4 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PEIRCE

':; ph:lo_sophy ladled out to them can go elsewhere, There are philo-
sophical soup shops at every corner, thank God! )

The development of my ideas has been the industry of thirty
years. I did not know as I ever should get to publish them, their
nipening seemed so slow, But the harvest time has come, at last
and to me that harvest seems a wild one, but of course it-is not I
who hav!e to pass judgment. It is not quite you, either, individual
reader; it is experience and history.

For years in_the course of this ripening process, I used for myself
to collect my ideas under the designation fallibilism; and indeed
the first step toward finding out is to acknowledge you do not satis-
.factonly know already; so that no blight can ‘so surely arrest all
intellectual growth as the blight of cocksureness: and ninety-nine
out of every hundred good heads are reduced to impotence by that

alady—of whose inroads they are most strangely unaware!

_ Indeed, _uut of a contrite fallibilism, combined with a high faith
in the real}ty of kdowledge, and an intense desire to find things out )
all my philosophy has always seemed to me to grow. . . . ’
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FEW persons care to study logic, because everybody conceives him-
self to be proficient enough in the art of reasoning already. But I
observe that this satisfaction is limited to one's own ratiocination,
and does not extend to that of other men.

We come to the full possession of our power of drawing inferences,
the last of all our faculties; for it is not so much a natural gift asa
long and difficult art. The history of its practice would make a
grand subject for a book. The medieval schoolmen, following the
Romans, made logic the earliest of a boy’s studies after grammar, as
being very easy. So it was as they understood it. Its fundamental
principle, according to them, was, that all knowledge rests either on
authority or reason; but that whatever is deduced by reason depends
ultimately on a‘ premiss derived from authority. Accordingly, as
soon as a boy was perfect in the syllogistic procedure, his intellectual
kit of tools was held to be complete.

To Roger Bacon, that remarkable mind who in the middle of the
thirteenth century was almost a scientific man, the schoolmen’s con-
ception of reasoning appeared only an obstacle to truth. He saw
that experience alone teaches anything—a proposition which to us
seems easy to understand, because a distinct conception of experi-
ence has been handed down to us from former generations; which to
him likewise seemed perfectly clear, because its difficulties had not
yet unfolded themselves. Of all kinds of experience, the best, he
thought, was interior illumination, which teaches many things about
Nature which the external senses could never discover, such as the
transubstantiation of bread.

Four centuries later, the more celebrated Bacon, in the first book
of his Novum Organum, gave his clear account of experience as
something which must be open to verification and re€xamination.
But, superior as Lord Bacon’s conception is to earlier notions, a
modern reader who is not in awe of his grandiloguence is chiefly
struck by the inadequacy of his view of scientific procedure.

* [This chapter, with Peirce's title, is the entire first paper of the series
** Illustrations of the Logic of Science,”” Popular Science Monthly 1877. Here
reprinted with the later changes (CP 5.358-87).]
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That we have only to make some crude experiments, to draw up
briefs of the results in certain blank forms, to go through these
by rule, checking off everything disproved and setting down the
alternatives, and that thus in a few years physical science would be
finished up-—what an idea! *“He wrote on science like a Lord
Chancellor,” indeed, as Harvey, a genuine man of science said.

The early scientists, Copernicus, Tycho Brahe, Kepler, Galileo,
Harvey, and Gilbert, had methods more like those of their modern
brethren. Kepler undertook to draw a curve through the places of*
Mars, and to state the times occupied by the planet in describing the
different parts of that curve; but perhaps his greatest service to
science was in impressing on men’s minds that this was the thing to
be done if they wished to improve astronomy; that they were not
to content themselves with inquiring whether one system of epicycles
was better than another, but that they were to sit down to the figures
and find out what the curve, in truth, was, He accomplished this'by
his incomparable energy and courage, blundering along in the most
inconceivable way (to us), from one irrational hypothesis to another,
until, after trying twenty-two of these, he fell, by the mere exhaus-
tion of his invention, upon the orbit which a mind well furnished
with the weapons of modern logic would have tried almost at the
outset.}

In the same way, every work of science great enough to be well
remembered for a few generations affords some exemplification of the
defective state of the art of reasoning of the time when it was
written; and each chief step in science has been a lesson in logic. It
was so when Lavoisier and his contemporaries took up the study of
Chemistry. The old chemist's maxim had been, “Lege, lege, lege,
labora, ora, et relege.” Lavoisier's method was not to read and
pray, but to dream that some long and complicated chem:cal process
would have a certain effect, to put it into practice with dull patience,
after its inevitable failure, to dream that with some modification
it would have another result, and to end by publishing the last dream
as g fact: his way was to carry his mind into his laboratory, and
literally to make of his alembics and cucurbits instruments of
thought, giving a new conception of reasoning as something which
was to be done with one’s eyes open, in manipulating real things
instead of words and fancies.

t I am ashamed at being obliged to confess that this volume contains a
very false and foolish remark about Kepler. When I wrote it, I had never

studied the original book as I have since. It is now my deliberate opinion -~
that it is the most marvellous piece of inductive reasoning I have been able
to find.—1893. [Cf. ch. 11, part IL.]
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The Darwinian controversy is, in large part, a question of_ logic,
Mr. Darwin proposed to apply the statisjtical method to b1<310gy.
The same thing has been done in a widely different branch of science,
the theory of gases. Though unable to say what the r.novements t?f
any particular molecule of gas would be on a certain hypothesis
regarding the constitution of this class of bodies, Clausius a.n'd
Maxwell were yet able, eight years before the pnb}lcatlon of Darwin’s
immortal work, by the application of the doctrine of pro_bablhtles,
to predict that in the long run such and such a proportion of the
molecules would, under given circumstances, acquire such and such
velocities; that there would take place, every second, such and_ s_uch
a relative number of collisions, etc.; and from thes?. propositlons
were able to deduce certain properties of gases, esps_:cmlly in regard
to their heat-relations. In like manner, Darwin, wh}le upablc tq say
what the operation of variation and natural selection in any'mch-
vidual case will be, demonstrates that in the long run they will, or
would, adapt animals to their circumstances. Whether or not
existing animal forms are due to such action, or what position the
theory ought to take, forms the subject of 2 ‘dlscussllon in which ques-
tions of fact and questions of logic are curiously mterlat.:ed. )

