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Abstract: The role that religious uedstandings should play ingtscience classrooms of public
schools has been particularly contentious in spares of the United States, and has thus become
a target for the recently-invented Flying Spatidonster. Though many monsters may inspire
terror or serve as scapegoatsifdernal psychological or extgal cultural conflicts, monsters
can also inspire laughter. This laughter may bkese subversive than terraalling attention to
and mischievously ridiculing mythic narrativesliets, and widespread cultural faiths that are
held sacred. By inserting a faceless ball agt@anto a creation narraé\considered sacred by
many Americans, through subtle sexuality, aatent absurdity, the yihg Spaghetti Monster
aims to confound those who believe metaphysgplanations should be actively taught in
science classrooms alongside evolutionaryrnesnd it offers a potent example of how
monstrous humor can be usedasol of playful subversion.

[1] The person privileged enough to be towtbg a noodly appendage is never the same. Not
just any noodly appendage will do, however.e@8fically, the noodly appendage must belong to

a curious amalgamation of pasta and gastropod altyrknown in its beati€t incarnation as the

Flying Spaghetti Monster.

[2] In mythic time, the Flying Spaghetti Monsteiegend reaches back 5,000 years. In internet
time, the Flying Spaghetti Monster is of receimtage. Created by website designer Bobby
Henderson in response to the Kansas BoaEHucation’s November 2005 decision to
downplay evolutionary theory within the seee curriculum, the klng Spaghetti Monster

serves as a playful foil to a particular type adigtic viewpoint that is commonly referred to as



intelligent desigr. As we underscore throughout thigppg one of the roles of the Flying
Spaghetti Monster is to drawtention to what many people hawbjected to as an inappropriate

and even absurd muddle of science atidiom in public school classrooms.

[3] That Henderson chose a monster to highhghat he considers a cgtaical violation (i.e.,
between science and religion) may not be ssirpyito those with a niain of how monsters
function across cultures. Indeed, mixing categories andtiiglboundaries is a primary
characteristic of monsters, and many of tHeotars who theorize abontonsters underscore the
liminal and transgressive cultural functionshofthical beasts and dies. What may be
surprising, however, is the way in which tHging Spaghetti Monster relies on humor to
transgress these boundaries. Matkbontemporary scholarshipat deals with monsters —
ranging from philosophy (Kearney) and anthrogy (Gilmore) to religon (Beal) — rightly

points to the terrifying sublimity ahe monstrous as one of the preeminent features of monsters.
Such monsters may invoke awe or fear, atenogerve to delineatbe psychological and
cultural category of the “otherthe boundary line between chaoslarder, or the familiar and

the foreign (see, e.g. Keway 3; Beal 4-5).

[4] While this is undoubtedly an important diiaof the monstrous, the Flying Spaghetti
Monster serves to illustrate a less-apprecifedtion of monstersThough many monsters may
inspire terror or serve asapegoats for cultural conflictepnsters can also inspire laughter.
And this laughter may be no less subversiamtterror, calling attention to and playfully
ridiculing mythic narratives, beliefs, and widesad cultural faiths that are held sacred. By

inserting a faceless (though not eyeless) ball sfgimto a creation natrae considered sacred



by many Americans, through subsiexuality, and patent absurdithe Flying Spaghetti Monster
aims to confound those who believe metaphysgplanations should be actively taught in
science classrooms alongside evolutionary thebn this playfully deviant role, positing a
Flying Spaghetti Monster (and theythological and soteriological mative it inhabits) may be a
much more effective tactic thaackling advocates oftelligent design éad on, calling attention

to the absurdity of certain creation-orientdtkories” through a mimesis of absurdity.

[5] Yet there is an additional layer of meaningdte antics of the Flying Spaghetti Monster, for
by subverting one form of narrativide (the Flying Spaghetti Monstis always referred to with
a masculine pronoun) consecratesthar tangentially. Religiousasies are implicitly ridiculed
as “imaginary” explanations for the originsdacontinuance of biologal life, which thereby
implies that evolutionary narraté (what remains when religionarrative is expunged) are the

only stories worthy of consideration.

From a Tennessee School to the Kansas School Board: A Microcosm of Cosmic Narratives

[6] In order to more fully grasp its subvemsifunction, it is necessatg be aware of the

particular event that summoned forth the Flying Spaghetti Monstetoag@e-in-cheek rival to
intelligent design. For this, we must turn away from the marginal zones that monsters haunt to
the near-geographical centerMdrth America, the state of Kansas. The November 8, 2005
decision of the Kansas Board of Education taigxall mention in public school classrooms of
evolution or of cosmological deggtions that implied more than a few thousand years of earth
history reignited a sporadimut ongoing public debate over the relationship (or lack of

relationship) between science and religion — a debatéhas a consideraliéstorical pedigree.



[7] In 1925, the so-called Scopes monkey taahow familiar controversy concerning the
teaching of evolutionary theory in public schoatgrred the American imagination and offered a
highly publicized forum for addressing the ataihat humans and great apes (chimpanzees,
gorillas, and the like) evolved from a commomr@stor. The plaintiffs, the state of Tennessee
(led by prosecutor William Jennings Bryan), sugegeéshat it was implausible to assume that
humans evolved from primates, since the bibktaty told a different tale. The strategy of the
defendants, on the other hand, was to demonstiatéhi biblical nari@ve was just that — a

story — which, if taken literally, led to all manm& inconsistent conclusions. Ultimately, Mr.
Scopes and vociferous defense lawglarence Darrow lost the case and were forced to pay a

token $100 finé.

