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. tion of evolutignaty crwterwa can proyide a conditional frame—
- 0 - . - / - . -
~is not dyrected to answer;ng specific questions in normative

"( - a s 3 “. L) . ' 4
, ethics, determining normative eth1cal'conten%, or providing an ) -

possibility of nowmative conc]us1ons fo]low1nn froﬁ»ana]ys1s of

- the evolutionary genesis and function of moral phenomena
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The objective of this thesis is to_pxamineithe origin -
and nature of moral phenomena in an evg]u%ﬁhnarx context , and to oL
h . C o o - i

consider the manner in which the evé]utionary approdch to ethics

can be said to serve as a foundatlon of value judgments. The ) °

orientation of discussion is towards d!term1h1ng how a cons1dera— ’ S :

’ . i

work for normative ethwca] construct1?95 \However, the thefis . \“\
. / . )

N a s i
objective proof of anythigg normative. Rather, emphasis is )

placed on constructwng a- perspect1ve w1th1n which to d1§Eﬂ§§ﬂEhe ." s %
‘ {

» . P

e .
o .
-
) +
. ’

- The scope of my research is bas1ca11y canfined ‘to .
one of eth1ca1 onto]ogy, that is, to a considerdtion of the nature ' 7

and grounds of such knowledge which contributes' to defining the

o

- context, functwon, and essent1a1 character of moral phenomena

in biological and cultura] evolution. . The thes1s is divided 1nto

three §ecfions (six chapters)ib The first two sections deal with

y

a comprehensive consideration of these positions ipgfluential

to the field of evolutionary ethics in the last century. The — s
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K understanding-of his empirical c1rcumstances

2 M gty leﬂw;u.‘,,wh.mum Whep b Je o x a0y

\ GENERAL INTRODUCTION . - .

- . . .
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a

The 3ubject of the Qreéentihesearch is one whose

»,* patent dismissal within circles of contemporary ethical dia-

rd

1ect1cs is a]] but tetal. The growth of the natura] sciences,

and of the scxent1f1c attitude generally has, since the -scien-

tific revs]ut1on of the sixteenth and seventeenth centur1es, '

contributed much towdrds the concentual reorlentat1on of man's X

AY

Moréover that

~ the structure of sc1ent1f1c knowledge, i.e., the means by which

it is attawned ,organized, and established, has exerted a pro-

1

nounced 1nf1uence on certain aréas of ph11osophy—-notagﬁx in

western epwstemolooy and ontoloqv-—ws“in clear ev1dence COQA

verse]y, ethics and questions 6f moral value have trad1tfona]1y

been abdbracted from an}“scientific convergenée‘ The deve1opments

' [,

of the last centuny, however, in such f1e1ds as b1ology, anthro-

« Ppology, and psychology have ‘made this position at . least polemical,

Cif not untenable. .In ;his regard, the relevance of the natural

-

Sciences to the area of human values has increasingly become the

, subject. of novel speculation in redefininq the character,éna
foundations ?f moral phenomena. ,\'
' .. A11 issues in Evolutionary Naturalism relate, direct]j .

*

or indirectly, tg/}he expiication of one fundamental thesis,

on the presupposition of whose positive resolution .s contihqent

) . . . Y
the sheer possibility of. all 'such investigations. This'centra]

proposition consists in the postulate that there is,. in fact,

/ [
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. biolpgical evolution. The .systematic examination and expli-

Lt R gw v e e Arbmam R e

. ’} . - . . . . 1]
, & 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 :

Y
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.~ usually being restricted to a minimunt.

.

-

. ' .
.ethlic. -Fo]]ow\‘ing the presentation of thése_‘\\claims will be a

. e
¥ o
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\the characteristics of evolutionary standards of morality.

This section as a whole, i.e., claims, conclusions,” and-standards,

- 1 ) ) .
is proposed as a conditional” model of an evolutionary ethic. ‘

That the sequence of chapters has been ordered

chrgnologically is indicative of a certain continuity.

For

the most part, however, this contih_uity is better understood , -

_in terms’ of common general objectives, rather ‘that’a cumulative

process of systematic advancement.- In organizing the indj\'/idua] .

chapters of the historical ‘seétiorf's, emphasis has been placed.

[y

on presenting, for the most part, a descriptive representation

of the p,artibcu‘lar position, with interpretation and criticism

The object here has

been to study the polemics of the situation in terms of how

AN

.

different authors conceived and dealt with the central problems.

. o this end sdecondary sources have been avoided in favor of

. Al

consideratipn‘of'the original texts. It will also be notped that T

each chapter deals specifically with‘an‘ individual author, v

rather than with a consideration of general ideas. This approach

has been used in the interésts of elucidating the subtleties

. of a given conceptual scheme, and hobefuﬂg provi’di&nq a greater

perspective and fuller appreciation of both the particular

[

bosition anq the subject generally.

\ L
Simply stated, the fina]l object of this thesis is

-

7

v ey

to examine the possible relationship between the theory.of




-

. S sy gy % e

PR JETRA e TSy T e T

P

R

<.

i .

. \ - ‘ .
evolution and normative ethical theory. The general manner of
" - , ’ -

my' investigation will consist in showing hoWw certain ténets,’

central, to the theory of evolution (e.g.; natural selection,

AN

.

: I, o s .
directional trends, etc.), explain the origin of moral phenomena

L~ :
‘as the outcome of the same process and mechanisms of evolug

tionary development, responsible fpr fhe aggreqgate of atl

»

inatural phenomena. The expression ‘moral phenomena’, while to

an extent vague has had such large currency in the 11terature

that I have chosen to retain it. In this thes1s; its use is
exceptioné]]y elastic: it designates not only the specia1\

°Character of nonnat1ve ethical values and pv1nc1ples, but in-

c]udes alkso such pﬁenomena as consq}ence and the human genet1c :

v

propensity for moral cogn1tion. In short,’the expression

oy

‘comprehends all activities and”behavior which demonstrate the

.

presence .of reflective consciousness in evaluating critically

-

the social consequences of an action in terms of good and bad.

There ‘is much in the general orientation.of_ con-
t%mporary moral philosophy thQE might'prémpt nove1;attempts

towards realizing a more adequate basis for ethical debate.

Since Moore, and more remotely, Hume, thé centrel problem of

ethics has been considered in terms of the analysis of the

relation ( or lack of one) between fact and value,i.e., the
‘ ‘ : -
“is-ought"distinction. This approach has had certain conse-

quences I fee] are bh1losoph1ca11y undesirable, notablvy, that
ep1§temologlca1 questions have been ]argely el1m1nated from .
Ehe scope of contemporary considerations, and, that meta-gthics
appears eXCessjyely formalistic, and removed from the facts

of moral experience. As a result, a certain-distortion of

~

[}

L3

.
v

¥

LA

1

a

N

o ety RN p s

e o e il T B e o Ml B 5 il ’1-"# [ R aandd ﬂgpw:.: 5 HPETMg T
‘

!
§

.y
o

e

T &
Fhos i



-

4

! ‘

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
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Fact and value are Not treated in this thesis in

Al

a rgdﬁctivg maqﬁer.h;That they epitomize distinc% and hetero-
'geneods cateqories of phénomena,of aj%ferent onfo]oqicaJ .
status is not dﬁséuted. What is'cohiegted is that this omto® i .
logical autonomy prec1daes an {nterrelation, the nature of A %
i

which having signifipantvconséquen¢es‘for normative ethics.

It s believed that the tﬁeory/of evolution ovides a systematic
ﬁgmé of reference within which the contentfof this inter- - °
e]ation'becomes'1ntel1ibib1e.' Facts, namely, those ﬂescr%bing ~

the evolutionary transitions of mapkind, and moral phen&hena,

come to be perceived as the outcome of a common process of L - "
organic evo]uﬁioﬁ, that is, as related in terms of the con-’ K . ;k
-'. . - . " 4 , O .
dition of their-origin and development. In this comtext, then, ;
the nature of value ‘is epistemologically bound, to that of . '
fact, and the conceptual integration of both contribute to° - '
- the formuTation.ochritenia for eva]uatingbnormgtive ethical.
injunctions. B \ K . ‘
N & -
\ ! “a' {
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l R SECTION 'EXPOSITION OF CLASSIGAL REFERENCES: -1859-1893 ) .
s < pterI Charles Darwin: The Biological Genesis \

o ‘ ‘of Moral E’heno‘mena o -

BN
»

k”'.‘ < “;‘ . ,-. /
ST R . Xnce the initiak pubhcatlon of The Omgln of { B

o

¥
i
L]
s et
e

. . Qecqe in 1859, the genera] theory of evo]utmn has~prov1ded
. 4 o ‘ perhaps the ﬂlOS.t 1ntegrated comprehen&ﬁve, ahd universally B

3

science. Moreover, its rai

>

"4

‘ . . .accepted cornerstone in the foundatwns of occidental biolgfical’
« LY . —

{ficatory influence in prefigur ﬂ:]
. ¢ l\l ’ '

. modern social, poht1ca1 d ethical petjspec‘ti\iés is eminently

{

‘ - . I3
. . .manifest in such fields as Marxist historical materialism ~

. /and ’é’vo]utienary naturalism; their essentia] nexus consisting in . ' L

o . ' . . ' - - *
o oo ‘their c@cond’itions, i.e.) in the yerity of the facts '

. ) ‘of biological "science'as expouhded Tn the Darwin ]iterature . e

°

N

A A

AntmTpatory, then, to any -¢onsideration of the progected . \

v

rest9 of 1nt£gr1 ty and

;
a compendi}ous review of !

- "~

ne of natural selection: AR

; h .application of such facts, t‘\

L

ST -%o,logical sequence would require

Y

[\

R L POV RTNDRRE RPN W L et

P ) théce]emental features of the docti
The O_rjﬂi;rl, as such, thus repres‘ents the basic point of reference;

”qj_T scientific and phﬂo\sophical s.ystéms which presurﬁe to pro- ) ;

ceed along evo]utibnary lines must take as theirjgm’ginﬂ com-

]

‘ li ‘ mencement points Darw1n1an co- ordinates® - \, el . :
/ .. ‘ . ( ’

4 s The Origin of §pec1es had two distjnct obJectweS . p

v - [ - . . N

5,
oy

o ‘ Ag&oxding to Darwin, the—fws‘t of which was "...to_show that v
. . o - . '

| si‘pAecies had not been separately created, and secondly, that ) Co oo

b !
' ! e o
\. ! . 4 o . L N
! ! B
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. 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

e -

e~

L



. _ ‘ , ' v )
“ o geographical distribution, and mutual affinities (embryological,:
‘ ¢ ) . . ‘ ‘\\ ' . ,'
morphalogical, etc.) between organic beings. o\ - .

- ' - i

\ "

v \
“ The orgapization of the main arqument has a s¥hqu- )

“larly, deductive character. The central thesis, i.e., the Sheory
e .

P i

£ 7 caf natura\ se]ect1on, is the consequence of three observable .

B

© . facks of mature and, two deductions fo}1ow1ng therefrom. The : ’
. ) ' N
-0 o first fact| tonsists in the observation that all plants and animals

» .

C are tending to increase at a high ceometrical ratio, this due

to the number of offspring periodically born always being greater

. o . N |

- . than thei

parents. The second fact is that the possib{lities
of survival are fiﬁitg. 6n the principle.of geometrical inérease,
_if the o f$ﬂrinq of any being which pfoduces several egqs or
seégs du i@g its natural lifetime were to be Jeft unchecked,
Darwin suggests the following conseauence:

L.jts numbers would quickly become so'inor-

inately. great that no country could suoport

he product. Hence, as more individuals are ,

roduced than cam possibly survive, there must >
n every case be a strugg]e for existence.. ° -

t is the doctrine of Malthus applied with
manifold force, to the whale agimal and veget- ¥ .
dble kingdoms;... There is n® excention to -

he rule that everv organic beina naturally o :
jncreases at so high a rate, that, if not des-

royed, the earth would soon ge covered by

he progeny of -a single pair.®

" From these considerations there follows the first deduction,‘vié.,

- ‘thajt there|is a frequently recqﬁ?ing st?qule for existence

=3

between individual members of tfhe same species, or with members

or distinct species, or with the physical conditions of 1ifé,

a

The third fact is that of variation: all oraanic beings have ‘

\ o~
¢ the prppen=1ty for s]1ght innate var1at10h§ or'modifications ..,

- of struE}V ‘e and constitution. Thus, the second deductlon, | o ' .

¢ «

namely, the theory of natura] selectxon, fo]]ows from the th1rd, ‘ c -

' P

o , ‘ -
. N . . o iy f
: . o A { e el e B
' t
- ' , .




{ ' fact and the first deduction; it is a principle which acts

<
W s - N -

. exc]usive]& through the accemulation and preservation of s]ith,
. inherited variations of structure or instinct, beneficial to
) the survival of the individuals of a species in their complex

) . v . * . > . ’ .
relations to the organic and inorganic conditions of life.

3
.

. - .o Darwin is thus proposing, within a scientific con-
text, the belief in a process of ‘orqanic evolution, operating

‘mainly through the mechanism of nat#ra1 selection. It will be

<

noted that he does not claim to have demonstrated, in any

- - R

. . . N
strict sense, the principal cohtension that species (or more

genera]]y’all animal and plant 1ife) have evolved, through - -—
“a process of slow aid graduated modifications, from some one

~

™ ancient~prototype and progenitor. Pather, his success 1ies

in the demonstration that if certain qenéﬁ%] and indisputable

, . .3

facts are qiéen as premises, the g}peedinﬂ]y high epistemic
probabilitv of the verity of his conc]usionskagé indisputable.

The summary of chapter four}provides an e;ce11ent encapsulation
o ”~,

- | Af his basic argument: s ' ) .
If under changing conditions of Tife orgaic
. beings: pregdnt individual differences 7
almost, evgry vart of their structure, and this
cannot disputed; ,if there be, owing to
© “their geometrical rate of increase, a severe
strugqle for life at some age, season, or year,
and this certainly cannot be disputed; then,

. ¢onsidering the infinite complexity of the
relations of all orqanic beings to each other
and to their conditions of life, causing an

. ’ infinite diversity in structure, constitution,
. s and habits, to be advantaqgeous to them, it
oo ¢ - .+ would be a most extraordinary fact if no vari-
R - . ations had ever occurred ‘useful to each beinas 4
' . . - own welfare, in the same manner as so many
< \ variations have occurred useful to man. But
if variations useful to any organic being ever
do occur,, adsuredly individuals thus charac-
terized will have the best chance of being

3

°

.w
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. ' - : 1
preserved in the struggle for li%e; and from '
the stronq principle of inheritance, these
will tend to produce offspring similarly
characterized. This principle of ‘preserva- & .
tion, or the survival of the fittest, I have -

. called Natural Selection. It feads to the
- 1mpr0vomont of each creature in relation to

; its organic and 1n0rqan1c conditions of 1ife; -

and consequently, in most cases, to what must
N S be regarded as an advance in or:“(lam'zé\tion.’l

Perhaps somewhat more pertiﬂent to the subject proper | o
~of this ngseaiigfare Darwin's reflectiqns contained im The Descent.

~ I .
+ of Man, where’ the obvious emphasis is on the genealogy of man
LS

. " taken as a species singly. His object here is t#reefold (1 to ' g
kY 8

" determine whether man, 1like every other spec1es, is descended

from some pre-existing form; (2) to conswder the manner of hf“ :

development; and, (3) to estimate the differences between various . -

°r$ces of man.® Particular atténtion to the sécond issue {as con-
tatned in chapters three and four of Part I) reveals the bio-
logical drounds of ‘Evolutionary Naturalism, in which Darwin
app]iés the key concepts and conclusions of the Origin in hypos- s

u"'\
tatizing the evolutwq. of what he refers to as the 'moral sense

-
o

T 1 i, AT RO ek Sl 7

‘

. ! !
or conscience'. It is first established that man is descended
\s from some less ﬁiqh1y oraganized form; similarity between man .

and the lower animal$ in, enbryonic development, numerous points

of bodily structure and qonstitution'(homolbqica1~siﬁf]arit1es), : ‘ i
the retainment of rud1mentary organs, liability to abnonna1 re-

vers1ons, etc., make th1s conclus1on indisputahle. Moreover, the

'

. Tack of any fundawental difference in menga] facu]tiés“between
man and_fhe higher mammals is asserted.on the qrouhas that:
(a) a$ man possesses the same senses ag the lower animals, his
. _ fundamental intuitions mugx be the same; (b) tHe various emotions

and. intellectual attributeé, e.q., Tove, memory, attention, '. -

‘ ' 1, [
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“to improvement, he qoeé‘g::to suggest that "...there seems no ‘l )

7
Jlatter abilities havé been gradually perfected.mainly through

“ p——p B L
e e —————T

. animals, Darwin proceeds to outline the genesis of moral con-

—

/ ) ) - ]2.

wonder, curiosity, immitation, reason; etc., are found in in-

In shqrt,‘

= —

cipient and well developed stages in the Tower animals.

PR LN

the difference in mind between man and the higher animals’ is-

not of kind--but one of degree. As Darwin obsgrves: . '
1t has, I think, -now been shown that man and - .
the higher animals, especially the Primates, ] ‘ T,
have some few instincts in common. All have 4
the same senses, intuitions, and sensations, .
--similar passions, affections, and emotions,
" even the more complex-ongs, such as jealousy,
»suspieion, emulation, qratitude, and mag-
nanimity; they practice deceit and are re- ’
vengeful; they are sometimes susceptible to . ; 1
: ' i ridicule, and even have a sen%e of humour; o
they feel wonder and curiosity; they possess
the same faculties of imitation, attention,
deliberation, choice, memory, imagination, 'the
. association of ideas,.and reason, though in o
¢ very different deqrees.b .

Moreover, if these emotional and psycho]ogicé\’capabilities, . ?

which differ greatly in degree in the higher animals, are subﬁect ' R

great improbability in the more complex faculties, such asthe
higher forms of abstraction, and self-consciousness, etc.,'havinq

been evolved througﬁ the development ahdvcombinatioﬁ of the

simpler ones."™ Daryin also credits the slow and unconscious

(‘half art, haﬂf instinct') evolution of language as instrumental
in thedevelopment of the human intellect (a reciprocal relation

wh éﬁyLTEnguage would also be jmproved), and concludes that the

the vehicle of natural selection.
~ -

Having thus established the mutual biological, psy-

chological, and emotional affinities. between man and the highe

L] .
sciousness. He begins-with a general definition: "A moral

is one who is capable of reflecting on his. past actions anf/ :




~

‘ 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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.“glfystrength of his innate or acquiied feeling ,of sympathy, as well
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, : . L
one which forms an essential part of the Yocial instincts--is the
énmti&q instinct of symﬁgthy. Darwin suggests that in all social -

animals there is a common- instinctive impulse fo aid the mem- -

bers of their immediate community. In the lower animals, this

1mpuf§e js-guidgg almost exclusively‘by‘special iﬁstincts to
perform certain definite actions. The contention is that man .

’ differs radically in this~reqard in as much as he has few or no,
'specia1 instincts” to d1rect him in the aid of his fellow-men. : *
*As a social animal the 1mpulse is present; and, due to h1s deve- ‘
1opéd intellect, man would more,nﬁ?ﬁ?g;;i'be guidéﬁ by reason ' .
~and exper1ence toward this end, as-welllas re]y1nq£he vily on

- the med1um of ]anguage for the express1on of desires. Z\Ihe mot1ve

to actively give a1d in the Iower animals conswsts eséent1a1]v

in a blind instinctive impu]se.‘*This mptive has been much modified‘
»

in man, in as much as he is strongly influenced by his regard

for the public consensus‘of approbation and' disapprobation in

est1mat1nq his actions and motives, i.e., 1nst1nct1ve sympathv

r

«  causes h1m to value highly. the wishes, praise, and b]ame of his

fellow-men fas expressed by their 1anguage and qestures.
. Darwin's position is that the deqree to which each:

[y

man values this appreciation of others is contingent on the

as his ewn ratvona] capac1ty to anticipate the remoter con-

sequences of his act1ons He accounts for this phenomenon 1§

3

the following manner:.

