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Twentieth-century science proves that heredity and

environment function similarly in all named living species

except one--Homo sens, Man alone, through his intellect,

forms language and culture, thereby affecting his environment

so that he participates in the process of his own creation.

This participation so links humans that each man extends

outside himself creating of the human race a single, whole

fabric.

C. P. Snow, aware of this communal reality, notes the

present lack of communication between scientists and human-

ists. He contends that this lack, described as the two-

cultures split, endangers both the practical survival of

Western civilization and mankind's understanding of its own

humanity.

This study analyzes modern scientific reality and shows

that Snow's articles, lectures, and novels articulate that

reality and confirm the merit of Snow's observations.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Charles Percy Snow, almost twenty years ago, articu-

lated what is by now cliche'--the theory that "two cultures"

coexist in the intellectual community, dividing the efforts

of great minds, tearing the seams of intellectual life, and

seriously endangering the future of all civilization. In

his famous Rede Lecture at Cambridge in May of 1959, Snow

addressed this problem, which he had earlier described in an

article in The New Statesman, saying that between scientists

and non-scientists of equal intelligence, education, and

dedication he observes "a gulf of mutual incomprehension."1

He notes that scientists and non-scientists operate out of

two distinct cultures, scarcely able at times to understand

one another, and function, without necessarily meaning to,

at cross purposes. In a later work he defines what he means

by culture as a sharing of "common attitudes, common stan-

dards and patterns of behaviour, common approaches and

assumptions" (T. C., p. 64), and he finds no such sharing

between the two groups. Snow declares these divisions to be

worse than counterproductive, worse than destructive; in

light of the urgent demands placed on civilized people by

overpopulation, food shortages, and the threat of nuclear

1



2

destruction, the two-cultures split, he says, places the

survival of the human race in imminent and deadly peril.

Snow's lecture created considerable comment, with

letters and articles discussing the theory appearing in

journals and newspapers, especially in England and the

United States. Many hailed it as significant commentary on

the times, and others refuted it, wholly or in part. Most

notable among those disagreeing was F. R. Leavis, whose

Richmond Lecture in 1962 was an attack not only on Snow's

two cultures theory but on Snow himself.

The copious outflowing of comment written and spoken

regarding the rift between scientist and humanist could have

been in itself an indication that others also felt that the

two groups of thinkers were not in harmony when Snow made his

remarks. As it happens, the fact that the two groups were

thinking differently is a phenomenon which had its beginnings

in the preceding century and had been fermenting for over a

century before Snow coined the "two cultures" epithet. Snow

himself refers to some of the earlier disputants in the

scientist-humanist disagreements when he calls modern liter-

ary intellectuals "natural Luddites" (T. C., p. 22), recalling

the original Luddites who as early as 1811-16 indicated their

opposition to scientific, or industrial, progress by smashing

machinery and burning factories.

The most probing nineteenth-century discussions of the

conflict between the traditional use of the classical
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humanities as the basic substance of education and the ad-

vances being made by science came late in that century. The

exchanges between Matthew Arnold2 and Thomas Huxley,3 en-

gendered by the founding of Sir Josiah Mason's Science

College in Birmingham in 1880, clearly present the arguments

of that era which pitted the progressive nature and the util-

itarian value of science against the traditionalist convic-

tions and rational bias of the humanities. Each side of the

argument relied on both logic and experience to defend its

arguments. The nineteenth-century thinkers who believed in

scientific pursuits held to their intellectual convictions

that scientific study is a valuable and worthy method of

enlarging the body of human knowledge. They could assure

themselves of the social benefits of the progress brought

about by scientific research, also, simply by looking at

the economic prosperity, the abundance of material goods,

and the promise of improved health that science and industry

had wrought. Huxley, for example, easily concluded that a

predilection toward science was both intellectually and

materially rewarding for civilization.

Just as easily, and by coupling reasoned argument with

observation of society in the same way that the scientists

did, humanists could observe that the scientific-industrial

movement, while it may well have added to the health and

wealth of some men, brought to many others the dehumanizing

life of the factory cities which deprived individuals of
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dignity, ruined health for many, and in the process destroyed

the human spirit.

Time and again similar paradoxes occurred wherein an

important scientific or industrial discovery which promised

intellectual progress and social prosperity, proved, at the

same time, to be a threat to society and to the individual.

Another example from the late nineteenth century is Darwin's

theory of evolution, which re-formed and improved mankind's

understanding of the human species, but which destroyed most

of man's happy illusions about his dignity by relegating men

to the position of being descendants of apes. Such paradoxes

created a climate of mutual distrust between the scientific

culture and the traditional culture during the industrial

revolution that extended into the technological revolution

of the next century.

The application of scientific knowledge to th& waging

of World War I aggravated and accelerated the distrust. To

the traditional culture, especially the literary intellectual,

World War I meant the destruction of faith--of faith in a

benevolent God, in government, and in other men. Literary

intellectuals, with their traditional beliefs shattered,

turned either to introspective endeavors, where they sought

for a meaning to life within themselves when they could find

none in their world, or to jaded lack of interest in values

because the world seemed to have none. Writers like Virginia

Woolf and James Joyce manifest the former attitude and
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F. Scott Fitzgerald and Aldous Huxley are examples of the

latter.

This same period that evoked such ennui and depression

in literary circles was a period of magnificent successes in

scientific areas, especially in physics and mathematics.

Hardy and Rutherford were doing work so far-reaching that

the present generation cannot yet evaluate their work.

Einstein, who all are usually willing to concede was the out-

standing mind of the century, published in one year five

scientific papers, three of which were totally astounding

in their importance. One of them, for which he received the

Nobel prize years later, was on the quantum explanation of

the photoelectric effect; one was on Brownian motion in cells

and gave clear proof of the existence of atoms; and the

third was the special theory of relativity. The general

theory of relativity came not too long after. Not only was

the first part of the twentieth century a period of desola-

tion for literary intellectuals and of glorious triumph for

scientific intellectuals (which heightened the scientist-

humanist split), but hindsight has shown that the scientists

magnificent work leading to an understanding of the structure

of the nucleus of the atom was to lead soon after to the

horror of the atomic bomb, which would make the two-cultures

split a gaping chasm.

Most of World War II, culminating with the dropping of

not one, but two, atomic bombs, magnified the divisions
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between science and the humanities. During the war years

and those following it which led up to Snow's lecture,

science made tremendous advances. In addition to numerous

scientific achievements of scholarly importance, science

enjoyed growth in popularity among the majority of people

and made outstanding contributions to human progress. If

the only one of science's contributions had been the dis-

covery of penicillin, that benefit alone might have been

sufficient to counter all the evils. But always at the back

of the humanist's mind was the horror of that bomb that

killed tens of thousands at one time and reduced human in-

dividuals to remote statistics.

Moving from the history that preceded Snow's lecture to

that history which followed it, one sees little change

insofar as the paradoxes that divide the two cultures are

concerned. Science continues to bless human lives with

better health and longer life, improved technology, finer

material goods, and unimagined luxuries. For these, and

other reasons, of course, scientific technology is a valued

part of modern life. At the same time, it presents civiliza-

tion with such difficulties as biological warfare, genetic

manipulation, computerized depersonalization, boredom, and

the threat of neutron and hydrogen war.

When humanists and scientists limit themselves to

discussing pure scientific research and the scientific

method, they usually agree that science is a valid and
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necessary part of the human search for knowledge. When

they broaden (or is it narrow) the discussion to include the

applications of science, the split between them becomes

hopelessly permanent. Science, however, is more than a col-

lection of discoveries--whether those discoveries are used

to help or to injure mankind. Science recreates the universe.

For example, although it is true that the fact that the sun

is the center of the solar system was a truth long before

science took note of it, it is equally true that the helio-

centric universe was not real for human beings until science

established that it was so. In this sense, Copernicus,

Galileo, and Kepler, despite entrenched opposition from the

strongest humanist body of the time, the Roman Catholic

Church, redefined the universe, changing it insofar as what

men had ever known from geocentric to heliocentric. In a

parallel fashion, the larger problem separating scientists

and humanists in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries is

that science is again performing its function of recreating,

this time recreating the accepted image of the individual.

The discovery of the structure of the atom did much more

than damage the traditional ways in which humans treat one

another in war; it changed what humans know themselves to be.

The discovery of the structure of the atom demonstrates that

the atoms which comprise the human being are not different

from the atoms in a weed or a pebble. In scientific essence,

the individual is nothing special. Herein is the scientific
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truth more dehumanizing than the nuclear bomb, more deper-

sonalizing than the computer. As a result of this truth,

literary and social introspection becomes a search that

leads to nothing more significant than caroming electron

particles. The negligible worth of the solitary individual

when taken alone is a scientific fact that the humanist

either resists as surely as the Roman Church resisted the

Copernican theory, or accepts only as proof that all is

despair and dark confusion.

At this point, C. P. Snow, who is both intellectual

scientist and intellectual humanist, enjoys a perspective not

shared by many others. Snow notes the split between the at-

titudes and assumptions of scientists and non-scientists and

calls that division the two cultures. His is not just an

historical observation, however, because Snow sees deadly

peril inherent in the split. Snow describes some of the

great problems facing the twentieth century, the solutions

to which are crucial to the ultimate survival of civilization.

In The Two Cultures and A Second Lok, his emphasis is on

the major issue of the disproportionate distribution of food

in the world, and in The State of Siege, he stresses over-

population as the problem. Both are issues that require

global solutions on massive scales never before attempted.

Very few readers would deny that these issues pose dire con-

sequences for the world; many, in fact, might add others

like pollution and failing energy sources as being equally
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critical situations. Snow's assessment of the perilous

position in which the world now finds itself leads him to

feel that positive action must be taken immediately, and he

maintains that the non-scientists, floundering in that state

of fruitless self-scrutiny or preoccupation with the exis-

tential moment in which they were earlier described, are not

equipped to do the job. Snow contends that scientists, on

the other hand, are admirably suited not only to discovering

the scientific solutions which all of the problems require,

but probably to having the moral ability to put those solu-

tions into effect.

Before an intelligent discussion of Snow's propositions

can begin, some clarification of terms is necessary. Who,

exactly, is the scientist? And who is his opposite number?

Snow himself often contributes to the confusion on this

point by failing to make his identifications clear. Snow

often means by "scientist" the pure scientist, the person

involved in and dedicated to pure scientific research. A

pure scientist works with those facts that are known and,

using an educated imagination, proceeds to a conceptual

level, regarding what is not yet known. To this end he is

honest, dedicated, and creative (as is the intellectual in

any field). The point at which scientific creativity parts

from creativity in other areas, and a point that is science's

most formidable asset, is that science must, in its conclu-

sions, adhere scrupulously to what is true--not to the true
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that is opposed to false, but the true that is opposed to

illusory or theoretical. Generally, Snow is talking about

this sort of intellectual--the truthful, creative visionary--

when he uses the term "scientist."

At other times, however, Snow says that when he speaks

of the scientist he includes the applied scientist. Most

certainly when he makes claims regarding the importance of

science to human progress he means not pure science but

the applications of science. What he accomplishes in the

fusing of the two identifications is that he is able to claim

for his scientist the intellectual virtues of the pure

scientist and, at the same time, take credit for the utili-

tarian value of science, without accounting for the non-

scientific measures needed to implement scientific discoveries.

The reader needs to be aware while reading Snow of these two

meanings given to science--that of pure research and that of

practical application of scientific information.

Likewise, an understanding of who the non-scientists are

is necessary. In his most limited use of non-scientist,

Snow means primarily the literary intellectuals among schol-

arly men in twentieth-century English academe. Sometimes

he gives the word broader implications, however, to mean

world leaders in endeavors like politics, education, writing,

and administration. As his use of the term non-scientist, or

humanist, broadens, it causes difficulties because soon, for

example, the government administrator with a scientific
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background who attempts to achieve humane application 
of

scientific data fits the categories of both scientist and

non-scientist. This confusion, while it is difficult to

deal with, does not do a disservice to Snow's theory, be-

cause, in the blurring of category distinctions, Snow comes

to his most important point--the point that I intend to be

the main issue of this paper--that a person, scientist or

other, who views the world in the context of scientific

reality is the one best equipped to make significant moral,

social, or intellectual contribution to mankind.

The arguments suggesting that the pure scientist is

most admirably suited for social leadership must be considered

first, however. Jacob Bronowski, in Science and Human Values,

makes the clearest and most detailed presentation of this

position. Bronowski begins by acknowledging that the misap-

plication of scientific knowledge is an evil that has troubled

man for ages, but science itself--and here he means pure

scientific research--is a creative activity to be valued as

highly as creativity and mental activity in any field. He

says, "Science, like art, is not a copy of nature but a re-

creation of her."4 The scientist searches for unity in nature

by discovering hidden likenesses, and through his discoveries,

in a sense, he creates the unity by exposing what was there

but never seen before. The scientist creates by first

theorizing about what is true and then proving, by testing

in experience, that it is true. Because science trusts only
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what is proved true, Bronowski says, science avoids all

dishonesty by avoiding all persuasion except fact. Also, in

order to be faithful only to what is true, a scientist must

respect free inquiry, free speech, and tolerance, and so

science forms and frees the human mind and thereby is human-

izing.

When the scientist's admitted regard for truth in

science is transferred into the area of truth in applied

science, difficulties arise. Bronowski and Snow both rest

their argument for the superiority of science on the demands

for truth that are an intrinsic part of pure science. Snow

says, "there is a moral component [truth] right in the grain

of science itself" (T. C., p. 13). The value of truth, and

its attendant values, cannot be denied, but truth is not

always discernible and, as a result, truth is not always

sufficient in the conduct of human affairs. As an example,

it is true that the respect for freedom of inquiry inherent

in pure science enabled scientists to theorize regarding the

structure of the atom. Following that, the respect for free

speech and inquiry enabled scientists to demonstrate that

destruction of the atom theoretically would result in the

release of energy. Following further, applied science

rightly enjoyed the right based on tolerance and respect for

truth to make the atomic experiment a practical reality.

But nowhere in science could the real question of whether to

drop the resulting bomb on human beings be answered because
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science cannot, and by its nature should not, incorporate

value judgments. Snow's critics have almost all attacked his

theory in this one crucial area, and, of course, they are

correct. If Snow's argument is limited to a case in favor

of scientists being potentially the world's best leaders,

little remains in Snow to consider. But, both directly in

his lectures and articles and through the characters in his

fiction, he proposes something more important. His point is

that because a new reality, created by science, exists in the

twentieth century, the making of ethical and social decisions

can begin only after the scientific reality has been accepted.

Part of that scientific reality, as has already been

stated, is that the individual, examined singly, is physi-

cally no more than a collection of replicating molecules, and

those molecules are composed of atoms identical to atoms at

any level of creation. The components of an individual,

therefore, are not unique in any way. It is difficult to

argue that a carbon atom in a human being has somehow more

dignity than an identical carbon atom in a lump of coal. In

fact, a scientist could never talk of comparative dignity.

The merit in a dispassionate scientific study of a specimen

human being, however, is that the scientific method leads

the scientist to compare one individual human with other

humans, which leads to a study of the human species. In

studying humans as a species, the scientist notes that

humans are able to respond to one another on an intellectual
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and emotional level which makes them different in nature

from any other animal species. In every living species,

including man, inherited characteristics and the environment

combine to form the individual specimen. Although heredity

operates the same in all species, the environment functions

in a special way only for humans. By means of culture,

created through his language and intellect, an individual

human is formed by his past in a way that other species are

not. For example, humans today are in some way what they are

because of the influence of William Wordsworth on their lives,

even if they have never read a word he said, simply because

of what he added to our intellectual and emotional store. In

a reverse process, Wordsworth is becoming more fully what he

is by reason of what is being thought and said about him now.

