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This essay develops Peirce’s doctrine of Critical Common Sense in light of
Jonathan Haidt’s Social Intuitionist Model of moral judgment. Peirce’s Com-
mon Sense account both thoroughly anticipates Haidt’s model and benefits
considerably from the recent empirical research supporting it. More im-
-portantly, Peirc€’s critical, or Pragmaticist, approach provides a compelling
alternative to this model’s diminished conception of rationality in relation
“to sentiment. Peirce heartily agrees with Haidt that criticism is difficult and,
particularly where morals are concerned, elusive, but rather than foreclos-
ing deliberate moral progress, Critical Common Sense both shows how it is
possible and provides tools necessary to secure it. The Pragmaticist’s goal is
‘not to have reason rule over sentiment—both Peirce and Haidt agree that -
this is a misleading and pernicious description of the relation between the
two—but rather to render them continuous in a process that results in what
I call ongoing sentimental education. The first two sections below briefly recall
Peirce’s view and explain Haidts model to illustrate areas of convergence. The
third develops Critical Common Sense as a form of deliberate moral inquiry
to indicate how genuine criticism, and therefore moral progress, remains
“possible even in light of the recent empirical findings of Haidt and others
- regarding our intuitive moral sense.

~I. Sentiment, Common Sense, and the Need for Criticism

~ “Western philosophy,” according to Haidt, “has been worshipping reason
~ and distrusting the passions for thousands of years” (Haidt, Righteous Mind
'-34). If so, then Peirce is surely an exception. He sides with the passions,
“or what he calls sentiment, and distrusts the worshippers of reason. Peirce
‘considers reason a poor substitute for sentiment in practical matters, and he
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thinks little of persons who are easily persuaded by abstract arguments that
run Contrary to sentiment:

We do not say that sentiment is never to be influenced by reason, nor
that under no circumstances would we advocate radical reforms. We
only say that the man who would allow his religicus life to be wounded
by any sudden acceprance of a philosophy of religion or who would
precipitately change his code of morals at the dictate of a philosophy of
ethics—who would, let us say, hastily practice incest—is 2 man whom
we should consider unwise. {CP 1.633)!

As Peirce sees it, sentiment comprises a suite of instincts that have grown up
over time, have been thoroughly tested by experience, and have been passed
from one generation to the next (CP 1.654).% “Sentiment,” Peirce writes, “is
an instinctive induction” that, while not absolutely infallible is, practically
speaking from the perspective of the individual, nearly so (1.633). “[I]nstinct
seldom errs, while reason goes wrong nearly half the time, if not more fre-
quently” (5.445). Peirce trusts sentiment over reason precisely because reason
is so unreliable in matters of practical, especially moral, concern.

Moreover, in Peirce’s view, moral reasoning is itself ineluctably grounded
in sentiment, in man’s “occult nature,” which provides a common or shared
moral sense that is embodied in the members of a community. “Conscience,”
according to Peirce, “really belongs to the subconscious man, to that part
of the soul which is hardly distinct in different individuals, a sort of com-
munity-consciousness, or public spirit, not absolutely one and the same in
different citizens, and yet not by any means independent of them” (CP 1.56;
cf. Liszka 76). Morality is therefore fundamentally conservative in nature
{CP 1.50). “To be a moral man is to obey the traditional maxims of your
community without hesitation or discussion” (1.666). “[I]t is behaving as
you were brought up to behave, that is, to think you ought to be punished
for not behaving” (1.666). According to Peiree, “[s]entimentalism implies
conservatism; and it is of the essence of conservativism to refuse to push any
practical principle to its extreme limits—including the principle of conser-
vativism itself” (1.633). Commonsense beliefs form traditions that usually
change little, though they may be somewhat modified in a short period of
time, and on ocassion dramatically so {5.445).

