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Wi th  the  p r e c o n c e p t i o n s  o f  individual  and  social  b e h a v i o r  d e v e l o p e d  in last  
t e r m ' s  work ,  o u r  n e x t  task is to d e v e l o p  f r o m  t h e m  a c o n c e p t i o n  of  the  mora l  

order .  In o r d e r  to do  this it is essent ia l  that  w e  shou ld  have  s o m e  idea of  w h a t  
w e  m e a n  by  the  p h r a s e  m o r a l  order.  The  t e r m  mora l  is o f t en  used  in a ve ry  

l imi ted  sense  to des igna te  a class of  ac t ions  w h i c h  are s u p p o s e d  to d e p e n d  u p o n  

the  e x e r c i s e  of  the  will ,  and w h i c h  genera l ly  have  a g o o d  deal  o f  mys t i ca l  

c o n n o t a t i o n .  No t  by  any  m e a n s  all acts  o f  will  are r e f e r r ed  to  b u t  t hose  w h i c h  
have  r e f e r e n c e  to the  d i s t inc t ion  b e t w e e n  g o o d  and  bad,  the  q u e s t i o n s  o f  value.  

T h e  th ings  m o s t  s p o k e n  o f  in these  t e r m s  are sex,  re l igion,  p r o p e r t y  r ights ,  and  
so on. But it s e e m s  to m e  tha t  t he re  is no valid r e a s o n  for  d i s c r imina t ing  in k ind  

b e t w e e n  this k ind  o f  j u d g e m e n t  and  an e c o n o m i c  j u d g e m e n t  o r  a j u d g e m e n t  o f  

any  o t h e r  kind,  so  long  as it is a j u d g e m e n t .  T h e  only  real  d i f f e r ence  is tha t  o u r  
social  we l f a r e  is m o r e  d e p e n d e n t  on  those  j u d g e m e n t s  genera l ly  t e r m e d  mora l ,  
and  so this class is s e p a r a t e d  of f  a g o o d  deal  f a r the r  t han  is necessa ry .  

H e r e  w e  are c o n c e r n e d  wi th  behav io r ,  w i t h  all tha t  m e s h  o f  usages ,  c u s t o m s ,  
habi ts ,  c o n c e p t s ,  w h i c h  S u m n e r  3~ t e rms  the  mores ,  and this  s e e m s  to be  essen-  

tially o n e  single w h o l e ,  w i t h  all the  d i f fe ren t  pa r t s  o f  it hav ing  a g o o d  m a n y  

cha rac t e r i s t i c s  in c o m m o n .  So w e  will c o n s i d e r  the  m o r a l  o r d e r  to d e n o t e  the  

w h o l e  o rgan iza t ion  of  social  behav io r ,  and  as such  a t t e m p t  to  ana lyze  it, to  b r ing  
ou t  its p r inc ipa l  cha rac t e r i s t i c s  and  the i r  re la t ions ,  and  in pa r t i cu l a r  to s h o w  
h o w  the  p o r t i o n  o f  it w h i c h  migh t  in the  n a r r o w  sense  be  ca l led  mora l  o r  e th ica l  

fits in w i th  the  rest .  [page  break:  2] 

It s e e m s  r e a s o n a b l e  to look  at soc ie ty  as w e  k n o w  it f r o m  t h r e e  ma in  v iew-  

po in t s .  In the  first p l ace  t he r e  is its ac tual  socie ta l  s t ruc tu re ,  the  facts  o f  the  
o rgan iza t ion  of  civi l izat ion.  T h e s e  facts  are all r e la ted  and i n t e r t w i n e d ,  bu t  jus t  
as in the  m a m m a l i a n  b o d y  w e  can  d is t inguish  a c i r cu l a to ry  sys tem,  a n e r v o u s  
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system, a digestive system, though none of them has any significance by itself, 
we  can pick out  three principal phases of  societal structure.  

First, there  is technology.  Man in his many centuries  on the earth has gradu- 
ally evolved a myriad number  and variety of  technical  processeS, which  serve 
every conceivable  purpose.  This group of  the mores is conce rned  with man's 

utilization of  the natural and material resources about  him. He has learned to 
make snow igloos, houses, adobe huts, tents, or what  not, as a p ro tec t ion  from 
adverse wea ther  conditions.  He has developed an almost unbelievable number  
of  different  sorts of  weapons,  from w o o d e n  clubs to sixteen-inch howitzers ,  for 
the purpose  of  killing game, of  self-defence against man or beast, or for of fence  
in war. Sometimes an implement  has been conce ived  to supply a definitely felt 

need.  Probably more often, especially in primitive cultures, an adaptation of  
something already existing has been hit upon, largely by accident,  made use of, 
and perhaps  in the course of  time improved upon. The accumulat ive action of  
t ime has given almost every people  a vast store of such processes  with which  
they can improve and regulate the material condit ions of  their  existence.  

The second structural section of  the mores in which  we are in teres ted com- 
poses our  institutions. Even in the most primitive state, men who  live toge ther  
must of necessi ty regulate each other ' s  conduc t  by some sort of institutional 
system. There  are two principal sorts of forces at work  here.  In the first place 
individuals cannot  [page break:3] live together ,  doing exactly as their  own im- 
pulses and whims dictate, for any length of time at all before  these impulses of 
different  individuals are going to conflict. Some sort of  a compromise  is impera- 
tive if bo th  are to cont inue  to live in the same territory. Of course it may 
happen,  and often has, that physical conflict  will ensue, resulting in the exter- 
mination of  one  party or the other.  This, however ,  does not  go on forever,  but  
compromise  is resor ted to f requent ly  enough to give rise to institutions. 

Then,  with the gradual emergence  of what  we call intelligence, we are likely 
to have peop le  coopera t ing  because they realize, no matter  how vaguely, that 
they can do more,  can fight bet ter  and are more likely to live long collect ively 
than individually. Along with the deve lopment  of technique  comes differentia- 
tion of  functions,  what  in modern  industrial terms is called the division of  labor. 
With any intell igence at all people  are bound to see that a communi ty  can 
b e c o m e  bet te r  housed and fed, and can take bet ter  care of its young with some 
sort of  mutual aid. Institutions, then, appear  to be the adaptation, in terms of  
human relationship, of individuals toward living in a society, as opposed  to a 
comple te ly  individual exis tence.  In the conditions to which these institutions 
are adapted,  there  is a large enough margin of variability so that the solution by 
different  peoples  of  the same problem need by no means be the same. To 
contro l  people ' s  relations, that is, in government ,  we have such wide variations 
as absolute despot ism and ideal democracy.  In the family there  exist both  po- 

lygyny and polyandry,  and monogamy which  lies between.  It is much the same 
as in biology where  to the problem of flying we have three or four absolutely 
distinct solutions. The difference in the s tructure and means of aviation of a 
dragon fly and a hawk is no tewor thy ,  though they both fly by means of  wings. 
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Instances of the same sort of  thing both in society and biology might be mul- 
[page break:4]-tiplied almost wi thout  number,  but  the principle  remains the 
same, and accounts  in large measure for the endless variety of  institutions. This 
of  course  applies to the o ther  forms of  societal s t ructure fully as well. 

The  o ther  principal e lement  in the s tructure of a society consists in the rites 

and ceremonies ,  the ritual. To bring out its relation to the o ther  main e lements  
we might say that in general this denotes  the relation of man to the unknown  
forces,  the supposedly  supernatural ,  or what  Sumner calls the aleatory element .  
When  he could explain and use a p h e n o m e n o n  of  nature, the primitive man 
would  make use of a plain and matter  of fact technology.  When he could use it 
but  could not  explain it he thought  that some special technique,  not  founded  
whol ly  on rational or utilitarian grounds was necessary. This has the fault of  
most analyses of  its kind in being an over-simplification, but I think it serves to 
bring out  the relation of ritual to the o ther  two categories of  societal structure.  

