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ABSTRACT

One of the main claims of evolutionary ethics is that the
theory of svolution can provide us with an ethical eriterion. The
present thesis investigates this claim, The thesis examines some
of the important theorles of evolutionary ethics and also reviews
the up~to-date philosophical evaluation of evolutionary ethics.

Chapter |, begins with a brief discussion of Darwin's theory ef
natural selection. It is shown that the theory does not imply, as
it is usually thought, a law of progress. It is also shown that
the theory is not entirely compatible with Darwin's theory of
conscience, The account of Spencer's evolutionary ethics is
divided into two versicns: social Darwinism and non-social Darwinism,
The fermer version is dismissed as a misapplication of some of the
bialegical terms to sthics. The latter is considered to be more
complex. Spencer's ethical criterion, i.e. 'the conducliveness to
life is good"' is discussed and his argument far the 'lnevitable
progress' implied by the process of svolution is shown to be invalid,
The chapter ends with a brief account of T, H, Huxley's refutation of
what he calls 'the fallacy of perfection' related to the evolutionary
process,

Chapter 11, examines in detail the theories of evolutionary
ethics put forth by Julian Huxley, C. H, Waddington, T. Dabzhansky,
G. G. Simpson and C. D, Leake, The concept of the general direction
of evolution is examined. It is shown that this concept neither implies
Julian Huxley's theory of the morality of open development nor

does it imply C, H, Waddington's ethical criterion
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of 'biological wisdom.' Dobzhansky's concepts of freedom, genetic
indeterminism, choice and Simpson's concapts of knowledge and
responsibility are examined in the context of ethics, Similarly
C. D. Leake's meral criterion j.2,, "the probability of survival
of a relationship between individual humans or groups of humans
increases with the extent to which that retationship is mutually
satisfying'” is shown to be untenabie,

Chapter |11 deals with Henry Sidgwick's and G, E. Moore's
criticism of Herbart Spencer's evolutionary ethics. 1t is arqued
that although their criticism is correct, it nevertheless seems
to be misdlirected.

Chapter 1V reviews contemporary philosophers' criticism of
Julian Hoxley's and C. H. Waddingten's theories of evelutionary
ethics, The philosophers reviewed are €. D, Broad, Stephen Toulmin,
D. D. Raphael, Anthony Quinton and A, G. N. Flew.

Finally it is concluded in Chapter V that although the theory
of evolution does not imply an ethical criterion it nevertheless can

be considerably helpful in solving the practlcal moral Issues of our

age,
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|. EARLY EVOLUTIONARY ETHICS

The term ‘evolutionary ethics' presupposes a theory of evolution
for which Darwin's theory is often taken for granted. Although
'‘Darwinism' and 'evelution' are not synonymous, the latter being much
broader than the farmer, they do often evoke sach other when used in
ordinary discourse, "Far everyone except perhaps a few pedantic
historians,” remarks Waddington, ''the 'Theory of Evolution' means
"Darwin' as unmistakabiy as "Relativity' means ‘Etnstein.'"lThis is,
perhaps; due to two main reasons: First, Darwin was abie to produca
an epormous mass of evlidence concerning certain biological facts such
as multiplicity, variations and heredity among living beings from
which he supposedly derived his doctrine called "Natural Selection,' He
was thus able to show, as many biologists bealieve, not only how
'evolution' had ogccurred but also how, given those facts, It must occur;
secondly, and more importantly, the social and intellectual climate in
England, at the time Darwin wrote, was raceptive to, and expsctant of,
such a theory as his. "“How very silly we were," remarked T. H, Buxley,
'not to have thought of that ourselves."z

This is a partial justification for beginning our study of
evolutionary ethics with Darwin's theory of evolution, Tha justification
is further strengthened by the fact that most of the arguments which we
will analyze in this thesis, are either based on, or stiumulated by his
theory. This, however, neither shows, nor does it comit us to showling,
the validity of Darwin's theory. To undertake such a study is the job

of the philosopher of biology. Our task, here, is confined to

investigating whether or not the theory of svolution can be applied to




ethics. It is necessary, then to grasp the main points of Darwin's
thenry, befere their application to ethics is examined.

Darwin's argument, to begin with, is considerad to consist of a
deductive core. 'The old arguments for evolution,' writes C, F. Pantin,
“'wera only based on circumstantial evidence.,. But the corg of
Darwin's argument was of a different kind, It did not make it more
probable-~it made it a certainty. Given his facts his conclusions must
follow: 1like a proposition in geometry,., Darwin's argument was a
deductive one--whereas an argument based on circumstantial evidence is

3
Inductive." (We shall use the term 'dedoction' in a similar manner--
for canvenience=-without investigating further whether or not, strictly
speaking, the term has baen properly employed)

It Is considered that Darwin's theory of evalution involves two
maln deductions which deal with the concept of the survival of the
fittest and the concept of the struggle for existence, The latter
concept, according to Darwin, is an application of the Malthusian
doctrine to the whole |iving world., He writes:

A struggle for existénce inevitably follows from the high

rate at which all organic beings tend to increase...as

more individuals are produced than can possibly survive,

there must in every case be a struggle for existence,

either one individual with another of the same species,

or with the individuals of a different species, or with

the physical conditions of life. 1t is the doctrine of

Malthus applied with manifold force to the whole animal

and vegetable kingdoms, for in this case there can be no

artificial lncgease of food and no prudential restraints

from marriage.

The second concept, that of the 'Survival of the fittest!, is

derived frem the conjunction of the notion of 'variation' and the notion

of "the struggle for existence':




If organic beings present individual differences in

almost every part of their structure, and this cannot

be disputed; if there be, owing to their geometrical

rate of increase, @ severe struggle for existence at

some age, season, or year, and this certainly cannot

be disputed; then...it would be a most extraordinary

fact if no variations had ever ocurred useful to each

being's welfara, in the same manner as variations have

occurred useful to man, But if variations useful to

any organic beaing do occur, as assuredly individuals

thus characterised will have the best chance of beaing

preserved in the struggle for life; and from the

strona principle of inheritance they will tend to

produce offspring similarly characterised, This

principle of preservation, or the survival gf the

Fittest, | have called "natural selection,"

A difficulty arises when we examine the first alleged deduction,
Darwin argues, as quoted above, that if there are more living beings
than can possibly survive, the struggle for existence 'inevitably
follows.* But, this, strictly speaking, is not the case, What actually
follows is that not all the living beings In guestion can possibly
survive, And this is neither equivalent to, nor does it further imply,
the 'inevitable' struggle for existepce, To do this, the argument nseds
an additional premise which seems somewhat difficelt to word; but for the
sake of argument 'all living beings strive to survive' may serve this
purpose. In a Darwinian sense, this would mean that all living beings
strive both to live and to produce offspring, Mow, this may be trus in
the case of non-human living beings, but it seems questionable in the
case of human beings. A man may well decide not ta have a child, or, he
may even decide not to go on living, for he may find that 'ife s not
worth 1iving, In either case he is not striving for survival, Hence,
the struggle for existence does not ‘'inevitably' fallow In the human case.

The struggle for existence is also not 'imevitable' in the case of

human beings, as Darwin himself acknowledges, if an 'artificial increase

in food' and 'prudential restraints' from marriage are possible,




It is sometimes argued that Darwin's second deduction, which deals

with the concept of the survival of the fittest, is circular,

William Dampier, for instance, writes: "What is the fittest? the

answer is: that which best fits the existing enviromment,.,.that which s
Fit servives and that which survives is fit.”6 |t s=ems, howevar, that
this sort of criticism Is based on Darwin's use of Herbert Spencer's
phrase "the survival of the fittest," For Darwin's own ctoncept of
"Matyral Selection" defines fitness In terms of an individual's ability
to produce offspring; and thus, prima facie does not involve any
clrecularity,

Darwin argues that all living beings are subject to variations==
some of which are useful and others which are injurious==in the struggle=
for existence. Maturally, if any individoal has a useful variation he
will have a better chance of survival in this struggle,

We are again, however, seemingly facing a circular argument, It is
claimed that an individual has a batter chance for survival If he has
some useful variations, But bow do we know that he has such variations?
Tha conclusive answer rests on the fact that it is ultimately his
survival that determines that he has useful variations, And again we
have travelled a full circle, HNevertheless, this sbjection does not
invalidate Darwin's notion of Natural Selection.

What is of more immediate interest here is, that Darwin's doctrine,
even if valid, does not prove what he wants it to prove, namely: (a)
"that species have not basn separately created"; and (b) “that natural
selection has been the chief agent of change.,” What it actually asserts

is that, in the struggle for existénce, only those survive who are fit to

survive,




To reach the conclusions indicated by (a) and (b) Darwin attempts
to combine the doctrine of natural selection with what he calls "the
strong principle of inheritance." But this combination, as we shall
see, lsads Darwin's arqument of evolution into serious difficulty.

Although Darwin admits that “eur ignorance of the laws of
variations is profound," he assumes that a great many variations arsg
inheritable. 'Any variation," he writes, "which is not inherited is

n Mext, he claims that Natural selection works on

unimportant far us,
two types of variatiogns=-useful and injurious. The former are preserved,
whareas the latter are 'rigidly destroyed' in the struggle. ‘'Wariations
neither useful ner injurious would not be affected by natural seIec:ion."a
Darwin then claims that, not only are oseful variations preserved,
but they are asccumulated by means of inheritance. 'The net result,"
Darwin remarks, "is that each creaaturs tends to become more and more
improved in relation to its cenditions, This improvement inevitably leads
to the gradual advancement of the organization of the grzatest number of
living beings throughout the wor!d."S
There are two questionable principles involved here: the principle
of the accumulation of useful variations; and the principle of inheritance,
First, let us look at the accumulation principle. Ipheritance in
a Darwinian account, produces variations and whether they are useful or
injurious is ultimately decided in the strugglie for existence, |f those
beings with injurious variations are rigidly destroyed, as Darwin claims,
then those that are preserved are thereby shown to have useful variations.
Now, Darwin claims that 'preserved' or useful variatlons are accumulated

by means of inheritance, The 'net result'" of this, as he tells us, "is

that each creature tends to become more and more improved In relation to




its conditions," This, simply, is not so, Natural selection dces not
guarantee that if a variation survives In a particular condition it will
thereby survive in future, or in different, conditions., In other words,
a variation which was useful before, may be injurious now, If so, it
will not survive and hence, it will not be acc¢umulated with other

useful veriations,

Now, if we assume that tha conditions of life are static, and thus,
allow the accumulation of useful varlations it would lead to another
difficulty., The successive process of decreasing the injuricus while
accunulating the vseful variations would eventually come to a point where
the former would disappear while the latter would be optimum. In such
a cgase, there would be nothing for natural salection to select,
Consequently, the evolutionary process would come to an end.

Darwin, utilizing his principle of inheritance, reaches the same
conclusion. C. H. Waddington explains Tt as follows:

In the main, he adopted the theory of heredity,..that both

mother and father contribute hereditary gualities to their

of fspring, which appears as a...blend of its two parents...

Again, there is a point which particularly troubled Darwin:

If variations blend in inheritance, then crossing between

the variant types in a population will preduce later

generations which coma closer and closer to a uniform

intermediate averageness, 0On a system of blending inheritance,

in fact, variations will gradually disappear and evolutien

will come to a standstill for lack of anything for natural

selection teo work om,...

It has been sidely claimed by conmtemporary biologists that modern
genetics, based on Mendel's work, Has solived Darwin's difficulty, It
shows, as Waddington points out, that, "biclogical inheritance does not
involve any true blending of the qualities of the two parents, and there

is no tendency fer variations to be diminished by cross breeding...thus

Darwin's problem does not arise."11




But modern genetics has not confirmed Darwin's principle of
accumulation of useful variations by means of inheritance, Mor is this
principle implied, as pointed out earlier, by tha theory of natural
selection, The reason Darwin has argued for this principle seems to be
that it is related to the concept of progressive development, Since,
accordipg to Darwin's theory, whatever survives, is thereby proved to be
vseful (or good, as Darwin is sometimes tempted to say); and, since the
useful variations tend to accumulate, progressive development follaws from
ite

But Darwin is not always consistent on this point, At one place he
says: ‘'Hatural selection, or the survival of the fittest, dozs not
necessarily include progressive development," But later in the chapter
on “Dhjections to the Theory', he seems to be taking the opposite position,
He remarks, "Although we haye no good evidence of the existence in
organic beings of an innate tendency toward progressive development, yat
this necessarily follows,.through the continued growth of natural
Selection"‘2

Darwin is mistaken in beljeving that the theory of natural selection
implies a law of progress. He expressss this belief in many places in

both Thea Origin of Species and Descent of Man, The following is ope of

the clearest expressions of this view:

Finally, it may not be a legical deductien, but te my
imagination it is Tar more satisfactory to look at
such instincts as a young cuckoo ejecting its foster
brothers==ants making slaves~-=-not as specially endowed
or created instincts, but as small consequences of one
general law leading to the advancement of all organic
beings~-=-namely multi?ly; vary, let the strongest live
and the weakest die,l3

The concept of progress is5 extremely important in the whole argu-

ment for evelutionary ethics, It will, therefore, be one of our main




polnts of discussion throughout this thesis, For the present, it is
sufficient to note that, although Darwin thinks that the theory of
matura) selection implies a law of progress, it does not, in fact, imply
such a law.

Ve shall now briefly discuss Darwin's own attempt to apply Natural
Selection to, what he calls ‘conscience’ or 'moral sense'. It is not
sufficlently clear what Darwin means by these terms, 'The ‘moral sense'

or 'conscience', we are told in the beginning of chapter IV of The Descent

of Han, “is summad in that short but imperious word ‘ought', so full of
significance." In a later passage we hear of '"Moral sense which tells us
what we ought to do, and of the conscience which reproves if we disobey
it."‘n Sometimes Darwin equates 'conscience' or 'moral sense'! with
repentence, regret, or remorse, ete. In general, as we shall later see,
by 'conscience' Darwin means a Tealing of regret which results from man's
violation of social instinct which he ought not %o violate,
Darwin argues: ''that any animal, whatever, endowsd with well
marked social instincts, the parental and filial affections belng here
included, would inevitably acquire a moral sense or conscience, as soon
as its intellectual powers had bacoms as well or nearly as well
developed as in man."ls
Among social instincts, sympathy, according to Darwin, s the most
important, and amorg intellectual powers, the power of reflection and the
power of languages are the most significant., The power of reflection
enables man to recall his past actiens and motives; and the power of
language enables him to recogqnize the approbation or disapprobation of

his feilow beings.

it is quite possible that both these factors of Darwinian




consclence~-social ipstincts and intellect--are produced or developed
through Matural Selectfon, Darwin produces an enormous mass of
avidence to support this claim, Furthermore, he argues that the
conjunction of the social instincts and of the intellect produces
*conscience’ or 'moral sense.’

Darwin's argument s that when a man violates a social instinct
{for instance sympathy) and yields to a selfish instinct (for Instance
hunger or lust), he afterwards regrets it, VWhy does he yield to a
selfish impulse? Darwin's answer ist Because selfish impulses are
stronger than social impulses, But why does man regret? Darwin answers:

At the moment of action man will no doubt be apt to follow

the stronger impulse,,.it will more commonly lead him to

qratify his own desires at the expense of other men, 8ut

after their gratification, when past and weaker impressions

are judged by the ever enduring social instinct and by this

deep regard for the good opinion of his fellows, retribution

will surely come., He will then feel remorse, repentance,

regret or shame;...He will consequently resolve, more or

less, firmly to act differently for the future; and this

Is conscience; for censcienge looks backwards, and serves

as a guide for the Future,!

This answer s not satisfactory, for it is based on two assumptions,
one of which seems inconsistent with Darwin's basic assumptions, the
other of which is questionable, The first assumption-=an inconsistent
one==is that the "social instincts are ever present and persistent,”
while hunger, lust, vengence, etc., are not. The second assumption is
that regret is the concomitant of a violation of the social instinct on
the part of the selfish instincts., Considering his first assumption, we
see that, according to the theory of natural selection, the instinct of
self-preservation is the basic instipct and is the sarliest of all,

Social instincts are later developed by nstural selection, for they were

of help in the struggle for existence--had they not have been helpful,
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they would not have developed under natural selection. Thus, there is
a ground for claiming that self-preservaticn is more persistent and
present than social instincts,

Moreover, if non=-social impulses are stronger than the social ones,
and if man "will no doubt be apt to follow the stronger impulszs™ then
conscience serving him as a guide for the future does not make sense,

He may regret his nonsocial impulses, but if they are stronger, he will
no doubt follow them. It is highly questionable whether conscience can
preveént a starving man from stealing food. Perhaps Darwin would concede
this, But his main question still remains: 'Why does he regret having
stolen food from hunger''? or, "“Why is he bitterly regretful, if he has
vielded to a strong sensz of self-preservation, and has not risked his
life to save that of a fellow creatura?"' These guestions presuppose
Darwin's second assumption, i.e., rearet is the concommitant of a
violation of the social instincts on the part of the selfish instincts.
But, this again is not always the case, It is very doubtful whether a
starving man will regret having stolen food, or a professional robber
will regret having robbed someone.

But what if such a robber deoes feal regret? This would show that
the robber feels that he has vioiated social instinct which he ought not
to violate, However, this, in itsalf, is a moral judgmant. It follows
then, that: first, regret is not a concommitant of a violation of the
social instinct; second, even if it were & concommitant, it is
rnevertheless, preceeded by a moral judagment,

Mereover, Darwin's theory of conscience may not always be
compatible with the natural selection theory. For instance, the

stealing of food (if no other option is available) will increase the
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chances of survival of a starviog man; and this act would be compatible
with the patural selection theory. But, being a vinlation of social
instinct, stealing could be incompatible with his conscience doctrine.
Darwin himself seems to recognize this incompatibility. At one point

he writes:

Important as the struggle for existence has been and
even still is, yet as far as the highest part of man's
nature is concernad there are other agencies more
important. For the moral gualities are advanced,
efther directly or indirsctly much more through the
habit, the reasoning powers, instruction, religion,
eté., than through natural selection; though to this
latter agency may be safaly attributed the social
instincts which-affo;ded thae basis for the devalopment

of the moral sense. |

HERBERT SPENCER

We shall now discuss Herbert Spencer's evolutiorary ethics. He is
a more significant figure, in this respect, than Darwin: Darwin is
mainly concerned with the origin of morality, while Spencer's main
attempt consists in "“estahlishing moral rules on a scientific basis,"

Spencer's ethical system can be divided Into two parts: social
Darwinism and fon-social Darwinism. Spencer is considered to be one of
the main expongnts of thought called 'Social Darwinism' which remained
quite influential until the end of the last century, Social Darwinism
was a bad comhination of bfalogy and sociology. PRiclegical terms such
as "struggle,' 'survival,' 'fitness,' etc., were simplified and then
applied to social relations without any qualifications., Social progress
was considered to result from severe compatition betwaen the fittest
and the relatively unfit, Consequently, Spencer writes:

The poverty of the incapable, the distress that comes opon
the imprudent, tha starvation of the idle, and those
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shoulderings aside of the weak by the strong, which

leave many in '"shallows apd miseries' are the decrees

of a large far seeing benevolence.,.The process must

be understood, and the sufferings must be endured,

Mo power on earth, no cunningly devised laws of

statesmen, no worid rectifying schemes of humane{ no

communist panaceas,,,.can diminish them one job, 8

Spancer is clearly mistaken in this passage. It is only biological
fitness that counts in thz struggle for existence; and biological fitness
is measured by the success of an Individual In producing children. Thus,
it is only the reproductive unfitness' against which the so-called
decrees of a large far seeing benavolence must be passed. ‘Poverty,'
'misery,’ or 'weakness' cannot be such decrees unless they affect the
reproductive capability of an individual, And they do not nacessarily
do so. Rather, it fs possible that the reproductive fertility may
affect the reverse,

Moreover, competition is not the only way to survival, Co-operation
has played a significant part in the process of evolutioen. Spencer
himself recognizes this fact. He says:

We have also concluded that these last stages in the

evolution of conduct are those displayed by the

highest type of being when he is forced, by increass

of numbers, to )ive more and more In the presence of

his fellows. And there has followsd the torollary

that conduct gains ethical sanction in proportien as the

activities, becoming less and less militant and more

and more [ndustrial, are such as do not nacsssitate

mutual Tnjury or hindrance but consist with and are

furthered by, co-operation and mureal aid,12

Spencer believes that the process of evolution is leading to an
inevitable progress=-toward the creation of an ideal man, His argument
is worth considering. He arques:

1. "All imperfection is unfitness to the conditions of existence."

¥. "This unfitness must consist either in having a faculty or
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faculties excess; or, in having a faculty or faculties
deficiencient; or both."

3. VA faculty in excess, is one which the condlitions of existence
do not afford full exercise to; and a faculty that is
deficient, is anme form which the conditions of existence demand
more than it can perform."

L, 'YBut it is an essential principle of life that a faculty, to
which clircumstances do not allow full exercise, diminishes; and
that a faculty on which eircumstances make excessive demands
increases,"

5. "And so long as this excess and this deflciency continues,
there must continue dacreasa on the onehand, and growth on the
other,"

6. "Finally, all excess and all deficiency must disappear; that is,
all imperfection must disappear.’

Thus, the ultimate development of the ideal man is logicaliy certain.