The object of reasoning is to find out, from the consideration of
what we already know, something else which we do not know. C(_)n-
sequently, reasoning is good if it be such as to give a true conclusion
from true premisses, and not otherwise. Thus, the guestion of

validity is ct and not of thinking. A being the: fac.t_s
sﬁ?ﬁnﬁﬁmw, the question is,
whether these facts are really so related that if A were B wou}d
generally be. If so, the inference is valid; if qot, not. Itisnotin
the least the question whether, when the premisses are accepted by
the mind, we feel an impulse to accept the conclusion also. It s
true that we do generally reason correctly by nature. But that is
an accident; the true conclusion would remain tru.e if we had no
impulse to accept it; and the false one would remain false, though
we could not resist the tendency to believe in it.

We are, doubtless, in the main logical animals, but we are I:lOt
perfectly so. Most of us, for example, are naturally more sanguine
and hopeful than logic would justify. We seem to be so constituted
that in the absence of any facts to go upon we are happy and self-
satisfied; so that the effect of experience is contmual_ly to contract
our hopes and aspirations. Yet a lifetime of the application of ?hls
corrective does not usually eradicate our sanguine disposition.
Where hope is unchecked by any experience, it is likely that our
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optimism is extravagant. Logicality in regard to practical matters
(if this be understood, not in the old sense, but as consisting in a
wise union of security with fruitfulness of reasoning) is the most
useful quality an animal can possess, and might, therefore, result
from the action of natural selection; but outside of these it is prob-
ably of more advantage to the animal to have his mind filled with

iy _ ___ pleasing and encouraging visions, independently of their truth;

and thus, upon unpractical subjects, natural selection might occasion
a fallacious tendency of thought.

That which determines us, from given premisses, to draw one
inference rather than another, is some habit of mind, whether it be
constitutional or acquired. The habit is good or otherwise, according
las it produces true conclusions from true premisses or not; and an
inference is regarded as valid or not, without.reference to the truth
or falsity of its conclusion specially, but according as the habit
which determines it is such as to produce true conclusions in general
or not. The particular habit of mind which governs this or that
inference may be formulated in a proposition whose truth depends
on the validity of the inferences which the habit determines; and
such a formula is called a guiding principle of inference. Suppose,
for example, that we observe that a rotating disk of copper quickly
comes to rest when placed between the poles of a magnet, and we
infer that this will happen with every disk of copper. The guiding
principle is, that what is true of one Piece of copper is true of
another. Such a guiding principle with regard to copper would be
much safer than with regard to many other substances—brass, for
example.

A book might be written to signalize all the most important of
these guiding principles of reasoning. It would probably be, we
must confess, of no service to a person whose thought is directed
wholly to practical subjects, and whose activity moves along
thoroughly-beaten paths. The problems that present themselves
to such a mind are matters of routine which he has learned once for
all to handle in learning his business. But let a man venture into
an unfamiliar field, or where his results are not continually checked
by experience, and all history shows that the most masculine
intellect will ofttimes lose his orientation and waste his efforts in
directions which bring him no nearer to his goal, or even carry him
entirely astray. He is like a ship in the open sea, with no one on
board who understands the rules of navigation. And in such a case

some general study of the guiding principles of reasoning would be
sure to be found useful.
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Thé subject could hardly be treated, however, wit!ugut ,belflg flrst
limited; since almost any fact may serve as a guiding principle.
ﬁt it so happens that there exists a division among fa..cts, such-tl_iat
in one class are all those which are absglutely essential as guldmg
principles, while in the others are all wlluch have any other interest ¢
as objects of research. This divisiQn is between tposg Whlc!'l are
necessarily taken for granted in askn_lg why a certain cqnclusmn is
thought to follow from certain premisses, and those which are not
implied in such a"qﬁestionlA moment’s thougl_lt will show tht a
variety of facts are already assumed when the logical question is rs; |
asked. It is implied, for instance, that there are such states off:
mind as doubt and belief—that a passage from one to the other is
possible, the object of thought remain.ing the same, and_ that this
transition is subject to some rules by which all minds are ’a.llke bound.
As these are facts which we must already know before we can have
any clear conception of reasoning at gll, .it cannc?t be supposed_ to
be any longer of much interest to inquire into their truth or fals1.ty.
On the other hand, it is easy to believe that those rules of reasoning .
which are deduced from the very idea of the process are th.e ones
which are the most essential; and, indeed, that so l?ng as it “con-
forms to these it will, at least, not lead to false conc}usmns from true
premisses. In point of fact, the importance of what may be deduced
from the assumptions involved in the logical question turns out to
be greater than might be supposed, and this for reasons which it is
diffictlt to exhibit at the outset. The only one which I shall h.ere
mention is, that conceptions which are really prod_ucts of_logmal
reflection, without being readily seen to be so, mingle with our
ordinary thoughts, and are frequently the causes .Of great coqfusxon.
This is the case, for example, with the conception of quality. A

quality, as such, is never an object of observation. We can see that ‘U"’X

a thing is blue or green, but the quality of being blue and the quaht);
of being green are not things which we see; they are produc;s o
logical reflections. The truth is, that common-sense, or thought :13.5
it first emerges above the level of the narrowly practical, is deeply
imbued with that bad logical quality to which the eplthet meta-
p}aysical is commonly applied; and nothing can clear it up but a
rse of logic.