Yet Peirce realizes that inherited common sense is no longer enough. Tra-
ditional beliefs may be reliable under conditions similar to those that forged
them, but modern science has placed us in a new world; now, “[s]ome of the
old beliefs have no application except in extended senses, and in such exrended
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senses they are sometimes dubitable and subject to just eriticism” (CP 5.513).
The Scotch tradition of Common Sense, which Peirce critically appropriates,
“failed to recognize . . . that the original beliefs only remain indubitable in
- their application to affairs that resemble those of a primitive mode of life”
:(5.445). Common sense must now become critical, and Peirce invites us to
‘attach great value to genuine doubt, to hunger for it, as means for testing and
revising original and inherited beliefs (5.514). The Critical Common Sensist
“is not content to ask himself whether he does doubt, but he invents a plan
for atraining to doubt, elaborates it in detail, and then puts it into practice,
~although this may involve a solid month of hard work; and it is only after
“having gone through such an examination that he will pronounce a belief to
be indubitable” (5.451). Approval s#ll remains provisional, however, for he
“fully acknowledges that even then it may be that some of his indubitable
- beliefs may be proved false” (5.451). As noted above, the Critical Common
- Sensist does not rule out radical reform: even the principle of conservativism
is applied conservatively, but deliberate change calls for demanding consider-
-ation, caution, and above all sincere fallibilism in the application of reason;
given its propensity to go significantly awry.
. Peirce also believes that securing true beliefs with respect to common
sense is especially challenging because the relationship between reasoning—
conscious, deliberate, controlled thought—and sentiment is often lubricious,
‘deceptive. “[Wlhenever one turns a critical glance upon one of our original
beliefs,” Peirce observes, “the mind at once seems vaguely to pretend to have
reasons for believing it” (CP 5.516; cf. de Waal 86-87). We do not just
reason; we rationalize. Men often think they are acting for reasons, but are
deluded: “[TThe reasons they attribute to themselves are nothing but excuses
~ which unconscious instinct invents to satisfy the teasing ‘whys’ of the ego”
{CP 1.631). Consciousness, Peirce writes, “may be set down as one of the
most mendacious witnesses that ever was questioned” (1.580). It scems that
instinct may not only elude reason, but parasitize it, securing conscious en-
dorsement for preference and staid practice instead of triggering concern or
genuine doubt with regard to established belief that might otherwise elicit
ern reconsideration. This is especially true, Peirce claims, when we try to
reason about morality:

: When men begin to rationalize abour their conduct, the first effect is
* to deliver them over to their passions and produce the most frightful
demoralization, especially in sexual matters. . . . Men, then, continue
to tell themselves they regulate their conduct by reason; but they learn
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to look forward and see what conclusions a given method will lead
to before they give their adhesion to it. In short, it is no longer the
reasoning which determines what the conclusion shall be, buc it is the
conclusion which determines what the reasoning shall be. This is sham

reasoning, (CP 1.57)

To make matters worse, we also cannot naively rely on others to accurately
report their beliefs, even if they are in earnest, because they are as often misled
as we are; men parade one belief, Peirce writes, while their conduct berrays
another (CP 5.445n1). And ethics, which Peirce describes as the study of
conformity of conduct to an ideal, amounts to litle more than “a sort of
composite photograph of the conscience of the members of the community”
(1.573). It is a “traditional standard” not subject to radical criticism, “but
with a silly pretence of critical examination” (1.573). However well intended,
ethics not only remain ensconced in inherited belief, but their claims are of-
ten further insulated from doubt by a protective shroud of rational endorse-
ment. For inquiry to be successful, Peirce insists, inquirers cannot implicitly
rig the game in favor of particular outcomes in advance (e.g., justifying
practices already embraced by the community, such as pederasty in ancient
Greece (Peirce’s example) or the many common forms of discrimination); to
be successful—to avoid sham reasoning—inquirers must wholly surrender
in advance, committing themselves to following wherever inquiry leads. As
Peirce acerbicly writes: “There must be no reservations” (1.57).

Genuine criticism is therefore surely difficult, according to Peirce, for
at least four reasons: (1) reason is highly fallible, guessing right only slightly
better than half the time, and wont to go alarmingly astray; (2) rational
deliberation is misled by non-conscious processes that give plausible, but
misleading rationales for conduct; (3) people learn to manage, or “reverse
engineet,” their reasonings to reach desired results (sham reasoning); and (4)
other people deceive us (and possibly themselves) in offering one belief but
acting on another. These are considerable obstacles, yet Peirce holds out for
the possibility of securing deliberate moral progress. Before taking up Peirce’s
critical approach, however, first consider the support his view derives from
Haidr’s recent studies in social intuitionism and moral reasoning.

