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S T U D I E S I N H U M A N I S M. 

BABBITT,. MORE, and AMERICAN CRITICISM. 

PREFACE. 

"studies in Humanism" is a discussion of the philosophy called 

the New Humanism which played so important a part in the development 

of American twentieth-century critical literature. The founders of 

the New Humanism were Irving Babbitt, for thirty-five years professor 

a.t Harvard University, and Paul EJ.mer More, lecturer at Bryn Mawr and 

Princeton, and literary editor of several journals. Their Humanistic 

theories drew little attention while the naturalistic trend in liter­

ature was at its height, but their following gradual~ increased. The 

movement attained its greatest prominence in a critical debate which 

occupied the energies of most American critics and periodicals during 

the years 1929-50. 

The New Humanists concern themselves wtth a wide range of criticism, 

in philosophical, literary, social and religious fields and their plan of 

reconstruction is in accordance with their Humanistic principles. Human­

ism, as they see it in its general sense, is concerned with those dis­

tinctly human qualities of me~, and they propose to put back into modern 

life the high standards which it has lost in its denial of truly human 

values. 

The first chapter is concerned with the background of the New 

Humanism·. Babbitt and More have chosen their principles from among 
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several philosophies; those of Plato and Aristotle chiefly, but 

of Confucius, Buddha and Jesus also. The main source of the New 

Humanism and on which the philosophy is patterned, is the Humanism 

of the Golden Age of Greece • The Humanists studied keenly the 

culture and civilization of this period, and from the Greek ideal 

of human character, formulated their philosophy for development 

of man as an individual. From Plato and Aristotle they adopted the 

aim of co-ordination of human virtues to be gained through knowledge, 

reason, and will. Like the Greeks their philosop~ was based on a 

belief in moral and religious dualism, which calls·for discipline 

of the lower, instinctive nature in·man, and a development of his 

higher,\rational self. Discipline in the humanistic sense implies 

a pursuit of moderation in all things, a conformity to the "middle 

way" rather than to extremes. 

The chapter follows the shift in emphasis and change of 

values through Christianity, the Renaissance, and the neo-classic 

period, and points out that the characteristic features of Humanism 

were not obscured. In protest against Romantic tendencies still 

prevalent to-day, the Humanists have declared six necessary tenets 

as a sort of creed. These,broadly;are an emphasis on purely human 

qualities; a belief in moral dualism and in man's ability to self­

direction and his freedom of will; an insistence on a faculty of 

::trestra.int._J' and recognition of humility as a truly Humanistic quality. 

As in Greek Humanism, they seek a balanced individualism. 
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Mrt Babbitt, who was the first to formulate the New Humanism, 

believes that the future of civilization depends upon a return to 

Humanistic standards. He condemns thoroughly the Romantic influence 

in philosop~, literature, society and religion, and holds it respon-

·Sib le for most modern weaknesses. He divided being into three 

planes, the religious, the humanistic, and the naturalistic, and 

upholds the humanistic attitude towards life as strongly as he attacks 

the naturalistic. 

His introduction of the "higher will" as a restraint on man•s 

impulses and desires is his personal contribution to the philosophy. 

Like Aristotle he refers all judgments and actions to a centre, a 

c&nstant standard based on what is most consistently human, and 

which man perceives through his insight among the changing factors 

in life. An ethical development which makes use of humility, 

decorum, and the lessons taught by tradition, is his greatest concern. 

Three Romantic traits in literature which Mr. Babbi tt attacks 

are, a love of the wonderful, a search for adventure, and an over­

keenness of sensation. The whole spirit of emotionalism in its various 

manifestations is contrary to the highest standards of art, he believes, 

and only a return to a sound judgment which is selective rather than 

sympathetic can overcome the present feminism and confusion. 

The naturalistic trend in society is evident in humanitarian­

ism, which appears to him to be undermining the strength of society 

and cloaking pure~ utilitarian ends. Only by the development of 

proper leadership can a true democracy be attained. Babbittts religious 

theory has no connection with dogmatic religion, but attempts to 
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formulate for the rationalist a religious philosophy which may 

ultimately lead to Christian theology. 

In chapter three Mr. More's theories are analysed in the 

same way as Mr. Babbitt•s, showing how he applies Humanistic 

principles to life. He bases his viewpoint on the experience of 

human nature, which he maintains is dualistic. Naturalism and its 

three systems, pragmatism, science and rationalism, he regards as 

the enemy of mankind. Its companion, irresponsibilitj, is our greatest 

modern failing, he insists. ~~. More is a strong traditionalist, 

and believes that the Greek tradition, in particular, has valuable 

lessons for the improvement of modern civilization and culture. 

Lik~Mr. Babbitt, he attacks Romanticism, though not as bitterly, 

and woulQ. substitute Humani~tic values for its intuitive and irres­

ponsible ones. An analysis of his Shelburne Ess~ reveals many of 

his critical standards as he applied them to various artists. A 

short study of Mr. More's social philosophy makes clear his meaning 

of natural aristocracy, his interpretation of justice, and his 

defence of property as the basis of civilization. Humanitarianism 

is criticized severe~ as an extreme social feeling. In education 

he urges a restoration of cle..ssical subjects to the curriculum e..s 

a foundation for social teaching and a means of fitting the young for 

future responsibility. 

The Greek Tradition is the development of Mr. More's fo.ith in 

Christianity. He progresses from a Platonist to a Christian inter­

ested in maintaining the vitality of the Christian church. Neither 
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an i:nfallible church, like that of Rome, nor a purely individualistic 

religion is the solution to the modern religious dilemma, he feels; but 

··an authoritative church which insists only on the Incarnc:tion as 

the ba.sic dogma of Christianity .. 

The story of the critical debate of 1929-30, and the reaction 

of American critics to the New Humanism, is recounted in chapter four. 

Under the influence of Babbitt and More, American criticism progressed 

from mere polite inquiry to a Li. terature w:b..ich raised new and important 

issues. The two books which opened these arguments to the public were 

Humanism and .A_merica., by the Humanists, and .t_ Critioue of Humanism, by 

their opponents. The chief opponents of Humanism were T .. s. Eliot, 
., 

Hugh Fausset, C.R. Grattan, Lewis rv1umford and Van -:Jyck Brooks. In 

sifting the criticism, Humanism is found charged with un-American 

tendencies, of being Puritanical, negative, and dogmatic, and of hav-

ing little tmderstanding of either art or the artist. Writers cri t-

icize Babbitt and More for preoccupation with moral theories at the 

expense of art, and for lack of actual experience; they deplore 

also tbe Humanists• neglect of contemporary writers. They feel that 

1\tir, More's social theory is really a defence of the privileged classes, 

and its unconcern with the lot of the masses removes it from the heart 

of the problem. Mr. Babbitt•s religious philosop~ is regarded as 

merely a poor substitute for religion or an evasion of religious 

responsibility. 

The summary in chapter five evaluates both the phi~osophy and 

the cri.ticism against it, and concludes that a. modified HumaniRm 
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deserves recognition as an independent philosophy. It is some­

what austere in its applications and does not make enough allowance 

,for several modern problems, but it offers a great deal of con-

structive organization which its opponents cannot justly discard .. 

There is freedom from the biting sarcasm which mars much of the 

other critics' work, and its sound common sense appeals to the 

average individual who is seriously concerned with true values 

of living. 



CHAPrER I. 

THE BACKGROUND OF HUMANISM. 

There is nothing very new about Humanism; its spirit has existed 

~n much the same form for many centuries. For, after all, Humanism is 

that difficult and elusive art of being human, and exhibiting to the 

best of one's ability those qualities which distinguish man from the 

rest of creation. SUch tendencies have manifested tl~mse+ves in slightly 

different ways, according to the interpretations and varying shades of 

meaning of the word human. It might almost seem, in such circumstances, 

that there would be as many variations as there were individuals, but 

. ' there are several theories which are generally accepted by all humanists 

and which may be labelled "humanistic" • To find complete unanimity of 

opinion upon all issues is not to be expected, for invariably there are 

disagreements upon minor points. Then, too, the spirit of an age, its 

differing needs and tendencies shape the form and emphasis of the philos-

op~, so that one ~ well wonder if there are any permanent values which 

may be used as standards of judgment or measurement. Let us examine some 

of the great humanist thinkers and groups to find their criteria of the 

universal. 

Irving Babbitt, a modern humanist, points to twa great Eastern phil-

osophers as ear~ humanists from whom the Western world might learn much. 

Confucius, the Chinese philosopher, stressed the moral nature of man; and 

his teachings have become a guide to human conduct. Buddha, the Indian 

philosopher, emphasized spiritual values and stands for meditation, as well 
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as for self -discipline. Yet both were seeking the same end---

the best self -fulfilment oi' which human nature was capable • 

Greek Humanism has been, ever since its inception, the 

source and pattern of later humanistic revivals. The principles 

set forth by Plato and Aristotle are much the same that humanists 

have maintained ever since. If one should doubt the possibil-

ities or benefits of a humanistic society, one has only to observe 

the remarkable achievements of the "Golden Age" of Greece. Barely, 

if ever, has any country in any age equalled the literary accom-

plishments of Greece • The striking characteristics of Greek li ter-

ature are its sanity, its clear logical thinking and its refinement. 

While their religious teachings lacked the power.of Christianity, 
I 

they created ethical standards which remain secure to-day. Their 

society was a model of co-operation based upon individual effort 

to achieve a high norm of human conduct. They created an ideal 

character of man, dedicated to the knowledge and practice of the 

finest and most distinctly human qualities • 11 An ideal which has 

the cardinal fe·&.tures of a great moral system, which is dl.sinter-

ested, progressive" free from narrowness, and which compels men to 

accept, desire and pursue it." (1) Only under conditions of per-

feet freedom of thought could such a philosophy have been formulated. 

Since Greek Humanism was constructed against a Pagan back-

ground and modern Humanism against a Christian, modern Humanism 

(1) Sir R.W.Livingstone, Greek Ideals and Modern Life (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1955), p.75- --
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shows certain distinctive differences. But the basic idea of both 

may be summed up in the words of Pope, "The proper study of Mankind 

is Man"; and it is with this concept that we are at the moment con-

cerned, namely, the problem of the true nature of man and those 

qualities and powers peculiar to man alone. Plato and .Aristotle 

declared that the object of life is to achieve a co-ordination of 

.human virtues and to attain the full development of which man's 

nature is capable. Plato does not minimize the difficulties of such 

a Fogram; he believes that men must first attain knowledge of virtue, 

and learn discipline, as a safeguard against vain desires and dis-

tractions which deflect them from what is truly and purposefully human. 

In Aristotle's hierarchy of man's attributes, Reason is the 

' I supreme virtue (CL p t I h ) • He makes of it an almost divine quality, 

but on the human level insists that it is superior to that part of self 

which feels--emotion--or those lower attributes common to both man and 

animal----instinct and habit. 

Accompanying this doctrine of the supremacy of reason is that 

of the autonomy of the will, which Aristotle maintains is indispensable 

to virtue. Since man is free to act as he wills, he should be trained 

to act according to the dictates of his reason; for when he ceases to 

do this and gives way instead to emotion or instinct he becomes less 

human and more animal. All true virtues are backed by reason; for 

example, courage is only true courage when dictated by honour or duty, 

products of reason and autonomy of the will. 

One of the most important and most debated questions is that of 

moral or religious Dualism. This is the belief that there are in man 
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two opposing natures, a higher rational self which is to be en-

couraged and developed, and a lower instinctive self, not to be sup-

pressed but to be educated and controlled. The Humanist philosophers 

upheld this theory and opposed it to Monism, which declared that there 

is a unity in man's nature from which all other elements are derived. 

Such a discipline as the Humanists approved would not crush 

individuality, but would incul~ate moderation in all things. The 

mean rather than the extremes of human thoughts and feelings is the 

goal·to pursue; for example, neither boastfUlness nor a sense of 

inferiority, but high-mindedness and self-respect. 

Modern Humanism, or the "New Humanism" has adopted the artistic 

ideals of Aristotle as presented in his "Poetics". Chief among these 

principles is the arrival at a wider truth through a veil of illusion. 

Mere realism in its ordinary sense is not broad enough in scope to 

portray the variety of experience in nature, especially human nature. 

"From what we have said it will be seen that the poet's function is 

to describe, not the thing that has happened, but a kind of thing 

that might happen, i.e., what is possible as being probable or 

necessar.y. The distinction between historian and poet is not in the 

one writing prose and the other verse •••• , it consists really in this, 

that one describes the thing that has been, and the other a kind of 

thing that might be" • ( 2) 

(2) Aristotle, De Poetica; translator, Ingram Bywl;ter (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1920), p.43. 
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Here Aristotle seems to anticipate a modern inclination 

among artists when he insists that the artist, instead of represent­

ing the l~cal or temporar.y in human nature, should represent what is 

universal. He realizes the artist's tendency to lose sight of those 

characteristics which are common to humanity in all ages 7 in his de-

light in individual phenomena. In makjng man the measure of all 

things he would first ascertain that "mant' meant "universal man". 

"Hence poetry is something more philosophic and of graver import than 

history, since its statements are of the nature rather of universals, 

whereas those of history are singular". (3) 

Nor were philosop~ and the arts the only subjects which Greek 

'thinkers scrutinized. They developed scientific thought from vague 

speculation to a point where the virtues of science were declared to 

be a passion to know, a belief in the ruling power of reason, and such 

attendant qualities as modesty, caution, patience and industr,r. 

To sum up the general meanings of Greek Humanism. "It is the 

belief that man is more important than his environment or his 

possessions, and that his fundamental business is not to understand 

nature--though that is one of his problems---nor to earn a live­

lihood----though that is one of his duties--but so to direct his 

life as to make the best of human nature, especially of what is 

characteristic of, peculiar to and highest in human nature; or as the 

Greeks put it, to achieve the ~j:J£ rr{ of man". (4) 

{3) loc. cit. 

(4) Livingstone, op. cit. p.aa. 
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With the advant of Christian! ty the emphasis on the purely 

human side of man's nature changed to an emphasis on the spiritual. 

The chief manifestation of this was the subordination of man's will 

to the will of God. The doctrine of original sin impressed the 

Christian with a deep h11miljty, a truly humanistic trait, and never 

before or since has man been so completely aware of the battle 

between a higher and a lower nature in himself. The chief virtue of 

Hellenism, wisdom, was replaced by Christian Charity or Love. This 

caused a great change in values, for no longer was the highest ideal 

limited to the small number capable through natural endowment 

of obtaining it. The will to follow Christian teachings, and the 

~ace of God, put the greatest virtue within the Christian's gr~sp. 

Another truly Christian virtue was that of renunciation, which Jesus 

stressed in his teachings as indispensable to peace and brotherhood. 

The next Humanistic period was the Renaissance. In retrospect 

it seems as if life awakened suddenly after a sleep of five hundred 

years. Exploratio~ and discovery were not limited to those who 

sailed the seas, for in the realm of pbilosop~ and literature men 

re-discovered the learning of ancient Greece so long buried by medi­

aeval scholars. Plato and Aristotle were read and discussed, and 

their h11manistic teachings spread everywhere. Truly, as a humanism 

it was less human than that of the Greeks, and less spiritual than 

that of the Christians. But it was a naturalistic humanism that 

broke away from the confined and one-sided rule of the monasteries 

and the pointless reasoning of a Duns Scotus, to a revival of free­

dom and independence of thought. It was at this time that the term 

Hnmanjsm was applied to the study of classical literatures. 
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Vergil was held up as the model for Renaissance literature 

to the extent that a sort of Vergil-worship permeated it. Also, 

Julius Caesar Scaliger's translation of Aristotle's "Poetics" made 

~istotle a Renaissance "discovery". Scaliger codified rules which 

were extracts from Aristotle, and detteloped critical theorizing. 

In 1570, with Castelvetro's commentary on the Poetics, appeared the 

formulation of the Three Dra.niatic Unities. This fixed the authority 

of Aristotle, and instead of being accepted as guides, his theories 

eventually became hard and fast rules. 

Gradual~, writers won independence of Greek and Latin liter-

~ture, but by this time the fire and vitality of the Renaissance had 

burnt itself out, and neo-classic dogmatism and rationalism tyrannized 

alone over all forms of literature. The neo-classic objective was a 

static perfection of art which critics aimed to develop through devo-

tion to exacting rules. They devised a rigid form of poetry and gave 

too insufficient recognition to the rOle of the imagination. 

Neo-classic writers adopted the critical intellectual spirit 

that characterized the great writers of Greece and Rome, but lacking 

the ~Jmpathy and imagination to rise above mere rules, writing soon 

developed an elegant formalism and an entirely artificial precision. 

The Humanistic rule of conformity to centrality of experience and 

to good sense was enforced to the extent that the intellect was 

emphasized at the expense of the imaginative spirit, and writers 

strove to repress emotion and enthusiasm. Even Aristotle's idea of 
mis-

the uriiversal was/interpreted by eliminating from it the imaginative 

element. "Moreover, they hoped to achieve their universal not so 
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much by the direct imitation of tnaturet (in the Aristotelian sense, 

human nature in purposeful action) as by the imitation of models, of 

th~se writers whose reputations were consecrated b.Y a constant and 

general admiration •••• ~ 1{'5) In their own case, much of their work 

degenerated into mere copyism. In short, only the form was classical, 

and since the movement repudiated so much that was truly classic it 

became known as falsely class.ic, or neo-classic. As may well be ex-

pected, the artificiality of their literature was o~ a mirror-view 

of the artificiality of their society----an artificial humanism. 

Between eighteenth century pseudo-classicism and the revival of 

pumanism in the twentieth century, philosop~ and the arts passed 

through a period of violent revolt; revolt against the smug tyranny of 

uninspired Victorian conventionality. In their zeal for total reform, 

the Romanticists, as these revolutionaries were called, attacked and 

finally discarded most of the humanist doctrines. This was evident in 

their substituting belief in a naturalistic monism for the Greek 

dualism; in supplanting Aristotelian 'imitation' with spontaneity or 

momentary inspiration; and in their return to the romantic Middle Ages 

for subject matter and reference, rather than to Classical antiquity. 

Now that the vehemence of the Romantic Movement has subsided, 

though not entirely disappeared, the twentieth century is being 

besieged by multitudinous philosophers, each bent on converting the 

{5) Irving Babbitt, On Being Creative {Boston and New York: Houghton 
Mifflin Compaqy, 1952), p.l4. 
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public to his own personal theories, and, in truth, knows not where to 

lay her head. Mr. Fausset declares that "Three circumstances in partic-

ular have dictated the modern consciousness and hastened the reaction 

from a weak aestheticism. Industrialism bas instructed men in ugli­

ness, science in a regard for fact and war in the nakedness of pain". (6) 

The last centur,y has been characterized by a fanatical pursuit of 

material comforts, an attitude for which scientific industrialism has 

been largely responsible. Even creative work has felt the stranglehold 

of the mechanistic spirit. Nor can we fail to notice that in the 

struggle for social equality there is the tendency towards a general 

mediocrity. Many men, especiall;r men of genius, have felt this and in 

' order to maintain their individuality have cultivated a self-assertive 

and sophisticated individualism. 

Reacting from the false narrow respectability of the Victorians, 

writers have aided in a loosening of conventional moral standards, and 

under the waning influence of the church, character has been neglected 

for personality. As Mr. T. S, Eliot writes "••••••when morals cease to 

be a matter of tradition and orthodoxy----that is of the habits of the 

community formulated, corrected and elevated by the continuous thought 

and direction of the church---and when each man is to elaborate his ovm, 

then personality becomes a thing of alarming importance". (7) The danger 

lies not in personality itself, but in its confusion with character. 

(6) Hugh Fausset, Studies in Idealism (London and Toronto: J .M. Dent 
& Sons Ltd., 1925), p.275. 

(7) T .s. Eliot, After Strange Gods (London: Faber & Faber Ltd. 1955) p.54 
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Whereas a man's character is his true self, that is, the tendencies 

which he possesses in var.ying degrees in common with other men, person-

ality on the other hand is really his uniqueness, or that which 

sep~ates him from his fe·llow men. Carried to the extnemes which our 

O\vn century is obviously encouraging, civilization would be directed 

toward a rampa~· individualism in which a common basis of understanding 

would be impossible. Irving Babbitt wrote: "To use words as disagreeable 

as the things they describe, literature is in danger of being vulgarized 

and commercialized and journali7Jed". (8) Combine with this P.E. More's 

expression, "The futility of modern literature", (9) and you have the 

darker side of the picture of modern literature. 

To what shortcomings do we mwe these weaknesses? Primarily to 

a loss of standards and discipline we are told. Modern literature, and 

especial~ critical literature is still under the spell of the Romantic 

spirit. The chief evidence of this is the yielding to the impression or 

mood of the moment, and the willingness to accept it as the basis of 

expression or judgment. M~ fine artists and critics are sincere in the 

belief that pre-conceived ~iteria rob art of imaginative freedom and 

make criticism pedantic and unappreciative. As a result, both tend to re~ 

instead on a too-flexible impressionistic analysis, which has resulted in 

confusion and chaos. T,ypical of modern art are three 'isms', Impression-

ism, Symbolism and SUrrealism. Of the latter two, Mr. More says that 

(8) 

(9) 

Irving Babbitt, Masters of Modern French Criticism (Boston and New 
York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1952), p.554. 

Paul E. More, On Being Human, "New Shelburne Essays" Vol. III 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1956). 
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their under lying principle can be expressed by the phrase, " •••• the 

lust of irresponsibility". {10) The general tone of modern literature 

has a hardness and a tautness that show the price man is paying for 

his high-pressure mode of living. 

Many critics believe that the standards upheld by the Humanists 

are the most likely correcti ves for this modern malady. When Humanism 

was revived at the beginning of the twentieth centur,y, it failed to 

arouse much enthusiasm, and then public interest was soon occupied by 

a more pressing problem--war. Since the First World War, however, it 

has gained popularity under the title of 'The New IDlmanism•. During 

the last decade some of the best critics of both Europe and America 
/ 

have been either directly or indirectly concerned with it. In America, 

Irving Babbitt and Paul Elmer-: More have been its leading exponents 

and interpreters. Not all who style themselves Humanists are fully 

agreed on its more debatable issues and some explanations and defin-

itions of Humanistic ideas are open to accusations of vagueness and 

misinterpretations. There are, however, six basic theories upon which 

the adherents of Humanism are generally agreed. 

1. The Humanists are against all monistic philosophies and uphold 

very firmly the dualism of Plato and .Aristotle. As has already been 

pointed out, there may be many varieties of Humanism, and in all of 

them the focal point is humanity. A broad outlook on the whole prob-

lem would include thinkers who repudiated dualism yet by the aim of 

their philosophy might be called Humanistic. .Among the New Humanists, 

(10) !bid, The Modernism of French Poetry, p.7 
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however, dualism definitely plays a major r8le, and it is over this 

philosophical or psychological problem that the fiercest battles 

have been waged in literar.y circles. 

