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ABSTRACi 

One of the ma fo ct.aims of evol ut ltinary ~ h res 1 s that the. 

thecrv of evolut on can p ovicle us with e . et lca-J c.rlte.r · ori. The 

pir~s rtt th sis inve.st19a.".e.s this claim The thesis ~~,;1mlne:s some 

of the 1mportant heorTes of evolotlo.nary eth .Jcs an.d a1so revlews 

the up ... to-date ph, losophic.al eva1uatlori of evolutionary athl .c:.s. 

ChapJ:,er 1. begin.s with i:i brif:3f dfs~us-sion of Oarwin 1 s the~.ry of 

natural selection. ft is sho~n >ha~ the t~eory do.es not imply as 

it is usually tt:mug·ht, a. Ja<...,. cf progress. tt ts ·also· sho-wn tha.t" 

the theory is not entirely ccmpatib1e wi.th Darwin's theory of 

consc: l e-nc • The. ~ccouo .. of Spencer I s e:vol ut iQnary eth I cs is 

~lvided j'ntQ b10 verstans: soci'al Darwinism and ~on-s.ocfal Darwinism.. 

The fo.rmer version fs dlsmi.ssed as a rnisapplicatcan of some of the 

bfat·o9ical terms no e.thic.s . The latter Is conslder·er:1 to b.e more 

cornple.x.. Spencer's ethical criterion,, i.e. 1 the conduGfveness to 

l lfe is goo<'JI ls ~isccu:ss-ed and his argument for t.he I fnevitable 

progress• rm.plied by the pr:o·cess of evolution i.s sh19wn t-o b~ i nv~ I Jd. 

Th.G chapt~r ends with a. bdef account of T. H. Huxley 1 s refutation .of 

what be ·cal h: 1 the fa11acy of p.erfec.t ion1 reJ9t-ed to. the evolutionary 

proces-s. 

ChaptE!t' 11, excJmines in detaiJ the theorles of evolutionary 

ethics put forttJ by Jul Ian Kuxley, C. ·H Wad.din9t.or1, , •. Oob4.hanskyJ 

G. G. Simpson c1nd C. o. Leake. Th co.ncept of the general directlon 

of evolut ion Is examlned. 1t Is shown that this concept neither impl I s 

Ju1 lan Huxl~y·1 s theory of the moral it.y of o.pen developme,-,t nor 

does i't Imp l y C ~~ \..fadcll.ngron 1 s. etl:dcal cr!t-erion 



of 1 b1oiogic;;..a1 wisdc,m. • Oobzhar,sky•~ onc~pts bf freedom, genetic. 

Indeterminism, choice and S.imp-son 1s concepts of k-nowledge and 

,..: pol'1sibi l ity are examined In the cont xt of ethics. Similarly 

Ca D. Leake' moral crJ cerlon 1 ~ t II he. proba.bil i y of surv,val 

of .a rele.ti nsh fp betw e fl'ldivldual umans o group;:; of huma s 

inc.-e.ases 1-1lth the extent to "'1hfd, that rela iooshlp f-s mutually 

S<lt i'Sf y Ing" Is shown to b~ unten.1b e. 

Ch,;Ipte.r f deat~ with ffenry Sfdgwrck 1 s and G. E. ~loore*s 

crltl'crsm of H,erbert Spenc.erts :e:volut1.onary ethics.· tt i-s argued 

that although theft cr-i ic.lsm is correct; It r:,evertt, tes5 seems 

to be misdlrected . 

Chapter IV rev-fews contemporary p-h11os.opher:, 1 critJcrsrn of 

Jut Ian tfuxley's and C. H·.- Waddfngtonls t heories of revoltJtion~ry 

ethics. ihe. phi losop rs r~v iewed -are C. D. 'Broad, Stephen Toutmtn, 

D. D~ Rapl'lae1, Anthony Qufntort and A. G. N. Plew. 

Finally i't is o.ncluded ln Chapte:r V that although the theory 

of evoJutfon do·e~ not lrn_ply an 'et·hJca1 cr'itedon ft n ver "beless can 

be cotudde.rably h-elphl1 ln sol'Ving; the p):'actlcal rnoral I sues of our 

age.., 

ii 



j i i 

TABLf OF CO .TENTS 

PAGE -
CHAPTER I 1 

Ea rly Evolu ionary hies 

·cHAPTER t I 20 

La er EYoluticnary E hlcs 

C.HAPTER llf 63 

£arty P'h il.o:Soph rs on Evol ut lonary fth ic:S. 

CHAPTE' IV 78 

Later Phi los.oph.-rs on Evolut1ona,y Ethic!'i 

CHAPTER V 114 

Conch,s ion 



l. EARLY tVOLUTIO ARY ITHlCS 

The erm 'evolutionary eth,cs 1 presup oses a theo 1 of evolutlQn 

for whfcn Darw1n 1 s theory ,s, oft~n ti!lken for- granted . Alth ugh 

1 D.cirwloh,llJ• and 'ev0Jutlot1' are r,o - syno_nymous, tt,e lat er befng mllcfi 

broader ttian the former, they do often evol<t;!.' ea6h other whel'l u:s:ed in. 

ordinary discourse. 11F.or everyone except perh~ps a fe'w pedandc. 

hlstor·l~ns,u remarks Waddington, ·' 1the 'Theory of Evolutl-«:>0 1 mean 
l 

•oarwir, 1 as 1,mmhstak.ably as 1Relati lty' mea·ns 'Einstein, n, Thi~ 1.s; 

perhaps, d.ue, to two ·main r~as-ons1 Ffrst, Darwin wa_s a.ble to produc.e 

an enonnous mass of evl·dence concet"nin9 certaln blc,logical f~c. 5 suet, 

a, rnulttplicity. variatiorts and heredity amo..,9 living beings from 

whkh he supposedly d rived his tfoctrfne called 'Natural S.:dectlon. 1 H'e 

was thus able to ·show, a-s many bio1o!:J i ts ·be) lev.e., not on1y how 

'evo lut Jon I had otcu rretl but a I so how) g 1 ven those facts ·, it mui t oc~un 

secondly, and more hnportantty_ the spci l ~nd lntelJectua.l clinate In 

England, at the time Darwin wrote, \'las rec:eptive to. a.nd exp~c:tant of, 

such a theory a.s hi.5~ '-'Hovi very silly we. w rf!,'' remar'ked T. H. Huxley, 
2 

''not to have thought of that out-selve_s .. '' 

This Is a parti~l justlfTca Ion for beginn1ng OU!'" s ~-dy of 

evolutf or:.,ar-y eth I cs with O.arwin I s theory of evo lot ion. The justif l cation 

ls further s treng thel'!ed by th~ fac tha most of the argum __ r,t:s which we 

will analyze in this thesis~ are either based cin• or stt'umulat~d by hls 

theory Thi.s, however, ner ther shQW-S, nor does It com it us to showing, 

the val idlty of Dan•iin 1 s t'1.eory. To und.ert ke such a study is- the. Job 

of the phi lo-ophar of bjology. Our task~ here, is conftned 'to 

lnvestlgati -r; v1het'her or not. tbe th ory of evo1ution can be applied to 



et.hies. It is necessary, t.hen to gras.p tha m.afn points. of Oarwrn!s 

:thea"ry before the r r- ·a;pp 1 I ~at ion to ethics 1 s e)l:i31'1l i r1ed .• 

Datwi~•s argument ob gln wTth 1 ls considered t_o ccm ·1sta of a 

2 

deducti e core .. 11The o l d argutnent:s for evolutro.n,'J wrlt.e~ C~ F. P.antin, 

"we.re o.nly based on c.l re: mstant la I ~vidence n . . But t .he cor-e of 

OaTwrn•~ argument ~as of a different kind. lt did not make ft more 

proba le--it made it a certainty. Given his facts h• e~nctu io~s must 

fol Tow: I ike a proposltfon in geometry.. .. Darwin's argument v1as a 

dedi,fc;tive one--wh r-eas .an c1r9ument: based on circumstantial evid nee ,s· 
3 

Jnductive. 11 (W~ sha 11 u~e the :term 'daduc-t ion I in a ,similar manner--

for ~onvenience•-without 'investigating further whether or riot, st'dt:tly 

spe.:t!dng. the ;arm ba.s beeri prnperly empfoyed) 

Jt ls considered that o·arwio 1 s theory of evolutlQn involves two 

main deductions whi~h dea} with the concept of the survival of the 

fittest ~nd the concept of the struggle for exist nee. The latter 

c-0ncept. according to Dar\oJiti. is an app•lication of the Malthusian 

dctc tr lne to th~ whole, I tv i og worl d . He wrl' s: 

A struggle for e.xis.t nee inevl tably fol lows_ horn he hlgh 
rate at which all organic beings tend to int:r'ea:s.e-..as 
more individuals ar produced than cao possibly survive 
there must in every case _be a struggle for existe"ce, 
either one individual wlto ""'other of the same spec.le:s, 
.or with the l.ndtvldual.5. of a different speci es, or with 
the physica l conditions of J tfe. lt is the doctr i ne of 
Halt:hu.s ,;,1ppl ied with manlfp.Jd forc:e to the whole a n•i -al 
and vegetable ktngifoms , for in thi s case th re can be no 
arttf ic:ia.1 'fnc4ease of food .?Jnd no. pro~ef'tial r ·estraints 
from marriage·. 

The second conceptt thc1t of the 'SurvlvaJ of tne rl t test ·•, rs 

derived from. the conjunction of the notion of 1 va'riat.lon 1 and the no ion 



tf organic bel gs present lndt ,!dual di ff ere ces fn 
<Jhn.os·t every pa-rt of th rr stn,cture, and this cannot 
be disputed; i th re be, o',o./thg to their geometrical 
rate of increa e, a severe struggle for exi~tence at 
SO(TI age., season, or y~ar,. a11d this certainly tar,n_o 
be d I sputecl; tben • ., it would be a most extraordinary 
fac if no variations had ever o~orred useful tu e~ch 
b- in_ 1 ,1e"l f ar the 5ame menne as va at io ~ h-ave 
occurred useful to man. But if variations useful to 
any ·organic being do oc.cur. as ass.uredly ind1vldua)s 
thus characterised vH I I have the best chanc-c Q.f be Ing 
pr served. fr1 the struggle for 1 lfe; nd from th 
strong p.rlnc. ·pl e ·of fnher i tante they 1-1i 11 tend to 
produce offsp•ring similar-ly charact rised This 
principle of pre ervatlon, or the 5~Jrvlva1 gF the 
fit e_st, I have called 1 1natural se ectl0i1, 11 

A diff1~ulty ads-es whe-n -we ·ex..am•ine the first alleged deduc ion-. 

Darwin argues, as quote,d above, that ff then=i .are more 1 ivi ng beihg'.¼ 

than c;an possibly. survive, the -struggle' for existence 'inevftably 

3 

fol lovis. • But, thi.s strr.ct)y speaking• is not the case \Jhat actual 1 

fo1lo~1,5 Is that not al 1 the I iVif'.l9 beings In question can p.os.slbly 

survive, And this is r:1efther equivalent to, nor do-s it ·further fmp- ly ,. 

t:1,e lfnevitab l e ' ·struggle. for .exlstel1ce, To do this, the argument needs 

an add it i ona I prE.'1'1'1 i se wh kh seems som .. ...,hat d l ff icu l t tb word; but for the 

sake of argument 1a1 I ) i ing beings strive to sur tve' may serve this 

purpose. In a Oari-linian s.ei,se, t hrs would mean that al 1 living bei'ngs 

striv~ both ta 1 ive a.nd to produc-e offspring. Uow,. this may ue t-rue in 

the ~.ase of hon-human 1 h,ing be ings but it seems q:uestior.,able in the 

case of huma,i be i rigs. A man may we 11 d·e:c i de not to have a c.h 11 d:, or, he 

may even decide not to go ~n llvingt for he may find that life ls not 

worth l ivi"ng. In e ither· .c.ase he is not stri·ving for survlval . lienc 

the struggl for exist~nee :does not ' Inevitably' fo l law tn the human ease. 

1he• struggle fo,- exfstence Is also not lfn :vitable 1 fo the: case of 

human be:ihg·s• as D.arwin hlmself acknowledges. if an t,artlficial rncreas 

i'n fcod~ and .1prud-ent,al restraint-s 1 from rnarrlc19e are possible. 



with th~ canc ap of the surv1 al of the fit t e s tJ Is circular 

H1llam Oampiet, f<l r ln~t r,ce, writes: t • hat it; tie f ittest? he: 

ans wer 1s: that ,..,hic;h best fit'S the xistirig erwJro-nment . that which 

f l t sor 1ves end th t whl c~ iO rv lv _ 
6 

1 s f I tc }I It s-eem s however, that 

this sort cf criticism is b-c:1sed o.n Darwin's use of Her.be.rt Spencer' 1 s 

phrase. "the sun!lval of the: fittest 11 For DaT"win 1 s O\oln co c .pt of 

11 Natural S~lection11 defines· fiti,es ·1n terms of an i'nd.ivfdual 's abi I Jty 

-to prod ce· offspring; a·. d thus. p;hn facie does not invo l ve any 

cl-r-culad y., 

Darwin a~gues tha all living belngs are subject to var t ations -

some of whi(:h a·re us.eful en.d others wht'cb ar-e irijurJous--ln th strugg1~ 

fo-r existence. NaturallV, If any indl:Jldual ·has. a useful variQtfon he 

wi°ll have a bette r chance of survival in this 'Strtlggle-

We ar~ again, hbwever, ~eeml~gly f elng a ctrcular argument, It Is 

claimed t 'hat an indlvldual has a bett r e·.hance for sunlva) .tf he has 

some useful variations. But. how d-o we l<now that h:e ha·s suc.h va_riation:s7 

n,e conc1usi·v~ answer r'esu on the fac:..t ha.t rt is ultimately hrs 

survival that determ 'lfles th~t he has: useful var'i a tlons. And again we· 

nave: travel led a ful I' circle. Nev~rt'heless,. this objection does not 

it1V<i} idate Dc1rwln 1 s not f on of Natura.I Selection~ 

What Is of more lmmedi te inttre·5t h~r~ is.~ tihat Oan.,in's. do..:trfoe, 

~ven if val id, doe5 not prove what he wa.nt:s I to prove, r,~ :ely1 (a) 

uthat -spet. ies, have not been sep.a rtttely created.'\ .dnd (b) -11 :t.ha.t na tura I 

select Ion has· been th-e chl~f agent of change.1 1 \.Iha,• l t actually ass r s 

rs· that, in the struggle for existence, only tho-se st.:t"rviv · who are fit to 



io reach the con~_lus1onrS lndica :ed by (a} and (b) Darwlri attempt;s 

to ccmblfle. the doctrir,e of r:ia ural selectio.n with what t:ie ca11s 11 the 

strong pr ind pl e of i nher I ta nee. 11 But this .combination,, ~.s we. sh.:! I I 

see, leads. ·oarwln's argument of evolutfon Into serious diffk 1ty_ 

Although Dan/in admits that 11our ignorance of the la-1~ of 

v.adations is profound, 11 he ass1,.1me:s that a gr-eat many variations are 

inhetltable~ "Any 1,1arlatlon 1
11 he \.'llr ites, ·•~which is not_ lnherlted is 

un i'mportant for us. 117 r-iext • he claim;; that Natural se f ectfon works on 

two types o variations••useful i!nd injurious. The forrn,er are pres rved-, 

whereas the. latter are ' rigidly destroyed ' in th st:rugg1e 111Jariatlof'.lS 

neither useful nor inj urious ·would not be a ffect-ed by natural selection-. 118 

Darwin then claims that , not on ly are o~~fu l variations preserv~d, 

but they are accumulated by means of inheritance urhe net resu 1 t ,_u 

Darwin remc3 rks, 11 is tha"t each creature tends to become more and more 

improved in re lat ion to 1 ts con_d .ltions. Thls I provement inevl tabl y leads 

to the gradual advancement of the organization of the gr·e.1test num ber of 

I ivlng beings throughout the world.u9 

There are two ~uesti~na l e prtnciples Involved her~! the pr inciple 

of he accumula ion of- useful varlati_ons; and the printfpl:e cf tnheritance. 

First, l et us look _at t-he a,;cumulati n pri,ndple.. l11heritaoce in 

a Dan-,tni-e)r1 acc:ou:nt, produces v.ariat ons a nd whether they are 1.rseful o r 

inju ious is ultimate l y decided i n the struggle for existence. If those 

b.eings 1-1,th Injurious variat ions .are r'tgid1y destroyed, as Darwih c.lain,s, 

then tha-se that are preserved are theTeby shown to have usefu l var iatio ns. 

Now, Darwin c:t~lms that 'preserved' or u sefol v.ariatlohs are accumu lated 

by ~ean5 of rnheritance The 'net result" of this , as he tells us,- '' is 

that each ere~ ure t~"ds to~ cOTie more and more imp roved in re lation to 



6 

lts conditions/ 1 This•~ sirnply) Is rio·t sd. Natural ~~lect ion does not 

9-u-0rantee that if a variation survives In a part:icolar c.o.n.dition it will 

t ereby survive ir• future or tn dlfferentt cc:mcfiti.ons. In o~he words; 

a vadation Nhich wa.s usefu.l before. rrta-y b.e injurlou.-s how. Jf' so. rt 

will not survive and he"Get i will not he accumulated wi h other 

Now, If we as,5ume that the conditions of 1 ife are statfc, and thus. 

allQw the accumulation of useful va~ atlon$ tt would lead to another 

dlff(c~lty. The succe$slve process of deer asing he lnjurfous wh,le 

aecumt.ilating the useful vari'a ions would eventually c.omc to a point , here 

the former would disappear 111hl le the latter ¼OUld be optimum.• In such 

a c,fse, there wou J d be not ti l ng for na tura 1 se 1 ec t ion o se 1 ect . 

Consequently, the ~volutionary process would come t9 a end. 

Darwin, utillzing his principle of inherit~nce, reach s the same 

conclusion. C~ Ji. ~laddlhgton explains ft as fo lows! 

In the main, h.e a.dopted the theory of heredity •• that both 
mother and father contd6ute her dltary ~ual l ties tb their' 
offspringt which appears as a, •• blend of it.s t'-10 paren·ts •• 
Again, there is a point which particularly troubled Darwin: 
If variat .ions blend in inher i ~nee, tnen crQs5•ing between 
the variant type - IM a population wfll produce later 
generc1tlons which come. closet a_nd c.lo er t-o a uniform 
interJtfedlate aver.ag·enes • On a sys-tem of bl2ndlng lnher''itance, 
in fact., varlatrans will gradually dl .sappear and evolbltion: 
w.il l come to a st.andstil'J for lack of a:nythlng for natural 
selection to work on. u lO 

ft has been sidely cl imed by cq"tempor~~y biologi sts tn~t modern 

genetics. based on 'Mendel ls· work. has solved Darwin's difficulty I t 

shows. as Waddi'{lgton points out, that, Hblological i.n.heritanc.e doe nq.t 

in\tolv~ any trve blending of the qualities of the two parents, <Jnd 'there 

·is no tendem;:y for va.riation!'. to be. d.im'nished by eross !>reedln.94 •• thus 

11 Darwin's problem does not arfse .. 11 



7 

Bu modern g~netlc~ ha.snot: c;qn.firmed Oa ,..,fn 1'S principle of 

a enmulati:on of u~eful vuriu.tion. by mean~ .of inheritan-c • l9r 1.s .,.his 

:principle impl ted 1 a pointed ou earller. by tli . theor of natural 

selection. The tea~ori Darwin has argued for t·n,s pdoctple see: s a ·l>e 

tha ft Is related t Hie co c pt of prog ess ive devel¢pment~ Since, 

accord Ing t-0 Qqrw'fn' the.c'lry ,. ~-,hat ever surv fve:s 1 f s th.ereby proved to be 

useful (or good, iis Oan,,ln ls ~ometime.s temp· ed to say); and, since the 

usefc.r1 variations tend to i3C.~umulate 1 progre_ssive development f-0llows from 

Jt 

Bot Da.rwin is not alway ~onslsten-t on. this point. At one p·lace he 

says: 0 tlatura1 selectlont or the survtval of the fittest~ do;es not 

necessari ty include pro9re siv.e devel.opme11t) 11 But:: lat r in the chapter 

on "Object_ions· to t ·he Theory11
, he seem to b.e taking the opposite po.sltlon~ 

He remarks, 11Althoug·h we havt no good. ev i deqc.e of the exi.stence in 

organic beings of an ln11ate ten.dency to\o1ard progre:ss ·lve develo metit, yat, 

this necessar.i.ly fol)(:iws •• hrough the conti.l"lued growth of ~atura1 

·sel.ection1112 

Darwin ls nti-staken fr1 be·t f~v·tng that he theory of natura·t selection 

implres a law of progre -s. He e.xpress_s this b-elt-ef In many plc1c::€s in 

both The. Or '·gin of Sp~cies and Oe cent of Han . The following ls c~e of 

the cleare·st expressions of tnfs view{ 

Finally, it may not be a logical (feduction 7 but to my 
imaginat ion it , . ar mol"'e satisfactory ta Jqo at 
suet, insti"cts as a 3/oung cuc_koo ejecting i s foster 
brothers- .ants aid ng s lave_s•-not c> spec t'a ll y endowed 
or ere,3•ed ins-tlncts,· but as small consequences of one 
9enzral l~;v ·1eadTng to the advancement of all organk. 
beings- namely mult lpt y·, vary, let the strongest live 
and the weakest die l3 · 

The. concept of progress ts extremely Import-ant in the whole argu­

meri for' evoJutlonary e hies. It will, therefore, be one of our mair:i 



polnts o discussion thro1.13hout this th ·.sfs ror the present• it cs 

sufftclen t to not e th~t, µ l though Dar~in thTnks that the ·h ory of 

natural 'Selectl-on ({!!pl le.s a law cf prpgres.s,. tt does not, in factt imply 

such a law. 

H shall no b:riefly discuss Oarwin ·1 s awn attempt to apply Natural 

Selection to, i-rhat he c lls 1consciertce 1 or 'mora.1 sense'. It is not 

.ufficlently c.1ear '"' at Darwirt rnea·ns by these terms. nThe •moral sense' 

or consdeoce·t, we are told in th.a beginning of chap er- V of The Descent 

of Ma11 1 "is .slf.lT!ffl d in that short but imperious word •ought', so full of 

s ig if icance. 11 tn a later p<1ssage we near of 11Mor.;d sens~ wh ldi te11 s us 

what <1:e oug h.t o do, and of the i:. riscJ:enc~ wh j en reproves if wa di sob:ey 

it.u
14 

Sometim s Darwtn equates 1cons:c:ience' or 'mo al sense ' with 

repentence, regret, or remorse_, etc-. In generalJ a:s we sh:all later see 1 

by •·eonscienc-e 1 Darwin means a f.eel.ing of re~,r~t wl·dch results f .rooi man's 

vtolatioti of social Instinct 1r1hich he ought not 'to violate. 

Darwin argue5: 11 th.at- any animal• whatever, endowed with wel I 

marked s<,cial instincts. the paren~al and Fil Lal affections. belr:ig here 

fm:.h.1ded, would ineYitably acquire a moral sense or .cons.c ience, a1 soon· 

as i' t .s. i nte 11 ec:tua 1 p0\'1ers ha·d becane <:1s we 11 or near 1 y a·s we l J 

deve1op·ed as in man. 1115 

Among so.cla'J instrncts, sympathy, according to 0ar•1t1rn. is t:l,e most 

Jmpof" ant,. and among i•nce l let..tual powers, the power -of ref 1 ect ton an·d th 

power of languages .ire toe rnost signiftcant. The power of ref lection 

enables man to tec:al'l hfs pa.~t ~·ct101.1~: ·and mot ives; and the power of 

language enables him to recognize the apJ)roba ion or disapprobation of 

hi fellow beings. 

ft is ~ll,te possible that both th~s factors of Oarwfnian 



consdenc.e---soci.al l:nstlnct!li and int llect--are produced or dev~ \ 0.ped 

hrough Natural Selection. Danrln praduc.e.s an enormous mass of 

evld~nce to support- this claim. Furthermore he argues hat the 

conjunction of the ·so~1al instincts and of thA in.tel.lee~ produces 

D rwln 1 s a·rgUme'Mt Is that wh n a mc1n violates .a st1dal instinct 

9 

(for lrist;;ance sympathy) and yields to a se.1.f ish ins }net (for in-s tanee 

hunger or lust)t h- afterwards regrets it. Why dti-eC3_ h.e y ield to a­

s~ l i'1sh i.rnpulse7 Darwln 1 s answer ls : "ftecause selfish imp·ulses are 

strollger tha_n social impulses. But why dp s .man l"egr-et7 Darwitt ,;:rnswers; 

At the moment ·of act ton man wi I l no doubt be apt to fol low 
ttle strong-er impulse ••• it will more c9rr.rnQnly le.ad hi o 
gratify h j s own des I res at the eXpen.se of· o h~r en. But 
aFter their gratiflcatit}n, \,1hen past and we·aker lmpressJons 
<1re ju lged by the ev r endur i ng social instinct and by this 
deep regaro for th good opinfon of his fellow, retribution 
wl l 1 sur ly come. He 1,/i 11 then feel remors·e 1 re.pent~mce_. 
regret o:r sha-rne; ••• He. wl 11 consequen.t.ly reso J ve more or 
le~, firmly to act diff tently fpr the futu,~; and this 
ls consc ienc-e; for cons-cien~e looks backwards .• ~nd serves 
a~ a guicle for the Futuretlb 

Thfs ansv;er fs not !;a isfact-or-y• for i t Is based on ·two assumptlons , 

one <>f \.Jhh:h seems inconsistent \1/lth 0arwin's bosic as!Sumptions, t.·he 

other of 1,1hich i.s questionable. The first assumption---an Tncons,stent 

o.ne ..... is tt,at the 11~ocl al h,stlnc.ts are ever presen and persistent, 11 

~Jhi Je hung~i. lL1st._ vengence, etc:., are not. The '!iecond assumption. is 

tha:t regret is the c.oncorn.ltai'lt of a vlof tJtlo.n of the social ins.tTnct on 

the par of the selfish fnstinct-s. Consider-lng his first a·ss.Ulllptlon 1 we 

see that,, a cording to the theory of n-atural sef.ect on 1 the inst inc of 

self-preservat ion is rh basic instinct and Is the earliest of all. 

Socri3l jr;s _tincts are lat·er deve1oped by natural -selection, for they were 

of help in t .h st ·ruggle for exlster1c·e--h1=1d tfiey ot hav been h~Jpful, 
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they would not have 1:leveioped· und~r natural '!>electron. Thus., t, ere ls 

a groind for claiming that ,elf preservation i~ more persi tent and 

present ha~ social ~nstlncts . 

Moreov-er, H= non-socl- l lmpul es are stron~er than the ~o.efal on 5, 

;:i nd ·rm n •twi ll r,o doubt b apt t o f }t ow the stronger lmpuls sT1 t hen 

con c.i ence serv i)19 him as a 90 lde. for tne future doe:5 r,ot make sense. 

H may ~eg~et his nonsocfal impu l ses, but if they a e stronger, he w,11 

no d ubt fo.l low them~ It is highly questionabl whether consc ence can· 

p·re-ver1t a starvin ma" .f.roro ste.al iri9 food~ Perhaps Darwin would cone de 

this, But his maln questi-0n s i1.1 remarns: ''Why dos he regr~t havin­

stolen foed from hunger"? or, 11Jhy is he br terl1' regretfol. if he has 

yielded to a strong sen~e of self-preservation and tws not rtsked his 

life to .sa!/e th t of a fellow creatur '? 11 These quein ions presuppos:e 

Darwtn 1 s .seeond as-sumptioo, j .e._ r gre Is the concommitant of a 

violation of the so.cial instincts on d, part of the selffsh instincts. 

Sut 1 this again is not a1way$ the ca~5'"!. It i s very doubtful t-ihethe r a 

starving man will regret having ~to1en food, or a professional robber 

wl 11 regr"et havi'ng robbed someor;2 

But what if such a robb~r do,es fe t r gr~t.1 This would sh w tha 't 

the rohb~r feel~ thnt he has vloi~ted social insttnct which he ought not 

to violate. How ver, th1s, in lt~elf, is a morQl judgment. It f~llows 

then. that: first, ·r~_ r-et 1s not c:1 concCAl'Jmitant of a \l 'lolation of the 

socfa l instinct.;- second, even lf it ·w re a cont~flKT1itant, it is 

neverthe.less, preceeded by a moral judgmern ... 

Moreover, Oar~,rn•s theory of conscience may not alwa s he 

~ompatible ,,,ith the natur I se1ecthm tt,eory,. For Jnstanc.e 1 the 

s ea 1 i ng of food ( if no other opt h:m Is ava 11 .ab le,) w i 11 increase the 
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chance5 of su;vl -al of ;.i ! arving man; and this ac would compatible 

with the nat-ur«t selection theory. Bu I being a v,nlation of soc al 

instinc • steal ng cnuld b incornpattble with. his consc ience do.ctrine. 

Dar"wTn himself seems to recognize this Jn.compatibirit:y. At one poln 

lrnportant as the strugg le for existence has been and 
e\len still ls, yet as far a the hfghest part of ma:n 1 -s 
n.:1tur is concerned thel"e are other a~fenc i es rnoie 
1~port~n. For the mora l qualjtl~s are advanced, 
etther directly ot" ind1rec_t°\y much more throug. the 
habit, the reasoning powers. instruc tion. r~llgi.on~ 
tc •• than through na uraJ s~lection;_ though to this 

1atter ag~ncy may be sa_fely attributed th soc.lat 
instin·cts which ~f-fo7ded th basis for the dev&lopr,ient 
of the moral sense. 1 

HERBrnT SPHlCtR 

IJe shall now d"iscuss HerbeYt Spencer's evo1u ionary eth.its .. P.e is 

a more ·sig-niflcant figure. in this. respe·~t 1 than Oarwln. D'antln- is 

mainly concerned wlth the orlgln of moralitYt whll~ Spencer's main 

attempt consists in 1'establisl1ing moral rules on a stleritific basis." 

Spenc.er 1 s ethical system Ci:!11 be divided Into t ,o part,s. soc:.ial 

D<:l'rwirdsrn and non-s-oc'ial Oarwinism. Spencer- i•s co sidered to b 01,e of 

the main exponents of thought called tsocl l Oa-r-wlnrsm' which remair,ed 

quite fnf uentfal untfl the en~ of the l-ast c ntury. ocial D"1twlnism 

was- A bad com 11'l<Hion of b· ology a.l'lel sociology. P.iological te·rms such 

as: 1 strugg Je 1 • 'survival,• 'fitnes~, 1 et_c_., were simplified and tnen 

applied to s dal re·latlons with-out any qualfficatlons_ Sot-lal progress 

was: considered to ·resu 1 t from se~ere compet i ti.on b:etween the fittest 

.lnd tfie re 1 a r i e 1 y unfit .. C.on·s.e-quent 1 y • Spen(:er wr ite·,;: 

The poYerty cf the I neap.a 1 e, the dis re.ss that com.es upon 
the Imprudent, th~ ~tarv~tion of the idle, and those 



~hou-ld-er1ngs aside .of the weak by t e strong, v1h1.eh 
leave man in 'shat Jnws: and m·is.eri-es" ar the d~rees 
of a. large far seeing benevolence, .The process must 

a vnders-tood and the suffe.rl ogs u1ust be e·ndured. 
1-!o po,--tel"' on ~att:1-t. no cunn·i ng ly devised 1 aws of 
st.a e:smen-. n.-o world rect l fy i ng _thE:lT'lt'!S of l"lumart j no 
COOltTJ tll"t f st pan.ace~s, can d ll'il 1 n i sh them on job~ 8 
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Sp m:;er- is clearly mist.a.ken In th·s passage ft is only biological 

fl tnes-s that· coun !'. tn the strugg1e for lstence; <:1 d b"iofogical flt_ness 

is measured by he success of on Tndi\>1-dual Jn producing ehl ldren •. Thus, 

f is only the reproduc tv u.nfi ... ness' against i-ihich the so•c.al l ed 

decrees off a lar9e far seein~ be.ne.v hmce must be pa',Ssed. lPov r't:Y,' 

1mrsery.-' or •weakness• .tannot be such. decrees unless tti y affect the 

reproductive capabi itt of an indivi dual. And th~y do not necessarily 

do s0:. Rather'• it is po s1 bl e that the reproduct lve fert i I ity ma y 

affect t ·he reverse-. 

Horeo\ler, competition is not the only way to survival. Co-op .ration 

has played a 5rgn1ficant part In the process of e~olution. Spencer 

himself recognizes this fat:t. He says: 

We have al so conclud,e.cf that th se last stag-es rn ttie 
evoluti n of conduct are. those dfsplci-ye<l by the 
highest type (,-f bein9 when he r5 fo:rc-ed by l'nc:reas.c= 
af numb~rst to l fve more and more ln the presence of 
hfs fellQwsi And there has followed the ~orollar 
tbat conduct g~ins ethic l sanctron in proportion as th~ 
~ctivlties, becoming le~s an,d less mfl itant and more 
and more rnd_ostr al, are so,;-h as do not nec:~ss.itate 
m~tual injury or hindrance u consist wlth and ~re 
fu·rt he.red by• co-~p.e,: a: t ion and mu 1..$1 a i o _ 19 

Sp ncer b lieves tha . the process of evolution ls leading to ari 

inevi able pr-0gr 3 -~toward the cre~tion of an i deal m n. kls argum nt 

fs \'iorth considering. He argut!s· 

l. "Al I irnperfec!'ion is unf tness tp the condi tions of exlsten.ce.ll 

2. 'This unfitness must coostst either in havfng a faculty or 



faculties excess;· r, in having a faculty or facul ti~ 

.el f i Cl MC· i er, t ; 0 J'" both , ~ 

3. 11A fac.ultt in exces, 1s on-e wntch th eondltions or' existenc 

do not: afford :fu.1 I e'C.erc;:ise to; nd a faculty that is 

defJc!t1~'1: ls on f orm ..,fhich tlie condf i ons f l s nc~ c!emand 

mo·re t-han it can perf-orm. 11 

4~ 118ut it: f s an ssent al pr inc. Tp l.c .of 1 i fe th.it a faculty , to 

which clrcum tances do not allow full exercise, diminishes; a_nd 

that a faa.il ty on ,..,h lch c I r:cumstances make exce iv d·emands 

lncrea5es 11 

5 41A d s.o lohg as this excess and this defL::iency continues. 

th~re rnu~t continue decraase on he onehand; a·nd grpwth on the: 

other-. 11 

alt hnpel"fection must cHsappc!ar. 1' 

Thus, the ultimate development of the: ideal man is logically certain. 

