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Nine social scientists assembled by anthropologists in
an organization called Linkages (officers: Douglas
White, Scarlett Epstein, Nancie Gonzalez) met for a
workshop at the School of American Research in Santa
Fe, N.M,, in July 1987. They were funded by the Wenner-
Gren Foundation to consider, in addition to their
specific research programs, how best to coordinate soft-
ware developments in anthropology and related disci-
plines. The specific focus was on contributions toward
development of a workstation for longitudinal field sites
and for related problems of population-based and ethno-
graphic or cultural-historical data analysis in the social
sciences. At the end of their meeting, they issued the
following joint statement:

The Shared Workstation Applications Project (SWAP)
has recently been established by social scientists inter-
ested in sharing toolkits (ideas and software) for manag-
ing and analyzing data. SWAP facilitates the exchange
and integration of implementable analytic concepts pre-
sented in the form of software procedures. Areas of inter-
est include historical demography, language and text
processing, household/genealogical analysis, spatial
analysis, social demography, time series, questionnaire
development, and psychological testing.

The toolkit idea incorporates two perspectives—one
substantive/theoretical and the other procedural/meth-
odological. The first organizes modules relevant to sub-
stantive areas of analysis. The second organizes modules
of algorithms that might be provided by general methods
programmers. One goal is to make available collections
of procedural modules cross-referenced to solutions of
substantive problems. Some of these already exist, for
example, UCINET for social network analysis and
BMDP for statistical analysis. Areas currently being or-
ganized include genealogical analysis (Chad McDaniel,
University of Maryland, College Park), spatial analysis
(Doug White, University of California, Irvine), and full
text analysis (Oswald Werner, Northwestern). The mod-
ules may be used in several ways. For example, a matrix
inversion module may be part of a network analysis or a
regression and time series, while a full text analysis may
be used in decision modeling, descriptive ethnography,
etc.

Several means of exchange are envisioned: SWAP col-
umns in newsletters that discuss strategies and stan-
dards for contributions, SWAP sessions at professional
meetings, SWAP meetings that bring users and program
builders together for longer workshops and applications
sessions, and specific projects that underwrite further
developments and integration. The project provides re-
sources to different areas of substantive analysis and pro-
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motes an environment in which the community of con-
tributors writes a “living book’” to introduce social
science users to the basics of modular computer soft-
ware workstation usage.

Plans are under way for a meeting sometime during
the academic year of 1987-88. Also planned are
SWAP nights at several national and regional scholarly
meetings. These will be announced in the respective
newsletters of the different organizations and societies.
Finally, volunteers are invited to coordinate toolkit de-
velopment in areas other than those mentioned above.
Anyone who would like to become involved with SWAP
should contact Chad McDaniel, Department of An-
thropology/Computer Science, University of Maryland,
College Park, Md. 20742, U.S.A. (CKMD@UMDD).
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“’Contrary to the general belief there is very little factual
support for the theory of evolution”; so begins a review
(Bethall 1986) of Michael Denton’s (1986) Evolution: A
Theory in Crisis. Denton’s book is a rare example of
rejection by a scientist (an Australian microbiologist) of
evolution as the mechanism for explaining biological
change and diversity and one that does not, on the face of
it, invoke popular creationist arguments (see Scott and
Cole 1985 and Scott 1987 for a summary). More than
curious, however, is the book’s notion that agreement
among scientists about the factual support for evolution
is wavering. Nothing could be farther from the truth. In
Endler’s (1986) Natural Selection in the Wild we find a
clear demonstration that evolution and natural selection
are alive and thriving in the scientific community
(Cooke 1986). In fact, the vast majority of scientists gen-
erally favor evolution over other explanations for life.
The recent signing by 72 U.S. Nobel laureates of a brief
urging the U.S. Supreme Court to declare unconstitu-
tional a Louisiana law requiring the so-called balanced
treatment of evolution and its primary opponent, cre-

1. © 1988 by The Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological
Research. All rights reserved 0o11-3204/88/2903-0005$1.00. The
work reported here was supported in part by the American Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Science—sponsored, National Science
Poundation—funded Chautauqua Short-Course Program for College
Teachers. We thank William Lyon for coordinating the work on the
human-evolution questionnaire, Peter Chamberlain for data analy-
sis, Dede Barnhart and John Knight for typing and editing the
manuscript, and S. L. Washburn and Thomas H. Jukes for their
helpful comments on preliminary drafts.

ationism, in state schools (see Palca 1986, Norman 1986)
is the clearest statement by scientists in support of evo-
lution yet produced. That this was the largest group of
Nobel laureates on record ever to sign a single document
(Norman 1986 clearly indicates that if there is still con-
fusion in the public mind concerning the validity of evo-
lution the scientific community does not share it.
It is obvious from the strength of creationism that the
American public lacks both scientific knowledge and
general understanding of evolutionary principles, and a
recent study has shown that this is true even of college
students.

The study was conducted by college teachers partici-
pating in our course ‘“Human Origins: Problems in the
Interpretation of New Evidence,” part of the Chautau-
qua Short-Course Program for College Teachers. Over a
ten-year period (1974—83), teachers administered to their
own students a standard questionnaire on knowledge of
and attitudes toward human evolution. A total of 2,100
anonymous responses from students attending 41 U.S.
colleges and universities were tabulated and analyzed
statistically with the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences. The questionnaire was prepared by a volunteer
group of participants in the first short course, given in
1974—75 at the Oregon Graduate Center in Beaverton,
Oregon. It consisted of 72 items divided into three sec-
tions, the first designed to identify a student’s basic
knowledge of the evolutionary process and the support-
ing data, the second eliciting opinions on issues of sci-
ence and religion, and the third focusing on demographic
data (age, sex, year in school, hometown population size,
and geographic location—East, South, Midwest, South-
west, or West).2 Eighty-four percent of the respondents
(see appendix) were under 25, and 72% were lower-
division undergraduates; 60% reported having com-
pleted one or more courses in the biological sciences,
and 34% reported having taken at least one course in
anthropology. Respondents were distributed fairly
evenly by region, with a somewhat larger proportion
from the South and a somewhat smaller one from the
Southwest.

Almost without exception, the responses to the first
part of the questionnaire favored the scientific explana-
tion for each of the questions posed. Percentages ranged
from 23.3% for an item involving the fossil evidence for
an African origin for the human species to 91.7% for an
item involving the paleontological evidence that the life
now on this planet probably originated on it. Ten per-
cent of responses, however, endorsed the assertion that
evolution has a goal and is directed and 38% the asser-
tion that the Garden of Eden is the point of origin for
human life and that the origin itself was an act of cre-
ation performed by God as recorded in Genesis.

Approximately 22.2% of responses reported lack of
knowledge on a given question, this response ranging
from 10% on some questions to nearly 50% on others.

2. Copies of the questionnaire are available from the authors on
request.