2. As in Greek Humanism the emphasis is on those qualities in 

man which are most human. Thus they oppose any form of Naturalistic 

philosophy. "In a word, the Humanist is one who simply takes his 

stand on being human". (ll) 

5. Humanists object to the view that man is merely the plaything 

of an unconscious and often unkindly law of nature; instead they hold, 

that man as an individual has the ability and the liberty to act as 

he wills, and that whether his choice be good or ill, he alone is , 
responsible. 

4. To keep man's desires and impulses under control and to guide 

him in his direction of them, the Humanist points to the faculty or 

power of inhibition, a sort of negative conscience (often referred to 

as a "frein vital") which acts as an inner check or selective power •. 

This is in protest to those who regard man as a centre of conflicting 

instincts and sensations without a guide. 

5. Man is not left weaponless in the battle of life declares the 

Humanist; he has been given the faculty of self-direction and with this 

and his own strength of purpose he is capable of forming his own 

character. 

6. The Humanist protests against the romantic belief in the 

natural goodness of man. Man is accountable for his shortcomings, 

(11} !bid, On Being Human, p.5 
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and any attempt on his part either to minimize the magnitude of his 

errors or toward self-complacency is un-m1manistic. " •••• Self­

complacency· is the deadliest foe to human excellence". (12) 

On the whole, the prevailing emphasis is as much on mental 

and moral effort as the Romantic philosop~ was on individual and 

emotional freedom of expression. The former con~titutes an effort 

to remedy a too hasty rule of impressionism and individualism, the 

latter a remedy for conventional and a hardened formalism. It 

seems only natural that after experiencing the excesses of both 

intellectualism and emotionalism, the Humanists should select the 

middle course, a balanced and truly human individualism acquired 

through and supervised by personal effort. 

(12) !bid, p.8 
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.Qli.APrER II. 

Irving Babbitt: Leader and Teacher. 

In the historical survey of Humanism from Greece to America, 

it is apparent that leadership, for the present at least, lies in 

the hands of American critics and philosophers. First of these was 

Irving Babbitt, founder of the New Humanism. 

Mr. Babbitt was born in Dayton, Ohio, in 1865. He graduated 

from Harvard in 1889, and attended the Sorbonne during the years 

1891 and 1892. French scholarship is clearly evident in all his work, 

and many now characteristic terms which he employed are derived from 

French authors. When he returned to America he ~eceived his M.A. 

from Harvard, and then started his ce.reer as teacher of French, at 

Williams College, and then as assistant Professor at Harvard. In 

1912 he occupied the chair of French. By 1925 his fame as philosophic 

critic had spread to both continents and he was invited to lecture at 

the Sorbonne. He died in 1955. 

Thus Mr. Babbitt was well prepared to analyse and prescribe for 

the weaknesses of modern literature. His extensive learning in phil­

osophies and literatures not only of the Western world, but also of 

the Eastern has been universally acknowledged by critics. Indian and 

Chinese culture played an integral part in forming the ideas of both 

Irving Babbitt and Paul Elmer More. 

He felt very deeply the shallowness of modern life in its 

religious, social and literary spheres. As he has stated several 

times, 
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"The price the man of to-day has paid for his increase 
in power is, it should seem, an appalling superficiality 
in dealing with the law of his own nature." (1) 

It is pr-ecisely this "law of his own nature" which he has 

striven to interpret in humanistic terms to his readers and students. 

Nor is he content with mere theorizing, however plausible. His aim is 

a definite working philosopby which the ordinary man can apply to himself. 

To express the epitome of humanistic morality he has adopted a quota-

tion from Cicero: "The whole praise of virtue is in action." 

Equal to the purposefulness of his humanism is the emphasis laid 

on the importance of the individual man. Mr. Babbitt shows throughout 

his writings a distrust of philosophies which attempt the improvement 

of ~he group first; again and again, he points out that behind all move-

ments, however co-hesive, is ultimately the individual, and it is with 

him that the constructi·on or direction must start. 

In general, he adheres to the humanistic principles as pre-

sented in our introduction, but his terminology end definitions are so 

expressive of his personal ideas as to need further explanation. His 

own definition of Humanism is very broad and general. " •••• to be a 

good humanist," he s&ys, "is merely to be moderate and sensible and 

decent;" (2) and, "The aim of the humanist, and that from the time of 

the ancient Greeks, has been the avoidance of excess." (5). He holds 

that there are three distinct 2lanes of being, from each of which is 

(1) Irving Babbitt, Rousseau and Romanticism, p.564-65 

(2) Ibid.' Introd., p.xx-:xxi 

(3) Ibid., On Being Creative, Introd., p.xiv. 
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derived three separate views of life, namely, the religious, the 

humanistic and the naturalistic. The first he never discusses com-

pletely, and he never openly expresses a personal philosophy con­

cerning it; the last he attacks bitter~ as the basis of modern 

confusion. He is completely concerned with the humanistic plane, and 

is determined to keep it separated from the naturalistic. In this he 

is a thorough-going dualist. Of his opponents, the monists, he writes: 

"But let us have a wholesome distrust of aesthetic 
monists, as well as monists of every kind. Monism 
is merely a fine name that man has invented for his 
Qwn indolence and one-sidedness and unwillingness to 
mediate between diverse and conflicting aspects of 
reality." {4} 

To ignore dualism is to ignore the necessity for discipline which, to 

Mr. Babbitt, is a basic necessity in the working out of any worth-

while philosophy. 

By what stande;rds are we to judge the quantity or degree of 

Hur:lanism in a writer and his works? Here Mr. Babbitt turns to the 

criterion of the Greek Humanists the humanity of man. Throughout 

history there has been found an abiding element in life, a principle 

of unity that has survived the conventions and changes of time. To 

pattern one's conduct upon this element is to discover the humanistic 

"Centre", and in perceiving it is to find Wisdom. Modern conf'usion, 

he contends, is really a direct result of failure to perceive any cent:re 

in life; men have lost sight of it in the speed and constant change of 

things. In his own words, they are unable to find the "One" in the 

"Many". To lose awareness of unity, that is, of the "One", is to fall 

( 4) !bid. , The New Laokoon, p. 226. 
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prey to anarchy in judg-ment; to disregard the presence of change and 

differences, that is, of the "Many", is to become a dogmatist or 

absolutist, and to fail to adapt oneself to life. Wisdom, Mr. Babbi tt 

declares, is found in a mediation between the abiding and the changing. 

"The essence of any true humanjstic method is the mediation between ex­

tremes, a mediation that demands of course not only effective thinking 

but effective self-discipline; and that, no doubt, is why true humanists 

have always been so rare." (5). In his books this point is constantly 

reiterated. Mediation then, or the via media,is the pathway of human­

istic thought. 

According to l\!;r. Babbitt, man possesses three powers. first, 

his imaginative power, the part that conceives; secondly, his analytical 

or r~asoning power, the part that discriminates; and thirdly, his power 

of control, the part that perceives and possesses insight. These three 

factors the individual should learn to relate correctly to one another. 

For many years the first two, namely imagination and reason, have waged 

a battle for dominance, ·Nith the third, control, a more or less incon­

spicuous factor. The Humanists have exalted it as a distinctly human­

istic and human trait, and insist on its importance to the well-rounded 

mentality. 

Imagination, they declare, gives a sense of unity in life; reason 

determines the bounds or limits of imagine.tion; perception, or insight, 

is the recognition of an inner restraid which man needs to control his 

appetites. In 1\i]r. Babbitt 's terminology, this controlling power is 

called the "higher will" or "frein vital". This point cannot be 

(5) Ibid., P• 189. 
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over-emphasized; it is Mr. Babbittrs laxgest personal contribution 

to the formulation of the "New Humanism. n The higher will is an 

instrument of self-limitation, concentration and selection. Imagin­

ation alone, or reason alone tends towards one-sidedness, but when 

used together in just proportion and as companions of the higher vdll, 

lead to perception of what is universal, inclusive, and central in our 

human nature. 

It is just such a balance between imagination and insight, 

tempered with reality, or the concrete example, that characterizes the 

humanistic view of life. This is what Babbi tt and the humanist school 

mean when they insist that we should "view life with imaginative whole­

ness.~ {6) Both life itself and the observer contain elements of the 

"One" and the "Many", or "a oneness that is always changing", and to 

sift out the highest reality, insight must be employed. 

Again and again Mr. Babbitt stresses ethics and ethical prin­

ciples of humanistic conduct. No problem, he asserts, can be solved with 

the highest regard to man's happiness through other than ethical methods. 

If man is capable of self-direction and is free to exercise moral choice, 

and Humanism affirms that he is, an "ethical will" should be developed 

in him as an ever-present guide to conduct. There are three factors in 

the development of an ethical will in the individual; humility, decorum 

and traditional control. The first determines his attitude; the 

second his conduct; the third is his example. 

Babbitt approves Burke 1 s statement that "The whole ethical life 

of man has its root in humility."~and even enlarges on it to state that 

(6) Ibid., Rousseau and Romanticism, p. 205 
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it is the ultimate root of character • He defines it as " •••• the 

inner obeisance of the spirit to something higher than itself." {7) 

Since the disappearance of the renunciation which characterized 

Christian teachings, man has lost, to his detriment, his sense of 

responsibility and duty to a power greater than his own. His sense 

of personal value has become distorted and has manifested itself in 

egotism and self-assertion. Humility would counteract this, and give 

perspective and greater meaning to life. 

Humility maintains decorum, which is a sense of proportion, 

or a normal mode of conduct accepted by man as a check upon his 

impulses and desires. It discourages undue display of uniqueness or , 
temperament and is regarded as the supreme virtue of the hun~nist. 

One might call it the external demonstration of humanistic accord. 

By "tradition" Mr. Babbitt does not mean an uncritical accept-

ance of conventions of the past, but a selective imitation of the 

best that has been thought and done by the best minds in all ages. 

Like the Greeks, he would have men supplied with a sound model to aid 

in selecting what is universal and in controlling imagination. Never-

theless, he insists that they use it in a modern manner, that is, with 

their eyes upon life, and with their critical powers awake. Unless this 

condition is fulfilled the tradition may become unprogressive and rigid. 

He points to the neo-classic age as an example of how "A purely tradi-

tional humanism is always in danger of falling into a rut of pseudo-

classic formalism." (8). Also, man's individualism would serve the 

(7) !bid., The New Laokoon, p. 211. 

(8) Ibid., Democracy and Leadership, p. 55. 
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same purpose as his modernity, that of keeping tradition renewed, 

for Mr. Babbitt claims that to be individualistic, positive and 

critical is to be a true modern. 

In spite of his tenets for humanistic living, Babbitt warns 

his readers that rules are merely guides, and that only by personal 

searching, not by imitation, can one adapt the rules to his needs 

and so formulate a personal philosophy. "The true humanist," says 

Babbitt, 11that is the man who is, sympathetically selective, has his 

standard within him, living, flexible, intuitive." (9) 

II BABBITT 1S LITERARY VIEWS 

Babbitt: Romanticism and Humanism. 

The most obvious, consistently emphasized fact in all 

Babbitt•s writings, is his almost fanatical dislike of Romanticism 

and everything pertaining to it. To put his criticism in a few 

words, Romanticism is everything that Humanism is not. This descrip­

tion arises partly from the fact that his humanistic theories were 

intended directly to combat those of the Romanticists and their effect 

upon modern philosophers and writers. In 11Rousseau and Romanticism" 

he tends to argue most forcefully that the uncertainty and extremes of 

modern literature are the direct results of the naturalistic excesses 

which Rousseau's doctrines have encouraged. ttThe Greeks ••• hu.manized 

nature; the Rousseauist naturalizes man," (10} and these two opposing 

forces are irreconcilable because one is a mediator and the other an 

extremist. 

(9) Ibid., Masters of Modern Fr~ch Criticism, p. 574. 

(10) Ibid., Rousseau~ Romanticism, P• 269. 
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Elsewhere he declares, 

"The characteristic evils of the present age arise 
from unrestraint and violation of the law of measure, 
and not, as our modernists would have us believe, 
from the tyranny of taboos and traditional inhibitions." (11) 

.Again, 

11The confusion with which we are troubled may be 
traced to two main sources, emotional unrestraint 
and pseudo-science; and both these sources of con­
fusion take their rise in an excess of naturalism." (12) 

His objection to naturalism is that such an immersion of man 

in nature leads to the serious danger of man's denial of reason, and 

to the obscuring of the sense of a dualism between man's natural self 

and his higher will. , 
Mr. Babbitt points out three traits which the Romanticists 

have in common, and which distinguish them from other literary 

theorists. First, they exhibit a love of the wonderful rather than 

of the probable. That is, they ignore reality in their pursuit of 

phenomena which are unusual enough to arouse in them a feeling of 

wonder. Second, they opposed strangeness to universal truth. That 

is to say, they portr~ed the peculiar event or character rather 

than the usual. Third, they have an almost pathological keenneas 

of sensation, amounting at times to hyperaesthesia. Against these 

three evils and their attendant weaknesses, Mr. Babbitt has waged a 

continuous battle. 

Concerning the first trait, love of the wonderful rather than 

the probable, when comparing it with the Greek ideal of reality 

{11) !bid., On Being Creative, p. 214. 

(12) Ibid., The ~ Laokoon, p. 216. 
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through illusion, Mr. Babbitt states that the Romanticists would 

go to the opposite extreme and have their illusion without reality; 

they would achieve wonder at the expense of common sense. 

"In short, a renascence of wonder, if not necessarily 
a sign of decadence, is in aQY case an ambiguous event. 
The question must always remain whether it stands for a 
poetical gain or a loss of rationality; whether it is a 
mark of imaginative vigour or a debilitated intellect. 
The probable, says Boileau, is a great enemy of the 
wonderful; and so indeed it is." (13) 

In Wordsworth, he points out, the love of wonder led to an exalta-

tion of childhood, and in others, to reading religious significance 

into phenomena of the natural order. But reason often refuses to 

accept a renascence of wonder. , 
"Wonder has a large place in the scheme of things, but 
it is after all only a sorry substitute for the law 
of measure of the humanist or for the religious vir­
tues -- awe, reverence and humility --." (14) 

Mr. Babbitt has reserved some of his most scathing denuncia-

tions for the second Romantic characteristic, pursuit of adventure 

rather than true action. In their desire to show their originality, 

he says, the Romanticists would sacrifice the normal sequence of 

cause and effect in favour of adventure. Their drama became melodrama, 

and in their quest of the strange and unexpected they did not stop 

short of superlatives. In fact, they sought to be unique. The same 

is true of the characters they portrayed. Instead of searching for 

the universal in human nature they sought remoteness from normal human 

character, and would sacrifice truth to surprise. Surprise, says 

Mr. Babbitt, should not be won at the expense of motivation. The whole 

(13) !bid, p. 71 

(14) Ibid., On Being Creative, p. 120 
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argument holds the essential contrast between Classicism and Roman-

ticism, that is, between judgment and imagination. Whereas 

Classicism would have imagination tempered and subdued by reason or 

insight, Romanticism would give imagination the ascendency over reason. 

The result is what one would expect, he says. Romantic imag-

inatioD: without a check became wild, visionary and extravagant. The 

Romanticists repudiated any check upon imagination, and any such idea 

as a unifying centre seemed arbitrary and artificial. Imagination 

was to be regarded as an impulse; as spontaneous feeling unhampered by 

analysis or imitation, an ~an vital. A doctrine of spontaneity took 

the place of the humanistic doctrine of insight. 

'"The evident drawback of linking creativeness with 
spontaneity rather than with imitation is that it 
leads to a loss of the representative quality." (15). 

An imagination that relied on spontaneity would be too erratic and 

emotional to be trustwort~. What, then, would be the qualities of 

a humanistic imagination, one might ask. Babbitt has stated very 

clear~ what these qualities and aims should be. 

"To be prosaic and sensible, and at the same time 
imaginative; like so many neo-classicists, is com­
parativelY easy; to launch forth into a world of 
pure imaginative illusion, like so many of our 
romanticists, is also not extremelY difficult; 
but to show one•s self a true humanist, that is, to 
mediate between these extremes and occupy all the 
space between them; to be probable or convincing to 
both the imaginative and the understanding; to sat­
isfy the standards of poetry without offending the 
standards of prose, -- this is a miracle that has 
been achieved only by the great poets." (16) 

(15) Ibid., p.l5 

(16) -------, The New Laokoon, p. 71 
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The crux of the solution is not the opposition between judgment and 

imagination, but the opposition of one quality of imagination to 

another. The kind of imagination desired by the Humanists is one 

discip~ined to fact. It should be a power unifying the truths of 

nature, humanity, and the spirit.. It should inspire awe, reverence, 

and restraint, and not repudiate the bounds set by good sense. 

The third characteristic Babbitt affirms Romanticists have in 

common is a keenness of sensation which amounts, at times, almost to 

hyperaesthesia. The Romantic writer's interest is not so much in the 

intellectual and philosophical, as in the emotional aspects of his 

work• In other words, they substitute emotionalism for thought. 

"The writer of Rousseaulstic type is no longer a 
thinker or a purposeful agent who is trying to give an 
account of his thoughts to others, but an exquisitely 
organized mechanism for registering impressions 8nd 
conveying them suggestively." (17) 

Even true meditation became for them an emotiona~ recollec-

tion, a reverie, and though Babbitt admits that reverie may be used 

for occasional solace in life, his objection to the Rousseauistic 

use of it is that they tried to make it a substitute for r~ligious 

meditation. He also links this emotionalism with primitivism, as 

exemplified in Wordsworth•s poetry. Wordwworth's choice of subject, 

unselective sympathy, and naturalistic tendencies, combined with his 

description of poetry as emotion recollected in tranquillity, make 

him a target for much of Babbitt•s criticism. Two chapter divisions 
(18) 

of his book "Rousseau and Romanticism" show that he regards Romanticism 

(17) Ibid., P• 147 

{18) ------, Rousseau and Romanticism, Titles of Chapters 4 &nd 5. 
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on the whole as a continuous conflict between the "Ideal" and the 

"Real". The Romanticists built an ideal world in which emotions 

were theif motivating force, and when they clashed and failed in 

contacts· with the feal world, they took refuge in dream worlds, 

such as their Arcadian utopias, and contented themselves with 

"wailing more or less melodiously from their towers of ivory." (19) 

The humanists have denounced most severely this modern spread 

of impressionism. Babbitt admits that vivid impressions have a 

large place in the life of literature, but asserts that they must be 

subordinated to the thought they are intended to colour. 

"With the spread of humanism, literature has lost 
s~dards ~ discipline, and at the same time vir­
ility and seriousness; it has fallen into the hands 
of aesthetes and dilettantes, the last effete repres­
entatives of romanticism, who have proved utterlY­
unequal to the task of maintaining its great tradi­
tions against the scientific positivists." (20) 

More action, as opposed to reverie:, is what he prescribes for modern 

writers. As for modern surrE!alisme, Babbitt, foresees the time when 

each artist will carry his symbolism to a point of complete unin-

telligibility and make communication between the artist and his public 

impossible. such extremes of self-expres&ion are not in accord with 

humanistic representation of the universal. 

Mr. Babbitt has devoted his book entitled "The New Laokoon 11 

to a criticism of the neo-classic and romantic disposition towards a 

mixing of the arts -- poetry and pairr~ing, music and painting, music 

(19) !bid, The New La.okoon, Prefa:ce, p .xiii 

(20) Loc. cit. 
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and sculpture, and so on. His term for it is nme'lange des genres." 

The neo-classicists fell into this confusion of arts through their 

over-imitation of models; the romanticists through a desire to 

heighten the effect of sensations or sounds, l~e the artist who 

declared that he didn't know whether he saw perfumes, or breathed 

sounds or tasted colours. "Naturalists, both sentimental and 

scientific," says Babbitt, ntend to reduce everything to terms of 

motion, to see everything passing over into everything else by 

almost insensible gradations, to refuse to accept any firm line of 

demarcation." (21) His objective is a "genre tranche", or clear-cut 

type of art; and the artist will be guided in his decision of what 

is neetllessly confused or what is true to its own form by tact and a 

sense of proportion, rather than by any fixed rule. 

III HUMANISM IN LITF.RAT1JRE,. 

Like most other groups of critics, the Humanists ask that a 

literar,r work possess beauty. There are differences, however, in 

definitions of beauty, and Babbitt has stated his ideas on the sub­

ject very clearly. He believes that a person's ideas of beauty 

will differ according as his attitude towards life is naturalistic, 

humanistic, or religious. 

Most important is his assertion that the problem of beauty 

is inseparable from the ethical problem; and that to attempt to 

divorce them reduces beauty to sterile aesthetics. The aesthete, 

(21) Ibid., p. 214. 
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from Mr. Babbitt•s viewpoint, rests beauty on feeling, rather than 

on a combination of the attributes of good literature, and thus 

leaves no scope for any criticism of beauty {by making it too 

elusive and dependent upon mood). In the same way, he criticises 

Keats 's statement that "Beauty is truth, truth beauty", ll1l that it 

is truth that suffers through being made synonymous with aesthetic 

beauty. This is disproved for practical purposes. The highest 

beauty portrays only what is ethically true. 

"Any sound analysis of beauty will always recog­
nize t-m elements, -an element that is expansive and 
vital and may be summed ~p by the term expression, 
and in contrast to this an element of form that is 
felt rather as limiting and circumscribing law." (22)" 

Two factors there are, then, in the dualism of beauty. Like 

moral dualism within man, these two can never actual~ be merged, 

but they can be reconciled. Babbitt gives form precedence over 

expression. To reverse the order is to encourage a predominance 

of the "feminine" over the "masculine" virtues -- a romantic or 

Rousseauistic error that has been an important factor in the cor-

ruption of Twentieth Century literature. Good literature has an 

innate pattern which has its foundation in tradition, and combines 

excellence of form with soundness of substance. 

B§bbitt ~ecognizes the fact that art cannot survive with-

out the keenest intuitians of sense, but insists that true art 

"has a restrained and humanized intensity." (25) It must be 

restrained by intuitions higher than those of the senses; it must 

(22) Ibid., p. 226. 

{25) -------, Rousseau and Romanticism, p. 202. 
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have humane purpose; and above all, it must be selective in its 

choice of emotional expression. Even in its vitality there 

will be form and symmetry. Babbittrs hope is that " •••• man may 

combi~e an exquisite measure with a perfect spontaneity, that he 

may be at once thoroughly disciplined and thoroughly inspired." {24) 

Also,· the writer of high literar,r standing will be unique, personal; 

yet he will make his readers feel that permeating his uniqueness is 

knowledge and understanding of· their common humanity. Only if he 

fulfils in some measure these standards can he hope for his work 

an enduring appeal. 