se‘\’;fr:gcgr?era]ly kfow when we wish to asl.c a qu‘es’.ciop a{ld when we
wish to pronounce a judgment, for there is a dissimilarity between
the sensation of doubting and that of believing. N

But this is not all which distinguishes doubt from belief. There

is a practical difference. Our belie ide gur desires and shape
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actions. The Assassins, or followers of the Old Man of the

Mountain, used to rush into death at his least command, because

they believed that obedience to him would insure everlasting felicity.

Had they doubted this, they would not have acted as they did. So
o 1t is with every belief, according to its degree. The feeling of
" believing is a more or less sure indication of there being established

in our nature some habit which will determine our actions. Doubt
“hever has such an effect.

Nor must we overlook a third point-of difference. Doubt is an
uneasy and dissatisfied state from which we struggle to free our-
selves and pass into the state of belief; while the latter is a calm and
satisfactory state which we do not wish to avoid, or to change to a
belief in anything else. On the contrary, we cling tenaciously, not
merely to believing, but to believing just what we do believe. .

Thus, both doubt and belief have positive effects upon us, though
ery different ones. Belief does not make us act at once, but puts
s into such a condition that we shall behave in some certain way,
hen the occasion arises. Doubt has not the least such active effect,
but stimulates us to inquiry until it is destroyed. This reminds us
of the irritation of a nerve and the reflex action produced thereby;
while for the analogue of belief, in the nervous system, we rnust look
to what are called nervous associations—for example, to that habit
of the nerves in consequence of which the smell of a peach will
make the mouth water,

The irritation of doubt causes a struggle to attain a state of belief.
I shall term this struggle Inguiry, though it must be admitted that
this is sometimes not a very apt designation.
The irritation of doubt is the only immediate motive for the
truggle to attain belief. It is certainly best for us that our beliefs
», should be such as may truly guide our actions so as to satisfy our
<. desires;, and this reflection will make us reject every belief which
does not seem to have been so formed as to insure this result. But
+it will only do so by creating a doubt.in the place of that belief.
With the doubt, therefore, the struggle begins, and with the cessation
of doubt it ends. Hence, the sole object of inquiry is the settlement
of opinion. We may fancy that this is not enough for us, and that
we seek, not merely an opinion, but a true opinion. But put this
fancy to the test, and it proves groundless; for as soon as a firm
belief is reached we are entirely satisfied, whether the belief be trye
or false. And it is clear that nothing out of the sphere of our know-
ledge can be our object, for nothing which does not affect the mind
can be the motive for mental effort, The most that can be main-
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ltained is, that we seek for a belief that we shall thmk' to be t_rut_a.
But we think each one of our beliefs E_? be true, and, indeed, it is
autology to say so. b o
mt?;;:t the seg'lﬁ . f o inio;i e end of inquiry is a verg
important proposition. It sweeps away, at once, various :"aggeh a.ne
erroneous conceptions of proof. A few of these may be noticed er_'.:
1. Some philosophers have ima,gl‘ned that to start an inquiry 1
was only necessary to utter a question whether orally or by setting
it down upon paper, and have even recommended us to begin c;ur
studies with questioning everything! But the mere putt:;:g of ;
proposition into the interrogative form does not stimulate t il m1nt
to any struggle after belief. Theredxlnust be a real and living doubt,
i is all discussion is idle. ]
amzi. “i]tt}llso I;t xtilry common idea that a demonstration must res];c on
some ultimate and absolutely indu}?itqble propositions. T ese,
according to one school, are first p.rmc1ples of‘ a general fnatture,
according to another, are first sensations. But, in point of fac 1:an
inquiry, to have that completely satisfactory result called dernlonst rai
tion, has only to start with propositions perfectly free from all ac ugt
doubt. If the premisses are not in fact doubted at all, they canné
¢ satisfactory than they are. .
be;l%rome people rsyeem to iove to argue a point after all the woglﬁ
is fully convinced of it. But no further advance can be ma ;
When doubt ceases, mental action on 1:he subject comes to an en
if it did go on, it would be without a purpose. .
angf. ;;1: settEament of opinion is the sole object of inquiry, an_d 1;
belief is of the nature of a habit, why sh9u1d we not attain the desu"eél .
end, by taking as answer to a question any we may far{ci, an
constantly reiterating it to ourselves, dwe!hng on all whic inag i
conduce to that belief; and learning to turn W}th ¢ontempt and ha ﬁed
from anything that might disturb it? This simple and direct Tet tzd
is really pursued by many men. I ren}emb_er once being entreat
not to read a certain newspaper lest it might change my 9p1mog ]
upon free-trade. ‘‘Lest I might be entra}pped‘})y its fal}.acneian
misstatements,” was the form of expression. You are not,” r}r:gr
friend said, “a special student of pohtufal economy. You mlgth,
therefore, easily be deceived by fallacious arguments upclnjnl_ e
subject. You might, then, if you read this paper, be led to :. ieve
in protection. But you admit that freg—-trade is thf, true doc r;ztm,
and you do not wish to believe what is not true.” I have o t;n
known this system to be deliberately adopted. Still oftet:lef',t e
instinctive dislike of an undecided state of mind, exaggerated into a
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vague dread of doubt, makes men cling spasmodically to the views
they already take. The man feels that, if he only holds to his belief
without wavering, it will be entirely satisfactory. Nor can it be
denied that a steady and immovable faith yields great peace of ming.
It may, indeed, give rise to inconveriences, as if a man should
resolutely continue to believe that fire would not burn him, or that
he would be eternally damned if he received his tngesta otherwise
than through a stomach-pump. -But then the man who adopts this
method will not ailow that its inconveniences are greater than its
_adkam?as%. He will say, “I ho steadfastly to the Irath, and the
truth is afways wholesome.” And in many cases it may very well
be that the pleasure he derives from his calm faith overbalances any
inconveniences resulting from its deceptive character. Thus, if
it be true that death is annihilation, then the man who believes that
he will certainly go straight to heaven when he dies, provided he
have fulfilled certain simple observances in this life, has a cheap
pleasure which will not be followed by the least disappointment.
A similar consideration seems to have weight with many persons in
eligious topics, for we frequently hear it said, “Oh, I could not
elieve so-and-so, because I should be wretched if I did.” When an
strich buries its head in the sand as danger approaches, it very
ikely takes the happiest course. It hides the danger, and then