Praogress, therefore, is not an accident, but a neCessfty."zo
Spencer claims that the concept of progress argued above is due

to the workina of a universal law, "If anyone demures to this,'" he

says, '"let him point out the error."21

The error, of course, can ba
detected by analysing the premise (#4) of this argument, The so=-called
essential principle of 1ife mentionsd therein, has now beesn disapproved
by the majority of the biologists.

This discredited principle Is a version of Lamark's notion of tha
use and disuse principle of ipheritance, Darwin's concept of the

accumulation of the useful variation by inheritance, is also essentially

the same as Lamark’s notion, Hence, our criticism of Darwin's principle
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also applies to Spencer's so-called law of progress, We should, howsver
point out that a faculty needed in one cirgumstance may not be required
in anpther-=and vice versa, Thus, unless the circumstances are static,
the "unfitness' cannot disappear. Since there is no guarantee that
circumstinces will paver change, Spencer’s assential principls gannot
hold, And progress, contrary to Spencer's claim, remains 'an 2ccident’
and not %a necessity.!

We shall now turn to Spencer's second type of evolutionary ethics.
This is more important than his Social Darwinistic thaory.

Spencer, as he himself remarks in the preface to Data of Ethics

was primarily concerned to find 'for the principles of right and wrong
conduct at large a scientific has?s."zz He may, in this respect, be
called a successor of Bentham. He was not, however, satisfied with the
greatest happiness principle of utilitarianism. Spencer claims that,
happiness, or the feslings of pleasure and pain, cannot be measured
with any degree of objective precision. Consequently, he proposed the
phenomenon of physical life as a reference to moral values.

This phenomenon, Spencer tells us, can be understood through the
study of evolutien. He suggests that ope of the fundamental features
of living beings is that their acts are 2djusted to ends. Spencer
defines conduct as the adjustment of acts, acts being more precisely
defined as external motions of animate beings., The basic ends of thess
acts, according to Spencer, is the preservation of 1ife, This is the
supreme end of the universal conduct exhibltad by all living beings.

Life, for Spencer, must be measured by its length and breadth.
Vhile it is not altogether clear, it seems that by the term "breadth!

he means the quantity of change which a 1iving being undergoes in his




15

lifespan. MHe attempkts to explain the importance of thes concept of
hreadth as follows:

An oyster, adapted by its structura, to the diffused
food containad in the water it draws in, and shielded
by its shell from nearly all dangers, may live longer
than 2 cuttie=fish, whlch has such superior powers of
deal ing with numerous contingencies; but then, the sum
of vital activities during any given interval is far
less in the oyster than In the cuttle-fish, So a worm,
ordinarily sheltered from most enemies by the sarth it
burrows through, which alse supplies a sufficiency of
its poor food, may have greater longevity tham many of
its annulose relatives, the insects; but one of these
during its existence as larva and imago, may experience
a greater quantity of the changes which constitute 1ife,
Mor is it otherwise when we compare the more evolved
with the less evolved among mankind. The difference
between the average lengths of the lives of savages

and civilized is no true measure of the difference
between the totality of their two lives, considered as
aggregates of thought, feeling, and action. Hence,
estimating life by multiplying its length into its
breadth, we must say that the augmentatien of it which
accompanies evolution of conduct, results From increase
of both factors.Z3

Mr. Spencer then tries to show that the direction of evolution has
been from less to more complex; and from Tess to more elaborate
adjustments of acts so that they may more readily accomplish their ends.
"In the lowest forms of 1ife,"” he remarks, '‘the conduct Ts constituted
of actions so little adjusted to ends, that l1ife continues only as long
as the accidents of the enviromment are favorable,"zh Again, he claims
that the conduct of lower animals, as compared with the conduct of the
higher, including man, '"mainly differs in that the adjustments of acts

to ends are relatively simple and relatively Incomplete.“zs

Elsewhere,
he characterises the evolution of conduct as stretching from
'indefinite incoherent homogeneity' to ‘definite coherent heterogeneity.'

Since, according to him, the avolution of conduct leads to the

increasing of the length or breadth of quantity of life, the conduct so
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understood is good, YThe conduct called geod," ha says, 'rises to the
conduct conceived as best when it simultaneously achieves the greatest
totality of lifa in itself, in offspring and in fellow men."zs

Spencer obszrves that his criterien, which zguates conducivensss te
1ife as good, involves an important assumption. The assumption s that
life is worth living. Spencer s aware that "before entering on any
ethical discussion' he must refute the irreconciliable pessimist
opinion that 11fe is not worth living, First, he asks: Have these
irreconcilable opinions (pessimist and optimist) any thing In common?"
"Yes, there is one postulata,' he answers, "in which pzssimists and
optimists agree. Both their arqguments assume it to be salf=evident that

life is good or bad, sccording as it does or does not bring a surplus of
agreeable Feeling."27 Mr. Spencer claims that since life brings a surplus
of agreeable feeling it is, therefore, worth living. He writes:

This law is alike inferable a priori and proved a
posteriori, and yields a qualified optimism as fts
corollary==an optimism qualified by the conglusion
that the life of every species of creature is happy
or miserable according tc the degree of congruity or
incongruity between its nature and its environment;
but that everywhere decrease of the missry or
increase of the happiness accompanies the inevitable
progress towards congrulty. Whence it follows that
in the case of mankind, pesssimism may be locally true
under certain conditions (as those who have fostered
the creed which makss pessimism a bilessing), while
optimism may be locally true under conditions of 3
more favourable kind; but that with the increasing
adaptation of humanity to social life, the excess of
pleasures aver pains which warrants optimism, must
become ever greater,

The agreeable feelings or pleasure, according to Spencer, are the
ultimate aim of good conduct. ''No school can avoid," he contends,
‘"taking for the ultimate moral aim a desirable state of feeling called
by whatever name, gratification, enjoyment, happiness. Pleasure, some=-

where, at some time, to some beings Is an inexpugnable element at the
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concept ton."29

The inevitable progress towards congruity, according to Spencer,
will establish the coincidence betwsen life and pleasure so that eithar
concept can he used for ethical purposes,

Mr. Spencer, however, points out that the concept of complete
coincidence applies only to Absolute Ethics. He makes the distinctien
between Absolute Ethics and Relative Ethi¢s., The former deals with the
conduct of jdeal men in an Ideal society, the latter deals with the
conduct of actual men in actual society. Mr, Spencer argues that
Absolute Ethics must precede Relative Ethics just as 'ideal mechanical
science' must precede mechanical science fitted for dealing with the

real world, We shall discuss this point somewhat further in chapter 111,

T, H. Huxley

We shall end this chapter with a brief discussion of T. H. Huxley's
views on Evolution and Ethics which he put forward in his famous
Romanes Lecture, delivered in 1893, MWe are particularly interested in
his clear refutation, of what he calls, the fallacy of perfection.
Huxley tells us that, "It is the notion that bescause, on the whole,
animals and plants have advanced in perfectioen of organization by means
of the struggle for existence and the consequent 'survival of the
fittest'; therefore, men in society, men as ethical beings, must leook
to the same process to healp them towards perfcction."30

Huxley brings up two objections toe this argument, called the
fallacy of perfection: First he contends, that the present advancement

in the perfection of organization in plants and animals and the

consequent survival of the fittest is not a result of any law of
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perfection, rather, such advancement is merely accidental, Fitness
deperids upon the conditions of life, Huxley writes: "If our hemisghzare
were to cool again, the survival of the fittest might bring about, in
the vegetable kingdom, a populatien of more stunted and humbler
organisms, untll the 'Tittest' that survived might bz nothing but
lichens, diatoms, and such microscopic organisms as those which give

red snow its c:c;)lln:uur..."3‘1

It foilows, then, that what is fit under one
sat of envirommental conditions may not be so under a different set of
conditions, Thus, the present advancement in perfection, and fitness,
may not hold tomorrow. Therefore, it is false to argue that we must
Jook to the evelutionary process for perfection, on the grounds that it
has resulted in an advancement of perfection ip organization in plants
and animals,

Second, Huxley believes that the analogy of cosmic nature to
society does not apply. Conseguently, even if the evolutionary process
is considered to lead to progress or perfection (though it does not) it
would only apply to plants and animals and not to human beings. '‘Social
progress,’ he remarks, "means a checking of the cosmic process at every
step and the substitution for [t of another, which may be called the
ethical process; the end of which is not the survival of those who may
be the fittest, in respect of the whole of the conditions which obtain,

but of those who are ethically the best."32

Furthermore, he states

that, "The practice of that which is ethically best=-what we call
goodness or virtue==involves a course of conduct which, in 311 respects,
is opposed to that which leads to success in the cosmic struggle for

existence."

It is worth pointing out that Huxley's first objection to the
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fallacy of perfection seems sufficient to show the weakness of the
argument concerned, But Haxley's sscond eriticism is objectionable
because it involves a pseudo-contradiction between ethics and the
Theory of Evolution., The latter being a scientific theory can nelther
confirm, nor can it contradict, any ethical judgments,

T. H, Huxley criticizes the propounders of 'ethics and evolution'
for comitting the fallacy of associating the fittest with 'ethically
the best,' "I suspect," he writes, ''that this fallacy has arisen out
of the unfortunate ambiguity of the phrase 'the survival of the
fittest.' Fittest has a connotation of 'best', and about 'best' there

hangs a ‘moral flavour.'"33

But in opposing evoluticnary process, 'in
all respects’, Huxley is negatively doing the same thing. Why is his
ethical process anti-evolvtionary? Simply because he believas that the
evolutionary process is not ethically justiffable, But It cannot be
ethically unjustifiable if it has no moral implications or 'moral
flavour.' A farmula of Algebra cannot be regarded as ethically
justifiable or not justifiable; nor can & scientific theory be so
regarded,

Lastly, T. H. Huxley adopts what is called the 'gladitorial theory
of existence,' But this theory, as Dobzhansky says "is not only, not
a necessary part of the theory of natural selection, let alone a part

of the theory of evelution, but is; in fact, invalid on purely

biolegical grounds‘“aq
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Il. LATER EVDLUT1ONARY ETHICS

This account of later evolutionary sthics must be prefaced by two
observations: First, this view has bean argued for by biologists,
whereas philosophers have mainly ignored it; sscond, it invelves two
differant theories of evelution,

The first of these observations may raise a guestion about the
biologist's justification for attempting to do (a) what most philose=
phers hava ignorad and (b) what lies outside their professional
competence. To justify this attempr one must show that the philosopher's
reason(s) for ignering evolutionary ethics is{are) not conclusive., Now
the philosopher's main reason in this regard is, that he thinks that
evolutionary ethics must ipvolve the so-called naturalistic Fallacy.
But this seems toc be inconclusive because philosophers have not
completely explored whether or not the fallacy is actually involved in
evolutionary ethics, The assumption that it does involve this fallacy
seems to be taken for granted by most philosophers because of
G. E. Moore's account of Herbert Spasncer's ethigs., MNow, even supposing
that Spencer's ethics invelves the fallacy, it does nat follow that
evolutionary ethics, in general, does. MHoreover--as Hoore himself
says=="Mr, Spencer's doctrine, it must be ownad, does rot offer the
ciearest example of the paturalistic fallacy as used in support of
Evolutionistic Ethics."1 It seems to follow that the reascon for
rejecting evolutjonary ethics remains open for reconsideration.

Morepver, even if it is granted that evolutionary ethics, being 3
type of naturalistic ethics, does involve the fallacy, it still remalins

questionable whether the fallacy itself is a conclusive reason for
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rejecting evalutionary ethics., Anthony Quinton, for instance, holds
that the doctrine of antipaturalism, with which this fallacy is
related, "is not even plausible, let alone convincing." This is ane
reason why he thinks “that evolutionary ethics should be considerad
afres'h."2

Part (b) of the question about the bieclogist's justification for
attempting to do evolutionary ethics is, in fact, part of a general
question: |Is it Jjustifiable for anyone to attempt to do what is beyond
his professional competence? The answer is a gualified yes., It Is
Justif?able if it contributes ta the solution of the problem concerped.
Now, it i5 not necessarily the case that only professional attempts
satisfy this criterion, Darwin's attempt was not, in itself,
professional, But a professional attempt wmay differ from a non=
professional one--apart from other things~-because the former gives a
sort of reliability which the latter does not. But this does not Imply
that the latter is always inadequate or futile., Sometimes, as protested
by C, H, Waddington, professional philosophers prejudge the philosophical
attempts made by scientists as inadequate. '"A newcomer has scarcely
opened his mouth," remarks Waddington, "to proffer a Few comments or
ideas before the experts have labelled and dismlssed him as an
adherent of one or other of the recognized sthools, whose weakpasses
have long been exposed.“3 Thus, VYaddington quotes C, D, Broad as
saying:

"We can contemplate with a smile or a sigh," writes

Dr, C. D. Broad, "the waxing and waning of each cheap

and easy solution which is propounded for our admiration

as the last word of "science". We know beforehand that

it will be Tnadequate; and that it will try to disgoise

ite inadeguacy by ignoring some of the facts, by dis-

torting others, and by that curious inability to
distinguish between ingenlous fancies and demonstrated
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truths which seems to be the besetting weakness of

the man of purely scientiflic training when he steps

ontside his laboratory, And we can amuse ourselves,

if our tastes lie in that direction, by noticing

which well-wern fallacy or old familiar inadequacy is

characteristic of the Iatest-gospel, and whEthar it

is well or i)1-disguised in its naw dress,"

This seems to be a sweeping gen=rallzation. We shal) see In
chapters 111 and IV whether or not philosophers have treated bioleglsts!'
attempts to formulate an evelutionary ethic seriously and sympathetically,

As meptioned earlier, Jater evolutionary ethics Involves two
different concepts of evolution., Ve have already discussed the first
of these==the natural selectlon thaory=-in chapter (. The other theory,
which may be called the general or extended theory of evolution, is
claimed to be an extended version of the natural selection theory, The
natural selection theory, as we know, applies to living phenomena. But
the so-called extended theory of evolution is intended to apply to the
whole universe: both living and non=living.

This raises the question: Iis this a possible extension of the term
'evolution'? VWe shall argue that it is not, unless the established
meaning of 'evolution' is changed. This amounts to saying that the
general theory of evolution uses the term 'evolution' in a different
sense from the one used in the natural selection theory,

It is gererally agreed by biologists that the theory of natural
selection is a scientific theory of evolution., This does not imply
that the general theory of evolution, being different from the theory
of natural selection, is not scientific. But it remains to be shown
that it is scientific; and there are difficulties Involved in dolng
this, We shall come to some of these in chapter V.

Here is a brief account of the theory of patural selection, This

theory, as has already besen meptioned, intends to show that species
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have not been seperately created. They have descended from one or a

few simple ancestors through a process of change, the chief agent of
which is natural selection. It may be pointed out that the term ’change’
is not used here as a synonym of ‘evolution'. Rut the general theory
seems to be using it 35 syroaymous with 'evalution'. Thes aroumant sesms
to be that the process of change i5 a procass of evolution, Since the
process of change is universal, it follows that the process of

evolution is universal., Evelutien, in this sense, as Jullan Huxley puts
it, "is a conprehensive and continucus process from cosmic stardost to

5 The whole phenomenon is divided into threes distinct

human society."
sphares==cosmic, biological and human, Evolution In each of these is
brought about by a different mechanism of change. In the cosmic sphere
it is brought about by chemical actions; in the biolegical, by natural
selection; and, in the human, by culture. It is further claimed that
although the process of change is gradual, it now and then reaches a
'critical point' or 'transcendental point’, to use Dobzhansky's terms.
At such points the process assumes gquite new propsrties and mechanisms
of change, Julian Huxley illustrates this claim by means of an analogy.
“When we boil water," he says, "there §s a continuity of substance

batween water as 2 liquid and water as stesm, but there is a critical

point at which the substance NZD channes its propertlgs."6 According

to Huxlaey the change from inorganic (cosmic) to llving matter and the
change from prehuman to human 1ife are the two known critical points in
the history of evelution.

1t may be pointed out that this account describes, but does pot
def Ine the assumed process of unlversal change. Dobzhansky admits:
"There is no satisfactory general definition of evolution, ‘'Sustained

change' comes probably as ¢lose as possihle at present, In the special
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case of biological evolution this may be amended to become 'sustained
change over a sutcession of genarations! to differentiate the
evolutionary development (phylogeny) from the development of the
individual (ontogeny)."y

It is obvious that Debzhansky’s '"sustainad cheng2'' is mora &
qual ification than an explanation of the process of change.

Huxley, according to Dobzhansky, has proposed a "much more
elaborate' definition of gensral evalution. "“Evelution," according to
this definition "is a self-maintaining, self-transforming and self~
transcending process, dirsctional in time and therefaore irreversible,
which in its course generates evar fresh novelty, areater variety, more
complex organization, higher levels of awarenzss, and increasingly
conscious mental activity.”8

This definition, according to Dobzhansky, '"will not do even for
hiological evolution alane. Instances of evelutionary stagnation show
that evolution Is not self-maintaining, evolution is primarily a
groping and only secondarily a directional process; evolution s pot
infrequently regressive rather than progressive; cladogenesis
(increasing variety) Is as frequent as anagenesis (change within a
single evolutionary unity); consciousness or self~awareness have arisen
as Tar as we know, in only a single line, that leading to man."9

The basic difficulty invelved in the theory s to show that the
process of evalution is continuous from the cosmic to the human sphere.
This is what the concept of extension of the evolutionary process amounts
to., There are two gaps in the process that muyst be explained in order
to make the continuity claim, These gaps are: (1) that between living

and non~living phenomena; and, (2) between mind and matter, The second

gap is more important than the first, for any exploanation of it must
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somehow apply to the first,
Two arguments have been put forth to explain this gap, According
to one "mind is wuniversally present nat only in all organisms and their
cells but in molecules, atems and slementary partfcles.“‘o Similarly,
2., Repsch remarks that "'all phencmena are psychic."11 If 50, Lhere
cannot be any gap between matter and mind. Dobzhansky points out two
difflculties in this argument, Flirst, the hypothesls of panpsychism,
as it is called by Rensch, does not seem to be falsifiable by evidence.
If all phenomena are psychic, we cannot have evidence that is nonpsychic,
and thus, we cannot falsify it. "An assumption," says Dobzhansky,
"which is not falsified [sicl by evidence has no standing in sciewce."‘2
Second, according to Dobzhansky, '"although no satisfactory formal
definition of life has been proposed, we do know some characteristic
phenomana which occur in all living beings, One of them is saif=-
replication, talk about..,atoms or electrons being somehow living may
be a poetical metapher, but it is empty of meaning as a biological
hypothesis.“'3
This difficulty is aveoided by the hypothesis that mind is not
present in matter but the potentialities of mind are present or
inherent therein. The ‘World Stuff" of Julian Huxley contains both
matter and the potentiality of mind., ''The process of evolution,’” he
remarks, "in all its phases can be eanvisaged as a trend toward the
actualizotion of potentiality, the realization or fulfilment of
inherent possibility."‘h
Similarly, C. H, Waddinaton claims that "since w2 know that

consciousness does occur in certain parts of the world, namely in some

of our own mental operations, it seems to follow that at least the




potentiality of the consciousness must be present throughout the
entire material universe. An atom or a molescule cannot be just a lump
of matter or a collaction of electrical charges., A full description of
it must Include the statement that inherent fn it is potentiality for
awareness.“ls

I must confess that | do mot understand the logic of inherant
potentiality or possibility. Perhaps Julian Huxley is right in saying
that “we need a sciznce of possibilities. Such a sciance will take
account of tha )imitations of reality as well as of its immense
potentialitles‘."16 In the absence of such a science it would seem as
though the argument for inherent potentiality begs the question., The
fallacy is exposed when the fguestion of evidence for inherent potentiazl=~
ity is raised, "The evidence of this [mind and 1ifel," answers
Dobzhansky, '"is simply that we know that in fact Tife eventually did
appear, Similarly the potentiality of mind must have been present in
the protoplasm since we the rational beings did eventually‘arises"'7
As has already been quoted, C. H. Waddington also offers similar
evidence: '"Since we know that consgciousness does occur in certalin parts
of the world, namely in some of our own mental operations, it seems to
follow that at least tha potentizlity of the consciousness must bz
present throughout the entire material univers.e."'8

Clearly, tha potentiality conclusion cannot be drawn from the above
argument unless the follewing assumption is made: Everything that
appears in the universe has inherent potentialities for it present ip

the material universs, But thls assumption includes the conclusion of

the argument. The argument from potentiality cannot, therefore, be held,
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Since both arguments--derived from inherent potentiality and from
panpsychism=-do not held, thes general theory of evolution, and
therefore, the comprehensive and continuous process it describas,
cannot be maintained. The important gaps between mind and matter and
|ife and not=life are still, in light of this theory, unbridged.

Let us now examine the important attempts to connect ethics with

evolution, We shall begin by considering the work of Juliam Huxley,

Julian Huxley
Julian Huxley's fundamental ethical principle, in his own words, is
“it is ethically right to aim at whatever will promote the increasingly

3 Huxley claims that

full realization of Increasingly higher values.
he has derived this principle from what he calls tha general direction
of evolution,

Huxley's whole argument for evolutionary ethics depends upop his
assumption of the gensral direction of evolution, Falsification of the
assumption will, of course, collapse the argument. And the assumption,
unfortunately, is, as we shall see, not unguestionable, It has already
been pointed out that Julian Huxley Is one of the foremost exponents of
the so~called extended thsory of evolution, His concept of the ganeral
direction of evolution applies, therafore, to the extended theory-=and
not only to the natural selection theory--of evolution.