The place of criticism and the critic in modern literature 

looms veF~ large in Babbittrs estimation. Most modern criticism, 

he declares, is either impressionistic or scientific. The impression­

ist denies that there is any element of absolute judgment in criticism, 

and instead allows his temperament or personal reaction to be the 

judge. This was the tendency in Rousseauistic criticism and is still 

prevalent. In reaction to narrow neo-classic criticism, the Roman-

tic, and now the modern critic, is inclined to explain rather than 

conclude, and to be ·appreciative and sympathetic rather than derogatory. 

So judgment still continues to be swallowed up in sympathy and com­

prehension. Humanistic criticism insists that there is a standard 

based on the judgment of the keen-sighted few in the present and sup­

ported by the judgment of the keen-sighted few in the past. This has 

been set forth by Babbitt in his views on tradition. 

(24) -------, The New Laokoon, p. 250 
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"Through neglect of this truth criticism has tended 

in its development during the past century to become 

first a form of history, and then a form of biography, 

and finally a form of gossip." (25) 

Also criticism is labouring under cpnfusion and ambiguity of terms, 

many of which mean one thing to one critic and something quite dif-

ferent to another. The remedy is not only more stringent criticism 

but clarification of terms and more logical defining, after the 

manner of Socrates. The whole purpose of criticism, he feels, 

should be to establish once more the broad, clear distinction. 

The critic's object then is to temper impressionism, in both 

literature and life, with judgment. He will be more concerned with 

acquifing a sense of proportion in things, a sense o.f values, rather 

than making criticism a medium of self-expression. Insight will be 

his most valuable agent, yet he will have discipline, power of selec-

tion, and traditions of the past to be, in a measure, his guide. His 

chief virtues will be authority and judgment. 

"The humanistic critic does not cultivate exclus­

ively either the truth or the counter-truth, but 

mediates between them; only, according to the special 

conditions with which he has to deal, he may leab to 

one side or the other." (26) 

In "Masters of Modern French Criticism", after a discussion of the 

qualities of some leading French critics, Babbitt states that his 

ideal critic would need to combine the breadth and versatility and 

sense of differences of a Saint-Beuve with the elevation and in-

sight and sense of unity of an Emerson. 

(25) -------, Masters of Modern French Criticism, p. 559 

(26 -------, ~Being Creative, P• 29 
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IV. HUMANISM IN SOCIETY 

:Nfuch of Babbitt 's work, including his book "Democracy and 

Leadershi.E", is devoted to social and political problems of the day. 

To those who take their civilization more or less for granted, he says, 

"Civilization is something that must be deliberately 
willed, it is not something that guspes up spontaneously 
from the depths of the unconscious. Furthermore, it is 
something that must be willed first of all by the indiv­
idual in his own heart • " .( 27) 

The true test of civilization is whether or not the individual has 

developed a sense of law that governs life; not a law imposed upon 

him by his government, but the law that necessari~ governs rela­

tionships between men in society. 

It is because a naturalistic society such as Rousseau in-

spired tended to weaken the power of this primary law of civiliza-

tion that Babbitt has attacked it so severely. Instead of fulfill-

ing the greatest need by reconciling society and the individual, 

Rousseau s~t them farther apart. He created a dualism between them 

~· suggesting that the evils lay with institutions rather than with 

individuals. In doing this he raised the alternative of sacrificing 

either the individual to society, or the society to the individual. 

since romanticism as a whole stood for exaltation of individualism, 

it was therefore society that was sacrificed. His doctrine had two 

main influences on the individual; it filled the proletarian with 

pride in himself and suspicion of those who were socially or economically 

superior to him. On top of these aroused feelings he spread the 

(27) Ibid., P• 229 
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soothing doctrine of peace and brotherhood among men. Babbitt ts 

effort is to prove that such a sentimental doctrine was, and is, 

incompatible with utilitarian elements in the world and with the 

true nature of man. 

The naturalistic movement in its social aspect, according 

to Babbitt, may be defined as humanitarianism, and it is this 

social principle (28) that he denotmces as one of the greatest 

weaknesses of modern times. The humanitarians have carried their 

Christian ideal of service to a point where it has become mere 

meddling, and is undermining national qualities of strength and 

self -reliance. What is needed to-day is not service but example. 

Moreove~, humanitarianism has been used to disguise all manner of 

imperialistic and utilitarian ends. Any ideal which is based on 

the supposition that the ego, with its fundamental will to power, 

can be held in check or even softened by pity or disinterested good-

will toward mankind, is a social fallacy. There is an incompat-

ibility between the law of cunning and foree and the ideal of sym-

patPy and brotherhood that makes any form of altrt1ism impossible in 

truth. 

(28) 

(29) 

"Perhaps a reason why the standards of the humanist 

are less popular than the ideals of the humanitarian 

is that these standards set bounds to the acquisitive 

life, whereas it seems possible to combine a perfect 

idealism with an orgy of unrestricted commercialism". (29) 

Babbitt defines humanitarianism as " •••• the idolatry of humanity 

and its future progress". Masters of Modern French Crit:icism, 

p. 152 

-------, On Being_ Creative, p. 251 
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Not onlY is this true of commercial life but of national 

life. Never has this been more clearly emphasi.zed than during the 

last thirty years. A frenzied nationalism has proven far stronger 

than a desire to establish love of humanity as a guiding principle. 

The world sees Nietzscheism parading under the guise of humanitar-

ianism. 

How, then, is the correct attitude towards society and its 

problems to be developed? Throughout his philosophy, Babbi tt has 

reaffirmed that the solution lies with the individual. It is not a 

disciplined collectivism or an unorganized individualism that is 

needed, but a middle path between them, that is, a sound, sane indiv-

iduali~m. 

"To be a sound individualist, one needs, as I take it, 
to retain one's hold on the truths of one's inner life, 

even though breaking more or less complete~ with the 
past." {50) 

To meet this standard, the individualist would need the humanistic 

qualities which Babbitt has enumerated, particularly a critical 

outlook, a centre of judgment and an ethical will, that will enable 

him to follow the truths of a life apart from his egotistical self • 

.Another point continually emphasized by Babbitt is the 

import~ce of the individual's recognizing that he must, of necessity, 

set a limitation to his desires. It is not the desires of one man 

alone, however compellLng, that can force a community or a nation to 

go beyond what is ethically just; it is the spirit of expansion and 

desire for personal power and greed in a group of individuals. It 

(50) -------, Democracy and Leadership, p. 8. 
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is the duty of each separate individual to make certain that his 

personal wishes do not transcend those of either his community 

or of humanity. Education of the citizen would consist, first in 

personal adjustment to the law of the community and then the gradual 

realization of its application to the wider law of humanity. 

"The remedy for the evils of competition is found 
in the moderation and magnanimity of the strong and 
the successful, and not in any sickly sentimental­
izing ove:u the lot of th:e underdog." (51) 

Politically, such an individualism starts not from rights 

but from duties. Man has talked so much about his rights and what 

society owes him, that he has obscured the fact that he owes any 

debt td society for the maintenance of his social benefits. So 

it is with liberty. Man is willing to die for liberty, but his 

knowledge of true liberty is limited to a ptu~ely selfish under-

standing. Mr. Babbitt affirms that liberty is a struggle within 

the individual, an adjustment between self-assertion and self-

limitation. It should not be a vague ideal, undefined and 

unassuming. 

"A liberty that is asserted as an abstract right, 
something anterior to the fulfilment of any definite 
obligation, will always, so far as the inner life 
is concerned, be a lazy liberty." (52) 

Qur liberties should be in direct proportion to the obligations 

we are willing to assume and to fulfil. 

(51) Ibid., p. 205. 

(52) Ibid., p. 225. 
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Babbitt sees his country as a unit which has bro~en away 

from the old traditional controls and which is attempting to find 

a new set of re.ins to guide it. Gone also is the unanimity of 

spirit which existed under the restraining authority of one Church. 

The question is, what is to be the authority and how is it to be 

adjusted to democracy? The humanistic solution is a strong social 

unity composed of individuals who are positive and critical to 

both human and natural laws, and capable of using their veto power, 

or sense of discrimination. The democratic form of government 

should be an embodiment of these attitudes. 

Again, Babbitt chooses the "via media" between totalitarian 

gGvernment and unlimited democracy, which latter he claims is akin 

to the cult of ruthless power, In fact, he laments the "levelling 

process of democracy" and quite frankly states, "I have said that 

the hope of civilization lies not in the divine average, but in the 

saving remnant." (53) This, accompanied by an earlier assertion 

that "In a final analysis, the only check to the evils of an unlim-

ited democracy will be found to be the recognition in some form of 

the aristocratic principle," (54) determines Babbitt's democracy 

as a conservative and perhaps aristocratic one. However, he con-

siders the form of government of less importance than the leaders 

that administer it. 

"In the long run, democracy will be judged, no less 
than other forms of government, by the quality of its 
leaders, a quality that will depend in turn on the 
quail ty of their vision." (55) 

(55) Ibid., P• 278 

(54) Ibid., p.61 

(55) Ibid., p.l6. 
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Here he emphasizes that the modern trouble is not lack of vision 

but sham vision. The true leader will set bounds to his desires, 

especially his desires for power and domination. The true leader 

will be ·humble; for he will be a man of character, and the basis 

of character is humility. The present dilemma is due to either 

lack of responsible leadership or of a finer type of leadership. 

Concerning the situation as a whole, Babbitt suggests that a 

general need is moral gravity and intellectual seriousness. 

Justice is the greatest of worldly virtues, Babbitt affirms, 

snd, like liberty, is something that comes from within. He does 

n~:>t believe in any idyllic "social justice", but a will to justice 

in the individual that is fostered and developed from childhood. 

"For the conscience that is felt as the still small 
voice and that is the basis of real justice, we have 
substituted a social eonscience that operates rather 
through a megaphone." (56) 

The recognized end of a social philosophy is happiness, and 

Mr. Babbitt defines happiness. in terms of work. For the humanistic 

worker there is an all-important condition to be fulfilled, namely, 

that he carry on his work in accordance with the human law; in short, 

what Mr. Babbitt terms "ethical efficiency." Unethical aims result 

in misery, not in happiness, for the worker. That is the reason why 

materialistic and purely scientific ends, without any ulterior human-

istic or religious purpose, result in covetousness or avarice and in 

unethical science. Babbitt claims that a one-sided devotion to sc~ence 

(36) Ibid., P• 200. 
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engenders unethical aims. The humanistic worker acquires through 

his work a habit of right-doing, which gives him a sense of satis-

faction and ~f increasing serenity. His self-constraint requires 

less effort and he becomes less conscious of his moral dualism. 

This is the practical solution which makes happiness possi~le for 

any woDker in any social class. Babbitt also declares that social 

status should be dependent on man's work, not on his material 

possessions. 

nIt is in fact the quality of a man's work that 
should determine his place in the hierarchy that 
every civilized society requires. In short, from 
the positive point of view, work is the only jus­
tification of aristocracy." (57) 

_Babbitt•s modern Utopia, then, would be a humanistic, democratic 

society composed of responsible individualists whose positions 

would be determined by the quality of their work, and whose guides 

would be leaders of exceptional insight and self-restraint. 

V. HUMANISM AND RELIGION 

In all of his books Babbitt shows great reluctance in declaring 

his personal views on religion. He refrains from any discussion of 

the supernatural except as it concerns his humanist philosophy. Yet 

it is obvious that he was a deeply religious man, and that modern ideas 

on the subject (or lack of them) great~ troubled him. He says, 

(57) Ibid., P• 202. 
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"Perhaps no age was ever more lacking in otherworldliness or showed 

a greater incomprehension of religion." (58) The age has suffered 

ethically also, for men have confused mechanical and material pro-

gress with moral progress. The central conflict is between science 

and faith, because the power of science has led people to believe 

that it knows all the answers, and they refuse to accept any longer 

what cannot be scientifically or experimentally proved. With the 

we~kening of religious control, the principle of force has been freed 

from tts only valid restraint. 

"The true reproach it has incurred," Babbitt declares "is 
that, in its drift towards modernism, it has lost its grip 
not merely on certain dogmas but, simultaneously, on tha facts 
'of human nature. It has failed above all to carry over in some 
modern and critical form the truth of a dogma that unfortun­
ately receives much support from these fa.cts -- the dogma of 
original sin." (59) 

Babbi tt 's ovm attitude on this dogma is very decided. Since, to him, 

it is the basis of man's hULulity, the discarding of it is such a 

harmful loss that the future of civilization may rest on the recovery 

of at least its principle. 

The first fact to be made clear is that Babbitt takes no stand 

for, or against dogmatic and revealed religion. His basis is a Human-

ism which, unlike naturalism, may transcend humanity and take on a 

spiritual outlook. Between religion and humanism are some binding sim-

ilari ties and inany differences. They are similar in that both rest on a 

recognition of a moral and religious dualism within man, and his power 

(58) Ibid., p. 195 

(59) -------, On Being Creative, P• 211. 
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to life himself above his physical nature. A~plying Babbitt's term 

to this, both must recognize the presence of a "higher will." But 

here, again, this term in its religious significance needs clarif-

!cation. 

"! differ from the Christian, however, in that my interest 
in the higher will and the power of veto it exercises over 
man's expansive desires is humanistic rather than religious. 
I am concerned, in other words, less with the meditation in 
which true religion always culminates than in the mediation 
or observance of the law pf measure that should govern man 
in his secular relations." {40) 

He shows the alliance between the two in his belief that if 

humanism may be religious, religion may have its humanistic side. 

A~ both req~~e introspection or meditation to sustain the inner 

life, for without it, man tends to become a materialistic stand-

ardized creature; and this, to foreign observers, is the chief 

American danger. 

"Humanism should have in it an element of religious 
insight; it is possible to be a humble and meditative 
humanist. n (41) 

Babbitt also acknowledges, in its modern interpretation, the most 

fundamental principle in traditional Christianity; that is, grace. 

In place of the religious view of grace as a gift from God to man, 

he sees the modern equivalent as a sort of psychological awareness 

in man that his blessings have their source in some higher power. 

He frequently emphasizes the importance of this doctrine of grace. 

( 40) Ibid., Democracy and Leadership, p. 6 

(41) -----, Rousseau and Romanticism, p. 580 
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One of the differences which he mentions is that while 

Christianity would renounce worldly desires, Humanism would 

merely moderate and harmonize them, aiming at restraint and 

balance with the view to developing better character to meet 

changing conditions in a changing world. But this is not the 

disting-uishing difference. It is the fact that whereas many 

fine people find it impossible to accept dogmatic and revealed 

religion, humanism offers them a controlling force, less power-

ful than that of religion but above naturalism, which, through 

consistent submission to the higher will, may come to have a 

religious aspect. 

"The higher will has been identified vdb God's will, 
its operation, with the doctrine of grace. In that case, 
it may be urged, if the humanist seeks support in some-
thing higher than reason, he must needs turn to Chris-
tian theology. I have no quarrel with those who assume 
this traditionalist attitude. At the same time I am un-
able to agree with those who deny humanism independent 
validity, who hold that it must be ancilla theologiae 
or at least religionis • What has at bottom undermined 
dogmatic and revealed religion is the growth of the posi-
tive and critical spirit. MY own somewhat limited pro-
gramme -- for I am not setting up humanism as a substitute 
for religion -- is to meet those who profess to be positive 
and critical on their ovm ground a.nd to undertake to show them 
that in an essential respect they have not been positive and 
critical enough." (42) 

Modern life most undeniably lacks purpose, Babbitt declares, but to 

those who argue that purpose is only supplied through Christian ortho-

doxy, he points out the example set in this matter by the Greeks. He 

feels that humanistic or even religious purpose in life is not the 

monopoly of Aristotelian philosophers or traditional Christians, but may 

also be accessible to those who, combining insight with the use of the 

higher will, call themselves m1manjsts. 

( 42) -------, ..on Being Creative, In trod., pp. xvii - xviii • 
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CHAPTER III. 

PAUL ELMER MORE -- PHILOSOPHER and CRITIC. 

The life of Paul Elmer More is the stor.y of a keen and sensitive 

intellect in its struggle to find, among the conflicting and confusing 

beliefs of his generation, a philosophy that would be acceptable to his 

remarkable critical facULties. As the preceding chapter has· examined the 

work and ideas of Irving Babbitt, his closest friend and fellow-humanist, 

this chapter proposes to follow the development of Mr. More's thought in 

philosophic, literary, social and religious fields. In view of the close 

relation and progression of these elements in his life, the divisions may 

seem very arbitrary, but are necessary for purposes of comparison. 

Paul Elmer More was born in St. Louis in 1864 of educated and 

religious-minded parents. With a large library of all types of books at 

hand he became an incessant and omnivorous reader. Paul More ear~ came 

in contact with the new scientific and rationalistic knowledge of the 

Victorian age, and upon reading the theories of men such as Darwin and 

Huxley, renounced the narrow, positive Calvinism of his parents, and 

became a complete sceptic, abandoning belief in Christianity altogether. 

Later, under the influence of Coleridge and the German Romanticists, 

and impelled by the desire to seek refuge from the industrialism of the 

day, he became an extreme Romanticist. Although Romantic tendencies 

outwardly influenced his writings for some years, he soon came to the 

realization that in many ways they conflicted with scientific ration-

alism. 
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In 1887 he graduated from Washington University and became 

teacher at Smith Academy, in St. Louis, which position he held for 

five years. One year out of this five he spent studying at OXford 

Universi~y in England. In 1891 he started an earnest study of Greek 

and Latin literature, and in 1892 received his M .A. from Washington 

University. Classical studies led him to reali·ze most clearly the 

limitations of scientific naturalism, and the accidental reading of 

a German religious treatise turned him toward a study of religions. 

He determined to study languages to fit himself for this work, and 

spent three years at Harvard for that purpose, receiving a second 

Master's degree in 1893, and holding the post of Assistant in Sanskrit 

during 1894-95. It was here that he met Irving Babbitt who exerted 

the strongest influence on him during these years, and who finally was 

instrumental in leading him away from Romanticism and towards Classical 

literature. 

In 1895 he was instructor in Sanskrit and Classical literature 

at Bryn Mawr University and during his stay there wrote his first 

paper on religion. GraduallY, however, the pressure of teaching left 

little time for free stu~, so he took a small cottage at Shelburne, 

New Hampshire, in the White Mountains, with a determination to come to 

some definite conclusion about his philosop~. Critics have interpreted 

this seclusion in various ways; those who were antagonistic to his philos­

ophy regarded it as a typically Romantic gesture. Mr. More himself 

rarelY makes a~ reference to it. In 1899, after two years at Shelburne, 

Mr. More started his career as essayist and critic. From 1901 - 1905 
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he was Literar,r Editor of the Independent; from 1903 - 1909 he was 

Literar.y Editor of the New York Evening Post; He was appointed 

Editor of the Nation for 1909 - 1914, and then continued in the post 

of Advisory Editor. It was during this period that most of the 

Shelburne Essays were written. Mr. More gave up this post in 1914 to 

settle in Princeton where he might carry on his writing undisturbed. 

Since then he. has lectured in many places and has continued to write 

for reviews and periodicals. He died in 1937. 

Viewed as a unit, Mr. More's work is an attempt to discover a 

connecting thread and a meaning in the natural histor.y of humanity. 

Of' the purpose of Humanism he says, broadly, that it is "to put back 

into life the values of which a false psychology has emptied it." (1) 

The whole development of his own philosophY has its foundation in 

Plato's teachings, and he would, if possible, awaken modern readers to 

the importance of the influence of Platonic ideas and their power to 

build a richer life. With Mr. Babbitt, Mr. More upholds the six main 

tenets of the New Humanism. Their arrangement in his ovvn scheme of 

things, and his personal method of app~ing them to life constitute 

the chief differences. The conclusions he comes to are significant 

to-d~ because Mr. More has felt the force of every current of thought 

that has moulded modern consciousness, science, rationalism, and 

naturalism in particular. 

Whatever criticism m~ be made of Mr. More's philosophy, it 

could never be on grounds of inadequate definition and illustration 

(1) Paul E. More, "On Being Human", New Shelburne Essays, Vol.III, p.l5 
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of his basic principle. In practically every essay one is made con­

scious of his insistence on dualism as the o~r standard possible 

for a just valuation and balanced interpretation of life. He 

believes in a Platonic dualism which is at once contemporary and con-

structive, but which rests upon the age-old experience of the race. 

Modern knowledge and life only serve to fortify the truth of dualism; 

it is an instinctive belief that cannot be ignored without revealing 

a crude knowledge of human nature or contradicting the facts of con-

sciousness. ~~. More•s strong feeling on the question of this phil-

osophy is illustrated by the following statement of his: "If a man 
.... -

denies this dualism of consciousness there is no argument with him, 

but a fundamental difference of intuition which will follow into every 

view of philosophy and criticism." (2) It is always from the point 

of view of the experience of human nature that Mr. More bases his judg-

ment. From his exhausti-ve survey of hurnani ty, both Oriental and Occi-

dental, he came to the conclusion that only by repudiating that vast 

panorama of thought and action was it possible to hold to any other 

belief. 

Consequent~ he attacks most vigorously the opposing philos-

ophies current at our time, name~, monism and pl1~alism, and prag-

matism as it was upheld by William James. From the standpoint of a 

firm dualist, monism seems to him like an attempt to merge two irrecon-

cilable human attributes. By its denial of any sense of change in 

life and any knowledge of evil, it also denies the concrete experience 

of humanity, and attempts to replace it by an abstract unity of reason. 

(2) Paul E. More, "Definitions of Dualism", Shelburne Essays, Vo.VII, 
p. 249 
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He declares that to him it is merely another word for monomania. 

In his book the Demon of the Absolute, in which he criticizes the 

evils of certain absolutist philosophies, the results of an un-

limited rationalism, he has this to say of monism: 

"I should assert that our vacillating half-heartedness 
is the inevitable outcome of the endeavour, persistent 
since the naturalistic invasi<!i·n of the Renaissance, to 
flee from the paradox of life to some philosopny which. 
will merge, no matter how,·the mechanical and the human 
together. I should assert that the only escape from our 
muddle is to overthrow this idol Unity, this Demon of the 
Absolute, this abortion sprung from the union of science 
and metaphysics, and to submit ourselves humbly to the 
stubborn and irreducible fact that a stone and the human 
soul cannot be brought under the same definition." (5) 

On the other hand, Mr. More attacks almost as severely the 

opposing theor,y of pluralism, or, as more recent~ stated, pragmatism. 

Instead of uniting the various aspects of life into a vague "One", the 

pragmatist would see only a state of universal flux, or the "Many". 

The dualist does not de~ either side, but also does not give either 

total validity; life to him is made up of both, in which insight into 

the nature of the universe lies in perceiving the "One" in the "Macy". 

