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A LOOK BACK AT THE
TWO CULTURES DEBATE:
ARCHITECTURE AS AN
EDUCATIONAL PARADIGM

Frank Arneil Walker

Is architecture am art or is it a science? There is an

irksome boredom about the question; the cultural
dichotomy it implies is all too familiar and apparently
as tediously irreconcilable. Archirectural practice and
education are riven by the dilemma. Sedulously ranged
around their computers or arrogantly aloof in their
studios, the factions are easily identified. The day may
be coming, as Lethaby hoped, when architects will have
to drop this high-priest business™ ! ~ whatever the
dispensation preached. But not yet. Nor did Lethaby
ant1c1pate an early resolution of the problem as he saw
it; five hundred years was his estimate. And why five
hundred years? Perhaps a backward glance helped shape his
guess. As Pugin, Ruskin and Merris had observed, the
Renaissance has a lot to¢ answer for. '

Is architecture an art-or is it a science? It was rot the
sort of question Alberti felt inclined to propose when he
wrote De Re Aedificatoria. Vomo universale that he was,
such niceties were not to him live issues. Nonetheless,
the division of labour which the imtroduction of the new
Renaissance architecture demanded was already implying an
epistemological distinction which would haunt Western
culture with alienation and division for centuries to
come, The Industrial Revolutionm exacerbated and
intensified this schizophrenia. Appalled by what had

" betome "the dull squaler of eivilization", the writers of

the nineteenth century, each with his own romantic,
religious, social or political emphasis, clung to the old
humane values of a craft economy in which the design and
production processes remained happily integrated. At the
same time they feared for the future.

‘I could smile when I hear the hopeful exultation
of many, at the new reach of worldly science ....
There is thunder on the horizon as well as dawm .. ...,
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Ruskin's wonderful metaphor rings .in our ears like a-
patriarchal curse. The exultation he speaks of, which
swelled as the nineteenth century grew in rationalist
conf idence and Ruskin himself slipped deeper into his own
irrational tragedy, came from men like T.H. Huxley. For
Huzley, science would digplace literature in the search
for truth and ultimately serve as the basis for modern
ethies. To this Matthew Arnold, whose Cultire and Anarchy
had already made it clear that such excessive confidence
and misplaced faith in "machinery" was "our besetting
danger”, replied that although there could be no denying
the intellectual delights and practical values of
science, it, nevertheless, utterly failed to "serve the
instinet for conduct and the instinct for beauty."® In
other woerds, morality and beauty, ethic -and aesthetic,
were to be identified by Arnold's somewhat metaphysical
"eulture” aud not by the rational materialism or
utilitarianism preposed by "worldly science.

Of course there was much in the understanding of

"culture" which Arnold, Ruskin and Morris shared which

was conservatively retro-spective mot to say retrospective
Though it did lead through strangely remote medieval by-
ways, their search was always for a holistic and humane
view of culture. It was a cdse of reculer pour mieux
sauter. Or was it? A few decades later an arrogant
Futurist mechanolatry digplaced the gentler anachronismg
of Arts and Crafts. And now, in the Second Machine Age,
the era of “Post~Modernism", or whatever we may rashly
agree to dub the secomd half of the twentieth century, we
begin to doubt again. Did we take the right leap? The

same dilemma stalks our thoughts. Is architecture an art
or is it a science? What is the nature of our culture? As
Trilling has pointed out, we need only substitute the name
of C.P. Snow for T.H. Huxley and that of F.R.' Leavis for
M, Amold to realise the continuity of these profound
questions. Mutatis mutandis, the debate goes on.

It is this debate I should like to re-examine here for it
seems to mwe that no more appropriate cultural context
could be found in which to try to seek some answer to our
question about the nature of architectural design. '
Despite the faect that for more than a decade, from the

~late fifties to the early seventies the columms of

Britain's learned journals and newspapers filled with
claim and counter claim from both sides of the academic
fence, it has not yet been remarked that archirecture
occupied a significantly similar if modestly declared
position in contending theses which were otherwise deeply
divided by intellectual habit and bitter animus, But this
is to anticipate.

Snow was first to enter.the lists., In a brief article in
New Statesman and Nation in 1956, he adumbrated his "Two
Cultures" idea, Full diagnosis of the cultural malady did
not, however, appear until his Rede Lecture of 1959.
Essentially Snow proposed to determine two distionct

. cultural attitudes: the first was that of the scientists{

the second "the whole 'traditional' culture", by which he
meant, in fact, the literary or literary-artistic culture.
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Each went its own way, failed to communicate with the
other, regarded it with marked distrust and
incomprehens ion, promoted irs own ‘vocabulary and
deliberately conflicting jargon, assumed its own priority
or at least its self-sufficiency. Snow regretted this
state of affairs with the particular keenness which his
own pogition as a novelist. and scientist entitled him to
do, though his third propensity to the bleak milfeu of
Whitehall corridors soon began to obfuscate such regret.
For the moment, however, he was suresighted enough to
discern the great migfortune this split entailed.

This polarisation is sheer loss to us all..,
it is at the same time practical and intellectual
and creatlve less ...

More perceptlvely still he noted the trag;c implications,
for the "clashing point of two sub;ects, two dlsclpllnes.
two cultures,.. cught to produce creative chances,™

Rather later, Karl Popper has advanced the game
dialectical propositiom.

