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. biolpgical evolution. The .systematic examination and expli-
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, & lconcrete; intelligible, and siqniﬁlcant relation hetween .

mojtal goo (('an‘d its sy,stematic,embodimént) and the facts of

cation of this reldation, i.e., inVestigating he"gronnds of
axiologieal Justlﬁcatwn and conmdermg the practical con-
sequences foHowmg\from such a perspective, const1‘tutes the
subject proper r;f an evolutionary approach

N The fundamental purpose of this

,'i.t;:., what i‘t ip, and to glarify: the main‘igsues 'and arguments
‘ involved in this per:spéct]ve. This will be approached mainly »
through a consideration of the 'ri-gin’and nature of mocra‘l
phenoniena in terms of evolutmnary dynapncs The second objec-
tive, wﬂ] be/t. consider the central prob]em of pvélu't1onarv
naturahsm, namely, in what way the e\.golutmnarv approach can
be said to proyide a foundatmn for va]ue judgments. Related’
to fh«is is the¢ problem @f how biological evolution,, i.e., me-
ch‘anisr'ns, dire.ction, etc., can 'help Eigter:mine what‘ cons'titu;es
moral. progréss. | .
he fermal organization m; this thesis con's‘fsts of

! ~

three gengral sections which are again subdivided into six

'

chapters The f1rst and second sectwns (chaoters one throuqh

e

five) “are efsentmﬂy exp051tory, and represent those views

s )
most 1rlaf1ugnt1a1 to the field of evolutmnary ethics from the .
late ninet’een'th,‘ ;chr,ot‘JQh the middle of the twentieth, centuries.

~The final section (c‘hapfe{ﬂ' six) &nsists in the discUmsion

" i

l :
‘of three/claims fundamental to the establishment of an evolutionary

a h :
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moral philosophy has prevailed which'encpuréqes new con-
sidergtions directed tpwardé a redefinition of the conEept of
morality, and of the priorities of ethical investigations.

Thus, it is a general objective of this research to reconsider

the possible irkerrelation of faqﬁ-aﬁd value through an

/
;examination of moral phenomena in ontological terms,.and to -
'

v

show that the fact-value Bifurcation is to an extent arbitrary"
and artificial.

. For the purpose of th1s thes1s, the 1og1ca1
u1st1nct1on between fact and value may be characterized in the
fo110w1ng manner. Statements of fact--as contrasted with

‘evaluative'--refer to thdse objects of experience which are

objectively and decidedly there, and not merely contributed

\
)

by human attitudes as evaluations may seem to be. A fact is ¢

a pe#ceptib]e, concrete, actuality (as opposed to what is merely

pos§1b1e), i.e., that'which is the case. The existence of a

fact is decidable directly through the observation of the

. ’ K
orcurrence of an event. -,

.On the other hand, evaluative statements can be ' N

-

generally qua]ifiéﬁ‘as those whgse main verb is an 'ought'

for an equiya]ent), though ought' 1s1not strﬂctly a va]ue term, *

Pt

In its widé%t sense,'"va]ue is the gener1c noun’ for all kinds

of cr1t1ca11pred1cates used to vefer to what is judged good 0(\/

- bad, desirable or undes1rab1e -as regards certaxn obJects, ends,
act1ons; experiences, or state§ ofeaffa1rs. More particularly, .
moral values and valuations refer to those judgments’enjoining,.
recommending or®condemning certain 1ines of conduet which have

social ramifications. .o .

r

/ e % e v n A PRI R S ETR T (IR s sty popps TF Y

-

LA

s
i
¥
;‘:
H
i
f
i

E—@?Z":“- e









. Darwin noted, iE‘essentialJy one long argument, th£~eentra1

natural select1on Rad bpen the ch1ef agent of chanqe, though
1arge]y aided by the inherited effects of hab1t and s]1ght1y by
the d1rept action of the surroundipg cond1tions.f] It should be
noted that Darwin was not'thg first to challenge thé belief that
specigs were the'immutab]e product{ons’of Separate (specials
creation. As early as 1745, Mauperfuis (President o%f;he 8erlin
Aéademy of Sciengs) had prdposed an evolutionary fovm of explana- *
tion as a gereral hypothesis of species derivation; Diderot (prin-
ciple éditor of thé gggxglggggig suggested mucﬁ the 'same in

1749 an¢‘1754. Moreover, the ideas ‘of natural seléction and of

‘a struggle‘for existence were vaguely anticipated iq the first

century B.C. by Lucretius, albeit poetically. 2 These early
hypothese§;/EOWever, can be cgﬁsidered no more than uhQubstdhciated
specu]atiéns; their noteworthinéés-today derives from the fact
that they.imaginativgly anticipated the general idea of evolu-

tion, ﬁqtasfmuch as it was not uﬁtil the formulation. of the

X4
L

argument by Darwin that tﬁe status of the evolutionary ﬁerspective

assumed credibility.

Dan&in's chief contribution 1ies not in the novelty
i ) ‘ -
of the issues he wa$ advancing, but in Qhe means and methodoloqy

S

., he-used in propounding his case. The Origin of Species, as .

v

subject of which is contained in the third and fourth cﬁapters’

on the strugale for existénce and natural selection. The bal-
4

ance of the volume serves essent%a]ly to butress, directly and
indirectly,- the key conclusions of these tandem chapters with
a massive battery of evidence regardlnq such areas as laws of

variation, instinct deve]opment,@yeo]oq1ca] succession, .

o
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‘ the1r mot1ves—-of approv1ng of some and d1sapprov1nq of others,

,the.]ower~animal§.“7 Darwin's evolutionary schema on the
.