Durkheim, in his book on the Elementary Forms of Religious Life defines 
religion, of which,  though not  exclusively, ritual is characteristic,  as pertaining 
to the idea of the sacred. 39 He says that the most fundamental  distinction in 

primitive life is that be tween  sacred and profane.  The sacred always deserves 
special considerat ion and treatment,  that is, ritual considerat ion.  The dist inction 
is by no means that be tween  good and bad. The devil is a perennial  sacred 
being, but is none  the less evil. Sacred always seems to carry the connota t ion  of 
mystery, lack of  understanding.  There  is no absolute standard of sanctity. In one  
civilization or another  practically everything under  the sun has been  cons idered  
sacred. Sanctity is a concept ,  not  an objective fact. It is founded upon the idea 
of force,  mana, shaman, and the like, essentially of  mysterious force. [page 
break: 5] 

Durkheim, however ,  recognizes also a certain intellectual e lement  in reli- 
gious behavior.  There  is a thought  content ,  a cosmology in any religion no 
mat ter  how rudimentary it may be. Of these two, however ,  he asserts that the 
former  is by far the more important.  The intellectual content  is inevitably depen- 
dent  upon  the state of  object ive knowledge,  the science, of the time. The o ther  
is a side of human nature that must always exist. It is a social p h e n o m e n o n ,  the 
p roduc t  of a synthesis of individual consciousnesses and does truly represen t  
something more than the single individual, but it is not  therefore  necessarily of  
inexplicable origin. Whatever  may be said about it, in any society that has ex- 
isted to date, ritual has always been one of the most important  e lements  in the 
mores  and as such must be unders tood as far as possible along with the rest of 
them. 

Along with the structural organization of the mores we have two o ther  as- 
pects  which  are more  directing forces of them than facts of  their  organization. 
These  are knowledge,  which includes science, that is, the whole  intellectual 
side of the mores,  and taste which [is] essentially the emotional  side. Knowledge 

is the means by which  technology is added to and preserved from generat ion to 
generat ion.  In every society there  is a large amount  of technological  lore which  
makes it unnecessary for each individual to start where  his remote  ancestors did 
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in gaining a material  living. The  same is t rue  of  the  t radi t ional  k n o w l e d g e  wi th  
r e s p e c t  to ri tual and to inst i tut ions.  By this means  soc ie ty  rece ives  an im m en se  

cumula t ive  inhe r i t ance  absolu te ly  apar t  f rom its biological  he red i ty  and prof i ts  
grea t ly  t he reby .  

Taste ,  the  emot iona l  side, is by  no  means  clear ly  d is t inguished f rom the  intel- 

lec tual  side o f  the  mores .  K n o w l e d g e  is essent ia l ly  ob jec t ive ,  the  aim of  it be ing  
to ge t  ou ts ide  the  self  and observe .  Emot ion  is subject ive .  It consis ts  in le t t ing 
you r se l f  go in m o r e  or  less total  d is regard  of  rat ional  cons idera t ions .  These  
def in i t ions  [page break:6]  h o w e v e r ,  will  apply  on ly  to e x t r e m e  forms.  Almost  all 
the  m o r e s  c on t a in  bo th  the  e l emen t s  a lmos t  i nex t r i cab ly  ming led  t oge the r .  
C o n v e n t i o n s  a lmost  all have  a m o d i c u m  of  ra t ional i ty  or  pseudo-ra t ional i ty ,  no  
m a t t e r  h o w  small it may be, and even  mo re  so, especia l ly  pr imi t ive  mores ,  all 

con ta in  a great  deal larger  e l e m e n t  of  emot ion ,  mos t  of  w h i c h  is pu re ly  tradi- 
t ional.  Taste  as we  unde r s t and  it consis ts  o f  b o th  e lements .  It is p r o b a b l y  unjus- 

t if ied e x c e p t  for  p u r p o s e s  o f  analysis to  a t t e m p t  to make a d i s t inc t ion  b e t w e e n  
t h e m  be c a use  t he r e  seems  to b e e n  [sic] no  ev id en ce  that  t hey  are not  essent ial ly  
the  same thing,  one  being,  h o w e v e r ,  cons ide rab ly  m o re  accura t e  in an ob jec t ive  
sense  than  the  o ther .  

This  idea t ional  and emot iona l  aspec t  o f  the mores  must  be  u n d e r s t o o d  as a 
qual i ty  of  the  s t ruc tura l  aspect ,  apply ing  wi th  equal  fo rce  to all t h r ee  classes of  
the  latter.  T h e r e  is ins t i tu t ional  knowledge ,  t echno log ica l  k n o w led g e ,  c e r em o -  
nial k n o w l e d g e ,  and taste  in all these  depa r tmen t s .  Moreover ,  all t hese  th ree  
d e p a r t m e n t s  o f  societal  s t ruc tu re  are so re la ted  that  no o n e  o ccu r s  abso lu te ly  
w i t h o u t  the  o thers .  The re  are ins t i tu t ions  by w h i c h  t e c h n o l o g y  is ut i l ized.  T h e r e  
is a r i tual  c o n n e c t e d  wi th  a lmost  all t echno log ica l  p rocesses ,  and the re  is a 
t e c h n i q u e  o f  all c e r emon ie s .  A coal  mine  is an ins t i tu t ion  w h i c h  f inds its sole 

jus t i f ica t ion for  ex i s t ence  in its ut i l izat ion o f  t e chn ique .  A g o v e r n m e n t  has a 
d i f fe ren t  s ignif icance,  h o w e v e r ,  and a l though  the re  is e labora te  t e c h n i q u e  and 
ri tual c o n n e c t e d  wi th  it, these  are secondary ,  no t  essential .  Its p r imary  func t ion  
is inst i tut ional .  It is conce ivab l e  tha t  Congress  cou ld  still p e r f o r m  its func t ions  
w i t h o u t  its p r e s e n t  e labora te  t e c h n i q u e  of  d isorder ,  bu t  the  t e c h n i q u e  w i t h o u t  
the  ins t i tu t ion  means  no th ing ,  whi le  the  la t ter  a lone  may have  some slight sig- 
n i f icance.  This is the sor t  o f  re la t ion  w h i c h  makes  o u r  d i s t inc t ion  b e t w e e n  the  
t h r e e  s t ruc tura l  fo rms  of  the mores  valid. It mus t  no t  be  taken  to m e a n  that  this 
d i s t inc t ion  is [page break: 7] absolute ,  bu t  mere ly  that  it serves  to clarify in o u r  
minds  the  re la t ions  of  the  things discussed.  Th e  only  reason  for  ev e r  making  a 
d i s t inc t ion  is to br ing  ou t  re la t ions  w h i c h  w o u l d  o t h e r w i s e  be  missed.  

Since we  have a t t e m p t e d  to make  some  sort  o f  an analysis of  the  m o r e s  in 

genera l ,  let  us see w h a t  sor t  o f  light this analysis can  t h r o w  u p o n  o n e  par t i cu la r  
phase  of  t h e m  w h i c h  has great  s ignif icance in o u r  s u b s e q u e n t  d iscuss ion  of  
morals .  Taste  is a w o r d  w h i c h  r ep re sen t s  ou r  s u p p o s e d  facul ty  o f  f ree  cho ice ,  
and  art  is o n e  field in w h i c h  this taste is r e p u t e d  to be mos t  exe rc i sed .  Pe rhaps  
a shor t  d iscuss ion  and analysis of  art will enable  us to see some o f  the  essent ia l  
charac te r i s t i c s  o f  taste in general .  