[8] The debate over the teaching of evolutiosghools persisted over the next sixty years, with
court decisions consistently backing the constitutional right, and even the necessity (in some
cases), of teaching evolutionargthy in science classes. Onetjgalarly pivotal judgment was
reached in the 1968 Supreme Court damon v. Kurtzmarwhich demanded that a law must a)
have been passed with a purely secular purposeithler advance, nonhibit the practice of

religion; and c) not result ingificant government entanglemenith religion (George 852).

[9] In 1999, the Kansas StaB®ard of Education challengedgrseries of court rulings by
passing new science education standards thatdedIno references to the age of the Earth, the
Big Bang theory, or to macroevolution (thevelopment of new species through genetic

adaptation). Furthermore, theetity of evolution was not to becluded in the state’s high-



school assessment exams, so students would metjb@ed to demonstrate any familiarity with

its tenets (Scott 813).

[10] Public reaction was mixedonservative Christian constituencies provided an outpouring of
support for the measure (see, for examples, Brir2€7), while others suggested that the move
amounted to a tacit endorsement obaestly Christian creation story (Scoft)Scientists, civil
liberties unions, and others concerned with @gnéag the separation between church and state
soon mounted court challenges to the KanslasgruIn the next school board election, the
conservative majority that had relaxed the forstate standards was voted out. But the monster
had already been unleashedisspeak. lllinois, Arkansas, and Pennsylvania followed Kansas’
lead, passing education requirements thabdisged the teaching of evolutionary theory,
thereby implying that evolutionary theory wassiaading and/or inadequate. As for Kansas, the
school board once again achieved a conservatajerity in 2004, and the game of see-saw

continued; in 2005 the board reestablistiebasic tenets of its own 1999 ruling.

[11] One of the persisteradets of this debate is the sometimes extreme dichotomization of
religion and science. Though rebgis understandings and scientifieories ar@ot necessarily
mutually exclusive, this is often how the draafdahe evolutionary debate is staged. While
during the Scopes monkey trial Bryan and hiteagues attempted to directly challenge the
legitimacy of science, “intellignt design” theoristsave taken an alternate tack, employing
scientific language to support arraive that suggests that “eutibn (and modern science in
general) are stalking horses farilosophical materialism and atbe” (Scott 815). Of course,
there are many positions in between reductive s@iematerialism and biblical literalism, and

while philosophers of science and other scholargidy; Feyerabend; katos; Toulmin) have



given this a great deal of attéon, these more nuanced positi@ame typically not displayed and

dissected in the public eye.

[12] The Flying Spaghetti Monster offers aeiditional lens through which to view these
controversial issues. This internet monster fos® the deep to challenge both a thinly-veiled
religious vision of the cosmos that was beingnpoted as an “alternagvtheory” to evolution,

and the weakened proponents of evolution adiatinue to fight a gicemeal and rearguard

battle against an educatiorsggm with no national standard#ose implementation largely

depends on interpretation by local lawmakers (igrel 267). If nothing ede, the Kansas school
board controversy has generated an additional platform to discuss such critical American cultural
issues as the separation of church and statal, Wersus federal control of public education, and,

of course, the notions 6fjood” and “bad” scienc@. The Flying Spaghetti Monster brings these
issues to the fore in a mischievous manner,iadway that demonstrates the subversive power

of monstrous humor.

Meat the Flying Spaghetti Monster

[13] For those readers who have yet to coawe{to-eyeball with the Flying Spaghetti Monster,
conceived by website creator and selfgbmomed “prophet” Bbby Henderson, a brief

description is necessary. TheiRly Spaghetti Monster, as its name implies, is primarily an

unruly tangle of spaghetti pasta. Two meatbate buried within iteaoodly nucleus, and two
eyestalks — resembling those of a snail — protrude from the bodily mass of spaghetti, presumably

providing Him with sight fo His divine missionssge fig. 1



Fig. 1. The Flying Spaghetti Monster, fradmurch of the Flying Spaghetti Monst&d. Bobby Henderson. 22 July

2006 <http://lwww.venganza.org>.

In physical stature, the Flying Spaghetti Monster shares the transgressive qualities of other
monsters, mixing familiar categories of humaa monhuman, internal and external, animate and

inanimate, organic and inorganic.

[14] Consistent with His émsgressive noodliness, the cosrasating acts performed by the
Flying Spaghetti Monster also carsome of these transgressive elements, leading some to point
to the Flying Spaghetti Monster’s efforts“amintelligent design” (8odgrass and Jaffari 30-

31). Massaged into theoretical terms, tmgtelligent design represents something of a
paradigm shift in conceptualimj the divine: “The Flying Spaghellonster, our Creator, isn’t

very bright... [He’s] a dumbasgSnodgrass and Jaffari 30-31).

[15] The Web version of the Flying Spagh#itinster’s mythic narrative received further
elaboration when Henderson published@uspel of the Flying Spaghetti Monsier2006.