P h f I • cl b . ~ "to. regress, t ere ore, snot an ace, eot, ut a n2cess1ty. 

Spen er claim~ that th concept of progress a rgued above ls due 

to the working .of a urdvers3l la~-1. 11 lf anyon~ demures to thi s , 1 ' he 

t' I t • ' t I "2-l Th f b sa !it t ,m po,n ollt t ,e err-or e. .error, o . course, can . e 
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·~fetected by ·ahalysing the premis (#4) of •his a rQurnent. Th '50 cal 1ed 

e~~ ntial priticip le of I iife mentioned t.he:rein, has now been dfsappr:av~d 

by the eijodt,r of the biologist • 

This dis•cre-dited prir,clple ,~aversion of Lamark's notion of the 

use and disu e principle of 1nheritan~e Darwlnt~ cone pt of the 

ac.cumulat1-cm of the useful variation by inhe.rita.nc~, 1s also essenttal 1y 

the arne a Lamark 1 s notion. Henc.e, our critidsm of Darwfo's prin-ctple 



a .lso appl i s to Spencer's so-c~lled Ta:w of progress. 

po i nt out that c1 f Ac.u 1 ty neede in one c Jrcums ta nee ma not be required 

In an ther--and vlc~ versa Thus, urtl es !;he c I rcumsl;af1ces r st-.:itk 

the •~nfltness' cannot djsappear. Sine the~e Is no suQrantee that 

hold ... And progr"essJ contrar to Spencer's cl~im• r emains 1an accident' 

l..t-e sh I 1 now turn to Spen .er' s second ~ype of eve> l u.t i .onar)I ethics. 

'This fs more inport:ant rt_han his Social Dar inl'Stic 1,; eory ~ 

Spencer~ as he himself rernar.ks in ·tt,e preface to D..a a of fth ic.s 

was pdMari ly concerned o find 'for the prfncipJes. of right al'ld wrong 

conduct at )a.rge a -sct-entif ic bas 5 , 112 2 He tnay. in this. respect, he 

ca1 led a succe s r or ~entham . He was nrnt, however, sa ti sfied wft h t-he 

greatest happine5s piln~irle of u.ti 1 itarJar.dsm , Spei:,cer c l aims that, 

happiness, nr the feelings of p lea:s·ure and pain, canrtat be .measured 

\v,lth any degree of objectiv_: precl'slon . Consequently, he proposed the 

phenooiec,on of physical l i L as a ref erenc to. mora I valves, 

This pheriornenori 1 Spen-cer te l ls us, can be understood through the. 

study of evolution-. He -suggests that oc,e of the fundamentc1 1 features 

of 1 ivi rg b.~ings ,s thr=1t their ac·ts are ad.Justed to end~ • $pencer 

deffne5 conduct as the c1dj'fstment of f'lcts, acts befng niore pr-edsely 

defined as external rn tion; of an imate beings. The basic ends of these· 

~cs, accord i 9 to Spencer 1 is the preservation of 11fe~ Tht s i5 the 

su::,rerne end of the universal conduct ;(hlbitad by aJl living befngs. 

L.i.f e, for Sper,cer , rnust be vieasured by its length and breadth. 

\Jhll it is r,o·t altogether cl ear, it seems tha t hy the term 1 bread h' 

he m ans the quaht.1ty of change vihi c h a lh.dn9 be fng u11 er-go-es in his 



1 lfespan. He attempts to 

b re.ad t h .=rs f o I I ows : 

plain he importance of th ... -concept of 

An oyster, adapted by lts structure~ to the diffused 
fo-od contained in the a er •t draws in, and •Shtelded 
by its ~he1 J frOn'.I ne .rly a.11 dangers. may l Iv lo:ng~r 
th n a rut -f i '5h wh ch ha!. ~uch super'ioi powers of 
d al ing with numerous cont Ing r:,des~· b1,..1t then, the 15um 
of vital activr•ies during any given int rva·l 1!:i far 
les,s i.n the oy~ter han In the ~µttle•fish So a worm, 
or<l'ir,ari1y sheltered from most enel)1ies by the eart.h i't 
burrows through; 1,Jh j,ch a 1150· supplies a ~uffT c.1-eocy of 
Its poor food, n,ay have greater 10119-Yity than many of 
its annul.ose relatfvesJ the insects; bu one of these 
during fts mtistence as larva and i ago, may exparienc~ 
a 9 eater quanti y of the changes which con tttute lffe. 
Hor is. it otherwis-e when. we compare the. more evolved 
with the less ev lved srnong rnankind. The di"fference 
b tween the average lengths ·of the 1 ives of savages 
and civilized Is n tru measure of he differe~ce 
between th totali.ty of their t\'lo lives, con.sid~r-ed ~s 
aggregates of thought, feellngw and action . ~ence, 
esiimating 1 ffe by multiplyln its length into Its 
breadtn, i.,1e mun say th.af the augmentation of it whlc..h 
accompanles evolution of cor,dttctl resµlts from increase 
of both factors. 23 
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ttr. Spencer then trie.s to show tbolt. th~ direction of evolution has 

been frcm 1ess to more complex; ano from 1,,.ss to more e.laborat.e 

adj us me_nts of act.s s.o hat they may more readily accom 11 sh :the I r ends · 

"ln the low st fonn5 of l lfe.' 1 he remarks, "the conduct 1 constl tuted 

-0f action so 1 ittle. adjus·ted to ends, that I 1fe cotit lnues only as Tor,g 

as. the acci.d.en .. s of the envlrorjment ..ate fovorable. 112.ti Again, he. claim~ 

that the eondu~ of tower animals, as compare~ ~,th he conduct of the 

high.er. 1ndvding man. 11m.arnly diff rs fn that the adjustments of acts 

to ends are relat lvely ~imp l e and t"elatively incomplete n25 Flsewher t 

he characterrs s the evo·lutlon of conduct as 5t r-etchihg from 

'tndef.inite incoher-e:nt horrrogenelty1 
110 ldeflnite coherent heterogene.ity.• 

S ince 1 accord ing t-o h Im, the ""volu t ior, of conduct 1 eads· to the 

,ncreaslng of he ler,gth ol"' breadth of quantity of life, the conduct so 



understqod 1s go~d 11The t:onduct ca1 led ood, 11 ha say-st ' 'rises to the 

conduct c nc:(: ived as best I hen it i1T1ulta eo1nly achleve- the grnatest 

to al ity of llf~ ln 'f . f.z • d l f 11· •126 
se ·, 1n o rspr1ng an n e 0,-1 men, 

Spencer ohserv s that h Is .er i tedon, wh'tch eqwn:,es condut: ive..n~ss to 

11 f as ga.od in olve an: impor an.t assvrrtpt ion Th~ assumption Is tha t 

life is wor-tli l Jving. Spencer Is .aware that "before entering on any 

ethica l dfscus5lon'' h~ m1Jst re ute th.e. irreco ci ~hie pes.simlst 

o~inlon that 11fe i~ 06 worth l~1l ng . First , he asks: ~ave these 

lrreconcflable :Opinions (pesslmr~t ad opt.imis•t) -an thing i n C:.Ol'lli'TIPn1" 

11.Yes, there. ls one postulat-e, 11 he al"lsw.~rs, 11 1n wrnch. pessimists. and 

optimists agr-ee. Beith the ir arguments assume i to be :se l.f·-evident that 

1 ife Is good or· bad) according as It does or does r,ot bring a surplus of 

agree.able feel ing. 1127 Mr. Spencer claims tha since I He brings a surplu 

·of agreeable feel Ing i:t Is; therefore, \~orth l fvfng.. Me writes: 

This Jaw ; s a J Ike infer.ab 1 e a pr !or i' ,3,nd proved a 
posterfori, a nd yiehfs a qualified optimism as hs 
coro.l lary ... -an optlmhm qua 1i fled by the conel U'£ ion 
that the Hf of every species of cre...tture is happy 
or miserable ac-<:ordi.ng to the degree of congrU'ity or 
incongrufty between {ts nature and its environment; 
but tha t ev~rywh re dec:t ase o,f the· mis~ry or 
rn:c·rease of the happ.lness acc.anp~ le the ii1ev i t able 
progress tawards congr1.1Jty. Whenc;..e ft fo·lto;; that 
ln th ,case of mankll'ld• pe simism m.ay be lo~l ly true 
under certain con'ditio.,n- (as those who have fos ererl 
the. creed which m.akes- pesslmlslll a blessing) _, whi 'Je 
optimism may be J oca 11 y true oni:Jer cond i ... ions. of a 
more fav-0ur~ble kind• but that wtt~ t~e increasing 
ad.aptat ion of human tty to Social I j fe, the .exces ~ of 
pleasures .. over pain~ whfoh .warrant9 optJmism, mus 
bei::orn~ ever greater 28 

The· agreeable feeHng or plectsure, according o Sp ncer. are t:h~ 

ultim-ate alm of gt> d concluc.t. 11 No st:h□ol can a.v-0id .• 11 he cont.e·nds. 

"taking for the ultimate moral afro. a desi.rable state of fe~ling c~ l lad 

b whatever name~ gratification, ~njoymen· .~ happiness. Plea.s'tire, some .. 

vthere, at some tirr, • to some beings ts an i11expu9n·a.bte elemefi at fhe 



concept,ot1. 1129 

The lh i . able progre~s towards congr~jty, ~c:cordirt9 to S~encer, 

will e.stablls.h the c.oincidenee betw trt life anid pleasure so tha efth~r 

concept. can b used for et.ni..ca 1 pJ.Jrposes. 

er th conc~p of complete 

coinci'dence applies o.n1y to Absolute Ethics. Me makes the dlstinc f<ln 

between .bsolute Ethics and Reta ive Ethics The former deals with the 

conduct of ld:e:al men in an Ideal society, the latter deal-s wt .h the 

eonduc of actual men in actual society. Hr. Spencer argues that 

Absolute E hies most- prec:\'!de .Relative fthics just as, lj,i-eal mechanical 

s-c:ience' must precede mechanical science fitted for de.a ling l'Jlth t e 

real ·world. We shall riiscuss thi p:oin:t somewhat further in chaµ .ter t 11. 

J+ H. Huxley 

We sha 1l end this. c:hapter w,i th a bd ef di scus·s ion of T·. H ... ~ux. ley 4 s 

views on Evolution atid Ethu:.s which he put forward In hrs fa ous 

Romane-s lee tu re, de l l ven~d in 89 3 ~e are p~rtfcuJerJy lnte ested in 

his (;:leaY refutatiofl, of what he calls 1 the fallacy of perfection 

Huxley tel 1$ us that, r1 lt is the notio,r, th.at because. c.in th~ who.le 

an .im<1ls arid pf.10.ts have adva19·c.-ed In perfece.tion of ct:rgani2at.ion by means 

of t~e struggle for ex, tence and tne consequent 'surviv~l of the 

fittest'; therefore, men In society, men as ~thlcal beings, mu look 

to the same pro.ce s to h~lp them towards perf~ct i.on .u30 

Hux fey brings up two obje~tion.s tQ this argument,· cal l.ed the 

fal lc1cy of perfection: First lie cont-ends·, thc1t the present :advanctment: 

in thn perfe~tion of organfzatlon in plants and anlmals and tb 

con·s uent surYival nf the fittest. is not a t"es.vlt of any ,a,, of 
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perfect r on, rather, su"h Qdvanr;etier,t is merely .acdd~nta.J Fitn ss 

cleper1ds upon the condition~ of tlfe 

.,,ere· to c::ool a9ai ·n• the survival of the fitte:st migh bring bou , in 

ftie: vegetable kingdvm; a. populattc0n of more ~tunted arid !-rumbler 

prg nis"IS., unt I the 'fit.t H 1 ttiat· ~urvived might b~ no.1-.hing .but 

lie.hens·, diatoms, ad s.uch microscopic organisms .. as those \-ihlch give 

red snow Its c<>louL. ult It follows, theha tha·t \\shat is fit under one 

~et of envlronmenta1 onditlon~ may not be so under a different se~ of 

conditions Thus,. the present advanceme .t ln p-erfe-ction, and f ltne§>o·, 

m~y not hold tomorrow Therefore, it is f a1 se to argo.e that we m~st 

look to. the evolutionary process for p rfect ion, on the grounds that it 

has resulted in an advancement of parfection ln prg_anlzat.ion in plant 

a.rid an ima 1 s. 

S=ecoi1d • Huxley bel I eves that the iina·logy of cosm le. nature to 

soc iet.y doe:s -n~t app I y. Consequent l Ya eve_n if the evol ut I onary process 

is consld~red to lead to progress or perfectlori (tough h d.oes not) it. 

woul<.t on.ly apply to plants and at'lim~I:$ c3Md not to hllll1an be·Sngs .. "Social 

pro9ress, 11 he remarks, "means a ch~cking of the co mlc. process a·t· every 

s ep and the sub_stitution for t' of another) .,.,.h_ich may be. called the 

ethical proce ss; the end of whtch is not the ~r tval of those who may 

b the fitt~st. in respect of the wn~le of the co ditions which obtain~ 

but of those who· a~e ethically ~he best. 1132 Fu_rttierrnore•• he states 

that• "The pr act r c.e of th~t wh ic:h is ethically bes t .. '"'\.<1riat \i!e ca 1 t 

goodness. a virtue--involves a ctiurse of conduct 1hich, In .all respects, 

is opposed to that which lec1ds to success In the cosmic struggle for 

l t is· worth r,.o ·i nt i ng oot. that Huxley'~ f 1 rs t object ion to the 
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f,a 1 lacy o f pe rfect ion seems suff I c ient. "to show the weakne~s of the 

a rgiime.nt concerned. But W >dey' s second er it lei sm is obj ct ionab}e 

because it involves a pseu<la-contr dictron bet, e~n ethtcs and th~ 

Theor y of Evo luti on. The latter being a scientific theory can nei t her 

c1nf j~m, nor can i t con radict ~ ~ny h ical jud meFJts 

T~ H. Hu,(ley critic.i.z: s the propounders of tethlcs .and evolution 1 

th 1ethtcat ly 

th be:;t, 1 11 1 suspect II he ..trites; nthat thf s f,ll lacy has atisen ou 

of he unfortu ate amblgui ... y pf the p1rase 'tne survival of t e 

fittest. 1 Fittest na~ a connotation of 'best•, and about Jbest 1 there 

hang-s a 1rnoral flavour. 11135 But in pposing evolutionary proces..s, 1 in 

all respects', Huxley is n~qttveJy doing ihe same thing. Why i h s 

etl,iqil process anti-evolJJ .tlonaryl Slmply beca't1se he bel r ves that the 

e olut1onary prot:e:ss is not ethically justiftabl-e Bl.It It cannot b.e 

eth I ca tly unju ti I able if t has no moral ifl'lp 1 i cat lens or 'mora 1 

f Javour. 1 A formula of Algebr'a cannot be regarrfed as. ethic.ally 

Justlfiab.le or not. justif iab1e; .nor ,can a s.clentrfic theory be so 

regarded. 

of ex i stenc -~ l But th ls theory• as Dobzhansky s ys f, 's not only: not 

a necessary part of the tfleor-y of natura·1 ~election le.t· a ion. a part: 

of the theory ·of evolu ion, bot is in fa.ctj hw-:11 id on ptJrely 

biologic~l grounds.1134 
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11 , LATER EVOLUT l ONA RY ETH r C·S 

Thf .s aq:o(lnt f later evolutiona,y eth ics must be prefa.ced by two 

observa ions; F1rs, this iew has be.en argued -or by bio,loglsts, 

whereas philosophers haYe malniy ignored rr·; second, rt irivol e n,.o. 

differe.nt theories of evoh1t ion 

The first of .these obs.erv-atk>ns may -raise a qtH!·st.Jon ab<;iut the 

blolo91st 1s Justificat ion for at~ernpti ng ~o do (a) what most philoso­

phers have ignored and (b) what- If .s outside theil"' profession 1 

c mpetence. To· justify this attempt one must show tliat tne phJlosopher's 

reason(s} for ignoring evolutionary ethics ls'{are) not concl usrve. Now 

the philosoph r's main reason Tn this regard ,s, that h~ thinks that 

evo lot iooary ethics must i r,volve. the so-called natura lis ic .fa lfacy. 

But this seems to be focor1<:; l usive because philb:sophers have not 

compfe!~ely explored whether or not t:-he fallacy is act-ua.1 Jv invol ved in 

evolutionary ethks. Tt,e a.ssumpt1on that it does rnvo1ve this fo1lacy 

seems to be taken for g_ranted by mo5t ph ilosophe,s betause of 

G. E. Moore's account of Herbert Sp r,c:er's ethies. Now, even su?posirig 

: hat Spencer's ethics involve the· ft111~c.y. it does not fol {ow tliat 

evolutionary ethi.cs# in gen ral. <loes • .Moreover--a~ Moore him.self 

s ays-~11Mr. Sptmcer's doctrine, it must be own d. do~s riot o.ffer the 

clearest example of the natura istlc fal}acy as used in .support of 

Evo l ti lonist'lc fthic.s.u1 ft seeJTl~ to fol 1ow that the reason fo.r 

reJec. i ng evolutionary e hks r-ema in s open for recor,s lderat1 on. 

Moreover, even if It ·,s granted that ev-olutionary ethics, being a 

type of nijtura11stic ethics, dos lnvolv the faJJa-c;y, ft ~till rematns 

ques fonab1e \lit, ther he fallacy Jt·self is a conclusive reasoh for 
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r-ejec ing eVoJu ionary ethJcs. An~.h ny Q1..dnto.n, for iflstance, holds 

that th~ doctrrne- of ant·Jnatur~l Tsm 1th which his fa11a~y is 

related) 11 fs not even p c1usible. let- alone convincing~" Th1s is one 

r.ea.soo v1hy he thif:lks ' 1thr3t evoluti.onary ethics should be con tdered 

;if r'e~:h . 112 

Part (b) of the question abo~t the biologist's Justl fcatlon f~r 

at er.ipting to do valudonar ethics ts. ln fact, pa·rt of a general 

question: Is It Just.ifrabl-e for an,1c>ne tCJ att~npt to do '-''hat Is beyond 

h Is profess iona I c~p ·tence7 The an"Swer is a Q · a 1 if j ed ve~. It. ls 

jostiflable if lt contributes to tt,'le solution of the problem concerned~ 

Now, it is not necessarily the cas.e tbat only profes:sionaJ at·t~pts 

satisfy th.is criterion. Darw: l n 1 5 attempt was not, in ·it-self , 

professional Bot a p1•ofes.-s Iona l attempt may differ frCIOl a noh .. 

ptofessj()nal one--apa·rt from .other t.hings---because the former gives a 

sort: of rellab.ility v1hich the l a.tter does not. But this does not lmply 

that the latter is a f \>-1ays inadequa_te or futile, Som-etimes, .as prot-ested 

by c. H~ Waddington., protesst.on<:tl philosophers prejudge the phi1Qsop !cal 

attempts made by sci enti ~ts ·as I rtadequate. 11A newc:omer has scar~a )y 

opened his mouth, '·' remarks Waddington, t1to proffer a fe, cOflJ'llents or 

ideas before the expert-shave labelled and dlsrn"rssed him as a n 

adherent of one or other of t -~ recognfzed schools, who·se weakna ses 

tiave long been e>tpos~d. 113 Thus,. \/a(jdingttm quote c. D Broad as 

''We ~n contentp1ate 1i th a sml l e or a s igh,'11 wr ites 
Dr . C. O. Broad, ''the wa:dng anti waning of each cheap 
and easy solutTon which ls pro~ounded fo r our admiratfon 
a:s t'he last word of "science',. We kn.o eforehand that 
'it will be T nadequa.te; and that it wi 11 try to rl i s9u I se 
lB- inadequacy by i noring some of the facts. by dis­
torting others and by that curlous inabi1 it.y to· 
dis lngtdsh b twe n }ngenlou_-s fancies and demo·ns .trat.ed 



tru hs which seems ob the bes~t Ing weakness of 
the m~n of pvrely scren lflc trainin~ when he steps 
ootsicle his abora ory. And we can am se ourselv.es, 
if our a~tes lle ,~ that dlrectfon• by notl~ing 
which wel 1-~ rn ra ·J lacy or o1d fami 1 iar inadeqtJacy rs 
charac:te,..ist ic. of the latest 90-spel, and whlt er l t 
is iell or fll-disguised in its hew ~ress '' 

This se~rris o be a ,.., epin gen~ral 1:za .!o.n. Ue: shJl see in 
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e apters lll and JV whether or riot phnasaphers have treated blologlsts' 

attempts to f.orml.llate an evolut''onary ethic; 5.erlously and sympathetrcal l\/. 

As Tl ·ent ioned earl ler, la:te·r- evoiutTonary e hft:s lnvofves tNo 

different concepts of evolutfon. le have already di-scu!i:Sed the Hrst 

Qf these•·th natur $electton ht!ory--in chapter I. The other theory 

whic'h may be culled the gett~ral or ,e)(tended theory of evolution. i$ 

cl.aim d to b.e an extended vars Jon of the natur-ol s·elec . ..fon theory. The 

:natural sel~ctiorf theory, ci~ we know. applies- to living phenomena. But 

the !5©-cal)ed ext~nded t;l-1eory of evolution is Intended to apply t~ the 

whole universe~ both Ii ing and non~livin~. 

This. raises tl:,e q\Jestion: Is this a possible exten.si.on of the term 

'evolution'? We sha11 ~q;ue. tt,at- it is no ., u·nless tha establish.e~ 

meaning of 1 evolutton • is chartged. Thts amount~ to saying that the 

general theory of evolu Ion uses the ter .. 'e.volution 1 tn. <:1 difrer-ent 

sen.s frOfTI he on~ used In the natural ~electfon theory. 

It is er,er;illy agreed by blologis s that the theor-y of na ura t 

se lection is a scientifh: t heory of evolution. Thts does no·t imply 

that the general t,h ory of evolution., bei .ng differe. t from the: theory 

of nat:.ural selection. Is no sdentif1c. ·eut It remains to be sho~m 

that It is scieritific.; and there ·<Jre difficulties: ·1n11o tved in dolng 

thl .s-. \•le shall Ccine ·to -sc.me of these io napt~r IV. 

Here i s a brief account of the theory of na:tu-r.al selectior'I. This 

theory, as has already been mentiqned, intends to show that sp~cies 
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have no b-een seperate-ly created. They have descended 'from on~ or a 

few simple ancestor$ through a process of change, the chief ttg _nt of 

which i:s na ural select ion. It roey be pointed out th t the tet 'd,:ange ·• 

j s not used here as a synonym of t evo 1 ut ion 1 • ~ut the gen~r~d theory 

se s to be us rnq it a-s s ·r.onymous ~,Ii th I vol ti· rt 1 

to be. that ~he l)rocess. of change i a proce.s!. of evo 1 ut Ion, SI nee th~ 

proc.e s of chan e Is universal• 'it folJows that the p·roo~ss of 

evolutlon is universal. £voh.1tlor,, in this sense, as Jullan Huxley i)Uts 

ft,. lljs a cC1T1prehe1'1slv~ ~•id con inuous proce-ss from c~smic sta·rrlu~t to 

s· 
ht1man ~ociety.1t The who}e phenorneno11 }5 divlded into three disttnct 

sph~res -cosm ic, biological and nurnan. Evolution In each of these is 

bl"'olJght .;ibout by a dlrf~rent mechan1s.m of chi3nge. In the .cosmit: sphere 

it is brou ht aboo by chemical actlor1s; jr, the. biological• by netur 1 

s~lection; and, in the human·., by culture. It ii. f r-ther claimed th/'lt 

although t:he pr cess of change ,s g 'r'anualt it now and then rea he3 a 

At such poin > the process assumes qulte new prope'r't1es and mecnanlsms 

of change. Jut i;rn Hux.ley i11ustrat.es th Ts claim by mec1ns of an· analogy 

11When we boil water / 1 he say5 1 uthere J s a con i nu i ty of substi:1nce 

between water as .a l iquld and wat~r as steamp but there is a critical 

pd int. at wh lch the s·ubs tan.ce H
2
o cnang~~ its· propettl es~ "6 Acc:or<l ing 

to Huxley the change from inorganic (1:;o~roic) to living rnatter and the 

change from prel,uman to human life are th.e two known crl tical point~ tn 

tne htstory of evolu ion. 

l rt may be polnt.ed out th t this account oescribes, but dces not 

def l ne the as.sumed process of un l ver·sa l change. O.ohzhartsky admits: 

"There , no satisfactory general defln ~ion llf e•tolutior1. 1Sustalned 

cl_1anget comes pro.bably as clo-se as possfble a pres-e.nt. In the .special 
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hange mi r a su(:c.es t on o f ·gen~ ra Ions •' to diff rerttl.c)te the 

e\t!olutfonary rJ evetopm~ t:t (phylo-9.eny) from the dev 1oprtent: of th 

ind !vi dua I (ontogeny) 11 7 

1~ i s c,h 1ious th tlo b2 hansky 1 ,s ' i;u tained cha n;} ◄" ls mor a 

qua I !ficQt ion tha~ an e~planatton of the proc~ss of change. 

Hu y, a·ccordin.g to Pobzhant,ky. has proposed a •~uch mor-e 

elaborat 11 cl fin,ltl.on of gen ral evolution. ''Evo.lu ion, 11 accol""d1n9 o 

this defJnltl0rt 11 is a s,elf-malntainfnih self-tr n .formtng and se-lf ... 

transcending process. directional In time and th refore lrr~verstble; 

which In ltS· course generates ev_r f ·resh novehyl greater variety·, more 

complex organization, hlghel" levels of a1,,a·r·eness, and increas·ingly 

conscious mental a~tiVit¥~'~ 

This def in.it ion.I' according to Dobzhansky, Jtwi I l not do e\l~n for 

blologi(:.al evolution alone . l.n-st.ances of 'f!Volu .tlc:mary stpgn t1on show 

t ·ha evolution Is hot self-maintaining, ev.o\ution is prfmerl ly a 

groping and only seco.ndarT1y, a dire<::tional p-roc:ess; evolution ts not 

infrequently regre.sslVe rath .r than progressive·· cla·clo enesis 

(lncreasin9 variety) rs ~s freque-rtt as i'lnagenesis (ch~n · .,.Hthin c1 

singJ-e evalutio.nary unity}. .c.onscioJJ-sness or self►awareness hav 9dsen 

as far as \'l'e kno 11 in <>11lv a single I fne, that leading to I an. 119 

The b.,is i c dffficuHy lm1ol11ed fn the theory Is t.o she!.', that t:h 

process of ¢volution is continuous from the cos~ic o th human sphere. 

This is Nhat the concept: of extens ion of the -evolutio.nary process amo1Jnts 

to, There are two gas in the process that must be: explained in order 

ta make the cont 1 nu i ty c la fm~ These gap·s are~ (1) that betw.een l iv i ng 

and non-living phe mena; and• (2) betweeh mind and matter. Th second 

gap is more impor-t?Jnt han th first, for an~l expl.lnat i o.n of i t mus 
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smiet,ow i!tPp1 r to he flrst. 

1110 ar,gurn.ents have bce:o put forth to explatn thi$ g~p. According 

to one. "mihd Is uni er-sally present not only in all organisms .:ind their 

1 n mo l ecu l a·s ~ 
10 

terns and elementary particles II Simi lady, 

B R~n .. c.h rem rks hat 11a 11 · _ncmena are p>sy Ii le 11 1 
· f o th ., 

cannot b,e ;;H:iy gap bet-ween matter and mind. Dobzhansky pol nts out t.w_o. 

dffflculties in this rgvmant. Flrst_ the hypot.hesls. of p·anpsyc.h s , 

as it ts c.allel!l" by Rensch does no .. seem to be falstflable by evidence. 

If a·l l phenomena are psychic. we c.:tnnot have evldence that Is rionpsychlc., 

and thus, we cannot falsify it. "An assumptlon,~1 s.ays Oobz ansk 1 

0 111h1c.h is noct falsified [sic] by evidenc.e h'a!i no s:tandlng in sdence.1112 

Second, accord .ing to Dob.zhansky , ''although no saUsf.:>ctory formal 

definitT.on of lrfie has been propo-se<l; we d-o know sane charactedstic 

ph~nomena wh fch occur In a 11 1 iv i. ng beings, OM of them is sa If .. 

rep lication, talk about ••• atoms or electrons belng somehow 1 lvtng Ilia~• 

be a ppet ical me·taphor 1 but It. is ~pty of meaning a a biological 

hy.pot hes i -s • 111 3-

Th Is di ficulty is avoJded by the hypotf1~sis that mind is not 

present In ms.tter but the po ential !ties of mlnd are present or 

rnherent therein. The 11\.Jorl.d S uff11 of Jul j,~n. l-luxley contain·s bo.h 

matter and th·e potentiality of mind. 11TMe process of evolutron," he 

rema rks. 11 in all lts phases can be envisaged as a tr~nd toward he 

actual iuitlon o.f potent ial lty, the real izatioo or fulfi trner,t of 

' h · b·1· ,,l 4 , n erent poss, t I ty .. 

Sfml larly, C. H Waddington clai:rns that- 11 ince we know that 

con.$clousness does .occur 1n c-er ·tain pa·rt.s of the wor ld. namely in some 

of our own. mental operations, it se.ems to fol lo that at lea-st th 
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pot nt l<l l 'i'ty of the c.on-sciousness mu t be pre.sent throughout the 

entire material unlvers.e. An atom or- a molecule cannot be just a lump 

of mat er or a ccllec:tioFt of elec.trical charg 5. A full descrcption of 

it f!lust Induce the .s·tatement that ,nher.ent in It i's po en ► lal ttv for 

.. ,n>J~ten- ss ,.l 5 

I must c:.o.nfess that I do not uoder-stand the log.ic of inhet~n,. 

pot~n lali y or poss i billty Perhaps Jul ;a~ Hux ley fs right in saying 

that: \lwe need a science· of possibilities. Such a scfcnc.e will ti'tke 

account of the l irn.ltatJons f real tty .as wel 1 as of I ts immense 

16 potentlat lties·., 11 In th absence of such a scfence it wou ld seem as 

though the argument for inherent potetit1a1 ity beg·s the question The 

fa 1 lacy is exposed ,_,_,hen the qOestl.on 0:f evidence for inherent potent, ia 1· 

it:y is rais·ed. "The evidence of this [mlnd and Hfe].11 answers 

Oobzhansky, "is silT'lply that -1e know that in fact lift'! eventua11y did 

appe"°r• S,imi larly the potent lal fty of rn.ind r1ust hav been present In 

th~ protoplasm sine.a we the rational b!.!ings did ev.etltually ar-Jse.-"l7 

As has already been quoted, C. H. Waddington ~Jso dffers stmilar 

t!Vtdence: r1sTnc.e ve know that c.onsc;:iousnes does oc.cu·,.. in c~rtafn par s 

of t e world, namely In some. of our mm mental operations, rt !.eems to. 

folJo ·J that at leas th.- pQtetJtial lty of th_ consc lousries must be 

present throug·hout the entire materla·J universe 1118 

Cl ear 1 y ~ he pO:ten ti.al i ty cone his 1 on i::af\110 ... be cl-r'3wn from t ,h · abo te 

c'lrgume_nt ~n l ess the fol lowing a_S-sumption is made! £verything that 

app~ars in the universe has i"her-ent potential itles for i·t present in 

the mater i a1 unt~ers~ But 1.h s as-sumptl .on fncludes he c.oriclusion of 

the argument. The argument fr0t71 potential ity cannot, therefore, be held, 
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Since both er-gumen s--d rived fr'Otl1 inhe ent potentiality arid' from 

panp~ychism---do not hold, the, 9eneral theorv of vo1ution, a d 

therefore the c-orn.p. eliens i ve and cont I nuous pr·oc·e.ss it <lescr l bes. 

c.anno be m~ l.nta ined. The import-ant gaps bet\•1ee:n mind a·rid nl.3tter and 

l1fearicJ not ... llfe ·ar-e still, in light of this theory> unbrrdg_d. 

Le t u.s now examine the Important att,empts to connect ethics ~-11th 

evolution. \.Je shal.1 b~gin by co.osiderlng · he work of Jul tan Hux1ey. 

Ju 1 i an Hux. l ey 

Julian Huxl~.y•s fut'ldarneotal e ,thiCill prir:idpJe, In his own words, is 

11 it is ethically right to aim at whatever wlll pi"omate the fncr·easingly 

foll realn~tion of increasingly higher values-. 1119 Hu:icley claims that­

he ha~ derived thi prin~iple from. what he calls the~ neral dire.c:;tlon 

pf evolution, 

Huxley• whole argumen for evolutionary ethics depends upof' hi .s 

assumptio•n of th~ ge_n~r.al dlrectio.n of evo.lution. Fa1slf,c;atlon of the 

·c1ssumption \vi'll, of course. collapse the argument. A111d the as·sumptlon_. 

unfortonately, Ts, .as w sha.11 see·• .not unquestionable. It has a . r -eady 

been poi):,ted o·ut that Ju 1 f:i;Jn. Huxley I :S. one of the for~li)st expotrent,s of 

the so-ca 11 ed ex tendad th.aory of evo I u t ion. HI s concept -of the genera 

direction of evolution· applies, there:for-e, t<:1 the extended theo-ry--a1,d 

not nl y to the natural se lee t ion thE>.ory--of evolution~ 

H!.ixley admits that evolutf.on as a~" ole. has taken many dlrectioris, 

but most of them hav-e reached an ev lutionary .dead en·a. 11 ins.ects." he 

says. 11appear to ·have. reached an evolutioner-y dead. end over 30 mtl 1 ion 

years ago:; bird · -a little 1a.t r: and all the m.:iin li nes of higher' 

rnamma1s except the prlma es--c.arnlvores, ungulates., \>lh<lles, bats_-
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rodents 1 and s~ fonh- at 1eai'i"t no 1qt r- than the early Pl icene. .o t 

evolution ry lin.es or tref'lds are spe.claltzat1ons which either :thus 

come · t, a stop or are extinguished; true progress or the 1inl imtted 

capac l ty for adv-anc~ j·s ra r~. 112-0 

ut the_; i.s on=? dir.ect.-ion• Hux -ey te1h us, •~within he rnu1 1-­

fariou nc:ss of e~o1 .ution whlch we c-a-,, legltimately cal 1 progress, 1121 

This dire~tion, according to hlM, has two char~ eris l~s: {a) I is 

toward a hi:9her degree of organization or complexity; and 1 (b) it is 

open to furth~r pr~~rre.ss. Huxley particularly stre ses· the second 

ch~r~ct~ristlc. for it save the general direction from coming to a 

dead end. 

