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is an illusion and a cheat, and the sooner we stop 
talking about it the better. 

Dr. Waddington puzzles me, again, when he 
argues that the evolutionary process itself supplies 
us with a criterion of good, and that we need no 
other. I fail to see what he means by saying that 
this "cosmic fatalism does not imply a fatalistic 
attitude in the evolution of any particular section 
of the world", for example, of one's existing society. 
The 'psychological compulsions' with which he 
identifies ethical principles are surely, in his view, 
determinant of every act of every citizen in every 
race and age. If so, morals, whose business it is 
precisely to draw 'class-distinctions' among our 
natural impulses, vanish from the picture. 
Moreover, what ethical criterion can be derived 
from the scientific doctrine of evolution ? Biology 
knows nothing of the qualitative distinction of 
higher and lower, better and worse; it can only 
display the continuity in the modifications of 
species through descent, showing what form of life 
succeeds what, and that certain more complex 
organisms have less complex organisms as their 
temporal antecedents. If the second law of 
thermodynamics should work its will and if all 
mind and all life should be eliminated from our 
planet, the process would be just as much an 
evolutionary process, in the sense relevant to 
biology, as that by which man has arisen from the 
ape. Apart from ethical presuppositions read in 
from other and non-scientific sources, evolution 
has no concern with value. The cosmic process is 
not indeed, as Huxley thought, immoral, save for 
those who indulge the 'pathetic fallacy' and inter
pret it in the light of their own emotions ; but it is 
wholly amoral. The scientific study of it cannot 
teach us what is good or what we ought to do. It 
cannot even say 'must:. in its predictions ; it can 
tell us only what has been, what is, and what, in 
varying measure of probability, will be in the time 
to come. It cannot tell us that what will be is 
right or good. 

These are my two grounds of dissent from Dr. 
Waddington, and I think they are fundamental to 
the issue. With much else in his article I cordially 
agree. But I venture to add a remark that travels 
a little beyond the scope of his discussion. It seems 
to me important to grasp the bearings of tl;tis 
amorality of Nature on our present world troubles. 
Are they not in large measure due to the fact that 
our knowledge of science, especially in its practical 

has outrun, far outrun, our morality ? 
Science has placed instruments of world-shaking 
power in the hands of rulers who abuse them for 
their own unrighteous ends. These instruments 
are in themselves, like physical Nature, non-moral. 
Neither Nature nor science is to blame for their 
misuse by man. Morality lies in the will to good, 

immorality in the will to evil, that is, in the choice 
of ends, not in the means to their attainment. Of 
those erids, whether they be good or whether they 
be evil, science, for all its glory, can tell us nothing. 

Little Cocklands, 
Burford, Oxon. 

w. G. DE BURGH. 

I PROPOSE to touch very briefly on those points 
in Dr. Waddington's article with which I agree, 
although, even where I agree, I cannot resist the 
temptation of entering a disclaimer against his 
uncritical taking over lock, stock and barrel of the 
pretentious· jargon with which psycho-analysts 
disguise the commonplaceness of their observations 
upon the obvious. What, for example, does all 
this talk about the super-ego and its imposition 
upon the personality-is it, for example, upon "a 
merely receptive and featureless individual" m 
upon one who is "himself a factor in the origin of 
his super-ego" ?-really amount to 1 That there 
is an individual person exhibiting certain specific 
characteristics which distinguish him from others
my dislike, for example, of the taste of marzipan, 
or my delight in the smell of privet; that this 
individual is born and grows up in an environment 
and that his resultant beliefs, including his ethical 
beliefs, are the result of the impact of the environ
ment upon the characteristics which distinguish 
him from others, as well as upon those which he 
shares with others.- That, as it seems to me, is all 
that Dr. Waddington and Melanie Klein are saying, 
and, put like that, it scarcely seems to justify the 
fuss. 

I agree again with Dr. Waddington's interpre
tation of Marxism. I agree, that is to say, that 
Marx did provide for changes in, as well as conser
vation of systems of, social ethics, while retaining 
my private opinion that the real agents of ethical 
change are to be found less in the factors that 
Marx and Dr. Waddington emphasize than in the 
appearance of an ethical 'sport' in the shape of a 
Christ, a Buddha, a Socrates or a Blake who points 
the way to new levels of conduct and new standards 
of value to which in course of time the accepted 
moral codes of society as a whole gradually creep 
up. Or don't creep up ! If they don't, then, to 
adopt a biological metaphor, the 'sport' has failed 
to breed true. I deliberately employ the biological 
metaphor in witness to my belief that the process 
of evolution still proceeds by 'mutation', although 
the scene of its operations has now been largely 
transferred from the physical to the mental and 
spiritual spheres. 