This unique ability to be fashioned by the minds of others

extends a human being outside of himself, backward and for-

ward in time, and by a network of connections makes the race

a whole fabric comprising individual interlocked parts. To

a degree it is impossible to extricate for individual scrutiny

one person from the overall fabric that is the human race

because that one by nature is a composite of the whole race,

neither a representative nor a specimen.

Snow agrees with the literary intellectual who

perceives the emptiness of the individual condition. He

says especially that "each of us dies alone" (T. C., p. 6).

The fact that humans function as a species he calls man's
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"social condition" (T. C., p. 6). Because Snow accepts the

scientific reality that the individual taken alone is not

remarkable, but that the human species is unique, he has a

valid perspective on the problems of the human race. In

both his lectures and his novels, Snow alludes to the dark-

ness that to him represents the emptiness of the solitary

individual and to the grand light, reflected among people,

that he calls their brotherhood (although that term is not

precisely accurate for the situation). These two concepts

are implicit in the title of his series of novels, Strangers

and Brothers.

My task of proving that C. P. Snow's insights are im-

portant will be divided into three steps. In Chapter Two, I

will justify the acceptance of Snow as a qualified commenta-

tor on intellectual matters by presenting biographical data,

by showing Snow as a literary critic in his own right, and

by surveying the scholarly criticism of his work, In addition,

I will discuss Snow's writing techniques and the themes that

appear in his novels. Chapter Three will examine the scien-

tific element in Snow's writing. I will look primarily at

his lectures and essays in order to determine the scientific

principles that mold Snow's understanding of modern scienti-

fic reality. Chapter Four will concentrate on one novel,

Last Things, to show that it articulates and makes manifest

Snow's theory concerning the need to accept the scientific

realities.
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CHAPTER TWO

SNOW AS SCIENTIST, CRITIC, AND AUTHOR

To attempt to establish that Charles P. Snow is an ex-

ceptionally fine author would serve no purpose. Although

many critics regard him as a competent or even an excellent

novelist, just as many others find weaknesses in his style

and technique. Some of Snow's weaknesses perhaps can be

attributed to the fact that his is not a first-rate literary

talent. However, some devices that Snow uses are well done,

and to a reader who understands Snow in the light of Snow's

view of life, they are strengths. Several of Snow's struc-

tural devices, such as his choice of the panoramic view as

his format, his selection of the Strangers and Brothers

title for his eleven-novel series, his repeated use of

committees and other sizeable decision-making bodies as im-

portant elements in his novels, and his use of the repetition

of time sequences as a linking device, are all aimed at

establishing that some sort of broad significant interrela-

tionships exist among people.

The themes Snow develops in his novels also take into

account these interrelationships, although he includes, too,

the essential absurdity of individual existence. One of his

themes is to contrast man's rational and irrational approaches

17
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to death; another theme compares man's personal emptiness

with his social expectation. The existence of a social

condition for man that offers more potential for hope than

his admittedly hopeless individual condition is a distinc-

tive reality that Snow advocates. Two other themes, related

to each other and based on the social reality, are the search

for a new breed of men who are cognizant of the new reality

and willing to accept it and Snow's confidence of finding

the new men in the general category of scientists.

Before Snow's theory of interrelationships is analyzed,

however, his qualifications as a commentator on the human

condition must be established. Although Snow's stature as a

novelist is a point on which there is not general agreement,

he maintains his position as a reliable spokesman by reason

of his credibility in other areas.

Charles Snow was born in the provincial town of Leicester,

England, in 1905, the second son in a lower middle class

family. The most significant phenomenon in English society

during Snow's early years was the deterioration of the rigid

control exerted by the class system in England. Before

Snow's time, the class of one's birth determined much more

than social status. Being born into the upper classes

assured one of an opportunity for education at the finest

universities and eventual admittance into prestigious and

powerful positions in law, government, religion, and academia.

Such opportunities were denied to the lower classes. As the
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history and literature of the first half of the twentieth

century show, aristocratic domination based on birth was

being infiltrated by a system recognizing merit and ability

as criteria for advancement. Although England today still

retains aristocratic titles and a society stratified into

classes, it is an open society with the possibility for

social mobility. Snow, growing toward maturity as he did

during the period of change to meritocracy, from an inherited

aristocracy, experienced in his own life the benefits and

liabilities of this particular social upheaval. Had he been

born one generation earlier, Snow would not have been able

to extricate himself from his place in the provinces. The

opening up of the class structure afforded him the opportu-

nity for the education that would free him from the confines

of a provincial town and gain for him in 1964 a title of his

own. He observed also what happened to a society when its

framework was altered.

Snow, and other thinkers of his time, of course, did

more than observe what was transpiring socially. As a result

of these social changes, they called into question the

validity of the old aristocratic system and with it most

other traditional systems of order. Snow, again like many

of the others, found the traditional systems lacking in an

ability to define meanings or to establish truth. Unlike some

of the others, however, Snow was willing to accept them as

useful structures for superficially maintaining order. The
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accident of Snow's birth, then, gives him a perspective of

the social situation not shared by a great many others and

substantiates the claim that he was in an advantageous

position to be a social commentator. Those critics who see

in Snow not only a stylistic return to the nineteenth-century

novel, which is true, but a return to the moral imperative

of the novelists of the nineteenth century, fail to notice

that Snow's acceptance of the traditional social and relig-

ious structures is only an acceptance of their possible

utilitarian effects. He never advocates a moral superiority

for them, as later discussion will show.

Other biographical data gives substance to Snow's

reliability as a scientist. Snow entered University College

in Leicester in 1925 and later received a Bachelor of Science

degree with First Class Honors in Chemistry. In 1928, he

received a Master of Science in Physics and was awarded a

research scholarship to Christ's College, Cambridge, where

he worked in molecular physics. He was elected a Fellow at

Christ's College in 1930 to do research in spectroscopy.

During the years he was actively engaged in research he made

significant scientific contributions.

Not only was Snow a scientist of merit with at

least a dozen articles published in scientific journals, but

he was aware that scientific advancements had a tremendous

impact on society and often posed perplexing social and moral

questions. As evidence of this awareness, when Snow was
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editor of Discove from 1938 to 1940, he wrote articles

with titles such as "Science and Conscience," "Race, Nations,

Class: Lessons of Genetics," "The Fate of Homo Sapiens,"

and "Scientists and War Discovery." With the onset of

World War II, Snow's involvement in connecting science with

social issues became more direct when he was asked to be a

scientific adviser to the British government. His responsi-

bility included selecting scientific personnel for government

appointments in war research, and in this capacity he partici-

pated in many of the decisions connected with the conduct of

the war. Science and Government, his Godkin Lecture at

Harvard, published in 1960, centered on some of these wartime

discussions, especially regarding radar and saturation

bombing.2

Thus far, Snow has been described as a participant in

and observer to the changes in the English class structure,

as a scientist of considerable stature, and as a man visibly

concerned about the social and moral consequences of scien-

tific discoveries. These characteristics help to establish

Snow's credibility as a scientist and, in some areas at

least, as a humanist.

Following Snow's early career as a research scientist

and during the years that he was a scientific adviser to the

British government, he was also actively and enthusiastically

engaged in a career as a novelist. He says of himself, "By

training I was a scientist; by vocation I was a writer"



22

(T. C., p. 1). His literary career began in 1932 with the

publication of Death Under Sail, followed by New Lives for

Old in 1933, and The Search in 1934. In 1940 he published

Strangers and Brothers, later called George Passant, the

novel that became the title book in his eleven-novel series,

which ended in 1970 with Last g.3 Since the publication

of the last book in the series, he has written two novels

outside the series, The Malcontents in 1972 and In Their

Wisdom in 1974.

Although the number of novels he has written and the

fact that they all have sold quite well indicate that he is

a novelist of considerable ambition and craftsmanship, an

evaluation of his reputation as a literary artist must take

into account the comments of literary critics also. Snow

is regarded by many critics and scholars, especially in his

native England, as a man of genuine talent. After F. R.

Leavis made his strenuous attack on Snow's writing ability

in the Richmond Lecture in 1962,4 pages of letters in defense

of Snow from many of Britains's foremost thinkers appeared in

newspapers and other periodicals.

In addition to all the favorable comment, however, con-

siderable negative scholarly criticism of Snow has been

published. A survey of the criticism reveals that commenta-

tors find several areas of weakness in his style and technique

that jeopardize his position as an author of great stature.

Bernard Bergonzi is harshest, saying that Snow writes
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wretched prose, has limited insight, creates poor character-

izations, and sets up contrived situations.5 Geoffrey

Wagner says that Snow's writing is humdrum,6 and Martin Price

finds 2Slee .f Reason, at least, dull and boring.7  Robert

Morris comments that Snow's characters are merely collages

and that while he is able to create "scenes pregnant with

latent meaning," the outcome of the scenes generally fizzles.8

Even critics who are not so forthrightly unapproving as

these indicate other failings such as the fact that Snow

makes little use of symbols or images in his work. One

symbol dominates all of Snow's novels--that of the lighted

room. The warm, cozy, firelit room, seen either from inside

with the shades drawn against the harshness of the night or

seen from outside as a desirable haven, is a symbol of com-

fort and security tinged with a bittersweet sense of unnamed,

vague, and impending trouble.

As for images, Alastair MacDonald, who has done the

most extensive work on Snow's images, lists seven types of

images that Snow uses consistently to represent insecurity

in self, which is contrasted with security and comfort in a

position in the world.9

Snow uses description sparingly (some say too sparingly).

His descriptive comments (they cannot really be called

passages because they are not long enough) are limited

primarily to descriptions of the warm, cozy rooms, either

with firelight glinting off sparkling decanters and polished
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wood or with tea kettles steaming over warming grates, and of

the weather in the village roads and city streets, blustery

and chill, moist and melancholy, or fragrant and fair, de-

pending on the time of year. These descriptions play a

large part in Snow's appeal to the popular audience because

they infuse all the novels with a romantic and sentimental

British flavor.

Another charge that is levelled against Snow, quite

honestly, too, is that his characters are too rational.

Several critics comment on this point, seeing in it a lack of

balance between the Apollonian and Dionysian forces resulting

in reason dominating to the detriment of reality.10  Accord-

ing to Morris, reason has such a deadly grasp on Snow's

characters as to suggest that rigor mortis has set in.
11

Some scholarly comment, more analytical than harsh,

compares Snow to Trollope and Proust, primarily indicating

that his style is that of mid-nineteenth-century writers.

Snow's return to a traditional novel structure with tradi-

tional plot and characters does imply a return to previous

models. In the panoramic scope of his novels, too, there is

a suggestion of the nineteenth-century novel. The signifi-

cant difference is that those earlier novels contained a

moral imperative which Snow's novels specifically and inten-

tionally do not have. In his novels, Snow describes most of

the major controversies and social issues of the twentieth

century, as novelists of the nineteenth century frequently
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did in their century. As examples, the life of Lewis Eliot,

the narrator of the Strangers and Brothers series, reflects

the impact of the rise of meritocracy in England; The Masters

concentrates on academic politics; The New Men deals with the

moral issues surrounding the atomic bomb; The Affair presents

problems relating to honesty in scientific research; Corri-

dors of Power looks at the effects of scandal in government;

and Sleep of Reason weighs the extent of criminal responsi-

bility in the mentally ill. Snow also includes divorce,

suicide, personal freedom, prejudice, biological warfare,

and student protest in his novels. In other words, his series

draws from the history of the times. However, although he

writes an historical overview of the first half of the

twentieth century, he never comes forward with a judgment as

to what is right or wrong in all these issues. Lewis Eliot,

as narrator, and generally accepted to represent Snow,

observes but. never judges. Some condemn Snow for this, as

does Bergonzi who says that Lewis Eliot's weakness is that he

has no moral stance.12  Walter Allen describes the lack of

moral stance as "moral agnosticism" on Snow's part.1 3 The

fact that Snow presents the history of the time by documenting

what happens without any moral imperative, not only separates

him from the nineteenth-century authors, who were didactic,

but serves his artistic purpose, which is to show that the

world must face a new reality in which the older structures

no longer obtain.
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A summary of the criticism shows that despite the

popular appeal of Snow's novels, they are not exceptionally

fine literature. These views aside, however, much is left

to be said about Snow's importance. Because of his under-

standing of the human condition, as he explains it straight-

forwardly in his lectures and more subtly in his novels, he

helps to clarify and explain some human relationships that

others may sense but do not define.

One approach to understanding Snow is to analyze four

of the techniques he employs and four themes that he follows

consistently. The first of the techniques is the one already

discussed to some degree, that of his using the panoramic

form of the traditional novel revived from the previous

century. Part of the reason for his selecting this form

grew out of his personal distaste for the modern novels of

the early twentieth century. Snow describes the modern novel

as one "which is often, though not always, a singular mixture

of invented colloquialism and inflated 'poetic' mandarin,

delivered in a tone as near as possible to an alcoholic

mumble. "1 His disdain for this type of novel, which he

calls the "anti-novel," stems from his belief that modern

novelists are unable to comprehend the complexity of modern

social organizations and resent the intrusions of science

into intellectual fields, and so they elect "to contract

out of society." 15 Such social attitudes, Snow says, are

"either wicked, or absurd, or both" (T. C., p. 101, n. 4).
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His frequent attacks on the modern novel are consistent with

his conviction that a genuine understanding of the human con-

dition dictates an understanding of man as a social creature.

In choosing a form for his novels that enables him to present

a history of his times and yet to write it without the

didactic bent of the nineteenth-century novel, he accomplishes

two things. By registering the facts and events of a period

in history without discussing the causes of those events nor

making social or moral commentary on them, Snow functions as

a writer of chronicles.16  Inherent in the concept of a

chronicle is that it emphasizes the life of the community

over that of the individuals. Snow never denies, nor even

overlooks, the fact that the emotions of individuals are of

paramount importance in the lives of those individuals, but

from the actions that result from emotions, he sees patterns

emerge that form the picture of a community. This sense of

community is crucial to the point Snow makes, which is that

the value of a human life extends outside of the individual

to some form of community, to what Snow will describe as

something like brotherhood.

Although the characters in Snow's communities partici-

pate in all the moral, social, and political issues of the

time, Snow urges only that they resolve all difficulties in

an ethical and humane fashion. He indicates that any one of

the traditional structures might assist in reaching a humane

solution, but he supports none of them in particular. Of
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the traditional structures--the class system, the church,

contemporary mores, the educational system--none is singled

out as either especially appropriate nor exceptionally

damaging. Frederick Karl, in his sensitive treatment of

Snow's novels up through 2he Affair, says that Snow "is

primarily concerned with the inner workings of traditional

institutions," but recognizes that Snow holds no brief for

any of them in particular. Karl describes Snow's purpose as

that of developing a "politics of conscience."1 7 What Snow

accomplishes, therefore, is that by selecting a form for his

novels which allows him, first of all, to view men function-

ing as a community and, second, to specify that the community

is not rigidly tied to any institutions, Snow points toward

a new communal reality.

A second technique that Snow employs consistently is

the use of committees to make essential decisions. Here

again, Snow does not disregard the significance of the de-

cisions made by individuals in the conduct of their own

lives. Nor does he contend that committee decisions are

even superior to decisions made by individuals. But in almost

every novel, one major decision that will have an important

impact on society is a decision forged in the bargaining,

arguing, and compromising of a group. For instance, in

The Masters, the central plot has to do with faculty politics

and the negotiations that surround the selection of a new

master for the college. The new master will give direction



29

to the future of the entire college and, perhaps, to the

whole of the higher education system in England. Although

the new master will be influential, an earlier choice made by

the majority vote of a group, wherein each man's vote is im-

portant only in the context of the others, selects the master.