It Js importan t to note that ~u~ley gives an other criterion for 

the general direction at the hµman level. 1~his dtrectfon has 

c_ulmi.nated 1.n the attainment of a state where the wor-ld-stuff {now 

moulded lnto ·human shape) f nds that it. experiences sqme of the nev, 

possibilities as having value In or for t _heT1Jselv.es; and further that 

among these rt assign higher and lower degree of Value- the hlgh?r 

values being thosa 1<Jhlc.h are more ir:itrloskally or more permanently 

satisfying; or involve a greater c gre-e of perfection. 

"The teleolQ!Jlcally-mirJded would say that th i s- t:reod embodies 

evotuticnls purpose. do not fe~l that we sh01Jld use the word purpose 

save where we know that a con scious aim is Involved; but we <::an -say 

that this Ts the most desirable direc.tlon o~ evoluti.on, and accordingly 

that our ethfc.al standards must fi into Jts. dy11~rnlc frame 10rk. In 

ot'her i•~rds; it h ethic-ally right to airn at whatever \-lilt promote he 

inc.reasihgly ful 1 rea11zatfon of inc:.reasitigly high.er vahres. •122 

It may, be remarkc::d here thar among uch higher values J Hwd ey 
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includes enjoyment: of natural be~uty. aesthetic exp~rience 1 Dcquisit'ion 

of knowledge ilnd understanding, person~1l love, devotion tG> .in actlv~ 

Before 1e discuss Huxley's ·concept of the g~neral direction of 

ev0Jt.1t1on, we must: men ton some pf the main rrinciples of hls evolution­

ary ethlcs. n1n the broadest possib.le terms/' he says~ 11ev~lutlonary 

e.thlc.s must be based on a combination of a ftM main priricfp]es. that 

it rs right to· realh-e eye:r new p sibilitie•.s in evo1ution, notably 

tho \1hich are valued or theit' own sak ; that it is rig'ht both to 

res-pec:t human i;,dividuallty and to encourage It!> fullest development; 

that it ls t'Jght to canst,i:·uct 9 mechanism for furth~r" soc:ial dev~lopmertt 

which shall satl fy these pri or condition~ as fully. efficiently• and 

23 rapidiy i3S possible.'' 

Why is it right both to respect f,ufl!an indlYi.duality and to enco·ur-a9e 

its fol Jest di?Vefopment? Hux]eyts c1nS\-Jer Ts: because 11 1 t Is clear on 

evol .u ionary grounds that the tndivld~al ls in a real sense higher than 

. 14 ( . 
the sate or ttie sod<1l organ.ism. 11 The grounds which he thinks .:ire 

evolutionary) for this are that ''the possfbil itles which are. vah.1ed 

fbr their own saf.-e ar·e not experl ·enc.ed by· soc;.iety as a unltll bu.t by 

,some or ii l I of the hum,,1n be I n·g s which compose it. 

Hu'(]ey further clalms thr1t the 1right' developmrent of an iridfvfdual 

Is an evolutionary end in itself. fr.(l(ll thfs he clalm; to have derived 

the principle tha "it is rJght that the·re should be univ rsal equal lty 

of opportunity for development of ach i'ndlvidual.' 125 

Another- pdnc .ir,le stl"es5es th Importance of the rat.e of change. 

It states that there must be an optimum rate. of change above whrc-h 

stabj 11 ty is endangered ar,d the sa~r 1 f j ces of thf' present ar-e excess tve, 
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below 1Hhfch advance is so low th-at the welfare of future genera 'ions 

is needlessly im~aired. 

Hux 1 ey I s eth cs. Inc 1 udes a fe1,_1 o:thcr pttnci p 1 es which are of l r tt 1 e 

s1gnlffcance for the purposes of thts presentation Consecit1en· 1-y we 

will not include a discussion of them. 

ft mus.t be pointed out that Hu,r,l-ey 1-s ilrgumei;i has been dfsc.ussed 

carefo I ly aj")d from a number of perspectives by phi I osophers such as 

c. D~ Broad. D D. Raphael, S ephen Toulrnih> Anthony Quinton and 

A~ G. N flew. Ve shall present heir analyses in chapter lV. Thee 

p:hilosophers have, holfever. failed to e~arnlne Huxley's -con-c~pt of tha 

general direction of evolution. Althou·gh Toulmin t:ioes critfclse this 

concept, his cri t icism ts fnsafrflcient and casual. Since this concept 

ts the nerve 'Qr Huxley 1 s argument ·and also of Waddlngtonr5 argument we 

w.ill examine .it. riefly. 

The assumption th..it there is a general dir-ection of evoluti.on 

raises. two main questfon~! (1) Is it possib.le'l and, {2.) is ft: desirable 

or progress ht~·? 

Huxley g Iv s two typ_e_s of r~sons why he th inks that the genera 1 

direction is deslrable .. One ts tat the d°lrection h<:1s produced, in 

rts li\st stag~, the things we valtle for their own sake .• This reason 

h<ls been examit1ed adequately by phi)osophers D. 0 Raphael ha.s shown 

that the intrinsic value criterion <>f the general direction lnvolve_s 

c. f rcu I art ty.. Bes i-de.s ci rcu I a r l ty Hux 1 ey I s a r-gurnent suff er-s from 

another weakness. Even s·upposing that circularity is not invci'Jv.ecl 1n 

the argument, the conclusion about. the desirabllity of geheral .dlrec:tlon 

s.tlll does not ·fall w. From the fact that the g_enera] directi ·on has 

produced, rn its last phas.e, certafn in .rinsi-c values, It does not 
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fol 1 w that pro<l1Jc.ing fo_, nsk vaJu,e 1.s the n·ature o·r prop rty of the 

direction. l-!u~ley himself does not cl.aim that the Intrinsic values .ire 

the on 1 y v.:11 ues that hav-e been. produced by the genera 1 direct i'on~ 

t oreover, fran the fact that: the :9en,era) direction hµS produced good it 

does n t fall w t,at it will produc~ It ln h ; uture. Bu~I y 1 s 

conch1sion, that the general dlre-ction is the Most des·ltab e is, 

therafpre, hardly justifiable. 

It slioul-d also be n.oted· that Huxley's general d1rec-tion (In his 

respect) ls not in fact a gen~ral tlirecdbn. ~'A 1ong a11 the mfllions of 

living beings," as G, G. Slmpwn polnt_s· out. ''it Is fu)ly relevant to 

orily one . It is. not a general tendency In evolution but. a t(:ndency 

l1m1ted t0 a very small minority of e~olvtng organisms and falrJy 

continual in ate phases of the a~ e -try df a sln9le one only. 

An ethic s:0 dedved is not based on the nature of evo,h1tion but on 

26 
the nature -o:f r:nart. ' 1 

le us then ex.amine Hu~ l ey 1 s other cha·rac:-tertzatlon o.f the ge neral 

dir-ect_lort v,hich he claims to have derived frQrn the stU'dy of evolutlon 

a-s a whole. As mentioned e-arl ier, t-!uxloy gives two feature·_s of t:he 

d I rec tr on: (1) is tcMard a hlgh_-e.r degree of organization or 

complexity} and·, (2,) i 1s open to forth~r pl'"ogre_ss . It is. the second 

feature a.s we have a 1 rt!ady see~, th t Huxley part icu lady ernphas i-zes- .. 

_an emphasis whic.h includes the ethJc.=il sense o-f t -h~ concep • uAnythtng_'' 

he remarks. "which permits or promotes open developmen_t Is right. 

Anything \'1hict:i restric s or frus.trates development is wrong. Jt is a 

mota1 ity of evohnf-on ry direction .• 1-
127 And "In this l lgh.t the highest 

duty of man i~ seen as the prop r utili2a ion of the uhtapped resoorces 

28 
of human beings 11 
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1 t may be po I nted out he.re -..hat u 1 ess the word l prop2r' i.r:i th i ~ 

quote is synonymous wfth 1 right 1 the claim 1;oncernin9 he highest duty 

canrio . be .made t1oreover·, the concept of 'cpen dev·eloprnent ' must imply 

the otlot'I o'f full real Liation of lncreaslngl high r vatu·es Other-

wise tiu ley~s ooen developm~nt prlnc:lpl.e of ethics ~..,ould be incansis.tent 

v1ith h s fundam nti1l pdndple of he intrif\si.c· value of eth1(!;s. 

Uut Huxley, 1 s funda,en:tal dJfftc:ulty lies in proving hrs c:lairrr that 

the so-tailed open de.velopm nt moraJity rs 'a mo.ralT y of evolutionary 

direction.• To do thl he must sho~ (a) that openne~s to devclopm nt ls 

a property of the nature of evolutlonary dfrectTon; ·and (b) that this 

proper y is desirab l e or good. Fo.r the present p1..Jr·pose. \--Je can. dis.regard 

{b) . How lt is highly doubtful w-1het.her Huxley can show (aL If 

openness. to de.Ye l opnien:t 1-,ou J d ·be a property of evo l u t. ion~ r y d i rec t Ton 

no -evolutionary direction would t:,a1,1e come to what Huxley calls atT 

evolutlonary dead-end. But Huxley himself maintains tha all he main 

1 ines--except one--ln ev0:h1tic>:n have come to a dead-en.cl and that 11 the 

tru~ progress or the t.m l imi t cl capadty fo.r advance is rc'Jre.' 1 Thts 

claim is also s.opported by G. G. Sitnpso.n when he say$ that "by fa-r the 

cOIT1fTlOtlest trefld i'n evolution .ar~ thos.e tha ' l ead to eK int.tion.029 

tt seems to follow then tnat tt:,e history of evo l tttion trer:ids or 

directions does not support Hux l ey 1 s ~laim that openness to development 

is the property of evoluti na r y dir~ctron. 

In spi e of this ap?<)rent cont.radlc.tion. l-luxley ts daimtng that 

not only has the general d1rection J:l'lJNays bi!e1' open to fur-trier advance 

but that: ft wi 1l rema i rt so fo the future. HI s re:ason for th Is tla Tm 1.s 

that he direction at. tbe present leve l works hrough cultU're "Purely 

b r.olog, ca I progress.,' ' he rerrrarks, "tn fat: has coma to an end, but 
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humal'I progres~ is .Just beginning. There. is a radical dlffer nee bet-1een 

them .• 'AJO The radical difference according to htm, is that man has 

a(: uired •the u~e Qf vel"'baT conc.epts and rca organize his experience In 

a commoh pool 11Ve C,i3n now beg tn to grasp,' 1 he says, 11the nature and 

pro·fund I ty of the d, ff etem:.;; . fl-t developm-en of an lma 1 ls a -,1ays 

closed; th re evolutroh fs always soor:ier or later restrlc ed. t-lar:i.~s 

lndivldua1 d~veJopm<!nt. on the other hand, ls potefltl .ally open,..., 

Antma) types have lftn i te.d possibt1 ltles and sooner or 1ater ex·haust: 

t -hEmt. man ha an unl 1ml ted fie Id of pc,ss 1 bi Ii I es and he can never 

realize al 1 o( them.••31 

Hwdey further e,'11~ha-s.izes that thls type of cul~u·ral evolution 

~•oµens a new and ap.paiehtly indefinite range of posslblliti s to the 

evolvfng ,varld stuff [rnc1n] and there 1-s very reason to be1 leve that 

tnrough the ttalnment of this ne, Jc el of consciousness and social 

organizatlon the evolutionary proc~ss has taken on a new and apparently 

l 
·~ ,,32 indefinite ase on l1fay 

·10 short, wha't Huxley .i.s claiming 'is th i s. Al l direction's of 

biolog leaf . .evolutfon l'!'fust tom , ·or probably have come to a dead end but 

human evo l nt ron is 'p"Qtentt.a 11 y 1 and I i ndef in i te ly' op~n to fur-th.er' 

development. 

HI.IX:ley .defines the concept of 1.:.he pp~nness of voh:rtronar-y direction 

in terms of natural. sel-ec:tro.n. A direction r emains pen , accordtng to 

hirn. as long as .nat\,it·~·J selectio·n favours rt, but comes t an end when 

natural selection ~annot push it any further. 

But slnce Hu~ley c'laims that human evol'ut.ion does not work throu.9h 

na ural se ection--rt neither· pushes rt , nor is human evo!u ion pus.h~ 

any further by natura l $e)ec~ion•-the "aural selection criterion for 

the openness of evolotio•nary direct .ion c anno t be appl le~ to .bu.man 
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;iow If humiln evotuticn, as Hu.xley cl,airns:,- :s pot.enti lly open; and 

if it is not in the natural selection sense of th term. It most then 

be open I some non-natural sele~tlon sense. But Huxley simply ass_rts 

hat human evo1u ion is pot n la,ly op~n o rther progr ss; h .does no 

explain in what· sens~ it fs open. His ar~umer,tt theirefQre 11 helps ·1,ttle 

rn this regard 

It is lnterestlng to note that many btologists do. not agre whh 

Julian Hu-xley o n hh- cla ·,m th-at blolo lca l evolut·ion has come to an end .. 

But quite a few ainon_g them thlnk. that the natura select i'on cl es not 

f avou.r ~ sap i ens and thu man, b to I og l .c<'ll t 1 y speaking, h·as come to a 

dead end Some even sus.pec.t that h1.Jmi3n intel l 1gence is 1 ikely to 

decl l ne l n the future. For ins tanc~, B: Rensc reT1arks t uwe do no 

kn·ov.1 what di.rectlon the· future evo.lution of~ sapJens wlll take. ft 

is .not to be expected that h'is brafh 1r111J imp.rove str'.tH::.tul"at"ly, since 

naturil ·l se l ectfon h,2fs ce,ised to favour further progress of th.ls kind. 

lt seem.s more ·1 T.kely that there rnay be a deal fne, brou.ght about by 

contil'luou·s unoi •r-ected mutatlons in the absence of na.tur,,ll sele.cti.on to­

v,ard rnenta l .ad anc • And ev n if man.k Ind takes eug.en h: meas,ures to 

o:ieintain· pr"Qg,essfve developm~nt, the si_gn lflc.ance of such ac ion could 

on 1 y- be tempora·ry; it cou Id constitute n u It hnat.e aim. ,.-33 

This claimw if trua. certainly undermines Hux1eyls corit-e,nt .ion that 

11mart has unlimited possibilities'' and that human evolution is po~entlalfy 

and indefinitely open to further progress. 

f'urth more, G~ G. 'Simpson, ~nother welt-kn wn btologtst. 

questions Huxley's cl<1im that there i~ a g_eneral dfr ct ion .of evolutJon 

whic.h can provide. us with an external standard for mar.al i y Simpson 



I have tended to 5 tres~ what I have cons ld.ere.d. 
qoestiona le or., at least. -te k polnts in the earch 
for natt,raHstfr ethics i.n an evolutionary conte.xt. 
Tha seems mo~t interesting and at thf5 time rrobably 
most tJsefo J Hovre'i/er ,. I stiou l d al so s tre~s that .as I 
beli ve, m•:J-S evo u.tlonl~ts .agre~ wit!, ffuxl~y a.s o 
wha t are desirci l ... na:turalts le ettdcs speciffcally 
for man and with Haddtngton as to the e-vo·lutionary 
or lg f n ~nd func.t'on of th~ mora I senses O isagree-
ment ls malnly as t-0 1,1h ther those conclusions really 
ari~e f~Qm or ar~ valld~ted by any gen~ral tendency 
of the evolution~r proce!'rs.1 Dobzhansk.y,_ a.nother 
evo·1utionary biologT ·t whp has deeply studied the 
nature of ma.n,. biotogkaJ aod soc.Jal, has p-0il"lted out 
hat even t renc!s tha · rec1lly di:d occur In the 

specif'c human ;anc st.r-y are not nec.essar l ly good 
g.oides to e,..,a lu tlonary ethks. For example, in 
prirnitlve man then!! w,ere certainly the b~ginnfngs 
of splitting not only into races (wh°ic.h need n t and 
should not be ari.tagonTstlc ) but also into dinc...ttnc.t 
and inevitably ant~gonistlc spec:ie•s. 1t i$ also clear 
thc1t slgnifkant lncrec1se .in average hu(Tla!'I lntelll· 
gence stopped long a90~-tens of thousands of years 
at lesst--a nd although not clear It is at least 
possible tha t an opposrte tr nd is s tttng 1n. Few 
people ~muld consid.er either of those developments 
et.htca)ly .de.Sir'<:fb1e, nd their tJndeslrabtllty c\'3n be 
argued on biological as w~l l as other grounds.34 

35 

8(ith B. Rensch and G. G. Slrnpson question Jul 1an Huxley's concept 

of the general direction of evolution and hi.s enormous confl'dence in 

man's unlirnited future pos·sibrllties ot'I the grouflds of voJution. It 

is -possrble, th~refore. thi:lt HlJX.le',f 's cor,cer,t of ev.olutlon. is differ-ent; 

from that of Ren<Sch and Simpson. We shall ,ee (n cl-,apter IV Toulrnfn's­

argument hat brands Huxley's th ory as a scientific myth. Hu*_ley seems 

to be ad ttting th.:it ' 11 may have been 0 1,ersweeping s-ome of my 

conclus.ions; a·nd, I shal 1 probably be attaeked for going beyond the 

boundaries of sc i ence. But tam sure that f have been right in 

formufatln_g general concluslo11s of this sort 1135 

We . h~l t come to this point r~ chapter IV. 
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C. M. Wadd ington 

\.le shall n~-1 df scuss C H. Watldin!:jton•s argumeht for evoJ tio.nary 

ethics . In brief, Wadd ngtori tries to s pport he fol lowing four 

points1 

''Fi.rst1y. t:hat the human system of soclal c municatlcn f nctfons 

as such an effTclent means of transtnittlng information from one 

generation to he next that it ha become the me.t:han l-sm on which t,umari 

evolution mainly depends, 

"Second 1 y, that th Is sys:tem of I so.ci o genetic I rra:n5m ls"s ion can 

oper<lte only b cause t!ie psychologkal dev~loprnent of man Is such that 

the new born baby become.s moulded Into a creatur¢ whicn is r-ead y to 

aceept transmitted information; and, I shall s~ggest~ it i s an 

empld:ca lly bserv-ed fact that thl :s acceptanc~ is found.ed on the 

formation of 'authodty-hearln9' systems \" t-hfr, th- min~.f whlch also 

result rn the hum.an I ndividual becorning a creature whJch goe.s. In for 

having beliefs of the partleu1dr tbne that we ca ll ethTc~l. 

11Thirdly 1 I argue that observatlon of the ~;or l d of llving thJng~ 

r-evea Is a gel"era 1 el/C'I 1 u.t ionary· direct r on, ,,ih i ch has a pt) n osoph I ca 1 

st.1tus s imi lat to that of t1·ea 1 thy growth, in that both are· 

manlfes atfons of the lm~inent properties of the objective world, 

"°Finally, I conc.lude that any part·icu lar set of ethi cal beliefs, 

\'1h i ch some individu.aJ man may advancet can be meaningfully judged 

accordfng to their efficacy ln furthering this general evolutionary 

6 d l rec ti on -Y3 

The se~ond poi-nt. accordlng to 'rladdlngtan, js .th.e most critic.al 

one In th i s a·r gurn_erit. But he complains that both his crltics i:l°nd 



supporters ha'Ve fa 1 fed' to appr da t-e it. The r~ason fot tt, is ; he 

th.r nks, is I ts comp.arati v~ riove 1 ty nnd comp1 rue f ty. 

37 

The point 'Ts. ltit(mdecl to establish that t;he func ion of ethics. Is 

'1 e mak~ h1,J11falil evolutfon po~sib}e.,H or· "t.fl :med 1at~ humane olution."37 

\lar::kii ng tt'ln a 1'glle • "Th humafl sy tl:'JTJ of sac I -gei:et i c: n-,msrrd s fon 

of informc1ticn from one generation to the next can· , .on·ly ol!)er.at~ 

ucces.sfuTly if the Jnformatfo.n ls .no only tr.ansm1tted out is also 

received. The net~ born Jrifant, ha-s to be rno(dded Into an tnrrpmat-iot1 

acceptor, It has to b.e r~ dy to· b:el!cve (rn· some. general serfse .nf that 

w~rd) \•1hat it ls told.1138 

Strc.h rec.ept ion,• acCfJrd Ing to Wacldin9·to11, mus .. lnvo,lve eiu.thorlty 

And he po·ints out th'at the human mind carries wi t -hl .n h tsome authority 

bearing fo·ctors- ,.,hi.ch ~re. re~pon:sibl e for- develop1ng a new born baby 

into a.n entertainer .pf ti 1 i ef s--saneone 1ho goe. in for be.I I ev h19. 1 

These al1thor-ity bearing fa~to,s, \.laddington cJa·ims, also result in 

moulding the fofant into "the sort of b-ei.ng who, we rn~y say, goes in 

for hav.in~ ethical beliefs. ft b:ecomE!s· what. one might cal 1 an 'ethic 

participant' or ati ethicizing being.1139 

lkidd j 119ton adtn i rs that one 1tJOu l<l l Ike to see rnuch more evfdence, 

than. we have been shown. on how the a1.ithor 1 ty bear· Ing: systems ~nvert 

tithe t"le, born lt,fzflt In 0 1 on th~ one hand, an ethic lz:lng bel .ng an·d• 

Oh :the oth~r' hand, a belief entertalning_ type of b-elng-. 1140 

But 11 lf~ lt1 the mea.ntll''1e, the pqint Ts at· lea.st tentatively 

accepted.'' lfaddl ngton 111rites{ 11we ftnd ourselves confronted 1·1ith a 

qujt-e clear cut rela lonshfp between the ex1stenc.e of ethical beliefs 

~.nd the evolutronary prncesses in th~• hurnan spe<::ies~ So far· as man's 

eve 1 llt ion Is c~ rr i ed on by his sodo.-gene tic sys tem--and 1: In eff ec·t • l t 
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is so n major part~-the fact that he ls an ethiclzi~ betng ts an 

essentl..al cogwhee:1 rn th whole mad,1ne~ P:.dopt 'in1 the usual terminology 

o( biolo~yi w ~.an say thst the fun-ct ion f et i"cbing ls o make 

41 
possible human evolution i n he s.ocl6--genetr.c. rnade, 11 

AL.:hough \/addlngtOn 1.s argument is scmewhat uricle.a r , it seems to ·s how 

t-1-Je fo 1 lowing: Th-e so- c..a I led authority-bear r ng factors In the h1JT11an 

ml nd develop u-,o ypes o'f c.apab 11 i les 1 n a new born baby. (T) The 

generol carabil lty of ~ntert inlng all sorts -0f beliefs. This makes 

a baby that laddrrigton call,.; a belief antertaining type of being, and 

(2) the ethki2lng ca.pabi11ty--the capabi l ity of entertain{r1g e .hlcc1 .l 

beliefs.---which mc1kes h im an 1 et:nlcizfng. beTng, 1 

!low. Waddington c l aims that the capabil f y of ethk.12.ing is an 

"essen t ial oogwh .el fo the v◄hole nachlne. 11 It makes evolution. poss·ib le. 

1,.1t s.urely the -ethlcizing 1-s a 1 imfted capab1l ity--ft ts l irnited to 

et-hical beliefs only. Doe~ ~hls me-~n that only ethical beliefs are 

essential to mediate hum<ln evolution? \.lt,at about non - ethrca) beliefs? 

Ethii;;a l bel ids are but a p,frt of the whole of ht:rrnan beliefs (or ideas. 

or ~ntl re conceptu<1l r;y-stems). One shou1ct., therefore, thi, k hat the 

general capab1 l .ity :0f ha-vlng beliefs must be. 1'i!n ess ntlal cog'1'heel in 

the whole machine it 

It may be ment 1 on:ed I at ~t, I s pol nt • that \,/add r ngton-1 s· hrnguage· 

here is extremely loose. Thus, one is oo.t tikely to. reach a definfte 

conclu'Sfon. He seems to be suggesting that the general ac. 1-vlty of 

bel ievihg i s not po:s.slbl~ 1",itt,ou.t ~thlclzing, for bel iavi.ng, c1ccording 

to him~ involves authorJtyl and aut~ority is essentia l ly connected 

wlth ethfcal beliefs 111./e c.an see," he says; "that. cin e s sentia l pa·re 

of this mec:hardsm is that the hw;ian be i ng must- be brought ,rrto a 
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co.nd it Ion in wh ich 1t wl 11 act .as a rnce Iver of t.he message t ansm.; t ted. 

Strch receptlon in,Jolv ~ ac:ceptani:e of authority . Ethfc.cll bel ie-fs, whic;h 

a.re essent ia lly beliefs about the, nature of the mos.t a~1tlior1tative 

dem.ands, are a part of the human system for receivrng tr.;rtismitted 

? 
information." - Fun;her, 11The ,unc.tiord ng of our soclo-genetlc mechanisms 

demands that w~ should accept some sort of author Tty and et~ical beliefs 

-43 are one of the kind that in practfce play thrs role." 

~~ithout p1.-1rsu1ng this point ilOY further. we may nevertheless ask 

if ethical beliefs function ~s a sort of transmitter of socio-genetic 

inrormation, how they themselves are transmitted, 

let us as_sUtne 111ith lrlac!-di ng·t.on that the f.unctitm of ethidzing is 

to make human evolution po!.slble, \,/here does this a5·surnptfon lead·? 

Waddington explains : l 10nce \•re t,ave a·sstg ned the function to a gener~l 

tyre of acthdty- we haye a ra.tion"l ~riterlon agalnst which to Judge 

any partlcula~ example of that a.ctivity . To say that somethJng has a 

func:.tion ts not m1::frely to assign .causal efficacy to it ~ bu 'tmp l I-es 

further tha the cau·sa l r,etwor-'k ·of which it is a par·t, has a who l esome 

general character, A partic:uJar exemple of the a·ctlVity· can then be 

jlJclged by how wef1 l"t brings about the real izatlC)n of thalf! .character. 

11 ft is a c·r-fterion of thls kind which we Gan hope to app -ly to 

hu111an ethical be l iefs. We have frrst to uy to· a3-eertain the ;ieoeral 

char"acter of hum~n evolut ion o_r, indeed, of anlwal evolution as a 

¥117.ole . We have then. to en.quir~ of i!r,y partlc1,.1ler ethical belief 

which comes to our attention., how .effect ive It is tn me.Efiatlng thfs 

1 • of l • , r41t empir cally asc-erta1ned course evo ut1on r-y change.· 

The upshot of thfs argument is that to m.edfate ,uman -0votution ts 

the f-unct1on of ethics and its functional efficac.v fn this reg~rd is 



its c r · terion ~ \.ladd Ing tan ca 11 s this criter I ori 13 IQ tog I cal 1,/1 >sdcm~ 

This accG)t"d i n9 to Uadd 1 ng ton• is an ~nt t re 1 y ne\•J cont:ep·t j n evo 1 ut ioE1-

ary e t-hies He cl lms that his crlter-ion of Biol glc.al Wisdom does no 

Involve the naturalistic fallacy no does it 1nvolve the circularity 

\,Jhlch Hux1e.y's argument does. Before \oJ · discuss these claims-, \-le sho-uld 

see what i, tnvo)ved in this c-rl terror,, Waddington t .r Les to explaTn it 

by the fo·l lowrng e,i;c'lmple. 11Co11sfder, for example., the act tvrty· of 

ea ing. Th~ human new born lnfartt h s ftrst to develop fnto fhe ·sort 

of creature tn.:it goes in for- e_at,ng. In thh; development inn.ate factors 

probably play a much greater role, a:nd eXtr1oslc factors a les<£er orie .. 

han they do in ~he deve1opment of th rnfant Into an ethlc.lzing b-elng, 

but this· aJ er-ation fn the reliltlve importance of the twp type-s of 

factors ls of minor conseq,uenc.e in the present context. Next the child 

will acquire certaJn sp-ed'rlc food habits, becoming accustomed t9 and 

accepti"g a par ,cular diet. This is a process analogou~ to the 

de\-!e1opment of specific formu.lat~d ethical b~I iefs. 1 In order to fir,d 

a basis fot cr-i'ticlzlng these food habits Ha have first to ent1uire what 

Is the func:t'ion of eating. le find that tt is to mak~ po-sstble the 

growth of th~ body. lnsp.ecting the g_r-owth of ht1JT1an beings ot1 a w(d 

basis we discover th.at it rnanifesta a 9eheral character ~,hich \-Je 

deserlb:e as ·health. '1-/e can then ask of any particular food hab,t or 

ditt ho1,,, effective i Is ·1n bringing about healthy growth. The 

crite:tion we are i!pply,ri9 here ls one lrf gen?raJ accordance .,.,Ith the 

nature of the world as we bserve it 1( any indlvidoa1 approac~e~ a 

nutr1tfonfst arid says that he prefen to CJ1'0\•/ in nn abnormal and 

unhealthy manner, th'e nutritionist can do no more than tell him that 

1f he d.oe.s. so he \>It 11 b~ out of step with nature The criterfa of 



b·ot ogic;:al wtsdom in the case of ethics, or healthy ,growth in the c:a5.e 

of ea tTng , i,,h fc:h c:ari be derived in th Is way are· i mm anent tn nature as 

fi d r · d · · f t 'd .• ~,· we n ,t, not sup~rpose on 1t ·rom ou s1 e.· 

It is not certain whe t her thl .s exarnple e,c:plains 'Wadding on 1 s t.laim 

ma c! 1.1'1 i s s21otmd po l n o f he arg uma:nt . Th c la Im is t hat th.a 

observatlon of the world ct llvihg things revea ls a general evolutiona ry 

direction which has a phllo.sophlcal '$t~tos !.imtlar to that of healthy 

grawt.hl 1r1 th.at b.oth are manife!.tatlons of the immanent pr-0pertles of the 

obJec t lve ,.,toilrl. 

The~e ar~ t\'lO assumptfons involv~cl in th i s clqim: (1) Evolution 

has c) general dire~tlon. .. \.1e shal 1 discuss· it later; And (2) the. general 

direction has a philosophlca.1 status slfr(ilar t o that of n~a1t.hy growth, 

in that both are manifestations of the irnm.anent rropertles of the· 

objective· world. Jn o:the,- "'rords, the gener.1I direc..t' i on i'S p.rogres~ive 

and its progres.s itse l f , s a manifestation of th~ prorerty of the 

object.ive world . Tt,e concept of progres.s, as bas been discuss 'd lh 

deta ·, 1 in chapter I, rs very Important in evolutioMry ethic:S· But it 

is a l so difficult to de·fln .. ln t-rrns of evolution for Tt involves values .. 

J. B .. s. Haldatie hilts correctly c;,al.dt 11\ilhen we speak of progress. in 

eyo ut'ion we are already leaving the re latlv.ely firm grnt.:rtd of 

scientific object'lv1ty for th sntfting r,,on1ss of h1..nnan values n'~6 

Waddin ton tries ta define the concept of evolutionary pJrogres.s i n 

terms of what he tal ls physiological health. In the e-xample quoted 

above he claims that healthy growth i s a manlf e station of tbe irnma nt 

prop rty of nature. But he does not support this clalm ~fth evid~nce. 

G, G. Simpson tells us that •1canJ:erous growth is es much a manifestatioo 

of l'iaN.i're as hea l thy growth and th t ·by far the c:ommonest! trerids (n 

evo 1 u t ion are tho e that 1 e.ad to ex t'I net ton. ulJ7' 
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Wadd1n9ton • .1t this otnt 1 might say th 1! c:..:)nc.erous growth is 

not 1n Jac.c·or~.arice wi_t"i the nat re o-f the world as 1.-1 obse rve it; 1
· or 

1 s 'out of step \•II th natur.e I or perhaps ls i abnormal. i \,Jat;ld l ng on 

does not e. plain what he. r.ieans. by 1 t e g-e_n ral ac<;or anc~ wJth nature ·• 

or Py h ph a s . ' ou t o · st-=:p wr t h 

that he.;il thy growth goes long with na ure which amount~ t.o sayir,g 

that what is 'naturaP or 1 no~fll..:1l 1 i!'. healthy. le h.;dl see fn 

chapter I I tha Anthony Quin on argues that the c-0nc ts of 1 11atura·1 • 

and 1 norrnal 1 in connectl n wlt·h healtt,, involves extra-blologtcal 

il'T1pt kat Ions. 

Wha ls natural ls healthyi in his context perbap.s w.rong. 

It is difficult tb deny r.t-ia·t decay dnd dise.a e· are natural phenomena . 

Th.us Wadd.i ng to.n I s c1a Im that nea1thy grov1t h is 9 man ifesti3t ion of the 

immanent property of liature ls questfon.able. 

As to the ~oncep.t of evolutior,ary grow h or progress , ,1add1r[1gton 

.s.;1ys: ''Th general anagenes fs (cons_idered as progress Ive trend) of 

evolution l.s towa_rds what l'Tlqy crudely be ca11e.d dchness of exper·ience. 

lo the t,uman evo'Jutlan:.l"ry sy-stem, progress in this direetion demands 

the format:ion of mental systems having scm:e degree of authodty,,i•. 48 

Wadd i"n9t·on' s I r fc:hne of exp er ien-c~ 1 does seem to be npt on fy a 

cr-udely' but also a vaguely define<l :oncept of evolutionary pr-ogress. 

tt is :even v~ uer thar, Here.rt Spencer's le·ngth and breadth of 1 ife 

concept of evolutioriary progress. \-laodington does not explain how th~ 

general directlon 1t1hich fs toward!; richness of ex.p-erlence 1 h·as a 

phlloS-Ophical status simllar to that of heal hy ~rowth, In that b th are 

man ifestat fons of th-e •:manent propert I es .of t:he obj-ec- ive ~•10r'Jd. • 

The concept of evolutto·riary progre-ss presupposes the exi :s ence of 
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some general or over-all dlr·ec.tlon to i hTch the concept of progt-ess rs· 

o be applied~ Je have alr~ad polnted out tha~ the concept of th 

ex Is t r,c.e of su.ch a di r ct I qr, invo ht"es d rfrf f.c.u 1 t. I es Bath 

ri. G. Simpson and Oob:z~ensky have ar-gued t -hat th~ gene ra1 dlre~t-len is 

no'" ;,os-slble . 