in his opinions, and if he only succeeds—basing his method, as he
}.does, on two fundamental psychological laws—I do not see what can
be said against his doing so. It would be an egotistical impertinence

to object that his procedure is irrational, for that only amounts to
saving that his method of settling belief imﬁmm
ﬁmﬂﬁw often talk with
scorn of man’s weak and illusive reason. Sﬂm%he
pleases,

“"BUT this method of fixing belief, which may.be called the method
of tenacity, will be unable to hold its ground in practice. The
social impulse is against it. The man who adopts it will find that
other men think differently from him, and it will be apt to occur to
him, in some saner moment, that their opinions are quite as good as
his own, and this will shake his confidence in his belief. This con-
ception, that another man’s thought or sentiment may be equivalent
to one's own, is a distinctly new step, and a highly important one.
Tt arises from an jmpulse too strong in man to be suppressed, without
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destroying the human species. Unless we'ma.kf_: gurs‘?lves
gzilng'lgs?fwe shaﬁn Eecessarily influence ez_lch othe_r s op1§113;15_,d Sa(i
that the problem becomes how to fix belief, not in the individual
fie community, o
meli:i tl—'zﬁ\:ﬂl{l otf the state act, then, instead of that pf the_ mdlwiual.
Let-an institution be created which shall have for its object t? eip
correct déctrines before the attention of the people, tq relt:r:.he
them perpetually, and to teach them to thc-? young; ha\_rmgt a hte
same time power to prévent contrary doctrines from being ;Lugimi
advocated, or expressed. Let all possible causes of a change of m ¢
be removed from men’s apprehensions. Let them be k_ept Lgnorta;.:; )
lest they should learn of some reason to think otherwise tdan i t}é
do. Let their passions be enlisted, so that they may regidrt apﬁu I;en
and unusual opinions with hatred and horror. Tlfen, e all men
who reject the established belief be terrified into sxl?,nce.‘ 't'e he
people turn out and tar-and-feather such men, or let inquisi (;on?1
made into the manner of thinking of suspected persons, an twd in
they are found guilty of forbidden beliefs, let them be subjec eth c:
some signal punishment. When complete agreement could not I?t' her
wise be reached, a general massacre of 'a.ll who hhve not t!loug tina
certain way has proved a very effective means of se'gtlmfg opinion
in a country. If the power to do this be wanting, let a list ofo}p;mmﬁi
be drawn up, to which no man of the least lmdependence of t otll11g
can assent, and- let the faithful be required to accept all ‘;ie
propositions, in order to segrtfega}.lte thelr; as radically as possible
i influence of the rest of the world. _
fan;’litshfnl;%od has, from the earliest times, bf-fep one of 'the chleé
means of upholding correct theological ar_:d political doctIrmeE: an
of preserving their universal or catholic character. 1;1 oi111i'x1;3;
especially, it has been practised from the days of Numa‘ (;lmlz -
to those of Pius Nonus. This is the most perfe.cf: example in 1§t }c:i’yt,
but wherever there is a priesthood—and no religion has been withou
one—this method has been more or less mgde. use of. Whﬁ}revell;
there is an aristocracy, or a guild, or any association of a class of me
whose interests depend, or are supposed to depend, on cez:tamtproi
positions, there will be inevitably found some traces of th_15 natura.
product of social feeling. Cruelties always accompany this sxcs_ em;
and when it is consistently carried out, tll_e:y become atroci 11185 u_‘(l)d
the most horrible kind in the eyes of any ra.flgnal_ man. Nor St of .
this occasion surprise, for the officer of a society does noak eef
justified in surrendering the intm'ests. of that society for the Sthe o‘
mercy, as he might his own private interests. It is natural, there
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fore i
!mth,leim;;j::pathy and fellowship should thus produce a most
4 In judging this method of fixing belief, which ma
. inﬁ:t_hod of authority, we must, in the first place, allovf i}:)sei;?rgﬁsﬁ:
able mental and moral superiority to the method of tenacity. Its
success is proportionately greater; and, in fact, it has over am‘i over
again wquefi the most majestic results. The mere structures of
stone which it Ifa.s caused to be put together—in Siam, for example
in Egypt, a.l:xd in Europe—have many of them a sublimity hardl :
more tha.n. nivalled by the greatest works of Nature. And, exce 31:
the' geological epachs, there are no periods of time so vast ;.s tho{;’e
wh1c1.1 are measured by some of these organized faiths. If we
scrutinize Fhe matter closely, we shall find that there has ;mt been
one of t'helr creeds which has remained always the same; yet the
‘change is so 'slow as to be imperceptible during one per:;on’s life
1so. tha?.t individual belief remains sensibly fixed. For the mass of
:;13:1111;;11 léﬁt;zslé ;‘E:}:frelis 1zer1_1ap‘s no better method than this, If it
’ou%ht ¢ ghest | pulse to be intellectual slaves, then slaves they
Sut no institution can undertake to regulate opinions upo
subject. Onl,y th_e most important ones can be alztended tlg I;;geg
the_ rest men s minds must be left to the action of natura.i causes
:thS imperfection will be no source of weakness so long as men aIe:
In such a state of culture that one opinion does not influence another
—that is, so ‘long as they cannot put two and two together. But in
the most priest-ridden states some individuals will be found who
are raised above that condition. These men possess a wider sort of
social feeling; they see that men in other countries and in other
ages have held to very different doctrines from those which they
themselyes l}a\_re been brought up to believe; and they cannot hel
seeing that it is the mere accident of their having been taught a.g
they have:, a.nd of their having been surrounded with the mgnners
gnd associations "they have, that has caused them to believe as theyl
lo and not far .dlﬁerently. Nor can their candour resist the reflec-
tion that there is no reason to rate their own views at 4 higher valu
than, those of other nations and other centuries; thus giving ri .
to doubts in their minds, P ETRE e
) They will furthfzr perceive that such doubts as these must exist
in thelf minds with reference to every belief which seems to be
de.te.rmmed by the caprice either of themselves or of those who
originated t}le populzu_~ opinions. The willful adherence to a belief
and the arbitrary forcing of it upon others, must, therefore, both bé
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given up. A different new method of settling opinions must be
adopted, that shall not only produce an impulse to believe, but shall
also decide what proposition it is which is to be believed. Let the
action of natural preferences be unimpeded, then, and under their
influence let men, conversing together and regarding matters in
different lights, gradually develop beliefs in harmony with natural
causes. This“method resembles that by which conceptions of art
have been brought to maturity. The most perfect example of it is
to be foind 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 propositions 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 agreeable to reason that the distances
of the celestial spheres from one another should be proportional to
the different lengths of strings which produce harmonious chords.
Many philosophers have been led to their main conclusions by con-
siderations like this t; but this is the lowest and least developed