To Mr. More, as sure as monism results in an empty vagueness, so the doctrine 

of pure flux results in confusion and chaos. It gives no constant norm 

of classification, as does dualism, but eludes the grip of those who 

would cope with it by flowing from one relative to another. Pragmatism 

is also another cloak for the Demon. Mr. More says, 

"That is the new thing, so far as there is anything 
new in the world to-day; not indolence and conceit, 

(5) Paul E. More, "The Phantom of Pure Science", New Shelburne Essays, 
''Vol. I, p. 51 
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which are as ancient as hu.mani ty, but the philosophy which 
justifies them under the title of absob1te relativism. 
That is the present disguise of the Demon as he stalks 
abroad, instilling his venom into the innocent critics of 
th.e press." (4} 

It is this dangerous theory at the basis of scientific philosophy 

which leads him to attack science. From a close scrutiny of the effect 

of science on life and culture of the Victorian age, Mr. More concludes 

that science has a position that dannot be ignored or deflected, but 

that its position is below humanism. Modern scientists have erred in 

reversing the order, and in attempting to give pre-eminence to scien-

ti~ic-philosophy. Mr. More declares that the meaning of the world is 

not to be fG~ in theoretical formulae, nor can it be limited by 

neatly-labelled classifications. The duty of science is in the field 

of natural phenomena. Darwin's "Origin of the Species", and the theo-

rizing of lesser scientists, impressed a philosophy of unending change, 

and evolution, upon the Victorian mind. People were faced with two 

worlds, which they could not rationally reconcile, a world of time and 

evolution, and one of eternity and changelessness. A compromise seemed 

the only solution, but it was secondar.y to the predominantly scientific 

influence of the age. Victorian culture reflected the feeling of instab-

ility and uncertainty which accompanied the loss of permanent standards 

within continuous change. 

However, Mr. More recognizes pragmatism, science, and ration-

alism as three aspects of one greater and inclusive evil ---- naturalism. 

On the spiritual plane the naturalist denies a~ revealed authority or 

(4} Ibid., "Literature", p. 29. 
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supernatural intuition; on the human level he denies the existence 

of what the humanist affirms is the normal standard of measurement, 

those strictly human attributes which raise man above the animal. 

He acknowledges both reason and instincts or emotions in nature, 

but his.incompleteness leaves the way open to the tyranny of either 

one. And so man to-day is sure sooner or later to come under the 

thumb of either the pure rationalist or the pure emotionalist, unless 

he is self-assured and determined enough to oppose opinion, with all 

the consequences which that entails. 

' Socrates' assertion that happiness comes from right action and 

misery from wrong-doing is adopted by Mr. More, with the belief that 

if man would find happiness in life he must be capable of directing 

his own desti~. The Humanists maintain that man possesses a faculty 

that aids his moral choice. 

"And the problem of _philosophic dualism", Mr. More declares, 

goes back to the same instinctive belief in human responsibility. If 

a man is responsible for his acts, then he must have been free to 

choose between conflicting impulses; and, as we have seen, this freedom 

can exist only by virtue of an inhibitive power of the soul, the so­

called will to refrain, entire~ distinct from the positive will 

which is determined by the final predominance of one impulse over 

another." (5) There is in man, he contends, as companion to the 

flux of life, some inner check which makes itself felt as an inhibition 

upon an impulse, It does not simply block one impulse by another; 

(5) Paul E. More, Platonism, p. 155 
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it does not stop action or thought abruptly; it prevents its pro-

longation in activity and causes a pause. This "attention" gives the 

will t~me to choose between right or wrong. The purpose of dualism 

can be,summed up in 1\IIr. More's interpretation of Platonic philosophy. 

"Philosophy, as Plato expounded it in the groves of 
the Academy, was thus the fullness of life, moving ever 
to higher and richer planes of knowledge ahd feeling. 
Yet it was a life, also, conditioned by the moral law, 
consciously present as an· inner check setting limits to 
the grasp of reason, staying the flow of desires, gov­
erning the imagination, bringing not stagnation and 
death, as some foolishly suppose, but offering the true 
liberty wherein alone is the fruition of our nature, 
and opposing that license whose end is the faction and 
-disease of the soul. n (6) 

The inner check, then, through its co-operation with the moral 

law, is one of the greatest factors which make for human happiness. 

There is another idea which the Humanists oppose to those who 

see life only as a series of changes and contradictions. They affirm 

that all the witnesses of religion, all the self-revelation of poets, 

and the life of the individual man show that there is some central 

and permanent thing in the flux; some quality or higher value which 

the thinking mind must recognize. This is the Humanistic centre or 

standard. Mr. More wastes little time with those who would de~J that 

there are standards, but goes on to a more essential problem. 

"The real question is not whether there are standards, 
but whether they shall be based on tradition· or shall 
be struck out brand new by each successive generation 
or by each individual critic." (7) 

----------------------~·-·~-·-------------

(6) Ibid., PP• 301-502. 

(7) -------, "Literature", New Shelburne Essays, p. 11. 
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And it is just here that a very important part of Mr. More's work 

enters. That is, his firm stand on the necessity of conserving 

the past if man is to save himself and his culture from relapsing 

into sheer barbarism. Like Mr. Babbitt, he would not make this 

the work .of the pure traditionalist, or antiquarian but of the man 

who recognizes the value of tradition as a complement to the limit­

ations of the individual, and who·is able to see beyond his O'Wn age 

the long experience of the race. He feels that modern man is the 

inheritor of the realities of the past; that his individual destiny 

is'boun4-up with those of the rest of humanity. Man does not feel 

their sensations and passions as they actually were, but as enlarged 

and transmuted by Time into something greater and more significant. 

No man can afford to discard or ignore such a heritage. The aim of 

culture is, as lVIr. More sees it, "to hold the past as a living force 

in the present." (8) 

More's Literary Views. 

Unlike Mr. Babbitt, Mr. More does not launch a savage attack at 

Romanticism directly, although he understands it to contain theories 

in direct opposition to those of Humar~sm. But indirectly, through 

naturalism he attacks its under~ing philosophy, which he contends 

is the greater evil. He does not completely damn Rousseau, although 

he recognizes him as the prophet of a false doctrine, and even gives 

(8) Paul E. More, "Criticism", Shelburne Essays, vol. vii., p. 257. 
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the Romanticists honour where it is due. The theories which con-

stitute Romanticism are not modern originations, they have been 

expresse~ earlier in history. The spirit which enlivened Alexandria, 

where Oriental ~stical religion and Western philosophy first met and 

joined, was the self-same one which moved Romanticists of the 19th 

century. As a Greek scholar, Mr. More testifies that the same roman-

tic qualities present in historical Romanticism are to be found in 

Greek poetry. Romanticism, as a philosophy in itself, came to power 

only after tbe stronger ties of first Classicism and then Christian-

ity nad .. given way to the undercurrent of nctturalism. What, then, are 

the dangerous manifestations of naturalism in Romantic Literature, 

one may aSk. 

Mr. More's first criticism is that the Romanticists have not 

only discarded the truly spiritual motives in literature, but have 

substituted for them inferior imaginative and emotional elements and 

attempted to endow them with va.lues of first and greatest importance 

to humanity. In their hatred of any check upon desires or emotions, 

and their vaunting of individuality, they encouraged among laymen and 

artists the desire for irresponsibility which Mr. More declares has 

characterized our literature ever since. Among the Romanticists this 

irresponsibility of expression declared itself in a cherished spon-

taneity, which was to be the distinguishing mark of a great work 

of art. 

"And so you shall find them substituting untrammelled 

spontaneity for centralized control, endless expansive­

ness for obedience to the inner check, and an exaggerated 
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sense of personal importance for the imperson­
ality of the spirit." (9) 

How often, he points out in his criticisms, when this spontaneity 

has wearied itself out comes the realization of utterly meaning-

less content beneath an outpouring of emotional beauty. 

By their denial of any debt to tradition, the Romanticists 

revealed their egotism. They hoped to substitute an emotional ex-

pansiveness to replace the stabilizing influence df tradition; to 

enlarge their own emotions to represent those of humanity. Such a 

unity of intense~ felt personality with the notion of infinity as 

an escape from limitations resulted in a rivalry for strangeness 

and wonder in their literature. They relied on lower intuition 

beneath reason instead of the higher intuition, an illusion of the 

senses which Mr. More s~s has dazzled the human mind in other ages 

as well as in the present. Although it gave the impression of over-

whelming vitality, Mr. More sees in it a drift towards disintegration 

and disease; a crumbling aw~ of a~ strong and stable support. 

"Naturalism may conceivably fascinate by the shock 
of surprise, or may conceivably interest for a while 
by the intensity of the emotions it excites, but sur­
prise and intensity are the least stable factors of 
pleasure, and, if they appeal to the animal within us, 
they pass quickly to satiety and from satiety to disgust." (10) 

Romantic immersion in nature is another symptom of nat~~alistic 

philosophy. In recoil from the realities of life and wishing to avoid 

the responsibilities of judgment, the worship of nature beca.me less of 

(9) Pa~li E. More, Platonism, p. 296. 

(10) --------, "Literature", New Shelburne Essays, vol. iii, p. 25. 
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of a pose than an actual refuge, and finally developed into a 

pantheism, and a vague longing to find in nature the secrets of 

the infinite. This is an underlying principle of romantic art; 

"·•••• that expansive conceit of the emotions which 
goes with the illusion of beholding the infinite within 
the stream of nature itself instead of apart from the 
stream." (11) 

And modern verse ha.s derived from it that same sentiment; a dissolving 

together of the human soul and nature is companion to wonder and 

strangeness; insight is replaced by vague reverie, and the true sur-

prise of the supernatural is lost in pantheism. Mr. More accuses 

Wordsworth of making a poetical business of nature, and agrees with 

the reviewer Jeffrey's fa.mous statement that "This will never do." 

And as for the inspiration and understanding which the poet can draw 

from nature he says, 

n •••• the meaning of mankind is better guessed in the 
clamour of society or in the still small voice of the 
heart withdrawn into its own solitude than in the murmur 
of the evening wind .•• " {12) 

Mr. More also raises his voice in protest against the roman-

tic conception of morality. He turns to the moral standards and 

ideals of Pla.tonism and objects to its mockery in romantic philosophy 

where it is degraded from a virtue to a passion. 

"Without the heart, without deep feeling and strong 
desires, it is true that no great work is achieved 
whether for good or for evil; that is the express doc­
trine of The Republic, But to look for balance in the 
mere opposition of passion to passion, to make morality 
only one passion among many, is to preach a ruinous 
perversion of Platonism." {15) 

(11) Paul E. More, Preface, Shelburne Essays, vol. viii, p.xiii. 

(12) ----------, "Wordsworth", Shelburne Essays, vol. vii, p. 47. 

{15) ----------, Platonism, p. 292. 
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It was, again, the Demon of the Absolute, seeking a false, 

irresponsible freedom in the sphere of morals. 

Whenever the question of the relation between art and morals 

is broached, the critic's mind inevitably tL~ns to one of the greatest 

of literary issues of the past century; that is, Keats•s identifica-

tion of truth and beauty. 

More's analysis of the relationship between ethics and 

aesthetics cannot be better expressed than in his own words, 

"The fact is that ethics and aesthetics are inseparable 
in art. Or, more precisely, just in proportion as the 
practiGe or criticism of art becomes superficial, ethics 
and aesthetics tend to fall apart, whereas just in pro­
portion as such practice or criticism strikes deeper, 
ethics and aesthetics are more and more implicated one ·in 
the other until they lose their distinction in a common 
root. In this sense Keats• dictum, nTruth beauty is etc.," 
m~ be applauded as profoundly right; though the same 
dictum may be turned into a mischievous fallacy when taken, 
as it is too often taken by the shallower aesthetes, to 
mean that beauty may supplant truth, or to justify the 
theory that art exists for its own sake in its own world, 
and has nothing to do with morality." (14) 

This latter idea is probably the one most current to-d~. It is 

fairly plain that in this quotation, Mr. More has stated an import-

ant standard in his critical evaluation of literature. However, 

he assails those "shallower aesthetes" of whom he speaks, (and one 

can easily place them among the members of the Romantic School) 

for exalting beauty above truth, emotional grace above duty, and fine 

perception above action. An art which rests on no abiding principle 

outside of itself, and pursues merE?J.s" the joy of the moment, is an 

(14) Paul E. More, "My :O;ebt to Trollope", New Shelburne Essays", 
vol. iii, p. 108 
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insinuating hedonism that misses the enduring happiness of the 

world, and in its destruction of the true values of life is bound 

to end in decadence. 

Many times Mr. More points out the simila~ity between the 

Romantic ~nd scientific philosophies. It may seem strange that 

science, at whose rise to power the Romanticists objected so stren-

uous~, should at heart be merged with Rom~ticism. The explanation 

is that both move in the same sphere---naturalism. Both are basic-

ally naturalistic, and each one specializes in a certain branch of 

naturalism; science in rationalism and Romanticism in reverie. And 

the reason for the failure of pantheistic romance to counteract the 

dangerous excesses of scientific naturalism is its inability to lift 

the imagination out of the very field in which both move. The mind 

is flung from one irritating extreme to another; from extremes of 

rationalism to extremes of romance. The scientist carries his law of 

change and flux into the realm of literature, recognizing no re-

straint and acknowledging no principle of taste. It is easy to deduce 

from that fact what type of literature he would foster. Mr. More states, 

"Yet it is a notorious, if paradoxitlal-, fact that the 
effect of science on art and literature has been to re­
inforce a. romantic impressionism, and that the man of 
scientific training when he turns to the humanities is 
almost always an impressionist." (15) 

If, then, Romanticism has failed to meet adequately the demands 

of the modern spirit in literature, or to remedy its excesses, the 

question is, what has Mr. More to offer as a substitute? He believes 

(15) Paul E. More, "Victorian Literature", Shelburne Essays, vo1.vii .. , 
p. 251 .. 
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that the ripening of literature depends on a recovery of Humanism. 

In his prescription for American literature he urges 

n ••••• the discipline of a classical humanism, which 
will train the imagination in loyalty to the great tra­
dition, while cherishing the liberty to think and the 
power to create without succumbing to the seductions of 
th~ market-place or the gutter." (16) 

Again we come to Mr. More's insistence upon tradition and, 

in particular, the Greek tradition. From his wide knowledge of 

literatures and cultures, Mr. More has chosen Greek vrriters as 

those who have embodied successfully in their work the highest and 

most,.enduring good of humanity. And to those who would push it 

aside in preference to contemporar.y ideas, he warns that they 

deceive themselves if they think the modern world can offer any-

thing to take the place of that discipline. 

Vfuen tradition is discarded, taste in literature suffers; 

modern literature has proved that fact. While there are no absolute 

rules or standexds of taste, nevertheless certain criteria of taste 

do-exist which approximate, more or less, to universality, and the 

history of literature shows that the least changeable fact of human 

nature is the law of taste. The appreciation of Homer has always been 

stable; certain axtists by their true representation of human qual-

ities will alw~s be regarded as great men of literature, for example, 

Virgil, Shakespeare and Milton. The permanent value of these men, 

Mr. More declares, lies in their appeal to what is universal in human-

ity, rather than to what is temporary and accidental. Tru.e, there 

are two kinds of universality: the first is na.turalistic and is 

(16) .P.aul E •. Moz:e, "The Phantom of Pure Science 11 , New Shelburne Essays, 
vol. iii, p. 76. 
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concerned with the animal instincts in man; the second is human-

istic and, although conscious of instincts also, sees something 

above them, and in this something else looks for the meaning of 

life. 

As·the guidance by tradition and the standard of univer-

sality are ~~. More's chief offerings to modern literature, his 

strongest criticism is directed against its irresponsibility. 

His antipathY to irresponsibility pervades all his literary crit­
he considers 

icism an~it synonymous with those.feelings wluch lead an a~tist 

to shrink from his duty to the high purposes of his art, and to 

take the easiest and surest way to public recognition by follow-

ing the vogue of the moment. It is this attitude which is res-

ponsible for the futility of modern literature. The first mani-

festation of it is the attempt to create pure art; art that feels 

no obligations and no restraining bonds. Whether such art be in 

the realm of pure vision, pure creativeness, or pure aesthetics, 

Mr. More declares that this effort is nothing more than idolatry 

to a fetish of abstract reason,--the Demon again. SUch a goal is 

non-existent and not huma~ possible. 

"The point I would make is the falseness and futility 
of the logical deduction that art can therefore dispense 
with the stuff of humanity or nature, or can weigh anchor 
and sail off into a shoreless sea of unreality." (17) 

(17) !bid., "Art", P• 56. 
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The second sign is the effort to make art independent of 

morals by putting the artist above blame morally and philosophic-

ally. ThLs is merely to decree for him irresponsibility. Most 

artists recognize the fact that the majority of modern readers 

want only a sensational dressing up of the world they know, but 

only a shallow and superficial writer will neglect the elemental 

questions and problems of humanity. Sometimes, as ~~. More sa~rs 

of modern novelists and dramatists, they attempt to cover up their 

lack of moral standards by an outward show of concern, and 

" d . . , th . . d tl . f ••••• 1~LLge eLr prux1ence un er 1e gu1se o 
reform, and champion licence as the liberty of 
prophesying." (18) 

Last~, there is the attempt to standardize a purely aesthetic 

art; one which rests on reverie, or impression, or intuition. It 

may have several names, but its final goal is the separation of art 

from human nature. Mr. More deals briefly with them. The charac-

teristics of intuitive art, such as he says are found in James 

Joyce•s "stream of consciousness" literature, are submergence of 

free will; a glorification of uncontrollable temperament; a subjec-

tion to the bestial passions, and a naturalistic view of life as 

continuous change. Like Mr. Babbitt, Mr. More suggests that int11itive 

art, if dependent on reverie, will finally cease to rely on, or suggest, 

any subject whatsoever. These romantic and naturalistic artists 

dismiss the fact that the quality of the human experience put into it 

must count, and that representation is on~ part of art. Deliberation 

·-·--------
(18) Patli E. More, Preface, Shelburne Essays, vol. x., p. x. 



-57-

is not, as they contend, the foe of liberation. 

The "lust of irresponsibilityn}lR~wever, reaches its climax in 

modern symb-olism and surrealism. Here, surely, the artist can escape 

the prosaic demands of lifel Mr. More writes: 

"The practitioners of the newest art call themselves 
surr~alistes, super-realists; they flatter themselves, 
they are sub-realists. Art may be dehumanized, but only 
in the sense that, having passed beyond the representa­
tion of men as undifferentiated from animals, it undertakes 
to portray them e.s complete imbeciles." (20) 

The humanist would remember that imagination and reason run parallel, 

and would put a check upon the spasms of eccentricity to the end that 

the imagination might be devoted to its work of genuine originality. 

Mr. More sums up his critique of irresponsibility in the following 

words: 

"That, then, the spirit of indolence and conceit is 
the animating cause behind the bitterness of those who 
proclaim against standards. It is the indolence, moral 
in some, intellectual in others, that revolts from such 
discipline as would enable a man to judge between the 
higher and the lower pleasure; it is the conceit that 
makes him cling tenacious~ to his naked temperament as 
a better guide than the voice of tradition. Standards 
there are, and all men judge by them; but there is a vast 
difference between the standards of education and those 
of a self-satisfied ignorance." (21) 

The true artist, Mr. More believes, is not one who sets himself 

up as a preacher, to rant at the failures and vices of the life he is 

portraying. Rather he is one who, by revealing his deepest sincerity, 

by his just appreciation of both the higher and lower emotions, and by 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

Paul E. More, 11The Modernism of French Poetry", New Shelburne 
Essgrs, vol. iii., p. 11r:-

-------- ...... __ ' "Art"' ~ Shelburne EsSayS' vol. i. , p. 40 

Ibid., "Education", p. 28. 
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the persuasive power of his imagination, makes his followers 

always aware that universally human qualities, particularly the 

reasoning power, are masters of his passions. Thus true art is 

humanistic; and man endows with permanent value the work in which 

the artist subtlY reveals his sense of the divine. 

Since Mr. More is the author of eleven vollLmes of successful 

critical studies, his ideas on the subject of criticism and the 

critic offer much food for thought. Again he appears as the humanist 

standing for criticism, not for the thing as it is, as a work by 

itself apart from general experience, but in its relation to other 

things. No art, he insists, can be completely isolated from current 

life or completely merged in it, and the highest criticism would balance 

between the two. Here he speaks, as a traditionalist of the relation 

between creative and critical literature: 

"In its conscious creation of the field of the present 
out of the past it takes an honoured, if not equal, place 
by the side of those impulses, more commonly recognized as 
creative, which are continual~ adding new material for 
its selective energy." (22) 

As a traditionalist also, he refutes those who, by dwelling on the 

errors of judicial criticism as if they would disprove the existence 

of traditional standards, are in reality merely attempting to 

establish their own right to independence of taste. 

Literary criticism works in mamy ways; all scholco.rs are 

servants of the critical spirit, and at a certain point it becomes 

almost identical with education, moulding the sum of experience to 

(22) Paul E. More, 11 Criticism11 , Shelburne Essays, vol. vii., p. 243. 
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man and each succeeding generation. By this standard one may judge 

the value of any stu~ as an instrument of education. 

The function of criticism, as Mr. More defines it, is a crusade 

against empty, unfounded faith; against stubborn prejudice or purpose­

ful misrepr€sentation, and against purely arbitrexy authority. It does 

not surrender to reverie, as the impressionists would have it do, nor 

does it shirk the burden of moral responsibility, but holds to a defin­

ite aim and works towards morality. 

n~. More attaches great importance to the critic, who, despits 

the contempt of creative artists, has always had a great share in 

directing human destinies. He defines the man of critical temper as 

one " •••• who weighs and refines, who is forever checking the enthus­

iasm of the living by the authority of the dead; and whose doctrine, 

even though in the end he may assert it with sovereign contempt of 

doubters, is still the commani to follow the well-tried path of 

common sense." (25) 

Perhaps the essence of his theories lies in his mvn critical 

ess~s. His criterions are fairly constant. He evaluates each work 

in the light of the history of humanity. The immense background that 

he has acquired enables him to realize what is significant and what is 

irrelevant. He emphasizes the basic problems and questionings of man­

kind, like dualism, faith, and morality. 1\Tu.ch of his work is devoted 

to the life and teachings of Socrat~s, and Mr. More applies Socrates' 

(25) loo. cit., p. 219. 
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sceptical approach to knowledge to his own criticism. Lack of 

personal prejudice, and true disinterestedness temper all his 

ana~ses; there is no hint of attack on an artist for trivial 

or personal reasons, such as characterize much critical liter-

ature in current reviews and periodicals. 

Although Mr. More alw~s links an author's writings with 

his personal background and the age in which he lived, his human 

interest is not malicious, but serves only to further the demon-

stration and proof of certain defects or merits in the author's 

philosophy. The essays on William Beckford and Shelley are ex-
,_ 

amples~of this type of treatment. Mr· More's criticism of 

Tennyson shows knowledge of character and background, and perhaps 

reflects something of Mr. More's own attitude towards life around 

him. Of Tennyson he writes: 

n ••• he alone among the busy, anxious Victorians, 
so far as I know them, stood entire~ aloof from the 
currents of the hour, judging men and things from the 
larger circles of time; he alone was complete~ eman­
cipated from the illusions of the present, and this is 
the secret of the grave, pathetic wisdom that so fas­
cinates us in his correspondence." (24) 

How highly Mr. More values the critical spirit, in no matter 

what field of endeavour, is evident from his comment on the Socratic 

purpose: 

(24) 

(25} 

n ••• ; for the supreme need of a man's soul is not that he 
should acquire a splendid system of philosophy, but that he 
should hold as an inexpugnable possession that spirit of 
scepticism and insight and that assurance of the identity 
of virtue and knowledge for which Socrates lived and died. 11 (25) 

!bid., "Tennyson", p. 7 4 -
-------, Platonism, p. 14. 



