mm,” md‘iet u#dﬂéabywﬁyafimngm exf
cepted, is following, and is prepared to act ug

which he seems to be completely unaware.

we can describe as a hyporhetical argument. |

thetical argument as one in which at least one piece of
premise, is a conditional statement, namely, a statement that
the “If . . .then . . " pattern. Thus, one could casily construct t

lowing argument of chis sort: “It is my hy)

diction for the future, thac #f1 fulfill the condition of ¢

ing what I want to learn, thes: 1 will learn i well i_h:l\f{* semms}y ;
studied what | want 1o learn. Consequently, | have learned it well.” In
a nutshell, whar this initial sort of hypotherical argument tries to do'is |
to make explicit a linkage or relation berween owo sets of conditions
or requirements, such that if the first or antecedent set appears, the
second or consequent group should follow. Whether this relation is
ane producing absolute certainty or a kind of probability is not some-
thing we need ro concern ourselves with at the moment. Nor do we
need to concern ourselves at present with what relations there may t
between a conditional starements consequent and antecedent whe
considered in that erder. Tt is this initial conditional relation of “ﬁ'
antecedent conditions are present, then the consequent results wi

pear” that does interest our attention for now, espwaﬁy
out in the illustration of the Philippian jailer.
Now, put yoursclf in the ;:.ulcrs situation at ju




(b} the mob members, as
and
(c) the magistrates thus judge
and
{d) they order me mm them up.
THEN
t st loek them up!

{Premise no. 2)

Conditions a_ b, ¢. and d have indeed beervtulfilled.

Thus, | must lock them up!

To this point, so far, so good for the jailer. All of the above seems
like a reasonable enough procedure to him; convincing evidence i in-
volved. he thinks, and he believes he will do well by himself to accept
it. Bur the problem, of course, is that even in the midst of this formal
argument, he has accepred as evidence items tainted by informal fal-
lacies. In particulas; the evidence of (b) above s weakened by the in-
volvement of the mob and the emotions aroused. Likewise, the evi=
dence of (c) is brought into question by the roles played by autho
and ad hominem aracks. 2

In probable point of fact, given the jailer’s past expert
situations where Roman law seems to have been t :
sentiment confirms this sort of obscrvation, a




it: “This is my knowledge of such things, and this'w: duty—n
knowledge, namely, that locking Paul and %& up was right, Fsull
hold to be true; but T have failed akog&nf in my duty-—my prison-
ers are loose. For this I will be held responsible. Now, in spite b
best but hasty efforts to cxamine all'of this in a rational light, m

duty is clear. Or at Jeast my fear of being dealt with by those
magistrates and that mob is clear enough!” The jailer and.

wriggle against these circumstances that contradict his

ence, but they cannot, it seems, escape what appears to be quite clear-
cut and final. And so he draws his sword to commiit suicide. But the
resolution of his doubt, of course, was perhaps literally just around the
COINCr.

There are three points 1o notice and ponder in this ilustration asa
whole. The first we have already dwelt on at some length, but it is now
time 1o make this point as explicitly and clearly as we can. It is this:
the Philippian jailer proceeded, right up to and including the moment
of starting to kill himself, according to the best principles of rational-
ity and experience ayailable to him. His “belief—doubt—belief™ sys-
rem was solid and intact, It was se intact for him that actually taking
his own life, a5 a2 means to escape his problem, made sense to him! All
of this scemed completely rational to him.

This only goes to reinforce an observation made time and time
again by Peirce, namely, that when we are confronted with a real,
ing, obstinate doubt, we will resort to almost anything, including
deception, in attempting to resolve that doubt and progress or ret




g}td affw was from the beginning a %cgal mistake. mani.
lution of the legal pmblm was, of course, & ramnal e But _

ment of rchgxom experience, he uses no wasonmg at aﬁ
The jailer does not have his religious experience, his rchg&ows-_’ m
ment of truth,” based on a process of weighing the costs and &mﬁﬂ
of rival religious groups in a rational, almost business-like mﬁnncr In
reviewing verses 29-31 we see that when his moment arrives, the
truth is, to him, undeniable and unreasoned. We might safely assume,
perhaps, that after his moment of revelation or conversion, he pro-
ceeded with his life, yet again, in what to him seemed like 2 com-
pletely rational manner, especially given this new “premise” in his own
belief system. g
A third consideration from this exercise with hypothetical argu- P
mient deals with the relations we see among rationality, irrationality,
and nonrationality. For it scems, based on this evidence, that (a) ra-
tionally fixed belief can lead to irrational and disastrous consequences,
(b) a true, living doubt generated in purely rational ways may, at
times, be resolvable only by nonrational means, and (¢) irrational ef-
fects and nonrational resolutions can produce rational tendencies. So,
there do not appear, at least for now, to be any relations or connec-
tions among these three modes of belief that involve some sort of