According to theGospe] the Flying Spaghetti Monstereated the cosmos 5,000 years ago,



dividing the water from the firmament, and oe $econd day of creatiomecause He could not

tread water for very long and had tired of flyiltg created the land. *“‘And,” He declared, “let

there be a volcano to spew forth beer, wisebms like a benevolent idea.” And the volcano

spewed forth beer, and He tasie@nd declared it to be daigood” (Henderson 76). Pleased

with His creation, the Flying Sghetti Monster overindulged inglsweet nectar of the beer

volcano, and awoke hungover and muddled (70belween drunken nights and clumsy, addled
afternoons, the Flying Spaghetti Monster managegtierate seas anahth(creating land twice,
accidentally, because he forgot he had created it the previous day), Heaven, and a midget, which
he called Man (72). Man and an equally diniveiwoman dwelt in the Olive Garden of Eden

(72) for some time, happy and small.

[16] According to Flying Spaghetti Motes cosmogony, there really was a Flood, but it was
largely due to one of the Flying Spaghetti Moristeooking accidents, and not intended to wipe
out the midget race He had created (thougllideadmittedly find them to be somewhat
irritating) (73-74). The survivarrepopulated the earth. Eveaty, a short-order cook called
Mosey found favor with the Flying Spaghetti Mbgrs and the Flying Spaghetti Monster taught
him to make sauce, and how to eat it with needlIn addition, the ffing Spaghetti Monster
mandated that Mosey and his followers wear ayaes and carry swords. Mosey, thus, became
Pirate Mosey (76-77), the leader of a wilcdhbaf pirates — the Flying Spaghetti Monster’s

believers and followers — who came to be known as “Pastafarians.”



[17] The most recent centuries have seen argedecline in the number girates, a fact that
Henderson suggests is directly edated with the rise in globalurface temperature: the fewer

pirates there are, the hotter the world gseé® (fig. 2
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Fig. 2. Global Average Temperature Vs. Number of Pirates, @buarch of the Flying Spaghetti Monster

Ed. Bobby Henderson. 22 July 2006 <http://www.venganza.org>.

This and other scientific claims of modern-degstafarians are, oburse, intended to be
disputed. For example, the claim that the davhs created a mere 5,000 years ago is generally
laughable to many geologists, since varioudagical dating methodsuggest an earth-age

closer to 4.5 billion years.

[18] Unfortunately for these seiists, writes Henderson, parrotingteém biblical literalists, the
Flying Spaghetti Monster created therld to look older than it really is to test the faith of his

followers (64). To those who argue that sciengfvidence directly contradicts these claims,



Henderson asserts that this merely demonstraagesvtiat scientists “[dojot realize is that

every time [they] make a measurement, thengl Spaghetti Monster is there changing the

results with His Noodly Appendage. We have puous texts that describe in detail how this

can be possible and the reasons why He does this. He is of course invisible and can pass through
normal matter with ease” (108). This unconvemal scientific method is lifted from what

Henderson believes to be the method of intelligixsign proponents, where they first “define

[the] conclusion and then gatherigence to support it” ( 37).

[19] If statements like these are meant to underscore the lengths to which some people will go to
make room for a god or Intelligent Designerthe end, Henderson has modest goals for his own
project. “Pastafarians,” hsays, “are a community of peaakéind open-minded worshippers,

which means that anything we’ve said or doneffend people was meant only in the spirit of
promoting greater understanding and awarehdgaderscoring the madness in his method,
Henderson concludes, “It has been said theabtst sauce requires an occasional stir or

two...and so we have done our bisstir the waters of beligh the hopes of converting just a

few more Pirates to His Noodly Goodness. RAM@66). The Flying Spaghetti Monster does
indeed “stir the sauce” of the@utionary debate, and the momats humor it utilizes is worth a

closer look.

Monstrous Subversion: Terror and Humor
[20] A great deal of scholarship about monstexs focused on the terror that monsters can, and
in many cases do, inspifeAs anthropologist David Gilmoreategorically asserts, “Monsters

share certain characteristics no matter wheredpegar: they are alwagggressive, gigantic,
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man-eating, malevolent, bizarreshape, gruesome, atavistic, pofueand gratuitously violent”
(ix). Gilmore’sMonsters: Evil Beings, Mythical Bsts, and All Manner of Imaginary Terrors
surveys a variety of monsters from varioutunes that share theg@alities and produce a

response of “half horror, half reverence” from humans.

[21] Likewise, other scholars % explored the ubiquitous andaféul presence of monsters in
folktales, mythologies, art, architecture, lgtire, and religion, dwing attention to the
psychological and cultural deviegs that these “unnatural” creatures embody. In physical and
mental landscapes, these monstioeings typically inhabit the borderlands, signifying the limits
of human control and the terromtifollows the experience of gulimits. As Richard Kearney
writes, “Unnatural, transgressive, obscen@ti@ictory, heterogenegusad. Monsters are

what keep us awake at night and make us nerdaung the day. And even when they claim as

in Monsters Incthat ‘they only scare because tleye’, they still scare” (4).

[22] To constrain the role of monsters te tishadow” side of the human imagination, however,
truncates a fuller portrait of monster lore. Peghapascination with terror and violence, or the
Western tendency to depict evil as a heterogenenonstrous counterpart to “pure” good has led
to an overemphasis on the t8iing qualities of monsters. As the latter pa of Kearney’s

statement hints, however, monsters areahwlys simply antagonistic foes.
[23] As they flex their transgssive muscles, monsters moveaird out of the spaces that are

intended to confine them, revealing that thetny they inhabit needot only be a realm of

terror — it can also be aalm of humor. Such humor can be found in the “sportive
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grotesqueries” of satirical artecorative art during the Middkges (Harpham), or in more
contemporary forms of what Timothy Beal referaso*monster play” (191)In this playful,
ambivalent mode, monsters can indeed be powalifak of a different sort than their terrifying

in-laws.