t Let us see in what manner a few of the greatest phitesophers have under-
taken to settle opinion, and what their success has been. Descartes, who
would have a man begin by doubting everything, remarks that there is one
thing he will find himself- unable to doubt, and that is, that he does doubt ;
and when he reflects that he doulSts, he can no longer doubt that he exists.
Then, because he is all the while doubting whether there are any such things
as shape and motion, Descartes thinks he must be persuaded that shape and
motion do not beleng to his nature, or anything else but consciousness. This
is taking it for granted that nothing in‘his nature lies hidden beneath the
surface. Nekt, Descartes asks the doubter to remark that he has the idea of
a Being, in the highest degree intelligent, powerful, and perfect. Now a
Being would not have these qualities unless he existed necessarily and eternally.
By existing necessarily he means existing by virtue of the existence of the
jdea. Consequently, zll doubt as to the existence of this Being must cease.
This plainly supposes that belief is to be fixed by what men find in their minds.

e is reasoning like this: I find it written in the volume of my mind that

here is something X, which is such a sort of thing that the moment itis written
own it exists. Plainly,.he is aiming at a kind of truth which saying so can
ake to be so. He gives two further proofs.of God's existence. Descartes - -
makes God easier to know than anything else; for whatever we think He is,~°
He is. -He fails to remark that this is precisely the definition of a ﬁ@cm.
In particular, God cannot be a deceiver; whence it follows, t whatever
we quite clearly and distinctly think to be true about any subject, must be
true. Accordingly, if people will thoroughly discuss a subject, and quite
clearly and distinctly make up their minds what they think about it, the
desired settlement of the question will be reached. I may remark that the
world has pretty thoroughly deliberated upon that theory and has quite
distinctly come to the conclusion that it is utter nonsense; whence that
judgment is indisputably right.
Many critics have told me that I misrepresent the 4 iori philosophers,
when I represent them as adopting whatever opinion there seems to be a
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form which the method takes, for it is clear that another i
find ‘Kepl.er's theory, that the celestial spheres are prop?r?;:)rlllz.llgilct
the: inscribed and circumscribed spheres of the different regular
solids, more agreeable to Ais 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 considetjation that acting in one way will afford him more
d plea§ure than acting in another. This rests on no fact in the world
but it hg.s hada ».v1de acceptance as being the only reasonable theory,
':1"h15 mef:hod is far more intellectual and respectable from the:
point of view of reason than either of the others which we have
noticed. Indeed, as long as no better method can be applied, it
ought to be followed, since it is then the expression of instinct wh}ch
must be the ultimate cause of belief in all.cases. But its failure has
been the most manifest. It makes of inquiry something similar to

