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ABSTRACT

JOHNNY H. FLAKES, I

A CRITICAL ASSESSMENT OF PARTNERS IN CHRIST CARING MINISTRY: A
STUDY AT THE FOURTH STREET MISSIONARY BAPTIST CHURCH

Under the direction of DR. THOMAS SLATER, Ph.D

In 2002, Fourth Street Missionary Baptist Church in Columbus, GA, began an in-
reach ministry called Partners in Christ Caring Ministry (PICCM). This study was
designed to determine whether participation in the Partners In Christ Caring Ministry
(PICCM) is due to intrinsic, altruistic behavior or whether participation is a result of
extrinsic non-altruistic behavior, and whether these behaviors impacted the increase or
decline in participation by the congregation in PICCM.

The study design included data collected from PICCM members’ altruistic
behaviors and information regarding the obstacles that impeded members from
participating in PICCM. Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected to analyze
altruistic behavior of individual PICCM members regarding participation. The
methodology of the study includes descriptions of participants, ethical considerations.
Members of the congregation were invited to be participants in the study.

Approximately 200 PICCM members were presented with The Self-Report
Altruism Scale. On The Self-Report Altruism Scale, PICCM respondents used a Likert

Scale from 1-5 and selected the number that corresponded with the answer that most

accurately described how often a particular altruistic behavior was demonstrated.



Data were entered in SPSS software. Inferential and descriptive statistics were
used to analyze the three research questions. An ANOVA was used to analyze all three
research questions regarding the relationship between altruistic behaviors of PICCM
members who have high participation in attending PICCM meetings versus PICCM
members who have low participation in PICCM.

The research failed to reject Null Hypothesis 1 with the exception of two altruistic
behaviors regarding helping carry a stranger’s belongs. The research failed to reject Null
Hypothesis 2 and 3, indicating that there was no significant difference in altruistic
behaviors between PICCM members with high participation and PICCM members with
low participation. The growth and development of PICCM will be contingent upon the
pastor’s recommendations based on the findings of the research and effectively

communicating these recommendations to the leaders of the PICCM ministry.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Fourth Street Missionary Baptist Church in Columbus, Georgia, began an in-reach
ministry called Partners in Christ Caring Ministry (PICCM) in 2002. This ministry’s
biblical foundation is John 13:34-35 which proposes a new commandment of special love
for other believers based on the sacrificial love of Jesus. Jesus says, “I give you a new
commandment: Love each other. Just as I have loved you, so you also must love each
other” (John 13:34 CEB). Christians’ love and support for one another provide them with
the ability to survive in a hostile world. As Jesus was the embodiment of God’s love, so
now disciples must embody Christ’s love. This love is a demonstration of godly love to
the world as well as to every believer. PICCM was implemented to fulfill the command of
this scripture. The purpose is to provide small group participation, focusing on connection
and building relationships within the congregation, which allows Christ’s love to be
expressed throughout the congregation regardless of the size.

Although the PICCM has become the core ministry of the church, participation has
declined in some groups within the ministry, raising concerns for the pastor and other
leaders. These concerns include a possible lack of compassion from the congregation, the
lack of motivation of some church members, a lack of commitment to the ministry, a sense
of inconvience, and a lack of understanding of the instruction of John 13:34-35.

The apparent problem, the lack of participation in PICCM, has not been examined to
determine the cause for the weakening of this ministry. This project addresses the issue by
using surveys, observations and interviews from two groups identified as non-active and

active members of the PICCM. The purpose of this project is to discover the cause of the
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decline by analyzing data both quantitatively and qualitatively. This collection, hopefully,
will lead to findings that will elucidate the reasons for the decline of participation in
PICCM.

