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Philosophical Reflections on Experimenting with
Human Subjects

WHEN I was first asked to comment "philosophically" on the sub-
ject of human experimentation, I had all the hesitation natural to
a layman in the face of matters on which experts of the highest
competence have had their say and still carry on their dialogue. As
I familiarized myself with the material,1 any initial feeling of moral
rectitude that might have facilitated my task quickly dissipated
before the awesome complexity of the problem, and a state of great
humility took its place. Nevertheless, because the subject is obscure
by its nature and involves fundamental, transtechnical issues, any
attempt at clarification can be of use, even without novelty. Even if
the philosophical reflection should in the end achieve no more than
the realization that in the dialectics of this area we must sin and
fall into guilt, this insight may not be without its own gains.

The Peculiarity of Human Experimentation

Experimentation was originally sanctioned by natural science.
There it is performed on inanimate objects, and this raises no moral
problems. But as soon as animate, feeling beings become the sub-
jects of experiment, as they do in the life sciences and especially
in medical research, this innocence of the search for knowledge is
lost and questions of conscience arise. The depth to which moral
and religious sensibilities can become aroused is shown by the vivi-
section issue. Human experimentation must sharpen the issue as it
involves ultimate questions of personal dignity and sacrosanctity.
One difference between the human experiments and the physical is
this: The physical experiment employs small-scale, artificially
devised substitutes for that about which knowledge is to be ob-
tained, and the experimenter extrapolates from these models and
simulated conditions to nature at large. Something deputizes for the

219



D/EDALUS

"real thing"—balls rolling down an inclined plane for sun and
planets, electric discharges from a condenser for real lightning, and
so on. For the most part, no such substitution is possible in the
biological sphere. We must operate on the original itself, the real
thing in the fullest sense, and perhaps affect it irreversibly. No
simulacrum can take its place. Especially in the human sphere, ex-
perimentation loses entirely the advantage of the clear division be-
tween vicarious model and true object. Up to a point, animals may
fulfill the proxy role of the classical physical experiment. But in
the end man himself must furnish knowledge about himself, and
the comfortable separation of noncommittal experiment and defini-
tive action vanishes. An experiment in education affects the lives of

: its subjects, perhaps a whole generation of schoolchildren. Human
| experimentation for whatever purpose is always also a responsi-
! ble, nonexperimental, definitive dealing with the subject himself.

And not even the noblest purpose abrogates the obligations this
involves.

Can both that purpose and this obligation be satisfied? If not,
what would be a just compromise? Which side should give way to
the other? The question is inherently philosophical as it concerns
not merely pragmatic difficulties and their arbitration, but a genu-
ine conflict of values involving principles of a high order. On prin-
ciple, it is felt, human beings ought not to be dealt with in that way
(the "guinea pig" protest); on the other hand, such dealings are
increasingly urged on us by considerations, in turn appealing to
principle, that claim to override those objections. Such a claim
must be carefully assessed, especially when it is swept along by a
mighty tide. Putting the matter thus, we have already made one
important assumption rooted in our "Western" cultural tradition:
The prohibitive rule is, to that way of thinking, the primary and

' axiomatic one; the permissive counter-rule, as qualifying the first,
is secondary and stands in need of justification. We must justify the
infringement of a primary inviolability, which needs no justification
itself; and the justification of its infringement must be by values
and needs of a dignity commensurate with those to be sacrificed.

"Individual Versus Society" as the Conceptual Framework

The setting for the conflict most consistently invoked in the lit-
erature is the polarity of individual versus society—the possible
tension between the individual good and the common good, be-
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tween private and public welfare. Thus, W. Wolfensberger speaks
of "the tension between the long-range interests of society, science,
and progress, on one hand, and the rights of the individual on the
other."2 Walsh McDermott says: "In essence, this is a problem of
the rights of the individual versus the rights of society."3 Some-
where I found the "social contract" invoked in support of claims
that science may make on individuals in the matter of experimenta-
tion. I have grave doubts about the adequacy of this frame of ref-
erence, but I will go along with it part of the way. It does apply
to some extent, and it has the advantage of being familiar. We
concede, as a matter of course, to the common good some prag-
matically determined measure of precedence over the individual
good. In terms of rights, we let some of the basic rights of the
individual be overruled by the acknowledged rights of society—as a
matter of right and moral justness and not of mere force or dire
necessity (much as such necessity may be adduced in defense of
that right). But in making that concession, we require a careful
clarification of what the needs, interests, and rights of society are,
for society—as distinct from any plurality of individuals—is an ab-
stract and as such is subject to our definition, while the individual
is the primary concrete, prior to all definition, and his basic good
is more or less known. Thus, the unknown in our problem is the
so-called common or public good and its potentially superior claims,
to which the individual good must or might sometimes be sacri-
ficed, in circumstances that in turn must also be counted among
the unknowns of our question. Note that in putting the matter in
this way—that is, in asking about the right of society to individual
sacrifice—the consent of the sacrificial subject is no necessary part
of the basic question.

