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EDMUND WILSON

NoTes oN BABBITT AND MORE

THE following notes deal with the essays by
Irving Babbitt and Paul Elmer More in the FHu-
manist symposivm, Humanism and America.

“HUMANISM: AN ESSAY AT DEFINITION,”
BY IRVING BABEBITT

(1) Thelaw of measure on which it [ Humanism]
depends becomes meaningless unless it can be shown
to be one of the “laws unwritten in the heavens” of
which Antigone had the immediate perception, laws
that are “not of to-day or yesterday,” that transcend
in short the temporal process.

This scems to me a grotesque misapplication of the
famous speech from Sophocles. Let me point out, in
the first place, that what Antigone says is &ypamra
xdopari Oedy véupa—“unwritten and unfailin
laws of the gods”—and that Professor Babbitt, in
changing “gods™ to “heaven” (which is particularly
inappropriate in this case, as Antigone has just speci-
fied the gods of the underworld), is following the
Victorian tradition of Jebb and Jowett, who, by sub-
stituting such Christian words as “God” and “heaven”
for the pre-Christian conceptions of the Greeks, al-
most succeeded in giving Sophocles and Plato the
aspect of pious English dons. But Babbitt has turned
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Sophocles into something worse and even more alien
to his true nature: he has turned him into a Harvard
Humanist. In the scene in question, Antigone is not
talking about the law of measure or anything re-
motely resembling it—she has disobeyed Creon’s edict
Fny'performing funeral rites for her brother and she
1s justifying herself for her insubordinate conduct.
There is no self-contro] about Antigone’s behavior:
she has committed an act of passionate personal loy-
alty, regarded as excessively rash and wrong-headed
I::y everybody else in the play, including her own
sister, whose “inner check” is more highly developed
than Antigone’s, When Creon demands how Antj-
gone has dared to brealk the law, she replies fiercely
that such a law as his edict is contrary to the laws of
the gods.

The Romantic might, in fact, turn this scene
against the Humanist with more appropriateness than
the Humanist can use it against the Romantic. Antig-
one has the same hasty intemperate insolent nature
as her father Edipus—we are told so explicitly in
the play—and she is asserting her individual will in
f:leﬁance of law and expediency—she s making an
impulsive and desperate gesture. Aristotle—*a trye
Humanise,” according to Babbitt—says of this pas-
sage, in showing the distinction between conven-
tional and natural law, that Antigone vindicates
the latter in asserting  “6zt Sixaow, Antelpypévon,
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Odbow wov Tlodvvetxn, s ioe by Tovro Sixawor,”—

that her act, though it violated the prohibition, had

the sanction of natural right, was “right according

to nature.” Now Antigone, of course, is not a nine-

teenth-century Romantic, and Aristotle does not

mean by “nature” quite the same thing that Rousseau
does. But what Rousseau means does have something
in common with what Aristotle means that Antigone
means, whereas what Antigone means can’t by any
possible stretch be associated with Babbitt’s “law of
measure.” Babbitt grossly misrepresents Sophocles
when he applies Antigone’s speech in this way: “The
laws unwritten in the heavens” is one of Babbitt’s
favorite quotations: he has used it again and again in
order to give us the impression that Sophocles has en-
dorsed the Humanist “will to refrain.” Yet, as I say,
if it is a question of slinging classical texts, the old-
fashioned Romantic who is Babbitt’s bugbear—if
there be any such still alive—might turn Antigone’s
outburst against Babbitt—and might even add, as
Antigone does:

aoi &l dox> viv udpa Spaoa Tvyydvew,
’ ’ ’ 3 !
oxeddy T udpo poplay ddpMordre.