The difficulty of discuseion between people brought
up in different frameworks is to be admitted. But
nothing is more fruitful than such a disecussion;
than the cultural clash which has stimulated some
of the greatest intellectual revolutions,

All this is not without its significance for architectural
design and although, in his very first article in 1956,
Snow did refer en passant to architecture as a somewhat
central or hybrid discipline, omne cannot help but feel
that he might more profitably have looked longer in that
direction~ if only to elaborate a case for the possible
"third eculture" at which he hintg early in the Rede
Lecture text, But no such rapprochement is sought. The two
cultures, entrenched first by the specialisation of
Englapnd's educational system and secondly by the selid
intransigence of her social forms, are not to be brought
together, Instead, Snow begins to make a case for one
side of the very polarisation he regrets, It is against
this that Leavis's particularly virulent riposte is
directed:

In order to compare the two sides of the debate
adequately, I propose to look at the principel statements
made by the protagonists between the Rede Lecture of 1359
and the 1972 publication of Leavis's collection of essays
Nor Shall My Sword which includeg his Two Cultures? The
Significance of Lord Snow. Reviewing these as a whole may
ignore scme of the sequential niceties, but it will, I
hope, elicit the fundamental differences between the two
cases, From this comparative survey some intimations on

' the nature of architectural design begin to emerge.

Four areas of dispute appear to lie at the heart of the
debate. There is, first, the question of just exactly
what Snow and Leavis each means when he speaks of
"eulture" or "cultureg" in this the twentieth century,
This is not a matter of comparing and contrasting
precige definitions but rather a question of exp10r1ng
thelr respective stances and prioritiss on'the issues of
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logic, ethic and aesthetic which permeate all human
activity. In the second place, there is the

retrospective view expressed in differing interpretationg
of the cultural impact of the nineteenth century
Industrial Revolution, which each sees as some kind of
case-study of culture's relationship with technology, a
dummy=~run, as it were, for the more exacerbated tensions
of the present, Thirdly, there are the philosophical
problems of the human predicament; la copdition humaine,
which is at once individual and social, But upon which
should the emphasis fall? Here perhaps more than in any
other aspect of the debate are the crucial differences of
conviction which lie behind the whole cultural issue and
which, in a fourth and more political arena, create
conflict between Sncw and Leavis over the most '
appropriate educational strategy for the future,

To begin with, thecugh he was unambiguous enough in
stating his case for 4n art/science dichotomy,; Snow made
no attempt to clarify what he meant when he used the word
"eulture™, By 1963, when he came to take "A Second Took"
at the matter, he was aware of this omission and set out
to elaborate a definirion (in fact he gave two
definitiong) and more particularly to show that his
scientists were worthy of the ascription, Broadly,
culture was "intellectual development'. But a more
satisfactory explanation of what this meant could be
found in Coleridge's "cultivation" which for the poet was
“rhe hormonious development of these qualities and
faculties which characterise our humanity". Amongst these
qualities Snow listed man's curiosity about the natural
world around him, his propensity for symbolic systems of
thought and his use of language, Since these attributes,
especidlly the first two, could not be denied to the
scientist, Snow felt justified in having proposed a
"scientific culture". Indeed he had already in 1959 gone
so far as to put the Second Law of Thermodynamics on a
par with the works of Shapespeare, and boldly suggested
that "the scientific edifice of the physicalworld was ...,,

_in its intellectual depth, complexity and articulatiom

the most beautiful and wonderful collective work of the
mind of man."® A second definition, derived from
anthropological usage, was also offerred, Any group
sharing common ways of thought and action might claim to
be regarded as a culture, The scientists, whatever their
differences, seemed all tc Snow to have "the future in
their bones ... without thinking abcut it, they respond
alike. That is what as culture means.

The scientists were eulogised for the rational rigour of
their thought and for its "intellectual depth"; for their
commitment o problemsolving, strongly moral, optimistic
and confident; and finally for the aesthetic quallty of .
their work and achievementis.

However divisive the initial analysis, however confuged
the desire for restorative treatment, or however
educationally pragmatic some might have suspected the
whole exercise to be, there could be little doubt of
Snow's earnestness, Leavis, however, was not disposed to
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grant even this limited toleration., In 19262 he launched
his attack, With vicious acerbity he pilleoried Snow as
"sortentously ignorant”, “intellectually as
undistinguished as it is possible to be", quite without
any understanding, it seemed, of history, civilization,
the Industrial Revolution or what it means to be a
novelist., Was his "Strangers and Brothers" series
written by "an electrenic brain called Charlie"™? As
Trilling puts it at the outset of his essay, "It is a
bad tone, an impermissible tone." But it is Leavis's
argument, not his tone, which must be respected,

The presentation which he gives of his oppencut's case
is itself sarcastic: "there are the two uncommunicating
and murually indifferent cultures, there is the need to
bring them together, and there is C.P. Snow ..."° For the
last, Leavis has scant regard, As to the need to bring
the two cultures together this may be counsidered a burden
upont Snow alone since he propoged the separation. Srow,
nevertheless, though he cbviously regrets the split and
occasionally refers to some desirable harmeny between
the twe sides, perversely follows a course which in the
main has to be interpreted as advocacy of one of these
cultures only, Leavis, in denying the split, or at any
rate regarding it as trivial and superficial, logically
need not concern himself with the rapprochement problem.

What then is Leavis's understanding of "culture™? The
simplistic amthropological definition, i,e, the loose
grouping of scientists who "without thinking about it ...
respond alike" will not do, "Without thinking", indeed!
Nor will what Leavis takes to be a modish Sunday paper
distinction between rival establishments satisfy the
importance of the argument, With all the righteousness of
the literary don he is indignant, not to say enraged, at
the trite cross-cultural equations between Shakespeare
and Ruthexforxrd. Yet, though he does not say soexplicitly,
it seems fair to conclude that Coleridge's "ecultivation"
would meet with Dr. Leavis's approval for it is in
poetry, literature and language in particular that he

finds the fundamentally human basis of culture. It issto
I

211

"the creation of the human world, including language"® -a

phrase he repeats in different essays — that science must
defer. We do mot have any revolutionary cultural _
situation but an evolving "cultural tradition" grounded
in the creative continuity of the word. It is a tradition
which imposes upon us a duty "to maintain the full Iife

‘in the present "' (My italics).