"Consent," however, is the other most consistently emphasized
and examined concept in discussions of this issue. This attention
betrays a feeling that the "social" angle is not fully satisfactory. If
society has a right, its exercise is not contingent on volunteering.
On the other hand, if volunteering is fully genuine, no public right
to the volunteered act need be construed. There is a difference be-
tween the moral or emotional appeal of a cause that elicits volun-
teering and a right that demands compliance—for example, with
particular reference to the social sphere, between the moral claim
of a common good and society's right to that good and to the
means of its realization. A moral claim cannot be met without con-
sent; a right can do without it. Where consent is present anyway,
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the distinction may become immaterial. But the awareness of the
many ambiguities besetting the "consent" actually available and
used in medical research prompts recourse to the idea of a public
right conceived independently of (and valid prior to) consent;
and, vice versa, the awareness of the problematic nature of such a
right makes even its advocates still insist on the idea of consent
with all its ambiguities: An uneasy situation exists for both sides.

Nor does it help much to replace the language of "rights" by
that of "interests" and then argue the sheer cumulative weight of
the interests of the many over against those of the few or the single
individual. "Interests" range all the way from the most marginal
and optional to the most vital and imperative, and only those sanc-
tioned by particular importance and merit will be admitted to
count in such a calculus—which simply brings us back to the ques-
tion of right or moral claim. Moreover, the appeal to numbers is
dangerous. Is the number of those afflicted with a particular dis-
ease great enough to warrant violating the interests of the non-
afflicted? Since the number of the latter is usually so much greater,
the argument can actually turn around to the contention that the
cumulative weight of interest is on their side. Finally, it may well
be the case that the individual's interest in his own inviolability is
itself a public interest such that its publicly condoned violation,
irrespective of numbers, violates the interest of all. In that case, its
protection in each instance would be a paramount interest, and the
comparison of numbers will not avail.

These are some of the difficulties hidden in the conceptual
framework indicated by the terms "society-individual," "interest,"
and "rights." But we also spoke of a moral call, and this points to
another dimension—not indeed divorced from the societal sphere,
but transcending it. And there is something even beyond that: true
sacrifice from highest devotion, for which there are no laws or rules
except that it must be absolutely free. "No one has the right to
choose martyrs for science" was a statement repeatedly quoted in
the November, 2967, Daedalus conference. But no scientist can be
prevented from making himself a martyr for his science. At all
times, dedicated explorers, thinkers, and artists have immolated
themselves on the altar of their vocation, and creative genius most
often pays the price of happiness, health, and life for its own con-
summation. But no one, not even society, has the shred of a
right to expect and ask these things. They come to the rest of us
as a gratia gratis data.
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The Sacrificial Theme

Yet we must face the somber truth that the ultima ratio of com-
munal life is and has always been the compulsory, vicarious sacri-
fice of individual lives. The primordial sacrificial situation is that
of outright human sacrifices in early communities. These were not
acts of blood-lust or gleeful savagery; they were the solemn execu-
tion of a supreme, sacral necessity. One of the fellowship of men
had to die so that all could live, the earth be fertile, the cycle of
nature renewed. The victim often was not a captured enemy, but
a select member of the group: "The king must die." If there was
cruelty here, it was not that of men, but that of the gods, or rather
of the stern order of things, which was believed to exact that price
for the bounty of life. To assure it for the community, and to as-
sure it ever again, the awesome quid pro quo had to be paid ever
again.

