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Argumentson evolutionary ethics
MATTHEW H. NITECKI

Here we shall assumeit to be aninevitableinferencefromthe doctrined
organic evolution, that the highest type o living being, no less than all
lower types, must go on nolding itsdf to those requirements which
circumstancesimpose. And we shall, by implication, assume that nmoral
changesare among the changes thus wrought out.

(Spencer, Prindplesd Ethics)

I fully subscribeto thejudgment... that o all thedifferences between man
and the lower animals, the noral sense ar conscienceis by far the most
important. Thi s sense.. is summed up in that short but imperiousword

ought, so full o high significance. (Darwin, The Descent of Man)

Introduction

Thescientificcommunity consists of workers, administrators, ideapeople, and
critics. The critic acts as a governor that keeps the community at its best; by
encouraging positive, or by piercing silly ideas, the critic is the community's
agent of natural selection. Thiswas the role Tony Hoffman was born to, or
perhaps he had it thrust upon him; but it is where he carved his niche.
Throughout most o hiswritinghewasaninspector general, ajudge, areviewer,
and a censor. In more than one-quarter o his second book, About Evolution
(1983in Polish), Hoffman applied hisfineanalytical sense to the evaluation o
sociobiology, this most bellicose, yet most imaginative, theory. Evolutionary
ethics was one aspect o sociobiology that Hoffman did not discuss. | will
attempt to reconstruct how he might have ruled on evolutionary ethics.

Perhaps, at thetimed hiswriting, the subject wastoo messy and emotions
not yet aspent force- things emotional offer littlerational argument. In ethics,
as in politics and religion, emotions are supreme (consider Sciencefor the
People). Other problemswerewith definitions; almost everyonewho dealt with
evolutionary ethics studied a different aspect o it, and thus, in various ways,
narrowed the scope. Thegreatest difficultiesin comingtotermswith evolution-
ary ethics have been the untroubled assumptions o evolutionary and moral
progress.

Hegel introduced the idea d the negative as the necessary precondition for
progress. Karl Marx incorporated the element o the negativeinto hisdialectic,
and claimed that progress (good)can only be achieved by conflict. Darwin's
concept d maintenance o the fittest by perpetual changesis also a Hegelian
dialecticsof progress. Our assumptionsthat negativefeedbacks are necessary
toachieve positiveresponses arewoven d thesamethread. It i sthese concepts
o opposites, seen asthe Darwinian red in tooth and claw, that were difficult
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to reconcilewith an ethics based on progress. Indeed, in our time, theidea d
evolutionary progress is anathema; nor do we have much taste for the idea of
moral progress. Hence, the older, nineteenth-century conceptions o an evol-
utionary ethics, either Spencer's or Darwin's, have been abandoned.

With rgjection d progress, faith in the future was also given up. The belief
in progress was based in large degree on the optimistic view o the future.
Without progress, there was hardly any solution d ethical questions. The
concept of ethics, including evol utionary ethics, wasbased on faith in a better
world and in the beief that humans would act morally. But, implicitly, all o
thiswas placed in question.

The contributions d sociobiology to evol utionary biology must not oversha-
dowitscontributionstoevolutionary ethics. The most far-reaching consequen-
ces d sociobiology and, therefore, evolution itself, are their effects upon our
moral, religious, and ethical life. Charles Darwin shook down the absolute
immutability d nature, and Edward O. Wilson toppled the holy ark d ethics.
Darwin reduced human behavior to a matter d biology, and Wilson perma-
nently transferred ethicsfrom the exclusiveand sacred grounds o philosophy
to the plebeian area o population biology and genetics. The conflict, started
by Darwin and enforced by Wilson, is now less di sputatious, and fewer voices
are heard callingfor war. Like all battles about ideas, ethical jihads and old
questions are abandoned to be replaced by new ones. Not only the medical
ethicists but even lawyers are raising their sociobiological and evolutionary
ethical banners (Beckstrom1989). The appeal to ethical arms against sociobi-
ology comes now from the defenders o natural selection and naturalistic

falacy.