’ As all men desire their own happiness, praise
or blame is bestowed on actions and motives,

’ accord1hg as they lead to this end; and as hap-
piness is an essential part of the general
good, the greatest-happiness principle indir-
ectly serves as a nearly safe standard of right

ot
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and wrong. "As the reasoning powers advance T ‘f\\\ :

and experience is gained, the re r effects :

of+certain lines of conduct on the character

) of the individual, and on the general good,

<' . * are perceived; and then the self-regulating”™ . .
. virtues, cope within the scope of public opin- ; . : ?

. jon, ang receive praise and their opposites o :

. ) blawe. _ . s

S

Thus, conscience is largely guided by the expressed approbation

v

of our Tellow-men; fegard for the ;;tter'being.based on the

- : {
) instinct of sympathy. Sympathy, it will bée nbted, beina directed

sole]y.towards the members of the same community. Finally, as '

' ) in the case of any other inst#nct, the social instinct together

r*

with sympathy is-reinforced by habit, through whose agency
obedience to communal values would more- readily be promptéd. ' 4
Darwin's analysis of the emergence and structure E

4

of conscience is sinaularly consonant with his biolooically-

oriented perspective of progressive evolution. Wi%h thi advent
) ~_ of highly dev%goped imtellectual faculties, he suqgests ‘that

", ..images of all past actidﬁ; and motives would be incessantly

- 1
passing through the brain of each individua]....“9 In this way,

% ’ R
due to the state of his cerebral Constitution, 'man is obliged .

R !

L + to consider and compare past impressions, and anticinate future -

Ak bt gt s K

z . impreésions in light of them.. In'man, ﬁngtinctive impuTses )
‘ have.different degrees of strength and eadurance; a feeling of

ldissatisfaction--the predictabfé consequence of any unsatisfied
R ,instlnct——would be bound to occur as frequent]y as it was per- .
\ ceivea that the permanently stronger and more enduring instinct, ‘ ‘ o
k ‘ - t;iz.; the social instinct, had ¥1e1ded‘to some other instinctive
; impulise, though temporariQy stronger at the moment of action,
was neither enduring (e.g., hunger). nor prdvident of a very

_'vivid impression of recollection. When the past and weaker

4 [e]
Y .
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impressions are 'judged by the ever-present social ipstinct',.

i.e., by the'éfrength of ‘the violated inst¥met, as well as by ‘

the 1nst1nct1ve sympathet1c req;;a\?B? the good ]qgﬁment and

op1n1on of otherg, there wilt arise such fee]1ng§/as remorse, *
regret, repetanceffshame, etc. Accqrd1nq to Darwin, consc1encé'
is the resolve these latter fee]ing;lwould prompt for changing,
amendi;g, and allignidg one's future behavior and actions to .
the dictétes of the social 1nstinctsl i.e., to those modes of
conduét as expressed in éub]ic opinion that a. given community

‘considers to be-in the qenera] Tong-term interest of all the
. /\

members that comprise it. As stated by Darwin: !

w Owing to this conditidn of mind, man cannot
avoid looking both backwards and forwards, and
tomparing past impre$sions. Hence, after some
temporary desire’or passion has mastered his,
social instincts, he reflects and compares the
now weakened impression of such past impulses
with the ever-present social instincts; and he
then feels that sense of dissatisfaction which
all unsatisfied instincts leave behind them,
he therefore resolves to act differentlv for
the future,--and this is conscience.10 - .,

The relation between conscience and the social instincts is by

[

now clear. Following the same theme, Darwin makes an interesting
statement regarding the formulatidn of a stqndard of morality-
from an evolutionary perspective. Says Darwin:

In the case-of the lower animals it seems B
much_more appropriate to speak of their social
- instincts, as having been developed for e
. general good rather ‘than for the qenera](ﬂap:
piness of the species. The term, general
good, may be defined as the reating of the
greatest numbér of individuals in full vigor
, and health, with all their faculties perflct.,
under the cond1t1ons to which they are sub-
jected. As the social instincts both of man
and the lower animals have no doubt been deve-
loped by nearly the same steps,\it would be
- advisable, if found practical, t§ use the #ame ,
- definition in both cases; and to«take -as the - .
_ N #

\ .

A
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" standard of morality the general good or Q&]—
fare of the communitfy, rather than the general
- happiness; but this definition would perhaps

require ??me limitation on account of. political
ethics. . -

In ending this chapter, let me note what might be-

considered the ethiéa1 or phi]osoph%ca] s%qnificance of Da

' . . . /
an implicit thesis of the Origin, nmﬁﬂy, that ‘the history of
. AN /

mankind in its entirety isca natural product of --in origin an

- - b

development--an ever-continuing evolutionary process. Further-

A ¢

L 4

more , tha£ the idea of- special (supernatural) intervenfion in
eithér the biological or gthical spheres of human deve]opmen@»

are unwarr;nted, i.e., the appearance of design can be explained

without actual design. Lastly, that moral ideas and values.

are part bf this same evo1htionany process, orﬁéinating in the

wdr]d,.chanqihq, aU&,.in conseouencé'of this, devoid of any’

sternatura] authority. The theqry.of natural selection, per- {

haps Darwin's greatest contribution in establishing the cre- \

dbi]ity of the evolutionary mode of ekxplanation, provides a
Ko . N

) Jvehic]e for introducting apparent)burpose into evolution. - ' ‘ . 7 f'
Radica]fy different from any. teleological scheme, however,
the selectjve‘yrocess operates on chance and.is non-rational
and describes a causal chain of modification and adaptation, c
) e]jmin?tion arld extinction. The moral consciousness or con-

sciencd is conceptualiged strﬁct&y in terms of a conflict of : . :
‘complex instincts, the latter osféhsibly gained~through the | -

v ! _ )
- natural selection of variations of simplier instinctive actions. ;

-

In short, conscience, Darwin believed, represents one G¢F man- -

("

kinds highest "physical" faculties--the distinguishing character

of the species-- which is as much a product of biological and ' ﬁ

- ' ’ W
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social-evofution as the moral precepts it endendems. As

ex-
. pressed by Darwin: .
_?TJ;‘ . . \
'@Ef;mn The moral sense perhaps affords the best and
e highest distinction between man and the lower
animals; but 1 need say nothing on this head,
as I have so lately endeavored to show that .
the social instjncts,--the prime principle of
man's moral constitution--with the aid of
active intellectual powers gnd the effects of
pabit, maturally lead to the golden rule,
"As ye would that men should do to you, do
. ye to them likewise;" an? th1s lies at the
- founda¢1on of morality. 2
Mj. ® '
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\ 4 " ) ’
. 3 ‘ )'\
- ' /.
/- ~ -
z E ’

RO A __.;__M,

-

by

s it Rt R T
%&ﬁbﬁaﬁ?ﬁ:{%’fﬁ’&&Wﬂ“mwx JENRSMN



oL

Chaziér IT. Herbert Spencer: The Evolution of Conduct
& .
y : and the Good

~

. ‘e ’ }
As Julian Huxley remarks in tbe introduction tQ

Evolution and Ethics, Herbert Spencer was probably the first to

attempt the appljication of a biological or evolutionary stan- .

dard, ?amely, the increasing length and breadth of life, as a

fixed moral prinéip]e, to the sphere of human ethics. 13 Ante-

dating, the publication of The Origin of Species, hi%750c1a1

Statics (1850).1nd1cated the outline of aq»evolutionarj theory

7f ethics he was 1£ter to develop in his major work on the sub-

ject, viz.;, The Principles of Ethics (1879-1893) - Spencer is

further credited with being original,ih his maintenance of the

genetic %principle that the more developed must be 1nterpre;ed'

o 1

\ by the less developed, as well as_in-the use of the idea of the

survival of the fittest in an evolutionary context. As_ Spencer i

.was prolific in his writing,‘tﬁe discussion here will be Timited °

to the exposition of those facets of his work which mos t directly

consider the relation between evolution and ethics; the clearest ' b

o e ot ek A

statement of such ideas I find to be articulated in The Data of

. ., , ”
Ethics. . )

Spencer's approach to the study of ethics is 'via ) S

: : \ : , . A9
an investigation Tnto the evolution of conduct; thé egsential .

o

- conhection here beéing between the conception of ethjcs a§“t%é

b

science of conduct, and the latter as concerned with the adjugt-

. 4 '

- 2

_);"'ment of actsato ends. His rationale in this manner of approach . ' v
v ) e b :,;% .

. o ) 3
o
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.its present height."

‘notes that durnnq evolution this distinction ar1ses bv degrees,

is the View that an understandihg of the kind of conduct with

- -

which the ethics treﬂats comes only with the considerat;’(?of human <
conduct.as a whoie and an understand1ng of the latter is 1nte1-
ligible only when it is studied as a part of thg conduct of

ﬁniTaté beings in general. We must, says Spencer, "...regard T
the conduct now shown us by creatures of'an orders, as an

outcome o%’the conduct which has brbughz 1ife of every kind to )
W14

* Jo this end, an initial distinction is

drawn' between conduct in qenera1 and act1ons in general (the

tota11gy of actions), the former comprehend1nq all adJustments

é"ﬁctséto ends and excluding purpose1ess act1ons Spencer

and ‘that ethically neutral conduct (the ends of wh1ch don' t
fall within a moral context) becomes conduct which is deemed

moral or immoral by ‘small degrees (hméensib]e‘a}adations) and v

in countless ways'. His contention here is that an -advance in ' "
e .
2 ’

structures and functions entails an advance in conduct, 4.e., B
T - . L)
that the conception of evolving conduct entails an improving

~adjustment of acts to ends. The secona~dhhpteh of the Déta of

‘

Ethics concludes with what Spencer takes ‘to be the ethical
. . ”*

imp]ication% of the doctrine of evolution:

: \‘ .we have been led to see that Ethics Ras A )

! fon its subject-matter, that form which | T

T universal conduct (cohduct at large) assumes . o

during the last stages of its evolution. .

We have dlso concluded that these last ' . P .

stages in the evolution of conduct are those .

displayed by the highest type of being, when - - .

. he is forced, by increase of numbers, to live : :

-*more and more in the presence of his fellows.
And there has followed the corellary -that
conduct gains ethical sanction in propor-
tion as the activities, becoming less and
tess militant and more and more industrialy .,
are such'as do not necesswtate mutual '
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"\{ .+ . to note’the followings .
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’ ; v 1n3ury or hmmﬂan@é but cdnswst with, and
i : © %" are furthered by, cd- operatwn and mutual
e - [ ) a]d

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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Moore's caution in attributing to Spencer‘nhat ostensibly
‘follows strictly from his own wordg} is presumably due to a
subsequent'argument Spencer introduces to the effect of estab—
lishing a relation between the notwons of 'good" and that of

p1ea§ure . Spencer broaches an assumption he contends to

be tlementai in all mora] estimates; a question on whose posi-
tive or negative resolution is contingent 'every decision}

¢oncerning the goodness or badness of conduct's, vjz.,'the
]

, » question of whether life is worth 1ivinq: Before answering,

however, Spéncer suogests the following consideration:

.there is one postulate in which pes-
s1mlsts and optimists aqree. Both their
arguments assume it is to be selt-eyident that
1life is good or bad, according as it does
or does not, bring a surplus of agreeable
feeling...the 1mp]1cat1on cqmmon to their

_antaqonlst1c views is, that conduct should - "
conduce tof preservation of the individual,
of the family,"and of the society, only
supposing th
. than misery.

1

¢

?E life brings more hdppiness

|pr»,
The balance of the chapter is devoted to amplifying

what might Be considered a Hedonistic thesis, this.'being, that

)

however superf1c1a1]y antaoo§35t1c d1fferent mora1 schoo]s “and

’ -

ethical systems may appear to one another, every one of them

der1ves its authorrty From the ultimate standard that the qood

-

is un1verse]1y‘the p]easurah]e. In other words, if 11fe is

worth 1iving, i.e. . that.it is qood' in as mugh as it br1nqs

‘a surplus of pleasure over pain, and 'more evo]ved' conduct is.

’

‘conduc1ve to further1ng 1ife both quant1tat1ve1y and qualita-

- ’

t1ve1y, then Spencer s identification of more evolved' with

'betxer conduct can be understcod in terms of the ﬂener
v

/“ that the more evo]lved conduct is on the whole. the more pleasant,

A}
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Moore's criticism in the Principia Ethica did much to under- |
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and [pleasure is the 'tacitly-implied ultimate end'. Paren- o ;

, - i 1)

thetically, I might add that with resolution of the question : S

"Is|life worth living?', the correlarv question 'Has evoigt1on h

¢

angwered. The following aptly characterizes Spencer's position:
I

The truth that conduct is considered by us’ "7_\f

as qo8d or bad, according as its agaregafe -

results, to self or others or both, are .

p]easgrable or painful, we found on eéxamina- ghp ’

tion to be involved in alil the current judqg-

ments on conduct; the proof beina that rever-

sing the applications of the words creates ®

absurdities... So that no school can avoid - \

taking: for the ultimate woral aim a desirable

. " state of feeling called by whatever name--

gratification, enjoyment, happiness. P]easure

somewhere, at some time, to some being or

beings, is ?n inexpugnable element of the

conception. ‘

'
'

Spencer's reputation has, suffered considerably in~ '

this ‘century, .and not without some justificgtion. Certainly, .

mine the genéra] credibility of his work, as®well as, in taking

Spencer's views as the epitome of an evolutionary perspective

in ethics, discourage any further expansion alona these lines. =~ . -

Spencer's claim that certain prinbip]es of normative ethical
. £ L
fcontent were determined by the acceptance ofdthe doctrine of [

Y ~—

organic evolution, was substanciated by néither the oreoon-
derafice of scientific data ﬁor coqgency of formal organization
found in Darwin's‘?nalysis Essent1a]1y, the content of Spencer's
arguments thus far 1s s1mp]y this: certain’kinds of conduct

, , . - . .
which display certain character1st1c§¢5re'more biologically
Lo )

evolved, the application of the term 'good' to a mode of conduct .

»

being contingent on, and’'relative to, the increased amount and

’

1
* M {
\
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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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- is no more than a rule that a mind imposes upon itself to the ‘ g
‘ . b

-

effect that it ought always to consider the consequences of its

H

act1qns to exam1ne whether more or fewer possible benef1ts to . :
itself and to society would resu1p.“2] 4:f\ C . ‘

SpenCEr observes that throughout the, past; the |
E]assificatien-of acts as good or phd; i.e., ‘the conceptionsl-/
. » of right and wrong, have had a direct pprrespondence Qiih'

: supposed divine commands; that _conduct characterized by obedience

to such injunctions being subsummed under the conceotion of

» o virtue. He suggests that the’idea of ‘ought’ ﬂas retained,
from the incipient stages of Social quenization (Qhere the idea
is asseciated with conformity to accepted cu§%0ms) through the
. transitigp from custom to 16w3 the saﬁe essential character
‘ of compulsﬁve obedience--"...no matter whether considered intrin- . P
sically good or 1ntrin§ica11y bad."22 Consequently, Spencer

©°

' attributes the general concebtions (and associated feelings)

- . of right, duty, obligation, as resu]ting’from what he.refers

[SLEENE SN

to as various componentﬁ\pf the 'pro-ethical' sentiment. Speci-
N ) fically, these components.ére: the consciousneés of authority . en

N .
(the recognition of which ifiplies the consciouspess of ‘ought'),

aapapeteeT L N It
.

of coercion (whose implication of force engenders thé,dancious-
ness of '‘must'), and, often the most - influential component of

the eth1ca1 consciousness in serving to restrain or impel,

N Gt it et
-’

. public opinion. -As Spencer is quick to notw, the 'pro-ethical’
sentiment is to be sharply distinguished from the ethical

sentiment proper--the fonmgr,fgr the 'mass of mankind' actinq

i3
F

in lieu of the latter. This distinction is best expreséed by

Spencer himself: . . \ : : C } ~.i T
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The true moral consciousness which WL
name conscience, does not refer to those
- T "Ibxtrinsic results of conduct which take
the shape of praisé or blame, reward of
punishment, externally rewarded; but it
reférs to the intrinsic results of con-
duct which, in part and by some intel-
Tectually perceived, are mainly and by
most, intuaitively felt. The maral con-
o sciousness proper does not contemptate
. obligations as artifically imposed by
an external power; nor is it chiefly .
occupied with recognition of, and reqard
. for, those conditions by fulfilment of
<. which happiness 1s achieved or misery
* avoided....it is the rightful ruler:
responding, as it does, to conseauences
which are not artificial and variable,
but to consequegges which are natural i
and permanent. . '

Herbert Spencer's identification of 'good' with -
'more evoived' epitomizes a primitive form of evolutiohary -

ethics that~has Tona since been- recoanized {(bv evolutionary
’ A

moralists) as untenable and false. The problem with Spencer's

e g o 4 e (1 P (Y PR TN L MR ST e v e

26

approach is that, although he attempted.to see man and morality

as natural entities witbih the universe described by natural

science, he failed to appreciate the evaluative meaning of

'good'. While he clearly reéognized the natural qenesis of

-

cognition, namely, the natural act of evaluating; that man does

not simply passively accept whatever events impinge on’him,

‘ ;Et reacts in a variety of ways. Thus, Spencer's atteh@t to

" account for moral conduct (as well as for the moral quality of

Y

an action) in terms of an automatic transfer of behavioral
mechanisms, from the amoral (pre-human) level of conduct to

the moral (conscious), serves as a good example of how not to

.

-

'go about determining a re]atioﬁ between evolution and ethics.

v

moral phenomena, he ignored the unique character of human moral

K]
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' : "/ Chapter II1. T. H. Huxley: The Ethical Art:

v ) @

0verc0m1ng the Cosmic Process , .

¥ ’ &

An .eloquent expression of Evolutionary Naturalism

is presented by 7. H. Huxley in his Romanes Lecture of 1893 P

ent1t1ed Evolut1on and Ethics, later nublished with attending

S emen el L
A

R&o]egomena the .following year. Hux1ey S fundamenta] orienta- .
P :

tion is plainly evolugionary: "...man, physical, 1nte11ectu31 ¥

e YRGS T
——

and moral, is aé much é'part'of nature, as purely a part of

the cosmic process, as the humblest weed.”24 As it will be

s _ shown, however, the curiously_uniaue féatyre of his position

consists in the view that ethical progress is secyred, not by '

e

o, jrmitation, but througﬁ the assiduous restraint of those very

characteristics of the cosmic process’which engender success

" in the state of natureSt Although Huxley was in essential agree-

ment with Darwin and Spencer as regards the evolutionary:origin

. of themoral consciousness (conscience) in man, he believed

their attempts to effect a reconciliation between the theory

. T . . ' .
of evolution and woral ‘phenomena belied a lack of appreciation

s = RO E T M Y gy
k]

of the degree‘to which nature and morality were in fundamental C ‘

conflict. ‘Evolution', as stated in the first prolegomenon,
‘ ) ,
is not to be understood as’ an explanation of the cosmic process;
f A . - - A
rather, it is "...a' generalized statement of the method and
: k!