[24] The didactic and subversive function‘mfonstrous” humor has long been an important
element in political protest, art, literature, and holiday drnferhaps no one has contributed
more insights about regenerative humor theamdry critic Mikhail B&htin, whose exploration
and celebration of “grotesquealism” in Rabelais’ novebargantua and Pantegrueémains a

watershed in literary analysis.

[25] In Bakhtin’s estimation, the grotesque iraagtexts, and costumes used in the “carnival
idiom” celebrated an “inside-out” world, oneattreveled in a “temporary liberation from the
prevailing truth and from the eslegshed order; it marked the spension of all hierarchical rank,
privileges, norms, and prohibitions” and “madman renounce his official state as monk, cleric,
scholar, and perceive the waih its laughing aspect” (11,13As a noodly sideswipe against
theories of intelligent design, the Flying Spatjidonster embodies such subversive humor.
Like carnival celebrations of the Middle Agashich often took place in tandem with revered
Catholic holy days, the Flying Spaghetti Momdtekers with religiousnythology and language,
appropriating symbols, digesting them, and spittiregn back out as a challenge to literalistic

dogma.

Folk Humor, Divine Monsters, and Competing Gospels
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[26] In On the Grotesquescholar Geoffrey Harpham notegatlyrotesqueries are recognizable
by the manner in which they jumble togettier formal, ontological,rad logical categories of
culture (xxi). As a deified, mobile massflyfing spaghetti, the Flying Spaghetti Monster
certainly qualifies as grotesque accordingdazpham’s description, for as he puts it, “the
essence of the grotesque” is “the sense thagshimat should be kept apart are fused together”
(11)° Such a confusion or vidian of ontological categories offean opportunity to ruminate
on the function of the Flying Spaghetti Monstghjch challenges the way in which science and

religion (things that are assumsigould be kept apart) may hesed together in the classroom.

[27] This transgressive behavisrparticularly critical to thé&lying Spaghetti Monster, which in
Rabelaisian fashion uses thewl’ to confound the “high,” targetg society’s authorities and
elite figures with particular zeal. Contextigang the use of grotesqumagery in the West,
especially in the carnival folk culture ofetiMiddle Ages and Renaissance periods, Bakhtin
underlines three connected themes that are particplarynent to FlyingSpaghetti Monsterism:
a) the unmasking function of humor and its chajleto dogmatic authority, b) the liberating and
regenerative space of folk culture, and c) tmlikmor’s physical emphasis on the “lower stratum”
of the body (i.e., physiological features asated with birth and death, change and
transformation, flesh and sexuality). The RlyiSpaghetti Monster denstrates numerous
affinities with Bakhtin’s description of the “cawal idiom,” and Bakhtin’s detailed analysis of
the subversive function of regenerative laegls a useful conceptual framework for

understanding the Flying Spaghetti Monster.
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[28] Carnival humor, according to Bakhtin, hasatigins in antiquity and served to challenge
prevailing religious dogma and authority figut®srevealing the world iits “laughing aspect”
(13). Historically, carnival fgtivals of the Middle Ages weielebrated alongsideatholic feast
days, most notably in the “feasts of fools, which all manner of ecclesstical reversals took
place® In such feasts, a jester might be prisokd king, a mock pope elected, clothes turned

inside out, pants worn on one’s head, andlsl@llowed to cavort in the streets.

[29] Bakhtin notes that suckdsts were often celebrated indam with readings from medieval
parodical literature, which served a recreadl function, freeing pécipants “from the
oppression of such gloomy categories as ‘etérmaimovable,’ ‘absolute,’” ‘unchangeable’ and
instead [exposing] the gay and free laughing aspieitte world, withits unfinished and open
character, with the joy of change and renewaB) (8This literature specialized in making light
of scripture, prayers, and council decre€le Flying Spaghetti Monsteontinues, in many
ways, this tradition of sacred parody, even contributing its own alternative “Gospel” and coining
noodly phrases like “pasta be upon him” (a sgfrof the common Muslim expression, “peace
be upon him,” in reference to Muhammad) and\fen” as an appropriate closing to prayers
(instead of “amen”). According to Bakhtirgligious humor once allowed people to “play with
terror and laugh at it” (91) arekemplified the “populacorrective of lauglar applied to the
narrow-minded seriousness of spiritual preteri@8). Or as one of the Pastafarian faithful
might put it, borrowing the lyrics of Bob Marley’s “Redemption Song”, this humor allows

followers to “emancipate [themsels] from mental slavery’sge fig. 3.
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Fig. 3. Emancipate Yourselves from Mental Slavery..., f@mrch of the Flying Spaghetti Monst&d. Bobby

Henderson. 22 July 2006 <http://www.venganza.org>.

[30] Perhaps itis in its phigal appearance that the Flyinggghetti Monster most resists the
seriousness and literalism of intelligent desigming it on its hea@nd holding up a fun-house
mirror that is intended tdisplay a shocking reflectiol. The Flying Spaghetti Monster exhibits
many of the qualities that Bakhtitescribes as “grotgae realism,” which partook liberally from
bodily images of “fertility, growth, and a brimming-over abundance” (19). The “essential
principle” of grotesque realism its degradation of all that is fgh, spiritual, ideal, abstract” in
favor of materiality, expresseqmarticularly in “food, drink, dyestion, and sexual life” (19-20).
One can see such qualities in the Flyinggbedti Monster, which “brings down to earth”
common assumptions about what a deity shbald This digestive piciple is expressed
especially in relatiomo food, for the Flying Spaghetti Mares does not simply glorify eating:

rather, itis a meal.