Root s of biol ogica wars

Whether Herbert Spencer was, in 1850, the first who founded 'the system o
ethics on evolution, as he claimed (1893, vol. 1: pp. vii-viii),and whether
evolutionary ethics was incorrectly attributed to Darwin is irrelevant. In his
Social Satics (1850)Spencer argued that our physiological constitution deter-
minesour rational behavior, and our moral conduct i sguided by instinct. Our
moral sense securesindirect benefits by regulating our social intercourse. In
other words, morality springs from innate impulses. The modificationsthat
mankind is subject to result from a universal biologica law underlying the
wholeorganicworld. Human facultiesaremolded by natural selectionfor social
purposes. Universal laws o nature are at work at all levels, including that o
man. Unfortunately, Spencer, a popular idol d Victorian intellectuals, is
misunderstood (generallywithout being read), and most o hisideas are now
rejected out of hand. Spencerianism, or the utopian worldview in which peace
and happiness will eventually reign supreme - a sort o present-day 'end of
history' myth - isregjected with other d Spencer's thoughts.

Evolutionary directionisunknown and unrecognizablein thefossil record.
Thus, thefossil recordisirrelevant to evolutionary ethics, and speculation on
what evolution might tell people about how they ought to behave is meaning-
less. Spencer, however, wasright that humans are products of evolution, and
that morality also must bea product d evolution. Undoubtedly,itisd adaptive
benefit to humans to act morally. Therefore, morality has a base in biology.
The question, then, is not how humans ought to behave, but which behavior
isgood for them.
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Darwin, in the first edition o The Origin (1859: p. 488), only briefly
commented on psychology,and on the'light [that] will be thrown onthe origin
d man and his history' (hisGerman translators omitted this very measured
statement). It wasonly in TheDescentd Man (1871)that he started ethicson
its evolutionary moral path and attempted to explain the origin o human
altruistic behavior by group selection. Darwin based his model o human moral
conduct on the altruistic behavior o social insects. Itis possiblethat Darwin
was influenced by Spencer's success in exploiting the evolutionary sources o
ethical behavior, but he was certainly less adversarial than Spencer (The
Principles of Ethics, 1893). Robert Richards (1986, 1987: pp. 71-242, 1988,
1993), who morethan any other living philosopher has propelled evolutionary
ethicsonitsway to acceptance, hasgiventhe clearest expositiond the history
o the evolutionaryethics d thisand other periods. All studentsd evolutionary
ethics must consult Richards's work.

Biological fallaciesof natural selection

Even though there were some differences between Darwin and Spencer, their
views on ethics were generally accepted. The scientific controversy on evol-
utionary ethics began with Thomas Huxley'sshift in emphasisfrom Darwinian
group selectionto natural selection In hisEvolutionand Ethics (1894), heaimed
his big guns against Spencerianism. To Huxley, natural selectionwas almost
synonymous with the 'cosmic process or the 'state o nature' that opposes
man's work or his 'state o at.' Human ethical activities must continuously
struggl e against the cosmicforcesthat stand in conflict with the human state
o art. Huxley saw the cosmic processascontrolled by thestrugglefor existence
and survival d thefittest; and the state o at as controlled by sympathy and
cooperation. He perceived the cosmos as providing only for the surviva o the
fittest, and the state o at for the survival o the largest number. These two
processes arein eternal conflict.

Huxley, on the issue d ethics, split the evolutionary camp into believers
that humans are animals and into nonbelievers. If human anatomy could be
reduced to that o primates, then behavior, including moral, can also be
reduced to animal behavior or instinct. If, on the other hand, the differences
between humans and nonhuman animals are unbridgeable, then human
behavior, particularly moral behavior, cannot be reduced to any socia condi-
tions existingin the animal world.