our knowledge. Indeed, we sh
belief according to some sort of
recipe that supposedly will, before an :
tation, produce absolutely guaranteed and desirable results.
Had the jailer dogmatically or mechanically clung to his»bclmf, 0 k
his “already-known™ view of the world, it seems it wajﬂ'é have cost
Him his life at his own hand. But, instead of being a dogmatist, he rec-
ognized the doubt-provoking events occurring all around him and en-
tered into an experiment that promptly resulted in a resolution of his
doubt. There is a general obscrvation to be made here about the ex-
perience of the jailer that reveals two primary interlocking aspects of
what we can take 1o be the hasic.or fundamental method of truly
hgoing, rote dogmatism thwarts the ac-

knowing anything: thoroug
and development of human knowledge, while pragmatism
res them both, Dogmatsm did not work

quisition
or experimentalism promo
for the jailer, and it will not work for us.

An examination of our private emotional states and of our artistic
apprehensions has considerable bearing on this point of view about
nonrational insight, rational and irrational
conducts of life, and dogmatism. Consider, for a moment, the in-
triguing business we like to call falling in love. Analogous to the jailers
experiences of falling in love may indeed
ous rational or irrational efforts, but

the relationship among

mOMEeEnt (')f {.'ﬁf)ll\'(:fﬁ;.(‘)n, OUr
be preceded and followed by vari
at the moment of the experience, no reasoning seems involved at all.
And, just like the jailer’s conversion, falling in love may scem, at the

time, to solve a number of our problems. For example, from time to




tional states like falling in love? 1 ‘ _ X
tional conversion literally saved his life, so the nonrational 4
falling in love seems, at times, 10 prévent people from engaging

ilarly self-destructive acts. And, of course, although falling in love w
another person is doubtless the most familiar variety of this activi ,
s not exclusive in this respect. We all know persons who appear to be
quite in love with things other than other persons: the amateur sailor
with his sailboat, the home crafisman with his workshop, the fanati-
cally loyal fan with his football team. At any rate, by way of continu-
ing our examination of nonrational resolution of doubt'and fixation
of belief, let us examine an illustration concerned with love and rea-
son that balances both aesthetically and logically with the experience
of the jailer's conversion.

One of the most disturbing kinds of irrational behavior, of clinging
dogmatically to an already-known system of belief, involves the crime
known, curiously enough, as “domestic violence.” The problem is dis-
turbing both because this category of criminal behavior usually in-
volves men {husbands more often than not) beating up women and
because this activity is far more pervasive in our society than official
statistics might suggest. Let us suppose hypothetical case of domes-
tic violence and examine the reasoning of the victim. Such a case
would surely involve, for any ordinary sane person, a condition of
doubt as strong as any to be ordinarily encountered. The relevant, in-
tensely private questions must arise, ] would think, according to some
<chema like: “T married this person because of love, and yet now | am




-

probably enormous material considerations of the victim
moment and ask what, in terms of human knowledge and our
ods for acquiring and developing it. could occur in such a situation t©
resolve this doube? &

Now in principle, it scems that the victim here is in exactly the
same situation as the jailer was formerly. That is, 2 comfortable, prob-
ably doubt-free condition is put in jeopardy by external, autonomaus
circumstances. A dogmatic clinging to the “already known™ will bat
the doubt and the misery that accompanies it. An expeei-
that this dogmatism reinforces 1§ pos-
in a nonrational way. The vic-

[1C 14

perpetuate
mental resolution of the doubt
sible. but it seems 1o be possible only
im’s friends and relatives, just like an easily imagined group of the
can gxpress then sympathy all they wish, and they

jailer’s cronies
assuage the relevant doubt, but

might even tr} rational persuasion 10
has his or her moment of nonrational insight

until this present vicum
left in this relationship, dogmatism and

and sees that there is no love
doubt will prevail

Again, dogmatism thwarts the
human knowledge, while expenimen ral
maism will either (a) drive the victim back into the same situation of
doubt, or, as some SUgEesT. | by simply replicate this doubt in a subse-
cther as with the case of the jailer, an experi-
arries with it, in and of

acqUiSItIOn and development of
151N Promotes them both. Dog-

quent situation. And fu
mental, nonrational resolution of doubr here ¢
itself, no guarantee whatsoever that it will remain stable or lead to any
“preser” results in cither rational or irrational areas. But we know that
dogmatism did not work for the jailer, and now we know that it will
not work for the victim. Can it work for us in any other context?