Historical Background

During the new millennium, the church has grown spiritually, physically, fiscally
and numerically. At the end of 2000, there were approximately 1,000 members. Between
2001 and 2011, the church membership grew to over 3,000 members, with approximately
1,500 active members. The church offers two worship experiences each Sunday, which
include a morning of praise at 7:45 a.m., contemporary worshib at 10:30 a.m., and Sunday
evening Bible study at 6:00 p.m. There is a television and live radio ministry which
broadcast the services. Fourth Street is a multi-generational congregation and, although
the congregation is predominately African-American, other races and ethnic groups are
represented within the membership. The church membership is comprised of people from
many different professions, such as physiéians, lawyers, educators, custodians, cooks,
nurses, business owners and military personnel. The members' socioeconomic statuses
vary as well.

Fourth Street is in Columbus, Georgia, which is the county seat of Muscogee
County. According to the 2011 census, Columbus had an estimated population of 194,107.
The metropolitan area of Columbus, Georgia to Auburn, Alabama had an estimated
population of 405,000 in 2009. Columbus is the third largest city and fourth largest
metropolitan area in Georgia, and the 123™ largest city in the United States.

Columbus lies one hundred (100) miles (160 km) south of Atlanta, Georgia. Fort

Benning, a major employer, is located south of the city in Chattahoochee County. The city



is home to museums and other tourist sites. Fourth Street is in the middle of the historic
district of downtown Columbus and is registered as a historic site. The area is served by
the Columbus airport. The city was ranked fourth on the top one hundred U.S. cities to
raise a family by “Best Life” magazine.'
Problem Statement

The Ministry Project problem is to determine whether participation in the Partners In
Christ Caring Ministry (PICCM) is due to intrinsic, altruistic behavior or whether
participation is a result of extrinsic non-altruistic behavior, and whether these behaviors
impacted the increase or decline in participation by the congregation in PICCM.

Biblical/Theological Foundation

Partners In Christ Caring Ministry’s theological and biblical foundation is rooted in
John 13:34-35, along with other passages of Scripture that promote altruism, the unselfish
concern for the welfare of others. Culpepper connects the foot washing scene with the new
command. “The close association of love with the foot washing and Jesus’ death conveys
the implication that Jesus was charging his disciples to love one another even if such love
requires that they lay down their lives for the community.”” Similarly, Lincoln writes,
“The commandment is not new because it differs in content from . . . the Jewish Scriptures
(cf. Lev. 19.18) but because it forms part of the new revelation and the new order that has
come with Jesus.” He continues, “In particular, Jesus’ love for his own (cf. 13.1) serves as

the foundation and model for his disciples’ love for one another.”3

1 "The 100 Best Places to Raise a Family,” Best Life (2008), 40.
2 A. Culpepper, The Gospel and Letters of John (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1998), 208.
3 A.T.Lincoln, The Gospel according to St. John (New York and London: Continuum, 2005), 388.



This Scripture proposes that this new commandment is a special altruistic love for
other believers based on the sacrificial love of Jesus. Christian love and support for one
another provide Christians with the power to embody Christ’s love. This love is a true and
genuine sign of altruism to the world as well as to every believer. The Bible does not
explain altruism, but it relates stories that establish altruism as a social norm and lists
commandments that require the people to practice it. In that PICCM’s theological and
biblical foundation is rooted in John 13:34-35, other scriptures also play a key role in

undergirding PICCM as well.

In Leviticus 23:22 (CEV) God says, “When you harvest your grain, always leave
some of it standing around the edges of your fields and don’t pick up what falls on the
ground. Leave it for the poor and for those foreigners who live among you. Iam the Lord
your God!” In Leviticus 25:25 (ESV) God says, “If your brother becomes poor and sells
part of his property, then his nearest redeemer shall come and redeem what his bother has
sold.”

In Matthew 6:2-4 (CEB) Jesus says, “Whenever you give to the poor, don’t blow
your trumpet as the hypocrites do in the synagogues and in the streets so that they may get
praise from people. I assure you, that’s the only reward they’ll get. But when you give to
the poor, don’t let your left hand know what your right hand is doing so that you may give
to the poor in secret. Your Father who sees what you do in secret will reward you.”