[31] What makes the Flying Spaghetti Monster an even more “tasty” deity — in the sense of

heightening the contrast betweeand its “rivals” — is itgelationship to the God of the

15



Abrahamic faiths. One will generally not find m@atimages of God in Judaism, Christianity,
and Islam because such images are believed stribgy forbidden (Deut. 5; Q. 4:48, 51:5%).
The traditional interpretation of this prohibn is that God is beyond representation, beyond
material form, beyond physical degtron and earthly elements, atiebrefore, it is a categorical

violation (and an act of blasphemy) to atf# to represent God in human terms.

[32] Contrary to such a prdtition, the Flying Spaghetti Monstaot only deigns to represent
deity, it represents the deity as a pasta dish. apertine inscrutability of the divine is protected
in this incarnation, but the viation of stereotypicaldivisions between “high” and “low” forms
appropriate to deity are flauntedth considerable zest. Fhgrmore, digestion, and the sense
that the internal is externally displayed, is d&ied by the intestine-like flagellum that comprise
the Flying Spaghetti Monster’s body. It is quite literally a “brimming-over abundance” (to use

Bakhtin’s phrase), always in motion.

[33] Finally, trangressive sexuality, commorthe carnival idiom, is coyly implied by the

“noodly appendage” that, if email testimoniale any indication, touches believers periodically,

bestowing divine favoin the processsge figs. 4, 5,)6
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TOUCHED BYHIS NOODLY APPENDAGE

Fig. 4. Touched by His Noodly Appendange, fr@murch of the Flying Spaghetti Monst&d. Bobby Henderson.

22 July 2006 <http://www.venganza.org>.

Poodly Appendage?
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Fig. 5. Noodly Appendage? froBhurch of the Flying Spaghetti Monst&d. Bobby Henderson. 22 July 2006

<http://www.venganza.org>.
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INTELLIGENT DESIGN
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Fig. 6. Intelligent Design with Balls, fro@hurch of the Flying Spaghetti Monst&d. Bobby Henderson. 22 July

2006 <http://lwww.venganza.org>.

[34] In these numerous ways, the Flying SpaghMiiister violates the conventions of deity and
religious propriety. But the laughs are not maarbe (always) cheap. Beneath what is
becoming an elaborate mythos, the “monstrous mofdhe Flying Spaghetti Monster serves as

a pointed commentary on the cuwar between representativdgeligion and science.

[35] In this sense, the Flying Spaghetti Monstmctions as a potentially powerful didactic
device, and its “good news” is teaching peopldistinguish clearly beteen different elements
of social reality and encouraging reflectiupon certain types of religious ten&tslt might be
said that Bobby Henderson createthonster to dealitih the “monster” of intelligent design,

which he views as an inappropganuddle of science and religith.

[36] Perhaps, in this role, the Flying Spatjiidonster plays a role not unlike God’s Leviathan

in the biblical book of Job (Job 41-42:6), witte difference that thElying Spaghetti Monster

18



uses humor instead of terror to teach iss¢a. Timothy Beal, who offers an excellent
examination of the Jobian narrativeReligion and its Monstersemarks that God “out-
monsters Job” (48), pressing Job beyond cotiwral theological unetstandings through the
rhetorical shock effect dfeviathan’smonstrosity> Borrowing Beal’s phraseology, it is
possible that the intended effeftthe Flying Spaghetti Monster is to “out-monster” intelligent

design by pushing the boundariesabkurdity to their limits.

[37] This monster mimesis that the Flying SpatiMonster utilizes callsttention to at least
two items: 1) that intelligent design is a theatiributable to the human imagination, and thus a
“monster,” mixing religion (understood as supernaturally unverifisdotel)science (understood
as empirically verifiable) in an “unnatutar “unwholesome” manner; and 2) the Flying
Spaghetti Monster, through humorous absyrdikposes such nonsengamasking the claims

of those who support intelligedesign as comparable to a contrived myth based on an aerial
tangle of pasta. Like Leviathan, then, the ikdySpaghetti Monster saxy a didactic function,

using monstrous extremity to expose the @wadicy of certain ligious conventions?

[38] Part of the parody of the Flying SpaghBttinster is that its devotees have petitioned the
Kansas school board (among others) to allow fonitlusion in public sabol curriculum. After
all, as the logic of the Churaif the Flying Spaghetti Monstavould have it, if the Judeo-
Christian creation narrative isigg to be taught as aiternate theory tevolution, then the
Flying Spaghetti Monster’s critae exploits should be ingtled as well. As Henderson
speculates in his open letterttee Kansas School Board,

| think we can all look forward to the tanwhen these three theories are given
equal time in our science classrooms asihe country, and eventually the world;
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One third time for Intelligent Desigone third time for Flying Spaghetti
Monsterism, and one third time for lagl conjecture based on overwhelming
observable evidence (onlinefdtp://www.venganza.or@ccessed 30 June 2006).

The outcome — if such a course of action wekenaseriously — is obviousbsurd: if the Flying
Spaghetti Monster were included in the schaoticulum, all religiousalternatives” would

have to be included as well foretlsake of parity, presumably froms many religions as possible.
Reading between the lines, with the assumptiahtthis implausible classroom scenario is not
meant to be taken in earnest, wisaneant to be taken seriously is that science (“logical
conjecture based on overwhelming evidenceH@mderson’s words) should not have to

compete with religious myth in the classroom.