natural inclination to adopt. But nobod
0 . ¥ can say the above d -
ﬁ;?;ltﬁ- :levﬁvzgstgft;l;gsﬁ;on ?f %‘)esifartes, and upon ?vha.t doe: he 32;:5? ::::;t
| inking erhaps I shall be told, however, that si
;_tlllxg: :;:en}a.lﬁr:lez?clcig;etcil. I?Ztant'sdgreat boast is that he criticall;lgfaﬁ?x?:é
to ou _ ons toward certain opinions, An opinion th
thing is universally true clearly goes furth pth fence Can. wrran,
An opinion that something is rfec%ssarﬂ“rtrer at &8, not merely ia frae i
ini t that is, not merely i i
the existing state of things, but would béy truue ( S e e
gs v ¢ in every state of
Ig);eigiléﬁl;egntdhag e_:g:egxincgl will warrant. 'I‘hoser:ema' rkso htahc{ngzlrfqr‘;zndi
: and admitted by Hume ; and Kant reiterates them.
:111-: propositions of a nominalistic cast, they can hardly be d:ﬁedmlo ‘gfz?gg
t whatever is held to be precisely tm s further than ex] erience can
ngzgt;l'ys warrant. Acce;pRug those criteria of the origin o% ;aeas Kant
WCEEdS T0 teason as follows: Geometrical propositions are held
pémversa.lly true. Hence, they are not given b)I; e:I:)perience. (e:on:éguetagﬂbe
1t must be owing to an inward necessity of man's nature that he sees ev. yi
thin hg in space. Ergo, the sum of the angles of a triangle will be equal to ctl;ryo
]_r;g t -atn'\sgllcl?rslefg;- flﬂ) t]g:ﬁtobgcis ﬂc;f 3:; vision. Just that, and nothing more
Kant's. ught. But the dry-rot of reason in the seminaries h .
to the point where such stuff is held fo be admirab] jon, T might
go through the Critic of the Pure Reason, secti 13  hction, and show it
the thought throughout is precisel i facter.  He everpwhn thoat
: ; y of this character. He everywh
that ordinary objects, such as trees and i i D ementy s
: : A . gold-pieces, involve
c:lnta.med in the first presentations of sense. But we ca.nn:t ;el:smu::é? cItllcz"i-:
isn5 Yt;s to give up the reality of trees and gold-pieces. There is 2 general inward
; istence upon them, and that is the warrant for swallowing the entire bolus
of general belief about them. This is merely accepti ithout questi
ge 500N at; it is sh ¢ a great man e
€ comes fo the ideas of God, Freedom, and Immortali he hesi ;
'bef:dia&:se people who t_hink only of bl:ead and butter, plea.sug 'ang poets::? t::'é
,;n amfrenf. to those ideas. He subjects these ideas to a different kind of
s: mination, and finally admits them upon grounds which appear to the
m;mliarmts more or less suspicions, but which in the eyes of laboratorists are
dm ely stronger than the grounds npon which he has accepted space, time
:.E causality. Those last grounds amount to nothing but this, that what
ere is a very decided and general inclination to believe must be true. Had
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the development of taste; but taste, unfortunately, is always more
or less a matter of fashion, and accordingly metaphysicians have
never come to any fixed agreement, but the pendulum has swung
backward and forward between a more material and a more spiritual
philosophy, from the earliest times to the latest. And so from this,
which has been called the a priors method, we are driven, in Lord
Bacon's phrase, to a true induction. We have examined into this
a 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 cir-
cumstances, only magnifies that of others. This method, therefore,

does not differ in a_wi ntial wa OTityY. e
government may not have lifted its finger to influence my convic-

tions; I may have been left outwardly quite free to choose, we will

5
Kant merely said, T shall adopt for the present the belief that the three angles R _/"a
of a triangle are equal to two right angles because nobody but brother Lambert %°
and some Italian has ever called it in guestion, his attitude would be well A
enough. But on the contrary, he and those who today represent his school ™ .
d%tggm%ww, and the Lambertists refuted, by &)
what comes merely to gene ination to think with them.

As for Hegel, who led Germany for a generation, he recognizes clearly what
heisabout. He simply launches his boat into the current of thought and allows
himself to be carried wherever the, current leads. He himself calls his method
diglzctic, meaning that a frank discussion of the difficulties to which any
opinion spontanecusly gives rise will lead to modification after modification
until a tenable position is attained. This is a distinct profession of faith in
the method of inclinations.

Other philosophers appeal to ' the test of inconceivability of the opposite,”’
to ** presuppositions ** (by which they mean Vorausselzungen, properly trans- '
lated, posiuiates), and other devices ; -but all these are but so many systems
of rummaging the garret of the skull to find an enduring opinion about the
Universe.

When we pass from the perusal of works upholding the method of authority %
to those of the philosophers, we not only find ourselves in a vastly higher
intellectual atmosphere, but also in a clearer, freer, brighter, and more g{{
refreshing moral atmosphere. All this, however, is beside the one significant Q{GP-
question of whether the method succeeds in fixing men’s opinions. The <"
projects of these authors are most persuasive. One dare swear they should
succeed. But in point of fact, up to date they decidedly do not; and the
outlook in this direction is most discouraging. The difficulty is that the
opinions which today seem most unshakable are found tomorrow ta be out

They are really far more changeable than they appear to a hasty

of fashion,
reader to be ; since the phrases made to dress out defunct opinions are worn

at second hand by their successors.