In Matthew 19:21 (KJV) Jesus says, “If you would be perfect, go, sell what you

possess and give to the poor and you will have treasure in heaven.” In Matthew 22:39




(ERV) Jesus says, “And the second command is like the first: Love your neighbor the
same as you love yourself.” In Matthew 7:12 (KJV) Jesus says, “So in everything, do to

others as you would have them do to you.”

The aforementioned scriptures are important to PICCM’s mission because they
provide the theological and biblical justification for what C. Daniel Batson calls "empathy
altruism," doing something for the welfare of others without expecting anything in return.
The mission of PICCM is to ensure the needs in the congregation are addressed with love,
compassion, and empathy so that no one feels uncared for or alone.

These scriptures also undergird the Christology, theology, and overall mission of
PICCM. PICCM was designed and implemented to provide opportunities for members to
live out the scriptures in small communities, demonstrating true empathetic altruism
toward others in the body of Christ in the spirit of love, kindness, compassion, and
patience. There has been a decline in some groups, while other groups have grown and
continued a consistent level of participation. This study will investigate and identify the

differences impacting these groups.

Hypothesis
The researcher believes that the experimental variable in the communities with
higher member participation in PICCM can be attributed to higher variable degrees of
empathetic altruism than communities with a lower member attendance in PICCM.
Limitations
Limitations in this project thesis include researcher bias, collection of data from

surveys solely from one congregation, and the varying lengths of time participants have



been involved in PICCM. Many researchers state that it is difficult to scientifically study
this process. The motivations involved are crucial but hard to observe or measure. It is
also difficult to distinguish other motives from those that are primarily selfish.
Assumptions

The assumptions of this project thesis regarding reasons why the attendance declined in
PICCM will likely include similar factors among different members of the group. For
example, the lack of time due to jobs, children’s extracurricular activities or health issues
may be the cause for some decline. Another assumption is the lack of understanding of
intrinsic altruistic behavior and extrinsic altruistic behavior and the impact these behaviors
may have on motives for participation.

Definitions of Terms

The following are terms used.

PICCM is the church core ministry of Fourth Street; designed to provide smaller
group participation focusing on relationship building, connecting and building bridges
within the congregation, allowing for Christ’s love to be expressed throughout the
congregation, regardless of the size. Its purpose is to ensure that no one in the
congregation feels alone, left out or feeling as if he/she has to walk through a crisis without
help. Altruism is a motivational state with the ultimate goal of increasing another’s
welfare.* Egoism altruism is a motivational state with the ultimate goal of increasing

one’s own welfare.” Altruistic motivation is a goal directed force.®

4 C. Daniel Batson, Altruism in Humans (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011}, 20.
5 Ibid, 20.
6 [bid, 20.



Empathic concern is referring to other oriented emotion elicited by and congruent with

the perceived welfare of someone in need.” ANOVA is analysis of variance.®

7 Ibid, 11.
& Rudolph N. Cardinal, Michael R.F. Aitken, ANOVA for the Behavioral Sciences Researcher
(Cambridge: Psychology Press, 2013), 2-6.



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This related literature review will begin with an historical background of altruism.
Altruism is a term that has been in existence for over 150 years. Altruism may be defined
simply as the belief or practice of selfless concern for the well-being of others. Altruism
has influenced the fields of religion, ethical theory, economics, sociology and literature.
The term “altruism” originated in Western Europe. Adapting it from Latin, Auguste
Comte coined the word for his System of Positive Polity to denote the supreme virtue in
his religion of humanity. George Henry Lewes, Harriet Martineau, and other admirers
spread the Frenchman’s precept in England. Many Americans became altruists, also.
The concept has also become a major topic for psychologists (especially evolutionary
researchers), evolutionary biologists, and ethnologists. While ideas about altruism from
one field can have an impact on other fields, the different methods and focuses of these
fields lead to different perspectives on altruism.'