‘4-

LR -t
s the greatest of all -distinctions between 7?" and

and the fact %hat man is the one being who certf1n1y deserves thlS

de51gnat1on,
. -
origin

offconscience"fol1ows from three observations: (a) the,presence
of soc1a1 instincts; (b) the reqard man has for’ the approbatlon

and dlsapprobat1on of his fellow-men (based on the emotion of

: sympathy), and, (c)/the high activity of h1s 1nte11ectua1 facul-

“mutually defend and aid one another; to warn each other of common .-

¥
t1es. Regard1ng ‘the first of these, the origin of consc1ence

is said to derive abqr(ffna]]y from the soc1a1 instincts,

‘
"

. o
which in turn are an extension and deve]opment oflfam11}a1 ties

a

(parental and filial affections), which are due to the length

) - ‘4 . 03 . - -
of time the young remain w1th their parents. Darwin remarks

that the development of a moral consc10usness is 1nev1tab1e in-

any an1ma1 whatever which exh1b1ts well-marked social 1nst1ncts,

as, soon-as its intellectual abi]itips»had become as developed, or

- . PR
o Y

nearly so, as in man. These primal instincts prompt animals to

take pleasure in communal congregation and interaction; to

-

dangers; and, in many cases, to sympathize with oqg\gnotheﬁ in

dangerous and distreésfu] situations. The application ofythese

instincts, D@fﬁin continues, extend only to the members of the

a

*same immediate association or community--not to all the individuals
of the same species. Furthermore, as the development of such:

instincts (particularly that of sympathy) aré. eminently bene-

- ficial to the survival of the species, they have\ﬁfbbably beeﬁ

5 .
acquired, improved and strengthened through natural selection.

A key element in the development of conscience--and

)
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i : © %" are furthered by, cd- operatwn and mutual
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Chapter three of the Data orovides perhaps the most
lucn'd‘ exposition of Spencer's treatment of moral phénomena as
v

-following from, and forrmnq a part of the aggregate phenomena

xRy
of b1olog1ca1 evolution; l1t alspo sugqests a standard by which

to est1mate and evaluatg the notlon of good, figured in an

o : 'efoﬁtionary context. Developing the conception of evo]sjing

B

. = conduct, he asserts the moral quahtv of status if an actlon, -

N . ' \1. i.e., as bemo either good or bad, to"be detenmned in accor-

’ ' N ot danCe as it is 'well or 111 adjusted to ends', ~and'—proceeds
! Lo . " = \ ’ ' ”

!

t

. : ' . o - . the conduct to wh1ch we apply the name

o : . gogad, is the relatwew more evolved conduct
. and that bad is the name we apply to conduct
v -which is relatively less evolved....evolu-
. tion, tending ever towards se1f—preservat1‘on, o
. ' reaches its 1imit 'when indiyidual 1ife isJ the

; ~ %? . greatest, both in length._and breadth;... .

i . . b Teaving other ends aside, we regard as good the
SR o, W2 ¢onduct furthering self-preservation, and as, o

: Y. . bad the conduct t.end1ng to self-destruction,

HER [ : . ’ ~ .
f ' The conclusion here, would seem to be that by simply considering
{ Lo/

X b the evo]utﬂJn of conduct Spencer beheves he has proved certam

- ) character1st1cs af conduct, namely, that the level of efficient

A

f - !(J\ adJustment of acts to ends, to be a gauge o:/fts ethical .-

" tan,” R value,tthat more evo1ved' conduct is bett
,as G. E."Mogre pointed out, this is not entirely the case:.

It 18 plain, then, that Mr. Spencer identifies
. A C . the gaining of ethical sanction with being mor
‘ . .4, ‘evolved: this follows strictly from his words.
' L : . - ButtMr. Spencer's Tanguade is extremely lobsep
) A ' N and we shall presently see that ht seems to
o ) . regard the view it here implies as -false. We
F . - cannot, therefore, take it as Mr. Spencér's .
e . definité view that ‘better' means nothing but
‘ e 'more ~evolved';-of even that wh?t:is ' more
A Lo ~ %evolved' is therefore 'better'.

(AN

conduct. However y
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quality of p]easuﬁe the more efficient adjustment of Jacts to
ends tends to produce. Pleasure, then, would seem fo be the
fundamental criterion of evaluating--of choosing ong way of

acting'dver another--a’kind of conduct; that it is the only

intrinsiegJAy valuable thing--other things being good 1nsoFar

as a means of attaining it. o L - K ?g
It 1s a\safe‘assymation that ethics emergg ondy in

" a social contextew~Thus far, Sbence% has merely suggested an

action-guiding. and e§a1uating criterion, based’bn biological e

evolution, and directed towards the right requlation of pri- - ;‘- : }

vate ;onduct;‘its integration in a q st truly ethical, ) .

i.e., social, is-sti1l undetermined. last chapter of the

\Qggg brovides, albeit cursorily, this—&xtension intd\the nublic

-

domain: "Beyond the conduct commonly approved or reprobated
@ ) L]
as right or wrong, it (Ethics) includes all conduct which fur-

thers or hinders, in either direct or indirect ways, the wel-

20

fare of self or others." Spencer's contention takes the form

Rt A g ol et s 7

of an analogy. He suggests that, in the same wap that the

»
individual parts of an organism are maintained through a mutual

dependencg and parity of energy expendfture and nurishment, so

in the social organism the same natural relation holds in the
equagdbrium between returns and 1abor,.work-and welfare. Spencer
'note that tﬁe division of ethics--'at once the most important'-- ‘
,thch reats of that range of conduct concerned with the equity - -
re]atidns in societjes, is Justice. Moreower, his strict

N

exist on]y'for the benefit of their particular membens. As N
: \

utilitarianism in ethics was developed¥on the view that societies "___,29

Spencer notes, "The whole conception of moral consciousnéss
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a work of art. Moreover, it epitomizes an environment wherein
the struggle for existence hds been suspended through the controlled

—

elimination of those external conditions which give rise to such
- /_’/"' N ’ ,
a struggle-in the state of nature, e.g.,~yestricted multiplication,:

ample space and nourishment], climate control, prdtection from

animals and insects, etc. Also, within such an artificial ambi-
. ,

ence, productions arise which could not otherwise be realized

in the state of nature; while sefection_by means of the struggle

for existence has been effectively counteracted, progress is

T still possible by means of ‘the direct selection of the ga;dener

in terms of some ideal of beauty or utility. Thus,_the'horti—. ' - oo

~ cultural process is a state of art, and, as any Other product of

man's art, stands in opposition to the cosmic process in prin-

predominant in the state of nature through the creation'?;h arti-
ficial conditions of life.