Far be it from me, and far should it be from us, to belittle from
the height of our enlightened knowledge the majesty of the under-
lying conception. The particular causal views that prompted our
ancestors have long since been relegated to the realm of supersti-
tion. But in moments of national danger we still send the flower of
our young manhood to offer their lives for the continued life of
the community, and if it is a just war, we see them go forth as
consecrated and strangely ennobled by a sacrificial role. Nor do
we make their going forth depend on their own will and consent,
much as we may desire and foster these: We conscript them ac-
cording to law. We conscript the best and feel morally disturbed
if the draft, either by design or in effect, works so that mainly the
disadvantaged, socially less useful, more expendable, make up those
whose lives are to buy ours. No rational persuasion of the prag-
matic necessity here at work can do away with the feeling, mixed
of gratitude and guilt, that the sphere of the sacred is touched
with the vicarious offering of life for life. Quite apart from these
dramatic occasions, there is, it appears, a persistent and constitu-
tive aspect of human immolation to the very being and prospering
of human society—an immolation in terms of life and happiness,
imposed or voluntary, of few for many. What Goethe has said of
the rise of Christianity may well apply to the nature of civilization
in general: "Opfer fallen hier, / Weder Lamm noch Stier, / Aber
Menschenopfer unerhoert."* We can never rest comfortably in the
belief that the soil from which our satisfactions sprout is not wa-
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tered with the blood of martyrs. But a troubled conscience compels
us, the undeserving beneficiaries, to ask: Who is to be martyred?
in the service of what cause? and by whose choice?

Not for a moment do I wish to suggest that medical experimen-
tation on human subjects, sick or healthy, is to be likened to pri-
meval human sacrifices. Yet something sacrificial is involved in the
selective abrogation of personal inviolability and the ritualized ex-
posure to gratuitous risk of health and life, justified by a presumed
greater, social good. My examples from the sphere of stark sacrifice
were intended to sharpen the issues implied in that context and to
set them off clearly from the kinds of obligations and constraints
imposed on the citizen in the normal course of things or generally
demanded of the individual in exchange for the advantages of civil
society.

The "Social Contract" Theme

The first thing to say in such a setting-oif is that the sacrificial
area is not covered by what is called the "social contract." This
fiction of political theory, premised on the primacy of the individ-
ual, was designed to supply a rationale for the limitation of indi-
vidual freedom and power required for the existence of the body
politic, whose existence in turn is for the benefit of the individuals.
The principle of these limitations is that their general observance
profits all, and that therefore the individual observer, assuring this
general observance for his part, profits by it himself. I observe
property rights because their general observance assures my own;
I observe traffic rules because their general observance assures my
own safety; and so on. The obligations here are mutual and general;
no one is singled out for special sacrifice. For the most part, qua lim-
itations of my liberty, the laws thus deducible from the hypothet-
ical "social contract" enjoin me from certain actions rather than
obligate me to positive actions (as did the laws of feudal society).
Even where the latter is the case, as in the duty to pay taxes, the
rationale is that I am myself a beneficiary of the services financed
through these payments. Even the contributions levied by the wel-
fare state, though not originally contemplated in the liberal version
of the social contract theory, can be interpreted as a personal in-
surance policy of one sort or another—be it against the contingency
of my own indigence, the dangers of disaffection from the laws in
consequence of widespread unrelieved destitution, or the disadvan-
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tages of a diminished consumer market. Thus, by some stretch,
such contributions can still be subsumed under the principle of en-
lightened self-interest. But no complete abrogation of self-interest
at any time is in the terms of the social contract, and so pure sacri-
fice falls outside it. Under the putative terms of the contract alone,
I cannot be required to die for the public good. (Thomas Hobbes
made this forcibly clear.) Even short of this extreme, we like to
think that nobody is entirely and one-sidedly the victim in any of
the renunciations exacted under normal circumstances by society
"in the general interest"—that is, for the benefit of others. "Under
normal circumstances," as we shall see, is a necessary qualification.
Moreover, the "contract" can legitimize claims only on our overt
public actions and not on our invisible private being. Our powers,
not our persons, are beholden to the commonweal. In one impor-
tant respect, it is true, public interest and control do extend to the
private sphere by general consent: in the compulsory education of
our children. Even there, the assumption is that the learning and
what is learned, apart from all future social usefulness, are also
for the benefit of the individual in his own being. We would not
tolerate education to degenerate into the conditioning of useful
robots for the social machine.

