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fewerseriousreasonsfor differingwith himthanwere to b

e

found

in his Theologicalvolume(seeTHE TABLET, March 25). Still
Mr. Hutton's writings are always serious, o

r rather, a
s

w
e

have
just said, earnest ; and a

s

earnestnessgives depth to his Theo
logical convictions, so it lends to his criticisms o

n Literary art a

certain honestyand consistencyfrom which mere criticism and
mereart are toofrequentlywidely divorced. It is a pleasure to

feel that a man has convictionsand believes h
e

hassolid footing
underhim. It may b

e
that the solidity is sometimesideal and

that the convictions are one-sided; but one who believes that
somethingmay b

e

known that is higher than mere “event”
and deeperthanmerephenomenon,hasgivenpledges to fortune,
and will b

e wary. He has some sort o
f
a stake in the

country, and though h
e may b
e

liberal and easywith vagrants,
he is far from being a recklessvagabond himself. No onewho
knows anything o

f

the greatest literature o
f

the day can help
seeing that art is becoming more and more estranged from
ethics. , Poets and novelistsanalyzemind and paint naturewith
no fartherobject than the analysis o

r

the picture. This may b
e

partly the effect o
f

thepreaching o
f

the “scientific” philosophers,
that nobody knows anything exceptwhat their microscopesfind
out for him. It is

,

perhaps,what Mr. Hutton applies to a rather
different subject, “Darwinism in art.” We need go no further
for an examplethan Mr. Morris. If any oneasks him, as a man
gifted with insight and expression,what teachingshis thousands

o
f

lines are meant to convey for the world's benefit, h
e

answers
that h

e

has n
o teaching—that h
e
is but “the idle singer o
f

a
n

idle day”—andthat his Greeksand his Scandinavians,with all
their pangsand their joys, their lovesand their hopes,are only
anotherkingdom o

f

that nature which h
e paints so well. The

writer, great artist a
s

h
e is
,

manifests no “conviction,” a
s Aris

totle wouldhavc said, and thereforehis poemshave n
o

“moral.”

It is pleasing to see that Mr. Hutton, though his essays
relate to writers somewhat older than Mr. Morris, is so

strong against a tendencythat bids fair to blight one o
f

themost
promising poetic springs that English literaturehas had since
the publication o

f

the Excursion. About the sametime that
this verypoemsaw the light, Goethe, a man a

s

immoral in his
life a

s

h
e

was un-moral in his art, was giving the world those
powerfulworks to whoseinfluencewe may trace, in great part,
the absence o

f morality in the poetry and fiction o
f

our own
time. In his Essay on Goetheand his Inſluence,Mr. Hutton
says:—
So farfromthetruth is it thatthepoetmusthavenomoralpredilec
tions a

t heart,that if he hasnonesuchhis picturebecomesfeeble,
watery,wavering. Impartiality in delineation,not impartiality in con
ception, is what is needed. Shakespearefrequentlygivesnofoil to the
characterwhoseweaknesshe is delineating; but h

e alwaysgives it some
clearvision o

f

thenoblenessandthestrengthabove it
.

Hamletknows
whathecoulddo,anddarenot. LadyMacbethknowswhatsheshould
do, andwill not. Antonyknowswhat h

e

woulddo,andcannot. But
Fausthas n

o glimmering o
f salvation;Wertherhas n
o gleam o
f

what h
e

might b
e ; Wilhelm is a milksoppur e
t simple;andTasso'scharacter is

then,andthenonly, a finepicture if it b
e grantedthat h
e
is supposed

insane. It seems to methatnomoreremarkablebreak-down o
f

thetheory

o
f

the“moralindifference” o
f

artcanbesuggestedthanbyGoethe'swrit
ings. His poetry is perfectuntil it rises to thedramaticregion,wheremoral
actionsareinvolved,and a moralfaiththereforeneeded,and then it be
comesblank,shadowy,feeble.WilhelmMeisterwouldnothavebeen“a
menagerie o

f

tameanimals,” a
s

Niebuhr called it withgreattruth, if

Goethehadnotlostthe(neverstrong)moralpredilections o
f

hisyounger
days,buthad purifiedhis eyeand heartfortheirinsightintohuman
weakness b

y

reverentstudy o
f

noblerstrength. (Vol. ii
, p
.