-61-

More and Society. 

~.,Ir. More believes that the same essence of Romanticism 

which pervades modern literature and philosophy is evident in society 

and social education. He opposes the natural~stic philosophy which 

underlies humanitarianism and expfesses itself in materialism and 

sentimentalism. Aiding and abetting it is the romantic-scientific 

philosop~ of laisser-faire which admits that because the physical 

world ,~olled itself by its own expansive forces, so human society 

will progress by some universal instinct, and without any need of 

re,straint or insight. Because of a fatalistic feeling of irresist­

ibility it seems useless to check any tendency however extreme, or 

to attempt rational direction of policies for the future. Any 

voluntary will to shape character appears powerless. Many people 

who believe that instinctive sympathy is a capable substitute for 

restraint and the inner check, forget that sympathy is a vague ideal 

which fails to provide for the variety and differences in personal 

feeling.. SU<Ul an abstract conception of humanity which slurs over 

the true distinctions among men, Mr. More defines as humanitarianism. 

He declares that sympathy, in the ambiguous form in which Rousseau 

presented it, is merelY an extension of self-love, which in a clash 

of interests will turn out to be pure selfishness. It can never take 

the place of discipline and justice as controls. Mr. More does not 

object to the compassionate effort to improve conditions of life, nor 

the development of instinctive fellow-feeling. 
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A certain good can be credited to humanitarianism; it has softened 

the brutality of former centuries and made us responsive to the 

sufferings of others. He does object, however, to setting up 

"social sympat~n as the sum of all virtues, and to the materialism 

inseparable from eve~ attempt to convert humanitarian zeal into a 

species of religion. Social sympathy, he feels, weakens resistance 

to temptation, relaxes the fibre of character and nourishes passions 

at the expense of reason and will. 

The individual should place his obligation to society second 

to his personal integrity, but much modern literature (particularly , 

novels) reverses this order. False humanitarian. doctrines result in 

the weakening of obligations, and indeed, irresponsibility has be-

come the keynote of society as well as of literature. The happiness 

of a people, Mr. More feels, depends on their acceptance of duties, 

and their common recognition of the law of just subordination. 

Social equalitarianism belongs in the same category with 

humanitarianism as an extreme social feeling. The attempt at lowering 

humanity to a dull uniformity is not only a contradiction of scientific 

and human knowledge, but by destroying the individual sense such a 

progressive externalization of life will eventually cause a relapse 

into barbarism. It is one-sided, based on an exclusive appeal to the 

feelings, and is contrar,y to our sense of justice. 

Mr. More divides humanitarians into two groups: sentimentalists 

who view the plight of humanity through a baze of indiscriminate pity, 

and those theoretical socialists who take their stand on the brotherhood 
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of man, and whose intolerance prevents them from seeing the truth 

of humanity. Where he attacks, in the Shelburne Essays, the 

socialism of Mr~ G. L. Dickinson, Mr. More points out that social-

ism often works in disharmony with the principles of industrialism 

instead of. co-operating with them, and also that socialists, by 

trying to make man's distinction commensurable with labour-value, 

are robbing democracy of much intangible, yet true eminence. He 

remarks chiefly on the contempt of industrialism for the inestim-

able works of imagination: 

"The common distrust of socialism among those who 
real~ cherish literature and the arts is soundly based; 
and the socialists, in replying to that distrust, have 
fallen into the vaguest generalisations, or have frankly 
avowed that no scheme of socialising this form of pro­
duction without destroying its inspiration has yet been 
devised." (26) 

Yet much of the danger lies with the journals that are supposed to 

stand for higher things, but flirt with schemes subversive of pro-

perty and constitutional checks, and who, in their clamour for the 

brotherhood of man, neglect justice. 

Mr. More is appalled by the feeling of supreme discontent 

gnawing at the heart of civilization. This discontent, he feels, 

is basically religious. The idealist's longing for a religious 

ideal is an indefinite faith, without guidance; and he easily falls 

prey to the dominant party of discontent. 

(26) Paul E. More, "The Socialism of G. Lowes Dickinsony Shelburne Essays, 
vol. vii., p. 179. 
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Indistinguishing sympathy is becoming a religion and the theme 

of serious literature; if literature is to be a true social guide 

it must e~phasize distinctions, judgment, and the responsibility 

of the individual man for the conduct of his own soul. 

The success of democracy, Mr. More agrees with Mr. Babbitt, 

depends upon the quality of its leadership. For too long a period 

the public has been too willing to place the burden of responsib-

ility upon men ill-fitted for administrative power, and they, in 

turn, have beeh too willing to soothe the people out of a sense of 

responsibility for errors. The situation has become so precarious 

that capable men of wisdom and understanding have withdrawn in 

disgust from the political field to more obscure positions, where 

their opposition to the emotion of the hour will bring fewer howls 

of indignation from an undiscerning public. The remedy is in bring-

ing the people to respect and follow their right leaders. 

"The cure of democracy," Mr. More believes, is not 
~democracy, but better democracy," (27) 

Mr. More prefers to call it a "natural aristocracy", and regards it 

as the culmination of a true democracy. He is careful to distinguish 

it from an inherited or money-made aristocracy, and points out that 

it refutes any idea of basic equalitarianism in man. 

(27) 

{28) 

nrt calls rather for some machinery or some social con­
sciousness which shall ensure both the selection from 
among the community at large of the "best" and the be­
stowal on them of "power", it is the true consummation 
of democracy." (28) 

Paul E. More, "Natural Aristocracy", Shelburne Essays, vol.ix., 
p. 29 

Ibid., P• 50 -
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The "best", he explains, is not a sharply defined class; the word 

signifies a tendency rather than a conclusion. From such a nobil-

ity of character and intellect, noble service would be expected. 

They would try to ensure among the rest of the people the propor-

tioning of powers and benefits to the scale of character and intelli-

gence. 

In the same volume wit:P. his discussion on natural aristocracy, 

~tr. ~ore deals with the subject of justice. Our sense of justice, 

he states, is something apart from the naturcLl world altogether; it 

is supernatural. Justice he defines as 

n ••••• that government and harmonious balance of the soul 
which arises when reason prevails over the feelings and 
desires, and when this dominance of the reason is attended 
with inner joy and consenting peace; it is the right dis­
tribution of IJower and honour to tbe denizens within the 
breast of the individual man." (29) 

Social and personal justice are both measured by happiness. ·The 

great cause of unhappiness and discord is the injustice ari::ing 

from the multitude of unrestrained desires and the clash of ego-

tisms. Men must be taught, W~. More insists, that their true 

happiness depends on each individual in society having his place 

and responsibility. Thus the work of the lawgiver and teacher 

is one of mediation; and social justice becomes a shifting corn-

promise. 

~~. More attacks Nietzsche•s theory that social progress 

guided by strength and reason alone would be towards the higher 

(29) !bid,, "Justice", p. 110. 
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life. But to base so much theoretically on the claim of reason 

is to neglect any supernatural quality in the sense of justice. 

He attacks equalitarian justice because it lacks proportionate-

ness. To quote his definition, 

-"Social justice, then, is neither Nietzscbean nor 
equalitarian. It is such a distribution of power and 
privjlege, and of property as the symbol e_nd instrtunent 
of these, as at once will satisfy the distinctions of 
reason among the superior, and will not outrage the 
feeline;s of the inferior." (50) 

However, every man must be taught that social justice contains a 

consiqerable amount of the natural law which seems to them unjust, 

but which they cannot change. This is the only injustice, and 

there is always some of it in relations between man and the world. 

Justice, it is recalled, concerns only the human, not the natural 

side of life. No one can enforce justice on Nature. The law of 

the survival of the fittest is an example of natural injustice 

beyond man's power of adjustment, and one to which he must reconcile 

himself. 

Another topic dealt with by l'v'fr. More in "Aristocracy and 

Justice n is that of property and law. His argument is summed up 

in his statement that 

"To the civilized man the rights of property are 
more important than the right to life." (51) 

Beginning with his proof of the statement that property is the basis 

of civilization, Mr. More goes on to declare that private ownership 

(50) Ibid., P• 1?0 

(51) !bid., "Property and Law", p. 156. 
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of property, including its production and distribution, is, with 

very limited reservations, essential to the material stability and 

progress of society. A man's personal independence depends upon 

his possession of private property, and when organized law ceases 

to protect property, as happened in the case of a strike which Mr. 

More cites as e.n example, the national security of a people is 

jeopardized by the tmrestraint of a few. A feeling of insecurity, 

if allowed to spread, would have dire results. 

"For if property is secure, it may be the means to an 
3nd, whereas if it is insecure it will be the end in 
ltself." (32) 

~. More sees, on the whole, ~ need for firmer insistence on 

immaterial values which are within the grasp of every man whatever 

may be the seeming injustice of his material position. He says, 

nwe need to be less swayed by our sympathies and more 
guided by the discriminations of reason; to put a harsh 
stop to the feminism that is undermining the sober virility 
of our minds; to control our equalitarian relaxation, of 
which recent legislation has been over full, by a stricter 
idea of the distinctions of value in human achievement; to 
be less ready to throw upon society the guilt of the indivi­
dual, and to be firmer in our recognition of personal duty 
and responsibility; to revise our philosophy of emotional 
expansion, with its tendency to glorify extremes, for a 
saner perception of virtue that lies in limits and for a 
keener search after the truth that dwells in mediation." (55) 

This might be called the creed of Mr. More's social reform. 

(52) Ibid., P• 148 

(55) Ibid., P• 241 
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Education. 

The source of literary and social achievements, Mr. More thinks, 

is the proper education of the young mind. The present attitudes 

towards education, which began with their presentation in Rousseau's 

"Emile", are responsible for much that he criticizes in society to-day. 

The fundamental thesis of "Emile" was to make instinct instead of 

experienced judgment, impulse instead of control, unrestrained liberty 

instead of obedience, and nature instead of discipline the basis of 

education. There is a growing belief that the great perversion of 

truth in it was the fostering of emotions as if the uniting bond of 

mankind were sentiment rather than reason. 

"To some observers certain traits of irresponsibility 
in the individual and certain symptoms of disintegration 
in society are the direct fruit of this teaching", (34) 

says Mr. More. 

He deplores the trend towards stress on scientific subjects 

in a curriculum. Science does not get beyond the material and the 

natural, and fails to give an understanding of the longer problems 

of humanity. Also, there are too many sociological studies, which, 

because of the problems that those subjects deal with, lower the 

student's level from contemplation of what is finest. Too often 

sociology spoils his mind with a flabby or a burning humanitarianism. 

Modern studies, on the whole, arouse unreflecting prejudice. 

Education should be, Mr. More believes, a means of fitting 

the young for responsibility; a disciplinar.y and selective process, 

(54) Paul E. More, "Rousseau", Shelburne Essavs, vol. vi., p. 251 
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which will not be reduced to the intellectual needs of the prolet-

ariat, but will aim towards the development of a natu.ral aristocracy. 

"For it will be pret*'y generally agreed", he declares, 
"that efficiency of the individual scholar and unity 
of the scholarly class are, properly, only the means 
to obtain the real end of education, which is social 
efficiency. 11 (35) 

The work of the university therefore, is to produce a hierarchy of 

character and intelligence, for people must, of necessity, be ru~ed 

by educated men. 

There is need to restore to the curriculum subjects which train 

the imagination, not in its purely aesthetic form, but an imagination 

which comprehends the gift of tradition and can distinguish essentials. 

Here is the foundation of Mr. More's remedy---the classical tradition. 

CUltural salvation, he affirms, is in a re-birth and return to the 

classics. His advice to the teaching profession would be 

n ••••• to steep their own minds in the great and proved 
writers of the ancient world, to nourish their inner 
life on that larger humanism which embraces the spirit­
ual as well as the aesthetic needs of mankind, and 
then, if they be teachers of the classics, simply to 
teach as they can, omitting nothing of rigid discipline, 
however repellent that discipline may be, but giving 
also to the pupil from the overflowing fulness of their 
faith and joy." (56) 

The essence of education is not to teach the pleasant, easy, 

natural tendencies, but, by gradually leading the young mind to take 

pleasure and consolation in higher things, to prepare him for a happy, 

useful citizenship. Above all, he will acquire the right to judge, to 

(56) Ibid., P• lOO. 
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pronounce on standards of taste because he knows what is tradition-

ally best and is set free from his own petty limitations. 

Mr. More does not minimize the difficulties of social admin-

istration, but he feels most keenly the necessity of setting in men's 

minds the philosophical foundation on which they must work. He says, 

"Until they can rediscover some common ground of strength 
and purpose in the first principles of education and law and 
property and religion, we are in danger of falling a prey to 
the disorganizing and vulgarizing domination of ambitions 
which should be the servants and not the masters of society." 

(57) 

Religion. 

It is generally recognized that Mr. More's greatest and most 

successful critical work is the development of his attitude towards 

Christianity. It is equally difficult for any mind except a phil-

osophically or theologically trained one to deal justly or adequately 

with such a comprehensive study as Mr. Nrore has carried out in his 

volumes on the Greek Tradition. (58) A statement of his religious 

growth and his stand on present religious controversies will have to 

suffice. 

(57} 

(58) 

Ibid. ' p. 43. 

The Greek Tradition comprises four volumes, The Religion of Plato, 
Hellenistic Philosophies, The Christ of the New Testarnent-;-Christ 
the word, and two complementary volumes, Platonism (5rd edition), 
and The Catholic Faith. 
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At one period in his life ~tr. More was a complete sceptic. 

Then from his classical studies his interest t~~ned towards 

Eastern religions, and among his essays are many dealing with this 

subject. He refutes the theory that a study of comparative reli-

gions results in a denial of Christianity, and finally takes his 

stand on what seemed to him the focal point of religious belief. 

At first Mr. More turned to Platonism because he thought it the 

basis of Western religion, ye~ not hide-bound by religious dogma, 

and not in need of confirmation by revelation as is Christianity. 

He be~eved that Platonic dualism was the source of Christian 

~hilosopgr, and his design was to bring about a renewal of faith 

in the Platonic world of immaterial and spiritual reality. This, 

he felt, would be an antidote for the materialism and rationalism 

so evident in the world. As his investigation progressed he came 

to a realization of the union between Christ and religious Platonism, 

and finally to hold firm faith in Christianity. He saw that the . 
weakness of Platonic religion was its foundation in philosophy; that 

what Plato lacked was a divine confirmation which would make his 

beliefs faith rather than doctrine. He also saw that the strength of 

Christianity 1~ in its belief in Christ as an exemplification of 

dualism, the spirit in God and in man, and that only in the Christian 

religion did this confirmation appear. 

The Incarnation, then, as the mystical expression of dualism, 

is the cornerstone of Christianity. 
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Mr. More's definition of religion is dualistic. 

"Now religion, as I take it,, is the union of other­
worldliness •••• and morality; and these two elements 
are: dependent on the mysterious duality of mind and 
ideas and qn the equally mysterious duality of good 
and evil." (59) 

His two volumes, The Christ of the New Testament and Christ the Word, 

cover the development of religious thinking from Socrates to the 

council of Chalcedon, with the purpose which he expresses in the 

former volume. 

"OUr purpose, I need to say with emphasis, is not to 
. prove exactly the truth of this thesis of the Incarnation-­
"'.ror such proof would require a line of argument, histor­

ical and apologetic, which lies outside of our course­
but to show that the Incarnation, so understood, is, as 
it claims to be, the one essential dogma of Christianity, 
that the philosophy underlying it conforms to our deepest 
spiritual experience, that it is the mythological exper­
ience, that it is the mythological expression (using the 
word 'mythological• in no derogatory sense) of the Platonic 
dualism, and thus forms a proper consummation of the Gree~ 
Tradition." (40) 

In The Catholic Faith Mr. More gets down to the crux of Chris-

tianity; to expose and leave dowinant the reason for the inexhaust-

ible vitality of the Christian religion. He would clear away the 

traditional realistic interpretations that have gradually clung to 

the Roman Catholic and certain Protestant churches, but would pre-

serve the one essential difference between Platonism and Christianity, 

the one dogma which must be accepted by every one who would call 

himself a Christian---the Incarnation. He stresses the need of 

creeds for documents of belief t~ hold the church together, but 

{59} -------, The Christ of the New Testament, p. 5. 

( 40) Ib id • ' p. 2 • 
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claims for much of the Apostles' Creed only symbolic value, as 

the poetry of faith. Many once-thought essentials are discarded 

by Mr. More, the miracles, the virgin birth, the objective real-

ity of the resurrection, and the personality of the Holy Ghost. 

How much more than allegorical value one gives to these doctrines 

is a question of personal faith. For example, his ovm interpre-

tation of the Holy Ghost is as the spirit of divine Grace. 

Mr. More ct.iticizes the various Churches for their extremes 

and omissions. The modern religious dilemma is another effect 

of the~Demon of the Absolute. 

"It has wrought havoc in religion by presenting to 

faith the alternative between an absolute omnipotent 

God or no God at all, and between an infallible Church 

or undisciplined individualism." (41} 

He attacks the Roman Catholic Church for its dogma of infallibility, 

and its accompanying assertion that there is no middle ground be-

tween the two absolutes of complete acceptance or rejection. Such a 

situation must end in absolute, individual interpretation, and this, 

he holds, is spiritual death. On the other hand, Protestantism 

depends upon the opposite extreme from revelation; it is too coldly 

rational, too individualistic. Man needs something to supplement 

his limited intuition, some authority to fortify faith, and some 

common expression of worship. 

Religion can be neither purely individualistic nor purely 

(41) -------, "Literature", New Shelb1.1rne Essays, vol. i, page 2. 
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determined. The question is a critical one, and he declares, 

" 

" The zealot who forces upon hesitant doubters the 
harsh and false dilemma of submission to an infallible 
Church or of irresponsible individualism, and who re­
pud"iates any notion of authority between despotism and 
anarchy, has simply signed the death warrant of organ­
ized Christianity. The execution of that warrant may 
ba delayed; but it will come in due time. Nor can I 
see more reasonableness in the position of the agnostic 
who accepts the same dilemma and then sneeringly asks 
us: If yiliu believe anything supernatural asserted in 
the Dfu~e of revelation, why not believe everything? 
SUch an alternative of absolutes is as alien to the 
truth in matters of the spirit as it is in art or 
government or ethics or philosophy." (42) 

What Mr. More would have is an authoritative as contrasted 

with an absolute church. His religion would be a militant force, 

exacting obedience, not a vague conception of the infinite, not a 

social ornament, not demanding total renunciation of the world's 

pleasures. It would have some austerity of command, and bring the 

feeling that our ethical sense has a justification in the eternal 

canons of truth, and that the consequences of our actions follow 

us in the hereafter. It must give a feeling of purpose in the 

creation of the world, and must suggest the spiritual in the visible; 

it must give the feeling of eternity, uniting the future and the 

present. ~ so will man realize his reward of happiness on earth. 

How then, one may ask, does Hu~anism, as expressed by Mx. 
Babbitt, fit into this? It is here, in the problems of religion 

that Mr. More's pbilosopny meets and then passes that of Mr. Babbitt. 

(42) -------, "The Church", The Catholic Faith, p. 205. 
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Mr. More has taken religion beyond the human plane into the 

realm of the supernatural by asking one question; that is, 

whether humanism, unaided and by itself, can provide the purpose 

and values it needs for its fulfiLment and production • Must it 

not depend, finally, upon religion for its driving force? Mr. 

Babbitt is very reluctant to associate the supernatural with 

any kind of dogrnatic or revealed religion. Mr. More expresses 

his opinion in these words, 

"••• the humanist who think2 to stand without religion 
is desperately beset by forces that would sink him to the 
level of naturalism. He may cling stubbornly to values 

that are the creation of his own fancy---for a while; in 
the end he will be overcome by the brutality of facts." {43) 

He does not deny humanism, but he believes that it does not go far 

enough. In itself, humanism is not anti-religious in so far as it 

depends on the controlling power of the supernatural, but it may be 

non-religious in so far as it is worldly and does not t~ to escape 

the world. 

Even religion, however, may have its humanistic qualities. 

As Mr. More adapts religion to life, he seeks a humanistic via 

media; not renunciation or asceticism, but unremitting control of 

temperamental impulse to mediate between indulgence and asceticism. 

self-restraint, humility, and a sense of personal responsibility 

are attributes of the Humanistic as well as of the religious life. 

{IB) -------, 11 0n Being Human11 , New Shelburne Essays, vol_.iii, p.21. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

INFLUENCE P~D CRITICISM. 

Now that a survey has been made of what the leaders of the New 

Humanism propounded as their principles, it remains to be seen what 

influence their teachings had on American literary criticism. This 

will best be realized through a resume of American critical liter­

ature from the beginning of the twentieth century to the great crit­

ical debate of 1929-50, in which the Humanists played a major r8le. 

Also, the anti-critics must be given their chance to refute the 

arguments of the Humanists. In this way the Humanists may be seen 

in better perspective than if viewed as individual critics. 

During the first decade of twentieth century literature, 

criticism was relegated to polite academic statement in reviews. 

Mr. W .c. Brownell was the chief exponent of anything like hu.manistic 

standards, but he was overshadowed as the naturalistic trend began to 

make itself felt in the work of the younger critics. Near the turn 

of the centur.y, Santayana gave a clue to the new reaction in the 

naturalistic psychology at the basis of his criticism. Mr. Babbitt 

and Mr. More were the first to feel that all was not well with the 

trend. Babbitt•s "New Laokoon" and More's first volume of "Shelburne 

Essays" opposed Humanistic standards to Spingarn•s "The New Criticism", 

which called for aesthetic judgment of art, and thus started an under­

cover controversy which came to a head about fifteen yea~s later. 