Both restrictions of public claim in behalf of the "common
good"—that concerning one-sided sacrifice and that concerning the
private sphere—are valid only, let us remember, on the premise of
the primacy of the individual, upon which the whole idea of the
"social contract" rests. This primacy is itself a metaphysical axiom
or option peculiar to our Western tradition, and the whittling away
of this axiom would threaten the tradition's whole foundation. In
passing, I may remark that systems adopting the alternative pri-
macy of the community as their axiom are naturally less bound by
the restrictions we postulate. Whereas we reject the idea of "ex-
pendables" and regard those not useful or even recalcitrant to the
social purpose as a burden that society must carry (since their in-
dividual claim to existence is as absolute as that of the most use-
ful), a truly totalitarian regime, Communist or other, may deem
it right for the collective to rid itself of such encumbrances or to
make them forcibly serve some social end by conscripting their
persons (and there are effective combinations of both). We do not
normally—that is, in nonemergency conditions—give the state the
right to conscript labor, while we do give it the right to "conscript"
money, for money is detachable from the person as labor is not.
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Even less than forced labor do we countenance forced risk, injury,
and indignity.

But in time of war our society itself supersedes the nice bal-
ance of the social contract with an almost absolute precedence of
public necessities over individual rights. In this and similar emer-
gencies, the sacrosanctity of the individual is abrogated, and what
for all practical purposes amounts to a near-totalitarian, quasi-
Communist state of affairs is temporarily permitted to prevail. In
such situations, the community is conceded the right to make calls
on its members, or certain of its members, entirely different in
magnitude and kind from the calls normally allowed. It is deemed
right that a part of the population bears a disproportionate burden
of risk of a disproportionate gravity; and it is deemed right that
the rest of the community accepts this sacrifice, whether volun-
tary or enforced, and reaps its benefits—difficult as we find it to
justify this acceptance and this benefit by any normal ethical cate-
gories. We justify it transethically, as it were, by the supreme col-
lective emergency, formalized, for example, by the declaration of
a state of war.

Medical experimentation on human subjects falls somewhere
between this overpowering case and the normal transactions of the
social contract. On the one hand, no comparable extreme issue of
social survival is (by and large) at stake. And no comparable ex-
treme sacrifice or foreseeable risk is (by and large) asked. On the
other hand, what is asked goes decidedly beyond, even runs counter
to, what it is otherwise deemed fair to let the individual sign over
of his person to the benefit of the "common good." Indeed, our
sensitivity to the kind of intrusion and use involved is such that only
an end of transcendent value or overriding urgency can make it
arguable and possibly acceptable in our eyes.

Health as a Public Good

The cause invoked is health and, in its more critical aspect, life
itself—clearly superlative goods that the physician serves directly
by curing and the researcher indirectly by the knowledge gained
through his experiments. There is no question about the good
served nor about the evil fought—disease and premature death.
But a good to whom and an evil to whom? Here the issue tends
to become; somewhat clouded. In the attempt to give experimenta-
tion the proper dignity (on the problematic view that a value be-
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comes greater by being "social" instead of merely individual), the
health in question or the disease in question is somehow predicated
of the social whole, as if it were society that, in the persons of its
members, enjoyed the one and suffered the other. For the purposes
of our problem, public interest can then be pitted against private
interest, the common good against the individual good. Indeed, I
have found health called a national resource, which of course it is,
but surely not in the first place.

In trying to resolve some of the complexities and ambiguities
lurking in these conceptualizations, I have pondered a particular
statement, made in the form of a question, which I found in the
Proceedings of the November Daedalus conference: "Can society
afford to discard the tissues and organs of the hopelessly uncon-
scious patient when they could be used to restore the otherwise
hopelessly ill, but still salvageable individual?" And somewhat
later: "A strong case can be made that society can ill afford to
discard the tissues and organs of the hopelessly unconscious pa-
tient; they are greatly needed for study and experimental trial to
help those who can be salvaged."5 I hasten to add that any suspi-
cion of callousness that the "commodity" language of these state-
ments may suggest is immediately dispelled by the name of the
speaker, Dr. Henry K. Beecher, for whose humanity and moral
sensibility there can be nothing but admiration. But the use, in all
innocence, of this language gives food for thought. Let me, for a
moment, take the question literally. "Discarding" implies proprie-
tary rights—nobody can discard what does not belong to him in
the first place. Does society then own my body? "Salvaging" im-
plies the same and, moreover, a use-value to the owner. Is the life-
extension of certain individuals then a public interest? "Affording"
implies a critically vital level of such an interest—that is, of the loss
or gain involved. And "society" itself—what is it? When does a
need, an aim, an obligation become social? Let us reflect on some
of these terms.