Babbitt elsewhere in this essay says that Sophocles
“ranks high among occidental Humanists,” though he
admits—making reservations in regard to the opinion
of Matthew Arnold—that “perfect poise is no doubt

41



THE CRITIOUE oF Humanism

impossible; not even Sophocles succeeded in seeing life
steadily and secing it whole,” T don’t know in pre-
cisely what respect Professor Babbitt considers Soph-
ocles to have fallen short of perfect poise; but it is
certainly true that Sophocles’ characters are usually
remarkable for anything but poise—they are as vio-
lent and as harsh as the people in the plays of Eugene
O'Neill. Where the “lay of measure” comes in is cer-
tainly not in the conduct of Sophocles’ characters—
the hot-headed over-confident (Edipus; the “ferce
child of a fierce father,” Antigone; the relentless and
morbid Electra, etc.—but in Sophocles’ handling of
his material—the firmness of his intellectual grasp,
the sureness of his sense of form, the range of psycho-
logical insight which enables him to show us spend-
ing themselves against each other the rages, the am-
bitions, the loyalties, of so many passionate persons,
and all to die in the cleas air, leaving only with the
echo of their tirades the vibration of the taut verse,
In a world dominated by the law of measure, how-
ever, there would be no Humanist masterpieces such
as the tragedies of Sophocles—since Babbitt claims
them, with reservations, as Humanist masterpieces—
because there would be no violent passions to write
about. This might be a good thing—perhaps we
ought to be glad to do without the Sophocleses if we
could get rid of the unruly passions, But, on the
otheIr hand, we ought perhaps to think twice before
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letting ourselves in for a world where the sole master-
pieces were Humanist symposia.

(2) It would not be easy lo argue with any pfaz;sz}
ibility that the typical modernist is greatly concerne
with the law of measure; his interest, as a gfm;lsce at
our newspapers should suffice o s/f'ow, is rather in ﬂ?c’
doing of stunts and the breaking 'of iecords, in
“prodigies, feats of strength mm‘f cerime, i!:g very
topics that, according to the tmdnflfo:ml report, Con-
fucius banished from bis conversation.

In this respect, our age is no worse than any other.
What is done to-day for the people by the newspapers
was done formerly by the composers of ba?lnds, :m.d
ballad literature has always been occupiecl_ Wl}:h prodi-
gies, feats of strength and crime. The Hrfrrl itself was
presumably made out of ballads——and,_m any case,

there can be no question that it deals with prodlg_.tes,
feats of strength and crime. The Greek dramatists,
including Sophocles, got their themes fmm_ Homer or
similar sources. It is true that the genuine poet is
able to do with such stories something which .the re-
porter is not usually able to do, but the material that
he deals with is the same. And the general run of the
ballads of any age has been as crude as newspaper
stories. The sages of our own time—Pro.fessor Bab-
bitt, for example—ire, I should say, as little preoc-
cupied with the prodigies and crimes of the news-
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papers as Confucius was with the common 8Os~
sip.

( _?,) In the case of such encroachments [of Nat-
m'ahsr.rz upon the domaing of Humanism or religion)
there is not only 4 quarrel between the Naturalist and
the Humanist, but 4 quarrel of first principles. When
first principles are involved the lagw of measure is no
longer applicable. Ope should not be moderate i
dealing with error. ’

' It has apparently never occurred to Professor Bab-
bitt that one should be moderate about being too sure
that one is oneself absolutely right and that others are
absc_tlutely wrong—though Mr. More, in his com-
pamlon essay, quotes from Whitehead against the dog-
matists of Darwinism, Cromwell’s, “My brethren. b
the bowels of Christ I beseech you, bethink you ;ha):
you may be mistaken!” We might have thought that
if the law of measure were valuable anywhere, j¢ was
val-uable in the domain of ideas, where the faihire suf-
ﬁcmntly. to observe it has notoriously bred war and
persecution from the beginning of the world. Bab-
bite su.rely did not learn from Plato, whom he in-
vokes in the next paragraph, that we should be 0
sure o'f our own opinions that we need not be moder-
ate “ith people who happen to have different ones