Art is a t e rm w h i c h  is used,  like mos t  s ignif icant  terms,  in m o re  than o n e  
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sense .  We  s p e a k  o f  ar ts  o f  all kinds,  bu t  w e  divide t h e m  p r inc ipa l ly  in to  t w o  

classes ,  the  useful  o r  the  industr ia l  arts  and  the  f ine arts. T h e  q u e s t i o n  is w h a t  

are the  po in t s  in c o m m o n  b e t w e e n  t he se  t w o  classes,  and  w h a t  are  the i r  signifi- 
c an t  d i f fe rences .  An art, I take  it, as the  t e r m  is used  in the  useful  ar ts  espec ia l ly ,  

r e fe r s  to t e chn ica l  p e r f e c t i o n  o f  s o m e  k ind  or  o ther .  In this f u n d a m e n t a l  s e n s e  
a c l eve r  ar t isan is an artist.  Stradivarius  was  a p r e e m i n e n t  artist .  T h e  m o d e r n  
w o r k m a n ,  no m a t t e r  h o w  h u m b l e  his o c c u p a t i o n ,  p r ac t i s e s  an art. He  does  s o m e  

spec i f i c  t echn ica l  job and  does  it well .  In this s ense  the  t e r m  r e p r e s e n t s  the  

c o n s u m m a t i o n  of  w h a t  Veb len  calls the  instinct of  workmanship. 4~ To m a k e  
s o m e t h i n g  wi th  the  hands  and  brain,  w h e t h e r  it be  for  p rac t i ca l  p u r p o s e s  or  not ,  

t ha t  is in t r ins ic  art,  in its m o s t  genera l  sense .  

In the  fine arts  w e  find all this  in c lear ly  r ecogn izab l e  form.  Every art is t  in the  

c o n v e n t i o n a l  sense  is a h ighly  t r a ined  w o r k m a n  w h o  turns  ou t  a p r o d u c t  o f  his 

c r ea t i ve  genius .  It  is a t e c h n i c a l  a c h i e v e m e n t  of  h igh  o rde r  and  p u r e l y  as such  

is d e s e r v i n g  of  the  [page  break:8]  c o m m e n d a t i o n  o f  o t h e r  w o r k m e n  and  o f  41 

p e o p l e  w h o  can  in s o m e  m e a s u r e  u n d e r s t a n d  the  t echn ica l  d i f f icul ty  of  the  task 
and  the  mas te r fu l  w a y  in w h i c h  it has  b e e n  a c c o m p l i s h e d .  But  if  y o u  try and  tell 
an art is t  or  an art  cr i t ic  tha t  any  pa r t i cu la r  p i ece  of  pa in t ing ,  s cu lp tu re ,  mus ic ,  

or  p o e t r y  r e p r e s e n t s  a t e chn ica l  a c h i e v e m e n t  and  sole ly  that ,  he  will  immedi -  
a tely f lare  up  in r i gh t eous  indignat ion .  He th inks  the re  is s o m e t h i n g  else to  it. 

W h a t  is it and  f r o m  w h e n c e  does  it p r o c e e d ?  

P e r h a p s  the  m o s t  ra t ional  w a y  to find an a n s w e r  to this q u e s t i o n  is to  look  at 
art  in its m o s t  r u d i m e n t a r y  f o r m  a m o n g  pr imi t ive  p e o p l e s .  W h e n  w e  s tudy  such  

art  w h a t  do  w e  find? In the  first  p l ace  w e  find a t e c h n i q u e ,  w h i c h  is p r o b a b l y  

no t  ve ry  h ighly  d e v e l o p e d  a c c o r d i n g  to o u r  o w n  s tandards .  Most  o f  the  r ep re -  

s en t a t i ons  of  na tura l  f o r m s  are c rude .  The  mus ic  is wi ld  and  d i s c o r d a n t  to o u r  

cu l t iva ted  ears.  But this is by  no  m e a n s  the  m o s t  s ignif icant  t h ing  a b o u t  it. T h e  
s t r ik ing  th ing  is tha t  w e  a lways  find it a s soc ia ted  w i th  re l ig ion,  w i t h  c e r e m o n i a l  
o b s e r v a n c e s  of  s o m e  kind  or  o ther .  Scu lp tu re  is r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in c o n c r e t e  f o r m  
o f  the  p r imi t ive  gods.  Music such  as it is is s ac red  mus ic ,  it is p a r t  o f  the  

re l ig ious  c e r e m o n i e s .  Wri t ings  are all sacred ,  also in large p a r t  a p o r t i o n  o f  the  
ritual.  Art m o s t  d e c i d e d l y  b e l o n g s  to the  c a t e g o r y  o f  the  sacred .  

This  c e r e m o n i a l  or ig in  o f  all the  c o n t e m p o r a r y  f ine arts  at o n c e  t h r o w s  a 

f lood o f  l ight  u p o n  the  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a t t i tude  w h i c h  is c o m m o n l y  t aken  t o w a r d  
t hem.  O w i n g  to the  c h a n g e  w h i c h  has t aken  p lace  in o u r  w a y s  of  l ook ing  at 

th ings ,  in ou r  re l ig ious  c o n c e p t i o n s  and  o u r  c e r e m o n i e s ,  ar t  and  re l ig ion  have  

b e c o m e  m o r e  or  less d e t a c h e d  and  in this  p r e s e n t  d e t a c h m e n t  w e  are  v e r y  
p r o n e  to o v e r l o o k  the i r  c o m m o n  origin.  Even now,  h o w e v e r ,  this  d e t a c h m e n t  is 
no t  by  any  m e a n s  c o m p l e t e ,  and  it is ev iden t  f r o m  a t h o r o u g h  analysis  o f  the  
p r o b l e m  tha t  the  t w o  r e p r e s e n t  essent ia l ly  the  s a m e  a t t i tudes  [page  break:9]  o f  
mind .  

Here ,  I think,  it is p ro f i t ab le  to t ry and  d is t inguish  t w o  types  of  a t t i tudes  
t o w a r d  art  w h i c h  are  to a large m e a s u r e  separa te .  The  first is tha t  o f  the  g e n u i n e  
cri t ic .  It  is invar iab ly  t rue  tha t  no  o n e  gains a c c e p t a n c e  as a real  cr i t ic  o f  ar t  w h o  
has  not ,  t h r o u g h  long  assoc ia t ion  and  usual ly  a g o o d  deal  o f  pa in s t ak ing  s tudy,  
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b e c o m e  t h o r o u g h l y  able to app rec i a t e  the  technica l  e x c e l l e n c e  or  lack of  it in 
the  w o r k  w h i c h  he  e i the r  praises or  c o n d e m n s .  W h e n  he  talks abou t  e x c e l l e n c e  
and pu r i t y  o f  line and fo rm and such  things, in so far as he  talks abou t  anything,  
it is the  t echn ica l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of  the  p iece .  All this requi res  an easy familiari ty 
w i t h  it, e v e n  if no t  an actual  mechan ica l  p ro f i c i ency .  But t he re  is a n o t h e r  class 
o f  p e o p l e  w h o  appreciate art w h o  have had no  such  advantages  o f  artist ic 
educa t ion .  Wha t  does  it mean  in this case? I think it is ve ry  ev iden t  tha t  h e r e  
a lmost  invar iably w e  have  wha t  Mr. Veblen  42 w o u l d  call le isure  class mot ives .  
Art is t ic  tas te  is a f fec ted ,  wi th  no  rat ional  just if icat ion,  b ecau se  it is the  thing to 
do, b e c a u s e  o t h e r  p e o p l e  w h o m  we  admire  or  envy  do it. W e  say w e  admire  a 
th ing  if w e  th ink that  such  admira t ion  will m ee t  wi th  the  approva l  o f  the  elect. 
Millionaires will pay  fabulous  sums for  p i c tu res  so that  t hey  will  be k n o w n  to 
possess  t h e m  and to have paid such  and such  a sum for  them,  w h e t h e r  they  
k n o w  consc ious ly  that  this is the i r  mot ive  or  not .  It is all par t  o f  the c o n t i n u o u s  
c o m p e t i t i o n  for  exce l l ing  one ' s  ne ighbor s  in os ten ta t ious  display of  w ea l t h  for  
no  obv ious  uti l i tarian r eason  e x c e p t  pe r sona l  sat isfact ion and aggrand izement .  