A certain paradox may appear evident in view of the “

/ .

fact that the state of art is as much a product of the cosmic,
process as is anytﬁing else in nature, and the idea that the , o
cosmic process is in confligi+with a part of itself would lseem ‘f‘

absurd. Huxley patently dismiSses any such suggestion as re-

dounding to the detriment of logic', since the fact of the matter '

g . . . i
is evident: . - T

Thus, it is not only true that the cosmic !
energy, working through man upon a portion :
of the plant world, opposes the same energy ' ' -7
as it works through the state of nature, '
but a similiar amagonism is everywhere mani-
fest between the artificial and the natural. N o R
Even in the state of nature itself, what is
the struggle for existence but the antagonism
of the results of the coswmic process #n the * ) “
~region of life, one to another.2/
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conditions whiéh obtain, but of those who are'ethipa11y the |

bes}.”33

)

individuals who demonstrate that kind of conduct conducive

By ethically best, Huxley is referring to those

to strengthening the bonds of the polity, e.g., self-restraint,
mutual Eid and respect; duty to the cummunity spacé, etc., which

represents a clear repudiation of the 'gladiatorial theory of

existence' of the state of nature. The ethical process, he

adds, is,"...directed, not so much to the survival of the fit-
test, as the fitting'of as many as possible to survive.">* In

an -important summary, Huxley cMaracterizes the ethical process
as follows:

[ have termed this evolution of the feelings
out of which the primitive bonds of human
society are so largely forged, into the or-
ganized and personified sympathy we call con-
science, the ethical process. So far as it
tends to make any human society more efficient
in the struggqle for existence with the state
of nature, or with other societies, it works
in harmonious contrast with the cosmic pro-
cess, But it is none the less true that,
since laws and morals are restraints upon

the struggle for existence between men in

L

;¥- saciety, the ethical process is.in opposition . rA

to the principle of the cosmic process, and
tends to the suppression of the qualities best
fitted for success in that struggle. It is-
further to be observed that, just as the
se]f-aﬁsertion, necessary to the maintenance

of society against the state of nature, will

destroy that society if it is allowed free

operation within; so the self-restraint, the

essence of the ethical process, which is no .
less an essential condition of the existence .

of every po1it§5 may, by excess, betome
§ ruinous to it.

L]

" What Huxley is referring to in fhe last sentence of this pés-

sage regards the incompatibility of the strict observance of
such ethical standards as the Golden Rule (which countenance

!

sympathy as an unconditional action-quiding prfncip]e), with

Tt S
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O »a natural phenpmernion of biological evolution, but the evolu-

1 N » N 2 ) o
4 . ( tionary manner of development ém an the social, i.e, ethical,

A ;" : - .being, 1s rqd1ca11y opposed to tha ich produced man the mere

[y ~

an1ma1 in the state of nature The eth1ca1 art is at ‘the same

N .+ _ -timeboth a natural, and an anti- natural phenomenon; natural

1 . ., < in origip, anti-natural (though still a’/grtfof’nature) in

s - : - o

oo = developtient. The cosmi process operatwnq/throﬂqh the strugg]e

. for ex%stehce and the survival of the fittest, is the ‘natura]‘,

. s . ’ e >
i.e.,'grganic, means of_e!o]ution; the ethical proce¥s, throuch

L . ,the.supreésion of that struggle, is that relatively tartificial’,

'
s

-

i.e., social, state which, though still a produc€ of the cosmic

e e ) AT
3

7\,_(Lf ﬁroces§,hprognesses in a'tounten?natura1 evolutionary manner.

, In conc]uding, gpx1ep seems to hppe little to say

4 < as négaros that findamental question of fhe relation between .
e ethics and evojotionf name]y, ofawhether there ig, or is not,

a sanction for monaljty in the facts of biological science:

2007 T S

%5 ...but as the immoral sentiments have no
R less been evolved, there is, so far, as
4 S much natural sanction for the one as the
- e ; «  other: The thief and the murderer follow
. nature just as much as the philanthropist.
$ - ) Cosmic evolution may teach us how the good
. ’ oo and the evil tendencies of man way have
‘ - , + come about; but, in itself, it is incom-
. © peteat to furnish -any better reason why
e what we_call gnod is preferab]e to. what we'
N . . call ev1] than we had before. '
@ o
Y o . '“ ’ What 1 f1nd Wrong in Thomas Huxley is that he d1d

v .+ " . not see the rise and deve]opment of moral phenomena in the

had

- e ’ evo]utionary framework, iLe. , as having an evo]utionary funct1on

.o .,/ However he seemed to have not1ced with 1n51qht that there is

no sense in an automatic transfer of mechan1sms present in the

.+ cosmic process to the specifically human context and stage of

evo]ut1on, 1 €., ‘the ‘ethical process. -
- .." s' . l’)
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In other words, "...substituting for 'good' some one property

. of a natural object or of a collection of natural objects;. and

in thus replacing Ethics by some one of the natural sciences."45

By 'naturalistic' Moore refers to those " ..ethical 'theories
which declare that no intrinsic value is to be found exceot in

the possession of some one natural property...and which declare .

this because it is supposeﬂ’that to be ‘qood' means to possess
the property in question.,”46 Thus, the basic tenet of any form
of naturalistic ethics is the assumption that there ig some one
kind of fact or propertity of natural entities which is said

. o constitute the sole Qood, énd Ey refekence\to‘which, 'gébd' »

étse]f can be defined. Moore does not dispute the fact that

good is a pr&perty of certain natural objects (natural objects - e
are said to consist in the subject-matter of the natural sciences 4
and of psychology), but only that in itself--as a simple (irredu- “ 1

, ' ' cible) quality--'good' is not -a-natural property. HNatural

properties, he suggests by way of a griterion, are for the most

part characterized by temporal existence. Says Moore: . .o

C e etn

Can we imagine 'aood' as existing by itself
in time, and not merely as a propeqty of some,
natural object? For myself, I candot so I

. imagine it, whereas with the greatef number

o of properties of properties of obje®&s
--those which I call the-natural progkrties--
their existence does seem to me to be inde-

- pendent of the existence of those objects.
They are, in fact, rather parts of which the
object is made up than mere predicates which

. attach to it. If they were all taken away,

‘ . " no object would be Teft, not even bare sub- '
}‘ﬂr : ' stance: for they are in themselves substan- T .
tial and give to the object all the substanci . T
that it has. But this is not so with goad. 7 "

Moore's case against ethical naturalism.beqins with . .