George C. Williams (1989, 1993) returned to Huxley's argument that the
universe is hostile to life, particularly human. Due to the differencein inter-
pretationd natural selection, Williamsscosmos, in comparisonwithHuxley's,
isgrossly immoral. Natural selection often has two meanings - one referring
tosuccessand failured an organism, the other to changesin genefrequency.
Williamssiscertainly thegene's-eye-viewd evolution. Heis not claimingthat
genes for altruism exist, but that human behavior is subject to genetic
variation. He sees nature as a 'wicked old witch," and natural selection as
morally unacceptable.

Huxley and Williams are right to object to the new egoistical economic
correctness that falsely employs Spencerian evol ution. However, they are not
right to assume that humaneness is outside natural selection and, therefore,
outside nature. Humans and human ethics are as much a part o nature as
are al living creatures. Ethics can be understood and moral behavior judged
only when natureis bent to human needs. Ethics demandsthat all knowledge
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be part d a mora universe, because without knowledge it cannot be known
whether actions are morally right or not. All moral actions must be based on
all possible knowabl e situations and on the knowledge o the consequences o
action. This, d necessity, must include biology. Without knowledge o the
consequence d behavior, there cannot be any judgment of good or bad.

Huxley's and Williamss interpretations o natural selection are very pes-
simistic. By calling natural selectionwicked and by assuming that it displays
a cold demonic indifference to human life and suffering, they assign a moral
value to it, and void their entire universe d any ability to produce morality. |
cannot accept such aninterpretation. Natural selectionisalso responsiblefor
the evolutionaryinnovationsthat enrich lifewith new possibilitiesand options.
Evolutionary innovations originate morphological novelties, new functions,
and, therefore, new physiologies d new properties. They are sources d new
opportunities - openingsd new environments and new nichesd enrichinglife
- and they offer new challenges d raising moral or ethical hopes. | am not
assigning moralitytonature. Neither God nor nature can tell man how heought
to act. Neither am | claiming any optimistic properties for evolution or for
natural selection. | am only pointingout that other interpretationsare possible,
and hence the pessimistic view o the universe is not necessarily justified.
Evolution tells us that we are animals, but animals different from all others,
just asall taxa are different from each other. Sociobiology a so tellsusthat we
share our 'noble' traits o love, kindness, and altruism with other living
creatures.

Huxley'sand Williamssinterpretations d natural selection assumeit to be
merelybad. But natural selectionincludessocial selection, or moreaccurately,
social pressure. Throughout history humanity insisted on right and ethical
behavior, because to be moral, at least to Darwin, is human nature. Al who
are part d society put demands upon others, and respond to the demands o
others. Behavior depends on responses that others have to our behavior, and
our behavior is influenced by the behavior o others. All human behavior by
social approval or by condemnation is socially controlled in a human environ-
ment and subject to natural selection within that environment. Behavior and
morality are determined by society that dictates the ought.

Natural selectionis not a simple, clear-cut concept. | doubt that it can be
easily defined. It isacomplex processthat includes not only the biological ,but
alsoasJohn Dewey (1898,1930) so el oquentlyreasoned, all thesocial instincts
and habits andideas and theories. It must include the ethical, because ethics
are part o human life. Natural selection is not an absolute force outside the
realm o observation, a supernatural power. If humans are considered to be
not subject to natural selection, natural selection operates only in the prehu-
man conditions. Thus, | cannot accept the view that natural selection has
ceased operating on humans.

Dewey opposed Huxley's application, and even Huxley's understanding, of
natural selection. It is unfortunate that the ideas o thisgreat philosopher are
so poorly known to biologists. | believe that his arguments are the clearest
expositions d the great fallacy surrounding the concept o natural selection.
He argues that the term ‘fittest' must include the present, and not only the
conditions that apply to the nonexistent world o the past as conceived by
Huxley and later by Williams. What is fit for nonhuman animalsis not fit for
humans. Thefittest must not beinterpreted intermsd a nonexisting environ-
ment, one that ceased for humanslong ago. No organism i s adapted to only
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one environment. Drosophilahad to adjust to all environments-that o larva
and that o adult. The struggle for human existence takes place at all levels,
including the moral. Thisstruggleiscontinuous, it cannot stop. Survival d the
fittest is not the destruction d the weakest, the sickly, the defective, and the
insane. Dewey rephrasesthe argument of Darwin: the protectiond infantsand
theweak fostersgroup loyalty.

