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Session 6: Morality 
 

Introduction 
 
Watch a video of Edward O. Wilson explaining his research on evolution and human behavior. 
 
 

Foundations for Morality  
Romans 2:12-16, 5:12-19 
 
Christian Biblical Perspective 
Define the following concepts based on the passages above: 
 

1. Right & wrong 
2. Sin 
3. Death 
4. Judgment 

 
Sociobiological Perspective 
Sociobiology is a branch of biology that explores why living creatures do what they do.  It is the 
scientific study of the evolutionary basis for social behavior in humans and animals.  It was 
popularized by the American biologist Edward O. Wilson in 1975 with his book Sociobiology: The New 
Synthesis. 
 
Sociobiologists study the following areas to help explain why people feel an obligation to do good: 
 

Key Terms 
Altruisim  The belief and practice of selfless concern for the benefit of others 

Kin 
Selection 

The belief that it is advantageous to sacrifice oneself, even to give one’s life for a 
relative, in order to give one’s kin a greater chance of genetic survival. 

Reciprocal 
Altruism 

The belief that it is advantageous for one species to help another provided that the 
other species helps in return. 

 
 
 
 
 
Supporters of Theistic Evolution: Brown, Collins, Munday, & Lamoureux 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uY8m68w_ehg&list=RDLVuY8m68w_ehg&start_radio=1&rv=uY8m68w_ehg&t=8


 

Warren Brown explains the origin of morality like this: God created humankind in a universe 
governed by a fundamental law that “survival benefits accrue from cooperation.”1 
 
Robin Collins attempts to define sin in the context of evolution: 

Within an evolutionary framework, these inclinations that tempt us to evil can be seen as partly 
involving those inclinations toward self-preservation, self-interest, aggression, and kinship 
interest that result from natural selection. Such inclinations are not themselves evil since they 
can often lead to beneficial actions, such as keeping oneself alive. But they provide the 
temptation or basis for evil action. It is our choosing to follow these temptations over the good 
that often results in actual evil.2 

 
Reacting to claims that God is acting immorally in using the suffering of evolution as this tool of 
creation, John Munday writes,  

We maintain that to require God to justify his actions is arrogant hubris. God does not have to 
morally defend anything he does. It is the Creator’s prerogative to set up creation according to 
his will and pleasure. We must conform our notion of love and morality to his. Why presume his 
love and his morality should preclude all suffering of man and beast, and that it is always wrong 
for the innocent to suffer?3  

 
Denis Lamoureux acknowledges the problem theistic evolution creates: “The greatest challenge for 
evolutionary creation is to explain biblical passages that refer to a causal connection between the sin of 
Adam and the origin of physical death.”4 
 
 
 
Define the following concepts based on the quotes above: 
 

1. Right & wrong 
2. Sin 
3. Death 
4. Judgment 

 
  

 

1 Warren Brown, “Evolution, Cognitive Neuroscience, and the Soul,” in Perspectives on an Evolving Creation, ed. 
Keith B. Miller, 523. 
2 Robin Collins, “Evolution and Original Sin,” in  Perspectives on an Evolving Creation, ed. Keith B. Miller, 486. 
3 John Munday, “Animal Pain: Beyond the Threshold?” in Perspectives on an Evolving Creation, ed. Keith B. 
Miller, 444. 
4 Denis Lamoureux, Evolutionary Creation, 305. 



Learning Activities: Let’s Debate … Who’s Right? 
 

1. One critic of theistic evolutionists says that they “fail to specify a natural process that could 
plausibly do the job [of creating morality]. In this respect, theistic evolutionism amounts to 
little more than the statement that they do not see a logical problem in assuming that God 
could have used a natural process.”5  Yet theistic evolutionists (generally speaking) specify 
the natural process as sociobiology.  Who’s right? 
 

2. Critics of theistic evolution have pointed out how altruism in sociobiology is essentially 
selfish.  Yet one author has explained that humans have evolved “the feeling that we ‘ought’ 
to do certain things, even though our nature is against it. . . . We need something as powerful 
as this, or ‘altruism’ will not be achieved.”6 Who’s right? 

 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
Both theistic and atheistic evolutionists react strongly against the insinuation that you need to 
subscribe to creationism to be moral.  Read the interview below.  Craft a response: “I don’t need to 
believe in Genesis 1-2 in order to be a moral person.” 
 

Interview with Rebecca 
 
Have you had things that Christians have said to you – you’ve mentioned a few of them already 
– but just that … if you were advising Christians, you would say, “Don’t say that!” 
 
“I think that’s a big thing: How do you deny the science?  That’s hard for me.  So, at least in 
my view, this guy [a Christian writer, whom she saw on TV along with Neil deGrasse Tyson] 
makes more sense: to believe and weave in all of the science of how creatures and humans 
developed over time, big bang theory, all the stuff.  Because to me, denying that is 
problematic.” … 
 
Anything else you want to say to the Christians who are going to read this book? 
 
“I think the main thing is that morals and ethics are not only for people who believe in God.  
That’s the big thing, I think, for me.  One of the most insulting things is when it’s suggested 
that if you don’t believe in God you don’t have those.”7 

 

5 Tapio Poulimatke, “The Origin of Moral Conscience: Theistic Evolution Versus Intelligent Design,” in Theistic 
Evolution, ed. J. P. Moreland, Stephen C. Meyer, Christopher Shaw, Ann Gauger, and Wayne Grudem (Wheaton: 
Crossway, 2017), 731.  
6 Michael Ruse, Can a Darwinian Be a Christian? 195. 
7 Christopher Doerr et al, Quick to Listen: Understanding Viewpoints that Challenge Your Faith (Milwaukee: 
Northwestern Publishing House, 2018), 85,87. 


