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Evolutionary ethicsisa subject that has been debated ever since Darwin’sday. The
basicissue, in a nutshdl, iswhether or not human ethical systems can be explained — and
justified — in terms of evolutionary principles. In recent yearsthere has been an upsurge of
publications devoted to thisissue, including many new books (aswell asa number of bookson
Darwinism and religion) and countlessjournal articles. Indeed, an Internet search using the
term “evolutionary ethics’ yielded 65,400 citations of various kinds.!' Asthis outpouring of
publications suggests, there has been a great diversity of views on the subject over theyears.

However, some major sea changes have been occurring recently in evolutionary theory
generally and in our per spective on human evolution in particular, and these changes have
major implications both for our ethics and our under standing of the moral impulsesthat shape
our livesand societies. ThisHarrison Symposium explorestheseimplications. In thisessay,
| critiquethe history of evolutionary ethics, concluding with an argument favoring the
proposition that our ethical systems are products of our evolution and are genetically
grounded; they are morethan smply cultural inventions, or the actualized ideas of ancient
philosophers.

Darwin’s|deology

We begin with Charles Darwin himsdf.  Darwin’s views about human nature and the evolution
of human societies were developed in the first half of The Descent of Man (1871),2 andin The
Expression of the Emotions in Man and Animals (1873).2 The principa thesis of these works was
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that the human species had arisen through the same materidistic processes that governed the rest of the
natura world and that Homo sapiens shares a common descent with dl other animals, including a very
close rlationship with the “higher” non-human primates. But more important for our purpose, Darwin
attributed our dominant position in nature and our remarkable cultura attainments to evolved socid,
mora, and menta faculties, in combination with our language abilities?

Though often portrayed as an gpologist for cut-throat competition, Darwin in redlity placed our
socidity and our mora faculties highest among those qudities that have contributed to our successasa
gpecies. Following adiscussionin The Descent of Man devoted to the role of socia behavior and
sympathy (what contemporary sociobiologists would cdl dtruism) in various animd species, Darwin
dedlt a length — though in a speculative fashion — with “Man asa Socid Anima.”  In essence, he
proposed that our moral systems should henceforth be studied as a branch of “naturd history” — that
is, within an evolutionary framework. Darwin's “take” was tha mordity isindeed a product of the
evolutionary process. He believed that our “socid ingtincts” including even our capecity for
“sympathy,” “kindness,” and the desire for socid “approbation,” are rooted in human nature. The
rudiments of these behaviors, he pointed out, can be found in other socid species aswall.

Darwin also stressed the role of socia cooperation, reciprocity and “mutua ad’ in humen
evolution, especiadly in food-getting but aso in conflicts with other groups and other species:

In thefirgt place, as the reasoning powers and foresight of the members became improved, each
man would soon learn that if he aided his felow-men, he would commonly receive ad in return.
From this low motive he might acquire the habit of ading hisfdlows. And the habit of
performing benevolent actions certainly strengthens the fedings of sympathy which givesfirst
impulse to benevolent actions....But another and much more powerful simulusto the
development of the socid virtuesis afforded by the praise and blame of our fellow-men...and
thisingtinct no doubt was origindly acquired, like dl other socid ingtincts, through natura
sdlection.’

Dawin was well aware of the fact that these socid indincts might seem at first glance to
contradict the imperatives of naturd selection and his own admonition, in The Origin of Species, that no
organism can evolve an adaptation for the “exclusive good” of some other, unrdated organism. This
would fasfy histheory. Accordingly, Darwin proposed a solution to this puzzle that now goes under
the heading of “multi-level sdection” theory. In modern terminology, Darwin suggested that natural
selection operated at three different “levels’ — between individuds, between “families’ of close kin and
between socia groups — and that it was possible for the three forms of sdection to be digned with one
another rather than being in conflict; there are many forms of “mutudistic’ cooperation that may
smultaneoudy benefit individuds, families and groups. Indeed, Darwin believed that competition
between various “tribes’ (“group sdection”) dso played amgor role in shaping the course of human
evolution. “Natura sdection, arisng from the competition of tribe with tribe...would, under favourable
conditions, have sufficed to raise man to his high position.” The tribes that were the most highly
endowed with intelligence, courage, discipline, sympathy and “fiddlity” would have had a competitive
advantage, he argued. Alluding directly to the inherent tension in human societies between competition
and cooperation, Darwin observed that:



Sdfish and contentious people will not cohere, and without coherence nothing can be effected.
A triberich in the above qualities would spread and be victorious over other tribes; but in the
course of timeit would, judging from dl past history, bein its turn overcome by some other tribe
dtill more highly endowed. Thus the socid and mora qualities would dowly tend to advance
and be diffused throughout the world.”