> “ results of that process....it means progressive development,
g B

that is, gradual change-from a condition of relative uniformity
1«25 )

to one of relative complexity;... As a purely natural ° ) .
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phenomenon, evolution strictly ékclhdes~any kind of supernatural
intervenf}on,rsuch as,-special creation. Moreoyer, "As’thg
expression/of a fixed ordér, every stage of which is the effect
of causes qperatinq according fo Qefinite rules, the conception
of evolution.no less excludes that of chance."26 Thus, all th%ngs
in nature were.but working Qut their predestined'courses of
evolution. ‘ ..

Huxley obseriss that the state of nature, both in
its organic and‘inorqanic ménifestation§, is at anxlgiven timeb
merely a tﬁansitofy expreﬁsion of that proce;s of incessant
;ariation and change, i.e.,the 'adjustment of contending
forces', which has brought.the cOSmos ipﬁgvbeing. He fu;ther
suggests, that the nnst\notabqe aspect of the cosmos is its
igpermanence; that it presents itself as a process in change
rather than a permanent entity. On the organid level, the most’
dominant feature of the éosm%c process .is the intensé and per-
petual competition bf the struggle for existence, the 'agent
of the.selective process in the state of nature', which results
in natura) selection, i.e., the survival of those forms which
evince the greatest adaptive ability relative to the concurrent
environmental conditions. ‘ @

Huxley believed there#to be a fundqméntal opnosigion
between the cosmic proceés and the ethical process; between
the state of nature and the state of art., With ngard to the
latter, the essential antagonism between the natural and the
artificial is depicted through reference to what he terms the

'hoﬁticu]tura] process'. A garden, he suggests, ﬁsrrepresentative

'3 .
of something as artificially created and sustained in the state

of nature by the medium of human intelligence and energy; it is

Lo
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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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Social organization, founded in the co-operative - "

o

f-advantage gained in the struggle for existence, is a work of
art: "The history of'civilization details the steps by which

men have succeeded in building up an artificial world within

28 .

the cosmos." ‘Haxley's central thesis consists in the idea

‘that .social progress is realized through the overcoming of the
cosmic process within society, and substituting for it that

1

‘whicﬁ he terms the 'ethical proces;'. ‘For him, the irrecon-

cilable opposition betwézn the cosmic process and the ethical
pfocess‘is parambunt; the former having no relation to moral

ends, and the latter directed towards curbing the influence of .
the cosmic struggle in the state of art: "...ethical nature, |
while born of cosmic nature, is necessariiy at enmity with {ts
;arent."zg He observes that human social organization was
originally possiple only,throuah the restraint of that very _
tendancy o0f innate aggressiveness, i.e., the ruthless self-asser-

tion and self-interest so predominant in the successful struggle

, .
for existence in the state of nature, which has be?n the fgg?\\ L
dition of mankind's ascendance to the pinacle of the evolutionary .
scale. ¥

. . et
Huxley suqgqgests this control on natural free self-
assertion, to be the consequence of various 'organic neces-

sities' (the expression is used in such a way as. to be a para-

4

phrase of what Darwin termed 'soc¢ial instincts'). These ‘organic

" necessities' or instincts he describes as follows: (1) the
; ,

mutual parental and filial affé@tions, which sponsor an in-
crease in the duration of the family ties; (2) the propensity

and consumate ability of man for immitation; and, most impqrdant]y,
v 2 , . . ‘ . . .
(3) the purely ref}ex sympathetic emotions, i.e., that “...tendency

b Y

..
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in man to reproduce. in himself actions and feelings similiar to;
or correlated with, those é)f other men’."3O Huxley explains the ' “
genesis of conscience .as a function of social progress. As
the stru,ci;urés df social organization gradually evolve, the &
inter-relations among nembers of th:. polity become closer and
more complex, and Jjudgments of approba‘gion and disapprobation
(formed through emotive sympathy) ‘become )increasingw more
1mf)/(;rtant. These judgments engender concrete associatidns between
cartain écts,.and corresponding séntiments; the conseq&ence of -
which is 'conscience'--an 'artificial personality' and fhe‘ ‘
ﬂ'watchman of society'—icfeated parallel to the :naturaW persona- .
lity', whose function it 1:57"....to restrain the anti-social
tendencies of the natural man within the an'ts required by
. \ B

social we]fare."3]

#

o The ethical process, the_condj‘tioﬁ of social oro-
gress, consists«ir) the elimination of the strlggie for,@dxistence
--as between man énd man--within society. 'Man's high procrea- !
tive propensity tends to create competitive conditions for the
means of support, and, when such means oﬂf ex‘istence are secured’
by every member of the polity, the struggle for existence
within that society"effective!y ceases: "What is oftfen called
"the struggle for existence i\n soc‘iety'...is a contest, not for "
the means of existence, but for the means of énjoyment."32
$+Huxley does not propose that social ordanization affords an - — }
immunity from the cosmic process to men in society, but the‘
.influence of the latter process on-social evolution is diminishedﬁ
the more advanced the state of the civilization. The obje'ct of’

-

the ethical process, he says, ';...is not the survival of those

who happen to be the fittest, in respect of the whole of the

(
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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 . . e . ) 4 ‘
the ex1stence of a civil order. H]S point is simply this: that .7

Githin a society, the Golden Ru1e if dogmatically obeyed,
resolves to the non- enforcement of 1aw against transnressors,
‘that 1f-str1ct]y applied, it effec-twe]y ‘eh'mmates retributive
Justice. Moreover, as a policy governing .the external relations

of a state, it is: tantamount to a discontinuance of the'struggle

for existence. . He adds, that even its ‘partial obedience is

o

possible"...only under the protection of a state which re- .
pudiates it‘."36
The instatemeant of laws, customs, and moral pre- “ \‘

-~ , .
_cepts, affirm a society's resolve to condemn, as inconsistent

with, the mo.ra1 beliefs of the polity, the "ape and-tiger methods
of the strugé]e for Lxﬁstence'. Huxiey remarks that as man's

appreciation of the state of civilized society has grown, there.

. o
has been a proportionate devaluation of those 'ape and tiger' U
qualities whichMirst enabled such an ascendance; of u;Z belief
that "...\man although himself a product of evolution, has an R

#obligation to subjugate the amoral or immoral aspects of evolu- ° l
tion to moral.ends,“37 Huxley explains the evolution of thé . "'
moral sense tHrough a con®ideration of the'concep't of jbustice‘ ‘" ok

and' the gradual transformation it has underqone. The concépt -
of justice, he asserts functions as’a social bond, predicated
on the mutual- trust of the menbers , to insure the advantage

of co~operat1’on in the struggle for existence. Imph‘cit in this

ment for transgression, of estab]ﬁhed 1n3unct1ons. 0f pr‘lJ

mary signifi cancénn the development of mora] consciousness, \ <

13
-
-

L

4

was the estabhshn@nt of the basic distinction between w111f&ﬂ ’ h
\
l\
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-ar'\d 1n‘volun$ary trénsgre_ssion, i.e. s, the *d'ifference«betwe_en
a gu\ﬂty actiop, and one whicr; is rpere]y wrona. . Huxley notes .
that the problem of‘désert béc-ame increa%ingly'more important
with’ the rePinenent of man's moral sensibilities. Says he:

" The idea of justice thus underwent a gradual .
sublimation from punishment and reward accord- T
ing to acts, to punishment and reward accord- '

~ ‘,“inq to desert; or, in other words, according

1 to motive. Righteousness, that is, action_from

' right motive, not only became synonymous with
Jjustice, but the pesitive constituent of in-
nocence and the very heart of goodness.38

‘Some mention should be madé of the fact that '

°

+ throughout Huxley's exposition, though he cé;tti(nuaﬂy draws

on insight and examples clearly taken from Darwin (e.g., dis- )

k2l

cussion of the sociaﬂy instincts, the pm‘r‘mcjp]e of natural ;
selection, evo]utior} of the moral ‘sepse, etg.), not one single J’ o :
reference is made to the latter in acknowledaing this debt.

,H'lfx?ey's principal contribution to the éubject of evolutionary -
ethics lies essentially in the driginality of his expression
‘of ethics as a épg:ia'! art; and with the essence of ar*.t befng .

. the creation of conditions .of l'ifce contrary to those uchar‘ac—
teristic of‘ the state of nature: "Let-us understand, once Lfor‘

" all, that the ethical pro'gtjess of society depends, not’on immi ta-
ting the cosmic, pr‘ocess,/ still less i‘n running away ;;om it,\ -
but in combétjnq it.“"39// As far as any novel '}onsideration of

" the actual facts of Bio]oqica] evo]u‘pion‘are concerned, Hux]eyijsk
position does not off:er any extension beyond a rather general,
poetic paraphrase of Darvin's co.rﬂ\'clusﬁ‘ns. In particular,

. his gconception of the ethical process is an outright rejection’
of thé\ "...attémpts to apply the uana]oqy of cosmic nature to -,

-
society."40 The moral conscience of man,‘mie]ieves, constitutes

’ R . '.f.‘:"." ) & .\.
_ ~ ol ¢ '
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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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. . Thus, Thomas Huxley accupies an important position
- 1 kY
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in the development of evolutionary naturalism and eGq}utionahx
etHics; "His -analysis of the contrast between what hé calls K

‘sthe cosmic process and the éthjcal process is instrumental for ° b

A

‘ the-}ejection of crude and simplified versions of evo utiohqry ’
ethics, which would dec]aré the surzival of the fittest, and : ‘
the right of the s%rongér, as the baijc rule of human behavior. =
Sﬁth crude attempts to %ﬁp]y Darwin's theory to human society,
e.g., Nazi- ethics, 60 not .take into ?ccount significantly .

_different conditions o% 1ife between primitive ana advanced

stages of evolution. What mioht have been bromoting survival

it

and further evolution at an earlier stage,-might, due to changed ;
' [ . . « ) «
conditions and new factors, become an 1ﬁbed1ment (or even a

~

positively haemful element) in Jater stades of evolution.

' e
Q"
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SECTION IY. REVIEW OF TWENTIETH CENTUR?\INFLUENCES: 1903-1943

~Chapter IV. G.E. Moore: The Naturalistic Fallacy
ts . -

o

With the publication of G.E. Moore's Rrincipia
. Eihigg in 1903, emphasis in etﬁica] analysis assumed contem—7‘
'porary'ggrspectives. The inclusion here of one such as Moore, . !
wose views are notably antithetical and unsvmpngEfic with
the’ central subject Bf this research, might at first seenlsi;gu—~
larly jgapropos. Cerfainl&, his critical écqity (particularly
~ of Spencer as representative of the evolutionary schoé]) has o 1S
proved most formidible, in réising ijectdons against any pro-

d ;
jected naturalistic constructions in ethigs. His importance to

the present concern, then, is not for reasons of any direct
contribution by way of positive promotion. It lies rather in

the persuasive and enduring influence his treatment of the,sqq- *

S At s B L e ok o T e = A

Ject has achieved in this century, - -
. ‘ ,
It should neither. be supposed that Moore was a1oﬁ; - .

in his rejection of evolutionary naturalism, or that his comments
4 N

v

in this regard were especially original; that the earlier .
work of Sedgwick hrovided a highly influential background in
the deve]opmeni of Moore's formulations is in clear evidence. .

i . ?

L] -
Nonetheless, ‘the Principia Ethica represeats a mi]eston% in -

o

tpe ]iteratufe of ethics; the ab§n(3§ion of current ethical

,controvérsiééfwith formal analysis and the natufalistic fallacy

gives testament to just how much, in fact, Moore's work has o

N

v
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perceptibly affected contemporary.ethical thought. 1Its influence

in the field of evolutionary ethics has been perhapg_even more

I L

38

pronoﬁnced; much of the enthusiasm which had attended the subject

previous to its publication, waned in the strength of the claim

that all such attempts at sy§temqtizing any form of evolu-

tionary naturalism were intelligible in terms of the naturalistic

~fafr§cy. The discussion of Moore will be confined to his treat-

ment pf the specific issue of evolutionary ethics, as found

in the second chapter'of the Princigia The object of my ex~ .

position will be as .follows: {a) to’outline the nature of the
naturalistic fallacy; Cﬁfito descr1be Moore $ general argument °
against ethlcal naturalism; and, (c) to abbrev1afe the most

salient aspects of his particular cr1t1c1sm of Snencer.

N >

By way of introduction, the interests of continu-

™
«

» .

ity and integrity of thesis‘you1d sugaest a brief recapitu-
) J L ;

lation of the key conclusion of the Principia's first chapter,

inasmuch as the concern there is with establishing a pre-

]iminafy perspective of the subject matter of ethics proper.

A

Hoo}e fegards the fundamental question in all ethfcs as con-

cerned with the notion of 'aood', and how it is to be defined.
In-his words:

The peculiarity of Ethics is not that it in-
vestigates assertion abolt human conduct, but
.that it investigates assertions about that pro-
perty of things which is denoted by the term

‘good', and the converse propertv denoted by the

- conclusions, 1nvest1qate the truth of all such
assertions, except those which assert the re-
1ation48f this property only to a single exis-
tent. )

i

Following Sedgwick, 'good' is conceived as that which denotes

L

a unique property of things, being simple, indefinable, and

x
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unanalysab]e{ It is simplé in the way 'yellow' is a simple &

Botjpn, that is, "...out of which definitions are composed and

with which the power of further défininq ceases...it is not com-

posed -of any, parts which we can substifute for it in our minds

when we aﬁélthinking of 1t."43 Moore further nroposes, that

P

all ethical judgments can be divided into two essentially dis-
tinct kinds, the peculiarity of their respective natures being

contingent on the manner in which they refer to' the notion of

*

'good'. Eithér’;hey assert qli& this uniqu object of thoughtl ' . //

is related in such a way as it always attaches to the thing or -

action in question, i.e., that it is 'aood in-itself'; or they

formulate a judgTent in causal terms by asserting that the thing

or action in question js a necessary condition (or cause) for ¢ .

-
producing something else (an effect) which is good, i.e., that

-

it is 'good as a means'. The former are judgments of intrinsic

\ 2

value,. and, if true, universally so; the latter are judgments

N , a

- of means, and as such, are conditional on the circumstances

under which the action occurs. Lastly, it should be kept in : !

i
- . '
mind, that central to Moore's orientation is the, proposition that R
ethics' most elemental principles v, Tnust be synthetic pro- ' :
Y .
) {
" positions, declaring what things, and jn what degree, possess \\\ -

a’simp1e and unanalysable property

, a :
value' or 'goodness'." 4 .

may be called 'intrinsic

Moore coined the expression 'naturalistic fallacy'
as a means of describing a certain kind of methodological approach
in ethics which involved a fundamental conceptual mistake. This

mistake, hé be]ieve?, consisted jn identifying that simple and N i

]

indefinable duality which is meant by 'good' with some other notion.

s o, E
R A

/ —. - .
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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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'natural good', that is, that good is cgpab]e of any ﬁatura]
definition. His object here is to show the fallacy of referring
from somethingsf'be?ﬁq natural' to its therefore being ‘dood'; -
that Nature can be assumed as a basis fbr normative ethical
. values through the identification of 'natural' and 'good'. He
" states that tﬁe term 'natural' might be taken to mean either
'no;mal' or 'necessar}', but that both forms can bel shown deficient
in providiqg such a natural definition, i.e., of being 'always
good or the only good things'. By ways of example, hé suggests

that hea]th might ba presumed capable of naﬁutp] definition:

o health is manifestly good, and the criterion of health is esta-

blished by Nature. He adds, however, that health cannot be
deemed good only because it is natural; disease™fS also a pro- -
duct of nature. Thus health "...should be def1ned in natura]
terms: as the-normal state of an organism...and that when we are
told to pursue health as.a natural end, what is implied is that
////tﬁé-norma1 must be good."48 He observes that although it is
generally true that the normal is good, the extraordinary--
such as artistic éenius-—testifies to the fact that not everything
that is good is normal; that the relatfion between the two is |
not to be taken as an obvious one, and must be regarded as an .
open uesfion. Therg §re'two important and related points
Mogre fachieves through\this example. The.first~js simply to
show that we should not “...belfrightened by thexassertion that
a thing is natural into the admission that it is bed; good does

not, by definition, mean anything that is natural; and it is

thérefore a]ways an open question whether anything that is !
natura) 1s 'good. w3 The second concerns a more formal character \\\
Z=

of‘ﬁgfural1st1c construct1ons, and wh1ch}¥m suitably been dubbed

ke
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" the ‘open-question' argument. The essential features of the

-
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argument are lucidly expressed in the following summary by kai
Nielsen. Says Nielsen:

#¢ _..Moore points out that for ;z§;ever
naturalistic value we substitute for the

“variable x in a proposed definition of
"good", we can always significantly ask

< if it is qood,"...we can always significantly

. ask *Is happiness good?".... Even though.
we agree, let us say, that happiness is
good, it is an evident fact of language
that these queStions are not without
significance if "good" did mean "“hap-
piness," or "self-realization," or "the
object of any interest,".... For what-

- ever naturalistic definitions we offer-
whatever naturalistic values replfce the,
variable x--it always makes sense\to ask
if that thing is good. Since this s so,

. these naturalistic_definitions can be seen i*
to be inadequate.

By the expression "Evolutionistic Ethics" Moore has

in mind the view "....that we oughttto mave in the direction of
9v01uti66 simply becahs 1t,{s ;he direction of evolution. That
the forces of Naturg are o}king on that side is taken as a pre-
-gumption that it is the righf'side. That such a view...can only

rest on a confused belief that somehow the good simply means the
51

42

sidg on which Nature is working." | Moore's method is effecting

~

a generél criticism of evq]ugjonary naturalism is through the
particular critfcismfof‘Herbert Spencer, whom Moore took to be
the paradigm representative of this approach. The focus of
Moore's aftention is initially directed to Spencer's claim that

to be 'better' means to be 'more evolved'; that conduct qains

Spencer's manner)of arriving at such a conclusion is adequatel
y

detailed in my s ond chapter, and to avoid unnecessary repetition,

v

. “ethical sanction in proportion as it betcomes more evolved. As -
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I w111 endeavor to show here the character of.Spencer's natura]-

1

' 1st1c identifications and the nature of the attending fa]lac1es

apcbrdlng to Moore. Moore states that 1f we take Spencer's
assertipgns at face value, there is no doubt that he had com-
mitted the naturalistic faﬁlacy involved %p the identification of

'more evolved' and 'better'. As Moore puts it:

We: shall look in vain for any atEJﬁpt to -
show that ‘ethical sanction' 75 in pre-
portion to 'evolution,' or ‘that it is the
‘highest' type of being which( displays the
- most evolved conduct; yet Mr.\Spencer con-
cludes that this is the case.
fair to assume that he is not
conscious of how much these.propositions
\ stand in need of proof—-what a very dif-
ferent thing is being 'more evolved' from
being 'higher' or ‘better'. It may, of
course, be true that what is more evolved
is also higher and better. But M¢. Spef-
cer does not seem aware that to assert the
one is in any case not the same thing as
to assert the other. He araues at lenqth
that certain kinds of conduct are 'more
evolved, ' and then informs us that 'he has
proved them to gain ethical sanction in
proportion, without any warning that he has -
omitted the most essential step in such a
proof. Surely this is sufficient evidence
that he does not see how essential that step
is. .

Next, following the sequence of ideas in Spencer's argunient,

Moore proceeds to take issue with the proposed correspondence
between 'pleasure' and 'evolution' in moral theory. In'this
regard, Moore suggests that there is again a demonstration of

the naturalistic fallacy:

..that he imagines ‘'pleasant' or 'productive

of pleasure' is the very meaning of the word
‘good’.... The doctrine of naturalistic
Hedonism is, indeed, quite strict]y implied

. in his statement that 'virtue' cannot 'be de-
fined otherwise than in terms of happiness'.
It is certawn]y impossible to find any further
reasons given by Mr. Spencer for his conviction

that pleasure both is the supreme end, and 'is"

”\~\
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universally admitted  to be so. He seems to

assume throughout that we must mean by good

conduct what is productive of pleasure, and .

by bad what is productive of ‘pain. So far,

then, as he is a Hedonist, @% would seem to ®

* be a naturalistic Hedonist. .