This  p r e se n t s  r a the r  a seamy side o f  art ist ic app rec i a t ion  w h i c h  w e  do  no t  like 
to admi t  to be  true.  We all idealize art as the e x p r e s s i o n  o f  the h ig h e r  spir i tual  
aspi ra t ions  of  the  h u m a n  soul. Like all things we  worsh ip ,  w e  are ve ry  loa the  to  
let  an u n p r e j u d i c e d  [page break: lO] in te l lec t  p lay  u p o n  it lest it shou ld  e x p o s e  
some  flaw. But also like eve ry th ing  else, it has its material  side w h i c h  is obnox-  
ious to the  sensi t ive soul, and any such side, in a pure ly  rat ional  (if such  a th ing  
be  poss ib le )  analysis mus t  be  taken  a c c o u n t  of  and exp la ined  as far as that  can  
be  done .  

It is, then ,  pe r f ec t l y  t rue  that  art  means  some th ing  bes ides  t e ch n iq u e ,  tha t  it 
e x p r e s s e s  someth ing ,  but  it is necessa ry  to make  very  str ict  qual i f ica t ions  as to 
just  w h a t  it is tha t  that  some th ing  is, and just  h o w  it is exp res sed .  In the  first 
p lace  it is e x p r e s s e d  in all cases by  means  of  a c o m p l e x  t echn ique .  It is absurd  
to th ink that  the  grea tes t  passage in Shakespeare  if p r e s e n t e d  be fo re  a man  w h o  
was  abso lu te ly  il l i terate,  no  ma t t e r  h o w  great  his natural  abilities, w o u l d  m ean  
any m o r e  to h im than  a me re  jumble  of  marks u p o n  a p i ece  of  paper .  Paint ing 
and scu lp tu re  are less artificial because  they  ex p re s s  by  the t e c h n i q u e  of  picto-  
rial r ep re sen t a t i on ,  w h i c h  is the most  readi ly  intell igible of  all t e c h n i q u e s  o f  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n .  Music is more  of  the o rde r  of  wri t ing,  t h o u g h  s ince it is of  less 
w i d e  diffusion,  it is not  so wide ly  known .  Thus  app rec i a t i on  of  an art  is abso- 
lu te ly  d e p e n d e n t  on  e n o u g h  of  a k n o w l e d g e  of  the  t e c h n i q u e  for  it to  act  as a 
m e d i u m  of  c o m m u n i c a t i o n .  But that  is not  all. A man w h o  is e d u c a t e d  just 
e n o u g h  to  read  can make  some sense  of  Shakespeare ,  bu t  he needs  a grea t  deal 
m o r e  than  that.  He needs  a k n o w l e d g e  of  the  t ime in w h i c h  Shakespeare  lived, 
the  cond i t i ons  u n d e r  w h i c h  he  wro te ,  and if poss ib le  of  his charac te r .  Th e  
g r e a t e r  the  k n o w l e d g e  abou t  a work  o f  art, the  m o re  intel l igible and meaningfu l  
it b e c o m e s .  Beyond  k n o w l e d g e  of  material  t e c h n i q u e  the re  is n eed  o f  knowl-  
edge  of  the  genera l  sort  of  idea that  the  artist is t rying to  express .  And it does  
no t  fo l low that  k n o w l e d g e  e n o u g h  to app rec i a t e  o n e  art in any way  fits o n e  the  
b e t t e r  to a pp re c i a t e  a n o t h e r  e x c e p t  in so far as that  k n o w l e d g e  bears  u p o n  both .  
[page break:  11] 
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We can,  t h e r e f o r e ,  find n o t h i n g  inna te  in art e x c e p t  the  t echn ica l  e x c e l l e n c e  

o f  it. Tha t  is the  on ly  th ing  a b o u t  it that  c a n n o t  be  t r aced  to s o m e  o t h e r  source .  

T h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  this  t e c h n i q u e  mus t  be  acqu i r ed  by  the  art ist  and  the  o t h e r  

th ings  w i t h  w h i c h  it b e c o m e s  a s soc ia t ed  are p r o d u c t s  o f  his e x p e r i e n c e ,  his 

e n v i r o n m e n t  w o r k i n g  on his o w n  pecu l i a r  tu rn  o f  mind  or  w h a t e v e r  you  c h o o s e  

to  call it. It appea l s  to and  is the  p r o d u c t  o f  essent ia l ly  the  s ame  a s p e c t  w h i c h  

f inds e x p r e s s i o n  in ritual,  c e r e m o n i a l  and  religion.  N o n e  the  less, the  pa r t i cu l a r  

f o r m  of  it is a resul t  o f  e d u c a t i o n  in the  b r o a d e s t  s ense  of  the  w o r d .  It is no t  

innate  any  m o r e  than  d e m o c r a c y  is innate  and  unal te rable  in the  Amer i can  peop le .  

True ,  o n e  art ist  can  be  m u c h  g r e a t e r  than  ano the r ,  and  so e v e n  if the i r  t echn ica l  

p r o f i c i e n c y  is a p p r o x i m a t e l y  equal ,  bu t  it is no t  b e c a u s e  the  o n e  was  b o r n  wi th  

a p r e d e s t i n e d  long ing  to pa in t  the  Virgin Mary, but  tha t  the  o n e  i n t e r p r e t s  the  

idea w h i c h  he  w o r k s  out  so m u c h  b e t t e r  than  the  o t h e r  for  var ious  reasons .  A 

grea t  deal  o f  it may  wel l  be  due  to a ssoc ia t ions  and  a grea t  deal  m o r e  to a 

s u p e r i o r i t y  o f  in te l lec tua l  e x c e l l e n c e  w h i c h  is mos t  ce r t a in ly  inborn .  But the  

idea tha t  a chi ld w i th  no  p r e v i o u s  c o n t a c t  w i th  a cu l tu re  can,  out  o f  a c lea r  sky 

so to speak ,  give o n e  of  the  i m m o r t a l  e x p r e s s i o n s  of  s o m e  p reva i l ing  spec i f i c  

a s p e c t  o f  tha t  cu l tu re  is no t h i ng  shor t  o f  absurd i ty .  Such an idea is n o t h i n g  bu t  

p u r e  o b s c u r a n t i s m  and p r e c o n c e i v e d  pre jud ice .  