For more than a century, a fierce debate raged within the scientific community on
the importance of blood kinship in shaping altruism in everything from animals to
humans. This debate, which began in 1859, was extremely contentious because whoever
was right was going to control our view of the origins of goodness. The reason is simple:

at its heart, altruism is about incurring a personal cost in order to help others, close to

t Auguste Comte, System of Positive Polity (London: Thoemmes, 2001), 340.



what most of us mean by “doing good.” Thus, a theory on altruism is a theory on
goodness.2

For long stretches of time, the role of blood kinship in shaping human and
nonhuman altruism occupied some of the best minds in science. Four British scientists,
Charles Robert Darwin, Thomas Henry Huxley, J. B. S. Haldane, and W. D. Hamilton,
devoted much of their working lives to the question of kinship and altruism and how that
obsession transformed their own lives.

In the late 1850’s, Charles Darwin addressed the issue of honey bees.
One such problem was the existence of non-reproductive, that is, sterile castes that often
occur in insects such as bees, wasps, and ants. These workers are true altruists. In the
first place, they do not reproduce but instead provide all sorts of resources to queens, the
individuals who do reproduce. That alone would make them altruists, in the sense of
incurring a personal cost that in turn benefits others. Some, but not all, sterile workers
will also defend the hive tirelessly, if need be, with their own lives. This too constitutes
an act of altruism, and so the sterile workers who defend the hive are, in a sense, doubly
altruistic. And what’s more, these bees are designed differently from others in the hive.
Differences in size and shape allow them to be particularly adept at being altruists.’

Sterile social insects were clearly a hurdle for Darwin’s theory of natural
selection, which posited that only those traits that increased an individual’s reproductive

success would, over subsequent generations, increase in frequency. Sterility and

2 Lee Alan Dugatkin, The Altruism Equation: Seven Scientists Search for the Origins of Goodness
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006), ix.
3]. Brown, Charles Darwin: The Power of Place (New York: Knopf, 2002), 203.
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kamikaze-like hive defense would seem to be precisely the sorts of traits that natural
selection should operate against, and Darwin knew it.*

The existence of sterile altruistic castes was an anomaly that had vexed Darwin
since the early 1840s. His worries seem to have stemmed, at least in part, from a reading
of Reverend William Kirby and William Spence’s textbook Introduction to Entomology,
in which the authors argued that the incredible behaviors of sterile castes were evidence
of the divine hand of the Creator in motion. It is hard to overemphasize just how
concerned Darwin was about the problem of sterile animals that helped others through
their acts of altruism. That was simply not the way he envisioned natural selection
operating, and at times, the problem of the sterile altruists would, as he himself noted,
drive him “half mad.”

So frustrated was he that in the Origin, Darwin summarized the whole topic of
sterile castes as ‘“one special difficulty, which at first appeared to me to be insuperable,
and actually fatal to the whole theory.”® Over the course of many years Darwin tinkered
with a number of hypotheses that might reconcile the altruistic caste problem, a problem
that centered on insects but had implications for any behavior that involved helping
others at a cost to self with his theory of natural selection. In the end, he speculated on
how blood kinship might solve the problem of sterile altruistic insects. A century later
these ideas would be formalized through an equation that would be called “Hamilton’s
rule,” an equation that would revolutionize the field of evolution and behavior, but the

seeds of which were laid in the Origin.’

4 Dugatkin, Altruism, 2.
5 Ibid, 5-6.

¢ 1bid, 6.

7 Ibid, 6.
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Eventually, it solved the puzzle of blood kinship and altruism in the form of a
mathematical equation developed by William D. Hamilton. Hamilton came onto the
stage in the 1960’s, using the cost benefit perspective we most often associate with
economists, along with a deep understanding of how evolution operates, precisely laid
out in a simple mathematical model explaining why individuals treat blood kin in such a
special way. Although it took more than a decade for the implications of his work to take
hold, Hamilton’s model on altruism and blood kinship eventually led to a rule that bears
his name.®

Hamilton published his first scientific article, “The Evolution of Altruistic
Behaviour,” in 1963.° He opened this three-page paper with a statement that would later
become the war cry of sociobiology: “It is generally accepted that the behaviour
characteristic of a species is just as much the product of evolution as the morphology.”lO
But, as Hamilton quickly added, there are some kinds of behavior that could not easily be
explained by classic evolutionary thinking, “in particular, any case where an animal
behaves in such a way as to promote the advantages of other members of the species not
its direct descendants at the expense of its own.”'! He quickly dismissed any arguments
that altruism evolved to preserve entire species “as unsupported by mathematical

models”!?

and then laid out for the first time his own model of blood kinship and the
evolution of altruism.

