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“Woe unto them that call
evil good, and good evil;
that put darkness for light,
and light for darkness; that
put bitter for sweet, and sweet
for bitter!” (Isaiah 5:20).
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EviL-UTION

by Henry M. Morris*

Christians who have lived through eight (probably Canada’s leading Darwinian
decades or more (as of this writing, I am philosopher) and Richard Dawkins (cer-
going on 82) have seen society’s standafdsainly England’s most articulate evolu-
of morality deteriorate in ways that woulfl tionist, as promoting this concept.

have seemed incredible, say, fifty years  “What Darwin says is that the
ago. As evolutionism has become the  most dominant male gets the first
dominant teaching in our schools and c¢l-  crack at the women,” said Michael
leges, those evil doctrines and practi Ruse, . . . Darwinism has argued
whose rationale is based on evolution hgve  that survival is the main goal of

inevitably followed. In terms of its impac
on society—especially a society on
founded on principles of Biblical moral
ity as ours was—evolutionism has inde
evolved into evil-utionism (as the Britis
pronounce it!).

Even when immorality becomes scal
dalously common among our public lea
ers, many evolutionary authorities sti
assure us that this is normal evolutiona
behavior.

Biologists suggest President

Clinton has followed the genetic

program handed down by human

evolution: have as much sex with
as many females as possible in the

Darwinian quest for hereditary

survival?!

But are those biologists who offer sug
explanations merely certain obscure biol
gists, who have some personal agenda
promote?

Not at all. The same article that mak
this observation quotes Michael Rus

organisms, and part of that quest

is to produce as many offspring

as possiblé.

d This evolution-driven impulse is working
against the current concern of liberalism
about the supposed population explosion

- and also over the AIDS epidemic gener-

- ated by such sexual promiscuity.

[ Nevertheless, these evolution-based

Iy lusts are quite natural, they say. Tiaes

article then quotes from an article by Ri-
chard Dawkins in theondon Observer
as follows:
We lust because our ancestors’
lust just helped pass their lustful
genes on to us—What else does a
man become a great chieftain for?
Since such behavior is part of our evolu-
h tionary genetics, they argue that we must
P- not legislate against it, even though it is
t@roducing too much population. The rem-
edy, they say, is not to return to Biblical
eS morality, but to promote “safe sex” and
e abortion (perhaps also infanticide and

e

*Dr. Morris is Founder and President Emeritus of ICR.



euthanasia), and even homosexuali
These practices are said to be commor
the animal world, so are part of accef
able evolutionary philosophy.

The practice of homosexuality (for]

merly considered a crime, and firmly con-

demned in the Bible), is now considerd
not only acceptable but even desirable
most evolutionists. A recent large volum
goes to great lengths to show how norm
it is in an evolutionary context. A recer
review of this book in the prestigious jou
nal Naturesays,
The species-by-species accounts
of adult mammals and birds of the
same sex courting and mounting
each other, living in pairs, defend-
ing joint territories and raising
young together are fully docu-
mented and referenced. 3. .
Similarly, a review inNew Scientist

Ly.
ir

t

d

ior an “abomination” (Leviticus 18:22)
and those who practice it “dogs” (Deut-
eronomy 23:17,18), evidently because of

commends the extensive research of fhethe similarity of such behavior to that of

author.

And not just primates, according
to a compendium of animal ho-
mosexuality, just published in
Britain by Bruce Bagemihl, an
independent scholar and author
based in Seattle. . . . The result is
a species-by-species profile of
more than 470 species. . . .
“Nearly every type of same-sex
activity found among humans has
its counterpart in the animal king-
dom,” he concludes. His take-
home message is simple: Homo-
sexual behavior is as “natural” as
heterosexual behaviér.

Now, even if all this turns out to bg
true among animals, there is still no pro
whatever that man has evolved from su
animals, and thus no proof that our “b

havior” is a product of evolution. Accordf

ing to the Genesis record of creation, m
and women were created to “have domi
ion” over the animal world (Genesi
1:26,28), not to copy its behavior. In fag
the Word of God calls homosexual beha

these animals. If, indeed, they are now try-
ing to make it seem “natural,” as a prod-
uct of evolution, then here is another rea-
son to call this philosophyeVil-ution.”

An even more egregious application
of what the authors call “evolutionary psy-
chology” has recently been vigorously
promoted in a controversial book called
A Natural History of Rapé According
to this view, the growing incidence of rape
(both female and male) in our society—
like all other sinful sexual practices (sin-
ful, that is, in the Biblical sense)—is un-
derstandable in terms of the widespread
acceptance of evolutionism. After all, if
as noted above, it is a natural evolution-

e ary drive for males to “produce as many
Dbf offspring as possible” with “as many fe-
ch males as possible,” then when this instinct
is thwarted by a reluctant female, or a dis-
approving society, men must resort to
enrape. Even homosexual rape is supposed
n- to have an evolutionary rationale in terms
5 of struggle and dominance.

D
t, From a Christian point of view, or

.

b

V- even from any moral perspective whatever,



such reasoning seems atrocious. But

authors (and many defenders of the boq
advance it in all seriousness, as the o
logical conclusion from the “fact” of
evolution.

The practices of sexual promiscuit
homosexuality and abortion are alrea
widely promoted and accepted as “normg
and even “good” in our culture, in the nan

of evolutionism. Infanticide, and euthana-

sia are being increasingly advocated, on
same basis. And now even rape?