489.)

In the essayon Shelley's Poetical Mysticism—a brilliant and
profoundly true study o

f

one o
f

the least understood o
f great

oets—Mr. Hutton points out with excellenteffectwhat he calls
‘the hiatus in his spiritual creed,”which led him to “cry out”

in exquisitenumbersfor something which h
e

could not name,
and which made him shrink with feminine sensitivenessfrom
everything real and positive to dream about brilliant fancies
and imbecile negations.
There is butonepassage in a

ll Shelley'sexquisitepoetrywhichrises
into puresublimity,becausepower is o

f

the essence o
f sublimity,and

Shelleyhad no true sense o
f power. But one does, and that is
,

characteristicallyenough,the passage in which h
e puts intoBeatrice

Cenci'sheartthesuddendoubtlestthespiritualworld b
e

withoutGod
afterall :

SweetHeaven,forgiveweakthoughts If thereshouldbe
No God, no Heaven,no Earth, in thevoidworld,
The wide,grey,lampless,deep,unpeopledworld.

A sublimerlinewasscarcelyeverwritten. It castsjust a gleam o
n

theinfinitehorror o
f
a
n emptyeternity,and thendropsthe veilagain,

leaving the infinitude o
f

weaknessand emptinessintensifiedinto a

sublimity. (Vol. ii., p
.

188.)
The chief defect o

f

Arthur Hugh Clough, a manperhaps a

little over-rated b
y

those who, like Mr. Hutton, seem to have
known him personally, is stated to b

e

his “chronic state o
f in

trospectivecriticism;” in otherwords, his doubt and scepticism,
expressed in such lines a

s

Would I couldwishmywishesall to rest,
And knewtowishthewishthatwerethebest

And the following criticism o
n “George Eliot” should b
e

laid

to heart b
y

a
ll

who are disposed to imagine that greatness is to

b
e

achieved b
y

doubtingand mocking. Is it not what may b
e

termed a strong supplementalproof o
f

the existence o
f God, this
lax, slipshod, boneless condition into which human thought
decayswhenever it approachesHis sphereand yet presumes to

do without Him P

To me,indeed,GeorgeEliot'sscepticismseemsone o
f

thegreatest
limitations o

n

hergenius. Onerisesfromthestudy o
f

her workspro
foundlyimpressedwiththeirthoroughness,theirdepth,theirrichcolour
ing, their marvelloushumour,their laboriousconscientiousness,their
nobleethicalstandard,and their weariness—theweariness o

f
a great

speculativeintellectwhichcan find n
o

truespring o
f elasticity,and in

vainforcesfromherself a certainamount o
f

enthusiasmfor optimist
views o

f

that“wide, grey, lampless,deep,unpeopledworld,” from
whichShelleymakesBeatriceCenci recoil in horror. The onlyflaw I

cansee in GeorgeEliot's intellectconsists in herattempts to conform
hermindcheerfully to factsagainstwhichshe inwardlyrebels. . . . .

With a faith like that o
f

herown“Dinah" (she)would, to mymind,

b
e

one o
f

thegreatestintellectualpersonagestheworldhaseverseen.
Her imaginationwoutd,gain thatvivacityand springtheabsence o

f

which is it
s onlyartisticdefect;hernobleethicalconceptionswouldwin

certaintyandgrandeur;hersingularlyjustandimpartialjudgmentwould
losethetinge o

f gloomwhichnowseemsalways to pervade it ; andher
poeticfeelingswouldno longer b

e weigheddownbythe superincum
bentmass o

f
a body o
f scepticalthoughtwithwhichtheystrugglefor

themastery in vain.(Vol. ii
, p
.

366–7.)