Attempting to interpolate architecture in the cultural
spectra offered from each side of the debate is not easy,
A good deal of guessing has to be dene for, apart from. sz
natural predisposition to declare the sanctity of their
own chosen fields, neither Snow mor Leavis is greatly
concerned to determine the cultural provenance or
priority of this or that profession or intellectual
activity, There is evidence in fact that when Snow does
try te do so the effort proves somewhat embarxrassing.
Physicists and literary men are easily pigeon-holed -
necessarily o since Snow's case rests largely on the
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¢lear, if superficial, distinetions which his readers
will recogniee between the two —but there are other
pursuits less easily classified, Included in this
problematic grouping are "intellectual persons in a
veriety of fields - social history, sociolegy, demograhhy,
political science, economics, government (in the American
academic sense), psychology, medicine, and social arts
such as architecture,"! (my italics), who cannot be
convenlently slotted left or right. But thete is ne
denying that these share with gcience a concern "with how
human beings are living or have lived", an obgervatiom
which, coming as it does in Snow's 1963 The Two Cultures:
A Second Look seems to weaken his original case quite
seriously, It marks a trend in the argument away from
the polarisation firat emphasised towards a more
conservative complementarity theory. A third culture is
even proposed to account for these awiward but

increas ingly ubiquitous aberrations, with the convenient
chronological caveat that, "It is probably too early to
speak of a third culture already in existence, But I am
now convinced that it is‘c_‘oming."12 All this —and there
is more— represents, I think, a growing implicit
acknowledgement that Leavis's barbed attacks have bitten
deeply into the tissue of Snow's thinking,

Leavis's case, as I have pointed out, does mnot rely upon
any schiaophrenic view of culture and conseguently there
is no difficulty for him in admitting the cultural
contribution of science or techmology. There is no
question of bifurcation; for him it ig an issue of
priority. And it is highly significant, I think, that in
acknowledging the great impact of gcience, hé should
particularly choose to highlight its influence "on the
prevailing notion of civilization, on architecture, on
ethics, on religion, on the English language.™® This is,
as far as 1 have been able to ascertain, one of the omly
two references which Leavis makes to architecture in the .
whole debate, Yet he places it in august company
=civilization, ethies, religion, and his beloved English
languege~ which he obviously regards as amongst the most
ipportant. expressions ‘of human culture. I f£ind myself
concludlng from this that architecture stands high in
leavis's hiexarchy. Why should this be so?

I think it is because (and here I.risk a dangerous
inference) architecture is an activity leading to an
experience whith does '"maintain the full 1ife in the
present”, Snow, raking the loam of seccond thoughts,
recognises architecture as a special case which shares a
social concern with -science and hints at its being some
kind of bridge between his two cultures or a prominent
element in a dawning third culture. But Leavis digs
deeper. Is not architecture, the creation of the visual
environment, in Morris's expansive definition "the
turning of necessary articles of daily wse into works of
art,"™ special in that it unites the conceptual with the
physical, it mediates intellectual activity through the
experience of the senses? Needs compel; ideas take
sabstance; the gtones breathe, What is much more, thig
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arrestment, of the whole man is effected not quite as in
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Snow's Rede Lecture was entitled The Two Cultures and The
Scientific Revolution and it is to the relationship
invoked by the second part of his title that I turn next.
This is the retrogpective view of which I spoke earlier,
Snow’s method being to seek precedent in the nineteenth
century from which to draw conclusions for the present.
How, he asks, did the literary intellectuals react to the
first imwpact of industrialisation upon society? Does
their respcomse to this challenge to a life which for
.ecenturies had been borme on an agricultural-mercantile
economy lend credibility to any claim they may still have
to act as traditional guardians of culture? His answer is
an unequivocal no, To industrial revolutions the _
literary=artisric world could offer only dismal cultural
reaction: "natural Luddities" was Snow’s ringing
condemnation of the literary men, The swelling
undercurrent in the productive conditions of man's 1life

- _ surged on beneath the eddying spumey "screams of horror"
from the writers. Unable to understand what was
happening, they fulminated against the "dull squalor of
civilization" wrought by steam and steel, preached
pessimism and alienation, and yearned for a medieval
England full of happy handcraftsmen., Meanwhile, however,
the great mass of the ordinary people up and down the
country flocked in droves to the city. There never was
any idyllic rural Eden, no romantic healthy peasant life,
perhaps never & happy Gothic mason., "Industrialisation”,
says Snow, "is the only hope of the poor"; they knew it
then, -and they still know it. He defies any other view,

eve if you go without much food, see most of your
children die in infancy, despise the comforts of
literacy, accept twenty years off your own life,

16, C.E.SNOW, The Two Cultures aud The ' - - S ic
Scientific Kavolution, Pablic Affaize, the 1 respect you for the strength of your aesthet

Londeont Maemillan, 1871, p.28. revulsioen,

It could be argued that it was Ruskin's very aesthetic
. revulsion which put ten vears of madness into his life
‘and that the role of the warning reactionary brought its
ovn bitter suffering; but for all that Spow's words are
powerful indeed, Nostalgic dreamers of Luddite moralists,
the literary intellectuais were out of touch, indicted by
hauteur and hubris.

