hendrick, "Texas Public Schools . . . Does 
Religion Have a Place?" Texas Outlook (December 1970), p. 
39. 

l^bid. 

^̂ ibid. 

^^Charles C. Haynes, "Religious Freedom: Teach It or 
Lose It," Educational Leadership 44 (May 1987): 19. 
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Right to claim censorship and conspiracy." It had a point 

in this instance. Attempts to teach history or other 

courses dealing with the heritage of human society without 

the inclusion of religion distorted reality. 

Similar controversy emerged when publishers included in 

textbooks what the Religious Right thought to be the wrong 

religious information. In late 1963, an appeal reached the 

state board of education from the Brownsville school 

district. Two Brownsville Religious Right petitioners 

objected to Men and Nations. a textbook on world history 

written by A. G. Mazour and John H. Peoples and adopted by 

the state in 1962. The protesters asked that the text be 

removed from the Brownsville classrooms. The textbook, they 

felt, taught "Roman Catholic doctrine." Listing several 

passages in the text that "runs counter to the scriptures," 

the protesters stated: "We object to Catholic doctrine 

being taught as a fact in history books bought with public 

funds." The Brownsville school board retained the text 

despite the protests.^' The state board denied the appeal. 

No simple solution to the problem of religion in 

textbooks and in the classroom existed because of the wide 

range of religious denominations and theological views in 

*̂Ibid. , p. 20. 

'̂Letter of Appeal to the Texas State Board of 
Education dated November 11, 1963, from the petitioners in 
the case, Peyton Conway and T. E. Wright v. Board of 
Trustees, Brownsville Independent School District. 
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the state and nation. Yet it remained possible for 

concerned educators and publishers to include the religious 

influences in the history of the United States. Without 

such inclusion no clear appreciation or -̂ rpraisal of that 

life and history would be made by students. Objective 

inclusion of religion could encourage growth in 

understanding of one of America's significant sources of 

diversity. That knowledge could lead to acknowledgment of 

the necessity for diligently safeguarding religious freedom. 

While the Religious Right probably would not agree, that 

effort would represent a legal and balanced way to 

incorporate religion into public education.^^ 

The Religious Right feared what it perceived as a 

concerted effort by secular humanist judges, educators, 

textbook writers and publishers to expunge religion from 

the public schools. With God thus extinguished, the 

conspirators would create a man-centered nation without 

traditional American values upon which to build a framework 

of morality. Yet it could be argued convincingly that 

schools correctly pursued a new values consensus albeit at 

the expense of the Religious Right. The court-ordered ban 

on organized religion in schools eventually achieved 

widespread approval, even among most major religious groups 

The absence of required religious activity forged a moral 

setting by freeing divergent religious and nonreligious 

^^Haynes, "Religious Freedom," p. 20 
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students from domination or exclusion. Acceptance of 

religious tolerance by schools represented a new but no less 

moral value. The inclusion of evolution in science study 

did not raise the ire of the broad religious and social 

strata of society, while it did create integrity in the 

pursuit of scientific knowledge. A broadened approach to 

the study of health, social studies and humanities came 

closer to educating rather than indoctrinating public school 

students, an important value in education. A new morality 

of tolerance, acceptance, recognition of diversity and 

individuality and a realistic approach to issues of 

importance to all comprised the revised common good. 

A rapidly changing society under stress because of 

cultural and social uncertainty provided fertile ground for 

the rebellion of the Religious Right. The movement provided 

clear, though simplistic answers to disturbing problems. 

Religious rightists believed that education and society had 

somehow gone wrong and that change could be abolished 

through a preservative imposition of certainty in an 

incomprehensible world. For them diagnoses of the problems 

in education remained clear. America had been a better 

place when schools included Christian religious practices 

and did not teach evolution. America had been better off 

without scientists, communists and secular humanists 

involved in directing the school systems. Americans had 

been better people before school children became subjected 

172 



to feminism, sex education, anti-family lifestyles, 

situation ethics and anti-American ideologies. The 

Religious Right decided to take its stand in returning Texas 

and American education to traditional American principles 

and calling it back to God. Unsuccessful in turning the 

Texas education system around, religious rightists delayed 

and limited programs, goaded educators into overreacting at 

times, and exploited apparent weaknesses. But the schools 

survived. Bolstered by general public support, the public 

education structure worked toward fashioning new ethical 

standards that limited the ability of the Religious Right to 

impose its narrow, minority doctrine of exclusion upon the 

broad majority that opted for inclusion. 
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