C. H- \IJaddlngton thinks otherwis~. And he Is cf-aiming more than 

other biol~gists who b 1 ieve tn· toa e,xis ence of SQl"1,e g_eneral d.ire_ctton 

of evo l ut I on. r n h Is own word : "Th r..x i st~nce of ~uch -d I r'ect Ion has 

been asserted by m~ny other author s , who have us ally referred to It as 

the dtrectfon of vo1uttonai"y ptogres.s. This frnp:lies me r-ely that a 

c.hang fn this direction has happened to occur,. and hat th dir ctron 

rs one wh lch we are '-~t 11"I ng to rec:ogn I ze a~ progress. ive~ have I h0\'1avet 

asserted, or at lea~t. ir.ipl led, somet_hlng n~ther more thar, thls, namely. 

h~t the direction is one whtch Jn some -ways c1rise!. as~ r-e-sol. t o • the 

general stn.icttir-e of t'he unfverse,. that is, It 1s not merely a dfrec·ttan 

ln \'1hfc,.h _progress hcippens to have o~i:urred, .but, In some- of fLs aspects 

<!t ·1east, tt has the character of an inevftable c:onse-tiuence of t.he­

nature o.f: th evalut-ionary prcites$ and. the org.anlsms involved 1n lt.r,49 

Waddington, agaln. ts h rem rely as~ert1ng, but not supportiTig, 

the clatm that th~ general direction of e-volotlon "ar'l:s~s a·s a re_sult 

of th general structure of the unlver:;e ·u lnste~d. he is sayh,g,.. 

''The major poiht about opening a·nagen~sls, which i.s important to the 

the is I am advancTng here, ls that it has occurred. This I tat<e to 

be e.stahtls_!:,ed by the consensus of gen~rill b lo loglc<=ll opinioo . "50 

TherE f.s somethlng odd lmwlved here. ta:rlier, Wa_ddington t-old 

us that he 1s cli3imintt more than man other biologists .claim \l1ith 

respect to tbe c-onceJ}t of gen~ra1 directfon f evoiutfon. Acco.rdfng to 
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hi they take the oc:curance of the general dlre~tion to be ac-dde, al, 

whi t e he i:; taking_ it to be a resul of the getter.;11 structure of he 

un iver·se loH Wa<ld i ng _ .. on is s_ayf ,~9 that he. -~k~ t ·h _ general di rec ton 

to be es tab 11 s.hed by ttie consensus of the g ne_ru I b io 1 og I Ci! 1 op i r, lo.n. 

Waddfngron do s not ,tar-lfy whetnet the bl-0iogical col'1se·nsus 1..1,pp -t'5 

the .accidental theory or his own theory of the gen_ral dir~ctlon~ If 

it supports the latter·. the Hadding~on cannot say that he is clalmtng 

more than the majorit of bfolo!;li ts d Im 11'1 this respect. But if ,t 

supports the former, and" i.n fa-ct Jt does do so--lJaddfr:igton hims lf s~ys 

th~t most of the bfologlsts as_c.r_ibe t ·;t--then \Jaddjngton 's cla"im does 

not hold. In other wo·rds., he cah not claim that the gen·eral dl rec.t-fon. 

arlse.s as a result of he general structure of the· unT\llerse, and 

progre~~ has cc(;urr d as· an •1 I ev rta_bl , c·on~equerrt:e or the nature of 

he evolutlonary process." 

1.n fact: l,Jgd_d1n-gton do~s not have to seek support from the consensus 

of general biological opinion in this re-spect, If he ccln :;.how that the 

general d I rect ton has occurred as a resu.1 t of the gener 1 stru_cture 

of the univ~_rse,- and progress. has occurred as ari inevitable conseguen(:;e. 

of the nature of evolutionary pr"oce.:ss. 

It may be pointed out that if ~/ilddlngton c.'lnnot prov thee clall'l'ls 

th.e .consensus of gen rat b,.ologlcal optnton unn-ot be substi u:ted as a 

proof in th Is re·gard . 

I f for the sake of argument \./add i ng ton's cone~· t of 9 en r a I 

direc:tton ls acc:e:pted it can be used, so Watld1n9ton believes., as .a 

critedon for ethf-c.s, Sine~ the func· ion of ethl~s. according to 

Waddlng on, is to mediate human evolution or the general direc.tl:or:, of 

evolution, th~ di~e~tfoa can be us-ed to determfne which system of 



ethic:al be.ltefs fvnct'ions 1T10st eHlciently. ~n Wad lngton 1 s ·words : 

11ffnc1lly. I c.onc.lude tl:iat ar:iy p.ar:tfctrlar· set of ethicc1l bell'efsJ \•Jhich 

some fndivldu.,J mall may advancet. can be.rnear:drigfully judged accord ng 

o thetr effkac:y In fur her! g th · s general evolut,o.n.a y directlon , ' 151 

We shalJ c0n1e to the concept of efficacy of bio oglcal bel iefs in 

chapter IV Ho~ever~ we wll l conclude th is dfscusslon by presenting 

Waddington 1 s claim that his theory does npt involve th naturali -stJc 

fallacy. 

The fallacy, as he observes, is that one .cannot logically pass 

from "is• to 1ough-t i or o.ne cannot: derive rnora l utteranct_'Si. from 

statemen_ts· of fact Wa:dd1ngton firs_ makes a distihction betwe.en 

eth1cal rules and imper·ative_s ► "Shut the. door/' he remarks, 11 Is an 

fmperative, bu not an ethical rule. Perha~s most soch tmper3t1ves 

that occur ta o,,e ilt first thought are In Sor.fe s,ray, su·b.ordtnat_ to 

ethical ru]e·s. But ther·e is no logit:al contradiction in sugge5. Ing 

that there may be such irnpen1tives or p.rlncrp1es of pol Icy which are 

of supr-a-e.thkal status ••• We c<:!n, with perfect logfca1 consistency. 

conceive of an aim or principle of policy whtcn. while hot itself In 

Its essence an e~hica1 rul..._ would .nable us to Judge between di ·ferent 

et.hical roles~ It ls for such ~ principle that I ilm Sea_r-d,rng·, and 

which claim to b-e •discoverable in t'1e notio_n whkh I have referred 

to a~ 4 biologic-=1l ""isdom. 1
-'
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Th,e problem of nertu ra Ii st i c fa 11 acy is carefu t 1 y exam f ned tr, 

chapter IV by Anthony _u,nt r:i and A.-. G M, Flew. ther fore , I de not 

need to di5cuss it here. 



The~dosius Oobzhansky 

The attefi'lpt o derive e.th(cs. fr:001 he so-called general dfrec.tlon 

of evolution is cr1ticlzed by Theodosius Do zhansky and G~o~9e G ylord 

Simpson,- who, Tn \Jaddington 1s p,nio.n, e Hoeeply learned b,o 09,sts 

reat y too r tf e st.anrlit, of human Pvo!1JtTon. 11 S3 

Dobzhan:sky i:ont-end tha · 1'mura 1 r ! g htnes$ and wror:ign.e.ss have mean tng 

on .yin connec.tjon ~-.tith 'll rson·s who are. free agents. and :who consequently 

.are able t--o choose betw~en different ideas and between possible course 

of action. Ethks p'resupposes fre~etn. 1154 

l)phzhansky next clclims that· rnan Is a free agent~ 11rhe· ab.i 1 ity of 

mr)r,, 11 t_,e s;1ys 11 to c..hoose freely bet\-1e·e.n ldea.s and a.ct is one of the 

fundamental characteristics qf human evolution, PerhppS fre.edoo, ts 

even· the moi;t important of all t:he sp-ec1f1t~lly humar, attrlbutes,1155 

Dobzhansky does not, however, explain the tonc--ept of fre~dom~ He 

simply polnt·s out that .hurna.n freedom ts "'·•der than. unecessity 

comprehended" which he says, "is the only kind o.f fre d'CITI. recogn·fzed 

by Harx(sts.u56 It l.s wider ln the s nse, he telh tis, that man can 

defy nece5sity at lea~t fn his rmaglnatlrjn 

1 t may be poi n ed out that human f reedc,n Is n.ot- t:11e simple self­

ev i deht fact that Oobzhat1sky apparently take~. it o e. For h¢ 

produc s nQ argument to support th statement Freedom a 

not-0rrousl.y dlffi<:ult concept. And f do not wi -sl) .to be trapped by ft, 

But srnce Oobz_hansky 1 s a"rguroent ts based on th1s con·c-e t emus 

brlef1y discuss It fn the c-0nto.xt of -evolution .. 

Dob:zh·ansky s~ems to b-e puttiing,. though net explicitly, the ques.clon 

of freedom in genet 1c terms . ·rhe quest f on rn th e terms becomes 

whether or not human behavi-our is determJn <1 by genes. Like other 



pi-otagordsts of <:ultur.al evo lution Dobzh<insky argu ~ ag:ainst what may 

be called gen~t.ic deteon~nism and think:; that by ~-howin'g genet ic 

fl:1determinlsrn he has_ shown h1,.1man freedom. \•Je shal 1 argue th~t the so­

called genetlc determinism or tndetemiinism d.oes not ha e .a:1y beari:ng on 

t he question of fre~dO"n. 

Oobzhansky i3t"gues: 11 1t must now be ~phasizetl tha.t, although 

blo l09fca l evolution has mdde cu)tffral evolu ton possible, it has rtot 

de ermi .ne:d wh.at thl~ cultura1 evolution s houl.d he Cultural history r~ 

not bTologfcal history. in th~ sensa tnpt, given the genetlc cpnstt ution 

which the human species attu<!l ly has, human history could not: (sic] 

hal/e t--<;1ke11 a variety of courses diffe,·ent from the ceune ft ac ually 

tooka The most importarit agent,5 which propel human htstory are 

c·ot1talned In t f,at history Hself~ no:t in the st11ff of which human genes 

.Historl .c;.al evf:lnt·s of the past could not be deduced, nor could 

future ones be predicted wt . h any pr"ecision, on1'y from a knowledge of 

tne humnn g~notype., no matter ho,., comp1etce, 1 
.. and. iJNa ura1 ~elec.t.i.on 

has nt>t propag·ated get1es for ethi·cs, or genes for inventing £uc.1 ldean 

geometry, propounding evolutionary theories, tomp-0sing mu·slcal 

symphcmies, palnt •in.g landscape·s. making a ni:iTI Ton dollars on Wall 

&treet, 1ov j ng the. soil, or becoming .a m't l I tary leader. Such gel'le~ 

sfmply do not exist Oe es do not tra·r,5n1H and cfo not determ.1 ne 

sp-1!.clfh: compo;ients or our cultural he.re<li.ty. 1157 

'A 11 th Is rnay b t ·rlle. St i 11, thh doe!; not so Ive the qu,...st I on of 

freedom. O.obzhahsky 1 s argumant: shows that cert:.ain a pee· s of huma 

beha'(lour are not determined by genes, or in his owt1 words, 11 that 

human behaviour, in the maln is genetica1 ly ·un.flxed.1158 But this does 

not show that the gen t le i ndete:rnd 111 sm lmp 1 i es human. freed.om ln fact 
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the argument does. more than this It sho~s th~t the conce t of 

g eri .. tfc de . erndnism <loes not appl y to human freed :. Uote th statem nt 

In the quotatlol"I~ 11The m:o t fmportattt agents 1•1hfch propel human history 

ar contained In the hi s tory it .elf, not 1n the· stuff of which hurnar\ 

<;en.; are made"; and. 1Suc· gerfes (genes f ·o!" e~h lcs , for l rw nttn_ 

Euc.1 idean geometry) compo·slng mu;; cal syr,,p·honies ••• etc,) simp ly do not 

eJ(ist, 11 If there exist no genes for cert·aih type-s of m.rmc1n acth1ties 

which, ciccording to Dohihans·ky,. h,volv-e free.don a d cholc.et then, tha 

Is that. The very questlon of human freedom In enet1c terns bec011~s 

i l legt timate .. 

Bot it becomes legitimate iri a wid r context of evoltftion. Human 

behavior, .i r:i t'h j s con text J Is. cons r de red to ·be dete.rm i ned either by 

9ene , or by he envircmrnent, or by both.. In none of thes~ cases, 

ho ·:1eve r. can behavior be oonshfer-ed as free if t· . deflne fre.e be~avior 

as the kind o b~havior- wh1ch re~ults from hliman will. \·le wilJ n.ot 

a tempt to explain the concept cf wtl I~ We can say, nonetheless that 

free beh,wtcr is something more than that behavior which rs determ.ined 

by genes ·or the envl rcnment. for th ake of argUJl'lent, we shall prnpose 

wl ll as an a tterna ti Ve c:aus~. of hurni31'1 behav tor which l'1e c.c1 l t free, 

D~bzhans ky claims to haYe show~ th~t human behavior ts h~t 

entirely determined by genes. Yet he has nQt shown that It i~ riot 

d t-ermined by envirohment. l\ather ne I~ c.lairrdn·!h arid a~ an 

evol1Jtionist he must claim it, that t, ma n behavfor i s determined by 

both genes and cHl ·ture. I n his O\\m 1>1ords1 ' 1hu1rt n 'behavior Is iry the> 

a in gcneticall unfixe·d; 'it ls i3CQU lred in the proc.es of socialization, 

of t~aining r~celved fro~ other individu~ls. Its base rs set by the 

genes. but t he direction and extent of its develop ent are, for the 



most part, culturally rathe tha~ blolog ical ly, cletenrdn d ... ,s.9 

I t ls ti coul'se true thet cult.u,:-al determtnfsm Is u.lte different 

frorn gene le cl t.er.m!nism. One can ,-;irgue tha culture itself can be 

determined. to some tent, by human desires and cholces Jo fact, tihe 

whole -concept of cu 1 tu r al c.ond it l on f n of human behavior f s on·:s 1 dera bl y 

ambiguous. for instance. Dobzbans:ky maintains that the l4WS of hum n 

evofotlon. I ~e • cultur,:il laws, nare not ded\JcibJe from, althou _ _sh c1lso 

•· l t 1 ll6o ·· 1· not con r,;1ry to bJo og ca laws.. · He does not explr11n why cu tural 

Jaws. whfta not contrary ~o biol~ic~l 1a ,s. are not deducfble from 

th6!1. ~or does he define in what sense he is usrng t.he t~rm ; law·, in 

his cortte;<t. Si nce he cl !ms .that laws of human evolution are not 

contrary t!9 hlol.og ical la 1~. one c.ar:1 assume that he is t~ .ing laws of 

human evo lut Ion to be sc 1 en t if i c 1 aws No~,, he a 1 so c; la ims that 1o.ne• 

of the fondar:i.ental characteristics of h1,.1man evo.h.1tion~ ts 'the abtlity 

of an to choose freely bet ·,~en: fdeas arid act!i I Moreover, he. contends 

that •perhaps freedom 15 even the most impo~tant of ~11 the specific~J)y 

human ·attribu es.• rs .htu1fan freedom, thus, a sdentiflc l a •1 o{ huatan 

evolu ion; o.t, is i ,.mpli'.ed by the laws of hu-ma.n e..rolution1 Obvlou~ily 

an answer to the foregoing quest ion ls not altogethet clear. 

As m~ntioned earliert the concept of -cultural co_nditionlng lg qulte 

ambiguous wh rer1s, the concept of fr•eedom i rather compl Furt.her-

more, we stated that. in the context of -cultural evolution, one car, 

l:e:gitimately argue th.i' t cultor.e ltself can be influenced by human cholc.es 

~nd desires. L~t us, then concede DQbzhansky'~ claim that freedom rs 

one of the fuhdamental feqtures of human evolu ton, f sha l J a 1 so agree 

Let us no\.,r eXam i ne 0ob2h,:;1nsky's vtews on ev,olutiot~ary ethks. Any 
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tJ,eor·y of cvolut lonc1ry ethics, accord ing to him,. must s ti~fy tt,e 

following h-10 conditions: (1) It must e~tabl ls·n t!ce generra1 direction 

Qcf evolution; a. d, (Z) it musii. g ive Ye<1sons why th.is dlr"ectlon· should 

be accepted as good f 1No heory of evohi ... ronary ethtcs_'l he remarks, 

11~an be acceptable \Jr,less It gives a satisfactory e:xplt:fnation of· Just 

why he prricnatl n of evolutionary de-velopment must b_ regarded as the 

5ummum bonum. 1161 

Concerning the f ir~t cond It ior, Detb tians~y observes: 'ti'h re is o 

single tr'end in evo·lutian but rat.h~r m ny different trend~ fn different 

or9anisms.. To he sure, some trends predominate in the evolution of 

some yroups. Thu-s I th __ deve ,opment of tr:he cerebral Fu net ion ., of 

Intel 1 igeni:et s~ems to hav~ b en the demi nant t .r:-~nd in 'uman evolu .. ioo. 

Contirnatlon of ir,t~ll~c.tu-al development becomesJ ttlen, .a mora'J duty of 

But this l:s surely not the ;,.,.nole story. Auman evolutlon has 

also ln1otved many other trends, some cf which were more c0nstant than 

other-s, some \o1h.i.ch ·r-ev rsed themse1v.eg, and sclf:rr wbich ar-e of a 

degenerat j ve character Th~s tnere was for sQme time j" th~ history of 

mankind a trend towards the diffe.rentiatloti of the human s aci.e.s. foto 

·r~ces, and toward.s b101ogka1 diverg~nce of races. More rece111tly, this 

was reversed. because .of tt.1e lncreasin'] mobi l lty of humar, po tdatlons 

and of I nterrnatr iage between them, a.nd huma 
. 62 

races beg,,m to co.nverge. '' 

Oobzhansky then ra.i.~es a quest ion: liJhi«;h o:f the e t,1?nos should 

then be the basis of· our ethks1 The an'Swer to this qu stfon lnvolves 

;::i choke. It is necessary to de.clde which trend is. good. The dee.ls ion, 

can.not- then be ba:sed .qn fac ual ohserva.t Ion that a trend has occur.' d 

but must. irwttlve some other, and qulre d1st1nct, ethical criterion. 

Oobzhan;;ky further argues: 1'.Suppo e, hm,ev r, that futur studres 
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o.f human btology and evolution tell us e,<9ctl ,-,hat the d1rectton of 

evoJutTon in g·ene-ral. anrJ of hu an evolution in particular. has been." 

Hete he poses another que . l on. llJu t .... ,h, shau l d we take fo:r -grant~d 

this direction 15' good11163 

Dobzha"s~y•s ~nswer to this quesEfon is not satisfattory. He gives 

rthe fo·1 )owing reasons why he thlnks \-re shoufd not take the general 

dlrectron f evolution .J:s· good.! uThe very fac.t hat man know~ he has 

evolved and is e o lving means that he is eble to contempJate ~pe~dfng 

up his evolutio1'• 5}owing It <:lown, stoppJrig it ~ltogethert or chang_lng 

. -61~ r t d I rec t I on , '' · 

Although Dobzhclnsky's 'very fact' ts que·stlon,3ble-•for having 

evolutionary knowledge do.es not mean hevlng the abf 1 lty to ·step,_ s10'rl 

down. -0r change th.e dir.ectfon of eyolutlon---lf It 1ere true H would 

show that. no ge er.al direction of -ev{lluti'on rs posslbleJ because. man 

ha5 the ability to chan~e or stop it D-obzharisky or itJ ina l ly Intends to 

offer this fact as a re.,,sor:i against taking the evolutionary direction 

~s good.. BVt act;ual ly it turns out t:·o be a recrson· aga .inst the 

p<is-_sibili y or t,he establishment of the direction. 

t t appears as though Dobzh.ansky is obsessed l.,I th the r dea of 

freedom, He uses this i:dea in two senses- -though he do:e,5 rtot dlstln9uish 

them hims 1f .. -fn connect10n with the concept of the general direct.Ion 

of evolutJpn~ 1\ccordTng to o:oe, no dirf!C.tlon of evoh1tlon ls. p.oss,bl-e, 

for man rs free; and he is able to slow down , stop, o,r clwr,.ge this 

dlr.ect!on. According t<o th~ other. no gen ral. cilrect1on cari be tr.1 ken 

for grant.ed. :.is being good, for man is free. to qoestto_n the q od1,es pr 

the \·tfsdom of .anything. The first cl aim may b~ questionable, bot it 

does not i-nv-olv~. \\•hat m.ay be cal le.cl, an. obsessive us.e of the concept 



of freed~ .~ e sha 11, therei" or.c ,. examine the second sense Qf the 

cone pt~ it presupposes the exl::;tence of the. general d1rection of 

evolution. ot the ex is tence of the dtrectin~ docs not imply, as 

p-oln ed out ear1i .r; that the dfrectlon is good) \Jhether i is· good 

or bad i an ethical e,aluatlon. Ethlca1 evaluation. accord·~g to 

Oob2hansky, presupposes freedom, To 'luote him agai:n: ·11 oral 

rTghtn-ess a,nd wrongrtess have meaning only 1n conne.ct ion with per-sons 

who are free agent5. arid who are consequently ~ble to choose betw£ten 

differe, I: ideas and bet\sieen po s[ble .tQlir cs of i'!Ction. ,Ethics 

presupposes fr eclOf!l. 11 
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It should b:e. emphaslz~d. that in the per'spectJVe .of ettiics. the 

ro·Je of freedom 1s. mainly presuppositioni:ll. In a very loose S()nSe It 

means that we can cho_o~e fro,., a certain r,;111 e of ethical options. Now 

this .s.upposed abil'1ty to c1,eose Cqnnot be a crltetior, 'for our choice. 

For if j t were. we \1(:)U Jd 11ot rieed ethics at a 11. Now, \.lhen we say 

that Dobzh,,fnslty seems to be obsesse<I with th-e ide~ of freedom, \!Jhat we 

·rne_an Is that h seems to be tal< i ng freed cm as an ° :hi cal -cri ter i'on. 

He wrltes: ''Despite any exhortations te the cont r'ca_ry, rti"an ,-.,i) 1 no't 

permanently d_eny 1-lirnself the· right. to question the wisdom of anything. 

Including the \-.1lsdom of his evolutlonc1ry direc:tlon~ ~e may rebel' 

against thi~ direc..tlon, even tho.ugh it may be shown to be benefic i a1 

tine. Ju:s t -su,:h an *unreasonab I e• rebe 11 ton \o/as errv i saged by 

Oosto vsky in hi;; etters fr-om the llnd·en,;orld. t-lan is likely t prefer 

to he fre,;: 'rather than to b reasonables1165 A)tnough he is not e>.<,plicit, 

Oobzhansky seems ta be ii"lplylns her-e that anythh1g that, tinkers with 

fr--eedoni must be rebelled. agatnst even _tf the_ rebe l lion may be 

1 unrec.1 tind.b1e 1
• In other words, freedom, Is the ultimate' criterion of 

choice for him. Furtherm re, there is something odd in setti~g 



'freedom• and 1 reason~ as altern.ative,5. \.thy ~annot a· reasonable n:1.an 

be i) free man 

As Tndicat ed earl! r freedex?1, i s pr.esupposed in an ethical 

5.3 

p rspec.tiv e. Thus, ft -c.am,ot be used as ~l'.l et.hita1 criterion, Ethic 1, 

c . Tc re u•ires t; at one MU.st b fr' e to choo~e. I t al o r equ i r~s tha 

one should choose on SO!l'le ratlo·r1<1l grounds~ Now, one is entitled to s-ay 

that he is Free not t-0 choo$e, or. free not t6, choose on rati-0 al 

grounds; but, h.e would no longer be doing ethic in such a case. 

Do ;d1ansky says that ethlcs Is "un·thlnka·ble without freedom," On 

is led to wonder if ethh::;s is possible with Dobzha_nsky•s onr-easena.b1e 

freedcm.. 

George Gaylord Slmpson 

George Gaylord S irnp~o-n has tong been involved h, t.he search for an 

ethic based on evoluflon • 8.ot his main· contribution In this r·.egard 

1 ies in clarifying and often crltfcizlng the attempts made by other 

blologh,ts rn. th'is dlr"ectlon, ~is 0~10 attempt, as we ~hall seeJ ls a 

failure. ad, surprisir,gJy, not as (:le·ar as one would e)(pect fr~ him. 

impson, 1 ike Oobzh~ns .y, bell ves thst freedom is n~ce~sary for 

rnaki1"1g ethical c.1-toic:es; but unlike Oobzh<lnsky 1 Simpson do~s. not e d 

with de11ying the possl.bility of evolutionary ethics .. He g-oes on to 

seek a ra t Jona1 t:rlterfon of et.hic-s in human evolution. 

Simpson recogniies 'knowledge' and •~esponslbillty' as fundamental 

human cha.,.acteristics wf thout which huma:n e.volµtion i s; not poss-lble. 

Out, he -does no~ a tempt to define either, the concept of knowl~dge, 

or, the concept o respo sibllity 

' 18esponsihll ity, 1 atcordiog to Simpson, "is rooted ·,n the tn.ht 



n· ture of roan.- lt _ha s. arisen frlllTI and is inherent In his evolutionary 

hist<n-y and st-atus. R .spcn.slbi 1 ity· ls somethin th.at he has just 

because he Is human and not something that he can choose to a ~ept ¢r 

refus • 1
• 
66 

Simp on i> rt icular-ly stress~ the non del gatab1 l ity .of 

respons r b T 11 ty,. i s, according to hlmr efltirsly per-sonal, 11:lt 

cannot be rejected or unconditionally h~nded over to other • Th attempt 

to do t.hfs is ethlc:aJ_ly wr,G>n9 1 and the resp nsfb11 lty temair,s here it 

was ••• fn the la:st ana1ye.ts pel."50l'1al respon lbillty h non-delegatab.le. 

Not qnly Js every indtvidua1 per~onaJly responsible for any actro~s by 

delegates o.,. r~p-re~elit tives of ht~, but he cannot ethically, even in 

semblance, delegate any respons l bl I hy for his own actions and for c1) I 

their resu1 ts. •·t67 

Fr-om the c ne,epts of knowl.edg~ and r-e;spon.siblHty Simpson a tt'!mpts 

to .der-lv _ what he cal1s 'the baste. material ethic~ f In his own words: 

11As a: first proposition of evolutio ary ethics der1ved from specif,cally 

hum~n evolution it is subm i tted that promotion .of k.nowledgf! Is 

essent ia1l 

acq_uis.ition of new truttls .or of closer approximation to tru h (mata--

p.h r1.cal ly t-he utations- of :th-e r,e,i1 evoluti f"I) and aho its spread by 

c.ommunlcatfon to others and by their c1ccept-anc .:)nrl Jear.nin_g of lt 

{ .• - - ) 69 m-et:aphoric.a 11 y , ts hered I ty , 0 

S.imp·sori _reinforces his main pdn lple, 1.e .. , promotlo.n .of knowledge 

essentially good, with anot er prineiple which i~ ased on the 

concep,t of re~p~:ms i bi l ty •. "Human res pons 1 bi I i ty, 11 h~ ass.ens_. 

11 requires, :in _each lnd,vldual, as w ll a in soc ety as e whole. that 

the search for know! · dg be a ·searc:h for- truth, as unbiased s po fb.le 



to huma-n beJt19s; tt, t . probable truths, as discovered,. be t-e:sted by 

every means that can b devisecl& th~t tJi??se- truths be cornmurdcated h, 

.such a ,..,a.y ~~ j s most I kely to ensure the! t r' tght ut i l i zat, on and 

incorpo·rat Ion into the general body of human knowled 
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1r,ho should r-e-e tve tr,_rs· knol-'11:ed e s~et. it, share h Us communica_tion, 

,and Jr, their turn examin~ and test- with as little pr·eJudice as po~sible 

whatcVe:.I".' i $ subm."J tt-ed a 70 truth. 

The c ntept of p:er:sonal responslbi tlty. ac.cordlng to Simps·on, fs 

eo-rr-e.1ated with another human ev-01 u t ior:,ary -cha.,a-cter l st"Tc, that of 

it,lgh indlvidual izatlon.u From tht-s he derive that· 0 it ls good, right 

.and mor-el to re,cognize t-he int~rity and digntt:)' of the indrvrd.o~I .and 

to prCfllote the real i:z.atlo11, <ff fulfil lmentt .of individu~1l capaclt.tes~ 

ft is b?d, wrong ~nd immoral to fall In such recognitlon or to Impede 

such ful.fillr,,e_nt. ·This ethl-c applies f1rst oF all to the indtvldua1 

hims lf and ta the 1nte'grat-ioo and developc:;1e.nt of his. own persona) f y. 

It ext.ends farther to his social group and to all mankind . Negattve)y, 

it wrong to develop 011e lndNldoal at the expens·e bf any other. 

Positively, lt is right o develop a _ll in the greatest degree pos-slble 

to each within th~ group as a whole. l"dlvidu~l~ vary grea ly i~ other 

capac. it I es, but integrity cand. dignity a.re capable of equa 1 deve 1,opm r,t 

In aJl. 117
' 

Slmp:;"an clai:rns that these prlnc.lples have the widest appl !cations 

to human condu t. He bel leves tha the·se pr .inciple·~ 11 lec1d to 

unequivocal decisions cone rni.ng the choice between conflicting 

1-deol-ogies which/' he con-sider~ as 11 the broadest problem of rnan":lricJ. 11 

The un qu·vocal dec.i~rioiis, aetordir:ig to him are as fol lows: 
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L Authorirarianh;m is wrongt for it involve an at empt to 

del gate the non-del egatab.le respons 'bi1 i ty and t-0 evade responsibility 

for subsec1uent ac. ions t1f toe delegate. "Thi:S is an ethically \-lrong· 

denial of tt,e perS-onal respons·l.oility inheren In na tu re 1172 

reconc.l led with an ethical system that admi .s the goodness of knowledge, 

th~ lneradic~ple existence of personal responsibility· and the Villue ·of 

Individual integ:ri ty and dignfty, 

3. Der:iocr3.cy~ ,11ith a few exceptions· fs. r ·lght. tn his own words. 

"G-overnrnents cal led democr-ach~$ are by no m~ans al 1 ethically ri~ht by 

our stan'dar sand. none ls free of rnany e.thically bad c;1s·pects. Yet an 

ethically good state, one. based on the fact. of per-soncl1 resp.o.n!ilbfl 1ty 

by -e-ach Qf its members and organized t-0 protnote :the .ac.qulsrtl.on .. 

dissemlnatron 1 and acceptance of truth in a11 fields, to maJntain the 

integrfty and dignity of ~very lndlvid~. l. and to enable ma i~Drn 

po-sstble .realizatfon of personal c:apacitfes--such a government would 

necessarl ly be a democ:r~cy. 1173 

Vhile not examlnlng Simpso11•s argum nt in ·deta1 f, 1-re should not~, 

ho-1_ver. a bagic weakness 1hic., con~ists 1n Simpso 1 s lden-tifying ~"hat 

is neces5ary with ~ihat Is good 1 lri nu an evolutlon. 

~imp~QT'!_, as has a lready been seen, takes know)~dge and r4!spon.s.1bflity 

as neces-s-ary' for human evolution. He ba es his· ethical principle o ·h 

these essent ial s~ taking them as good~ And we· shall s-ee tha he 

takes them as good becaus~ the.y are e~se·nt 1.a 1 s. 

Consider the following three ca~e•: 

1. 11The most eS'Sen·tlal mat<:?rl,11 factor ln the. n..aw evolution 

seems to be Just this! tnow'Jeclge 1 together, necessarl ly_~ 1Ith its 
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spread and l~heritance. As a fTr~t proposTtion of evolut!lonary thi.cs 

deri · ed. frOfTJ. specifically human evolutton, it i subrni ted that 

promot I on of knm,il dg-e is esse11 i ~ 11 y good. 1174 

2.. "~Ef~pons I bl 1 i ty is ,;om~th l ng th<'ft he has Just hec.aus~ h is 

human, and no something that he can choo e to a<!:.cept or o refuse. 

canno e rejected or o~ ondltionalty handed over to others, To do thr 

is eth lc.:t 1 I y wrong. 1175 

3. 11 It Is .Personal res pons I bi Ii ty-•corre lated with another t,uman 

evolut·lot1ary characteristic, tJ1,:1t of nigh tndlvldualizatlon. From this 

reldtionship ar ises the thica\ judgement hat it is good, right; and 

rrroral to recognize the· Integrity and dignity of Tn.dl v 1d1Jal capaci ties . 

It is ba.d, wrong, and lrnrnoral to fail in such rec.ognit i on or to 1mpede. 

sueh fulf i llment u
76 

These examf)les clearly sho the types of rror po1 n ed ·ou t earlier 

Simpson here ls not deduc1ng t~e goodne s of these suggested ethi cal 

pr inc.ipl~s from the facts nf tNolutior,: he is simply asserting their 

goodnes$ . 

This accQunt of Simpson 1 s ethics may be clo ed by an apologetic 

note by Simp·son s-Jritten in his la er· es ay, 1 8-lofogy and thtcs.' 

"Let us n.ot be to-o dis ay d if s001e attemp s to set up nat-ura l istfc 

ethits turr, out themselves to b~ fal ladou:;, or lf we cannot all agre~ 

as to elthe·r the ortg;n or crlt~ria fr naturallsti-c. thlcs . It ..,.,ould 

b.e enou9h to goo wrth If we could conclude that naturalisti't:. ethics 

are evan ually possible 

better than that. 1177 

I n fact., I be ! i eve we can do cons I d er ab 1 y 



t .• D • le.ike 

\.le .s al J nm" examine anott,e,. 1no able' attempt. to base ethics on 

sc1ence 1 r;> · rtf--ulatly on e\i'olutl nary b-lology~ It rs notable in the 

sense that it 1s a ·coop·era rv.e at empt by some of the 1d i st ingui shed 

Jmeri~an btologists.~ This 15 reported in C n. Leaka's essay 
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1 Etht~og ~esfst p~bllshed ln The Scientific ~onth l y, April · 19~5. 

Leake 1 s maln wo:rk. in tlils e'"s.ay, 1 les ln cof'lnecting what he ca·\h "a 

na.turally -operatrve principle of ethics'' with the bfolog·cal argument. 

