
earwig and turtle is part of a larger relent- 
less search for essences, and ultimately for 
the indivisible unity of things. Distinctions 
yes, divisions no. On a moony night, some- 
where hetween Kant and Husserl, Coleridge 

extricates” the notion of Space (“Space,)’ 
he claims, “is one of the Hebrew names for 
God”) : “This Evening.. . was the most 
perfect & the brighest Halo circling the 
roundest and brightest moon I ever beheld 
-so bright was the Halo, so compact, so 
entire a circle, that it gave the whole of its 
area, the moon itself included, the appear- 
ance of a solid opake body-an enormous 
Planet.. . thence I have found occasion to 
meditate on the nature of the sense of m a g  
nitude; its absolute dependence on the 
idea of Substance; the consequent differ- 
ence between magnitude and Spaciousness; 
the dependence of the idea of substance on 
double-touch . . .,, 

Perhaps there is too much pronounce- 
ment and too little extrication in this. 
Many years later, as Keats reveals, Cole- 
ridge is still discoursing on “double-touch.” 
His thought, always in bond, seems never 
to mature. Had he been less solitary it 
might have been different. This man, one 
feels, is on the brink of madness, of not 
controlling the streamy nature of conscious- 
ness. “A speck of blood in the mouth, and 
immediately a long dream of Blood, wounds 
flowing-torrents of Blood--” The external 
world will not give him the right kind of 
love-resistance. But perhaps this is the gen- 
eral doom of the “subjective thinker” who, 
as Yeats says, is forced to spin ideas out of 
his guts, like a spider. Coleridge at one 
point uses a similar image. Disgusted at the 
Germanico-metaphysical part of his mind, 
which has just performed a mocking de- 
duction of one word (‘“Thing’: id est, 
thinking or think‘d. Think, Thank, Tank= 
Reservoir of what has been thinged- 
Denken, Danken-I forget the German for 
Tank/The, Them, This, These, Thence, 

6 6  

I 

Thick, Think, Thong, Thou. . .,’) he breaks 
into: “0 Lord! What thousands of Threads 
in how large a Web may not a Metaphys- 
ical Spider spin out of the Dirt of his own 
Guts/but alas! it is a net for his own 
super-ingenious Spidership alone !’, 

The great project of publishing the note- 
books in full brings us nearer to that spec- 
tral possibility, the definitive biographer. 
In  the meantime we must content ourselves 
with the raggedy riches of the individual 
Journals. One of the few entries Miss Co- 
burn leaves uncommented expresses ei- 
ther an alchemist’s faith in the world, that 
it can yield a golden unity, or a man’s 
bitter judgment on the notebook before 
him: “A Treasure of Trash!” 

Reviewed by GEOFFREY H. HARTMAN 

Moral Evaluation : Old and 
Not-so-new Reflections 

Conditions of Rational lnquiry: A 
Study in the Philosophy of Value, 
by David Pole. London: the Athlone 
Press, 1961. 226 pp. 

IT IS REFRESHING to read any contem- 
porary British philosopher who does not 
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flee from the word “value” or use the term 
as a token of reproach. Consequently, David 
Pole’s Conditions of Rational Inquiry is 
worth a look, if for that reason alone. It is 
clear on which side of Gilbert Ryle he 
stands; he acknowledges the influences of 
John Wisdom without fear or favor. 

But Mr. Pole’s book is a curious one. In 
the first place, its title promises a feast that 
never really arrives. Secondly, it is a book 
which features some notable criticism and 
yet is a disappointment as a statement of 
a position. Perhaps some of the frustration 
the reader is bound to feel is the result of 
Mr. Pole’s style and organisation, both of 
which are uneven and disjointed and could 
profit from a keener sense of economy. 

Mr. Pole sets himself the task of reviving 
moral judgment” (he also urges the res- 

toration of the term “axiology”) as an al- 
ternative to an intuitionism deeply sus- 
pect and a c‘voluntarism’’ which seems an 
ethical cul-de-sac. His analysis of the nature 
and problems of intuitionism is excellent, 
perceptive and succinct. His critique of con- 
temporary ethical positivism centers around 
a devastating appraisal of Hare. Nowhere 
in the current literature is there a better 
reasoned rebuttal of positivistic ethics. 
While Mr. Pole concentratcs on Hare as 
representative of this school of thought, 
Karl Popper is the subject of a few evalua- 
tory remarks as well. As a commentator, 
Pole is immensely able. 