Huxley admits that evelution as a whole has taken many directions,
but most of them have reached an evolutionary dead end, 'insects," he
says, '"appsar to have reached an evolutionary dead end over 30 milljen

years agoj birds a Tittle later; and all the main lines of higher

mammals except the primates--carnivores, ungulates, whales, bats,
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rodents, and so forth--at least no later than the early Plicena. HMost
evolutfonary lines or trends are specializations which either thus
come YO a stop or are extinguished; true progress or the unl imited
capacity for advance is r'ai'a:."z‘Q

But there is on= diraction, Huxley tells us, "within the malti=
fariousness of evolution which we can legitimately call progress."21
This direction, according to him, has two characteristics: {a) It is
toward a higher degree of organization or complexity; and, (b) it is
open to further progress. Huxley particularly stresses the second
characteristic, for it saves the general direction from coming to a
dead end,

It Is important to note that Huxley gives anm othar criterion for
the general direction at the human level, "This direction has
culminated in the attainment of a state where the world=stuff (now
moulded inte human shape) finds that it experiences some of the new
possibilities as having value In or fer themselves; and further that
among these it assigns higher and lower degrees of value, the highar
values being those which are more intrinsically or more permanently
satisfying, or involve a greater degree of perfection,

"The teleologically=minded would say that this trend embedies
evolution's purpose. | do not feel that we should use the word purpose
save where we know that a conscious aim i5 Involved; but we can say
that this is the most desirable direction of evolution, and accordingly
that our ethical standards must fit into its dynamic framework, In
other words, it is ethically right to aim at whatever will promote the
increasingly full realization of increasingly higher va]ues."zz

It may be remarked here that among such higher values, Huxley
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includes enjoyment of natoral beauty, aesthetic experience, acquisition
of knowledge and understanding, personal love, devotion to an active
cause, eft,.

Before we discuss Huxley's concept of the geperal direction of
evolution, we must mention some of the main principles of his evolution-
ary ethics, "iIn the broadest possihle terms," he says, "evolutionary
ethics must ba bas2d on a combination of a8 few main principles: that
it is right to realize ever new possibilities in evolution, notably
those which are valued for their own sake; that it is right both to
respect human individuality and to encourage its fullest development;
that it is right to construct a mechanism for further social development
which shall satisfy these prior conditions as fully, efficiently, and
rapidly as possible."23

Why iz it right both to respect human individuality and to encourage
its fullest development? Huxley's answer is: because "it [s clear on
evolutionary grounds that the individual is in 2 real sanse higher than
the state or the social t;r-.;_;an_ism."'.?'ll The grounds (which he thinks are
evolutionary) for this are that "the possibilities which are valuad
for their own sake are not experienced by society as a unit' but by
some or all of the human beings which compose it.

Huxley further claims that the 'right' deveicpment of an Tndividual
is an evolutionary end in itself, From this h= claims to have derived
the principle that "it §is right that there should be universal equality
of opportunity for development of each fndividual."zs

Another principle stresses the Importance of the rate of change.
It states that there must be an optlmum rate of change above which

stability is endangered and the sacrifices of the present are excessive,
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below which advance (s so slow that the welfare of future generations
is nesdlessly impaired,

Huxley's ethics includes a few othar principles which are of Jittle
significance for the purposes of this presentation. Consequently, we
will not include a discussion of them.

It must ba pointed out that Huxley's argument has been discussed
careful Iy and from a number of perspectives by philosophers such as
C. D, Broad, D. D. Raphael, Stephen Toulmin, Anpthony Quinton and
A. G, N. Flew, Ve shall present their analyses in chapter V. These
philosophers have, however, failed to examine Huxley's concept of tha
general direction of evolution:. Although Toulmin does criticise this
concept, his criticism is insefficient and casual. Since this concept
is the nerve of Huxley's argument and also of Waddingten's argument we
will examine it briefly.

The assumption that there is a general direction of evelution
raises two main questfons: (1) Is it possible? and, (2) is it desirable,
or progressive?

Huxley gives two types of reasons why he thinks that the general
direction is desirable, One is that the direction has produced, in
its last stage, the things we value for their own sake. This reason
has been examined adegquately by philosophers, D, D, Raphael has shown
that the intrinsic value criterion of the general direction involves
circularity. Besides circularity Huxley's argument suffers from
another weakness, Even supposing that circularity is not involved In
the argument, the conclusion about the desirablility of general direction
still does not follow. From the fact that the general direction has

produced, In its last phase, certaln intrinsic values, It does not
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follow that producing intrinsic values is the nature or property of the
direction. Huxley himself does not claim that the intrinsic values are
the only values that have been produced by the general direction,
Moreover, from the fact that the general direction has produced good, it
does not follow that it will produce it in tha future, Hutley's
conclusion, that the general direction is the most desirahie is,
therefore, hardly justifiahle,

It should also be noted that Huxley's gensral direction {in this
respect) is not in fact a general direction. 'Among all the millions of
living beings," as G, G, Simpson points out, 'it is fully relevant to
only one. It is not a general tendency in evolution but a tendency
limited to a very small minarity of evalving organisms and fairly
continual in late phases of the ancestry of a single one only.

An ethic so derived is not based on the nature of evolution but on
the nature of man.”26

Let us then examine Huxley's other characterization of the general
direction which he claims to have derived from the study of evelution
as a whole, As mentioned earlier, Huxley gives two features of the
direction: (1) It is toward a higher degree of drganization or
complexity; and, (2} it is open to further progress. |t is the second
feature, as we have already seen, that Huxley particularly emphasizes~~
an emphasis which includes the ethical sense of the concept. "“Anything,"
he remarks, "which permits or promotes open development is right.,
Anything which restricts or frustrates development is wrong., It 75 a
27

morality of evolutionary direction.""’ And "in this light the highest

duty of man is seen as the proper utilization of the untapped resources
28

of human beings."”
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It may be pointed out here, that unless the word 'proper' in this
quote is synonymous with 'right' the claim concerning the highest duty
cannot be made, Moreover, the concept of 'open development' must imply
the notion of full realization of increasingly higher values, DOther=
wise Huxley's open development principle of ethics would be inconsistent
with his fundamental principle of the intrinsic value of ethics.

But Huxley's fundamental difficulty lies in proving his claim that
the so-called open development morality is 'a morality of evolutionary
direction.' To do this he must show (a) that openness to developmant is
a property of the pature of evolutionary direction; and (b) that this
property is desirable or goad. For the present purpose we can disregard
(b). Mow it is highly doubtful whether Huxley can show (a), If
openness to development would be a property of evolutionary direction
no evolutionary direction would have come to what Huxley calls an
evolutionary dead-end. But Huxley himself maintains that all the main
lines~=-except one=-in evolution have came to 2 dead-~end and that '"the
true progress or the unlimited capacity for advance is rare," This
claim is also supported by G, G. Simpson whzn he says that "by far the
commonest trends in evolution are those that lead to gxtinction."zs
It seems to follow then that the hlstory of evolution trends or
directions does not support Huxley's claim that openness to developmant
is the property of evolutionary direction,

In spite of this apparent contradiction, Huxley is claiming that
not only has the general direction always bsen open to further advance
but that it will remain so in the future, His reason for this claim is
that the direction at the present level works through culture. "Purely

biological progress," he remarks, 'in fact has come to an end, but
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human progress is just beginning. There is a radical difference between
them."30 The radical difference, according to him, is that man has
acquired the use of verbal concepts and ¢an organize his experience In

a common pool, 'We can now begin te grasp," he says, "the nature and
profundity of the diffareace, The development of animals [s alvays
closed; there evolution Is always soocner or later restricted, Man's
individual developmant, on the other hand, 1s potentially oapen,,.

Animal types have limited possibilities and sconer or later exhaust
them: man has an unlimited field of possibilities, and he can never
realize all of them."3i

Huxley further emphasizes that this typs of cultural evolution
“"opens a pew and apparently indefinite ranmge of possibilitias to the
evolving world stuff Eman] and thera is every reason to believe that
through the attaipment of this new level of consciousness and social
organization the eveluticnary process has taken on a new and apparently
Indefinite lease on 1ife 132

In short, what Huxley is claiming is this. A}l directions of
biolegical evolution must come, or probably have come to a dead end but
human evolution is 'potentfally' and 'indefinitely' open to further
development,

Huxley defines the concept of the openness of evalutionary direction
in terms of patural selection. A direction remains open, according to
him, as long as natural salection faveurs [t, but comes to an end when
natural selection cannot push it any further.

But since Huxley claims that human evolution dees not work through
natural selection=-it neither pushes it, nor is human avolution pushed

any furthar by matural selection==the natural selection criterion fer

the apenness of evolutionary direction cannot be applied to human
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How if human evolution, as Huxley claims, is potentially open, and
if it is not in the natural selection sense of the term, it must then
be open in some non=natural selection sense. But Huxley simply asserts
that human evolution is potentially opan to furthesr progress; he does not
explain in what sense it 1s open, WHis argument, therefore, helps little
In this regard,

It is interesting to note that many biclogists do not agree with
Julian Huxley on his claim that biological evolution has come to an end,
But quite a féw among them thipk that the natural selection does not

favour homo sapiens and thus man, biclogically speaking, has come to a

dead end. Some even suspect that human intelligence is likely to
decline in the futura, For instance, B. Rensch remarks, "We do not

know what directlon the future evolution of homo sapiens will take, 1t

is not to be expected that his brain will improve structurally, since
natural selection has ceased to favour further progress of this kind.
It seems more 1ikely that there may be a decline, brought about by
continuous undirected mutations in the absence of natural selection to-
vard mental advance, Anéd evsn if mankind takes eugenic measures to
maintain progressive development, the significance of such action could
only be temporary; it could constitute an ultimate aim."33

This claim, if trua, certainly undermines Huxley's contention that
Yman has unlimited possibilities" and that human evolution is potentially
and indefinitely open to further progress.

Furthermore, G. G. Simpson, another well-known bioleogist,

questions Huxley's claim that there is a general direction of evalution

which can provide us with an external standard for morality. Simpsen
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writes:

| have tended to stress what | have considered
questionable or, at least, weak points in the search
for naturalistic ethics in an evolutionary contaxt,
That seems most interesting and at this time probably
most useful., However, | should also stress that as |
balieve, most evolutlonlsts agrea with Fuxlay as to
what are desirable naturalistic ethics specifically
for man and with Vaddington a2s to the evolutiocnary
origin and function of the moral senses. Disagree-
ment is mainly as to whether those conclusions really
arise from or are vallidated by any general tendency
of the evolutionary process, Dobzhansky, another
evolutionary biclogist who has deeply studied the
nature of man, biological and social, has pointed out
that even trends that really did occur in the
specific human ancestry are not necessarlly geood
guides to evolutionary ethics, For example, in
primitive man there were certainly the baginnings

of splitting not only inta races {which need not and
should pot be antagonistic) but also into dinstinct
and inevitably antagonistic species. It is also clear
that significant increase in average human Tntelli~-
gence stopped long ago~~tens of thousands of years

at least--and although not clear It is at least
possible that an opposite trend is setting in, Few
people would consider either of those developments
ethically desirable, and their undesirabillty'cﬂn be
argued on biological as well as other grounds,3

Both B. Rensch and €. G. Simpson question Julian Huxley's concept
of the genaral direction of evolution and his enormous confldence in
man's unlimited future possikilities on the grounds of avolution, It
is possible, therefore, that Huxley's concept of evolution is different
from that of Rensch and Simpson. We shall sese in chapter IV Toulmin's
argument that brands Huxley's theory as a scientific myth, Huxley seems
to be admitting that 'l may have besen oversweeping some of my
conclusions; and, | shall probably be attacked for going beyond the
boundaries of science, PBut | am sure that | have been right in
133

formulating general concluslons of this sort.,

We shall come to this point In chapter IV,
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C. H, Waddington

We shall now discuss €, H, Waddington's argument for evelutionary
ethics, |In brief, Waddington tries to support the following four
paintst

"Firstly, that the human system of social communication functions
as such an efficient means of transmitting information from one
generaticn to the next that it has becoma the m=chanism on which human
evolution mainly depends,

"Secondly, that this system of 'socio=genetic' transmission can
operate only because the psychologlcal devalopment of man is such that
the new born baby becomes moulded into a2 creature which is ready to
accept transmitted informatioon; and, | shall suggest, it is an
empirically observed fact that this acceptance is founded an the
formation of ‘autherity-bearing'® systems withip the miad which also
result in the human Individual becoming a creature which goes in for
having beliefs of the particular tone that we call ethical,

“Thirdly, | argue that observation of the world of living things
reveals a general evolutionary direction, which has a philosophical
status similar to that of healthy growth, in that both are
manifestations of the imminent propertiss of tha objective world.

"Finally, | conclude that any particular set of ethical beliefs,
which scme individual man may advance, can be meaningfully judged
accarding to their efficacy in furthering this general evolutionary
dlrections"36
The second paint, according to Waddingten, is the most critical

one in this argument, But he complains that both his eritics and
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supporters have failed to appreciate it. The reasen for this, he
thinks, is its comparative novelty and complexity,

The point Ts intended to establish that the function of ethics is
Yto make human evelution possible,' or 'te mediate human evo1uti0n;"37

Yaddingron argues: "The humar system of soclo-gesatic transmission
of information from one generation to the next can,,,only operate
successfully if the infarmation is not only transmitted but is also
received, The new born infant, Has to be moulded inte an Information
acceptor, It has to be ready to believe (In some genaral sense of that
word) what it is told.“38

Such reception, according to Waddington, must invelve authority,
And he points out that the human mind carries within 1t 'some authority
bearing factors which are responsible for developing a new born haby
into an entertainer of beliefs~-someone who goes in for believing.'

These authority bearing factors, Waddington claims, also reselt in
moulding the infant into "the sort of being who, we may say, goes in
for having ethical beliefs, It becomes what one might call an 'ethic
participant' or an ethicizing being.“39

Vaddington admits that one would like to see much more evidence,
than we have been shown, on how the authority bearing systems convert
“'the new born infznt into, on the one hand, an ethicizing beipg and,
on the other hand, 2 belief entertaining type of b@tngx"hn

But "if, In the meaptime, the point is at least tentatively
accepted," Waddington writes, '"we find ocurselves confronted with a

gquite clear cut relationship between the existence of ethical beliefs

and the evolutionary processes in the human species., So far as man's

evolution is carried on by his socio~genetic system--and, In effect, it
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is so in major part==the fact that he is an ethicizing being is an
essential cogwheel in the whole machine. Adopting the wsual terminology
of biology, we ecan say that tha function of ethicizing is to make
possible human evolution in the socio-genetfc,mode.”h‘

Although Vaddington's argument is somewhat unclear, it seems to show
the following: The so=called authority-bearing factors in the human
mind develop two types of capabilities In a new born baby: (1) The
general capability of entertaining all sorts of beliefs. This makes
a baby that Waddington calls a belief entertaining type of being; and,
(2) the ethicizing capability==the capahility of entertaining ethical
beljefs-=which makes him an 'ethicizing being,’'

tiow, Maddington claims that the capability of ethicizing is an
"essential cogwheal in the whole machlne,'" It makes evolution possible,
But surely the ethicizing is a limited capability==it s limited to
ethical beliefs only., Does this mean that only ethical beliafs are
essential to mediate human evolution? WYhat about non-ethical beliefs?
Ethical beliefs are but a part of the whole of human beliefs (ar ideas,
or entire conceptual systems), Ore should, therefore, think that the
general capability of having bellefs must be "an essential cogwheel in
the whole machins,"!

It may be mentioned, at this point, that Waddingten's language
here is extremaly loose. Thus, one is not likely to reach a definite
conclusion. He seems to be suggesting that the general activity of
believing is not possible without ethicizing; for believing, according
to him, Involves authority, and authority is essentially connected
with ethical beliefs, 'We can see," he says, "that an essential part

of this mechanism is that the human being must be hrought into a
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condition in which it will act as a receiver of the message transmitted,
Such reception Tnvolves acceptance of autherity, Ethical beliefs, which
are essentially beliefs about the nature of the most authoritative
demands, are a part of the human system for receiving transmittad
informal:ic,m.“‘[*2 Further, "The functioning of our socio=genetic mechanisms
demands that we should accept some sart of authority and ethical beliefs
are one of the kind that in practice play this role."h3

Without pursuing this point any further, we may navertheless ask
if ethical beliefs function as a sort of transmittaer of socio=genstic
information, how they themselves are transmitted,

Let us assumz with Yaddington that the function of ethicizing is
to make human evolution possible, Where doss this assumption lead?
VWaddington explains: '"Once we have assigned the function to a general
type of activity wa have a rational criterian against which to judae
any particular example of that activity. To say that scmething has a
function is not merely to assign causal efficacy te it, but implies
further that the causal petwork of which it is a part, has a wholesoma
general character, A particular example of the activity can then be
Judged by how well it brings about the realization of that character,

"It is a criterion of this kind which we can hope to apply to
human ethical beliefs. We have first to try to ascertain the general
character of human evolution or, indeed, of animal evolution as a
whole, We have then to enquire of any particular ethical balief
which comes to our attention, how effective it is in mediating this
empirlcally ascertained course of evolutiopary change."qh

The upshot of this argument is that to mediate human evolution Is

the function of ethics and its functional efficacy in this regard is
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its criterion, Waddington calls this criterion Biological Wisdom,
This, according to Waddington, s an entirely new concept in evolution=-
ary ethics, He claims that his criterion of Biological Wisdom does not
involve the naturalistic fallacy por doss it involve the circularity
which Huxley's argument does, Before we discuss these claims, we should
see what |s involved in this criterion. Waddington tries to explaln it
by the following example. '"Consider, for example, the activity of
eating. Thea human pnew born infant has flrst to develop Into the sort
of greature that goes in for eating. |In this davelopment innate factors
prebably play a much greater role, and extrinsic factors a lesser one,
than they do in the development of the infant into an ethicizing being,
but this alteration in the relative importance of the two types of
factors is of minor consequence in the present context, HNext the child
will acquire certain specific food habhits, becoming accustomed to and
accepting a particular diet, This is a2 process analogous to the
development of specific formulated ethical beliefs.' In order to find
a basis for criticizlag these food habits we have first to enquire what
is the function of eating. We find that it is to make possible the
growth of the body. [Inspecting the growth of human beings on a wide
basis we discover that it manifests a general character which wa
describe as health. We can then ask of any particular food habit or
diet how effactive it Is in bringing about healthy growth, The
criterion we are applying here Is one in general accordance with the
nature of the world as we observe it. |If any individual approachas a
nutritfonist and says that he prefers to grow im an abnormal and
unhealthy manner, the putritionist can do no more than tell him that

if he does so he will be out of step with nature, The criteria, of
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hiological wisdem in the case of ethics, or healthy growth in the case
of eating, which can ba derived in this way, are immanent in nature as
we find it, not suparposed on it From outside."lllj
It is not certain whathar this example explains Vaddington's ¢laim
made in his second peint of the argumant, The claim (s that the
observatlon of the world of llving things reveals a general avolutionary
direction which has a philosophical status simllar to that of healthy
growth, in that both are manifestations of the immanent properties of the
objective world,
There are two assumptions involved in this claim: (1) Evolution
has a general direction. We shall discuss it later; And (2) thas general
direction has a philosophical status similar to that of healthy growth,
in that both are manifestations of the immanant properties of the
objective world, In other words, the general direction is progressive
and its progress itself is a manifestatien of the property of the
objective world, The concepg of progress, as has been discussed in
detail in chapter |, is very important in evolutionary ethics, But it
is also difficult to define in terms of evolution for It involves values,
J. B, 5. Haldane has correctly said:t ''“When we speak of progress in
evolution we are already leaving the relatively firm ground of
scientific objectivity for the shifting morass of human values.“kﬁ
Waddington tries to define the concept of evalutionary progress in
terms of what he calls physiological health, In the example quoted
above he claims that healthy growth is a manifestation of the immanent
property of pature. But he does not support this claim with evidence.
G. 6. Simpson tells us that "cancerous growth is as much a manifestation
of nature 2s healthy gqrowth and that by far the commonest trends in

h7

evolution are those that lead to extinctlon."



42

Waddington, at this point, might say that cancerous growth is
not in 'accordance with the nature of the world as we obsarve it,* or
Is ‘out of step with nature,' or perhaps Is ‘abpormal.’ WYaddington
does not explain what he means by 'ths general accordance with nature'
or by the phrasa 'owt of step with nature,' He szems to ba joplying
that healthy growth goes along with nature which amounts to saying
that what is "matural! or 'normal' iz healthy. WYe shall see in
chapter IV that Anthony Quinton argues that the concepts of 'nmatural
and 'normal' in connection with health, involves extra=biological
implications.

Vhat is natura) Is healthy, in this contaxt, is perbaps wrong.

It is difficult to deny that decay and disease are natural phenomena,
Thus Waddington's clalm that healthy growth is a2 manifestation of the
irmanent property of nature is questionable,

As to the concept of evolutionary grewth or progress Waddington
says: "'The general anagenesis (considered as progressive trend) of
evolution is towards what may crudely be called richness of experience,
In the human evolutionary system, progress in this direction demands
the formation of mental systems having scme degree of authorfty..“.ha

Waddington's 'richness of experience' does szem to be not only a
'crudely® but also a vaguely defined concept of evolutionary progress,
It is even Vveguer than Herbert Spencer's langth and breadth of life
concept of evolutionary progress. Waddington does not explain how the
general direction which s towards richness of experience 'has a
philosophical status similar to that of healthy growth, In that both are
manifestations of the lrmanent properties of the objective world,!