The hero of Plato’s novel of ideas is Socrates but‘
Plato’s dialogues are a novel, none the less, anc’l the
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impression, I think, which most people get from
them, though they may be persuaded by Socrates’
opinions, is that the world has a good many aspects
and that there is a good deal to be said on all sides.
The people in Plato who follow Babbitt’s precept that
we “should not be moderate in dealing with error” are
the judges of Socrates. I doubt whether even Aris-
totle was so sure that he was right as Babbitt. If Bab-
bitt wants to find a tradition for his policy in deal-
ing with error, he must look not to the Academy and
the Lyceum, but to the councils of the Inquisition,
the revolutionary tribunal of the Terror and—to
come closer to Professor Babbitt’s home—Dedham
Courthouse and Boston State House.

(4) Positively one may define it [ the bigher will]
as the bigher immediacy that is known in its relation
to the lower immediacy—the merely tem peramental
man with bis impressions and emotions and expansive
desives—as a power of vital control (frein vital).

So Paul Elmer More asserts (in Aristocracy and
Justice) that if a man “retires into himself and ex-
amines his own motives and the sources of his self-
approval and discontent . . . he will discover that
there is a happiness of the soul which is not the same
as the pleasure of fulfilled desires, whether these be
for good or for ill, a happiness which is not depend-
ent upon the results of this or that choice among our
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desires, but upon the very act itself of choice and
self-control.”

Now why the deuce js virtue, with the Humanists,
always made to reside exclusively in what Babbitt
calls the “will to refrain”? “Humanism,” says Pro-
fessor Babbitt, in making a distinction between Hu-
manism and religion, “is not primarily enthusiastic.”
So far as I can see, it is not enthusiastic at all, Pro-
fessor Babbitt goes on to say that the Humanist,
though he “cannot afford to be an enthusiast in Rous.-
seau’s sense, on the other hand should not neglect the
truth of Rousseau’s saying that ‘cold reason has never
done anything illustrious.’ But the writings of the
Humanists strike us with 2 chill even more mortal
than that of reason. And how can one take seriously
a philosophy which enjoins nothing but negative be-
havior?—as if humanity were not, now as always, as
much in need of being exhorted against coldness and
indifference and routine as against irresponsible exu-
berance—especially Anglo-Saxon humanity. As if
Boston and New York, Manchester and London, were
not obviously suffering from a lack of normal human
fellowship and normal human hope and joy rather
than from the demoralizing effects of unbridled
“humanitarian” sympathies, indiscriminate emotional
“expansiveness” or universal orgiastic dissipation—as
if our clerks, our factory workers and our respectable
professional and business classes were all in danger of
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falling victims to the rhapsodical em:husia?m_ and the
lawless individualism of Romanticism! If it is a ques-
tion of refraining, these people are all good I-I_uman-
ists: they have either been compelled by society to
refrain from most of the enjoyments, fronr the exer-
cise of most of the faculties, which malke the amenity
of human life at its best, or they refrain because their
educations have been too limited to enable thr:l:n' to
conceive their own esthetic and emotional possibili-
ties, or because their natures are too poor to have
anir\.s a matter of fact, however, Professor Bz}bbitt,
as I have noted above, has managed to exempt his own
professional activities from the law (_Jf measure, L‘I'le
obligation to refrain. He has made it plain that, in
“dealing with error,” we are no longer under Fhe
necessity of being moderate; and as Professm: Babbl'tt,
in his writings, is always engaged in “dealing with
error,” it is never necessary for him to be rr{oderate,
Professor Babbitt—and the other Humanists—are
relieved of the obligation of being decorous as soon
as they put pen to paper. It is not decorous to look
for nothing but mistakes in the writings of your con-
temporaries, it is not decorous always_ to call atten~
tion to these mistakes with a sneer; it is not decorous
to take a word like Humanism, which has a!ways for-
merly been applied to the great scholars, phllﬂSOi{heFE,
satirists and poets of the Renaissance, and to insist
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that it ought to be regarded as the exclusive property
of a small sect of schoolmasters so fatuous that they
do not hesitate to assign schoolmasters’ A’s, B’s and
C’s in Humanism to “Homer, Phidias, Plato, Aristotle,
Confucius, Buddha, Jesus, Paul, Virgil, Horace,
Dante, Shakespeare, Mi ton, Goethe, Matthew Arnold,
Emerson and Lowell”—i¢ j not decorous to assume
that you yourselves are the only persons who have
taken seriously the vices and woes of your own time
and that everybody else except yourselves is engaged
either stupidly or perversely in aggravating them.,
But as all this comes under the head of dealing with
error, and as, in dealin g with error, one should not
be moderate, the Humanists are unfortunately obliged
to confine the pursuit of their ideal of decorum
to the transactions of their private lives, where