Is Snow right? His contention that the poor rushed
eagerly into the cities is surely an over-enthusiastic
interpretation of events. He fails to mention that the
Clearances and Enclosures Acts deprived the subsistence
farmer of his land-and livelihood, meagre though each
was, virtually foreing him into a new life. Emigration
to the colonies or absorption by the rapidly
industrialising urban centres were the only coptions
available. Nevertheless, though Snow may oversimplify, -
the growth of material prosperity and the improvement in
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health which have accompanied urban-industrial
civilization over the last century and a half are strong
supporting evidence for his case,

The more impcortant issue in the context of the debate,
the charge that the traditional culture elite was
callously indifferent or unsympathetic to
industialigation, is much less convincingly arpued.
Admittedly, few nineteenth century writers of any
distinection enthused over the machine and all its works.
But some, as Leavis points out, were not whelly devoid

of optimism, Dickens, for example, at times so trenchant
a portrayer of the misery and degradation of urban life,
could yet write of the railway train which "trailed
smoothly away upon its course of civilization and

imp rovement,” But somehow one suspects that Leavis is
over-reacting on this tack, particularly when Lawrence is
quoted to "do honour to the machine and to its
inventors."'” He steers a better course in asserting that,
far from being indifferent to industrialisation, the
writers, -almost to 2 man, weré loud in their warnings
about the dangers, It was after all Ruskin, more than
anyone else who called attention to the important
difference between wealth and well-being.

Perhaps personal fortune ingulated and isolated many of
the literary intellectuals. Perhaps their miggivings
about the machine turned too gquickly into outright

_antagonism and absurd medieval reveries. Perhaps it is

imposgible to measure one man's happiness against
another's. But it is just as illconsidered to propase
some neo=-Marxist translation from the materially
quantitative to the spiritually or culturally
qualitative, Nor should we expect the writer to be the
naive acolyte of "progress", abandoning the continuity
of cultural values in a didactic orgy of propaganda for
an unknown future. The portrait of the artist sketched
by Snow verges close on this obedient hack ghosting for
the great impersonal forces of history.

What gives the victory in this round of the debate to
Leavis is his insistence upon the continuity of the
cultural tradition. Scientific values were not enough
and they are still not enmough, Our society, nineteenth .
or twentieth century, has let the working class down
bodly by its lop=sided drlft, it has "left them to enjoy

a 'high standard of living' in a vacoum of
d:l.slnhentance. "8 yith every wape increase and every
hour off the working week the "menace of leisure" gruws
more implacably dangerous,

YA ‘general iwpoverighment of life~ that is the threat
that, ironically, accompanies the technological
advance and the riging standard of living; and we
are all involved.

Few would now dispute that architectural 1mpover15hment

has paralleled urban growth and technological advance. Of
course, Snow's view of the nineteenth century intellectual
holds good in environmentsl matters; all too oftem,
theory and practice were as uncomnected as the great iron .
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railway sheds were with their Gothiec hotels beyond the
buffers. Even such percipient observations as Morris's
socialist dictum that "all art, even the highest, is
influenced by the conditiong of labour of the mass of
mankind"?® failed to jell into any recognition of the new
conditions which were all the time becoming more and more
manifest, But what he does not see is that when once the
lesson was leammt and the machine accepted into the
corpus of architectural thinking and production, the
results did not seem to prove substantially better than
the undramatic but humane scale of, say, Webb's "Red
House" or Voysey's suburban cottage villas,

Excessive confidence in the new materials and techniques
of a scientific age frequently led designers into
theoretical positions from which the contingent — the
unique and individually human factor - had to be excluded
in~“favour of the seemingly inexorable force of historical
necessity, 5o Lethaby: "It is not a matter of the whims,
the ability, or the genius of the drchitect, it is a
matter of the civilization"?’; or Gropius: “the ocutward
forms of the New Architecture.,, 2re not the perscnal
whime of a handful of architects... but simply the
inevitable logical product of the intellectual, social
and technical conditions of the age.™?? Most terrifyingly
dogmatic of all has been Mies: "Architecture is the will
of the age."

I dc not mean to imply that such forces did not and do
not exist, nor that it was in any sense misguided of
designers to adopt the Bauhaus ethic which called for
"models for mass production.” Nor is it my wish to appear
to misrepresent architectural thinking of the early
twentieth century by a few carefully selected

. quotations. Greopius, for example, was very careful to

stress that "the aesthetic satisfaction of the humansoul,
is just as important as the material™ and to warn )
against a too-doctrinaire interpretation of the
scientific rationalization of the design product or
process, It does appear, however, that the immense
building tasks of our time, the re~shaping of outworn,
bombarded or abruptly developing cities, have, except in
a few notable cases such as Warsaw, been realised without
much thought for the human soul or psyche. The early
shibboleths of zoning, highrise apartment blocks and
multi-level transportation inter~changes, are all now
found wanting. The city cannot be chopped up with the
mechanistic ruthlessness hopefully proposed by C.I.A.M.
and we know now how little beauty or satisfaction has
emerged from the aegthetic determinism of Functionalist
theory, -

In some sense it is surprising that Snow has not welcomed
the architects more wholeheartedly into his fold. The
assured optimism of the more materialist wing of the
Modern Movement could readily be assimilated by his
scientific culture. On the other hand, tha historicist
architecture by the nineteenth century fits well into his
view of the aloof connoigseurship of the literary-
artistie culture. This contradiction destroys his claim
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to 'uge last century .ag sound precedent for this. In
addition, his recognition of architecture's concern "“with
how human beings are living or have lived" concedes much
to leavis. The experience of the present, the legsons of
the past - these, he seems to be admitting, cannot be
ignorad, The legihility of architectural and urban form
must be conserved if we are to sustain our humanity
through changing environmental contexts. How "human
beings are living or have lived” is unquestionably part
of what Leavis means when he talks of "the cultural
continuity,” ‘

Snow's sympathies as a writer sometimes obtrude upom his
pro-gscience judgment, but he is always honest enough to
adwmit his dilemma, Critical of the writers' detachment
from what he sees as the central demands of eliminating
poverty and alleviating suffering, he can still
acknowledge literary quality in such a-partisan or
reactionary authors as Eliot, Yeats, Pound, Joyce,
Lawrence, Woolf, Gide,.Kafka, Faulkner, Beckett ...- "I
don't know the answer,” he confesses,’’ This same
inconvenient sensibility lies in his early admitted
belief that the human predicament is ultimately
individually tragic - a solitariness from which love
perhaps provices temporary respite. But, he believes, the
tragic view camnot, indeed must not, be indulged.