We still talk of ** cause and effect’’ although, in the mechanical world, the
opinion that phrase was meant to express has been shelved long ago. We
now know that the acceleration of a particle at any instant depends upon its
position relative to other particles at that same instant ; while the old idea
was that the past affects the future, while the future does not affect the past.
So the '*law of demand and supply '’ bas utterly different meanings with

different economists.—1893.
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say, between monogamy and polygamy, and, appealing to my
conscience only, I may have concluded that the latter practice is in
itself licentious. But when I come to see that the chief obstacle to
the spread of Christiahity among 2 people of as high culture as the
Hindoos has been a conviction of the immorality of our way of
treating women, I cannot help seeing that, though governments do
not interfere, sentiments in their development will be very greatly
determined by accidental causes. Now, there are some people,
among whom L must suppose that my reader is to be found, who,
when they see that any belief of theirs is determined by any circum-
stance extraneous 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 in some degree at least to be a belief,
To satisfy our doubts, therefore, it is niecessary that a method
chould be found by which our beliefs may be determined by nothing
human, but by some. external permanency—by something upon
which our thinking bas no effect. Some mystics imagine that they
have such-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 publi¢ is not yet developed. Our external
permanency would not be external, in our sense, if it was restricted
in its influence to one individual. It must be something which
ects, or might affect, every man. And, though these affections
are necessarily as various as are individual conditions, yet the method
must be such that the ultimate conclusion of every man shall be the
same. Such is the method of science. Its fundamental hypothesis,
estated in more familiar language, is this: There are Real things,
whose characters are entirely independent of our opinions about
them; those Reals affect our senses according to regular laws, and,
though our sensations are as different as are our relations to the
bjects, yet, by taking advantage of the laws of perception, we can
ascertain by reasoning how things really and truly are; and any
man, if.he have sufficient experience and he reason enough about it,
T b o 32 the one. True conclusisn,THe new conception here
involved is that of Reality. It may be asked how I know that there
are any Reals. If this hypothesis is the sole support of my method
of inquiry, my method of inquiry must not be used to support my
hypothesis. Thereply is this: 1. 1f investigation cannot be regarded
as proving that there are Real things, it at 1
. ontrary conclusion; but the method and the conception on which
it is based Temain ever in harmony. No doubts of the method,
therefore, necessarily arise from its practice, as is the case with all
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the others. 2. The feeling which gives rise to any method of fixing
belief is a dissatisfaction at two repugnant propositions. But here
already is a vague concession that there is some one thing which a

proposition should represent. Nobody, therefore, can really doubt {

that there are Reals, for, if he did, doubt would not be a source of
dissatisfaction. The hypothesis, therefore, is one which every mind
admits. So that the social impulse does not cause men to doubt it.
3. Everybody uses the scientific method about a great many things,
and only ceases to use it when he-does not know how to apply it.
4. Experience of the method has not led us to doubt it, but, on
the contrary, scientific investigation has had the most wonderful
triumphs in the way of settling opinion. These afford the explana-
tion of my not doubting the method or the hypothesis which it
supposes; and not having any doubt, nor believing that anybody
else whom I could influence has, it would be the merest babble for
me to say more about it. If there be anybody with a living doubt
upon the subject, let him consider it.

To describe the method of scientific investigation is the object
of this series of papers. At present I have only room to notice some
points of contrast between it and other methods of fixing bélief.

This is the only one of the four methods which presents any dis-
tinction of & Tight and a wrong way. If I adopt the method of

tenacity, and shut mysel out from all influences, whatever I think

necessary to doing this, is necessary according to that method. So

with the method of authority: the state may try to put down heresy

by means which, from a scientific point of view, seem very ill-calcu-

lated to accomplish its purposes; but the only test o# that method |
is what the state thinks; so that it cannot pursue the method
wrongly. So with the @ priori method. The very essence of it is
to think as one is inclined to think. All metaphysicians will be sure
to-do that, however they may be inclined to judge each other to be
perversely wrong.. The Hegelian system recognizes every natural
tendency of thought ds logical, although it be certain to be abolished
by counter-tendencies. Hegel thinks there is a regular system ih
the succession of these tendencies, in consequence of which, after
drifting one way and the other for a long time, opinion will at last
go right. And it is true that metaphysicians do get the right ideas
at last; Hegel’s system of Nature represents tolerably the science of
his day; and one may be sure that whatever scientific investigation
shall have put out of doubt will presently receive a priori demonstra-
tion on the part of the metaphysicians. But with the scientific
method the case is different. I may start with known and observed

|
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facts to proceed to the unknown; and yet the rules whi
in doing so may not be such as investig{ation would :;)h;g:vi fO]’-}%V:
test of whether I am truly following the method is not an imm.ediate
appeal to my fe.ehngs and purposes, but, on the contrary, itself
involves the application of the method. Hence it is that bad. 1:eason
ing as well as good reasoning is possible; and this fact is the found )
tmﬂ Qf the practical side of logic. e
It 1s not to be supposed that the first three method i
oop_lmﬂn present no advantage whatever over the scientzﬁzfnizfc;%r:ig
’I‘]I; the contrary, each has some peculiar convenience of its own-
I € a priori method is distinguished for its comfortable conclusions.
It is the nature of the process to adopt whatever belief we are:
inclined to, and there are certain flatteries to the vanity of man which
;ve all believe by nature, until we are awakened from our pleasin
ream by rough facts. The method of authority will always overE
the mass of ma.nkind; and those who wield the various fozgms of
organized force in the state will never be convinced that dangerou
reasoming ought not to be suppressed in some way. If libegt i
speech is to l?e untrammelled from the grosser forms of constrayjnct)
thep uniformity of opinion will be secured by a moral terrorism t ’
which jche respectability of society will give its thorough appro a.lo
Following th_e_method of authority is the path of peace Pgert‘;ili
non—conf.onmtles are permitted; certain others (consideréd unsaf
are forbidden. These are different in different countries and ?)
dlff_erent ages; but, wherever you are, let it be known that m
seriousty hold a tabooed belief, and you may be perfectly surey 01;
bemg_ treated with a cruelty less brutal but more refined than hunti:?
iicgldlilke a wolf. Thus, the greatest intellectual benefactors of mang
thoughat‘fe :;ge:hduir:d;ha:;d d?;, not now, tg utter the whole of their
it; t e of prima facie i
Proposition which is considered essen{ial to 2%2ts?cuc:ist§/ut§0§o$iry
1S}11;11:g1113.r]ly enough, the persecution does not all come from withouj'jcf:
o diz n;lan St:lfrmbin.ts himself and 'is oftentimes most distressed at
fndix lg_ m:l . hevu}g propositions which he has been brought
tlferefoiarﬁnglitthhhigr:;o;sisﬁ; pt:a.ceﬁ;l and sympathetic man will,
5 e temptation to submit his opinion
ft.; aslitr.l;;;ttg Sii.g:lircr;?;t of zlldiradmire the method of tenag}ty fo1s-
s strength, ty, an ectness. Men who pursue i
Si;quﬁl;i hfc:- thelf ld:lcl:;sionT;f character, which Eecomesltv::;
ch a mental rule. ey do not waste time i i
make up their minds what they wa}zrlt, but, fasfzgif:;nﬁlig ;;yhl‘rclfu:o
upon whatever alternative comes first, they hold it to the end, whatg-

