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CHAPTER I. 

(Introductory) 

TH1cSIGNIF'ICANCE OF METHOD. 

Throughout the history of philosophy each successive phase of 

thought has claimed to be an advance on those which preceded it,t only 

in respect of the truth set forth in its conclusions, but also in the 

method whereby its conclusions have been attained, And the coincidence 

is no casual one; for the advance in method has always been considered 

the precondition of the increased attainment of truth, Such errors as 

previous systems of thought seemed to contain and their failure to reach 

more adequate conclusions have been regarded as due more than anything 

else to some defect in their mode of conceiving or of assailing philosophic 

.problems. To correct such deficiencies and by this means to put us in 

the. way of better results has been the foremost claim made at every new 

step that philosophy has taken. Each different phase in the history 

of philosophy is thus primarily the forging of a. new instrument for the 

attainment of truth., or the reforging of an old one and the philosophic 

development is coincident with and dependent on advance in the method. by 

which the results are obtained, 

not 

- 1 

1 Cp. "A new method is characteristic of every great advance 

in philosophical thinking ".Adamson,Development of Modern 

Philosophy.,vol.i pk Lewes's History of Philosophy.,notwith - 

standing its hostile attitude to the subject.,- - emphasizes the 

same conception. 

Examples of this principle in the general history of philosophy are 
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not far to seek. The whole modern movement in philosophy on the Continent 

begins with a treatise on method.. Indeed Descartes not only puts method 

in the forefront of his thinking; he asserts that the question of method 

is the determining question in philosophy - the one on our answer to which 

all other knowledge depends. Once the correct method is apprehended, the 

rest of the work will readily follow and the conclusions reached will be 

1 
both uniform and certain. Similarly -Kant views his epoch -making 

vestigation as presenting not an entire system of knowledge but a new 

conception of its method 
2 

and the entrance of philosophy on "the- sure 

path of science" as awaiting only the discovery of its proper tasks and 

mode of procedure. In ancient philosophy the same principle holds. The 

deepest line of demarcation in the Greek development is that between the 

ontologizing of the pre -Socratic thinkers and the critical inquiries of 

Plato and Aristotle; and this line is marked by the appearance of 

Socrates's "conceptual" method, It is true that the Socratic method has 

its most obvious significance in giving expression to the inductive 

character of all investigation. But this is only one aspect of its 

meaning. In its deepest import it represents the transition from the 

investigation of things - "in themselves" tó the study of our apprehension 

of things.3 

1.Discours de la méthode, pt. i; Begul ae `a:á directionem ingenii,, 

reg.1., 4., and. 8, Cp. N.Smith's Studies in the Cartesian 

Philosophy, pp. 23 -6.. 

2, "Sie (die Kritik der reinen Vernunft) ist ein Tractat von. der 

Methode,nicht ein System der Wissenschaft selbst ". Krit.d.r.V, 

pref.to 2nd ed. 

3. Cp. Plato., Phaedo, d - /oo a. 
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The fact that the problem of method has been a fundamental one at the 

various stages in the development of philosophy, and that a reconsider- 

ation of method has always.been regarded as an essential feature in its 

progress and an indispensable condition of better results.,.is a proof that 

philosophy and its method are indissolubly connected. It is not as though 

the method were a question by itself., and apart from it there might be some 

advance in the conclusions reached On the contrary,, the intimacy of the 

connexion raises the presumption that philosophy and its method are not so 

such two things as one., or at least that the question -of method is not a 

mere preliminary but an integral part of philosophy itself. 

The design -of the present essay is to study the nature of philosophic 

method as it is presented and illustrated in a particular example of 

philosophic development. "All systems of philosophy ";, it has been seid, 

"are only the development -of a single philosophy ",1 And similarly it 

may be said that each different course of philosophic development is but a 

special instance of the unfolding of the method and principles of the one 

philosophy that works itself out in all. Whatever are the differences 

between philosophic systems they present themselves to the sympathetic 

student as so many aspects or portions of a whole. And the various 

courses which the history of' philosophy has taken in different periods and 

countries likewise exhibit in common certain general principles, of which 

they are thereby shown to be only particular examples. To this correlation 

and community underlying the oppositions of philosophy generà.11y.:, the 

variations in method are no exception. Rather does every method appear to 

be a part or a partial expression of a single method. 

1r/ 
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1.Erdmann (following Hegel), History of Philosophy (English trans) 

vol.i,,introd.S5. Cp.Ferrier's remark «The history of philosophy 

is philosophy itself taking its time ". Greek Philosophy (Philos. 

Remains, vol.ii);, 4-1. 

It seems not unreasonable therefore to take one development as 

illustrative of all. If .we can discover the essential features in one 

process of philosophic development, we shall have gone far on the way to 

seeing the significance of any such development. And the principle that 

makes. one sequence of doctrines typical of all, likewise supports the prior 

idea of studtmng the character and connexions of philosophic systems by 

reference to their development. For it is only in so far as any 

particular doctrine or standpoint gives proof of being able to adapt itself 

to a variety of conditions and applications that it vindicates itself as a 

sound and valuable conception; and it is in the substantial identity under 

lying the modification which suchvariations entail that its essential 

character is disclosed. -There -seems ample warrant therefore for seeking 

the principles of philosophic method in a concrete case of its development. 

In no portion of the history of philosophy is the question of method 

More interesting and instructive than in the English development. The 

English philosophy may be taken as forming a single movement within the 

wider mmvement of modern philosophy as a whole. And the significance 

attaching to its starting -point and mode of procedure is such that these 

have come to be regarded as constituting the distinctively English method 

in philosophy. Yet it too has its stages and advances. Within their 

wider agreement the several exponents of English philosophy present 

differences of standpoint. which proclaim variance in the-Particular view 



that is taken of philosophic method. The course of .development is con - 

.ditioned by growing insight into the meaning.of -the starting -point and 

procedure that characterize the movement as a.whole. And variations in 

the doctrinal conclusions that are reached are the outcome .of these 

differences of standpoint and method. The philosophic development in 

its varying phases is thus the correlate of a methodol.ogic advance;. 

Procedure and results alternately influence each other.; so that in .each 

reaction and counter- reaction.doctrine and method are mutually-involved. 

The development of method in English philosophy consists in the gradual 

working towards a. wider and more adequate viewpoint., by the removal of 

presuppositions that unduly limit the starting -point and warp the pro- 

cedure and conclusions._ But the removal of assumptions is not a 

reversal .but a development Of the original standpoint and method. The 

later .point of view is the earlier, rid of erroneous or irrelevant pre- 

.suppositions and come through trial and conflict to a fuller knowledge of 

itself .1 

1.See., for illustration of the underlying agreement, Pelee 
statements as to the method of his predecessors in English 

philosophy: They have put us in the right road - that of 

experience and accurate reflexion ".Their procedure "is the 

only one by which any real discovery in philosophy can .be 
made ".Works -(ed..Bamilton)i,97,-1Q1. And as an expression of 
divergence from a previous standpoint,Bamilton's distinction. 

between the methods of -"observation" and -"analysis" - or, 

generalization of the facts of experience and investigation 
of its necessary implicates. Lectures on Metaphysics.,ii,193. 
Both statements are referred to more particularly below. 

To turn this abstract statement into a concrete one:- The one common 

feature throughout the variations of English philosophy is the insistence 

on 
.I 
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on experience as the ultimate starting- point and basis. This constitutes 

an element of agreement underlying opposing principles. The antagonisms 

of doctrine reflect differences in methodologic standpoint; and these 

diversities of method are differences of view as to.whatthe foundation 

on .experience implies. -The various modes of inquiry - the various ways of 

setting about the establishment of a body of philosophic doctrine - may 

accordingly, notwithstanding the differences they present;, beTegarded as 

severally .exhibiting the view its exponent takes as to what constitutes 

the genuine.experiential -method in philosophy. Briefly, the stages of 

English philosophic method are steps-in the discovery of what-is involved 

'in the principle that experience is the_basis and ultimate criterion of 

truth. 

Here them is a suitable field -for the study -of philosophic method. 

To trace the. development from one stage to another.,.and to see .how at 

each step theinitial procedure:becomes modified while yetretaining its 

essential meaning, will be to learn something concerning the nature .of 

method-in philosophy and the place _philosophy and-its method occupy in 

the scheme of knowledge. 

The thesis .I maintain in the following pages, as the outcome of this 

study, -is: -That themethod of philosophy is preeminently and distinctively 

the experiential method; in ámuch as .philosophy alone undertakes to in- 

vestigate experience without prior.suppositions as to its character or 

content,,. while the use of such .presuppositions marks at once any- branch 

of knowledge that-is not philosophy .but one or another of the special 

sciences: that philosophy therefore logically precedes as well as 

follows / 
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follows the sciences, since without it neith-er their procedure ror their 

conclusions would have .definite value: and that the. distinction and 

relation of philosophy and science are intrinsic features of the method of 

knowledge generally. .More fully and definitely: The one method of ail 

knowledge T of . philosophy as well as of science w 1s the method of experieri.e' 

and. the.distinctivel.y philosophic problem is reached and followed. just in 

so far as experience., as the only source and means of knowledge., is taken 

in its full or concrete and therefore actual nature., instead of being. 

limited or modified through preconceptions belonging to more special 

inquiries. thus., so far from the method of science being experiential, 

while that of philosophy is not, the distinctive method of philosophy is 

nothing but the adoption of the fundamental view -point for the investigation 

of experience. Moreover., since it is by abstraction from this ultimate 

standpoint that the sciences diverge from the common centre or basis., it 

is philosophy alone that can either justify their outlook and procedure or 

interpret and unite their results And the character of any philosophical 

system or reconstruction is determined by its conception of the actual 

and ultimate nature of experience., and Of the order and relation of the 

various planes or levels (so to call them) -at which experience is taken 

in the several particular spheres of knowledge. 



CHAPTER .II. 

-TEE UNITY OF KNOWLEDGE AND THE DIFFERENTIATION 

OF SCIENCE FROM PRILO OPHY. 

The English philosophy in all its successive stages recognizes 

as its mom origin and chief source cf inspiration the new impulse to 

investigation in all departments of knowledge which marks the beginning 

of the modern eras Of this era the typical national spokesman is 

Francis Bacon. And here at the outset we are met by the fact that the 

first great English philosopher of the modern period is known preeminently 

as an expounder of-method. The Baconian philosophy is indeed-in common 

usage synonymous with the Baconian method. -The place that Bacon occupies 

as the first and -representative English philosopher is due above all to 

his propounding a doctrine of the method of knowledge; and his philosophy 

is bound up with this method of knowledge in such a way as to have become 

inseparable from it What then is Bacon's philosophy in that sense or 

aspect in which it is identical with his doctrine of method? 
1 

1,The relation of the methodological or "epistemological" 

to the constrictive or "ontologica.l" aspect of 

philosophy is considered in ch.vi 

The Baconian method, like the Socratic, is commonly taken as meaning 

primarily the inductive aspect of scientific inquiry, and its founder as 

concerned mainly in enforcing and expounding this and showing its 

application/ 
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application -in various fields of knowledge. But Bacon's work has a 

much wider and .deeper significance than what belongs to it as an ex- 

position either of the essentials or the details of inductive pro-, 

cedure in the usual acceptation of the term . his philosophic writings 

are a sustained and elaborate expression, on the ene hand, of the unity 

of all human knowledge., and on the other,- of the need of an ever renewed 

and revised appeal to experience as its one ultimate source. The 

beginning anew from experience, and the interpenetration of suggestions 

from the most widely sundered spheres of inquiry - these are the first 

principles of Bacon's philosophy. His "new method" is the means or 

instrument for securing to knowledge the character of truth to ex- 

perience,, marked by the solidity attaching to a connected whole. 

Bacon's expressly declared task is the renovation of science. 

Be will call men to the founding of a new and compact fabric of knowledge; 

which involves at once a Tres10 and open look at all the realms of human 

experience., and an understanding of the significance of the work in 

which they severally engage as contributing to the execution of a common 

- plan., and the upbuilding of a firm edifice where every part fits into 

another and adds to the security of the .whole, To outline such a 

scheme of science and show the means necessary for its attainment i his 

own share of the work. Bis writings are a series of- inspiring utterances 

in which he expounds and 'illustrates a philosophy of science. In other 

words, the aim of his philosophy is to .exhibit the method of knowledge 

in the widest sense of both these terms and to initiate a system of 

inquiry in accordance with it. 

ln1 
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In enunciating the principles of a vast system of scientific inquiry 

Bacon is himself inspired .by the thought that the purpose of the whole 

undertaking is - to serve the needs and improve the condition of mankind. 

Knowledge, he reiterates, is the great instrument for the uplifting and 

advancement of man; since this can_be effected only by recognizing the 

inevitable conditions of existence and understandingthe means of using 

them in the - interest of .human aspirations. Thus knowledge and power are 

- 
coincident; truth and utility go hand in hand. 

-1. "Man, the minister and interpreter of Nature, does and under- 

stands just so much as he may have discerned concerning the 

order of Nature by observation and reflexion: his knowledge 

and his power extend no further ". Novum Organum,.i,aph.1. 

"Human knowledge and human power coincide; because ignorance 

of the cause hinders the production of the effect. For Nature 

is not conquered save by obedience: and what in contemplation 

stands as a cause, the same in operation stands as a rule or 

direction ". Aph.3. Op.aph.124, -129. 

It is in his design of promoting the acquisition and application of 

knowledge "for use and benefit of mankind" (usui et commodis hominum) 
A 

that we find the whole spirit and motive of Bacon's philosophy,, as also 

the key to its main principles and even to many of its details. 

The conception of knowledge that has inspired English philosophy 

from the.outset is thus intrinsically and emphatically practical. It 

would be a fruitful field-of inquiry to trace the influence or the 

recurrence in the work of subsequent English, philosophers of Bacon's . 

teaching as to the essentially practical nature of the aims and processes 

of/ 
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of knowledge. The worth and dignity of science, in the view of Bacon 

and his successors, consist in its being in the highest sense useful, 

in its serving the great purpose of enabling the fulfilment of the wants 

and aspirations of mankind. The whole trend of English philosophy is in 

this direction. Its earnestness, its fruitfulness, its very hesitancies 

and self -limitations can be understood only in view of this practical 

tendency. What concerns us here is that at the very outset of English 

philosophy it is this spirit that determines its characteristic attitude 

and method. The experiential character of all living or efficient 

knowledge; the interdependence and interaction of different spheres of 

investigationt; the conception of philosophy as essentially the basis and 

system of the several sciencesk,Q,11 these principles of Bacon's philosophy 

are the outcome or the expressionof the inherent applicability of 

genuine knowledge. That knowledge is one in its motive or purpose and 

that it is one in its source or nature are facts that are inseparable. 

Bacon's philosophy then is primarily a. plea for the unity of human 

knowledge. What he desi: rates in the existing state of knowledge is a 

recognized and understood connexion between the different sciences. 

Here are avowed "knowledges ", he says. in effect, but where is knowledge? 

where is science as a whole ?. Only when the sciences cease from isolation 

and appreciate their points of contact, can there be a living body of 

knowledge. Their- efficiency depends on the possibility of amending and 

supplementing each by each, on each getting from and giving to the 

others vital suggestions and means of corroboration or correction. 

"Knowledge/ 

ducitth; 0", 44 



"Knowledge is power "; but the power resides it-intelligent union and 

serviceable co- operation. Bacon begins his philosophy therefore with 

a review of knowledge or a survey of the sciences undertaken with a 

view to ascertaining their connexions., their deficiencies so long as 

they remain apart., and their possibilities when taken together as 

forming a. whole or system. The first part of his task, that is, is 

to outline a scheme of knowledge and describe-its main features both 

negative and positive and the mutual relations of its parts.; while 

the second -is to depict in detail its modes of procedure.1 His 

philosophy is thus in general an attempt to supply a basis for an 

entire system of knowledge and to indicate the place -its various 

members must occupy and the function they must exercise to give 

strength and unity to the whole. As Kuno o- Fischer happily puts it., 

"Bacon wished to awaken life in science. Hence, above all, he had to 

fashion .a body capable of life; that is to say, an organization in 

which no part should be wanting.., and all the parts of which should be 

properly connected ". 
2 

I.The former is the theme of the Advancement of Learning and 

its amplified translation., the De Au mentis; -thé latter of 

the Novum Organum, 

2. K. Fischer's Francis Bacon:, English trans.,p.230 

Bacon's method in its widest significance means the principles by 

which he conceives the unity of science to be attainable. If the 

sciences are to be unified., and human knowledge organized into an 

efficient system.,it must be according to a definite plan and mode of 

procedure/ 
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procedure. -The means-stated in the most comprehensive form - whereby 

such a body of knowledge can be secured consist, in Bacon's view, in 

proceeding always step by step from one truth or from one sphere to 

another, making sure of the transition from one to the other, and at 

the same time in making use of every suggestion that may serve as an 

intermedium between different facts or sets of facts. These are the 

two forms or aspects of the appeal to experience as the common and 

single source of human knowledge. The first involves that at each 

step we set aside preconceived notions and found securely on experience; 

the second that we make each portion of knowledge a. clue to the acquis- 

1 
ition and advancement of others. As we shall see later., these are 

the two aspects of Bacon ''s so- called inductive method of science, But 

they are not only the principles for the advancement of knowledge in the 

various spheres of inquiry taken separately, they are also the means of 

connecting the several parts of knowledge so as to form a whole. 

1. Ch.iii:, pp. 

Bacon compares the several sciences to the branches of a tree which 

issue from a common stem. They are all portions or divisions of "one 

universal science" from which they have been gradually differentiated. 