The concept of evolutionary proaress presupposes the existence of
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some general or over=-all direction to which the concept of pregress is
to be applied. WYWe have already pointed out that the concept of tha
existence of such a direction involves difficulties, Both
G, G, Simpson and Dopbzhansky have argued that thea gereral direction is
not posszibie.
€. H. Vaddingten thinks otherwise. And he is claiming more than
other biologists who believe In tha existence of some general direction
of evolution. In his own words: 'The existence of such direction has
been asserted by many other authors, who have usually referred to It as
the direction of evolutlonary progress. This implies merely that a
change in this direction has happened to occur, and that the direction
is one which we are willing to recognize as progressive. | have, howsver,
asserted, or at least implied, something rather more than this, namely,
that the direction is one which In some ways arises as a resolt of the
general structure of the universe, that is, It is not merely a directiaon
in which progress happens to have occurred, but, in some of its aspects
at least, it has the character of an inevitable consequence of the
nature of the evonlutionary process and the organisms invalved fin It."‘}9
Waddington, again, is here merely asserting, but rnot supporting,
the claim that tha general dlrection of avolution Marlses as & result
of the general structure of the universe." |Instead, he is saying,
"The major point about opening anagenesis, which is important to the
thesis | am advancing here, |s that it has occurred. This | take to
be estahlished by the consensus of general biclogical opinlon,"so
There is something odd involved here, Earlier, WYaddington told
us that he is claiming more than many other biologists claim with

respect to the concept of general direction of evolution. According to




44

him they take the occurance of the general direction to bea accidental,
while he is taking it to be a result of the general structure of the
universe, MNow Waddington is saying that he takes the general direction
to be establishad by the consensos of the general biological opinion,
Waddington does not ¢larify whether the biological consensus supports
the accidental theory or his own theory of the general direction, |f
it supports the latter, than MWaddington cannot say that he is claiming
more than the majority of hiologists claim In this respect. But if it
supports the former, and in fact it does do so=-=-Waddington himself says
that most of the biclogists ascribe to it=--then Yaddington's claim does
not hold. In other words, he can not claim that the general direction
arises as 2 result of the general structure of the universe, and
pregress has cccurred as an "ipevitahle consequence of the nature of
the evalutlonary process,"

In fact Yaddington does not have to seek support from the ceonsensus
of general biological opinion in this respect, if he can show that the
general direction has occurred as a rasult of the general structure
of the universe, and progress has occurred as an inevitable consaquenca
of the nature of evolutionary process,

It may be pointed out that if Waddington cannot prove these claims
the consensus of general biological opinfon cannot be substituted as a
proaf in this regard,

If for the sake of argument Yaddington's concept of agenaral
direction is accepted it can be used, so Waddington balleves, as a
criterfon for ethics, Since the function of ethics, according to

Waddington, is to mediate human evolution or the gsneral direction of

evolution, the direction can be used to determine which system of
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ethigal beliefs functions most efficiently. In Waddington's words:
"Finally, | conclude that any particular set of ethical bellefs, which
some individual man may advance, can be meaningfully judged according
to their effficacy in furthering this general evolutionary diraction.“SI

We shall come to the concept of efficacy of biglogical beliefs in
chapter 1V, However, we will conclude this discussion by presenting
Waddington's claim that his theory does not involve the naturalistic
fallacy.

The fallacy, as he observes, is that one cannot logically pass
from 'is' to 'ought' or one cannot derive moral utterances from
statements of fact, Waddington first makes a distinction between
ethical rules and imperatives, 'Shut the door,'" he remarks, "Is an
imperative, but not an ethical rule, Perhaps most such imperatives
that occur to one at first thought are in some way, subordinate to
ethical rules. PBut there is no logical contradiction in suggesting
that there may be such imperatives or principles of policy which are
of supra-ethical status... Ve can, with perfect logical consistency,
conceive of an aim or principle of policy which, while not itself in
its essence an ethical rule, wonld epable us to judge between different
ethical rules, It Is for such 2 principle that | am searching, and
which 1 ¢laim to ba discoverable in the notion which | have referred
to as ‘biclogical wisdom.'“52

The problem of naturalistic fallacy is carefully examined in
chapter 1V by Anthony Quinton and A, G. M. Flew. Therefore, | do not

need to discuss it here.
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Theodosius Dobzhansky

The attempt to derive ethles from the so=called general direction
of evolution is criticized by Theodosius Dobzhansky and George Gaylord
Simpson, who, in Waddington's wpinien, are 'deeply learnad biologists
who hava added greatly to our understanding of human BVD'UIIOH."SB

Dobzhansky contends that "moral rightness and wrongness have meanling
anly in connection with persons who are free agents and who conseaquentiy
are able to choose between different ideas and between possible course
of action, Ethics presuppases-freedom.”5“

Dobzhansky next claims that man is a free agent. "The ability of
man," he says "to checose freely betwsen jdeas and acts is one of the
fundamental characteristics of human evolution, Pearhaps freedom is
even the most important of all the specifically human attrlbutes.“55
Dobzhansky does not, however, explain the concept of freedom. He
simply points out that human freedom is wider than “necessity
comprehended" which, he says, "is the only kind of freadom recognized

by Harxlsts."s6

It is wider In the sense, he tells us, that man can
dafy necessity at least in his imagination,

It may be pointed out that human freedom is not the simple self-
evident fact that Dobzhansky apparently takes it to be. For he
produces no argument to support the statement. Freedom is a
notoriously difficult concept. And | do not wish to be trapped by it,
But since Dobzhansky's argument is based on this concept we must
briefly discuss It in the context of evolution.

Dobzhansky seems to be putting, though not explicitly, the question

of freedom in genatic terms, The question in these terms becomes

vhether or not human behavigur is determined by genes, Like other
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protagonists of cultural evolution, Dobzha%Sky argues against what may
be called genetic determinism and thinks that by showing genetic
indeterminism he has shown human freedom, We shall argue that the so-
called genetic determinism or indaterminism does not have any beaaring on
the guestion af fresdom.

Dobzhansky argues: ' It must now be emphasized that, although
biological evolution has made cultural evolution passible, it has not
determinad what this cultural evolution should be, Cultural history [s
not blological history, in the sense that, given the genetic constitution
which the human species actually has, human history could not Lsic]
have takan a variety of courses different from the course it actually
took. The most important agents which propel human history are
contained in that history itself, not in the stuff of which human genas
are made, Historical events of tha past could not be deducad, nor could
future ones be predicted with any precision, only from a knowledge of
the human genotype, no matter how complete,' and, "“"Watural selection
has not propagated genes for ethlcs, or genses for inventing Euclidean
geometry, propounding evolutionary theories, composing musical
symphenies, painting landscapes, making 2 million dollars on Wall
Street, loving the soil, or becoming a military leader. Such genss
simply do not exist, Genss do not transmit and do not determine
specific componments or our cultural heredity.”57

All this may be true, Still, this does not solve the guestion of
freedom. Dobzhansky's argument shows that certain aspects of human
behaviour are not determined by genes, or in his own words, '"that

n58

human behaviour, in the main is genetically unfixed, Rut this doss

not show that the genetic indeterminism implies human freedom., In fact
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gengtic determinism does not apply to human fraedom, HMote the statement
in the quotation: 'The most important agents which propel human history
are contained in the history itself, not in the stuff of which human
ganes are made'; and, "Such gzres (genes for ethics, for iaventing
Euclidean geometry, composing muslcal symphonies... etc.) simply do not
exist," If there exist no genes for certain types of human activities
which, according to Dobzhansky, involve freedom and chaice, then, that
is that, The very questlon of human freedom in genetic terms becaomes
illegitimate.

But it becomes legitimate in a wider context of evolution. Human
behavior, in this context, is conslidered to be determined either by
genes, or by the envirvonment, or by both, In none of these cases,
howaver, can behavior be considered as freea if wa define free behavior
as the kind of behavior which results from human will., WMe will not
attempt to explain the conzcept of will, Ve can say, nonethaless, that
free behavior is something more than that behavior which is determined
by genes or the environment. For the sake of arqgument, we shall propose
will as an alternative cause of human behavior which we call free,

Dobzhansky claims to have shown that human behavior is not
entiraly determined by genes, Yet he has not shown that it is not
datermined by envirorment. Rather he is claiming, and as an
evoluticnist he must claim it, that human hehavior is determined by
both genes and culture. In his own words: "“human behavior is in the
main genetically unfixed; it is acquired in the process of socialization,
of training recelved from other individuals, |1ts base is set by the

genes, but the direction and extent of its development are, for the
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most part, culturally rathér thanlbtorlcg‘ically,‘determined.”59

It is of course true that cultural determinism is quite different
from genstic determinism. One can argus that culture itsalf can be
determined, to scme extent, by human desires and choices, lo fact, the
whole concept of cultural conditioning of human behavior is considerably
ambiguous, For instance, Dobzhansky maintains that tha laws of human
evolution, i.2,, cultural laws, "are not deducible from, although also
not contrary to biological ‘laws."60 He does not explain why cultural
laws, while not contrary to biological laws, are not deducible from
them, Mor does he define in what sense he is using the term 'law' in
this context. Since he claims that laws of human evolution are not
contrary to biolegical laws, cne can assume that he is taking laws of
human evolution to be sclentific laws, Now, he also claims that 'one
of the fundamental characteristics of human evolution* is 'the ability
of man to choose freely between ideas and acts,! Moreover, he contends
that ‘perhaps freedom is even the most important of all the specifically
human attributes,' |Is human freedom, thus, a scientific law of human
evolutien, or, is it implied by the laws of human evolution? Dbviously
an answer to the foregoing question is not altogether clear,

As mentioned earlier, the concept of cultural conditioning Is quite
ambiguous, whereas, the concept of freedom is rathar complex. Furthar-
more, we stated that, in the context of cultural evolution, one can
legitimately argue that culture itself can be influenced by human cholces
and desires. Let us, then, concede Dobzhansky's claim that freedom is
one of the fundamental features of human evolution, We shall aiso agree
that “ethics presupposes fresdom."

Let us now examine Dobzhansky's views on evolutionary ethics. Any
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theory of evolutionary ethies, according to him, must satisfy the
following two conditions: (1) It must establish the gsneral direction
of evolutlon; and, (2) 1t must give reasons why this direction should
be accepted as good, "No theory of evolutionary ethics,'" he remarks,
ican be acceptable unless it gives a satisfactory explanation of just
why the promotion of evolutionary development must be regarded as the
SuEmUm bunmn."ﬁ'
Concerning the first condition Dobzhansky observes: ''‘There is no
single trend in evolution, but rather many different trends ip different
organisms, To be sure, some trends predominate in the evolution of
some groups. Thus, the development of the cerebral functiens, of
intelligence, seems to have been the dominant trend in human evolution.
Continuation of intellectual development hecomes, then, 2 moral duty of
mankind. But this Is surely not the whole story, Human evolution has
also involved many other trends, some of which were more constant than
others, some which reversed themselves, and some which are of a
degenerative character, Thus there was for some time in the history of
mankind a trend towards the differentiation of the human species into
races, and towards bimlogical divergence of races, FMore recently, this
was reversed because of the Increasing mobility of human populations
and of intermarriage between them, and human races began to cOHVEFQB."sz
Dobzhansky then raises a question: Which of these trends should
then be the basis of our athics? The answer to this question involves
a choice, It Is necessary to decide which trend is good. The decision,
cannot then be based on factwal observation that a trend has occured

but must invelve some other, and quite distinct, ethical criterion,

Dobzhansky further argues: ''Suppose, however, that future studfes
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of human hiology and evolution tell us exactly what the direction of
evolution in general, and of human evelution in particular, has been,*
Here he poses another guestion: '“Just why should we take for granted
this direction is good”?63

Dobzhansky's answer to this guestion is mot satisfactory. He gives
the following reasons why he thinks we should not take the general
direction of evolution as good: "The very fact that man knows he has
evolved and is evolving means that he is able to contemplate speeding
up his evolution, slowing [t down, stopping it altogether, or changing
its direction.”ek

Although Dobzhansky's ‘very fact' is questionable==for having
evolutionary knowledge does not mean having the ability to stop, slow
down, or change the direction of evolution==}f it were true it would
show that no general direction of evelution is possible, because man
has the ability to change or stop it. Dobzhansky originally intends to
offer this fact as 2 reason against taking the evolutionary direction
as good, But actually, it turns out to be a reason against the
possibility or the establishment of the direction.

it appears as though Dobzhansky is obsessed with the idea of
freedom, He uses this idea in two sensas~=though he does not distinguish
them himself==in coennection with the concept of the general direction
of evolution, According to one, no direction of evolution Is possible,
for man is free; and he is able to slow down, stop, or change this
direction. According to the other, no general direction can be taken
for granted, as being good, for man is free to guestion the qoodhess or
the wisdom of anything. The first claim may be guestionable, but it

does not involve, what may be called, an obsessive use eof the concept
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of freedom, We shall, thereforz, examine the second sense of ths
concept., It presupposes the existence of the genzral direction of
evolution, BRut the existence of the direction doss pot imply, as
pointed out earlier, that the direction is goed, Whether it is good
or bad is an ethical evaluation. Ethical evaluation, according to
Dobzhansky, presupposes freedom, To fquote him again: ''Moral
rightness and wrongness have meaning only in connection with persons
who are free agents, and who are consequently able to choosa betwaen
different ideas and betwsen possible courses of action, Ethics
presupposas freedom,'

It should be emphasized, that in the psrspesctive of ethics, the
role of freedom is mainly presuppositional. In a very loosa sensz, it
means that we can choose from a certain range of ethica) options, HMow
this supposed ability to choose cannot be a criterion for our choice.
For, if it were, we would not need ethics at all, Mow, when we say
that Dobzhansky seems to be obsessad with the idea of freedom, what we
mean [s that he seems to be taking freedom as an ethica) criterion,

He writes: 'Despite any exhortations to the contrary, man will not
permanentiy deny himself the right to guestion the wisdom of anvthing,
including the wisdem of his evolutionary direction., He may rebel
against this direction, even though it may be shown to be bansficial
one. Just such an ‘unreasonable' reballion was envisaged by

Dostoevsky in his Letters from the Underworld, Man is likely to prefer
to be free rather than to be reasonable."65 Although he is not explicit,
Dobzhansky seems to be implying here that anything that tinkers with
freedom must be rebelled against even [T the rebellion may be
'unreasanable', In other words, freedom, Is the ultimate criterion of

choice for him. Furthermore, there is something odd in setting
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'fresdom'! and 'reason' as alterpatives. Why cannot a reasonable man
be a free man?

As Tndicated earlier, freedom, is presupposed in an ethical
perspective. Thus, [t cannot be used as an ethical criterion, Ethical
cholce regquires that one must be free to choosz, Ilv also requiras that
one should choose on some rational grounds. Now, one is entitled to say
that he is free not to choose, or, free not to choose on rational
grounds; but, he would no longer be doing ethics in such a case,

Dobzhansky says that ethics is "unthinkable without freedom." One
is lad to wonder if ethics is possible with Dobzhansky's unreasonable

freedom.

George Gaylord Simpson

George Gaylord Simpson has long been involved In the search for an
ethic based on evolution. But his main contribution in this regard
lies in clarifying and often criticizing the attempts made by other
biologists in this direction, His own attempt, as we shall see, 15 a
failure and, surprisingly, not as clear as one would expect Trom him,

Simpson, 1ike Dobzhansky, believes that freedom is nacessary for
making ethical choices; but unlike Dobzhansky, Simpsen does not end
with denying the possibiltity of evolutionary ethics. He gees on to
seek a rational criterion of ethics in human evolution.

Simpson recognizes ‘'knowledge’ and ‘responsibility' as fundamental
human characteristics without which human evolution is not possible,
But, he does not attempt to define either, tha concept of knowledge,
or, the concept of responsibility,

"Responsibility," according to Simpson, "is rooted in the true
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nature of man, It has arisen from and is inherent in his evolutionary
history and status. Responsibility Is something that he has just
bacause he is human and not something that he can choose to accept or
refuse, 66

Simpson particularly stressas the non-delegatability of
responsibility, It is, according te him, entirely personal, "It
cannot be rejected or unconditionally handed over to others, The attempt
to do this is ethically wrong, and the responsibllity remains where it
was,,. In the last analysls persona) responsibility is nan-delegatable.
Not only is every individual personally responsible for any actions by
delegates or representatives of his, but he cannot ethically, even in
semblance, delegate any responsibility for his own actions and for all
their resul ts."‘67

From the concepts of knowledge and responsibility Simpson attempts
to derive what he calls 'the basic material ethic.,' In his own words:
"As a first proposition of evolutionary ethics derived from specifically
human evelution it is submitted that premotion of knowledge Is
essentially good!"68 "Promotion," according to him, involves "both the
acquisition of new truths or of closer approximation to truth (meta=-
phorically the mutations of the new evolution) and also its spread hy
communication to others and by their acceptance and learning of it
{metaphorically its heredfty)-"ﬁs

Simpson reinforces his main principle, i.e., promotion of knowledge
is essentially good, with another principle which is based on the
concept of responsibility. "YYHuman responsibility," he asserts,

"requires, in each iIndividual, as wall as in society as a whole, that

the search for knowledge be 3 search for truth, as unbiased as possible
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to human bejpngs: that probable truths, as discovered, be tested by
every means that can be devised, that these truths be communicated in
such a way as is most |ikely to ensure their right utilization and
incorporation into the genera) body of human knowledge, and that those
who should receive this knowledge seek it, sharea in its communication,
and in their turn examine and test with as little prejudice as possible
whataver is submitted as t:r'utl'!."70

The concept of perscnal responsibility, according to Simpson, Is
correlated with another human evolutionary characteristic, that of
“high individualization." From this he derives that "it is good, right
and moral to recognize the integrity and dignity of the individual and
to promate the realization, or fulfillment, of individual capacitles,
1t is bad, wrong and immoral to fail in such recognition or to impede
such fulfillment, This ethic applies first of all to the individual
himself and te the integration and development of his own persenality.
It extends farther te his social group and to all mankind. MNegatively,
it s wrong ta develop one individual at the expense of any other.
Positively, it is right to devalop all in the greatest degree possible
to each within the group as a whole. Individuals vary greatly in other
capacities, but integrity and dignity are capable of equal development
in all.“Ti

Simpsan claims that these principles have the widest applications
to human conduct., He believes that these principles "lead to
unequivocal decisions concerning the choice between conflicting
ideclogies which,' he considers as "the broadest problem of mankind."

The unequivocal decisions, according to him are as Tollowss




1. Autheritarianism is wrong, for it involves an attempt to
delzgate the non-delegatable responsibility and to evade responsibility
for subsequent actions of the delegate. ''This is an ethically wrong
denial of the personal responsibility inherent in hature."?z

2. Totalitarianism is wrang, for it eamnot conceivably be
reconciled with an ethical system that admits the goodness of knowledge,
the ineradicable existence of personal responsikility and the value of
individual integrity and dignity,

3. Democracy, with a few exceptions is right. In his cwn words:
"Governments called democracies are by no me2ans all ethically right by
our standards and none Is free of many ethically bad aspects., Yet an
ethically good state, one based on the fact of personal responsibility
by e2ach of its members and organized to promote the acquisition,
dissemination, and acceptance of truth in all fields, to maintain the
integrity and dignity of every individual, and to enable max imum
possible realization of personal capacities=-such a government would
necessarily be a democracy."?3

While not examining Simpson's argument in detail, we should note,
however, a basic weakness which consists in Simpson's identifying what
is necessary with what is good, In human evolution.