There is a moral trap which comes through the
ingight into man's loneliness; ir tempts one to sit
back, complacent in cone's unique tragedy, and let
others go without a meal,"?

But while the writers and artists are depicted wallewing
in their individual Angst, the scientists, clear-eyed and
yet not "shallowly optimistic, unaware of man's
condition,” see and work for a hopeful social conditions.
The scientific culture is prepared to offer the mealj
"jam today," as Snow expresses it, with the promise of
"jam tomorrov' too, as science removes the threats of
H-bomb war (gic) and over-population, and begins to close
the obscenely yawning gap between rich and poor. To this
social hope the literary-artistic culture has never to
its shame subscribed,

But whence this admirable ethic? "What is the 'social
condition’ that has nothing to do with the 'individual
coendition'?", as Leavis asks., That this dismissal by
Snow of the writers, even the nineteenth century writers,
ag blind to the social hope is precipitare, had already
been ghown by Arnold in Culture and Anarchy:

And this culture begets a digsatisfaction,..., which
saves the future, as one msy hope, from being
vulgarised, even if it cannot save the present,

Arnold does not fall into Snow's "moral -trap". The
essential point, however, is that Arnold's dissatisfaction,
and therefore his hope, springs from culture, i.e. not a
dcientific culture but the cultural tradition of
humanitas. Leavis wmakes the same point when he states

that the "social hope' can only spring from the
individual, from his senge of humanitas.




A LOCK BACK AT THE TWO CULTURES IEBATE:

27. E.PANOFSKY, The History of Avt as &
Humanietic Digeipline (19407, Mesaning in
The Visual Arts, Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1970, pp.23~50.
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Scientific Thought, Chicago: Uaiversity
of Illinois, 1971, p.77.

30. ¥.R.LEAVIS, Pluraliem, Compassion
and Social Hepe, Nor Shall My Sword,
London: Charte and Windes, 1972, p.l71.

I find in Panofsky an excellent discussion of th1s
crucial term, In his Meaning in the V.lsual arts?’ he
explains its meaning in relation to man's coneciousness
both of what is less thap mar and what is greater than
man: from the first springs an awareness of values, while
from the second comes a recognition of limitations. It ig
this comhination of responsibility and tolerance which
creates the dignity of man that is impliecit in humanitas,
In this almost religious understanding Snow's standard of
living index is again inadequate. And again Leavis's
‘thrugt is keen and sure. 'What, ultlmately, do men live

b_y?"

The eriteria of judgements of value and importance
are determined by a sense of human nature and human
need, and can't be arrived at by science itself;
they aren’'t, and can't be, a product of the
scientific method, or anything like it, They are an
expression of human responsibility. In the rapidly
changing external civilization of the techmological
age it is peculiarly necessary that that
. consciousness of human reSponslblllty and vwhat it
involves should be cultivated and strengthed to the
utmost.

According to Leavis, values, and for that matter hopes,
emerge from that 1one1y gelf-awareness against which Snow
too quickly reacted,® Ends should not be confused with
meang; scientific method may well refine our respomses to
these ends, purifying them, as it were, ip the fires of

‘rational criticiem, but it is no more than a method,

having only an indirect contribution to make to the
creative initiation of the tasks we set ourselves. It is
‘the task of the traditional literary =—artistiec culture,
at least as Leavis understands it, to speonsor a creative
will which will apprehend goals and generaté icomic
forms.

This does not mean that the creative spirit works in some
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romant::.cally remote garret, No matter how much the writer

or artist, realising that the ultimate resources lie
within hlmself, secks to be set aspart with his own
esoteric vision, he must send out for food, Or to express
the paradox rather better, he is obl:l.ged to communicate,
ot that any acknowledgement or appreciation of his
message is vital —he does not have to be understovd- but
the very act of declaring his revelation creates a

- putative gocial relationship. The poet and the novelist

must uge language. Everyone speaks, The musician must
put sound together. Everyone hears. The painter and_ the
sculptor use line and colour, shape and mass. Everyone
sedg and feels.

Except in the individual there is no creativity (any

more than there is hope - whether conceived as "social'

or mot), But the potently individual such as an

artist 1is d].scovers, as he explores his most

intimste experience, how inegcapably soc1a1 he 1s J.n
_ his very md;l.VldualJ.ty" i
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For the architect this latter realization comes early, His
very existence, his right to maintain a specific identity,
depends upon the social context of his activity. Without
client or builder there can be no architecture, no matter
how many young men may forturately still dream dreams,
Moreover, the problems of communication, ramifying with
alarming rapidity in the specialisation esxplosion, are
all too familiar, while the patently social obligations
of his activity in 2 world of accelerating population
"become everyday more compelling. 5o much is this the case
that it is not surprisging that doubts should arise over
“the architect's role in contemporary culture;
"interdisciplinary”, "consultative collaboration",
Ysystematic design method", “environmental appraisal
technique”, and all the rest of the current jargon seem
to belong more in the vocabulary of Snow's scientifie
culture than elsewhere. It has, I think, become much
harder for the architect today to swallow the fundamental
emphasis in Leavis's case that, "Except in the individual
there is no creativicy.,." Such a claim demands the
. subordination of all social considerationm to the primacy

‘of the individual imagination. Few appear confident
enough to dare such & position., Perhaps it is this
compromise which our cities bespeak with such bathos.

Leavis's case, though shouted at us with frequently
aggressive intolerance, leads to a central article of.
faith, "a pecessary faith", in humanitas, in which human
fallibility and responsibility continue to be the mutual
bases for imaginative action in "creative response to the
new challenges of time," It is Snow who tends towards a
politico~artistic banality. Working in the opposite
direction to Leavis, i.e, from a social concern to a
personal aligmment, he argues that

: : Our response to it (the inequality of the social

31. C.P.SNOW, The Two Cultures: 2 Second ) .

Look, Fublic Affaizs, London: Macmillen, Condltlor.l) affects,.. the nature of the art we value
1971, p.68. or practice...

