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The creationism-evolution controversy is stepping out of the scientific circle and into the ring of the masses. The controversy really set off not when Darwin published On the Origin of Species, but when the Scopes Trial of 1925 brought it to the attention of the American public. It was not just a trial about constitutionalism, but a trial about religion, science, and where they overlapped. Its verdict, instead of helping to define the domains, only left unanswered questions. Questions raised by this debate are now being taken up by more and more people in America, Americans who are losing their spirituality. Because of this decline, the creationist movement is evolving and expanding to appeal to more people in order to make a substantial stand against evolution. Although this process has diversified and even fractured creationism, it has also popularized creationism. This popularization is also reflected in the controversy’s manifestation in the ever accessible car decal. Many drivers have taken the Christian fish and made it a symbol of not only the debate, but of other more personal things to them. This pattern of expansion and diversification shown by the controversy and by the fish decal is symbolic of American diversity. 
A change in the creationist movement is necessary for survival in a dynamic America that is moving away from organized religion. Although 76.5% of the American population is still predominantly Christian, this percentage shows a tremendous decline from 86.2% in 1990 (Robinson). This decline is further complimented by the doubled number of Americans who do not follow any organized religion during the same years (Robinson). These statistics do not bode well for creationism, the anti-evolutionist movement currently dominated by Christians. Is it not interesting that other religious groups are not against the teaching of evolution? This is not true. Orthodox Jews and other non-Christian fundamentalists have beliefs that are irreconcilable with evolution, yet they are not part of the anti-evolutionist movement in America. If creationism is to continue to give significant resistance to evolution, it must expand and diversify to appeal to more people and more religions. 
Within the Christian majority, the biblical literalists have been dominating the creationist side of the debate. They are fundamentalists who insist on taking the bible as the absolute truth, including the creation story of Genesis in which God creates the world in six days from nothing. This interpretation is not accepted by all biblical literalists, however. Groups have branched off from this extreme view based on varying degrees of acceptance of literalism and science resulting in a spectrum of supporters. Based on vague biblical references, some believe that the world is flat – Flat Earthism, while others believe that the universe is geocentric – Geocentrism, and still others, that the world is only several thousand years old – Young Earth Creationism (Scott 58). Thus so, creationism has expanded to reflect the diversity within the fundamentalist believers, and it can be seen moving out to other Christians and even non-Christians.
Now the dynamic of leadership has progressed to Christian moderates who are pushing the bounds of creationism even further. While the biblical literalists are unwilling to make any fundamental compromises to include other religious groups, moderate groups through intelligent design, are taking a different approach that will encompass other religious groups. As a result of intelligent design’s relative liberalism, it not only allows for an analogical reading of the Bible which lets its supporters be more accepting of modern science, while also maintaining an ideology that is more inclusive of other beliefs (Scott 231). The objectives of the Discovery Institute, an organization affiliated with intelligent design, make no reference to any specific God. They go further to claim they want to “promote ideas in the common sense tradition of representative government, the free market, and individual liberty” (Scott 125). This is the start of opening the creationist side of the evolution controversy to people of all faiths. This would bolster the anti-evolutionist resistance. While the added numbers may only be marginally significant, this more inclusive ideology would lend the movement more validity in the eyes of the public. The debate has already become a “part of a larger cultural and political movement” so it is important that people of all beliefs can participate in this debate. (Scott 126). The varied groups of creationists reflect just the diversity of Christians, but it must expand to include the diversity of the American people, and the very individual nature of this topic.
Since the Scopes Trial, there has been continuous effort to establish creationist-agenda-friendly legislation. Although their ultimate goal to get creationism into the classroom has not changed, their arguments against evolution have changed over time. Antievolution laws, the spark for the Scopes Trial, tried to keep evolution out of schools completely. (Scott 97). At this time, evolution was a touchy subject which textbook publishers avoided and some politicians took advantage of. Although these laws were shot down by the Supreme Court in 1968 in the case of Epperson v. Arkansas, they were quickly reinforced by Creationists with the concept of equal time legislation, the teaching of creationism alongside evolution (Pennock 6). Creationists certainly had not decided to accept evolution, but they realized the general public would not stand for such censorship of science. In order to appeal to them, creationism offered something that looked more like a compromise. Later, when equal-time legislation was shot down in 1987 in the case of Edwards v. Aguillard, the creationists presented intelligent design theory (Scott 109). This theory, grounded in science rather than religion, is an appeal to intellectuals. Its leaders are “typically more knowledgeable, more articulate, and far more savvy,” and consequently more able to attract the interest of the public (Pennock 29). Although measured success in legislation has been marginal, these court cases have evolved the movement and brought the controversy closer to the public. 