PRI
I S

. . refuting the supposition that there is any such thing as-g

.
. ' ’ * . r
» . ' rer
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45

inevitable. Moore's point is that Spencerlcontinua]]y assumes
evolution to be a given law of nature, and that this belief is

b
4, patently unwarranted; that "...circumstances will always be
favorable to further development, that Nature will always,wqu'
on the side of evolution, we have no reason whatever to beh’eve."55

Lastly, Moore concludes his delivery with a final reiteration of

.

the futility of such an approach: 5
Thus the idea that Evolution throws important
light on Ethics seems to be due to a double con-
fusion. Qur respect for the process is enlisted
by the representation of it as the Law of Nature.

. But, on the other hand, our respect for Laws of
Nature would be speedily diminished, did we not
imagine that this desirable process was not one
of them. To suppose that a Law of Nature is

. therefore respectable, is to commit’ the natural-
jistic fallacy; but no one, probably, would be
tempted to comit it, unless something which is
respectable, were represented. as a Law of Nature.
, If it were clearly recognized that there is no
‘ _ evidence for supposing Nature to be on the side of .
LS the Good, there would probably be less tendency
to hold the opinion, which on other grounds is
. demonstrably false, that no such evidence is ‘ '

\ ' required. And if both false opinions werdclear-
1y seen to be false, it would be plain that
Evolution has very little- indeed to say to Ethics.

In conc]Jding, let me note that Moore's criticism

of evo]utionéry naturalism is applicable only to its primitive

forms, such as the Spencerian identification of what is 'more
evolved' with '‘morally good'. His remarks are of little or
66 relevance to the subtler forms of evo]&fionary naturalism.
In spite of Moore, the claim that 'evo]utign'throws importantf
light on ethics' is not at all hope]esg.' On the contrary, i} ' //
it seems to the present writer that any attempt to understand

the nature and function of morality, és We11 as ;ny attempt

to construct a rational system of normative ethics, requires //

adequate éonsideration of the evo]utionary'viewpoint (this will

. . -
- .0
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- . «comprehends both an.internal and‘external dynamism, i.e.,of -

e numerous 'differeht kinds of individual and social adaptations'
;hose oniy common concern is with the nd&ioné of right and wrong.

: As\he ébserveS' | |

-

[th1ca is not an entity. It'is the name we
assqu to the results of the workings of a-
. part1cu1ar psychological mechanism, This® ]
o 2;‘\\,L} ‘7 .mechanism is an ‘agency for securing that cer- . .
) .7, tain of our actions and thoughts shall be con~ e
® - sciously‘felt and judged to have the qualities
of rightness and wrongness., It gives us what ]
is popularly called our moral sense.... On the -
- other hand, it provides no quarantee that the J,Ji
feelings it engenders.arg correct, or-its judg
ments objectively valid.
| N N )
For reasons of continuity, the mode ‘of-presentdtion in this

chapter will parallel the genera]lsequence of ideas as evinced

' - ' N .
in duliah Huxley's original lecture, namely, to'cquider first
'4 . .

the developmental dynam;7é of- individual ethics, then' the evolu-
]

tionary character of socdial ethics, and .lastly, the case for

estab11sh1ng evolutxonarv d1rect1on as a criterion for advancing

certa1n eth1ca] standards

> L

To beain the discussion, the 1nd1v1dua] eth1ca1

process is, in its incipient stages, developed by means of what o

Huxley. refers to as the ' pnpto-eth1ca1,mechan1sm. TW]S expres-

-

-

sion is a wore neutral rendering of the Freudian 'primitive .

super-ego', apd its function for Huxley is consonantly explicated

v

in terms of the framework of Freud1an osychoana1y51s One pre-

. Timinary ‘consequence of th1s psycholoq1oa1 approach is the cate- -

gorical rejection of all pgre]y intuitive ethital theories.

This follows, he contends, on grounds of recent evidence and,

"information proyided by.modern psychology regarding the embrybnid g C B "

mental structure “and" cpnEE??EHETVE‘E§~HEV€TBBEEHt and format1on ’ ' |










ascendance of man.

»

.it is only through socia
: the world-stuff can now realize radica
- new possibilities. Mechanical 1nteract10n
! . - ) ! _and natural selection still operate, but L
N © " "have becone of secondary importance. For
good or evil, the mechanism of evolution has
' in the main been trgasferred onto the social
g ‘ 4 ' or conscious Jevel.

¢ ) . " His manner of substanc1at1ng this thes1s consists in first con-

( X ‘

- sidering the cpncept fo ethical relat1v1ty in social ethics, i.e.,

T e

- of the 'adaption of particu]ar systems of ethics to particular

RIS
<

societies'. Huxley begins by advancing the proposifion that

S

\ "Individual ethics develop, social ethics evolve. And the evolu-

tion‘of ethical systems and standards shows a broad correlation

with thdt of the societies in which they f]oum’sh;“63 His point
here is to indicate that theke exists an ‘ethical relatedness’
among different societies On different levels of social (cultural)

evolution as regards a géﬁeral pattern of developmental stages

Eal s T YO

.~ in the social process. In other words, that "...though...there

is a bewildering relativity of social ethics among different
) ,’ - ‘

i groups and different cultures, yet during man's social evolution

.we find a definite trend in the form or stqucture of his moral
.64 “

codes. Huxley is shggesting here that th are ce%tain gen-

¥
'i
' i .
N eral stages in the evolution of ethical syftems and standards
¥
i
i

which can be distinguished and cqf_' ed vis-a-vis a societies_
respectives evolutionary level. "For example, that taboo pro-
f a1 - ! - f
N o hibitions cons;itute the primary ethical framework of all societies

J} ' ay a rudimentary level of social evolution.