Another major plot that involves the academic community is

in The Affair, where the outcome of a hearing regarding

scientific dishonesty rests with a group, again the faculty

of the college. In two of the novels in the series, Strangers

and Brothers and The S of Reason, juries are the groups

that play key roles. The group in Corridors of Power is the

British parliament, where decision-making is conducted on a

large scale. Even in The New Men, where personal feelings

and individual actions are the important elements in the

novel, the major decisions about atomic development are made

by groups. This device of showing how committee or group

decisions intimately affect society again advances Snow's

theory that man's accomplishments lie in communal endeavors.

The third, and perhaps most obvious, device used by

Snow to enhance his theory is the title of the series,

Strangers and Brothers. Snow does not use "or" as his con-

junction and so does not indicate that men can be either

strangers or brothers to one another. He allows no option.

Instead, he uses the conjunction "and" to indicate that men

are both strangers to one another and, simultaneously,

brothers. In this duality he suggests a sense of estrangement
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among people and, at the same time, a close relationship.

For example, the characters in the Strangers and Brothers

series never find total reprieve from the estrangement, not

even in personal relationships between husband and wife,

brother and brother, or father and son, and they remain to a

certain degree strangers. On the other hand, the concept of

brotherhood that Snow presents is larger than typical personal

or blood ties and larger even than the vulgar notion of mutual

regard traditionally called brotherhood. In Snow's view of

extended brotherhood, man has a kinship both to strangers and

brothers that incorporates their lives into his. In a sense,

all men are part of one another. A man is not merely brother

to his brothers; in the process of creation a man participates

in his own and his brother's becoming, as this study will

later describe. If a reader accepts the interrelationships

Snow indicates, he must admit that at present mankind is a

single people devoid of the concept of being such.

The fourth device that Snow uses is that he often writes

his novels to overlap one another in time. For instance, the

years 1939-1943 are chronicled in three novels, The Light and

the Dark, dealing primarily with the manic-depressive Roy

Calvert and his eventual suicide; Homecoming, the story of

Lewis Eliot's first wife's suicide and his marriage to Mar-

garet, his second wife; and The New Men, which centers on the

Barford atomic experiment and the effect it will have, espe-

cially on Lewis's brother and the young scientist Walter Luke.
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Snow uses the repetitions of sections of time to link to-

gether the seven earlier books in the series. (With the four

later books, the reappearance of characters from the earlier

novels is his primary connecting device.) However, anyone

reading one of these novels independently of the others would

never know the consequences of the events described in the

other novels on the life of Lewis Eliot. The device of

repeating sections of time not only links the novels together

but emphasizes the composite nature of the individual, Lewis

Eliot. Roy Calvert, as a treasured friend, is a powerful

part of Lewis's life; Sheila Knight Eliot and Margaret David-

son Eliot are important because they represent his lifelong

search for love; and Martin Eliot, his much-loved brother,

symbolizes the estrangement that exists even between brothers.

A reader of any one of the novels can understand Lewis's

personal relationship with any one of these characters by

reading one of the novels. Lewis's personality, however, is

a composite result of the effects of all of them. Snow's

manipulation of time is one method he uses to establish the

composite nature of the individual, which is part of his

theory of the interconnected nature of humans.

Not only does Snow employ these four techniques, but he

turns to recurring themes to expand on his theories. The

four themes recurring in Snow's novels, which in turn support

his belief in a new reality and his search for a new approach

to it, are the conflict between the tragic loneliness of the
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individual on the one hand and the hope inherent 
in man's

social condition on the other; the paradox between 
the ac-

ceptance of death as a natural phenomenon 
and the terror that

accompanies one's own death when it is imminent; the necessity

of finding the "new men"; and the assurance that 
the solu-

tions to many human problems lie in science or with 
the

scientist.

The first of Snow' s themes contains elements that

refute those critics who charge that Snow is philosophically

outdated because he never confronts the absurdity of the 
human

condition. As a point of fact, Snow not only confronts the

absurd, but accepts it as an accurate description of the

human condition. Snow's most straightforward assertion of

his philosophical acceptance appears in The Two Cultures

when he says:

Each of us is alone: sometimes we escape from
solitariness, through love or affection or

perhaps creative moments, but those triumphs
of life are pools of light we make for our-
selves while the edge of the road is black;
each of us dies alone (T. C., p. 6).

Snow accepts, therefore, in the blackness of the road, the

belief that except for a few good moments, life is pointless,

empty, and miserable. Because he believes also that personal

death is the annihilation of the individual spirit, a soli-

tary death at life's end--"each of us dies alone"--is a

realization of the void. Snow's words may not be so dramatic

as to release the primal terror that other authors are able
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to engender, but the meaning is the same. Repeatedly in his

novels as he presents characters struggling to touch one

another's lives, to function as brothers, he reemphasizes the

isolated and empty state of the individual, especially at the

time of death. As much as Lewis Eliot loves Roy Calvert and

Sheila Knight, he is never able to pierce their aloneness to

help them. In Lewis's relationships with his brother,

Martin, and his son, Charles, he senses an impermeable sepa-

rateness that divides them. Through all of Lewis's days, he

searches for the warm, lighted rooms that symbolize loving

relationships in an absurd existence--both literally and

figuratively, those "pools of light."

In contrast to the absurdity of the individual human

condition in which personal relationships are bright moments

in an otherwise dark life, Snow proposes a distinct and

different level of existence that he calls man's "social

condition." In The Two Cultures he describes the social

condition and even contends that people are less than human

if they do not struggle to improve this level of existence

(T. C., p. 6). The social condition of man is the communal

reality described in The New Men, couched in words similar

to those of The Two Cultures:

For to Martin it was jet-clear that,
despite its emollients and its joys, individual
life was tragic; a man was ineluctably alone.
And it was a short way to the grave. But,
believing that with stoical acceptance, Martin
saw no reason why social life should also be



34

tragic: social life lay within one's power, as
human loneliness and death did not, and it was
the most contemptible of the false-profound to
confuse the two.18

Two of Snow's techniques mentioned earlier in this chapter

help illustrate this contrast between the desolation of the

individual condition and the hope implicit in the social

condition. His use of lighted rooms to suggest temporary

happiness in an individual's bleak life contrasts with his

use of committees or official bodies of people to find solu-

tions to major problems. In these instances he reemphasizes

that the individual life is tragic, even when sparked with

bright moments, but genuine progress is a result of group

endeavor.

One other theme in Snow's novels that discloses his in-

sight into the human condition is the recurring contrasts

between the reasoned acceptance of death as the natural end

of human existence, on the one hand, and the irrational terror

that often accompanies the thought that one's own death is im-

minent, on the other. The deaths in Snow's novels are his

attempt to describe this paradox--that is, that the only certain

outcome to life is death, and, therefore, man ought to be able

to accept the fact of death as rationally as he does any other

fact, and yet, that death is a prospect so terrifying that it

may well cause a man to abandon reason. To illustrate the

need to accept death rationally, he shows the death of Vernon

Royce brooding over all the action in The Masters. Everyone
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feels compassion toward Royce during his terminal illness,

but the business of the novel is to be finished with Royce

so as to elect a new master. Royce's solitary stoicism is

apparent; the grief of his family is acknowledged; but the

death itself is a political fact that becomes part of the

faculty negotiations.

If death is the ultimate end to every life, a rational

man might be expected to want to plan the circumstances of

the inevitable in his own life. In Snow's novels, however,

the two who arrange their own deaths--who commit suicide--

are not mentally stable or entirely rational. They are the
neurotic Sheila Knight and the manic-depressive Roy Calvert.

Suicide, in practice, becomes an irrational act. The one

rational attempt at suicide is the one by Austin Davidson,

Lewis Eliot's father-in-law, who fails in his attempt to end

his life. An interesting observation about the suicide

attempt of Austin Davidson is that the apparent source of

this episode is the actual suicide attempt of G. H. Hardy,

who, like the fictional Davidson, had a debilitating illness,

who saved barbiturates to take an overdose, and who vomited

the drugs. The only difference in the two cases, a minor

one, is that Hardy, while vomiting, got a black eye by hitting

his head on the lavatory basin,19 and Davidson fell "gashing

his forehead against the handle of the W. C." 20  In both

cases, however, Snow comments that he finds the act of trying

to hasten one's death to be less than rational.
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One thing that Snow says makes death undesirable even in

the most desperate of situations is the permanence of death.

The one-page chapter in Hoomin in which Lewis Eliot

notices the tautly smooth bedspread on his dead wife's bed,

realizes that she will never disturb it again, and becomes

suddenly aware of the extent of his loss, is a powerful and

poignant expression of the emptiness following the death of

someone close. Lewis's emotions are a mixture of grief, a

kind of love, guilt, and loss, but most of all an aching

wish that death be not so final.

Even if death is a lonely and irreversible event and,

therefore, not to be sought, Snow recognizes it as inevitable.

But in contrast to this rational acceptance of the fact of

death is the irrational frenzy that Snow sees in a man facing

the act of dying. Three times in the Strangers and Brothers

series Lewis Eliot must face, not the thought of eventual

death, but the anticipation of his own immediately impending

death or what to him, on one occasion, resembles death, that

is, blindness. In Time of , Lewis's illness, erroneously

diagnosed as pernicious anemia, weakens him and he expects

to die. He reacts with an animal fear. He recognizes that

this panic is not just because he will have missed so much

by dying young but rather that at no time does he want to

contemplate "the infinite emptiness. "21 The possibility of

becoming blind from a detached retina, a symbolic death,

causes a similar uncontrollable fear in Sle of Reason.
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reactions to possible blindness prefigure his reactions that

follow his second eye operation in Last Things when he suffers

temporary cardiac arrest. As he thinks about what might have

happened had he not been resuscitated, or what will happen

if his heart should fail again, he suffers uncontrollably:

"It was one of the simplest of states, just terror" (L. T.,

p. 165). His terror, he recognizes, conjures different

emotions while he is living through it than it would if he

were remembering it. He feels that if he were remembering

his fear in facing death he would be able rationally to accept

that on one side of the dividing line is being alive and on

the other side is simply nothing. But he is forced to acknowl-

edge, "In the abyss between the two was dread" (L. T., p. 168).

The conclusion in all this is that a paradox exists. Death in

abstract theory is an unavoidable fact that ought to be accepted

gracefully as such. In private human terms, however, death

produces irrational solitary terror. Lewis's panic in the face

of death is Snow's clear acknowledgement of the human condi-

tion. He uses his observations about death to suggest that

a new understanding might be available for consideration.

Added to these themes is a third one, the search for

"the new men." Snow' s intentionally neutral stance regarding

traditional moral and social structures and behaviors is

balanced by his search for a new standard, or a new vehicle,

for establishing standards to be formulated by someone who
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adheres to a new ethical code. George Passant is the first

expression of a new breed of men. Passant, who advocates

personal freedom, represents the liberal progressive of the

first quarter of the twentieth century. Although Lewis Eliot

cares deeply for Passant, Passant's effect on civilized

affairs is detrimental at worst and unpredictable at best.

Austin Davidson, a more intellectual version of liberal thought,

is likewise ineffective. Snow's dismissal of Passant and

Davidson undoubtedly reflects the poor regard in which he

holds modernists in general.

In mid-century another new breed, to whom Snow formally

gives the title of "the new men," is the politically aware

group of young scientists of the early atomic era. Walter

Luke, the foremost of these, first appears in The Masters,

where his preoccupation with an important scientific experi-

ment keeps him from participating fully in the negotiations

preceding the master's election. In The New Men, Luke has

become aware that the atomic bomb will shape the future, and

he wants to influence the future by controlling the bomb's

development and use, as does Lewis's brother Martin. The new

men are not radical or revolutionary but attempt to operate

within existing systems. Although Snow maintains in his

essays and lectures that these new men, the scientists, are

the hope of the future, and although in Corridors of Power

the importance of the scientists is again the focal point of

the novel, his fictional scientists are never so successful
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as he insists in his lectures real scientists could be. Snow

never officially gives up on the scientist, but by the time

he writes Last Things, another new man, who will be discussed

in Chapter Four, is beginning to emerge in the person of the

younger generation, especially Lewis's son. Lewis is not

clear how this newest man will achieve success for the world,

but he clearly is contemplating the possibility that he can.

Snow's conviction that the scientist has the answer to

the dilemmas of the future falters in his fiction as it does

not in his lectures and essays Nevertheless, he retains the

belief throughout the entire series that scientific integrity--

that instinct never to distort the truth and never to refuse

to see the realities that the facts indicate even if the

meanings are unpleasant--is of paramount importance in

reading Snow. The issue of scientific reality, however, be-

comes broader than the other themes discussed so far, and

will be treated more fully in Chapters Three and Four.

If all the preceding discussion of Snow and his work

leads up to nothing more than an affirmation of his credibility

as a humanist, one versed in human nature, that point needs to

be made to controvert the negative criticism of him. Had his

talent as a creative writer been greater, few would have ques-

tioned his ability as a creative thinker. The question, once

raised, had to be refuted. Although his fiction, agreeable as

it is, is not great literature, nonetheless his humane obser-

vations in it are valid and noteworthy.



NOTES

1 These titles are selected from a bibliography of Snow's
scientific, scholarly, and popular works, complete through
1962, compiled by Bernard Stone in Robert Graecen's The World
Of C. P. Snow, With a Bibliography by Bernard Stone "TE~o"wes-7"
i'fT' I ifI3, England: Scorpion Press, 1962), pp. 52-53.

C. P. Snow, Science and Government (New York: The New
American Library, 1963).

3 The eleven novels in the Strangers and Brothers series,
in chronological order according to time iequence in the plot,
are Time of Hope (London, 1949, rpt. New York: Charles Scrib-
ner's Sons, 951), Strangers and Brothers (London, 1940, rpt.
New York: Charles Scribner's Sons7I163) The Conscience of
the Rich (New York: Charles Scribner's SonslT1958), TLE ht

"andt FDark (London, 1947, rpt. New York: Charles Scribner's
SonEs79I3T The Masters (New York: Macmillan Company, 1951),
Homecoming (NewYork: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1956), The New

en New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1955), The Affir
New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1960), CorrTdrsWoPower
(New York, Charles Scribner's Sons, 1964), The S11 07
Reason (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, Ib8 and Last
Things (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1970).

4F. R. Leavis, Two Cultures? The Significance of C. P.
Snow (New York: Random House, 1963)

5Bernard Bergonzi, "The World of Lewis Eliot," Twentieth
Century, 167 (1960), 215-16, 219.

6Geoffrey Wagner, "Writers in the Welfare State,"
Commonweal, 65 (1956-57), 49.

7Martin Price, "Reason and Its Alternatives," rev. of
The S o f Reason, Yale Review, 58 (1969), 464.

8Robert K. Morris, Continuance and Change (Carbondale and
Edwardsville: Southern Illinois~Universi-tyPress, 1972), p. 97.

9Alastair MacDonald, "Imagery in C. P. Snow," Univer
Review, 32 (1966), 303, 306.

10 This charge is repeated by Albert Borowitz, "Snows onthe Moors," American Scholar, 40 (1971), 728; Anthony Burgess,The Novel Now: A Guide to Contemporary F (New York:-mw -R yFcto

40



41

W. W. Norton and Company, 1967), p. 88; and Morris, Con-
tinuance and Change, p. 94.

l1Robert K. Morris, "Thematic Skeletons Fleshed Out With
Plot and Character," Satuda Review, 22 Aug. 1970, p. 44.