[39] As with monsters in gera, the Flying Spaghetti Monsteffers more than meets the eye,
for if its primary role is playfully satirizing particular type of religious narrative, it also
beckons people to think more deeply aboutrétationship between relign and science. Thus,
the Flying Spaghetti Monster, and its offsprofgnarketable paraphernalia (e.g., coffee mugs,
T-shirts, bumper emblems), serve a pedagogite] calling for reflection upon the contested
relationship between science and religion in Agearicivil life. True tahe etymological roots
of the wordmonster the Flying Spaghetti Monster “reals” and “warnsagainst populating
educational curriculum with sties that may lead students awieym empirically verifiable
evidence. Part of the humor of the Flying SpétjiMonster, then, is that it is intended to be
taken as seriously as the “myths” that it mimicst s, not at all. In the end, this makes the

Flying Spaghetti Monster a rival only a particular variety of biblicditeralism, not to science.

Concluding Remarks: Contesting Nature Narratives
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[40] Through mimesis, the Flying Spaghetti hdter subverts the religious narrative offered by
proponents of intelligent design, offering an addiéibnarrative of its own, one that is plainly
meant to point out the dangers of taking certasneamogical myths literally (or at least literally
enough to teach them as scientifigaredible). In a carnivalgsie fashion, the Flying Spaghetti
Monster elevates the low (the bodily, the matlethe inorganic) tbring down the high (the
sacred, the religiously dogmatic, the culturally authoritative). And like historical forms of
popular subversion, the Flying Spaghetti Monptays its monstrous role well, mixing and
bending physical and narrative catags in order to highlight the absurdity of certain cultural
conventions. Bakhtin would see such humagper$orming a regenerative function, a democratic
festival that laughs in the facé authority (in this case, tHerces represented by the Kansas
school board), if only for a momett.

[41] Indeed, the Flying SpagtieMonster has garnered a grelaal of attention, with many
Pastafarians “joining the churthy sharing their experiences tre website, producing artwork,

or posting promotional flyers in their communiti€s(see figs. 7 and)8

&
h ¥

~
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Figs. 7 and 8. Pastafarian Solidarity, fr@murch of the Flying Spaghetti Monst&d. Bobby Henderson.

22 July 2006 <http://www.venganza.org>.

Newspapers, radio programs, and even popular g@enagazines and jonals have also taken
notice of the Flying Spaghetti Monster’s explditsThe Gospel of the Flying Spaghetti Monster
has further added to the Flyinga&&etti Monster myth, and a coteaigdustry of icons, T-shirts,
and coffee mugs, among other fashionableldkinacks, attests to the Flying Spaghetti
Monster’s continued popularity among Pastafarians of all stripes. This noodly monster has
clearly struck a chord, filling a popular nicheddocusing the energies of those who remain
frustrated with religious narratives that receiveaes consideration as alternatives to scientific

theories.

[42] As a parody of religious cosmologicsdrratives (and possibtgligion in general),

however, the Flying Spaghetti Monster may cdmii@ to an unhelpful dualism between religion

and science. Both evolutionatyeory and intelligent design can ®een, in their different ways,

as giving meaning and order to the costmpsppealing to an ovarching explanatory

framework. But contrary to the suggestions of intelligent design propoeeotstionary theory

need not inevitably lead scigsts (or anyone else) to vietle universe as comprised of

disenchanted bits of matter. Increasingly, scientippeal to language of the sacred to describe
their emotive connections to the earth and its biodiversity (Takacs). And there have always been

religious adherents who have looked to thieired world for evidence of the divine.

[43] In this respect, there remains a goedldf room for overlapetween scientific

observation and religious motivation. Howe\aar,important question remains as to whether
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such views are extraneous to classes devotedstwibdieg observable natural processes. In this
respect, the “theory” of intellgnt design — as the Kansas schuomdrd controversy indicates — is
often promoted as a rival to euwtibnary theory, and, ithis role, becomes an ideological tool to
promote a particular system of belief more tharecessary means of explanatory power.

Flying Spaghetti Monsterism implicitly and explig targets intelligent design as an inadequate,
imaginary narrative, similar to thercular logic of its own mytho® The Flying Spaghetti
Monster thus points to the absurdity of smiuggsuch religious views into the science

curriculum under the guise ah alternative theory.

[44] It is possible that theatirical contributions of thElying Spaghetti Monster to the
evolutionary debate may generate greater ogipadietween those who already caricature their
opponents, furthering unhelpful dichotomies instegldridging gaps. Yet at the same time, the
Flying Spaghetti Monster remaimn excellent example of Wwdhumor, especially in its
monstrous incarnations, can notyehtertain but also awakerhets to how cultural categories
are and continue to be constructed. In th#ested realm of publieducation, where so many
offer such moral certitude while the cantersy remains unresolved, more people may be

tempted to ask: What Would the Flying Spaghetti Monster Do?
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FSM:

WWESMD?