1t s Huxley's position that all moral codes represent

-

the socialized expression of "... solving the basic moral éonf]ict

between love and hate, between the claims of self and the claims ’ -

. ’ n s ‘ .
L | T | - ‘.
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"~ ethical standards as suggested by a consideration of the human

' the

goal, the development of human potential and knowledge is clearly

1

individual over Fhe state, another evolutionary standérd'deriv;ng
from the nature of human socig%& consists in thé'princip]e'of
human unity,through universa]/co-operatioﬁ. Analogous to the
futility of intra-specific competition on the‘bio1ogicq1 level,
Huxley claims that evolutibnar& advance is promoted--not through (
cg]tural isolation or intra-social competition-~but through

the merging in 'a single univﬁrsal pool of experiencé and action' \\\\\\\\ ' !

the mu]tip]ic}ty of skills and traditions of different social

groups. The object here is not to establish regimented uni for-

mity, i.e., one common universal culture, but to achieve the .

\

greatest 'variety-in-unity’' in which humanity is united in a
mutually co-operative pooling of effort as an inteqrated whole S
for the common benefit. Hux]ey‘goes on to note the following:

But if unity as against multiplicity is of
advantage for evolutionary advance and is
‘therefore desirable in respect of groups, so
is equality of opportunity in respect of
individuals. The more individuals there
exist whose desirable.potentialities.are . :
fully developed, the more health, vigor, know- v o N
ledge, wisdom, happiness, beauty and the rest
can go into the common pool, and the better -
that common pool will work. That is oge of
the bases for universalism in ethics.’

Finally, Huxley focuses on the issue of independant

a

individual per se. ‘As the developed human individual repreéents_ ' )
Jgié‘bf progressive evolutionary direction, and as the

A
perpetuation of this direction has been cited as an ethical

paramount in further expanding the scope of ‘new possibilities
of desirable experience. Horeover, if the full development of
' <

the 1ndiyidda1's potential potential capabilities<{whether general or

special talents) is regarded as an evolutionary end in itself,

1 *,
§
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SECTION III. TOWARDS A MORAL AESTHETIC

Chapter VI.. The Case for Evolutionary Naturalism

The subject of the evo]ut1onary moralist at omce
consists 1n the reconc111at10n of an apparent paradox. The
character of this confusion comes into relief when the nature

of moral phenomena is perceived in terms of two distinct featﬁres.

On the other hand, mora11ty, by virtue of the evol%ﬂ1on of those t

part1cu1ar beings. whlch have engendered and practice it,.is

- ot

seen as the outcome of a long, graduated, and continuous process
of biogenesis,'i.e., as a natural feature of the phyletic eyo]dtton
gf'mankind. On, the‘other han : such phenomena are simultaneously
perceived as‘somethjng of a rjt?23$iy'dtfferent, and_profoundly
original, character, in as much as they represent the r?a1ization
of an essentially new, type of copscious activity; a new'order

of- phenomena. '

The evolutionary moralist is presseddwith the dif-
ficulty of reconsi}ing‘two seemingly discrete aspects of huﬁaﬁ
experience, viz., fact and va]ue in a- coherent manner; of f1nd1nq
a common ground whereupon a"union may be effected and in wh1ch
both will be taken into account in providing a unified, 1ntegrated,
and, systematic perspectiv% of the world. The evolutionary approach
to ethies is built on the premise that posttive knowledge of
thlngs is identified w1tﬂ'the study of the1r deve]opment and

that the nature of ethics cannot be fully understood unless

v
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of these claims is a discussion on what cofclusions can be drawn,

U T

- A IR e i Lt R PR

ki il

and in what way these conclusions may be app]ied'to determining

sthe way in which evolutionary criteria serve as a foundation of

« t
value judgments. 5 '

R He Ry i ot S

Whjle the majo%ity of arguments presented in this

model have been articu&iijg%%]sewhere by various authors, the model ‘

is essentially eclectic a ggqus their assembly and order of

,presentation. The choice of these three claims’ is based on

-

"their fundamental importance to the esgablishment of an evo]ui '
tionary ethic. They are represented as fundamental, in as much

as they Epiggpize\the mg;t basic and vital retations any form

of natuﬁa]isﬁ based on evolutionary criteria must account for.

In otlier words, they are the central claims which most particu]ar]?
define the‘evo1utionary approacﬁ to e;hics, pamely, that there’ ‘
is an intelligible relation between fact and valde, that such an L . 4
approach is practica]]x\and theoret{cally viable, anq that a s}s— . L

tem -of moral beliefs can-be founded (with conditional provisions)

on a knowledge of evolutionary change.

. In the order of their discussion, these propositions :

‘may be summarizéd as follows. The initial maintains that the

i
/

4

facts of human evoﬁution, namely, those which describe man's

’

progressive transcendence to successively more complex levels of

cognitive and social organization, provide sufficient grounds for

A B

rars
.

EN

-regarding moral phenomena as having a strictly natural  foundation.

The object of this assertion is twofold: first, as.a categorical

denial of any transcendental ‘origin' (or source of authority)

i e Gt

e

of moral value; and secondly, to state that all factors contri-

.

Buting to man's moral genesis can be accounted for in terms of .
9
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s current level of organization'through the evolution of more . o 5

hY

.. Secondly, that granted, the genealogical relatedness afd
constitutional (morphological) affinities between man and . !
.0ther such beinégj\the primitive faculties responsible for

such behavior are common to boph. JFinally, given the verity

C et i e

of evolution as- a mode of explaining specific change, that ° N

-

abi]ity and degree to which man .can consciously-co-ordinate ' )

~ his actiqns to social ‘and ethical norms, i.e., that critical
sense of moral priorities which characterize conscience, oyes

_its present state of development to a gonfinuum of grdduafed

W
=
.

ro, . N . i , « “
organized forms. .

progressive modification and refinement of less highly

The core of Darwin's work supports ﬁhe‘gﬁoposition ‘ )

~
e

\\hat human beings, in all their manifest characteristics, have .
slowly evolved and devel “from less highly organized forms

of Tife through a process of araduated adaptive modification, RN

As detailed in chapter one (pages f%Ve and six), DarQ3n was “ ‘ * !
emphatic in his belief that, although the men'ga1\f$cu1t1es of. | o )
man and the lower animals differed immensely fn;degree, they did o
not differ essentially in kiﬁd. H:’cautions aga{nst attrnibuting ' \