One of the final, and perhaps most forceful, argu-
ments Mnore enlists in"triticizing the proposed relation of
evolution and ®thics generally, is based on the 'confused belief
that somehow the good simply.means the side on thch Nature is
work ng'.k Moore points out that this involves another confused
belief, the verity of which is paramount to Spencer's entire
treatment of evolution, namely, that evolution is, in fact, .the
stde on which Nature- is working. He observes that evolution
denotes--'in any sense in which it can be regarded as a fact
that the more evolved is higher'--only ‘a temporary process, and

not a natural law (such as gravity) in the sense that we are

assured of the future continujty of such a brocess. Evolution

'qescribes a process which has been realized owing to the existence

‘“of certain natural conditions at a diven time; the perpetuity of
&

- —

such conditions, whether past or futurq, is never aiven ‘and . -

éannbt be assumed. '

It is Moore's contention that the theory of natural .
selection--the process of which evo]dt%on describes--does state
é natural law, name1y, that given certain conditions, certain
results will always follow. Further, that "...it is only the
Aﬁocess,which, according to nétura] law, must fo]]oﬁ %rom these
conditions and no others, that appears to be:also on the whole .

a progéess. Under different conditions, the same natural

Taws would allow us to infer involution (the development from a |

”~

state of relative complexity to one of_reiative uniformity) »

T T R L L .
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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

X

PR LB B YR

7w

L

.
PR



’

¢
>
H

9

e e amt

v
.
., .
s . « .
L]
¢+ €
v
, ' .
i \ i
-y
- ‘
d .
4 ' * i 4 . t
) e ‘
, ,
-~ - ) 1 [
- , ;
4
? F

| sy, vie iy L g O s <3 R Y . o imtancahm 2t 2




Chapter V. /Jdulian Suxley: The Ethics of Psychological

and Social Evolution  »,

Jn 1943, on the océasion of the fiftieth anniversary

of T. H. Huxley's delivery of h1s Romanes Lecture Evo{ut1 n and

”vEth1cs, Ju11an Hux1ey was s1m11ar1y jnvited to contribute |his

views on the theme selected by his, grandfather. His Romanas

-

e AR AT Y ey e s e s

‘Lecture on Evolutionary Ethics has come to be regarded as opé

ﬂ. - . \

|
of the most significant contemporary pronouncements on the dub-

-

Jject. Hux]ey'é.comméndement co-ordinates are manifestly plotted
within the evolutionary tradition: "...the ultimate quarantees
for the correctness of our labels of rightness and wrongness are
to be sought for among the facts of evo]uthnary direction.’

‘The unique methodological character of his approath affords an
interesting contrast to fhe views hitherto revfeyed.

céptual schema is emiﬁent]y contemporary, integrating the adva
ments in psycho]ogy and:the natural sciences in a philosophical
conteit to produce a wark gf'gré;ter systematic integrity, cog.ncy'

of argumentative desian, and coricrete in ‘its analysis of the

. v
nature, direction and implications of the evolutionary process

Huiley's position deve]qps_from the éonviction'that

~ the nexus between ethics and evolution becomes intelligible
when two separate, ’but inter-related, processes are distinguished:

first, the mannér of development of the ethical mechanism in

the individua] human infant, and secondly, the evolution, and
£ ’ /
ethical relativity, of social ethics. Ethics thus viewed,

47
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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 ’ ' |




‘First few pdﬁ-nataiQrs. The ethical development of the indivi-
dual constitutes a continuous-and cumulative process of adapta-
" tion and interaction:

¢ - The ovum\{has no ethics, any more than it hass
a backbone. Ethics, like backbones, come out -~
of non-existence into.existerice in each indivi-
dual deyelopment...as,..the backbone is later
‘built round...the notochord, so the normal in-
fant develops a forerunpsn for the moral stif-
¢ fening of adult ethics. 7

This 'spir'itua; notochard' is the ‘proto-ethical mechanism, the

preclrsor and ground out of which conscience later deve‘mps.

it 1s 1mportant "to note that the(proto~eth1ca1 mechamsm is not

: conce1,ved as .some mborn faculty to perform a gwén function,

but arises rather in cogseq_uence of a particular kind of primal
‘co'nfh'ct'am/ng the non-rational, and unregu]ate'd impulses of
Whieh'the infant is naturally heir. Nhat is 1nn7te is simply the
capagit‘y fo form and develop the mechanism.

Huxley describes the prehmnary staggs in the indivi-

dual ethical process as foﬂws
As the baby begins to draw a distinction
. between itself and outer reality, it is
’ » the mother who-comes to represent the exter-
‘ nal world, and to mediate its 1'mpact on the
. child. But she dawns upon its growmq con-
L ° ‘ ' sciousness under two opposite aspects.. She
;N\‘ugh_%d s chief obJect of love, and its
fountainhead of Satigf nd i
peace. Gut sfie 1s glso Authomt‘y, the chief
source of power mygteriously set over the
child and arbitrarly thwarting some of the
imoulses along whase paths itS new life
~ quests outwards. Thexfrustration of;infan-
, . © tile-impulse generates anger, hate, dnd des-
’ : tructive wishes--what the psychologists gener-
: ally style agaression~--directed against the
thwarting .authority. The infant .is %hus facdd

.-

- . with the primal conflict. Two irreconcilable

. - ., . sets of ijpulses are directed towards the Same !
. : obJect,rand that object is the center of 1ts

' : : surmunqu universe. i ~

"+ ¢ The proto-ethical ‘mechanism grows out of this primordial

) ' °
LIS .
, 5 . . .
. K .
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ambivalent conflict of love and hate. Huxley indicates that
Tove usually resolves the éonf]ict, and the~agqressi§e impulses

&

of anger apd hate come to be associated with wrongness, 1.é.,
'brgnded‘and tinged with the quality of~qﬁi]t', and either sup-
preég;alin consciousness or completely repressed Jnto the un-
conscious. He adds that although in its formation the proto-
" ethical mechanism always involves a degree of some true repres-
“sion (unconscious Quilt), the extent of which 1§ contingent on
the inherited temperﬁent and {nfant-Tother relations of the infant.
Tﬁu;, out of the primal conflict of imﬁu]ses there arises the
. o sense of quilt, and out of this sense of gdi]t develops the
., individuals moral sense: "...the central fact remains that out
of7/ this primai conflict there grows'the beginning of ethics.
ePrimitiye love conquers primitive hate by saddling it with the
burden 8f primal qui]f: gnd Qith this the po]arity of right

and wr0ng'bec0mes attached to our thoughts and actions.“6]

A ) .
is important to note, however, that the moral sense is not simply

It

a set of conditioned reflexes. Huxley remarks thét, for the most
| . ' ’
part, the proto-ethical mechanism remains an intellectual.con- |

struction, advanced on scientific qrounds much like the concents

viz., as an adaptive mechanism of infancy for securinqg action -

(supported by a sense of rightness) in the face of conflicting
impulses and indecision, is concretely manifest. . %\

Huxley's discussion of social ethics is ultimately

°

directed at establishing one central thesis, viz., that puman’

. | /,/~'\\

evolution now operates through the mechanism of social organiza-

tion, and that conscious or social evolution has largely sup-

‘planted organic evolution as the primary vehicle of tle progressive

-

’
-

e

of the Qene or the atom. Biologically, however, its function,: St
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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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whether it be in the external moge of utilizing other organic.

of society, which affec;s‘each developing individual afr'esh."65

In discounting the notion of chaotic ethical variablilty, Huxley's

.object is twofold: (a) to establish a general perspeétive of

J.\r

uniformity aad continuity with which to view the phenomenon of

social evolution, and, (b) to state emphatically hat ethical '

standards cannot be conceived of in static terms {a§ fixed

absolutes), but must be viewed dynamically. Alternately| stated,

"that ethics is a process rather than a system, contin usly

evolving, and inevitably changing with change in social systems.
> b

‘As Huxley observes:

..ethics do not merely vary at random; they
also evolve. - That fact provides our clue.

B , Our ethics evolve because they are themselves
part of the evolutionary process. And any
standards of rightness or wrongnesf must in

. ) some way be related to the movement. ,0f that
process through time. Now that the ‘moment
has arrived when we are able to perceive evolu-
.tion as an all-comprehensive process of which
human existence forms a part,.it is fmpossible
any longer to rely on any static guarantees
for ethics. Our fuller knowledge discloses
not a set of absolute or fixed standards, but
a direction of change.5

Fu}thermore, there i1s one direction of,changelin the evolutionary
process which might be pébper]y characterized as 'prqgfessive',
this being the djr7ction which orovides the conditions ior

the un‘liu;n'ted capdcity t‘ atta}kin a higher degree of orqanization.
By a 'higher' degree of organization, HU}ley refers to the
ability-of 'organizations of ‘matter which are alive' to exercise

a certdin control over their immediate environmental .factors,

4

"or inorganic elements in promoting survival and contihﬁance, or

through the internal capacity for self-reproduction and adjust-
3 1]

ment to environmenta]‘changes.

i
e ) Sy . . r,’“"’"“‘"":'
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'with every higher level of organization--provided mankind with an.

extendéd range of new possibilities of experienc#, of action,’and

of being, as well as introducing new methods and mechanisms
- e — s it s s &

of evolutionary operation. As has been previously indicated,

”
- / o
) oo = The emergence of the social form of orgamization--as
F i

a paramount thesis of Huxley's position is that evolutionary

advancement (on the human or conscious level) can be effected
. 1.

“only through the mechanism of social organization, the latter

operating through the 'pooling of experience and co—ooeratiye

xtion in a.cumulative tradition'. He states that conscious

!

evolution sUpe?ceeded Hiological evolution as the primary mode

of progressive human development when social organization became

'se]f—ﬁepkoducing'. That with the advent of conceptyal thought

Iand true speech in primitive man, for the first time in evolu-
tion, cgnsc?ous experience became_tfaﬂsmitdb]e through time by
means of language and other forms of symbolic representation. .
Moreové}, it is Qp]y on the social level that ethics can‘emerge.
Says Hux]ey:‘ | .

And in so-far as the mechanism of evolution
ceases to be blind and automatic and becomes -
conscious, ethics can be injected into the

" evolutionary process. Before man that pro- |
cess was merely amoral. After his emergence
onto Tife's stage it became possible to intro-

~ducg faith, courage, love of truth, goodness

--in a word moral purpose--into evolution.b -

\]

Perhaps the singularly most important feature of

Hux]ey},_s lecture consists in the formu]ati%genera] ethical

standards adduced on grounds of evolutionary criteria. He cites
three distinct sources, which within the perspective of evolu-

tionary dynamics coalesce, where counsel for such formulations
A\

may be sought, viz., the himan individual, human society, and

]

v
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of nature as a whole. Huxley defines the scope and content of

his position as follows:

In the broadgst possible terms evolutionary
~ethics must be based on a combination of a

. few main principles: ‘that it is riaht to

X realize ever new possibilities in evolution, 3
notably those which are valued for their \ ’ 1
own sake; that it is right to respect human = .

individuality and to encourage its fullest
development; that it is right to construct a
f’T\\\d’) mechanism for further sociat evolution which : i
‘ - shall satisfy these prior conditions as fg]]y, ) i
sz . - efficiently, and as rapidly as possib]e.’6

. - . 7 ’ !
Huxley observes that man's progressive evolutionary ascendance

to higher levels or organization has achieved a state within I

which’ a consciousness of intrinsic value has emerqed. That is

to sgy, among the range of hew possibilities of experience attend-

. .
e et A S AR Wttt s o e

ing each higher level of organization, man finds that he experi-

e?ces some as having value in or for themselves. . With this, a

value scheme is here introduced: ‘higher' values consisting

' 9
of those “...which are more intrinsically aor more permanently -

satisfying, or involve a greater degree of perfection."69 Huxley

o " continues that althouah we cannot characterize this direction

or evolutionary trend as ﬁav%ng purpose (in the sense of ful-

filling-a conscious aim), we can describe it as the 'most
4 2

desirable' direction. Accdrding]y, Huxley concludes that "...it

T

is ethically rig®t to aim at whatever will' promote increasingly

full realization of increasingly higher v,a]ues."70

P

Towards the praética] rea]izatfon of this end, Huxley ) 'é
contends that an optimum course of ‘greatest moral rigﬁfhess" ' é
mu§t bé established as regards both the rate as well as the E

b direction of change. That minimally, our evolutionary diréciion, - %
that is, our direction of_social\change, should provide\for %%

the future continuance and further advancement of the same "

»
\d

<
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desirable direction towards ever higher levels of. organization
and new possibilities. The maximum application would consist

. in the complete subjugation of present realization to future
t // ) @ "’ 3 ] )
/" _possibility. Moreover, there must also be a theoretical optimum s

e vy~

in the rate of change: a moral mean between the preserva?ion of
present stability vis-a-vis the excessive re£ardation of advance.
Thus, when evolution as a whole is considered, the most general
ethical standard ﬂk follow gpnsists in the promotion of. the

- same 'desirable direction' of evolution which has brought man

to his current level of organization. A corollary to this,

N I TR VP

% Huxley adds,‘is that social organization need bg designed to

‘ encourage change; that "...a static stability is undesiraé1e, and
{ a comp]eté or static certitude of ethical bé]ief itself becomes

“o unéfhicaT."7]

| / Hux{ey proceeds)to consider what ethical guidance

~\;\»- A might be elicited from the dxnamics of social evolution and

human societies. His initial remarks establish an important

perspective:

N ...7t is clear on evolutionary grounds. that

\ . the individual is in a real sense higher than

the State or the social orqamism. The possi- X
bilities which are of 'value for their own sake, §
and whose realization nust be one of our pri- 3
mary aims, are not experienced by society as : . !
a unit, but by 5095 or all of the human beings -

which compose it. 4 . ; 1

o

He .continues that the relation between the individual and the

1]
society of which he is a member is a reciprocal one; that in

AN ‘ ‘ )
- ; ' isolation. the jndividua1 is meaningless, in as much as the
N ‘ C \i,_

nathfe\or type of social orgaﬁization effectively conditions the

range of possibilities of 'self-realization and degree of develop- .
. ' L

o
ment. Furthermore, besides the assertion of the primacy of the

‘ e RV g : : ' o TR
: ‘ ) . . .
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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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the general principle declaring ‘universal equality of obpor-

tunity for-development' fdllows as a corollary §‘pndard.'

In closing, Julian Huxley's attempt to establish '

an external (natural) sanction 'for universalist ethics serves

as an object lesson in i]llustrating the possibilifies of inte-
grating--a§ compatible, pomp]ementary, and;mutually supbortive—-
the domains of science and ethics.‘ The practical consequences
of such a system of evolutionary ethics, as the basis of choice
and moral action, is most aptly characterized by Huxley himse]ff

Thus the general moral principle of equality
can now come down to earth in,the concrete
task of achieving what I may call minimum eaua-
lity: it can and should now be regarded as
immoral to leave any human being.below certain
standards of physical and mental welfare and
development. The general moral principle of
human unity and pooling of effort can come
down to earth in the concrete task of achiev-
ing a minimum co-operative organization for 8
the world unit: it can and should now be re-
garded as immoral to let anything stand in the
way of producing that degree of international
order which will free the world from it
burdens of disupity, both as regards
economic competition. And finally the general
" moral principle of evolutionary purpose can
come down to earth in the concrete task of
L achieving minimum planning: it/can and should
now be recgarded as immoral for societyﬂnot to
be at least one move ahead of events.’"

While there is wuch in Huxley's general orientation
and analysis 1 sympathize with? there-is one element I find
especially untenable, and to which the discussion and conclusions
of the next sectfon must take exception. Hux]ey's claim that
a knowLedge‘of Fhe facts of evolutionary'change provided in- -

sight into the question of what is 1ntrihsica]1y good, is

perhaps the weakest element of his system,‘ahd certainly one

of the most sevep4; criticize? (e.g., C.D. Broad). To anticipate
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soaewhat the forthcoming discussion, while Fhe reference for
such universal moral standards as liberty and equality are,
in Huxley's view, grounded in the belief in the 'intfinsic
value of the human personality'; no such position can rep}esent )
the biews of this thesis. Freedom, equalityé and many other
conventional moral values have social and ethical significanée
in so far as they are the heans for developing the human
personality, not as anendii;-itself, but as thé means of fur-

ther promoting individual a‘ "social growth, With the rejectio

=

gf jnFrinsic value as a criterion for determining 'the most
desirable direction of evolution', the pos{tion supported in
this thests is that nothing is good or bad in-itself, but.on]y
as a means to an end. In thisareggrd; my position is allied
with what Dewey describes as the 'continuum of ends-means';
actions or objects are not deemed valuable becauge they are
given to represent 'ends-iﬁ-themse]ves', but because they are
the means of at;aining qiven‘desirable ends--eﬁds which in turn

i

are the means for sefuring further ends.

Thus, it seems to me that Huxley's recourse to

\

intrinsic value for determining evolutionary direction 4s not

only Unwarranted, it is unnecessary. However this may be, it

- should not ec]ispé the significance and vision of his approach.

As. he ha§ suggested; "It makes a great difference whethef vie

think of the history of mankind as something wholly apart from
the history of tns rest of life, or as a continuation of the

general evo]utiona(y process, though with'spebial characteristics
75 -

!

of its own."
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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

b
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TTee— situated on a 7onary line between a past and’a future.

pa
Alternately expressed, evolutionary ethics propo that fact and

value are structurally bound together by the conditions of their
origin and development; that the nature of thiﬁ connection, as
 will be subsequently detailed, consists in some natural (evolu-
" tionary) function that links fact and value both in the seduéhze
of their appearance and in their present existence.

& The difficulties encountered in trying to reconcile .
two dissimilar forms of phenomena in a reasonable persgective
are nowhere more harshly revealed than in a defense of evolu-

L 4
tionary naturalism. Yet, I believe that nowhere is the need of
greater consequence than in effecting an acéord between science
and ethics in a synthetic perspective. The impqrtance of such
an equilibrium has been aptly expressed by Dew
...any restriction of moral knowledge and
. judgments to @ defipite realm necessarily
“ n limits our percention of moral significance
’ ...Probably the great need of the present
time is that the traditional barriers between
scientific and moral knowledge be broken down,
so that there will be organized and consecutive
. endeavor to use all avai]ab]e'sci;gtific know-
. ledge for humane and social ends. ~
It would seem the problem of convergence is as much /
due to the traditional orientation of the scientist, as it is to
that of the moral philosopher. Both seem content to delimit
the nature of their activities to a closed equilibrium, as con-
cerned with radically different kinds of data mutually exclusive
of one another. While historically such isolation of the domain
of science (and the data with which it deals) from any convergence

on moral and re}igious issues has proved beneficial--perhaps

necessary--to its freer development, e.g., as in pacifying

1 ¢
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‘as the increased differeftiation and specialization of bio]ogical

‘rise of some mental disposition or #Wntellectual abilities, which * ' '

religious authorities about the implications'bf the new physics ) '

in the seventeenth century, today such an arbitrary bifurcetion‘

-

might well be regarded as anachronistic. In this régard, certainly
a major factor contrib@ting to this coalescence and overlap of

previously distinct fields of science (perhaps the latest examplg}ﬂﬁ g

of this is the nove\rgrea of socio-biology), and that which makes JRERSEE

our wordd specifically modern, is thé discovery in it and around

1t of_evolution. '

.
1’

AR

One of “the most prob]emat1c issues in discussing . *
ethics from the vantage of evolution, is establishing a é\gar-
cut.criterion of progress. Viewed from a biological perspective,.

that is, quantitatively, progress has usually been characterized

.\'t.‘\\\.\

funct1ons, and the conc rrent 1ncrease of comp]ex1ty of organiza-
\\ ’/ .
tion, in the transformat1on of an organlsm While this quanti- A P

tative formulation of progress does have a certain relevance to
evolutionary ethics, the more important issue to the moralist lies

in determining a qualitative criterion of progress, such as the

cbu]d be considered as having a more(direét~peéring on moral
issues. Teilhard de Chardin “has well expre ed the inadequacy ¢
of a. cr1ter1on of evolutionary progress baséd solely on\quant1- )
tattve factors.' : )

So long as we could regard evolution as a
simp]e advance towards complexity, we could
imagine it deve]op1ng indefinitely ¥n its ow
- likeness; there is no ceiling limit to pure
diversification. Now that, beneath the his-
torically increasing intricacy of forms and r
' organs, we have discovered the irreversible
increase, not only in quantity but also in
/ quality, of brains (and therefore conscious-
ness) we are forced to realize that an event

.
-8
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of another order--a metamorphosis-was in-
; evitably awaited to wind up this 1onq ‘period 77
+ of synthesis in the course of geological t1me e

( '
The -conception of evolutionary progress has had :

various/ formulations. To note but a few,-Hérbert Spencer viewed °
the mqéter essentially in behaajora] térms: the oauqe of proi T

gress1ve deve]opment was the 1mpr0ved adgustment of acts to ends

},ﬂ' demonstrated by an organism; an advance in orqan1zat1ona1 com-

!