It is true that the power which Faith gives can hardly be
esteemedtoo highly, even in literature—suchliterature, a

t least,

a
s
is meant to live and to helpmen to the attainment o
f

their
last end. But it seemsvery clear to u

s

that such writers a
s

Clough and GeorgeEliot—and wemight add Thackeray, and,

in a lower sphere,Mr. Trollope—would have a right to b
e

some
what particular a

s
to what sort o
f
a Faith their critics desired

them to have. A one-sided Faith would cure one defect by
creatinganother. If George Eliot had the Faith of “Dinah
Morris’ shewould no longerbe George Eliot. The Faith o

f

thepaleWesleyan Saint would havebrokendown a
s utterly in

the work o
f binding together the thousand fibres o
f
a strong

nature a
s

thepreaching o
f WesleyanMissionarieshas failed in

convertingthe heathen. The Faith o
f
a greatgeniusmust b
e
a

Faith not merelyintense,but wide, reaching from end to end
with that “sweetness” which signifiesharmoniouscompleteness.

It mustanswerquestionsand close them, and give the soul a

footing from which to spring. It must b
e grand enough

to satisfy her ideals, yet practical enough to guide her
steps. It mustnot only beckon her onwards, but help her to

gird o
n

her armourand anoint her with strength—notthemere
strength o

f

humanstriving,but a real and newstrength,having

it
s

sourceoutside. It must b
e

firm enough to preventher from
straying,yet light enough to float her u

p

and lure her to rise.
And it must b

e
so far embodied in a visible shape—in word, in

institution, in life—that when she is a
t

conflict within herself,
and seems to doubtwhetherher ideasarenotphantomsandher
support a shadow,thehomelyand kindly reality o

f

the stable
sensibleworld may reassureher until the horror o

f

the eclipse
has passedawayand the sun again is shining.
We are saying little about Mr. Hutton's literary criticism
itself; and our extracts havenot been by any meansthe best
calculated to showthe excellence o

f

his writing a
s

far a
s

mere
styleandbeauty o

f thought are concerned. The requisites o
f
a

good critical essay, we take it
,

are chiefly three : first, a clear
and definiteview o

f

the author o
r

workwhichformsthesubject o
f

the essay—clear in the working out and definite in distinction
from others o

f

the kind ; secondly,thepower o
f giving a collation

o
f passagesand thoughts o
f

the author,wideenough to establish
the view that is taken,yetmanaged so a

s

not to load the pages
with mereextracts ; and thirdly, a

s
in othermatters,fresh and

striking language to conveythe thought. Some o
f

Mr. Hutton's
“views” are so complete and consistent that they are almost
suspicious. One suspectsthat a “subject” has beensomewhat
manipulated if h
e

seems capable o
f being so neatly analyzed.
Yet whenthe essayisthas shown u
s

thegrounds o
f

his acuteand
clear estimate o
f Shelley o
r
o
f

Robert Browning, it is impossible

to help owning that h
e
is right. In citing his author h
e happily
varies direct quotationwith allusion and skilful analysis. And
some o

f

his language is extremelyhappy. Take this, said o
f

Shelley:-" Other lyrical poetswrite o
f

whattheyfeel,but Shelley
almost uniformly o

f

what he wants to feel;” o
r this, “Even the

Cenci is a passion not a drama, the silver gleam o
f
a winter

torrent down a terrific precipice, leaving a shudder behind,and
no more.” We recommendour readers to readMr. Hutton for
themselves. Without always agreeing with him, and whilst
fully alive to the fact that in many wayshis criticism leavesout

o
f sight importantconsiderationsthat a Catholic would not fail

to haveurged—as,for example, in his essayon Browning—we
have still to thank him for a soundand healthybook.

THE DESCENT OF MAN AND SELECTION IN

Hosokº TO SEX.