The first outbreak occurred in 1915 when Van W,Yck Brooks wrote 

a criticism of .American life called "America's Coming of A~", and 
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Stuart P. Sherman, defender of tradition and classicism, opened the 

journalistic debate with a challenge for free discussion of America, 

her ideals, traditions, and her future. The challenge was promptly 

accepted by H. L. Mencken, spokesman for the naturalists and liberal­

ists and the argument developed into a shouting, even personal, battle, 

which filled reviews and weeklies. After the War, Stuart Sherman 

gradually broke away from the traditionalist school to side with the 

naturalists, exposing the men who had been the true leaders behind 

the scene, and whose books had been influencing some men for several 

years, namely lVI:r. Babbitt and Mr. More. They continued to write 

without the noise attendant on the Sherman-Mencken battle, and grad­

ual~ to gather around them a group of men who agreed, some entirely, 

some only in part, with the doctrines of the New Humanism. So quiet 

were they, indeed, that the opposition believed they had killed the 

snake, not merely scotched it. How mistaken they were was clear in 

1929 when a direct movement for the New Humanism, under the leader­

ship of Babbitt and More and abetted b,y Norman Foerster, was presented 

to the public. In a book entitled Humanism and America, edited by 

Foerster, fourteen Humanists representing the various branches of Art, 

as well as science, religion, and psychology, expressed their outlook 

on modern civilization. At once thirteen opponents, under the editor­

ship of Mr. c. H. Grattan and distinguished by no particular platform 

except their objection to Humanism, made answer in "The Critique of 

Humanism". And so the storm raged back and forth with practically 

every American critic taking sides, and even some, as in the case of 

T. s. Eliot and Bernard Bandler II, taking part on both sides. 
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Reviews and weeklies, lL~e the Natio~, The Criterion, The Hound and 

Horn, The Forum, and the Bookman., to mention a few, C;~ried the 

controversy. 

One inflt~mce ~cknowledged by all critics is that Babbitt and 

More aroused American criticism to an awareness of fundamentals which 

older critics had refused to face, showing how deeply criticism pene­

trated the centre of man's life and thought. To some it was the birth 

of a true American critical literature, of which, despite ;its doc­

trines or because.of them according to individual opinion, America 

might justly be proud. Another factor which all critics conceded was 

the impressive learning and scholarship of both Babbitt and More. 

Even H. L. Mencken was forced to admit that More was perhaps America's 

foremost scholar, although he promptly annulled the effects of his 

admission by adding characteristical~y, naod bless usl" Then it must 

be remembered, Mr. Babbitt was professor at Harvard for thirty-five 

years, where his teaching ability impressed his doctrine upon many of 

his students. Witness to the influence of both men is the number of 

books dedicated to them by younger critics. Chief among their disciples 

are the following men: Norman Foerster, John Jay Chapmans George E. 

Woodberry, W. C. Brownell, P. H. Frye, Frank Jewett Mather, Robert 

schafer, P. H. Houston, G. K. Elliot, Stuart P. Sherman (in his earlier 

work}, and other lesser-known critics. 

The ver,y nature of Humanism, especially in its religious con­

cept, leaves ample room for disagreement among the Humanists themselves. 
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As lVIr.. Boynton wrote in 1931, 

"Just now the humanists are losing their tempers over 
what they mean by humanism. And the enemies of humanism 
are making capital out of the disagreements. Every 
humanist has his own ideas of what is in truth a rather 
abstract concept. In the midst of the great controversy 
with the naturalists there are little quarrels with 
fellow-humanists. They need to define their cause. They 
are doing much exploding and too little explaining." (1) 

Mr. TIJiore himself admitted that a good deal of the energy of 

Humanist supporters was expended in agressive protest. 

The battle of 1929-50 is regarded by many as gaining no 

final goal of supremacy for either side. Each party went its own 

way, thus ma_king any true controversy impossible. In the words of 

one critic, 

"That was the irony of the controversial years, that 
libertarians gathered about Mencken who, by ultimate 
principle was none at all and that therefore More, con­
sistent Calvinistic reaction~, was never met on his own 
ground. There was another reason that made the battle in 
its outward aspects a sham battle. The adversaries had no 
concrete common ground' when it came to the substance of 
letters and philosophy. More had not impartially read any 
book written later than 1890, Mencken had read hardly any book 
wr~tten before that date. Both men are at once monsters of 
ignor~ce and monsters of learning." (2) 

The Humanists claim that their leaders have never been met on their own 

plane because no other critic has a range of learning or wisdom compar-

able to that of Babbitt or More, and ~s therefore not fully qualified 

to argue against them. Another anti-humanist declares that what 

Humanism might have accomplished, namely correction of aimlessness, 

(1) P.H. Boynton, The Challenge of Modern Criticism, (Chicago: Rock.well 
Press, 1951), P• 112. 

(2) ,Ludwig Lewisohn, E!pression in America (New York: Harper, 1952), 
pp. 430-451. 
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vulgarity and irresponsibility in American talents, was largely 

nullified by the mood of rancour, heat and confusion on both 

sides in which the battle was conducted. 

It is sometimes difficult to separate what is truly critical 

in anti-humanist criticism from what is biting satire, like most of 

Menckenrs, or from the simple irritation that occurs in nearly all 

their essays. However, the recurrence of certain adjectives applied 

to Babbitt and More and their writings gives a clue to consistent 

lines of criticism which cannot be ignored. For example, "reactionary", 

"Puritan", and "hide-bound", express the most prevalent belief that 

the New England background of the leaders was not quite far enough in 

the background to suit their critics. 

An examination of the criticisms of the Humanistic philosophy 

reveals agreement on the negative value of humanistic morality. Their 
I 

insistence on inhibition, restraint, and discipline do not make for a 

true morality such as they seek. In fact, they make a fetish of moral-

ity, so Lewis Mumford believes. They read art, literature and philos-

opny in terms of their ethical significance and their effect upon 

practical conduct. Actually a good part of our activities are conducted 

on neutral ground and includ'e no questions of moral choice. Conduct has 

more aspects than just the ethical, and to isolate ethical judgments 

from the whole is to make the chronic invalid the supreme type of ethical 

personality. The critics claim that true morality is only obtained 

through positive channels of effort; that such restrictions produce 

nothing and that while necessary in their proper place and time are only 

incidental to the pursuit of the useful, the fine, and the dignified. 
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" ••• , the New Humanists", Mr. Mumford declares, "have 
merely opposed to the weakness and infirmities of our 
present society a series of anxious negatives - negatives 
just as impotent to produce new values as the optimistic 
assent of their Hew Mechanist rivals. In short: the New 
Humanists are empty." {3) 

Edmund Wi:}.son believes that humanity has as much need of being exhorted 

against such coldly negative behaviour as against irresponsible exuber-

ance. Mr. Tate in his essay "The Fallacies of Humanism" tries to point 

out that the basis of Mr. Babbitt•s control is the same intellect which 

is also the force behind naturalism, exploitation of humanity, and other 

evils. The negative quality is apparent when it is realized that the 

intellect cannot limit itself, as Babbitt wishes it to do; it is a case 

of the intellect versus itself. 

So too, the inner check and higher will are examples of purely 

arbitrary authority. They cannot hope to solve modern sickness; they 

merelY confine man to the moral solitude of a cultured minority who 

are not faced with the actual problems of humanity. As a system of 

ethics, it is incomplete, ignoring social and economic realities, and 

filling in the gaps with mere conventions. 

(5) 

(4) 

"The Humanists, ••••• tend to divorce their higher will 
from experience altogether, and to employ it, so divorced, 
as a standard by which to judge others' experience. It is 
no wonder, then, that what the Humanists call their insight, 
their imagination, their discipline, should seem to us their 
arrogance, their blindness, and their censorious ignorance." (4) 

The Critique of Humanism, (New York: Brewer & Warren Inc., 1930), 
p.557. Lewis Mumford "Towards an Organic Humanism". 

Ibid., R.P. Blackmur, The Discipline of Humanism", p. 254. 
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Mr. Blackmur suggests instead that they cannot be treated as if 

they were rigid natural rules of conduct, but to be useful must 

be regarded as convenient myths to be applied when the occasion 

demands. By no means should they be regarded as a set of prin-

ciples. His fellow-critic, Mr. Grattan, is even more scathing: 

11The Humanists fail to see that life is not so 
ascetic an affair that man may brood on ethical 
"choices". They have not indeed, under modern con­
ditions of living, time to engage in abstract spirit­
ual exercises of any kind, and if the values which 
are to be regarded as valuable to man and society do 
not have a natural and inevitable continuity with 
action, they are bound to remain unobserved and con­
sequent~ trivial and unimportant -- noble and 
amusing anachronisms." (5) 

Altogether these checks show a peculiarly doctrinaire frame of mind. 

Both naturalism and Humanism, Mr. Mumford feels, are only 

partial philosophies, each seeks to make a single element in exper-

ience dominate or interpret the whole. Most critics go farther and 

state that Humanistic morality has no connection with experience at 

all. And experience cannot be done aw~ with because it is a source 

of elements unobtainable in any other way; it is a conditioning 

process which affects morality itself. 

"Like mechanism, this pseudo-Humanism has no faith in the 
principle of growth and no understanding of its processes: 
hence its dogmas malign both our actual life and the possib­
ilities that arise out of it. The New Humanist, impatient 
to achieve the final stage of growth, its fruition in a 
mature and competent personality, scorns all the preparatory 
phases: in his distrust fOr the erratic experiments of child­
hood, he puts a premium upon the fixations of senility." (6) 

(5) Ibid., C.H. Grattan, "The New H11manism11
, P• 25. 

(6) Ibid., Lewis Mumford, "Towards an Organic Humanism", p. 545. 
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The whole search for a definite, dogmatic program is in part an 

effort to evade continuous vigilance and responsibility, he 

asserts; and Mr. Babbitt•s appeal to the young is this very con-

centration upon the individual. It appeals to the immature personality 

faced with the crisis of adolescence and incapable of directing his 

energies to any lasting ends. It is this self-interest in Humanism 

which Mr. Fausset objects to chiefly. He believes that it ranges the 

self against humanity in the name of humanism; it lacks the readiness 

to give the self to life, as many humble men do, and therefore lacks 

wholeness. It is infused with an element of intellectualistic pride 

and complacency; it is not humble but egotistical. 

Above all there is the suspicion that Babbitt does not mean 

simply self-restraint or self-control, but the uncritical subordina-

tion to a neo-Calvinism or Puritanism in both art and morals which is 

so dreaded by Americans. To them Puritanism means depression of life 

and thought; a crippling and paralyzing of creative effort. Lewisohn 

is particularly bitter about the Puritan influence, and therefore he 

sees an ancestral trend in Humanistic theories, a return to New England 

theocracy, and a last reaction of pioneer Puritanism against the rein-

tegration of experience with expression, which is his objective. They 

are right in demanding values and guidance in life, he agrees, but 

their values are those which no rational man has been able to accept 

since Jonathan Edwards. Allen Tate makes a more modern, but equally 

derogatory, comparison. 

"•••• the H11manist pursues Humanism for its own sake -­
or, s~, restraint for restraint's sake, or proportion for 
proportion's sake -- and while this is doubtless better than 
pursuing disorder for disorder's sake, the authority of the 
worthier pursuit is no cle&rer than that of the baser. His 
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doctrine of restraint does not look to unity, but to 
abstract and external control -- not to a solution of 
the moral problem, but an attempt to get the social 
results of unity by main force, by a kind of moral 
Fascism." (7) 

Criticism of the dualistic ppilosophy which Babbitt and More regard as 

the basis of Humanism is more implied in the critic's attacks than 

stated directly. They regard dualism as static, unprogressive, and a 

cautious balance which does not make for unity in man, but only an 

uneasy compromise. Mr. Fa us set believes it to be a wasted and harmful 

effort to restore the balance of opposites, which results in either 

open conflict or a self-conscious mediation. 

".And the gulf he wiE.hes to perpetuate bet-voeen the 
spiritual and the temporal is as fatal to a complete 
humanity as that between man and nature". (8) 

What is real~ needed is a true correspondence between the various 

planes, a harmonious synthesis into an organic whole. Mr. Tate claims 

that Norman Foerster•s dualism is only a verbal one; that he has no 

real~ opposed principles, merely an infinite number of points on the 

same scale. 

There is little quarrel between the two sides on the matter of 

tradition itself; the chief disagreement concerns the kind of tradition 

and how far its influence will interfere in modern thought. Mr. T.S. 

Eliot sees tradition as a by-product of right living; and something 

which is inherited rather than acquired. It cannot be aimed at 

directly. Concerning Babbitt•s defence of tradition he writes, 

(7) 

{8) 

!bid., Allen Tate, "Fallacies of Humanism", p. 152. -
Hugh I'A Fausset, The Proving of Psyche (London: J.Cape Ltd. 1929) 

P• 515. 
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"And yet to my mind the very width of his culture, his 
intelJigent eclecticism, are themselves symptoms of a 
narrowness of tradition, in their extreme reaction against 
that narrowness ••••••• But he seemed to be t~ing to com­
pensate for the lack of living tradition by a herculean 
but purely intellectual and individual effort." (9) 

Another critic asserts that Humanistic use of tradition is o~ a 

mechanical formula for the recovery of civilization. Humanism 

should be synonymous with culture, but it has not had enough 

experience or practice, or enough time to develop into culture. 

The wholesale adoption of c1..1.lture, without first making or recon-

structing a living background of modern experience, is pure imita-

tion. Mr. Blackmur writes, 

"ID-hey have taken principles and notions once embodied 
in Greek civilization, mediaeval Christianity, and per­
haps the French seventeenth century, and made them their 
own without embodying them in the civilization of to-day. 
They have conceived a tradition which cannot move except 
by imitating itself, by remaining static and duplicative 
--which is not, therefore, and cannot be, a living tra­
dition at all, but merely the dry intellectual shell of 
once vivid sense." (10) 

One consistent criticism is that there are really two distinct hun1anisms; 

that with a capital H and that with a small h. The latter stands for 

a general attitude, a fine artistic spirit which the former have 

adopted through the old humanists into their formal doctrine to give 

it prestige. 

Not only have the Humanists adopted tradition, but also con-

ventions, and not the most decorous ones at that. The critics say 

they are the conventions and prejudices of the university; one of 

(9) T. s. Eliot, After Strange Gods, (London: Faber & Faber Ltd.,l955) 
P• 59 

(10) .IQjJi., R.P. Blaebur, "The Discipline of Humanism", p. 251 
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them is an intellectual and social snobbery which, while it may 

suit a professor's drawing room, is out of place when applied to 

literature and art. Their boldness of attack, also, is derived 

from habitual acquiescence of university students to their ideas. 

It is only such men who would insist on the necessity of a cul-

tural background. 

"To sum up", declares :Mr. Wilson, "a small clique of 
self-anointed have arrogated to themselves a name that 
stood in the fifteenth century for a genuinely liber­
ating attitude, and degraded it to a synonym for a 
tight academicism. The whole doctrine has become little 
more than a rationalization of neophobia and a piece of 
special pleading for the genteel tradition. At its best, 
it is a mere revival of a singularly dogmatic and narrow 
c+assicism. There are, of cou~se, sound criteria in the 
classic tradition unduly neglected in the criticism of 
the last decade. But the critics who wish to apply these 
criteria will be well advised if they do not load them­
selves down with the millstone of dogma that the Humanists 
are so eager to hang round their necks." (11) 

Throughout American criticism there seems this constant relation 

in the critic's mind between the words academic, intellectual, 

and arrogant. 

Quite a protest arose over the treatment accorded science 

at the hands of Babbitt and More. The critics give several reasons 

for this. First, that the Humanists wish to make out a case against 

the modern world, and the disintegrating effect of science makes 

the simplest target. Or, by the rejection of science they hope to 

aggrandize Humanistic and religious val.ues. But chiefly that by 

attacking science they hope to save their values from scientific, 

that is, experimental scrutiny. That they did not succeed in 

(11) Ibid., Edmund Wilson, "Notes on Babbitt and More", p. 96. 
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doing so is exemplified in the ess~s of Bernard Bandler II, and 

in Mre Grattants statement that no one with an elementary know-

ledge of scientific thought could accept the validity of such a 

figment of the imagination B.s the higher will. Mr. Wilson 

believes that the Humanists rationalize their. scientific ignorance; 

they wish to convince themselves that what they do not know is not 

of primary importance anyway. In this way they ignore the genuine 

achievements of science; they fail to appreciate the great lesson of 

impersonality which it has taught. The cri tics point to the working 

habi~ of humility which it teaches, as proof that the Humanists do 

not have a monopoly on this attribute. 

"The remedy for the present situation", Nfr. Grattan 
insists, "is not less science but more science. The 
extension of an experimental technic into the human 
and social realms is bound to be the most fruitful 
adventure of modern times." (12) 

One is apt to wonder why, in the face of such criticism, Humanism 

has continued to endure. 'Mr. Lewisohn admits the fact regretfully, 

and even acknowledges the addition of new disciples to the fold. 

His reason is that nothing was opposed to them except a complete 

nihilism, like the vivid but unphilosophical negations of Mencken. 

Amidst the destructive criticism and blind drift of their contem-

poraries, s~s Mr. Mumford, the Humanists offered their assertion 

of the dignity of the human spirit, and their own forceful convictions. 

His conviction is, 

"The result is not a coherent philosophy of life; 
but at least it is a stop-gap. As a purely temporary 

(12) Ibid., C.H. Grattan, "The New Humanism", p. BB. 
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protest, paving the way for a more central and capacious 
philosophy of life, the Hew Humanism has perhaps its 
chief justification." (15) 

A favourite criticism of Babbitt is that, although he was 

insistent on decorum, discipline, and the law of mea.sure for others, 

he failed to employ it as his own writings. Mr. Wilson states 

several reasons for this. First, Babbitt looks only for the errors 

in the writings of others, not their good points. Second, he makes 

a broad word like humanism the exclusive property of a group of 

fe.tuous schoolmasters. Third, he makes an A.B .c. of Humanism, a 

regular Five Foot Shelf business of the culture of Homer, Phidias, 

Plato, Aristotle, Confucius, Buddpa, Jesus, Paul, Virgil, Horace, 

Dante, Shakespeare, Milton, Matthew Arnold, Emerson and Lowell. 

Fourth, he assumes that no one else takes seriously the woes of our 

times, and that eve:cyone else aggravates them • 

.Another critic ridicules the principle of decorum applied to 

literar,y criticism. 

"We are above all to judge a writer, not by his or~g~n­
ality or force, not by his talent or genius, but by his 
decorum! That is, we are to praise him for a virt~e 
within the reach of any learned blockhead." (14) 

Several critics have accused Babbitt and More of intolerance, gained 

principally from tlw pedantry and academicism of the university. 

Not only does the Humanist:. search out the errors of an author's 

work, but he fails to see a.zzything except his own ideas, or denounces 

as futile and irresponsible all writers who do not state his partic-

ular moral in his particular terms. 

{lB) 

(14) 

Ibid., Lewis Mumford, "Towards an Organic Humanism", pp.546-47 

!bid., Henry Hazli tt, "Humanism and Value", p. 95, -
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Il/fr • Blackmur looks on them all as conspirators working to prohibit 

and censor such literature as does not fulfil the notion of a Human-

istic society. 

There are strenuous objections to the uses to which the Human-

ist puts literature. Literature, they feel, should not be a vehicle 

for philosophic and moralistic discussions; Humanism is based on a 

misapprehension of the purpose of literature, it is not a support for 

dogmas. And it goes even farther than the work itself to the Author. 

To quote Mr. Chamberlain, 

"One turns from the New Humanists because they want to 
make the poet, and novelist and the dramatist bear the 

burden of the philosopher, and reformer, the social engineer, 
and the critic of society, a confusion of m~tiers that may be 
said to constitute our newest Laokoon." {15) 

The critics deplore the effect that the preoccupation with 

philosop~ and morals has had on the minds of the Humanists, espec-

ially on those acknowledged to be capable ones. It has made Babbittts 

mind a prey to inflexible doctrine; it has made him a moralist, con-

troversialist, and pamphleteer, rather than a critic. It has caused 

Mr. More to confine art in a tight circle of moral prejudice, or to 

rejce:c:t the type of art tbat would have invigorated his doctrines. In 

both men it has stiffened their sensibilities and paralyzed their 

aesthetic appreciation, the critics believe. The moralist, Mr. Spingarn 

declares 1is prosaic, not poetic. Mr. T. S. Eliot warns of the danger 

accompaqying the continuation of literary into general questions, and 

of using literature as a means of criticizing every aspect of society. 

(15) Ibid., John Chamberlain, "Drift and Mastery in Our Novelists", 
p. 257-58. 
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"The danger is that when a critic has grasped these 
vital moral problems which rise out of literar,y criticism, 
he may lose his detachment and submerge his sensibility. 
He may become too much a servant of his mind and conscience; 
he may be too impatient with contemporary literature, having 
pigeonholed it under one or the other of the social maladies; 
and may demand edification at once, when appreciation of 
genius and accomplishment should come first." (16) 

This seems, actually, like a subtle, indire~t criticism of Babbitt and 

More. 

Chief~ responsible for their lack of sensibility is their lack 

of experience, or contact with life. rwr. Bandler declares that the 

difference between Humanism and America and A Critiaue of Humanism is 

that the writers of the first want thought, order, and discipline 

imposed upon life arbitrarily, while the latter agree that it must 

come from life itself, taking what form the materials of the contem-

porary scene permit. Mr. Fausset insists that without contact with 

experience art will lack vital expression. It is this lack of exper-

ience and corresponding lack of expression which has made the Humanists' 

own work so uncreative in the eyes of their critics. Not only that, 

but they reveal their ignorance of the creative process. Babbittts 

defini ti..ons of the artist are unpsychological, Mr. Lewisol1..n declares; 

they ignore the artist in action in a manner that denotes the uncreative 

writer. The will to refrain, for example, is utterly contradictory 

to the inner function of the artist. 

Burton Rascoe attacks Babbitt in particular for his lack of 

interest in literature and his failure to understand the creative 

{16} Thomas s. Eliot, "Experiment in Criticism", The Bookman, 
LXX (November, 1929), 3. 
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process. In spite of the fact that Mr. Babbitt happens to hold a 

chair in comparative literature at Harvard, he complainsJ he is 
... 

naive enough to imagine that all that is necessary for the produc-

tion of great masterpieces is to observe the rules laid down in 

Aristotle's Poetics, exercise inner control, be decorous, and be a 

gentleman. He even has a positive distaste for literature, he 

continues. 1~. Hitchcock, in a review of the arts, points triumph-

antly to the fact that the little Humanistic education that has been 

carried on in the last decade has produced critics but not one major 

writer. Indeed, it has even, perhaps, blighted the fruitful talent 

of Mr. T. S. Eliot. Its increasing dominance would remove those of 

most promise from the artistic field. The classical method, another 

maintains, must, to have ~ force, be applied to a literature that 

has its values based on experience. The failure to observe this truth 

has resulted in another attitude. 

n Our cri tics ••••• maintain this peculiar cosmopolitan 
.eclesticism part~ because, not being creative minds, 
they do not appreciate, as the creative mind does, the 
necessar,y correspondence between expression and exper­
ience, even, if need be, the most limited, merely local, 
experience; and part~ because by means of it they are 
able to prevent literature from coming into direct con­
tact with a society whose acquisitive, non-creative pro­
gramme it would immediately upset and destroy." (17) 

The critics have less quarrel with the Humanist concerning 

aesthetics and its relation to ethics than on the previous point. 

