e avoided. both rationality and noncationality have:tle

quisition and development of kriowledge. Argurment assiss toret ch
ive or subjective. An ilustration from the Bible

claims for knowledge are object |
upon a formal argument, but a formal angu-

chows how the Philippian jailer acts
ment defective in informal ways

HERE ARE. of course, a varicty of methods for acquiring and develop-
ledge and methods of fixing belief in a given subject area. We
er to determine courses of ac-

ing know
employ these methods regularly, wheth
tion in our everyday lives or to learn ahout and attempt to Master aca-
demic pursuits. Unsurprisingly, these methods vary in their effective-
ness. Let us try o determine, from a commonsense point of view,
swhat sort of Aixation of belief would strike us, in any given situation,
as the best.

Let us suppose that the issue about which we wish to learn and,
eventually, adopt a course of acuon is 4 perceived need for heart
surgery. What sorts of factors would figure intelligenty in making 2
decision about such a perceived need? Undoubtedly, such factors
the opinions of one’s regular physician and of the consulted
o gist role in coming to a decision in ¢




Womnbutaamu&ofgmw
hat is meant by argument, in this sense? il
Anagmnt,iaimmhaskm,isapmmbywma cla

is made about something and, more importantly, is backed up or sup-
ported by relevant evidence organized in a persuasive manner. The
claim in our situation is the conclusion reached by the consulted
physicians thar heart surgery is called for. The evidence presented, in
this case, could take several forms, among which mughe be a medical 4
history of steadily declining heart funetion, » ge

genetic history of simi-
lar difbiculties, clearly disturbing results obrained from uses of clectros

cardiography and angiographv, and the like. In contrast, noting how
much it has rained today or wi
United States or whether the
usetul evidence in this marce

W0 18 currendy the presideny of the
local trees have budded would ot be
r. Sumilarly, if someone used your medical
history and Cofonary symptoms as justification for the

should be crowned the King of Spain, we would, likewise, be Suspi-
cious of the employed “evidence.” Of couy rse, if parallel cracks for these
medical and monarchial phenomena were claimed over 1 period of
time with alleged cause and cffect relations between events in them,
we would again be confronted, as we were in chaprer 1, with what
Peirce called failures 1o predesignate. The lack of definite, testable hy-
potheses leads to such faulty connections of irrelevant events. But not
only are we again sceing the fruirs of failing to predesignate; both ex-
amples should also alert us 1o another, equally severe problem, namely,
that the process of redsoning—the process that should link relevant
evidence 1o a relevant conclusion—is also defective. The so-called
“evidence,” empirically derived, and the powers of human '

notion that he

g I




is very different from the sorts of shouting matches we often associate
wd!&awmmbnd&wmtmm&nmmm«n
surgery illustration produces, unlike the subjective shouting match va-
riety, 4 conclusion that is objective—which means that, although dis-
covered by human minds and human reason, it is independent of us,
or real. Given investigators who can understand the issues involved
and who do not have a private, prearsanged agenda to follow, the same
evidence and the same reasoniog should consistently lead to the same

conclusion, regardless of which investigators are involved. Such objec-

sive results are conclusions that commuand the respect of all competent
observers, rather like the notionn classical mechanics that objects
dropped near che surfuce of the earth will fall, if unimpeded,at a rate
of acceleration of 32 fr./sec./sec. Our mere subjective opimions of feel-
ings in the marter are completely irrelevant. In fact, the phenomenon
of acceleration would function just the same without any human ob-
servers to note it apall. Such objective conclusions of knowledge-items
are like a collection of materials or objects placed on a writing desk:
they are “here,” available for all to see. Mere subjective squabbling,
while it may produce a satisfying consensus or 2 unanimity of opin-
ion, will not, in and of itself, produce knowledge about issues that
have an objective character.

You may recall that civilized people, for a ume, formed a strong con-
sensus as to what should be done with individuals whom they charac-
terized as witches. The way they wreated alleged witches can illustrate
what are known as informal fallacies in reasoning. Fallacy means errer,
both in the sense of a mistake having been made and in the sense of
Waw@mw’f&&mm ‘

o is one such fallacy. By comparison, “form all:




. evidence offered in

over this question. Arguer

witches, because nobody has ever proven that there arent any!” Arguer
B: “Nonsense! Of course there are ho such things as witches, because
nobody has ever proven that there are such things as witches!”