And just as the _branches of a tree derive their strength from their 

union with the parent stock; so the vitality of any branch of knowledge- 

depends on its being in living union with the whole, No science, 

Bacon maintains., can be "operative" or effective except through reference 

to the general scheme and the fundamental principles of all the sciences; 

since/ 



since particular studies are apt to be unstable and unprofitable unless 

they are grounded in universality. "An error ", he says, which impedes 

the advancement of knowledge', "is that after the distribution of par- 

ticular arts and sciences, men have abandoned universality or 

philosophia prima: which cannot but cease and stop all Progression. For 

no perfect discovery can be made upon a flat or a level: neither is it 

possible.to discover the more remote and deeper parts of any science, if 

you stand but.upon the level of the same science, and ascend not to a. 

higher science ".2 

This "original or universal philosophy ", which is the "common parent" 

of the special sciences.; Bacon designates primary philosophy ( philosophia. 

.3 
prima) It is not one among the other sciences; for it is distinguishe 

from them by its scope rather than its subject..matter., dealing as it does 

4 
with the main principles of all sciences andrepresenting rather the 

common path of knowledge before its partition into separate subjects. 

1. Advancement of Yearning., Ch:ii,ch.5, §2r This metaphor,ex- 

pressive of the unity of the ociences_ and the necessity for 

subordinating their particularity to some kind of universal - 

ity,,recurs in Descartes and Comte with the same significance 

The wholephilosophy is like a tree,of which the roots are 

metaphysics; the trunk is physics; and the branches which go 

out from this trunk are all the other sciences ". Descartes, 

Princip %ia Philosophiae,preface. "The sciences are not radio 

allyseparate,but all branches from the same trunk ". Comte, 

Positive Philosophy (trans.Martineal),i,7. 

2.Adv. of L., i,5,§5; cp.ii, pre£,f8. 

3.Bacon himself translates "primitive or summary" philosophy; 

the two -wor.ds referring to its double character of preceding 

the particular sciences as their origin., and resuming them 

as their goal. 

4.De Augmentis, Ch.iii, ch.1. 



8. 

The content of this_general philosophy (or general science,for Bacon uses 

"science" and "philosophy» almost synonymously) consists, he .says, of such 

principles and conceptions as do .not fall within the compass of any of the 

special sciences but are common to then all., and are therefore of a higher 

. or more comprehensive nature than those belonging especially to one 

1 
párticular sphere These "common axioms" are significant of the unity- 

and interdependence of the sciences and constitute an important factor 

in their progress. 

Bacon supports this general statement by exemplifying the common 

principles of knowledge and indicating how they may operate in the inter - 

connexion and mutual advancement of the sciences. -Ihis forms indeed the 

chief part of his own material (as.distinet from formal or methodological) 

contribution to the unification of knowledge4 Ihroughout his writings 

there constantly occur - distinct from, though thoroughly interwoven with 

and illustrative of., his delineation of method -.observations and 

principles calculated to throw light from one sphere-of knowledge on 

another. Just as, when urging the use of experiment in scientific-in- 

quiry, he insists on the need of "light -bringing" before fruit bearing" 

2 
experiments, so too in the same wide spi \;it he is ever seeking to catch 

gleams which may shed light -on the most various provinces of knowledge. 

1. Adv. of L., ii, 5,t2; De Aug:m., iii 

2. Nov.. Org. , i,70,99,121. 

He notes in this way the coincidence of the mathematical axioms about 

equalities with the rules of the logical syllogism on one hand .and those 

of the administration of justice on the other. He points out corres- 

pondences/ 



pond.ences between principles of physics and politics, of music and rhetoric 

1 

of organic and inorganic nature., 
xr( 

1. Advrof L,, ii, 5, 3; De Augm <., iii, 1;; Nov.Org., ií,-27. ti The 

Essays contain,compressed into the smallestcómpass, many of th 

bestsayings of the philosophic works,based on.,and occa.sionall 

illustrated by,some of. the most fundamental axioms of Bacon's 

philosophy. But their peculiar merit is that they not only 

imprint on the memory a number of thoughts good -in themselves., 

IL 

and ̂stimula.te the reader to follow still further on that path 

of analogy and to reach similar thoughts for himself. For the 

basis of the Essays, as of the philosóphical works.,is this 

fundamental thought,that in social life,as in non -human nature; 

results can only be attained by knowing causes.,and that the 

processes of human nature may often be not only illustrated, 

but even ascertained and accomplished,by the application of 

certain axioms common alike to animate and inanimate nature. 

Thus the Essay on Ambition -is based upon the unexpressed axiom 

that "All things move violently to. their place.,but easily in 

their place "; the Essay on.Fortune has for its basis the 

notion that a combination of.many small causes often escapes 

notice ; "The way of fortune is like the milken way in the sky.., 

which is a meeting., or knot, of small stars, not seen asunder but 

giving light'.together. So are the *e a number of little and 

scare discerned virtues,, or rather faculties and customs.., that 

make men fortunate ",Berein consists the peculiar fitness of th 

metaphors so- richly strewn throughout the Essays: they are 

often more than illustra.tions.,they are the origins of the 

+ thought .which the author presents to us!) 

Bacon thus finds the means of realizing the community of doctrine 

and truth in the different sciences in the principle of analogy, But 

while warning us against the misuse of the principle by the pursuit of all 

sorts of fanciful analogies, he insists that real correspondencessuch as 

are everywhere discoverable in nature and experience, are far from being 

chance/ 

sb 
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chance coincidences or merely superficial resemblances; they signify 

fundamental identity of character and law underlying natures variety. 

"-These are not "., he says, "ónly similitudes, as men of various obser- 

vation may conceive them to be, but the same footsteps of nature treading 

or printing úpon several subjects or matters." 
1 

It is in virtue of such 

correspondences that we are enabled to unify knowledge by discovering the 

connexions that subsist between its several provinces,:.bothas regards 

content and explanation. The detection of conformities and relations is 

fact a prime requisite of progress alike in the separate provinces of 

knowledge, each for itself,, and in their organization into a coherent 

system.2` 

The function of philosophy then, -in Bacon's view., is 
3 

to mediate 

between the sciences by making effective that possibility of their final 

unity which is indicated by the common origin of these diverse branches of 

knowledge., but which is apt to be hindered rather than fostered by their 

growing specialization and semi- independence. The- correlate of thorough- 

going particularization is ever -deepening unification; and any real and 

lasting progress is attainable in the interpretation of nature and exper- 

ience only through a comprehensive., albeit general,, view of the whole as 

a. counterpart of detailed investigation of the parts. An insight into the 

general bearings and relations of particular phenomena and their laws Bacon 

esteems peculiarly characteristic of the philosophic mind and peculiarly 

contributive to the advancement of knowledge. And his own genius for 

analogy is a case in point. Bacon's 'conception and use of analogy are 

indeed at once an integral part of his account of the details of scientific 

process/ 



process and a mark of the wider import of his method and the essentially 

philosophic character of his work. For it is by his aptitude in detecting 

and suggesting such affinities that he is enabled, in all his writings, not 

only to enforce great truths by exampleaand illustration drawt from every 

sphere, but to scatter thoughts fitted to stimulate and guide future in- 

quiry. His philosophy is thus expressly and intrinsically a seed- field for 

the sciences., -supplying pregnant hints to such of them as he finds 

"deficient" and anticipating those that are as yet only "desiderata ". 

1. Adv.of L.., ii_,6,3. 

2. Nov.Org.,ii,27. Bacon further extends the use of analogy to 

bridge the gulf between philosophy and- religion. While ex- 

cluding religion or theology -at least in certain of its parts 

or aspects -from distinctively human knowledge,and regarding it 

as an independent realm of truth with no possibility either of 

mutual support or of contradiction between its doctrines and 

the findings of science; he still suggests a means of discern- 

ing the unity of all truth. There is a certain. similitude, he 

holds.,.between the principles of philosophy and the doctrines of 

religion.,such that the one can .be used to illustrate and apply., 

though not to prove the other. It is in respect of the impose 

ibility of proving the mysteries of religion that these lacks al 

manifest congruity, between the two regions; for these mysteries 

are inaccessible to reasoning or argument, except so far as 

regards elucidating them by means of analogy and deriving from 

them inferences for the guidance of conduct. But this is not 

incompatible with the belief or assurance of an ultimate 

harmony of truth. Adv.of L.., ii, 6; 25,,1 -7. Cp.Ellis's Preface 

to the Philosophical Works., p.64. 

3. Cp.Kuno Fischer's remark: "Fundamental philosophy, in Bacon's 

sense of the word,is nothing but the idea of analogy applied tc 

the sciences ". Francis Bacon,English trans4.249. 

There/ 
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experiment - is a mere groping like that of men who at night try all means 

of hitting on the right road, when it would be much better to wait for day, 

or to kindle a light before proceeding. But the true order of experience 

first kindles a light and then shows the way by means of it; beginning 

from experience that is arranged and assimilated, not chaotic or vague; 

deriving principles therefrom, and from principles thus established new 

experiments ", 
1 

But what is true of experiment is true -of the method of 

knowledge as a whole. It has trthe double character of suggestion and 

verification or idea and fact. And it is this truth that Bacon's. theory 

of method tends to overlook or to minimize, 

1, hov.Org, i,82. Cp. the distinction already referred to (p 

between- "light -bringing" and "fruit -bearing" experiments.,, i.e. 

those adapted respectively to the discovery and the application 

of 'axioms or general principles. Also Adv.of L., ii,a , L; 

"Ali true and fruitful natural philosophy bath a double scale 

or ladder, ascendent and descendent, ascending from experiments 

to the invention of causes, and descending from causes to the 

invention of new experiments". 
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There is a further point in Bacon's conception. of the interconnexion of 

the sciences. Not only does he emphasize the value of suggestions that 

may lead. to their closer linkage and combined. progress: he asserts a.. -more 

1 

or less definite order of progression apart from which it is hopeless to 

expect much outcome from our labours. he maintains that the mental and 

moral sciences must be rooted in and nourished by the physical or natural. 

Indeed at times Bacon almost seems to identify "natural" philosophy - "the 

great mother of sciences" - with the "primary" or universal philosophy which 

it at once the source and the bond of them all. A main cause of barrenness 

and want of growth in the -sciences is, he says, their being severed. from 

physical science or natural philosophy and allowed to take their own course 

without the life that would be imparted to them by contact with it "All 

arts and sciences, if torn from this root, are trimmed. perhaps and adapted 

to use, but grow not much." Fertility and progress are impossible "unless 

the principles of natural philosophy are applied to the various sciences anc 

these in turn referred back to it ". 
2 

-1. Cp. Comte's conception of a "hierarchy of the sciences ". 

2. Nov.Org., i, 79, 80. 

It is not impossible however to reconcile Bacon's statements. His 

assertion that the natural sciences must precede and support the others 

is not inconsistent with his conception that the sciences owe their unity 

and interdependence to their being based on common principles. Although 

he finds the seminal concepts of science in.physics, he does not seek to 

dispense with a general or inclusive discipline and make one special 

science of all the rest. Be distinctly maintains that the sciences.form 

a/ 
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a system in much as they are each and all but divergent portions of the 

"main and common way" of knowledge, which logically precedes its differ- 

entiations. What iS most characteristic in his contention that physics 

is the basal science on which the others must be built, and that apart 

from it even such sciences as logic and ethics and politics tend to be 

superficial and unprogressive, is - what characterizes also, Stio we shall 

see, his theory of inductive method - his perception of -the need. of pro- 

ceeding step by step from the rudiments of knowledge to its more advanced 

stages, instead of engaging on the higher to the neglect of the lower or 

passing from the one to the other without a proper internedium. 

It is true historically that the physical or natural sciences attain 

a measure of certainty and solidity before the mental and moral sciences, 

And what Bacon's counsels signify is that this historical priority has a 

logical foundation, and that its implications should be kept steadily in 

view, That the lower sciences are earlier differentiated than the higher 

from the original unity of philosophy and science, is a proof rather than 

otherwise that the latter and not the former are more akin to the funda- 

mental discipline itself, For it implies that they can remain indis- 

tinguishable from it till a later stage of the process of differentiation 

is reached, and continue to perform their function in the whole, though 

with less individual vigour and independence, after the others have 

ceased to have an equal share in the common or indifferentiated work of 

all, But it is none the less true that as differentiation proceeds the 

logical implication of the historical order should be a guiding principle 

for connecting and advancing the sciences, This implication is, that 

principles/ 
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principles that are more readily recognized and applied under abstract or 

general conditions are yet invaluable as a means of explicating more 

concrete spheres of experience,, from which moreover they may have been 

originally though unwittingly drawn. This accords with Aristotle's 

dictum that it is necessary to begin always from cases, or aspects of fact., 

to which the application of a principle is in some degree evident,., and 
1 

proceed thence to the full significance of the principle itself. And 

this is a maxim of method that Bacon not only accentuates ih his exposition 

of scientific procedure but follows -in his own. thought. The fundamental 

notions and principles of the various sciences can, he holds, be rightly 

understood only from the point of view of their common origin in general 

philosophy; but the diverse applications of these common principles must 

yet be used as an ascending series of means for apprehending their true 

import. There is thus no insuperable contradiction between the place 

Bacon assigns to physics 'as the rudimental or basal science and the 

function he ascribes to primary philosophy as the "one universal science" 

from which the others diverge; whatever inadequacies there are in the 

account he gives of the generic discipline and its precise distinction 

from the special sciences, 

-1. 

2 

2. It requires to be noted that in Bacon's terminology "meta - 

physic" is distinct from philosophia prima and means the 

higher and perhaps somewhat- problematic portion% or stage of 

physics.- Be describes it as dealing with constant as distinct 

from variable causes.,, and also with final causes or reasons in 

so far as these are a fit subject for physics, -This account 

of its contents make it correspond partly to physics in its 

explanatory/ 
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explanatory aspect and partly to what some would regard rather 

as philosophical construction on the basis of physics. . 

(Adv.of L., ii, 7 -7-; De Augm.., iii., 4; Cp. Nov.Org., ii, 9) . 

In this-context Bacon likens the sciences to- pyramids - each 

based on observational and experimental inquiries, rising 

gradually ,from -the description to the connexion of phenomena, 

and culminating possibly in a "summary" law which would unite 

and explain their variety. Bere again unity and progression 

are the characteristic notions. 

A first principle of Bacon's thought then is that there is an essential 

unity between the various sciences, and likewise between science and 

philosophy. The particular sciences are members of a whole or branches 

of a common stem; and philosophy is not so much a separate discipline 

as itself the unity of all the sciences. 



CHAP'T iR III. 

9'HE TWOFOLD CHARACTER OF SCIFNTIF'IC METHOD. 

The design of Bacon's philosophy, as we have already seen, is to 

elucidate the means requisite for forming a.systematic body of knowledge 

which may be gradually augmented by the attainment of further results in 

the various spheres, as well as modified by their connexions with those 

already established. The first requisite is that the several branches of 

inquiry be recognized as in fact only differentiated members of a common 

stem, and as having fibres that bind them inseparably to one another and 

the whole; so that any severance of them can. be wrought only to the - 

detriment of each and all. But in Bacon's view the sciences form a system 

or unity not only as having a. common origin and definite lines of connexion; 

they are one also in respect of the fundamental features of their method or 

logical procedure and as all alike having their ultimate criterion in the 

common ground of experience, This truth is indeed the complement of the 

other. The concrete unity of knowledge and its common experiential method 

are aspects of a single principle. And Bacon's assertion of this com- 

plementary truth is equally characteristic of his philosophy. Even if we 

take the Baconian. philosophy as primarily an exposition of inductive procesG 

it is still thue that Bacon's method gets'its whole character from his 

conceiving of induction - and induction as he specifically expounds it - 

as the method of experience. Both in its origin and in its details his 

doctrine of method owes its immediate impulse to his zeal for that 

"closeness/ 
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1 

"closeness to fact" which is the distinctive feature of an experiential. 

philosophy. The trend of his counsels is always towards the renounce- 

ment of prepossessionsand the reinvestigation of evidences- a return to 

experience . But what this implies is, that in fact Bacon's teaching is 

.quite inadequately characterized by describing it as a resuscitation of 

inductive procedure. It has at once a wider and a narrower character 

than this 

. What Bacon finds predominant in the method of his predecessors is 

not so much a failure to recognize that the source of knowledge is 

experience and its starting -point the study of particular facts,; but 

that they pass too hastily to generalities. Granted that they begin 

from particular experiences, they proceed at once to generalizations 

which are at best merely first approximations to truth, but which they 

proceed to treat as not only true but axiomatic and appeal to with the 

utmost confidence in support of all their subsequent ctnclusions. It is 

this process of setting up (or laying down) principles without sufficient 

care to see that they are well- founded, that distinguishes a priori from 

a posteriorireasoning. This is the essence of the Scholastic method. 

It is never- purely syllogistic or deductive; but it fails of ever being 

properly inductive through resting in insufficiently established. principles 

using such abstract and uncritical generalizations as the premisses for 

constructive arguments , In opposition to this abstract. procedure Bacon 

urges the need of advancing step by step, testing our principles by scrutin 

izing their application in the concrete. Only from generalizations that 

are carefully and methodically formed in accordance with definite rules 

can/ 



can there be such effective inference as will really indicate fact and aio . 

discovery; and only by such methodical procedure can our generalizations, 

in turn., be effectively tested. 