To Dewey the struggle for existence is existenceitself; lifeis the struggle.
The struggle for existenceisthe struggle for whatever it isthat lifeis, for both
the moral and the biologica (or the ethical and the cosmos). Theseideasin a
most profound way have a deep moral, not only for evolutionary biology and
ethics, but for all our body politics, and for the entire human universe. The
conflict is not between Huxley’s cosmos and the state o human art, but
between radicalismand conservatism, between aims and habits. The human
struggle is the reconciliation - the natural selection - d these two forces. To
give up the institutions is chaos and anarchy; to maintain the institutions
unchanged is death and fossilization' (Dewey 1898: p. 335). Thissocia conflict
isthebasisd natural selectionand thebasisd all social life,whichisimpossible
without the struggled existence. Monopolizationd society isits death.

Philosophical fallaciesof the natur alisticfallacy

GeorgeE. Moore, likeother British philosophers, read Huxley and wasstrongly
influenced by him. However, | cannot find in Moores work any mention of
Dewey's evolutionary ethics. Moore (1903, 1912) shifted the discussion on
evolutionary ethicsinto the concept of the naturalistidallacy and the assump-
tion that ‘ought cannot be derived from is.' His naturalistic fallacy is difficult
to understand and, hence, to summarize, but his argument against the
derivation d ought from is, is easy to follow. As | understand Moore, the
naturalistic fallacy denies that moral judgments can be deduced from facts.
While, to Moore, evolution is a cause o direction in development, he strongly
and emphatically denies that evolution shows how we ought to devel op; since
goodnessor good cannot be defined, and since neither isa natural object, the
undefinable ought cannot be defined in terms o some natural states. He
appearsto seegood in termsof fixed, permanent, and absoluteideas - a moral
conduct, an absolute in a Platonic universe.

Antony Hew (1967), by comparison with Moore, is lucidity itself. He shifts
from the 'ought' and 'is to the prescriptive and descriptive. Flew's arguments
aresimilar to Moore's, and both seem to perceive biological laws as absol utes.
Hew arguesthat if thelaw of natureincludesthe human actions, then nothing
in human behavior can beinconsistent withthelaw o nature. But my premise
is that there are no biological laws, and that laws d nature are statistical
statements and not absol ute prescriptives. Hisdistinctionsd prescriptiveand
descriptivelawsin nature hardly apply to evolution. Neither Moore nor Mew
accept Hume's utilitarianism, or that human needs and desires are ethical
motivations. Both arejustly against the political correctnessd social Darwin-
ism, but both defend the exclusiverights o ethiciststo deal with ethics.

| seethe naturalistic fallacy itself asafallacy, because moralsarebased on
conduct, and conduct is factual; values can be derived from facts, and
arguments for moral actions are always based on facts. Observation is
theory-laden, and, since facts are based on observations, facts are also
theory-laden and empirical facts are yalue-dependent - and not value-free.
Therefore, observations are almost as subjective as values. Furthermore,
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values cannot be based upon other values ad infinitum! | cannot accept that
moral judgment can be deduced only from moral data, but not from any other
data, because sooner or later the moral judgment will fall flat on facts.

What is good now may not have been good yesterday and may not be good
tomorrow, and what is good here may not be good there. Good is relativeand
must be always referred to a set o relationships between different sets of
behaviors. It i snonsense to think in terms o absolute good, and notin relative
and changing behavior. By itself, and i ndependent o time, place, and relation-
ships, good does not exist. Now sociobiology has brought good and evil down
to earth, and made them relativeterms. Good i sthat whichwins approval ; bad
isthat whichisdisapproved, and the boundaries betweengood and bad arein
the penumbral zone. It isafally to assume that since all societies have ethics,
their ethicswill be the same and based on the same meaning d good. Human
relations are complexesdifficult to comprehend, and no desire to resolvethis
complexitytoasimplemode d oneabsolutegood will help. All human societies
have ethics, aways have had, and always will have. The differences between
these ethics are merely temporal and spatial adjustments to the existing
human ecology. Nothing can offer usany measured absolute morality. Human
morality is the pattern o relationships d human behaviors within society.
Without these rel ationshi ps there isno morality. Morality isan order of human
behavior. Contrary to Moore not only good, but neither red, nor warm can exist
outside the good, or red, or warm objects as observed by our sense organs.