The difficulty in this argument from ignorance, as this informal fal-
lacy is termed, is that each arguer cites I favor of his conclusion the
fact that no convincing evidence for the opposite conclusion has been
put forward. But nonc could be! The same circumstance arises with
arguments OVer claims made by parapsychology and astrology. Tt i
tempting to think that this fallacy should be termed “argument from
enforced Of unavoidable ignorance,” because the existence of witches
and many of the claims of parapsychologists and astrologists are mat-
ters ouside the bounds of objective testing procedures. As such, they
are not matters, as yet at least, that can guide us to an objective point
of view: they are not objective matters dealing with objective evidence.
Recalling the irrelevant correlation of sunspots and pregnancies (a fail-
ure to predesignate) that we noted in chapter , we can detect the re-
lationship berween failure to predesignate and an argument from ig-
norance. In short, it appears chat all arguments from ignorance are by
default instances of failures 10 predesignate. But, using the example
connecting suRspots and pregnancies as an Justracion, not all failures

ts from ignorance. We are not, in the cot-
P e, drawing a conclusi




Objective matters, then,
reasonable persons should, eventually, agree. The h
mqmncs. suc:h as the hlﬁoi'}’ Of mcﬂu:ai path S0 .
dency, especially when crrors and misconception

eliminated or corrected. -~
All this can be phrased in a different and more compelling manner.

When we reach such objective conclusions, we have conducted our-
selves according to the dictates of being creatures who are rational.
That is, we try, whenever possible it such matters, to use rci:mm
types and sufficient amounts of evidence, to draw ﬁ";ﬂd&ﬁiﬂhﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁk
rent with the evidence and to draw such conclusions in just that way

rEASOnINg.

hecause we have used good!
For example, if | have a well-fixed belief that I can hop into my red
sports car-and drive from this Jocation 10 2 nearby city, this 18 surely
2 rational belief on my part. When 1 say that 1 know that | can do this
about it, when | say, “The starement ‘Stew-
y is true”), I have fixed my belict in a ra-
evant Statement. “Stewart can drive to 3
premises consist in the existence of
the proper equipment, pavement, abilicies, and a past history along
these lines; and the good reasoning consists in the fact that, combin-
ing all the pieces of evidence and putting them into play, it is perfectly 8
he conclusion will result. Whether ornot

reasonable to presume that t
such a conclusion is a matter of absolute certainty or relative p
command W

bility is an important question that will, shortly, -

{or, to get a bt technical
art can drive to a nearby cit
Gonal manner. Thus, the rel
nearby city, i1s my conclusion; the




as Maing
problem:

15} are stigmatized as blind

ity OF as mere guesses? When we
reason, we set out |
we cali our premise and working upon wi produce another epesen
tation that professes t 1o £he ‘ and this we cail our
conclusion. But 50 we ¢

f whi

tatight. The irratioesaiity here CONSIS wr following a fixed method. of the
correctness of which th affords no assurance; so that if it does
not happen to be right i s < atinn to the case at hand, we go hope-
jesshy astray. In genuine reasoning, we are not wedded 10 our method. We
deliberately approve it, but we stand ever ready and disposed to reexamine
it-and to improve upon it and 10 criticize our criticism of it, without cessa-
tion (Peirce 1900, MS B31: 91 1)

We can conclude then that irrationality-—whether from an imme-
diate and abrupt conflict with good reasoning and the facts of the
world o brought on more gradually by operating from an ignorantly

followed or dogmatically held me od-—cannot produce
knowledge or reliable fixations of belief. In the arm-fappis




be!p us improve reasoning that is a lm wcak, or clse Md us to
reasoning that is plainly wrong,

There is yet another realm in which human knowledge ;md
are conspicuous, a realm that s set apart from both the rat
and irrational. This is the realm of the nonrational. 1f rationality im-
plies good reasoning while irrationality implies bad reasontng, then
nonrationality seems to leave mwming out of the acquisition and de-
velopment of human knowledge altogerher. How could knowledge or
the fixation of belict occur in the complere absence of reasoning? That
is, how could we be confident in making claims that are not supported
at all by reasoning, whether that reasoning be good or bad? What sorts
of topics or subjects could be approached by a nonrational means?
The answer to this last question may lead us to an understanding of
how nonrational insighr and subsequent crivcal knowledge can come
about.

Rationality depends or good reasoning and produces knowledge,
in most matters. Irrationality stems from poor reasoning and can yield
lunacy, if not criticized. Nonrationality offers no reasoning ac all and
produces results char, for the long run, cannot be relied upon without
criticism.