Iz not this precariously close to a cry for socialist
realism? I prefer Leavis's divine discontent.

32. 1.MACQUARRIE, Existentialism, Mvauarrlg has a phrase, Ythe ambivalence of our present
Barmondsworth: Penguin, 1973, p,203, culture."“It is not a developed concept; he wishes
- merely to convey the confused and contrary nature of our
society's cultural trends, some expressing positive
values, others more destructively eritical, But by
borrowing the phrase and placing the emphasis more on the
idea of alternative strengths which can be embodied in
the word "ambivalence", i.e. ampi-valence, rather than un
the more customary sllghtly negative lmpllcatlons of
. equivoeal meaning, we may come close tp a final lmportant
distinction between the traditional culture and the
scientific culture which lies at the heart of this third
round of the debate.

The exchanges of the scientific culture are carried on in
a common social currency — logic, mathematics, abstract
symbolic systems generally, all admit of a world-wide but
uni-valent Jnterpretatlonp ambiguity is anathema to
scientific communication. The traditional culture,
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however, remains ambi-valent. Its strength lies
paradoxically in its transcemndence of the personal into
the social —and back again, Its languages of
communication, both literal and metaphorical, are leglon,
differing greatly over time and space, In the art world,
ambiguity affording a rich pluratity of view, is often a
delight, Yet all languages, all views, grow out of the
individual human experience and are only superficially
altered by social change. "On ne a gue soi."¥ But
Khnoppf's motte is only partially true, The traditional
culture is built upon a consciousmess of individual
"peing", but it is a consciousness which cannot come
into our experience without a complementary sense of
"being-in-the~word" and "being-with-other". Tt is this
ambi~valence which characterises the literary-artistic.
culture and again ensures its precedence in maintaining
“the full life".

The last of the four aspects of the debate which I have
chosen to comsider, that of education, may appear most
parochial of all for at first gight; the argument seems
to focus upon specifically English institutioms. Public
school or comprehensive; Oxbridge exclusive or Rebbins
redbrick; what, to one side, are sacred cows become the
bétes noires of the other, and neither Snow nor Leavis is
afraid to let his prejudice show. But beneath the
superficial and particularly British arguments there is-a
fundamental problem which makes aducation a key issue.
For if there is a cultural dichotomy, if there are two
cultues, then the cause must lie somewhere in the
educational structure which our society has devised, Or,
more importantly, if we are to preserve an integrated
culture, if the ceontinuity of the “ecultural tradition" is
tc be maintained then this will have to be done through
education. It may be that this trust in the ameliorative
or redemptive value of education is. the customary
recourse of the liberal intellectual -somewhat coptimistic
in ite shunning of more radical social or economic
change= as well as being typically British in its
modetration.. It would, of course, be surprising if this
were not so, conslderxng the backgrounds of both
protagonists. And in any case, even the bloodiest
revolutionary upheaval quickly finds itself confronted by
the need to promulgate its ideale through education. The
British ideal, sometimes cynically defined as the genius
for. compromize, isfr&quentlyacknowledged to be one of
evolutionary change in which inmovation is subtly
allowed to take place on the periphery of the system from
where, as Donald Schon showed, the dynamie conservatism
of the centre may gradually be brdken down.?" But even
this eminently commonsensical approach, though it
certainly serves to preclude the trauma of catastrophe
suffered in other cultures and mitigates the warst
excesses of "grand solutions", can nevertheless permit
the advocacy of quite different and sometimes bltterly
opposed policies before the court of public opinion. As

I have already described, both Snow and Leavis have their
own diagnosses of the cultural malady. Thelr respective
prescriptions for the invalid are no less dissimilar,
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- While Snow offers a new course of tréatment which he is
inclined to present as something of a panacea, from
Leavis comes an exhortation to keep taking the tablets
ag before,

When in 1970, after over a decade of discussion, Snow
came to review his position in the light of what he wryly
called The Case of Leavis and the Serious Case, he
altered the emphasis of his earlier thesis, elaborating
a much more interdependent view of the two cultures than
he had pre_viously done, i.e. he saw each culture as but
a saparate epistemological aspect of one whole, True, he
. had briefly mentioned the possibility of two such "sub-
cultures” in his 1963 Second Look, but had failed to
develop the idea -possibly because this would have been
a too~dangerous dilution of his principal intention to
bolster the cause of science and technology. By 1970,
however, he was prepared to play down the cultural
35, C.P.SNOR, The Gase of Leavis and The antggonisms and .to say ingtead that science and "the
Serious Case (1970), Fublie AfEmire, humanist culture" were but "Two ways of dealing with
London: Macmillan, 1971, p,24. . experience."? He conceded that both were necessary
© aspects of any full culture and seemed. to suggest their
creative interdependence. Again, of course, this
approach had been present at the start when, in the Rede
Lecture, he expressed regret that the separation and
polarisation of the two cultures had occurred and that ir
was "sheer loss to.us.all .... at the same time practical,
intellectual and creative loss.! But now Snow came dowm
‘off the science platform, dropped the Luddite smears, and
began to look at what might be ‘done to stop the rot.