What Society Can Afford

"Can Society afford. . . P" Afford what? To let people die intact,
thereby withholding something from other people who desperately
need it, who in consequence will have to die too? These other,
unfortunate people indeed cannot afford not to have a kidney,
heart, or other organ of the dying patient, on which they depend

227



DAEDALUS

for an extension of their lease on life; but does that give them a
right to it? Does it oblige society to procure it for them? What is
it that society can or cannot afford—leaving aside for the moment
the question of what it has a right to? It surely can afford to lose
members through death; more than that, it is built on the balance
of death and birth decreed by the order of life. This is too general,
of course, for our question, but perhaps it is well to remember. The
specific question seems to be whether society can afford to let some
people die whose death might be deferred by particular means if
these were authorized by society. Again, if it is merely a question
of what society can or cannot afford, rather than of what it ought
or ought not to do, the answer must be: Of course, it can. If cancer,
heart disease, and other organic, noncontagious ills, especially those
tending to strike the old more than the young, continue to exact
their toll at the normal rate of incidence (including the toll of pri-
vate anguish and misery), society can go on flourishing in every
way.

Here, by contrast, are some examples of what, in sober truth, so-
ciety cannot afford. It cannot afford to let an epidemic rage un-
checked; a persistent excess of deaths over births, but neither too
great an excess of births over deaths; too low an average life-
expectancy even if demographically balanced by fertility, but neither
too great a longevity with the necessitated correlative dearth of
youth in the social body; a debilitating state of general health; and
things of this kind. These are plain cases where the whole condition
of society is critically affected, and the public interest can make
its imperative claims. The Black Death of the Middle Ages was a
public calamity of the acute kind; the life-sapping ravages of en-
demic malaria or sleeping sickness in certain areas are a public
calamity of the chronic kind. A society as a whole can truly not
"afford" such situations, and they may call for extraordinary rem-
edies, including, perhaps, the invasion of private sacrosanctities.

This is not entirely a matter of numbers and numerical ratios.
Society, in a subtler sense, cannot "afford" a single miscarriage of
justice, a single inequity in the dispensation of its laws, the viola-
tion of the rights of even the tiniest minority, because these under-
mine the moral basis on which society's existence rests. Nor can it,
for a similar reason, afford the absence or atrophy in its midst of
compassion and of the effort to alleviate suffering—be it wide-
spread or rare—one form of which is the effort to conquer disease
of any kind, whether "socially" significant (by reason of number)
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or not. And in short, society cannot afford the absence among its
members of virtue with its readiness to sacrifice beyond defined
duty. Since its presence—that is to say, that of personal idealism—
is a matter of grace and not of decree, we have the paradox that
society depends for its existence on intangibles of nothing less than
a religious order, for which it can hope, but which it cannot en-
force. All the more must it protect this most precious capital
from abuse.

For what objectives connected with the medico-biological
sphere should this reserve be drawn upon—for example, in the
form of accepting, soliciting, perhaps even imposing the submis-
sion of human subjects to experimentation? We postulate that this
must be not just a worthy cause, as any promotion of the health
of anybody doubtlessly is, but a cause qualifying for transcendent
social sanction. Here one thinks first of those cases critically affect-
ing the whole condition, present and future, of the community.
Something equivalent to what in the political sphere is called
"clear and present danger" may be invoked and a state of emer-
gency proclaimed, thereby suspending certain otherwise inviolable
prohibitions and taboos. We may observe that averting a disaster
always carries greater weight than promoting a good. Extraordi-
nary danger excuses extraordinary means. This covers human ex-
perimentation, which we would like to count, as far as possible,
among the extraordinary rather than the ordinary means of serving
the common good under public auspices. Naturally, since foresight
and responsibility for the future are of the essence of institutional
society, averting disaster extends into long-term prevention, al-
though the lesser urgency will warrant less sweeping licenses.