I1. Moral Intuitions and Post Hoc Rationalization

Like Peirce, Haidt distinguishes between reason and sentiment, or what Haidt
calls “intuition.” The distinction is not between cognition and emotion, but
between two kinds of cognition: fast intuition, which sometimes involves
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an emotional component, and slower, higher-order reasoning (Haidt and
Bjorklund 200). Again like Peirce, Haidt finds that intuition (or “sentiment”)
typically does nearly all the work, especially in matters concerning moral and
political judgment. Studies conducted by Haidt, Richard Shweder, Alan Fiske,
"Frans de Waal, and Donald Brown all suggest there is indeed a small set of
moral intuitions common to all societies and even found across species (Haide
and Bjorklund 202). These have to-do with issues related to specific domains
of social conduct, such as fairness, care, loyalty, sanctity, and respect. They are,
as Peirce observed, the basis of a shared moral common sense. Cultures vary,
Haidt suggests, insofar as different communities express different patterns
of cultivating these social concerns (Haidt and Bjorklund 210). And just as
H.unr.nn recognized original belief as reflecting the habits of family, tribe, and
community along with primitive beliefs of the species, Haidt sees intuition
as expressing both what we all genuinely share and its diverse development
as explaining how norms and practices vary widely across cultures (Haide
and Bjorklund 202).
. Whereas rational approaches in moral psychology assume that moral
judgment is primarily a marter of reasoning and reflection, Haidt describes
it as “a kind of rapid, automatic process more akin to the judgments animals
_make as they move through the world, feeling themselves drawn toward or
away from various things” (Haidt, Righteons Mind 72). In the division between
reason and intuition, intuition is primary, not only because it happens first
- and fast, bur also because it is constant. The mind, without our conscious
awareness, continuously monitors and morally evaluates people around it
(64-66). Recent studies, including infants as young as 6 and 10 months old,
indicate that rapid, intuitive moral evaluation is indeed included in the suite
of instinces we inherit as members of our species {75). It turns out that judg-
ment, as Peirce had it, is indeed a matter of expressing immediate common
sense in the context of the community in which we grow up.
By comparison, reason, Haidt argues, is slow, episodic. and always already
constrained by automatic, intuitive processes: “Even when people engage in
moral reasoning, they do so in a mental space that has already been restruc-
tired by intuitive processes, including affective reactions that prepare the
brain to approach or avoid the person or proposition being considered” (Haidt
and Kesebir 803). Moreover, like Peirce, Haidt observes that when conscious
deliberation occurs, it is often given over to rationalization, or “sham reason-
ing,” rather than genuine criticism. As Haidt writes: “Reasoning can take us
to almost any conclusion we want to reach, because we ask ‘Can I believe it?’
when we want to believe something, but ‘Must I believe it?” when we don't
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want to believe. The answer is almost always yes to the first question and no
to the second” (Haidt, Righteous Mind 107). When we want to believe some-
thing, we run ahead to see if we can generate reasons that will be plausible

- to others; if we do not, we run ahead to see if there is some reason we just
cannot avoid. In fact, it seems that the function of conscious reasoning in this
domain is often persuasion, not discovery of truth, and certainly not self-
criticism. What matters socially in everyday life is that we convince others,
and, as Philip Tetlock observes, “the process of considering the justifiability
of one’s choices may be so prevalent that decision makers not only search for
convincing reasons to make a choice when they must explain that choice to
others, they search for reasons to convince themselves that they have made
the ‘right’ choice” (Lerner and Tetlock 433). When we ask ourselves—or
someone asks us—“‘why,” it triggers the mind to act more like a press secre-
tary, or a lawyer, than a scientist (Haidt, Righteous Mind 91-92).° From a
social perspective, people are usually more invested in looking right than in
being right (89), so much so that we convince ourselves we are right (through
various modes of sham reasoning) so as to be more persuasive in appearance.*
The metaphor Haidt invokes to capture this relationship in his earlier writ-
ings is that between an emotional dog and its rational tail. Tzils do not wag
dogs; they communicate with other dogs, not their tails (i.e., the emotional
part, not the rational), conveying information intended to modify other dogs’
social behavior (Haidt and Kesebir 823-25).