Already in 1963 Snow thought it desirable to "educate a

1arge ptoportion of our better minds so that they are not
28, O e Two E’;;;ﬁ:“m;iffg: ignorant of imaginative experience, both in fthe arts and
B, p.77. ) in science,"® put merely touched on such a policy,
seeming to recommend it prmclpally for its pragmatic
value tc applied science, am activity which he still
regarded as the only proper cultural response to the
"remediable guffering" of most of mankind. Any deeper
philosophical implications such as those which might have
led to a more explicit avowal of the central importance
of the individual imagination simi_lar to that of Leavis
were all but passed over, Snow's "better minds'" were
merely to be 'not ignorant of imaginative experience." No
doubt in 1970 the “social hope" in technology remained
but, in recognising complementary values in culture,
Snow's strategy for a better future had become mich less
partisan in tone and more broadly educatrional in ecope.
The twin cankers of the English educational system —class
conaciousness and specialisation tmst be expunged:
comprehensive education is the only hope., The paradox is
that Snow can only now make such proposal convincing
since he himself has finally discarded his earlier
advocacy of scientific spécialisation. It is not the
scientists who have "the future in their bones" but ‘the
children in the schools.

But while. apreeing with Snow's conclusion in respect of
primary and secondary education I find it hard to form
_any- opinion ‘about his views in the tertiary sphere,
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largely because he has so little to say. Apart from the
direct call for more applied scientists and technologists
and a later wore catholic comment that it should "be
possible to devise methods in ordinary academic courses
to illustrate the distinction between the twe kindz of
knowledge" there is not much to indicate any detailed
views about the relative roles of universities,
polytechnics, art schools, colleges, etc. I suspect,
however, that this omission points up the extent to which
for Snow the real social and cultural healing will have
te be done in the schools.

Leavis, on the other hand, approaching the problem from
the other direction, is perfectly clear on the higher
education issue, For him the vmiversity is still the true
centre of culture - particularly the university English
school, since literature is, in Arnold's words, "the
criticism of life"., By its guardianship of the word and
ite preservation of the critical function, "that critical
function which is a creative one,"*’ the university
secures for itself the right to act as a kind of cultural
trustee, There, over the years, has been enshrined, "the
continuous collabeorative creativity that ensures
significance, ends and values, and manifests itgelf as
consciousness and profoundly human purpose.™™
Consciousness, conscience, and creativity, these are the
qualities which Leavis values above all others in the
preservation of the "cultural tradition" and which he
believes can only flourish within cloistered courts.

I cannot agree with this exclusive confidence in the
universities after all, since.the democratisation of
culture wrought by the priating press, creativity has
been an increasingly extra-mural activity. Nevertheless,
if we are to have elites -and like Leavis I happen to
think we must- we may fare better with the teleological
elite of the "literary-artistic culture" with its long
tradition, that with the precocious, less humane and

decidedly more dangerous methodological elites of
- science and technoclogy.

But is it enough to trust an Elite, even, pace Leavis, a
plurality of elites? In a solely intellectual sense,

~i.e. if we restrict our concerns purely to the world of

ideas, it must be so, for the ultimate elite is the
individual himself and it is only there, as Leavis
showed, that humanitas and creative response are to be
found. The idea of comprehensive education, for example,

‘ig not szome all-pervasive enlightenment revealed hy the

Zeitgeist, but a slowly maturing programme emanating from
an educational elite. If, on the other hand, we speak of
the world of social action, in which ideas are to be

imp lemented, we cannot, without risking either tyranny or
anarchy, leave decision and provision to a favoured few.
There is then, I believe, in this final round of the
debate a fundamental reciprocal relationship between the
alternatives posed.

We may grant-that the most stable and lasting foundation
for a wholesome culture in our society must be laid in
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the schools but this does not absolve us from the
continuing intellectual task of setting goals, Far from
ity indeed gsuch a policy is itself merelvy the result of
efforts which have their origin in some sort of creative
elitist speculation, It cannot be encugh to rest easy
with one pay-off in social action, no matter how
comprehensive an influence education can be, for the
constant updating of zims as well as methods must be
maintained and we are entitled to look to the higher
levels of education or thought, to the intellectual ~
elite, to Leavis's "centre of consciousness for the
community,” for a more profound restatement of the
"eultural tradition"-in today's terms - 2nd in tomorrow’s
too,

As I have tried vo follow Snow's arguments in particular
I have been conscious of shifts of emphasis and direction
from a determined effort to elevate one side of a

dtvided culture to an incongruous redemptive role, to a
more humane call for one integrated culture, In 1959, for
example, we have the basic propcsition that there are two
distinct cultures, one scientific, the other llterary,
divided irrevocably by "a gulf of mutual 1ncomprehen31on "
But to complicate matters a third culture ccmprlslng

what may be called "non—~scientific optimists" is also
presented. In 1963 the inevirable “2002 cultures"
argument is mentioned but wisely rejected, while the ™wo
Cultures become two subcultures,

M... in plain truth, either of our cultures, whether

literary or scientific, only deserves the name of
1139

39, C,P,SHOW, The Two Cultures: a Second
Logk, Public Affairs, Lomden: Maemillan,-
1871, 1.53, _ sub-culture.

Nevertheless the third culture iz elaborated further
40, C.P,SNOW, The Two Gultures: a Second: although only in so far as "the representatives of the
Look, Fublic Affairs, Lendon: Maeaillsn, putative th:.rd culture have been speaking with
L9TL. .85, trenchancy™*’ about social issues. No advance in clarity
_seems to be made by this development for we are not told
whether this is an additiocnal and third culture or a
replacement for the old two cultures, By 1970, the two
cultures —or rather, sub-cultures—- are still explicit,
but the tenor of Snow's words now appears-to me to
suggest a return to one culture. Confusing as all of this
is, there does seem, nevertheless, to be an attempt at
bridge building. I hope I have shown that, from the
shadows cast on each side of the debate, the architect
begins to emerge as one of the persons best fitted to
build these bridges.

I fear that the deeper one explores the cross currents,
logical and hortatory, swirling be tween Snow and lLeavis,
the deeper one feels dragged imto a vortex of endless
interpretative possibilities and contradictions. Stili,
perhaps from personal bias more than anything else, I
have tried to tease out this one thematic thread.