The reason is, they seem to agree, that there is so little aesthetics 

to be found in Babbitt and More's work, so they expend their energies 

(17) Van w.yck Brooks, Letters and Leadership (New York: B.W.Huebsch,l918) 
P• 85. 
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rather on explaining the lack of it. Mr. Tate believes that 

Babbitt is not philosophical enough since he repudiates aesthetics 

as the trivial decoration of the moral doctrine. Tate declares 

that it is actually philosqFbx· itself, and that Babbitt creates a 

false dilemma between erter·ns.lly imposed decoration and externally 

imposed morality. Spingarn recognizes Babbittrs aesthetic t;tleory, 

but finds it corrupted by moralistic and intellectualistic errors, 

for example, his suspicion of the purely creative imagination. 

His conscious mediation between reason and imagination is merely a 

critical judgment and arrangement of external aspects; it 

"is to destroy the unity and so impoverish the reality 
of perception. The ethical and the rational must in short 
be perfected in the aesthetic consciousness." (18) 

Mr. More is accused of lack of aesthetic perception, as in the 

significance of style, with the result that he has failed to under-

stand most of the literature that he has read. Mr. More's criticism 

against for art for art's sake is viewed as no less rational than 

Mr. Morets own tenet of morality for morality's sake. 

What Mr. Fausset would substitute for the Humanistic theory 

is apparent from the above question. He seeks a true aesthetic 

spontaneity which 

(18) 

(19) 

"represents a vital and inward experience critically 
evolved and individualized." {19) 

Hugh I'A Fausset, The Provin_g_ of Psyche, (London: J. Cape Ltd. 
1929), P• 258 

Ibid., P• 210 
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In an article defending Santayana against Humanism, an American 

critic states, 

"Just here may a philosophy such as Santayana•s through 
its des~ised materialism and aestheticism, supplement the 
work of the humanists. The American, having been disci­
~lined, can well afford to acquire more repose, more toler­
ance, more grace." (20) 

A large number of critics, hov:ever, are inclined to accept the 

Humanistic idea because they feel that America literature was weakened 

by the aestheticism of the previous school of cPitics. 

This separation from experience, lack of creative understanding 

and aesthetic appreciation have, singly or together, formed most of 

the case agatnst Babbitt and ~ore's literary judgments. There is also 

the suggestion that they have substituted their own authority and per-

sonal distastes in the name of the established authority of others, 

Plato for example. They are accused by some of being subjective and 

romantic in their writings and interpretations; by others of icy schol-

asticism and Puritanism; Yvor Winters declares that there is very 

little in their work that could not be extracted in richer form from 

Matthew Arnold. One of their judgments which receives particular 

disparagement is that against Rousseau and Romanticism. In spite of 

the fact that no critic agrees with much of the Romantic philosophy, 

they dislike:the Humanistic preoccupation with and antagonism to it. 

Mr. Hazlitt draws this conclusion: 

n •••• it is impossible to take Mr. Babbitt seriously as 
a thinker. His antagonism to Rousseau distorts all his 

{20)G.W. Howgate, "Santayana and Humanism", Sewanee Review, 43: ·49-57 
January, 1935. 
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views, if it does not actually dictate most of them; it 
drives him to an opposite e2~reme; he is clearly the 
victim of •the subservience of contradiction'•" (21) 

Romanticism was already dead when attacked by the Humanists, declares 

Lewis IVIumford; it had been killed by a growing knowledge of society 

and the place of individual personality. Mr. Fausset is their chief 

adversary in this; his own philosophy is derived in spirit and tem-

perament from the Romantic. 

"Indeed we may say that above the small fluctuations 
of fashion we cannot henceforth be ever again a~thing 
but romantic in spirit, and demand the same infinite 
aspiration, the same faith in evolution~ betterment, 
the same universal humanity of our poets, as was voiced 
amid much hasty error at the beginning of the last cen­
tury. Romanticism has enlarged man's consciousness for 
good.. We can never return to a poetry based upon narrow 
and privileged sympathies." (22) 

However this preoccupation with the past is only one aspect of 

a much greater crime, in the eyes of the critics. Their neglect of 

contemporary literature, or scorn of the few writers they recognize, 

is their most serious shortcoming. Mr. More, for example, is 

limited by his dealing with second and third rate talents; also, he 

almost never attempts high and difficult subjects. The critics were 

angered by Mr. More's rejection of Don Passos' work, and one stated that, 

{21) 

(22) 

(23) 

"If Don Passos had been a second-rate eighteenth­
century essayist, Mr. More would know everything about 
him, political opinions and all---if he had been the 
humblest New Engl~nd poet (of the seventeenth century, 
that is,) Mr. More would have read him through." (23) 

Henry Hazlitt, "Humanism and Value", The Critigue of Humanism, 
(New York: Brewer & Warren, Inc.l950) p. 94 

Hugh !'A Fausset, Studies in Idealism, p. 274 

Edmund Wilson, "Notes on Babbitt and More", The Cri tig_~~ 2£ 
Humanism, p. 57 • 
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And Mr. More•s sharp criticism of James Joyce•s Ulysses is met 

with an even more serious charge. 

" •••• and I will venture to. say that the Humanists• 
high-handed habit of disposing jeeringly of contem­
porary writers whom they plainly haven't read is an 
even more serious scandal to their cause than their 
misrepresentation of the ancients, whom they have at 
least conscientiously studied." {24) 

Mr. Blackmur explains their attitude as an inability to get inside 

them; that the Humanists have only a foreign, irrelevant discipline 

which acts in the way of a censorship, and which is unsuitable to 

the substance of moderns. 

But their lack of appreciation for contemporary work is not 

confined to literature alone, but to new psychology or research. 

Mr. Wilson declares that he cannot avoid coming to the conclusion 

that 

"Mr. More's primary objection is to having anyone, 
either in science or in art, find out anything new, 
and I cannot explain this state of mind except on the 
hypothesis that;, Mr. More is really an old-fashioned 
Puritan who has lost the Puritan theology without hav­
ing lost the Puritan dogmatism. Mr. More is more cer­
tainly than Professor Babbitt a man of some imagination; 
he is able to follow the thought of the modern world, 
as appears from his ver,y intelligent and often sensitive 
expositions of the ideas of other writers (if they are 
not absolutely contemporaries)--but some iron inhibition 
always comes into play in the long to restrain Mr. More 
from agreeing with anything which he finds in modern 
philosophy or art • " ( 25) 

Not all the criticism of Mr. Babbitt and Mr. More is unfavourable. 

The former has been praised for his tenacity of purpose, his broad 

sweep of fundamentals and analysis of the conte.mporary scene; the 

latter for his profound thought, his sound prose style, and the 

(24) Ibid., P• 56. 

(25) Ibid., P• 59 
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consistently high quality of his criticism. Yet, as a literary· 

philosophy there are few hopes for its future, Mr, Hitchcock sees 

it as a snare, and a false, reaqy-made doctrine for the artist of 

to-day. It implies a loss of freedom recently won, and a renun-

ciation which the e.rtist should determ..i.ne for himself.. Yvor Winters 

sees beside Humanism a stea~ development in an organic, living 

criticism which Humanism cannot deal with. Besides, young writers 

are as unaware of Humanism as it is of them .. 

"It is hardly likely therefore", he concludes, con­
cerning the Humanists, 11that they will exert any pro­
found influence on the future of .American letters." (26) 

Foremost among criticisms of the ''Humanist social programme 

is that it is a defence of the privileged classes; that is, of the 

property-owning classes. Mr. More t·s statement that the right of 

property is more sacred than the right to life, was met with much 

protest. They accused him of preferring to see slave labour and 

starvHtion wages continue rather than see injury done to the private 

property of the man who has exploited the people. For this reason 

he is regarded as a capitalist. 

"And implicit in all his writings on social ma.tters 
is the conviction that the desirable economic arrange­
ment which will give us genuine justice and genuine 
civilization is the exploitive capitalism of late nine­
teenth-centur,y America. It will be regulated only by 
the will to refrain; its leaders will be restrained 
by the inner check." {27} 

Mr. Brooks declares that Mr. More's inability to feel human values 

fine~ is because to have done so would have upset his whole faith 

{26) 

(27) 

Yvor Winters, "Poetry, Morality, and Criticism", Critique of 
Humanism, p. 524. 

Ibid., c.H. Grattan, "The New Humanism", P• 15. 
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in a society based upon the acquisitive instincts of men and 

ruled over by a natural aristocracy of economic power. 

Yet this is one aspect of the whole situation, Mr. Fausset 

feels. There is also the Humanists' unconcern with the lot of the 

masses, which the discipline of an authoritative minority is not 

likely to improve. There is a lack of humility in his principle 

which would causs him to impose his social and economic principles 

upon the people, whose enemy he is at heart. His theory separates 

not only himself from society, but the various classes and groups 

from each other. He has opened up the old gulf between the manual 

and the mental worker, and in doing so has impoverished both. 

Mr. Faussetrs own idea is contrary to this. 

"There is a false and a true belief in equality," 

he says, "The one submerges all degrees of hUJDan value 

in merely physical majority; the other recognizes that 

humanity is a whole, of which each individual is a 
varying but dependent unit with the same rights to a 

favourable environment for growth, and the same crea­

tive potentialities. Unequal in intellectual ability 

as the farm-labourer and the university professor may 

be, they share a common essence, which religion has 
called a soul, and which is of profounder value than 

the talents which differentiate them." (28) 

Mr. Babbittrs humanism can never reconcile the split in society, 

because he respects only a certain kind of personality. As a 

superior "Humanist" he separates himself from the masses, and his 

theories reflect his individualistic viewpoint. It is his con-

servatism, Mr. Grattan believes, which makes him unwilling to face 

the important part of the problem---the modification of environment. 

The masses must be protected from the self-assertive individualism 

(28) Hugh I'A Fausset, The Proving of Psyche, P• 288. 
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of a few men whose desire for exploitation cannot be restrained 

by abstract moral precepts. 

"Instead of attempting to achieve a balance between 
the individual and the environment which, after all, is 
the true nature of the problem, he ignores the environ­
ment entirely and concentrates on the individual." (29) 

Mr. Babbitt has made no attempt to better society, and to expect 

mere moralizing of egotistical impulses to solve the conflict 

between the will to power and the will to serve is uncertain or 

impossible, Mr. Fausset believes. He would solve the problem in 

a very different way, as the following paragraph explains. 

that 

"But in a world which really respects every personality 
that is born into it, which appeals to and educates the 
creative instincts in an atmosphere in which virtue is ex­
pected, because it is regarded as naturf:=ll, the will to 
power and the will to serve will be far m.ore equally 
develooed and hence the conflict between them will be far 

' ..L 

less acute and volcanic." (30) 

Frank J. Mather was unfortunate enough to make the statement 

"A few thousand genuine humanists in America would 
make our society humanistic; •••• " (31) 

for which he has been taken severely to task by his critics. The 

idea that a few thousand humanists could in any way influence the 

vast economic machine of America, or remedy labour conditions, was 

to them the height of absurdity. 

{29) 

(50) 

(51) 

c.H. Grattan, "The New Humanism", Critigue of Humanism, p. 7 

Fausset, ~· cit. p. 300. 

Frank J. Mather Jr., "The Plight of our .Arts", Humanism and 
America, p. 115 
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The consensus of opinion concerning Humanist social philosop~ 

is summed up by Mr. Grattan: 

n The point here is that Humanistic values are derived 
from past formulations, and particularly from formulations 
arrived at in a primitive society where the authors could 
not conceivably imagine many of the most vital and complex 
problems of modern living." {32) 

There is scarcely a murmur of protest aga~nst the criticism 

and plan of reconstruction of education set forth by Babbitt and More, 

except by those scientists who dislike the proposed curtailment of 

scientific studies in a curriculum. Mr. Babbitt•s Literature and 

the American College is genera~ recognized as a valuable work in 

the field of education. 

The dissension among the Humanists themselves has given their 

opponents fine weapons of criticism. Indeed it seems almost as if 

many specific arguments voiced by the critics were first advanced by 

Humanist writers. The attacks centre chiefly upon Babbitt and 

Foerster rather than on More, that is, on what the critics regard as 

the separation of man from religion or the supernatural. Mr. 1\Jlore, 

on the other hand, finds the completion of Humanism in religion, and 

so escapes much of the censure. There is very little mention made 

of More's work in The Greek Tradition, principally because it is 

beyond the grasp of the ordinary critic of letters. Instead there is 

a general attack on the religious aspect of Humanism as conceived 

by Mr. Babbitt. 

There are several different criticms of Babbitt•s attitude 

towards religion. To some it appears as the last struggle of 

{52) C.H. Grattan, 11The New Humanism", P• 28. 
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Protestant theology, an attempt to revive a failing rationalistic 

religion. ButT. s. Eliot raises the question of the purpose of 

such a revival. ~~, he questions, should one strive to lift 

oneself out of rationalism, as Babbitt desires? To what ultimate 

purpose? If there is no goal beyond Humanism itself, it is an 

empty purpose. Mr. Grattan speaks of what he calls Babbittrs 

"dilemma". 

"He sees that Humanism, in spite of all protestations 
to the contrary, is not of this world. It is a tech­
nique for preparing man for the next -- a sort of substi~ 
tute Christianity. But curiously enough, it tends to 
deny the next world." (33) 

Many critics are puzzled by the fact that so powerful an intellect, 

so concerned with the specifically human in man, and so insistent 

that man is an infinite animal, should have so persistently shied 

away from the idea of God. 

G. K.· Chesterton, in an essay entitled "Is Humanism a 

Religion", (54) feels it necessary to answer in the negative. He 

believes that Humanism is doing valuable work in organizing the 

various divisions and concepts in life--what he calls "picking up 

the pieces"; but he questions the strength of what they use to 

stick the pieces together. T. S. Eliot shows his doubt when he ques-

tions the feasibility of Babbittrs Humanism, and whether it is 

durable beyond the influence of Christian teaching. He sees Humanism 

as merely a state of mind in a few persons at a few times, not as a 

continuous habit. For that reason its existence is dependent on some 

other attitude; it is critical, even parasitical; it can refine the 

taste but it can not save the soul. 

(55) !bid., P• 4 
(54) G.K.Chesterton, "Is Humanism a Religion?", The Criterion, VIII 

(April, 1929), 32. 
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A religious critic sums up the movement in this way: 

"While recommending religion, Professor Babbitt 
on the whole advocated leaving it alone in order to 
obtain an apparently more feasible humanistic level 
below it but above naturalism. Here his intellectual 
and moral preoccupations seem to have slightly ob­
scuxed for him the fact that, even from an empirical 
point of vie·w Like 'his- .awn, religion exercises at 
least as strong a sway over the minds and the hearts of 
mankind as any urbane secularism is likely to do. Dr. 
more when he stated that literary humanism is to be 
thought of less as a creative, self-subsistent force 
than as a means of directing and criticizing forces of 
that kind, and when he wanned that, isolated from the 
realistic moral and religious ft:dtb that invigorates it, 
humanism would relapse into natl~alism, probab~ estimated 
the character of the movement more justly.n (55) 

Mr. Eliot attacks Foerster's Humanism and America in the 

fear that Humanism will become a positive phi+osophy which will 

attempt to take the place of religious dogma. He declares that 

~~. Foerster's Humanism is too ethical to be true and wonders where 

all his morals come from. Mr. Dakin believes the Humanists defend 

primarilY the ethical standards of Plato and Aristotle, completed 

and refined by Christianity. Mr. Eliot believes their system of 

morals is founded on nothing but itself, and that one advantage of 

an orthodox religion is that it puts morals in their proper place. 

The Humanists all hold aloof from committal to religious doctrine. 

Mr. More urges acceptance of the Incarnation because without it 

there can be no religion, yet he leaves it to inc1ividual faith to 

decide. His own disciple, Robert Shafer, criticizes him for"tinker-

ing"with the Apostles' Creed. The Humanists do not rely on dogma to 

obtain their ends, but on reason, science, ethics, art, and the 

(55) A.H. ])akin, Man the Measure (Princeton: Princeton University 
Pres8,19B9), p. 19. 
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beneficial features of religion, states Mr. Dakin; their aim is 

not the religious man, but character developed to meet a changing 

world. 

The most active part in the controversy has been taken by 

Mr. T. S. Eliot who, in his ea~lier years, was a disciple of Babbitt 

and More. He may now be said to be neither on the Humanistic side of 

the fence nor on the religious side, but on top of it and looking on 

both sides. His two essays "Humanism without Religion" and "Religion 

without Humanism" are good indications of his personal attitude. In 

the former he shows how Humanism without a basis in religion is an 

empty doctrine. In the latter essay he writes: 

"But in the full and complete sense of the word, Humanism 
is something quite different from a part trying to pretend to 
be a whole, and something quite different from a "parasite" 
of religion. It can only be quite actual in the full real­
isation and balance of the disciplined intellectual and emo­
tional life of man. For, as I have said, without humanism 
both religion and science tend to become other than them­
selves, and without religion and science--without emotional 
and intellectual discipline--humanism tends to shrink into 
an atrophied caricature of itself." (56) 

other critics who do not accept Humanism as a philosophy at 

all, see Humanism as a refuge for those who do not want the respons-

ibility of defending a conventional dogmatic orthodoxy, and who want 

moral elevation without having re~se to the supernatuxal. 

Mr. More's Humanism, on the other hand, pleads weakly for 

Anglo-Catholicism, or, if his rigid standards are followed to the 

lettere to the Church of Rome. 
" 

(56) Thomas s. Eliot, Religion without Humanism", Humanism and 
America, p. 111. 
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Most interesting of all criticisms, because the most con-

structive, is Mr. Eliot's in his Selected Essays. As a critic 

interested in the possibilities and capabilities of Humanism 

rather than in its complete rejection, he is anxious to find a 

via media acceptable to both sides. He wishes to set forth the 

functions of 11true Humanism" in the fear that those imposed upon 

it by zealots should cause its isolation from the sphere of influ-

ence in which it is most needed. He gives an eight-point programme(B7) 

which expresses his whole theory and which appears to be a substitute 

for Mr. More's six tenets. 

I. The function of humanism is not to provide dogmas or philos-

ophical theories. Humanism is general culture, concerned less 

with reason than with common sense. 

rr. Humanism makes for breadth, tolerance, equilibrium and sanity. 

It operates against fanaticism. 

III. "The world cannot get on without breadth, tolerance and sanity, 

any more than it can get on without narrowness, bigotry and 

fanaticism." 

rv. The business of Humenism is not to refute but to persuade; it 

(57) 

operates by taste, by sensibility trained by culture. It is 

critical rather then constructive. "It is necessary for the 

criticism of social life and social theories, political life 

and. political theories. 

Thomas s. Eliot, Second Thoughts about Humanism", Selected 
Essays (London: Faber & Faber, 1954), pp. 436-57 
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V • Humanism can have no positive theories about philosophy or 

theology; it can only question tolerantly whether a partic­

ular philosophy or religion is civilized. 

VI. There is a type of person whom we call the Humanist, for 

whom humanism is enough. This type is valuable. 

VII. "Humanism is valuable (a) by itself, in the 'pure humanist•, 

who will not set up humanism as a substitute for philosophy 

and religion, and (b) as a mediating and corrective ingred­

ient in a positive civilization founded on definite belief." 

VIII. Humanism is valid for a very small minority of INDIVIDUALS. 

"But it is culture, not any subscription to a common programme 

or platform, which binds these individuals together." 

This treatment would, of course, relegate Humanism to the 

position of an attitude rather than a philosophy, as G. R.. F~liot calls 

it "a mere balance of mind." (38) 

Many other critics of Humanism, while they do not actually 

state any such definite theory, would probab~ not be averse to 

tempering American life and culture with a slight measure of the 

Humanist "attitude". 

(58) G.R. Elliott, "The Pride of Modernity", Humanism and America, p.99. 
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CHAPrER V. 

S U M M A R Y. 

There is no doubt that the New Humanism is direct~ opposed 

to the modern mood. It opposes restraint and moderation to the linger­

ing Romantic tendencies towards spontaneity and extremes. And whether 

or not it has won popularity as a philosophy; the general trend ofthe 

few years since Babbitt and More's death has been towards a more mod­

erate, thoughtful manner of life. The world upheaval since 1956 seems 

almost prophetic of their warnings, end it may be that the obvious 

need for careful intelligent reconstruction is mere~ the shadow of a 

future humanistic outlook. 

As a criticism of modern society, the New Humanism has missed 

practical~ nothing and has displayed remarkable keenness. The most 

obvious attribute is its common sense. More than one unfavourable 

criticism has been forced to admit this openly, and in spite of the 

limitations it entails, many younger critics seem to be in favour of 

common sense. It is inclusive to an extent that no critical philos­

oph.Y of the twentieth cent1rry even attempted, and for this it well 

deserves the credit bestowed upon it for widening the critical field .. 

With a few exceptions it is admirab~ suited to the needs of 

the day. Babbitt saw the necessity for a working philosophy, for a 

down-to-earth programme that would be of use to the average man. 

}f:.'l this it seems as if he had succeeded. In comparison with a 
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philosophy like Mr. Fausset•s, which builds on vaguely spiritual 

or mystical unions between antagonistic divisions, it brings 

accomplishment nearer to hand, If the average man came no nearer 

to an understanding of the New Humanism than its definition of 

being "moderate and sensible and decent", or "avoiding extremes", 

he wottld have grasped a great deal. By foll0wing the wholA htman-

istic .:trgument one can realize its universal applicability to the 

troubling problems of modern civilization. There is nothing vague 

about the rules it establishes; and the manner in which they are 

fitted to the organized theory carries assurance of their working 

value. In his very enthusiastic commendation of Mr. Babbitt•s 

ideas, an English critic writes, 

"When once its import is fairly grasped, its influence 
is like that of a new principle of classification in one 
of the descriptive sciences. New and natural lines of 
cleavage or affiliation at once appear, introducing order 
and inteHsendence into a mass of chaotic or misrelated 
facts. R- simple criterion is put into the reader's hands, 
which he cannot help using, even though it mean the 
abandonment of secret loyalties and the dethronement of 
long-cherished idols." (1) 

Most readers will agree with this sense of unity that comes with the 

reading of Babbitt•s works. 

Yet there are several criticisms and questions to consider 

before a too-thorough commendation is gi~;n. First, there is the 

criticism of its adaptability to only a cultured minority. If we 

recall Babbitt•s statement that the future of civilization lay with 

nthe saving remnant", rather than with a democratic average, we find 

part of the answer. It is aimed at the development of a class of 

(1) Philip s. Richards, "Irving Babbitt and a New Humanism", The 
Nineteenth Cent~, vol. ciii (April, 1928), pp.455-444---
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leaders; not that this refers to an economic class, but to one 

with a certain level of intelligence. There is much in it that 

any ordinary person would find of value, but it is chiefly directed 

towards an "intelligensia", to use a much misused word. It pre­

supposes an ability and willingness to think. It foresees an age 

of equal educational opportunities for all, c.nd attempts to provide 

a general philosop~ capable of being used by those to whom it will 

be of greatest value. It covers the more important questionings of 

life--a deliberative philosophy. 