Hamilton asked the reader to imagine a pair of genes, gene G, which codes for

altruism, and gene g, which does not. Gene G codes for an act that entails a cost to the

8 W.D. Hamilton, Narrow Roads of Gene Land: The Collected Papers of W.D. Hamilton, Vol 2
(Oxford: W.H. Freeman, 1996), viii-ix.

9 W.D. Hamilton, “The Evolution of Altruistic Behavior,” American Naturalist. 97 (1963): 354.

10 Ibid, 354.

11 1hid, 354.

12 1hid, 354.
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actor but a benefit to others, while g codes for no such action, standard models of natural
selection at the level of the individual the sorts of models that Fisher had so eloquently
developed in his book and in his “fundamental theorem of natural selection” failed to
account for the evolution of G. Under standard models, G is always at a selective
disadvantage compared with g and hence should never increase in frequency. Hamilton
argued if the effects of kinship were added to the standard model creating a more
“inclusive” model, altruism could evolve. To build his more inclusive model, Hamilton
used Sewall Wright’s “coefficient of relationship,” r, as his measure of genetic
relatedness. The power of Wright’s coefficient was that it was a continuous variable that
ranged from O tol. No longer would it be necessary to speak about the evolution of
altruism between any specific set of kin (parents and offspring, siblings, etc.). Withr as a
variable any degree of relatedness of zero would be covered.!?

Next, Hamilton added in the costs and benefits of altruism to his model. To see
how this works, think of the benefit that a recipient of an altruistic act obtains as the
variable “b,” and the cost paid by an altruist as “c”. Imagine an altruist who brings food
back to its baby brothers and sisters. In such a case, the benefit might be an extra chick
surviving in the nest of an altruistic bird, while the cost might entail an increased risk of
death for the altruist. The power of creating two variables to cover the cost and benefit of
altruism lay not in the way that these variables applied to any specific case. Instead, the
importance of adding b and c to his model was that it allowed Hamilton to take an
economic approach to how natural selection might maximize fitness and still allow for

the evolution of altruism.'*

13Hamilton, Narrow Roads, 542.
14 |bid, 543.
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In Hamilton’s model, natural selection favors the gene for altruism wheneverr x b
> c¢. This equation has become known as Hamilton’s rule and it consists of the following:
If a gene for altruism is to evolve, then the cost (c) of altruism must somehow be
balanced by compensating benefits to the altruist. In Hamilton’s model, the cost is
balanced by benefits (b) accrued by blood relatives of the altruist because relatives may
carry the gene of altruism as well. But relatives have only some probability (r) of
carrying the gene in question, and so the benefits received must be devalued by that
probability. Phrased in the cold language of natural selection, Hamilton’s rule recognizes
that a gene for altruism can spread if it helps copies of itself residing in blood kin. The
engine of goodness, it suggests, lies in the family unit. >

Part of the power of Hamilton’s equation r x b > ¢ stems from the fact that it
incorporated so many of the concepts that Allee, Haldane, Fisher, and Wright had
discussed but not explicitly quantified. In fact, in a show of reverence to the founders of
population genetics, there are only four references made in all of “The Evolution of
Altruistic Behaviour”: two to Haldane one to Fisher and one to Wright.'®

Hamilton’s equation quantified the ideas that Fisher and Haldane had only talked
about which was the role of kinship in the evolution of altruism, which would have
pleased Darwin. Although Hamilton’s rule was first formulated for the case in which an
altruist helps a single relative, because of the economic nature of the model, it can easily
be modified to examine a single altruistic act that has effects on many blood relatives

simultaneously.'’