1. Cp. J.Grote, BxploratO. Philosophica, i, 224. 

"There are and can be ", he says, "only two ways for the investigation 

and discovery of truth. The one leaps from the senses and particulars to 

the most general axioms,, and from these principles and their infallible 

truth determines intermediate axioms. This is the way now in use. The 

other constructs axioms from the senses and particulars bit ascending con- 

tinuously and gradually., so,as to reach the most general propositions last 

of all. This is the true way, but as yet untried ".1 "Both ways ",, he' 

proceeds, "begin from the senses and particulars and arrive at the most 

general propositions; but there is a vast difference between them. The 

former only touches cursorily on experience and particulars, while the 

latter treats them in a methodical manner; the one lags down from the very 

beginning generalities which are abstract and useless,, while the other 

rises step by step to universal truths''. 
2 

From this point of view_, therefore, what Bacon's philosophy claims 

to enunciate is not so much simply the inductive method as the proper 

method of induction. In other words,, it is in the details of-indúctive 

procedure rather than its general character that we find what is peculiarly 

Baconian in the method enunciated. "Bacon`'s method ",, G.B.Lewes remarks, 

"was not a vague formula., but a system of specific rules. Be did not 

content himself with telling men to make observations and experiments; he 

told them how observations and experiments ought to be made. Be did not 

content/ 



content himself with stating the proper method of investigation to be that 

of induction founded upon facts: he distinguished proper from improper 

3 
inductions - the "interrogation" from the "anticipation" of nature ". 

1. Novum Organuni, Ch.i,aph.19. 

2. Aph. 22. Cp. -104,125. 

3. History of Philosophy, 2nd.ser.,pt.i,ch.4. 

But this is only one side of the truth. The inductive method is 

itself only part of a larger process and outlook which constitute the 

-1 

deeper import of Bacon's contribution to the development of philosophy. 

His impatience of precipitate generalities and premature deductions., even 

N. 
his onslaught on the whole scheme of syllogism and scholastic logic, are 

1 

but features in his vast design of founding a philosophy that shall be 

distinctively a philosophy of experience. The hasty generalizations r 
obstructing full and free inquiry-into the experiential sources of know- 

ledge. This acceptance of- insufficiently established conclusions under- 

lies the appeal to tradition and authority in all-its-forma; and-is the 

-chief occasion of that neglect of constant reference to experience, 

characteristic of any system of doctrine that has come to substitute words 

for thoughts and. thoughts-for things. The habit of relying on -prior 

conceptions to the neglect offresh research. Bacon -calls the' "anticipation 

of nature; which is the same as disdain,, or at least implied in an ex- 

2 
haustive method and theunbiased quest ofknowledge. A patient and 

thorough investigation of nature - an open minded survey of experience, 

this is the design of Bacon's "new instrument ". And.its-initial principle., 

accordingly, is the renunciation of.all prejudicies and preconceived 

opinions/ 
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.opinions -- idola ks Bacon calls the,. -; appearances or apparent truths,- - 

first apprehensions which instead of being subjected to careful scrutin 

are turned straighway into axiomatic principles or necessary truths, and 

govern all subsequent thought. 

-1. Cp. thecentinuation of the passage quoted above from Lewes; 

"Bacon's method may be said to have two parts: the one, that 

precise system of rules just spoken of; the other, that wise 

and preeminently scientific spirit which breathes through his 

works ... It is this (latter), more than his rules, which 

reveals to us the magnificence and profundity of his views ". 

2, Nov.Org., i,26, 

Bacon's disquisition on idola..or 4phantasms', 
1 
as the great hindrances 

to truth.., is thus a fit and natural preliminary to his account of the 

details of scientific method. It may be regarded as a negative or 
-2 

critical introduction to his own positive exposition which follows; 

and it partakes, .both in general and particular nature, of the characters 

that distinguish the constructive portions of his work. The whole dis- 

cussion of phantasms is a portrayal of erroneous method,. designed to show 

how not to proceed in order to attain truth. These appearances hindering 

the acquisition of knowledge are the equivalents or_expressions of the 

precipitate conclusions which mark a. method.. Tn one aspect this 

signifies that such inadequate conclusions are incomplete, inductions due 

to the want of .definite rules for the investigation of phenomena. Bacon 

accordingly contrasts the method Or lack of method that has served as a 

"bulwark and fortress" for- the errors and deficiencies of the -past With. 

the principles of the procedure he is about-to delineate, He animadverts 

upon / 



upon the practice of resting.in a few ill -arranged and superficially 

examined instances, taking these as proofs rather than indications of a 

general law, and estimating other instances according to their conformity 

with the principle thus laid down; of trusting unduly to observation to 

the omission of experiment., and to simple enumeration in disregard of 

contrary instances; 

:1. Nov.Org.., i,38 ff..-.; De Augm., v,4. The same subject is 

treated -in another form ih Adv.of L. ,i,4 and 5; De Augm.,i<- 

The substantial identity of treatment in these and other of 

Bacon's works is noted by Spedding,Bacon''s Philosophical Works,1 

pp.:113 -7 ,/ 

2. Bacon himself'says (Aph.40); ; "The subject of phantasms (or 

anticipations) stands to the interpretation of nature as that 

of fallacies does to ordinary logic ", 

and of rendering futile such experiments as are undertaken, through random 

and inept labour and haste to.the practical application: conjoined with 
I 

the reliance on deductive arguments and the complete absence of systematic 

records of observations and experiments. The remedy for all which lies 

in cautious and graded proofs and enlightened inquiries, above all in . 

combined and organized offort.l "Let man cease to wonder., he says,, "if 

the course of knowledge is not accomplished, when they have quite strayed 

from the path; either quitting and deserting experience altogether or 

getting entangled and wandering about in it as in a labyrinth; whereas 

a determinate and orderly method would lead by a sure path through the 

2 
woods of experience to the open ground of principles'. 

But a true method of induction and the orga.nizat on4are for Bacon 

synonymous with a scheme of genuinely experiential inquiry. The false 

method;, which puts inadequate induction and elaborate- deductive reasoning 

in/ 
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in the place of exhaustive research, is a symbol of infidelity to experience 

and the elevation of thought above fact in the quest for truth. Regarded 

3 
in this light Bacon's doctrine of idola is a critique of knowledge., which 

has for its purpose the removal of all that depends only on the individual 

or the generic nature of different thinkers., on the tyranny of language-or 

the currency of theories. 

1. Nov +Org., i, 69 -70, 81 -3,, 98 =106, 

2, Aph.: 82r 

3. Cp.Boffding (History of Modern Philosophy,,!'i1g<transr/4197);. 

"Bacon's doctrine of "idole" is a piece of critical philosophy - 

an attempt to distinguish between that which belongs to the 

subjective nature of knowledge_, and that which belongs to the 

universe ". 

He stigmatizes undue propensity, to relate or to distinguish, to specialize 

or to systematize; the proneness to. -be ruled by ideas or by feelings, by 

associations and circumstances, the authority of traditions or the 

attractions of novelty in general,, the adverse influence that personal 

idiosyncracies and customary opinions exert on the advancement of knowledge. 

His hopes for the pursuit and attainment of truth rest in the .prospect of 

arousing a widespread disposition. to abjure assumptions and prepossessions 

and to learn afresh. As he puts it in a concluding paragraph on the 

idola,"Qnd now I have spoken of each kind of phantasm and its accompani- 

ments; all of which must be renounced and discarded with fixed and solemn 

resolve, and the mind wholly freed and cleansed. from them ;, is founded in 

knowledge, than to the kingdom of heaven., into which one may not enter 

save/ 
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save in the character and spirit of a child 
2 

The details of Bacon's formulation of scientific method are his 

conception of the embodiment and application of the principles that have 

been enunciated, As already noted, the main features of his philosophy 

get expressions in the particular as well as in the general nature of the 

procedure he outlines, Thus, his oonceptio,n of forms as the "laws of 

X 
action" of phenomena instead of the occult essences ofA his -: hilosophy, 

The discovery of the causal laws of nature which govern the production 

of phenomena. is, he says, the foundation both of knowledge and practicer 

Since knowledge and power coincide, what alone are knowable or worth 

knowing in nature or experience are the concrete conditions whereby 

3 
human purposes may be achieved and human progress furthered 

1, Op, Descartes principle %, "That in order to seek truth it is 

necessary once in the course of one's life'to doubt as far as 

possible of all things", Princ.44 Philosophia.e., pt. i,prin i 

2.- Nov YCrgK, i, 68K 

3. "Theoretical maxims and practical directions come to the same 

thing: what is most useful for practice is at the same time 

what is most true for knowledge", 11,4. 

And his rules for the investigation and discovery of these forms or laws are 

likewise conceived as the appropriate means for acquiring a. body of know - 

lodge that shall be fitted to apply the facts of experience to the needs of 

practical. lifer The specifically new or differentiating features of the 

process as he describes it are, according to his own view, the importance 

it attaches to the hitherto neglected negative or contradictory instances 

and its provision for the extensive use of experiment, And these together 

form the means of making the investigation of experience both genuine and 

exhaustive/ 



exhaustive; the former providing for a critical survey in place of a mere 

enumeration of details, and the latter enabling the examination of 

phenomena under the most varied conditions. 

Bacon's method,, therefore, in its full significance, is the expression 

of -an unremitting appeal to experience - and from parts or aspects of 

experience to its total or concrete content. That renovation of science 

which he contemplates, is to be effected by a return to experience and a 

new devotion to particular facts; its practical applicability is to be 

guaranteed by its being grounded firmly in a wide and varied experience 

and directed to the -study not offormal characters but of the concrete 

conditions governing the production of phenoma.; and the trustworthiness 

of its discoveries is to be secured by the linkage.ofits various portions 

and the comprehensiveness of its survey. In a word, Bacon's philosophy 

of science and its method owes its character to his purpose of formulat- 

ing the method distinctive of a philosophy of experience. 

But while Bacon is -thus bent on instituting an adequate- method for 

the interpretation of experience, his very zeal for its thoroughness and 

efficiency makes his method one -sided and therefore so far incomplete. 

For it tends to eliminate from the quest for knowledge processes without 

which no interpretation of experience would be possible. Bacon arraigns 

prejudice or prejudgment in all its forms, shows its varied nature and 

subtle influences, and determines the means of guarding against it. But 

he fails to do justice to the necessity underlying it, which gives it not 

truth but meaning and shows that it is the wrong use of a proper instrument. 

He fails to differentiate it sufficiently from the imaginatimre conceptions 

or inchoate suggestions which perform an essential function in the acquis-, 
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acquisition of knowledge, and on which. science depends not only for its 

beginning but at every step of its 'progress. He urges "attention , still 

attention; and ever repeated attention, to nature_, to fact, to observation, 

7771 
to experiment; but does not recognize that the counterpart of this is 

those very suppositions and imaginings he would abolish as alien to 

experiential inquiry., Not that Bacon puts no ttr.ess;, in his delineation 

of scientific method, on the use of hypotheses or provisional conceptions. 

OD the contrary, they occupy an important, though subordinate., place in 

the procedure. They are invaluable as a means of marshalling facts and 

suggesting experiments. Such hypothetical explanations or preparative 

notions Bacon recognizes in his ".permission to the mind" of an "inchoate 

2 
interpretation" or "first vintage" of the subject under investigation. 

. 

And these hypotheses are to be first suggested and then verified by re- 

course to "prerogative" instances of one kind or another which are 

peculiarly suited to indicate or to test them. But what Baton does not 

is that all science is constructed out of just such prenotions and 

conjectural explanations, and that these are as indispensable as obser- 

vation and experiment themselves; that without them indeed we should 

have no inducement to observe and no clue -wherewith to experiment. 

.-.Grote, in the passage previously cited.. 

2. Nov.org.,,ii,20. 

It is indeed chiefly in his remarks on experiment that we find Bacon's 

genuine, if insufficient, appreciation of the ideational aspects of 

scientific process. He says in one passage: "Pure experience:(experientia 

'mera) - which, if it presents itself., is named chance,, if it is sought., 

experiment/ 



process and a mark of the wider import of his method and the essentially 

philosophic character of his work. For it is by his aptitude in detecting 

and suggesting such affinities that he is enabled, in all his writings,not 

only to enforce great truths by example'and illustration drawn from every 

sphere, but to scatter thoughts fitted to stimulate and guide future in- 

quiry. His philosophy is thus expressly and intrinsically a seed -field for 

the sciences, -supplying pregnant hints to such of them as he finds 

"deficient" and anticipating those that are as yet only "desiderate ". 

1. Adv.of L., ií,5,3. 

2. Nov.Crg.,ii,27. Bacon further extends the use of analogy to 

bridge the gulf between philosophy and religion. While ex- 

cluding religion or theology -at least in certain of its parts 

or aspects -from distinctively human knowledge,and regarding it 

as an independent realm of truth with no possibility either of 

mutual support or of contradiction between its doctrines and 

the findings of science; he still suggests a means of discern 

ing the unity of all truth. There is a certain similitude, he 

holds, between the principles of philosophy and the doctrines o 

religion,such that the one can be used to illustrate and apply, 

though not to prove the other. It is in respect of the imposs 

ibility of proving the mysteries of religion that these lacksa 

manifest congruity between the two regions; for these mysterie 

are inaccessible to reasoning or argument, except so far as 

regards elucidating them by means of analogy and deriving from 

then, inferences for the guidance of conduct. But this is not 

incompatible with the belief or assurance of an ultimate 

harmony of truth. Adv.of L., ii,6; 25,41 -7. Cp.Ellis's Preface 

to the Philosophical Works, p.64. 

3. Cp.Kuno Fischer's remark: "Fundamental philosophy,i.n Bacon's 

sense of the word,is nothing but the idea of analogy applied t 

the sciences ". Francis Bacon,English trans.p.249. 

There/ 
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The conception of scientific procedure which Bacon's delineation --Taai.niy 

suggests is that of a vast accumulation of ;facts, freed from all :elements : of 

theory., which shall 'be made to 'yield their .own theory through an _exhaustive 

tabulation of . agreements : and .differences. :It -is . a great . advantage : of 

method., .,he thinks., that it tends to ) "level all intellects"1 rby :making _facts 

intelligible: without any interpreting insight or initiative on the -.part:of the 

inquirer,: or. indeed: any activity :of,mind other than that of collecting and 

arranging the facts themselves. But _even the collection of ;facts .presuppoaeE 

a rudimentary hypothesis: concerning them., and therefore some ..conception 

their nature and mode : of . connexion. -There is., >in _fact., : no% genuine . oppositio 

between : observation and :_experiment on the : one hand and .hypothesis or theory .ox 

the other. All investigation involves some . element : of suggestion : or :icon ject 
urs, ;which is the - -basal :form : of hypothesis; :random observation and _experimen... 

are futile, and even strictly impossible. 'It:is not as though _.hypothesis 

grew . spontaneeasly by ..way . of the : accumulation and : survey : of 'facto; -for =it pis' 

hypothesis that .establishes and interprets or 'connects the :facts; and whether 

our apprehension of then be 'meagre and tentative or full and systematic, it 
always: partakes Of the nature of theory and is not a'mere transcript of.ex- 
traneous or indifferent data. 

1. Nov.Org.., -i, 61, -122. 

Not only, then,, is hypothesis invaluable as a'means of suggesting .fresh lines 
of inquiry and directing the precise :course that observations and experiments' 

shall takes 'it is the .startingpoint :of..all inquiry and the very .life :of 

genuine : scientific .method. In the last .:resort indistinguishable from ob- 

servation 'itself, .it pis at _every . step its :indispensable . counterpart; the 

-whole 
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;whole ,movement :of scientific .process:conzisting in the. :progressive -formation 

and development of .hypothesis, originally tentative and -vague and passing 

gradually into the precision of _established theory. 

:Bacor's...onslaught against anticipatory: conceptions. and hypothetic . de. - 

ductions ; is thus ;misplaced :in . so ;far as At -implies insufficient . appreciation 

:of the -function of 'ideal .construction in the ; acquisition :Of :knowledge. Not 

only is the _exclusion of supposition or .hy.pothesis from our 'investigation :of 

:;f act . a.misinterpretation :of : scientific .:procesa; there : are :.no .f acts to : which 

we can appeal in the: absence: of .hypothesis., for ;fact and ..hypothesis .or theory 

:are :intimately ̀ linked with _each other.2 

-1. -The !place of ,hypothesis in . scientific method is :recognized -by 

}Mill, Logic.,- bk.iii, ch.::1 and : 0h44S§4 -1; and :Jevona,Principles o. 

cience, bk.iv., ch.:23. 
- The conceptual -or 'ideattliiaLchar.acter :of 

the :process is shown by Ihewell,:Novum rganovRe{iovatum., 

eh..3-6. 
. _. . 

2..Gp.Whewell: The difficulty of .distinguishing :facts,:.from infer-' 

enees :and from interpretations of facts is -not :only great, :but 

amounts to an.:impossibility:.... . We cannot :obtain.:a :sure.:basis :o 

lacts,:by .rejecting all :inferences and : judgments of ,our :ow¢..; for 

such :inferences :and.. judgments .form. an unavoidable :element in :al 

factsn. :Idov.Qrg:Fenov._; bk.ii,ch,3,§2. 