Evidence for Haidt’s view of moral reasoning derives in part from studies
he and colleagues conducted in Brazil and the United States involving sub-
jects across cultures, class, gender, and education.” Haidt constructed stories
involving harmless acts that were designed to elicit moral judgment. Here
are two examples:

A family’s dog was killed by a car in front of their house. They had
heard that dog meat was delicious, so they cut up the dog’s body and
cooked it and ate it for dinrer. Nobody saw them do this. (Haid,
Righteons Mind 3)

A man goes to the supermarket once 2 week and buys a chicken. But
before cooking the chicken, he has sexual intercourse with it. Then he
cooks it and eats it. (Haidt, Righteows Mind 4)

And here is a third example that pointedly recalls Peirce’s discussion of incest:

Julie and Mark, who are sister and brocher, are traveling together in
France. They are both on summer vacation from college. One night
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they are staying alone in a cabin near the beach. They decide that it
would be interesting and fun if they tried making love. At the very least
it would be a new experience for each of them. Julie is already taking
birth control pills, but Mark uses a condom too, just to be safe. They
both enjoy it, but they.decide not to do it again. They keep that night
as a special secret between them, which makes them feel even closer to
each other. So what do you think about this? Was it wrong for them to
have sex? (Haidr, Righteous Mind 45)

‘According to Haidt, people typically respond to these stories immediately and
very emotionally. This is intuition at work, expressing uncritically whart Peirce
calls conscience. But when asked why these acts are wrong, they struggle to
upport their judgment, often invoking or inventing various sorts of harms:
‘here is post hoc reasoning searching for persuasive justification for moral
‘condemnation. As with Peirce’s “teasing why’s of the ego,” the nonconscious,
ineuitive part of the mind generates a plausible reason. When people are forced
10 see that no harm was done (the dog and chicken were already dezad, the
-siblings enjoyed the experience, no third parties witnessed anything, etc.),
they continue searching for reasons, flailing but rarely questioning their initial
udgment. Haidt describes this as being “morally dumbfounded” and claims
tis clear that “[r]easoning was metely the servant of the passions, and when
the servant failed to find any good arguments, the master did not change his
mind” (Righteous Mind 29, 47). Indeed, a curious aspect of these interviews
s that pressure from interviewers did not cause participants to question their

iews: they instead became more entrenched, sometimes pausing and just
taring at the interviewer. As Haidt purs it: “Those pauses and stares seemed
10 say, You mean you don't know why its wrong to do that to a chicken? I have
m.ﬁkmi&.a this to you? What planet are you from?” (Righteous Mind 111).

“ In his most recent work, Haidt describes the relation between reason and
entiment as that between a large elephant and its tiny, rather precarious rider.
entiment, the elephant, constantly responds to its surroundings, leaning one
- way or another; reason, the rider, mostly follows where the elephant leads.
Only rarely can a rider change the elephant’s directions and Haidr advises
that we “talk to the elephant” if we want to modify ourselves and influence
thers’ conduct and beliefs. As a matter of fact, if not norm, it turns out that
Hume was right: reason 7s the slave of the passions. Recognizing this fact al-
ows us to set aside rationalistic approaches that encourage us to think that
-we can change people’s behaviour directly by rationally changing their mind
hrough argument. As Haidt writes: “Nobody is ever going to invent an ethics
lass that makes people behave ethically after they step out of the classroom.
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Classes are for riders, and riders are just going to use their new knowledge
to serve their elephants more effectively” (Righteous Mind 106).