comparatively few of us are gble to benefit by
it.

(s) This movement [the modernist movement)
has, from the eighteent/ centtury and in some respects
from the Renaissance, been marped by a growing dis-
credit of the will to refrain. The very word renun-
ciation has been rarely pronounced by those who bave
entered into the movement. The chief exception that
oceurs to one is Goethe (echoed at times by Carlyle).
Any one who thinks of the series of Goethe’s love
affairs, prolonged into the Seventies, is scarcely likely
to maintain that his Entsagung 1was of 4 very austere
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character even for a man of the world, not to speak.
of a saint.

It seems to me that assumptions are here being
made in regard to sexual morality which require a
good deal of proving on Babbict’s part. He goes on
to say, a little further down the page, that “the real
Humanist consents, like Aristotle, to limit his desires
only in so far as this limitation can be shown to make
for his own happiness.” If one disapproves of
Goethe’s love affairs, but if the end to be achieved is
happiness, one should first show that these love affairs
did not make him happy. It seems to me that Pro-
fessor Babbitt should shoulder the burden of proof
and show that it did not do Goethe good at the same
time that it did the ladies no harm for him to fall in
love after he was seventy., But these are questions
which Babbitt and More will never argue, as to which
they will always simply make assumptions, just as
they assume that virtue should consist mainly of the
exercise of the will to refrain, because these opinions
are not really conclusions from any sort of evidence,
but merely the unexamined prejudices of a Puritan
heritage which Babbitt and More have never out-
grown, in spite of all their fascinated and tireless voy-
ages among the varied countries of the mind, and
which they mistake for universal and eternal moral
laws because—they have themselves put this forward
as their final and overwhelming justification—when
they look into themselves, they find them there, /l
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THE HUMILITY OF COMMON SENSE,” BY PAUL
ELMER MORE

(1) It is a nice question to ash whether belief in
the absolute irresponsibility of the artistic tempera-
ment bas engendered the modern idedl of absolute
art, or the contrary. . . . The boint I would make is
the falseness and futility of the logical deduction that
art can . . . dispense with the stuff of bumanity or
nature, or can weigh anchor and sqail off into a shore-
less sea of unreality.