Conceived theory and apprehension of fact are indeed :complementary features o 

aspects of the process of acquiring knowledge; and throughout the course of 

scientific inquiry they condition and alternately modify each other. Any 

.piece of ;knowledge begins in a hint or suggestion as to the nature of some 

-experience. This is, so :far, alike a "supposition" and a "fact ". And we may 

describe the process of knowledge as that of making.determinate either an 

hypothesis or .a fact. If the former, then. in proportion as the hypothesis is 

rendered definite it indicates more precisely our 'conception of the f act that 

is 
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is being apprehended. If the latter, progressive apprehension or appreciation 

of the fact constitutes the theory as to its nature. In either case the pro- 

eess 'which is simply the gradual fulfilment of the purpose) is the same - the 

of some experience. If we take our experience as consisting 

of a variety of details requiring explanation, then the characterization of 

them must mean getting to see them as constituting in relation with one.anòthe: 

some sort of connected whole or system. If,.on the contrary,we take it as 

apprehended in some conception as to its nature, the .process of Tknowledge must, 

consist in testing and.applying this: conception. by. exhibiting its various.im- 

plications. The former is the essence of generalization or induction, the 

latter of verification or deduction. And .these two are only.different aspects 

of one.and the same process. The one is the search for connective or inter- 

pretative principles., the other is the establishment of connexions already 

suggested. Both are needed to ensure to our knowledge at once progress and 

(Certainty; and the alternate- suggestion and explication.o1 hypothests are the 

1 
:means of attaining such knowledge. 

.1. On the whole question of hypothesis and the relation be- 

tween induction and deduction see Bosanquet,Logic,bk.ii, 

and .cp. Venn, Empirical Logic, ch.14 -6.. 

Thus we see that the deductive method which Bacon condemns is simply the 

inverse'.aspect of the -inductive procedure he extols, and that the zystematic 

employment of hypothesis is the very means of securing that gradual and 

certain acquisition of knowledge. which he desiderates. iThe deductive andin- 

ductive phases .of scientific procedure together constitute7in fact, the single 

instrument: for - interrogating nature or interpreting experience. Our questions 

must themselves ,be definite if they are to get significant answers; and ex- 

perience must be made to yield its own meaning or interpretation by a progress- 

ive 
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-ive appreciation of what it actually is. In so far then as Bacon's method is. 

disproportionately inductive to the neglect of :complementary deductive pro - 

cesses, and in urging recourse to 'zfaotsrunderestimates the significance of 

`ideas'', it thereby fails of being an adequate representation of the method of 

experience. .% 
The deductive aspect of scientific method:predominates in the work of the 

next great English thinker - Hobbes. He, like Bacon., is convinced that the 

first and chief : requisite in philosophy is method; that its errors and fail- 

ures are due to the want of a determinate method which shall.displace conject- 

ure by certitude, and .;ecure a gradual progress of knowledge -instead of endles 

variety of opini ©n. Like Bacon,too,.he^ exhibiting what he conceives to be the 

requisite method ake a preparation for its future growth.l But his con- 
IA 

ception of what constitutes an adequate method differs 'considerably from Bacon 

1. "My purpose is,as far forth as I am able,to lay open the ;few 

and first elements of philosophy'in general,as so ,many seeds 

from which pure and true philosophy may :hereafter spring up 

by little and little". De Corpore (Works ed.Moleswotth, 

Latin vol.i; English vol. i ), pt..i, ch..1,f 1. 

Science or philosophy, says Hobbes, is reasoning concerning experience.,It 

is based on experience, but is distinguished 'from it as being its reasoned in 

terpretation, or reasoned knowledge concerning-it. Or, stated from the other 

side, knowledge original or experience differs from the knowledge that con - 

stitutes science; and the mark of scientific knowledgeTis evidence or certain 

ty, implying that it is reasoned or demonstrated. knowledge. Further., phia- 

1 

osophy or science is a knowledge of conditions and consequences, of the de- 

pendence of facts upon one another. The essential character of such knowledge 

is that it is connected knowledge: it exhibits the connexions or:consecutions 

of 
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of things or :explains them ,according to A604avia47. principles., -the :principles 

that govern their production. It consists in knowing concerning .anything, 

.both what it is and why'it is sQ and not otherwise. Scientific_ method. has 

thus two:phases; the one consists in seeing .or discovering, the other in 

proving. We must begin from a consideration of experience in all its complex 

variety of.f eatures, and seek to discover their :common aspects or general 

principles, .which are more self - evidencing :and in this .sense more ;knowable, 

hut .less .obvious and therefore less ,known. In this way we shali.realige what 

is the most general principle or the:universal aspect; of, phenomena. These 

;principles must then ,be applied in explanation of:phenomena and the :more 

general principles used to account for the less general. This is the. ration -, 

al interpretation of experience, or the, explanation of it by :universal prin- 

ciples. Such :principles cannot be proved; they can only be recognized as 

characterizing ànd :determining phenomena. But :besides the contemplation of 

eaperl , i deer to discover principles from facts,, science requires the 

demonstration of facts from principles; and it is this that :especially dis- 

tinguishes it as science. Only when things are known as.determinedby 

rational or systematic principles is the knowledge of them verified or cert- 

ified:knowledge. "Experienoe.concludeth nothing universally ": it is the 

function of science to generate truth that :is:universal and necessary:.., be- 

cause demonstrative. 
1 

1. De Corpore,pt.i,.ch..vi: Human Nature (English works,vol.iv), 

ch.iv and vi. Hobbes's scheme of the sciences is given in 

Leviathan (English Jorks,vol.iii),pt.i = ch.ix. 

The significance of this account of philosophic method lies in the :oon- 

cepticn that, what is requisite is, first, by a comprehensive survey of 

experience 
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experience, to seek to detect the most universal.frinciple of things; and then 

to deduce :from it consequences which Haan be used to ,explain the production of 

phenomena and to give to knowledge a demonstrative character. We have here a 

recognition of the place that conceptions and deductions occupy in the pro- 

cedure of philosophy and science. The method implies that unless and until 

we have an hypothesis concerning the phenomena we are investigating, and think 

out the results of our hypothesis, the investigation is '`uncertain conjecture 

without eitherproof or disproof; that systematic reasoning is accordingly a 

prime condition of all veritable knowledge, and as indispensable to it as the 

observational aspect of inquiry. Yet the method, as Hobbes. expounds it, is 

not a completely adequate view of scientific method. It leads .him to despise 

experiment in science even while founding his doctrines on observation and 

experience; for his conviction of the supreme importance of principles or 

hypothesis, of certainty as regards their being "possible and intelligible" 

and not of the nature of occult qualities, and of strict accuracy in our 

experience which is characteristic of the Baconian method. And further, his 

conception of the nature of hypothesis and of the process of applying them in 

interpretation of phenomena makes it impossible to connect the two aspects of 

scientific method. 

Hobbes's delineation of method does not., indeed, suggest that the de- 

ductive procedure enables us to dispense in any wise with precise and constani 

reference to experience. On the contrary, both at the outset of our invest - 

igation,;in framing our hypothesis, and when we come to apply it to the 

phenomena ;belonging to any particular sphere of experience or portion of such 

sphere, we must proceed by way.of observation and discovery. Moreover, the 

hypothesis is to be taken only .as suggesting an explanation,. until the facts 

can 



1 &. 

can be seen to:be conformable to it, and it, is subject to being superseded by 

any other hypothesis with which the facts seem to have more accord. The 

main thing is that whatever explanation is given must be by means of some 

hypothesis or another; and that so long as we are using a certain hypothesi 

we must make no supposition as to the nature or production of the-:.phenomena 

under investigation, that is inconsistent with the implications and con- 

sequences of the hypothesis itself. But Hobbes gives a quite inadequate 

account of the character and working of the :principles or hypothesis that:are 

to be applied in explanation of the details of experience. His view is that 

these conceptions or . explanatory principles are of the nature of definitions, 

and that all reasoning is only the unfolding of the implications of definit- 

ions. 
1 

1. Pe Corpore, i, 6, § s12-7. 

Now it is true that all conceptions can be looked ::upon as definitions; but 

it is not true that they are only definitions, or that reasoning consists in 

the explication of concepts in the sense of logical contents that can be 

manipulated after the manner of symbols or counters. But this is what 

Hobbes's view implies. He regards concepts as definitions, and definitions 

as arbitrary contents which: an be combined and worked out into their im- 

plications and consequences without being modified by. contact with the detail 

to which these are to be applied. 

It is characteristic of Hobbes's method that the conceptions which operat 

as explanatory principlesAin the definitions and axioms of mathematics, and 

that mathematical procedure is taken as the type of the universal method of 

science. Be holds the view that mathematical truths are deductions solely 

from 
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from definitions; and he extends this conception to the other sciences as 

well. But this view of mathematics is both erroneous in itself and incapable 

of direct transference to other sciences. For the reasoning in mathematics 

:requires not only the definitions but also the .postulates. From the defin- 

itions alone, without the postulates, ;no system of theorems or propositions is 

deducible. It is only inasmuch as the definitions contain or imply certain 

assumptions that inferences are obtainable at all; and it is on these rather 

than on the definitions that the reasoning is primarily based. These assumpt 

ions or presuppositions are, in geometry, the reality of space or extension, 

and in arithmetid, of time or number., as at least partial expressions or 

specific modes of our experience. The proof of any mathematical proposition 

requires,. along with the definitions, the postulates expressive of the exper- 

iental (that.is., perceptual as well as conceptual)character of the basis under 

lying the whole system of truths. In geometry, this is distinctly shown in 

the constructions. It is because we are able to envisage the spatial relat- 

ions involved and to demonstrate them by means of actual or ideal construction 

in accordance with our basis, that the con1lusions are inferrible and demon- 

strable as universal and necessary truths. In the sciences of number the 

,reference to reality or experience.:is less obvious but is none the less presen 

As in geometrical science it is the correlative discreteness and continuity ofl 

space, as an authentic reality or truth of our experience, that enables the 

construction and therefore the proof of spatial relations; so :fl. the arith- 

metical sciences the discovery and proof of numerical relations depends on the 

corresponding nature of time, and not on arbitrary definitions. And even in 

algebra, where the use of symbols seems to make the reference disappear, it is 

not simply in virtue of the signs or mental counters but of their being signs 

which 
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which are or may representative of things, that conclusions are obtainable 

2, 
by their means. 

1. This applies equally to the geometry of non -euclidean space, 

which requires constructions that are (tn any view not incompat- 

ible with the nature of our spatial experience. 

2. . The nature of mathematical certainty is discussed by Mill, 

Logic, bk.ii, ch.5 and 6. 

ej- 

Thus tie hypothesis or principles of mathematics are not, as Hobbes's vie 

of them implies, arbitrary concepts independent of actual reference to ex- 

perience. Now is mathematical procedure solely conceptual or deductive.. They 

X 
work on the supposition A trAert and hypothetic. A fortiori. this conception ;of 

method is inadequate when applied to the other sciences. In mathematics, 

the abstract or limited nature of the subject -matter gives peculiar.counten- 

ance to the view that the reasoning consists in the explication of concepts 

and to the indisputable certainty of the principles and their application. 

But, as we have seen, definitions or concepts are insufficient apart from :con- 

structions working in conformity with the nature of a. presupposed basis. And 

what is true of the mathematical sciences is similarly true i,n regard to 

knowledge generally, with whatever special aspect of experience it is :concerne 

From definitions alone, or from conceptions taken as arbitrarily completed 

contents that are not subject to ulterior conditions, no transition is possib7 

to the concreteness and variety of phenomena. The reasoning requires a 

constant reference beyond the definitions to the mature of some sphere of 

reality or another; and it is through the interplay of conception and actual- 

ization that the interpretation of .experience advances. Without a medium or 

material of one sort or another, with reference to which the conceptions get 

their 
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their content, and in view of which these contents are liable to modification 

as well as capable of application, no development of knowledge-is attainable. 

Still more does this become apparent when we endeavour to 'pass from one spher 

/' 

/ .of : experience to:anotber.. ; `or we are then not only limited by the condition 

implied in the postulate or presupposition defining one plane or order of 

.facts but by the relations between.the presuppositions .peculiar to different 
F 

planes. To this task the abstract conceptual metbodis totally inadequate. 

It either fails altogether to effect the passage or does so .only :by neglect- 

ing the distinctions between the various spheres. The concept of motion, 

which is the hypothesis Hobbes employs, is simply transferred by him without 

modification to one aspect of experience after another, and the differences c 

the phenomena are sacrificied to their partial unity. Instead of this what 

we require is a conception of method such as shall provide against undue 

rigidity of our hypothesis or interpretatory principles; which implies as 

we saw before, the free interplay of idea and fact or of form and material of 

explanation. 

While, therefore, Bobbes's method implies that deduction has a place no 

less important than induction in scientific procedure, and thus serves to 

correct the deficiency of the Baconian conception, it is itself chargeable 

with a corresponding inadequacy. E1obbes too fails to recognize that truth . 

is ascertained only by the alternate reaction of "principles" in "facts" and 

"facts" on "principles "; that the certainty of principles as well as the 

explanation of facts can be established only by proceeding gradually as 

supposition and application throw light on each other; or, that the verif- 

ication which scientific knowledge implies, involves the progressive 

modification and mutual adjustment of the hypothesis used-to interpret the 

facts and our conception of the facts that are being interpreted. 

Hobbes 
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Hobbes speaks of the observational and the ratiocinative aspects :of the 

:process as two. entirely separate; portions of scientific procedure, and 

even as two :quite distinct methods. The rudimental :principles of things, 

as :manifested .in concrete circumstances., .may be known, he says,1 "not only 

by .ratiocination but also by .experience ". And :he speaks as though, :after 

our first principle is formulated and the fundamental:inferences drawn .from 

it, theranalytic and symthetic,:or inductive and deductive processes were 

alternative and separate methods, instead :of being different portions or 

aspects of the same process and of the one method of science.l The 

source of error here lies in viewing byp$othesis as definitions, and 

definitions as arbitrary and ':rigid conceptual contents, lrom which:con- 

sequences.are derived by abstract or formal reasoning. 

1. De Corpore, i,6,S;. iv, 25,11 and 3C, 0.5. 

But further, notwithstanding the difference between aobbes's coadeption 

and Bacon's there is a fundamental identity of principle' between. the work 

of the two philosophers. Hobbes's aim, as well as Bacon's, is to lay 

down the principles of a thorough unification of knowledge; and the 

difference of their methods is an expression of the different means they 

consider requisite for enabling such unification. What Bacon thinks to 

secure by a gradual progress from the less to the more general through 

intermediate conceptions, and so by a careful and methodical employment of 

the inductive process, Hobbes regards as requiring above all a thorough 

going deductive argument from the most universal principle ascertainable. 

These 
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These are in fact, as has already been shown, complementary conceptions; 

and the whole difference lies in the stress that is put on the one side 

or the other. The same desire for unity of process in the sciences and 

effective linkage of their principles, leads Bacon to urge the need of 

making sure of the intermediary notions or connecting links, and Hobbes 

to emphasize the orderly and inflexible application of the fundamental 

principle. Hobbes finds the most universal principle of things in the 

idea of motion; and his mode of connecting the sciences, accordingly, 

is the systematic development of the consequences of this hypothesis. 

By making this one idea the basis of his philosophy and applying it 

consistently in explanation of the phenomena in the successive spheres 

of experience - the physical, the psychical, and the social, - Hobbes 

seeks to accomplish that correlation of the parts of experience essential 

to its understanding as a concrete whole, which is the design of Bacon's 

classification and interconnexion of the sciences. The procedure he 

employs, while illustrating on a large scale the use of hypothesis and 

being indeed itself of the nature of a huge experiment, has'the defect 

that Bacon ascribes to all entertaining of prenotions - that if the 

principle be itself an abstraction from the concreteness of experience 

it cannot prove adequate to the interpretation of the whole) The 

ri-Llidi.ty end abstractness of Hobbes's method, as shown in his view that 

reasoning consists simply in the explication of definitions or fixed 

concepts, and his complete disjunction of the ratiocinative and 

observational processes, allow no means of modification of the hypothesis 

as it encounters the characteristic differences of the various parts or 

aspects 
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aspects of experience. .4.ut. none the less his deductive method has 

quite the same aim asthe inductive method of Bacon - the unification 

of knowledge by the employment of a common method over the entire realm 

of experience. 



Chapter IV 

THE VIEWPOINTS OF PSYCHOLOGY AND JPISTEMOLOGY 

A. Their Indiffer_ entiation 

We have seen in the foregoing chapter that for Hobbes as much 

as for Bacon philosophy and science are essentially one. In the usage 

of both thinkers the terms themselves are virtually interchangeable, changeable, 

the groundwork of knowledge being distinguished from the total edi- 

fice simply as primary philosophy or as the most fundamental portion 

of science. But Hobbes has a profounder conception than Bacon of the 

fundamental inquiry,and there appears in his work the formulation and 

approach of a distinctively philosophic probiem,although it remained 

for later thinkers to tren t, it with any degree of fulness. Underlying 

his hypothesis that all phenomena are forms of motion and his consis- 

tent application of this hypothesis to phenomena of the most diffe- 

rent k±nds,there is contained in Hobbes's philosophy an initial and 

quite indispensable inquiry concerning the ultimate constitution of 

experience. This forms the basis of his Niole system and imparts to 

it that character of depth,which combines. with its scone to give it 

the nature both of philosophy and science.1 

Scientific or systematic knowledge,we found,?s defined by Hobbes 

as the knowledge of the conditions and connexions of the phenomena 

which constitute our experience. Experience is distinguished from 

science only as being the original from which science is derivative, 

or the material which in science is wrought into system. The material 

1Cp.G.Cr_ooin Robertson's Hobbes,pp.77 -3l. 



of experience consists of just such phenomena or appearances as sci- 

ence has to exhibit in their relations to one another. The fundamen- 

tal fact of experience,then, - the most fundamental of all phenomena,- 

is appearance itself;' that is,the fact of the appearing of these ap- 

pearances. Accordingly,the fundamental problem of philosophy concerns 

the constitution and origin of appearances as such. Hobbes finds that 

the phenomena of experience are presented in the twofold character of 

sense and the observation or notice of sense. Without both of these 

knowledge would be impossible. Sense is the basis of knowledge; and 

the notice of it necessary to actual knowledge is rendered possible 

by that lingering2 of sense which we call memory. "We take notice of 

sense ",he says, "by sense itself- name_ly,by the remembrance of it as 

it passes away,which is the perception of one's own perception. "} Put 

he further finds that every such appearance or 'act of sense',as it 

arises,lingers,and disappears,is a change or movement of conscious - 

nP ̂ s- a mode of motion,conditioned by a corresponding motion of act- 

ion and reaction in the body or organism .4 From this point Hobbes ad- 

vances to his theory that the nature and conditioning of all the'per- 

petual variety of phenomena' consists in motion. This is the first 

principle of his philosophy; and his whole system of doctrine is a 

development of this hypothesis on the lines of the method which he 

conceives to be the means of securing certainty of results and contin- 

uity of explanation. The detailed application of his hypothesis or 

l' ipso x1 r .990 
. fZín the original Latin version (De Corpore, 

ìV,25, §? ). 