Hume's insight, supported by Haidt’s research, leads to intuitionism,
which Haidt believes helps us see the futility of rational argument and en-
courages us to devise other means of modifying behavior (Righteous Mind
106, 134-35). Tweaking the environment in ways that exploit the elephant’s
inclinations, it turns out, is far more promising. For example, rather than ad-
monish people not to cheat or offer philosophical arguments against cheating,
Haidt points to research indicating that if you realfy want to reduce cheating
in a range of different contexts, implement procedures that influence the el-
ephant’s behavior, such as the perception of being monitored, using evocative
language (such as “cheater” rather than “cheating”), and requiring signatures
at the beginning of forms and reports (rather than the end).® These directly
affect intuitive responses and are far more likely to be effective, Haidt sug-
gests, than trying to persuade riders whose judgment is clouded and whose
influence is typically marginal anyway.

II. Critical Common Sense and Moral Progress

Peirce and Haidt dovetail descriptively, and Haidt’s research significantly
supports Peirce’s view of sentiment. But they clearly diverge with regard
to deliberate reform of personal conduct and social practice. Without dis-
counting Haidt’s empirical findings, which are enormously helpful in sup-
porting and further refining Peirce’s view, Pragmaticism nonetheless shows
how deliberate criticism remains possible, if demanding. First, we may recall
that at the heart of Pragmaricism is Peirce’s method of clarification of ideas.
The Pragmaricist is “attentive to all those matters of every-day facts which
critical common-sensism takes into account,” and he pursues “whatever can
go toward teaching him to distinguish accurately between truth and falsity,
probability and, improbability” (CP 5.499). He accomplishes this, in part,
by applying the pragmatic method, that is, by doggedly operationalizing
belief-habits, rendering possible consequences of vaguely held beliefs concrete
in imagination in order to subject them to the harsh light of criticism (EP
2:400—402; Burke 3033, 48).7 “All the instincrive beliefs,” Peirce observes,
“are vague” (CP 6.499} and in need of clarification. This is a more precise
description of what Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., once metaphorically referred
to as exposing dragons to daylight: “When you get the dragon out of his cave
on to the plain and in the daylight, you can count his teeth and claws, and
see just what is his strength. But to get him out is only the first step. The next
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s either to kill him, or to tame him and make him a useful animal” (Holmes
1170). Taming a belief, rendering it useful, means not only considering the
ossible consequences of the belief in practice, bur also identifying facts im-
plied in holding that belief and determining their respective truth.® Where
specifically moral beliefs are concerned, it further involves evaluation of the
desirability of the possible social consequences bound up with adopting a
particular belief-habit to inform an dct or course of conduct, both for oneself
and others. The w&un:u_n problem, as Peirce sees it, is not that the faculty of
eason (the rider) is too puny to influence intuition (the elephant), but rather
that our belief-habits are so vague that they often elude thoughtful criticism.
As Peirce perceptively writes in his eatly How to Make Our Ideas Clear:

Many a man has cherished for years as his hobby some vague shadow
of an idea, oo meaningless to be positively false; he has nevertheless,
passionately loved it, has made it his companion by day and by night,
and has given to it his strength and his life, leaving all other occupa-
tions for its sake, and in short has lived with it and for it, until it has
become, as it were, flesh of his flesh and bone of his bone; and then
". he has waked up some bright morning to find it gone, clean vanished
. away like the beautiful Melusina of the fable, and the essence of his life
gone with it. (EP 1:127)

Operationalizing belief-habits renders otherwise vague ideas—to which we
may be extraordinarily attached, such as ideas involving religion, patriotism,
marriage, what constitutes 2 “meaningful” life, and so on—sufficiently con-
crete to be deliberately evaluated in light of established facts and other beliefs.
' A poignant example is provided by Stanley Fish, who recounts a story
he heard on National Public Radio about a former white supremacist. When
Terry Gross, the host of the program, asked what changed his mind, the for-
mer supremacist told a short story in which he learned, more precisely, what
ould happen when the group came to power. As Fish writes:

