	From what I understood from Peirce’s The Fixation of Belief he is arguing that the aim of inquiry is FOB itself.  He claims that the most effective way to reach this is through the scientific method; a claim that I agree with.  The other three methods that he lists out, tenacity, authority, and a priori all have huge downfalls.  They limit natural inquiry and teach anyone who ascribes to these methods to take what they know and never look deeper.  The use of these methods would lead to a stagnant, close-minded society filled with people who have no desire to learn.  
	The base of Peirce’s method lays in two categories: belief and doubt.  The goal of learning is to form beliefs and to eradicate any doubts that one has through analysis and questioning.   Just jump right in. There was one thing that Peirce said about the tendency to form beliefs that I didn’t agree with.  He claims that a person shouldn’t form a belief from something that goes beyond logic this is a bit awk (also, use page numbers for specific points like this).  This is hard to swallow for anyone that has a belief in anything spiritual or religious.  Is it logical to believe that there is a God, even though there is no evidence to support that claim?  That is where I have trouble.  I am not a religious person, but it’s difficult for me to agree that all beliefs should have sound, logical proof.  Well they have to be determined by something real and objective, which isn’t quite as severe a requirement. But belief in God would not be apparently supported by the method of science; it’s not impossible that it would be. It would depend on whether all people would eventually come to accept God for objective reasons, which as yet seems unlikely!
	This might not be what Peirce meant with his statement, but to me he is saying something about any emotion that one feels that can’t be attributed to an event.?? Unclear what you mean here  Is hope illogical because there is no proof that what you’re hoping for will happen? I think I see. Not illogical; it’s just that feelings, desires, etc. are not beliefs. Beliefs guide our desires, etc. (9-10) I think that Peirce tries to put all thought into one category when I don’t think that all thoughts have to have any logical basis at all.  He does put all beliefs in the same category. Doubt is also a form of thought. He talks a bit more about thought in HTMOIC
	One thing that confused me about what Peirce says is that he claims that all beliefs should be determined by something upon which our thinking has no effect.  I took this to mean that any belief should be based upon a concrete thing that cannot be changed or molded by people. Yep, this is right. The “external world” so to speak. But is anything so concrete that a person hasn’t affected it? Affected it how? I think this is an excellent question—this is a line Dewey takes up (as we’ll talk about a bit later in the course). Kudos on catching this! 
	My last thought is about Peirce believing that this method, if done correctly, should make every conclusion from every man the same.  This is a problem for me.  It seems pretty ignorant to think that if people do not believe the same thing or think the same thing then they have done something wrong.  How can someone, whose whole philosophical department is based on questioning the world around them, believe that all people should come to the same conclusion.  For CSP, the answer is gonna be that there’s only one external reality. If I say electrons have a positive charge, and you say they have a negative charge, it can’t be that both of us are right. This won’t apply to everything; we can disagree about what music is good, or something. But when it comes to having right or wrong beliefs about the world, we can’t all be right (if we all disagree). So CSP will say; postmodernists (as we’ll discuss later in the course) will push on this in just the way you are. I thought that the point of pragmatism was to be constantly questioning and debating.  How can people debate if everyone has come to the same conclusion?

Very good start! Nice questions and thoughts. Slow down a bit and explain some of your points more (e.g., the Dewey point above) rather than leave them at a question. (You can always cut a point out if you need to—in this one, you have about 3.5 diff mini-arguments (the hope and religion ones are pretty similar lines of thinking).)
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