In sum, Darwin believed that socidly-organized groups — and the mord systems that gave
them “coherence’ — played akey rolein human evolution.® Organized human societies are not Smply
culturd artifacts; they are products of our evolution as a Species and have played avita rolein the
success of our ancestors over many thousands of generations.

Herbert Spencer’s Ethics

Dawin himsdf did not venture explicitly into the realm of evolutionary ethics, but one of his
important contemporaries did. It was the polymath and socid theorist Herbert Spencer — considered
by many in the 19" century to be the preeminent thinker of his age — who was in fact the founding
father of evolutionary ethics. It was Spencer, not Darwin, who coined the dogan “surviva of the fittest.”
And it was Spencer, in his early diatribes againgt the power of the “sate’ as a young ideologue and
polemicist, who inspired Socid Darwinism.

However, Spencer’ s views changed as he matured, and in his monumenta ten-volume
Synthetic Philosophy, Spencer advanced a much more baanced view of society and ethics. Following
Darwin's lead, Spencer grounded his paradigm in the recognition that human societies are based on
cooperation, not competition: “Cooperation...is at once that which cannot exist without society, and
that for which society exigts,” we wrotein The Principles of Sociology (1874-75). “The motive for
acting together, origindly the dominant one, may be defense againgt enemies; or it may be the eesier
obtainment of food, by the chase or otherwise; or it may, and commonly is, both of these.”®

Spencer viewed society as a utilitarian ingrumentality — a system of exchanges and mutud
benefits that arose out of “the struggle for existence.” Moreover, the “ progressve’ evolution of human
societies over time has been the result of an interaction between what would now be caled ecologicd,
psychologica, and socioeconomic forces, including both cooperative and competitive (or even
antagonigtic) relationships.™®

One aspect of Spencer’ s formulation should be stressed, namely, that he pointedly suggested a
basis for resolving one of the more vexing problemsin socid theory — the nature of the rdationship
between the individua and society, and the causal potency of each in socia behavior and socid change.
To Spencer, human nature — our psychologica propengties and menta faculties— and society itself
were involved in a coevolutionary process: “The phenomena of socia evolution are determined partly by
the externd actions to which the socid aggregate is exposed and partly by the nature of its units
[individualg]...observing that these two sets of factors are themselves progressively changed as society
changes™"*

Accordingly, Spencer’s* science of ethics,” which established the foundation for what |ater
came to be known as “evolutionary ethics” was derived from his understanding about the nature of a
society. Asarticulated in The Principles of Ethics (1892-93), the find two-volume unit of his
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encyclopedic opus, the “science of right living,” as Spencer cdled it, conssted of an gpplication of the
scientific method to the problem of determining which ethica principles and mora precepts would best
be able to harmonize a given society at its particular stage of evolution. The criteriafor evduating ethica
issues should be their consequences both for the * super-organism” (actudly, it was Spencer who coined
this term) and its members, recognizing their interdependence:

So that from the biological point of view, ethical science becomes a pecification of the
conduct of associated men who are severaly so condtituted that the various sdif-
preserving activities, the activities required for rearing offgpring, and that which socid
welfare demands, are fulfilled in the spontaneous exercise of duly proportioned faculties,
each yielding when in action its quantum of pleasure; and who are, by consequence, so
condtituted that excess or defect in any one of these actions brings its quantum of pain,
immediate and remote.?

In other words, ethical prescriptions and sanctions must be tailored to the results that they are
likely to produce in specific contexts with respect to the ultimate purpose of society — the greatest
happiness (broadly interpreted) of the greatest number, but with an appreciation also for the fact that
individua satisfactionsin complex societies are both biologicaly based and very often interdependent;
thereisaso a“public interest.”

A “Gladiators Show”

Spencer’s newborn science of evolutionary ethics was dmost immediately disputed when the
well known biologit of that era, Thomas Henry Huxley (dubbed “ Darwin’s bulldog” for his vociferous
public defenses of Darwin's theory), spoke out on this subject in his famous (some say infamous)
Romanes lecture of 1893.* Huxley shocked his listeners, and subsequent readers, by disavowing
Darwinism asabasisfor ethics. The “cosmic process,” as Huxley cdled it, is nothing but “reentless
combat” — awar of every man againgt every man in Hobbes s dour image. Huxley also characterized
the natura world a“gladiators show” in which the losers go to thewal. Natureis, indeed, “red, in
tooth and claw” (in poet Alfred Lord Tennyson’s famous phrase).