. [TThe blacks would be sent back to Africa; the Jews would be sent back
- to all the countries that had expelled them in the first place; criminals
-+ would be executed; the diseased would be quarantined; and defectives
* of a variety of kinds would be put into special colonies or otherwise
dealt with. This last point was accompanied by a list of defectives, and
among those named were persons with cleft palates. It so happened that
the daughter of the once, and now instantly former, white supremacist
was herself afflicted by that condition. The resule? Conversion on the
spot, the scales falling from his eyes and a new life as the author of a
best-selling-exposé. (Fish 282)
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What caused that result? The former supremacist had passionately embraced
a vague, but in some ways rather attractive ideal (one that promises group
or “family” membership, power, a purpose, as authoritarian programs often
do}, but when the consequences of this idea got fleshed out (the idea was
operationalized for him—he did not do it himself), he suddenly came up
against a possibility he could not live with, and so he abruptly changed his
mind (or rather, his mind was changed). As Fish points out, the story does
not convey a reasoned analysis (Fish 282). Rather, clarification elicited an
abrupe firing of sentiment {or Haidt’s intuition), reflecting other desires and
commitments, making the change perfectly obvious. This is why clarification
of ideas, a seemingly modest recommendation, can be extremely powerful: it
gets dragons out of caves, allowing imaginative inquiry to do its work, per-
mitting us to draw on our other reliable intuitions for guidance and critique.

Regarding Haidt’s findings, this Pragmaticist approach to clarifying ideas
is consistent with, rather than challenging, his intuitionist model. The process
of clarification is not tantamount to imposing reason, conceived as a separate
faculty (Haidt’s rider), on sentiment (his bullish elephant). Rather, clarifica-
tion merely brings into view a wider range of potential consequences that
may elicit far different intuitive responses. Keeping with Haidt’s metaphor,
clarification does not control (or reform) the elephant, bur rather informs 7,
encourages it to take into account consequences it may well want to avoid.
Elephants (the intuitive system) can be relatively blind, shortsighted, and
impetuous, and may benefit from corrective, more expansive vision.

A second feature of Peirce’s Pragmaticism that also coheres with Haidt’s
empirical findings and his resulting intuitionist model is that Peirce provides
an “off-line” model of criticism. Peirce fully recognizes {perhaps concedes is
a better word) that judgment “in the moment”—such as occurs spontane-
ously in response to Haidt’s provocative stories, the endlessly varied trolley
problems that form the substance of accounts of “trolleyology,” and the im-
mediate crises of everyday life—is almost entirely out of personal control.
In the moment, Peirce would surely agree that the so-called elephant is (and
Peirce believes generally should be) in charge. The future, however, is another
matter altogether. As Peirce writes:

The necessicarians tell us thac when we act, we act under a necessity
we cannot control. I am inclined 1o think that this is substantially so.
... I fancy it is too late to control what is happening at the very instant
present. You cannot prevent what already is. If this be true, it is true
that when we act, we do act under a necessity we cannot control. But
our future actions we can determine in a great measure; can we not?”

(EP 2:245)
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Unlike immediate, intuitive responses, future actions are subject to control
through a distinct process recruiting what the psychologist Gary Marcus calls
‘the latest in evolutionary technology” (Marcus 52): deliberative imagination.
..HBmmEm&on is a crucible—or as Peirce refers to it, a stadium of thought or
“mental action (EP 1:129; cf. EP 2:403)—in which beliefs are tried, tested,
and more or less adopted or rejected not only reflectively, but habitually, that
s, ingrained into habit that will affect future conduct not as a rider (rational
reflection), bu as instinct or encultured intuition (the elephant).

. As Peirce explains, every one of us inherits a range of ideals in childhood
(EP 2:246). These have been gradually shaped both by personal nature and
the ideas of our particular social circles. In considering these many; sometimes
n..o:mwnﬂbm ideals as we become distinctly self-aware individuals, we acquire
a certain taste for some, considering them fine, or admirable (we might, for
example, embrace a heightened sense of social justice in comparison with
other members of our community). We then struggle to shape these approved
deals into consistency with one another as we become aware of conflicts re-
sulting from the consequences of implementing these ideals. In the process,
we develop rules of conduct for dealing with the future that imperceptibly
modify our natures to conform to the ideals (EP 2:246). Admiring the ideal
of justice, for example, we develop our own rules for implementing it, and
these rules become habitual, presenting themselves when the need arises.
When we reflect on how we will act on some future occasion, we imagine it
in light of these current dispositions, and form a resolution, a plan, or what
Peirce calls a iagram. Diagrammatic consideration in imagination converts ic
into a determination, by which Peirce means an efficient agency in our nature
“ thar expresses itself as a desire or need to act in a certain way under specific
n..oc&ﬁmoav that is, a2 new disposition, that will be operative in the future (EP
2:246-247; cf. Liszka 56). When the occasion arises, we then automatically
act (more or less) accordingly. As Haidt would put it, we act intuitively, the
elephant having free rein, but following Peirce, the unfettered elephant’s
conduct is now the result (to some extent, at least) of prior deliberate, and
deliberative, action. It is the result of what I call sentimental education, a pro-
cess that allows elephants to act more intelligently, more reasonably, without
having to employ deliberate judgment (which takes time, and is often wrong
anyway).