: . ~
-too great an imnortance to the extreme development of the human

brain in determining man's genealogical position; that for such
purposes of classification it was, in fact, comparatively
{nsigniﬁicant. In this regard, it would seem highly probable". .

that all physical, psycholoaical, emotional, sensible, anq

o instinctive attributes and capabilities--in short, everything

i 1 . . which defines the phenotype of man as such--have achieved their

primitive ferms, - . L4 |
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conscience has evolved, is that it has done so in the interests
of serving tpe survival of the spé;ies. Natural se]ectjon--aé
the organon of erlution—-neithér involves rational agents, nor
implies progre%sive development. However, the cri?@rion of
selection (pre§eFvatioﬁ of chance éeﬁétic variations) is neces-, -

sarily that the change in form contribute tb the improved inteara-

ra

tions of a being vis-a-vis jts organic .and inorganic conditions
of life. 1In o&her'words, althouqh variation (aeviation of struc-
ture or instincts) is random, breservation is not; the natural
selection of a variation s strictly functional,j.e., it sub-
serves a particular, bfﬁctical end which u1t%mate1y promotes

_ the survival of the Ppecies: " The imﬁortaﬁce of this point is not

to be underestimated. Charles Fay, in his "Ethical Naturalism

and Biocultural Evolution," also emphasizes this non-random

o i

.character of selection in accounting for the evolutionary develop-
ment of man's ethical nature. Says Fay: - .
- ‘
When culture begins to operate in hominid evolu-
tion, we have to do with a rudimentary form of
. the social nature which is also an ethical nature.
And the further development of this nature is not
wholly due to chance. According to Goudge, it is
precisely the point of the theory of evoiution -
that selection is an anti-chance. factor that tends
to produce svstematic and orderly change in-a
population. While the genetic factors operate }"
- “yﬂﬁﬁa random\manner,;ﬁhe selective factors do not.8

Utility (the se1ective'advantage conferred by a
particutar quiatiqn), then, has been the guiding principle in
all forms of creative eyo]ut}on‘ The natural selection and endur-
ance is baseq,on the survival value it has for a Darticu1ar life
form, which in turn is a measure of the trait' eval.utility.
~)Accordingly, the following generalization seems to a high degree

plsusible, namely, that every physiological feature, as well as .

°
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+s ’ and invariable %1ements of v!lue, and to show that although the

S

codtqnt of moral values is culturally constituted and variant,

i

there is a universal constant.in the form of value structures. i !

This point is'pertinent to my thesis_for two reasons: (1) it !

'i! g§tap1ishei that; in one important respect, ethics lare the pro-
L duct of Ehé particular psyého—bio]ogica] constitution of human
:‘pefngs; and (2)- it demonstrate§ the impossibility of attaining

either gomp]ete objectivity or complete subjectivity with regard

to moral standards. i

|
! 1 ’ To begin the discussion, a.preliminary distinction . ) %

"is in order. When,yiewed within the context of evolutionary /

\ ‘ - naturalism, normative evaluations are understood as the out- ) |

", ‘ -icome of both an environmental (external) and a biological (in- ' | J

ternal) set of factons. The external factor/concerns‘the content ;?ﬁ - ;

6f moral va]ges, ;.e.,fwhat is held intra-culturally as aood' |

or bad; the internalifactgr refers to the form, dr structure of 1

thought processes, of moral evaluations. The content of-moral

i e values consigts in those beliefs a particular society regards as

R -+ categorically good; it is the product of cu]tdfé] evolution, K
| and hence highly variable fiom cu]gyre to culture. In-other . . .

£ , words, content is contingent on the particular beliefs of the, | .

\ 3 . socio-cultural milieu of 1£s‘practicionérs, and not on genetjc

A :
. . L3
o Y \
‘

_determinants.” Dobzhansky puts this point well: "Meanings dﬁd_

MR SOy

. values are “cu]turai]y constituted”...there are no genes for

. ' ' meanings and values; yet 1t is the human genetic éndowment
I 9 ’ ' )

| " which makes their articulatjon and transmiséion passible. 83

-" '‘An example would pevrhaps- coptrvbute to further B

k . ; o clarifylng the meaning of VST'e content In those societies
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(pp. 71-76) has been introduced as a means of directing attention to

The notion‘of the formal character of VaLES structures

an elementary, though easily overlooked, aspect of moral reasoﬁinq, namely,
that the structural characteristics of cognition exhibited in our .
evaluative conceptualizations, are ultimately correspondent to conditions o}
hypan physiology. This is merely to say that what we think is

to a degree determined and conditioned by how we can think. I have’

i . ' '
further suggested that this condition of mind can be regarded as a
. ' \ . i

' genetic character of the species, and, that as such, constitltes ar

&

invariable element or condition in moral valuations. As I have later

" suggested that a radical change in man's cerebral constitution may

eventuate in radically different forms of eva%gption--that the formal
character of value structures may undergo change--a conceptual incon-

sistency may appear evident to the reader. f

Let me first note.&}by the formal character of vélue
étructures, it is not myointension/to introduce a fixed, static, or
absolute character of human nature; such would contraYene the fun-

damental orientation of an evolutionary perspective of a world-in-process

" of continual change. Rather;” the notion describes a constant condition

of correspondence between the relative level oﬁ%neuropsychica]

development (or intellectual capacity)'at a given ;tége of human .
evo]utiongr} developmenf, and the basic logical and psychological
cognitive structures wﬁich‘occuk at such an organizational level. This
formal character of value structures is not to be dnderstood as in—' o
variable in an abso]ﬁte or non-temporal sense, €.9., as a permanent

and gnchangiﬁg cognitive méchanigm; it too must bé viewed as within

the evolutionary process. While our forms of evaluation can change,

© i o o ke













. . ’ ’ 1 .
the ex1stence of a socxal order. Thus, man's sorvival as a'soc1a]

.

befng, has not “been, nor can “ever.be, compat1b]e w1th this un- Y

e

: y , .
limited form of moval relat1v1sm.\; ‘

;_

; . This does riot deny the obvious exiétence of contentious

- sbciéties and ethical systems; inter-cultural variation, however,

¢ ) " | is possib]e only because distinct societies have the inner cohes.ion

. S ,'necessary for self-definition. The essential point is “that an

evolétlonary approach to ethrcs is of necessity fundamentally

\

~

wm

moral relativism. As expressed by Julian Huxley:

: \ ; : 7..while to-the evolutionist ethics can no.. -
bt - Tonger be regarded as having apy absolute value,
‘ . L yet their relativity is neither chaotic nor s
B ‘ o B mean1ng]ess ethics are-relative to a progess
. . which is both meaningfyl and of fndefinitely
‘ Tong durat1on7-that of evolutionary progress.