Fig. 9. WWFSMD? fronChurch of the Flying Spaghetti Monsté&d. Bobby Henderson. 22 July 2006

<http://www.venganza.org>.
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! Intelligent design, broadly speaking, is paradérger movement commonly referred to as
“creation science.” Creation science emerged as a branch of a Christian-oriented “creationism”
movement that was itself spawned in the waisthe Enlightenment, when humans began to

grow increasingly confident in threability to describe the world inaturalistic terms. Some, in

this era of confidence in human endeavor, stredjgd maintain a place for a Creator in the
philosophy of nature (for a brief descriptiontbé rise of creationism (Croce 435-437). In the
1960s, certain members of this movement todombating science head-on, and devised an
alternative “science” which ignored large portions of Darwinian thebriglligent design was
intended to obscure the exclugpof a Christian (but not mmotheistic) creataby referring to

this divine force in a more abstract manner elatming that something akin to an intelligent

being must be responsible for the “irreducitdenplexity” (Behe) othe natural world. Of

course, not all Christiarexe creation scientists or creationisisd not all creation scientists seek

to push intelligent design thees in public schools.

% The case was eventually overturned by the Tennessee Supreme Court in 1927, but only because
law required any fine over $50 be levied by a jury (Wexler 447). The Supreme Court did not,
however, rule that the Tennessee law was unitotisnal, leaving it on the books for another

forty years.

% Scott, and most other scientists, trace the emeegef intelligent design to creation science or

creationism movements. But the movemenyisio means monolithic. However, two notions,
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Behe’s notion of “irreducible complexity” grouad in molecular biological claims and William
Dembski’s “design inference” (1998), seem to agnoss the board (Scott: 815). Both have been
well-answered by the scientific community, tigbuhe scientific community and the general
public, as Scott noted, have widelivergent sets of beliefs.

* There has been, since the 1960geiaeral realization that valueshere even in ostensibly
value-neutral scientific methodologies. Accordinggome philosophers, maghysical (that is to
say, super-naturalistic) causation is assumed evire most materialistic of philosophies: a
claim for a strong reductionist maitaist program is, afteall, ultimately a faith claim of sorts
(Midgley 92-110). Others have built on suhecognition, and some scientists have openly
embraced and advocated spiritualities that desthib@atural world in sacred terms (Takacs).
The point here is that most seiests are not the dogmatic, redtooth-and-claw atheists that
some intelligent design proponents imagine them to be.

> It may come as little surprise to those vare familiar with nineteenth and twentieth-century
monster literature and film that scientific “errawbuld create a monster. For example, in his
examination of modern monsteard their relationship to dua” science (i.e., scientific
experimentation used for nefarious or egoistic purposes such as in th&ramkansteiror the
film Jurassic Park Gilmore asserts that “monstersig#flect, embody, and thrive on human
failings,” serving as moral enforcers by punishimgnan error (73). Beallso analyzes the
prevalence of “ecomonsters” in films like&odzilla(159-171), which challenge human
presumption (even if they are “tamed” by the filreisd). This bears an interesting parallel with
the FSM, for though the FSM doesn’t punish humar@nematically violent ways, it could be
said that the FSM arises in diteesponse to “bad” science,rharously directing attention to

the “monstrous” amalgamation of biblicakralism with empircal data.
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® This emphasis often relies, at least in pggn Rudolph Otto’s classic description of the holy
asmysterium tremendum et fascingase particularly Gilmore 17®eal 7-8, 53-54; Kearney
35), a numinous force that simultasly terrifies and lures thoséhar encounter it ( Otto ).

’ Gilmore points to this stark duality inshéampling of Western monsters, and, following
Freud’s lead, in his discussion of psychologioainsters embedded within the “super-id” ( 193-
194; cf. Kearney 72-75). However, though thisy be a dominant motif in Middle Eastern
cosmological narratives, apocalyptic literatued Christian morality parables of the Middle
Ages, particularly eschatological ones, a wideety of folk literaturereveals a much more
ambiguous (and liberating) role for monstexpoint that Bakhtimakes repeatedly.

8 One may consider the role of the trickstgufie in various cultures, transgressive, often
humorous, being that entertaigasd instructs simultaneously. kewise, in the West, Halloween
(Samhain) and Mardi Gras are tWolidays that retain some ofelin monster “tricks” and humor.
Protests and parades also oftdease monsters to roam the steg and monster humor is often
used as a subversive tool to bring attentiovatoous causes (for how this has been employed in
anarchist protests (Graeber 208-209).

One notable example of “monster play” tBaal mentions is the college group Campus
Crusade of Cthulhu (188-192), a humorous offspring of H.P. Lovecraft’'s “Cthulu Mythos”,
which uses an evangelical idiom to satirize theisTlan evangelical Campus Crusade for Christ.
An internet site devoted to the Campus Credad Cthulhu proclaims: “Bored by an ordinary,
nothing life? Searching for excitement, pow&e@eking a higher cause, one worthy of your very
life? The Campus Crusade for Cthulhu offaitghis, AND MORE ... You will learn to yearn
for the soft squeezing caress of undulating tensacler you will be eternally sorry that you did

not” (quoted in Beal 2003: 188). One canyospeculate as to wlther the presence of
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“undulating tentacles” in the Cthulhu mythassd the noodliness of the Flying Spaghetti Monster
is only an eerie coincidence. Whateverdhse, it is clear that both the Flying Spaghetti
Monster and the Campus Crusade of Cthulleucat from the same cloth, in which “the
performance of monstrosity becomes a kind ofselfverting, socially transgressive play whose
superficiality and cheekiness maskdeeper sense of irony” (Beal 188).