2The expression is not actually used by Hobbes,but it represents 

his meaning. It corresponds to his definition of imagination 

(which is memory otherwise considered) as 'decaying sense' (§7). 
3'sentire se sensisse'- one might almost render by 'sense- reflex- 

ion' or 'reflexion of sense' . 
4 0, 



. the separate investigation,in the light of it,of phenomena of diffe- 

rent sorts or spheres constitutes the particular sciences; an exposi- 

tion of the implications of the principle itself and.its relation to 

the common notions involved in all investigation is general philoso- 

phy; and the construction of a solid fabric of knowledge on the basis. 

thus laid for it,as a connected interpretation of experience,would be 

at Once and indifferently a system of philosophy and an encyclopedia 

of science. Such is the task Hobbes sets himself. But the signifi- 

cance of the undertaking is lost unless we realise that it is his cox- - 

ception of than nature and genesis. of phenomena,as the universal form 

or mode of our experience,that gives him the principle which he pro- 

ceeds to apply in explanation of all their detail and variety; and 

that it is the presence in his philosophy of this initial inquiry, 

however meagrely formulated and inadequately dealt with,that makes it 

a connected body of doctrine and not an arbitrary transference of. the 

principles of one special field of inquiry to other and quite diffe- 

rent orders of fact. Hobbes's method is, as we hn.ve already learned, 

inadequate to the work required of it. But both the conception and - 

the performance of his undertaking imply -what we found Bacon like - 

tiaise assert- that unity of knowledge cannot possibly be attained at 

the expense of fundamentality. 

Hobbes's philosophy thus contain, a distinct recognition of the 

truth that,as the foundation of -all investigation of phenomena,and 

the common basis therefore of the several sciences,there-is requisite 

a precedent inquiry concerning the nature of phenomena,ae such,- that 

is,considered as not only forming the material but constituting the 



very nature of knowledge. Hobbes is in this the direct forerunner of 

Loeke,the first implication of whose philosophy is that the ground- 

work of the sciences must consist in an examination of the mind or 

understanding itself,as the instrument or means of knowledge;that the 

mind's 'notice of itself', as he puts it , i s a precondition of its 

proper and successful 'search of other things'.But there is an im- 

portant difference between Locke's mode of viewing and conductin7 the 

fundamental inquiry concerning phenomena and Hobbes's treatment of 

the -question,- one that signifies the express differentiation of phi- 

losophy from science, or at least the definite conception of a special 

investigation distinguishable as the philosophy or science of. rind. 

Hobbes does not clearly differentiate the investigation of phenomena 

as facts of consciousness or items of knowledge from that of their 

physical and physiological conditions. Locke on the contrary express- 

ly sets aside,as not belonging to his purpose,the question of the de- 

pendence of mental facts on material or Organic facts,and undertakes 

instead the investigation of the ideas themselves. His problem is, 

likeHobbes's,that of the nature and origin of ideas. But the concept- 

ion he form of this problem excludes consideration of their physical 

conditions or accompaniments,and comprises only,as the distinctive 

feature of his own inquiry,the question concerning their intercon- 

ditioning and interrelations among themselves. Locke' s investigation 

of ideas means the inquiry- how they presuppose and condition one an_- 

other,how from them knowledge arises,and what is the consequent na- 

ture of the knowledge thus arising.' 

1Essay conc. Human Understanding,i,l, §3. 



The account Locke gives of his project in the introductory chap- 

ter of his Essay implies that philosophy proper,as the foundation of 

the sciences,is.essentially a method. What he desiderates is a means 

of attaining certainty in knowledge,so far as this may be attainable. 

For this end the prime requisite is to know the nature of knowledge 

and what distinguishes certain from uncP_rtain kñowledge,or knowledge 

proper from mere belief or opinion. Only thus can disputes be avoided 

in mentions that admit of being certainly answered- by attaining 

certainty and recognizing it as such; and also in questions not ad- 

mitting of certain answers- by recognizing their inevitable uncertain- 

ty. The means or method Locke proposes for securing such certainty 

as is attainable in the sciences,and preventing our 'demanding cer- 

tainty where probability only is to be had',consists in a preparative 

examination of knowledge with a view to ascertaining its precondit- 

ions and accordant scope.. His philosophical propaedeut.ic to the sci- 

ences,then,is a critical inquiry into the origin,the evidences,and 

the limits of human knowledge,as the only means alike of setting a- 

right the problems it is called upon to solve and of understanding 

the precise significance and value of whatever answers to them may 

be forthcoming. 

This conception of a critical study of knowledge,as forming the 

proper groundwork of the sciences,is presented more definitely by 

Hume.1 He too seeks some criterion of certainty or evidence which 

sall obviate endless controversies and establish a solid body of 

1Berkeley's philosophy adds nothing in principle to the method 

of Locke,though it does much in, the way of bringing out the im- 

. plications of Locke's criticism of knowledge. 



knowledge. "Principles taken upon trust,consequences lamely deduced 

from them,want of coherence in the par_is,and of evidence in the whole: 

these,he sa.ys,characterize each system of philosophy. And the im- 

perfect condition of the sciences,of which this instability of system 

is the counterpart,is such that,not only is there no certainty with 

regard to any question but the disputants do not even know whether 

they have grounds for certainty or not. The disputable nature thus 

manifest in metaphysical reasonings,as commonly cond.ucted,has occa- 

sioned a mistrust of metaphysics itself. It seems that where there is 

so much uncertainty and futile argument all hope of reaching truth 

must be vain. The only remedy against aversion to metaphysical resear- 

ches is,Hume holds,the understanding of their real nature and the de- 

termination,at whatever cost,to probe the questions to the utmost of 

our ability and recognize frankly the point where our own explana- 

tions become lost in obscurity. The inevitable abstruseness and d:iffi 

cults of the subject,as they cannot reasonably deter us from the en- 

terprise,so they afford no proof that it is either needless or imprac- 

ticable. On the contr.ary,every subject of human interest or inquiry 

has in it some element or aspect that relates it to,and makes it de- 

pendent on,a study of fundamental principles. The chief source of the 

uncertainty and obscurity attaching to philosophic researches is the 

went of a proper conception of -the nature and scope of the inquiry. 

And the one means of replacing conjecture and disputation by a mea- 

sure of certainty and.solidity,and of bringing light out of obscurity 

consists in accuracy of research and reflexion,joined with a due 



sense alike of the importance and the limitations of the results 

which this careful scrutiny and just reasoning yield. 
1 

Hume's aim.therefore,as he sufficiently indicates,is to trans- 

form metaphysics from a series of futile speculations into a science. 

This requires,first,that we understand wherein the science consists; 

and secondl:T,that we adopt the right method of dealing with the sub- 

ject. Metaphysics,or philosophy proper,signifies according to'comrbn' 

usage that portion or aspect of science in general which concerns the 

fundamental principles underlying the various particular sciences. 

All science,whether theoretical or practica1,has its basis and pro- 

founder aspects in an inquiry that is more strictly metaphysical Or 

:philosophical in character. Hume finds the essentially philosophic 

inquiry,which is the foundation of all the other sciences,in the sci- 

ence of mind. More distinctly and more fully than Locke he shows how 

the various sciences depend for thei ±_stability and progress on an 

adequate comprehension of the nature and process of knowledge as the 

instrument of all investigation. "ITiS impossible ",he says, "to tell 

what changes and improvements we might make in the sciences were we 

thoroughly acquainted with the extent and force of human understan- 

ding,and could explain the nature of the ideas we employ,and of the 

operations we perform in our reasonings." 'In undertaking to explain 

the principles of knowledge, "we in effect propose a complete system 

of the sciences,built on a foundation almost entirely new,and the 

1Treatise on Human Nature , i ntrod'. :Enquiry conc. Human Under- 

standing,sect.i: 



only one upon which they can stand with any security." 

The peculiar advantage of basing the sciences on an inquiry into 

the nature of human understanding Hume finds in the susceptibility of 

the subject to proof or certitude,which implies that it is conform- 

able to the method of observation and experience. Hume proposes in 

fact to make metaphysics a science and the basis of the other sci- 

ences by applying the experiential method- which is admitted to be 

the only adequate one for the investigation of nature- to the pheno- 

mena of mind. "As the science of man'! , he says, "is the only solid 

foundation for the other'sciences,so the only solid foundation we'can 

give .tÒ this - science itself must be laid on experience and observa- 

tion. "2 Thus the conception of philosophy presented by Locke and Hume 

is in the first instance an elaboration of the principle underlying 

Hobbes' work, "that mind can be investigated by the same method and 

under like conditions as nature. "3 But it is also a development of 

his conception that the initial problem of knowledge is an i nv- esti u- 

tion of the structure or constitution of knowledge itself. Their dif- 

ferentiation of it from the special sci ences,for which it is a pro- 

ph-edeutic or precedent discipline,signifies that the most fundamental 

of all inquiries is one concerning the nature of the human understan- 

ding or of knowledge as the instrument or rather the generic charac- 

ter of the sciences. And the conception they have of this basal in- 

nuiry and its method signifies that it is the community of method ex- 

isting between it and the sciences in general,that enables it to form 

1Treatise (ed.Selby- Rigge),pp.xix,xx; (ed.Green and Grosse),p. 

Treatise (S. -B. ),p.xx; (G.andG. ),p. 

3Croom Robertson's Hobbes,p.124. 



the foundation for them and to give any degree of stability to their 

results. In other words,philosophy and science can on27 be one in so 

far as the former becomes an inquiry that is truly scientific,and the 

latter recognizes its dependence for intelligent working and service- 

able conclusions on an elucidation of the character of the knowledge 

which it conveys. The result to which Locke inclines and which Hume 

definitely asserts is that the only certainty attainable is one which 

meets the needs of practical life but fails of theoretic justifica- 

tion. But their aim is none the less to secure to the sciences and 

their conclusions the evidence and the applicability that can come 

-either in the case of a single science or of all of them together - 

only through discerning a community of principle underlying all their 

diversities of content and procedure, and determining the connexions 

and interdependencies of each with each. And their means for achie- 

ving this end is to institute a preliminary inquiry into the opera- 

tions of the understanding itself,that is,of knowledge as the medium 

of all investigation and all evidence. 

But we must now look more closely at this conception of a study 

of knowledge as the distinctive problem of philosophy proper. Roth 

Locke and Hume recognize that the investigation of the physical and 

physiological conditions under which ideas occur in consciousness be- 

longs to natural rather than to mental science. As we have seen,their 

inquiry concerns the ideas themselves -the resolution of their com- 

plexity and variety into simple constitutive elements or factors,the 

discovery of the laws of their interconnexion,and the examination of 

their scope and evidences as vehicles of knowledge. But they do not 

differentiate two modes of viewing ideas -one of which has to do with 



their origin and development as processes occuring within the limits 

of a particular course of consciousness or individual mind,while the 

other deals with their character and constitution as the source and 

content of knowledge itself. All through the philosophy of Locke, 

Berkeley and Hume there runs a confusion between these two inquiries 

-the psychological and the epistemological. The distinction between 

the two disciplines need not imply that it is possible to consider 

ideas apart from their function of conveying knowiedge,and then as a 

different or further account of them to consider their referential 

character. As we shall see presently,the attempt to separate the sub- 

jective existence from the objectice reference of knowledge is futile, 

because it never exists without an objective as well as a subjective 

aspect ,and its reference (which is likewise both subjective and ob- 

jective) is an inalienable feature of its nature as an occurrence in- 

consciousness. But it does imply that the question of the nature and 

content of knowledge must precede that of its conditioning and ori- 

gin,must determine its significance and limitations,and must not be 

allowed to be prejudiced by assumptions that are incidental only to 

it and not to the fundamental inquiry itself. 

Now it is just insufficient distinction of the two ways of re- 

garding ideas -as processes occurring in an individual consciousness 

and as the contents of knowledge- that occasions the view of the na- 

ture and validity of knowledge presented in the Lockian development. 

For the influence of presuppositions which are a legacy from discus- 

sions about the origin of ideas,undertaken without prior and unfet- 

tered investigation of their precise content,leads to the gradual 



obliteration from them of all intrinsic referential character and ul- 

timately to denial of their validity altogether,or at least of any 

adequate justification for the practical assumption of it. Much of 

the work-of Locke and his followers consists in showing the implica- 

tions of the epistemological as distinguished from the psychological 

attitude towards the contents of consciousness; but their dominant 

view of ideas and the conclusions to which it leads them,are due to 

the failure to avoid preconceptions that come from considerations oí 

origin rather than content. More especiaily,in spite of the very dis- 

tinct progress towards an untrammelled inquiry into the content of 

experience,as the theory of knowledge proceeds from Locke through 

Berkeley to Hume,there remains throughout the same conception that 

ideas are by nature discontinuous and mutually independent existences. 

And this assumption,with its consequent outcome,is bequeathed to the 

critical philosophy by previous- hypotheses as to the genesis of ideas 

in individual minds standing over against the things they are to know. 
1 

But we have to note further,that this mode of conceiving the nature 

of ideas and the import of knowledge involves an inadequate apprehen- 

sion both of the constitution of experience and of the significance 

of the experiential method. In consequence of it the fundamental the- 

sis laid down by Locke and developed by his successors,that all know- 

ledge is from experience,is deprived of its full meaning,and thus pre-. 

vented from achieving the results that accrue from a wider standpoint 

and a truer method. Instead of interpreting experience in the widest 

sense,they narrow it dawn so that its contents become inexplicable 

'This point is worked out in the papers on the General Develor- 
ment. 



occurences which are at once our only sourceof knowledge and a muti- 

lated fragment of what it purports to comprise and convey. Hence the 

supposition that the inevitable limitation of knowledge to experience 

implies a curtailment of its scope and is disparaging to its validity.. 

A more fundamental method and a correspondingly wider view of exper- 

ience are required in order to repair tbë breach between knowledge 

and practice and between experience and reality. How this is to be 

done will become evident as we proceed. The way to the adoption of a 

profounder standpoint lies through the philosophy of Reid and Hamil- 

ton. 



B. The Differentiation of Psychology and Epistemology 

English philosophy enters upor . s. further stage of its develop- 

ment in the opposition offered to the principles of Locke and Hume 

by Reid and his followers in what has come to be known as the Scot- 

tish school. Reid does not regard his method as differing fundamental- 

ly frovi that of his predecessors. He considers his philosophy a more 

thorough application of the experiential method inaugurated by Bacon 

and characteristic of English thought from the outset. This method, 

he says, "i s the only one by which any real discovery in philosophy 

1 
can be made." So far as regards the fundamental principles of their 

procedure his predecessors have been right. "They have put us in the 

2 
right road -that of experience and accurate reflexion." But he sees 

that their procedure is warped by presuppositions about .the nature of 

ideas and their place in the economy of knowledge. In particular,the 

suppo$ition t7-Int ideas cmn be of such a nature that they come between - 

the mind aTid reality and actually prezrent certainty as to their own 

adequacy to reach any existence beyond themselves,is,he declares,one 

that is wholly mischievous and erroneous, Reid insists that if we 

take our experience as it proclaims itself to be and do not disguise 

it by unnatural assumptions about it,we shall find that,however limit 

ed our knowledge is in respect of its range and excellence,it is tho- 

roughly reliable and carries with it the assurance of a genuine exis- 

tential reference. The proof of this lies in the truth that ideas,re- 

1Works (ed .Hamilton) , i . , 
n 7 . 

2P.lol. 



.arded as mere occurences in consciousness which may or may not have 

ulterior significance and validity,are an straction from the actual 

nature of our experience. Not ideas,-merely -as psychic processes hav- 

ing no inherent referential character,but judgments of existence or 

acts of existential reference are the concrete material of conscious- 

ness. Reid's contention,that our experience has always an objective 

along with its subjective significance,thus constitutes a step to- 

wards a fuller and more adequate method of interpretation. Put by 

Seeking the principles of judgment not in the nature of ideas them - 

selves,but in a supposed 'constitution' Of the mind distinct from 

them,he thwarts his own purpose of being true to experience. He does 

not dispute but rather,as we have seen,upholds the assertion that 

knowledge is' based on experience. Rut his own procedure,though it 

doe not amount to rejection of the principle of experience,signifies 

0 

that knowledge originates only in virtue of what is superadded to ex- 

perience rather than what experience itself is or contains. 
1 

Reid's doctrine thus involves at its very core a modification 

in the conception of philosophic method.. Por the desiderated correct- 

ion of the inadequacies in the previous account of knowledge is soug3ht 

-This is,of course,essentially the same form of doctrine as is 

involved in the principle which Kant likewise opposes to the 

philosophy of Locke and Hume: - "Although all our knowledge be- 

gins with experience,it by no means follows that it all origi- 

nates from experience." Kritik. der reinen Vernunft,in.trod.,§l.- 

For the relation between Kant's and Reid's doctrines .cp. Prof. 