12Bergonzi, p. 224-25.

13Walter Allen, in Contempora Novelists, Second Edition,
ed. James Vinson (New York: .Marti Pres, 1976), p. 1264.

14C. P. Snow, "Challenge to the Intellect," London Times
Literary Supplement, 15 Aug. 1958, p. iii.

15Snow, "Challenge to the Intellect," p. iii.

16Thomas L. Ashton, "Realism and Chronicle: C. P. Snow's
Cinema Ve'rite," South Atlantic Quarterly, 72 (1973), 522-23.
Ashton describes Snow as a "storyteller," showing that story-
tellers compose chronicles.

17Frederick R. Karl, C. L. Snow: The Politics of Conscience
(Carbondale: Southern Illinois omi~U'nfivers~iy Press, l9 )T,.73

18Snow, The New Men, p. 301
19C. P. Snow, Variety of Men (New York: Charles Scribner's

Sons, 1966), p. 59.

20C. P. Snow, Last Thin s, p. 14. Hereafter in this study,
references to this novel wi be cited parenthetically in the
text as L. T., followed by the page number.

21Snow, Time of Hope, p. 315.



CHAPTER THREE

SCIENTIFIC REALITY IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

C. P. Snow discusses his theories concerning the two-

cultures issue in his prose essays, lectures, and scholarly

articles. These scholarly efforts extend over a fourteen-

year period beginning with an article called "The Two

Cultures," published in The New Statesman and Nation on

October 6, 1956, which preceded by almost three years the

famous lecture of the same name.I His most recent published

comments are in "The Leavis Case and the Serious Case,"

appearing in the London Times Literay ZSuplement on July 9,

1970.2 As earlier shown, the two-cultures discussions grew

naturally out of longstanding efforts on Snow's part to point

out the relationships between science and other areas of

human endeavor. Snow's theories, as they are expressed in

the lectures, essays, and articles, are based on the fact

that as a practical consideration the world is in a state of

crisis. Overpopulation, food shortages, and the uneven dis-

tribution of available food are leading civilization toward

massive revolution or famine or some manner of apocalyptic

trauma. Snow correctly claims that solutions to these

problems, at the practical level, must come through science

and technology; however, Snow also acknowledges that the

42
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scientific solutions, most of which are possible even now,

can be implemented only with the cooperation of political

and social agencies. The dilemma, as Snow sees it, is that

although science has the ability to furnish potential solu-

tions, non-scientists, because of an intense distrust and

misunderstanding of technology, are not willing or able to

implement them. Snow says, "It is dangerous to have two

cultures which can't or don't communicate. In a time when

science is determining much of our destiny, that is, whether

we live or die, it is dangerous in the most practical terms"

(T. C., p. 98). Snow's apparent attempt to solve the dilemma

is to suggest that scientists can both solve the technological

difficulties and implement their own solutions. He has been

criticized often for his unwillingness in his social commen-

taries to concede that scientists cannot handle these

disparate roles.

At a philosophical level, however, Snow draws a parallel

to the practical situation with the important exception that

the scientists' inability to function successfully in both

capacities becomes obvious. In the intellectual, or philo-

sophical, context science first of all affirms the essential

absurdity of individual human existence, already accepted by

humanists, noting the non-unique structure of the atoms that

comprise a human. But science also proves the communal ex-

istence of human beings by scientifically recognizing inter-

connections peculiar to the human species. Just as in the
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practical area of world survival, science has the intellectual

answers, but, here again, because of their distrust of scien-

tific technology, humanists reject science and with it the

communal reality that is part of their own nature. Although

at the practical level Snow was able to suggest that scientists

could function both to supply the answers and to effect them,

in the philosophical context he recognizes that this cannot

be so. Ultimately, he indicates that until humanists accept

the reality that science has produced, forecasts for both the

physical survival of the human race and for man's philosophical

understanding of his own humanity indicate disorder.

In order to trace this theory, one might begin, as Snow

begins, at the practical, essential level of discussing prob-

lems of human survival. Snow states on several occasions

that he does not view worldwide nuclear war as a likely con-

tingency. He feels that the decisions to wage thermonuclear

war rest with the major powers, who will reject war because

such a war would be tantamount to national suicide. He

qualifies this possibly optimistic statement saying, "These

may be famous last words, or rather words not specially

famous because no one is left to know them.1"3 At any rate,

atomic war is not his chief worry regarding the future of the

world, nor are the problems of a deteriorating environment

or fossil fuel shortages. Overpopulation, world hunger, and

misery in the underdeveloped nations are his major concerns.

Snow, of course, is not alone in his prediction that
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overpopulation and food shortages will reach untenable pro-

portions soon. His statistics on the subject, chilling as

they are, are matched regularly by those supplied by politi-

cal scientists, demographers, sociologists, science fiction

writers, and futurists in general. The anguish suffered by

starving millions conceivably might be brought into affluent

homes via television in the near future just as limited

indications of the misery in underdeveloped lands is broad-

cast now. Snow contends that such sufferings as insufficient

nourishment, inadequate health care, and unnecessarily early

death can never be construed as acceptable ways of human life
if they can be avoided. Nor, he argues, has life under such

conditions ever been desirable, saying that much of modern

man's impression of the joyful simplicity of primitive times
is a distortion of those times which ignores all the people

in those societies except a few who were fortunately well-off
and also ignores many of the hardships even they had to

endure.

This point which Snow makes, that the lack of twentieth-

century material, industrial, and scientific advantages in

some countries is unfortunate, is a point on which he has

been criticized by F. R. Leavis from the first time Snow
brought up the issue until the present. Leavis equates

progress in industrial and scientific fields with peril to

intellectual standards and human values. He suggests that

sometimes society ought to resist scientific intrusions into
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human life. In his Richmond Lecture in 1962, Leavis asks,

"Who will assert that the average member of a modern society

is more fully human, or more alive, than a Bushman, an Indian

peasant, or a member of one of those poignantly surviving

primitive peoples, with their marvellous art and skills and

vital intelligence?"4 To such attacks Snow replies "that one

mustn't despise the elemental needs when one has been granted

them and others have not. To do so is not to display one's

superior spirituality. It is simply to be inhuman, or more

exactly anti-human" (T. C., p. 79).

Although Snow and Leavis hold differing stances on the

issue of how much help should or should not be given to under-

developed peoples, they have never confronted one another in

actual debate, but have each attacked the position and the

person of the other in speeches and articles. They have also

increased the antagonism between themselves by seeming to be

deliberately unwilling to understand each other's argument.

Snow will not credit Leavis with arguing primarily in defense

of quality in education, of not wanting to allow the pursuit

of material gain to overshadow the nobler activities of the

minds of men. Leavis, on the other side, refuses to acknowl-

edge that Snow is not urging the rich nations to shower the

niceties of the good life on the less-well-off, but he is

saying merely that the primal needs of food and the basics of

good health should be made available to everyone. Snow, in

fact, even concedes that a secure and healthy environment
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does not necessarily guarantee a better individual, as the

rising crime rates in affluent areas attest. Nor does he say

that a comfortable person will be mentally happier, for that

person will then have the leisure to worry about existential

issues. Despite the fact that affluence appears not to be

a panacea, Snow still repeatedly maintains that the primal

needs of all peoples ought to be met if that is possible.

And in the twentieth century, science and technology do

have the ability to meet such needs if the rest of the afflu-

ent society is willing to cooperate.

Snow does not leave his argument there, however, with

the admonition that help ought to be delivered simply be-

cause it is needed. First he suggests two practical cautions

which are that if help for the underdeveloped peoples is not

forthcoming from the free world, Russia might supply it,

thereby gaining support from these nations, or that the nations

might resort to violent revolution to get what they feel is

rightfully theirs. But his most significant reason for

urging help for poor nations is that in the event the over-

population and famine conditions are not met, the restof

mankind, even if they survive in comfort and good health, will

be affected in some dreadful way. Snow's motives, then, are

not humanitarian, in that he wants to alleviate personal

misery. Nor do his motives indicate solely an interest in

national self-defense or a desire to prevent global conflict.

Actually, he exploits these emotional issues in an effort
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to avoid some manner of danger to the basic humanity of

man that he foresees in the deteriorating world situation.

The danger he sees is that because of the wholeness of the

human race the violations of human decency endured by one

large group, the overpopulated and underdeveloped lands,

diminish all human beings. He therefore uses his practical

solutions to practical problems as a means of illuminating

a philosophical concept. An elaboration of the intellectual

concept will appear later in this chapter so that now Snow's

recommendation that scientists direct the job of solving the

overpopulation and famine problems can be discussed.

Snow bases his contentions that scientists are best

equipped to handle the worldwide project of forestalling and

eliminating overpopulation and famine, first of all, on the

fact that science and technology have the practical parapher-

nalia to do the job. He says:

For example, we know how to heal many of the sick:
to prevent children dying in infancy and mothers
in childbirth: to produce enough food to alleviate
hunger: to throw up a minimum shelter: to ensure
that there aren't so many births that our other
efforts are in vain. All this we know how to do
(T. C., p. 78).

Very few people, probably, will disagree that technology has

the practical tools to come to terms with contemporary

health and nutrition problems. However, as a second point,

Snow contends that the natural temperament of scientists

equips them to function at a worldwide level better than

anyone else. He sees in the nature of science, as Bronowski
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and others have done, a respect for the truth that enables

scientists to look beyond a particular man's race or nation-

ality, beyond a man's cultural background, beyond his political

allegiances to the facts of an issue. This democratic respect-

makes it possible, Snow says, for scientists to transcend

political and social differences and concentrate on solving

problems. There is no doubt that science, within itself,

does accept the contributions of any man, regardless of

ideology, who has insight into a problem. But much more than

a realization of the facts is necessary in the solving of

the world's problems, as Snow soon realizes. Society already

has the facts it needs in this case, that is, the scientific

and technological capability to eliminate most social misery.

What society does not have is the motivation to recognize

and implement what needs to be done. In The State of ,

Snow's recognition that scientists alone cannot surmount that

difficulty is evident when he makes three predictions of what

the future may hold. The first of them, Model A, is that the

world will continue as it is, with the rich nations getting

richer and more populous, with endemic famine and overpopula-

tion in the poor nations, until civilization collapses,

unable to support itself. He says, "Model A is the gloomiest.

It is, I am afraid, the most likely."5

In the light of this realization, the value in Snow's

contention that scientists are most likely to be able to direct

the world's future does not lie in the probability that he is
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right, but rather in an understanding of why he believes that

scientists should bother to try. It would seem simpler in

the long run for stable societies to ignore or even to

eliminate the starving masses (as some science fiction writers

suggest will happen) than to plunge into what Snow evidently

perceives as a difficult if not impossible task requiring

great sacrifices of time, money, and energy. Snow's motives

are not intended to be only humanitarian or in any country's

national interests. Instead, Snow insists that something

detrimental to man in the outcome of the future will lessen

the humanity of man now, and in Snow's judgment, scientists

who "have the future in their bones" (T. C., p. 10),will be

willing to make the necessary effort. But again, the signifi-

cance of discussing his practical suggestions rests in seeing

their relation to his intellectual position.

Each time Snow discusses the difficulties he foresees

in implementing his plans for the future, he suggests

remedies. One group he hopes will come to the aid of the

scientist in forming favorable world opinion is the literary

intellectual. At the present, literature, as far as Snow is

concerned, is not making any worthwhile contribution. Snow's

lack of regard for modernist literature, especially British,

rests on moral, intellectual, artistic, and political grounds.

Snow admits that the complexity of modern living leads

naturally to frustration at being unable to comprehend what

is happening and as a result of that to a retreat into the
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individual existential moment. He says:

We feel as though we are in a motorbus driven very

fast by a probably malevolent and certainly anony-

mous driver; we can't stop it, all we can do is

show a stiff upper lip and pretend to smile 
at the

passing countryside. There is no doubt that to

many people, this is a genuine response. 
It leads

. to all the varieties of alienation and the

existential absurd.
0

Snow's quarrel with modern writers is that because 
they cannot

deal with the realities of a complex society, 
they retreat

into ineffective self-absorption. He claims that modern

novelists do not understand contemporary science 
or tech-

nology, and so they refuse to accept it 
as a valid part of

human experience. This is not an exclusively twentieth-

century phenomenon, he says, for already in the previous

century, authors looked at the bad in the Industrial 
Revolu-

tion and, for the most part, refused to see the good (T. C.,

p. 25). In The Two Cultures lecture, he points to the 
fact

that although perhaps a few Russian authors know enough

about industry, for example, to write about it, American and

British authors themselves do not understand it, despite 
how

vital it is to human existence in the twentieth century.

Nor can they assume that their readers would know what they

were talking about if they did write about it (T. C.,

p. 30-31). The retreat from the complex social, scientific,

and technological reality Snow condemns as the result of 
a

temptation "made up of defeat, self-indulgence, and moral

vanity. "7
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Snow says that literary critics as well as authors are

party to this retreat from reality. In an article entitled

"Science, Politics, and the Novelist," (the title of which

again emphasizes Snow's belief that scientific, 
societal,

and literary activities bear upon one another), he enumer-

ates the reasons why modern criticism, the modern novel, and

the "stream of consciousness" style of writing especially

are unable to cope with the complexity of reality.
8  He

concedes that no matter what the literary climate of a

particular period, the geniuses--the Tolstoys, Dickenses,

Prousts, and the like--will rise above the rest. That

realization aside, however, he asserts that modern criticism

encourages less superior writers who lack many attributes,

including one which most of the superior writers have, what

he calls "immense social range."
9 He defends his choice of

the scientific experience and of politics (which he defines

as "the power relations of men in organized society") as

being sufficiently wide in range.'
0

Snow's condemnation of modern literature, in summary,

is that its authors refuse to comprehend the scientific,

industrial, and technological complexity of contemporary

society; they ignore or resist the future because they do not

understand where its foundations are; they retreat into a

narrow view of human existence that rejects the social and

historical view; and they thereby so limit themselves that
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they have no context from which to know or say anything of

significance. This harsh analysis of modern literary figures,

like Snow's alarming assessment of the food and population

problems in the modern world, is not made solely to state

the facts as he sees them, however. Snow insists that liter-

ature, in order to be valid, must reflect man's social level

of existence. In the same way, he insists that societies,

in order to survive, must take into account the basic well-

being of other societies. Both of these imperatives return

to the abstract idea that human individuals are part of a

unique social configuration.

Snow, in his attack on the modern novel and on some

modern critics, is not belittling the importance of literature.

Rather, on the contrary, he says:

I meant that literary intellectuals represent,
vocalize, and to some extent shape and predict
the mood of the non-scientific culture: they do
not make the decisions, but their words seep into

the minds of those who do ,(T. C., pp, 60-61).

Why does Snow feel compelled to attack a literature which

does not concern itself with social range? Likewise, why

does he predict dire consequences to a society that is not

adequately handling the social issues of overpopulation and

starvation as they exist in the world? So far as literature

is concerned, he has agreed with the basic analysis of the

individual condition made by the writers he chastizes. As

he has stated time and again, life is absurd, death is a



54

solitary void, and the complex modern world accentuates both

these complaints. So far as the sociological difficulty of

overpopulation is concerned, Snow predicts that the Western

world will not be up to the challenge and he forecasts the

most hideous of outcomes in the underdeveloped lands. Why,

in the face of these two admittedly impossible situations,

does Snow persist in demanding a social view of man, a social

regard in man? What troubles Snow is not that man' s individual

condition will get worse if he disregards his fellow man, nor

that his literature will be less representative. What is

important to Snow is that by rejecting his brother, in

literature and in life, man will be forming a diminished

human species. This idea, evident in Snow's lectures and

essays, comes from his scientific point of view.