V W EVER has appliedhimself to a lengthened(2.) study o
f

Natural History with a view to a3.

o
f

the many problemswhich meethim a
t

the outset,mustneeds
confess, if only his enquiryhas been conducted in the impartial
Spirit o

f
a genuineseekerafter truth, that in proportion a
s

h
e

has acquiredgreaterknowledge o
f

thesubject, so muchthemore
frequentlyhas h

e

beenmet b
y

intricatecomplications,increasing
thesphere o

f

his labour,andplacinghim a
t
a still greaterdistance

from the longed-forhorizon. But so poorly-rewarded a
n impar

tiality is esteemed b
y

very fewworshippers o
f

science. Men are
muchmore likely to strike out some theory o

f

their own and
then to study naturemerely,thoughperhaps unconsciously,for
the purpose o

f seekingout facts to support,whilst they ignore
such a

s appearfatal t
o
,

their theory. Especiallythe science o
f

the presentday is
,

with some noble exceptions,too evidently



456 [Saturday, April 15, 1871.THE TABLET.
conducted on such a delusive system. The most important
writings of scientificmenhaveof late yearsbut too often failed
to exhibit that calm and judicial impartiality which was more
commonwhen sciencewas in its infancy.

Neither can we class Mr. Darwin amongstthe exceptions.
On the contrarythosewho arewell acquaintedwith his primary
work on The Origin of Species will remember how much it

s

tone, from beginning to end, wasthat o
f special pleading. His

object in that volumebeing to establish the formation o
f

new
genera b

y

means o
f

the variations o
f species, h
e

startedwith the
gratuitous assumption that their variability was unlimited, and
proceeded to make themost o

f

his copious acquaintancewith
Natural History in suggestingmeansby which this assumedun
limited variability might b

e supposed to have been actually
brought into play in order to furnish the differentgenera o

f

animals which now inhabit this globe. But variations, like
most other arrangements in Natural History, are met by a

counterbalancing agency; in this case, the tendency to re
version ; which peculiarity, strange to say, has been almost
ignored by Mr. Darwin in the above-mentioned work.
Yet amongstdomestic animals and plants, where the greatest
variability is to b

e found,the almostuniversaltendency to rever
sion is notorious, and it is n

o disparagement o
f

the natural re
Sults o

f

thetendency to attributethis reversion to inter-crossing.
For the inter-crossing o

f

varieties is rather the rule than the ex
ception, a

s

has been shown in the case o
f plants where the

pollen o
f
a moredistant variety universallyprevails overthat o
f

the same o
r
o
f

onemore closely allied to it
.

On the other hand,
variations are admitted to b

e
o
f

but rareoccurrence,and herewe
find Mr. Darwin passing over themore ordinary processes o

f

nature to insist upon others o
f
a
n oppositecharacter,which from

their variety can nevermakeway againstthosewhich h
e

finds it

convenient to ignore.

In the presentwork, whether Mr. Darwin has felt the weak.
ness o

f

his formerposition, o
r

for reasons w
e

shall presentlysug
gest, h

e

seeks to strengthenhis ground b
y

almostabandoninghis
formertheory o

f

naturalselection, o
r

the law o
f

“the survival o
f

the
fittest” in the strugglefor existence, in favour o

f
a more restricted

form o
f selection, called “Sexual,” wherein the greater fitness

is limited to the reproductiveagencies. Here again h
e depends

entirely o
n
a gratuitous assumption, in n
o way justified b
y

experience. Subject to the law o
f reversion,we are willing to

admit the possibility o
f

the superior development o
f pugnacious

organs in malesbeing in someway the result o
f

transmission
from thosewho have beenvictorious in their contestsfor posses
sion o

f

the female. But, a
s

Mr. Darwin allows, the choiceexer
cised b

y

the female is the most important element in thematter,
and we see no reason to admit his hypothesis,that the female
will always select the most highly-developed o

f

her suitors.
Neither d

o

we seewhy the femaleswhich arefirst ready to breed
should haveany advantageover thosewhich come later o

n

the
scene. On the contrary, their offspringwill b

e

moreexposed to

the inclemency o
f

the weather,and therefore less likely to live,

so that wemay havehereanotherillustration o
f

the old proverb,
“More haste,less speed.”
We cannot,however,follow Mr. Darwin a

t presentinto a full
discussion o

f

themorescientific portions o
f

his work, having to

deal with a subject o
f greaterinterest to ourreaders in his specu

lations a
s
to the origin o
f

mankind.
Now themain purpose o

f

his two volumesbeing to show that
man is descendedfrom somelowerform, it is veryremarkable to