Pringle -Pattison's Scottish Philoso:phy,esp.ch._r. 



not only in a sounder hypothesis concerning the nature of experience, 

but also in Change of Procedure signifying that experience has to be 

investigated in another way or with a different view of the problem 

implied. In other words,Reid virtually shows that the failure of Locke 

and his successors to establish the objectivity of knowledge is due 

to their adopting an inadequate viewpoint and method in their inves- 

tigation of experience. In so far as his own view implies that the 

objectivity of knowledge can be vindicated otherwise than by means of 

a more thorough investigation of ideas,as the sole contents of exper- 

ience,it is open to the objection that experience cannot be supple- 

mented from any quarter that is not likewise experience;and that,a 

cordingly,any decided advance in method and doctrine can be achieved 

only by taking experience and its contents in the widest way and at 

their deepest level. But the underlying implication of his theory is 

that there are two points of view from which we may deal with ideas 

as items of knowledge; and that itis by taking the more fundamental 

viewpoint that we get the required proof of their objectivity. The 

methodological significance of Reid's opposition to the principles 

of his predecessors is,however,brought out more fully in Hamilton's 

treatment of the subject. 

Hamilton asserts explicitly that there are two diverse methods 

of investigating experience. According to his manner of conceiving 

the distinction between them,the onemethod is observational and con- 

cerns the facts of experisnce,the other is critical and concerns the 

implicates of experience. In the failure to distinguish these two 



inquiries Hamilton finds the source of the inadequacy of the prece- 

ding theory of knowled.Me . The critical as distinguished from the ob- 

servational inquiry concerning experience collsi sts,he says , i n ascer- 

taining what are theveritable ceelarations or deliverances of our 

consciousness and in redarguing.any attempt to discredit their trust- 

worthiness. These ultimate truths of consciousness are the criterin 

for any statement as to the nature and validity of our knowledge. In 

these principles of consciousness , as distinguished from our i d ee s in 

their factual existence as items of experience,is found the implica- 

tion of existence beyond the ideas themselves. On Hamilton's view, 

then,so long as we confine our attention to the facts of experience 

s occurences in consciousness there is no verification of any exis- 

tence beyond them. Rut distinct from their factual occurence there is , 

their existential import,and this,although it cannot be directly vin - 

dicated,is capable of indirect vindication. The facts of conscious- 

ness are ostensibly references to existence,and although the validi- 

ty of their reference is not self -evident , as their occurence i s ,we 

are warranted in assuming its truth until it is shown to be invalid. 

The falsity of the apparent reference to existence could be estab- 

lished only by proving that it contradicts some other fundamental im- 

plication of our experience. And since no such proof is forthcoming, 

the presumption in favour of its truth i established and its validi- 

ty therefore sufficiently vindicated..1 

1Lectures on Metaiihysics,i,271 ff; Dissertations (Reid's Works, 

vol.ii), pp.743 -6. 



But while Hamilton thus maintains that an adequate inquiry con- 

cerning experience discloses the truth,that it contains or at least 

implies a reference of ideas to existence beyond their own factual 

occurence,his own mode of inquiry does not make a nufficient advance 

on that of his predecessors. For the result of his distinction bet- 

ween 'facts' and 'truthg' of consciousness is that he conceives impli- 

cates of experience as extraneous to its own proper content. The im- 

plications of experience are,in fact,treated as the conditions by 

means of which it arises. The existents which they inquiry discloses 

are regarded as conditions of experience in the sense of being its 

originating factors,and therefore as characterizing existence prior 

to it. The real import of the critical inquiry is thus lost by its 

being taken as signifying that the existence to which knowledge re- 

fers is an occasion or precondition of the occurrence of the facts 

of consciousness as the vehicles of the knowled.ge,while the truths 

or principles of consciousness are correspondently taken as precon- 

ditions ofexperience belonging to the constitution of the mind. Ha- 

milton thus virtually makes his conception of philosophic method turn 

on a complete severance. in principle between the occu4nce of mental 

facts and their validity or existential reference ,instead of making 

it depend on a distinction between an inquiry that concerns the ex- 

istential conditions of the facts of consciousness and one that does 

rot. Before passing on to Ferrier's statement of this distinction,w.e 

must notice the attempt made by Mill to attain unity of method and 

principle by a return to tenets on the lines of the philosophy of 

?Berkeley and Hume. 



In Mill's examination of Hamilton's doctrines the conception of 

a distinction between the facts and the truths of consciousness- or 

(what is the same thing) the assertion of principles that do not in- 

trinsically belong to experience but recuire to be superad.ded to it- 

is controverted. Mill urges that the only genuine inquiry is as to 

what the facts of consciousness are. The interpretation of experience 

consists in ascertaining precisely what it is that consciousness tes- 

tifies not in seeking to discover a Warrant for its assurances in 

rrinciples that are extraneous to its material or content. If tite ex- 

istential reference of ideas is to be vindicated at 'all,..t must be 

found in ideas themselves or shown to be generated by thsir opsrstion 

in experience.' 

Mill's view of the philosophic problem is thus substantially 

identical with Humes. Like Hume he insists on making the material 

of experience the sole source and criterion of conceptions concerning 

its nature or import. If all knowledge is based on experience,it is 

futile to distinguish the facts of consciousness from the principles 

Thich give significance to these facts or to seek for the conditions 

of experience in anything outside itself. The question for philoso- 

phy,therefore,again resolves itself into the inquiry,what experience 

is or contains. This is the only legitimate meaning .of an interpreta- 

tion of experience. What experience implies- if it implies anything 

beyond itself- must be a feature that arises out of it,not one that 

1Examination of Hamilt.onrs Philosophy (6th ed. ),p. 



is imported into it. Unless we can exhibit any alleged principle of 

explanation as capable of being generated in the course of experience 

from the specific items of consciousness which are recognized and 

indubitable content,the principle must be rejected in favour of one 

that is so generable. 

But while Mill's procedure (like Hume's), by renouncing the 

search for the conditions of experience in assumed existence mental 

or material 'external to it,is in the direction of an adequate exper- 

iential method in philosophy,he conceives this method in a way that 

precludes his inquiry from being a full and unfettered investigation 

of experience.. The mode of procedure he follows is expressly desig- 

nated the 'psychological' method,anc this is the only alternative he 

has to offer to the 'intuitional'method which he criticizes, The psy- 

chological method.,as ili user it,consists in resolving consciousness 

into its ultimate and original elements,and exhibiting knowledge as 

arising from the combination of these primary data. The one criter- 

ion for any alleged article of knowledge is its resolvability into 

such primary elements without residuum or extraneous item,and the one 

function for the connexion of ideas and the acquisition of knowledge 

is the natural associability of the ideas themselves. These original 

elements constitute the only genuinely intuitional factor of our con- 

sciousness; and no supposed intuition with another nature and source 

can be accepted unless it cannot be exhibited as possibly generated 



by the association of ideas and due to their difficulty of dissocia- 

tion . But '`ill's assumption of the ultimate discr. et Pness of ideas 

prevents him from providing an intelligible means of their connexion. 

He explains the relations, which ideas acquire,as references to other - 

actual or possible ideas connected_ with. then by association. Put the 

association of inherently disconnected items of consciousness is 

quite inex>>licable,an d even if explicable its principle of connexion 

would after all lie outside the ideas connected. In short,since Mill 

rejects any principle of explanation extraneous to ideas,his doctrine 

of association is the only form of explanation that is available; 

and since the association has no basis of continuity or intrinsic re- 

lation to work upon,he is unable to provide an adequate means of the 

interconnexion of ideas or a sufficient explanation of their exis- 

tential reference,and fails therefore to give an adequate account of - 

knowledge. His main contention is a valid one- that knowledge must 

be explained by showing its essential uniformity of origin and pro - 

cess,and not taken as requiring any principles other than those na- 

tive to the character and functioning of ideas as such. But his own 

procedure is at variance with the requirements of a genuine philoso- 

phy of experience. For,though he begins with an analysis of concrete 

experience,he assumes that the elements or components which the in- 

quiry discloses constitute the actual and original nature of conscious- 



ness,and that the problem of knowledge concerns the development of 

this simple material into a complex one. But to this it must be ob- 

jected that neither does experience consist of abstract elements nor, 

_ if it did, could they forthwith be treated as materials from which 

knowledge originates. Whatever the originating conditions of con- 

sciousness are,they are not identifiable with the constituents dis- 

closed by analysis of its concrete content. 

Although Mill's method,then,is avowedly experiential,it fails of 

being truly philosophic. He rightly enough refuses to consider exper- 

ience as requiring for its explanation sny principle extraneous to 

it,- any existential conditions prior to its occurrence in or as spe- 

cific modes of consciousness, or any factors of consciousness with an- 

other nature and source than experience itself. But his inquiry ne- 

vertheless concerns the origin of knowledge and the conditions ac- 

counting for its origin,that is,its genesis and development viewed 

as an occurence in the individual mind. These conditions are trans- 

ferred within experience; yet they are still originative principles. 

But the question of originating conditions is,just the feature that 

characterizes the psychological as distinguished from the philosophi- 

cal viewpoint,the psychological point of view being precisely that 

in which existential conditions outside the ideas are required in or- 

der to account for their origin. The psychological method does not, 

as Hamilton supposes,require to be corrected or supplemented by a me- 



thod that shall disclose intuitive principles underlying knowledge; 

nor does the distinction between psychology and philosophy consist in 

the former. ' s regarding ideas apart from their existential references 

while the latter vindicates these references. Rut the two inquiries 

are distinguished in a way towards which Hamilton's distinction points. 

The psychological inquiry is one that considers ideas as having con - 

ditions in existence beyond themselves,- the origin of knowledge as 

an occurrence in an individual mind being inexplicable without such 

reference. The philosophical probiem,on the contrary,concerns the 

nature of knowledge or experience as a more fundamental question than 

that of its origin, to which, i ndeed, it alone can give rise and it a- 

lone gitre significance. Thus in the philosopher of Locke and Hume psy- 

chology and epistemology are either confused or blended. In Reid's 

and Hamilton's doctrines they are on the way of being separated,but 

the problems are not properly interpreted. Mill's vier suggests a 

fundamental unity underlying the two methods,but without appreciation 

1 
of the difference between them. His work as a whole is governed by 

his explicit adoption of the psychological method as the method of 

philosophy. It is Ferrier who first clearly distinguishes the two 

viewpoints by differentiating his metaphysical inquiry from the 

'science of the human mind'. 

'Mill's logical writings contain sug- estions of a more adequate 

method,but he does not work it out or remould his philosophy 

in aeCordance with it 



The main principle of Fer_rie r' s philosophic method is that the 

problem of knowledge is prior to and presupposed by that of being or 

existence. That questions about existence should be prefaced by some 

sort of inquiry concerning knowledge is indeed an implication of the 

experiential method from its formulation by Locke or even from Ba- 

con's critical investigation of 'idola'. But the conception of an ex- 

amination of knowledge,as introductory or props de_.utíc to the work 

of the sciences,is now transformed into the doctrine that the nature 

of being can be interpreted only through or by means of an interpre- 

tation of knowledge. In Perrier's philosophy the start from exper- 

ience and with a critical study of knowledge becomes sn explicit ap- 

proach of being from the nature of the knowledge of being. 

Even when in the systems of previous thinkers the question of 

knowledge is taken as in any way anterior to that of existence, the 

inquiry is never kept free from consideration of what is or is not 

requisite in existence to account for knowledge. Ferrier shows the 

incompetence of such procedure. When we ask what exists,we inevitably 

find ourselves trying to state in answer what is known as existing - 

what we know to exist. What is or exi sts, i s ascertainable only in the 

character of what is known. This or that exists,therefore,always im- 

plies this or that is known as existing. Accordingly,before we at- 

tempt to answer (or even to ask) any other questions about existence, 

we must understand what is implied in anything's being known to exist. 



This can 

means or 

be understood. only in answer to the question,what 'known' 

involves; or, in other words,what knowledge is. Only after 

we have characterized knowledge can we proceed to treat of existence 

Ferrier finds the essential character of knowledge in its always 

containing two distinguishable though inseparable features- a know- 

ing and a known. This is the characteror constitution of all know- 

ledge as such. That it involves these two factors is the primary con- 

dition or implication of knowledge. But they are elements in the act 

of knowledge itself,not existential conditions of its occurence. The 
of knowledge 

inquiry into the nature, discloses only what is contained. in knowledge, 

not anything contained in existence outside it. Perrier insists ac- 

cordingly,thst the implicates of knowledge,which it is the task of 

the theory of knowledge to discover,must not be taken ss signifying 

existents that condition its origin. They are the expression of its 

nature,and signify primarily only the constituents without which know -e 

ledge would not have the character it has. The significance which the 

theory of knowledge has for the characterization of being must there- 

fore be of another sort than consists in transforming its implicates 

into conditions accountin7 for its origin. What this significance is, 

is the next point to be deteriítined. 

Having shown the nature or fundamental principle of knowledge 

Ferrier proceeds to apply it in order to show its reference to exis- 

tence. It has in the first place a negative import. It implies that 

1Institutes of Metaphysic, introd..,esp. § §54 -60. 



nothing that is known- for example,mind and matter,or self and things- 

can-be known as independent of knowledge,' or again, as independent 

of each other. For they are knowable only as correlative(or,in gene - 

ra.l,related )existences; an? in the precise mode in which they are 

known, they are features or items within, knowledge . When ,therefore ,we 

regard the objects of knowledge as independent existents,we are ab- 

stracting them from the concrete unity of knowledge and viewing them 

otherwise than as they are for it. Put there is a positive as well 

as this negative significance. Not only .s it impossible that any- 

thing should be known that contradicts the primary principle of know- 

ledge; and impossible,therefor. e,that things should be known either in 

isolation from each other or as existing quite independently of know- 

ledge. It further follows that if existence is known as it really is- 

if knowledge is real,and what is known in knowledge is real existence 

- then what is essentially constitutive of knowledge likewise charac- 

terizes existence or reality. But this is the postulate and raison 

ro 
d'etre of all knowledge; namely that knowledge,in virtue of its own, 

character,is knowledge of reality. Hence we Have .a means of-charac- 

terizing reality or real being. That really exists is always subject 

and object together- mind in correlation with matter,or self in un- 

ion with and yet distinction from the things it apprehends. 

1The full and correct phrase would be 'known to exist,just as 

it is kno'^n,independently of its berg known.' 



While,however,Ferrier. thus shows that if knowledge as such is 

knowledge of reality,an understanding of the implicates of knowledge 

will enable us to pass thence to a characterization of being,the con- 

dition remains a mere postulate without any basis of fact,unless we 

recognize that knowledge has no character other th ̂:n that of being a 

knowledge of the reality it interprets. Ferrier's treatment of know- 

ledge is inconsistent with the fundamental unity of knowledge with 

the reality known. He supposes that the material or content of know- 

ledge is quite adventitious with respect to its forme or constitution; 

that the nature of knowledge is independent of that of being. While 

existence,if it is to be known at all,rmust have the character require3 

by the constitution of knowledge; the constitution of knowledge is, 

in Ferrier's vImw,indifferent to the 'things' that it knows. He in- 

Gist s , indeed, th?_t one feature in whatever is known must be a mind or 

self; but he also insists that the other feature might he anything. 

The one indispensable requisite of knowledge is the form- mind and 

some material,self and some thing. But what the material is,Ferrier 

regards as irrelevant to the nature of knowledge. The source or me- 

dium of its apprehension is different from knowledge; it is not 

thou,It,but sense,which is an aspect of expe,-'ience quite alien to 

knowledge and only contingently related to it as à means of affordin^' 

some content on which it may work. This gives the nature of the mat- 

ter or things,as distinct from the mind or self,which knowledge in- 

volves. Sense is thus (at least potentially) variable,knowledge is 

invariable; or the form of knowledge is constant ,while its material 

" sense -contents is inessPntiál t4 the fçx . 



But what this doctrine involves is that knowledge has been con- 

ceived from the outset in abstraction from the concreteness of ex- 

perience. Ferrier's doctrine of the contingency of sense is the coun- 

terpart of an abstract or formal view of knowledge. This is indicated 

in his admission that,while sense as we know it is not an indispens- 

able condition of knowledge,some analogous mode of apprehension is 

essential. Ferrier.'s investigation and its results thus concern the 

form of knowledge not as expressing or expressed in its material,but 

in contradistinction to it. And consequently the implicates which the 

inquiry discloses are as formal as the inouirvr itself: they are not 

actual constituents of experience,but its formal or logical condi- 

tions. 



Chapter V 

THE PHILOSOPHY OF EXPERIENCE AND THE SYSTEMATIZATION OF SCIENCE 

The need for an inquiry that shall be distinguished as necessa- 

rily precedent to all other inquiries is,as we have just seen,the 

main implication of Ferrier's conception of philosophic method. The 

failure and antagonisms of philosophy are due,he rla.inta.ins,to our 

asking questions and attempting to obtain answers to them without, go- 

ing behind these to the initial question,on the answer to which the 

answers to all others depend. "Every question in philosophy is the 

mask of another question; and all these masks and masked questions 

require to be removed and laid aside,until the ultimate but truly 

first question has been reached. Then,but not till then,is it pos- 

sible to decipher and resolve the outside nask,and all those below 

it,which come before us in the first instance. "1 "We have tried to get 

to the end,without having first got to the beginning. "2 What Ferrier 

desiderates,as the true principle of philosophic method,is that we 

should put first questions first; and his index to -the truly first 

question in philosophy is that in attempting to answer any other 

question we are inevitably brought round to it. In order to our ob- 

taining a significant answer to a question,the first requisite is to 

understand precisely what is implied in the question itself,for only 

1Inst i tutes of Metanhysi.c , introd. . , §16 . 