Just as scientific advances throughout recorded history

always have altered men's understanding of themselves, so

Snow says, speaking of molecular biology:

This branch of science is likely to affect the
way in which men think of themselves more
profoundly than any sciietfic advance since
Darwin's--and probably more so than Darwin's
(T. C., p. 74).

Beginning with this point, one can detect in Snow's lectures

and articles the same belief in the necessity of a sense of

social interrelationship at a philosophical level that Snow

has urged at the level of practical survival. The particular

discovery in molecular biology that Snow believes will alter

the way men see themselves in the twentieth century is Watson
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and Crick's discovery of the double helix structure of a

molecule of deoxyribonucleic acid--DNA--the instrument of

genetic reproduction. Knowledge of the behavior of DNA

molecules reduces the human biological entity to a process

of replication. Inasmuch as the replicating material is

composed of atoms which physicists have shown are identical

to atoms anywhere in nature, the single human specimen be-

comes an arrangement of singularly commonplace atoms. The

acceptance of this fact accounts for what Snow calls man's

tragic condition, both in actual life and in the literary

representation of it. But the same scientific method that

reduced the individual human being to an insignificant collec-

tion of atoms and processes mandates that one single specimen

cannot be used to make judgments concerning a whole biological

species. The features of an entire species, Homo sapiens in-

cluded, can be deduced only by searching for patterns of

behavior and of form among many specimens. These two ap -

proaches to scientific research, that of reducing an entity

to its smallest components and that of viewing the components

as parts of a whole functioning organism, are two important

stages in the development of the scientific method. The

reductionists' view led Snow to the insignificance of a single

man, but the next stage, the evolutionary view, takes him in

another direction. He is able to recognize that, unlike any

other living species, humans, by reason of their intellects,

are able to influence other members of the species in ways
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not related to genetics or the usual definition of environment.

True, a human being, like a specimen in any other species,

can inherit from his parents any characteristics present in

his parents' genes. True, too, as in other species, environ-

ment helps form the individual. But unique of all species,

the human individual can be influenced by people with whom he

has no genetic connection whatever and who have never entered

or directly impressed his environment in the biological sense

that holds for other species. Men, by means of language and

intellect, can communicate and inform one another across mil-

lenia in time and across hemispheres in space. The ability

of human beings to be a part of one another's lives through

intellectual communication led Snow to realize two things

that shape his thesis: first, men are fashioned out of the

impress of other men, with the element of choice present, so

as to make individuals composite creatures, and, second, the

corollary to the first, inasmuch as each man's being can en-

compass many others across time and space, the human race is

interwoven into a single whole fabric.

Snow's observations about the interrelationships among

human beings are not uniquely his, of course, and as contem-

porary scientists explore the many mysteries that still exist

in genetics and evolutionary theory, Snow's opinions gather

considerable support. At a scientific conference held in

Italy in 1972, the proceedings of which are published in a

volume called Studies in the Philosophy of Biology, experts
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in evolution, genetics, and related fields discussed the

philosophical implications of recent discoveries and current

theories. In science, the philosophy of the reductionist,

who, basing his theory on the ever-narrowing view of the

study of the nuclei of atoms, believes that ultimate under-

standing rests in determining and analyzing ever smaller

particles of matter, is being superseded by that of the anti-

reductionist who views the whole functioning organism as the

base for understanding, with the analysis of the parts used

as the avenues to comprehend the whole. The reductionist

scientists, primarily those in molecular biology and bio-

chemistry, are mechanists who believe that concentrating on

the behavior of cells and atoms will explain, define, and

describe living behavior. Anti-reductionists, however,

recognize that even within an individual organism, a contra-

diction to the absolute nature of reductionist theory exists.

Admittedly, in the area of scientific experiment, a particular

scientist's adherence to one theory or the other as a total

philosophy is irrelevant. In fact, reduction is a successful

and vital feature of the scientific method. But reductionism

can be only a method for research; it does not succeed as a

total philosophy. Snow himself argues strenuously in his

attack on the modern novel and on modern criticism that

literary works of art, like problems in science, are reducible

and must be examined so if they are to be understood.12  How-

ever, Snow, like the anti-reductionists in science, sees
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reduction as an indispensible method of study but entirely

inadequate as a total philosophy.

Karl Popper, speaking at the symposium in Italy, dis-

cussea the elements in reductionist theory that point to

its failures as a satisfactory total theory. He shows that

in reducing biology to chemistry and chemistry to physics,

the point finally arrives at which physics must acknowledge

that although the larger atoms are made from the smaller

ones, the smaller ones originate somewhere in the "big bang"

theory, which comes full circle to cosmogony and the theory

of evolution.13 Popper finds that not just in this one in-

stance, but that in every scientific reduction, a new problem

is uncovered which requires the full circle back to a meta-

physical solution or requires further reduction. Scientific

reduction, in his words, always leaves a "residue," and this

inability to reach a final reduction he describes as "the

essential incompleteness of all science."14 As Popper says,

"I might express my views as follows. As a philosophy, re-

ductionism is a failure." 15 Once again, this supports Snow's

argument that in literature reduction is an important tool,

but it does not offer a total answer.

Reductionism is a needed feature of the scientific method,

then, and although even there it can never reach completion,

there would be little modern science without it. However, it

is equally incomplete as a total theory in philosophy. To

illustrate the idea that reduction leaves a residue, Popper
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contends that human beings, who alone possess self-knowledge,

can perpetually know themselves knowing themselves, in a

process similar to that of the ever-reducing images viewed

in opposed mirrors, so that one more reduction always remains.
1 6

A second point on which reductionist theory fails as an

aid to philosophy has to do with the scientific relationship

between organism and environment. Scientific experiments,

from those of Mendel and Darwin through those of Wilkins,

Watson, and Crick up to current work in genetics and evolution,

prove that an individual organism's form and behavior are a

product of genetic material in the cells of the organism.

Based on this operation, evolution occurs as the result in

part of mutations that are not entirely understood and by

natural selection which channels chance mutations toward the

survival of those organisms best suited to their environment.

Here, the importance of the environment becomes evident.

Scientists know that any organism is the product of its genetic

inheritance limited by the way the organism reacts within

its environment. Whether one believes, as some do, that all

reaction to a particular environment by a particular specimen

is dictated by genetic code, or whether one argues, as others

do, that some element of choice of reactions exists (more

demonstrably so in human beings than in other species) in

adapting to the environment, the environment has to be in-

cluded as an undeniable factor in the development of an

organism, human or other.
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A leading figure in discussions of the interdependence

of heredity and environment in the development of organisms

is Theodosius Dobzhansky, who has written at least twelve

books and many more articles on evolution and genetics.

Dobzhansky convincingly demonstrates that in any living

organism the development of the individual specimen 
is the

result of both heredity and environment. In all of the ap-

proximately one-and-a-half million named and described 
species

of plants and animals this situation obtains.17 Although

each individual specimen is unique and non-recurrent, each is

also the product of the genetic material it receives plus

the effects of its environment. In every species, heredity

functions in essentially the same way, through genetic trans-

mission. The environment contributes in essentially the same

way, too, for all species save one--man. Part of what

separates man from all the other species in the way his envi-

ronment is formed is the effect of his mind and intellect

which afford him the ability, first of all, to be aware of

himself and of others, and, second, to be able to fashion

language as a unique tool of communication. These two abili-

ties enable man to create culture as part of his environment

so that, as Dobzhansky says, "in man sociological and biological

factors are almost always intertwined."
18  What self-awareness

(awareness of self both as individual and as species), ability

to communicate, and the creation of culture have done to man

is to extend man's environment from the confines of immediate
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or direct contact by outside influences to a social influence

with the potential to include every other human being, al-

though, in fact, the latter does not happen.

Snow makes use of the idea that humans alone are in-

volved in one another's lives in this unique way in his

discussion of the scientific and non-scientific approaches to

knowing which appears in his 1970 article in the London Times

Literary Supplement. He describes science, or the scientific

culture, or the scientific way of knowing, as being "diachron-

ic," that is, it is cumulative and progresses forward through

time.1 9  Science, he says, builds on its past and incorpor-

ates it, but also steadily moves away from it. Snow says,

for example, "Rutherford was one of the greatest of experi-

mental physicists, but no nuclear scientist today would

study his researches of fifty years ago; "20 and later, he

says, "any decent eighteen-year-old student of physics in

that year [20701 will know more physics than Newton."2l But

he sees, of course, that while any eighteen-year-old student

of physics in the twenty-first century will know more physics

than Newton, it is unlikely that he will be better as an

individual than Newton. Science may well be diachronic, but

human nature is not. Whereas science is diachronic, the non-

scientific, or traditional, or literary culture, Snow says,

is synchronic.2 2  He says that literary works of art, unlike

scientific works, may give evidence of change in time, but

not necessarily of progress. One cannot say with certainty,



62

for example, that in 2070 "any man 
alive could understand

Shakesperian experience better than 
Shakespeare" as one

can with Newton.23 People must view the traditional cul-

ture rather as a multiple exposure. This synchronic rela-

tionship that the traditional or literary culture has with

its own past, Snow says, "is in many ways closer to our

human selves. "24  The simultaneousness of events in the

traditional culture, according to Snow, "is inherent in

individual human beings."
25  What is manifest in Snow's

essay, therefore, is what Dobzhansky and others propose,

that man's intellectual capability allows 
him to create his

culture, which, rather than leading him 
in some sort of

forward progress, retains his past constantly 
in his en-

vironment.

The realization that man is an impress of all 
who

precede him leads to one further step, 
however, and here

again Dobzhansky describes that next 
step when he says that

mankind is not a collection of individuals nor a progressive

chain of individuals, but a process. Evolutionary theory

indicates that all creation that men know of is a process.

Dobzhansky says:

What difference does the idea of evolution make?

Quite simply it is this: the universe is not a

status but a process. Its creation was not some-

thing which happened a few thousand years 
ago before

any of us were born and could have influenced 
it in

any way. The creation is going forward now, and

may conceivably go on indefinitely.2

Because all creation, including man, is process, and because
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process in living organisms is the product of heredity and

environment, man alone, by consciously influencing one of

the factors that contribute to his own evolutionary develop-

ment, is assisting in the creation of what he is becoming.

This concept appears in Snow's work. Snow acknowledges

the effect that preceding generations have had on man when

he says, "Upon us all there lies the shadow of Dr. Faust: or,

to be concrete, the shadow of the cloud over Hiroshima ,27

He recognizes, too, that the human race as it presently in-

habits the earth is one single race. In his personal response

to the trip of the astronauts at Christmas of 1969 around the

moon, he declares that as marvelous as were the technological

and scientific achievements of that trip, its greatest value

lay in the realization it gave to the world that the earth is

a unit, a single spaceship inhabited by a single human race.
28

But more impressive than the realization either that men are

influenced by the past or the present is Snow's concern that

because Homo sapiens is a process, those who are participating

in the becoming of the whole fabric--a whole which is neither

collection nor chain and so cannot be subdivided--are being

harmed by a horror that lies in the future. Snow can account

for many varieties of behavior in individual men because any

species contains a mixture of harmful and beneficial charac-

teristics. But the unfortunate future that Snow foresees--

overpopulation, famine, and unnecessary death--he believes

is grossly damaging and will result in serious harm to what
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humanity might otherwise become. And, because people now

are part of that process, they are themselves being harmed.

He says, "and it may be that our present unease is a shadow

thrown backwards from the future. "29

What Snow means is not simply that the people who live

in the future will be hurt by what happens in the future,

but that those who can see what might happen are being dimin-

ished by that future which they neglect to improve because

they are part of the process. In The Two Cultures Lecture,

he says of the difficulties of solving social problems, "we

are less than human unless we do struggle" (T. C., p. 6).

In A Second Look he describes someone who does not try to

improve things, saying of such behavior, "It is simply to be

inhuman, or more exactly anti-human" (T. C., p. 79). The

concluding paragraph of The State of Siege, which deals with

the overpopulation issue, contains these lines regarding the

possible success of his proposed solution: "I should be less

than honest if I told you that I thought it was likely to

succeed. Yet we should be less than human if we didn't try

to make it."30

To add support to his contention that humanity diminishes

itself when it permits great evil to befall others, he

repeatedly stresses the wholeness of the human race and what

he calls the brotherhood of all men. In man's realization of

the wholeness of his species, Snow finds the source for human

dignity and worth. He says of those who work toward improving
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the social condition: "It is in this tiny extension of the

personality, it is in this seizing on the possibilities of

hope, that we become more fully human: it is a way to im-

prove the quality of one's life" (T. C., p. 77). Later he

says, "It seems better to me that people should live rather

than die: that they shouldn't be hungry: that they shouldn't

have to watch their children die. Here, if anywhere, we are

members of one another" (T. C., p. 85). This improvement in

social condition will occur in the future, of course, but

Snow's use of tense to describe the future events illuminates

his belief that the future will affect the present. He says:

and those coming after us will at least be able
to think that the elemental needs of others aren't
a daily reproach to any sentient person, that for
the first time some genuine dignity has come upon

us all [emphasis mine] (T. C., p. 78TT

An appreciation of the wholeness of the human species is

lacking in much of contemporary philosophy, although Snow

and others say that many scientists appear to recognize it.

It is what Snow means when he says that scientists have "the

future in their bones." Dobzhansky credits the failure of

the traditional culture to keep abreast of scientific reality

to what he calls "the academic lag." He says that Snow's

non-scientific culture, which has only recently accepted the

view that man is reducible to insignificance, lags behind

science, which, after having recognized that position, has

now progressed to an evolutionary world view.
31 Bronowski

ascribes the two world views to "two systems of knowing.1"
32
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Snow, again, attributes the split between the two cultures

to what he calls the synchronic nature of the traditional

culture and the diachronic nature of the scientific culture.

But Snow believes, as apparently do others, that the tradi-

tional culture, if it absorbs the scientific reality created

by the scientific culture, will alter its own world view.

He says, "No one can predict what such an intellectual

revolution will mean: but I believe that one of the conse-

quences will be to make us feel not less but more responsible

towards our brother men" (T. C., p. 75).

Snow does not extend much hope (in his later writing,

practically none) that human beings will recognize the unique

interconnections which not only allow them to affect one

another but to participate in their own becoming. In his

earlier writing he worried that perhaps there was not time

to do what needed to be done. Later on, he feels certain

that there is not enough time, but he still maintains that

basic humanity dictates that men try.

Snow's practical solutions to the desperate problems

of overpopulation and pending famine that plague contemporary

society are that the affluent nations ought to contribute

capital and men to the underdeveloped countries to aid them,

that rich and poor nations alike should control population

growth, and that scientists should be employed to plan and

implement these lifesaving programs. To reduce the split

between the two cultures, he suggests, at a practical level,
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that specialization in education should be reduced up to the

graduate level and that the academic community should esteem

applied science more highly than it presently does.

Particular solutions to problems are rarely attempted,

however, if the attitudes of those who must instigate programs

or cooperate with them are not in harmony with the philosophy

that underlies the suggested programs. Because the temper of

the twentieth century is to advocate individuality, Snow

doubts that men will care to adopt the measures he feels may

rescue civilization. He perceives that a new attitude of

mind predicated on the new scientific reality must be formed

in men even while the practical measures are beginning.