E 14
1

plexity entailed an advanpeé?n conduct, and as ethicsfwas con-“ P

©

sidered the 'dcience of conduct',“Spencer believed his _system

5

) . y. ] K B
‘provided the means of determﬁning moral progress. Julian Huxley's v

’ . '

- definition is a good deal more subtle: progress is expressed in

that direction of evolution which provides the conditions for ‘

-

" the on1imited capacity tb attain a‘higher degree of organization

for the evolving organism. Moréoyer, each incrément in degree

or organization effectively ex?ends the rance of possibilities
~ . , L '
of experience, action, and being; -this line of déve]opment cul-

“minating in man who has achieved a consciousness of intrinsic
0 % e o -

5 ©

value. : L : -

w . S

‘ Another interesting representation has been proposed

. by Teilhard de Chardin, who views evo]ut1onary progress as define- %
éésxsﬁon1y in terms of an 1ncrease in conscwousoess (the. tenn

consciousness is used in the widest sense to indicate every kind

of 'osyéhism‘;'frmn ' the mosf rodimentary forms of interior per-
ception imaginableftq,the human phenomepod of reflective thought').
He suggests a cfdssification of. animal forms in terms of their e _ -

'degree of ce]ebra]isation"( wh1ch is 1nd1cated by the re]at1ve

elaborat1on of nervous sy$ ems), this- be1ng proposed as a measure

—

of cofsciousness, and gthat the rise in consciousness in an organism
. o

is_ indicative of both a directior/af evolution and a cirtecion of - . a

v ¢



evo]utmnary pmgress As evinced by the more conéemporar} state--
ments, the emphasis in deﬁermmmq an adequate definition of
vevolutmnary proqress 11es in estabhshmg some systematlc cqn- .

nect1onsbetween &e/éctm factors cmp&ex1ty of prqanrzatlon',‘

espema]]y the brain), psvcho]omca] transfonnatmns (dlfferent

levels of CO"SEOUSHESS) , and\&noral behavmr, in the phy]etu:
i .

development of gmankind. The nrob]em of determining an adequate : i

conception of evo]utwnary progress will be given much further SRR

;&
A

consideration in the th1rd claim of this . Sectmn : " : '

In following Frankena, let me initially characterize o J

moral behavior as a conscious activity wh1c§ "...arises when... .

we pass b'eyond‘the stage in which we-are direc'tedﬁby traditional

- - . *
N

rules and even beyond the staae_in which these rules are so- infer— . e

. : R {
nalized that we can be said to be inner-directed, to the staqe ( -
in wh1ch we, t,hmk for ourselves in cr1t1cal and genera] terms. ! 1

- A

and achieve a kind of autonomy as moral aqents." : Pé«n']]/be : ,i

discussed in the claims that follow, in studying the evolutio_n;

of the ‘homim’d line, anthrobo]ogj(‘:a“i e(n'dence firmly indigategs
a corresg‘endence between the modification ‘of brajn size (increased o ,ﬂ .
cranial ca‘v'ivty ) and certain modes of‘be‘h‘aviér (the fashioning of
fo'ols fo.r exanple). In consndermq the ramlﬁcatmns of such o
historical ev%}ence on the subject of ethfics, the evolutionary ‘

moralist must proceed with great cautmn,' in as much as, while

! X

it is"essential to establish some form of relation.between somatic * . “ :

_ . v ) o
and psychical factors (e.g., Teilhard de Chardi¥f's “experimentdl : ?

]

law of Comp]exity-Consciousness') the cohsiderationnoof other

1

ST T
S

factors, such as the evolution and functmn of moral phenomena

in soc1a? orgamzatlon, are of centra] 1mportance



For the purposes of the present resrarch the concept
of evo1utwonary progress, and correspond1nq1y, the direction of.

ca * evolution mahlfested in anthropogenes1s, will he‘defwned following,
" the general lines proposed by such writers as' Dewey, J. Huxlev,

Waddington, and Teilhard de Chardin. Ip this reqé%d, proocess

i§ understood bere as a directional characteristic of human.

evolution, namely, as that which describes a specific tendency

in quantitative-{biogenetic) and qualitgtive (psychogenetic)

s o " change. In quantitative terms, it describes that tendency towards

S

* ever greater degLeeé of organic compléxity: (notably in the
development of the brain and nervous systems). Qualitatively,
it is manifest in the@ncreased ranage of possible experience !

) o and,nnda1jties of beinq opened to the individual and the col- >~
1ectjvity through the agencyrdf‘more refined cognitive abilities, A
ol " viz., ‘conscious ref]ectﬁon;_ Finally, to antic{pate somewhat my
later discussion, the bearing the conception of eJQTutidnany

>

progress has on the subject of ethics is simply this: that

.

ethics, and moral phenomena in general, are by their very nature
A * progressive by virtue of o}igin, function, and cognitive char- .
. acter. Moreover, that any formu]at1on of standards of normative
. ethical tontenépbased on evo1ut10nary criteria must be founded .
,' on the perspective of progress as the desirable direction of
change, to be'encduraged as both a social and ethical goal.
In the, last century; theories of evolutionary naturalism

have undergone a major shiff in orientation. The nature of

this chénge can best be described as a swina away from purely

phylogenetic considerations in accounting for moral values and
! i !

conduct, to one of greater emphasis on onteqeny, i.e., on




/

= de-emphasized and displaced by genetic determinations.

.6 ) ‘ £5

" considerations of the manner of development of ethica]“mechanisms
and attitudes in the iﬁdividua] personality. The early advocates |
" of an‘evolutionary ethic, e.g., DarwWin and partiéh]ar]y Spencer,
remained on what might be termed the level of quantitative
analysis -in their ethical specufalﬂons, and thé narrowness of
this perspective if what finally vitiated the inteq}ity of all
such attempts. An important reason for the ultimate inadequacy ' b
of these éarly atte;pts Fo reconcile ethics with evq]gtionary‘
theory, was tﬁe faifure on the part of such writers“to suf-
fipient?y account for the unique activity of moral reflection
in ferms other than strictly biological. In characterizing
moral pehavior as more efficient forms of cQTp1ex conduct, or Vo
as arising from a mechanical cqnflict of inst{ncts, the role

of thought, as a creative factor in ethical reasoning, was clearly

»

[

‘ To sunﬁarize the foregoing, the failure of ninteenth
century forms of evolutionary ethics.may be-attributed to twd by
fundamental weaknesses. The first of which consists in a highly ~ ’
inadequate (and often confused) disginctiqn between biological
factors and psychological factors--and their 1nter-ée]§tion-- ‘

in accounting for moral behavior. The second fault lies in not

?
perceiving clearly enough the fact that it is more specifically

. as a moral .agent, and which must be reconc11ed w1th progressive

<
the phenomenon of psycho-social evolution which haF led to man . ' % ,
3
L
4

biological evolution on one side, and with conscious reflection

and ethics on the other. Herein lies the important shift in

perspective manifest in twentieth Sgntbry formulations. It is,/ ai
¥ .- 2

now recognized that it must be primarily in terms of psychogenetic 5%
. :




66

evolution that we account for that form of reflection which is
. ¢ singularly human, namely, that/"...power:acauired by a conscious-
ey - ness to turn in upgn itse?f,Jno take possession of itself as of
an object endowed witf\ iés own particular consi§tgnce and value: y
no longer merely to know oneself; no longer merely to know, but

-

to know that one knows.“79‘ Providing both the impetus for doc- -

trinal re-formulations, as well asca battery of'new conceptual

a

S
tools of ana]ygis, were the revolutionary developments made in
h] . -

BRIy P 5 A e sk e e

psychology in the early part of this century--particularly the
g "fnf]uehCé‘of'Freudian psycho-analigli;sﬁIhat»such influence is A
? ' pronouncez in current literature is evident in the views of such
; >, moralists as Julian Huxley, Waddington, and others, whbse 'psycho-
analytic’ approach to the prdfggg of ethical ontogeny has become
- ' a dqmiﬁant chargcter in contemporary evo]utionary efhics.
My aim in this chfpter is basically to shqw what, in
my opinion, an integral system of evolutionary naturalism should

adopt as its line of research, and the kind Bf‘conditional

. A
interpretation the conclusions might allow. While directed

\ I
towards elucidating the problematics of this approach, it is

also a conditional statement of its défense. For the ﬁhrposes

. ! ,
of such a defense, 1 have chosen to construct a systematic model

of an evolutionary adhic, and to examine the questions and issues
- . i ‘. .
of this approach within this format. Structurally, the model
_ consists of three -principal claims (which will bL defined shortly),

" around which all discussion revolves. The treatment of each

major claim (especially the first and ;hird) consists ‘in the

#

. Poad N '
ana]ygis of a battery of subordinate propositions related to the

establishment of the mafn argument. Eo]]oﬁing the preSentation
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of these claims is a discussion on what cofclusions can be drawn,
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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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A
the functional dynamics of huﬁan bio-cultural evolution. The
second claim asserts that, with the assumption of empirical crf-
teria in formulating ethical diféctivgs, and the consequent

°de—emphésis of the metaphysical as a sourée of information, the.

k4

adoption of an evolutionary ethic neithet comuits one to, nor
implies, un]iﬁited moral relativism. The third claim is the
grounding premise of evolutionary natur§1isml It proposes that

the facts of evolutionary biology (such as the fact of-evolution,

the mechanisms of operation, etc.)s taken in conjunction with !

that direction of evolution which has b}ought man to his current

-

levels of social and psychobiological organization, may provide
A

cpitegia pertinent to the evaluation of moral norms. The format °

of my discussion will be to examine each claim separately in

the order of its above notation; to state my case for its defense,

.

making clear its relation and importance to the formal purpose

of the thesis (as stated in the General Introduction).
' .

The general orientation of the evolqﬁionary approach, ]
even as to what are the concerns and function of the moral
2

philosopher, is clearly at odds_with the views of a great many

traditional moralists. For example, consider the statement of

. “@James Balfour:

: ...it is not the Mlsigess of the moral philo- B

sopher to account fgr the origin of moral :
. ideas, or to analyse and explain that growth )
of sentiment which collects around thq time .
* honored maxims of current morality. These
- are topics which belong to Psychology. Neither
‘is he expected to prove the propasitions which
l1ie at the voot of any system of morals; for
these are “incapable of proof. Nor, for the
same reason, can he justify the judgments which
. declare which of two final ends is Ro be pre-
ferred in case of conflict, or how much .of one.
is to be preferred to how much of the others.

>
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along one continuous evolutionary axis, then what is obstensibly

. to provide a foundation for evaluatina and judging moral norms,

2

O N
. .

) e i O S
3, ‘ &9
Il'
Nor, in reality, has he any but a subordinate
" part to play in expounding or deducing the’
derivative rules of morality....
. o 4
Even a cursory perusal of the claims proposed for
defense in this'section indicate that, for the evolutionary
moralist, it is precisely in those areas Balfour considers to )
be outside the sphere of the moralist's investigations, that
ethics (as regards origin, function, and nature) can be most’
: . N B
accurately put into perspective.® While it might se%P that 4

with.the inﬁ!oduction of evé]utionary, psychological, and socio-

AN
"ogica1'hypotheses, the speculative. element in ethics becomes

that much more pronounced, the danqger here of reducing moral
theory to sheer hypothethical speculation is more apparant

than real. .When fact and value come to be v#Bwed as simply

different modalities of one comprehensive evolutionary orocess,
as by analogy the phenomena of geoagyesis, biogenesis, and

3 v f
psychogenesis may be seen to have ériginated and developed

lost in integrhting scientific speculation with ethics ( as

regards the absolute certainty of our moral precepts) is gained

again in the expansion aqd unificafion of tﬁat base of knowledge
which give our ethical beliefs greater perépkctive and’credibi]ity.'

* It should be understood from the‘outset that the

primary focus of my attention in this séction is on constructing-
a case for the adoptﬁon of a particular form of ethical frame-

work, i.e., in considering how evolutionary criteria can be said

and not in articulating particular normative ethical standards.

1
&

. { 'f
My reason for ewphasizinq§ontolpgica1 analysis rather than the

*

\ LI -



centent of norﬁstive ethical principles, is that the uniqueness
of the evolutionary approach lies not so much in the'novelty of

the normative principles it advances, but rather in the grounds

S s e

' ﬁroposedffor sub§£antiating its claims. Thus, the focus of /
: Oexp]anation ;g/;; examining the relation of ideas between cen-
tral tenets, and what consideratidﬁj would promgie its adoption
f: ) as a superior ethical f;§mework is-a-vis alternate moral Sys-
: ' tems (Christian, Kantia;, etc.)/ My general orienfation thus -
; “ C- 7 indicated, let us proceed with the_presentation of the model
k % e itself. ”

FIRST PRINCIPAL CLAIM

, . As noted above, this first claim consists in the pro-
. /

position that moral phenomena have emerged as the outcome of

human bio-cultural evo]utiqn, and that all'factors'contri?uting

to origin and development can be explained naturally, that is,

how and why a consideration of biological facts can be said to

; ‘of morality as fevgaled in the study of evolutionary mechanics
L and histo}y. The function of this claim is essentially as a

base for the later discussion concerning the possible application

of evolutionary criteria to value judgments. To this’ehd,,fhe
first claim iniends to establish the following three points:
'\ " (a) that conscience has evolved through natural §e1ection as a,-
; practical faculty founded in social utility; (b) that there are
biological detenﬁinants in moral reason{ng; and, (c) that the

content of moral values is the product Jf cuttural evolution.

o ] in terms of evo]ltionary~dynamics. The object here is to indicate.

; ' . be_relevant to the subject of moral values, by viewing the nature .
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Discussion of Péint (a):

Point (a) of theéfirst claim makes two distinct ,
assertdons, namely, that conscience has evolded,‘i.e.,
has reached {ts current level of development through progressive

} , modification and change, and, that it is essentially a pfactical

RO O e

.faculty which serves the interests of social organ1zati094 Follow-

A g ne =

ing general usage, the term 'conscience' is used here to-designate . AU

T

that sense or consciousness of the moral goodness or blameworthiness
o of one's own conduct, intentions, or character, together with

a feeling of obligation to do right or be good.*~A1so,‘as used

et gty SR D U

by Huxley, Naddington,kfnd other advocates of the 'psycho-

JER

analytic approach', it represents that part of the superego that

transmits commands and admonitions to the ego. C . ' .

The contention that conscience has ifs foundations !

exclusively in nature is predicated on three facts: (1) the

Jre e s—

/great.mutual affini;ies of .constitution and organization between -
man and other species of ®is class; (?) the fact that social

3 ' +association and qroup-oriented behavior is not a phenomenon pecu-

Do Tiar to man; and, (3). the fact of evolution.- Dilating on these

facfs, I shall endeavor to establish the grounds for regarding '
conscience, i.e., the moral consciousness, as a faculty )ability

or generic charagter) which is clearly the product fo evolutionary

trans formations.

My argument here is based on the following seauence
o , ‘of ideas. First, that the ability to govern one's behavior in /
{ o ~

| . ways which conform to and reinforce group so]idarity is not

oo bt e e =
3 R .

‘ *+ something limited to mankind. That, in this regard, incipient

forms of "moral" conduct are evident in sub-human societies.

-
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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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Darwin clearly states his belief that the moral sense

(conscience) constitutes by far the most important difference

between man and the lower animals. This difference, however, .

can be accounted for in evolutionary terms:
The following propasition seez to me in a
high degree probable--namely’; - ;\ﬁ\?ny animal
e

3
: : \ ’ whatever, endowed with well-markethsocial
TS L instincts, the parental and filial affections
: here being included, would inevitably acquire

a moral sense or conscience as soon as its
intellectual ‘powers had become as well, or -
nearly as well developed, as inJuan.B]

X\Moreover, he clearly refers to . conscience a3

'one of the highest
physical faculties of man', ,the implication beirfig that such
a-faculty or ability has its origin entirely in the selective
dynamics of human evolution. The tacit understanding under- .
1ying\, Darwin's rem;r_ks is thai there are physiological or coﬁ—
stitutional precanditions which define a beling's native ability

to think anld act in certain ways. .Such generic characters of’

the species as the advanced development of 1'nt;e1}ectua1 faculties -

and well-defined social instincts--necessary conditions for the

evolution of conscience--have beén shown to exist in primitive

B e o G sl S

forms and in varying dearees in other animals (especially the

Primates) of unquestionably the same genealogical heritage as

“ .

Such c@j&t{tions'as these are clearly in conflict

mankind.

with any form of transcendental interpretation on the origin of

. conscience and moral values, and do much to undermine the epis-

S , i ‘{.
‘ temic credipility of such accounts. Moreover, in situating the

origin man's ability ‘to think and act morally in the. natural
. . .domain, notwithstanding the great variability in' the content of

P ‘ " ethical codes, moral principles and values also 'assume a cenesis

- . R «
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in the natural order. As hyman consf?hctions, moral values are
perceived to have the sourée of their authority founded in‘the
evolution of human beings, human societigg, and nature.

% i ) The facts of biological evolution have moral ramifi-
catigns only in so far as they systematically explain thq emer-

i ! gence and deve]dpment of those capacities in man--physical or

intellectual--which rake such behavior possible. Darwin charac--

EEr1zed moral being in terms of a part1cular capacity (osten-
sibly peculiar to man) to reflect critically on past actions and:

motives. ‘while this definitidn is.seriously inadequate in speci-

3

ficity, it does point to a more particular conc]us1on benng

drawn. If we assyme Lhat conscience is indeed.that s1nau1ar1y

e e T TR R A s e

defining feature [of humanity, i.e., that 'areatest of all disffnc-‘ B

-tions between man and the lower animals', then, in documenting
its oriain, the fap;s'of,evo]utionary change (which‘account far
such a canacity) directlyvpertain to the transition from amoral,

- (pre-human) life forms to moral beings. The general theory,of
.
evolution, however, can deal with organic phenomena only in térms

of morphological change vis-a-vis genetic and environmental

. . ' conditions. Consequently, the fungamental\modifiéatﬁon in behavior

from amoral to moral-must, in an evolutionary perspective, be
understood in terms of a consonant modification in organic con-

stitution (particularly of the brain and nervous system), and =

. 4
this as effecting such psychogenetic transformations as the in-.