Moreover, retrospective examination of performance, which may oc-
cur much later and over long periods of time, similarly opens prospects for
progressive comparison of conduct against comprehensive sets of ideals and
felated desires. More specifically, Peirce notes that we may progress through
.m.<n cascading levels of review: We may (1) compare what we've just done to
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what we planned to accomplish; (2) determine whether our conduct accorded
with our general intentions; (3) compare our conduct against our ideals, as
“firting to 2 man like me”; (4) review those ideals in light of recent experience;
-and (5) consider the very nature of ideals themselves (EP 2:247-248).? Not
all of these ascending forms of criticism are commonly deployed in review
of any particular act, but one or more, and potentially all five, are available
and may be further cultivated. To the extent that specific conduct is approved
against these measures, it is further absorbed into our nature, modifying
present tendencies, which in turn further informs future conduct {(including
future reflection) (EP 2:247). The whole point of Pragmaticism, in relation
to practical conduct, is to make it a habit to prepare and then review, so as to
render reflection “in the moment” unnecessary because conduct will already
“fit” the demands of the imposing situation. In other words, when the alarm
goes off (in the form of some morally demanding situation), we will already
be disposed to do what we think we should under the circumstances. In this
regard, elephants can be not only informed, but reformed, or rather, educared
in light of criticism of ongoing actual and imaginative experience.'®
All of this suggests one crucial respect in which Peirce’s approach surpasses
Haidt’s social intuitionist model. Rather than retaining a dualistic concep-
tion of reason and intuition, in which the latter is inflated at the expense of
the former, Peirce’s model dissolves the dualism in favor of genuine conti-
nuity. Reason, as the Pragmaricist conceives it, does not oppose sentiment;
it imaginatively calls up sentiments by invoking and cultivating possibilities
both desirable in oneself and conducive and consistent with other values
and courses of action. In this respect, the Pragmaticist is always speaking
to the elephant by imaginatively invoking and contrasting sentiments to
refine, correct, and sometimes set aside prevailing belief-habits. The point is
not merely control or suppression of instinct (2 model of mind that must be
abandoned), but (again) the education of sentiment. As Jim Garrison points
out, “learning has a firm biological basis and mind is not separate from the
body’s feelings, desires, interests, and actions” (Garrison 193). The whole
point of preparation and review is precisely to inscribe habits or dispositions
toward feeling, desire, interests, and action that have been deliberately ap-
proved by a thoughtful self. As Peirce writes, with uncharacteristic emphasis:

Moreover—abere is the point—every man exercises more or less control
over himself by means of modifying his own habizs. . . . [H]e is virtu-
ally well-acquainted with the important principle that reiterations in
the inner world—fancied reiterations—if well-intensified by direct effors,
produce habits, just as do reiterations in the outer world; and these habirs
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will have power to influence actual bebaviour in the outer world; especially,
if each reiteration be accompanied by a peculiar strong effort that is
usually likened to issuing a command to one’s future self. (CP 5.487)

As an insightful example of this process, Peirce recalls a story about his brother,
Herbert, who, when they were children, had responded quickly and skillfully
t0 a lady’s dress catching on fire. When Peirce asked him how he had been
able to perform so well, Herbert explained that he had prepared: he had re-
peatedly gone over in imagination what he should do in such an emergency,
and when it happened, he acted spontaneously, without even thinking (CP
5.487n1). This is intelligent intuition at work. “Reason,” on this account, is
not regarded as a separate faculty, but rather the ongoing process of rendering
séntiment—intuitive, immediate judgments—more reasonable in practice.!
As Pragmaricists, we can only start from where we are, but that does not
_mean we are always starting over. We learn. And that means we can progres-
:sively develop, that is, render more reasonable, the sentiments we inherit as
a result of our native endowment, cultural development, and the vicissitudes
. of everyday experience. Viewed as a continuous process, both with regard
to the relation between reason and sentiment and over time, Pragmaticism
holds out the possibility of deliberate moral progress.