An example of nonratonality is instinct. Obviously, our pttvm

(émunmon of inherited instinct clearly shows any instance of suc
- A gy mmnaudknowiedgctobcnomnonﬂmmm
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VETSES

seriking inst
nd sang praises unto God: and the

denty there was 2 great earthquake. so that
aken: and \mmediately all the
2 And the keepe

And at midnight paut and Silas prayed. 3

prisoners heard them. * And sud

the foundations of the prison were sh
were opened, and every one's bands were joosed.

munq(hisshep.wmm




s

| Sirs, what must | do t0 3

the Lord Jesus Christ. and thou shalt be saved. and thy house. * A
wmmmm&m tord. and to all that were in his house. **
And he took them the same hour of the night. and 1 their stripes; and
was baptized, he and all his, straightway. * And when hie had brought gm
into his house. he set meat before them. and rejoiced, believing in God with
all his house. '

Notice the relationship bewween our = belicf—doubt—belief”
model and what actually, observably happens to the Philippian jailer.
He begins, first, with 2 wetl- ief. He thoroughly believes that
Paul and Silas belong it his jail. It is, to him, a picce of cerrain knowl-

edge. If we review verses 24, we see why he thinks this s so.

it And it came (0 pass & s peayer, & cerain o possessed with
a spirit of divination. met i which brought her masters much gain by sooth-
saying: '’ The e followed Paul and us, and ¢ ried, saying, These mesn are
the servants of the most high God. which shew unto us the way of salvation.
W Andd this did she ed. turned and said 10
the spirit. 1| command thee i the Rams & us Christ to come out of her.
And he came out the same howr, ™ A when her masters saw that the hope
of their gains was gone. they taught Paul and Silas. and drew them into the
market-place unto the rulers, @ And brought them 1o the magistrates, say-
ing. These men. being tews. do exceedingly trouble our city. ' And teach
customs which are nt (il for us to receive, neither to observe, being Ro-
mans. 2 And the multitude rose up together against them: and the magis-
trates rent off their clothes, and commanded to beat them. #* And when they




dsmpmvc customs as an argumem for the i xmpmnm:

Silas. But were these masters themselves compe i

Roman law, or just emotionally attached tw their
magistrates reasonable in making judgments based on m«:h W
And are not the members of the aroused mob also being ruled by their
emotions. rather than by their potential w be clear-headed eyewn %

(S

nesses? Emotions play a role, perhaps quite a large role, in our ac

sition and development of knowledge: but surcly we do not wa

questions such as these decid mainly by our emotions!

This specific chain of events contains at least two informal fallacies
hest avoided in ATEUII BIation &;dﬂCf&in n.imcri\" ‘&u.ptmg an megit'
imate authoricy 'ui acgepting umnformed consensas as legitimare
sources and kinds of evidence. In this case the “masters” and the crowd
are the generative factors. These fallacies are known, rcmpcuwd)»,

wn authority and appeal to the mob.

But the jailer, having received his orders from the magistrates, did
not postpone his actions because of such logical difficulties. He had
ceceived orders from his superiors, and as far as he was concerned the
prisoners delivered into his hands had been duly convicted and were
his responsibility to keep locked up. The jailer’s dury and belief system

were perfectly in tune, and after securing his prisoners he no doubt re-
tired for an evening of untroubled sleep. ‘

At this point, the jailer has surely accepted an argument &m
thority by the magistrates, who had been swayed by the masters’
andbydwcappcalohhc mob. Hcpwhahlyhasa%w cef

o




we can describe as a hyporhetical argument. You can
thetical argument as one in which at least one piece of evidence, ¢
premise, is a conditional statement, namely, a statement that follo

the “If . . .then .. ." pattern. Thus, one could easily construct sfol-
lowing argument of chis sort: It is my hypothesis, my guess, my pre-
diction for the future, that #f T fulfill the condition of seriously study-
ing what | want to learn, then 1 will learn it well. 1 have seriously

studied what | want o learn. Consequently, 1 have learned it well.™ In
a nutshell, whar this initial sort of hypothetical argument tries to do 15
to make explicit a linkage or relation berween two sets ot conditions
or requiremients, such that if the first or antecedent ser appears, the
second or consequent group should follow., Whether this relation 8
ane producing absolute certainty or a kind of probability is not some-
thing we need to concern oursclves with at the moment. Nor do we
need 1o concern ourselves at present with what relations there may be
between a conditional statement’s consequent and antecedent when
considered in that onder. 1t is this initial conditional relation of “1f the
antecedent conditions are present, then the consequent resules will ap-
pear” that does interest our attention for now, especially when fleshed
out in the illustration of the Philippian jailer.
Now; put yourself in the jailer’s situation at just the moment when

the order to imprison Paul and Silas had been uttered. The following
hypothetical argument might pose itself.