The first people that he charges with the responsibility for

forming the intellectual reality that properly reflects the

scientific reality are the literary intellectuals. Literary

intellectuals are the core of the traditional culture, and

of it he says, "It is the traditional culture, to an extent

remarkably little diminished by the emergence of the scien-

tific one, which manages the western world" (T. C., p. 11).

In this context, his comments regarding the modern novel

become relevant, too. He deplores the stream-of-conscious-

ness novel and those based on self-scrutiny because they

lack primarily social range, the social range necessary to

view world problems.

Much of the burden of restructuring world philosophy

he directs toward education. He has studied and compared
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the educational systems of Russia, the United States, and

Great Britain and made very specific suggestions for changes

and improvements. Yet, he denies that education by itself

can solve the problem because of his underlying belief that

the problem is insoluble. He says:

There is, of course, no complete solution. In the
conditions of our age, or any age which we can
forsee, Renaissance man is not possible. But we
can do something. The chief means open to us is
education--education mainly in primary and
secondary schools, but also in colleges and
universities. There is no excuse for letting
another generation be as vastly ignorant or as
devoid of understanding and sympathy, as we are
ourselves (T. C., p. 61).

He includes statesmen and politicians, too, in his

assessment of those who must share the task. Political

solutions, he admits, are short term solutions, but they are

disproportionately important in that the long term fate of

civilization rests on those changes made in the next decade

or so. To this list, which includes literature, science,

education, and politics, he adds religion, saying that to

encourage concern for others "is the plain duty of churchmen

of all kinds. "35 And, finally, he extends the obligation to

"private citizens like ourselves." 54

In the face of this proposed concerted effort to save

civilization, one important distinction needs to be pointed

out between C. P. Snow's proposed plan to advance the cause

of humanity and those of idealists who have made proposals

in other times and places. Snow consistently and repeatedly
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expresses grave doubt that his suggestions will ever be

implemented or even that society will survive in any worth-

while form. He does not anticipate success (despite the

charges of some who say he is a romantic optimist35 ), nor

on the other hand does he speak with irony or cynicism.

Simply put, Snow declares that although a man lives alone

and dies alone, he is part of an evolutionary process and

his effort on behalf of that process enhances his own

humanity.
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CHAPTER FOUR

COMMUNAL REALITY IN SNOW'S LAST THINGS

The scientific culture in the twentieth century revealed

the communal reality of the human race, what C. P. Snow calls

the brotherhood of men. But because science, as Snow says,

does not shape the way men think, it is not able to help

men understand what that communal reality means. It is

sufficient for science to know the reality; understanding what

the reality means is the responsibility of the non-scientific

culture, the humanities, especially literature. As Snow and

many others observe, however, because of the two-cultures

split, literature and science in the twentieth century are

not working to coordinate knowledge with understanding. For

the most part, literature and science scarcely tolerate each

other. Snow's theory about the dangers inherent in this split

and his suggestions for eliminating it have been discussed

already. This chapter will show how Snow's themes are

developed in Last Th the final novel in the Straners and

Brothers series, and how the themes clarify and make manifest

his theory and suggestions.

Last Things is not the finest of Snow's novels (the

finest probably is the Masters), nor is it necessarily the

most representative of Snow's works (Corridors of Power

72
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undoubtedly reveals Snow's strengths and weaknesses more

thoroughly). Last Things is significant because it is the

culminating novel in the series, and in it Snow makes some

final statements and suggests some final directions for

thought. Before a discussion of Snow's theory, as it is

developed in Last Things, begins, however, a summary of that

theory will be helpful. It is as follows:

Many parts .of the world are overpopulated. As overpopu-

lation increases in future years, large portions of the human

race will suffer from starvation, disease, and premature

death. Snow first suggests that scientists have not only the

technological expertise to remedy this situation but the

moral temperament to execute such an operation. Humanists,

especially literary intellectuals, he indicates, are unwilling

to cope with scientific and technological complexities and as

a result have elected to ignore the twentieth-century scien-

tific realities, thereby producing the split between the two

cultures. But what is worse, Snow says, is that because the

literary intellectuals shape and form the minds of men, their

refusal to accept man's communal reality causes the majority

of men to be unaware of the true nature of their own existence.

In the face of the overpopulation crisis, man's inability to

understand the ramifications of the situation is a threat to

his own humanity. In his fiction, Snow modifies his original

position by saying that before anyone can expect the behavior

of the general populace to change so that scientists can be
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encouraged to implement technological solutions to the

world's problems, humanists must come to be in accord with

present scientific realities.

The reality that Snow describes originates in the

knowledge that all living things are formed by genetic re-

production and by environmental effects. Man alone, because

through language and culture he retains past and present

simultaneously, is a synchronic creature including within

himself the mark of his fellow human beings and extending

outside himself to shape others. This synchronic nature pro-

duces a unique wholeness to the human species, self-formed

and interconnected. Inasmuch as modern evolutionary theory

states that creation is a continual process, Snow contends

that, to be fully human, an individual must perceive the whole-

ness of the human race and, after so perceiving, act in accord

with the reality that what he does to improve the human species

bears on his own becoming.

Snow's theory is that if humanists come to understand on

an intellectual level the scientific interrelationships among

members of the human race, they will inspire and encourage

humane regard among peoples for one another on a practical

level, resulting in advantage both for the individual human

being and for the indivisible human process. In Last Things,

using themes he develops throughout his series, Snow articu-

lates this theory.
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Last Things is the last of the eleven novels that tell

the story of Lewis Eliot. In 1964, when this novel begins,

Lewis is fifty-nine years old, has been married twice, has a

son and a stepson, and has had a career in education, govern-

ment service, and writing that has let him be either a

participant in or a knowledgeable observer to most of the

major events of the twentieth century in England. As the

title indicates, this novel treats a few "last things" Lewis

wants to mention.

Last Things begins with Lewis and his wife Margaret

returning home in September of 1964 to their flat in London.

Their son Charles, bright and strong-willed, is traveling

alone in Africa at this time, and Margaret's sensitive and

unpretentious son, Maurice, is away working in a mental

hospital. The first news to reach them upon their return is

that Margaret's father, Austin Davidson, has attempted suicide

and has failed. Davidson was at one time a member of the

artistic avant garde of the twenties and had always been an

active man until he suffered a coronary ten or so years before.

The stroke makes it impossible for him to participate in the

activities he finds pleasurable and worthwhile, and he

decides that an inI erior way of life is intolerable. Margaret

finds it hard to accept her father's desire to die, not on

religious or rational grounds, but because Margaret reacts to

what Lewis calls "the species' life" (L.T., p. 22).
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Roy Calvert was a friend of Lewis's who had succeeded

in ending his own life years before, and shortly after the

Davidson incident, Roy Calvert's daughter Muriel, who is now

married to Lewis's irresponsible nephew Pat, comes with Pat

to dinner at Lewis and Margaret's. Muriel is pregnant, and

Margaret is appalled because Muriel is calmly and unemotion-

ally accepting the fact that Pat is being unfaithful to her

during her pregnancy. Later Muriel returns to the home of her

wealthy stepfather and mother to have the baby, and, without

anyone's foreknowledge, she dispassionately arranges for a

divorce from Pat and for a fine home for herself and the baby

whom she has named Roy, after her father. Her break with Pat

is clear, thorough, and final.

As the families involved deal with Davidson's illness,

the birth of Roy, and the divorce between Pat and Muriel,

Lewis has cause to examine his own and other people's views

on death and their attitudes toward life. Charles returns

from Africa and joins in these musings. And the. report of

the death of George Passant, the rebel of Lewis's younger

years, stirs other thoughts.

Lewis is offered an appointment in government service,

which he chooses to decline. The offer not only gives him the

opportunity to extend his relationship with his lifetime

friend, the scientist Francis Getliffe, but to reflect on his

values, on what value he places on closed politics versus

open politics, on the values of family life, such as Francis
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enjoys, versus the importance of political life, and on the

approaches to life of his generation versus those of his son's.

Immediately after he makes the decision not to re-enter

public life, he finds that he must be hospitalized for an

operation to repair a detached retina, the second such opera-

tion he has had to have. During surgery his heart stops

temporarily. This event prompts him later to re-examine his

opinions about dying and what death means.

Shortly after he gets home from the hospital, Lewis

becomes aware that Charles is active in a student protest

movement. Charles moves in with Muriel, who is cooperating

with the activist group. During this same period, Maurice

quietly marries a shy, introverted, handicapped girl, Diana

Dobson, who not long after becomes pregnant. Meanwhile, the

protest movement takes over the administration building of the

university and occupies the biology building in order to get

proof that the university has government contracts to finance

experiments in biological warfare. As much as Lewis and his

brother understand the students' outrage (they were both

involved in many nuclear bomb decisions), they realize that

getting into trouble with governmental security operations can

permanently destroy the chances of a career in any area

related to government for those involved. They encourage

Charles to appear to disassociate himself from the issue.

When the incident is discussed in Parliament, Charles is present

to hear the government representative, Walter Luke, once a
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scientist dedicated to a search for clinical truth, evading

issues to the point of being deceitful. Charles discusses

this type of behavior with Luke, who explains that sensible

people must do what needs to be done.

Finally, just after the birth of Maurice and Diana's

healthy daughter, Charles announces that in order to become

an influential member of modern society he thinks he must be-

come well-known as soon as possible; therefore, he is going

to leave England to travel as a freelance news correspondent

in the Middle East. Lewis at first is angry and resentful,

but he comes to understand that in gracefully letting Charles

go, he is acting in accord with reality.

Snow's four major themes, previously defined, recur in

this novel: fear of death, the individual tragic situation

contrasted with social promise, the search for the new men,

and scientific reality as a significant element of human life.

Because Lewis Eliot, the narrator of the series, is a fictional

representation of the author himself, Lewis is central to

interpreting the themes.

Lewis Eliot opens Last i by commenting on a phenom-

enon that has puzzled him throughout his life. He and his

wife are returning to their home in London from a trip, and

Margaret asks:

"Is there anything waiting for us?"
"I hope not."
She meant bad news. It was the end of a

journey, the end of a holiday, coming home. We had
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each of us felt that edge of anxiety all our lives:
not only when there was something to fear in a
homecoming, but when, as now, there was no cause
at all (L. T., p. 3).

Lewis, as he says, has experienced this perplexing fear

before. The opening paragraphs of Timeo f _Hop, which covers

the earliest years of Lewis's life, contain this same fear:

Round the bend from the library I could already see
the jessamine in the summer twilight. I was in sight
of home. Then it happened. Without warning, without
any kind of reason, I was seized with a sense of
overwhelming dread. I was terrified that some dis-
aster was waiting for me. In an instant, dread had
pounced on me out of the dark.1

Twenty-five years later in his life, Lewis Eliot says,

in the opening paragraphs of Homecoming:

The day was a Tuesday, the year 1938, I had not been
home since the Thursday before, which was my usual
routine, as I had to spend half my week in Cambridge.
I felt an edge of anxiety, a tightness of nerves,
as I always did going home after an absence, even
an absence as short as this. Ever since I could
remember, seeking deep into my childhood, I had felt
this dread on the way home, this dread of what might
be waiting for me. 2

The irrational fear experienced by Lewis at the end of

many journeys symbolizes the fear of death at the end of

life's journey. Of course it is not reasonable to anticipate

any end to life except death, and, that being the case, it

would appear to be reasonable to approach death as a totally

natural phenomenon. Even when, as in most cases, death is

not desired because one wants to live, death need not engender

fear. For one who believes in a life after death, the

promise of an eternity of happiness ought to dispel fear. For
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one who believes that death is the end of existence, 
as

Lewis Eliot does, death is literally nothing, 
and the state

of nothingness excludes the ability to experience anything,

fearful or otherwise. As Lewis says, "Though when it's

happened, nothing could matter less" (L. T., p. 24). If

such is the case, death ought not be fearful any more than

returning home on a summer's evening. But, as Lewis Eliot

discovers, the truth is more delicate than the experiencing

of it.

Snow has given repeated indication in his writing how

this paradox can be so. "Each of us dies alone." The human

condition demands that each individual experiences 
death

alone. Whether it be death into an existential void as 
the

literary culture suggests or death into the dispersal 
of one's

chemical components into a non-human state as science 
defines

it, the end of a human life is tragically solitary, 
and in

its aloneness, death is fearful. Snow is insistent on that

point.

In addition, however, to noticing that most men rightly

fear death even though death poses no reasons 
for fear, Lewis

observes other phenomena related to pending death. 
His first

observation occurs while he is visiting Austin Davidson 
after

his suicide attempt. Davidson, a year or so previous to this

attempt, had asked Lewis to supply him with sufficient 
bar-

biturates to end his life, as is related in The Sleep of

Reason.3 Lewis had refused. Davidson revealed at that time
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that he had reasoned out thoroughly his desire to end his

life. Life for him, he had argued, was not what he wanted

it to be any longer, and so he was rationally choosing

death--nothing--instead. But Lewis senses that even after

having made the decision and having been so firm in his

resolve that he has now acquired the pills by some unknown

means and made a genuine attempt to kill himself, Davidson

is glad to be alive. Lewis remarks, "And also, was there,

even now a stirring of, yes, relief? Had he wanted to persist--

it didn't matter how much he denied it?" (L. T., p. 15).

Davidson is not consciously aware of this desire to remain

alive. His conscious denial of life has extended to a re-

fusal even to discuss art, which had been the dominant

interest of his life. Even though Davidson wills to be un-

involved in life, Lewis notices that as Davidson turns away

from themes like art, that once filled his life, new themes

replace the old ones. In Davidson's case, the stockmarket

becomes his primary interest. Further than that, Davidson

comments that his ankles are less swollen, indicating a

lingering interest in his own person. As Davidson's death

comes steadily nearer during the next year, the interest in

the edema in his ankles remains. His desire to deny life

appears to be overruled by some life process. Lewis himself

will experience the same irresistible compulsion toward the

continuity of life that he observes in Davidson. It is

perhaps related to what Margaret has called "the species' life."
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Muriel, too, tries to deny part of life, not by killing

herself, but by refusing to accept the emotional side of her

nature. Margaret is the first to notice Muriel's unnatural

behavior and again notes that it sets her apart from normal

humans. When Muriel responds too calmly to Pat's unfaith-

fulness, Margaret notes, "all her expectations were dismissed,

as though she belonged to another species" (L. T., p. 59).

Lewis also comments on Muriel's denial of the part of her

humanity that should have included human relationships when

he visits her after Charles leaves her. He says that maybe

she would come to believe that relationships are self-deceit,

that sexual activities become mechanical, that friendships

become no more than habit, and that parental love is selfish.

Lewis adds, however:

With an obscure pleasure, she might, alone, old,
reflecting by herself, reduce them all to nothing.
The trouble was that reduction was entirely ab-
stract, no one lived like that. Human relation-
ships might be no more than she had come to think:
but with them, however old she was, she would have
to make do (L. T., p. 423).

What Snow has done thus far is to establish that even though

the human condition is tragic and often terrifying, to try to

retreat from one's humanity is not in keeping with what

humanity is. Human interrelationships exist that will not be

denied.

This understanding of essential interrelationships leads

to the next of Snow's themes, that of the individual in his

relationship to the social condition. Snow's articles
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and fiction disclose that Snow believes that man's social

nature is important. Snow says in his essay, "The Future

of Man":

As long as men continue to be men, individual man
will perceive the same darkness about his solitary
condition as any of us does now. But he will also
feel occasional intimations that his own life is
not the only one. In the midst of his egotisms,
pettiness, power-seekings, and perhaps the horrors
these may cause, he wi4l intermittently stretch a
little beyond himself. 4

These "intimations that his own life is not the only one"

occur frequently and forcibly to Lewis Eliot in Last Things.