notice how little positiveargument h
e
is able to adduce for his

conclusion. In the first place wehave a brief dissertationupon
the close correspondence in generalstructurebetweenthe physi
cal constitution o

f

man and that o
f

thehigheranimals. This is to

pave theway for his principal argument,founded upon the dis
covery in the human body o

f organswhich a
t presentareuseless,

but yet closely resembleothers to b
e

found in thehigher animals

in constantactivity. But the number o
f

suchorgans is singularly
limited ; even the most striking case being that o

f

the sup
posed remnants o

f

the “Żamiculus carmosus,” o
r

the system

o
f

muscles which enables many animals, especially horses,

to twitch their skin for the purpose o
f shaking off flies.

It is very probable, as Mr. Darwin observes, that the
muscular fasciculi in question, over which w

e

have now n
o

power, point to a previousphase o
f

existenceunderdifferentcon
ditions. Yet in this casetheywill afford a striking corroboration o

f

the Bible history, which tells u
s

that Adam was created naked
and intended so to live, for the power o

f twitching theskin would
then havebeenalmost a necessity for him, Mr. Darwin, how
ever, troubleshimself not a

t

all to consider how far the Bible
would throw light upon his difficulties,even b

y

way o
f suggest

ing a possibly satisfactory hypothesis. Such a course cannot,
we fear, b

e

attributed to merenegligence,but points rather to

the habitual contemptfor theWord o
f God, which is now un

fortunatelytoo commonamongstmen o
f

science. To thosewho
have the faith there is n

o

need to prove how calamitous it must

b
e
in the interests o
f

truth for science thus to reject the light
which is offered to her from above. Yet even a

s
a matter o
f

logic this method is much to b
e regretted, inasmuch a
s

Mr.
Darwin's argumentsgenerally takethe form o

f assuming that
such andsuch a physical phenomenoncan be accounted for in

no otherway than that which h
e suggests : a mode o
f argument

which strictly imposesupon him the burden o
f showing how a
ll

other hypothesesalready laid beforethe public are insufficient

to explainthe difficulty. .

The other instances o
f rudimentaryorgans to which h
e

refers
are too fanciful to require serious consideration. One, o

n

which

h
e lays great stress, is the discovery o
f
a little point o
n
a fold o
f

the ear which projects outwards,and is forthwith assumed to b
e

“a vestige of formally pointed ears,”supplying another link to

connect man with the brute creation. A few others complete
the sum o

f

the positive evidencewhich h
e
is able to adduce in

support o
f

his conclusion,this side o
f

theargumentbeingentirely
disposed o

f
in his first 3
3 pages. The remainder o
f

the work is

devoted to answering the objections commonlyraised against
his theory,by far the greaterportion o

f
it being occupiedwith

the enumeration o
f

his newdoctrine o
f

Sexual Selection,which is

intended to supply the deficiencies o
f

his former system,already
so famousunder the title of Natural Selection.
Two chapters,however,are devoted to the consideration o

f

the greatestobstacles in his path, thedifficulties arising fromthe
superior intelligence o

f mankind, and especiallythe possession

o
f
a moral sense, o
f

which no trace can be discovered in the
brute creation.
But thosewho devotetheir energies entirely to thepursuit o

f

the physical sciencesare seldom able to copésuccessfullywith
themore abstractnotions o