experience, No reasoning seems involved at all. In fact, it seems
excessive amount of reasoning of a certain sort in these martters
vield only a staunch form of dogmatism. Consider. then, one ge

example from the visual arts nd some very general remarks on

cal music,
Most of us who do not spead such time looking into all the

cacies of art history have a sort of “realistic” expectation of the visual
ares. That is, we generally expect paintings, for instance, to look like
chat which they represent. As an example, take a Moment o exanine
the French impressionist Auguste Renoir's Manet Working in His Gar-
den, pai;zsf:d i1 1873 (see Gaunt 1970: 96), 1t does not take any great
power of reasoning o detect something relaxing and calming, if you
will. int this work. kv erything n it s¢ familiar enough to us. We
casily recognize the houses in the ltx:au«:grmmd, the trees, fowess, and
wooden fence in the middle distance, and the figure of Monet with
paipting eqUIpment in use that oecupies the foreground. All these var-
jous parts seem o U, effordessly, into a coherent whole. It seems,
as a whole, to “click” nonrationally into place for us. Nothing startles
us in this work, nothing taxes our powers of reasoning; everything i
it “looks” just as &t dhould. In facy, the flowers seem SO real, even in
thetr wo-dimensional plane, that we are tempted to reach out and try
1o pick one.

By contrast, spend a few minutes with the early fifteenth-century.
work by Hubert and/or Jan Van Eyck entitled The Last Judgment (see
Janson 1966: 275)- What do we see here? At the very least,
see is not a depiction of a reality that is as familiar to us
Renoir's. Is it actually a depiction of reality at all? We see ¥




Consider for a moment just the area of the
the region above hell. To our eyes, there are at Jeas
lems with this presentation. First, we note thavail the bein
except those falling into hell, are suspended in che sky. This vio
our commonsense expectations about gravity. Second, the figures
Christ, Mary, and Joseph are markedly larger than the saints, clerics,
and people of means immediately beneath them, who in wurn are -
markedly larger than the condemned. This does not agree mt’hw
general observation that people do not vary in size, as they do here, by
a factor of four. Third, something does not seem quite right with the
attempt at perspective. The gigantic size of Christ, relatively speaking,
seems somehow to nullify or at least make uncertain the actempt at a
three-dimensional effect. What could be the meaning of all of this?

Obwiously, this work is not realistic to our modern, Western minds.
I'his work does not, and will not, “dick” inte place for us so long as

we dogmarically cling ro the same expectations as were so castly sats-
tied by Monet Working in His Garden. That is, the unrufiled belief with
which we approached and departed Renoir's work has now been chal-
lenged; doubr has arisen. And just as with the jailer and the vicimof.
domestic violence, if we cling tenaciously to our “already knowns” in
this circumstance this doubt will remain unresolved. Whar is it that
we must come 1o know in this example that will lead to a new, secure
fixation of belief? What we must come to know is a reality strikingly
different from the one familiar to the modern, Western mind, na
the reality of the medieval mind, the reality of the Middle Ages.
Now the dogmatist, in an attempt to rescue his or her belief, -
maintain that The Last Judgment was put rogether by an ince
“After all,” the dogmatist would say, “everybody knows




eimumtmmicmcmﬁmdmdwv el
the fact that in 1420, about the time The I,mjwdgnmm
only about one painting out of every ewenty was on a st J
than religion (see Burke 1985: 78). And the rendering of
subject matter in this work is not accidental, either. Nor is it
of an incompetent. To the medieval mind it was only narural 1o have
the theologically important figures suspended in the sky because, after
all, that was the direction in which heaven was to be found. Likewise,
Christ, Mary, and Joseph should be four times larger than the poor
souls slipping into hell because they are. theologically considered, 2t
least four times more important. And of course the looming figure of
Christ can muddle up the seeming artempt at a chree-dimensional
perspective because Christ, as a part of the Holy Trinity, need pay no
heed to ordinary rules of physical reality ar all. All these, and similar
considerations, made for somerhing which, to the medieval mind,
made sense.

Perhaps the most important thing to observe in this example is that
The Last Judgment was not, for the medieval mind, only an exercise in
prepanng a canvas or a brush technique or the production of colored
paints or other matters of technical interest. For medieval minds, this
work depicted the way reality actually was, and it was that way for
them, as a belief, just as strongly and securely as our belief thar New-
toniant and quantum physics accurately depicts our modern, everyday
reality. This painting, then, in its context, was a “written down” v
sion of the best explanatory hypothesis that medieval i mvwm.
tor how the universe actually worked. And we can rati 104
ruthlessly, consider the various aspects of comparative tk

suspensions of the law of graviry, mxmwmof p