.In the first part of Mr. More’s essay, marked by
his usual intellectual arrogance, which he incongru-
?usly entitles “The Humility of Common Sense,” he
is (fccupicd with the old “art for art’s sake” doc’trine
as it h:}s heen formulated by some of its most recent
champions. Now I should agree with Mr, More that
the artist should not be irresponsible and that he can-
not_dispense with humanity and nature—I should
even agree that “art for art’s sake” has given rise to
a good deal of nonsense, as indeed what doctrine has
not? But it seems to me that Mr. More has failed to
understand how this point of view has been inevitab]
L?roduced by a particular situation, Are is, of coursey
like market-gardening, road-building and banking :;
means of supplying certain human needs—it is o’ne
of our devices for adjusting ourselves to the world
and, as the Humanists are so zealous to insist, raisin;,:
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our condition above that of the animals; and it is
preposterous for artists to talk as if they were able
to work i1 vacuo, or as if it were possible for them to
remain indifferent to the effects of their work on
human life. But in the course of the nineteenth cen-
tury, they began to be driven to tallt in this way, to
make a cult of art for its own-sake, by the progress
of the industrial revolution and the rise of the middle
class. It was one of the fatal defects of the kind of
society to which these events gave rise that it neg-
lected or discouraged the esthetic appetites for which
the artists had formerly provided. And as they found
esthetic values depreciating, as they found themselves
becoming almost outlaws, the artists grew desperate
and embittered. They swore, if they had any spirit,
that they were going on to practice their craft in
spite of the fact that nobody wanted their wares, and
they thus arrived at the slogan of “art for art’s sake.”
The fact that they should have felt the necessity for
asserting the value of what they were doing was a
witness to their maladjustment, to the abnormalicy
of the situation in which they found themselves—but,
given this situation, the very assertion of one’s faith
in esthetic values, the dogged devotion to the practice
of art, not infrequently called forth qualities of the
highest heroism. It is true that the isolation of the
artist, his consciousness of swimming against the cur-
rent, had sometimes—especially toward the end of
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the century—the effect of deforming his work. But,
none the less, what student of literature who is not
content merely to praise or blame a worlk of art, re-
ferring it to ideal moral and esthetic standards, but
who makes an effort to see it in its relation to the
other forces of the society in which it was produced,
will assert that even the fin de siécle poet could or
should have done otherwise? In the generation of
the middle century, even so great a man as Flaubert
had found it possible to save his soul only through
the cult of art. Yet the idea that, despite the cyni-
cism of a Flaubert or the perversity of a Baudelaire,
their novels and poems might show the application of
an austere and triumphant discipline, the exercise,
in dealing with the materials supplied them by their
imaginations, of a rigorous will to refrain, and might
thus fortify their readers as well as entertain them—
this is something which M. More seems incapable of
conceiving. He apparently believes that the only
way in which it is possible for a writer to discipline
himself in these bad days is to write licerary criticism
like his own and Babbitt’s, which, though it is dis-
tinguished by thorough reading and sound writing,
has obviously not required a discipline a fifth as
exacting as that which has gone to produce
some of the works of which it so superciliously com-
plains. ¢
Aside, however, from its special significance in thi
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special situation, the slogan of “art for art’s sake” has
a further validity which would continue to hold good
even in an age which did not, like our own, freez.e
out the artists and make them defiant. From this
point of view, Mr, More’s attitude is open to the same
sort of criticism as that of the imaginative but r:1th_er
unintelligent socialist of the type of Upton Sir_lcl:ur:
Upton Sinclair disapproves of works of art which do
not point explicitly a socialist mcr‘a[., as Paul Ein'.lei‘
More disapproves of works of art which do not point
explicitly the moral of self-control. E::Ich insists
upon denouncing as irresponsible and.futllc all th'e
writers in whom it is impossible for him to ﬁl?d his
own particular moral stated in his own pm:tzcular
terms. Now, aside from the fact that reality has
many aspects and may be expected to suggest more
than one kind of moral, and aside from the fact that
fine workmanship itself must always convey an in_1—
plicit moral, it is further true that in t‘he arts as in
the sciences a certain freedom for experimentation is
necessary—one must allow a good deal of appal"ently
gratuitous, and even empty or ridiculous work, if one
wants eventually to get masterpieces. Gregor Mendel
was dead eighteen years before any one had even sus-
pected that his hobby of interbreeding green peas
was anything other than a harmless monastic diver-
sion—Gauss’s non-Euclidean geometry, which he had
been too timid during his lifetime to publish, and
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Ricci and Levi-Civita’s calculus had seemed the idlest
of mathematical exercises till Einstein found them
just the tools he needed ready to his hand. But, in
general, the gratuitous experimentation of the scien-
tific world is known only to its own laboratories and
studies, whereas the corresponding work of the liter-
ary world is likely to be published and circulated more
widely. When it happens to fall under the eye of an
Upton Sinclair or a Paul Elmer More, he is infuriated
by what seems to him its fatuity: he demands to know
what these writers think they are good for. Well,
they may not be good for anything, but, on the other
hand, they may be valuable—one has to wait and see
what comes of them, what other writers get out of
them. Virgil, a poet held in high repute by Mr. More
and the other Humanists, had laid under contribution
not merely Homer but also the romantic rebel Apol-
lonius, whose rebellion had failed at Alexandria, but
from whom Virgil was to derive so much of his misty,
subtle and tender feeling for humanity and nature—
just as the other Alexandrians had nourished the other
Latin poets, and hence the whole European tradition.
The Alexandrians, like the modern poets, had been
cut off by political events from participation in the
life of a great society, and they had come to cultivate
art for art’s sake. But will M. More, taking into
consideration their original contributions to poetry
no less than the fact of their having kept alive the
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poetic tradition of Greece, contend to-day that the
Alexandrians were not justified?