Simpson, as has already been seen, takes knowledge and responsibility
as necessary for human evolution. He bases his ethical principle on
these essentials, taking them as good. And we shall sae that he
takes them as good because they are essentials,

Consider the following three cases:

1. "The most essential matarial factor in thes naw evolution

seams to be just this: Knowledga, together, necessarily, with its
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spread and inheritance. As a first proposition of evolutionary ethics
derived from specifically human evolution, it is submitted that
promotion of knowledge is essentially good."7h

2. '"Responsibility is something that he has just because he is
human, and not something that he can choose to accept or to refuse, It
cannot be rejected or unconditionally handed over to others, Teo do this
is ethically wrong."75

3. "t is Personal responsibility==correlated with anothar human
evoletionary characteristic, that of high individualization, From this
relationship arises the ethical judgement that it is good, right, and
moral to recognize thz integrity and dignity of individual capacities,
it is bad, wrong, and immoral to fail in such recognition or to impede
such fulfil]ment.“76

These examples clearly show the types of error pointed out earliar.
Simpson here is not deducing the goodness of these suggested ethical
principles from the facts of evolution: he is simply assarting their
goadness,

This account of Simpson's ethics may be closed by an apologetic
note by Simpson written in his later essay, 'Biology and Ethics,'

“Let us not he too dismayed if some attempts to set up naturalistic
ethics turp out themselves to be fallacious, or if we cannot al) agrez
as to either the origin or criteria for paturalistic ethics. |t would
be enough to go on with if we could conclude that naturalistic ethics
are eventually possihle. |In fact, | believe we can do conslderably

better than that."77
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€. D, Leake

We shall now examine another ‘notable' attempt to base mthics on
science, particularly on evnlutlonary biology. It is notable in the
sense that it is a cooperative attempt by some of the 'distinguished
American biologists.' This 15 reportad in C. D. Leaka's essay
"Ethicogenesis' published in The Scientific Monthly, April, 1945,
Leake's main work, in this essay, lies in connecting what he calls "a
naturally operative principle of ethics" with the biological argument,
The principle itself, he says, is a joint 'discovery' of the scientists
mentioned in the essay., 1t may be interesting though not strictly
relevant, to read how this joint venture came about. It reads in the
essay, like this:

The American Association for the Advancement of Science
had met in Palo Alta in 1939, It was thought that some
of the quests at tha meetling might be interested in a
picnic In the redwoods, The Pharmacology Laboratory of
the University of Californla Medical Center in San
Francisco had been accustomed to spand Sundays in seminar
discussion in a redwood grove on the San Lorenzo River,
To one of these meetings Edwin Grant Conklin, C. Judson
Herrick, and 0laf Larsell were invited., |In honor of our
quests, tha seminar discussion took the form of dehate
between Otto Guttentag and Charles Gurchot om the
influence of German and French philosophers on the
biolegical sciences, This discussion provided a spring=-
board for those who were assembled togsther under the
sheltering arms of the redwoods to discuss a biological
basis for ethics,

The conversation developed as to whether or not
it might be possible to discover a naturally operative
principle that governs human conduct. It was
appreciated that such a principle might ba of the same
character as the principle of the conservation of
eneray. To be naturally operative, the principle
would have to function whether we are awarea of it or
not, or whether we like it or pnot., However, it was
clear in the discussion that if we could recognize it,
it might be helpful to us by indicating thes manper in
which we could take advantage of it to our benefit.
Certainly it has baen helpful since Helmholtz's brief
formulation to appreciate the principle of the
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conservation of snergy!

fis a tentative statement of such a principle,
we induced from the plethora of examples in universal
experience the following: ''The probabllity of
survival of 3 relationship between individual humans
or groups of humans increases with the extent to
which that relationship is mutually satisfying,"
This statement may ba formulated in other ways, to
emphasize different considerations: ‘'The more a
relationship between human individuals or groups is
mutwally satisfying, the lenger it tends to last,'
or YBehaviour patterns betwesn individual persons
or groups of pecple, tend to become adjustad (by
trial and miss) toward those which yield the greatest
mutual satisfaction.," It is implied that the concept
of "qood" davelops in a manner which |s dependent
upon these more or less satisfying behavior patterns...

It was appreciated that the statement is a
special case of the more general principle: '"The
probability of survival of individual, or groups of,
living things increases with the degree with which
they harmonicusly adjust themselves to each other
and their environment." As & corollary of the
Darwinian principle of evolution, the formujgtion
thus becomas a biological baslis for ethics.?

| shall now examine the alleged derivation of the so-called
'‘naturally operated principle of ethics' from the biclogical argument.
This argument is put forth by C. D, Leake, There are four steps in it:

1. "We are discovering that knowledge about ourselves and our
environment makes it possible for us to add significantly to the broad
and lasting satisfactions of us all. This supgests at once that
scientific endeavor has moral value,

"With increasing knowledge derived from the various levels of
scientific endeavar, it now appears that we have sufficlent facts of a
verifiable nature regarding ourselves and our environment to estimate
the moral value of their implications; that is, to determine their
ethical significance... When a fact is recognized, its conjugate,
which is its value, at once becomes importamt."79

2. "From a consideration of our biclogical knowledge, the
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implication is c¢lear at once that survival for an individval living
thing or for a particular living species, is ''good” for that Tndividual
or that species, Survival is good in the very significant sense that
if the species fails to survive, "goodnass" has no further meaning for
that speaies."ao

3., Uhatever is conducive to survival of an individual or a species,
is tharefore good, The general principle in this rengard i1s: “The
probability of survival of individual, or groups of, Tivipg things
increases with tha degrea with which they harmoniously adjust them=
selves to each other and their envirpﬁment."g'

4, A paturally operative principle of ethics is a cerollary of
the general principle noted in 3, A naturally operative principle of
ethics Is this: "The probability of survival of a relationship between
individual humans or groups of humans increases with the extent to which
that relationship is mutually satlsfying."sz

I shall now attempt to examine these points,

First of all, C. 0, Leake does not explain what he means by the
concept of '""broad and lasting satisfactions." This is a key concept
in his argument and unless [t Is precisely daefined, his argument tells
us little, He employs this concept as an ethical criterion,

Leake believes, that the implications of scientific facts have
moral values or 'ethical significance' which, he ssems to be
suggesting, may be determined by the 'satisfaction' criterion. This
amounts to saying that a scientific implication is good if it gives
'broad and lasting satisfactions to all of us,' otherwise it is not

good. | may point out again that unless the concept of satisfaction

is clarified, this argument leads nowhere,




In the second step, Leake claims that the clear implication of
biological knowledge is that “'survival for an individual living thing
or for a particular living species, is good for that individual or that
species,'" Why Is survival good? According to the satisfaction
criterion, the answer ta this question should ba: because survival
gives 'broad and lasting satisfactions to all of us,' But this is not
the reason that is used by Leake, The reason why survival is good,
according to him, is this: {f the specles fails to survive ‘goodness
has ne meaning for that species.' How, this is qulte an absurd reason,
The statement, "if the species fails to survive, goodness has no
further meaning for that species'' does not imply that survival is good,
What it implies is that In order that goodness has further meaning for
a species, the species must survive, 1In other words, survival of a
species is necessary for Its having further meaning of goodness, But
if survival itself is good, the talk of further meaning of goodness
is absurd.

This makes the canclusion in step 3, invalid. The conclusion that
conducivensss to survival is good can not be drawn unless it is
established that survival itself is good, Since this cannot be dona
meaningfully, as shown earlier, the conclusion that conducivenzss to
survival is good does not follow,

Now consider the so-called naturally operative principle of ethics,
It states '"The probability of survival of a relationship between
individua) humans or groups of humans increases with the axrtend to
which that relationship 1s mutually satisfying." To be naturally
operative, we are told, tha principle would have to function whether we

are aware of 1t or not whather we like it or not." Now this sort of
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principle cennot simply be an ethical principle. An ethieal principle
may not necessarily invelve human likes or dislikes but it must involve
rationality. Therefore, it simply cannot Function if we are not aware

Bf it.
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111, EARLY PHILOSOPHERS ON EVOLUT IORARY ETHICS

This chapter discusses Henry Sidgwick's and G, E. Moore's
examination of Herbert Spencer's evelutionary ethics,

Before | proceed, | must make an apologetic note. | have attempted
to paint out, Tn this chapter, that some of the criticism of Spencer’s
ethics, made by both Professors Sidgwlek and G, E, Moore, seems to be
misdirected, This does not imply that | support Spencer's position. |
agree with them that Spericer’s ethics is not sound, | believe, however,
that their eriticism In this regard, remains on the surface. But | am
not fully confident in making this commant, The reason s this:
Spencer's way of writing is such that it is excessively difficult to
reach a definite conclusion about his pasition, '"We cannot insist upon,'
as Moore remarks, "Mr, Spencer's words as a certain clue to any
definite meaning, that is only because he generally expresses by them
several inconsistant aiternatives.“1

Therefore, it is not unlikely that my criticism of Sidgwick and
Boore in the following pages is based on my misreading of Spencer.

We shall commence with Henry Sidgwick. His main eriticism of

Herbert Spencer's ethics is contained in his book Lectures on Ethics,

published after his death, in 1902, These lectures, which also axamine
the theories of T. H. Green and J, Martineau, were not prepared for
publication by Professor Sidgwick, himsalf, and are “therefore
unhappily without the modifications and improvements which they might
have received at his hands."2 Mevertheless, they present a careful and
detajled exposition and criticism of Spencer's ethics. Professor

Sidgwick has examined almost every Important question raissd by
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Spancer in Data of Fthics, The examination, of course, is more

suggestive than elaberate., To work out and discuss all his suggestions
is beyond our present scope, Here we shall deal only with his
¢riticism of Spencer's evolutionary criterion of ethics,

As mentioned in chapter 1, Spencer attempts to show that we call
'good the acts conducive to life in itself or others and bad those
which directly tend towards death speclal or general."3 This criterion,
according to Spencer, involves an assumption of 'extreme significance,’
that is, that "1ife is worth living.' Life is werth living, he tells
us, because it "brings a2 surplus of agreeable feeling," or brings more
pleasure than pain, Why does Spancer sstimate life's worth in terms of
pleasure? His answer is that it is one notion on which both pessimists
and optimists agree. "Both their arguments," he remarks, "assume (t to
be self-evident that 1ife Is good or bad according as it does or does
not bring a surplus of agreeahle feellngs."h He argues forther that
Y'since avowed or implied pessimists, and optimists of one or other
shade, taken together constitute all men, it results that this postulate,
is universally acceptad.“s It may be pointed out here, that "being
universally accepted" does not necessarily make a postulate true, And
it is guestionable whether the postulate in question is self-evident as
claimed by Spencer. Spencer further claims that Y'mo school can avoid
taking for the ultimate moral aim a desirable state of fesling called
by whatever name-=gratification, enjoyment, happiness, Pleasure
somewhere, at some time, to some heings, is an inexpugnahle element of
the conception."6

According to Sidgwick, conducliveness to |ife and conduciveness to

pleasure are different ends of human conduct, But Spencer, Sidgwick
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tells us, "often seems simply and as a matter of course to treat the
two ends as coincident, and therefore convertible for purposes of
ethical reasoning;"7

But such coincidence between |ife and pleasure, according to
Sidgwick (s not possible unless Spencer proves optimism or refutes
pessimism, 'Pessimism, In fact, "Sidgwick says, "'stands in the way,
declaring that life does not bring with it a surplus of agreeable
feeling. Hr. Spencer seems to assume an aptimistic view as to the
coincidence of 1ife and pieasure which needs more argu’ment."8

It may be pointed out here, that to prove optimism is nat to
prove the so-called coincidence. To do the former, according to
Sidagwick, is to show the proposition that life brings more plzasure
than pain, or life brings a surplus of agreeable feelings. To prove
the latter is to prove the general proposition that "maximum guantity
of life is conducive to maximum quantity of pleasure."9 In other words,
what he is emphasizing here is that if life and pleasure are coincident,
then 1ife cannot contain pain, "For obviously,” he says, “in
proportion as life is shown to contain pain the ends diverg:,"loand
thus the coincidence [s not possible, Sldgwick thinks this is what
Spencer has to prove.

But Spencer's attempt to do this, according to Sidgwick, is not
satisfactory, Sidgwick quotes Spencer's reply which he made to him in
this regard in Mind, 1881, Sidgwick thinks that Spencer, in this reply,
fails to see that tha '"full burden of proof' still rests on him, The
folliowing is Spencer's reply to Sidgwick. Spencer, as guoted by
Sidgwick, says:

But now, baving pointed out that the conclusions
contained in the Nata of Ethics, in coemmon with the
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conclusions contained in ethical treatises at large,
can reasonably be accepted only by those who hold that
1ife in the aggregate brings more pleasure than pain,
or at any rate (s capable of bringing mare pleasure
than pain, 1 go on to show that the tacit optimijsm
which pervades the work has a wider basis than

Mr, 5Sidgwick recognises, He says that 'in Mr. Spancer’'s
viaw, pessimism Is indirectly confuted by the argu~
ment=-given as an ‘inevitable deduction from the
hypothesis of Evolution'==which shows that "nacessarily
throughout the animate world at largs, pains are the
correlatives of actions injuriocus to the organism,
while plaasures are the correlatives of actions
conducive to its welfare,' This is true as far as
it goes; but, ignoring as he does all passages con=
cerning the universal process of adaptation,

Hr. Sidgwick omits a large part of the evidence
favouring optimism, The chapter on the Relativity
of Pains and Pleasures sets forth and fllustrates
the biological truth that everywhere faculties
adjust themselves to the conditions of existence,

in such wise that the activities those conditions
require become pleasurable, The pains accompanying
the inactions of faculties for which changad
conditions have left no sphares, diminish as tha
faculties decrease; while the pains accompanying

the actions of faculties overtaxed undar the new
conditions, diminish as the faculties grow, and
bacome pleasures whan those faculties have acquired
the strength which fulfilment of the conditions
requires, This law Is 2like inferable a priori and
proved a posteriori, and yields a qualified

optimism as its corollary==an optimism qualified by
the conclusion that the 1ife of every species of
creature is happy or miserable according to the
degree of comgruity or incongruity betwean its
nature and its environmesnt; but that everywhere
decrease of the misery ar increase of the happi~
ness accompanies the inevitable progress towards
congruity, Vhence it follows that in the case of
mankind, pessimism may be locally true under

certain conditions {as those which have fostered
the creed which makes annihilation a blessing,)
while optimism may be locally true under conditions
of 3 more fawourable kind; but that with the
increasing adaptation of humanity to social life,
the excess of pleasures over pains which warrants
optimism, must bacome ever greater,

This argument, according to S5idgwick, does not prove that maximum

quantity of 1ife is conducive to maximum quantity of pleasure. “All
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this," comments Sidgwick, "might be true, yet so long as life is
partially painful, it may still ke true in any particular case that
conduct conducive te maximum guantity of life Is not conducive to
max fmum pleasure.“‘z

Mow, this appears to be an Inappropriate comment by Sidgwick.
if he commits himself to what is implied by his phrase "all this
might be true," then his claim followed by the phrase cannot be true,
For according to Spencer's arguments, which Sidawick thinks "might be
true,” pains are 'necessarily' the correlatives of actions injurious te
the organism, Thus, 'so long as life is partially painful' in any
particular case, it is partially incongruent and injurious, Therefore,
conduct in such a case cannot be taken as canducive to maximum quantity
of life. MHence, Sidgwick's claim is not trus ''so long as life is
partially painful, it may still be true in any particular case that
conducive to maximum quantity of life is not conducve to maximum
pleasure."

It appears as though Sidawick has overlooked some of the points
essential to Spancer's argument. These are: (1) pains are the
correlatives of actions injurious to the arganism while pleasures are
the correlatives of actions conducive to its welfare; (2) the former
actions are incongruent, or inadaptive, while the latter actions are
congruent or adaptiva; and, (3} a2t present the congruity between an
individual and its conditions is partial and incomplete, But,
accordirg to the universal law of increasing congruity, the perfect
congruity or equilibrium is [nevitable.

tow, if all this is true, then both optimism and coincidence

follow from Spencer's argument, The coincldence, according to the
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argument, is realized in the so=called perfect equilibrium between
individuals and society, In foct, Spencer seems to believe that the
process of evolution itself leads toward the coincidence between
life and pleasure. Spencer claims that the process inevitably leads
to tha credtion of the fde=al saciety in which all membars produce
“nleasure unalloyed by pain." It Is to this sort of Utopia that
Spencer applies his concept of coincidence betwsen 1ife and pleasures
His argument is not commltted to show that this concept applies to
present society in which there is partial congruity between itself and
its members or, in other words, in which there is partial pain in life,
If so, then Sidgwick's demand that Spencer's argumant must show tha
colncidence, in present context, is mistaken. Equally mistakan, then,
1; his claim that so long as life is partially painful, Spencer’s
argument cannot prove the coincidence.

But Mr, Sidgwick raises an important point here. Suppasing, he
tells us, we imagine a Utoplia in which all actions conducive to
maximum life are also necessarily conducive to maximum pleasure, it
would still remain true that at present theare is a 'lamentable
hiatus' between the two ends. ''It would seem, therefore,” he
remarks, "that in establishing morality, for men living here and now,
on a scientific basis, we must decide between the two."13

It may be pointed out that this guestion is related to Spencer's
distinction between Absolute Ethics and Relative Ethics. The
subject matter of the former, aceording to Spencer, is the conduct of
ideal men in an ideal society, 'perfect conduct.' The subject matter
of Relative Ethics is the 'imperfect conduct' of actual men in an

actual society,
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According to Sidagwlick, Spencer argues that Absolute Ethics must
precede Relative Ethics as 'ideal meschanical science' must precede
the study of 'mechanical science fitted for dealing with the real.'

Sidgwick questions the possibility of the ideal society and
Atisolute Ethics. But supposing Absolute Ethics is possible, its
relevance, to our present problems, according to Sidgwick, would
stil) remain doubtful. He says!

Granting that we can conceive as possible a society

In which tha actions of all the membars produce 'pleasure
unalloyed by pain anywhere,' we certainly cannot conceive
their relations or actions with definiteness and certainty.
And, even if iL were otherwise, even if we could con-
struct sclentifically Mr. Spencer's ideal morality, ) do
not think such a construction would be of much avail

in solving the practical problems of actual humanity.

For a society in which=~to take ane point only==there Is
no such thing as punishment, is necessarily a socisty
with its essential structure so unlike our own, that it
would be idle to attempt any closz imitation of its rules
of behavior. It might possibly be best for us to con-
form approximately to soms of these rules; but this we
could only know by examining each particular rule in
detail; we could have no general grounds for concluding
that it would be best for us to conform to them as far

as possible, For even supposing that this ideal soclety
is ultimately to be realized it must at any rate be
separated from us by 2 considerable interval of evolu=-
tion; hence, ft is not unlikely that the best way of
progressing towards it will be some other than the
apparently direct way, and that we shall reach it

easily if we begin by moving away from it, Whethar

this is so or not and to what extent, can only be known
by carefully examining the effacts of conduct on

actual human beings, end inferring its probable

effects on the human belngs w we may expett to

exist in the proximate future, ™

This criticism certainly undermines Spencer's basic position,

Spencer believes that tha creation of an ideal soclety and of Absolote
Ethics is inevitable, Sidgwick, however, guestions this supposed
inevitability. Spencer attaches the supreme significance to

Absolute Ethics; but Sidgwick points out that it, supposing it were
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possibile, has ao value given the present conditions of society, But
the supposed fact that Absolute Ethies has po value for the present
society, does not invalidate Spencer's maln argument, The argument
remains valid, uniess any, or all, of the following claims is, or
are, refuted: (a) that palns and pleasures are the correlatives of
actions injurious and beneflicial, respectively, to the organism;
(b) that the former are incongruent while the latter are congruent;
and (c) that the process of evolution implies an inevitahle law of
progress towards congruity,

Now, Sidgwick has not clearly refuted any af these claims, But
he has questioned Spencer's claims about optimism and the supposed
coincidence. Since he has ommitted the essential step In his
argument, his criticism of these concepts though correct, remain
incamplete.

We have shown in chapter 1, that Spencer's law, of inevitable
progress towards congruity, is not implied by the theory of
evalution. We have also pointed out in chapter |1, that even tha
existence of some general direction In evolution is quastionable,
This, therefore, makes Spencer's attempt, to derive the concepts of

optimism and celincidence frem the hypothesis of evolution, futlle,

G. E, Moore

G. E, Moora raises the following guestions concerning Herbert
Spencer's ethical principles:
1. Does Spencer commit the naturalistic fallacy?

Z. s he fundamentally a Hadonist? And if so, is he a

naturalistic Hedonist?
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3. Ooes he hold that & tendency to increase the guantity of life
is merely a criterion of good conduct?
k. Or does he hold that such an increase of life is marked out by
nature, as an end at which we ought to aim?

Concerning the first question, Heore holds that "Mr. Spencer's
doctrine does not offer the clearest example of the nmaturalistic

fallacy as used in support of Evelutionistic Ezhics."‘5

This does
not mean that Moore believes that Spencer does not commit the
naturalistic fallacy. Instead he says that, “Spencer does, as |

16 But Moore

shall show, use the paturalistic fallacy in detail,”
thinks that Spencer's ethics Is not fundamentally purely Evelutionistic.
Therefore, Moore believes that Spencer dopes not use the maturalistic
fallacy as clearly as, for instance, Guyau uses it in support of
his Evalutionistic Ethics,

Moore sxamines the following argument of Spencer in this regard.
Spencer says: "l recur to the main proposition set forth in these
two chapters, which has, | think, been fully justified, Guided by
the truth that as the conduct with which Fthics deals is part of
conduct at large, conduct at large must be generally understood;
and guided by the further truth that to understand conduct at large
ve must understand the evolution of conduct; we have been led to
see that Ethics has for its subject-matter, that form which universal
conduct assumes during the last stages of its evolution, We have
also concluded that these last stages in the evolution of conduct
are those displayed by the highest type of being when he is forced,
by increase of numbers, to live more and more in presence of his

fellows, And there bas followed the corollary that conduct gains
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ethical sanction in proportion as the activities, bacoming less and
less militant and more and more industrial, are such as de not
necessitate mutual injury or hindrance, but consist with and are
furthered by, cooperation and mutual aid.”17

Accerding to Moore, Spencer thinks that one of the things he
has proved, in this argument, is that conduct gains ethical
sanction proportionately to its display of certain characteristics.,
But this is not, as Moora observes, what he actually has proved,
He has attempted to show that, in proportion to the conduct displaying
those characteristics, It is more evolved, Moore thinks that Spencar
is here identifying the gaining ef ethical sanction with the being
more evolved, But he also observes that since Spencer's language,
hera, is extremely loose,' we cannot, therefore, take it as
Mr, Spencer's definite view that 'better’ means nothing but more
evolved; or, even that what is 'more evnlved is therefore bettar’.
YBut we are entitled to urge," Moore further says, "“that he is
influenced by these views, and therefore by the naturalistic
fallng. It is only by the assumption of such influence that we
can explain his confusion as to what he has really proved, and the
absence of any attempt to prove, what he says he has proved, that
conduct which is more evelved is better.“18

As to the second question, Moore's amnswer is that Spencer is a
naturalistic Hedonist., He is a Hedonist, accordinmg to Moors,
because he maintains that we must mean by good conduct, what is
productive of pleasure; and by bad conduct, what is productive of

pain, Spencer is naturalistic because he is influenced by the

naturalistic identification of 'good' with 'pleasant®,




We have already examined Spanter's concept of the relationship
between evolution and pleasure. Moore, in this context, offers
us no new insights. Rather we shall argve, his criticism of
Spencer (s misdirected.