In addition to legislative action, the expansion of creationist appeal is evident in the evolution of its propaganda techniques which have shifted from a top-down to a bottom-up approach. This change has come gradually in response to the rising pervasiveness of the controversy. In 1964, the Creation Research Society started a scholarly journal and published its own biology textbook (Scott 100). These targeted intellectuals and the school boards. In 1996, they widened their target audience by offering a lighter publication that would appeal more to the general public (Rusch). The Institute for Creation Research (ICR), founded in 1972, also focused on more of a grass roots approach. They sponsored workshops, lectures, and outreaches to churches. They sponsored radio programs, mail literature, and other circular media (Scott 101). These were directed as the masses, not the scholarly or the law-makers of society. There are many other examples as well. It is obvious that the evolution of modern technology has also inadvertently aided the cause as it provides a quick and easy mode of communication. Organizations like the Discovery Institute are publishing both on paper and on the web (Scott 125). Other Christian groups sponsor national television networks that air shows like Origins “that is devoted entirely to promoting creationism” (Pennock 32). By offering information in this easy-to-access medium, creationists are hoping to popularize their positions. This ‘intelligent’ packaging of creationism is expanding the movement. 

One manifestation of the debate, the fish symbol of the bumper battle, also echoes this evolution. The inherently Christian fish symbol found on cars was originally used by many to display their faith and relationship with God. As the controversy permeated out of the scientific circle to the masses, these fish took on new meaning. Non-Christians came to see the fish as a proclamation of a belief in the Biblical story of creation and a rejection of evolution by natural selection (Nussbaum). Well, they had a response for Christians. The Darwin fish came into being, and the fish wars had begun. Interestingly enough, however, just as the display of Christian fish was not to put down evolution, the display of Darwin fish was not necessarily to put down creationism. According to a parking lot survey of Darwin fish owners, conducted by Tom Lessl, an associate professor of speech communication at the University of Georgia, the motivations of those sporting the fish were as diverse as the people themselves. Some people admitted that they sported a Darwin fish to “annoy the Christian right wing” (Williams). Others put them up for a good laugh. Some recognized and felt the need to clearly state that they did not “equate Darwin with Christ” (Nussbaum). Either way, it is apparent that the fish had taken on a new meaning outside of Christianity and outside of the debate. 
The sheer variety of fish available now is overwhelming and reflects the diversity of the people in the United States. Although the fish symbol had been used by creationists and evolutionists alike to popularize the debate, its evolution is now out of their hands. The masses have run off with it! In a matter of twenty years, the fish have evolved to depict everything from Hinduism, Star Trek, supernaturalism, and java coffee (Gibson). In a nation so diverse, it is no wonder that people have extracted the fish symbol from this debate and made it their own. In a way, that is the ultimate goal of the creationists. By appealing to the masses, they are appealing to individuals, individuals who should take stake in this debate. The fish symbol in its simplicity has accomplished this. The fish in its diversity has become a symbol for the masses.  
Just as the masses have adopted the fish symbol, they should now subscribe to the controversy. Granted the popularization of creationism will not be as quick or as easy as the popularization of the simple fish symbol. This, however, is not surprising. The fish symbol in its simplicity can only say so much. As Allison Simler, a classmate says, they act as little billboards, one-line statements, snapshots. There is no real debate or question in them. Creationism, however, has considerable significance. Within the context of the debate, it represents a belief in God as the creator. There are implications outside of this statement of origin, though, because questions of faith permeate into our lives. Consider the creationist argument of purpose: If humans evolved independently of God, then humans have no intrinsic meaning for existing (Pennock 312). This is something every single individual should consider, no matter what their beliefs. It is no wonder that the Scopes Trial only sparked more questions rather than giving people answers. It is precisely because of the individual nature of this controversy that the anti-evolutionists will not converge into a consensus, but rather, continue to diversify and expand as the debate continues. Recognize that “evolution, whether natural or otherwise, is notoriously difficult to stop” (Yoon). Creationism will follow the pattern of the fish wars, multiplying in speciation, reflecting the eclectic American people who are the debate’s participants. 

The creationists are not going to give up their fight for purpose against evolution, and this controversy is not going to resolve itself. This is a personal question they are grappling with, and so it is a question that the people themselves should be able to answer, no matter where their spiritual beliefs lie. Society has watched the Christian fish has become the people’s fish. Now having seen the beginnings of creationism, would it not be a valid prediction to say that it will eventually grow and evolve? The changing dynamics of religion in society also call for a response. The non-Christian religions will not stay quiet forever. And so the creationist argument should become humanity’s argument – the matter of purpose, or lack there of, is not for Christians alone. It is for each and every person to decide. 
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