The naturalistic fallacy can be accepted only when the moral values are
placed outside all values. Bertrand Russell (1935)hasaready proved that this
isclearly impossiblesinceitwouldimply placingmoral valuesnot only outside
science but outside all knowledge. | oncebelieved that moral behavior doesnot
depend onfacts, but onbeliefsand wantsd what to accomplish, and that these
concepts are undefinable in terms d biology (Nitecki 1993). | was wrong.
Should valuesindeed lieoutsi de knowledge, it would beimpossibleto consider
not only what isgood and what i s not, but it would be impossibleto pass any
judgment. That summum bonum does not exist was already Darwin's revol-
ution.

Good and bad exist only after the action to be performed isconsidered; itis
only then that the aternatives to behavior, and hence to values, appear. The
aternatives by themselves are neither good nor bad - they are options d
behavior onaslidingscale o values, in which some are good and othersbetter
or less so; we can assign on some scale a numerical value or position to good,
but only after themoral choicesor decisionsaremade. Itisonly after thechoice
is made that the action that is chosen is moved to either side d the scale to
become good, and the regjected to becomebad. Thisisthe way actions acquire
values. Good or bad hasmeaning only in referenceto rel ati onshi ps; something
isgood or bad with referenceto its position on the scale d values, actions, or
concepts. For example, consider theinfluenced smoking upon human health,
If it is accepted that smoking causes|lung cancer in smokers and i n nonsmo-
kers, and if it isaccepted that causing cancer in othersis bad and, therefore,
oneought not tosmoke, then, oughtis clearly derivablefromis | seeno escape.

To say how peopleshould behave expressesa desire o what | think people
should do. Al that - following Russell - meansthat the moral oughtisthew sh
o how people ought to behave, or how they ought to think about actionsthat
previousdy may have been controlled by habit only. This wish will differ in
different cultures and times. Values are highly subjective. The Roman gladia-
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torial ethicsis now unacceptable. If absolutegood isrejected, so must absolute
evil be rgected. Only good or bad behavior exists, and again by good and bad
we mean that which wewish. Natureis neither good nor evil, neither can the
cosmos be described in moral terms. Good and evil are not absolutes. Just
because 'good behavior' exists does not mean that 'good' exists, no morethan
because design exists there must be a designer. Maotivesd human behaviors
are murky items to penetrate or to demonstrate - only actions can be judged.

So how should behavior be judged, and what criteria are needed to call
behavior ethical? These are not the concerns d evolutionary biology, but of
ethics. Perhaps even ethicists cannot answer them, and perhaps human
behavior is only more or less ethical. Such 'environmental' influences as
learning and observationsand everythingthat goesunder the nameexperience
are asimprinted upon human minds as genetic factors are, and both remain
in the mind for a long time. How experiences are imprinted, and how they
remain in the mind is unknown. What is known and how, and what is
remembered and how, are the secrets d life not yet deciphered. Evolutiohary
ethics deals with abstract ideas, not concrete objects. Neither science, nor
history, nor theory d evolution and natural selection existed before the
emergenced man. Likedl ideas, evolutionaryethicsisthe product of themind,
and the natured mindis, sofar, a tabula rasa. Ye the nature o ethicsisstill
forcefully argued in absolute terms.

No moral standards can exist without reference to the now and here
(meaning to the particular relationships o human behavior), and it isim-
possible to have a single definition o good for two different human societies.
Therefore, it isimpossible to give a subjective good an objective value. Only
God can doit, but then there are many gods to choose from!