So how can one build a socid ethics on this modd of evolution? How indeed? Huxley had
painted himsdf into a corner in which he could not find any ethica corollaries. The only way to avoid
this trgp was to promote the human capacity to transcend nature: “ Socia progress means a checking of
the coamic process a every step and the subgtitution for it of another, which may be caled the ethical
process...” By subgtituting the “ State of Art” for the “ State of Nature,” Huxley claimed, human societies
could ensure the surviva of those who are ethicdly the best. (This begs the question, of course —
why bother?) Huxley likened the process of culturd improvement to that of a gardener who transforms
nature into an ordered regime.

Not surprisingly, Huxley’s dim view of evolutionary ethics prompted a number of public
rebuttas, including one by the famed philosopher and educator John Dewey:

| have discussed this particular case [Huxley’ s garden metaphor] in the hope of
enlarging somewhat our conception of what is meant by the term “fit”; to suggest that
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we are in the habit of interpreting it with reference to an environment which long ago
ceased to be. That which was fit among animasis not fit among human beings...because
the conditions of life have changed, and because there is no way to define the term “fit”
excepting through these conditions. The environment is now adistinctly socia one, and
the content of the term “fit” has to be made with reference to socid adaptation...We
have then no reason here to oppose the ethical process to the natural process.™

Another critic, Ledie Stephen, expanded on Dewey’ s argument by pointing out that morality
can be based on purdly prudentid grounds. Following Spencer’ s reasoning, men may find that peace is
preferable to war, that the divison of labor and reciprocity can be mutualy advantageous and that a
persond mordity can be derived from our dependence on others for the meeting of our needs. A st of
ethical rules— and a system of enforcement designed to prevent anyone from cheating — are in our
own best interest. Stephen concluded: “ An individuaism which regards the cosmic process as
equivaent smply to an internecine struggle of each againg al must fail to congtruct a satisfactory
mordity, and | will add that any individuaism which fails to recognize fully the socid factor, which
regards society [merely] as an aggregate instead of an organism [i.e., Spencer’ s “super-organism’], will,
in my opinion, find itsdf in difficulties™

The*“Law of Competition”

If Huxley at least held out the hope that we could rise above our beastly nature, the Socid
Dawinigs extolled its virtues. Socid theorigtsincluding William Graham Sumner, E. B. Tylor, Albert
Kéler, Gustav Ratzenhoffer, and otherstook their inspiration from Spencer’s “surviva of the fittest”
image and emphasized raw competition. Fairly typicd wasthis pronunciamento by Tylor: “The
indtitutions which can best hold their own in the world gradualy supersede the lessfit ones, and...this
incessant conflict determines the genera resultant course of culture.”*®

Likewise, business magnate John D. Rockefeller, in a Sunday school address, assured his
audience tha “The growth of large busnessis merdly asurviva of the fittes.... Thisis not an evil
tendency in business. It is merely the working out of alaw of nature and alaw of God.”*" However, it
was the sted baron and philanthropist, Andrew Carnegie — never aman to mince words — who
penned the most inflammatory expression of the Socid Darwinist credo in an 1889 essay entitled “ The
Gospd of Wedth.” “While the law [of competition] may be sometimes hard for the individud, it is best
for the race, because it ensuresthe surviva of the fittest in every department. We accept and welcome,
therefore...great inequdity of environment, the concentration of business, industrid and commercid, in
the hands of the few, and the law of competition between these, as being not only beneficid, but
essentia for the future progress of the race.”®

The opposing sdein thisincreasingly harsh debate was perhaps most e oquently represented by
the Russian émigré anarchist and naturdist, Prince Pyotr Kropotkin. In hisfamous polemic, Mutual
Aid: A Factor of Evolution (1902), Kropotkin specificaly refuted Huxley’ s tooth-and- claw image of
the natural world. Among other things, Kropotkin argued that there was abundant evidence of
cooperation in nature thet falsified Huxley' s one-sided interpretation of Darwin’stheory. “During the
journeyswhich I made in my youth in Eastern Sberia and Northern Manchuria...| falled to find —
athough | was eagerly looking for it — that bitter struggle for the means of subsistence, among animals
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belonging to the same species [his emphasis], which was consdered by most Darwinists (though not

dways by Darwin himseif) as the dominant characteristic of the struggle for life..”*® Kropotkin claimed
that cooperation is more important than competition in nature and is the key to “ progressve’ evolution.
Kropotkin dso indsted that socid groups were important units of evolution.