;-

cﬁeaged capacity for self-conscious reflection and thounht. Both

Julian Huxley and Teilhard de Chardin have well amplified this

L clusion,
" | conclusion

The implicit suggestion in the assertion that

. N . N
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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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psychological /capacities {cognitive, emotional, instinetive, etc.)

. a being can ﬁe«said to possess, may be assumed to Mave evolved ..

”

_ did contribute--to its survival, L0 I

As proposed above, the deve]opment of those égﬁacitfés
giving rise to a moral consciousness can well be'explainédsin
terms. of the eetion of naturalaseleetion 'Social instinets'
on which 62rw1n pred1cates the development of the moral sense,

[« ,‘ =

we;:§§hvar1ab1y ‘gained aﬂd strenqthened throuqh the agency of 7

. natural selection; group—-w1th the common poolind,« and co-ordina-
tion, of résourées—-proved‘practica]1y advantageousAtonthe suc=

&

cessful perpetuation_ of-the species. As are ail Droducté of 3

3

ot

natural selection, social, organization (the express1on of assocr-

ative instincts) owes it's emergence and endurance to'the useful

function it serves as a means of survival; it js fouhded entirely .

on the grouhds of utility. Thus, the evolutignary function of

¢ a v
social organization'is to promote the suryival of species. _The
¢ L]

necessary ‘condition for the ex1stence of a soc 1 order is seme .
degree of group co- operat1on which is pos;\\Te on]y when group .

a" - by
members possess at 1east a nominal innate capazxty for rnteqra-
\ . Al
tion and self-restraint. L .

7 0 .

Man, by b1o]og1ca] necessity, is, was, and will
N 4
always be a social animal ‘and, as such, has always a certain

o

.rudiﬁigtary to control his'behiéﬁdr in ways whch confarm to the

B natura] function of soc1a1 orqanlzat1on' "Moreover, th@ relation

between the development of soc1a] c0nsc1ousness and "conscience

.

must have beende reciprocal one; that, just as the devikoﬁment

" . of language occasioned an increase.in cognitive ability, and .

. e




v ‘chntributed to the sophistication of the moral sense; and

.. b1o]og1ca1 determinants in moral behavior, is 1ntended to show

\ - , - T e e o d S L (

s §

) . _ !
9

o‘zisa-ﬁ?ysa, so the growth in organiation of a social order .

A

visa-versa. Thus, it seems plausible to reqard conscience as

h‘avinguoriginated and evolved throuqh natural selection as a ) " *

5 b

: pract1cal faculty which contrlbutes directly to the survival

- )

‘ of the §pec1es through the preservatlon and perpetuatlon of the

.

social order. Furthermore, if the gvolutionary function of

conscience is construed in terms of social utility, moral -
_— 9 . . |
values--which are intelligible only in a social context--likewise

-‘assﬁme an essentially practical character‘. ~Their primary fun.ction'
“"becomes defined ‘as the means of subserving an evolutionary end,
name]y, as that wh1ch most eff1cac1ous1y promotes conditions

.of survwaUe g., un1ty, stab1hty, and harmony) w1th1n the Lo

" social order: - '
Discussion of Point (b): ‘ , ' ¢

Point (b) of the first claim, viz. - that there are

q !

: how donsiderations of biological fact (namely, those of human

2

‘ physio]’og);) have a bearing on normative discourse. My argqument

is ‘hased .on the proposition that the scope of any being's

o o o o ... "

:
"a.c‘ti\}i‘ties is éssential’ly circumscribed and defined by its native . Tt ' %r
cgpacify to effect certain f@rms of behavior, and' that such * }i
\ innate abilitjes arefundamentally determi'hed by the level of R i
.+ constitutional organization. In other words, the poss1b1e ]rm1ts ' i
of what a psycho-bwlogwal being can do think, feel expemence, ‘ g‘ .
etc., are a funct]’n of the orgamzatlon.?1 level of goqmtwe .1
‘. and ‘physiological faculties of that partwcular hfe fonn. , ~ A, M |
\ The object of thit oou}t is to d1stinquish the variable ‘ A %




o ‘ “ ‘ -~
+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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1

whose culture/is founded in the Christian tradition, lying and
misrepresentation is considgred as unequivocally wrong.. However,

accqrding to Apab socialogist Sania Hahady, in the Ardé culture

this“is not the case. “Says Hamady:

, Lying is a wide-spread habit among .the Arabs
- and they have a low idea of truth....The Arab
has no scr_pp1es about lylnq if by lt he ab-
tains his objective....He is more interested in
< feeling than in facts, in conveyind an impres-

sion than in facts, in conveying an impres- o

sion than in giving a report. The Arab language,
moreover, provides its users with the tool, f0r84
assertion (tarokld) and exageration (mubalong)

B

Thus, the\éame act (lying) can have a completely d1fferent moral
significance, 1. e., content, in d1fferent cu]tures, in one

it may be the object of approbation, and in another the obJect
of contempt.. While the verity of Hamady's observat1on§ may ber
euestionab]e, nevertheless, her statement does prov1de a clear

3
‘ example of the relatively' and var1ab111ty which character1zes

J'

4hat is meant by value content ,
The argument for establishing bio]ogica] determinant; i

1n mora] behav1or concerns the 1nterqpl factor, what 1 have.
termed as the forma] character of value structures (yalue form) .

. Yalue form is a genet1c character of the §pec1es. [t is a

* basic organizational mode of.cognitive assimi]atiog and projection,
ji.e., an exphession of the way we rationalize. Furthermore, it
is a consequent of those conditions of humen physigplogy, namely,
those of cerebral constructions (brain eize, copplexity of neuro-

“ logical{ﬁook-ups, etc.), respopsible for the capacity to formulate

'advanced modes of cognitive constructions. In other words, that -
man's moral concepts® have the basic structural symmetry and sye-
thetic drder they exh1b1t, e.q., the intelligibiYity of the

distinction between good and bad, is dup to a condition of mind,.




- i.e., to the néuropsychic mechanics of conceptualization.
’ By the formal character of value structures, I-am

referring to the kiniand structure of the process of thinking <

3

which can be”common to many value statements--woral and non-°

‘ nnra]--eveh’if they are of opposite content. For example, the

—
K

view that euthanasid~can be morally vindicated or good; in contra- °
distincﬁ'on to the antithetical belief that it is unconditionally °
immoral and wrong. 1 am suggesting that both positions evince

a common organizational orientation as to the structure of

-
o B IR g e g g ol

normative (evaluative) conceptualization, albeit different content.

-

My%;t is to show that moral eVafué‘tions are pre- ,

. .
PRSAREES

figured and coM@tioned by the constitution and mechénics of
our cerebral and neurological organization. Moreo{very, that in the

. " act of normative reasoning, there is a kind, of cognitive format

% \ t N

common to all evaluative Judgments Aga“m, th1s s not some- '
moral cogmtion only because it charactemzes the cogmtwe

_dynamics of any genus of va]ue—-prachcé'I, aesthetic, or moral.

" to the evolutionary refinement of man's intellectuat capacities,;
; - I have concluded that the ability to think in morals terrrjs—-as ns

\ - _ the ability to think in causal ;erms, to construct 1nduct;ve and :,«
: — deductive inferences, abstraft and symbolic thoughtf‘%'i‘n general; e
E ‘ self-awareness and deathdawa enés:;-ﬁ-stems friom an internal

| -

* condition .of man's cergbral drganization, 7This idea of a basic

thing pecuhar to maoral va1uat10ns, but can be asserted of -

f
i
g
H
i
;
§ <
A \E . As the trans1t10n from amoral to moral behavior is in part due =~ v
. N . *

»

structural framewark for our moral conceptions, while mot-pors -~ —-—

-
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. \ ‘trayed as the psychial' cond1t10n it is here, has been exp,;'essed c. N

- [l

. - by Dewey in his.Theory of the Moral Life Says Dewey: o

[ S

e

s ol
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<;4/) : The fundameJQEI conceptions of morals are
neither arbitrary nor artificial. They are
not imposed upon human nature from without ‘ .
but develop out of its own operations and needs.
: . . Particular aspects of morals are transient;
1 : ' they are often in their _actual manifestation,
/ ‘ defective and perverted. But the framework
‘ of moral conggpﬂ%ons is as permanent as human
life itself.

kA

B

An example will perhaps'make the relevance ofithe T,

PR R T Py

e g v

formal character of value structures more meaningful. The

-

development oftfﬁe radioactive carbon-14 dating method by g

Willard Libby, fq]iowed by the invention of the potassium—aFéon

method, have provided scientists with the’means of accurately - ;

L .
R ot o F L T S PN

Jpe—

determinfng the age gﬁ strata in‘which fossilized bones were N

.

fund, and at times the age of the bones themselves. Thus, o

8’

-the assessed age of anthPopo]ogiéa] artifacts are reasonably

fixed. The average brain size (vo]ume based on cranial
. ), . .

capacityy of modéfn‘man (Homo Sap1ens) is approximate1y .
1200-]500 cc Thls represents a substantial’ 1qcrease over
\earlfer khoWn homlnwds, such as, ddva man (Homo erectus erectus)

W
770- 1000 ce., Pek1nq man (Homo erectus pekinenis) 900-1200 cc.,

“and Neanderthal man (Homo sapiens neanderthalenis) 1308-1425 gc.86 ! ‘ i
. . L |

Moreover, the very recent discovery--by Louis Leakey in 1961

PERRET TR Do e i, .
-
v

and Rjchard Leakey in, 1972--in Fast/Africa of a highly evolved
' ' . Ihom1n1d 'Homo habilis, with a brain capac1ty of 700-800 cc. s

/ P ;has effect1ve1y extended the prubab]esancestry of true hom1n1ds

5 , -
.i N i back ‘to at least twor m1111on years aqo. 87

&
s 2

These facts 1ead,to a wel} docymented conclusion,

co viz., that there is an unmistakable 4rend in man's evolution - ,:" 2
. . towards increases in both absolute brain 51ze and in that relat1ve
N ’ N n—‘ .’!"‘ .
. ;o:body size. Studies in animal research notably by Rensch, /
ik L . ' M - - . < . B
3 . .‘_' . l » :
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regarding the effects of brain size on mental capacity indicate

;?d/that, a}théugh learning speed of "tasks" was variable, there

Bl

was a positive correspondence between larger brain size and the

number of “tasks" earned as well as 'retention (memory) of

)

learned "tasks".88 Theodosius Dobzhansky notes a trend not
only in the size, but in the very structure of the brain:

A trend is descernible -in the evolutionary
o history of vertebrate animals, from fish to
’ man. The brain increases not only relative
to body size, but the forebrain (the anterior
portioh of the brain) increases most of all.
In fish, the forebrain houses ch1ef1y the
centers of the olfactory sense. "It is much
_ larger and more complex in reptiles, and in
" mammals it becomes not only the 1a¢¢est '
portion of the byain but it -acquires on its
surface a so-called cortex which contains
sefral layers of nerve cells. In mammals
the cortex beco: tely folded, which
‘permits the brAin to accomodate ever larger
n 3 of nexfve cells (some ten billion in
. #Mman) . -
T~
The object of

e foregoing is not merely to jpow

[

that there has been a corresponding increase in brain size

vis-a—viS‘an increase in the orqanizational level of fnte]lectua]

5

lcapac1tles, but to indicate that the limits and form of human

thought processes has undergone great mod1f1cat1on, and likely
to continue to do‘so. For,exmup]e, the average human brain‘is
approximately 1400 cc. 1n”vo]umel If, and,SErhaps when, man

has a brain capacity of 5,000 .ce., thought processes might be

extremely d1fferent causa] reasoning, for.instance, could becomé
i

, obsolete Correspond1ngly, profoundly'!?fferent forms of evalu—

ation mlght preva11, i.e. , d:fferent value %;rucﬂuré§\ Before ’

continuing, I would like to clarify a certa point regarding

", “the notion of the formal character of yvalue structures.




S e o P SIS

83

N
(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
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that is, are variable in time, they are invarible in the sense of
being a constant ‘condition of mind', 1.e.,‘6f providina cognitive
“perimeters in ;onéeptua]izatipn. Changes in human physiology, i.e.,
in the genetic character of the species, such as a #uch larger and ~
developed brain, will, in all probability, effect changes in man's
conceptual orientafions, prbcesseé of thought, and psychological

. 4 .
structures. This idea of invariability in fyange‘has bé%p aptly

characterized by Dewey in his Reconstruction in Philosophy. -Says

Dewey: . /
"...change rather than fixity is now a measure of
. “reality" or eneray of be&ing; change is omnipresent.
. The laws in which the modern man of science is in-
T terested are laws of motion, of aeneration_and con-

sequence. He speaks of law where the ancients spoke
of kind and essence, because what he wants is a cor-
relation of changes, an ability to detect one change

occurring in correspondence with another. . He does not
try to define and delimit somethinqg remaining constant

in change. s He tries to describe a constant order of

change. And while the word "constant" appears in both -

statements, the meaning of the word is not the same.
-In one case, we are dealing with something constant in

existence, physical or metaphysical; in the other case;

with someting constant in function and operation. One

is a form of independent being; the other is a formula

of description and calculation of interdependent changes."

The foregoing might suggest the question that if even the

e AR LETT R T St
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» .
formal character of value structures can undergo drastic changes, how can

the evolutionary prdcgss be regarded ags committikb us to anything.

The answer must be understood in terms of what has justheen discussed.

L

The idea of the formal character of value structures has been intro-
duced to make two diétinét point: first, that moral reasoning and

evaluations are nat without certain biological determinations, and

L 4.
secondly, that changes.in these bio]ogicg] determinations, naméTy, n

the cerebral organization, can occasion changes in cognitive processes

) . 1

o +

-




| and forms of evaluative conceptua11zat1on, and, 19 consequence,
changes in the content of moral va]?es Let me briefly-anticipate
the later discussion to note that, this being the case, the evolu-

~

. tionary process can be reqarded as committing us to certain

* woral norms in so far as such a committment Will be understood

‘/ .

as conditional, i.e., as va]id for a definite stage of evolu-
tion. In tﬁis sense, the committment will be temporal, not

absolute. By this I mean that, as the evolutionary approach

ST L o st e S

i e T TR N

assumes everything can change in the course of further evolu-

tionary development, such an approach can provide grounds for . '

—

E comm1ttment extend1ng no further than to the temporal acceptance

; - : -of, certa1n mora] norms ; tq*soﬁe mora11ty appropriate at a q1ven

S o stage of evo]ut1on.
h . [

5 ‘L/ O . In the same way all 'sensory perceptions--including

S o those indirectly obferved by instfumental sensors--are dependant

e

on (and condd

and ciréumsg?ibés~the scope of possibilities. From this per-

spective, the notions .of total objectivity and total subjectivity

«

.become impossible; man can never trangcend himself as a center

: . ‘of reference.. As expressed by Tgi]hé?d de Chardin: .

T, “ Bx)viftué of the quality and the biological . g




- |

properties of thought, we find ourselveuiiddy- -
ated at a sjnguladr point, at a ganglion w A

commands the whole fraction of the cosmos that
is at present within reach of our experience.
Man, the center of perspective, is at the same
. . time the center of construction of the universe.
v And by expediency no less than by necessi&y,
all science must be referred back to him.

Discussion of Point (c):
Point (c) of the first claim is the assertion
that the content of moral values is the product of differen-

tiated cultural evolution. This point is based on two facts:

(1) that there is obviously great diversity and disuinty amang

" the ethical codes of different socio-cultural groups within !

the family of man: and,.(2) that the content of moral values
is nct innate. ) e

An interesting conclusion drawn by Julian Huxley
is his belief in a nositive correlation or correspondence ,
exisiing Eetween the evolution of ethical systems and standards
in various societies, with tre staae reached by the society in
it's evolution. His point is that "...between spcieties at.

different cultural levels, or between societies on quite differgnt

lines of cultural and economic develonment, chaotic ethical

92

variability becomes neqligible and ethical relatedness the rule.”
It should be noted that, even if the cruth of Huxley's observa-
tion be granted, and research in cg]tura] anthropo]oqy does suq-
gest certain trends which 1éhd credence to Huxley's assert1on,_
the fact remains that the manifest disun1ty of ethical codes
among various societies cannot be explained only in terms of a
difference of level of soc1al evolution. The generﬁff%y of

Huxley's statement should not eclipse the equally important

v
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consideration of the particular character and history of the’f
. . individual social milieu itseYf, in the genesis and determination

w9
2;\mqra1 values. 1 ‘”

i That the content of moral values in not iﬁﬁﬁf% has
béen dealt with in part previously. A]thouqb values pér se are
not inborn, the cépacﬂty éo Jearn understand, and work within
the pegimeters defined by content innate. In commenting on

an aspect of Julian Huxley's evolutionary ethics, C.D. Broad

. \ contrives a suitable~analogy to butress this position. Says

T T«

ST

Broad:

] . I.think that Prof. Huxley's conclusions
' : about how an’individual comes "to have the
' ' : beliefsmwhich he does have about what is.
, i right and what is wrong might be compared
in certain respects to. the known facts about
L the development of intelligible speech as
‘ a nerson grows up. The power to speak 'is
, ' | \ not innate in human beings; but the power’
\ . to acquire that power may fairly be said to
be innate, since the vast majority of men do* .
N learn to speak whilst no other creature can !
x - ~be taught to do so. Nevertheless, a child
‘ : will .not acquire the power to speak unless s
1 . it is surrounded by other persons who talk to
. it, listen to it, and train it. Again, the
ﬁ ‘ part1cu1ar language which a child will first
| talk if it ever learns to speak at all depends
‘ entirely on the garticular way in'which it is
o conditioned by those who train it in its earty
years...0On Prof. Huxley's theory the contents
of different moral codes might be compared
to different languages, or perhaps more pro-
. ' fitably to the characteristic grammatical
» structures of different groups of 1anquaqesg -
e.g., Indo -European, Sem1t1c, Chinese, et. 3

b

W

In 11qht of these cops1derat10ns, [ have concluded that the

content of the moral values is ent1re1y a product of socio- cultura1

-

evblution; and\ as such content has changed in the past, it is

\ i

- a sa e assumpt1on that it will cont1nue to change in the future.

‘e

( In conclusion, the overall ObJECt of this first
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claim is threefold: (1) to éxp1icate the nature and sianificance

of the relation between biclogical fact and moral values; (2) to '

localize all factors contributing to moral{valuations in the
natural realm; and, (3) to provide the factuay/background for
the-later discussion on the central thesis, démely, that evolu-

twonary direction may prov1de criteria for Judg;;ﬁ\andhs;aluatlng

moral norms.

SECOND PRINCIPAL CLATM

The secgnd major q]ajnlbeing made in this section
{é intended to correct a widespread misconception regarding the;
practical and theoretical codsequences of aéfepting evolutionary
direction as an ethical guide. To the extent that.moral
phenomena are construed in ngtuka1 terms, i.é.,'és originating
and developing as proéucts of human socio-cultural evq}ution,
tHg traditional (Christian) framework 9fﬂnon—natura] moral
absolutism becomes oroportionately 1es§ viable as an ethical
ground. The claim here is that, with the e]iminatioh of- such
absolute (transcendental) frame of kefgrence, the acceptance
of an 'evolutionary neither commits one to, nor implies,
uq]imited moral relativism. My argument is intended to establish
that unlimited moral relativism is practically inconsisfent‘

with man's survival. In other words, that it undermine; the

very existence of any form of social order, and consequently

.1s contrary to the evo]ut1onary her1taqe of mankind's progress1ve

s

"deve1opment Mereover., that this practical 1ncons1stency makes

it theoretxcally 1nconsxstent w1th an evo]ut1onary ethic.