Sociobiology

Hoffman (1983) summarized the origin and synthesis o sociobiology and the
conflictsthat it generated. | will discuss only those aspectsd sociobiology that
bear directly on evolutionary ethics.

Edward O. Wilson, in his monumental Sociobiology (1975), shifted evol-
utionary ethics from the investigation d behavior o individuals to that o
population and genetics. Because humans are primates, human social beha-
vior strongly resembles behavior o other primates, and can, and must, be
studied by biologists. Wilson defined sociobiology as the 'systematic study o
the biological basis o social behavior' - a branch o evolutionary biology,
particularly modem population biology. Human actions, including the moral,
have a genetic base, and biology determines our behavior. Consequently,
natural selection controls our ethics, and 'biologic evolution like a sorcerer's
apprenticeliberated human power whichit cannot control any more' (Hoffman
1983: p. 9). Wilson's sociobiology explainsthe existence o cultureand ethics,
not only their characters; furthermore, it delineates the ethical boundaries,
e.g., incest is forbidden, while xenophobia, homosexuality, and cannibalism
arepossibleand permissible. In 1978 Wilson explai nedethical human behavior
interms d sociobiology;in 1981 (Lumsden& Wilson) heformulated a unified
view d human culture and evolution, and | understand that he is now
synthesizing the entirefield o evolutionary ethics.

Of course, the issue is nature versus nurture. Consider the worn-out
exampl e of the thickening  human skin on the palm and the sole, which are
evolutionary responses to tempora adaptations and genetic survival. The
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thickening of human skin onthe hand isacquired and ontogenetic, and on the
heel, innate. Although it cannot be determined how ethical traits are fixed or
duplicated, we, nevertheless, can apply these adaptati ons to the problems of
theinheritanced ethics. Thethickening d the skin onthe hedl is phylogenetic,
that on the hand is developmental, but neither is transmitted whaolly on
chromosomes - neither are the ethical adaptations. All are preadapted, and,
therefore, inherited. The differences betweenwhat we call acquired or genetic
are slight. Calluseswill always appear after an extensiveuse d a shovel, and
moral behavior will always appear in response to social pressure.

Behavioral adaptationscan be endosomatic (eyesfor seeing), or exosomatic
(cactusspine used by finchesto pick out i nsects). Theendosomatic aregenetic,
the exosomaticacquired. But the exosomaticare also innate and preadapted.
Perhaps all so-called exosomatic adaptationsare, in effect, truly endosomatic.
After all, thecactusspineisan extension d thebeak, and when used it becomes
apart o the organism. Microscope, hammer, spectacl es, cacti spinesaretools
only when used, and when used they are extensions o the body, and thus
endosomatic behavior. Culture, acquired by tradition and learning, isalso an
endosomatic behavioral adaptation. If cultureis not an endosomatic adapta-
tion, then a separate evol utionary explanation for human behaviorisrequired,
and such hasnot been recognized. Iti sonly human conceitthat makesmodem
Homo sapiens so uniqueand so much aboveall other formsd lifethat biological
lawsdo not apply to humans. Only in thisdistorted light can ethics be seen to
be outside o evolutionary explanations. Ethicsis part o human culture. If
cultureis defined as the transmission d learning and the abilitiesto use the
endo- and exosomatic tools, then, by definition, culture and ethics are evol-
utionary adaptations. We all agree that genes for ethics have not been, and
never will beidentified, but neither will there be any genes knownfor any other
behavioral adaptations. It is asoincredibleto believethat the complexitiesdo
any organism's behavior can ever be reduced to genes. Only in sciencefiction
moviesarethe complexitiesd dinosaurs' behaviorsreconstructedfromthebits
of strands d amphiblan and reptilian DNA.

The prescriptions o moral behavior by society are based on the knowledge
that the society possesses. Thisknowledgeisgreater thanknowledged asingle
individual. It isabove and beyond any individual. But, | must repeat, the total
knowledge is needed for the prescribed moral action. Thus, morality is a
necessity d the society, just as are order and other biologica needs. Mords
and oughts are meaningful only within the framework o society, not outside.
What is good for the society and how individuals ought to behaveis morality.
Good and bad have meaning only in society, and not outside in some Platonic
universe. Human lifeis controlled by the code o behavior, or morality. We do
not jump from bridgesunl esswewi sh to commit suicide, nor dowebreak moral
codes. Human ethical behavior is the total behavior that society demands.
What humanity demands d its members can be only answered by the science
d man. At present that scienceis sociobiology.