On the evening of the day on which Lewis is told that his

heart had stopped, he experiences paralyzing fear that his

heart might fail again. But two days later he experiences

another emotional episode, a euphoric state that is considered

a normal psychological reaction to the sort of trauma Lewis

has had. All the concerns and worries that he had had

previous to that moment "appear not so much silly as non-

existent" (L. T., p. 214). After all, he realizes, if he had

died, he would not have been able to know about them at all;

all that matters is that he is alive. In this serene state,

he is able to reflect further on what he is discovering

about living and dying. He recalls, first of all, that life

is usually considered to be a journey from birth to death.

But as he lies in his darkened hospital room watching the

lights from passing cars sweep across the walls, and as he

remembers moments from his past, he decides that the journey
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image may not be accurate:

Somehow that progress, journey, history had for me
become disconnected or dismissed. As though what
fashionable persons were beginning to call the dia-
chronic existence had lost its grip on me.

Yet what I really felt was as simple as joy.
As though I had smelt the lilac, and time-travelled
back to the age of eleven reading under the tree at
home: as though troubles past or to come had been
dissolved, and become one with the moment in which
I was watchin the cars' lights move across the
bedroom wall (L. T,, pp. 214-15).

Because he is human, his past remains part of his present;

therefore he rejects the notion that human life is a progressive

journey from birth to death. The synchronic nature of his own

existence is only part of Lewis's observation, however. Com-

bining this realization of the synchronic nature of his

existence with his observation about Davidson's replacing old

interests in his life with new ones, and with the same exper-

ience in himself, he adopts a more accurate world view.

He says:

There is another cosmogonist's model which, it seemed
to me, was much closer to one's own life as lived.
Continuous creation. A slice disappeared, was re-
placed again. Something was lost, something new came
in. All the time it looked to oneself as though
there was not much change, nor deterioration, nor
journey towards an end. Didn't each of our lives as
we lived them, seem, much more often than not, like a
process of continuous creation? (L. T., p. 219).

Lewis notes here that creation is not only continuous, but

that it is a process. And because each individual is formed

by his environment, which in the case of human beings includes

a culture created by previous human beings, the continuous

process of human creation extends each individual outside
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of himself. Human individuals of the past are embodied in

the culture, assisting in creating the individuals of the

present, and those of the present are creating the environment

that will form human individuals of the future. So Lewis sees

that even though he, the individual, will some day end, the

process of which he is an inextricable part will continue.

And, just as his childhood is over and yet remains part of

his present, so when he dies he will be over, and yet remain

part of what still is.

Months later, after Charles has boarded his plane for

Beirut, and Lewis is remembering his encounter with death in

the hospital, he notes:

I had imagined, and spoken of, what it would
be like, but what I had imagined was nothing like
the here and now, the continuous creation, the
thrust of looking for the next moment which belonged
to oneself and spread beyond the limits of oneself.
When one is as alone as one can get, there's still
no end.

The only end, maybe, was in the obituary notices:
that might be an end for those who read it, but not
for oneself, who didn't know (L. T., pp. 429-30).

Lewis Eliot represents in fiction, therefore, fundamen-

tally what Snow has explained in his essays and lectures, that

man-the-individual is only part of the nature of man. Man is

forever part of the fraternity of mankind, part of the process

of his own continual creation.

Snow emphasizes the indivisible and imperative nature of

this communal reality several other ways in Last Things.

Despite the fact that Lewis Eliot believes that his own death
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will be the complete cessation of his existence, and,

therefore, he will have absolutely no involvement in nor

knowledge of what happens after he is dead, he recognizes in

himself some manner of affiliation with the future that

causes him to respect new life. When for the first time he

sees the baby, Roy Joseph, son of Muriel and his nephew Pat,

he is surprised by his own response. He can understand that

he might feel alienated from one whose life will be so unlike

his own, or feel envy that the new life will live after him,

or feel pity at what might befall it. Rather than any of

these negative emotions, however, Lewis recognizes that he

has a positive and compelling respect for young Roy. He says,

"But yes, the impulse for life was organic, in time it would,

overmaster all the questions, it would prevail over pity, all

one would feel was the strength of a new life" (L. T., p. 76).

The same reverence for new life that Lewis perceives

when he sees the baby, a reverence that is not logical if one

is in no way involved with what happens after one is dead,

he again experiences after he hears about Charles's plans to

go abroad. His first reaction to Charles's plan is to be

angry because the son for whom he has had such hopes is not

only going off to risk his life and throw away his opportu-

nities but is going to cause his parents agonizing concern

in the bargain. By the next morning Lewis's anger has sub-

sided, not because he has resigned himself to what is

inevitable, nor because he is now self-controlled. Once
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again, Lewis is invigorated by knowing that a part of the

future that he does not understand and in which he will not

participate is beginning. As he talks with Charles, he

thinks:

To my own astonishment I was buoyed up--by what
was it? Maybe his energy or his resolution. Or
it might have been his nerve. At no time in my
life could I have done what he was committing
himself to do. It seemed as though a new force
had taken charge (L. T., p. 412).

Lewis knows that he has wanted good things for the world

during his life, and he is sure that Charles is trying to do

the same. In this social concern they are joined. Of

Charles's desire for a better world Lewis says, "Still, even

the bare desire was like, a touch fingertip to fingertip,

conducting a phase of life" (L. T., p. 413), which projects

the image of Michelangelo's God on the Sistine Chapel ceiling

reaching to touch Adam's fingertip to begin figuratively the

same continuous process in which Lewis and Charles are

participants.

The last pages of Last Things affirm the concept that

humanity is a whole fabric. In four pages entitled "An-

nouncements--1964-68. (From the London Tmes., unless other-

wise stated)," Snow lists a number of Deaths, Marriages,

and Births of characters in his series. Some of the announce-

ments pertain to events that are described in the final novel,

like the death of George Passant, the marriage of Maurice

and Diana, and the birth of Roy Joseph Eliot. Some are
interesting although not surprising, like the death at age
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eighty-six of Lady Muriel Royce or the birth of the great-

grandson of M. H. L. Gay. Some, like the accidental death

of twelve-year-old David Schiff, are unanticipated. What

the announcements serve to demonstrate, however, is that all

the lives are forever part of a fabric that, although it

includes now those who are aware of it now, began long ago and

continues, seamless, into the future.

Inasmuch as C. P. Snow maintains that the human race is

interrelated in a communal reality that is scientifically

demonstrable, and inasmuch as he indicates that contemporary

culture rejects that reality, it is not surprising that he

searches in his fiction for people who, perhaps at some

level, do perceive the fraternal truth. These are "the new

men" Snow has sought throughout his Strangers and Brothers

series. Snow bases his series on the assumption that the

old forms--traditional social, religious, and political

structures--are little more than artificial supports to

society to be temporarily retained until new solutions arise.

In the previous novels in the series Snow has dismissed

also modern novelists and artists, pure research scientists,

and the social rebels of his own age as possibly being the

new man. In this last novel he looks among the members of

the generation reaching adulthood during the sixties. He

looks at certain representative types of that generation, at

some of the virtues they exhibit, and at the issues and

causes they support. The social protests of the sixties,
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much more visible than those in many other periods, provide

Snow with opportunities to examine emerging ideas.

Lewis Eliot is not unfamiliar with protest, nor with

methods of expressing it. George Passant was a protester

in his time, as were Austin Davidson, Martin Eliot, and others.

Lewis's attempt to temper his own brother Martin's protest

at the time of the first atomic bomb attack put a strain on

their relationship that lasted for years. Not only is Lewis

no stranger to protest, but in many cases he feels that the

modern protesters' causes are just. But in most instances

he believes that neither the justice of their causes nor the

right they have to protest will render the protesters effective.

One large protest group consists of those activists that

Lewis calls the malcontents (Snow wrote a novel, not in the

series, called The Malcontents, which deals with this

group).5 These are the wealthy, or at least reasonably well-

off, restless, educated young people from prosperous families

who try to effect social change. Their concern for the

unfortunate is genuine; they do not merely dabble in "in"

causes. But Lewis believes that they will either retreat

into the security and comfort of the traditional structures

when troubles arise, or they will be forced to choose between

accommodating the traditional structure or becoming politio-

cally and societally impotent. Muriel is one of the malcontents.

Antony Olorenshaw is another type of activist protester

who, Lewis believes, will not offer much in the way of
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effective change. Olly is an example of a leader with

charisma. He is able to inspire his followers with his

unlimited belief in his cause, and he creates an emotional

impact when he is interviewed by the news media, but he

lacks the intellectual depth to give direction to his cause.

Gordon Bestwick, on the other hand, approaches reform

intellectually and even scientifically. He understands and

accepts Marx's evaluation of the power of the working class,

and he understands the impact of environment on human

development. According to Bestwick, "Change the environment

of the working class . . . and they would become better"

(L. T., p. 277). But Lewis knows from experience that Best-

wick is unrealistic in believing that the old order will

succumb to a movement with no stronger power base than student

protest.

Maurice, Lewis's stepson, although he is not an activist,

is also in his own way a rebel against old forms. Maurice's

interest in others dominates his life. For years Margaret

has worried because Maurice has been left with so little

sense of self. As Lewis says, "But could you bear your

favorite son to be one of nature's saints?" (L. T., p. 6).

This is the failing that in Lewis's view makes Maurice unable

to be the new man. Maurice gives his life for the good of

others in a generous and selfless way, it is true, but he

loses himself in the process, which produces in him an

unnatural imbalance.
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Maurice is an exception, however, to the typical non-

activist social rebel who is concerned with self to the

opposite extreme. Lewis finds two unfortunate flaws in the

attitudes of most of the non-activist social rebels, flaws

that neutralize their capacity to change society. First of

all, their virtues are passive ones, and second, they isolate

themselves into enclaves. Comparing the social rebels of his

own time to those of his son's time, Lewis says:

The life that Charles's own friends were leading
was not that much different from what George had
foreshadowed all those years ago. . . Gentle,
taking their pleasures as they came. Not liking
their society any more than George had done.
Making their own enclaves. The passive virtues,
not the fighting ones. Not much superego (if one
didn't use older words). The same belief, deep
down, that most people were good.

That would not suit Charles for long, any
more than it had suited me. And yet it had its
charm (L. T., p. 99).

Their gentle, passive virtues prohibit their taking effective

action, and their enclave-making limits their social vision.

Lewis predicts danger in enclave-making at any level, for en-

claves are places to retreat from issues rather than to face

them. He has earlier criticized the House of Lords, saying

that it, too, was "an enclave in excelsis" (L. T., p. 103).

Enclave-making, the turning away from the problems of

the world and seeking refuge in small groups, whether based

on age, or nationality, or special interest, is, according

to Snow, an ominous sign of society's inability to cope with

the world. In State of Siege, he says:
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We draw what in England we call the curtains, and
we try to make an enclave of our own. An enclave,
a refuge, a place to shut out the noise. A group
of one's own. Enclave-making: that is one of the
characteristic symptoms of our unease.6

Rejecting the world and retreating into enclaves runs counter

to Snow's perception of basic humanity.

It is not surprising, in light of the fact that Lewis

Eliot's life reflects the life of C. P. Snow, that Lewis

sees in his son Charles an admittedly obscure chart for the

future, just as Snow sees hope in his own son Philip.7 (It

is interesting, too, that the new man bears Snow's own

first name, Charles.) At any rate, Lewis recognizes in

Charles the continuum of creation, the new man, albeit in

unpolished form.

Charles's rejection of the traditional structures is

established early. Politics, religion, higher education, and

social mores are tolerated by Charles, provided one realizes

that they are strictly utilitarian, but should not be unduly

confining. In addition, Charles reveals in his conversation

with Walter Luke that he regards scholarship and criticism

as being "second-hand" (L. T., p. 371), which makes them

unacceptable, and that "the old romantic conception of the

artist" is also eliminated: "'I believe it's disposed of

forever. Among my generation anyway,' said Charles" (L. T.,

p. 371).

What Charles does advocate is open politics, social

concern, and a world outlook. Lewis has placed his faith all
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his life in closed politics, the politics of power groups

and secret decisions, which he concedes has accomplished

relatively little of merit. He thinks closed politics is

becoming more influential, but Charles disagrees. Charles

hopes that his generation will "make open politics real

again" (L. T., p. 139), and that politics will give "some

intimations of a desirable life" to the industrialized

world (L. T., p. 140).

Charles's open politics extends to the whole world.

One of his first comments about English politics is, "If

we're becoming so provincial as this, how do we get out of

it?" (L. T., p. 82). Later, Lewis comments, "Charles and

his circle were more genuinely international than any of us

had been. The minor nationalisms seemed to have vanished

quite" (L. T., p. 242). The world, as Charles sees it,

includes the underdeveloped and struggling peoples, too,

from which view follows his social concern. Again Lewis

says, "It was the poor world that captured their imagination:

the Grand Tour had to be uncomfortable and also squalid

nowadays" (L. T., p. 242). Another essential of Charles's

attitude toward life is that he senses an urgency for immedi-

ate action. He says, "I think we ought to do things which

will affect people's lives. Quite quickly. Here and now.

Not in a couple of generations' time. In our own" (L. T.,

p. 372).
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Through the character of Charles Eliot, therefore,

Snow projects his belief that as a result of man's under-

standing of his own communal nature and for the practical

survival of the human race, man must adopt a social concern

for peoples of the world as a whole. Furthermore, Charles

represents the composite synchronic human individual. He is

in part a product of genetic reproduction. Lewis says, "the

hair was Martin's, the profile Austin Davidson's" (L. T.,

p. 243), and he is in part the creature of his environment,

who "had the gift of being able to feel guilty with Dostoevsky,

innocent with hobbits, passionately insistent with a new girl

friend, all on the same day" (L. T., p. 244). And finally,

Charles typifies the new men who recognize the lamentable

state of the human individual for whom life is a dark road.

Lewis says of Charles's type, "They weren't specially illu-

sioned. They didn't imagine an elysium existing here and now

on this earth" (L. T., p. 242). At the same time, they know

that man's communal reality is the cause for hope. "It was

true, dark world-views didn't touch them much. They might

hear . . . that objectively the world looked grimmer than at

any time in our lives. They might analyze and understand the

reasons which made us say so. But they didn't in the end

believe it" (L. T., p. 243), Lewis says. Charles's synchronic

nature and his social view based on the communal reality make

him the clear manifestation of Snow's new man. What still

needs to be determined is why snow has abandoned his first
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declaration that scientists are the hope of the future.

In his two-cultures lecture, Snow clearly says that

research scientists "have the future in their bones."

Scientists, he claims, not only have the scientific means to

resolve the practical side of the world's ills, but the moral

temperament to be willing and able to make their scientific

and technological solutions work. In his fiction, however,

Snow tests the notion that direct intervention by scientists

can serve humanity and concludes that it will not work.