Y aeag
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ever happens, without an instant’s irresolution. This is one of the
splendid qualities which generally accompany brilliant, unlasting
success. It is impossible not o envy the man who can dismiss
reason, although we know how it must turn out at last.
Such are the advantages which the other methods of settling
opinion have over scientific investigation. A man should consider
well of them: and then he should consider that, after all, he wishes
his opinions to coincide with the fact, and that there is no reason
why the results of those three first methods should do so. To brin,
about this effect is the prerogative of the method of science. Upon
such considerations he has to make his choice—a choice which is
far more than the adoption of any intellectual opinion, which is one
of the ruling decisions of his life, to which, when once made, he is
bound to adhere. The force of habit will sometimes cause a man to
hold on to old beliefs, after he is in a condition to see that they have
no sound basis. But reflection upon the state of the case will over-
come these habits, and he ought to allow reflection its full weight.
People sometimes shrink from doing this, having an idea that beliefs
are wholesome which they cannot help feeling rest on nothing. But
let such persons suppose an analogous though different case from
their own. Let them ask themselves what they would say to a
reformed Mussulman who should hesitate to give up his old notions
in regard to the relations of the sexes; or to a reformed Catholic
who should still shrink from reading the Bible. Would they not say
that these persons ought to consider the matter fully, and clearly
understand the new doctrine, and then ought to embrace it, in its
entirety? But, above all, let it be considered that what is more}!
wholesome than any particular belief is integrity of belief, and that
to avoid looking into the support of any belief from a fear that it
may turn out rotten is quite as immoral as it is disadvantageous.
The person who confesses that there is such a thing as truth, whit:hl
is distinguished from falsehood simply by this, that if acted on it
should, on_full consideration, carry us to the point we aim at and]
not astray, and then, though convinced of this, dares not know the
fruth and seeks to avoid it, is in a sorry state of mind indeed. |
Yes, the other methods do have their merits: a clear logical con-
science does cost something—just as any virtue, just as all that we |
cherish, costs us dear. But we should not desire it to be otherwise.
e genius of a man’ should be loved ce
as his bride. whom he has chosen from all the world. He need not
contemn the others: on the contrary, he may honour them deeply,
and in doing so he only honours her the more. But she is the one
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] tha"c he has chosen, and he knows th
choice. And having made it, he will
not complain that there are blows t
be as many and as hard to give, and will strive to be the worthy

knight and champion of her f
draws his inspiration and his gglinr;g}:: Plaze of whase splendours he

at he was right in making that
work and fight for her, and will
o take, hoping that there may

3
HOW TO MAKE OUR IDEAS CLEAR*

WHOEVER has looked into a modern treatise on logic of the common
sort, will doubtless remember the two distinctions between clear and
obscure conceptions, and between distinct and confused conceptions.
They have lain in the books now for nigh two centuries, unimproved
and unmodified, and are generally reckoned by logicians as among
the gems of their doctrine.

A clear idea is defined as one which is so apprehended that it will} ek ¢
be recognized wherever it is met with, and so that no other will be \(,\'7[
mistaken for it. If it fails of this clearness, it is said to be obscure.

This is rather a neat bit-of philosophical terminology; yet, since
it is clearness that they were defining, I wish the logicians had
made their definition a little more plain. Never to fail to recognize
an idea, and under no circumstances to mistake another for it, let
it come in how recondite a form it may, would indeed imply such
prodigious force and clearness of intéllect as is seldom met with in
this world. On the other hand, terely to have such an acquaintance
with the idea as to have become familiar with it, and to have lost
all hesitancy in recognizing it in ordinary cases, hardly seems to
deserve the name of clearness of apprehension, since after all it only
amounts to a subjective feeling of mastery which may be entirely
mistaken. I take it, however, that when the logicians speak of
“clearness,” they mean nothing more than such a familiarity with
an ided, since they regard the quality as but a small merit, which
needs to be supplemented by another, which they call distinciness.

A distinct idea is defined as one which contains nothing which is
not clear. This is technical language; by the contenis of an idea
logicians understand whatever is contained in its definition. So
that" an idea is distinctly apprehended, according to them, when we
can give a precise definition of it, in abstract terms. Here the
professional logicians leave the subjeét; and I would not have
troubled the reader with what they have to say, if it were not such
a striking example of how they have been slumbering through ages

* [This chapter, with Peirce’s itle, is the entire second paper of a series
(cf. ch. 2), Popular Science Monthly 1878. Here reprinted with the later

changes (CP 5.388-410).] 23




