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4 LOGIC OF SCIENCE.
The most perfect example of it is to be found in the history of
‘metaphysical philosophy. Systems of this sort have not usually
rested upon any observed facts, at least not in any great degree.
They have been chiefly adopted because their fundamental proposi-
tions seemed “agreeable to reason.” This is an apt expression ; it
does not mean that which agrees with experience, but that which we
find ourselves inclined to believe. Plato, for example, finds it agree-
able to reason that the distances of the celestial spheres from one an-
other should be proportional to the different lengths of strings which
produce harmonious chords. Many philosophers have been led to
their main conclusions by considerations like this; but this is the
lowest and least developed form which the method takes, for it is
clear that another man might find Kepler’s theory, that the celestial
spheres are proportional to the inseribed and circumscribed spheres
of the different regular solids, more agreeable to Aés reason. But the
shock of opinions will soon lead men to rest on preferences of a far
more universal nature. Take, for example, the doctrine that man only
acts selfishly—that is, from the consideration that acting in one way
will afford him more pleasure than acting in another, This rests on
no fact in the world, but it has had a‘'wide acceptance as being the
anly reasonable theory.
This method is far more intellectual and respectable from the point
of view of reason than either of the others which we have noticed.
But its failure has been the most manifest. It makes Qfﬁ;,u,qpiry
= something similar to the development of taste; but taste, unfortu-
nately, is always more or less a matter of fashion, and accordingly
metaphysicians have never come to any fixed agreement, but the pen-
dulum has swung backward and forward between a more material
e '—\zngs;nore spiritual philosophy, from the earliest times to the latest.
s 7 — And 8o from this, which has been called the « priori method, we are
\ driven, U , to a true induction. We have ex-
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2 amined into this « priori method as something which promised to
— deliver our opinions from their accidental and capricious element.
But development, while it is a process which eliminates the effect
of some casual circumstances, only magnifies that of others. This
method, therefore, does not differ in a very essential way from that of
authority. The government may not have lifted its finger to influ-
ence my convictions; I may have been left outwardly quite free to
choose, we will say, between monogamy and polygamy, and, appeal-
ing to my conscience only, I may have concluded that the latter prac-
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tice is in itself licentious. But when I come to see that thechief

obstacle to the spread of Christianity among a people of as high cult-
ure as the Hindoos has been a conviction of the immorality of our
way of treating women, I cannot help seeing that, though govern-
ments do not interfere, sentiments in their development will be very
greatly determined by accidental causes. Now, there are some peo-
ple, among whom I must suppose that my reader is to be found, who,
when they see that any belief of theirs is determined by any circum-
stance extrancous to the facts, will from that moment not merely
admit in words that that belief is doubtful, but will experience a real
doubt of it, so that it ceases to be a belief.

To satisfy our doubts, therefore, it is necessary that a method
should be found by which our beliefs may be caused by nothing hu-
man, but by some external permanency,—by something upon which
our thinking has no effect. Some mystics imagine that they have
snch a method in a private inspiration from on high. But that is
only a form of the method of tenacity, in which the conception of
truth as something public is not yet developed. Our external perma-
nency would not be external, in our sense, if it was restricted inifs
influence to one individual. It must be something which affects, or
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might affect, every man. And, though these aflections are necessarily
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= ~ tht the ultimate conclusion of every man shall be the same. Such is
. the method of science -



