




























































270 DARWlNISJI. [April, 

doubt, a very important distinction; but there appears to 
me much truth in Sir L Lubbock's suggestion, that, when 
primeval man first used flint-stones for any purpose, he 
would have accidentally splintered them, and would then 
have used the sharp fragments. From this step it would 
have been a small one to intentionally break the flints, and 
not a very wide step to rudely fashion them." The point to 
be met is an actual and universal distinction existing between 
man and the brute. The answer is a pUrely hypothetical 
suggestion of what might havo occurred with men. The 
real question, whether it did occur, is not touched; nor the 
other side of it, why it does not also occur with the brutes. 
In Mr. Darwin's arguments omissions of this kind do not 
appear to be regarded; for this, again, is a fair example of 
his method of dealing with facts which make against hi" 
theory, although he is always ready, with the utmost candor, 
to recognize them. Often, in such cases, the mind is led off' 
by a long series of conceivable or inconceivable "ifs," until 
the original point is lost from sight. 

In reasoning upon the gradual development of man's 
moral faculties from those conceived to exist in 'the lower 
animals, Mr. Darwill says (p. 158): "Primeval man, at a 
very remote period, would have been influenced by the praise 
and blame of his fellows. It is obvious that the members 
of the same tribe ·would approve of conduct which appeared 
to them to be for the ~neral good, and would reprobate 
that which appeared evil. To do good unto others-' to do 
unto others as ye would they should do unto you' - is the 
foundation-stone of morality. It is, therefore, hardly possible 
to exaggerate the importance, during rude times, of the love 
of praise and the dread of blame." One cannot but regret that 
Whately should have written his logic too soon to avail him­
self of such an example bf confusion at once of terms and of 
ideas, and thus to have introduced a new distinction con~u­
ing the legitimateness in some kinds of reasoning of prooessea 
wbich are forbidden in otbers. Nevertheless, what value 
shall we attach to an argument on the development of the 
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