T h e  s t r ange  th ing  a b o u t  it is h o w  an asse r t ion  c o n t r a r y  to the  p reva i l ing  v i ews  

on  such  a sub jec t  as art will i m m e d i a t e l y  br ing  for th  a s t o r m  o f  h o t - h e a d e d  

e m o t i o n a l  f i re-works .  It is one  of  the  mos t  cha rac te r i s t i c  f ea tu res  of  the  mores ,  

tha t  if the  h y p o t h e t i c a l  or igin of  any  of  t h e m  is e x p l a i n e d  away  in favor  o f  a 

m o r e  r e a s o n a b l e  c o n c e p t i o n ,  this will  at o n c e  be  taken  to r e p r e s e n t  a w h o l e s a l e  

i n d i c t m e n t  of  the  mos  43 itself. If  aes the t i c  a p p r e c i a t i o n  is not  [page  b reak :12]  

inna te  in fully d e v e l o p e d  form,  o f  w h a t  pos s ib l e  value can  it be? You de s t roy  

o n e  c o n c e p t i o n  of  it and  so de s t roy  the  th ing  itself. Such s t a t e m e n t s  are pu re ly  

s en t imen ta l ,  b l ind ravings.  A sc ient i f ic  and ra t ional  c r i t i c i sm makes  abso lu t e ly  no  

j u d g e m e n t s  as to u l t ima te  values .  All it a ims to do is to find out  the  pla in  

o b j e c t i v e  t ruth ,  and to do  that  r egard less  of  the  c o n s e q u e n c e s  on  pe t  ideas.  It 

lets the  facts  s p e a k  for  t hemse lves .  

But does  this c o n c e p t i o n  o f  art  make  it va lue less  and mean ing less?  Jus t  be- 

c ause  a th ing  is e x p l i c a b l e  it looses  44 a grea t  deal  o f  in f luence  o v e r  the  c o m m o n  

mind.  The  ave rage  m a n  has a w e l l - d e v e l o p e d  infer ior i ty  c o m p l e x  and  likes noth-  

ing b e t t e r  than  to be  a w e d  and s t ruck  w i t h  w o n d e r .  T h e r e  is a w i d e - s p r e a d  

unwi l l i ngness  to th ink ing  th ings  out.  But this exp l ana t i on ,  to my  mind ,  has no  

c h e a p e n i n g  ef fec t  to a r ea sonab ly  e n l i g h t e n e d  po in t  o f  v iew.  It s e e m s  to be  an 

a lmos t  universa l  fact  that  th ings  w o r t h  wh i l e  in the  bes t  and  w i d e s t  s ense  are 

by  no  m e a n s  easy o f  a t t a inmen t .  Any old p e r s o n  c a n n o t  go  out  and  off-hand,  

w i t h o u t  t raining,  exce l  in any field of  e n d e a v o r  he  wishes .  Pract ica l ly  all exce l -  

l ence  in any field r equ i r e s  hard  w o r k  and  s teady  app l i ca t ion .  Is it s t r ange ,  then ,  

tha t  b o t h  g rea t  a t t a i n m e n t s  as an artist  and w o r t h y  a p p r e c i a t i o n  of  the  ar t i s t ' s  

w o r k  shou ld  be  in the  same  ca tegory ;  that  it shou ld  r equ i re  long  assoc ia t ion  

wi th  or  s u b m e r s i o n  in the  cul tural  in f luences  tha t  have  p r o d u c e d  said work?  To  
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my mind this is by no means surprising, upon reflection, but is on the other  
hand the only logical condit ion of affairs. 

Thus we get a glimpse of some of the more general characteristics of  the 
mores. First we find that their origins are all lost in obscurity, but that they can 
readily be traced back to early enough stages to in large measure account  for the 
peculiar  character  they may bear. We find that with regard to any particular 
[page break:13] field of  behavior  there  is generally a wide range of different  
usages possible, and that in one culture or another  each one of the possibilities 
is likely to occur.  Evidently wi thout  physical detr iment  to the organism, both  
chastity and the lack of it are practicable,  and we find varying degrees of  both  
in almost infinite diversity. We find that in the matter  of clothing anything from 
a single string to covering for the whole  body excep t  the eyes may be standard 
of modesty.  

As Sumner so insistently asserts, within these limits of physical possibility the 
mores  can make almost anything right. Often they go beyond the limits of welfare 
and then sooner  or later some sort of readjustment has got to occur,  though it 
may cause great tribulation in coming. We find that most of  our  strongly con- 
ceived prejudices  are not  based on absolute truth at all but merely on the mores. 
Sumner shows by a crushing accumulation of evidence that the exact  contraries  
of  our  ideas on all the things we think of  as most  sacred are or have been  held 
with no twinge of  consc ience  on the part  of the holders. Murder, lying, thievery, 
prost i tut ion,  notably of  all things in connec t ion  with religious ceremonies ,  in- 
cest, everything in the field of moral action. How can that fail to show us the 
arbitrariness of  our  ideas, to give us understanding and tolerance of  o ther  ideas? 
But the mores  are not enforced  by rational action. They work  through blind 
emotion,  prejudice and obstinacy. There  is an inertia about them that is t remen- 
dous when  it is realized to its fullest extent .  What is customary is right. The only 
thinking done by the masses is rationalization, invention of  clever arguments  by 
which  to justify the current  mores, and it is invariably an appeal to absolute 
standards which  in reality do not  exist. Only a few can get far enough out  of the 
mores  to be able to intelligently criticize them and to direct  their  own actions 
[page break:14] to some ex ten t  by rational, highly utilitarian motives; to do 
things not because others  do them, but because there is some reasonable ground 
on which  to think them wor th  doing. Even these few people  attain this eman- 
cipation only in very limited spheres of existence.  You can trust a physicist 's  
word  about  atomic structure,  but  he will almost inevitably follow the current  
mores of his time with regard to o ther  depar tments  of life. It is very dangerous 
to allow an authori ty in one field to make general s tatements about  another.  A 
most  excel lent  example  of  this sort of  thing is a recent  little book by a well- 
known  mathematician in which by perfect ly  rational reasoning he develops the 
idea of  higher  dimensionality and then with almost incredibly uncritical na~vet~ 
p roceeds  to apply it to an explanat ion of all the pet ty miracles of the bible. This, 
in view of current  knowledge  about  the history of  the documen t  in question, is 
one of the most asininely sophist icated pieces of rationalization that it is pos- 
sible to imagine. 45 

All this goes to show the ext remely  small and incomprehens ive  place occu- 
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p ied  by in te l l igence  in shaping  the mores ,  and to s h o w  s o m e t h i n g  o f  w h a t  those  
mores  are. Surely the n e x t  ques t ion  to take up  is h o w  these  m o re s  have devel-  
oped ,  s ince  the re  seems to be  no  a rgumen t  at all as to  the  fact  tha t  they  have 
d e v e l o p e d  by  a ser ies  of  changes  f rom ear l ier  forms.  Wha t  is the  na tu re  o f  this 
evo lu t iona ry  p rocess ,  as near ly  as w e  can d e t e rm in e  wi th  the bes t  e v i d e n c e  at 

ou r  c o m m a n d ?  
In the  middle  ages for  the  mos t  par t  the  mores  w e r e  a c c e p t e d  w i t h o u t  ques- 

t ion as of  m or e  or  less absolu te  origin. If t hey  w e r e  no t  a c c e p t e d  they  w e r e  
r e j ec t ed  as spur ious ,  bu t  t he re  was  little or  no  real a t t em p t  to  p r e s e n t  a con-  
n e c t e d  p i c tu re  of  the  m a n n e r  in w h i c h  they  cont inua l ly  change ,  or  to t race  the i r  
h i s to ry  f rom an evo lu t iona ry  s tandpoin t .  The  evo lu t iona ry  po in t  o f  v i ew did no t  
be long  [page break:15]  to that  t ime,  and its appl ica t ion  to e th ics  and mora l  
b e h a v i o r  is def in i te ly  co r r e l a t ed  wi th  the Darwinian  m o v e m e n t  in b io logy  in the  
lat ter  half  o f  the n i n e t e e n t h  cen tury .  From then  on, fo l lowing  the  change  in the  
biological  c o n c e p t i o n  of  evo lu t ion  wi th  a good  deal of  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e ,  w e  can 
t race  a c ha nge  in the v iews  of  moral  evo lu t ion  so that  the idea of  it w h i c h  is 
c u r r e n t  in the  bes t  l i tera ture  on  the subjec t  in the past  five years  or  so is r a the r  
d i f fe ren t  f rom that  o f  for ty  or  fifty years  ago. 46 Hence  it w o u ld  p e r h a p s  clarify 
ou r  no t ions  if w e  should  go ove r  a shor t  r ev i ew  of  the  evo lu t iona ry  t h e o r y  in 
b io logy  and s h o w  its r e c e n t  deve lopmen t s ,  in short ,  the  evo lu t ion  o f  evo lu t ion  
itself. 