TheModern Synthesis

During the period of the so-cdled “Modern Synthesis’ in evolutionary biology, from the 1930s
to 1960s, biologists generdly seemed comfortable with the idea of evolutionary ethics. For instance,
both Julian Huxley (grandson of T. H. Huxley) and Theodosius Dobzhansky wrote gpprovingly about
this subject.”® The Modern Synthesis was also deemed to be compatible with “group sdlection” of
various kinds, just as Darwin had proposed. For instance, Sewal Wright at the University of Chicago
coined the term “interdemic sdection” — i.e., selection between discrete breeding populations, or
“demes’ — and he developed what he caled a* shifting balance” mode, which he believed was of the
utmost importance in producing evolutionary changes® Ernst Mayr, likewise, characterized
evolutionary change as a population-level phenomenon, meaning that populations and species are the
ultimate units of evolution, not individuas. Mayr aso developed what he cdled the “founder principle,”
which envisoned small, reproductively isolated groups as a sgnificant source of evolutionary
innovation.? Meanwhile, various students of animal behavior, such as Willian Morton Wheder and
Warder C. Allee, stressed the cooperative aspect of animal behavior and socid life. Whedler dso
promoted the idea of “emergent evolution,” and he borrowed from Spencer the idea thet a socidly-
organized group can be likened to a“ superorganism”.?

However, a sharp discontinuity occurred in evolutionary theory in the 1960s. It wastriggered
when biologist Vero C. Wynne- Edwards made himsalf a stalking horse, in Edward O. Wilson's
characterization, by propounding a serioudy oversated version of the group selection hypothesisin his
(subsequently) much-maligned book, Animal Dispersion in Relation to Social Behaviour (1962).
Wynne-Edwards asserted that group-living animds regularly display behaviors which involve the
curtaillment of their own persond fitness for the good of the group (for example, through * conventiond”
controls on reproduction that serve to limit population densities). “ The great benefit of socidity,”
Wynne-Edwards clamed in acompanion article in Nature, “arises from its capacity to override the
advantage of individud membersin the interest of the survival of the group as awhole’®

Enter Neo-Darwinism

Although the attack on group sdlection theory began with William D. Hamilton's now classc
papers on indusive fitness theory (or “kin sdection”) in 1964,% it was fully daborated in George C.
Williams s New Testament — Adaptation and Natural Selection (1966). This legendary book was
in many respects a thergpeutic cold bath that served to cleanse evolutionary theory of some doppy
thinking. However, Williams aso took an extreme position, from which he has since retrested, to the
effect that sdlection at any higher leve than that of an individud is essentially “impotent” and is“not an
appreciable factor in evolution.”®

Another broadside against group selection theory occurred when Richard Dawkins published
his ideologicdly-tinted popularization with the cunningly anthropomorphic title The Selfish Gene
(1976). According to Dawkins, “we are survival machines— robot vehicles blindly programmed to
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preserve the selfish molecules known as genes.”  With evident relish, Dawkins opined: “I think ‘ nature
red in tooth and claw’ sums up our modern understanding of natural sdlection admirably.”’ 1t is not
aurprising that The Selfish Gene became both controversa and a best-sdller.

One of the chief casuaties of the Neo-Darwinian “revolution” was Darwin’s explanation for
human evolution, aong with his reasoning about our socid and mord faculties. Thus, for example, the
philosopher Helena Cronin, in a popular 1991 book, The Ant and the Peacock, came to the
conclusion that Darwin “lets us down.””® Why s0? Because he relied on the supposedly flawed
concept of group selection in explaining human evolution. Likewise, the science writer Robert Wright,
in a provocetive popularization about the new field of evolutionary psychology caled The Moral
Animal (1994), wrote off Darwin’s explanation of humankind atogether: “The more you think about it,
thelesslikely it ssems” Despite his book’ s affirming title, Wright concluded that we are not mora
animas after dl but only “potentidly” so; what passes for mordity is“ruthlesdy” subordinated to our
sdf-interests, he declared.”