There is the accusation that the New Humanism is austere and 

dogmatic. Both Babbitt and More seem somewhat austere in their 

views, it must be admitted. This has been attributed to their study 

of Eastern philosop~, especial~ Hindu philosophy, and it must be 

taken into accou.nt. when weighing tb:; emphasis on words like "dis­

cipline" and "restraint". One must also discount an over-emphasis 

for the sake of force, which is common to both Humanists and their 

opponents. Babbittrs style, and a sort of dogged repetition and 

insistence on certain points, give his philosopny a dogmatic air 

which might arouse antagonism in a reader. But the HQmanists have 

been far pusier w.Lth "aggressive protest", e.s Mr .. More says, than with 

dogmatism. The two are easily confused. A great deal would depend on 

how rigidly its principles were adapted to the individual. Such re­

strictions as the "inner check" woul.ltil. necessarily enforce on one 

individual might be far less irksome to him than to another. The 

degree of Humanism adopted would vary greatly, and would even determine 
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the pseudo-humanist from the pure humanist. Too much emphasis on 

discipline is repugnant to more liberal temperaments, and there 

seems to be some cause for protest. 

Mr. T. S. Eliot's suggestion that Humanism be treated as an 

attitude, and that it be denied any formal body of doctrine, is to 

force it at once into obscurity. Only by its forceful presentation 

and competent organization has it had a voice against the modern 

trend; without this it could not survive. 

The basic argument of Humanism has scarcely been touched by 

the anti-critics. As Mr. More stated, once deny dualism and there 

is no common ground with the Humanists. This psychological o~ 

philosophical theory seems to make the question a purely personal 

one, but the Humanists are backed by experience, history, great art 

and religion. Mr. Fausset•s philosophy is an interesting contrast 

because it is monistic; this monism also seems the source of its 

weakness. Humanism, in spite of the fact that it promises no healing 

of troublesome divisions between man and nature, or man and the spir-

itual, or no easy solution of problems by a synthetic unity, seems 

more dependable. As Babbitt pointed out, its lack of "short cuts" is 

the secret of it.~~ unpopularity. There is a deep psychological under-

standing of human nature in the Humanism of Babbitt and More that 

cannot fail to impress the reader, reflections of one's own mind that 

P"ive food for thought. This is particularly striking in their analysis 
0 

of the moral nature of man. 
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A serious consideration is whether or not Humanism is too 

moralistic and therefore negative in its action. In its general 

aspect Humanism is a moralistic philosophy, rather than an aesthetic 

one. The Humanists emphasize morality, sometimes at the expense of 

imagination, and Babbitt states that he has stressed ethics because 

he believes that in this lies the solution to man's problems. Those 

who do not agree with this principle are apt to lose patience ~th 

its reiteration. Those who do agree with him find an understanding 

of the moral problem that may well deny the criticism of being con­

trary to experience. 

It is a favourite habit of the opposition to see only the 

intellectual side of Babbitt•s philosopny. He has emphasized the 

spiritual aspect of the higher will which gives it a wider scope 

and influence than allotted it by the critics, but they prefer to 

regard it as purely arbitrary. When ·.:cliscuss'ing :Baobitt·t:scuse·- of ·tradi­

tion, they also neglect his insistence on a modernized tradition, 

a "positive and critical one", which differentiates i.t from the 

static tradition implied or stated in their criticism. 

vVbile the critics demand a positive morality rather than a 

negative one, they give no constructive means, end offer nothing 

to take the place of discipline, restraint or decorum. They would 

develop a creative morality, yet they fail to state how they would 

go about it. To the inclusion of humility as a philosophical factor 

they have little reply. Not onlY is it an innovation in modern 

philosophy, but it is an unquestionably good principle. The critics 

can on~ grumble at not having stated it -first. 
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The greatest natural a~gument for humanism is that the 

average mature personality tends towards a Humanistic attitude 

to life rather than to any other. In the way of adjustment he 

learns to take on limitations and to restrict his desires because 

he finds that contact with people demands it. Such adjustments 

are not the"fixations of senility", as Lewis Mumford calls them; 

they are natural developments of the mature intellect, in which 

medie.tion, voluntary or unconscious, becomes part of a growing 

wisdom. 

A survey of the critic's arguments against Humanism 

reveals an ironical reversal of the charges. The outstanding im­

pression gained is that the critics are dogmatically sure only of 

what they do not want, and that in these preconceived rejections 

is the answer to much of their criticism of Humanism. They start 

off with a series of deeply-felt, negative prejudices, for which, 

to be sure, there are some just reasons, but when carried 

to extremes, injure more than they remedy. To name three, they are 

anti-Puritan, anti-European, and anti-academic. Anyone interested 

in the cultural life can readily acknowledge the blighting effect 

which pUritanism had on .America for so many years, and practically 

no one would be in favour of its re-establishment. But to classify 

a whole philosopby as Puritanical because it speaks of restraint, 

is to carry the term to an extreme of derogatory criticism. 

It is amazing to a reader, on a first introduction to 

American criticism, to find a nationalism so strong that it is 
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determined to free itself of anything un-American, even the in­

fluences brought from Europe by its own settlers. Mr. Babbitt, 

in particular, is the recipient of this criticism. His yeers as 

student in France, the critics believe, cause him to attempt the 

grafting of French culture on to American society. The whole 

history of the spread of culture is this contact between different 

ways of life and thought. Especial~ at the present time, a purely 

Amerlican culture is a wild vision, and to discard everything foreign 

in origin is to lose much of value which Europe might donate. The 

feeling against tradition has the same cause behind it, and the 

belief that the old traditions hold nothing of value for the new 

America. 

The critics' constant suspicion of anything "academic", as 

in reference to Babbitt and More, reveals another of their prejudices. 

There has always been this contempt of the creative writer for the 

academic man, especially the academic critic, and Babbitt and More 

are both. To add to this, both were actually professors, and natur­

ally enough their work, and especially their great learning, bears the 

stamp of the university. Their opposition to the trend set by the 

creative writers is the source of the complaint of snobbism which 

usuallY accompanies that of academicism. The critics would have done 

well in this case to have let this argument alone; it smacks of pro­

fessional jealousy. And it is a peculiar frame of mind that will 

continuously disqualify a writer because he is connected with a 

university. On the whole, it is no wonder that the critics find 

Babbitt•s "cosmopolitan eclecticism" so puzzling. 
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For their battle against irresponsibility, Babbitt and 

More deserve a great deal of credit, and few critics de~ them this. 

Their criticism is very thorough, and few demonstrations of irre-

sponsibili ty escape their notice. Mr. Shafer dt=-;c1c-res, 

"Hence to say that a man has boldly struck at the 
irresponsible elements in our society, and at the 
forces making for their growth, as Professor Babbitt 
and Mr. More have struck at them, is the most hon­
ourable thing that can be said of any man who plays 
any part in our affairs." (2) 

He suggests that it is t:P.is very effort on the part of the critics 

to shirk responsibility that is behind their excited opposition to 

Babbitt and More. Mr. Lewisohn has perhaps sta.ted the trouble more 

correctly when he declared that the younger critics knew Babbitt 

did not mean self-restraint and self-control, but uncritical subor-

dination, a loss of freedom, in other words. In one sense tlley are 

right; if freedom means licence, as Babbitt se,::s it has come to 

mean, then Humanism is against it. To weigh the case between them, 

the Humanists might occasionally be accused of intolerance in their 

judgments of irresponsible elements, but freedom in the Humanistic 

sense leaves ample scope for the capabilities of any critic. 

The r8le which the Humanists have assigned to science in 

modern life is less important than it deserves. When considering 

that it is a new problem, tbat it has no roots in tradition to help 

in its adjustment to society, one realizes that the Humanists hc:.ve 

dismissed it fa.r too summarily. Gre.nted that science cannot teach 

us how to live in harmony, or settle our moral problems for ~s, but 

it has revolutionized many old methods of living and created many 

(2) Robert Sha.fer, Paul F.lmer More and American Criticism, (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1955}, P•225. 
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new ones. Its effect on the individual, necessitating new adjust­

ments in thought and action, creatE:!P a lcLrger problem than the 

Humanists make allowance for in their scheme of things. There is a 

subtle change in attitude caused by scientific industrialism and 

scientific thinking, and a preoccupation of those who deal with 

them, that cannot be done away with by merely relegating science 

to an inferior position. The critics who w(Duld build society 

around science are going to the opposite extreme, but HumBnism 

should concern itself more broadly with this growing force. 

Compared with the general run of American critics, the 

ideas of Babbitt and More seem mature and broad. While one may 

find amusement in Mencken•s clever, biting sarcasm, Rebecca West's 

stinging taunts, Hnd the occasional well-phrased jibes of other 

critics, one is soon faced with the feeling that their ideas are 

small, often childish, and reveal their ovm limitations rather than 

those of their opponents. Only those critics who have their own 

definite ideas to oppose to the Humanists are content with straight 

crlticism ---Van vv.yck Brooks, T. s. Eliot, S:;Pingarn, and Fausset, 

for example. The rest do not oppose very serious arguments to the 

cause of Humanism. 

As esse.yists Babbitt and More receive a great variety of 

criticisms. Babbitt•s Masters of Modern French Criticism is un­

doubtedly his best work, but unfortunately its merits are overlooked 

in the attacks on his Rousseau and Romanticism. More's Shelburne 

ESS~S are regarded by some as the finest critical work in American 
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literature. Their range is amazing, and the keen insight into each 

author's life and work leaves an impression of thoroughness and un­

derstanding. 1\IT.r. More has 8. charm of style, a smoothness that Mr. 

Babbitt lacks, but the latter makes up in force what he lacks in 

finish. With a blunt directness and continuous insistence on pre­

cepts which have not varied since his eerliest essays, he inspires 

a confidence in his convictions that ca.nnot fail to impress his 

readers. His tenacity also leaves him open to the charges of in­

tolerance and unprogressiveness. 

Both writers tend to emphasize an author's faults, rather 

than his virtues. Mr. More's easc;ys on Wal ter Pater and Wordsworth 

are notable examples for which he has been criticized more or less 

justly; they have proved too much of a temptation as expositions of 

the faults he wishes to stress as unfavourable. Babbitt•s attack 

on Rousseau, as has been stated earlier, is clearly overdone. To 

attribute all the eviJ.s of modern society to one man's influence is 

not only intolerant but incorrect. And here ~tr. Fausset•s judgment 

of Rousseau makes an interesting study in comparison. Both he and 

Babbitt are aimine at the sa~e goal, the adjustment of the individual 

to society; both criticize Romanticism for its failure to further 

this end, yet their means are widely different. While Babbitt looks 

for attainment through direct opposites to their weaknesses, Fausset 

seeks it in a purified and corrected Romanticism. Each could profit 

by borrowing from the other's ideas. Fausset is probably more correct 
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in believing that the Romantic spirit will continue to colot~ our 

lives, and Babbitt errs in failing to give credit to the emotion-

al and imaginative qualities displayed by Romanticism in its less 

violent manifestations. 

Babbitt and More justly denounce a weak and over-sympathetic 

criticism, and their ideas of the critic's function is a much-

needed and valuable piece of work. The trend in modern cow~ercial-

ized criticism is less towards criticism and more towards salesman-

ship. It is to be hoped that the Humanists• teachings beBr fruit 

in this sphere of literature. 

Another criticism which should be refuted is that both 

leaders are uncreative and therefore cannot understand the creative 

process. Not one of these critics has defined what he means by 

ttuncreative". If he means that neither has written a great poem, 

novel, or drama, there is some truth in the accusation. Yet he 

still would have neglected a lcrge body of essays and all of Mr. 

More's Greek Tradition. Both men have covered ground that the ordin-

ar.r critic usually does not touch; their work may be regarded as 

creative criticism. As James Adams points out, Babbitt has created 

standards which may, or may not, prevail in critical literatLU~e. 

There is son1e cause, on the other hB.nd, for believing that the 
completely 

Humanists do not)Understand the creative process, or the artist in 

action. To apply strict moderation and self-restraint to the artist 

indiscriminately is rather an inflexible rule. It seems out of place 

when applied to the truly great, the exceptional artist, a Da Vinci, 

or a Dante. 



-116-

And it is true that the more artistic genius a man possesses, the 

more he creates his own standards, or perceives limits through 

his own insight rather than that of a crJ.."tJ..·c. The vJ..·o m dJ... 1· - c~ e a s 

more suited to the lesser, self-conscious artist who is unable to 

formulate a self-limiting theory of his own. 

There seems to be a good deal of confusion over Babbitt 

and More's evaluations of art, and this is responsible for equally 

confused opinion of their artistic appreciation. They aim at the 

highest quality of art, and state that it has been achieYed by 

very few men. The critics exe inclined to feel that a philosophy 

so exclusive that it can approve of no more than a doz~n men in 

all history, is not applicable to the modern artist. It is not 

that Babbitt and More.reject all art which does not reach these 

standards, but they measure its value by its nearness of approach 

to them in the Humanistic scale. More especially has insisted 

that 
n •••• one of the functions of criticism is to set 

forth and so far as possible rescue from oblivion the 
inexhaustible entertainment of the lesser writers." (3) 

one could scarcely call their broad choice of subjects "exclusive". 

And whether humanistic values are· found in great or lesser writers, 

or whether they occur in the culture of ancient Greece, or seventeenth-

centv.ry France, their universality only strengthens their signific-

ance. The impression of consistency they convey arouses more con-

fidence than any other argument. 

(5) Paul Elmer More, "Shelley", Shelbnrne Essays, vol.vii., p. 26 
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To evade this significance by saying that Babbit.t and More 

deliberately ignore modern writers or to pass them over as un-

wortny of notice, while it may seem to carry some weight, really 

fails to alter the situation. Babbitt and More, and their critics: 

do not actually see things in the same plane. The former see 

literature in its complete historical setting, while the latter see 

it from the point of view of the American scene. What "modern" 

means to Babbitt and More seems to mean a much smaller space of 

time to their critics. With a grasp of two cultures, Eastern, and 

Western, their critical disinterestedness may easily be inter-

preted as lack of interest. Yet one is apt to believe that Mr. More, 

particularly, may have deliberately evaded the contemporary scene" 

In one essay he speaks of " ••• that essentially American trait ---
(4) 

contemporaneity":. with obvious disparagement. There are few critics 

who will not credit them with accomplishing what they set out to do,--

to lift American criticism out of its provincialism. It would also 

not be out of place to suggest that the modern ~T.riters were not a 

little piqued at being passed over for Greeks and Romanticists. 

In collecting and judging Babbitt•s and More's various theories 

of art, there is, one feels, something not quite artistic enough, 

some lack of completeness or fullness. Yet an examination of the 

various principles shows little that ce.n be directly criticized. 

Each cri tic of e.rt. has expressed this dissatisfaction in various 

terms, but the essence of it is that Babbitt and More imply a 

(4) Ibid., vol. ive P• 152 
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suspicion of the creat,ive imagination. This suspicion exercises 

a cautious withholding from a wider sympathy, and a tendency to 

think of their principles first and their appreciation after­

wards, as if the spiritual and emotional quality of their in-

sight were deliberate~ suppressed for the intellectual. At times 

it makes Babbittrs criticism of ~ainting almost prosaic. Mr. More, 

who hets felt the influence of Romanticism more strongly, shows it 

to a much smaller degree. It is not surprising that a too­

stringent criticism of Romantic excesses should cause them to omit 

this chiefly Romantic quality in their own philosophy. 

The Humanist's social philosophy is more concerned with 

general principles than with specific remediesv It is a correction 

of the values which are the basis of modern social programmes. It 

is difficult to find fault with the Humanistic values, for example, 

their strong argument for the creation of a natural aristocracy, 

the integrity of their justice, and foundation of future progress in 

sound educational principles. There is honest realism and a sincere 

concern for social betterment that denies any accusation of deliber­

ate lack of feeling for the masses. One may truly say tha.t they are 

above such partisanship. But their philosophy leaves gaps that are 

not easily accounted for. To charge them with lack of contact with 

life seems almo~t paradoxical when, as most critics agree, they show 

such penetrating insight into the evils of the times. Yet, as sev­

eral critics have pointed out, while they emphasize the duties of 
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the individual, they omit the environmental factor altogether. One 

wonders whether they do not put too much trust in the "will to re­

frain". It seems Q.oubtful whether the "magnanimity of the strong" 

is a dependable factor in the individual, or at least whether it 

would have any greater effect than his desire for "the brotherhood 

of man". There have been enough illustrations of this in the past 

ten years to convince most people that the will to refrain without 

social legislation to enforce it is unsure and too easily corru.:pt.ed. 

More, tn his defence of property, while he is correct in 

emphasizing it as necessaFy to the future of civilization, carries 

his idea too f8X when he would defend it to the detriment of the 

people's social welfare. ~ben property becomes a means of exploita­

tion it is not entitled to any defence., for instead of fulfilling 

its purpose as an aid to civilization, it becomes a hindr~nce to the 

natural rights and justices of mankind. 

The Humanists• attack against humanitarianism is also too 

stringent. They expose with righteous indignation the weaknesses 

and sentimental extremes of humanitarj_anism, but they give only h8.lf­

hearted praise to the good work it has accomplished. No one will 

deny that disinterested justice, rather than haphazard humanite.rianism, 

is the proper method of administration, but often where justice has 

failed to provide more than a superficial remedy, humani tarie.n sympathy 

and aid have been effective. One may s~ that a balanced humanitarianism 

should be companion to justice. A ver,y recent incident has upheld 
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More's theory that the lawgiver's work is one of mediation. In 

labour disputes, when mediation seemed impossible, the government 

appointed a group of men to form a mediation board, with instant 

success. Perhaps "a few thousand genuine hil.manists" in our society 

m~ yet prove Mr. Mather•s statement not entirely wrong. 

In spite of its omissions, there is sane, conservative, yet 

realistic fact in social Humanism. Their strongest point is the con­

centration upon the individual rather than the group, a factpr all 

too patently neglected in modern sociology. The same nrincinle has 
... .1; 

doomed their philosophy to be slow-working, unpopular, and difficult. 

Yet it is the surest way. It does not put its trust in vague "unions" 

or harmonies, as a bridge between antagonisms. It demands the teach-

ing of duties rather than rights, of true liberty which entails 

obligations, and depends upon leadership rather than unorganized 

individualism. 

Mr. More does not seem to put much faith in the ability of 

impnoved social conditions to cure a discontented society. He advises, 

and rightly, that man cultivate immaterial values which are within his 

reach whatever his material position may be. Nevertheless a certain 

measure of material security is necessary to the pursuit of immaterial 

values; not every person has the hB~py faculty of being cheerful 

though half-starved. 

Like the majority of critics of Humanism, one leaves the work 

of criticizing Mr. More's theology in The Greek Tradition to the Greek 
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scholar and theologist. A general 1.1nderstanding of his • position 

can be gained from The Catholic Faith and Platonism. The argument 

between Mr. Babbitt and Mr. More seems to weigh more heavily in 

the latter's favour. While admitting that t·here is a minority of 

highly rationalistic people to whom pure Humanism is acceptable, 

one realizes with his critics that ~~. More's adherence to a mod­

ified dogmatic religion and an authoritative church is more closely 

adaptable to the innately religious man. There is a wide scope 

within his religious philosophy for personal adjustment. ·How much 

or how li t.tle one accepts of his personal interpretations, as of the 

Creeds, is a matter for faith to decid~; they are not dogmatic. To 

the ordinary reader interested in such discussions they are a most 

valuable aid in clarifying his position. 

Babbittrs philosop~, as far as it goes, has been greatly mis­

represented, and does not deserve the an~ attacks made upon it. 

There is no doubt that Mr. Babbitt•s personal religious faith went 

beyond what he has prescribed for the pure HQmanist, but whether he 

refrained from expressing it because it was entirely personal, or 

whether he limited himself because he saw the necessity for just such 

a philosophy as he fornrolated, is difficult to say. He was trying, 

as he said, to define a philosophy less powerful than a purely re­

ligious one, which would be acceptable to the modern man whose rc:.tion­

aJ.ism will not permit him to accept dogmatic and revealed religion. 

The critics have accused him of tryine; to revive Protestantism, 
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or to find a substitute for Christianity. The former acc·usation 

does not agree with Babbitt 's denunci9.tion of Protestantism and 

his statement that perhaps Catholicism was the only church which 

could save Christianity. Babbitt has insisted that his Humanism 

was not a substitute for Christianity, yet even his own followers 

have sometimes ignored this. Mr. Eliot questions, rightly, whether 

Humanism is dliTable beyond the influence of Christian teaching, and 

from a study of his thorough criticism, one concedes that Humanism 

is not a theology in competition vri th Christian doctrine but a con-

elusion drawn by the mature rationalist concerning his religious 

beliefs. It is not enough to define it as a temporary state of 

mind; the growing nul!lber of people who, without being aware of 

Humanism have actually arrived at that conclusion for themselves, 

he.s shown that there was need to gather such theories together irito 

a coherent philosophy. In the church's present weakness Humanism 

-
may prove a saving influence until peoplA renew their faith in a 

strengthened Christianity. 

Humanisr1 would at least make the most of human capabil i.ties; 

it demands a hieh standard of right thinking and action, and may 

lead to a truly spiritual culmination. It seems doubly satisfactory 

when contrasted with Fausset•s philosophy in which the awakening of 

the religious spirit ~epends upon a "vithdrawal from the surfB.ce 

interests of life and a quiet waiting for the inspiration of the 

"Inner Light", which T. s. Eliot calls the most untrustworthy and 
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deceitful guide that ever offered itself to we.ndering humanity. 

Humanism's greatest danger is that it will always be a refuge for 

those who are too mentally lazy to think for themselves or too 

world~ to grasp its spiritual significance. 

The concluding question concerns the status of the new 

Humanism; should it be regarded as a valid philosophy, or only as 

general culture whose duty it is to question tolerantly and be crit­

ical rather than constructive. Humanism, in this reader's opinion, 

is a p:P..ilosophycmainly· concerned with the cultural aspects of 

society; it may criticize or it may question tolerantly, but it will, 

in either case, be constructive. The chief argument against the 

opponents of Humanism is that they had nothing to replace whe.t they 

would. discard. To err in the same way would be to deserve the charge 

of being negative, and to allow Humanism only· temporary worth or merit. 

For the man seriously concerned with the highest stand8.rds and 

true y:-1lnes. of living, e. Humanistic philosophy may prove a rule or 

pattern for growth; the real worth of Humanism will be found in its 

principles flexiblY and intelligently applied to individual needs. 

The true modern will gj~e more breadth to the r6le of science; the 

true artist will temper its austerity with those finer emotione~ end 

imaginative qualities inherent in Romanticism, and the average man will 

endow lt with the kindly geniality which i.t is apt to overlook in its 

concern over the troubles of humanity. In this way the f,_,t,J.re of Human­

ism as an independent philosop~ may yet be assured a consistently 

important and influential position. 
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