The pr,nc.ipl_e l·tself. he s-ays, ls a joint 1 drscovery 1 of th~ scientists 

mentfoned in the ~ssay It may be }nteresting though ru, strrctly 

relev-c1nt; to read how this Jolnt Ver:i.ture .came apout. rt read$ in the 

essay, li ke this~ 

T American Association for the Advancement of Scie.nce 
had met in Palo Alto tn 19.39. It was ·thought tt:lat .s e 
of the guests at the meetfng might be interested ln a 
picnic In tha red\-1oods~ The Pharm~c;otogy Laboratory of 
the University of C~lifornJa Hed ical Center in San 
Ftgntisco had been accustomed to spend Sun~~ys ln seminar 
·d.is.c:usslon in a redwoqd 9.rove on the San Lorenzo Rlver. 
To one of these meetings Edwtn Grsnt Conk1lh, C. Judson 
Herrick, and Olqf Larse11 were invited. In honor of our 
quest:s 1 the semiMr dBc..u.ssion ttiok the form of debate 
between Otte Guttenta9 and Charles Gurchot on the 
Jnf lueoc.e of German and Frel1Qh philc,sopners on the 
biolog 'i cal sdences. This discu'S ton provided a spri _ng­
bqard for tl'.los.e who were assembled ogether uoder the 
sheltering arms of the red ods to. disc:ll~s a b·iolog'tcal 
bas! for etnfcs. 

Tl1e con•,ersation developed as to whe her or _no~ 
Jt might be pos-s.ible to dl-scov~r a nat1.rral ly operativ~ 
principle that governs human conduct. lt was 
app.reciate.d that suc:h a prlnciiple mi ght be of the same 
character as the principle of th.e con-s.er-vatloo of 
energy. To be naturally ope.ratlve, the principle 
w uh! haile to fwnct ton whether we c1-re awar:e of it or 
not, or whethe·r \.,,e like it or not-. liwever. it wa:s 
clear fn t-h discussion ·tna.t 1f \.te could recogni;ze it, 
l t might be helpful o us hy indicating· the manner in 
which \·le co, Id U1ke ~dVifntage of j t to our benefit~ 
Cert.ilnly it has~- n h-elpful -~ince Helrnholt:z 1 s brief 
formulation to app,..-eclate the prtncipl_e of the 



conserv,H ion of ,ief'g , ! 
As a tentatrve statem~nt of su.c,h a ~rinei le , 

H i nd1.1ced frOfTl the p1et ora of exampJes In universal 
ex.pedence t:he follow ing: "The probab r1 i ty of 
survival of a r-el~tlor,::ship bet\-, en lnd1vidual hurnc1ns 
pr groups of hurn~ns inc~eas~s ~ith the extent ·o 
which tha - rela ic:,nship Is mutual ly sat i sfying 11 

'This !S atanent may be fo.rrrtula ed ir, o.the1· \•J,3"'/S to 
emphasize cl1f erent consider.atfo :; "The more .­
relat lonshlp between human individuiils ·or 9ro.ups fs 
mutually' satisfylng, the tonger It t~nds o last.'' 
or ''Behaviour p.:itt:c.rns betwe-l'l indivjdual persons 
or ·groups of people, tend to became adjuste4 (by 

rial and ml.ss) toward. those lvh1ch yield he greate t 
mutual -at 'fsfac· ion . 11 It ts impl led that the ·con.cept 
of "good" develops tn ~ manner which t d pendt"er,t 
upon th se. more or ·ess satrsfying behi:!vior patterns ••• 

It was. appr'eciaterl that the statement ts a 
spec ia 1 case of th~ more general pririciple: 11T°he: 
probabillty of survival of individual, or gr.otrps of. 
1 ivl rig things increa·ses wl th the degree with which · 
they harmon i.ou:c;ly adjust themselves to each other 
i!n.d the( ·r envlronment. 11 As a c:0ro)lary of the 
Darwinian pr inc ip le of evolution, the formul~tion 
thus becomes a bi o 109 lea J basts for' ethl cs _7-tl 
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I shall no ·examine t .he alleged derivation of the so-cal l ed 

1 naturc\1ly operated principle of ethics' from tl,e biological argument. 

This argument ts put forth by c. n. Leake . There are four steps in It: 

l. ''~le are discovering ·that knowledge about oorselves and our 

envirohmer,:t ma~es it possible for us to add significah ty. to the broad 

,md lasting sat:isfa.ctions of us all. This sugge~ts at once t .hat 

scientific endeavor has moral vtdue. 

111,,li'th i ricrea $ i ng knowl e.dge derived front the var r ous 1 eve ls of 

stJendfic endeavor, it now c1ppears that •;,1e have sufficfent facts of a 

verifiable nature regarding ourselves and our envln,nment t o estlm8te 

the mor·a1 value of their imp1 kations; that is, to detetmir, their 

ethical significan~e . When a fact 1& recognized, Its conjugate, 

which is i.ts va l ve 1 at onoe becomes important. 1179 

2 . 11 Frorn a consfd rati n of Olll' biologlcal knm•J1edge, the 
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irr,pl iG. tion Is -clear ilt onc.e that :survival for n tndTvidua1 1 lv,n_ 

thi ng or fc,r a p-artlcuhr l i\.ting spec ies. 1'5 11-goodt1 for that 11'ldlviclu.al 

or thfil species .. Sur1ival is ~ood in the Very s.igr,likant sense hat 

if the !pecies fo ,'i-ls to sorv1ve , 11goodn s II has· no fu·rther rneanl ng for 

80 
that specl~s 11 

3. ~hatever is co"ducive to sur¥iva} of an individual or a spe~les, 

is, tlierefo e good .. The gen ral principJ:e in this re9nrd ls~ "The 

probability of survival of 11'1dividual, or group:5 of,- liv1tig thlrigcs 

Increases with the degree wl th ~.,h ic:h they hannnn lous l y adjust them• 

l h h .! 1... • • 118 I se vs to eac o er anu t-neJr env,ron~ent. 

lj. A natural Ty operative prlncip1e of ethics .is a c-0r0l lary of 

the general principle note,f lr1 3. A natur.al ly operative principle of 

ethJcs ts. this! ''The probi'ibi l it-y of sundva.l of a rel tionshtp. behte.en 

ind iv J duB J humans or groups of hurnan:s 1 nc.reases wt _.h :the ext-e t, to which 

that re.lationship tS Tn1,JtlJally ~adsfying. 118 Z 

J shal ~ not,r attempt t examirfe t ese point.s 

first of' al J, c •. o. le-ake clo~s not explain w ,at he means by the 

concept of "broad and lastlng satisfactions.JI This is a key co11tept 

in his argument and unless It Is preclsely dafined, his argument elh 

us 1l tt·le. He employs thf s concept- as an eth ica 1 e r I ter ior,. 

Leake bel iev-e.s, that the tm.pl ,.catt-ons. of sci en ific facts have 

111ora t values or t ethical 5 lgn If icance I w/.1 f ch 1:,e s-eem.s o be 

su9gestin, may be determTned by the 'satlsfactlon 1 c.rfte.rlor,. This 

a111out1ts tb -sayin_g that a scler1t1fic lmplicatfon is good if, it gil/!!S­

'broad and lasting satlsfaetions to alJ f us,' otherwise it is hot 

gond. l mi!iy point out a.gain th.Jt unle.s~ tt,e con~ept of sce1tlsfac'tion 

Is clarified, this argument leads nowhere. 
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tn th~ second .sta_p, Le.ak~. claims tha the clear rmpfi.catio, of 

biologic.al knowledge is that 1survival for i:ln lf,dlv'dual living thlng 

or for: a particular I ivTng species, r good far that Jndhidu,31 or that 

p~cies., Why ts 'Survival goocl? Ace rding to the atlsfactlon 

riterio ~ h answer ta hi~ ues 10n 3ho~ Td ba; 

give• 'broad and lasting satl~factlon~ to ~ll of v 

et: u5 ,.. S\Jrvlval 

Bu t th I s ls not 

the r-ea·son .that is u ed by Leake, The .reason \-1hy su rv J,va 1 i good, 

accordlng to him is this~ tf the species. fails to Sllrvlve 'goodness 

bas no meaning for that species I Now,· this Is quTt.e ~n abs.or·d r .eason. 

The stataner:,t, 11 tf the species. falls ta sundve, goodness. has no 

further meaning for that sp~cies11 does not imply that survfval is good. 

1Jhat it 11up ie.s is that In order that g_oodness has furt.h r .~anlng for 

a species• th species must survtv 1n other words, survival of a 

spedes is neces:sary for lt.s having further meani.r.ig of goodness. But 

if survl al Itself is good, the talk f further meaning of goodness 

is absurd. 

This makes the conclusiar In step 3) invalid. Th~ conclusion that 

cm1duc .i ve e 'S to survlval Is ·goo.d can not b. draNn unless it rs 

e:stablished that survival itse·lf is good. Since. this cannot be don 

rn aning.ful ly, as shown arl ler, the conch1sion tt1,ft conduciveness to 

survival i'!; good does. not fol loi-J, 

}ow ~onsider the so-ca1led n~ ura ll y op r ~tive prtn~lple of e hies 

It ~;tilt-es ' 1The probabi 1 i ty of survival of a re1at1otis rp bet\·men 

indi~idual humans or groups of humans inc~e~ses with the ex.tend to 

.,..t,lch th t relati nship 1s mutual l y ~atisfyin II To be naturally 

operative• we· ar-e told, th principle w uld h,;\ e to f'u.n.t:tion whether w_ 

ar'e aw re or 'it or not whether ·~,~ like it or not~ 11 Now thls 50rt of 



62 

priAdpJe ~annot imply be an et_hkal principle·. Af'I ethical pr inciple 

may riot nec~ssadly involve human lfkes ·o r dlslil<e:s bu it must rnvofve 

ration.al ity. Ther~fare 1 it t.lri1p·ly cannot function If we are not aware 

of it . 
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II • EARLY PHILOSO~HE s aN EVOLUTle IARV fTHICS 

Tht:s cbapter di cuss-es Henry ~tdgwic:l<: 1 s <nd G E. Hoo'te 1 s 

examina lon of H~rber,. Spenoer 1 s ev · lutionar-y e""hic'S, 

!lefa1· e I proceed, 1 n1ust make ah apologet1t note I have att·empted 

o point out, Tn this chapte.t:' that sane of the criticism of Spene r's 

e hies~ 1T1ade by both Profes~ors s·id9"'1Jc:k and G • E .. Moore; s ems to be 

misdirected. This does not imply that I support Sper1cer 1 s po l ion. 

agr-ee. wl th hem that Spenc.er•s ethic.s is hot sound l believe however, 

that the ir crith:ism ln this regard; r:-emains on the :S-urf~ce:, Bot I am 

not ft.t 11 y confident in Jtiakl ng th rs t.ommen • T!ie re,1s,on Ts this: 

Spencer's. way of writing is• such that it is e)(ce sfv ly difficult to 

reach a defh1it~ C{)r,c..hislon about h1-s pasldon,. 11We cannot tnsi,s upon, 1 

as Moo.re remarks~ 11Hr Spencerts words as a certain clue t-o ahy 

definite meaning. tn.1t ls. on l y ·becau'se he genernl)y expresses by them 

. 1 
several hicons i st~nt alternative , 1 ' 

Therefore 1 it is :not unlik Jy that my cl"iticlsm of S i d91;-, ic k and 

Moore in the followihg page_s. is ba!ied on my rnisreadir,g of Spene.er. 

We stiall commence \'l ith Henry ·sidgwlc.k. l-lis main crit1cism of 

Herbert Spencer's ~thic i s contained in his book lectuf"es: oh fthJcs, 

pub] is.he:d after his de:.Hh •. in• 1902. 'fhese lecture , which .aho examine 

the theories of T, tt .. Green and J t-lartineau, were not prep·ar.e<l for 

publfc-atlon by Profess.or Sidgwlcl<, h imself, :and are ' 1 th~reftrre 

1nhappi 1y wi ~hout the modif ic.atlons .nd fmprovements which they mtgh 

have received at hi~ hands, 112 Never ~h less, they p.rese-nt a c.at ful and 

de Lailed expcsttion and criticism of Spencer's thics. Professor 

Sldg,i,ick has examined ~flmost every tmportant que'Stion raised by 
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Spencer in !Jat~ of Ethics. The examinatio.n of course. i-s mor 

!>Llg•J stiv than e .lalior te. To work out and discuss all hies suggestions 

1-s. eyo.nd 01.Jr prese, t. Sc.op!! Here we shall deal only wit-h his 

c:r"itr"cis111 of Spencer's evolutionary cri el"'IC1n of ethlc.s. 

~ mentioned inc apt r ,. Spence, attempts to show that we c~t 

11900d the acts conducive to life rn its.elf or ot_h rs and bad nose 
., 

~hich dTrectly ter'td to,...ra rds d ath spec:lal or gen.eral, 11
,,. ihis criterfon, 

accordin to Spencer , involv s an assumpti.~n of ie.x reme signlficance·., 1 

that is, that 'life is 1,or-th Hvlng. 1 Life is 11,orth living, he t:e11s 

u • because rt 11bri ngs a csurp l us of ~g reeab le fee 1 i ng • 11 or br hlg s more 

pleasure than ain. Why doe~ Spehcer e~tima life 1 worth 1n terms of 

ple.asure'? !:-tis an '"~r is thc1t J t is one tiotion on which both pess.irnlsts 

an.d .Qptimlsts agree. 11 110th th _ ir argurrtents/ 1 he remarks, 11as um? It to 

be self-evident that l He ls good or bad i3_c.co.r--d i r,.g as. ft does or does 

. 4 
n-ot brfng a surpJu~ of agreeable feelings." He ,:irgues further tha 

"st nee avo\-ted or i mp I ied pes i111ists 1 and optimists of one or other 

shad_e 1 taken toge her constitute al l me.n, it result-s that this. postulate 

ls \.lhi ,versally acc~p.t·ed~,.S It may b.e pofnted ou her that ''being 

universally accepted 11 does not nec>e-ssar'l ly make a po'S .ulate true, nd 

lt is questionable \"'hether' •the p stulate in questTon ls self-evident as 

claimed by Spencer. Spencer further cl ims that 'no school c n avold 

tak i ng for the ultlma e moral aim a desirable state of feel rng call d 

by >Jhatever name-.. gratHication. etijoyment, h.appiness. Pleasure 

san 1.>1her.e, at some ttme-, t-O some beings, is an· i.n~pugnab:le element of 

the conception. 11 6 

According to Si dgwi ck, on·ducf veness to life r1nd conduciveness to 

pl ea sure ,;1re rl if fer-ent emts of hum n cohduct. But '$pen.Ger, S iclgwl ck 
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tlf'lls us•, 11-of en ~eems simply and as a mate-er or course to treat the 

tio end~ as- cotnciden, and therefore cor:ive·t"tible f(')r' p-llrp s s nf 

ethica:1 7 reasanih .'' 

Bot such colticldel'lce hetvieen life and pleasure, cccordin9 to 

S,tlgwic.k fs not po:s-slble unless Spe.ncer proves optimism or refutes 

pe!Ssiml-sm . 11 Pess.imi:,rn, tn foe , 11Sidgwic!< says. t•staods in the way , 

declaring that 1 ife does not bring wfth It .a surplus of agreeable 

fee\ln,g . Hr. Spencer seems to ~ssum2 an aptimlst:Jc v-few as to the 

co f nc:i:dence of life ilnd I' 1 ea sure which needs more argument. 116 

It may be pointed out .here, that· to prove opt'°l"ltsm ls not to 

prove the so-called coinclder1ce. To do the former, according to 

Sld~tt-1ick, is to .show the proposition that ·t Jfe brings more p leasure 

thon pain, or 1 ife b.rings a surplus f agreeable fee:l lngs. To prove. 

the l.a tter' is to prove the gen~ r-a l proposition thr1t ·"max imom quantity 

o f life ls co,iducive to f!laxlmutn quantity of p l easure . 09 In othe, words, 

what he is empha-si 2 t o9 here ls that if llfe and pleasure are <:oincid:e:nt, 

then. 1Jfe cannot cont.aln pain. "for obviously,u he say$ 11 in 

proportion as life is shown to c:o.nta]n pain tri~ ericls di'-!erge/ 110,u,d 

thus the colnci dehc'"' r.s not possib:lt:. Sldg'r1rck think s this is what 

s·pencer has. to prove. 

'But Sperrc.er' s. at t~mpt to a.o th f :s, accord r ng to Sf dgw Id<, is not 

sati'sfactory~ Sidgwick quotes Spencer 's reply whit:h h made to him in 

thi .s re9ar.d in t-lfoc., 1881, Sidgwick thloks. tl,.3 Spenc~r, in tf-ils reply ~ 

falls tti see tJiat tne 'full burden of proof• s 111 res ts on brnr The 

following 1s Spencer's re ·ty tQ Sidgwlck 

s rdg11,kk-, says: 

Spencer, as quotsd by 

But r,ow, ha~,lng pointed out that the .c:011:cluslon~ 
contained jn the Data of fthlcs. in comm.on wlth the 



eonclosio•ns CQ tainerJ ln ethical treatis~s t large, 
can re·asonab l y be accepted only by those who hold the 
I He in the ag9rega e .brln .,. more pleas.ure than p~ln~ 
or a any- rate i-s capable af hr ngi _ g rnore pl~su-re 
than pain, t gu on to shot" tJrat the tac1t optimism 
wh1~h pervades thew rk has a wid r bas,s than 
tr, Sidgwick recogniscst He say~ that '1n i1r ·spencer ' s 
vi w~ p~ss m·sm 1s iF1dire~tly co futed .v h argt1 .. 
men - -g iv-en as ao i !nevi ab!~ deduct-Ion from th. 
hypothes J s of Evo l ut I on ~---wh h: h hows thart( 1 _nec.essar lly 
t?,roughout the anlma e world at large, pains ere the 
correlatives of a~tions inj rtous to the organt~m, 
wh le pfe sures are ~h correlatives of ac~lons 
c.onducive to its ~-,~lfare. ' th·s. Is true as f -.=ir a,s 
i goes; but~ i_g orinij as he does all pas'Sages con­
cerhing he universa l pro~ess of adaptation• 
~r. Sidgwick omits a lar e part of the evidence 
fgvouring optimism~ Th chapter on the ~ela tvity 
of Peli ri.s ancl P 1 e.;i u,res '.Sets f ortl:1 and fl 1 us-tr at s 
th_e biological truth hat ev.erywher~ f~ciiltie_S 
adjust themselve,s to the condit-io.ns of .e.x:lstence. 
ln ~uch is-e th.at the a.ctivities. those condJtior•:s 
r-equlre become p.leasur-:ah.le. The pains a~ccmpanyln9 
the inactions of faoulttes. for whlcti ch;in d. 
conditio"ns hr1ve ·1eft no spheres, dim i nish a th 
faculties decrease. while the patns ciccompanylny 
t-he act I ans of fac.u l tie$ overtaxed u.nder- the rtew 
condi t_ions , d·lrninTsh as the fac-ul fes grow. arid 
be.come pleasures when those faculties have at:quired 
the strength which fu lfilment of the co.ndit ions 
requires. This law ts al Ike inferable a priori and 
proved "' posteriori, and yields a qual if .ied 
optl.ml'Sfll as its corollary- an opr;im 'i~ _qual lfied by 
the· con~ hrs. l on th<1 t th~ l If e of P.Very s:p c i e:s -0f 
creature is happy or rn.is ra-ble according to th:e 
degree of con rulty or incongrurty between its 
nature a,:id its .environnfant· but th~t every,..,her 
de.crease of the misery or i ncr~se of the happ 1-­
ne!is acc.ompan ies t ·he ; nevi tahle ·progt.ess- tow,a rds 
congruity. ·\#hence It fo·l lov,s that In the c.ase of 
tna11k111d, pessimi-strt may Le Jpca·l ly true urtrle".' 
c rt~tr, cond,t.ions {as tho-se which have fo-stered 
the creed which akes annihf1J loti ~ blessing,) 
while · pt. imt~m may be locally true under condftions 
of c1 more fa,Jourabl.e klnd; but that ~-Jith he 
increasing ad~pt t on of humanity to soc.la! 1 ife; 
the e.•{c:ess of pleasures· over pains whieh warrattts­
opt i"mism,, must becom ever great r.11 
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This argumen ~ ace rd.frig to SldgwTck, does not pro.ve that i:n .x:lmum 

quantrty of life ·,'!ii conduciv~ t.o maxl111urn quantlty of pleasure. "All 



tlii"s/' coo e.nts Sldgwlc.1.-.~ 11might b.e true. yet so long as 1 lfe Is 

pa·ni-=-1 y pafnfu1, it ma y st .l l I be true Jn at1y parf'iculc¼f' casa rt at 

co du.ct conrlutiv.e to maximum .quantity of life ls . .not c:0nduc.iv-e fo 

max1mum p1easure.j•' 2 

Now, this appears to be an Inappropriate comment by SJdgwlck. 

If he c-oimths hTmse f to what r5 lmpl ied by h.is phrase ual l this 
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might be true, 11 then his claim fol lowed by the phri'lse cannot be t rue. 

For according to Spe c-er•s argum nts, t-1hkh Sidgwrck _h inks 11m.ight be 

true/ 1 pains ~re 1nec: ssarlly 1 the correlatives Df at:tions lnjurio.us to 

the organism. Thus, 1so long c1s 1ife Is partially pa~n·ful' ir., any 

particular caset it is partially Incongruent an(} fnj-urlou-s. Therefore. 

conduct· in suc.h a case cannc:t be tMken as conducive to maxfmum quan'il ty 

of 1 fe. Henc·~. Sld9wlc.k 1 s claim is not true 1
' o long as l lfe is 

parti •al 1 painful, lt may sti I J be true J.n any p.artic.ular ce.a_se. that 

con1fodve. to mex imt.1m quant l ty of 1 ife Is not conducve; to maximum 

pleasore. 11 

.lt appears as t hough Sidgwic.k has overlooke.d !.ome of the points 

essehtial to Spencer 1 s argum~nt Thes_ are: (l) pa I n'S are the 

correlat Iv.es of act.ions injur fous to t"he org nhm whl le pleasure~ a1·e 

the c.orrela.tives of actlons conducive to it·s \t1elfare, (2) th.e former 

actions are. incongruent, or lnactaptive, whfle the la·tte.,. ac.tions ,iire 

congruent or adaptive;· arid, (3) a:t prese·nt the congro i ty between an 

individual and it cor,ditions i partial and incOfT1p.let_e. But, 

according to the urdve!rse I Law of increasing co·ngrtJ 1 ty, the pe-rfect 

eongruity or -equilib-rluni is rrievltable,. 

Ho-w~ if al I thi's Is t r ue, the.n both op,t-imism nd c.olnc;idenc:e 

fo t 1 ow f ro1J1 -Spencer I s argument The coinclder,ce. ac-cordlng ·to the 
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argument.; 1"5 reiill:!:~d in the o Galled perfe_:t equilibrium be.tween 

lnd1vidoa1s and society~ lri fact. Sp ... neer seems to believe that the 

pr.oces of e olu ion ,ts~lf le-aos tow rd the t.ofnc.l.dence betwe.e.n 

10:'e and p easore. Sp~ncer dalrns that .. he proc ss inevi . abfy ·1eads 

tc h c.reat tory of the fd~a T so·d e ty b which a 11 members produc 

11pleasure unalloyed by pain.ti ft. Is to this '30rt of- Utopia that 

Sp ncer appl es his cone pt of coincidence betw n life and ple~ ure~ 

tli5 rgurnent is not c omml tted to show that t.h l coricep applies to 

preset society in i.1hir:h there ,s partial (':Ongru .ity bet\>,een itself and 

lt'S members or. 1n o he.r ~rords, i11 which ther is p~rtral pain in l lfe. 

If so, then Sidgw'tckt.s demand that Spenc.er 1s 3rgurne:nt must sh • the 

·coincidence. ji, pr' s:ent context, ls mistaken. Eq1.1al ly ,.,.ds aken, then, 

is his claim that so lohg a·s life 1s p~rtially p infuT, Spenc-er 15 

argument cannot prcve the· t:oin(:idence. 

But Mr. Sidgwfok r ·aises an lmportaflt point h.i!r'e Supposing, he 

tells us,. we imagine- a Utopla in whi~h all .actions. condudve t o 

maximum life are also necessarily conduciv~ to maxJmum pl asure• lt 

\<i()\J1cj stll l remail'l t'rue that a_t pr sent there is a ilamen.table 

hiatus.' betw en the ti,,m ehds~ 11 tt w.ould seem t herefore,_n h 

remarks, 11 hat 111 establtshrr,g moralay, for [Tien living her 

on a. s-c:ientlfic basis. we ·mu_st deci.de between the t o,"'13 

nd now, 

tt may be pointed out hat this quest ion i$ re lated to Sp nc r 1s 

dist inctio.n between Ab.s·olut E.th'ics and R lat iv~ Ethics. The 

subject m. tter of the fornter; accordfog to Spehcer, is th-a c-onduct of 

ideal men i11 a·n ideal society, •perf ct .conduct.' Th subject matter 

of Relative Ethic~ f·s the I i"mp~rfect conduc ' cf i'l.c.tual men In an 

ac.t.u_;:,1 society« 



According to Sid9wlck. Spen~er argues that Absolu e Ethics mus 

preced Relative Ethics ~s 1 1deal m chan cal science' must precede 

t"he study of 1-cnechanicat st.lence fl tted for deal Trig wrt the real • 1 

Sidgwtck qoe,;ti · n the pos~ibl 11 ty of the ideal society and 

As ute Ethics. Sut ~upposing 1boolute Ethics is possTbl_,. its 

st·11l remaTn doub ful He say: 

Grc1nting that ~,e c n con-ce-rv as poss"tble a society 

Tn wh fch the act io11s e-f a 11 the merriber~ produce rp.l ea sure 
una1loy d by paln anywhere~• we cer-talnly cannot conceive­
th i'I"' r·elat:lons or .ac. Ions wltJ, def initeriess and certainty. 
And~ eveh ifi it were .otherwf-se, even 1f w.e could con­
struct sclent1fic:ally Mr. Spencer's 1de l morality, I d 
not ~h Ink soch a constrtJct ion iwoul d be of much ava t 1 
in so I.., f ng -he rac ti cal prob l s of ac 'tua I humanity. 
For a society t"n which--to take one point otdy--there i$ 
no su h t.t,lng a:s puni5nme.nt, is r1ece sarily a soci ty 
wi l1 'lt-s es sen f al -s'tnicture so unlike our- own. tha it 
would be ldI~: to attempt en~ closa im! tat ion of its rul.e~ 
of beh~,dor. It might pos·s,bJy be best for us to con-
form appl"o,cimatt?ly to s:Of11e of th se n:iles; but this we 
ct>u 1 d on 1 y know oy exam r n i ng eac:h ·part i c;u Jar- ru .l e 1 n 
detal 1; we could have no general grounds for canduding 
that it V1ould be best for us to conform t-0 tthero a'S fcir 
a-s possible. For even supposing t_hat this ·ideaf socJe'ty 
is tiltirr1etely to b·e rea)l:zed lt must at any rate be 
sep rated from us by a consldel"able interval of eyot.u--
t Ion: hence, t't ls not unlikely that the best way of 
pr-0gre:ss in9 towards It v,111 h:e some other than the 
app.:irer,tly direct way, and that we ~hall read-1. it 
_as i l y if we beg il"'I by n1ov i ng aNay f rem it'. 'Jkc.ther-
this is so or not and to what extent, can only be kno in 

by careftjlly examinln , h effects of canduc on 
actual human beings, and Inferring its probahl 
effects on the human beings whWi ,..,~ may expet to 
ID1ist in the proximate fu·t .u·re 11 

Th Is i::ri tic i 5ru cer ta l n 1 y underm i n9s Spencer's bas I c pos i lo -
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Spencer believe's that the creation of an ideal so.cle.tv and of Absolute 

Ethics isl vitabl.e. Sid"wkk, however. qu.,_stions this supposed 

inevl ability. Spencer ttapnes the supreme signific~nce o 

Absolute E"thk.5i but Sldgw,ic::k points ou.t th~ it, "'Upposf_;,g it 'Wel'e 



po!,$lble has r,n value gjven ttie preserit t:::Ondi ions of sodety~ But 

the s.upposed fact: t'heH Ab~olutf! £:thics has rm alue ·for tJ-re present 

society, docs not invalidate Spenc:er•s mafn ilrgum~nt. The argument 

rem.ai.ris val id, .unl~ss anyt or all of th.e following c laims is~ or 

a r~ , re-utel. (a) tt,at pains and pleasure are the corr .1at1Ve5 of 

actions injurioun and ben flclal, respectlv~lyJ t-0 the o~g~nisrn; 

(b) that- the for.mer are incongruent while the 1att-e·r are .c.ongru.en. 

and (c.) hat: the proc_·s of evo ut:ion itnp.lles an inevitable law of 

progress towards con9 ru i ty. 

fo ,, Sfdgwlck has not clearly refuted any of thes"!! c.lahns_. But 

he has qu sttoried Spe:n-ce-r's c}alms about o.ptimism a!"ld the supposed 

coincidence. Sfnce he h"B~ Cimtnitted t :he essentla.1 st p .ln his 

argument.; hh cti"ti<:icSrn of these concepts though corr&t; remain 

l'f,comp 1 ete. 

We have shown in chapter I• t.ha t Spencer ts I aw~. of i nevi t~b I e 

progress towards congruity, is not i'mplied by the theory o .f 

evolu.tion. \~e haV also po.inte<i out in chapter I I, that even the 

existence of some general dlre~tion In· evolution Is que$tionable. 

Th i s, ther-efore, make~- Spencer's attempt, to dedve the conc..ept>s of 

optim·lsm and co[ncidence f rom th_e hypQLhe.sis of evolution, fut I le. 

G, E. ~oor~ 

G~ E. J-foor.e raises th-e following Qlle-stions coricerntng Herbert 

Sp~nt:er's ethie£1J prhn:.tples1 

1. Does penc r commit th natural tstic fallacy? 

2. Is he fondamen·tally Q fledonist? Artd If so; rs he a 

~aturalistic Hedon1st? 
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3 Does he hold that a -t~nde.ncy t -o inc.r·ease the quantity of 1 ffe 

1s m rely a cr,terlon of good conduct? 

it. Or does he hold that such a. increc1$e of life i.s {il.orked out by 

r,atu,e as an end at_ which we. o.ught to atm7 

c..- ncerning .tt1e f I rst quest io.n 1 r-\ ore ho Ids hat 11
~ r. Spencer s 

doctrine t1oes i:'IOt offer- the clearest example of the naturalistic 

fallacy as used in 5Upport of Evolutiotdstk Ethfc-s • .-• 1 S· Thrs do~s 

not mean th t Moore bel levas that s·p-enc.er aoes not commit tJ,e 

l'latural lsti~ fallacy. l stead he sa-ys that, nspencer does, as 

shall s-ho ~ u~e the natur~li5tlc fallacy in detall. 1116 flut Hoore 
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thinks t .hat Spe ce·r's. ethics. ls n t fund-amental ly pureJy Evo.lut;o-nistic. 

There.fore, Moore 'bel I eves that Sp:encer does not use the nat!Jra list le 

fallacy as clearly as, fcir lns~ance, Guy~u uses it In support of 

hi~ fvolutionistlc Ethics. 

Moore el<amines the followirig argument of Spencer in this regard -. 

S-pe.ncer says: 11 1 recur t -o the main proposftion set forth In these 

two ch~pters. \>1hich has, I think., been fully justffled~ Goided by 

th tnith that a·s the conduct wl th which E':th its de-al s. is part of 

conduct at large, conduGt at large must be generally understood• 

.arid gu idftd by the for her t ru.t h that to understand c.or:iduc t. -at l.:1 rge 

we mu.st under-st.!ln·d the evolut Ion of conduct· we have been led to 

see hat Ethics has for Its subject-m t er, that fotm w?,ich un.iversal 

conduct a5sumes clurlng ttie lat sta e-s of Its evolution 

also concioded that t: se last stages il'l th.e evol tion of c onduc;t 

are those di splayed by the hlghe t typ.e of being wheri he i's forced_. 

by increase of r,u ber s, to 1 Ive more and lii()re in pres~nc-e <if h 1 

~el lows ~ And there hi!S followed the ec,rol lary that conduct gain 



ethical sanction in proportion d5 the a~tivltlas. b~coming lc~s and 

less mil rt_~nt and 111ore and more I ndust r ra I, a-re s.uch . .as· do no -

niecessl tat.e mutual injury or hindr.:ince. but consist with and are 

furthered by cooperatton and 111JJtttal aid, 1117 

Accor<ling to Moore~ .Spent.er think~ that one of t - e things he 

has proved• rn "tl:if.s argument,, Is that ~oJ'ldlJct gains ethkdl 

sanction proportf nat 1y to i s dlsplay o c·~rtain cha act risth;s. 