The  ou t s t and ing  charac te r i s t i c  o f  the early theor ies  of  evo lu t ion  is to i n t e rp r e t  
the  p r o c e s s  in t e rms  o f  a def in i te  end  in view,  w h i c h  end  is a lmost  always the  
d e v e l o p m e n t  of  the  migh ty  races  o f  men.  It assumes  the  said evo lu t ion  has b e e n  
a s teady gradual  change  in one  fo r eo rda in ed  d i rec t ion ,  and it is a s sumed  that  
w h a t  w e  see is the  only  poss ible  result.  In v i ew of  ou r  k n o w l e d g e  o f  the  m o re s  
this n e e d  no t  be  surpris ing,  in fact it is just wha t  w e  should  e x p e c t .  The  first 
t e n d e n c y  w i th  any n e w  hypo thes i s  is to try to  make  it fit ou r  em o t io n a l  preju-  
dices  r a the r  than  the  empir ica l  facts,  and it always takes a long s t ruggle  to ge t  
away f rom this t endency .  Hence  we  have the  genera l  s t a t e m e n t  o f  b io logica l  
evo lu t ion  that  it is the p roces s  o f  change  f rom s imple  to c o m p l e x ,  f rom a m o e b a  
to  man,  etc.  This s t a t emen t  seems  to er r  by  over-s impli fying the  p r o b l e m  v e r y  
great ly.  

The  latest  r e sea rch  w o r k  in biology,  especia l ly  in the  field o f  h e r ed i t y  and 
gene t ics ,  t ends  to br ing  this out ,  and the  p r e sen t  a t t i tude  is a grea t  deal  less o f  
a dogmat i c  asser t ion  and more  o f  a ten ta t ive  hypothes i s .  It is in shor t  abou t  this: 
Organic  evo lu t ion  is car r ied  on  by  the  mech an i sm  of  inher i tance .  At m o r e  or  less 
i r regular  intervals  and in a m a n n e r  not  very  clearly unde r s tood ,  [page break:16]  
r a the r  ab rup t  changes  or  muta t ions  t end  to ap p ea r  w h i c h  f rom th en  on  b r e e d  
t rue  to  the  type  thus  establ ished.  W h e t h e r  or  not  any speci f ic  muta t ion  will  
survive  or  no t  d e p e n d s  u p o n  its re la t ion to the  e n v i r o n m e n t  in w h i c h  it f inds 
itself. If it gives its ho lde r  a d e c i d e d  advantage  in co p in g  (no t  necessar i ly  intel- 
l igently) w i th  condi t ions ,  it will be  a lmost  ce r ta in  to be p e r p e t u a t e d .  If it has a 
dec ide d ly  de t r imen ta l  ef fect ,  the  s tock  will surely t end  to d isappear ,  and the re  
are all deg rees  o f  p robab i l i ty  in b e t w e e n .  Thus  the  d i rec t ion  that  an evo lu t i ona ry  
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process  takes is seen to depend not  so much on a fore-ordained, cont inuous  and 
inevitable fate, but upon the specific condit ions in which  any given variation 
happens  to be plunged to sink or swim. A slight change in the condit ions may 
mean a t r emendous  alteration of  the result, or  it may mean very little. Darwin, 
in his s ta tement  of  his own idea of  evolution, was very careful to keep dogma- 

tism out of it and amassed an amazing amount  of evidence,  letting it speak a 
good deal for itself. It is largely due to his followers that his name is associated 
with the dogmatic  unilinear concep t ion  of evolution. Of course he did not  have 

any knowledge  of Mendelian inheri tance and in particular of the modern  theory  
of mutations,  but  these theories are the result of  a great deal of  subsequent  
exceedingly  careful scientific work,  and were  by no means evident  at first glance. 
This dogmatic interpretat ion of Darwinism is a typical example  of how ideas are 
twisted by the mores to fit their own particular preconcept ions .  

The work  of  the n ineteenth-century  sociologists and anthropologists  can be 
easily recognized as directly influenced by this early unilinear theory  of evolu- 
tion. One of the earliest and most flagrant examples is that of Lewis H. Morgan 
in his A n c i e n t  Society .  47 1 think that by way of  comparison it will pay to take up 

his scheme somewhat  in detail. [page break: 17] 
Morgan divides his particular line of cultural evolution into three principle  

stages, which  he designates as savagery, barbarism, and civilization respectively,  

and the two first he divides into three subdivisions each; the lower, middle and 
uppe r  status of  savagery and the lower, middle and upper  status of barbarism. 
Civilization he does not  subdivide, evidently assuming that when  a society gets 
to that stage it has evolved, the process  is over. He makes it an absolute and 
specific rather  than a relative term. Each of these divisions and subdivisions he 
definitely marks off by some particular and purely arbitrarily selected cultural 

p h e n o m e n o n .  For instance, he says that the lower status of  savagery extends  
from the dawn of the human race until the use of fire and of fish for subsistence 

appears; the condi t ion of barbarism is initiated by the invention of pottery;  and 
the lower  boundary  of  civilization is delineated by the use of the phonet ic  
a lphabet  in some form or other.  

Such a scheme as this makes the task of the ethnologist  in classifying different  
cul tures infinitely easier than it might be otherwise.  All that needs to be done 
is to apply the formula. A particular tribe uses domest icated animals; very well, 
it is in the middle status of barbarism, regardless of whe the r  these animals are 
dogs, cattle, e lephants  or trained mice. The character  of the rest of the tribe 
follows a priori. It would  of course have a rather definite religious System, form 
of  family organization, and what  not. Moreover, that is not  all. Our ethnologist  
may predic t  with the courage of  his convict ions that said tribe will within a 
definite course of time smelt iron, even if they live in the middle of the prairies 
of Kansas, hundreds  of miles from the nearest  iron deposits. How else could 
they tread their predest ined path. The whole scheme is beautiful, the only trouble 
being that to careful investigators it does not seem to hold. It is too good to be 
true. 

