
C URREN2' L ITERA TURE.27

Andrews, na doubt soîne of our readers will be
more than satisfied. Mr. Gardiner's brief paper
on "The Political Elenient in Massinger "is
exceedingly interesting. Some of the quotations
illustrate, in a remarkable way, the absorbing
question in the reign of James I. H is desertion
of the Elector Palatine ivas of a piece with ail that
the Il British Solomon " did. The eider Disraeli
tried to rescue his name and reputation fromn
contempt; but he wvas essentiaiiy a mean mans
grasping ait peif wherever lie could get it,regard-
less of the dignity of the peerage or baronetage,
and what wvas of more importance, the honour of
England; perhaps, indeed, he was degraded by
stili baser vices. Lord Biachford (better known
to us as Sir Frederick Rogers) contributes a
very ciever paper on IlThe Reality of Duty. " 1 t
is a powerful criticismn of the utilitarian theory
of morals, as illustrated by the autobiography
of John Stuart Miii. Perhaps some of the rea-
soning and some of the illustrations are strained;
stili, the force of the paper cannot be denied.
He is specialiy severe with the Petitio principii
lurking in the sensationai system. Take as an
exampie his setting of its metaphysical posi-
tion: IlWhy are we to believe any abstract or
general truth whatever? Because ofexperience.
Why are we to believe experience ? B ecause the
course of nature is uniformn. Why are we to
believe that the course of nature is uniform ?
Because of experience. Why are we to believe
experience? Because the course of nature is
uniforni. And so on, ad iyfPitum."'

The Fortrnghtly Review contains more than
one article of deep interest. Mr. Mackenzie
Wallace's paper on "The Territorial Expan-
sion of Russia' is as instructive as it is inte-
resting, especially at the present time. The
prevaiirg idea in Engiand seenis to be that
Russia is bentl of settled purpose, upon a career
of territorial aggrandizement-southwvard to
Starnboul, south-easterly to the confines of our
Eastern empire. Mr. Wallace interprets in
this way the common notion-" legend ,1» he
cails it-"' about the insatiable, omnivorous
Russian, which is always anxiously ivaiting for
a chance of devouring Turkey. When she has
devoured Turkey-so runs the legend-she will
take India as lier next sweet morsel, and then
she will leisurely eat up the Chinese empire, or
turn towards the setting sun and take a copious
mea] on lier western frontier." Against this
notion,, or legend as we may choose to cali it,
Mr. Wallace sets his face. In his view-and
lie appears to bring no small store of informa-
tion to sustain him-Russia lias extended her
boundaries !, -cause she lias been compelled to
do so. The paper is especially valuable in two
r'espects : first, in its description of the process
of amalgamation on the North, resulting in a
sort of Abyssinian or Coptic Christianity, with
the difficuities which have beset colonization
and consolidation on the steppes of the Soutli;
and secondly, in its graphic account of the dit'-

ficulties ini the lvay of stopping in the career of
conquest. When you have robbers next door,
you must prevent themi froni continuing their
depredations, and erect an effectuai barrier
against the future recurrence of them. In Mr.
Wallace's opinion, no sucli barrier can be of
any avail until England and Russia meet. No
sooner is one errant tribe conquered, than ano-
ther meets the Muscovite on a new frontier,
and the wri!e:- appears to tliink that as the
Powers are destined to meet, there is no reason
whythey should flot ineet amicably and arrange
the boundaries of empire to the satisfaction
of both. So far as Turkey is concerned, Mr.
Wallace imagines there can be no possible
breacli of European peace; he agrees with Mr.
ArthurAmnold and Mr. Grant Duif in believing
that, apart from her sympathy with the Slav
populations, Russia lias no ambitious designs
in that quarter.

It is always pieasing to read a paper by
Mr. John Morley, even -vhen wve cannot agree
witli lis -views. H-is style is so limpid and at-
tractive that ive cannot lielp admiring it. The
first instalment of an essay on Robespierre is
written in the best forni, but whether it be from
our own obtuseness or the writer's prejudices,
we cannot foilow it in spirit. The biography is
skilfuiiy put together, with the usual anecdote
about the hero's horror of bloodshed,' of course,
inciuded. But lie is a very poor liero wlien
ail is said, as Mr. Morley candidly admits-a
man with no "lpoliticai intuition," no "social
conception, and had nothing wvhidli can be dc-
scribed as a policy." The anecdote regarding
the visit to Rousseau mnarks the cliaracter of
botli master and disciple, althougli it is flot
told of them :-"l Robespierre may well have
shared the discouragement of tlie enthusiastic
father wlio informed Rousseau that he wvas
about to bring up his son on the principles of
Emnilius (L'Eezie>. 'Thengo muclithe worse
for you and your son."' The sketch of Robes-
pierres life is interesting, because it is human,
and not monstrous, in delineation. Strange it
seems, however, that Mr. Morley shouid be
so far blindeci by his prejudices, agnostic or
radical, as to censure Barnave and the
Rolands, and on the whole approve the Jacc-
bins. His character of Marie Antoinette is
clrawn in tlie vein of the Extreme Left.
Above ail, Mr. Morley di3tinctly advocates
centralization, a novel Radical doctrine whidh
the revolutionists of ail ages have found con-
venient wlien it served their purpose.

We should like to have touched upon tlie re-
maining articles in the Fortnightly, but have
already transcended our limits. Mr. Louis
Jennings' article on American affairs is espe-
cially good, and Mr. Suily>s light on the dark
IlPhilosopliy of the Unconscious," if flot s0
clear as it mugît le, owes its obscurity to Hart-
mann, the high-priest of darkness, and -not to
the writer.
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