f metaphysics, and Mr. Darwin is

certainly not more fortunatethan is usual in this respect. In a

very interesting chapter o
n

“Mental Powers” h
e givesmany in

stanges o
f

remarkable sagacity displayed b
y

animals, for some
o
f

which h
e

claims the dignity o
f reasoning. The most im

portant and essentialdifference between the mentalpowers o
f

man and o
f

the beasts is here,however, utterly ignored. The
Souls o

f
brutesbeing entirely dependentupon their bodies, it

follows, a
s

S.Thomas teaches,that they can have n
o

ideashigher
than thosewhich can b

e acquired b
y

means o
f

thesenses.Man,

o
n

the other hand, is endowedwith the power o
f subjectingthe

ideas obtainedfrom his senses to analysis, and, b
y

abstraction,

o
f arriving a
t

the knowledge o
f

the essence o
f

the objectsre
presented to him from without. This is a perfectly distinct
faculty from anything to b

e
found in the brutes, but o

f

this h
e

takes n
o account,therebyexhibiting a
n ignorance o
f metaphysics

which showsmost clearly his incompetency to deal with the
question.
Neither does h

e display any greatercapability for understand
ing questionsrelating to the soul in his theory o

f

the develop
ment o

f

the moral sense. In his idea it is a meresocial instinct,
refinedand extended b

y

means o
f
a superior intelligence. But

instinct and intelligenceare simply incompatible one with the
other, instinct being essentially a blind impulse. If

,

therefore,

it has beenbrought under the operation o
f

the intellect it must
have changed it

s

characterentirely,andthedifficulty o
f

account
ing for it remains a

s great a
s

before. And again it is notorious
that so far from our moral senseacting within u

s

a
s
a natural

impulse,thosewho yield most readily to their natural impulses
are precisely those who have the least command over their
passions,and performmost frequentlyactionswhich they after
wards regret.
As a natural consequence o

f

his view h
e
is led o
f

course to

expect a constantprogress in virtue o
f

the human race:
Looking to futuregenerations,there is n

o

cause to fearthatthesocial
instinctswill growweaker,andwe mayexpectthatvirtuoushabitswill
growstronger,becomingperhapsfixed b

y

inheritance. In thiscasethe
strugglebetweenourhigherandlowerimpulseswill b

e

lesssevere,and
virtuewill b

e triumphant (p
.

104).
With this quotation w

e

must take leave o
f

Mr. Darwin, sin
cerely regrettingthat the statistics o

f

crime committed in this
country leave u

s

n
o possibility o
f joining him in so pleasant a

belief. It is
,

however, a perfectly legitimateconsequence o
f

his
theory, and our readerscan judge for themselveswhether it does
not suffice b
y

itself to constitute a perfect reductio a
d

absurdum

o
f

his whole argument.

ZUR GESCHICHTE DES VATICANISCHEN CONCILES.

(3.)
BRIEF outlineof Lord Acton’s “Contribution * will

3
.

serve to explain his present attitude in reference
both to the Pope's Infallibility and to the Vatican Council.
His account o

f

the convocationand proceedings o
f

the Council

is much the sameas that with which we havebeenfamiliar. It

is drawn up for themostpart from the writings and addresses

o
f

the so-calledparty o
f Opposition ; and h
e rarely gives u
s any

clue to his own views, except a
s

far a
s

he adopts their
statements a

s

his own. The result o
f

his investigation ap
pears to b

e

embodied in the following extract : “The Bishops
(of the minority) by their example have taught Catholics

to ignore a Council which was not lawful in its con
stitution, free in it

s discussions,nor unanimous in it
s teaching.

The Bishops, throughthis theirownexampleand conduct,taught
and led on the Catholics to refuserecognition to a Couneil which

in it
s

structurehad notbeenregular, in its dealingsnot free, and

in its doctrinenot unanimous.” We shall examinebriefly each

o
f

thesecharges in order, and first a
s
to the illegality o
f

the con
stitution of the Council.

It may be well to remark that no fixed rule can be laid down

a
s
to the nature o
f

the representationwhich is sufficient,and no
more, to render a Council CEcumenical o

n

that score. We can
point out extremes o

n

eitherside; but the exactnumbernever.
Still our inability to do this leads to n

o practical inconvenience.

In a given case,the Church comes to our aid and determines,
either during the sitting o

f

the Council o
r
a
t

its close,whether
the actual representationwas adequate o

r

not. The Church has
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