But t s is rm , as loor . ob ei-ve,s, what he actually t,a·_s proved. 
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Me has .attempted t show that, itrt proportion to the co·ndoc dis Jeyin 

those characteristics,: n is more evolved~ Moore th inks that Spence·r 

ls here idef'ltlfyJng the gal'rdng of ~th·cal sanct ron w:i h the: being 

more evolved. But he also observes that slnce Spencer's language, 

here, is. extremely 1eose; 1 we ceinnot, th refo re, take ft as 

Mr. Spenc-er's defin:fte Vte\•' that 'better' means. nothh,g but· more 

evo.lyed; or,, even that what i~ 'more evolved is th r .efor be..,ter·•. 

uaut we are ent rt led to ur9e/ 1 Moore furthar- says, ••that he Is 

Influenced by th~se views, and therefore by th naturalrstic 

fa 11 acy. ft Is only by the assu pt l on of such ! nf 1 uence th~t ,e 

can explain hrs confusion as to i,,ha he has really proved. and the 

absent<=> of any· attempt to pm~ , what h.e says h~ ha-s provep, that 

8 conduct whictii is more evolved is better.u 

A-s to the sec.end que~tion, Moore's answer is hat Spe ·cer is a 

o~turall tic Hedonist. He rs a ~edonist, acoordtng to Moora, 

becallse he ma I ntd h,s that· 11,e must mean by good conduct, wha.t is· 

product fve of p 1 ea sore; atld by b.a:d c.onduc.t, wh t is pTo<luct ive of 

paln. Sp near is. natural f stlc because he is tnf"luem::.ed by the 

na ~ura l ls t. lc ident if, cat ion of 1goocl I wi tt, 1 p 1 easal'\ • ~ 



We have a Ir ady ~xam I ned Spence.T I s concep of the re lat1011sliip 

betw em evolution and p lea sure. toore in tti fs context, offer~ 

us no new insights. Ra~her we sh~ll argue, his critfct>m of 

Spencer is misdi'l"'~~ted. 

cor'e cc.mp a s tfiat .Spencer d es ot c arlfy what he tal<es to 

be the relatio" of pie sure ~n~ evolution in ethfca1 theory. He 

points out that Spertcer, at many pla~es, takes pl~$ure a~ the 

ult ·mat.-e .rnor:a l aim.. l f sc, It \,JOlJ l<l foll ow, accord f n ·t-a .Moor a, 

th.at the mor e evolved conduct i'S better thar h~ ·tess evo)v _d, 

only because it gi,e.s -and in. proportion to its g.Jvin9--more 

But Mt. Spencer tells us that two conditions are, taken 
together~ sufficient to p.rQve the rnor"" evolved con­
d\Jct better: (1) That it should tend to produc:e rnore 
J ife; (2) That J ife should be worth 1 lvi~g or cof'ltal.n 
a balar,c.e of pleasure., .And the p()in.t 1 wish to· 
etnpl,asize Is that if these conditions are suffic.lent, 
then pleasure cannot b.e the sole good. For though 
to produ.c:e niore 11 f e is, l f the se·conti of 
r. Spencer• s propcs i ~ tons he correct, one way of 

p.roduclng more ·pleasure·, It i.>s n.tit th~ orily way. It 
is Quite possible that a sma l l quant i ty of 1 ife, whlth 
was more intensely and uniformly pleasant, should 
oive a greater' q.uant I ty of pleasure than th.e great­
est po;slble quantity of life that was only just 
•worth lfving 1 _. And in hat ccisa, on the h do..nistfc 
uppo&•ltlon that ple~su:re i!i tm! t>nlv thing worth 

h1.1vlng, \•1e should have t.-0 p efc:r the smal1er auan I ty 
of Ii fe an<l therrefore,. ~ccord f ng to Hr.-. Spe cer the 
1ess evalved conduct·~ ~ccordtng·ly, If Mr. Spene r 
1s a true Hedon.istt the fact that 1 lfe g i~fes a 
balanc~ of pleasure is not, as he seems to think, 
sufficient to pro~e thqt the mora evolved ~ondu~ 
Is the better, if Mr. Spenee't"' means u!> tri understand 
that it is sufflcient; then his. viev, about 
pleasur:e can only be, no that it is the soJe good 
or· 1 ultJmat-e1y supr~e end', bot tha a balanl'.:e 
of it h ;:i necessary co.r1st I tuent of the supreme 
end lt1 sh rt, Mr, Sp.~ncer s ems o maintain, that 
more I ff a ls dee i ded ly better than I ess·, j f on 1 'I 
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it giv.e a b-"lcmc~ Qf p l easure;_ and th~t cotrtent Ion 
ls lncor,sist nt wit h he• position that pleasu r~ is 
i he u1 timate moral i!inl'. Hr~ Sp.anc:Br impl les that 
of t\oio ~uanti'tdes of 1ife. 111h 1 c h g ve an qua·J 
arnourit of pleasure, the lar·ger' ~roul.d ne!lerthele!ss 
be preferable to the less. And ]f thi be so 
thefl he rnust m.aintain that quantlty of I If~ o, 
degt"'ee of evolution is rtseff an ultima e c.ondition 
of' val e. ~e I aves us~ t ~.-e for , i doub t 
wheth_r he is not still retaining the Evolution­
istrc proposition. t .hat h mo·re evolv. d is better 
sinip1;, because It is more· evoJved .• ~lon9side of the 
Hedotilstlc propositloti 1 tbat he ~ore pleasant 
i.s better, simp.1 be~aose t .. fs more pleacs.ant. 19 
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This piece of cdticism seem.s "o contain two lneccur.ate cla,rns 

13_,scribed to Spence_r. First, Mr. Sp_.ni;:..er doe· not tel 1 us, anywhe.r-e,. 

as oo,e clqtms, that the two conditions noted ln this quot~ are 

suffici-e•nt t:o prove the- more evolved conduct be.tter'. It is not 

Mr ·spenc.er•s mai:n aim. to prov thf~ lder,tiflcation. Moore" 

h lm$e 1 f ,. se~s o conf inn th I- at !iome p l.ace'S. For fos•tat1c.~; 

(a) 11But Mr. Spenc-er 1 s language is extremely loose; ar,cl we shall 

pr-esently s.ee that he seems to re{latd. the v•ie\'J it here lntplies as 

false. We cannot, therefore, take it as Mr. Spencer 1 5 definite 

vl ew that • hette, 1 means noth} i::iJJ but I ore evo rved 1 ; or even tt',at 

what ,s 1 more ev hted' Is therefore ~better•. 1120 (b) ira ls plain 

ti-lat Mr. Sp ncer here rejec.t5 the naturalistic. ldentif1cation of 

Z! {) . 'better' with lmore evo ved 1 
••• 

11 c 'The view, ~.,ihlch, as 

have s·a id• seemt; to be .Hr Spencer- 1 6 m·a in v 1 ew, mtiy a 1 so be he 1 d 

without fallacy. ft m~y be helq that the more evolved, tho~gh 

r:iot frse.lf the bet.tar, ts a crlt-ed n, because a .eQncan(tant, 

of th_ be.t ter .. 1122 

The second lnac:curat cla lfll a·ttri.buted to S;,encer concerl" the 

two con_d it l ons noted a hove by Moore. (-1 r. Spencer, lie i the-r 'te 11 s 

us, as l'loore clatms 1 nor does hls argt:1m nt imply, that the so 



c,ll Ld u-ro conditions> 1f take.n together an~ ~uff h::-1 e11t to prov£! 

what ioore :ea 1 1 s • the mo.re ·evo 1 Y-ecl oonduc t the better-, • I\ s i 11.-

d k.a ted carli~r, Spene r's main. aim ls not to pl"ove th.t 'better• 

rnee ns. the same as 11110.re evo l v~d. 1 1-f ts f s a mo r complex p.os r t t o-n 

han t -h i To b.ag i n vd n he <lefines good conduct a- the condt1tt 

thiit tend~ to prcd\Jce more qoant i t.y of 11 fe, But he ob.serves tha 
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thl .s claim cannot be ma e 'LIMie s It Is show.n that l lfe fs wonh 

livi ng. And he argues that since life brfngs more plea~ure than p~1n. 

-
ft lsR therefore, worth living. We have lr-eady di~cuss .d .Spencer's 

argument for tht! postulate that l lfe b:dngs .more. pi asure 'than paln. 

\.Je also ir,dfcated thatt supposing that this p·ostulat~ ts 'universally 

ae-cep ed. 1 as Spencer c:lalm:s., the clcceptanc;e would no .ma.kc lt rue» 

~u~thermore, we questle~ed he claim that thf po tulate Is self· 

evidently true, 

But whether or not the postulate itself is te·nable ts b.esrde the 

point-. The rel evaot th 1 ng to no here is, .ttha-t according to pencer, 

the postulate 'life ls worth llvJn' i's presupposed In the criterion 

that conduciveness to l 1fe Is. good _. Spencer makes l t clear in t, e 

\•1ords quoted by Moo·re: 1•He [Spencer] b"eglrrs t ts- th:ird ch<!pter; 11 .Moor<e 

say~t 11 11:>y an ttempt to sho that we ea 11 1goo·d the acts c.onduc iv to 

life, ln self ot cther·s·, .ari bad those which direct y or tridir c.tly 

t nd :towards de.ath, special r .gen,eral.' nd then he asks: 'Is tltere 

any s.sumpti_on. m de' in. so calH,:,g thert1? 1 Ves, 1 he· answer'• 1an .assump-

don of extreme si~nlf i~nce has been made, n assumptlon underlying 

dll moral esdmates. The question to he deflna ely ralseo and ,rn:.W red 

before entering on any thic:al di.scussion. is th quest-I.an of late 

rrru<.:h oRgltated--is life ,north llvrng 11
_

23 
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tlow if this postulat . h presupposed, or assume<l, as. Sp,errc.er clal tn" 

in hi.s <::riterion of eond1.1c.ivene.ss to life._ thz~ the second t;on•dition, 

notecl above• t ribu ted t~ Sp ncer PY Moore~ do~s not hold. For Sp n r, 

here does not claim, conc:ra y to Hoore"s v1ews 1 that condvct should 

tend to p'"oduc:e ,o re lj'f. {~oo-e 1 c<:>,ditlon l) and that life shou d be 

~ .. ort·h t"iving (condition 2). What he do_s claim is that eonduc:t should 

tend o produc:e more 1 ff ; for 1 lte is worth )Jviri.g. The 1.attert In 

other ,v0rd~ 1 is a jiJStiflcatlon for doir,g the fonn r. 

This ts not to say that S-pencer 1 s po-sit .ion does not involv-fl 

d lfficu:lties-i t does~ Neven.h les. , 11oore' s cd t:ic! m must s.ti 11 be 

co sldered mitdlrec ~d. 

For jnst<1ric:e, take Moore 1 ~ f o I I °'" I ng cl a 1 m : tit t "s qv i't-e po s 1 b 1 e 

tt,at a stna 1 I qllanttty of I i fe, which was mare in e.ns~ I y and unJformly 

p.re~eot, shou Id .give a greater quantity of pl easu~e· t .han t hf! ei rea t"e·.s t 

quantfty of J lfe ~hat was only just 1 wol"th. l i.v l ng. 1 Ami in that cas 

on· the hedorihtlc supposition that p·lessure is the only thing vmrth 

having, we shou:ld have to prefer the sen.al ler quantfty of I lfe and, 

therefore according t9 Mr 
21 

Spencer• the less ev.o1 ed conduct .• '~ • 

Th I shows tht1t Moore has not foll owed Spe ~er I s argument. 

Accor-ding to Sp-ei:,c.er, the uahtfty of life depe ds 1.rpo_n the .degree 

of c:o!'lgruity between the indi'vidual and l't.s environment or society 

tn he ca-se Qf human bet ngs. Sp.encet· says that congruity t n th~ 

humans age of Mrolotlor:i requires that persons should act such ., 

way th;1t does not n cessitate rnutu.al injury of hindrance 1 but is cor,-. 

slstenf wlth, ~"d is furth~r d by, cooperatloh and mutu~l afd, 

tlow Spencer defines pains a"S the correlatives of actlons injurious 

to ;:30. organism, while pleasures are t.h .correla tve~ of action- benef c-



77 

lal to the t,rgan1Sn1. Forther 1 the forfl'!er actions, ~cc.ording to him, 

are tnc.ongruent.· whl le the latter are congruent. between the na .ure -0f 

the organJsm ih''ld i ts! envtrot'lme11t. ln his own words: "the \ ife of evErry 

species of crej:{t1,,1re~ is trnppy or ml etable !'3ccordlng to the degree of 

• •• • L ' .J • ~ t ·1 ,2.5 congru, ty or I m:.ong ru rty ~etween I ts ntiture a.nt:1 1 ts env t ror:nnen • 

ff so,: It fo-llaws that both t e qu~ntfty of pleasure and th;! q·uantity 

of I ife depend. on tJie degree of congruity between the ind ,viclual 

and soc i ety--in the· humar, case-. 

lf this holds· then Mooreis c.la•im, noted ab{)ve, Is slmpl false~ 

Wfth respect to the third ~nd the fourth question about Sp~ncer 1 s 

ethics raised. by Moore. there Js 11oth .it1g fresh In Moore 1 :5 argument. 

We need not, th refore, discuss tt here. 



,v. LATER Pl-l1LOSOPHEFS Ori fVOLUHQrlARY rn:llCS· 

Chapter I II shows tha~ both He ry Sldgw lck ~nd G. E~ Moore 

conclude that Spen~er 1 s evolutionary ethTcs Is ~ot valid. For 

Moore this conclusion r~Jc hes scmet.ih.at- further hc1n tnlsi Jc 

supports his main thes is of antf-naturallsm•-a thesis hk, 

seefTIS to imply that ev.Q-lutionary ethics, in pri.r:,ciple. is no 

pos.stble. 

'1,/e shall see in .. his chc1pt:er that 1oore's con.clusion haai been 

confirmed by vi rtua 11 y every ph I l1:1sopher who has· exam I n:ed the 

'5Ubject ocii evo lutionary tfthlc.s~ Th se phflosophers have oot, 

however tised Moore's argument to reach t .heir con1;lusions. There 

is a lot df fresh reasoning c.onc:e...-·nin 1/ihat is, ;1nd 1 \•1h.:it i's 

not, involved 1n evolutionary et.lJic·s •. 

We shall begin our investf9atlot1 ~ith an ex~mination of 

C o. Broad 1 s argument. 

Or. rroad considers Julian Huxley's theory to be a 

particular form f Ut,litarranlsm. 81.ft, ur,lik~ ~lu,i'.Jey h~ does 

not think that it fo1 lows from th facts of evolu .tion . 

0 Util itari.anlsm,:' 1 he says, 11\-laS put, forward, e1aborAted, critie1zed 

and defended long b~fore the. theory of evolution was thought of, 

and all the best argument~ for it are quite indepe den of that 

theory and of trt facts on wh ch it is• b<alsed~ 1
•
1 

Accor-ding to Broad, f-!ul(ley's lJti11tarian·1.sm ,s mainly 5tated 

fn the fol lm.,,ing thre sta eme!'.ltS; 

(a) I t is ri.ght to aim at whr1tever- w111 prO!"lOte the 
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fncr a iT19ly fol I realization of ir,c.reasin!JlY high valu s; 

(b) It l r-lg t that ther2 shou1d b!! niver-sal ei:rualitY 

of opport1Jni •ty f r developme:nt; 

The· rlgtit d 1telopment of an indhtldu I is ·an· 

evoluc1onary end ln Itself. 

B~oad considers (a) to be a gen ral prin~iple of Hu~)ey 1 

Utilitarianisft}'" and (b) to be a- prind-ple of distributlon. 

tie also mentions thdt ~uxley assefts that (b) follows from (cj. 

Or • .Broad aigues that (b). doe~ not support (a)• and~ th:)t 

(b.) does not fol low, as Hu.,dey claims, from (c). 11 1 t l!'i 

plainly cunceivable, 11 he ranaiks. "that clrcumst-am::e might 

exist in whith, tf e·q-u I oppo.i-t~nities wer-e given t.c al\ 

member-s of a society, none. of them could dev·eJop very- fa·r; 

whflst, if the ~pportul'llt.i.es given wef'e dlstl"iboted most 

bount ifuf ly mong those who had the greate~t innate c.apaci ty, 

much greater aggregate development would resuft. lt Is 
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ce tainly not obvi ous to me that, in such Gircwn~tanees, opportuhit·es 

for dcwelopment ought o b0 dis rlbute<i equally~ Antl I should 

like to see the steps .by ,hich it is suppos~d to folt'-'w from 

the premise that the ri ht development of an lndivid aJ an 

-er1d ? n i tse I f, suspect that some addit iona premisses \-JO:uhl 

be r,eededi a.nd that they '\lrould riot ·be p~rth:\11-arly pJausfbte· 

if they "''ere brou ht into th~ l Tghr. 1.2 

Or. Broad also points out h~t .i.t i.s questiorfable whe her 

one can support the pr nclple of equallty--J e., principle (a) 

Qn Uti1 Etarfan grounds. ~uxley 1 s claim is that equal ity pf 



oppor unity leads to maximum variety: aod tJat tn a group of 

in--errelc1tied ind1.vid11als. the maximum variety in unhy is 

deslrable, ewer ilnd a DVe some fu .c lo al unit'y, 1-..c·c rdh,q 

to Broijd, 1t seems qufte uncert~in whether th equality of 

opportor,ities for developm-ent woulcl necessarily lead to the 

maximum variety) ''If the aval1abl res.oun:es "'ere s'!'lall/ 1 

he says, 11 her.e could b.c? only very sltght development for 

anyone lf the opportunit1es wer equ;JI., and thfs vtovld seem to 

lnvol ea fai .rlr un i form: low level of attainment. If t~ same 

r~:sour , es were <li,st_ribute-d unequally, e,!'.)., trf they \1ere used 

to enrich a smal l c1as5 of ·ads·tacrats wlth a taste. for being 

patro·ns of a rt and learn1ng and s·port, i t is qµfte 1 lkely that 

far greater variety woul.d result~ 113 

fr~~ these considerations. Broad seems to conclude that 

Huxley's t .h ory of ethics has small (:Onrtect'ion with the facts 

of evolution. 

Broad thinks that the releuan~a of evolution to ethlc5 

shoo 1 d be approached through the fo1 lowing two qi.Jest i on.s1 

(1) What bearing-. If any, has ~r,Qw1edge of the fac.t-. of 

e11oluticm on the uestion of what is inttlnsica11y flood r:;r· 

bad? (2) Wha .t bear1n9, if any, has ~uch knowled e n the 

quest ion of what is r-ig t or wrong} Or. Broad m,ll nta Ins that 

even If evolutloMry knot,;ledge has no bearing on th~ first 

qU9Stion it- would certa1nly have on the sec(')nn queseo.n. He 

argues that: 110n· ariy theory or l"ight and wren whic'h is \;Jorth 

consideration one of our duties, and a very lmportant one, ls 
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to pn:iduce as much 9ootl and ;as I J tt l e evil as we c.an . H N~\1-!, 

tn order to decld~ whether the effec s of en action will he 

g od or evil we must ff r5t know what these effec.ts will b:e ♦ 

This l.5 a faet:ual .and not ethic.al qu ~st ion and the answ.er to 

i t depei'ld on t he c:i Y-c ur.1s t .;inces in whlcn t e ae: t ~o r, h ao a 

~nd tne relevant laws of nature. It ls p lain that know l ~d1e 

of the laws of evolutlon may b:e hrghJy releva,,t tn attemp.tin9 

to foresee the large-~c~le and long~term cm'!s~quenc¢s of c..ertaih 

ypes of action. Such knowl dge maJ also so gest pas ibil I ties 

\11hich wou Id not otherw · se: nave been contemplateo, ~md it m~y 

rule o.ut ca15ally impo- 1:dble, certc>ln l'esu l ts at. whfch it 

might Qtherwtse have seemed r :ea s on<1ble to aim, I do r,ot th1nk 

that any m ~al i st woul d tleny t~at evo l ution has this krnd of 

relevc1nce to t he quest-ion .of wha t Is: r'ight or wrong. 114 

Pr. Broad then o serves thit t Huxle.y thinks tha t evo l u­

t .lor\ary knowledge also has a b -aring on the question which 

relates the fact s of evo.lutr.on wl th l n tr'fnsk goodness or 

badness This aJ:11ounts to sayl'n th.it ev.olutianary knbwled9e 

would help ll!i to tell not only what effec s. of cert Tn act i ons 

have, but also wheth~T such effects would be lntrln ic~lly 

good or bad. According to Broad I th i's c 1 a l'm does hot h Jd. . 

He argues that krm ,ledge of the facts ahd laws· of evolution 

simply a kno ledge of the de fqcto nature t:ind order of 

the seque11ce of s1.1ccess ive phases i n vt:1 r I ous 1 i ne·s of 

d velopment . The: f cts of o.vo·1ut ,ori can tell us, for lnsuine;e, 

what lines have -stopped short, which h~ve contrr11.1ed to 
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evolve; and b comparin.g them we can disc.over t~at cc:rta n 

features, sut.h ;1.s compleAity-in-Llnity, nrc nec~ssary 

co dltions fnr th co"tinued growth of a line of dev~lbpment, 

11This m.uch/ 1 Dr . Br.~d remarks., 11 could be discov€red and 

u nd rs ood by an n t,e J I i gent be i g who had .r:i ever the fa r n t -st 

notio•" of lntriflslc value or disva1ue; and this i.s al I that 

a knowled~e bf the facts antl laws of ev~lution, constdered 

as a par of na tur~1 sc I eoe-e, ,ar,,ounts to. ,.5 

Or. 8road th n tells .us. tha:t In order to answer th~ first 

of th-e two questioc,s which he r.aisei; (i.e., hat baring, if 

any~ h 'S h ... kno ... 11edge of the facts of volution on the 

quest Jon of what is instrlnsital ly good or bad) Nuxley JTJust 

use some m-1 ed p·remiss~s, connecti g c·ertatn factual tharac.­

t.eristlc'!i-"'Whl .c.h are .rl] thi.!t a study of evoll.Jtitm can 

po·ssibly reveal to us--vJith the value-charact:erist,ic.s of 

i ntri.ns le gaod.ness or bc1dt1ess. 81J ·., 1twhat~ver rri y be the 

evld-ence for such a mixed premise.JI Broad concludes, "h ~s 

qui t ·e p: lain thµ t it must be sorneth i rig d lf f erent from the 

evidence for the fac•ts and iaws of evolut'ion. Fo the premise 

required .asserts a contiectlo.n be ween cert.ah, of those facts 

and laws and something else, vlzq intdnsh:: value or disvalue, 

which fo rms no part of t.heir subject·matt.er. :Theref'ore, whilst 

I ;igree that knowledge of t .he h~ts a1"td laws of evolution 

might have consid~rable and ihc:reasi.n9 re1evance to th.e 

question whet he-I" cert a.i'n c:-t-s \"Ou 1 d be rig ht ar rong, s 1 nc e. 

it mi ht help us to foresee th l~rge-scale and I ng•range 

consequences of such acts, I' a-m unebl e to s·ee that t _ has ar,y 
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dire t bearing o,n the <JUest,oo whether <::ertain states of 

affair$ or prQcess-~s t>r experi.enc.es would be fntrfnsrcal ly 

d ... 116 goo or au~ 

Step, n Toulmin 

Stephen Toulm n b~t,eves that ethics cannot be based on 

~cienca. To do th1s Is to er 3te, what h~ calls, • scient1flc 

myth Evoh1tlonary ethics, accordl.r,g to him, is such a 1'11ytt,, 

To lmin believes that a sclentf-lc myth fs created \.1fre.n 

a sclent'fffc the·ory is used to st5Jve a nan-scil!ntlHc probl 

e.g., an ethlcal, pnilos,ophic.al. or theologJcal problem; or 

• 

the typ s of probler.is with ,.,hich myths ha·ve long been ·concerned. 

~I.if we find,1 1 he r~marks, 11 thi!3t the theories are regularly 

involed tn support of conclusions of a k i nd, which as 

sc1e11tific. theories Chey have no relevance, further, tf t .he.s~ 

cooclustons are of q sort ~-,ith which mythologies have from the 

earl lest times beetl concerned 1 then we can say with s·om Just fee, 

not t:h<lt the. theories thems lve are tmly ·myths, but rather that 

on these occas i tms the 1 r con:c~pt ions are b:e·i ng i rif lat d into· 

sc1eritlflc myths.. 117 Furthermore, 11 i F a cot1.c""'ption~ h.owe~er 

s.cleritiffc it.s· bir-th or ancestry, is used rn practice only 

as a way of dealing with non-sci .n ffic questrons- ~'lhether 

ethical philosophical -O( heo1ogfca1--then It is no lnn.ger 

following he trade of Its forefatherst and has ,:;::~sed its.elf 

to be dent if k ter.rn at a 11. 118 

Toulmin ob.serves that quite a lot of popular scte-11ce books 

a re !nflat.lng sc.ientlfh.~ concep .s ,:nto -scientifk ITTyth;. !fo. 

a 



\'.jives t',>X) reasons for this: Flr-stt the existence of what he 

call the motives for my h-making in th minds of s.ctentis.~s; 

and seco d. the tend ncy fo.r taymen to ask. oo much of 

sc.lertce--to ask c:iuest.Ions which ~re, in fac • b~yond it · sco e.• 

Toulmin df-stin9uishes between -s.cientif tc and non-sclent,fic 

motives for myth-mak1ng in the past~ T ·e forrner,: ai;.cording to 

him re Intend· d to explain "atural phenomena through 

personification~ the atter .are -due to a d.esire to seek 

as1ur,rnce or a setise of s-ecudty in the my hical gods~ \oclern 

scfence, Totllrnin -otes. ~as eliminated personifica ion from 

explanations of natural ph'e·nomena. There ls no need for invok ih• 

Zells __ for Instance, to expla i r, the occurenc.e of a 'thunderstorm. 

The notion of atmospheric e.le<:ctrlcrty has replaced the super• 

natura'l image once rel led on for an explanation of· thl-s ph riO :ar,on 

Zeus, h.owever-., was not only the thundermak r, he \,1as a1 o the 

divine father,.. But t.he nat i o_n of atmospherjc electrici.ty 

d i:S.plac?d Zeus as the thundermaker yet rt was never intend·ed o 

displace him a -d i vine father, Tou1miti 1 s poirit is ~hat he 

motives ha med Zeus the dlvfne father wer·e n(}n•scient1fic; 

and, slmflar mot iv s. h~ bel ieve·s, ar·e ~ti 11 aJ fve in u-s. 

Toulm·in l inks the 11atur~ t,f evolution ry myths wit·h th-2 

nature of those myth"' of the past In which explanat1on \•ras 

ah•Jays. "identlfted 1,1,ith justlf i(:cltion Suet, myths 11se-t o-ut 

to show peo le," he ay~, Hnot only how It that f:Latur-e ad 

S_odety and Han have come to b related as they ar · bit als 

·-..,hy these relations are rlghtlv <'IS they i3r€.H Ethical ls-sue-s 
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were thereby given co.smological foundil Ion, the l'lature of 

thin s being iclentffied wi h the R:Jght Order of Thi gs, 11~ 

F'ar e-l(amplet Ari totle 1 s Seal o.f tlature "'1as pure-ly a bio• 

109 1 a·l cor,c:.ept; but~ It was. turned intq a biological myth 

by T entifyln9 it: N1th the Sove1·eig Order of nature 

being an accoun of the way things were ln fact relate<!, rt 

became. a spec.if fc.at.ion of he hierarchy in which they o_ught 

to b~ r~late<l. 11 lO Toolmln observes tl:tat, although t,he bfo• 

logi~al theory of t~e scale of nature h9s been given up in 

th .... theory of evolution. th .hiologrcal myth of the Sovere:ign 

Order of Nature is sti 11 ~1 i1te •. 11 lt has survived ( hough 

transformed) the revolutions prod.uc.ed fn biology produced by 

l 1 
cuv'ier_t Oar1-11i.n. and the! r suc·cessors. 1

( Toulml .n bel 1eves 

that the old myth ls being revived In the new ethrco""po1 jt{c.al 

myths of evolution. 

Ot1e: suc:h myth, acc;ordrr,g to Toulrnin, is er.eat~ by 

Jullan HuxJey. Huxley-, according to Toulmin, attempts to 

base e-thics on the bfologfst 1 s th ory of ev.olutlon. 11 For 

hfm, 1' remarks Toul~in, 11 .he :object of :t.he bJolog1c,,d study 

is no't only an und rst.rndlng of ho, thing.s are; it. is iilsO 

. l 2 
a recog n lt j on a f ho , they ought to be. tJ 

lo order to know how Huxley attempts to establ lsh an 

ethical interpretation of btology, Toulmin urges us to k ~p 

in mind the foJJowlog two questions: (1) ·11ooes a proper 

unde.-.standiri9 f the theory- of evolu· ion dicta.t-e to. us wh t 

o r Idea Is shou 1 d be11 7 (2) 110r is the connect ior a· more 
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tenu01Js ohe--does one have t-o t I nl<er with the resu 1 ts of 

binlo_gkai study before the"V \•Ji 11 y1eld c.01.clusfon of this 

n sar_t:. 11 Moreover, Toul 1n cla im l;hat 11anJy in tt-ie ffrst .c~se 

car, :the aiQlo9 i st speak about ethics ln a tone of author I ty 1t 

110nc he he9 ins ; 1 ha fun er exp a ins n o ~pitnd or ex ten,:! 

blolo~dcal concepts ir ways whlt:h a.re not neerled fot' purpo$e~ 

of e.xplanation, the dtffi~oltles we have already encbuntered 

wil l ~9 in to a_r i se--•t here •nl) 1 n·o 1 on er be any way of 

selecting frotn among all th~ view that might he put forw~r~, 

·111 
ooe partii;:1,.1lgr 1 blologlcal1 y corr-ect 1 one. 11 

The esse·rice of the diffi cultle ref-e·rred to above is 

i 11 us tra ed earlier in a passage , as fo1 low~~ 11Techrrica 1 

scien~ific nottons, ta ~en b th~mselves, have• as e saw, 

about a~ much mean ing as i solated pl c~s ta~en out or a 

Jig-saw puzzle. If \.1e try to ck, other things witt, the,ri-. .. for 

example, to build a: compreheh~ive 'wo"rld-view' of a philo~oph1c:al 

kind from thetn--\-1e are for9ett"i ng this Fact and Lr at lng them 

·as though they were pieces of a stngle, cosmic jig-sa\>1, This 

has two u11fortuna te con-eouences, Fi rs.t I you cannot ge 

pieces taker, froni differ-ent puzz 'les tt:f fit to9ether at all exc~p 

by <ltstorting thel"l~ and fn the second place, if one man forces 

them toget;tier fn one ,ray, and one in ·aooth.er, nobody wi 11 be 

aole to say that one or the other of the pictvres so produced 

•~hese difficulties arise again ~hen physical or biological 

theories ar appe_aled to in an attemp·t to sol\i problems tn, for 
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1 . l 1 5 iris·tanc:.c-, r-hlcs or po it c.al theory,' L t us now .s~e, howt 

acc·ol"cf l rig t · Tou lm r n, Hux I ey can 5peqk about -e hi cs tin a 

ton·e of ~uthorlty 1
~ or, 'ho~r, for Jo1 Ian uxley. do tie 

dlscoveries 'Of biology 5Up.port eth'csr? 

toulrni1, suggest~ tat the fr~- possibll lty in this. rega.rd 

is t-0 e,<"amine Hhether or net the sclentiffe facts are: "fntended, 

fn. the ordinary way, as rel3sons for s't? lect i ng certa 'tn pol ic1 e.s 

l -16 
prind es and prac:.tlc.es and rejecting others." · It should be 

m· rition~d that thfs po~sibl 1 ity is the 011ly one slJg_ge. t-ed by 

Toulmin at this juncture; .a·nd, h8c does not explain how scientific 

fads can he 1.ntended as reasons. 

A any rate, Toulmin e~arnines Huxley's thre p~ssages 

quoted on ·µages :52-53 in Het.aph.ysi:cal Beliefs, antl extra~ts 

from them Hux ley's .mai.n priincip1:e of ett,ics, namely,. that 

11 it is e. hically right to alm at whatever wi 1 l promote the 

increas.lngly ·toll real i zatlon of those vafoes which are more 

intrinsically o~ more permanently sat i ~fvirg~ or involve a 

greater degree of perfection " Toulmin th n .argu~s that thls 

principle· is not supported by the fa.c.ts o.f bfoJogy 1 1Howe-'le r 

the facts of organic:. ev lutlnn are i1,tended by Dr Muxley to 

supJ)Or t his eth i ca I le\.oJS, it i_ s ~t by send ng ~-s 1 rea.sons 

for them ui
17 Therefo1'e, ac.cordi 119 to Toµ lm 1 n, ·• our f i ~st 

hypo hesrs must •• be ismiss d.·1118 

/It this point i,.,e should rrfa"J.:e note of the fol fQwfng two 

poirtts : 

Ffrs·t, Toulmin, up until now, s~ems to be suggest1ng that 

Jul Ian riu::dey is deriv-h,g ethics fr. m the biological theory 



of evolutton. Thi~ sugge tlon cs m~de clear by these sentenc s! 

(a} "For him (Huxle~,) the objec of bielogical study is, not 

Qn·ly n unders.tan i ng of how th ngs are; It is al so a recog-

n it 1. r, of how they ougt,t to be, 111 ~ () ntet u inqurre what 

sort f connect l on he 1 ::; a s·_:d ng us to rncogn i z he tween the 

facts and theories ~f blolo y a~d our ethtcal and political 

ldeals~1120 H}tow th n, for Jullan Huxley, do the di~cov.eries 

of b1ology !i\!pport ethics 111 21 

Vet it. clear that Hu)(ley ba:s not attempted to dedve 

-ethlcs from the bio og'fc.al theory of ev lutlon. Rather, h_'­

has clai.rnecf ttiat ft \·Ji'fs the emp!,asi-s 011 an entirely biologrc.al 

theory of evolution that led his grandfather_, T. 14. Hmdey, 

to a 'fundamental -contradfctio I bet,11eer, ethics and evo1.otlon. 

In his own worcfs: "For T. H Huxley• fifty years ago, there 

was a fundame11t:a l cont rad I ct ton ~t\~een the ethic-a] process 

and the cosmic process... The crismtc process, he res tr- lcted 

almost entr.rely to blolo ical evolution and to the selectl-v 

struggle for exist n.c:.e on which it depe> d ••• 1122 Ju Ian 

Huxley then goes on to say: nToday, that contradlctlon can, 

I be1i · ve, be r-e-:so lved--on the on~ .ond by exteriding t he 

concept of evolutlo.n bott, backward i •nto t!ie inorg~hlc• an<l 

forward, into the human domaln, ,:3nd on the other by co.nsidertng 

ethics not as body of fixed ·µtlndpl~s:. but tis a p roduct of 

23 · volutfon., .and l tse·lf evolving_.'' -

Toulmin t,1 self t'ec-09~12:-es thi last statemen later lri 

hl5 essay, wh n he craicTze5 :mH<ley for extend·11g the 
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notion of evnt 1tion for ethic I purposes. 

Our secontl po . nt, ·s that Toulmtn•s first hypotl1es 1 s or f 'tr-st 

c.ase see111s t1:> be fnc01"l~is1ent \ilith his general the is of 

scieritlfrc myth4 T1:e thesis m3lntalns 1 as we have lt~ady 

seenl that the non-scientific que~tlon cannot be solved wtth 

sc.fentiflc theories. without creat.ing: se-lentiflc myth:s, R1..1 

here Toulnin is set ing up two non•sc1entlfic cases ano 

claiming that 11only in the first case can the bioJoglst speak 

about e I-des In ,1 tone of u hority. 41 The flr t po$-sibility, 

tn t h is regard, he tel 1s us ls the po sibl l ity of uslng 

sc.len Hie fac:ts and theodes as reason~ for ethical optlon.,. 