Society and the Cause of Progress

Much weaker is the case where it is a matter not of saving but
of improving society. Much of medical research falls into this cate-
gory. A permanent death rate from heart failure or cancer does not
threaten society. So long as certain statistical ratios are maintained,
the incidence of disease and of disease-induced mortality is not
(in the strict sense) a "social" misfortune. I hasten to add that it
is not therefore less of a human misfortune, and the call for relief
issuing with silent eloquence from each victim and all potential vic-
tims is of no lesser dignity. But it is misleading to equate the fun-
damentally human response to it with what is owed to society: It is
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owed by man to man—and it is thereby owed by society to the
individuals as soon as the adequate ministering to these concerns
outgrows (as it progressively does) the scope of private spontane-

I ity and is made a public mandate. It is thus that society assumes
responsibility for medical care, research, old age, and innumerable
other things not originally of the public realm (in the original "social
contract"), and they become duties toward "society" (rather than
directly toward one's fellow man) by the fact that they are socially
operated.

Indeed, we expect from organized society no longer mere pro-
tection against harm and the securing of the conditions of our pres-
ervation, but active and constant improvement in all the domains
of life: the waging of the battle against nature, the enhancement
of the human estate—in short, the promotion of progress. This is an
expansive goal, one far surpassing the disaster norm of our previous
reflections. It lacks the urgency of the latter, but has the nobility of
the free, forward thrust. It surely is worth sacrifices. It is not at all
a question of what society can afford, but of what it is committed
to, beyond all necessity, by our mandate. Its trusteeship has become
an established, ongoing, institutionalized business of the body poli-
tic. As eager beneficiaries of its gains, we now owe to "society," as
its chief agent, our individual contribution toward its continued pur-
suit. Maintaining the existing level requires no more than the ortho-
dox means of taxation and enforcement of professional standards
that raise no problems. The more optional goal of pushing forward
is also more exacting. We have this syndrome: Progress is by our
choosing an acknowledged interest of society, in which we have a
stake in various degrees; science is a necessary instrument of prog-
ress; research is a necessary instrument of science; and in medical
science experimentation on human subjects is a necessary instru-
ment of research: Therefore, human experimentation has come to
be a societal interest.

The destination of research is essentially melioristic. It does not
serve the preservation of the existing good from which I profit my-
self and to which I am obligated. Unless the present state is in-
tolerable, the melioristic goal is in a sense gratuitous, and not only
from the vantage point of the present. Our descendants have a
right to be left an unplundered planet; they do not have a right
to new miracle cures. We have sinned against them if by our doing
we have destroyed their inheritance—which we are doing at full
blast; we have not sinned against them if by the time they come
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around arthritis has not yet been conquered (unless by sheer neg-
lect). And generally, in the matter of progress, as humanity had no
claim on a Newton, a Michelangelo, or a St. Francis to appear,
and no right to the blessings of their unscheduled deeds, so prog-
ress, with all our methodical labor for it, cannot be budgeted in
advance and its fruits received as a due. Its coming-about at all
and its turning out for good (of which we can never be sure) must
rather be regarded as something akin to grace.

The Melioristic Goal, Medical Research, and
Individual Duty

Nowhere is the melioristic goal more inherent than in medicine.
To the physician, it is not gratuitous. He is committed to curing
and thus to improving the power to cure. Gratuitous we called it
(outside disaster conditions) as a social goal, but noble at the
same time. Both the nobility and the gratuitousness must influence
the manner in which self-sacrifice for it is elicited and even its free
offer accepted. Freedom is certainly the first condition to be ob-
served here. The surrender of one's body to medical experimentation
is entirely outside the enforceable "social contract."

Or can it be construed to fall within its terms—namely, as re-
payment for benefits from past experimentation that I have en-
joyed myself? But I am indebted for these benefits not to society,
but to the past "martyrs," to whom society is indebted itself, and
society has no right to call in my personal debt by way of adding
new to its own. Moreover, gratitude is not an enforceable social
obligation; it anyway does not mean that I must emulate the deed.
Most of all, if it was wrong to exact such sacrifice in the first place,
it does not become right to exact it again with the plea of the profit
it has brought me. If, however, it was not exacted, but entirely free,
as it ought to have been, then it should remain so, and its preced-
ence must not be used as a social pressure on others for doing the
same under the sign of duty.

Indeed, we must look outside the sphere of the social contract,
outside the whole realm of public rights and duties, for the moti-
vations and norms by which we can expect ever again the upwell-
ing of a will to give what nobody—neither society, nor fellow man,
nor posterity—is entitled to. There are such dimensions in man
with trans-social wellsprings of conduct, and I have already pointed
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