Moore cemplains that Spencer does net clarify what he takes to
be the relation of pleasure and evolution in ethical theory. He
points out that Spencer, at many places, takes pleasure as the
ultimate moral aim, If so, it would follow, according to Moore,
that the more evolved conduct is better than the less evolved,
only because it gives=-and in proportion to its giving=-more
pleasure, But Moore says:

But Mr., Spencer tells us that two conditions are, taken
together, sufficient to prove the more evolved con=
duct better: (1) That it should tend to produce more
1ife; {(2) That 1ife should be worth livieg or contaln
a balance of pleasure, And the polnt | wish to
emphasize is that if these conditions are sufficlent,
then pleasure cannot be the sole goed, Fer though

to produce more life is, if the second of

Mr. Spencer's propositions be correct, one way of
producing more pleasure, it is not the only way. It
is quite possible that a small guantity of life, which
was more intensely and uniformly pleasant, should
give a greater quantity of pleasure than the great-
est possible quantity of life that was only just
'worth Jiving', And in that case, on the hadonistic
supposition that pleasure is the only thing worth
having, we should have to prefer the smaller quant |ty
of life and therefore, according to Mr. Spencer, the
less evolved conduct, Accordingly, if Mr, Spencer

is a true Hedonist, the fact that 1ife gives a
balance of pleasure is not, as he seems to think,
sufficient to prove that the mere evolved conduct

is the better, if Mr. Spencer means us to understand
that it is sufficient, then his view about

pleasure can only be, not that it is the sole good
or 'ultimately supreme end', but that a balance

of it s 8 necessary constituent of the supreme

end. In short, Mr, Spencer seems to maintain that
more |ife is decidedly better than less, if only




7h

it give a balance of pleasure: and that contention

is inconsistent with the position that pleasure is

"the ultimate moral aim', HMNr., Spencer implies that

of two quantities of 1ife, which gave an egual

amount of pleasure, the larger would nevertheless

be preferable to the less, And IF this be so,

then he must maintain that quantity of life or

degree of asvolution is itself an ultimate condition

of value, Hz leaves us, therefore, in doubt

whether he is not still retalning the Evolution=

istic proposition, that the more svolved is better,

simply hecause it is more evolved, alongside of the

Hedonistic propositien, that the more pleasant

is better, simply becaus= it is more plaasant.13

This piece of criticism seems to contain two inaccurate claims
ascribed to Sperncer, Flrst, Mr, Spancer does not tell us, anywhare,
as Moore claims, that the two conditions noted in this quote are
sufficient to prove the more evolved conduct better. It is not
Mr. Spencer's main aim to prove this identification., Moore,
himself, seems to confirm this at some places. For instance:
(a) "But Mr. Spencer's language is extremaly loose; and we sha)l
presently see that he seems to reqard the view it here implies as
false. We cannot, therefore, take it as Mr. Spencer's definite
view that 'better' means nothing but 'more evolved'; or even that
what is ‘'‘more evolved' is therefore 'better'."20 {(b) "t Is plain
that Mr. Spencer here rejects the naturalistic identification of
‘better' with ‘mare evolved'..."Zl {¢) “The view, which, as |
have said, seems to be Mr. Spencer's main view, may also bz held
without fallacy., It may be held that the more evolved, though
not itself the batter, is a criterion, because a concomitant,
of the better,'22

The second inaccurate claim attributed to Spencer concerps the
two conditions noted above by Moore. Mr. Spencer, rieither tells

us, as Moore claims, ner does his argument imply, that the so~-
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called two conditions, if taken together, are sufficient to prove
what Moore ¢alls '"the more evolved conduct the better,' As in=
dicated earlier, Spancer's main aim Is net to prove that 'hetter!
means the same as 'more evolved.' His is a more complex position
than this., To begin with, he defines good conduct as the conduct
that tends to produce more quantity of life. But he observes that
this claim cannot be made unless it is shown that life is worth
living, And he argues that since life brings more pleasure tham pain,
it is, therefore, worth living, W have already discussed Spencer's
argument for the postulate that 1ife brings mare pleasure than pafn.
We also indicated that, supposing that this postulate is 'universally
acceptad,' as Spencer claims, the acceptance would not maks it true,
Furthermore, we questioned the claim that this postulate is self-
evidently true,

But whether or not the postulate itself is tenable is baside the
point. The relevant thing to note here is, that sccording to Spencer,
the postulate 'life is worth living' is presupposed in the criterion
that conduciveness to life [s good, Spencer makes it clear in ths
words quoted by Moore: "He [ Spencer] begins this third chaptar, Moore
says, ''by an attempt to show that wa call 'good tha ascts conducive to
1ife, in self or cthers, apnd bad those which directly or Indirectly
tend towards death, special or general.,' And then he asks: '"Is thera
any assumption made' in so calling them? 'Yes,' he answers, ‘'an assump-
tion of extreme significance has bsen made, an assumption underlying
all moral estimates, The question to be definately ralsed and anpswared
before entering on any athical discussion, is the gquestion of late

much agltated--is life vorth living“?23
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Mow if this postulate |s presupposed, or assumed, as Spencer clalms
in his criterion of conduciveness to life, then the second condition,
noted above, attributed ta Spencer by Moore, does not hold, Far Spencer,
here, does not claim, contrary to Hoore's views, that conduct should
tend to produce more life (Moore's condition 1) and that 1ife should be
worth living (condition 2). What he doas claim is that conduct should
tend to produce more life; for life is worth living., The latter, in
other words, is a justification for doing the former,

This is not to say that Spencer's position does not involve
difficulties-=-it does. Mevertheless, Moore's criticism must still be
considered misdirected,

For instance, take Moore's following claim: 'lt is quite possible
that a small quantity of 1ife, which was more intensely and uniformly
present, should give a greater quantity of pleasure than the greatest
quantity of 1ife that was only Just 'worth living.' And in that case
on the hedonistic supposition that pleasure is the only thing worth
having, we should have to prefer the smaller quantity of 1ife and,
therefore, according to Mr. Spencer, the less =volved c_rx:om:fu‘::t,.";yl

This shows that Moore has not followed Spencer's argument,
According to Spencer, the quantity of life depends upon the degree
of congruity betwsen the individual and its envircnment or society
in the case of human beings. Spencer says that congruity in the
human stage of evolution requires that persons should sct in such a
way that does not necessitate mutual injury or hindrance, but is con=
sistent with, and is furthered by, cooperation and mutual aid,

Now Spencer defines pains as the correlatives of actions injurious

to an organism, while pleasures are the correlatives of actions benefic~
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ial to the organism. Further, the former actions, according to him,
are incongruent, while the latter are congruent between the nature of
the organism and its environmant, In his own words: "the life of every
species of creatures is happy or miserahle according to the degree of
congruity or incongruity between its nature and its nnvironment;"zs
If soy it follows that both the quantity of pleasure and the guantity
of life depend on the degree of congruity between the individual
and socigty--in the human case.

1f this holds then Moore's claim, noted above, is simply False,
With respect to the third and the fourth question about Spzncer's

ethics rajsad by Hoore, there Is nothing fresh in Moore's argument,

Ve need not, therefore, discuss it here.




V. LATER PHILOSOPHERS 0N EVOLUTIOHARY ETHICS

Chapter |11 shows that both Henry Sidgwick and G, E. Moore
¢onclude that Spencer's evolutionary ethics is not valid. For
Hoore this comclusion reaches somewhat further thanm this: It
supports his mair thesis of anti-natural ism==-a thesis which
seems to imply that evglutionary ethics, in principle, is not
possible.

We shall see in this chapter that Moore's caonclusion has been
confirmed by virtually every philosopher who has examined the
subject of evolutionary ethics, These philosophers have not,
howaver used Moore's argumant to reach their conclusions, Thare
is a lot of fresh reasoning concerning what is, and, what is
not, involved in evolutionary ethics,

Ve shall begin our investigation with an examination of
C. D. Broad's argument,

Dr., Broad considers Julian Huxley's theory to be a
particular form of Utilitarianism. But, unlike Huxiey, hz does
not think that it fellows from the facts of evolution.
“Utilitarianism,' he says, 'was put forward, elaborated, criticized,
and defended long before the theory of evolution was thought of,
and all the best arquments for it are quite independent of that
theory and of the facts on which it is I&\‘asz:d."’i

According to Broad, Huxley's Utilitariamism is mainly stated
in the following three statementss

(a) It is right to aim at whatever wi)l promote the
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fncreasingly full realization of increasingly high values;

(b) 1t is right that there should be universal equality
of opportunity for development;

fc} The right development of an individual is an
evolutionary end in itself,

Broad considers (a) to be a2 genaral principle of Huxley's
Utilitarianism, and (b) to be a principle of distribution,
He also mentions that Huxley asserts that (b) follows frem (c).

Dr. Broad argues that (b) does not suppert (a), and, that
(b} does mot follow, as Huxley claims, from (c). "It is
plainly conceivable," he remarks, "that circumstances might
exist in which, if equal opportunities were given to all
members of a society, none of them could develap very far;
whilst, if the opportunities given were distributed most
bountifully ameng those who had the greatest innate capacity,
much greater aggregate development would result, It is
certainly not obvious to me that, in such circumstances, opportunities
for development ought to be distributed equally. And | should
Jike to see the steps by which it is supposed to follow from
the premise that the right development of an individual is an
end in itself, | suspect that some additional premisses would
be needed, and that thay would not be particularly plausible
if they were brought into the Ilghr¢“2

Dr, Broad alse points out that it is questionable whether
one can support the principle of equallty=~i.e., principle (a)

on Utilitarian grounds, Huxley's claim is that equality of
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opportunity leads to maximum variety; and that in a group of
interrelated individuals the maximum variety in unity is
desirable, aver and above some functional unity, Accerding
to Broad, it seems quite uncertain whether the equality of
opportunities for development would necessarily lead to the
maximum variety., 'If the available resources were small,*
he says, ''there could bz only very slight development for
anyone if the opportunities were equal, and this would seem to
involve a fairly uniform low lavel! of attainment., If the same
resources were distributed unequally, e,g., if thay were used
to enrich a small class of aristocrats with a taste for being
patrons of art and learning and sport, it is quite likely that
far greater variety would re_5u!t."3

Fram these considerations, Broad seems to conclude that
Huxley's theory of ethics has small connection with the facts
of evolution,

Broad thinks that the relevance of evolution to ethics
should be approached through the following two guestions:
(1) vhat bearing, if any, has knowledge of the facts of
evolution on the guestion of what is intrinsically good or
bad? (2) What bearing, if any, has such knowledge on the
question of what is right or wrong? Or. Broad maintains that
even if evolutionary knowledge has no bearing on the first
quastion, it would certainly have on the second gquestion. He
argues that: '"On any theory of right and wrong which is worth

consideration one of our duties, and 2 very important one, is
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to produce as much gond and as little evil as we can... HNow,
in order to decide whether the effects of an action will he
good or evil we must first krow what these effects will be,
This is a factual and not ethical question and the answer to
it depends om the circumstances in which the action Is don=
and the relevant laws of nature, It is plain that knowledge
of the laws of evolution may be highly relevant in attempting
to foresee tha large-scale and long~term consaquences of certain
types of action. Such knowledge may also suggest possibilities
which would not otherwiss have been contemplated, and it may
rule cut causally impossible, certaln results at which it
might atherwise have seemed reasonable to aim, | do rot think
that any moralist would deny that evolution has this kind of
relavance to the question of what is right or wrong.”g

Dr. Broad then cbserves that Huxley thinks that evolu-
tiopnary knowledge also has a bearing on the guestion which
relates the facts of evolution with intrinsic gondness or
badnass. This amounts to saying that evolutionary knowledoe
would help us to tell not only what affects of certaln actions
have, but also whethar such effects would be intrinsically
good or bad. According to Broad, this claim doess not hold,
He argues that knowledge of the facts and laws of evolution
is simply @ knowledge of the de facto nature and order of
the sequence of successive phases in varlous lines of
develogment., The facts of evolutiop can tel) us, for instance,

what lines have stopped short, which have continuved to
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evolve; and by comparing them we can discover that certain
featuras, swuch as complaxity=in-unity, are necesszary
conditions for the continued growth of a Vine of develapmant,
"This much,'" Dr. Broad remarks, "'would be discovered and
vnderstood by an intalligent being who had naver the faintest
notion of intrinsic value or disvalue; and this js all that
a knowledge of the facts and laws of evalution, considered
as a part of natural science, amounts te."5

Dr. Broad then tells ws, that in order to answer the first
of the two questions which he raises (i.e., what bearing, if
any, has the knowledge of the facts of svolution on the
question of what is irstrinsically good or bad), Huxley must
use some mixed premisses, connecting certain factual charac-
teristics=-=-which are al)l that a study of evolution can
possibly reveal to us--with the value-characteristics of
intrinsic goodness or badness. #But, "whatever may bes the
evidence for such a mixed premise,' Broad concludes, it is
quite plain that it must ke something differant from the
evidence for the facts and laws of evolution. For the premise
required asserts a connection betwesen certain of those facts
and laws and something else, viz., intrinsic value or disvalue,
which forms no part of their subject-matter, Therefore, whilst
I agree that knowledge of the facts and laws of evolution
might have considerable and increasing relevance to the
question whether certain 2cts would be right or wrong, since
it might help us to foresee tha large-scale and long=range

consequences of such acts, | am unable to see that it has any
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direct bearing on the question whether certain states of
affairs or processes or experiences would bz intrinsically

good or bad."6

Stephan Toulmin
Stephen Toulmin believes that ethics cannot be based on
science. To do this is to create, what he calls, a scientific
myth, Evolutionary ethics, according te him, is such a myth.
Toulmin belleves that a sclentific myth is created whan
a sclentific theory is used to solve a non=scientific problem,
e.g., an ethical, philesophical, or theological problem, or
the types of problems with which myths have long been eoncerned.
"if we find," he remarks, "that the theories are regularly
invoked in support of conclusions of a kind, which as
scientific theories thay have no relevance, further, if these
conclusions are of a sort with which mythologies have from the
earliest times been concerned, then we can say with sme'justice,
not that the theories themselves are only myths, but rather that
on these occasions thelr conceptions are bsing inflated into

sclehtific‘myths,"7

Furthermore, "if a conception, howsver
scientific its birth or ancestry, is used in practice only

as a way of dealing with non-scientific questlons=~whether
ethical, philosophical or thezological=-=~then It is no longer
followirg the trade of its forefathers, and has ceased itsslf
to be a scientific term at ali."8

Totlmin observes that quite a lot of popular science books

are inflating scientific concepts into scientific myths, He
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gives two reasons for this: Flrst, the existence of, what he
calls, the motives for myth=making in the minds of scientists;
and second, the tendency for laymen to ask too much of
sclence--to ask quastions which are, in fact, bayond its scope.
Toulmin distinguishes between scientific and non-scientific
motives for myth-making in the past. The former, according to
him are intendad to explain natural phenomena through
personification; the latter are dus to a desire to seek
assurance or a sense of securfty in the mythical gods. Modern
science, Toulmin notes, has eliminated personification from
explanations of natural phenomena. Thare is no need for invoking
Zeus, for instance, to explain the cccurence of 2 thunderstorm,
The notion of atmospheric electricity has replaced the super~
natural image once relied on for an explanation of this phenomanon,
Zeus, however, was not only the thundermaker, he was also the
divine father., 8fut the notion of atmospheric electricity
displaced Zeus as the thundermaker yet it was never intended to
displace him as divine father, Toulmin's point is that the
matives that made Zeus the divine father were non-scientific;
and, similar motives, ha belijeves, are still alive in us,
Toulmin links the nature of evolutionmary myths with the
nature of those myths of th= past In which explanation was
always identified with justification, Such myths ''sef out
to show people,” he says, not only how it is that Mature and
Society and Man have coma to be related as they are but also

why these relations are rightly as they are... Fthical issues




85

ware thereby given cosmological foundation, the mature of
things being identified with the Right Order of Thlngs.”ﬂ
Far example, Aristotle's Scale of Mature was purely a hio=
logical concept; but, it was turned into a biolegical myth
by Tdentifying it with the Sovareign Order of Hagure, 'From
being an account of the way things were in fact related, it
became a specification of the hierarchy in which they ought
to be retated."lu Toulmin ohserves that, although the bio=
logical theory of the scale of nature has bzen given up in
the theory of evalution, the bhiological myth of the Sovereign
Order of Nature is still alive, "it has survived (though
transformed) the revolutions produced in biology produced by
Cuvier, Darwin, and their sucaessors;“" Toulmin believes
that the aold myth is being revived in the new ethico=political
myths of evalution.

One such myth, according to Toulmin, is created by
Julian Huxley, Huxley, according to Toulmin, attempts to
base ethics on the biologist's theory of evolution. *'For
him," remarks Towlmin, "the ohject of the biological study
is not only an understanding of how things are; it is also
a recognition of how they ought to be."‘z

In order to know how Huxley attempts to establish an
ethical interpretation of biology, Toulmin uraes us to ksep
in mind the following two questions: (1) “Does a proper

understanding of the theory of evolution dictate te us what

our fdeals should be"? (2) '"Or is the connsction a more




tenuous one~=dnes one have to tinker with the results of

biolngical study before they will yield conciusions of this
sqrt.“‘s Moreover, Toulmin claims that 'only in the first case
can the bieologist speak about ethics in @ tone of authority,"
"Once he begins,' he further explains, 'to expand or extend
biological concepts in ways which are not needed for purposes
of explanation, the difficulties we have already encountered
will begin to arise~=there will mo longer be any way of
selecting from among all the views that might be put forward,
one particular 'biclogically correct! DnEs”‘h

The essence of the difficulties referred to above, is
illustrated earlier in a passage, as follows: '"Techrical
scientific notions, taken by themselves, have, as we saw,
about as much meaning as isolated piezes taken out of a
jig=saw puzzle, If we try to do other things with them~=for
example, to build a comprehensive 'world=view' of a philosophical
kind from them==-we are forgetting this Fact, and treating them
as though they were pieces of a single, cosmic jig=saw. This
has two unfortupate conseauences, First, you cannot get
pieces taken from different puzzles to fit together at all except
by distorting them; and in the sscond place, if one man forces
them together in one way, and one in another, nobody will be
able to say that one or the other of the pictures so produced
is, scientifically speaking, the 'right® one,

"These difficulties arise again when physical or biological

theories are appealed te in an attempt to solve problems in, for
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instance, ethics or palitical theory."15 Let us now see, how,
according to Toulmin, Huxley can speak about ethics 'in a
tone of authority': or, "how, for Julian Huxley, do the
discoveries of biology support ethics'?

Toulmin suggests that the fTirst possibility in this regard
is to examine whether or not the scientific facts are "intended,
in the ordinary way, as reasons for selecting certain policies,

principles and practices and rejecting o:thers."16

It should be
mantioned that this possibility is the only one suggested by
Toulmin at this juncture; and, he does not explain how scientific
facts can be intended as reasons,

At any rate, Toulmin examines Huxley's three passages

quoted on pages 52-53 in Metaphysical Beliefs, and extracts

from them Huxley's main principle of athics, namelv, that

it is ethically right to aim at whatever will promote the
increasingly full realization of thase values which are mare
intrinsically er more permanently satisfying, or involve a
greater degree of perfection.! Toulmin then argues that this
principle is not supported by the facts of biology. 'However
the facts of arganic evolution are intended by Dr. Huxley to
support his ethical views, it is not by serving as 'reasons

nt8

for them.
hypothesis must,..be dismissed.
At this point, we should make note of the following two
points:
First, Toulmin, up until now, seems to be suggesting that

Julian Huxley is deriving ethics from the biolegical theory
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of evolution, This suggestion is made clear by these sentencas:
(a) "For him {Huxley) the ohject of bielogical study is not
orily an understanding of how things area; it is also a recog-
nition of how they ought to be."‘g (b) "Let us inquire what
sort of connection he is asking us to recognize between the
facts and theories of biology and our ethical and political
ideals."zo “How then, far Julian Huxley, do the discoveries
of biology support ethics"?zl

Yet it is clear that Huxley has not attempted to derive
ethics from the biological theory of evolution. Rather, he
has claimed that it was the emphasis on an entirely biological
theory of evolution that led his grandfather, T. H. Huxley,
to a 'fundamental contradiction' between ethics and evolution,
In his own words: "For T. H, Huxley, fifty years ago, there
was a fundamental contradictlion between the ethical process
and the cosmic process.., The cosmic process, he restricted
almost entirely to blological evolution and to the selective
strunggle for existence on which it depends..."zz Julian
Huxley then goes on to say: 'Today, that contradiction can,
| believe, be resolved=--on the one hand by extending the
concept of evelutian bnth backward into the inorganic, and
forward, into the human domain, and on the other by considering
ethics not as body of fixed principles, but as a product of
evolution, and itself evolvi-ng,."23
Toulmin himself recognizes this last statement later in

his essay, when he criticizes Huxley for extending the




89

notion of evolution for ethical purposes.