-

A common objection (o buwldlng a systemat1c ethic

) s

)
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‘ o ~ As th%{phrase "unlimited moifq relativism' referred
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-

( . - - ' oy ' - ‘

. c e}
on the facts of evolutionary change, is that such constructions

- contribute’ to the de facto elimination of the tragjtional frame-
work of non-natural moral absolutism. In thi§'regard, thosgfwhb

!
make the objection believe that such an elimination will neces- . . ) L 1

-

sarily eventuate in fbrms oftcomp]ete moral relativism; that in

v

- . 0
the adoption of an evolutionary ethic, one is thereby committed w

o e ok

to the acquiescencé of moral anarchy. The position beiﬁg sup- ‘ ,

ported here is that this is by no means the case, i.e., that

[

evolutionary naturalism is not tantamount to total moral relativism.
One of the most incisive and concise statements to this effect 1 ? ' ‘2 ':, )
find to be noted by Bernard Davis. Dr. Davis' short statement,
which will serve as a baseﬂfor commentary, is as follows:

...since evolution has built into every kind,
of organism a deep-seated drive for survival of
its species, and since we have evolved as a . ' '

- " highly social animal., we must have within us ’ l
strong, genetically determined instincts for
patterns of social behavior that are compatible
with that survival. Our evolutionary endowment

. . thus is incompatible with unlimited moral rela-

! tivism. It requires restraints on our behavior,
based not only on self-interest but on instinc-
tive intgresg in the welfare of our group and
our progeny.%% .

e

1

) N . ‘\
¢ to by Dr. Davis might invite a_certain confusion, let me presently
. define my understanding and use of the expression, Moral rela- )

" tivism is considered here 1A two distinct modalities, as 1iﬁited< . ' ~

and as unlimited. The need for this distinction is necessary -

+in order to show the way in which relativism can be a%nmatib1e B
* with'soctal order, .and tﬁ%)fnrm in which it cannot be. Limi ted

®moral relativism refers to the de fac;b inter-cultural vﬂriety '
of different ethical ﬁrjnciples; it istTJF(:ed in the sense that T

the re]ativity’(o;?particular beliefs) ‘is 'strictéﬂ to %
] . .
b I . » ¥ ¢ B i "”} L s o

] . ; o
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differences as between socio-cultural groups. Limited moral refd- .. - ¥ §
J

o -

tivism is manifest in the diversity of “the'content of moral - o

values in different societies; i1t is'compatib1e with sopia] order,’,

and nore generally with the survida] of the’specigé, as andlogously

the relativity of different religious oriehtatidns (e.g., Buddhism °f

and Chr1st1an1ty) are compatib]é\nith inter-social order. | .
The suqugt of this second claim,’ and that to wh1ch

Dr. Davis' comment is directeg, concerns that form of. moral rela- -

.tivism which is unlimited. Unlimited moral relativism 15 ne1ther

compatible with social order nor with survival. It exists,in the )

absence of objective principtes governing moral choice and*écfion;
\ I ’ . - .

the state of radical subjectivism in moral evaluations.. Moreover,

jt dfidermines any form of social organization or order in as much | . i |

- -

as it is tantamount to ‘the elimination~of any restriction or” -~ | | /

restraints an behavior.

t
K

The point be1ng made in this c1a1m is that this 1

unlimited form of moral relat1v1sm is pfact1ca11y 1ncons1stent - .
with)the rudimentary principles of natura] selection. Furthermore, * | .
tn%s practical 1nconsistency makes it theorgticai]y inconsistent
with an evolutionary ethic. As DaViSQﬁptes _evolution is~qeared ¢ P i
towards’ the survival gﬁgkhe species, and man ‘has evo]ved as a -

soc1a] an1mal; says Dobzhansky, “The environments which are ) '/%f;n . “a
l’naztur‘al” for mankind in the sense Eﬁg&«the hundn species is bioa‘ '{ o T

A

]oglcally comm1ttéd to live 1n-fhem are env1ronments contr1ved

by man”s cultures."gS Surv1va1 on the socio- cu]tdra] 1eve1 is o~ -

”*
R - . :

cont1ngent on the adopt1on of behav1or patterns wh1ch rewnforce :
and susta1n such a mode of existence. Un]1m1ted moral re]at1v1sm
®

enchlgarly at odds wnth the. behav1ora{ restrawnt fundamenta1 to b

. . 1
& | . .
Y

- -

N ’ ;. - - ’ . . ‘
. . ' ' . , . o
- 3 7‘. . _" ' ~ ‘ . B
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. . ’ ’ 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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t o J recévona’? character1st1cs, such as, prb@resswe and crea‘twe

. .' - [y
) transfonnat1ons, etc., is 1nd1cat1ve of the different bear1ng
“each is here considered to haye in contributing to the foundation

¢

of an evolutionary ethic. The focus of.my discussion in the "\
first claim of th1s sect1on was or1mar11y on exh1b1t1nq the A
relevance a cons1derat10n\of b1o]og1cal facts and mechanlsms
/ of transformation, has on the subject of mordl valuations, i.e.;
in indicating how facts of biology are significant to ethical’
)considerations. However, the relation of"psychobio1ogica1
facts to normative ethica]nstandards‘can only be ind}rect, ’
#n. as” much as the content of: such standards becomes- intelligible
-only wnen,psychobiologipa1 facts are'corre]atEd with that direction
of evolution which has engendered them. Thus, while biological °
facts--taken as the products of-an elevinq series of changes--
are tne‘concrete indications of a certain trend of transforma-
tions, it i$ the direction.of evolution; as éxbreséed in the
- ‘characteristic features df thé creative dynamics of human@evq]u—
tionary deve]dbment, which must serve as the basic’point of
reference for ‘ethical standards.. ° - 1
Before prbceeding,”]et me briefly anticipate the
contents, objectives, and drder the discussion of this claim will
asssnne. The discussion of this final'clain wili develop in the

order of the following two points: Point (a) is a consideration

3

< of argdhgnts concerning theAaddption of the direction of evo]u-

tion, in the same progressive d1rectlon,,shou]d be encouraged

’ as' an ethical goal. Point (b) of thlS last claim propose§ that )

v

‘the “systematic definition of good is eplstemoloq1ca11y arbitrary’

92
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. as regards the justification of ultimate principles,.ahd that

' on some empirical criterial  Coupled with this,.is a com- . 20

MR ey

LN ' L]

consequent]yi justifiéation and choice of system must be based

. . sideration“ef what may count & cpitaria in chbosina anmong

- ' . .

* . ethical systems. = ¢

~

-

-\

{

. ) B My position makes two major°assumptions: The first .

is one’'which is generé]ly supported by all*forms of Evolu-

tionary Naturalism, namely, that information proyidéﬂ by the |,

»~

. e . .
“natural.sciences, psycholbgy, and spcial anthropolggy has -eroded

v s b

- . &
. the credibility of all. forms of non-natural (transcendental)

- and intuitive theories, as gpounds on which to basée a systematic
* . . : .

!

- ethic. The second assumption is” more a particular conclusion

of the present research,-vi}., that the attempts fo construct
“value schemes on the‘prémise that certain phenomena possess

a charagter of having value 'in-itself', i.e., intrinsic valde,
are likewise unfenable (see discussion of chapter five). 7
/ s .

Ihe'poéition supported in this thesis is that nothing

is good or bad "in-itself’ Lut only as-a‘means to an end. Thus,

. ‘thekobjects, actions, and experience$ we confer value upon, such

‘ . i R4
as, knowledge, truth, justice, art, etc., are not deemed valuable
-because they are the means to attaining given desirable ends-=

ends which in turn serve as means for further ends, that is, (_

° yhat Dewey describes as the 'continuum of ends-means'. Says
- ‘.l N "

Dewey: ‘ e

’

: ' In all the physical sciences (using 'physical* -
here as a synonym for nonhuman) it is naw taken -

. ~ for granted that-al1 "effects"are also "causes",
or, stated more atcurately, that nothing happens
-~ which is -final in the sepse that it is not part
1 L

-



] - . . ¢ T R :
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:

-




.
. - - R4 L

‘Man is an eth1c121ng being. 'Ethics are
human ethies., They are products gf "cul-
tural, ev@lution. The evblution of culture
i¢, to be.sure, made possible by the evolu--.
oo+ tioh of the human.genetic endowment, but
~"it' is not.imposed or r1q1d1y determined Rand
thereby. Systems qf ‘ethics ‘and .values are
distillates of humah wisdom and of the
experience of living, not products of ,human
genes. These systems are not identica] in -
different societies and cultures, although 8
some basic features are cultural unxversals
v : .
Dobzhansky sugqests the basic bxp]og1ca1 p(econd1ﬁﬁon
) " . C . - .., u
for a being's. ability to ethicize consists in the capacity to
: : I

» -

_know and anticipate thé consequences of one's own dctions; and
‘. .

those. of others. H1& obJect10n against taéﬂng evolutionary

d1rect1on as an eth1ca1 pown},of referencg, & based on £N@;pro~

.positions. The f)rst is that the direction of evo]ufmrﬁs

¢

-

not good by definition, and the second is that it_may Tead' to

’ extinctiga) "As redérds the %irst he states that evoTution

-

..My | eventuai]‘”ﬁe manaqed and d1rected Must it go on in

the same'drrectlon in which it t in the past? P0551b1y sb"’>
yet only provided that this

Gt IR e G i RV

g 7
p———— e intiakidd i

human wisdom, good and desirgble. It is not good by definition.”

Moreover, as regards the second proposition, he points out that

..%by far the conmonest finale of most evolutiopary Tines is

extinction, andvthat thé\eCoﬁution qf the 1ines tﬁat became

"
’ +

.

e

extinct had been controlled by natural selection."” ]00_

B.

In considering Dobzhansky's objectiqns,.]ef me first

examine his charge that the direction of evolution is not a

P

[ S

sufficient criterion of Mbra]ity (rightness), in as much as

it may lead to extinction (I assume here that by extinction he

is referring to the annihilation of the whole species--ﬁot the
7 by

unfit membersfa;hit). Basically, his poini is that evolutjon




. e

<

anfit.

Ll

is compatible with extinction of the species, and thus it is’

o

P =

.

. v

not a sufficient basis for a moral system which requires fur-’
’

.
¢

it does not give adequate consideration to the fact that

‘vival of the :species.

0. f

a

Khile I believe Dobzhansky's p?int‘to be insightfui,

%

extinction, and the supplanting of previous Tife forms by later

L 4

variations, is an intearal part of the evo]utionary_process of

chanue.

-

= "Natural selection and cu]tura] se]ect1on 1nvo1ve not on]y the

In this reuard Alfred Emerson has put the po1h§ well:

surviva],o? the fit, buﬁ also the death and elimination of the .

N -

tion at every level of -oraanization.

Thus, when viewed <in- \

a.historical-context, the extinction of earlier aenera of the

A *

species was a necessary condition for evolutionary arowth.

Creative evoldtion cannot occur without death and extinc-
||] n-]

Ly
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8

odern man has evolved at "the expense of his precursors, homo

hab111s and homo erectus, and the organizational lewels of

¢tvilized soc3e¢1es has grown onﬂy on -the condition of chande

and elimination of less drganized forms .
- . - 7

Also, to:Dobzhansky's )

charge” that natural selection has 1ed’to‘ext1netion, it should

be remembered that the” vehitle of human evolution is, nd loncer .

>

.

str{c{lj\thét of, natural selection, but rather that of conscious

w1th, if by th1s is mearft that 1t 1s not-analyticMi.e.

-

Y

Dobzhansky S assert1on that evo]ut1onarv direction

v1rtue of definition.

chmfae;eristics of @ process of chanae in natural phenomena. -

,
.

-

b

[

3

* - m 0 . - - - .
is not good by defimition is one I am in essential aareement

» true by

The_d1rect1on descrqbes some aenenral o

Pé
-m1

e

3

FuFthermore, such characteristic features of the digecti?n of
»

-

“

'evo¥ut1on, operat1nq thr%th the mechan1sm of social orqan1zat1on,

“
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human-chanqe as 'progressive’ or 'creative' have, as des- . iy
v " . Y

cripﬂions, strictly neutral or non-evaluative meanings. This

=

tHesis does not support the view that evolutionary direction’
. A3 .

is dqéd by definition; no natural phenomenon--or description L

o thefeof-—ég% be if the basic non-reductive distinction between - T
fact and value is to be maintained. However,,a} the general *

N brientatiop’of this thesis suagests, because natural-phepomena

.arenot good by definition does not, vitiate their relevance

to ethics. R ‘ - . .

- .

The yproblem of determining an overall direction‘of . : .

evolution, and its evaluation in progressive terms, has been
c '. .
disecursively considered by T:.A.. Goudge in Qis-Ascent of Life. -

N\

Goudge contends that, while speaking in tegms of Ehngvega]]

Pl

direction of evolution presents certain problems, there are -,

s

o

e

two semses in which the concept of overall directjon may be said

to be significant. The first, he éuggests, is towards an . oo

amplification (or enlargement) of life, i.e., towards the over-

I3

all increase in both the numbér of Iivind thinas, and in the -
number of t&pes of 1iving thinas. Secondly, he notes an over- - |

all trend,towards qreater biological efficiency in the otganisms’

undergoing evolutionary transformations. While Goudge is care-

-

. ’*' f ~ . .
" ful not to overstep &Pe W8unds of ‘warranted assertion, he doed

propose a 'line of thought' which may give.the concept of ; \
evolutionéry direction a basis. Says Goudge: ) . C .

The scientific reconstruction of the history : ,
of 1ife, utilizing the available evidence,
concludes that in the course of this history .-
there has been a net increase in the total . .
number’ of* environments occupied by organisms
. on the planet. There has probably also been

* an increase in the gross size of organisms and

s

& €admmn
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v

. ‘ * in thefr general biological efficiency. Al S
' thesesare inferences which, ifgnot, conclusively ‘ s

. establjshed, are supported by . an imposing array .

- of fa(.ts and not subject to serious doubt. 102 -

- - "4 The c1a1m'that the direction of evol ation may K ‘ .

sérve as a point of reference for ethical standards, is not.

l B . ’ * o
. . .

-
A Y

y

v
.

.

ot ko i
. .

' . . proposed on analytic. or intrinsic arounds. Rather, it is a ,

-

clalm whose Just1f1cat1on is predicated on the h1stor1ca1 and ,

-~

biological function of et‘mcs and moral values in hu}va'ﬁ soc1a]
evolution. The centra] questmn, as regards proqress as a e 7

prescripp1on, is briefly this: why should we base our notions

g TSR S e ey
~ » *

- - -

of right and w ohg on ssuch features of the direction of human . ’

s
o

' ' evo]u'tjon as progreés (tending towe&rds more’.complex levels of ./ :

' e orgahiiati‘on) and creativity {novel forms of expe'r.iencg and S\
. K be1ng), simply: becéuse thgy have .cha;acterizéd .the-evolutipnary ‘ .
N ’ development of| mankmd" In other‘wbrds, why is progrgssi;/eo L, .

. . J

develof)ment good, i.e., why should our qthica] goals make for

2 R : * . . . . .

i . } . , .

IS ; , . progress? . p .

. . ¢ - » * ’ . . *
. ’ 4 1)

‘What .is proposed here, is that the transition ' g

biological facts to moral values can Jbe conditionally mediated .
. C: ) . v ’, ; R L .
by reference to evolutionary dir'ection. While the direction

.
~

of evo1ut10n, as noted above, is e{sentwﬂy descmptwe,
! ' ' t A
"one of the things it descmbes is the emergence of mora] pheno- \ L
* . \

5 ' ' mena. " Thus, while 1% is a descmptmn of the general character- ' ;
‘ jstics of a factual process, it compreheridsr—also as.a statement .

- * » . . \

Yy . of fact--the conditions under’which moral phenomena have originated
g ' and evolved. 'Granted, as yet this‘is\éimpw an historical '
statement. 7However‘, it .shoulld be keptl in mind that moral pheno- ' .
' s mena, i.e., mora]l v;ﬂues, conscience,. etc., h;ve evo]ved in the |

o " ~ interests of serving an’adaptive function, namely, a practical
' ¢

-
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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/

)
4
[y
o
-
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' represented here is that of the social character of the morat
g@od' that the socia] qood name]y, that which contributes to .
the promot1on of the evo]ut1onary funct1o® of soc1etv, is the R
ultimate basis of moral values. From this perspective, the ‘ )

.
v - Vi
L4

basis of moral values is historically rooted in a factual s1€ﬁa—,

tion, namely, survival (of the species through that ‘of the

-

society), and the merit of such values qén-be confirmed or denied . 1

by the reality of their -effectiveness. This is the basis of the . ‘ ?
-~ ¢ r

L

, assertion that moral values have a common (trans-cultural) social .

and evolutionary function. o y -
. To summarize my statements, the evolutionary function o \

e of ethﬂcs is to- promote the prooress1ve ‘development of mank1nd :

Q
through social evo]ut1on To return to my original point, namely,

of how the trans1t1on.from fact to va]ue can be conditiona11y .o\

LY N
mediated by referencé to evolutionary direction, the following

question stands at the core of the difficulty. The question’is

simply this: what 'is the re1at1on hetween progress as a descrip- B

t1on (fact), and progress as a prescr1pt1on (value), %hat iz,

why is socia] proqress«good? When the'term,'progress; s\ used : ,{
(to describe that kind of development wbich characterizes t
evolutionary function of ethics, it is used to describe the

- emergence of méra] phenomena as natural facts. If the evolu-

[ L e L
z

tionary function of ethics is acceptéd (as noted above), then '

moral phenomena are perceived as progressive in the sense that-

., .»V') R

"they are the means to bring about the further evolution of Cem
man. Thjs being the case, if we can evaluate advancements
(e.g., conscience) as desirable (good) from the_ standpojnt of ) .

,its évo]utiénary function (i.e., from the s;anzgoint of whether i ~ . ”f

. - . ’
' . -
. . * 4
» .
-
.
. v
*
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or nat the advahcement increases the chances for, survival

.becpmeé'prescriptive (has moral sanction) when advance in organi-

" that, in any given situation, there is a morally right decision

i 1 o

crm v e n mre xS SV A S O TR A e G+

. ‘ R )

.and further advancement), and mora] phenomena are accepted * .

i Y

s progressive (in d descr1pt1ve sense& then progress can

be construed as prescr1pt1ve, i.e., as_ the meangtto a d§91rab1e

- end. The quést1on of Just1fy1nq why moral phenomena ‘are qood

N

is assumed here to be meta-problematic. . o .

The position "being supported'here is.that ethics

.are -in mankind's interest, i.e., they.have both a survival

_ﬁunction and, as, the’condition of-social evolution, the means

L}

to Yurther human advancement In'that capacity; they shoqu )

be promoted and the promot1on of evo]ut1onary advancement is

to encourage progress as a ore%cr1pt1on. Thus, progress

zation (orogress as des;;iption) is. understood t¢ be thé means

of furthering.human survival. . , L .

" Discussion of Point (b):

i

It would seem a tacit assumption.in moral philosophy

to be made, thehprob]em.of éthics consisting in how we go

about determining what it is. Let me begin by noting that

the project of eliciting completely objective moral standards,

-y ot

-1.1J,.stgtic,nunchanging, legislative absolutes, from the facts

direction of evolution, is as epistemologically unfeasible - < |

and misquided as the forms of non-natural moral absolutism to .
which it t&_oﬁbgseda ‘The object of my argument here is not to

show how méra] values follow deductively from bio]oqica] facts,

‘nor to construct an ethical.system on allegedly §e1f—eyident

premises. Judgment of moral value are intelligible only jn°

b # g v

-

-

a
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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

-
- . -

T



- who, in The Ethical Animal,

.
" Towing manner: o

1'/
r, . " . q' 1,', 'f \
| 4 ) '
Jo3
extent that ® does not include assumptions of a prescripfive L g
naturé in its premises However, it is not arb1trary in the . - y N

sense that the reasons for 1ts adoption are 1ess warranted

vis-a-vis the manner'1n_wh1ch it fu]f111sjh§s soq1aﬂ function.

