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This study examined high school students' acceptance of evolutionary theory, evolutionary knowledge,
and epistemological belief. The Christian and non-Christian students' acceptance of evolutionary theory
and evolution content knowledge were compared in relation to their 'scientific epistemological views'
(domain-specific) and 'evolution in relation to nature of science' (context-specific). The Christian students'
evolutionary knowledge was most predicted by the theory-laden exploration of science, while the
non-Christian students' scores on evolutionary knowledge were most predicted by the scientific
epistemological views. In addition, the Christian students' scores on scientific epistemological views and
evolution in relation to evolution were not significantly related to each other, while the non-Christian
ISC : students' scores on both variables were significantly related. Furthermore, ‘evolution in relation to nature
religion, high school students of science’ is the strongest predictor of both Christian and non-Christian students' acceptance of evolution.
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Table 1. The difference between Christian vs. non-Christian students' evolutionary knowledge, acceptance of theory of evolution,
evolution in relation to nature of science, and scientific epistemological views

vs. r?olilr-lsct;larrilstian L sD ! af p
ECK noi-}]éllfrt;:tr;an 23471? 233 -2.998 183 003%*
MATE noi—héll:;:gan 2421;; 13;3 -2.025 183 .044%
o o Chsi o 2 2312 5 o
SEVS noi-}]éllfrt:tr;an 22;‘2 ;;? 045 183 964

*p<.05; **p<.01; Note. ECK, Evolution Content Knowledge; MATE, Measure of Acceptance of the Theory of Evolution; ENOS, Views of the Nature

of Science in relation to Evolution; SEVs, Scientific Epistemological Views
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Table 2. Pearson correlation among ECK, MATE, ENOS, and SEVs

ECK-MATE MATE-ENOS MATE-SEVs ECK-ENOS ECK-SEVs ENOS-SEVs
Christian 530%* 025%% -.005 .334% 307* 036
non-Christian 399%* A84%* AL1%* 355%* 498%* 331%*

*p<.05; **p<.01; Note. ECK, Evolution Content Knowledge; MATE, Measure of Acceptance of the Theory of Evolution; ENOS, Views of the Nature
of Science in relation to Evolution; SEVs, Scientific Epistemological Views

Table 3. Pearson correlation between MATE and epistemological belief(ENOS; SEVs)

Subcategories of SEVs

MATE ENOS SEVs N % = o o
r 1 625%* ~005 029 023 ~039 099 ~105
Christi MATE
ristan p 000 975 849 879 800 520 491
non- it 1 4847 409% 460%* 3247+ 286%* 000 185%
Christian p 000 000 000 000 001 995 029

*p<.05; **p<.01; Note. MATE, Measure of Acceptance of the Theory of Evolution; ENOS, Evolution in relation to Nature of Science; SEVs, Scientific
Epistemological Views; SN, the role of Social Negotiation on science; IC, the Invented and Creative reality of science; TL, the Theory-Laden exploration
of science; CT, the Changing and Tentative features of science; CU, the Cultural Impact of Science
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Table 4. Multiple regression analyses for variables explaining acceptance of evolutionary theory

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized Coefficient

2
B SE B B ! K
Christian 1 Constant 4.496 11.037 407 391
ENOS 2.033 387 625 5.254%% '
non- 1 Constant 33.470 4.888 6.847%%* 234
Christian ENOS 1.060 164 484 6.467** ’
2 Constant 18.739 5.218 3.591**
ENOS .890 153 406 5.832%* 369
SN .929 172 376 5.408%*

**p<.01; Note. ENOS, Evolution in relation to Nature of Science; SN, the role of Social Negotiation on science

Table 5. Pearson correlation between ECK and epistemological belief(ENOS; SEVs)

Subcategories of SEVs

ECK ENOS SEVs N = = i o
r 1 334% 307+ 189 192 387+ 199 094
Christi ECK
nstan » 025 040 214 207 009 191 540
non- LK r 1 355+ 498%+ 361+ A23%+ 334%+ 179% 323%*
Christian p 000 000 000 000 000 035 000

*p<.05; **p<.01; Note. ECK, Evolution Content Knowledge; ENOS, Evolution in relation to Nature of Science; SEVs, Scientific Epistemological Views;
SN, the role of Social Negotiation on science; IC, the Invented and Creative reality of science; TL, the Theory-Laden exploration of science; CT, the
Changing and Tentative features of science; CU, the Cultural Impact of Science
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Table 6. Multiple regression analyses for variables explaining evolution content knowledge

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized

Coefficient t R
B SE B 8
Christian 1 Constant 16.900 3.257 5.188%* 149
TL .855 311 387 2.748%** )
2 Constant 8.418 4977 1.691%*
TL 787 .300 356 2.625%* 236
ENOS 324 .148 297 2.188**
non- 1 Constant 13.386 2.097 6.384** 248
Christian SEVs 212 031 498 6.739%** )
2 Constant 9.211 2.533 3.636%**
SEVs 182 .032 427 5.589%* 288
ENOS 208 .074 214 2.798**

**p<.01; Note. TL, the Theory-Laden exploration of science; ENOS, Evolution in relation to Nature of Science; SEVs, Scientific Epistemological Views
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