(2) They [“a few restless souls” among “the vadi-
cal writers of to-day”] bold deliberation to be the f(:'rr:
of liberation. Hence the later theory, exemplified in
English by James Joyce, that art shall not reproduce
a picture of life as the Humanist sees it, or even fr.om
the point of view of the realist, but for its subject
matter shall descend to what they call the pure
“stream of consciousness.” The bero of fiction shall
bave no will, no purpose, no inhibition, no power of
choice whether for good or evil, but shall be merely
a medinm through which passes an endless, unchecked,
meaningless flux of sensations and memories and emo-
tions and im pulses.

But Joyce does not exemplify anything of the sort:
his characters are all going about their business lile
the characters of any other novelist. Bloom, Dedalus,
Mrs. Bloom and the others do have their wills, their
purposes, their inhibitions, and they make their moral
decisions—indeed, these moral decisions are the cru-
cial events of Ulysses. What has probably misled Mr.
More is Joyce’s method of presenting the human mind
directly, as it is aware of itself from hour to hour,
from moment to moment. The minds of Joyce’s
characters are sometimes relaxed or confused, at other
times lucid and intent: it depends on the character
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and the situation. The principal way in which Ulysses
differs from the kind of novel to which Mr. More is
accustomed is not in its depriving its characters of
moral sense or will, but simply in its method of mak-
ing us watch their consciousnesses as if they were bee-
hives under glass, and of making us watch them
through the whole of a day—it is a difference of tech-
nique, and of speed and scale. But I cannot suppose,
as a matter of fact, from the inappropriateness of Mr.
More’s remarks about Joyce, that he has ever done
anything more than look into him, and I will venture
to say that the Humanists’ high-handed habit of dis-
posing jeeringly of contemporary 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. So Mr. More, in The Demon of the Abso-
lute, has described Dos Passos’s Manbattan Transfer
as “an explosion in a cesspool” without apparently the
faintest suspicion that Dos Passos intends his novel as
an indictment of the same social conditions of
which Mr. More himself has always taken such a
gloomy view. But not only is Mr. More unable to
recognize in Manhattan Transfer the work of a man
who, like himself, has, as he once wrote of his own
state of mind, been “deafened by the ‘indistinguish-
able Yoar’ of the streets” and can “make no sense of
the noisy jargon of the market place” and who finally
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causes his hero to escape from the modern American
city with as much relief as Mr. More ever did when he
went into his celebrated retreat at Shelburne; he has
not even succeeded in informing himself from any
other sources as to Dos Passos’s general point of view.
If Dos Passos had been a second-rate eighteenth-cen-
tury essayist, Mr. More would know everything about
him, political opinions and all—if he had been the
humblest New England poet (of the seventeenth cen-
tury, that is) Mr. More would have read him through.

(3) “The only way of mitigating mechanism,” be

[Whitehead] says, “‘is by discovery that it is not mech-

anism.”  And so, instead of admilting bumbly that
mechanism is mechanism while beside it there exists
something of a totally different nature, and that the
ultimate nexus between these two fields of experience
surpasses our comprebension, be musi demonstrate
mechanism out of the world altogether.