Reviving Darwin’s Darwinism

As| have discussed in some detail elsewhere® the rejection of Darwin’s Darwinism, and of
Spencer’s evolutionary ethics, was largely the result of two serious, interrelated misconceptions. The
first was that cooperation and sociality depend on “dtruism” and are therefore severely constrained
phenomena. To the first generation of Neo- Darwinians and sociobiologidts, it seemed that only kin
selection (and maybe “reciproca dtruism”) might be able to circumvert this obstacle, snce group
selection was widdy viewed as being impotent. The second misconception was that true ethics
necessaily requires dtruism; enlightened self-interest does not count. In short, it was a classic double
bind.

With regard to the first issue, the tendency to equate atruism and cooperation was clearly
misguided, and the current reviva of group selection theory in evolutionary biology can be atributed, in
cons derable measure, to a growing recognition that cooperation can often be a“win-win” process; co-
operating groups might provide mutual advantagesto their members. To be sure, cooperation may
impose costs on the cooperators, but these may be offset by equivalent or greater benefits. In short,
cooperation can dso involve the relaively straightforward “economic” calculus of costs and benefits, and
the main congraint may be how these costs and benefits are toted up and distributed among the
cooperators — and whether or not the tendency to chest (defect) is“policed.” In other words,
cooperation does not by definition require genes for atruism; there can be “egoistic cooperation” aswell
as “dtruigtic cooperation.”

Indeed, one of the most important forms of cooperation in nature involves interactions that
produce combined effects (synergies) that are largely sdlf-policing because they are interdependent.
Thisis frequently the case with symbiotic relationships, aswell asin socidly organized species that
exhibit adivision of labor, or teamwork. Maynard Smith and E6rs Szathméry, have suggested a useful
metaphor to illudtrate this digtinction. Suppose that two oarsmen decide to cooperate in rowing a smdl
boat acrossariver. In one dternative configuration, a“sculling” arrangement, the oarsmen eech have
two oars and row in tandem. Inthisgtuation, it is possible for one oarsman to dack off — to cheat —
and et the other one do most of thework. Thisis aclassic game theoretic reationship.

Now imagine instead a“rowing” arrangement. In this configuration, each oarsman has only one
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opposing oar. Now ther relationship (and the performance of the boat) is interdependent. If one of the
oarsmen dacks off, the boat will go in circlesand will not reach itsgod. Interdependence has the effect
of making a cooperative rdationship sdf-policing. Maynard Smith and Szathmary conclude that the
rowing model is a better representation of how cooperation (and complexity) evolvesin nature. “The
intellectud fascination of the Prisoner’ s Dilemma game may have led us to overestimate its evolutionary
importance.”*

As the evidence for cooperation as a widespread phenomenon in nature has continued to mount
in recent years, it has become increasingly clear that it is not aminor theme, or a phenomenon that
depends on dtruism or some hypothetica cooperative gene. Cooperation is a common response to the
problems of living — amgor surviva drategy that is co-equa with competition in its importance.
Indeed, competition via cooperation is acommon srategy in the natura world. Even some of the most
vociferous Neo- Darwinians have conceded as much, though their declamations are sometimes buried
deep ingdethar texts. Consder these examples from Richard Dawkins.

In naturd selection, genes are dways selected for their cgpacity to flourish in the environment in
which they find themselves....But from each gene's point of view, perhaps the most important
part of itsenvironment is all the other genes that it encounters [hisemphagg....Doing well in
such environmentswill turn out to be equivaent to “collaborating” with these other genes.®

In asense, the whole process of embryonic development can be looked upon asa
cooperdive venture, jointly run by thousands of genes together. Embryos are put together by
al the working genes in the developing organism, in collaboration with one another....\We have a
picture of teams of genes dl evolving toward cooperative solutionsto problems....It isthe
‘team’ thet evolves®

Even in his sgnature book, The Selfish Gene, Dawkins conceded that genes are not redlly free
and independent agents. “They collaborate and interact in inextricably complex ways...Building aleg is
amulti-gene co-operative enterprise”  To underscore the point, Dawkins himsdlf employed a metaphor
from rowing. “One oarsman on his own cannot win the Oxford and Cambridge boat race. He needs
eight colleagues... Rowing the boat is a co-operative venture.” Furthermore, Dawkins noted: “One of
the qudities of agood oarsman isteamwork, the ability to fit in and co-operate with the rest of the
crew.”®

What Dawkinsis talking about here, of course, is group sdection. Moreover, thisform of
group selection does not depend on dtruism; it involves win-win relationships. Perhaps his book should
have been called “ The Cooperative Gene® — which isin fact thetitle of an article of mine published in
1996, aswell as arecent book by biologist Mark Ridley.