Despite all dispute Smow and Leavis have, I believe,
allowed themselves, albeit unwittingly, te agree about
architecture, Snow, it will be recalled, identifiied
architecture amongst the several pursuits and "social
arts" listed in his "putative third culture," sensing I
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41. .RAEAVIS, Plurailism, Compassion
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Chatte and Windus, 1972, p.192,

suspect those qualities of imaginative vision,
disciplined rationality and, especially, social
conscience which must have seemed central to the new
culture he saw coming. Leavis, 'in addition to his casual
but revealing mention of architecture alongside
civilization, ethies, religicn and language, can be

quite poetical. What put-a deep belief in architecture as
a torch=bearer of the "cultural continuity" is conveyed
by this passage, written I can well imagine before the
open leaded casement of his Cambridge study.

Here ... 1s this convincing evidence of modern
skill, modern and humane architectural elegance,
and modern resources, seeming, on its beautifully
landscaped site, to grow in its modernity out of
the old Hall, the old lake side lawns and the old
timbered grounds, It is easy to see that the
architects have been guided by am idea that kept
them in living touch with true and highly conscious
_academic foresight...

It is all there: old and new, tradition and inmovation,
the conceptual and the sensual,

And are there not other indications, beyond the

unforeseen agréement of twe such otherwise opposed

critics as Snow and Leavis which point to this
conclusion? In the universities themselves, where Snow's
picture of jealous specialists guarding their own
exclusive province of learping can prove all too true,

it is the architecture department, often only recently
elevated to such august status, which more than any other
is prepared to challenge established academic boundaries.
As a result it has become the enfant terrible of many a
Senate. Its loosely aggregated curriculum crosses all
sortg of frontiers, is proudly multi~-disciplinary, and
rarely achieves any fixed form. Stretching from fine art
to physiés, it nourishes its own cultural continuity with
study of the past and still purports to build an image of
the future, Meanwhile in the schools, where project work
has grown inté a major focus for comprehensive learning,
the architectural or envirommental ticket is proving one
to which many previously quite separate subjects can '
jointly subscribe. Barriers are being broken down and
creative collasboration even beyond the walls of the
school, is extending the scope of the total education as
never befaore.

It begins to look as if architecture can stand as a
synbol of the one culture~an educational paradigm for
the future. '
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ikl EKIN TARTISMASINA BIR BAKIS: ESITSEL SRNEK
OLARAK MIMARLIK

UZET

Mimarlik bir sanat mdir yoksa bir bilim midir? Sorunun
bezdiren sikicilifinin yanisira, mimarlik egitimini ve
vygulamasini bir ikilem olarak ortaden yaran bir
nitelifin varoldofu da gergek. Sanayi Devrimi ile
birlikte daha da kizigan ve biiyiiyen bu ikireikli durum
kugkusuz yalnizca mimarlik alanina 8zgii birgey degildi.
Ondokuzuncu yiizyilda mimarlik alaninda kalem oynatan

" kigilerin gopunlupu kendi duygusal, dinsel, tbplumsal ve
siyasal inaglary gercevesinde gecmigin tasarim ve fretim
stireglerini mutluca birlegtirebilen el sanatlar:
ekonomisinin olugturdufu insanei degerlerin arkasinda
gbniil esenligi bulurlarken, gelecege korku ve kugku ile
bakiyorlardi. Ussal olana glivenin artmasi, Ruskin '
gibileri kendi usdigi aglatalan igine bir parga daha
itiyordu. Gergefin aranmasinda ve gagdag t8rebilimin
temelinin atilmasinda yezin verine bilimin etken
olacafini savunan T.H.Huxley gibi kigiler, bilim ve usa
olan glivenin pekigmesini safliyorlardi. Bu arada, bilimin
kilgisal deferleri ve anliksal befenilerini yad31masa1ar
da "makina'ya baglanan umutlari ve gsterilen inanca,
"kugatan tehlike" olarak giriip, "davranlg igglidiisii ve
glzellik icglidlisiine yararli olmayi" bagaramayan bir
etkinlik olarak nitelendiren Matthew Arnold glbl kigiler
de az degildir. .

Yirminci ylizyilin Second Machine Age diyebilecefimiz
Post—Modernism gagil yada adi ne olursa olsun, ikineci
yarisinda atilan adamin sagliklifa tartigilabilir duruma
gelmis ve kugkular yeniden belirmege baglamgtir,

Mimarlik bir sanat midir yoksa bilim midir? Bu kez,
Huxley'nin yerini G.P.Snow ve Arncld'nun yerini F,R.Leavis
alarak tartigmayy oldugu gibi siirdlirmekteler: Ekinimizin
dogasi ve Jzii nedir?

Snow ve Leavis arasinda on yi1l1 agkin bir zamandir siiren
ekin tartigmasinin bu yazida irdelenen dirt ana noktasi
gunlar: etin (vyada ekinler)'den ne anlagildir — bunun
amacyt degigik tamimlar: kargilagtirmaktan gok, kendi
anlayiglary icinde mantik, t8re ve estetik gibi tim insan
etkinligine giren konularin, kendi savunmalarinda ne tiir
tncelikler kazendiklari; ekinin uygulayimbilim (teknoloji)
ile olan fligkisi — . bunun aimwer ondokuzuncuo yiizyrl
Sanayi Devrimi'nin ekinsel etkeénlifinin irdelenmesi;
inganin durumu ile ilgili felsefegel sorunlar — birey
vada toplumun vurgulanmssi sorunu; gelecegi hazirlayacak
.egitimin ¢izgisi sorunu, Ekin sanat afirlikli mi yoksa
bilim afirlikli mmdir? sorusunda, gelecefe ytinelik bir
egitsel Ornek olarsak mlmarhk l:ek bir ekinin simgesi
olabilir,
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