Qur second polint, is that Toulmin's first hypothesis or first
case seems to be Inconsistent with his gensral thesis of
scientific mythye The thesis maintains, as we have already
seen, that the non-scientific questlons cannot be solved with
scientific theories without creating sclentific myths, Rut
here Toulnin is setting up two non=scientific cases and
claiming that "only in the first case can ths biologist speak
about ethics in a tone of authority." The first possibility,
in this regard, he tells us, is the possibility of using
scientific facts and theories as reasons for ethical options.
This amounts to saying that at least a possibility does exist
for doing ethics with evolutiopary theory, And this appears to
be inconsistent with Toulmin's thesis of scientific myth.

Let us now turn to Toulmin's argument dealing with the
second case: The question here is, does Huxley tinker with a
theory of biological evolution to derive his ethics? Toulmin's
answer is yes, He arguss:

For him (Huxley), 'evolution' means more than

natural selection, It is a ccmposite notion

and a more grandiose one for which the bio=

legical term serves only as a starting point.

Here s the recipe for producing it, First,

salect frem the countless evolutionary proces-

ses that biologists study, the particular one

which has led up te tha appearance of man—=

this puts man in a preferential position,

whose justice the lion or ant might question,

but the justification vould be man's greater

degree of 'evolutionary advance.' Then tack

on the beginning of this historieal sequence

a series of physico~chemical events leading

up to the appearance of the first living

creatures, and at the latter and treat the
developmant of civilization and technology
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as a contiruation of the biological trend

'by other means'==in this way, as Huxley

puts it, we 'extend the concept of evolution

both backward into the inorganic and forward

into the human demain,' Finally, christen

your conceptual artefact ‘the cosmic process'

and present it as a golden thread leading from

the remotest past up to the presant day and

on iato the future. This, not fevolution”

in the pure biologist's sense, Is the touch=-

stone Julian Hux]ex offers for solving our

ethical pmblems.2
According to Toulmin, Huxley's extended notion of evolution
is not & genuine scientific notion. It contains, as Toulmin
tells us, both the features of a scientific myth:

(a) The key terms have to be understood, not in their straight
sclentific sense, but In an extended ane; and, (b) this
extension {5 made for other than sclentific motives.,

Toulmin polnts out that whatevar ethical ideas Huxley
may base on this myth, he ¢annot claim that biology is
supporting him, Once we start changing the meaning of the
term 'evolution' to perform non-sclentific tasks, biolagy
can no longer resolve any difficulties encountered when
incempatible views are put ferward, For instance, Toulmin
points out that biology cannot resolve what he calls 'a flat
contradiction' between T. H. Huxley and Julian Huxley
concerning ethics and evolution,

Toulmin inquires into the probable motives behind the
Evolution Myth. He tells us that in some ways the Evolution
Hyth is like the Atlas Myth, Both, according to him, stress

the obvious~=they 'proffer support in contexts inm which

no support is needed.' But he thinks that both also have
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due to their ignorance af the selar system; for had they known
of the system, they would not have needed to invent Atlas
to provide for the support of the earth, But Toolmin suggests
that ignorance is not the only factor contributing to
the creation of the Atlas myth, Ancients, according to him,
were ignorant of many things; "'but very few of them gave rise
to myths, Only where this lgnorance was of impartance, where
It seemed to mean insecurity, was a myth born."25
Touimin posits that similar motives are 'probably at work
in producing Evolution myths. 'The support given by Evolutien
to ethics,"” Toulmin says, "serves as a source of confidence
in our moral ideas, rather than as an intellectual justification
of them... |f you can paint a picture of social and moral
development as being all of a piece with biclogical development,
this may help you to feel that morality is something jong=
standing and of proved worth, something with roots in the
univarse and no mere human makeshift. Then the next time you
feel the fear that morality may, aftar all, not prove a paying
proposition, you can at least (on this view) comfort
yourself with the thought that such an anclent institution as

the cosmic process is not likely to default."26

D. D. Raphael
Why should the direction of evolutian be accepted as
goed? Professor D, D. Raphas) examinas two answers to this

quastion, Onpe, is an answer given by C. H. Waddington, the
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other is offered by Julian Huxley. The first (Waddington's answer),
according to Raphael, involves a logical confusion, the other (Huxley's
answer) circularity,

We shal! first examina Waddington's answer. Raphael quotes him as
saying: '"We must accept the direction of evolution as good simply
because it is good according to any realist definition of that concept,
Ve defined ethical principles as actual psychological compulsions
derived from the experience of tha nature of society; we stated that
the nature of society is such that, in general, it develops in a certain
direction; then the ethical principles which mediate the motian in that
direction are, in fact, those adopted by that society.“27

Raphael ohserves that Waddington's claim made in the first sentence
of the forgoing quote, is not supported by the rest of tha paragraph.

Tha claim is, "We must accept the direction of evolution as good

simply because it is good according to any realist definition of that
concept.” But what follows this sentence doas not give us any definition
of the concept of gond. |Instead, what Waddington says, according to
Raphael, is that the ethical principles of people are derived from
experience of their society and "express the direction in which that
society Is developing., That is to say, people think good by ths way
their society is going and judge other things to be good by reference

to that standard".“28

Waddington answers Raphael's criticism by claiming that he s not
arguing that "peaple think good the way their society is gbirvg,.“'('z9

This is a thesis, Waddington tells us, that Raphael has invented ‘out
of the blue.' He puints out that what he actually means to sav is that

"in order to obtain a definition of the 'real qood® (i.e., the criterion,
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'wisdom') vie have to look at the experience of the human world as a

whole during jts svelution rather than at any particular scc{ety.“30

We shall come o this point later, let us pick up Raphael's argument,
Raphael argues that Waddipgton has fajled to distinguish two

different kinds of questions and the two differant kinds of answers

they require. Thess guestions are: (a) "When people commend things,

do they use as thair standard of commendatien the dirsction of evolu-

tion, and if so why''? is different from question (b) "Am | to use the

direction of evolution as my standard of commendation, and if so why'?

Raphael suggests that Waddington answers question (a) anrd in so doing

believes he has answered question (h), His answer to the First part of

question {a) is yes; and he answers the second part of this question

by giving us a causal account of the evolution of ethical judgement,

But, as Paphael polnts out, te answer question (a) is not the same thing

as to answer guestion (b), It fs not an answer to question (b) vo savy,

"Wes, you should, and the reason why you should is that you always have

done it in the past, and so has everyone else,"31

Raphae)l illustrates
this point by means of an analogy. 'Suppose," he says, “a child says
to me: *'1 have always believed the earth is flat, but my friend says
it is spherical. VWhat am | to believe'? It would he absurd to answers:
‘You should believe it is flat because you have done so in the past,'
Haor would it be much batter to answar: 'You should believe it is
spherical beacause other peopla nowadays believe that.'"32

Raphael suggests that Waddington failed te distinguish between
questions (a) and (b) because he did not see that, whereas question (a)

sesks information, question (h) seeks advice, In other words, the

‘why' of the first question searches for explaining causes, while the
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‘why' of the latter searches for justifying reasons,

Paphael concludes: "Waddinmaton thinks the answer to the question,
"What am | to do, and for what reasons'? is the same as the answer to
the quastion, 'What will | do, and from what causes'? This is why
he thinks that a causal account of how ethical judgements have come
to be what they are can supply a criterion, or rational ground for
the ethical judgements we should make. But since the two questions,
and the kinds of answers that they sesk, are of different logica)
types, Waddington's argument for using the direction of evolution as
the criterion of ethical judaement rests on a logical cenfus?on_"33

Waddington admits that this is a 'more fundamental criticism' of
his position. Howaver, he makes two points: First, he believes that
although questions abour reasons are logically different from
questions about causes, the former being what he calls 'verbal
arguments,' once the latter are answered, ''the reply to the former

may be deducible from' them.3h

Waddington does not, however, dwell

on this point, The second-=and more important--paint, in his own
words, is: ‘''that Raphael phrases both questions with reference 1o an
"1', whersas my thesis would refer the second not to any particular
individual, but to some much larger entity, such as ths human spaties,
or even the living world as a whole ... The difference betwesen what

he alledges | believe and what | was actually arguing may perhaps

best be brought out if | rephrase his paragraph into a form in which

| would accept it:" "Waddington thinks tha answer to the guestion
'what would it be wise for me to do and for what reasons'? can

be deduced from the answer to ths question: 'what has the werld at

large been doing during its bistory and from what cawses'? This is
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why he thinks that a causal account of how individual ethical
judgements have come to be what they are can supply a criterion or
raticnal ground for the Judaement between different ethical beliefs
which it is wise for us to make, These are two guestions and the
kinds of answer they seek are different logical types. Waddinmgton's
argument for using the direction of evolution as the criterion for
judgement between ethical bellefs rests on acceptance of this.”35

This does not really answer Raphael's criticism. Raphael points
out, as wa have seen, that since Waddington has failed to recagnize
that questions about causes are 'legically different from the guestions
about reasons, hz does not see that the kinds of answers they seek
are different logical types. Waddington's argument is, therefore,
based on a logical confusion.

Waddington now admits that there is a logical distinction between
these guestions and the kinds of answers they seek. But still he claims
that we can deduce the answers to the reason-quastions from the
answers to the causal guestions; but, he does not support this claim
with any argument. Needless to say, it is difficult to see How this
deduction is possible.

Raphae) suggests that Huxley's answer to the question “Why should
the direction of evolution be accepted as good”? involves two criteria
of the concept of good, Raphael contends that one of these criteria
is familiarly intuitive and the other one is evolutionary; but, the
evolutionary criterion is secondary, for it depends, as we shall see,
on the former,

The so-called evolutionary criterion, according to Raphael

invalves Huxley's recognition of certain human experiences as 'good
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in themselves.' These includz: 'enjoyment of natural beauty; aesthetic
experiznce; the acquisition of knowledge and understanding; parsonal
love; devotion to an active cause; and so on,' Huxley points out

that to these expariences we assign higher and lower degreess of value
~=the higher values being those which are intrinsicaily or more
permanently satisfying, or involve a gresater degree of perfection,
Raphael tells us that Huxley's point here is that using this criterion,
vwe shall be able to judge other things good, [f they help to produce
these satisfyling or perfect experiences. And since, according to
Huxley, the direction of evolution does help to produce such
experiences, Tt should be accepted as gnod,

Raphael examines Huxley's argumént for thz evolutionary criterion
as follows. |f we consider the process of evolution as a whole, we
may observe two things: (a) the gensral direction of evolution is
from the less, to the more complex, and in consequence it is continual-
Iy producing new forms of existence. In short, the general direction
is toward increasing complexity with scope for novelty; and, (b) since
this direction of evolution includes, in its latest phase, tha things
we value highly--namely certain experiences=-+~ we may say that the
direction of the process is from what has littie or no value, to
what has great value. “The point of Huxley's argument is," as Raphael
says, ''that once we have, by use of the non-evolutionary criterion,
judged the process of change to be good hecause it leads to good end
products, we can then use a further property of the process (namely,
increasing complexity with continuing scope for future novelty) as
a second criterjon for valuing other things than those experiences

which we already know to be good and the process of change which
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lead to such experience. By the use of the second criterion we may

judge to be good other changes which have the property of Increasing

complexity with scope for continuing novalty.”36
Raphaal then observes that Huxley appears to be claiming that

mot only the evolutionary, but alsa the non-evolutionary criteria

can be deduced from the facts of evolution. He quotes Huxley as saying:

YThe facts of nature, a5 demonstrated in evolution, give us assurance

that knowledge, love, beauty, selfless morality and Tirm purpose are

ethically good.”37 Raphael remarks that although Huxley does not

explicitly make this point, he does "give the impression of thinking

that the goodness of theése states of mind can be derived from the

fact that they are late products of a progressive process."38 But .

this, according to Raphael, is arguing in a circle, for Huxley has

already judged the general direction of evolutien as proaressive [}

because it has produced, in its latest phase, certain experiences !
I

which are good in themselves. MNow Hukley is saying that these expers
iences are good becauss they are produced by the direction of

evolution., In Raphael's words: "he judges the process to be progressive
because he has already judoed good some of the experiences that it
producas., He cannot, therefore, use the progressivensss, which

depends on the goodn=ss of the end=products, to confirm his evaluation
n32

of the end~product.

Julian Huxley, in his introduction to The Phenomsnon of Man (by

Piarre Teilbhard de Chardin) admits that hls attempt on evolutionary
ethics is 'ipadequate,' But, be considers it to be "at least a step

in the right direction." |If by the phrase 'a step in the right

direction' he suggests that ethics can be deduced from the theory of
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evolution, then he has taken no other step in this 'right dirsction’

in his later works, He does attempt to connzct ethics with evolution
in some of his writings, but this connection does not seek any
deduction of ethics from evolution. What ha suggests in these works is
that an evolutionary way of thinking can help us solve our practical

moral problems, We shall examine this suggestion in our Final chapter.

Anthony Ouinton

Anthony Quinton writes: '"One reason why | believe that evolution-
ary ethics should be considered afresh is that | do not find the
doctrine of anti-maturalism, in any of its forms, to be even plausible,
let alone conw.'inclng."Ilm

This doctrine, Quinton feels, makes a distipction between two
broad €lasses of concepts, There are theoretical concepts which
describe, and the practical concepts which prescribe and evaluate,
Since the functions of the two are guite different there can be no
logical connection between them, Ouinton points out that the dis-
tinction is made in such a way that their uniquasness logically
follows. For instance, it is claimed that mora)l statements are not
really statements, or that moral statements are imperative while
scientific statements are indicative. Ouvinton tells us that practical
statements do not behave like imperatives--for example, practical
statements can be expressed in the past tense, while imperatives
cannot be,

Quinton, howaver, considers Hare's account of practicality to be
premising. According to Quinton, Hare's account of practicalivy, "in

general, brings together a2ll thase utterances which are direct
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responses, making no presumptions about the wishes of the inquirer,
to request for advice, te the guestion, ‘what shall I r.ic-"?“lH
Althouah, on this criterion, Quinton points out, “both imperatives
and jodgements of value--such as 'shut the door)' and 'you ought to
shut the door'=--are practical utterances, this does not establish,
though it may suggest, a comprehensive identity of legical character
batween the,m.“l’2 Duintan further argues, that since impsratives

are practical, some practical utterances are not statements. But, it
does not follow that moral utterances, beipmg practical, are not
statements either,

Quinton then draws our attention to a class of 'unguastionably
descriptive mora) statements,' which he calls ‘appetitive
utterances.' These "indicate the vbjects or states of affairs that
the person addressed will most enjey or will get most satisfaction
from. 'You will most like or enjoy the Ped Lion' is as good,
sufficient and direct an answer to the question ‘which hotel shall
I stay at'? as 'stay at the Red Lion' or 'the Red Lion is the best
hotel.' 1t is like them and different from 'the Red Lion Is the
smartest or largest or quisetest hotel! in that no contingent
presumption needs to be made about the special taestes or requiresments
of the questioner In order to predict the action that will follow on
his sincere acceptance of the advice or, at any rate, to be assured
of its relevance to his inquiry,.., There can be no sarious question
that appetitive utterances are both practical, in the way that
judgements of value and imparatives are, and factual, capable of

being established as true or f.al-s,e.”’h3

Quinton’s point hers is that from such premisses, value judgements

|
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can be deduced without any loglcal abjection to the procedure.

But, Quinton ohserves that the statements of evolution are not

prima facie, appetitive. 'To describe some state of affairs or

course of conduct as adaptive or biolegically efficient, is not
the same as to say that it will glve enjoyment or satisfaction to
the person addressed."“h
Quinton then refers to another class of practical concepts which
he calls 'technical evaluations' among which, he thinks the relevant
evolutionary concepts can be found, These technical evaluations or
prescriptions, he tells us, can be derived from most of the

sclentific theories which tell us what to do if we want to achieve

certain results. For example, from the theories of tha medical

¥
sciences of Anatomy, Physiology and Pathology, we can derive two F
branches of medical technology, i.e., Therapeuties, concerned with ]
the cure of disease, and Hygiene, concernad with its prevention, '

I

According to Ouinton, the concepts of technical evaluatioen in use
here are the concepts of health and disease. ''To characterize a
condition of the human organism as diseased," he says, '"'is to make
a practica) statement, It is to recommend that the condition be
removed or avolded.“ﬂ5

Quinton claims that the statements in which technical values
are ascribsd to objects or policies are, on the one hand, "unquestion=
ably practical, in that they are good, sufficient and direct reasens
for action «..; on the other hand, they are unaquastionahly
statements of fact, capable of being empirically established as true
or false and furthermore, in the most favoured way, namely by means

g

of scientific investigation.”
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In works of evolutionary bicology, Ouinton tells us, terms like
Yadaptive,' 'progressive,' 'genetically or biologically efficient!
and ‘anagenetic' appear to stand for technical values, Quinton says
that he is not sure whether these are synonymous terms, Yet:, he
nevertheless, claims that these terms are logically interconnected.
A variatien is adaptive, for example, 'if it contributes to the bia=
logical efficiency of the organ or species involved--and the same
ultimate evidence is appealed to for the ascription of any of them.“h7
Quinton further contends=--and it is Important to note--"'species,
organs and variations are not the only things that can be intelligibly
evaluated in these terms, The ends which they serve can equally be
served by modes of behavior, policies and social institutions which
are the subject-matter, in a broad sense, of ethics, Waddington's
notion of 'biological wisdom® is simply their application in this
field as a criterion for the adequacy of received ethical ideas and
practic:e*:‘.."l'8
It would seem that the application of the concepts of ‘genstic and
biological efficiency' to evaluate social institutions and processes
is somewhat gquesticnable, Quinton maintains that the modes of behavior,
policies, and social institutions can be intelligently evaluated in the
technical terms noted above--especially with respect to the term
biological efficiency=--as species, organs and variations. Moreover,
he refers to Maddinaton's notion of 'biclogical wisdom' as an example
of this sort of evaluation in the ethical field. MNow, Waddington's
notion of ‘'biclogical wisdom' is5 restricted, only to be used in the

context of human evolution; and human svolutien is considered to be

carried on by the socio-genetic transmission of information. He tells

—_— i el
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us that:

The problems of the organization of the human species
are sui generis, very littla help concerning them
can be tound by looking either at evolving apima)
spacies or developing animal individuals,

Ly

Furthermors, the tevm 'biological efficiency' seems naither to bas
synonymous with, nor is it logically interconnected with either the
term ‘progressive’ or 'anagenetic.,’ Quinton himself seems to

recognize the problem. "The point is,'” he says, "that it is
conceivable that the most biologically efficient condition of the

human species at a certaln stage of its development might be an entire=-

50

ly non-progressive one,

o ———

Quinton then makes two general remarks concerning the whole
class of technical values. First of all; they are plural in the

sense that they can come in competition with one=another, Fer

instance, the most efficient way of doing something may not always
be the most economical., Similarly, “economy and health may all come
into conflict with morality," Therfore, Quinton maintains that when
these values come into conflict the reguire us to adjudicate batween
them by referring to seme overviding principle of value,

Second, these technical valuss have some ‘implicit' appetitive

alement. '‘They are ascribed to things in virtue of tha contribution
of those things to some end, and those ends will befthe ones that are
generally desired by men and are generally Satisfylng.“51

Quinton maintains, that "in the evolutionary case, the relevant,
generally desired, end is the effective survival of the human species,
its continuation despite the dangers of the physical enviromment, the

hostility of other species and the increasingly perilous character
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g

of its internal dissensions,”

{t may be remarked here that the survival of the human species is
not a generally desired end in the evolutionary case, It may be
dasired in the case of human evolution in particular, but not in the
case of hiological evelution in gensral. Indesd; tha survival of other
species may come into direct conflict with the survival of the human
species. Ouinton previously clalmed that the technical terms
'adaptive,' "progressive' and 'hiologically efficient' apply to
general evolution, that species, organs and variation can be evaluated
in these terms. Now he is claiming that the overriding end of these
terms is the survival of the human species,

Quinton then examinas some of the theorias of evolutionary ethics
in light of his two remarks on technical valuations. He intends to
inquire whether or pot the case for the primacy of biclogical
efficiency, with respect to the set of technical values, can be made,

Quinton then evaluates Julian Huxley's theory of evolutionary
ethics as another teleological system. Huxley defines his criterion
of desirable direction of evolution, referring to a *higher value'==
a wholly extra-bielogical kind, "An ethical theory," he writes,

“that renuires this sort of reinforcement however much material it
makes use of, is not reéally an evolutionary ethics at all.”53

Since we have discussed Huxley's theary in some detall--and
Ouinton has nothing new to contribute on this subject~=we shall pow
turn to an examipation of Quinton's presentation of Waddington's work,

"Waddington," according to Quinton, "“puts forward as the fundamental

criterion of value what evolutionary biology shows to be mozt efficient.”54
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However, this criterion, Quinton tells us, is purely biological.
Horeover, Quinton points out that this criterion involves one
difficulty which results from Vaddington's identification of
biological efficiency with what Is favoured by the discoverable
genaral trend of the evolutionary process.

But Quinton suggests that the results of biological efficiency
may not conform to the general trend of evolution; for, the former
is a local or relative notion, whereas, the latter is not,

The general trend of evolution, Quinton tells us, occurs
against the background of many more variables than a particular
case of biological efficiency. So a change that increases
adaptation, in a certain limited context, may be, in fact, a
reduction in efficiency when viewed in relation te changes in
the overall enviromnment.