So much having been said by way of not very 
impressive agreement, I come to my two major 
quarrels. 
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About the first I must say very little, not because 
it is not important but because it is subsidiary to 
Dr. Waddington's main thesis. He says that, if 
the contents of super-egos are taken to consist of 
general rules, they must be rules "of an extremely 
vague character". In more familiar language, the 
deliverances of men's moral consciousnesses vary 
so much that no general ethical principles as to 
what is good and right can be laid down. 

I deny it, and claim that we do in fact all know, 
and always have known, that unselfishness is 
better than selfishness, kindness than cruelty. 
What is more, we can all recognize a case of cruelty 
when we see it and know that we ought to try and 
stop it-(the fact that we usually do not try is not 
to the point). I should go further and maintain 
that we do all of us know the sort of way in which 
we ought to live; that we know, in fact, that we 
ought to live very much as Christ enjoined. We 
may say that Christ's prescription for good living 
is wholly impracticable or is much too difficult ; 
but that does not alter our conviction that it is 
the right prescription. The difficulty about ethics 
is not that we don't know what is right and know 
with a good deal of particularity, but that we lack 
the will or the ability to act in accordance with 
our knowledge. 

Secondly, on Dr. Waddington's main point, I 
cannot understand how anything can be measured 
without a ruler which is external to and other than 
what it measures. Now to adjudge a movement 
as good or as bad-witness in this connexion Dr. 
Waddington's talk about "the 'good' direction of 
evolution" -entails that some meaning is under
stood to be conveyed by the words good and bad 
which serves as a standard of measurement by 
reference to which the movement is evaluated. 
Now this meaning cannot itself be part of the 
process which it is invoked to evaluate, any more 
than a mler can be part of the length which it 
measures, or a man can lift himself by his own 
braces. Dr. Waddington points out that later 
stages of evolutionary development include the 
earlier. Certainly they do, but what of it? The 
later stages of a travelling snowball include the 
earlier, but that does not mean that the snowball's 
journey is ethically valuable or worthy of praise. 
It may not even be well advised ; if it is heading 
for a precipice it is ill advised. The point is surely 
obvious enough. When Dr. Waddington affirms 
that evolution is moving in the right direction or 
is progressive-it is "good", he says, "simply 
because it is good"-he is applying ethical stan
dards to it. Now all progress implies movement 
in a direction and direction implies a goal. If I 
put myself in the Strand and set my legs in motion, 
there is movement or process, but until I know 
whether I want to go to Charing Cross or Temple 

Bar I cannot say whether I am progressing or not. 
But the goal cannot be part of the process which 
seeks to realize it. 

Once this is understood, it will be seen that the 
kind of question which Dr. Waddington is putting, 
when he applies the notion of 'right direction' to 
evolution and then proceeds to inquire whether 
our present direction is "right", is, if we are to 
proceed on his premises, like the question "Is it 
better to take the right fork or the left?" when 
asked by somebody who does not know where he 
wants to go ; while further questions relating to 
the speed of the advance are like asking whether 
it is better to travel in a 40- or a 10-h.p. car, when 
you don't know where you are travelling, or 
whether it is good to travel at all. 

c. E. M. JOAD. 

Birkbeck College. 

IN commenting upon Dr. Waddington's article, 
the need to be brief compels me to concentrate upon 
a single point and to say too shortly what requires 
to be argued with the help of detailed examples. 
The point I select for comment is that the contribu
tion of science to ethics lies iQ. its revelation of "the 
character and direction of the evolutionary process 
in the world as a whole", and that the examination 
of this direction will. yield the criterion of human 
action. Although I am in agreement with much 
that Dr. Waddington says here and in his little 
book, "The Scientific Attitude", I find a serious 
difficulty in understanding his present argument. 
He maintains that the "real good" is that which 
has been effective, that is, that which has been 
exemplified in the course of evolution ; accordingly, 
he argues that "we must accept the direction of 
evolution as good simply because it is good accord
ing to any realist definition of that concept". 
Presumably the word "must" in this sentence 
means "are logically compelled", so that our 
acceptance is an admission of what follows logically 
from the "realist definition" of good. 

It is not, however, clear whether this is what Dr. 
Waddington means since he at once proceeds to 
drag in the notion of fatalism, in order to ward off a 
possible charge of being fatalistic . But such a 
charge would not make sense if I have correctly 
interpreted the phrase "we must accept". The 
difficulty is increased when we take note of the con
text in which the sentence I have quoted occurs. 
Dr. Waddington is disagreeing with T. H. Huxley's 
protest against accepting the cosmic process as the 
standard . of ethical progress. The answer he 
makes consists of three parts, or-as I prefer to 
put it-he gives three different answers : (1) the 
method of evolution is to us-as contrasted with 
Huxley-"as unemotional as a definite integral" ; 
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