Scientists are important because they reveal the scientific

realities, but a man who gives assent to the realities, even

if he does not comprehend the science that underlies them, is

just as likely to contribute significantly to humanity's

cause. Snow's belief, that the scientific culture by itself

is too sterile and too rigid to move mankind, is not, in fact,

a new idea as it appears in Last Things, In Snow's own life

he chose to leave scientific research for what he hoped

would be a more consequential career in academics, writing,

and government. In TheSearch, an early novel written before

he began the Strangers andBrothers series, the protagonist,

Arthur Miles, experiences the exhilarating joy of devoting his

time and talents to a search for pure scientific truth un-

tarnished by error or weakness. But he learns that to expect

the same uncompromising purity in human experience is unreal-

istic. He ultimately chooses to appreciate the scientific,

but at the same time to be cognizant of the humane. The last
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lines of the book represent him turning, not from the light

of truth to the darkness of error, but from a cold, unattain-

able, idealistic light to a realistic, human one. Miles says:

I ceased to look at the stars shining over the
sea. With a deep content, I walked toward the
house, whose lights were streaming through the
tranquil twilight.8

In .-ast Things, three scientists in particular, Francis

Getliffe, Walter Luke, and Martin Eliot, represent the same

movement from an exclusive interest in science to a compromise

position where scientific theory underlies the whole fabric

of living in some way.

Francis Getliffe, the son of Lewis's first mentor, is a

lifelong friend of Lewis's. Francis appears in nine of the

eleven novels in the series (he is not in Strangers and

Brothers or Homecoming)9 and is, in Lewis's opinion, one of

the finest of England's scientists. In addition to working

long and well in his laboratory, Francis dutifully accepts

government work during the war and for some years after. He

is asked, in 1964, to accept an appointment as a minister of

state to work on nuclear negotiations. Even though Francis's

scientific accomplishments have merited him utmost respect in

the House of Lords where he is a life peer, and even though

his interest in strictly controlling atomic weapons has been

an abiding concern, he refuses the appointment. His stated

reason is that this first venture into open politics (as

opposed to the closed committee work he has previously done)
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will expose him to public abuse that he does not relish.

More important to Francis, however, is that he cherishes his
role as the patriarch of an active family, which the appoint-

ment would jeopardize. In his family he is involved in "the

flow of life." His contribution as a scientist is valuable,

but his realization that he is part of the human process is

important to him, too. In fact, Arthur Brown, in eulogizing

Francis, says that Francis was the classical upright man who

valued the whole fabric of life. Brown says that the classi-

cal admonition, "Call no man happy until he is dead," when

applied to Francis indicates that Francis was a happy, success-

ful man who let his science serve his humanity.

Walter Luke is another of Snow's scientists whose

activities span the time of several of the novels.10 Luke

appears in the Masters as the enthusiastic Fellow who is so

deeply involved in his research that he cannot participate

in the negotiations for the new master. In The New Men,

Luke suffers radiation poisoning as a result of his passion

for atomic research. In Last Things, however, Luke's devotion

to the purity of scientific truth has moderated considerably.

Now, as Lord Luke of Salcombe, he gets the position as

government minister that Francis and Lewis have turned down.
He is contented functioning in ways that would be intolerable

to science, such as withholding information, compromising,

sacrificing total frankness for expedience, and practicing

elitism. Luke's analysis of his life is that although he
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once wanted to do "some first-class physics" (L. T., p. 369)

and although he probably could have done well as a physicist,

he would have accomplished little more than to gain a certain

amount of self-satisfaction for himself. He tells Charles,

"If your head's the proper size, you see that you're not all
that significant. Anywhere" (L. T., p. 370).

The third of the scientists that Snow portrays at

length is Lewis's brother, Martin Eliot. As a scientist,

Martin is not so talented as Francis or Walter Luke. But

during the Barford atomic experiments, in The New Men, Martin

becomes greatly concerned because the United States has

dropped the atomic bomb on human beings. He wants to write

a letter of protest, a letter that Lewis knows will not only

be ineffective politically, but will ruin Martin's hope for

a future career. Martin does not send the letter, and he re-

tires from government-related affairs to a career in science.

Ironically, it is Martin, in Last Things, who discovers the

extent of the protest plans of the students and must con-

template again the choice between sacrificing oneself for an

ethical belief or sacrificing one's ethical belief for one's

own future good. This time, as a concerned observer rather

than as a participant, he is ready to support the course of

action opposite from that which he wanted to pursue as a

young man.

In each of these three, Snow examines the possibility

of a scientist functioning as a world leader, and in each
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case the scientist must modify either his scientific pursuits

or his effectiveness in society. To summarize, Francis

Getliffe elects to remain a scientist, to contribute in a

limited degree to social issues, and to recognize the import-

ance of the holistic nature of the human condition. Walter

Luke dismisses an active scientific career, participates

actively in political and social issues, and realizes the

limitations of what he is doing. Martin Eliot retreats into

a private scientific career that excludes political partici-

pation and limits his influence to his family and friends

only. None becomes the dynamic worli figure Snow projected

for scientists. But all three, like Charles and so many

other of Snow's characters, illuminate a positive or negative

aspect of the communal reality of the human race that Snow

knows is scientifically demonstrable.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

The intent of this study is to prove that because of

his scientist's perspective on the human condition, C. P.

Snow contributed important and valuable insights into the

nature of man. To prove this point, I discussed Snow's novels

in order to show how they illustrate his insights, but I have

not attempted to say that Snow is an excellent novelist.

Despite the fact that he correctly understands and records

the simultaneous aloneness of the human individual and the

wholeness of the human species (so obvious when he says that

men are rangers and Brothers), he fails often to make an

impact, other than a sense of being agreeably entertained,

on the readers of his novels. An honest appraisal of Snow,

therefore, must take into account his deficiencies as a writer.

The traditional culture, when it fails to respond to

Snow, is not just perversely refusing to accept the contribu-

tions of the other culture, the scientific. The fault with

Snow lies not in what he includes, but in what he fails to

include, in his inability to capture the depth of real men,

which failure leaves the reader with a sense of detachment

from the lives of the characters in the novels. Many scholarly

critics, as I have pointed out, have commented on the one- or

101
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two-dimensional nature of Snow's characters. The lack of

dimension, I contend, rises from the fact that Snow ignores

one element of human nature, the mythopeic nature of man.

Evidence of man's mythopeic nature came early. A

discussion of the historical development of man's appreci-

ation of his need for myth appears in Cultures in Conflict

by Otto A. Bird.1 In this book, the author presents a

history of the cultural conflicts that have shaped Western

civilization. He divides the stages of intellectual develop-

ment into three major periods, each characterized by the

dominance of one intellectual ideal: the literary-humanistic

ideal of antiquity, the theological ideal of the Middle Ages,

and the scientific ideal of the modern world. While Bird's

history shows that in each of the three major eras one intel-

lectual ideal dominated, his major thesis is that although

conflicts themselves might prove either to advance or to

hinder human endeavor depending on circumstances, the total

dominance of one ideal to the exclusion of the others always

proves to be detrimental. He says that only by accepting

the similarities and the differences of the various ideals,

even when they are in conflict, can understanding be achieved.

In the ancient classical period, the opposing forces of poetry

and philosophy began the process of separation and conflict

by distinguishing mythos from logos, the Dionysian from the

Apollonian. In that distinguishing process, the mythopeic

nature of man was formally recognized and accepted. Later,
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during the Middle Ages, when theology dominated, the rituals

that are part of religion, the belief in the mystic and the

supernatural, and the mythic nature of scriptural writings

retained the concept of the mythopeic nature of man.

Science, however, thrives on verifiable truth and is

not able to accommodate the fictitious quality of myth. Snow,

the scientist, in his concentrating on the scientific truth

of the interrelationships of the human species, omits myth

and the literary devices that embody it, like symbols,

metaphors, archetypal figures, and mythic allusions. Even

though he shows that man alone of all living species is aware
of his own existence as an individual and as a species, he

uses no symbols (except for lighted rooms), although symbols

have the depth and feeling necessary to express this myster-

ious awareness. Even though he shows that man is a synchronic

creature because of his culture, he creates no archetypal

figures to represent this composite nature. Even though he

proves that man's interrelationships demand that he care for

his brother, he uses no religious myths to form the base for
an ethical system. Snow not only disregards the mythopeic

nature of man where including it would strengthen his posi-

tion, but he jeopardizes the acceptance and credibility of

his argument by seeming not to understand the total human

condition.

Novelists, even if they refuse to comprehend the

realities of the twentieth century, generally use myth
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because they understand its importance. Northrup Frye, in

fact, would claim that the hope of the future rests with

poetry. In other fields, where in recent times myth has

been supplanted by more reasoned beliefs, leaders again are

intimating that people have basic needs that are met by myths.

Some contemporary Judeo-Christian theologians now are empha-

sizing the mythic content of scripture and ritual. Science

fiction writers suggest that science fiction will create the

myth for the future. The Nobel prize-winning biologist

Jacques Monod, in a discussion with Karl Popper, affirmed the

need for "untenable religious myths" and "the so-called

primitive myths. "2 Popper concurred saying, "The present

crisis is very largely the result of the breakdown of these

religious superstitions."3

Snow's inability to move or to influence his readers

effectively, I think, can be traced to his failure to incor-

porate the element of the mythopeic in his characters. But

even if Snow failed to observe this vital element of human

nature, that failure does not negate the usefulness of what

he assuredly did contribute to human understanding.

A summary of the discussion presented thus far indicates

that C. P. Snow is historically accurate in noting that a

split exists between the two cultures, scientists and human-

ists. He is right, too, in saying that the split is danger-

ous to the future of mankind, pointing out, as he does, that

it magnifies society's lack of ability to manage the growing
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problems of overpopulation and approaching famine in parts of

the world. In his contention in The Two Cultures lecture

that scientists are best equipped to resolve the problem,

Snow is wrong, however, and his fiction demonstrates that he

discovered his error. While discounting in his novels the

impact of scientists as such, he rightly shows that what is

important is that scientists and humanists alike should

understand and accept the scientific realities of the twentieth

century, especially the scientifically demonstrable inter.

relationship between human beings that forms the unique com-

munal nature of the human species. Everything that Snow

writes returns to this one point--that the traditional and

the scientific cultures should come to perceive what he calls

the brotherhood of man.

To this end of promoting the concept of human fraternity,

Snow suggests certain modifications and changes that might

be adopted in areas that affect social and intellectual

development. Primarily, he makes proposals relevant to ed-

ucation, literature, and politics. Insofar as modern educa-

tion is concerned, in the fifties Snow made extensive studies

of the educational systems in the United States, England,

and Russia. His lengthiest presentation of this material is

in an article, "New Minds for the New World," which was pub-

lished anonymously in The New Statesman,4 but which Snow
acknowledged in The Two Cultures was written by him (T. C.,

p. 102, n. 11). In this article he concludes that the one
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change that would most benefit Western education would be

to decrease the amount of specialization in education at

least until students reached university level. Looking at

the damage in the West from too-early specialization, Snow
points out that the pressure of early specialization forces

the best minds to choose to go directly into either research

science or the arts. The less able minds end up in applied

science, where, although their positions are not as highly

regarded as the other two, they keep modern societies

"economically afloat."5 In other words, in the practical

operation of things, the pressure to specialize pushes the

best minds into areas that less directly affect the function-.

ing of society, which is dangerous in this time of crisis.

In Russia, on the other hand, students receive a balanced

education (although perhaps too rigorous) for a larger number

of years. Although many fine minds in Russia are encouraged

to go into research science and the arts, Russia prepares an

inordinately large number of highly appreciated applied

scientists. In the course of mundane events, the applied

scientists give Russia an advantage over the West in techno-

logical performance. Aside from this practical consideration,

however, the early separation of scholars into two groups

(where in the one group scientists avoid literature, and in

the other, humanists ignore science) impedes- satisfactory

intellectual development. As Snow says so many times,

Western man cannot expect to understand himself until this
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gap is closed. In response to the insights Snow has afforded

them, educational institutions could reduce emphasis on early

specialization, set up interdisciplinary courses at secondary

and college levels, coordinate subject matter in courses at

all levels, and inaugurate courses in scientific theories

and principles for non-scientists and in philosophical con-

cepts and literary history for scientists.

When Snow speaks of literature, he usually means novels

and novelists. In making comments related to the field of

literature, Snow does not propose that contemporary novel-

ists adhere to a pattern that he dictates. He knows that

great literary artists create their own patterns; however,

in his opinion the realistic novel has proved to be the most

important kind of novel. Determining his definition of the

realistic novel and his view of its place in intellectual

development helps in understanding why he believes it is most

important. Snow says that realistic novels are "those which

are, first, in the actual, concrete world that we know."

Realistic novels, he continues, exhibit "a deep concern for

people and a deep concern for the society in which those

people operate," and, finally, the author must function as

"a presiding intelligence, deliberately, an authorial

presence."6  Snow doubts that even realistic novels can in-

struct people how to live. Rather, perceptive readers of

realistic novels can learn quite a bit about other people and

about themselves, This vision of how to see the human
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condition better is what enables realistic novels to further

human development.

A novel can perform this function of helping its readers

to see humanity better only if it is read, however. It

follows from this that because novels are primarily for

pleasure, a novelist must write to give pleasure first of

all, and Snow believes that obscure, introverted, modern

novels do not give pleasure. In the preface to The Realists,

which is a collection of written portraits of eight realis-

tic novelists, Snow says:

It scarcely needs saying nowadays, but we have seenattempts to throw this element [pleasureJ overboard,
and to regard novels, and to compose novels, asmental puzzles to be worked out by persons clevererthan the original writers. Similar processes havehappened before in literary history, and have
always meant a period of decline, not only in the
art itself, but also in the society from which it
derives.7

What Snow contends is that a society suffers when what its

literature describes does not coincide with reality because

the members of the society cannot learn from their literature

to understand, themselves. Modern literature, in its refusal

to comprehend the communal reality of the human species,

fails in the area of educating its readers about themselves.

Of course, a novelist cannot be instructed to incorporate a

certain idea, like communal reality, into his work, but an

artist who is himself aware of the idea would not likely

choose to be false to it.

The last area that Snow discusses--in addition to
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education and literature--wherein people may want to modify

their outlooks, is in the area of politics, especially in

developing a political world view. Snow says that the rich

nations ought to contribute capital and skilled men to the

poor nations to alleviate suffering and to avert uprisings.

Here, possibly, the movement already exists toward a world

view, although it is not one that Snow might appreciate.

Nationalism and provincialism still cause intense distrust

and impassioned disagreement on many fronts, but the advent

of a great many international corporations may well make

national conflicts economically unwise. The intrusion into

politics of multi-national economic interests may well hasten

a one-world concept, but one different in nature from the one

Snow might want to envision.

It is greatly to Charles P. Snow's credit that at a

period in history when all the cultural forces are insisting

on the undiminished importance of individuality, he noticed

the importance of fraternity and was not afraid to declare

it. Even though he never achieved the reputation (nor will

he likely ever) of either the scientists he admired, such as

Einstein, Hardy, and Rutherford, or the novelists he respected,

like Dickens, Proust, and Dostoevsky, he nonetheless assisted,

as they did, in defining a part of the reality of the human

condition.



NOTES

Otto A. Bird, Cultures in Conflict: An Essa" in the
Philosophy of the Humanities (hotre Dame: UniversityofNotre
Dame Press, 19767. The relevant parts of Bird's essay are
The Polemical Prologue, pp. 1-7; Chapter Three, "The Scien-
tific Ideal of the Modern World," pp. 44-57; Chapter Seven,
"The Two Cultures," pp. 114-32; and An Irenic Epilogue, pp.
190-91.

2Jacques Monod, in Phioso of Bi pp. 374-75.

3Popper, in Philosoh of Biology, p. 375.
4"New Minds for the New World," The New Statesman and

Nation, 52 (July-Dec. 1956), 279-82.
5"New Minds," p. 282.

6Snow, interviewed by Dick Cavett, The Dick Cavett
Show, PBS, 28 Jan. 1979.

7C. P. Snow, The Realists (New York: Charles Scribner's
Sons, 1978), p. ix.
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