It is clear that the primacy of biological efficiency camnot
be established, given the set of so=called technical values,
Quinton is also correct in claiming that the concept of

biological efficiency is ambiguous, One reasen for Tts ambiguity

is that it is not used, here, in the Darwinian sense. For Darwin,
biological efficiency mainly means the reproductive capability

of a glven individual, Clearly, Waddington is not using this
concept in this sense; and, if he is using it in some other sense,

its meaning Is not at all clear,

A. G. M. Flew

0f all the contemparary philosophers Flew's treatment of
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evolutionary ethics is the most penetrating. He concentrates
on twa important (ssues-~i,e., the naturalistic fallacy and tha
concept of progress. He argues that evolutionary ethics
involves both the naturalistlc fallacy and the concent of
progress, Nevertheless, he strongly suggests that the present
moral guestions 'can and should bhe seen in an evslutionary
perspective,'

We shall first consider the concept of progress. Flew
shows that Darwin's natural selection theory of evolution does
not imply a law of pregress, Hs points out that the mistaken
belief that it does, lies in ""the fact that the core of
Darwin's theory Is a compulsive deductive arqument which makes
it possible to misplace the idea of necessity, and then
perhaps to mistake its character. Where a conclusion follows
necessarfly, it can be all too easy to assume that, that
conclusion must itself be logically or aven morally necessary,"55

Flew points cut another source of this misinterpretation
of Darwin's theory, This source lies in the misuse of Darwin's
key terms, such as *natural selection' and "the survival of
the fittest.'

We have already examined the meanings, not to mention the
misapplications suffered by, these phrases, Moreover, we
have also discussed the concept of progress in the Darwinian
context, Since Flew's conclusion does not differ from the
one we reached earlier, we will not review tha argument used

to reach it at this point.
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We must, howsver, mention one of Flew's telling commants
on the concept of @ law of progréess and its ethical application.
He writes: "it s worth poipting ont, parenthetically, that
the spokesman for absolute laws of historical development must
have difficulty in allowing roem for effective human actien;
far, in so far as anything is absolutely inevitable it would
seem that attempts to prevent it must be futile and efforts
to bring it about redundant; and the consequence is Fatalism."56
Flew maintains that, although Darwin's theory dees not
imply a law of progress, it does make it easy to pick out a
trend ''which we can scarcely regard as anything but progressive.“57
Flew offers three reasons for this claim: (a) In every epoch
of the fossil record frash possibilities of 1ife have been
realized; {b) the most complex of these in each epoch have
been more elaborate than the most sophisticated achievements
of the previous period; and, (c) we ourselves are among the
latest products of development.
But a trend, according to Flew, is different from a law
of tendency; and a law of tendency is further different from
an absolute law of development, ''Thare is a trend,' he says,
"if there has been a direction in the development se far,
whether or not there is any reason to think that things will
continue along this line, But to assert a law of tendency is
to say that something, always has occured and always will
occur, except insofar as this tendency was or will be

inhibited by some overriding force. Furthermore, a law of tendency




107
is a very different thing from an absolute law of development,
The former may obtain even though the tendency in guestion
is never in fact realized: the First Law of Motion and
Malthus's Principle of Population are not disproved by the
obeservations that, in fact, there always are ‘impressed
forces' and countervailing 'checks,' But an absolute law
of development would state that some particular line of
evolution i5 absolutely inevitablie, that Tt nelther will nor
could be prevented by any counteracting causes‘"58

In the light of these distinctions, Flew examines Julian
Huxley's position an the concept of progress, Flew maintains
that Huxley usually claims to show 'an actual trend'; but if
pressed Huxley would never claim to show more than a law
tendancy. Flew does not explain what this law of tendancy
or trend actually involves. (It may be mentioned here that
we have discussed, In detail, Huxley's concept of the genaral
direction of evolution in chapter (1)

Apparently Flew is dealing with Huxley's later views on
evolutionary ethics and humenism. One distinction between
his former and his later views is that, in the later ones,
he does not attempt to deduce ethics from the evolutionary
theory, but, rather, he emphasizes that phencmena should be
seen in an evolutionary perspective.

Nonsthsless, Huxley still seems to be plagued by his
former preoccupation: For example, he seeks in tha direction

of evolution, some sort of "“intellectual prop which can support
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the disturbing and questioning mind-=something not oursaives
that makes For righteousness.“59
But, as Flew points out, a difficulty is involved in Huxley's

search, Firstly, Huxley takes evolution as a trend, and a

trend, as we saw in Flew's abova mentioned distinction,

tarrias no guarantee for its future continuation. Thus, an
intellectual prop, based on a 'trend' would stand on very
shaky ground. Secondly, the process of =svolution, Trom which
Huxley derives the trend which serves as his intellectual '
prop, itself depends on man. Huxley, himself, asserts this

depandancy: ''In the light of evolutionary biology man can I
now see himself as the sole agent of further evolutionary

advance on this planet, and on2 of the few possible instruments

of progress in the univarse at large;"so Clearly, if the

evolutionary process itself depends upon man, Huxley's

search for an outside intellectual prop, becomes guestionable.

Flew makes this point in the fallowing:

the kind of reinforcement or quarantee sought .
by tha author of Fssays of a B8inlooist conld |
be found only, eithar outside the universe in
an old fashioned Divine Pravidence or "inside"
the universe, in absolute laws of historical
development. If the former could somzhow be
discovered then it wiould presumably follow
that the course of biological evolution up to,
and including the emergence of man must have
been like everything else in the universe--a '
manifestation of that Divine Providence; and

that, presumably, must imply that all manper

of things are and were and will be well,

Again, if thare werae absolute laws of his-

torical development, and if the development i
vhich they determined could be rated as :
progressive, then Huxley might have found in




these laws that outside support which he craved,..
But either recourse ought to be suspect

in supposedly secular context. There s, surely

somathing very odd, indeed pathatic, in

Huxley's attempt to find in evolutionary biology

“"something, not ourselves, which makes for

righteousnass," For this guest is, for him,

a search for somathing, not God, which does

duty Tor Divine Providence, Yet, if there

really is no Divine Providence operating in the

universe, then indeed, there is none; and we

cannot reasonably expect to find in the

Godless workings of impersonal things those

comfortable supports which-~howaver mistakenly

~=bel fevers usually think themselves

entitled to derive from their theistic beliefs,

Mor, insofar as we insist==as Ipdeed we must--

that men make history, can any laws of

tendency, which we may be able to discover in

history, fill Huxlay's bill, For insofar as

such laws aither epitomise ar presuppose our

human tendencies, they very obvicusly cannot,

whether or not they make for rightequsgess,

constitute a “'something not ocurselves, 1

We shall now briefly discuss Flew's claim that evolutionary
ethics involves the naturalistic fallacy. He maintains that it
is mainly due te the misunderstanding of both the deductive core
of Darwin's argument and certain key terms related to this
argument that the fallacy, in this context, is comitted, "'To
say within the terms of Darwinlan theory that in natural
selection the Tittest must survive is to utter only a tautology.
But this can be mistaken to be an urgent practical imperative
categorically demanding that we make every sacrifice to ensure
that they in fact clc)."62

Social Darwinism, as menationed in chapter [, offars the
best example of tha misunderstanding referred to above, Thus,

Flew quotes Adolf Hitler as saying "If we did not respect the

law of nature imposing our wiil be the right of the stranger, 2
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day would come when the wild animals would again devour us...."63

Similarly it is sometimes argued that the Malthusian
proposal of prudential restraints as well as the Engenic
measures, are mistaken on the grounds that they violate the law
of nature. Flew points ont that this sort of reasoning is based
on the confusion between the two senses of the law--the
descriptive and the prescriptive. A law, in the former sense,
“cannat have any genuine exceptions, since the occurrance of
any event inconsistent with the truth of a proposed law
constitutes a sufficient reason for failing the candidate,“su
while this is not the case in the prescriptive sense of the
term law.

Laws of nature, as Flew maintains, are descriptive laws,
Mow, if natural selection expresses a law of naturs, and ft
is generally assumed that it does, then it is absurd to vse
natural selection both as a law of nature and a reason for
acting in one way rather than the other.

It may be pointed out, that in evolutionary context, this
confusion betwsen the twe senses of the term law is mainly
found in social Darwinism, But, social Parwinism, as mentionad
in chaptar 1, is not an Impertant part of evolutienary sthics.
Thus, evolutionary ethics, as a whole, does not involve the
naturalistic fallacy in the crude form as evidenced by social
Rarwinism,

Flew paints oot that in most of the theories of evolutionary

ethics, we find an "indeterminacy about precisely what supposed
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evolutionary facts are to be connected with the desired ethical
directives."65 Flew, then examines the ethical theories of
Julian Huxley, Herbert Spencer and €. H, Waddington. He
quastions whether the ethical principles of Spencer, and
Julian Huxley, as well as the premises from which they are
derived, are in themselves, evolutionary, Flew mentions
Huxley's three main "ethical principles which have already
been discussed on pp. 78<79 in this thesis, Flew, however,
quotes Huxley as saying: "He[?he evolutionary moralisé}can
tell us that the facts of nature, as demonstrated in
evolution, give us the assurance that knowledge, love, beauty,
selfless morality, and firm purpose are ethically gond."
Flew comments "wall, no doubt he can tell us, PRut that,
in defaolt of any less elliptical exposition, is no
sufficient reason for agreeing that what he tells us is
true."66
Similarly, Flew argues, that Spepcer's theory of ethics
suffers from the indetermincy about what supposed evolutionary
facts are to be connected with the desired ethica) directives,
W2 have already arguad in chapter |, and 11l that it is not
clear whether Spencer is an evolutionist or a Hedonist, We
also indicated that it is questionable whather his cencept of
'the breadth of 1ife' s a biological concept. Further, we
have shown that his argument for thz inevitable law of progress
is neither valid, nor Is it consistent with Darwin's theory

of avalution. Since Flew's obhjections against Spencer's




ethics are not different from these, we do not need to

discuss them,

Flew then examines C. H, Waddington's argument. Waddington,

as mentioned in chapter 11, claims that his argument does not
invalve the naturalistic fallacy. This argument, in brief,
ts: "If we investigate by mormal scientific methods the way
in which the existence of ethical beliefs is invalved in the
causal nexus of the world's happenings, we shall he forced to
conclude that the function of ethicizing s to mediate tha
proegress of human evoluticn...we shall also find that this
progress, in the world as a whole, exhibits a direction....
Putting these two points together we can define a critarion
which does not depend for its validity on any pre-existing
ethical beliefs." And Vaddington, as Flew points out, is
most insistent that what Is distinctive about his view is
that this criterion is "a criterion for ceciding between
alternative systems of b‘e:lif_»f_."f’)‘7

Flew points out that Waddington thinks that by proposing
an evolutionary criterion--not directly a criterion of what
the right may be, but rather a criterion far judning which
Is the best among rival systems of belief about what is
right--he escapes the ohjection concerning the maturalistic
fallacy. But this Is not the case, Flew argues:

"For what i5 a criterfion far deciding which is bast
among rival systems of belief about what is right if it is not

a means of deciding which set of beliefs is, on halance, the

12
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most carrect, If in reply it is suggested that Yaddingten's
criterion is Intended only as a criterion of the efficiency
of different systems of ethicizing [si%] in their supposed
binlogical function, 'mediate the progress of human evolution',
then the further question arises, whether ths purative
direction of human evolution is being taken to be commendable
as such, or only insofar as the actual direction satisfies
sane ather standards. 17 the former, then--in a catch=phrase
of the old pre-television era==This i5 where we came in, |Ff
the latter, then, as far as our present sort of evoluticnary
&8

ethics is concerned, that is that,"

Thus Flew concludes that evolutionary sthics must

involve the paturalistic fallacy.




¥, CONCLUSION

The obvious conclusion of this investigation is that the
theoriss of evolutionary ethics, discussed in this thesis, do
not hold. This conclusion, | believe is sufficiently
supported hy the reasons given in chapters |l] and IV, Some
of the propounders of the theories themselves have admittead
that their arguments for evelutionary ethics are inadequate.
Herbart Soencer says "The doctrine of evolution has not
furnished guidance to the extent 1 had hoped, Most of the
conclusions, drawn empirically, are, ...enlightened by
cultivated intelligence,,., Beyond certain general sapctions
indirectly referred to in verification, there are only here
and there,.,conclusions evolutionary in origin that are
additional to, or different from, those which are uurrent."l
Similarly, Julian Huxley admits: "In my Romanes Lecture on

Evolutionary Ethics, | made an attempt {(which | now see was

inadequate, but at least was a step in the right direction)
to relate the development of moral codes and religions to

the general trends of evnlutian...“2

Finally, G, G, Simpson
remarks: "Let us not be too dismaved if soma attempts to
set up naturalistic ethics turn out themselves to be
fallacious, or if we cannot all agree as to elther origin

or criteria for paturalistic ethics. It would be enough

to go on with if we could conclude that naturalistic ethics

3

are eventually possible,
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But is evolutionary ethics really possible? We noted that
s5u0ch a possibility must face at least two main difficulties:
first, evolutionary athics seems to involve the naturalistic
fallacy; and, sscond, since the process of evoalution is a
"trend' not a *law® it cannot provide what Julian Huxley calls
a "natural foundation on which our human superstructure of
right and wrong may safely rest."

In view of these and other difficuities censidsred in
this presentation it may be concluded that evolutionary ethics
Is not possible. Hevertheless, as A, 6. N, Flew remarks,
"Attempts te bring ethics and politics into scme sort of
relation with the facts of evolutionary biology are perennial,"
But, if evolutionary ethics is not sound, how are theses 'perennial’
attempts to ba explained? Stephen Toulmin, &s we saw, thinks
that they are fundamentally mistaken, His argument is that no
non=scientific question can be salved by a scientific theory
without creating a scientific myth., Evolutiopary ethics,
according to Toulmip, is meither a genuine theory of science,
nor of ethics; it is a scientific myth==an evolutionary myth,

But why, then, is the interest in connecting ethics with
evolution ‘perennial'? Why has this fdea had a considerable
hald among senior biologists? This question seems worthy of
raising, Again, according to Toulmin, the desire to connect
ethics with evolution is a remnant of past human motives for
myth=-making. |t gives men, as he suggests, a sense of security

and comfrt to see that '"morality is something long standing,




something with roots in the universe and no mere human
makeshift."5
This answer, however, |s somewhat overstated. Toulmin's
whole thesis of the scientific myth, as discussed in chapter |V,
leaves a strong impression that he thinks that the propounders
of evolutionary ethics, especially Julian Huxley, are not
gentinely motiviated in their examination of ethical gquestions,
This seems questionable.
A, G, N, Flew, on the other hand, believes that the desire
to connect ethics with evolution, is a part of the general
desire to “connect and to see microcosms in relation to the
macrocosm,"6 He helieves that this desire in its=lf is *excellent"
and quite certainly should be shared and not despised by
anyone who aspires to the title of '‘philosopher.' "It is,
therefore," Flaw remarks, "neither surprising nor discreditable
that in every generation since Darwin some of the liveliest
and lesast blinkered students of biology=<Darwin himself
included=~should have wanted to explore the pessibility of
connections between evolution and ethics."7
Nonetheless, Flew observes that philosophers have done
“"far too little careful and sympathetic investication" of such
a possibility. One reason for this, Flew maintains, is that
they have "an obsessively narrow conception of philasophy,"
Flew does not sufficiently explain what he precisely maans
by a "narrow conception of philosophy." He seems, howevar,

to be referring to the type of philesophical investigation

16
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influenced by the Tractatus. This sort of philosophical
investigation, hée points out, is concentrated on ‘a vary strict
sense of implication.' ("A few paragraphs back we said,' Flew
writes, "'that one reason for denying that Darwin's theory had
any philosophical implications was a concentration on a very
narrow sense of 'philosophy.' We can now add, and a very
strict sense of 'implication.'")8

Consequently, C. H, Waddington may not be entirely
mistaken when he states: ''Remarkably few professional
philosophers of the present day so much as mention the fact
that the human sensory and intellectual apparatus has been
brought into being by an svolutiopary process whose observed
effects in all other instances are to produce operative
systems comfortable to the situations with which they will
have to deal. Take two examples, more or less at random: the
word 'evolution does not occur in the index of either

Rilbert Byles' The Concept of Mind or A, J, Ayer's The Prohlem

of Knowledae. To the biologists, | think it is bound to

remain almost inconceivable that one can talk much sense

about the relation betwean man and the external world jf

one Jeaves out of account the fact that man has bsen brought

into being by evolotion in relation to the external taporld,"9
Wadd ington may be correct in saying that mos professional

philosaphers have not acknowledned the facts of evolutiop when

dealing with problems on the relation between man and the

external world; but, it does not follow that they cannat




118

talk sensibly about the problems concerned-=for one can
talk sensibly even when one is guestioning the facts and
theories of evolution,

Flew's objection, ori the other hand, is not that
philosophars have not recognized the facts of evoelution, but
that they have not explored the philosophical significance
thereof, He quotes Wittgenstein sayina: 'The Darwinian
theory has no more to do with philosephy than any other
hypothesis of the natural science."to Mow, what sort of
philosephical implications ¢an @ scientific theary like
evolutionary biology, have? Obviously, it cannot solve
philosophical problems as long as they are indeed philasophical
and pot scientific., Science cannot answer non=scientific
questions, Ones common answer to this guestion is that
sclentific theories provide scientific world views or
perspectives which may help us to see things properly.

Rence, Flew arguss for an evolutionary perspective “'...and
that a1l human life==and questions of public and private conduct
in particular--can be fruitfully seen in an svolutionary
perspective."11

One difficulty here is, that a few other scientific
perspectives are often claimed to be 'followed from' seclentific
theories, And some of them seemingly contradict each other,
An optimistic perspective supposedly provided by evolutionary
theory may contradict the supposedly pessimistic perspactive

of entropy,




Moreover, the same theory may provide different world views,
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For instance, the following passage contains a different evolutionary

perspective from the one arguad for by Flew:

The new world order of social justice and
comradeship, the ratiopal and classless world
state, is no wild idealistic dream, but a
logical extrapolation from the whole course of
evolution, having no less authority than that
behind it, and therefore of all faiths the
most rational....Even so gigantic a setback

as VWorld War 1l cannot shake a faith which
is based on the consideratians which
convinced OBrummond and Spencer, Engels and
Harx. The way may bes long and we may not Jive
to see, but the triumph of the rational
spiritual man is sure,

A more elaborate discussion of this argument is beyond the
scope of this presentation, We shall now make a few remarks about
the moral importance of evolutionary theory,

So far as the central problem of ethics s concerned, we
argued that the theory of evalution is of little help. In
otherwords, the theory does not logically imply an ethical
criterion; hut, it does not follew that the theory cannot
contribute to the solutions of so-called practical moral probiems.

Almost all the philosophers discussed in this thesis agree

with biologists on the evolutionary origin and development of

merality. Thus, if the investigation of the origin and development

of moral ideas contributes at all to ocur understanding of the
nature of morality, the theory of evolution ¢an play a significant
role,

Until now, moral phllosophy has concerned itself with
questions about the nature and criterion of moral values,

Ouestions about the origin and development of moral values are
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considered te be ocutside the scope of moral philasophy.

It would appear that a systematic philosophical investigation
of the evolution of moral ideas may contribute to some extent to
the solutions of the main ethical guestions,

This suagestion would certainly have seme of the orthodox
objections raised against Tt. But then, what has erthedoxy in
moral philosophy accomplished? "There sesms to have occurred
an extraordinary narrowing in the field. Moral philosophy has
been made to look, if not simple, bald and JeJune and in its
fruits, unrewarding.”‘B

If moral philosophy in English In the present century,
has been, as G, Warnock points out, *"remarkably barren,' then
it is partly justified to explore some other approaches--even
if such approaches may not appear, at present, rewarding,
Whether an approach is actually rewarding or not cannot really
be known unless it is explored.

The suggestion that moral philosophy should include in
its investigation the evolution of moral ideas, should not
be construed as Implying that the evolution or development of
morality is itself its justification, [ghat is being suggested
here is that it would be relevant to understand the sthical
problems of our age.

Our age is a period in which we are experiencing a
rapidly changing envirommant. Population is increasing and
tachnology is changing at an ever increasing rate, This leads

one to enquire what sorts of implications tha increases in

social and technological complexities have on man's practical
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moral principles=-if, indeed, they have any,
Morality as conventlonally understood deals with the
rather short-run effects of individual actions, 'Most
ethical phileosophers,;' says VWaddington, ''when called upon to
give an example of the type of problem with which their theory
should deal, tend to clte some questions which might arise in
connect ion with their own behavier--often, indeed, a question
which could only be of much concern to middle class individuals
living in a Western European r:,t':l,tur;e-."”4
Maral philosophy Is often criticized for being trivial.
This criticism is not entirely unjustified. Waddington refers
to C, 0. Broad who cited 'the dilemma of the man who had to
choose between providing an adequate education for his daughter,
or a retirement pension for an old family retainer,' YThe
problem might he a difficult ane," says Waddington, "but, |
feel that one might legitimately doubt whather it is a matter
of sufficient importance te serve as a typical example of the
questions with which athical theory is faced in the world teday,
We can easily see around us too many examples of.lives being
completely ruined, or even terminated prematurely, to feel
that Broad's problem is other tham @ rather peripheral one."15
Waddington is no doubt correct. To he relevant to the
modern human predicament, moral philosophy must enlarge its
perspective and cope with the moral concerns posed by the
problems of poverty, pollution, population growth, conservation

of wildlife, aparthaid, national liberation struggies, etc..
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There is no doubt that the knowledge of evolution can contribute

significant]y to the solution of such problems.
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