> -

\ o - b

“IHIRD PRINCIPAL CLAIM -~ <+ . = i ‘ y

i . The third principal claim of this sectioh is the

~ .. proposition that the ‘facts of:bio]odica1 evolution, taken in

L

;conjunction with that direction of evolution which has ‘brought

¢ . \ - :
man to his current 1gye15.of nsychobiological and social organiza-

AN

tion, may serve as criteria, in formulating and evaluating

T trahg-cuftural standards of/ﬁbral value. A secondary issue

. . may be said to'consist‘fnjﬁgbwing why some norms following.

) .\\; " feom an evolutionary approach Fo ethics are preferable to'those
<" of the tradif%ona]'moraligy of‘Christian'ethics. ‘ |
: Theldistinttion’noted.between the facts of biology,
: e.g., the cerebral and neuro]ogisa{ cénstitution of human beings,,
- and ihe ﬂeneral tendencies of evolutionary géze]opmenk, i.e.,
x ' " ‘ « ‘ \
! -'\‘: c.

~

opposed to——1n theory and practlce—-the existence of unlimited- -

R N
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of an ongoing stream of events. If this prin-
» . ciple, with-the accomoanying discredi'ting of be-
. + lief in objects that are ends but not means, is
employed- in dealing with distinctive human phe-"." -
. o nomena, it necessarily follows that the distinc-
. .~ tion between ends and means is temporal and re-
. ©o . ,1at10na1 Every condition that has to be brought .
. . +into existence.in order to.serve as a means is,
. in 'that connection, an ‘object of desire and an
“end-ip-view, while the end actyally reached is a
meansto futurefends as we]lg‘g a test of valua-
tions previously made. .Si the .end attained
. T is a condition of further existential ‘bccurences,
it must be appraised as a potential obstacle
and potential resourté. If the notion of some -
i objects as ends -in-themselves were abandoned,.
- . not merely in words but -in all practkical 1mpJ1ca—
’ | tions, human Qe1ngs would for the.first time in
L history be in a position to frame ends-in-view o
: and form desires on the basis .of empivrically
. grounded propositions of the temporal re]atnons
of events to one another, 97 e

-]

.. It should also be Aoted that, although the first

ctaim of this section is intended to establish a correspondence

3

between fact and value, there has been no'attempt to equatg the

two imr a reductive manner. My position is that they must b% " -
’ . * . . - N \
treated as distinct phenomena, analoaous to.the ‘heterogenéity ¢

one would maintain betweén physical and mental phenomena. .

. Discussion of Point (a):

& To begin the digcussion, this point cpnsiders,
the casas that can-be made for the adgption of the direction of

) . ) ’ " IR, 4 o

. evolution as an ethical base. In-order to lend perspective

.to the discussion, I will consider, by way of introduction, a
prominent and contemporary rebuttal to my claim, namelwg tﬁe
\ »

position of geneticist Theodasius Dobzhansky.. Let me note, K ..

s however, that there is much I find to agree with in Dobzhansky:,
.+ such as his view as regards the natural drounds of value con-
tent. In his regard, Dobzhansky notes the following:

-
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social end, and that the exclusivejy social function and con-

“text of ethics has remained its most universal and co'nstant

.
Ve

character.
Thus far, 1 have indicated that the characteristics -

of the direction.of human evolution (the trend of p'roqressive ‘

o \ N

and_ creative chanqe), as pure]y factual statements, descmbe

tﬁ? evolutwonary or1g1n of mora1 phenomena as natura] facts. | ,

' Moreover, that as products’of natural se]ectlon, moral phenomena
can be seen to. have evolved in the interests of subserving a
,given end, i.e., they have an evcﬂutmnary funetion. ~ Further-
more, that th1s functmn of. ethics and méral values has a
strictly social cow\text,)viz., the preservation and cont1nua_nc:e

of the social order. This is not to say that-all forms and levels

of social organization necessarily operat,ec within ethical peri-

< . ~

meters, that is, that social instincts are tantamount to a {iveﬂ

developed mora] sense. I‘nmpient forms of "moral" conduct are

bf human behavior which demonstratg 'the presence of a ¢ritical

.-

, v 4 . - - s . ¢ .
reflective consciousness (conscience) in evaluating the rightness-

-‘and wrongness of alternative actions). However, it is the func- )

/ tiona1 resemmances which are of “interest here; the suagestion , -
f N
/- is not that; because they are soc1a1 ammals, apes moralize, but

¢

/ _only that eth1cs and sub-human forms of social behavior serve the

/' same evolutionary function. - N
o I ' “~a . .
. Ethics, 1ike culture, are late products of*evolution.
/ One clear conclusion drawn from the évo]utinnary perspective = -
¢ ? [ ) ' € ‘

o/
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_relation to the given.perirﬁeters of an ethical system. What is

b;?;g\rf‘g—gcsted is that all ethical systems--matural and non-natural

alilge--are either systemati‘caﬂy‘ circular or epirsterviologit.:aﬂy ,
arbitrary (a'rk;itrary vis~a-v1’s\the grounfjs of knowledgé) a; -
rega}rds tr;e ultimate justi‘ficatpion of their founding premises.

