From Intersections
Ozick (1989)

Snow vs. Leavis: scientific vs. literary culture.  “Two cultures” divide (1960s).

Ozick now complains that literary culture itself is radically split – numerous conflicting theoretical and professional perspectives, dumbing down of libraries, etc.
She concludes: Science is about nature; literature is about us.


( evaluate?

For an earlier statement of the problem, see this passage from Shelley’s Defence of Poetry (written 1821; in Norton, pp. 1793-4).

We have more moral, political and historical wisdom than we know how to reduce into practice: we have more scientific and economical knowledge than can be accommodated to the just distribution of the produce which it multiplies. The poetry, in these systems of thought, is concealed by the accumulation of facts and calculating processes. There is no want of knowledge respecting what is wisest and best in morals, government and political economy, or at least what is wiser and better than what men now practise and endure. But we “let I dare not wait upon I would, like the poor cat i' the adage.” We want the creative faculty to imagine that which we know; we want the generous impulse to act that which we imagine; we want the poetry of life: our calculations have outrun conception; we have eaten more than we can digest. The cultivation of those sciences which have enlarged the limits of the empire of man over the external world has, for want of the poetical faculty, proportionally circumscribed those of the internal world, and man, having enslaved the elements, remains himself a slave. To what but a cultivation of the mechanical arts in a degree disproportioned to the presence of the creative faculty which is the basis of all knowledge is to be attributed the abuse of all invention for abridging and combining labour, to the exasperation of the inequality of mankind?

Note: that this issue thus also turns out to be about reading – an imaginative kind of reading.  
How compatible with the Karp, Winn, or Romano (182) essays?