This is probably the most naive example that is to be found and [page break: 18] 
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(in) the light of present  knowledge of anthropology appears of  course utterly 
ridiculous. It does, however ,  serve to illustrate the general t rend to those earlier 
ethnologists '  theories,  and the fact that, wi th  the perspect ive  of  fifty years or so, 
we  can find rather  obvious flaws in their  reasoning wi thout  much difficulty. Sir 
Henry Maine does a piece of  work  that is rather more  careful. 4s He makes a 

careful study of ancient  societies from the legal point  of view and mainly on the 
basis of  an analysis of the Roman system of  pa t r ia  potestas,  and its evolution 
draws the conclus ion that evolution in that line has been from status to contract .  
In the earlier stages, he says, a man was born  into a given place and with his 
duties all laid out  for him, in which  he as an individual has no particular say. 
Later, according to Maine, he comes to act more as a free individual, to have the 

p o w e r  to contrac t  his own relations. Of course it is easy to see in this the hand 
of  British individualism of the n ine teenth  century,  which  so comple te ly  domi- 
nated the thinking of  the time, but  how, if it is such an [sic] universal principle,  
does it account  for such a thing as the present  state of  the Hindu caste system? 
Has not  that eastern civilization had as long a history as ours, 49 and has it not  

p roduc e d  phi losophies  and religions which are among the highest  accomplish- 
ments  that we  know of?. Can we say that Hindu civilization is now in the lower  
status of  barbarism, or something equally arbitrary, and if left to itself will in due 
time come around to our point  of  view through the inevitable course of  human 
evolution? It may do so through the spread of industrialism, but  certainly not  
through an inevitable line of internal development .  

In the field of ethics we find that essentially the same attitude has been  taken 
with regard to the evolution of  morals. In the Dewey and Tufts Ethics 5~ three 
stages in the deve lopment  of conduc t  are recognized: instinctive, customary,  
and conscient ious  or intelligent. [page break:19] This seems to be clearly dic- 
tated by the p reconcep t ions  of a time but lately past and a point  of view which  

is still very widely held, that the highest deve lopment  of  the race is reasonable 
action, and evolut ion of  the modes of conduct  tends in that specific direction. 
Hobhouse ,  51 in his exhaustive treatise on the subject, follows the same line of 
argument,  and his book has been revised within the last ten years. He gives 
various stages in this evolution of reason from the beginnings of amoeboid behavior 
through the whole  gamut of  tropisms, reflexes, instincts, habits, and intelli- 
gence.  Undoubtedly  all these stages exist, and probably human intell igence has 
evolved principally on some such line, but is that any reason for assuming that 
in the nature of things they are bound to follow each o ther  excep t  in the event  
of  very particular c i rcumstances having favored this sequence? 

In criticizing these various theories  we must go back to two very important  

ideas that were  brought  out in the work of the last term. These were  the two 
modes by which  culture was developed,  internal growth and diffusion. The first 
and probably one of  the most glaring defects  in all these a priori theories  of the 
evolut ion of society and of morals is the failure to recognize the t remendous  
part  played by diffusion. Here is a p h e n o m e n o n  which is ex t remely  po ten t  and 
yet  has no satisfactory counterpar t  in organic morphological  evolution, and hence  
makes the compar ison with it rather  dangerous if held too closely. In biology the 
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myth of  the inheri tance acquired of  characteristics,  to intelligent students of  the 
subject,  has pre t ty  well disappeared into thin air. But the essence of  culture is 

the fact that its deve lopment  is cumulative and any feature if it becomes  the 
p roper ty  of all succeeding generations,  especially with the use of  writing, which  
relieves the strain on memory  so considerably. 

Thus no individual, and in like manner,  no one culture, develops all its own 
cultural features from within as a biological race does through the variation of  
the germ plasm. It acquires [page break:20] such a large propor t ion  as to make 
this acqui rement  the ruling factor in the lives of all but a very few individuals, 
and an impor tant  one in all excep t  complete ly  isolated societies, that is it is the 
fact which  forms the basis of the mores. What happens  to a tribe in Morgan's 
middle status of  savagery if it is conquered  by a people  who smelt iron, who 
have domest icated animals, pottery,  and a phone t ic  alphabet? Does it p roceed  
slowly on its predes t ined course and acquire each of these elements  through its 
own invent ion in due order? Of course not. In a very short  per iod of time it has 
all of  them as an integral part of  its own culture, it skips several of  Morgan's 
stages and goes on from its new status, which may be full-blown civilization. 
This is exactly what  happened  to the African slaves when  they were  brought  to 
America as plantation labor. These theories fail to account  adequately for a fact 
which  is probably the most significant difference be tween  cultural and animal 
evolution,  the fact which  is the basis of  the cumulative character  of  the former.  

But most of  them also err through over-simplification, through assuming that 
a cul ture is a great deal more of  a unit than it really is. They trace the evolut ion 
of  one phase of  civilization, mark it off  into stages, and assume that the rest of  
it will be present  in essentially the same proport ions .  It is assumed that a cul ture 
advanced in technology is also advanced in morals, in institutions, in ritual, in 

all its aspects. The facts, however ,  will absolutely fail to bear this out. Some 
tribes have a great deve lopment  of  secret  societies, in others, not necessarily 
less advanced,  they are almost entirely lacking. The Romans were  p reeminen t ly  
a military and legal people ,  and Greeks a phi losophic  people;  not  necessarily 
innately such, but  all the factors combined  so that in the end the features that 
s tood out were  distinctive. So in our  own civilization the great outstanding 
[page break 21] fact is the t remendous  deve lopment  of  technology.  ~2 Other  
aspects  have developed,  but  there  has never  before  been anything of  the char- 
acter  of  industrialism, and its advent has been out  of  all p ropor t ion  to the 
con tempora ry  change in morals, literature, philosophy,  government  or religion. 
True, it has its effects on all these departments ,  indeed it transforms the whole  
charac ter  of  things, they must all tend to some sort of  a state of  equilibrium, but 
the great changes which  must come are secondary, not  primary. Most of  the mal- 
adaptations which  industrialism has caused are due to the fact that this catching 
up of the o ther  aspects of  civilization are so much slower than the rise of 
industrialism has been. 

Much the same thing may be said of  the particular accident  of  organic evolu- 
tion which  p roduced  the hyper-specialization of  the nervous system which  we 
find in man. A man is no match for a lion or tiger in hand to hand combat.  His 

Par son s  35 



vascu la r  and  r e p r o d u c t i v e  sys t ems  are m u c h  the  s a m e  as those  of  the  o t h e r  
m a m m a l s .  Every  b o n e  in his b o d y  has  its u n d o u b t e d  c o u n t e r p a r t  in the  ske l e ton  

of  a cat.  But he  has  s o m e t h i n g  w h i c h  n o n e  of  the  o the r s  have ,  and  w h i c h  m a k e s  
the  o t h e r s  of  c o m p a r a t i v e  ins ign i f icance  in the  fate  o f  the  wor ld .  W h a t e v e r  

h a p p e n s  the  h u m a n  race  is not  l ikely to be  e x t e r m i n a t e d  by the  phys ica l  s t r e n g t h  
o f  the  ca rn ivores .  The  rise of  in te l l igence  is a h ighly  spec ia l i zed  p h e n o m e n o n  

such  as n e v e r  a p p e a r e d  on  this p l ane t  be fore ,  and  wh i l e  it is due  to an im- 

m e n s e l y  c o m p l e x  cha in  of  causes ,  it is a ve ry  spec i f ic  thing.  