My point is ‘to indicate that the assumption of any ethical

framework involves a degree of arbitrariness as regards the .

construction of the term 'good', and that consequently, some .

er’npw‘ric'al considerations (namely, thoSe pertaining to the evolu-

ffibn of moral phenomena) need be adopted as criteria for choice.

s

3

This is suggested on the grounds that the systematic definition
of good (in any natural value scheme) always presupposes some
prescriptive premise which lies outside of it, and jhe systematic

definition of good (in any non-natural value:scheme) always .
v . ‘ -

| presupposes som¢ prescriptive premise which lies within it. .
’ - 4

This is just.to say that the autonomy of fact and value, sifnply

'
L3

by déﬁ'nition,,is irreducible; that good is not self-defining

, or analytic. Neve'rfth less, this autonomy does not preclude an -

A}

inter_?fke]at‘ion; fact and
o M ,

AN

value, though distinct, ;\Qnot mutally

ol
°

" exclusive of one another. ° . v

<

a

An evo1gtioqar;y ethic, in this regard, is theoretically
no fess arbitrary 'w'than any other system of‘naturaﬁstic ethics:
it is arbitrar} in “the sense ;chat moral values cannot be-
deductive{y inferred, from biological facts (biological phenomena
are not gf)od in themselves), and hence Some ;a'xtraasys‘tematic
(nd‘h-mora]l) criterion of,yalge (such as utility or progress)
must be assumed as an axiological base: It is ;a,rb%trary to the

.extent that it is not systematically «circular, that is, to the

-
- . -
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. GENERAL- CONCLUSIONS

1

v

The claims thus presented, let me return to the

stated purpose of the thesis, and consider what~conc1u§}ons
) [ 4
o

a

f’7j> ‘ mPght be drawn, in light of what has been discussed. As thé ' “

-

discussion here must be confined within the scope of my researcha5

it.would be apropos to restate, as hds been done periodically

-

throughout this work, the central purpose (main oﬁjectives)
 and scope ﬁranae of erration)'of the thesis aenerally, so as Lo

Vas to Tend context to what can be concluded. Thus, to insure " ’

) ~d

the coherence of presentation in these concluding remarks,

' the discussion will proceed as follows: (1) to restate the over-
all qupose and scopefof the thesis; (2) to consider what can be

concluded from the discussion of the three claims of- the ;hirﬁ

. \ : =
i” . -section as reqards evolutionary criteria for judging‘moral

norms; and, (3) to relate the conclusions to the purpose of the
thesis, i.e., to offer comment as reqafds what answers have

’ € 3 . * . k3
been suggested in this rvsearch, and to consider in general terms
@ © = \‘

f\'the/peculiakities of standards based on evolutionary'triteria

o <

As stated in the General Intrioduction, the purpose

N

L or main objectives of this thesis is twofold. The first is to

, explain what is the evolutionary approach to ethics, and to
’1’(“ . , A
. clarify the main issues involved. In other words, to consider Ct

)

the origin and nature of moral-phenomena in terms of evolu-

tionary &ypamics.' This, I believe, has been accomplished. The

A3 <
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The discussion of the claims can be seen to provide i.

-’ g ) ,’ ’ N' B
the evoiutionary approach w1th{two sets of data. The first o ) {

-

set contributes an 1n51ght 1nto ‘the fundamental context (soc1 })”

*function (surv1va1), and nature (in process and/pf natura] , , \\k
~a

origin) of moral.norms. The second set CbnSists in two evolu-

tionary principles, namely, survival and further evolution,
P

as criteria in Jjudging normative ethical standards. It shou]d
bé‘made ¢lear that the evoiutionary viewpoint ;ﬁﬁﬁests--does not
_//'

impose--these evolutionary criteria, i.e., once one Yccepts ’

the‘factual part of thé'@voiutionary perspective, and once one

accepts that moral phenomena oridinated‘and“ﬂeve]oped as an ' ﬂ?’ﬂi%”'

1nstrument to fu]fi]] an evo]utiénary function, _then one w111

4 14

have to apply the two evolutionary criteria to\iudge and evaluate .

moral norms. e u

¢

. This Mueh c]ear,.ietjme fina]iy refurn\to the second
main obJective of th1S thesis, namely, the question of-how

the evolutionary approach can be said to serve as a fodhdation
of value Judgments.x As has been prev1ously menbioned, the
'foundation' provided by /an epolufionary approach mnst be under-

stood in the conditional sense, in as much as it is based on the

assumption that morality has an fevolutlpnary functio& Moreover,

_ that while the content, and even the form of value structures, *

.

Y

can change, the eroiutionarfsfunction of moral norms remains .

cdnstant.\ Tnus, in the discussion that follows on the applica- '

tion of evolutionary criteria to ethical standards, the impera-

tive is understood asicéhditiona] and not absolute: v
Ethical standards based on evolutionary criteria

must bé consistent with two.primary characteristice of

~ w
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-
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Freedom is valued in 2 society only when
- the society wants to encourage dissent and, - *
to stimulate originality and independence. R
Freedom is thHereforg essential to a scientific
society, a society in evolution. It is meré]y
a nuisance, and, is discouraged, in a static
society. Yet freedom is the basic acknow-
-ledgment that the individual is more impor-
tant. than his society: and we see onge aqalg ~
@ that science, in despite of its critics,

N

prizes the individual as other systems qo not.m\9 <i !

£. -~

*Thus, inqjvidua1 liberty, as mapifested in the freedom of-expre%-

A Y ’
the political orientation of the social organism itself

)
development, but that it shoul

. should be made a social and ethical pr{ority.

A\
sion, belief, purpose, etc., is a fundamenta] ‘condition of

.;‘;
spcial progress.
From this concébtion of personal 11bert¥;/as the
condition of human advancement, two important evolutionary

principles may be said to follow. The first of which.cdhcerns

that .
it is not only ethically right to 6romote change and freedom oﬁ
become an integral parf of
social planning to encourage diversification and change. of
course, é ~Huxley has npted, the form pf social change is subjeet
to certain\qua]ificatidns, such as to rate and kind, the deter-

mination of whose optimal tourse is variable vis-a-vis circum-

stances (until such chanGe beé desfruttive, etc.).

es wasteful,
The‘secbnd principle is that of : 1 opportunity for develop-

ment. As human individuality.sho vespected and encouraged,

the provision for'équa1 opportunity to realize potentidl abilities

[}
.,

The evolutionary approach to ethiqs; in proposing
that progress is the desirable direction of change and is/to be
encouraged as a social and,e;hica] goal, is committed to the

greatest expression’and possible deVe]opment of everything that

U e S T
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