This amotJnts to ·saylng th.a.ta .. least a po.sslbil lty does exist 

fer doing ethics ··1ith evo·lu t ionary th.ory. Ar,d this appears to 

be inconsistent. with Toulmint.s thesis of sc.i , ntiflc: 1 .yth . 

Let us now turn to T u lmi n's argumen dealing 1r,i th die 

second c.ase: The quest.loo here isl does Hux:ley ttnl<er with a 

theory of b"iologica.l evolutrori to d"edve his ethics? Tou.l:mJn 1s 

answer Is yes. H argues: 

For him (Hux fey)• 1 evo 1 ut ion' means .mor than 
naturiil sel~ct:1on. It ls a· c.c-1T1rosite notjon 
and a mare grandiose one for ,hich the b io 
logical tenn serves only .a~ .3 star ir19· point. 
tl4:'!re 1 the rec i p·e for produc.i ng it f • rst, 
select from the countl e S's evo utionary proc s• 
ses that bio10$iSts study, the particular one 
whit:h ha s led up to the appear.ar:,,.e of fTl~n-­
thi s puts man in~ preferentlal po- it,on 
whose justfc.e the lion or ant mfg.ht ques.t I01'1) 
but the jus.tlfic.1 ion would be man 1.s greater 
degree of •' evolut lona ry advance. i Then tack 
on the beginning or this histor1tal sequence 
a serf es of phys ko-ctiem. l cal event" · 1 ~ding 
up to the appear. nee of the f I rst l lving 
c;:.-reaturcs ., and at 'the lat.ter an.d treat the 
development of G.iVi l 1za ion and technology 



as a continoat1nn of the biolo~ical trend 
1 by o .. h r, eans' -tr, tn1s 1t1ay, as Huxle1 
puts It, we 'extend the concept of evolut1on 
both bae,k >Jard into the I nor~anl-c. and forward 
into the nurnan domain Flna.l ly, c.hristefl 
your con.ceptua l .arc.era-ct I the COS\11 j C process 1 

arid pr sent i t as ·a golden thread lea<l ' r.t,g f ,r of'l"I 
t, re<1ot:.est pt,s t up to the r se t day and 
on ~n o the uture. Thi s not 'evo ttt lo.n .l 
In the p~re blologi5 1 . sense, Ts the touch­
stone Julian Huxlev .orfers for so,lvlng our 
et·h ~cal probl erns. 24 

Ac.cording to Toulmin, Huxley*s ~tended noti~n of evnlution 

is not a g~nulne sclen 1fiQ ~otlon . It contalns. as T ul~in 

ells us, both the fea ure~ of a s-cientlf i c myth! 

(a) The key term5 heve to be under.stood, not i'n th ,r straight 

sclentiffc sense. bot 1n an extended one; and, (b) thfs 

e)(tens ion f s made for other than. scientific motives 

Toulr.11n points: <'JUt that 1-lhatev .r ethical ide,:is ·Hu.xley 

may base on this myth. he ~annet cla i m that bFology ls 

supporting him, Once we stcirt .. ch nging ·the mea.ni g of he 

term 'evolution' to p·~rform nori-sclentif ic tasks , biolo _ y 

can no longer resolve any difficulties eneonntered wh~n 

In .ompatible views ·are put forwclr ,. For fnstanc , iou]min 

points out that bfo1ogy cannot .resolve what he calls '.a flat 

cont·radlctfon 1 betwee11 T. II. Hux:Jey and Juliar, liu;c.le 

concerning ethics and ~volution. 

Toulmin lm~ulres in .o the ptobable motives behind the 

Evolution Myth. He tells us the1t irt some ways the Evolution 

Myth 1$ like the Atlas ,yth. Both, accordirig to hfor, stress 

the obvkws--they 'proff r support in contexts i111 whlc:h 

no suppor is needed.' Bot he h'nks: tha.t bo h lso have 



so1re dee-per- motives. Thu.s, Atlas ls a. creation of the ancienl;'s 

sue to th ir i~norance cf th St'llar ~ystem; for had they known 

of h !i stem. h y would ho· have niee:derl to lr,vent titl.=is 

to provide for the support of the e.arth nut Toulmin sugg.2_sts 

th~t ignorance snot t e only factor contribu . 1ng r 

the creation of th At-lacs rnytli . ~ncJents• according to hltn, 

were lgnoratit of m~my htngs; 11but very few of them. gave rise 

to myths. Only where . hrs lgnorancE! was of im ortance. 1,,1here. 

It Se , • h 1125 d to mean 111secur I ty • was a myt born. 

Toulmin posrts that simtlar motives are •prob~bly at work 

In prO:duci i,g fvolutlon myths. 11The ~upport glv~o by Evolution 

to ~thic.s, 11 Tot1lm.in s ys, 11serves as a source of t:onfid nc.e 

in our moral ideas, rath r than as an intel lectua.l Jusdfica Ton 

◊f them ••• If yo~ can paint a picture of social and moral 

deve lopm~nt as beln9 all of a piece. with bio logical d·evelopment_, 

this may he t p yr.,u to feel that mara I r ty Is !.Clflieth i ng Jar,g-

s tand ing and of proved •1o·r th, sooethrng with root!!! in the 

unfv9rse ar,d no mere horna.n makeshift, Then the next tlme you 

feel the fear that moral i y may. after al 1, not prove a p yfr,g 

proposition. you can a least {on this vie~) comfort 

youn,e l f wlth the thouqbt: that ·s_uch. an a c 1.ent J nst j tut ion as 

t~ cosmic process is no I ikely to default. 1126 

0 t) .. Raphasl 

Why should the dlr~ctl<:rn of evolutJon be accepter;l <'I'S 

geed? Professor D O. Rephael e)(:amlnes. b/0 tinswer:s to this 
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other is off r~d by Ju 1 i~n Huxley. The f i i-st (Hade i ng t-on ts answ_l'"), 

acco ding to flapttae l I involve. a logical confusion, tne ot.her (HuxJey 1 s 

an~wer) c • rcu ar I y. 

We sha.J{ flrs examln Wadding-tori's an~wer. Raphael quotes him as 

~ay 1ng• ' 111/e niust acce t the direction of evolutl<m <:1s good simply 

bee use it is good acir;ord.it19 to any real 1st defiiT'titJo·n of th t concept. 

\.le defin.ed ethical princlpl s as ac.tuel psychologica·l compuls1.on·s 

dedved from the e;cper ·; ence of he nature of soc! ety · we stated that 

hen ture of socie y is such that• tn geheral, it develops ,n a certain 

directton; then the· & hical prin·ciples which mediate he otl .n in th.at 

dlrectfori· a·r~ , In fact, those adopted by that tlC i e ty • 11 27 

Raphael ohserves that Vaddington 1 s cl.a 'im made In the fir ... ·t sente11ctf 

of the for·golng quote, is not stJpported hy the rest of the pa.ragraph, 

Th:e c.laim ts, 1111/e must accept the direc.ti •oi:t of. evolut ion as good 

simply be:cause it. i-s -good ac:-cording to arry re.a1ist defi_nition of that 

coneept .. 0 Bot wh t f.o1 lows this sentenc.e p.oe~ not give us ahy def .in! tlon 

of ttie concept of good . lr:rn ~~cl, \tihat \,/addingtot\ say"s, accordtng to 

!\apha:e I I I~ that the eth lea 1 princ i_p·l es of peop 1 e are derived frotn 

eXl}el'"i en cf! of their soc f ety and 11~p.ress t h.e. -direct· on in ,...,h k:h that 

.!>ocfety Is dt!velopirig. Tha.t is to sa I peo le thin~ good by th- 1,,,ay 

their society is gQing and Judge other things to be good by refen~nce 

to that stand rd. 1128 

Wadding~o~ answers Raphael 1 s crft cisrn by claiming that he is not 

argu i n9 th.it 11 peop I e th Ink good the ~)_ay thed r soct ety is. go ing ~ 1•
29 

This is a thesis_. 1.Jaddington tells us, that Raphael has inverited r·out 

of the blu t-le ptiints oot th.c>t i.,)hilt h iJctual I y m;?ans to say is· th~t 

41
{n order to obtain a deffriition of the 'r al good' {i.e., th cr ite rion, 
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1wisdom'} ,,, have to look at· th exp~r fence· :of the hurnan- world as a 

wh81~ duFi11.9 its e. lution ,r.nher than at any partlc11lar sm:tety .. ,Jo 

~J !Shall tiome t::o thi!. point later. Let us pic:k up Rcrpliael'5 a.rgumen. 

Raph.ae I a ,rgue~ that. .add i ngton has fa il.ed to dis t.i ngu, sh two 

differ nt kinds of q~ stions ahd rhe two dffferen 

tt,ey requf re. These quest ions .are: (a) nwhen people commend th ngs., 

cfo they \JSe a'$ their sta.ndard of cpmmetic:!ation the dlr~ctlon of evo·lu­

tlon. and if so why11 7 fs different from ques ion (b) 11Am t to use t,t,e 

direct l on of evo.1 u ti on- as r11y s t~ndc1 r"c! of comrriendc1 _ion, and f 'f so · ,,hy" 1 

Rapnae 1 sug~es ts f:ta t . Wadd i rfg to i,ioswe.r.s qlles ti on (a) a.rid In so doing 

bel ie\>es he has answ_red question (h). His answer to t-he first pert oF 

question ("1) i's yes; and he a11swer.s the second p.art of thfs uest Ion 

by .g iv i ntJ ~f5 a c.aus.al account of t .he evolution of f!thica 1 jl!<lgement 

"But,. as: P.aphael points out .. to answer que~t.Ion (a}' is hot the same thing 

as to answer qttestion (b). It fs not an an.s1•1er to que·~tfan (b) to s,3y 1 

0 Yes, ycu s hou 1 d I and the reason v,ny yo.u ~ hoo 1-cl i s tlia t you a I ways .have 

done lt in the pas.t. and so has everyon·e e)~e.1131 Raphael 1tlusttates 

thi'S poi:nt by r1re~ns of c1n l'ilnaloQy. 1•·$uppose,•1 h~ says, lla child says. 

to n1e: :i 1 hav-e ah,;ays be!l leved the eart'1 h , f !Qlt· but mv fri~nd says 

it is '1pherk.:a1. ~/hat c1tn I to beli.e:ve''? It v1i;,ru1d e absurd to ans;,.-. r ·: 

1 tfou >houfd fuel leve. It ls flat becau~e y~u have done so in he past.' 

tlor would It be· tnuch bette·r to .answ r; 'You shou·ld bel iev·e it :is 

spherical becat'.lse other people. nowadays believe rhat. 11132 

P.aphael suggests t:hat adclington failerj to dtstinguish betweeh 

ques:tfons fa) ar,d (b) ~c;iuse he. did not see that; where.as question {a)' 

seeks lnfonn~t Ion •. gue.s-tion (h) seeks advite. In other words·• the 

1why 1 of :the first question searches for eKplaining causes. 1,;.(hile the 



•~hy 1 of the latter searche~ for justifying rea sons. 

P..ll ftae. 1 co!"lcl.udes: 11'W dd i ri ton hi n~s th answer to the que t iort • 

l\,Tha am f to do. <1nd for wh reas{)ns '7 ·is the sctme as th~ answer to 

t e nu est ion, 1 \./hat wil I I dol and f rorn whilt causes I? This Is wtiy 

he thin s tha a causal account of hov, ethit:a I judgemen s have co1rf 

to he what they a re· can supply a criterion• or rat'ional g·round frir 

the ethic.al Judgements \.'te should mak1; •. But since the two que t,ons., 

and the kinds of ar,swers tha t they seek, are Qf dlfferetit 1ogi.ca1 

tyi,t::s, Waddfng ton's argument fo_r us.ing the dlrec.tion of e\lolution as 

the crite.rlon of eth ical J~dgeme11t rests on a loglc:al confusfon. 1133 

Wadd ing ton admits that ·hr5 rs a ·•rn·ore fu ndamental critkfsm' of 

~ls position. However, he ~akes two points: f irst, he believes that 

although ques ti ons a bout reasot1s are log ically different ftom 

questions about c;.auses, the form r bei ng what he ca11s ;v~rba l 

argom.ents. ' once the latter c.1re answered. " the reply to the form r 

"'"'Y be de.:uc.~1b}e f·r,..,,., 1 th.,,,.,, 34 W d-'. t d t h d 1l ,,,~ ~ • v,.. =11 a u)ng on oes not owever. W 

on his po Int.. The second--a11d mon~ impor tan t - .. po.i nt • in his own: 

words , IS! "that Raphael phra'ie.S both questioni ~.,ith r~ference o an 

'I 1 , whereas my the.sis \\IOUld refer the s -cond not o any p~r lcular 

indiv~.dual, but tQ spme much Ja r9er ent .lty, suc.h cis the human species, 

or even the l tving ,-JOrld ~s a whol~ . ••• 1he differ er,c-e :between what 

lie alledges I bel ieve and what I was actoally arguing may p_erha,p 

best be brought out if I rephrase hr~ paragraph 'into a form in which 

I vJould qGCept it: 11 "Waddi'ngt.on thinks the ansvJer to the question 

1what \vould it be wise for me to do al'.]d for what rec3sons 1 ? can 

be deduced frOlfl the a_nswer o t he questtcn,: 1what has the world at 

l arge been doing du.Ing its t,is.tory and from what ca s 5 1 1 This 'is 



~,hy he thfoks. th-:lt a c:ausal account of 110w i•ndivld.wal ethical 

judge111ents have c;"01T1e o be ~-,het t .hey are can supply a crTterion or 

rat t o.-.a I gnlund for the j dg~tnsnt. bet:ween different th ica l he 11-ef s 

v1h ich it wise for us to mak 
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kinds of answer they seek are di ff e·rent 1 og icat t'/pe.s Wadel f ng ton's 

argum:snt for using the dlrect,oo of evolu-rion as the cri'terion. for 

judgement between e.thlc.al bel refs re.sts on acc.eptarice of this 1135 

This does no·t really ans er Rapf'Jael's critici:sm~ Raphael points 

out. as· i-,1e_ have s·ee11. that since Waddington has failed to r~.cogn'ize 

tha questlon.s abo~t causes are 1h1gic.ally d i fferent from: the questions 

abou.t reas.ol"IS, he does not see that th ktnds of answe.rs they seek 

are different loglcal t.ype:s. Vaodington 1 s a_rgument i~, therefor-e, 

based on a 1ogl~a1 confusion. 

\laddlngton now admits that there is a. ltJgic.al distir,ctiun betwe·e.n 

these questions and the kinds of aoswers they seek . But stil.1 he claims 

that we cart deduce h~ answers to the reason- questions from the 

i3n:s;wers to the causal A.U stlons; but he doe-s not suppo.r this c1alm 

with any argument. eedless to sav, it i5 difflcul~ to see how this 

deductron Is poss,hle. 

Raph.ael sugg~Sts that Ht1xley's an·swer to the quest. i on "Why shoula 

the directior:, of evolutton b ac.cepted a-s good"? inV-olves two c -rit~ria 

of the concept pf good. Raphael conte ds that one of the e - cri ter i.F1 

is fain·11 rarly intuitiYe an the other one is evolutionary; but, the 

evolutionary· criterion h s-ec.ond.ary, for It d~penris. as i\l shall -see, 

on the former,. 

The · o.-called evolu·tionary c.rlt~rion, ac.~oFding to Ra.ptiael 

ln-volve·s Hu,dey 1 s recog·nltiD11 of c.et"'tilin humiJn experf nces as. •good 



in themselves 1 1hes~ 1nc.lud;:! 1enjoyment of natura beauty; .aasthetic 

e:xperlence; thie acqulsftion of knowledge arid und~rstanding:; personal 

love: devotion to an ~d e c use; an so on·. 1 Huxley pc:li"nt-5 out 

that to these exper ienc.e we ass lgn higher ·anc 1·0-y.Jer degrees of value 

-the higher ialues being those which are 1ntrinsfca11y or mor~ 

pe.rtnenently satisfying, or ihvolve a grea.ter deg_ree of perfection. 

fta-phael te l ls us that Hu;ll(ley's point here is hat us·Jng thls crit ... rton, 

vJe shall be able to judge 0th.er tt:,i ·ngs 900d, If the help to produce 

the:s.e satlsfylrrg or perfect exper,.e c-.es . And sinc;.e 1 according to 

Huxley,. the direc tion of evolu...ion does help to produce such 

expeT l enc es, ; t shou 1 d be a·ccepted as good. 

Ra·phael .e;i<;arnin:es Hvxle-y 1 s argumen t for the evo l ut io nary cri ted.ori 

as fol lows . J f w cons Mer the p.roces.s of evo lut i on as a who e., e 

may observe two 'things: (a) the 9en,e r .;fJ direction of e·volution i 

from the less , to the more compl ·e1<. af'\cl In consequence it is contt:nual.-

Jy produc 1ng new fo·rms of extstence. In shor t , the gener al' directi on 

is. toward increasing co-mp·Jexl ty wi h scope for nove l ty ; an.d, {b) ~h,ce 

this direction of evolutron i ncludes in Its la est phas.e, the thTngs 

we 1/a l oe h}ghly--namely cer'tc1in expe·ri~nce·~- ... we ma-y Si:J.y that thie 

dir-ectiori of the proceis is from ~,ha h.as little or no value• to 

,ha ha'::l. great value . 11The polnt of 1-tu.xl.ey':s argumen.t i's•'; as R phael 

says., 11 that 011ce we h.rve) by use of the non-evolutionary :c.ri t~ r ion, 

;udged the pro,: ss of change to he goorl bec.;iuse ·; t 1 eads to good end 

product:s. ,we can then use a further property of tfi_ pr o.c.ess (namel y . 

inc reas·l ng comp I~ it with cont i ht.ting scJ:,pe fol' fo ~u,e no\l.e J ty) a 

a second .crrter-ion for valuing other thlng5 th~fn those· exp.:-rienc~~ 

which we already know to be ·good and the proce~-s of chan ~ 'Which 
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ead to such experience. By the use of the seco~d crrterion w_ may 

judge l:o Qe ~ood other ch nges \',hrch have th . prop rty of fncrea s f ng 

~omplexity wi h seo 

R·aphae.1 then observes that Huxley ~ppears to be c1aimln$ t"hat 

not on ly ~vo lu t i onar 6ut aJ-o he no •evo ut; onary c rit e ria 

<:ar, be .deauced frc,m the facts o'f evolution. He quotes Huxley a say I 11g. 

'•The facts of n,Hure, a~ rl'efl!Qnstrated in evolut"ion, giv~ us assurance 

that knowledg~, lov • beauty, selfle ~ mo~~lit and ftrrn purpose are 

ethical !y good.n37 Raphael remarks .that although Hu.xley does not 

e~pllc.itly make this p.oi11t, he doe5 11glve. the impr'ession of thinking 

that the gcodne·ss. of th~se states of mind cc;1n be der i~e.d. from tl',e 

fact that they are late prodticts of a progreS<;iiVe proces •1138 Bu t 

a .treacly judged the general direct! h t1f evo1utiar, as progressive 

liecause it has produced, rn lts. latest phase, certain experiences 

wt,i-ch are good in th.ernseJv-es·. Now Hu. ley is s:ciylng t!-i t thes.e exper-:-

i ences are good because they are produced by the d l rect.ion of 

evolut,cm .• In Raphael's words~• "he judges the proc.esS: to b.e progressive 

because he. has a.1 r. ady judged ~ood some of the e111per iem::~s that Jt 

~roduces. H~ canno therefore us2 the pr gressiv~~~s~, which 

'depends on t ·he gocidn s-s of the end...,products, to COJ-,fl rm his. eva1 uat ion 

of he end-..pr·oduct. 113S 

J 1 ian Huxley, In his introduction to The Phenomenon of Ma:n (by 

Piar·re Te·ilhard de Chardfo) ~dmt s that hl's attempt on evolutionary 

ethics is I i nade(Juat·e. 1 BI.Jt, he considers it to he 'at I east a step 

in th~ r ght direction.• If by the phrase •as Cfl in th- right 

dire.ctiQn' h~ suggest that ethics can be deduced from "the th c1ry of 



evolutibn* th n heh~ taken no other st~p in · h·s 1 right dir~ct ioD 1 

in hrs Jater works . He does attempt: t connect ethics ,..,; th evolu Ion 

In some of hi wr It i ng , but this connect f o,:, doe'S not seek any 

deduction of ethic~ from evolution . 'hat. h~ st1.9g~s s in th .se works ls 

that an evolutionary 'vt.ay of thinking can help us solve our prc1ct-i.cal 

moral probleMs W'e s_hall ex:amln tbis Sllg~estion i'n ou-r final chapter-. 

Anthpny Q_ulnton 

Ant:hotiy Qul .1'1 o n wtites: "One rea${)n why l b~lie.ve t-hat evolution­

ary ethics shoul:d be con. ldered afresh is that I do n-e:it fi £1 the 

dm;td_(le of anti-na ur.alism, in any of its f ·orms, to be even Jfla.usible, 

let alcne convinclng. 1140 

Th i·s doctrine, Quin ton feels, makes a di st lr,ct I on bet~e.?n two 

bro.ad classes of concepts~ Th re are th-eoret icaf oo cepts. which 

·describe·. and the pract ical cmicep .. s which prescribe arid ev.a luc1te. 

s,nce the functions of the two are quit~ different there .c-an be no 

logical connection bet\-.teen them Ouinton pofnts out that th dis-

ti nc ion is made l fl suc·h a way that the Ir un iciuenes s. l 09 lea l l y 

fol lo\-1s . For in t,,fnce , j is claim d that rnora1 s.t,n~ments are not 

really s.taternents, or that mo-rai statements .;'Ire irnpera t\ie \-1h'i le 

scientlfic st tements are lndic-athte. Quinton tells u5 that pra.ctic.:il 

stat-ements do not be.have I ike 11nperat ives -for example pnn:tiGal 

s t,'l tern nts can be express d in the past tense, \<Thi 1.e imperatives 

canriot be .. 

Quinton~ howev~r conside-rs Hare 1 s ccount of pr-a.cticality to be 

promising. Accordihg to Quin:ton, Hare 1 s c:fccount of prad .. icalit-y, 11 fn 

gen·er-al, brings together all t:hose utterance.s which re direct 
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response mak Ing no presumpt i on.::; about the wi she.s. of he Inquirer• 

to r-eque~t f-or ad {ce, to the que-st ion, lwhat shaf I I clo' •?li
41 

Althou· h, on this crHer1on, Q.tdnton points out, •1bot.h imper-adv"'s 

and jodg rnents, of value--such as lshut the door!' ahd 'you <>1,J9.ht to 

shut:: h i.loo-r·•--ar·e pr~et1cal Utt-era.nces, this cloes not establish, 

though it ma y suggest. a cOll1prehenslve ident,ity of log Teal chara,e er 

betw en them-.
11112 

Quin~on further arguess that since i_mperatlves 

re pr.ac:tical, "Scroe: practical utterances are no sta.r;eme·nts. But, it 

does not fo l lm'I' that moral \Jtterances. bein9 pr-at..tical, are no~ 

s ate11tents e i her~ 

O.uintori the.n dra,..1s our a · tenfion to A class of 'unque_st .i.o:nab1y 

des.crlptlv~ moral statements,' which he calls 'appetitive 

ut_ter;:inces.' Thes.e 11 tndicate th~ objects or states of affairs thi!t_ 

the person .addr·e_ssed wi ll most enjct or will ge·t most- satisfac.tio.n 

frof'l'I.~ 'You will most like or e·njoy the P.ed Li.on' is as goo·d,-

sufFic ient and dlrec · an answer to the question 1whjth hotel shall 

I stay at~? as •~tay at the Red llont or 'the Red lion Is th~ best 

hoteJ.i It is li ke them ar1d different frotn 1 t ·h~ Re~ L·ion is le 

s arte~t or largest or qur ~test hoteP in that no cor1tingent 

presumptio~ need~ to be ~ade about t he special ta te~ o~ r~Q~irements 

<:1f the questioher tn· order t pre.diet the action that wi11 ,allow on 

h,s sl"r1cere <JCcep ance of the advice or, c11t any r t:e, t.o b-e assured 

of its r levar:ice_ to hi:s inquiry.n th re can be n.o s rious ftue.stion 

t"hat "ppet 1 ti •e utterances ,He both -practc i c:a 1, i"n the way th t 

Judgements of vala:e .ind lmperati"ves are, and factual, capable of 

1i3· 
being estab1 ished .as. true or folse. 11 

Q.uinto·n-1 pafo · here is that from soch prerniss·~s. vahfe Judgei_,ents 

• 



cati he uedur.: ed w i thou t .i ny I 09 le 1 ob J ec t ion to t hs p r-ocedu r~. 

·But~ Quin on t, s:er•,e'S tMt the st~tements of vo utlon are not 

pr ima fade, appetitive.. ''T descr ib some state of affairs o.r 

cours o .c-011duct;. as adapt'v or bi logically efflc'iertt, is not 

the sama· as (") say hat i ,..,; l 1 give enjoymeril: o.r at isfoctiorr o 

the perso!'l addressed .•i
1
"-
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QuJnton then refers to another c:la!js of practical concepts whfch 

he calls 'technical evalua.tion;; 1 among which. he- thin·s the relevant 

evo l lJ t ionary c.oocepl!-s can be found. Thi!se techn•ica 1 eva 1u·a t ions or 

prescriptions, he t_lls us , can be derived from most of the 

sd ent lf i c th~orf es wh i.c;h te 11 u·s 1,1!1,at to tlo H we want tc:1 ach i ev 

ce.r al n re~u 1 ts. for examp 1 e, from the theories of the medical 

sciences of An.atOOLy. P~rslo1ogy an.d Pathology, vze- czn deriv'= tw~ 

branches of m~dical tect:inology~ I.e., Therape1Jt1cs, cont:enied with 

the cure of disease, and Hygiene, concerned wfth its preventic,n. 

Accor<Jing to ,Quil"lton. the con.cepts of technical evalu.ation In ose 

here are the c.on.cepts of health and disease. "Jo characterize a 

c.ond T t Ion of the human orga·n Ism a-s di seas d t 11 he says, 11 is to make 

a practical statement. It 1~ to recommend hat the condition be 

r oved or avoJded. 
45 

Qu·lnton claims th~t the st~tements in which te·chnic.a·J values 

ar-e ascribed o obj-e~ts or po.I ic i es are, on the or,~ hari-d, 11unque.st ion~ 

ably practical, 1n that they are g od> suffici ent and d ir ct r-ec1sons­

for ae·t ion , ••• ; on the other hand, they a.re unauas ti on.ah I y 

statements of fact, c.apable of being empirr_ca1 ly estab l fs'hed as true 

or fal~e and furthermore 1 in the most f,3voured way. na mely by means 

,,.. ~ if " I l . ,/i!, o, c1ent ◄ C nvest 9a t1on. 



ln 1t:rirk5 f volutlonary biology, Oll1nton. tells us, terms like 

'adaptive.• 1progress've> ·• 1 geneticc1lly or bio] ·oqi.c-ally efficient'' 
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and ' .an39ene k' appear to stand for technical v.alue·s O_u i l:'ltbn says 

t-hat he ls not sure ~1hether these re sy11onymou~ terms. Vet, h 

neverthel~ss, clafrns that these terms are logical I Interconnected 

· v~ri.ation Is adaptive• for ex<tmple, 11 rf it contributes to the b•io­

log'cal efficiency c:'Jf he organ or specie._s irwolved--and the same 

ultim te evidence is appealed to for th~ ascripLion of any of th 

O_uintori further cont:er1ds--and it is lmportant to note--11 specie;:;, 

organs and variations are not he only things that can be intelligibly 

eva lu~ted fo these terms. The ends \'lh i ch diey serve c-afl equ.a l h~ be 

served by mode.s of ~havlor, ppl icies and s-ot:1al institutions which 

are the subjec:t-matter~ in a broad s·e.nse, of ethks. \iladciin9ton 1s 

notion of 'biological wisdom' is sfmp.ly their appl icaticr1 j_r; this 

field as a criterion for- the dciequacy of received ethical Ideas ahd 

. ./,8 practices. 

It ~rould seem th~t th~ applica ion of the concepts of 1genetic and 

biological efficC.lel'cy' to evaluate social in .titutions and processes 

i s somat-,ha t qu·es t i'ona · l e Uulnto~ rnalntarn, that the modes of behavior, 

policies, end soci 1 institutions can be intelligent l y evaluated in he 

tec.hn l ca 1 tf'rms noted '='bGli'e--espec i_a l ly wt th respect to the. te·rm 

biolog'ical eff ic'iency--as speer es, organs an:d varia ions. Moreover, 

he refers ta ~1addington 1 s notio.o of 'biolog ical wr dorn,1 as c:in ex.ample 

of thjs sort of evaluation ln the ethicql field 

notion of 'biological wisdom' is ·restricted, only to be used 'in the 

context of human, evolution· and human evolution is considered to he 

on &y the so~lo-gen tlc transmission of information. He t !l s 



us that~ 

The pr-ob ems of the org::mrz tlor, of the hlclTn~rt specie 
re; su i gener·J s• very 1 It t I h lp c_onc rn, ng them 

can ~e fouhd by l~o~i~9 7ither a! 7vo vfng aormal~
9 spe ,es or developlng antr.lal ind1v1duals. 

'bi o io ical -f, te.ncy' seems ne~ehe-r to b. 

102 

Furthe more the te 

synonymous with, nor it loglC<:11 Jy 1nterconnec -eel \<JI th el ther the 

term 'progressive•· or 1 ana9-enetic. 1 Quinton hims·elf seems to 

recognize the problem, f 1The point is, 11 he says, ''that it is 

.<;-ort~E::ivable that the most blofo lcaHy efffcfent condition of the 

huma11 specie~ at a certain· stage of its developm nt: m ght be <1n entire• 

1)1 non-priogressivci one. 050 

Q_u i nton thei1 maR.es two gen.era.1 remarks cot,cern Ing the who1e 

class oft: chnk.al v.a l ues .. First of all, they are plural in the 

sense that: they Gan c0!1'le in competftior, wit'li one-another For 

in'S.ta-ncei the most efficient way of doihg something rnay not always 

be the roost etanam.ical. S.iMJlarly, 11econ0fl'ly and he 1th may all c.om-e 

rnto conflict with mo-ral'i y/' Therfore, Quint-on maint<1lns that whe" 

these values come into conflict the require us to adjudicate between 

them b. rsfen··i"_r,g to soor overtidtng principle of v-a)ue· 

Second. the.e techl'!'cal vcluas hay.e some limpHc:it:' ;:ippetitive 

elE'$11ent. hThey ar'e a5cr·ibed to thl'n.gs in virtue of the contribut _ion 

of those things tq some ehd, and tho ends wT11 be the ones that are 

genera ly desired by m-er, and are generally ·sat i sfy rig. 1151 

O_u 1 nton ma i nta t ns ~ that ' 1i"n the evolutionary ca Se:, the rel evi:int • 

generally desired, end is the effecti·ve survival of the human peci s , 

its continuation de>-P i e the dangers of the phys ica I emd _r-onment, the 

hostllfty of ot~er srecJes and the incr~aslnglv perflous chara~ter 
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of its inter~al dis.sens,ons, 1152 

It r:,a be remarked here that. the '"ur"Yival .of th h ·1m,ai:, sried s 1s 

not ager, r•;illy desired end In .h evo uti nary case,.. It rn<ly be 

desired in the case f human evolution l_;, particular, but not. in . he 

case of h1ologlt v lut iori in gen ra1. lnde~d ._ t ·h<? s.u-v:Jval of other· 

specTes may come Into cllrei;t conf1ict with the survival ot th" human 

species~ 0.uinton previously clal.1J1~d that the technic-al ern,s 

'adap ivaw' 'progres ive 1 8nd 'hiological ly efflcien~ 1 apply to 

gerteral evo lut.ion, that s.pecies, organs and variation C<in be evalwned 

irt these ter-ms. Now he is claiming th~t the overrlding end. of these 

tertns is the survival of the human spec.ie·s. 

Quinton then exam In s some of the· theories of evtll utionary .e .hi cs 

in J igl'lt o.f nis two remarks on technic~l vel uati.ons. lie. ir:ttend.s to 

in'lutr-e ,.,,!,ether o.r· not the case for th_e pd ey .of bio1oo ical 

effldency• wftb respec_t t-o t-he set of tP.chnic:al values, <;8l'\ be mc1de. 

Qul nton then evaluace·s Jul Jan Huxley's theory of evolutionary 

e·thf'cs as .another teleological s. steM.. Huxley defines his criterion 

.of desirable direct.ion of e,volutl n~ referring t .o a 'higher value•,..-

c'I w.holly extra-b iologlc.sl ktrid 

11 tbat requlr.es this sort of relnfon:ement however P'IUCh m<1tedal it 

makes use of • is not rea 11 y an evolutionary eth tc.s at a J l ~• 153 

Since \Ale ti.ave discusfied. l-lt1>e l ey 1 s theory in SOl'TI_ detail---an 

Quint.on has noth r og new to cont r I bute o·n this subj ect--we shed I ,:,ow 

turn to an exarninatfori of Quinton s prnsentati.on Gf 'Jaddi gton 1 s work. 

11Wadt:I rigton," au:.0r'dlng to Quinton, 'puts fon,~ard ·as th~ fundamental 

criterion of value wha evolut lonary bldlogy sho-,s to be mo-st effi(:ient. 'Sli. 

I 



How ver 1 ri'11'5 crlterio. 0_ulnton tells us, is ·purely blol<)g ical 

Hon~o r. Qui tcin po.inh out thc1t his er terion Inv lves c 

d tf f ku lty wh i.d1 "re5u l ts f rem \ilad·d l n9 ~on I s ident if I cat ion of 

b1ol09fcal effide r;y w1 th wh~t Is fa!foured by the discoverable 

gen ral trend o the evqlutlonary proce s. 

Bot Q_u1nton ~uggests th~t th~ results of biological erficlency 

may not ct>r,for-m t-o the gerierai trend of evo·tutforf; for the former 

Is <1 1-0c.al or relative not ion, whereasf the latter is not. 