His own description and defense of 
“judgment” as an alternative is by no 
means as precise or lucid. He insists upon 
the practicability of moral evaluation and 
its interrelation with inquiry, but he largely 
fails to provide a satisfactory account of 
the nature of evaluation. The survey of 

rational inquiry” seems obvious and 
hardly novel. The fact that he advocates a 
growing zest for cccommunal” inquiry des- 
tined to produce moral “agreement” is com- 
mendable, but scarcely of itself significant. 

< b  

< b  

I have spoken,” Pole writes, “of the ideal 
under which we work as the universal 
agreement of those who engage in inquiry; 
this, though we can never wholly realize it 
in practice, provides our great measure of 
success or failure.” That moral inquiry 
ought to be about morals is also a reason- 
able point of view, but i t  need not be put 
forward as a fresh proposition. 

LC 

Mr. Pole speaks of judgment: 

What we need is a notion of judgment 
which shows it to us as a developing 
faculty, that takes account of the process 
of its evolution. And then on the other 
side we must see the body of any science 
or branch of study-the concepts and the 
language in which it works-as develop- 
ing too. Ways of thinking and ways of 
speaking-the two must reflect one an- 
other-reveal a pattern of progress or 
growth, and to understand them we must 
study them accordingly. Further, unless 
reflection and inquiry led, in general, to 
better and truer views rather than other- 
wise there could be no such thing as 
rationality. 

While not attempting to trace Mr. Pole’s 
arguments in detail, I think it is fair to say 
that the fragment above is a just sample. I t  
is paradoxical that after excoriating the 
linguistic tricks of Hare and Popper, Mr. 
Pole has fallen into the same trap him- 
self. Surely it must be said of numerous 
working philosophers today, especially in 
Britain, that they are playing the game of 
clothing second-hand ideas in erudite and 
breathless language. “Breathless” is an ap- 
propriate adjective, since these encomiums 
are delivered with such a vivid sense of the 
exhilaration of discovery. Perhaps Ben- 
tham’s quip about methodology is fitting 
here: that it teaches us less and less about 
what everyone knew all along. This is not 
to be construed as an outright condemna- 
tion of Mr. Pole or his book. His essay is 
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often enlightening and frequently stimulat- 
ing. It is to be regretted, however, that it 
fails to realize its promise. That ethical in- 
vestigation lies within the realm of the ra- 
tional is certainly a hypothesis deserving of 
defense. Mr. Pole has made a useful con- 
tribution, a half defense, if you will, but 
as he doubtless scored against the posi- 
tivists, so could they roughly treat the am- 
biguities of the concluding portions of his 
book. 

Reviewed by DONALD A. ZOLL 

I 

Capital and Prosperity 

Capital in the American Economy: 
Its Formation and Financing, by Si- 
mon Kuznets. Princeton: Princeton Uni- 
versity Press for the National Bureau of 

Ecommic Research, 1961. 664 pp. 
$12.00. 

WHEN PROFESSOR SIMON KUZNETS and 
other scholars were developing national in- 
come accounting in  this country during the 
1930’s, one of their most interested Eng- 
lish readers was John Maynard Keynes. 

Keynes’ General Theory was among the 
first major works to employ the concepts of 
national income accounting, and in i t  the 
author referred several times to Kuznets’ 
work, although he usually found that the 
figures did not quite bear out his theory. 

In his latest book, the conclusion of an 
eleven-year, seven-volume study of capital 
formation in the United States, Professor 
Kuznets again fails to support Keynesian 
theory. What is likely to be of most in- 
terest to non-economists in this formidable 
scholarly work is Professor Kuznets’ tenta- 
tive conclusion-or, as he prefers to call it, 
his “reasonable impression”-about the rel- 
ative magnitudes of savings and investment, 
in  which he reverses Keynes’ analysis. Lord 
Keynes argued that depressions are caused 
by an over-abundance of personal savings 
which are not wanted by capitalists for in- 
vestment. Professor Kuznets, howcver, is 
inclined to believe that investment oppor- 
tunities always exist, and that economic 
growth is held back by a continual short- 
age of savings. His views are stated most 
diffidently, with many qualifications and 
admonitioiis that the data do not prove the 
hypothesis, and that he is dealing with 
long-run situations; in the short run, as 
he points out, “the level of capital forma- 
tion can be below the available supply of 
savings, because the supply may be offered 
in  different forms and on different condi- 
tions than those of the demand for capital 
funds.” Keynes was generally speaking of 
the short run, but he also indicated that 
excessive savings might become permanent, 
and the general trend of economic policy 
since the General Theory has been to en- 
courage government investment to fill up 
the supposed gap between private savings 
and private investment. 

If Professor Kuznets is correct, many 
policies of the government ought to be 
revised. Withholding taxes on dividends, as 
proposed by the Kennedy Administration, 
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