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(2) the results of evolution cannot be adequately 
summar:ized as an increase in bloodiness, etc. ; 
(3) the course of evolution does not seem to us now 
"so morally offensive that we cannot accept it" 
But (3) seems to me to make a muddle of the 
argument. If good is defined as that which is 
effective, that is, that which is in the direction of 
evolution, what is the point of answer (2) And 
if the concept upon which the method of evolution 
turns is unemotional, then why, again, bring in 
(2) In short, it is not compatible with Dr. 
Waddington's "realist definition" of "good" to 
speak of the course of evolution as morally offensive 
or morally admirable. But his answer (2) suggests 
that he does think it necessary to show that 
Huxley was mistaken in his estimate of the blood
thirsty character of the struggle for existence. 
Suppose Huxley's estimate had been correct : 
would it make sense to say that the evolutionary 
process was morally offensive ? 

Bedford College, 
London. 

L. SUSAN STEBBING. 

I HAVE read with great interest Dr. Waddington's 
lucid and well-reasoned essay in speculative meta
physics, into which he has ingeniously woven 
hypotheses derived from Freud and Marx, but I 
fail to see the alleged connexion between science 
and ethics. He says that the contribution of 
science to ethics is "the revelation of the nature 
of the character and direction of the evolutionary 
process in the world as a whole, and the elucidation 
of the consequences, in relation to that direction, 
of various courses of human action". (This might 
almost be a quotation from Herbert Spencer.) The 
direction of the evolutionary process may have 
been revealed to Spencer or Dr. Waddington, but 
not by science. It is said that Amrnba and Hydra 
represent early stages in animal evolution, yet 
there are plenty of them alive still. For all we 
know they may survive long after Homo has 
perished by mutual slaughter. Would that make 
them better or worse from the scientific point of 
view? 

The process of evolution has thrown up Hitler, 
Rimmler, Goebbels and their like. If they were 
to win the War, would that show the direction of 
the evolutionary process ? Evolution has pro
duced the nightingale and the kingfisher we 
admire ; also Sacculina, the parasite of the common 
shore crab, and also the matrimonial habits of 
spiders, which we do not admire. Does science 
tell us which is better ? I select these examples 
because they are of no evident economic importance 
and our judgments may be considered disinter
ested. I am not arguing that these judgments of 

approval or disapproval are subjective or irrational, 
only that they are outside the scope of science. By 
reason of its method the only values within its 
scope are truth and error as judged by logical con
sistency and conformity to fact. If the logical 
positivists confined themselves to this assertion 
they would be on safe ground. I am not arguing, 
either, that Dr. Waddington's theory is wrong, 
only that, like every ethical theory (including the 
theory that there are no ethical distinctions or 
that they are meaningless), it rests on a priori 
presuppositions it is best to be honest about. 

On a minor point, I must protest against the 
notion that it is a recent discovery that different 
societies have different moral codes. It seems to 
have been known to the author of the "Odyssey", 
and certainly to Herodotus a few centuries later. 
Lastly, may I recommend Dr. Waddington (and 
others interested in the relations of science and 
ethics) to read "Five Types of Ethical Theory" by 
Prof. C. D. Broad, where he will find his own type 
of theory labelled and docketted ; and specially 
to read p. 284---the last page but one ? 

A. D. RITCHIE. 
University of Manchester. 

MucH appreciation is no doubt widely felt for 
Dr. Waddington's statement that, if various 
modern theses are correctly interpreted, ethical 
judgments are allowed by them to· be "statements 
of the same kind as scientific statements". One 
also agrees with his view that the putting forward 
of these theses has somehow persuaded many 
people of a lack of any link between science and 
ethical systems. This seems a natural temporary 
reaction belonging to what Samuel Alexander 
called the deanthropizing phase of thought. For 
millennia, men have sought authority for social 
codes in anthropomorphs created by their imagina
tion outside the evolutionary sequence and em
powered to insert into it new items-dispensations 
they have been called-from time to time. The com
parative method in the study of man, outstandingly 
represented by Frazer, has vividly suggested that 
what were held to be impregnable rock-fortresses 
of traditional belief are, rather, erratics in the 
moraines of folk-lore. The old authority has gone. 
It withered too, at a time when an individualist 
age was obsessed with the idea of Nature red in 
tooth and claw, and even a Huxley could suggest 
that men's ethical systems must stand in antagon
ism to the cosmic process. 

In their various ways Alexander, Lloyd Morgan, 
Smuts and Sherrington are trying to get us beyond 
the inevitable phase of disorientation. Unlike 
older systems, the work of science must not claim 
to give us something complete and unchanging ; 
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