The general trend of evb·lution, ·Quinton t .el ls us, occurs 

.ag·arnst the ba. kground of many more variables than a paYtk.ul,:fr 

case of b io 109 ka l ef f re 1 en~y. So a change t-hat i ncreases 

adapta Ion, In a certain I imited context, may be in fact• a 

reduction in efficiency when viewed in relat 'ion to changes in 

the overall environme~t. 

ft is c 1 ear that the· pr fmacy pf b ialog l ca 1 eff id ency cc1T'lnot 

be estclbllshed, 9lve11 the set of s-o .. called technteal values. 

Quinton is also cor·rect in clalmir,g thilt the co.ncept of 

bioloaical efficiency is ambiguous. Or_,e reaSOfl for its ambrgvity 

is that ft ls no used, here., in the 0dr·11i.nian sense. For Darwin, 

biological efflci·ency ma inly means the reproduc ive capabi1fty 

of a given individual. Clearly. \.J.addingto:n is not using this 

concept in this s~nse; and, i"f he i s using it ih some· other sense, 

its meaning is no a~ a l l clear. 

A. Ci. ,1. Flew 

Of all the contemporary pf-tilos phers Flewis reatrnel'lt of 



evolutfon~r ethics is th~ most ~enetratlng, He cone n~rat~s 

on t·to ir.1port nt tssues-~f.e • tha Mtura.llstk fallacy <1nd t~e 

conceµ o~ pr ress 

involves both the natural lstlc ~llacy aod the c~nc~pt of 

progress~ N~verthele.s:s, he strongly Sugg sts tliat the present 

moral quest Ions 'can and should be seen in an :evolu ionary 

p.erspect ive~ 1 

We s.ha11 ffrst. con icler the co cep't of rro re~1 . Fle.\~ 

shows that Darwin 1 s natural setection theory of evolution does 

not imply a law of progress. He point$ out that th~ mtstaken 

bel lef that it does, I ies In ,·,the fact that the core of 

Darwl:n's th ory Is a comput ·sive deductive a-rg.uman·t. which makes 

it pos-si 1e to misplace the Idea of nec_es.sit-y, and then 

perhaps to mistake its character. \.there a con luslon follows 

necess rJly, ft .can be al J too easy to assume that, that 

conclusion JTJUSt itself be logically or ev n morally nec-essary. 1155 

Flew points ~ut a~other source of thrs misinterpret~tion 

of Dar--win 1s theory. This source lies in the mist1se ofi• 'clarwinis 

k y terms, such as ·•natural s l_ectior, 1 and 'the survival of 

the· f I ttest .. ' 

We ·have al read-y exam r ne<J the m an i ~gs, not to ment'ion the 

mfsappl ica tlons suffered by, the5e p ra es, 1-lor'eover,, \'le 

hc::1ve cl J so df scussed the concept of prO'gress. i n ·the Darwinian 

co.ntext. Since rlew 1 s conclu5lon does not dfffe( from the 

one ve r~ached e<1rl ler, \<te wn t not evi"ew the argument used 

to reach It at ~his point. 

1 05 



\r/e rrtLISt; hro'l'elffl.r; m·e.fltion one of flew•s tell 1ng c.ornma ts 

on the conce? of a 1.:'tw of p,.ogress ,M' ft ethical apl;)l icat1on. 

the poke man for absolute laws of t,15.to:r:fcal tfevclopmen-r rnus 

t.,ave di ff lc.u)ty in al owing rocm for eff:ec·tlve hWl'llan action; 

for. r" so far as anything is ~b5ol~tely fhevitab)e It woold 

seem that attempts to prevent it mus~ be futile and efforts 

b .f • 56 to b Ing It a out redundant; and th(3 conseque,:ic:e is atql 1sm. 11 

Flew m· intains that, ahl ough Parwin 1 s theory does not 

Imply a law of progres5·• it do~s make It easy to pick out a 
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trend ''whi.ch ,re can scarcely regard as anything but progressive. 1157 

Flew of feFS three reasons for this c 1 aim: (a) .l.n ev ry e1pQc.h 

of the ,ossJl re~ord fresh ssibllities af life ha e been 

reali~ed; {b) the most complex of these in each ~~och have 

been more 'e l.aborat_e than the most sophist icated ach i-evemen :. 

of the previous period; ;rnct; (c) we ourselves. are among the 

la.test prodL1cts of development. 

Bu.ta tf'en:d. acto_rdi119 to Flew, 1s different from a la~ 

of tend ency; and a 1 aw of t~nd ency is fL1 rt her d Hf e rent from 

an abso ute law of deve lopment. 1 'There is a trend,''- he says, 

11 if there has been a direction fn th~ development so fa·r, 

whether o·r not there is any reason to th fol< tt,at things wl 11 

continue along .. his line. But to assert a law of tendency ls 

to say ttiat somet·hlng, ah,ays has occ.ured tjnd alway_s wi 11 

occur. except insofar ~s this tendency was or will he 

f nh i b 1 ted by som~ ov~r riding force. Furtherm◊re, ~ 1 aw of tendency 



i~ a -very difhrei;it thing from an absofote law nf deyelopment~ 

The fnrme. may obtain even though the t endency l:n question 

f.s never in f ct re;:11 r:zad: the First Law of .Hot Ion and 

.Malth1Js's Prjr,~iple of Popul~tion are not disproved by the 

obe ·ervat-ior:is t'1at,. {n fact, ther-e lways are ·~impress.ed 

fo rc:es 1 .and coun te n,-d i 11 ng I c bed~s . 1 But a.n a ~<;o I ute I aw 

of developm nt would state that some partkular 1 lne of 

evclut, ~ is absolu ely inevitable, th~t it neither will nor 

58 
cou 1 d be prevented by any couijteract I h t:au.ses ." 

1n the light of these dlstTnctfons, F)e~ examln~s Juli.an 

Huxley•s posHitm on the toncept of progr-e&s. Flew m<3intairis 

that Huxley usually claim$ :to sh vi 'an actual trend'; but if 

pre~sed Hux.ley wo.utd never cla,m to show more tha a Law 

tenden.cy flew does not e~plain wha thi law of tend~ncy 

or trend a~toally rnvolve . (Jt may be .mentioned here that 

we nave discussed I i f!l de a i1, Hux 1 ey' s concept or the g~nera t 

direction cf evolution In chapter II) 

Apparently Flew ts deal trig \iii h Huxley's later views o.n 

evolutTonary ethics and humanism. One distinc.tlon betwe.en 

his form.er and his later viaws is that, 1n the later ones, 

he does. not .attemp ta deduce ethics from th~ evolutiori<tr 

theory, but, rather, he emphasizes that phencme·na h_ould b 

seen in an e~oluti0nary perspective. 

Noneth2 l ess, ~u.>< l e-y st I ll seer.ts to be p 1 a ued by his 

former preoccupatio : For example he: se€ks in t--he direction 

of evolution, ome sort of 1 tn ellectual prop ihich can support 
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th -r i.sturbi g < nd qu.,.st.ioning m\ru:t-•somethfng not oun, 1Ve5 

th.=ft mat,es f f" dghteousne-ss .. ••59 

But, i3S new po nts our. a dlffi.c.ul y i-s 1nvo1ved in Huxley's 

trend. as we ~aw in fl i 4 s abo~s mentioned distinction, 

ca)'"rie~ no guarantee for its future continuat,on .. Thus. an 

intellectual prop, based on a ttre 0 1 wou1d stand 011 v~ry 

shaky ground. Sec~i,d.ly, the process of ev.olution, 'from \-ihlcli 

.Huxley derives the tri<!nd which serves as his. int ellectua l 

prop, lt~~lf depends on man. Hu~l y himself, asser s this 

de:pendancy: 1 '1n the 1 ight of eYolut1on (y biology man can 

now :;ee himself a~ the sole agent o-f furt·h.er evolution"'ry 

achJ'r;l_nce on this planet. ::ind 011.e of he few pos-slbl instrument 

of progress in th<! universe at lar_ge. 116° Cl~ar-lyl if the 

evolutionary pr-ocess itseH depends. ~pon !]Jan., ~uxley'S 

search for an outside intellectoal prop, becomes questionabl e~ 

Flew makes this point in the· following: 

the kind of reinfor1;:erient or guaran ee sough 
by th author of Essays of a 8i logtst conl 
.be found only, either outside the universe fn 
an old fashioned Divine Provld-ent;e or 11 inside11 

the universe, in absol u te law.s of historical 
developrner,t. If 't-he former could somehm•1 be 
disc;overed then It. \lzould. presur.iably fol low 
th t the c:ou.rse of blologital evolutlon up to·.., 
an·d includ in9 the emerg nc~ of man: must have 
be-en like .everything ~lse in the universe--ct 
manlfestatl n of that Divi.ne P:rovidsnce; and 
t~at. presumablyr must im~fy that a ll manner 
of things. are and ~•,ere and \-Ii 11 be wel 1 _ 
A9i:1fn, if thi::re were absohfte l a\•1:; .of his-
tor i c.i 1 development, and if the deve 1opmet.1t 
i,,1hich they deterrnin"<l c.ould be rat:ed .as 
progressive then Huxley tnight have found in 
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these -il ,s that outs; id.e swpport which he craved .• , 
Rut elth 0 r recourse oug~~ to be suspect 

In su~pos- ly secular context~ rhere is, surely 
some th In~ v ry d ·, i dead p~thet i c, fn 
H :ic.Y-e . 's attempt to find lri evolutionary biology 
11s m"-th Ing, not ours lves ,1h i<;h makes for 

i!Jhteousness II for this que~t is. for })rm, 
J:I se r-t:h for some.ttih,g nc, God• 1 •. ,h i r:'.h does 
duLy for Divine Pro fdence. Vet_ if here 
r~ally is 110 o·iv,ne Providence operatiri in the 
universe, then ind d 1 there Is none; ~no we 
canno reasonably expect to find fn the 
Godless workings of impersonal th'ings th.ose 
·comfortable suppcrts. which•-however mis akenl 
--believer-s usually think t .hemselves. 
entitled to derive from their theistic beliefs~ 
~for ., insofar as :w i r,s i-st---as i rideed we must-
that men make history, can any l aws of 
endt::nc-y ♦ which we may be able to dfscover in 

history, f'll Hwdey's bill. F':or i nsofar as 
such law~ e ither epitomise or presuppose our 
human tendencles, they vety obvl~usly cannot. 
whe.ther or not t.hey mi'.l.ke for r (ghteousness, 
canst l tute a "some th i hg not .curse lves. 61 

~le shall now briefly discu~s F'lek1 1 s .cfalm that ei/olutlortary 

eth ics i nvol ve5 the n~tural lstic falla~y. He ma in tains th•t it 

is mainly due to the mfsunders :tandrng of both the deductive cote 

of Oarwtn 1 S argumen·t . and certr-1n key terms re l ated :to thts 

·argument that the fallacy, in th is context, 15 committed . "To 

say- \,1ith in: th t erms of Dan-,1 nf.ari theory thar 1 n nQtura 1 

s.election the f i ttest rnQst survive Is to utter only a tautology . 

But this can be mi stak~h to be an urgent practical rmperatlve 

c~tegori~ally demandin th~t we. mak every sacrific to en~ure 

that they in fact do. 1162 

Sot.ial Darwinism, as rneritionP.d in chapt r J., o ffars the 

best .exqm-ple o-f th 11J.l undersunding referred to ab.ove. Thus. 

F 1 eH qu t e-s Ado 1 f H i t l .r as sa , i ng 1 ' I f we d id rra t r-e s pee t the 

la of riature imposing our wl 11 be the right of the .stronger, a 
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day w u I d come wher, th 1,1,j l d ,an ir.1a l s would again devou r us .. 6"3 ..... 
S lmTlarly rt j • som~ttmes arg~ed that the Malthusian 

proposal of prudential restraints as 1t1e 11 as. the En9en le 

measures, are mistak n on the grou_n.ds t ·nat they v i o l,;1 te the· law 

of n .. ure Flew pants ut tna hi$ sort of reasoni.ng is based 

on the confusion b tween th t~o senses of the l~w--the 

descriptive· and the prescriptive A Jaw, iri the former sense 1 

"cannot have any genuine e>tceptions, since the ot:c:1,..1rran:ce of 

any event lncon ist nt with the truth ·of a proposed law 

64 
ccns.titute$ ~ s1.1:ff ic1er,t ·reaso.n fo.r fail Ing the candf<l.He~" 

'>'hile hls rs not the .case in thP. p.re.-sc:dpti~e s~ns~ of the 

term law. 

Laws· of nature, as Fle\-l maint.ains, are descript i ve Laws. 

Now, if natural selection e;{pre:55 !ii a law of nature, and tt 

is generally as-sumed th<a1t it does, then it Is absurd to O$e 

natura J sel ·ect ion bo·th as a law: of- niltur.e and a reason for 

.=r.cting tn one way rather than the nther. 

It may Q poi nted out. thilt in ~olutionary context~ this 

co·n fusion he t.,.,een the two sens!:: s or the term 1 aw Is ma Inly 

found irf soda! Darwinism. But, ocial Oan ... l n b;m, as mentioned 

in chaptzr J, Is n:ot n lmportar,t part of evo1ut i on·ary ethics. 

Thos evolutionary · Uiics.. c:1s a whole,. does not involve the 

n.a Ltra:listic fallacy in the crude fonn as evi enced by social 

Da~lin ism. 

Flew points. oot t'hat in mo<,,t of the theories of evolution.:"l.ry 

ethics, we fine an "Jndetermrnacy about pr c i sely what supposed 
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voluticnary facts are tn e connected wlth the desired ethic~l 

d
4 

• • •

65 Fl th . th th" · 1 th • f 11·ect,ves,.' e1,,,. ~n examines e e 1cn .~ries o 

Jut I ari Huxley, Herber Spencer ilfld C. ~. ',fadd lng,ton. .He 

questr ns. \11hether the eth ical prir,ciples. of Sp-a·ncer_ ~nd 

Jt.11 Ian Hu~ley, as well as the prernis.es from which they t1re 

derived. are in tnem·selves, evo1ution,{ry 

Hu.x1ey 1 s ,,hree main 'ethica l prtndpl~s whi.c.h have already 

been dlscuss~d on pp. 78-79 in thls thesfs Flew, however~ 

quotes Hu.idey a-s saylng. 11 He[th evolutionary mprillis~can 

t 11 us th t the. f.1cts of na t ure, as denonstrated in 

evolution, give ti.S the .assurance th,H Jr.rmwl edge, love, beauty 1 

s.elfless tnor-al i ty, and firm purpose are· e·tnically good.~ 1 

Flew comments nwel 1, no doubt he qin tell us< Bt1t that. 

in efault of any less elllptical exrositlon. is no 

suff lciec,rt· reason fo·r a_gl"eelng that what he tel ls us is 

66 
true. 11 

S hn I 1 ad y, Flew ·argues• hat Spencer's theory of et.h Tes 

suffers f_rOl'l'I the fndeterm i ncy abC'ut Wi'li!.t suprosed evohit i on~ry 

fa.;: t are to be connected wl th t.h:e desired eth i oa l di rectfves. 

We have already argued In chaptei l, and I l I that it is not 

clear whether Spencer i,s af'.i evolu ionlst oi:- a Hedonist. We 

also indicated that l t h ctuesti riable •th.ether his concept of 

'th breadth of lifo 1 1'~ a blo·logi.cc:il concept. r,J"rther, we 

have shi:l\~n. tbqt his :irgumen't for the rnevitab le h\'1 of progress 

Is ne lther va I id, no, fs 1t cons i st;-ent with Oarwin 1 s theory 

of volutlon. Sfnee Fl.ew's objecti ns against Spenter 1 s 
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ethics are not differe~t fro~ these, we rlo nor need to 

cJ iscuss them. 

Fl w tnen e amin.es C. H. \./addington's argument~ \,ladding cm, 

a mentioned "n chapter 11, chlms that his argu,er,t does not 

invo·lv the nat ured istic fallacy. This aqfum nt, in b.rief 

Ts: 1'1f , .,a lnvec:;ti<Jatie by narm l scientific methods the -vray 

ln which the existence of ethical beliefs is involved in the 

c~usal nexus of the world 1 s happenings). we shall tie forced to 

conclude that the. fonctlon of ethtcizing is to mediate the 

p:t'o!:Jtess of human evo.lutlon •• ~~,e shal I also find that this 

progress, i n the world a-s a whole, ex}Jrbit:; a direction ..... 

Putting these two points. tog~ther we can deffoe· a criterion 

whld1 does not depe·nd for Its validity on any pre-exi~ ing 

ethical bel ie.fs ... 11 And \-/ad.ding con, as Flew point outi ts 

mos 1.nsistent that what 1s d i stinctive about his. vi.ew is 

that thls criterion is 11a c-rH rion for ceciding b:etween 

alternative systems of b·elief. 1167 

Flew nolnts out that Wc1r1din9 ton think~ that. by proposing 

~n evolutlonary crlte~ion--not dire~tl a er teri n of what 

th right may be. but rather a criterion fer jud~dng wl-t ch 

Js the best among rival systems of belief abm.ft ha ls 

r-ight--he escapes the obj a tio conc-ern i ng the natura 1 i st i c 

fallacy . B~t this Is not the c~se. Flew argues! 

''f.or what j5• a cri terlon for deciding which is best 

.among rlval systems of bel i-ef hou \'Jhat is richt if it is no t 

a means of deciding whi ·ch set of be l ie.fs is, on balance, the 
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most correct. If In reply tt 1s suggested that Wadclingtcn 1 5 

crlterion ls Intended o ly as a criterion of the efficiency 

.of d 1 ff eren t sys tef!l'S of th fciz Ing [ s i ~ 1rt their- supposed 

biol01J ic.al functlQr,, 1 trnedJate th~ pr~_gres-s. -of hvrn.c1n evolution' 

then t. e furth~r ques,;:ion arises 1 whetber· th · Pl-trativ~ 

direction of human eV61u ion is being taken to be commel'ilifabls 

as- 5uch, or ooly i'nsofar as the actu~J dfrecUon satisfi'es 

sOFte other standard"S ~ lf' the forme_l", then--ln a c..atch-phrase 

of the old ·pre-te1e,dsion er,c1-•This Is where we came iri. If 

the Tatter, then, -as far as our present sort of e olut i1onary 

eth I cs ts -c;:onc~rned. that l ~ that. 1168 

Tbu s l=l ew conclude- t _ha t evo l u t iona r-y e th i c_s mu st 

J nvohte the naturalistic fallacy. 
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T e obvious conclusto,n of this invest igatio.n is that the 

tneode of evolutionary ethii:a.s·, discussed in this thesi·s. do 

n)t hold This conc:luskm, 1 b lieve ls sufficfent1y 

supp◊-rt;ed hy the reasons g lven 1 n chapters l 11 and. rv.. Some 

of the pro ounders of the th-eodes themselves have admitte 

that t ~rr argu ents for ~volu ro"ary ethic, are inadequate • 

.Herb rt Spencer Si3'ys 11The doctrine of evolution ha·s nO't 

fornfshed g1.ild.ance to the ~xtent I had hoped. Mo!it. of t .b 

cone slons. dri!\./n empirically. are, ... enlightened by 

c-u1ttvated il"ltelllger:ice ••• Beyond certain q~neral sanctions 

in<lr:rec·tJy referred ·t-o In ,,e'r'lficatlon, there ar.e on)y here 

and there ••• conclusfons evolutionary in or'igin. that re· 

add! ion~l to, or different from 

Similarly., Julia,:, Huxley admits: 

1 those which are ourrent.' 1 

)i In my R.orna nes t...et:. t1.1 r-e on 

Evolutionary Ethics, I made ari attempt (whld, I now see was 

Jnadequ :te, but at least was <1 step in the right direction) 

to relate the devel plTleni;, of rnQr'al codes and ·r l igions to 

tie general tr~nds ·of evolution ~ .,/l Fi nu) ly, ,. G.. Sfmpson 

_remarks: ''let u.s no be too di may~d If som.e a t:tempts. to 

set up n.aturalisti.c ethf .c:5 tu'r'n cot them;selves to be 

fall dous, or If "'e canno all agree as to either orJgin 

or:- criteria for' natural lstfc ethics. lt ivould be enough 

to go on "1ith if we could .co~lude that Mturaltstic et-hies 

are ~venrual ly possible. 113 



Rut is evolutiona,.y ethics reaJ1y possible'? \fe noted that 

such a possibl l i ty must face i'!t lecis.t two m i"n olff icult ies: 

fTrst, a~olutlonary ethics ~ee111s to involve the naturatisti~ 

fa1 lacy; and. ~e.(.ond 1 si 1ce the process of eve lotion is a 

~tre d ' not a 1 la - ~ It cannot provide what Julian HuX:ley calls 

a 11na tllri3 l found at if) on vihi ch 01..1 r h1.1man soperstructu.re of 

right and wrong may s·a:f e 1 y rest. 11 

In view of these and other d I ff i cu 1 ~, es con·s idered in 

this presentat .ion i t m,qy be c;onclu.ded that evolutionary ethfc;.,s 

1s not possible. Nevertheless. a~ A. G .. N. f'lew r.emarks , 

•~At tempts to bring ethics an-d po 11 t,i.cs into s·ome. sort of 

4 
r~lai:ion with he fact5 of evolutronary biolo9 are p"Breflnlal.' 1 

11 5 

But; If evolutionary ethics is not souncl; how are these 1perennr~t • 

attemp ~ to be el{p1-ained7 Steph n Towlrnin, as 1-A1e $i1wt thin s 

that they are fundamenta l ly ru1s.t:aken. HJs argument is tha.t no 

non-scienrific que~tion can b~ solved by a scientific theory 

wlthout creating a scientif ic myth. £volutlonary ethics~ 

according to Toulmin, Is neither a genuine theory of sclence• 

nor of ethic.s; rt· is a S(:Je'rltlfic rnyth---an evo l u ionary myth~ 

But why, then, is th Interest in c:onnecti .09 e hies '\A1.ith 

~voluti.on 1 p-erennial '7 Why hBs this idea h d a considerable 

hold among sen .ior bio ogist.s? This question s~eins worthy of 

ralsing. Again, according to Toulmfn the desire ~o cQnnect 

1::thic.s with evolution Is a remmant o f past hum<!n mot i ves for 

m.ytl:,-maldng-. It gives m n, a·.5 he suggests, a s·ense of secur i ty 

an·d comfrt t:0 s.ee t,a t 11mara I j ty Is snmetn i 119 hmg standing 1 



sam~thi ng with roots in h<> un I erse and no ere ht1nl.3n 

make'Shi°f .t
15 

This anS\<1er, however, Is some1hat overstated. Toulmin's 

\'1ho,le thesis of the scien Ifie. m h, as discussed in chap r JV, 

leaves a .strong. lmpre·s.sion that. he thinl<s th~t the propouriders 

of evolutionary ethic~, especially Jul ia l'l H1Jx l ey. are not 

genulr,~ly l'r1otiviated in their examination of ethica l que_st:,lons. 

Thfs seems questionable. 

A.G . N. flew, on th~ ocher h~nd, hel ieve~ that the desire 

to connect ethics with evolution . Is a part of the ganeral 

desire to 1.rco nect and t'o se~ microcosms in relation to th_ 

macrocosm._116 He believes that this desil"~ in itseJf Ts 'excellent• 

and ~utte c rtqin1y should be sh~re<l ~nd no des ised by 

anyo e ·Hfm aspires to the tit.le of 1philosopher.• 11 lt is. 

then~fore;'' Flew remark.s 1 "neither surprislr,g nor discredltahle 

that .-r, every- genere,t ion since Darwin som~ of the 1 ·1vel iest 

c1nd l east blin•kered stodents of 6iology---Darwfn hims.elf 

i ncluded---shou 1d have wanted to exp l o):'e th.e poss ibility of 

c:onnet:tions between evolution and ethics. 117 

t-ooethefes'S.,, F1 Jw Q serv.es that phi'l.osorhers. hcve clone 

11 far too 1 i ttle careful and ·s-ympathetic. in.vestigatfon" of such 

a possibility. Qne 'r"cason for this. Fle,,r marntains, is th.at 

they have "an obsessively narrow concep ton of phl losop-hv ." 

Flew does not sufficiently exp l ai n \.-Fhat' he prec:isely mea-ns 

by a "nc1rrow conception of phito·sophy ." He seem.5 , ho111ev.er, 

to be r eferring to th.e type of phi lose hlcal investlg,H ion 
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influen~ed y the Trac tatu5. This so r of philo5ophica1 

lnve.stiga iont he point s out, iti c:OrH: entra ted o r, 'av r y str·ict 

sense of imp) teat 1011. i ("A fe I pa agrap.hs. back we said• 11 Flew 

writes. "that on reas n ror denying that Oan in's theory h<'>d 

ar.,y ph i'losoph ca 1 imp I icatl.ons was a cori.c~trat Ion mi a very 

nan· ~•t sense of 'phllos.ophy. 1 We can no add ~nd a very 

strfc.t s-ense of • imp I icat {on. 111
)
8 

Con equently7 C. H. ~addJngton may not be entirely 

r.tistakel:'1 ~lhen he states: ;•Remark ly few profession-31 

philosophers of the present day so m~~h as mention the fatt 

that the human sensory <:)nd intellectual apparatus has been 

b..-ought into be·rng by an evolutio11a,-y process \lihos·e observed. 

effet~-s in al 1 other ·jnstanc. s -~re to p:r-ocuce operative 

sy-stems C0111fortable to the situations With which they will 

have t:o deal. Take two exa~ples, more or less at random: the 

word Je~,!olution does not occur" In the index. of either 

Gilbert P.yles 1 The Concept of Mirtd or A. J. Ayer's The Prohlem 

of l<now1.ed~e. To the biologists. I think it is bo1Jncl to 

remain alm'>st inconceivable that 011 ca.n talk much s.en-se 

about the re1~tion· betiiJe n man <Jnd. the external world i f 

en . leaves out of account the fac:: thflt ma11 has been brought 

·into beihg hy evolut Ion in rel at it>A to the extern;iJ world .• 119 

\~ddfngton may be correct fn ~aylng tha~ mos professional 

ph ilosopher-s have not acknowleclged the facts of evo I u c·ion v1hen 

deal rng with problems on the· relat:itm he t ween rnan· and the 

e.-'<-ternal world; bot, 'it does not fol low that they canriot 
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talk sens bl1 about the problems concer ned--for one ~an 

alk ~e11s 1bly even ,..-hen · 1'1e Is questioning the fac.ts and 

theories of evo\0ti~o. 

F'lew•s obJ c:t ion on the othJ h nd~ is rret th t 

ph losor,hers have not recognized th facts of evolu·ti i, , btJt 

that th.ey have n()t e~plol".ed the philosophical signiflcan·ce 

there f. 'He quotes tingenstein sayingr 'trhe Dan• inian 

ttieory h,- ~ no more to do ~,, 1th phi l o.Sophy than any other 

hypotl-iesJs of the natural scie.nce. 1110 ·10.,1 what sort of 

phll~sophical l~pl!catlons can a scientlfic t h cry like 

eyoltJtionary bio l ogy, have? O'bv iously , It cannot solve 

phi losophica·l problems as long as they are l nde.ed phi )osophical 

,:ind ·oat sc i ent If it.:~ Sdence car:mot answer non-sc ientrf i c 

questions. On·e ccmmon ans~1er to this quest .ion i's that 

scJen tfic theories provide scientific world vie\'IS or 

pe.rspectfves \-.!hic•h may help us to see thin.gs properly . 

Hence, Flew argues f or an evo]uti'anary ·pe rspect•ive "• •• ar,d 

t-h~t an human life--anci questions of publ k clnd private conduct 

rn particular--can be fruitfully seen iR ~n evo lutionary 

. . .., 1 
perspective~ 

One dlff icult)l' he,..e Is, that a few other scientific 

per-spect.ives ,3'te ofte~ claimed to be ifollowed fr()ff'I' sdentific 

theorie~. And some o f thern seemrngly. c0ntradlc·t eac:.h. ther. 

An optimistic perspective suppos. diy provided by evolutlona:ry 

th ory' may contradict the ~uppo~edly p~ssimistic perspectlve 

of entropy 
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Moreo.,~r, tt,e s~me heary may provlde c!ifferen't world •li~ws. 

For in tance-, the following pas5a e cor, t a.lns a different evo1utionary 

,., .. .. !'."ersp c v fr n the one argued for by Flew~ 

The ne w \•mrld order of socia l justi~e .. nd 
c.01nr d 'i Ip • the rc1 tTo a and c'las les· wor ld 
sta e, is no wild ld~alist[~ dre~m, but a 
loglcal extrapo1i3' ion. from. t -h whoie cc_urse of 
evolutlon, having oo less authority th.an that 
behlnd 1t, and therefore of all fdiths th 
most rational • .• ~v~n so gjg9ntic a se~back 

<=1s ~orld War- 11 e-ar,not shake a far th which 
is based on the consideration.; hic.h 
c.on-v i need Orumino d ·a_nd Sp~n~e , En9 els and 
Marx Tt,e w;,y may be tong and we may not live 
to see) but the t~iumph of the rational 
spiritual man 15 sur~.12 

A more e1~bcrrate tliscussiol'.1 of th.is ar-gument i-s beyond the 

scope of t his pl"'esentatlon, \.le shall now make a fe,-, remark about 

t _he moral irnportance of evolutionary theory. 

So far .as the ceotral problem of ethics is concerned, ~,e 

argued that the theory of evolution is of 1 ittle n.eJp. In 

other-words,. the theory does not logica lly imply ar ethf:c.al 

criterion; buti it does not fo llow that the theory cannot 

contribute to the solution- of so-ca1led practlcal moral problems. 

A ltnos · a 11 the. ph I losoph-er,s discussed in th Is thes i !i agree 

\·ltth biologist:s on th evolut .ionary or1gin and dev-elopment cf 

morality. Thus, if the lnv stigation of tlie ·origin a.n.d develo.pmen 

of mora l ideas con rlbutes at all t~ our un erstanding of the 

nature of morality. the heory of evblution can play a ;ignfficant 

raJe . 

Ontil now, mond p.hllo~ophy has concerned itself ~Ith 

qoes.t.ions ~bout tJt-e nature and criterion of moral values •. 

Questlons about the origin and development of moral valu~s ~fre 



c nsltler d to be outside the scope of mora'I phl losaphy. 

lt \•tou1d ppear that. a systen1 tic phf los ph.ic.at hwest•igat: ion 

of the evolu ion of mor l ideas may contribute to some~ tent to 

the sotu ion-s of th~ ina in hie l question 

Ttils s ggestior, vmuld -certalnly have r.cme· of tie or hodox 

obJ-ctlon~ raised ag.ainst l ~ But then 1 wh~t has ortt,dd.ox-y ln 

moral philosophy accomplish d? "There s-e s to have occ-urred 

an extraorcl i nary r,-arr.owf"ng I .n the f i a 1 d. Moral ph 11 osophy has 

be n made to loo, if not simple, bald and jejun~ und fn its 

frtdts, unrewarding.''T.3 

If moral phi lasophy in. En-gl ish tn t.he present century, 

has been; as G. 'Aar'nock points out, 1'remarka bly barren.'' then 

it is partly Justified to e.xplore som~ ther approaches--ever, 

Tf such approaches may not appea·r, at pr:es·ent• reward Ing 

Whether an appro·ach is actoally rewarding or not cannot really 

be known uttles it Is explored. 

The s1.19gestiOi1 that mora l philosophy sh-Oul-d include in 

rts i r:ive·stigat.fon the evolution of mo,a1 ideas, should no.t 

be c-onstrued as lmplying th<¼t the. e o ut ion or rlevelopment f 

morality is Itself its J:ust ificatio.n •. ~hat i's being sug9ested 

here is that it IOU ld be ref evant to \Jnoet"stand the .ethic.a l. 

problerns of our age. 

Our .age is a p riod 1n which we are experiencing a 

rapidly changing e,w i ron<nant. Popu la_ I on i j l'lC r-eas i n9 and 

t -Ch~ology Is thanglng at an ever fn~reasing rate . This leads 

one· to enquire what: sons f 1mpl lcat ions the inc.rei!Ses 1n 

soci~f and technologicaJ complexltles havf! on ma,i's practical 

1 20 



rri.or l pr i r,c 1 pl s--- i.f, Indeed, they have anv 

Mora I l ty .as convent ona 1 ly understood dea Is llfl. th th_ 

r;;,ither sbort-n.in eHect~ of i oividual action·s. 11.Mo t 

ethi.:~l philo.s-opher-s., 11 s.ays \-Ja:ddingtor,, "when ca11ed upon to 

give an .example of the type of problem with -which t.he1r tneory 

shoulc:l de.al tend to cTte some c1uestions whicl-t might ar ise ln 

conrie:e;tion with th ir own behavior- often, i('l eedt a .quest ion 

~·Jhlch could dr,ly b of rnµch concern to mtddle ela - s i n~iv1d.uals 

Hv l ng in a \.Jestern Europe.an .culture .• 111 lj 

Horal philosophy ls often crrttcl2~d for being t~iv1al. 

Thi~ crlcicls~ l~ ~ot ~ntlrely unjus ified. Waddington refers 

t-o C. 0. Broad ~-Jho cl ted I the dilemma of the ro.an "''ho h.ad t o 

choos·e bet::we n prov i ding an adequate educat o.n for t.,is daughter, 

or a ret1rement pension for an old family ret lr1er.' urhe 

problem rnlght .be a d i fficult Ol"le , 11 5.ays uadcllngtori, 11 b-ut , I 

f eel th<)t one might l eglt1mate1y doobt wh ther it is a rnatte r 

of suff I er en·t impor-tar,ce to s-erve a-s a t pica l eX:amp 1 e of tt\e 

questions with which ethic.al theory cs faced in the wor l d t ,oday. 

We .c.an eas i Jy s.ee around us too many examp l es o·f 1 ives being 

comp 1 etel y ru lned • o.r even terminated prematurely• to feel 
1 c 

ti-rat Broad I s prob t ern is other thau a r~ther· per iptiera 1 one. 11 
:, 

Waddington i$ no doub.t c.orrect . To he relevant to the 

modern human pr e.dfcament, moral ph i losophy mot enh1r$'.le i t .s 

perspecti e and cope with th-a moral con~erns posed by the 

proble.ms of poverty pol l utlon, populatior:, 9-rowth conservatdon 

of wildl i fe, apartheid, national I iberatJcn strwg9l .e!, ·• etc:., 

l 2l 



T~eT' _ is flO doubt that the kJ'lowledge of evolution can contribute 

si_gnlfic~nt.ly· to the so l utior1 oii such problem~. 
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