® Harpham examines several images of religeatge that are instructive in regards to the
Flying Spaghetti Monster. As he commerilgpst grotesques are marked by such an
affinity/antagonism, by the co-presence of the nareafully formed, ‘high’ or ideal, and the
abnormal, unformed, degenerate, ‘low’ or material’ (9). The relative formlessness of the Flying
Spaghetti Monster and its comhtion of “high” (deity) and ‘dbw” (pasta, meatballs, snail)
elements reflect this morphological mélange.

' The “feasts of fools” were pdtel ritualized celebrations thaomplemented the official rites

of Catholic feast days, includirigf. Stephen’s, the feast of tHely Innocents, Epiphany, and St.
John’s (Bakhtin 74). Such festivities were vieveeda positive way to “vent,” an affirmation of
human folly offsetting somber pietiesdhierarchically-arranged rites.

" perhaps it is unsurprising that Flying Spaghdtinsterism has its origins in cyberspace, for
the Internet acts as a democratme not unlike the caival marketplace of the Middle Ages.
Largely unregulated, open to all with accesa tmmputer, the worldwide Web offers equal
opportunity to those who wish to challengédtural conventions. Bakhtin’s comments on the
forms of communication such a free space engenders seem apropos in this context: “This
temporary suspension, both ideal and real, efanchical rank createduring carnival time a
special type of communication img&ble in every day life. Thiged to the creation of special

forms of marketplace speech and gesturekifend free, permitting no distance between those
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who came in contact with each other and Hbieig from norms of etiquette and decency
imposed at other times” (10).

2 There are, of course, exceptions to this comnanore so in Christidty than the other two
Abrahamic faiths, for some Christian artists hanerpreted the prohibiin of images as being
limited to idols (i.e., material depictions ohet deities that rival &l). Furthermore, though
there have always been iconotiastreams with Chrignity, the creedal affirmation that Jesus
is God incarnate has amelited (or made ambiguous) the proitibn of divine images.

13 Anthropologists have been particularly adept at pointing out the social function of ritual
transgression, detailg how liminal states (Turner ) and even liminal animals (e.g., see
discussion of the pangolin in Douglas) can séovexpose the arbitrayuality of structural
categories that are otherwise taken for grdmesociety. By passing through such liminal
periods or by meditating upon liminal symbdascial conventions are revealed as socially
constructed. In other words, by mixing andyphg with categories that are commonly kept
separate according to particularized culturavemtions, a cultural group can force its people to
stop and take notice. Thus, monsters can sepreductive, even regemaive function, alerting
those who pay attention to them to the evettisigi borders of sociatonvention (Gilmore [156-
57] and Harpham [43] emphasize thldsawing upon Turner’s work ).

14 As Henderson noted in an interview WitiSA Today“l don’t have anyproblem with religion,
but it is not science” (Vergano).

15 Job, according to the biblical narrative, had his world thrown into chaos when God removed
the protecting “hedge” from around him. Afteseries of extreme psychological and physical
trials, and a series of explarats from his friends that ring dieawv, Job confronts God directly.

God answers chaos with chaos, and questiotisquiestions, calling pacularly upon Leviathan
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to champion God’s self-revelation. In the entl doleft dumb before God, and it is a monster
(Leviathan) that enables him$ee more clearly the mystery of God’s ways. Job expresses his
epiphany of the transcendent God in the followway: “I had heard of you by the hearing of

the ear, but now my eye sees ytherefore | despise myself, and repent in dust and ashes” (Job
42:5-6). It is fascinating thattakes the disclosure of Lzathan for Job to “see” God.

16 Obviously, the lesson the Leian and the Flying Spaghettiovister “teach” are not equal —
not even close. The former reveals the uniaddale mystery of God; the latter, the flawed
imagination of humans. The poimére is that both monsters are called upon to demonstrate the
inadequacy of explaining God as a beingt ik a product of hman comprehension.

" politicians have also been lampooned onalbsite, including Preséht George W. Bush,

who is listed among those “endorsing” Flying SpdtiiMonsterism, since he once remarked in
response to a question about whettrenot intelligent design shalibe taught in public schools,

“I think that part of educadh is to expose people to differesahools of thought. You're asking

me whether or not people ought to be exposedttereint ideas, the answisryes.” Available at

http://www.venganza.orghccessed 6 July 2006.
18 The web-based “Church of Reality”

(http://www.churchofreality.org/wisdom/flying_spaghetti_mongteds even made the Flying

Spaghetti Monster its “oftial fictional deity.”

9 TheScience Creative Quartertyas been the most involvaajblishing whimsical theories
about Flying Spaghetti Monstem, but articles and referendeshe Flying Spaghetti Monster
have appeared in diverse publications, inclu@ognceScientific AmericapfUSA Todayand

Science and Theology New®t to mention numerous newspaper editorials.
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Y In a contest sponsored by tBeience Creative Quartetlg prize of $100 worth of Ramen
noodles was offered for “proof” of the Flying &phetti Monster’s existence, which elicited
mathematical, philosophical, andetelogical solutions, as well as an ontological proof based on

the famous eleventh-century theological conjectures of St. Anselm.
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	From a Tennessee School to the Kansas School Board: A Microcosm of Cosmic Narratives
	[9]  In 1999, the Kansas State Board of Education challenged this series of court rulings by passing new science education standards that included no references to the age of the Earth, the Big Bang theory, or to macroevolution (the development of new species through genetic adaptation).  Furthermore, the theory of evolution was not to be included in the state’s high-school assessment exams, so students would not be required to demonstrate any familiarity with its tenets (Scott 813).  