3

N .The object here is thus focused on the consideration

of criteria for choice among alternate systems of ethics; in

J

demonstrating the advantagess-or preferability, of an ethic

based on a knowledge of evplutionary chénge. This approach has
had an earlier application in the work of C. H.'dedington ) .

‘described h¥s position in.the fol-

o

In my original exposition, 1 was mainl ‘ﬁon- O -
cerned to make the .point--which I th1n{ )
not been made before--that the -existence of

, ethical beliefs is a necessary part of the ‘
human evolutionary system, Pursuing this *ﬁne ‘ '
of thought I emphasized the conclusion that if
this is the case, we can assign a funetion to
the- existence of ethical beliefs, and can there-
forg utilize the efficiency with which this

J .function is fulfilled as a criterion for de-
. ciding between alternative systems of belief
we may-encounter, 103 . .

. 1t would seem academic that an ethic which proposes

trans-cultural standards, must be'founaed on trans-cultural

Herein lies a notable characteristic of the evBlu-

-

criteria.

LN

tionary perspect1ve no ethical system can provide a broad

and -‘more comprehensrve base than one wh1ch appea]s to men in . -
térms of the conditions for their biologicat and soc1al evolu-

tion. Evolutionary history and djrectiSﬁ“is the most fundamental

!

ground for a universal ethic. It apnea]s to man-as a_specie

among species, whose d1wgrse social orders, eth1ca1 codes, '
and moral values are the‘common express1on of origin, direction,
. - . ' [}

In Tine with this, a secondrimportant criterion ‘V.

~

and 6urpose.
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N is evident: an evolutionary ethic is most consonant with the
: development and needs of man and society as on-goin'gz:rocesses.
- s ; 3 -t : . .
. . As advanced in the first claim of this section, man's evolu- 7
. B " B . ; . -8 / - -
_ . tionary heritage has provided him with.certain socially oriented '
. genetic té,fha’racteristic, e.g., social instincts, the inhate
AN ‘ ‘ .
. . capacity to learn and work.within eth¥cdl perime?ers, the capa- R )
b . ’ , _— ¢
S city to think in e%‘l‘uativg terms, etc. j{The base afforded by .
b3 PN .
. [ T ‘ .
° Vo - an evolutionary wapproach is uniquely co prehensive, in the sense
N that-it provides a framework able to intearate such biclogical ’
. : P
. or anatomical considerations of moral reasening in a systematic
’ R - . * -
. ethic.. LT ‘ ool ..
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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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second main objective is to consider the céntra] problem of
evo]ut1onary naturallsm namely, the que;t1on of how the evo1u-
t1onary approach can be §Q1d to serve as a fouﬁdat1on of value
judgmehts by providing some evolutionary criteria to evaluate
moral norms. Related to this is'thé problem of how biological
évolut%od can'help determine what constitutes moral proqres§.

. The scope, context, and priméry orientation of my
reséarch=can most properly be understood as concerned with - '
investigations inﬁethica] onto]ogyr By this I mean, thh study-

ing the nature and grounds of knowledge which contributes

to defining the context, purpose, and chaéacter of moral phenomena.

My.intention has been to examing the axiological foundations

e —

of moral values 'based on evo]ut1onary cr1ter1a, to construct

.a perspective within which the relevance of a' knowdedge of the .

facts of evolutionary change m&y be shown “instrumental in
achieving a basis for the evaﬁuatjon of normative ethical .
standards As such, it is not inténded in this. thesis t& give
answers to specific qﬁ¢5t1ons in normat1JL ethics, but to dis- .
Cuss . the poss1b111ty of normative 1mp11cat1ons fo]low1ng from

the consideratjon of the evolutionary genesis and dynamics of -

moral phenomena. Thhs the scope of my research is 1imited to

constructing @ provisional case as regards the basic function

""of moral phertomena, ahd does not include the determindtion of

-

normative ethical content.

While it is Clear that the fruit of my research
X . , )
find§ its application only in normative ethical contexts, the

problems with which.normative ethics, an{g jﬁvestigations of the
’ X3

sort represented here, deal are sufficiently distfncﬁ and djverse'
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SO as‘fo‘a11ow independent sfﬁdy. I might further add that,‘ ¢

Y
\

while a consideration of evolutionary criteria may provide a

/

conditignal foundation for normative ethical constructions, such

criteria are not in themse]ves ent1re]y sufficient to answer -

!

all questions this very method of 1nqu1ry g1ves rise to.

Psy- .
cho]ggy&*cu1tura1 anthropology, sbciology, genetic research, - ‘\
-and semantics all become §ignificent to niora) issues in an . u&
'evolutionary approach, and, no 1es§\importanh, an evolutionary |-
'framework ai]ows the integration of_information from such avohed]yf \

. non-moral’fields in a Way no other approach to ethics can. .

~ Thus, that the présent research does not dwrect 1tse1f to specific

normat1ve ethical. quest%é%s does not denigrate the 1mportance

or ph11osoph1ca1As1gn1f1cance of such ground level exam1nat1ons ' :

However, that the pquose, Timits, and intention “of $uch reseanch

1

be clearly recoqn‘&éd is of the greatest importance.
~ .
sTo beain the discussion, 1et'us'consider ‘the manner '

4

by wh1ch the evo]ut1onary approach may be said to serve as a

foundat1on of va]uehJudgments. It should be understood that by

'foundation' I am not using the,term in the rigorous sense of

_providing an objective proof of*anything normative. Rather,
. ' A

it is to.be interpreted as a conditional framework, i.e., one
. ‘

which, while providing some criteria to- judae moral norms, i

‘'viable only once one accepts certain conclusions as regards the

L4

evb]utionary/genesis, function, and nature,of moral phenomena
A knowledge of evolutionary process provides us initially with
) ' : .

an elementary centext~and‘direction of investiqation, by examining

the nature of morality in terms of the cond1t1onsﬁdf origin and - °

-~

deVelopment of all nathra] phenomena. From the d1scuss1on of the
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first claim of the third sect1on moral phenomena can/Be said to s
ev1nce two fundamental characterlst1cs asﬂreqards cofditions of ‘

or1g1n. (1) that the emergence of such phenomena has beenc con—

_ tingent on cehta1n developments in human anatomy and physyo1ogy,

-

and, (2Nthat moral phenomena have developed in the interésts of

L

\§J4//!serving an evolutionary function, name]f? as the-practical means

" . c‘ - N * k3 : -
“of securing human survival on the social level.. L .

\

) Whi]e such- information, which might well be regarded
’ N\ - > .
as merely historical description, is\the result of simp}y con- e ’

T s e e it s D 1 R ST

. sidering the facts and mechanisms of binlogzﬁnl evolution, . =
it‘cqn further be said to indicate certain general insights as
regards the nature of moral norms. These may be sUmnarized
as follows: (15 that the context of moral values is entirely o f
sbc1a1; they are significant as the means to a social end;
- (2) that,moralanorm$ fulfill a nositive evolut{onary fumctign
at a specific stafe nf evolution; (3) that moral values are in $
| process and must be consideke¢ open to change and amendment; | ‘é

and, (4) thag\insuigmrce and function of morality is in the

"natural domain. ’ j

Consid ning thg discussion of the first claim, and
' given that one apcepts'the evolutionary accoynt of,thé origin i
ana functional na%ure af moral phenomena, a basic evolutionary ‘ %
.criienion for judging moral nnrms can noy be proposed. This ‘ d z

cniterion consists in the proposition that nonmative ethical

© standards snpu]d be conducive to survival (preservation) of
50c1et1es, i.e., that their implementation should incrgase the ’ “§3
probab1]1ty of successful adaptat1on to changing cond1t1ons o, ’
" The second claim, while not prOV1d1ng any pos1t1ve ," f@
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_be understood 'as conditional on the acceptance of the/points

criterion of evaluation, frees the adoption of an evo]ut%pnary

qpproaéh to ethics from charaes of ,impT9ina unlimited moral.

; re]ativism. The importance’ of this c]aim‘is not to be ‘under- J[

v

estimated, 1nasmuch as its strength- is 1mperatqve to the e

. theoretical coqency of an evolutionary ethic. The)third claim

considers the warrant for assuming the direction of evolutton

o

as an ethical §uide, ‘and the reasons why furthewevolution in this

direction can be considered morally progressive. Three main conclu-

sions can be said to follow froh this claim. The first is that human

evolution does manifest a direction of arowth, which has been

,both progressive (tending towards more complex levels of oraanis

)(as giving rise to novel

forms of experience and beina). The second is that moral phenomena,
]

by vigaﬂkof origin and function, are by nature progressjﬁe1y © e g
. a \ '

oriented. Thé third conclusion is that choice between alternate

zation and efficiency) and creative

ethical systems must be made on the basis of some empirical

criteria, such. as practicality (whether it is consistent with . °

needs) and universaiity (whether it has trans-cultural applica-, > .

t1ons), which indicate how well a part1cu1ar system of bdliefs
fu1f§1ls its evo]ut1oﬁg;y function.

The d1squss1on of this third c151m'provides
hasis for proposing a'59cond evo]utionary criterion fo
jﬂg normative ethical standards. Again, such a propos ]’must
argued for’in the third claiﬁ._ This criterion consists in the
proposition that moral norms be conducive to furthe evo]ut{onary

transformations in that .same direction of progressjive evolution
s

A

f
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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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'ewolutgonary change. The first of which is that all products . , o

»

of natural selection are functional: ethics and moral values ’

are phenomena which have evolved to serve a specific social . . '

Cowr A

functJon. In th1s regard from an evo1ut1onary viewpojnt, an
ethic which does nat provide a real basis pn,wh1ch to make . e
practical decisions is ﬁoabe considered counterproductive. e/

L .© An exdmple of Such a counterproductive stamdard is épitomized < <~‘ .

by the so-called Golden Rule, namely, 'Do unto others as you

<

< k
' wou]d have them do unto yeu', wh1ch if systematically. emp1oyed : o
%,

. wou]d effect1ve1y e11m1nate %he practical application of 1aw ‘ .

2 (retrwbut1ve justice). The b1o1oq1ca1 function of ethics, as . ”
K / .

3 { . )

Waddrnqton has proposed, is to promote human evolution, and an’

*

ethical system is u]trmate1y judged in terms of how well 1t fuL- c-

B fills t§1s function. Rt -

)

The second characteristic of human evolutjonary
- ‘ change is that of progress,. i.e., the dist%nttive tendengy in - A\QI.
mank1nd s“evolution towards success1ve1y more complex and dif-

\ferent1ated 1eve1s of organlzat1on wh1ch in man, has culminated T e
, . .
in the advent. of conscious ref1ect1on. In the context of

evolutionary dynamics, ethics and moral standards are themselves ‘

v

-

Uiﬂ-ﬂ,ﬁ:ﬁ%’!—’&‘ e 5
AY

.. ‘ seen to change and evolve with time; as forming part of a pro- . '

cess of chanqe rather than a Set of stat1c, 1mmutab1e injunctions. -

Vet
-

Human evolution, as Dobzhansky sserts, is, the
interaction of: biological and cultural evolution. As has been’

orevious]y proposed,‘ethics have emeraed as a product oﬁ cul-

. ) tural evolution, and cultural evolution is conscious change,

i.e., the injection of purpose into the evolutionary process. i

t
Conscious change is progressively oriented. Progress, when
‘ . . ¥

a
+ ) . * gé
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gaken in 1t9'most common’ sense as’ something conducive to improve-

P 7

ment, /ns a tac1t assumpt1on in all forms of conscious change

The very act of quest1on1ng ethical grounds .and va?ues is an

-

affirmation of the progressive charaqter of that direction of

evolution which hig,engendered the human moral .dilemma. In

other words, alternative actions are invariably evaluated in
ternis of effetting‘a,more profitable change, even if such change
be h1st0r1ca1]y retﬁbgress1ve For example, if it was believed

that the reinstatement of capital pun1shment wou]d curb the .

4"
incidence of violent cr1mes-—a1though this measure would be 7 -

historically regressive--%t would be progressive in as much as
. ot A
its objéct is the amelioration of present conditions.” The pofnt

1

to be made here, in considering the connectiqubetween progress

and gorality® is siﬁp1y this: that it is of the very nature of -
and goralit

moral conduct to be progressive. This particular conclusion

o

has been advanced by, among others, John Dewey, who has qu%sified
‘ ’

the progressive character of mora]itx in the following madﬁer:

’ This prggressive developmapt consists on one
side i richer and subtler) individual

activity; increased individualization; on the
other it consists in®increase 1n number of ,

those persons whose ideal is a 'common good‘,

or who have membership in the same moral ,
community; and, further, it consists in more
complex relations between them. It is both
intensive and extensive.104 ‘ .

- , [

Of related interest is T. A. Goudge's use of an evolutionary

arguﬁent to affirm a Rasis for thé réaﬂity of moral progress
{‘ .

Says Goudge:
e

r

-

.Homo sapiens, in the course of creating
h1s own unique environment, the noosphere,
. has become Homo moralis. The capac1ty to .
{ judge and guide his own conduct i \gzzdlégbjgy
, of mordl ideals has gradually inére riny

?

. ¢ . '
1 -~ N o
- . [ . . . . .
v .
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\ the tast two hundred thousand years from . - R

rudimentary _beginnings.” How this capacity
('conscienﬁg}“nrf;th

e mopal sense') origina- S
; ted is not somethingt;gﬁﬁt which we neéd to - -
. 4 . -speculate here. That#it did originate and e ®

", 1 N improve is as nearly certain as anything can .
A ] be. This is the basis on which we ¢gp affirm’
| ~ " that there has been moral .progress. ’

U , \\. . Moral standards which asstme the direction of o
v

:evolt}

ion as an ethical base must be qualified and undeMtood % .-- e
1 ‘ ‘ ' '

First, they are dynamic in character; ! )

in the following terms.

s

. our ethics evolve, and moral Ssystems and values are bound to b

1

| . . o > i . -
ya ¢hange with changes in social systems. The consequence of .o g

perceiving moral values as phenomena in process; and the require- -
ment of an ethical framework responsive to change, has again

. 4 $'
been asserted by Dewey. As Dewey suggests: : . )

"The -need for constant révision and expansion
of moral knowledge is one great reason why
there is no gulf dividing non-moral -knowledge
‘ . from.that which is truly moral.” At any moment
conceptions.which once seemed te belong exclu- v
. ‘ sively to the biological or physical realm may .
S assume moral import. This will happen whenever

they are discqﬁgred to have a bearing on the .
comnon good." . .

)

In tﬁe second place, moral norms have a strictly natural

foundation; they are products of psychobiological and

socio-cultural evolution. Lastly, evolutionary standards of

. : . .- T
morality are transscultural in scope, in as much as they have

. their source and application in the common evolutionary heritage

LY -~ !
and -aspirations ‘of men in society. ’ '

Evolutionary ethica1~‘tandards’are founded on the - :

general causal dynamics of human development, tFEﬁ %s; with treat-. S %
ifg man and society from the perspective of progress. T. Kotar- ‘ ' ‘%‘4
t
' ‘binski, who notes a strong ten¥ency in fﬁe Current methodology - ~ ‘i
v ’ "
of thé humanities towards anti-evolutioﬁ%sm: sunmarizes‘we11 < ‘;i
B R
. N i
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what the evolutionary approach comprehends:.’

8 ¥°
...full-fledged evolutionism includes...the
following elements: it strives ts,offer gene-

tic explanations of facts, to evaluate the -
course of events by the criteria of development
. progress, to Mguire” into the most general laws
of development, without, hbwever, rejecting .
the registration of partial regularities and ~
. various® types of changes,in the p?5§ectihg of
. *, human actions and human products.

P

'.‘Furthermore,.whi]e my positipn is (n part at variance with that 3 )

“of Jylian Huxley (particularly regarding the latter's recourse

a8

to intrinsic values as evolutionary goals), I believe hé has
1y characterized the basic principles on whicﬁfan evolu-

‘tionary ethic'may be founded. ~In Huxley's words, these are as"

follows: .. “

o..that it is right to realize ever new pos-"
sibilities in evolution, notably those which
are valued 'for their own sakey that it is right
o both to respect human individuality and to !
< encourage its fullest development; that it is
right-to construct a mechanism for further
social evolution which shall satisfy these
prior conditions as faély, efficiently, and
rapidly as possible.

Notwithstanding the generality of these formd1ations, they

i

epitomize an ethical orientafioq'founded squarely on the dynamics

of progressive .change, i.e., on,the directjon of human evoiu-

tian. ’.L ' .
Evolutionary standards require\that our ethical

,goa1s be éscia1ly progressive. Both Julian Huxley and Jacob

Bronowski have suggested, and fbr different reasans, the

pr{macy of the ihd%vidua\ over the state as consonant with an’

evo]utionary.ﬁerspective. Bronowskiss position is based on _

the proposition that freedom is requisite in rgaTizing new

possibilities in evolution. Says’ Bronowski: |

’
.

!

» .
’ 4
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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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. . increases our horizons.of knowledge. In this regard, an Evold-

tionary ethic can be said to encourage more openness to expefi-
ence in the individual and 1n soc1ety than thg conservative
framework d*wChr1st1an1ty allows. Moreover, it is truly a .

humap1tar1an ethic; direct recourse to mankind's evolutionary

' history'esrab1ishes etﬁics and mord1 values as natural instru- o :
ments of human origin, deve]opment, and responsibility. - i

| In closing, let me emphasize that the value of an | é
evo\ut1onary approach to ethics does not ‘consist in the | g

nove1ty of the standards wh1ch fo]low from such a perspect1ve

s e S W OISR i re e

" Rather, it consists in providing the-qrounds for a universal ‘ - !

S .l

ethic, that is, for a moral framework whose justification

4 ’

is not culturally relative, and whose standards coincide with

the common humanitarianlvalues found 1in virtua11y all the

diverse cultural groups of the civilized worla. It is an ethic
_projected towardsviﬁter-cﬁ1tur§i archange and intearation. ’ If .

substitutes, for tﬁe security of cultural isolation or of -

belonging to one partigular 'in-acroup' as opposed to another,

the gecurity of a common understanding and conscious aim.

»
. Evolutionary ethics offers an end to the dualism of °

science and

o —— -

fcs by proposing a means of creative synthes{s., a 1;1

. . e t e ‘
and science are perceived as different modalities of a common \\

o N 4

process of phyletic arowth, whose convergence and conjunction

“*49' ) ) % as manifest in their biogenetic origin as in the ultimate ° . {

object to-which.both project: mankind's perpetuation and ‘ ﬁ

advance. As expressed by Teilhard de Chardin, evolution pro- . \ ~ N

‘ vides a unified perspective and qoherent~orqanization for all e |

v B I o ] ToA— A e e
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varieties of men's knowledge:,

R

1' . N 4 )

°

One after the other all the fields of human
*knowledoe have been shaken and carried away by
the same under-water current in the direction

of the study of some development.- Is evolution

a theory, a system or a hypothesis? It is
much more: 1t s a general condition to which

all theories, all hypotheses, all systems must
»bow and which they must satisfy henceforward
if they are to be thinkable and true. Evolution
is a light illuminating a111f6cts, a curve -
that all Tines must follow.

~

N
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