15 [bid, 543.
16Hamilton, Evolution, 354.
17 Ibid, 354.
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“The Evolution of Altruistic Behaviour” was almost immediately eclipsed by
another pair of Hamilton publications a year later in 1964. Although the original paper
introduced evolutionary biologists to what would be called Hamilton’s rule, it was
lacking in two important areas. First, the model was mathematically simple.
Evolutionary biologists, like most scientists, tend to prefer complicated models, the
underlying assumption being that the more complicated the theory, the more important it
must be. Hamilton himself “realized from common experience that university people
sometimes don’t react well to common sense, and in any case most of them listened to it
harder if you first intimidate them with equations.”18 Second, the 1963 paper lacked
empirical examples of Hamilton’s rule at work in nature. In fact, it did not contain a
single example of how to use r X b > c to explain a case of altruism in the wild. Hamilton
knew that there were deficits in the work. In fact, long before he wrote it, he had been
working on a very long and detailed article entitled ‘““The Genetical Evolution of Social
Behavior.” By splitting the study into two parts, Hamilton was able to explicitly develop
a more detailed mathematical model (part 1), and to discuss empirical work relating to
altruism and kinship (part 2). The first paper used a heuristic tool mastered by Darwin.
In preparing the reader for his radical theory on evolution by natural selection, Darwin
chose to open by introducing a subject with which the reader was very familiar, artificial
selection. Darwin then demonstrated that the same forces that govern artificial selection

govern what he called “natural selection.” Fair minded readers were forced to admit that

18 [bid, 354.



15

if they accepted the familiar process (artificial selection), there was no logical basis on
which to deny Darwin’s new process (natural selection).”’

Hamilton began with parental care in animals. To explain the evolution of
parental care, Hamilton argued that parents help their offspring because offspring and
parents share an r value of 0.5. This sort of explanation, although not usually cast in
explicit genetic terms, was implicit in most work on parental care and would have struck
readers as more than reasonable. Immediately following his explanation of parental care,
he noted “there is nothing special about the parent-offspring relationship except its close
degree. The full sib relationship is just as close [r = 0.5]. Similarly, the half sib
relationship is equivalent to that of grandparent and grandchild with the expectation of
replica genes, standing at one quarter and so on.”*® Because of this, Hamilton argued that
kinship based altruism need not be restricted to the case of parents and offspring; instead,
what was needed was a continuous measure of relatedness (r). If readers found
Hamilton’s explanation of parental care reasonable, they were forced to admit that
Hamilton’s argument about dispensing aid to more distant relatives was equally sound.?’

After introducing the reader to kin biased altruism, the primary function of part 1
of the Journal of Theoretical Biology paper was to provide a detailed mathematical
model for the evolution of altruism. Hamilton began this process by taking a somewhat
different approach to modeling altruism and kinship than what he had adopted in the
American Naturalist paper. Rather than beginning by addressing whether a trait for

altruism can spread as a function of kinship, Hamilton started this model by expanding

19 W.D. Hamilton, “The Genetical Evolution of Social Behaviour, I and I1,” Journal of
Theoretical Biology, 7 (1964): 2.

20 1bid, 2.

21 [bid, 2.
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the classic definition of fitness. Before Hamilton, evolutionary biologists typically
defined fitness as an individual’s lifetime reproductive success. If you want to predict
whether natural selection will favor gene 1a over gene 1b, you examine the effect of these
different genes on fitness; whichever gene has the greatest positive effect will then be
favored by selection. Hamilton expanded this view to take a more direct “gene’s eye
perspective” on fitness, an approach championed a decade later by Richard Dawkins.
Rather than simply counting up the number of offsprings an individual produces in his or
her lifetime, Hamilton argued that what really matters is how many copies of that gene
make it into the next generation. To show all this mathematically, Hamilton takes the
readers on a journey through page upon page of complicated algebraic equations,
calculus, and statistics in which he slowly substitutes back in the r, b, and c terms used in
his earlier paper. At the end of part 1 of “The Genetic Theory of Social Behavior,” all the
mathematics lead the reader straight back to r x b >c, Hamilton’s rule. Evolutionary
biologists and animal behaviorists had never seen anything like what Hamilton had done,
and so he felt obliged to open part 2 with a verbal summary of the mathematics in part 1.
“In the hope that it may provide a useful summary,” Hamilton wrote, “we therefore
hazard the following generalized unrigourous statement of the main principle that has
emerged from the model. The social behavior of a species evolves in such a way that in
each distinct behavior evoking situation the individual will seem to value his neighbors’
fitness against his own according to the coefficients of relationship (r) appropriate to that