But why should Whitehead admit humbly that
mechanism is mechanism and that humanity exists be-
side it as something of a totally different nature?
Why should he assume that the ultimate nexus be-
tween these two fields of experience surpasses our
comprehension? I do not feel with Mr. More that
the effect of Whitehead’s metaphysics is to “make a
travesty of the inorganic world,” that it threatens “to
deprive humanity of what is distinctly human.”
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Why should Mr. More take for granted that to change
our idea of humanity is necessarily to degrade it?
There can be no advances in philosophy without the
altering of old conceptions. And I cannot, for the
life of me, see that Mr. More has any other real ob-
jection to Whitehead’s ideas than that they would, as
he believes—and I am not sure that he s right even
here—tend to discredit the distinction between “man”
and “thing” upon which his own Humanistic phi-
losophy is based. Fe makes no attempt to show that
Whitehead’s speculations are not justified, that his
arguments are not sound; he makes no effort what-
ever to discuss the scientific findings—the conception
of the “event,” for example, as the ultimate unit of
both the organic and the inorganic worlds—upon
which Whitehead has based his metaphysics and which
he did not himself invent. He merely asserts that
Whitehead should never have undertaken to account
for the relations between the organic and the inor-
ganic world. He says that he “admits” this “hum-
bly,” but one gathers from his tone that he would, if
he could, get out an injunction against all wanton
metaphysics directed to this end, just as he would, if
he could, get out an injunction against all experimen-
tation in the arts, Yet if the philosophers of the past
had been willing to accept so humbly the apparent
paracoxes of experience, we should have no philoso-
phy at all, and Mr. More would have no Plato and no
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Platonists to beguile his academic retirement. I can-
not avoid coming to the conclusion that Mr. More:’s
primary objection is to having any one, either in
science or in art, find out anything new, and I cannot

- \expiain this state of mind except on the hypothesis

that Mr. More is really an old-fashioned Puritan_ who
has 1St the Puritan theology without having lost the
Puritan dogmatism. Mr. More is more certainly thn'n
Professor Babbitt a man of some imagination; he is
able to follow the thought of the modern world, as
appears from his very intelligent and ofte'n sensitive
expositions of the ideas of other writers (if Fhey are
not absolutely contemporaries)—but some iron in-
hibition always comes into play in the long run<go
restrain Mr. More from agreeing with anything which
he finds in modern philosophy or art. Everything he
encounters there seems to terrify him, even when, as
in the case of Whitechead, one would think he ought
to find it reassuring. One law for man and another
law for thing is the whole of philosophy for More, as
the will to refrain is the whole of morals. Outside
these—anywhere, that is, except among the brave
little band of Humanists—he sees only the abyss. It
is as if Mr. More, on one of his sides, were capable of
meeting on his own ground the great modern p!’lilos—
opher or poet, but as if some other element in his na-
ture—which he tries to foist upon us, too, as the
universal and eternal moral law of the “inner check”
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—had operated to make him afraid of philosophy and
poetry, so that, in spite of his vigorous intellect and
his esthetic sensibility, he is unable to allow himself
to profit by any book not written sufficiently long
ago to have acquired an academic sanction almost
equivalent to a religious one.

A certain passage from Whitehead’s Science and
the Modern World is quoted by Mr. More as follows:
“When Darwin or Einstein proclaim[s] theories
which modify our ideas, it is a triumph for science.”
Mr. More is going on to criticize this passage, but in
the meantime he has observed that Whitehead has
been so indiscreet as to write “proclaim” as a plural
verb after two subjects connected by “or,” and where
any ordinary critic would either have left Whitehead’s
sentence as he wrote it or have made him a present
of the singular ending without calling the reader’s at-
tention to it, Mr. More has put it in brackets, as who
should comment scornfully “[sic]1” Mr. More may
not be able, or may not dare, to imagine, as White-
head has done, a metaphysical explanation of the rela-
tions between the organic and the inorganic worlds,
but he can, and, by Heaven, he will, correct White-
head’s grammar!
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