2 
§17. 



then can we understand the import of any answer that is forthcoming; 

and this is possible only by a recurrence to the fundamental question 

or questions that give their character and significance to all the 

others. Only by such procedure are we enabled to ^dvance,not alone 

to the solution of philosophic problems-but to the intelligible set- 

ting of the problems to be solved. And in nhilosophy the purport of 

problems is peculiarly significant; for it is its function to exhibit 

problems in their origin and relations. This criticism of questions 

no less than of answers is,Ferrier cor..tend.s,an essential feature of 

philosophy. Philosophy has not only to ask nuestions,but to see how 

the questions arise,and what accordingly are the precise bearings of 

the answers that are given. "It must show the exact point where every 

opinion and every controversy in philosophy takes off from the tap- 

root or main trunk of the great tree of speculation.. "1 

As we have seen,Ferrier finds the fundamental question of phi- 

losophy in the inquiry, What is the essential character of knowledge? 

or, What: is involved in anything's being known? He accordingly con- 

siders his critical inquiry concerning the implications of knowledge 

the sole key to the proper asking of philosophic questions,afd the 

means therefore of defining the exact bearing of any controversy and 

understanding the real significance of particular theories. The con- 

troversy as to the ;mutual independence of mind and matter,for example,. 

1 
§32. 



should be recognized as having its primary significance in the quest- 

ion whether mind and matter are known in isolation from each other. 

That mind and matter are not known independently of each other- and 

in accordance with the fundamental character of knowledge, t thus 

knowable - implies that,as known,they are not existents precondition- 

ing knowledge but features or aspects within knowledge. Consequently 

when we proeeed,on the assumption that knowledge as such is knowledge 

of reality,to characterize existence in conformity with the charac- 

ter_ of knowledge; what we are entitled to assert is that mind and 

matter do not exist,as they are known,either independently of their 

being known or in independence of each other. All that is knowable 

is always mind and matter,or self and things,in correlation with each 

other. Any discussion about the existence of mind. and matter is thus 

dependent on the prior question as to their knownness or knowabllity. 

Stated generally,the problem of knowledge precedes and qualifies the 

problem of being. 

When we rid Ferrier's philosophy of the initial abstraction of 

the nature of knowledge from that of being,and the consequent trans- 

ition to existence by means of an unprovable assumption,what this 

theory imports is a penetrating apprehension of the meaning of the 

start from experience. The principle of Ferrier's method is that we 

must allow all questions of existence "to be determined by the result 

of the inquiry into the actual character and constitution of know- 

ledge." Rut if the nature of knowledge is independent of that of the 

1 



reality known, thin procedure is futile. It can seem feasible at all 

only by transforming formal conditions into actual Axistents,or pre - 

judging the nature of reality on the basis of an abstract treatment 

of knowledge. If, on the contrary,knowledge and reality are not con- 

sidered as in any way independent and are allowed to disclose their 

characters only through an examination of what they are in relation 

to each other,Ferrier's conception then resolves itself into an as- 

sertion of the ultimate implication of the experiential method. This 

implication is,that as experience is our sole criterion and warrant 

for the being of anything whatsoever,the problem of being is the pro - 

blem,what anything is for knowledge. 

The significance of the method initiated by Ferrier is brought 

out more fully in the philosophy of John Grote. The main source of 

philosophic error and antagonism,which Ferrier finds in the lack of 

accurate definition of problems,Grote describes as the confusion bet- 

ween different viewpoints.1 The first requisite for the furtherance 

of any inquiry is a clear understanding of the point of view from 

which it has to be undertaken; which is equivalent to an apprehension 

of what the inquiry precisely is. If we fail to discriminate the 

standpoints of different investigations,the inevitable result is that 

each of them suffers,and either no distinct answers are obtainable 

or such as present themselves are misconceived by being given a false 

1Fxploratio Philosophica ,pt.i,introd.,esp.pp.iX -XV. 



si n.ificanee . In especial , Gr. of e i nsi sts,we must distinguish between 

the philosophic and the scientific viewpoints. The former is the fun- 

damental and the only complete view. The latter always involves än 

abstraction which is made for the purpose of some particular inquiry. 

In general,any inquiry faile or' being philosophic in so far as it 

treats either knowledge or existence as independent of the other. In 

the view of physical science,for Pxample,things exist quite the same 

whether they are known or not. prom this point of view* the existence 

of things is the prior fact and consciousness or knowledge of them 

an inessential supervening fact. From the epistemological standpoint, 

on the contrarv,knowledge is the essertisl fact and existence s sub- 

ordinate or secondary one. Unless we recognize these differences 

there will be continual confusion both as to the nature of our inqui- 

ries and the import of their r ii s 
1 

As regards Philosophic method what this conception. mainly im- 

plies is , in the first place , the t the viewpoint of psychology is in- 

adequate in philosophy. Grote,like Ferrier,is concerned to differen- 

tiate the philosophic inquiry from all treat ses in the 'philosophy* 

of the human mind'; their common feature being that they do not keep 

distinct the problems of psychology and metaphysics. The confusion 

of the two points of view usually appears (as in Locke's philosophy 

and again in Hamilton's) in the twin -assumptions of a material world 

1 
Ch.l; cp.pp.lry-O, 83-4. 



existing independently of being known and a mind. or consciousness 

which knows this independently existing world.. Or if this supposition 

is rejected (as in the doctrines of Hume and Mill ),the confusion is 

still apparent in any account of consciousness that deals with it as 

at once the only originative source of the content' of knowledge and 

one special object of investigation among others. In opposition to 

such procedure Grote contends that the inquiry for which. n11 known 

existence is phenomenal to consciousness and hss no meaning apart 

from consciousness,is fundamentally different from that in which con- 

sciousness is viewed as itself an existent conditioned by other ex- 

istents.1 The one is the philosophical,the other the psycholo_ical 

problem. But when this distinction is recognized (as in Ferrier's 

treatment)and consciousness is made the sole guarantee and means of 

reference concerning the character of any and every existent,it is 

still requisite to discriminate the logical and the metaphysical 

standpoints.2 The counter abstraction to the investigation of exist- 

ence taken apart from its relation to the consciousness of existence, 

is the investigation of knowledge apart from consideration of what 

is known. Knowledge,so viewed,is an instrument applicable to any con- - 

ceivable reality. that conforms to its inherent constitution,but it- 

1Pp.59,109,163,177. 

2Grote's exposition is not itself always quite free from con- 

fusion between them. 



self independent of the reality known. On this supposition knowledge 

is no longer inessential to facts but the facts that come to be known 

are inessential to the nature of knowledge. The inevitable result of 

such an assumption is that unless we subsequently surmount our limit- 

ed viewpoint we mistake our logical abstractions for realities or 

'realize our notions'; which usually issues in the supposition that 

we do not know reality as it is but only such modifications of it 

as are conformable to the principles of knowledge,or,if this concept- 

ion is avoided,in the assumption of a pre- established harmony between 

knowledge and reality. 

Vlhen,on the contrary,we adopt the fundamental or philosophical 

viewpoint we have to recognize that knowledge and existence are nei- 

ther independent of each other nor require to be extraneously con- 

nected by the supposition of an inexplicable congruity between them. 

For the conception of being and knowledge as happening somehow to be 

conformable to each other there must be substituted the principle 

that each is an abstraction from the reality which always includes 

both features- a knowing and a known. Only because knowledge, taken 

by itseif,is an abstract feature of the concrete reality of our ex- 

perience,can we say that reality is essentially knowable or that 

knowledge is essentially knowledge of reality. The principle which 

Grote's philosophy presents as 'the basal fact' for all inquiry- the 



essential unity of knowing and being- is already contained in Fer- 

rier's statement that 'knowledge of existence is alone true existence! 

But Grote is truer than Ferrier to the implications of the doctrine 

both as regards the characterization of knowledge and the interpre- 

tation of reality. For in his view there is no fundamental opposition 1 

between thought,as the form or character of knowledge,and sense,as 

constituting _or supplying its material; and the form of knowledge is 

expressly regarded as nothing else than the form or meaning already 

implicit in its material and awaiting not moulding but recognition 

or elicitation.' 

It is involved in this view that there can be no distinction 

between 'subjective' and''objective' contributions to knowledge or 

different sources and natures for 'principles' and 'facts'. The sub- 

jective and the objective are fundamentally the knowing and the known 

as two united though distinguishable aspects of our experience. The 

union of subjective and objective in a common reality or single ex- 

perience is the basis and warrant of whatever is known. This is im- 

mediacy of experience. The distinction of them,which is notice or de- 

finition of irnmediacy,is the germ of knowledge. All consciousness in- 

volves these two aspects. Without the indistinction of being and know- 

ing there would be no reality or truth to know,and without their dis- 

tinction there would be nothing known. The function of knowledge is 

1Pt.ii,bk.ii,eh.l -2. 



the progressive definition or characterization of what is contained 

in immediacy. "This ",says Grote, "is knowledge in virtue of its unit- 

ing trueness with definiteness: it is true so far as it is a real de- 

velopment of the original trueness or fundamental experiences: it has 

definiteness given to it, and is thus made into knowledge by reflex- 

ion,which reflexion or distinctification must not be such as to alter 

1 
the trueness." 

According to this conception,therefore,the experiential method 

in philosophy means the study of experience without the use of the 

presuppositions necessary for this or that partial and limited inqui- 

ry. The basis of all knowledge is experience,and whatever we come to 

know about existence is an interpretation of our experience as an 

immediate or indefinite presentment of reality,which passes into de- 

finiteness according to our appreciation of what it contains. We 

start from reality as it is actually present in our experience,and 

every phase or aspect of known existence is this reality taken in 

some more or less definite mode or character of its being. All know- 

ledge is thus experiential; and philosophy is knowledge at the most 

general and fundamental standpoint we can adopt,in contradistinction 

to inquiries dealing with one or another'" * aspects of existence 
thus distinguished and separated off in out reflexion from the whole. 

1 
II,182. 



Grote's expression of the nature and function of philosophy may fair- 

ly be regarded as both an early and a representative account of the 

conception of philosophic method underlying present -day inquiry. In 

whatever way different thinkers state their method,to whatever ex- 

tent they are true to its requirements,and whatever results they ob- 

tain as to the nature of reality,their general conception of method 

1 
is of this kind. There is,however,a further point to be considered 

before we are in a position to sum up the results of our survey. Al- 

though philosophy is thus distinguished from the various special sci- 

ences by the ultimate and. universal character of its standpoint and 

therefore of its attitude to experience,it is nevertheless in inti- 

mate union with them both as regards its method and its precise funct- 

ion and significance. And we have to ask what exactly is involved 

in this unity and distinction of philosophy and science. More defi- 

nitely,we must inquire in what way or by what means philosophy is 

equivalent to the systematization of the sciences. The chief English 

exponent of the view that philosophy has no meaning except as being 

the totality of science is Herbert Spencer,whose conception may be ta- 

ken as typical of recent statements emphasizing the unity of philoso- 

phy and science. We have to inquire,accordingly,whether he gives an 

a.deeus.te statement of the nature and function of philosophy,or how 

1The experiential method in philosophy has been expounded and 

inculcated most clearly and forcibly by Mr. S.H.Hodgson (Meta- 

physic of Exper_ience,bk.i,ch.l. 



his accon t is to be supplemented or corrected in view of the develop- 

ment which we have been considering. 

The basis of Spencer's conception of the relation of philosophy 

to science is his doctrine that knowledge is confined to phenomena 

or appearances,as distinct from the reality manifested in appearances. 

Rut this doctrine is self- contradictory.1 Knowledge is indeed pheno- 

mena 1, or of phenomena; but only in the sense that phenomena are (or 

express) in varying degree a knowledge of reality,and this implies 

that it is never merely phenomenal. Reality or existence is just that 

which is Phenomenal to knowledne,that is,which it is the function of 

knowledge progressively to interpret; and although it may be rela- 

tively unknown,it cannot be in its nature unknowable. The doctrine 

of unknowable existence is in truth the last and sunreme form of the 

conception of existence as wholly independent of knowledge. The 

source of both conceptions is the influence in philosophy of presup- 

positions relevant only to other sphere^ of incxuiry. For detailed in- 

vestigation of any existent- say,the material world- we must consider 

its existence to be prior to and independent of the knowledge of it, 

leaving out of account that its existence is ultimately only conceived 

as a mode of our viewing or interpreting reality. Similariy,for a 

consideration of knowledge -.the manner as distinguished from the mat- 

ter of our knowing - we must have some existence posited as lying be- 

lThis is shown in one of the papers above referred to. 



yond any and every specific phase of knowledge. But from the philo- 

sophical standpoint we must recognize that knowledge and reality dif- 

fer only inasmuch as knowledge. is that feature- of reality in which 

it gradually becomes determinate or acquires character and meaning 

for us. 

The significance of Spencer's doctrine for the relation subsist- 

ing between philosophy and science is that,by denying that the know- 

ledge of phenomena is a graded and progressive knowledge of reality, 

it leaves us without a Means of determining the true purport of any 

inquiry or its results as an inte,pretntion of experience. Spencer 

defines philosophy as the system of the sciences,or knowledge as a 

coherent whole. The function of science,he says,being to organize or 

unify knowledge,by means of analysis Rnd synthesis,or generalization 

and reconstruction,that of philosophy is to carry this unification 

to completion by organizing the various branches of science. In the 

words of his definition: "Knowledge of the lowest kind is un- unified 

knowledge; science is partially- unified knowledge; philosophy is com- 

1 
pletely- unified knowledge." 

But if the sciences are to be systematized and knowledge made 

coherent it must be according to some definite method or principle. 

Spencer's ?principle for the classification of the sciences is their 

degree of abstractness or concreteness. A science is concrete in pro- 

portion as it deals with anything in respect of the full actuality 

-First Principles, §37. 



of its being,abstract in proportion as it disengages the properties 

and relations of things and treats of these by themselves. The limit 

of abstractness is where all other attributes are neglected save the 

most general relations under which things are Presented to us. Thus 

Spencer arrives at his tripartite classification of the sciences as 

falling under concrete science,abstract- concrete science,or abstract 

science; which deal respectively with existences in their complex to- 

talities,with the several factors or aspects which complex existences 

present,and with those forms of relation which obtain between all 

1 
varieties of existence. 

As regards the interrelations of the sciences as thus classified, 

Spencer,while is any hierarchy or serial order of 

2 
the sciences,such as is presented in a scheme like Comte's, empha- 

sizes their mutual dependence and influence. This interdependence and 

reciprocity of all spheres of investigation is a constant and an ever - 

increasing feature of their progress. "Throughout the whole course 

of their evolution there has been a continuous consensus of the sci- 

ences"--a co- ordination of their processes and results which has been 

at once the outcome and the sign of each stage in the development of 

1Classification of the Sciences,pp.7C -3,99-103 (Essays,vol.ii, 

PP. 
2It 

is worth noticing,however,that the methods employed by Comte 

and Spencer for reaching a classification of the sciences nre 

virtually identical,and that the difference in their schemes 

tends,so far at least as the main principles are concerned, to 

disappear in the actual working of their organization of know- 
ledge. 
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1 
knowledge nr_d the point of departure for the next. 

But Spencer's method of setting about the classification of the 

sciences has a defect which is the counterpart of his doctrine that 

knowledge is only of appearance and not of reality. The implication 

of his procedure is that philosophy is in no respect anterior to sci- 

ence. Philosophy as signifying a knowledge of reality having been set, 

aside as impossible,it remains only in the form of a co- ordination 

of the sciences as a knowledge of phenomena. In so far as it is any- 

wise distinct from science,it follows rather than precedes the var- 

ious separate inquiries,and has its sole function in combining their 

conclusions so as to yield a totality of knowledge. Rut neither the 

place of the several sciences in the scheme of knowledge nor the sig- 

nificance of their results can be determined otherwise than by view- 

ing them as affording -each in its own eharn.cter- and measure- a know-. 

ledge of reality; and the means or criterion of their evaluation can- 

not be found- in the mere separate sciences themselves. Spencer begins 

from the sciences as so many isolated inquiries and classifies them 

accord' r^- to certain features of likeness and difference which they 

show; but his principle can give no fully articulated scheme,and in 

his use of it he does not even indicate how such a scheme could be 

even approximately formed. And as with the character of the sciences 

themselves,so with their results. These are to be co- ordinated or 

1 
Genesis of Science (Bssays,vol. i i ),pp.27 -9. 



systematized simply by endeavouring to carry the different generali- 

zations further and reach a principle more general than all,and then 

using this principle to reinterpret the conclusions that have been 

reached. Rut this conception of philosophy supplies no adequate means - 

of placino* the sciences and evaluating their results in reference to 

our experience as a whole. It omits an essential feature in the re- 

lation of philosophy to science. Spencer himself endorses Bacon's me- 

tapher of the trunk and the branches.1 Butas we saw,the full force 

of this metaphor is not exhausted in the conception that'the sciences 

had a common origin' or that as knowledge progresses there is a grad- 

sphere It signifies that they 

have no life apart from the parent stem. Spencer recognizes this in 

a partial way in maintaining that 'the sciences can be advanced only 

by combining them' and that the complement of their differentiation 

is their increasing integration. The sciences,he says,not only di- 

verge; they reunite. "They inosculate; they severally send off and 

receive connecting growths; and the intercoithssunion has been ever be- 

coming more frequent,more intrieate,more widely ramified." But if the 

sciences diverge from a common root,and if they are dependent for 

their growth on maintaining their contact with the originative life 

and their unity with the one common function,then philosophy must 

'Genesis of Science,pp.28 -9; Classification,p.94. 



have some other significance than that of simply being a posterior 

co- ordination of the results of science. If the sciences a.re out- 

growths from philosophy and advance only by 'ingrowths' into the com- 

mon life,then their _results can be co- ord.inated,and_ the sciences 

themselves classified with a view to such co- ordination,only by re- 

ference to the principles upon which they have severally diverged 

and the consequent significance of their redintegration. In other 

words,the method by which the sciences are to be arranged and clas- 

sified cannot be merely that of a posterior examination of them as 

though they were intrinsically independent of the method of their 

origin. On the contrary, it must be the function of phi losophy , as the 

source and means of their differentiation,to give import to the co- 

ordination of science by showing the significance of the several 

branches in the common life of the whole. 