Moreover, the cooperative gene modd aso fits the most likely scenario for human evolution,
namely that we evolved from closely cooperating socid groups; the context of human evolution most
likely required close cooperation to offset the otherwise fatal vulnerabilities of these “Miocene midgets,”
as Milford Wolpoff has dubbed them. (What | have cdled the “ Synergistic Ape Scenario” is discussed
in detall elsewhere)®



Reviving Spencer’s Ethics

The other misconception, namely that evolutionary ethics must be based on dtruism, can be
addressed by returning to Spencer’svison. In effect, Spencer argued that an ethical system can be
based on “ prudentid” grounds, or enlightened sdf-interest. Spencer’ s argument was hardly new, of
course. It can be traced back at least to the Greek Stoics. Spencer’ s contribution was to relate
enlightened sdf-interest to the biologica problem of surviva and reproduction and to assert that
individua interests and the * public interest” were not necessarily incompatible or opposed to one
another; they can be harmonized.

The crucid conceptud issue here was identified by Ledie Stephen in his rebuttd to Huxley's
paradigm. If asociety isviewed merdy as an aggregate of individuas who have no common interests,
and no stake in the socid order, then why should they care? But if a society isviewed — more
redidicaly in my view — as a complex, interdependent “collective surviva enterprise,” then each of us
has avitd, life-and-death stake in its viability and effective functioning, whether we recognize it or not.
Another way of putting it is that much of our public ethics, and the culturd inditutions that we have
evolved for encouraging — and enforcing — our ethica principles and rules, are dso an expression of
evolutionary ethics. Thetwo are not radicaly different spheres.

Y e, in hindsight, Spencer’ s evolutionary ethics, while necessary, was dso insufficient. \Who,
after the tragedy of 9/11, can doubt the redity of atruism as asignificant agpect of human societies. We
have grieved even for those we did not know and have donated hillions of dollars to help their families.
Moreover, there is much research showing that we do indeed seem to have an innate “mord sense”
For instance, asense of “fairness’ seemsto have astrong, if imperfect, pull on our preferences and our
conduct, to the point that we may even be willing to make sacrifices on its behalf.*

How can thisbe? What adaptive advantage could a sense of fairness have bestowed on our
remote Pleistocene ancestors, such that it was “blessed” by natura sdection and incorporated into the
undergarments of our evolving human nature? The mogt likely explandtion, in anutshell, isthat the
principle of fairess came to play a centra role in reconciling conflicting interests within our ancestors
groups, bands, and tribes. Darwinian group selection was most likely a powerful supplement to
Spencer’s prudential economic caculus. To quote again Darwin's observation in The Descent of Man:
“A sdlfish and contentious people cannot cohere, and without coherence nothing can be effected.”
Competition may be an engine for enterprise, and economic progress, but mutualy beneficid
cooperation is the fundamenta organizing principle underlying dl human societies. Indeed, thereis
mounting evidence that our sociaity and readiness to cooperate far exceeds that of any other primate.’

Tending to Huxley’sGarden

If aguiding metaphor for evolutionary ethics might be useful, we probably can do no better than
an improved version of theimage that was introduced by T. H. Huxley in his Romaneslecture. Recall
how Huxley suggested that a society can be likened to a domestic garden, where the task of the
gardener (i.e, an ethica system) isto struggle with the hogtile forces of nature to achieve an ordered
regime and achieve the gardener’ sgods. John Dewey, in hisrebutta to Huxley, proposed amore
benign image of the garden plot as a place where the gardener works with nature to make
improvements and create conditions for abundant growth. From our vantage point, it ssems likely that
both versions of the garden metaphor are partly correct. Our ethical systems mugt, at one and the same
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time, weed out the danddions and fight the aphids and snails, while smultaneoudy planting, fertilizing,
watering, pruning, and harvesting the plants upon which we have come to depend for our very
sustenance.

So my answer to the leading question posed in this symposium isthat, yes, thetimeisindeed
ripe for evolutionary ethics— and has been, ever since Darwin. A better question is whether we,
findly, areripe for evolutionary ethics.
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