But if w e  c a n n o t  ho ld  the  uni l inear  t heo ry  of  mora l  evo lu t ion ,  w h a t  can  w e  
hold? As Lowie  so ap t ly  says, a b o u t  the  on ly  th ing  w e  can  do  is to ge t  d o w n  and  
ge t  all the  facts  w e  can  poss ib ly  dig out  and  make  such  gene ra l i za t ions  as w e  can  

p i ece  ou t  o f  t hem.  ~3 He says that  the  ve ry  fact  o f  d i f fus ion and  the  r e c o g n i t i o n  
o f  its i m p o r t a n c e  is in i tself  a gene ra l i za t ion  of  the  first  s igni f icance .  54 A n o t h e r  

[page  break :22]  is the  fact  o f  cu l tura l  inert ia.  5s Wha t  w e  w a n t  is the  t ru th ,  no t  

a c o m f o r t i n g  of  o u r  minds  by  a superf ic ia l  v ind ica t ion  of  o u r  p re jud ices ,  so  w e  

have  to  real ize  and  a c c e p t  the  t r e m e n d o u s  c o m p l e x i t y  of  c iv i l iza t ion and  in 
pa r t i cu l a r  o f  the  m ore s ,  and the i r  c o n s t a n t  p r o c e s s  of  c h a n g e  and  revis ion.  W e  

have  to  ge t  at the  causes  o f  this c h a n g e  by  careful  analysis  o f  t he  end les s  mass  

of  e v i d e n c e ,  and  d r a w  c o n c l u s i o n s  w h e n  w e  can,  and  on ly  w h e n  w e  are reason-  
ably  jus t i f ied in do ing  so. We  have  to r e c o g n i z e  the  i r ra t ional  or ig in  o f  m a n y  o f  

the  more s ,  and  m a k e  s ignif icant  a l l o w a n c e  for  it in o u r  theor ies .  

But it is l ikely to be  o b j e c t e d  that  so far in h u m a n  h is to ry  all t heo r i e s  have  
b e e n  b a s e d  on  p r e c o n c e p t i o n s  and  p re jud ices .  How,  if w e  have  no  r ea sons  to 

th ink  ou r se lves  the  first  and only  e x c e p t i o n s ,  are w e  to b e  sure  tha t  ou r s  are any  
b e t t e r  than  t hose  of  Morgan  and  Maine? Since w e  have  no abso lu t e ly  ce r t a in  
s t anda rd  to go by, h o w  are w e  able  to d r a w  any  valid conc lus ions?  Will no t  o u r  

t h e o r i e s  be  as m u c h  c o l o r e d  by  sc i ence  and  re la t iv i sm as Maine ' s  was  w i t h  
individual ism? This is o f  cou r s e  u l t imate ly  an u n a n s w e r a b l e  ob j ec t i on ,  bu t  w e  

have  to act  on  s o m e  sor t  o f  p r e c o n c e p t i o n s ,  and  this by  no  m e a n s  m a k e s  it 
inev i tab le  tha t  o n e  set  o f  p r e c o n c e p t i o n s  is no  b e t t e r  t han  ano the r .  The  on ly  real  

jus t i f ica t ion  of  any  t h e o r y  is w h e t h e r  it w o r k s  or  not ,  w h e t h e r  it fits the  facts.  
If  w e  th ink  w e  can  do any th ing  by  magica l  incan ta t ions ,  it is all r ight  so long  as 

w e  ge t  the  resul ts  w e  are look ing  for. If w e  do  no t  ge t  the  resu l t s  it is t ime  w e  
mod i f i ed  o u r  ideas to f ind out  w h y  w e  do not  get  t hem.  T h e  tes t  b e t w e e n  the  

p h l o g i s t o n  t h e o r y  o f  c h e m i s t r y  and  the  a t o m i c  t h e o r y  is no t  w h i c h  w e  th ink  is 

m o r e  a t t rac t ive ,  bu t  w h i c h  fits the  facts  be t te r .  W e  can  exp l a in  a g rea t  m a n y  
m o r e  th ings  by  m e a n s  o f  o n e  t han  by  the  o ther ,  so w e  e m p l o y  the  o n e  w h i c h  
is m o s t  useful .  The  r e a s o n  tha t  the  evo lu t ion  t h e o r y  has s u p e r s e d e d  the  b ib l ica l  

s to ry  o f  the  [page  break :23]  c r ea t i on  is no t  tha t  w e  are p r e j u d i c e d  in f avor  o f  
s c i ence ,  bu t  tha t  the  la t ter  h y p o t h e s i s  left  56 a grea t  m a n y  i m p o r t a n t  and  ev iden t  

fac ts  o f  geo logy ,  c o m p a r a t i v e  ana tomy ,  pa l aeon to logy ,  e m b r y o l o g y  and  gene t i c s  

en t i r e ly  u n e x p l a i n e d ,  wh i l e  the  f o r m e r  t h r e w  a f lood o f  l ight  on  all t hose  facts,  
s u c h  a f lood  as c a n n o t  fail to  c o n v i n c e  a n y o n e  w h o  is not  an i ncu rab l e  obscu -  
rantist .  

All t heo r i e s  have  to exp la in  facts,  o t h e r w i s e  they  are en t i re ly  useless .  The  
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t h e o r y  is va luab le  just  in so far as it exp la ins  facts  w h i c h  are  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  and  

s ignif icant .  I f  n e w  facts  tu rn  u p  w h i c h  do  no t  fit the  theory ,  the  t h e o r y  m u s t  be  

modi f i ed ,  no t  the  facts.  It  is the  universa l  iner t ia  o f  t he  m o r e s  w h i c h  so o f t en  

a c c o m p l i s h e s  57 the  la t ter  result .  So it is w i t h  o u r  theo r i e s  o f  soc ie ta l  and  mora l  

evo lu t ion .  Since the  t ime  o f  Morgan  and  D a r w i n  a grea t  m a n y  facts  have  c o m e  

to l ight  w h i c h  have  n e c e s s i t a t e d  a radical  rev is ion  of  the  t h e n  c u r r e n t  t h e o r i e s  

o f  e v o l u t i o n  in b io logy  and  in soc io logy  and  e thno logy .  W e  do  no t  b l a m e  the  

ear l ie r  m e n  for  the i r  mis takes ,  and  w e  r ecogn ize  the  value of  the i r  w o r k ,  bu t  w e  

do  no t  a c c e p t  it as final. W e  k n o w  m o r e  than  they  did, h e n c e  o u r  gene ra l i za t i ons  

can  b e  m o r e  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  and  m o r e  accu ra t e  than  theirs ,  and  it is o u r  mani-  

fes t  d u t y  to m a k e  t h e m  as m u c h  so as w e  can  w i t h  the  facts  w e  have,  and  to ge t  

as m a n y  m o r e  facts  as w e  can.  It  m e a n s  pa ins t ak ing  r e sea rch ,  bu t  the  end  is 

w o r t h  w h i l e  if a ny t h i ng  is w o r t h  whi le ,  and  that  is a b o u t  as m u c h  as w e  can  say. 

All this w o r k  has b r o u g h t  out  the  g rea t  e x t e n t  to w h i c h  o u r  m o r e s  are d e p e n -  

d e n t  on  the  past ,  the  small  a m o u n t  w h i c h  any  individual  can  do to c h a n g e  t h e m ,  
and  the  fact  tha t  n e v e r t h e l e s s  they  are in a con t inua l  s ta te  of  f lux and  m o t i o n ,  

w i t h  no  a sce r t a inab l e  and  cer ta in  goal.  But it has  also b r o u g h t  ou t  the  p r e s e n c e  

and  g r o w i n g  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  tha t  a s p e c t  o f  the  m o r e s  w h i c h  w e  call in te l l igent  
b e h a v i o r ,  and  it is to a c lose r  and  m o r e  de ta i l ed  s tudy  of  the  na tu re  and  the  

f u n c t i o n  [page  break :24]  of  this fo rce  that  w e  shou ld  th ink  o f  tu rn ing  nex t .  But 

tha t  m u s t  b e  r e s e r v e d  for  a m u c h  la ter  and  m o r e  en l i gh t ened  t ime  in the  p r o g r e s s  
o f  this s tudy  o f  the  mora l  order .  
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