In a most profound way, sociobiology has become the science d human
naturethat humanized ethics. Itis only the science d human naturethat can
enlarge our horizons d what is man and put humans back into nature, while
at the sametimekeep humans separate. | cannot conceived arational picture
d humanity outside df sociobiology.
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Rapprochement

Evolutionary ethics hasits rootsin Spencer's early vision o the entire cosmos
asa product d evolution,in whichthe simpleled to the moral and the ethical.
Spencer and Darwin produced a coherent, strongly evolutionary and unified
worldview d ethics, which implied that ethicists are wrong in assigning good
a universal meaning outside the sphere d natural experience. The concept o
evolutionary ethics, like all concepts, has changed since the time o Spencer
and Darwin. It isas pointlessto argue evol utionary ethicsfrom Darwin's point
o view asitwould beto argue the nature d the atom from the nineteenth-cen-
tury knowledge d atomic structure (seeRichards 1986 and hiscritics respon-
segl). All therecent literature on evol utionary progress (seefor example Nitecki
1988) underlines that only a few ethicists argue now for the dead issues o
evolutionary progress, and only a few philosophers still guard ethicsfrom the
biological advances. The battle lines have been redrawn. Ethical philosophers
are deserting Huxley, whilethe sociobiologistsare joining Darwin'scause. The
main casus belli the supernatural source d ethics, has disappeared, and the
politically correct rupture o the Sciencdor the Peoplehas produced more heat
than light.

Thetheory o evolution hasa moral implicationfor the slow human struggle
to understand the rootsand bases o ethics. Darwin'sgeniuswasto show that
both evolution and ethics deal with stability and change, not with the perma-
nent and fixed. Stability is maintained by the continuous change. Tomorrow's
adjustment to a changing environmentwill forceadifferent solution. Therefore,
no permanency d morals exists. Ethicswill beaschanging aslifeis. To phrase
thisin evolutionary terms, ethics evolves as life evolves. Plato, or bibles, are
not sufficient to explain the future. Neither evolution nor morals have any
direction. We must rid ourselves d the Spencerian idea that evolution, and,
hence morals, are progressively cumulative - they are not, but they do evolve.
Today may dissolve itsdf into nothingness, rather than leaving behind the
residue o past accomplishments.

Whether human behavior can be reduced to biology depends on whether it
can be reduced to sociobiology, whichin turn depends on the depth o the gap
between humans and nonhumans. Only when we answer this shall we fully
understand morality and what is human. What is human can be deciphered
from all knowledge, and not only from philosophy, biology, or sociobiology.
What we are biologically can be defined by dentition, but who we are morally
isa different matter. Ethics and, therefore, evolutionary ethics, are uniquely
human traits that differentiatehumans from all other creatures. | think, and
Hoffman would have agreed, that we can define humanity by ethics, and that
all the propertiesthat wedefineashuman, including biology, are d importance
to ethics. To understand human nature means to understand the nature o
human conflictsand their resolutions. We must know how this conflict occurs
in nature, and what is the relation d nature to our human condition. Nature
i sneither harmoniousnor full o conflict,only ahumaninterpretation d nature
assignsvalueto it. Without understanding thiswe cannot act morally.

Humans are morphologicallyand biochemically primates. No reason exists
to suggest that behaviorally they are nonprimates. Therefore, human behavior
has evolutionary foundations. Humans have culture and culturally derived
behavior; and ethics, aswe perceiveit, belongsin human culture. Thequestion
today is not whether ethicsisgenetically controlled, but whether it i s sociobi-
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ologicaly explainable, and hence whether evolutionary ethicsis a legitimate
subject o biological studies. It appears to be.
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