Of even greater concern is that 4
many churches, colleges, and seminar
of the mainline denominations hay|

he Not only in the area of morals, but
k)also in the wide-ranging philosophies
nlyof communism, Nazism, racism, imperi-
alism, and human greed in general (all of
which have their pseudo-scientific ration-
., ales in evolutiof) has the evolutionary
ly fable deceived men into the ultimate sin
I” of rejecting God as Creator and the Lord
e Jesus Christ as Savior and coming King.
As long as life lasts, of course, every
hesinful belief and practice of any man or
woman can be forgiven and transformed
o into true saving faith and Christian char-
esacter. The sole condition is “repentance
e toward God, and faith toward our Lord

accommodated their teachings to sexdialJesus Christ” (Acts 20:21). “God com-

“freedom,” abortionism, and even homd

sexuality (thankfully, not yet to rape!)}

These evils are even infiltrating a numb
of evangelical institutions.

The prophet Isaiah warned against tl
trend toward pagan compromise amo
his own Israelite people long ago. “Wo
unto them that call evil good, and goqg
evil; that put darkness for light, and ligh
for darkness; that put bitter for sweet, a
sweet for bitter!” (Isaiah 5:20).

Well, as the Bible warns: “In the las
days perilous times shall come. . . . Y¢
and all that will live godly in Christ Jesu

- mendeth His love toward us, in that, while
we were yet sinners, Christ died for us”
er (Romans 5:8). “Therefore if any man be
in Christ, he is a new creature: old things
is are passed away; behold, all things are
hg become new” (Il Corinthians 5:17).

‘3 References

shall suffer persecution. But evil men ar
seducers shall wax worse and worse,
ceiving, and being deceived” (Il Timoth
3:1,12,13).

Undoubtedly, many of those wh

practice such things do so because they

have been “deceived” into thinking the]

are natural and normal. The nature inhér-
ited from Adam naturally tends toward the
folly of sin and unbelief. So, as the Scrip-
ture goes on to say, “they shall turn away

their ears from the truth, and shall
turned unto fables” (1l Timothy 4:4). An

there is no more fabulous fable than evVio-

lution! With its alleged escape from Go

and His constraining will, there comes great
temptation to accept evolution—and the

shadow, “evil-utionism” that follows it.
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CAN RESEARCH BE DONE FROM A CREATION BASE?
BY JOHN D. MORRIS, PH.D.

A “Back to Genesis” perspective proposés meetings. | don’'t understand everything, but
to use the Bible as a framework within whigh | can report that what has gone on is abso-
to interpret all observations, including sgj- lutely thrilling and stems from a creationist
entific data. While secularists will bristle gt base.
such a suggestion, thinkers in both the sci-  Each meeting starts and concludes with
entific and education disciplines speak pf prayer, not only for good results, but also
using one’s worldview to “inform” their| for wisdom in “thinking outside the box.”
work, especially original research. Philosp- Each scientist is not only fully committed
phers of science have rightly noted thatto Scripture, but his intellect is surrendered
“there is no such thing as a value-free faqt.”to the Lord’s control. Each one’s desire is to
Bias plays an important part in designing pf “think God’s thoughts after Him” and to give
experiments, assigning the worth of an ip- Him glory for His mighty acts. Furthermore,
dividual observation, as well as interpret- each scientist is fully committed to science,
ing the meaning of results. They have alsoand scrupulously adheres to the scientific
noted that scientists are some of the mpstmethod, not ignoring any of the evidence.
bias-driven folks you'll ever meet, especial To them, even when the problems are
when it comes to the historical worldvieyw daunting, there must be an answer. On the
issue of creation/evolution. authority of the infallible Word of God,
Admittedly, most scientists today use the recent creation of all things, the sub-
evolution and old age as the grid within sequent universal curse, the global flood
which they interpret their observations, and of Noah's day—these are all facts of his-
often scoff at those who use creation. Buttory which must provide the framework
since neither can go back in time to actuallyfor interpretation of scientific data. The
observe history, both are on equal footing. need for precise Biblical exegesis even led
The issue can only be addressed scientifithem to award a research grant to a He-
cally by comparing which of the competing brew scholar in addition to the scientific
views works better when predicting expetli- research grants.
mental results. It is my contention that the  Questions have been asked, and projects
creation “bias” is the better bias. proposed which would never have been in-
Let me illustrate. For the past three vestigated by old-earth advocates. And pre-
years, ICR has facilitated scientific researghliminary results are beginning to come in
on Radioisotopes and the Age of the Eafthwhich suggest they are on the right track.
(RATE). Numerous well-qualified expert Here's my prediction. As God's Word
in this field, all convinced Bible-believing is honored and these specially-trained sci-
Christians, have banded together to investi-entists continue to do their science in sub-
gate this issue, recognizing that becausg ofmission to the Biblical worldview, answers
it many have begun to doubt Scripture anpdwill begin to come in which will thrill Chris-
are intimidated by the overstated claims pftians and change science. It may take a few
radioisotope dating. Being intensely intey- more years, but standard, old-earth think-
ested but only somewhat knowledgable fining based on radioisotope decay will begin
this field, | have been allowed to attend theto crumble. To God be the glorgs
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