It is significant,as showing how indispensable some sort of pri- 

or inquiry is,that Spencer himself begins his 'system of philosophy' 

with a criticism of knowledge. Without this epistemological basis 

his own system of knowledge would be entirely meaningless. He holds, 

as the outcome of his criticism,that the true or actual nature of re- 

ality is unknowable,and that the ideas by which we endeavour to ap- 

prehend and express this nature not only fall short of being adequate 



to it,but are merely appearances or apparent knowledge intinsically 

other than a knowledge of reality. None the less these symbols where- 

by we represent to ourselves the unknowable reality form the content 

of the sciences and the materials for combining them into a system 

of knowledge. We have seen reasons for rejecting this conception.And 

we have further found,as the result of our historical study of the 

development of English philosophic method,that the inquiry precedent 

to the special sciences is -not simply a theory of knowledge,whether 

its conclusion be that reality is unknowable or that it is essential- 

ly the knowable- but a fundamental investigation of the nature of ex- 

perience as the basis of all subsequent inquiries,and the ultimate 

criterion of their scope and significance. It remains to summarize 

our conclusions from the whole development,as a statement of the me- 

thod of philosophy and of its function in or as the totality of know - 

ledge. 



CHAPTER VI 

( CONCLUSION) 

THE CHARACTER AND FUNCTION OF PHILOSOPHY 

The aim of English philosophy has been to conceive and establish 

knowledge in such wise as to unite the distinctive nature of philo- 

sophy with the general marks and the special conclusions of the sci- 

ences. It has sought to do this by insisting that there is a common 

method for all knowledge alike, and that the distinctions between 

different inquiries concern not so Much the nature of their general 

procedure as the point of view they severally adopt in dealing with 

a common material - the range of their outlook or the special base 

of their operations. Beginning with the ind.ifferentiation of philoso- 

phy and science, or their distinction only as signifying respectively 

the more and the less fundamental forms or spheres of investigation, 

the development has brought out with increasing clearness the nature 

and import of this distinction. Concerned at first with articulating 

the method of knowledge in general, and treating philosophy (so far 

as differentiated from knowledge generally) almost as an exposition 

of the nature of scientific method., taken in the widest sense of the 

whole procedure of knowledge in its function of endeavouring to ap- 

prehend and express reality; the development proceeds through the 

virtual identification of philosophy with one or another of the 



special disciplines, conceived either as amenable to the common me- 

thod of science and differing' from the other sciences only as prece- 

ding them and forming the foundation for their procedure and the war- 

rant for their scope and significance, or else as a complementary 

mode of inquiry undertaken from another standpoint than that of the 

sciences generally; and culminates in the conception of philosophy 

as universal knowledge, related to the particular sciences both as 

preceding and defining their inquiries and also as systematizing 

their. conclusions. 

The means for this unification of philosophy and science has 

been taken throughout the development to consist in making the method 

of experience the one common method of knowledge. Recognizing. that 

tite scientific method is essentially experiential, English philosophy 

has sought to show that the true method of philosophy is likewise 

experiential. And the evolution of English philosophic method. has 

thus consisted in the definition and application of what has been 

held, at the various stages of its progress, to cençtitute the ex- 

periential method in philosophy. At the outset this method is regard- 
i 

ed as mainly implying faithfulness to fact through all the different 

spheres of knowledge and a gradual and regular transition from fact 

to fact and sphere to sphere. Knowledge is thus conceived as a tho- 



rough and connected inve- tigation of the whole field of experience, 

advancing by uniform process from carefully ascertained and well-es- 

tablished principles and basing its remotest conclusions on what is 

ultimate and fundamental. But it soon becomes evident - it was im- 

plied from the first - that a stable and intelligible system of know- 

ledge must be grounded on a critical study of the meaning and range 

of knowledge itself. And then the experiential method in philosophy 

is considered equivalent to the application of the general method of 

science to ascertain the nature of the processes, the growth, and 

the tests of knowledge. The next step is the conception ghat this 

critical inquiry, which is an essential preliminary or counterpart 

of the work of the sciences, cannot be merely on a level with other 

inquiries, but gives to the processes and standards of knowledge 

their whole significance as conveying and certifying a veritable ap- 

prehension of reality. Lastly it appears that the fundamental inr_ui- 

ry is the application of the common method of knowledge to experience 

in its widest extent and at its deepest level, in contradistinction 

to limited views of its nature and content adopted for special purpo- 

ses; and that only in this way can the distinction and relation of 

knowledge and reality, as well as their several forms and grades, be 

made manifest. 

But from the very beinning of the development there has gone 



the further thought that the true method of experience waS to be 

gained by getting rid of assumptions that had grown up in the course 

of knowledge and prevented a clear and unobstructed view of the facts. 

Thinker after thinker not only maintains that a proper method is the 

great desideratum for the establishment of a sound body of truth, 

and that the only proper method is that of experience, but contends 

further that the start from experience consists in the renunciation 

of prepossessions and the beginning anew from consciousness as the 

prime source of knowledge. Whether this contention takes the form of 

an animadversion on all preconceptions and theories, as being unwar- 

rantable obstacles to the attainment of truth, and thus verges on 

denying the need and disowning the use of hypotheses, or consists in 

emphasizing rather the need of precision and tenacity in the employ- 

ment of them; and again, whatever is the exact nature of the as - 

sumptions discarded and retained at different steps in the develop- 

ment, and the conception that is formed by the various thinkers of 

the influence and import of presuppositions in determining the cha- 

racter of any particular inquiry; the principle is the same - that, 

if our method is to be adequate to its task and our philosophy is to 

be truly experiential, we must get behind the conceptions which we 

habitually employ for the interpretation of experience, see them in 



their origination and proper settinn; with referenee to our experience 

as a whole, and make use of this knowledge in our endeavour to es- 

tablish a coherent system of truth. 

Again, while the connexion of the different sciences has been 

variously sought in the detection of common principles suggested by 

analogy or proved by the applicability of a uniform mode of explanat- 

ion; in the fundamental principles of knowledge as the common medium _ 

of their inquiries; and in their relations to one another as expres- 

sing different degrees of abstraction from the concrete reality of 

experience; - in each case the correlation of the sciences has been 

regarded as an intrinsic quality or an integral part of the method 

of knowledge. 

There are thus several distinct but connected lines on which 

the development of English philosophic method has proceeded - the 

union and yet distinction of philosophy and science, the explication 

of the experiential method, the rejection of irrelevant presupposi- 

tions, and the interconnexion of all inquiries as portions of a 

single whole. And these lines converge to suggest a total view of 

philosophy and its method as the outcome of the development. How then 

can we state this outcome and so express the result of our study? 

The one method of knowledge is the method of experience. Any 



other alleged method is got by abstracting some feature from its na- 

ture and using this instead of the method as a whole. Whatever dis- 

tinctions are introduced into the unity of knowledge are themselves 

an outcome of the method of experience; and the way in which these 

differences are to be again reconciled must be found in the same 

source. The general proof that this is the only method is, then, that 

the very means of adopting any contradistinguished method are them- 

selves due to it. When this is once recognized, the problem of method 

resolves itself into the question of the nature of the experiential 

method; with the implied questions of its relation to the separation 

of knowledge into distinct and partially independent inquiries, and . 

its significance for the task of their reunion. 

The experiential method, as the common method of all knowledge, 

is the observation or notice of experience - passing, through com- 

bined analysis and synthesis or discrimination and relation, into 

interpretation - of experience, and thereby of reality as what is 

contained or implied in experience. This does not mean that the na- 

ture and content of experience are somehow given in of to conscious- 

ness prior to the work of knowledge, just as they are afterwards ta- 

ken up into knowledge; Rather does it mean that both the distinctions 

and connexions - indeed, the whole content and meaning of experience 

- arise into consciousness by the effort to interpret it. It implies, 



that is, that experience itself has always these two aspects of inter- 

pretation and a somewhat interpreted, and that knowledge is distin- 

guishable from it only as indicating the gradual apprehension of re- 

ality by the giving character and meaning to our experience.' 

From this general statement we can pass to the nature of the 

experiential method as itself givin7 rise to the distinction of dif- 

ferent inquiries and the mode of their unification. Reflective in- 

terpretation of experience differentiates it into a variety of fac- 

tors or aspects, each of which, when once it is definitely distin.= 

guished and apprehended as a means for the characterization of re- 

ality, may and does become the basis of more particular investigation 

dealing with reality only from that standpoint. Experience is thus 

differentiated into subject and object, consciousness and existence, 

mind and matter, knowledge and will, and so forth, making possible a 

whole complex scheme of inquiries ever dividing and subdividing into 

more detailed studies. 

It is commonly recognized that the separate sciences are each 

based on some fundamental notion or presupposition, which defines 

and limits the sphere of its investigation. Thus, geometry presuppo- 

1The practical significance of knowledge enforces this truth, 

a fuller statement of which is given in the subsequent chapters. 



ses and is limited by its reference to space; physics has matter and 

motion for its province; psychology is concerned with mind or con- 

sciousness; and so on. Rut it is not so generally recognized that 

each of these concepts and spheres is got by separating off in our 

reflexion on experience some feature or aspect as the basis of spe- 

cialized and detailed inquiry. Apart from this the special sciences 

would be devoid of significance, and indeed could never have arisen 

or been conceived as the separate sections in the scheme of knowledge. 

It is omly on account of its having a prescribed sphere on a basis 

of a definite postulate concerning reality, that it is enabled to 

proceed with its own investigation in separation from others, while 

yet holding its results combinable with those of the other depart- 

ments of knowledge; and it is only because of the underlying presup- 

position, and the sense (however vague and general) that this has a 

determinate place in the scheme of knowledge and in the interpretat- 

ion of reality, that any particular inquiry can be taken as promoting 

and affording knowledge at all. 

Rut philosophy can admit of no unexamined presuppositions. It 

cannot assume, for example, either that experience is always subjec- 

tive, that is, a portion of the course of consciousness of an indivi- 

dual subject, or that it is objective as implying something beyond 

1Cp. Hegel's statement: "All assumptions and postulates must be 

left behind at the entrance to philosophy." (Logic, English trans.,p. 



the consciousness of the individual subject; nor again can it assume 

that all experience is fundamentally of the nature of knowledge, or 

of will. It must start from experience without such assumptions and 

allow these distinctions and their connexions to emerge in the course 

of the interpretation of experience. Accordingly, philosophy begins 

at a point further back or deeper down than any of the special sci- 

ences: it is the prerogative of philosophy and a character that dif- 

ferentia es it from all other disciplines, that it seeks to begin at 

the beginning in the investigation of experience. 

No doubt the sciences also return upon their presuppositions to 

examine and criticize them. It is part of their procedure not only 

to view all reality in the light of their fundamental assumptions, 

but also to reconsider these assumptions in the light of the results 

obtained. This is a means both of differentiating and of intercon- 

necting allied inquiries. Rut no special science, as such, goes be- 

hind its ultimate concepts and postulates and seeks to determine 

their place in the scheme of knowledge. It is the task of philosophy 

to inquire into the meaning, the position, and the relations of the 

concepts on which the sciences are based; and this it does, and can 

only do, by showing their points of departure and consequent import 

in the investigation of experience as a whole. 



But philosophy not only begins at the beginning, it goes on to 

the end. Each of the special sciences, as such, although following 

out its own investigation to the furthest limits, is precluded by 

its own nature and procedure from uniting its results with those of 

other sciences into an intelligible system. It is the function of 

philosophy not only to examine and criticize all the presuppositions 

of the sciences, but also to endeavour to unify their conclusions so 

as to construct a system of knowledge. This it does in virtue of the 

place and significance assigned by it to the results of the several 

sciences on account of their respective presuppositions. Only in view 

of the relations that obtain between the ultimate concepts and as- 

sumptions of the various sciences, as each respectively defining the 

plane on which experience is taken and reality is interpreted, can 

the results of the sciences be placed and systematized so as to show 

their significance for the interpretation of expefience and of reali- 

ty as a whole. No doubt, as before, the established results of the 

sciences react on the scheme of knowledge and help to determine their 

own ultimate significance. Rut they do so only by mutual adjustment 

and readjustment, and the final say is the prerogative of the entire 

system of knowledge. 

Thus, while philosophy and science have a common method, there 



is nevertheless a difference in their mode of procedure and the cha- 

racter of their undertaking. The method of philosophy, as well as of 

science, is the experiential method. But by beginning at the begin- 

ning and going on to the end, philosophy stamps itself as having a 

differentiating character of its own, which is not adequately ex- 

pressed even by defining it as the system of the sciences or the sys- 

tematization of science - unless we recognize that this involves that 

it logically precedes as well as follows them, and that its systema- 

tization of their results is no mere generalization or summation but 

a reconstruction by reference to their import and relations within 

the totality of exInerience. 

Indeed the philosophical method is peculiarly experiential in 

its character. For, in the first place, it takes nothing for granted 

and yet it leaver: nothing out of account. And further - what is im- 

plied in this and gives it its chief significance - philosophy alone 

treats experience and reality in their concrete actuality; since any 

inquiry that begins from an assumption concerning them, and so con- 

tracts its sphere, involves an abstraction (however hypothetically 

taken and methodologically needful) from the truth that is apprecia- 

ble only at the central standpoint. This is what explains, and alone 



can justify, the claim that philosophy gives a knowledge of reality 

as it truly is, whereas the sciences by themselves tell us only what 

it appears to be from particular points of view. But the appearances 

are the very stuff and means of the knowledge of reality. 

Neither philosophytor science alone, then, can yield the truth: 

together they are competent, spart they are impotent. Without some 

tentative scheme of knowledge suggested by a more or less explicit 

and more or less adequate attempt to adopt the fundamental and univer- 

sal point of view for investigatine, experience, the particular sci- 

ences could never get to work on their detailed inquiries at all; 

and apart from reconstruction on the basis of thie scheme their con- 

clusions would have no determinate meaning and value. But the depen- 

dence is reciprocal. For without the particular inquiries the general 

outline would get no definite and concrete content. Moreover, the 

scheme of knowledge and the systematized conclusions must be tested 

by the further working of the sciences on the linee which the sys- 

tem suggests. A system of philosophy is thus a scheme of the sci- 

ences, obtained by determining the nature and relations of their re- 

spective viewpoints for the interpretation of reality, and a connec- 

ted view of their conclusions in accordance with it. Philosophy by 

itself can yield no full and definitive answers to the problems which 



it raises. But it sets the problems and so can estimate the signifi- 

canoe of,any answer that is proffered; and on the basis of results 

so far attained it can, at each stage, indicate the forms which the 

problems now assume and the lines of their solution. And any system 

of philosophy is valuable just in proportion to the thoroughness of 

its analysis and the comprehensiveness and suggestiveness of its syn- 

thesis.l 

1 
These two go hand in hsnd. Cp. the corresponding principle, which 

Spencer states in continuation of a passage already quoted: 

"There has all along been higher specialization, that there might 

be a larger generalization; and a deeper analysis, that there 

might be a better synthesis. Each larger generalization has lif- 

ted sundry specializations still higher; and each better synthe- 

sis has prepsred. the way for still deeper analysis." (Genesis of 

Science,p.29.) 

There is thus a methodological relation between the critical or 

regulative and the constructive or constitutive functions of philo- 

sophy - the former logically preceding and initiating the work of 

the sciences, the latter following and comprising them - correspon- 

ding to that between the inductive and deductive aspects of scienti- 

fic procedure, or again between observation and experiment or the 

suggestion and the testing of hypotheses. The experiential method, 



in philosophy as in science, is at once analytic and synthetic, and 

combines the tentative character of discovery with the evidence or 

proof that attaches to system. 

The significance of the experiential method, then, as the methodT 

of philosophy, is, in the first instance, that it involves a commu- 

nity of nature and procedure underlying the differentiating features 

and the distinctive functions of philosophy and science, enabling 

them together to exhibit the character of progress and infinality as 

pertaining to all knowledge in its work of interpreting reality. Rut 

further, as is shown by a study of the development in outcome or con- 

tent, which is coincident with the development in method in English 

philosophy, the Philosophy of experience is alone fitted at once to 

justify and to reconcile the various distinctions, and to surmount 

the provisional abstractions, that are made during the course of 

knowledge. As it does not start with the distinction (expressed or 

implied) between experience and reality, between knowledge and ex- 

istence, between mind and matter, but leaves these and every subor- 

dinate distinction and their implicated relations, along with the 

determinate problems which they raise, to emerge in and through the 

work of interpretation itself; - it puts us on the only right path 

for seeking and furthering their solution. 