situation.”?* Once a mathematical and a verbal description of his ideas were presented,

22 [bid, 4.
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Hamilton speculated on how these ideas might shed light on a specific overview of
altruism in nature.?’

He began his empirical overview of altruism (part 2) with a discussion of
“thumping” behavior in rabbits. If a rabbit sees a predator, it often thumps its back legs
and raises its tail. While raising its tail, the rabbit flashes a white underside that warns
other rabbits in the vicinity that a predator has been sighted. Those rabbits who see the
warning signal respond by heading for cover. But why should any rabbit thump in the
first place? Flashing a white patch and making lots of noise thumping must make the
thumping individual the most obvious thing for yards around. Why pay such a high cost
to help others? Hamilton argued that the key to unlocking this riddle was that those
rabbits warned of the impending danger were not just a random sample of the population,
but the thumper’s blood relatives. From the perspective of inclusive fitness, the cost to
the individual thumper is exceeded by the benefits accrued by its blood kin.**

If, as Hamilton’s theory suggests, helping blood relatives increases an individual’s
inclusive fitness, then altruism toward kin should be particularly forthcoming from
individuals in their post-reproductive years. “The behavior of a post-reproductive
animal,” Hamilton argued, may be expected to be entirely altruistic,” since aiding even
distant relatives provides some inclusive benefits the only fitness benefits post-
reproductive individuals can accrue.”

As one of the preeminent British scientists of the nineteenth century, Thomas

Henry Huxley was no stranger to controversies surrounding evolution: one of his

admitted occupations was to engage in “‘an endless series of battles and skirmishes over

23 |bid, 8.
24 Ibid, 21.
25 [bid, 21.
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evolution.”®® The beauty of Huxley’s view is how straightforward it is. The reader is left
with no sense of ambiguity when it comes to Professor Huxley’s version of evolution,
altruism, and blood kinship. In 1888, Huxley wrote that there was but one respite from
nature’s carnage, and that lay in “the relations of the family” in blood kinship. As
Huxley saw things, it was only among family members that the dog-eat-dog rules that
apply elsewhere in nature were relaxed and the observer might see acts of goodness.
Such goodness was never to be taken for granted, even among blood kin; but if it were to
be found anywhere, that is where one should be looking.”’

In this essay, Huxley employed the gladiator metaphor literally to describe his
view of nature. Huxley warned his readers to “understand, once and for all, that the
ethical progress of society depends, not on imitating the cosmic process [evolution], still
less in running away from it, but in combating it.”*® For Huxley, carnage was the result
of the struggle for existence, the family unit being the one place where the occasional
altruistic act might be expected. This was not a model for human society, and Huxley
vehemently separated our “wild zoological nature from our ethical existence.”?

Nature was neither moral nor immoral for Huxley, but rather amoral, demanding
“nothing but a fair field and free play for her darling the strongest.”*° In the natural
world, no moral judgment is to be made between the victors and the vanquished. The
deer killed by the wolf is no nobler than the wolf that slaughters it; both were designed to

be what they are, and certainly neither was altruistic. Huxley did not turn to Mother

Nature for answers about human morality. He put the onus on Homo sapiens themselves.

26 Ibid, 21.

27 A. Desmond, Huxley: From Devil’s Discipline to Evolution’s High Priest (New York: Addison
Wesley, 1994), 3.

28 Ibid, 3.

29 1hid, 3.

30 Ibid, 3.


































































































































