Even on this account, Haidt is still certainly right that ethics classes do
not improve persons, at least not as currently taught. What is required is a
distinct form of criticism and ongoing inquiry directed at improving sen-
timent. This is a form of practice, a distinctively social one, which brings
us to a further crucial aspect of Peirce’s approach. As is well known, Peirce
considers community, not reason per se, the ultimate corrective of wayward
opinion.'? Perhaps Darwin rightly observes that we do not know how so
nany absurd rules of conduct and religious belief originated in all quarters
of the world (Darwin 834), but we may suspect isolation a contributing fac-
tor, and commerce, the sharing of ideas, artifacts, and ways of life—thar is,
nascent community—the best available method of casting accrued errors of
fact and judgment into critical relief {CP 1.45, 5.387). Beliefs familiar to
us, no matter how grotesque, may appear lovely or at least unexceptional or
“somehow necessary, while others readily perceive their contingency and radical
imperfections. Peirce’s Critical Common Sense counsels caution, and Peirce
proudly advertised and defended his conservativism, but there is also ground
for encouragement.”® Change occurs, and progress is sometimes appreciable.
As Peirce writes, 2 man's sentiments nrmbmm from year to year, sometimes con-
siderably (CP 5.445). Social practices also change, sometimes abruptly (and
for the better), as Steven Pinker notes in his discussion of dueling in Europe:
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an honored practice for centuries disappeared virtually overnight subject to
ridicule (Pinker 21-23). Moreover, exposure to outsiders, even when unwel-
come, may bring desirable change in retrospect. As Jared Diamond reports,
- tribespeople of New Guinea frequently comment on their improved quality
of life as a result of colonial rule forcefully ending tribal warfare (a cycle of
violence they could not escape on their own). When asked by anthropologists
whether they preferred the old ways, they are astonished anyone should ask
such a silly question (Diamond 148-49). The apropos metaphor is Peirce’s,
when he compares a boat casting on a broad sea eventually coming to shore
o one towed toward nearest land (CP 7.78). It is not just change, but the
rate of change, and the direction, that the Pragmaticist pursues.

To accomplish this, the Pragmaticist not only employs the method of in-
quiry, but seeks to develop a shared culture in which members increasingly rely
on the difference between (a) belief-habits deliberately adopted or approved
through experimental testing and the exchange of reasons with other inquir-
ers (which Peirce early called the method of science) (EP 1:120-122), and {(b)
belief-habits merely inherited and maintained either because persons passion-
ately cling to them or because they are socially imposed by force from above
(EP 1:118-119)." On one hand, this method demands that persons have, or
develop, good reasons for what may appear otherwise as questionable acts and
practices. In the above story zbout the former white supremacist, Fish's own
point is that the story did not have to turn out that way. The man’s reaction
could have been something like “that’s unfortunate for my daughter, but I guess
she’ll have to go. The Cause is the Cause” (Fish 282). Similarly, with cultural
practices like honor killings (which significantly accelerated between 1989 and
2009), there are numerous examples of men who genuinely [ove their daughters
(or sisters) and brutally kill them anyway out of devotion to a faith {as a tragic
example: Morsal O. was stabbed twenty times in 2008 by her brother for her
allegedly impure moral conduct. He claimed afterward that he loved her very
much).”” With respect to these sorts of acts, Steven Pinker is surely correct when
he writes “[t}he world has far too much morality” (Pinker 622), by which he
means that moral judgment too often issues in astonishing violence thart does
no one any good {(honor killings like the one discussed above occur some five
thousand times a year (some suggest more).

Such cases indicate that moral inquiry, when carried out individually,
shows severe limits: because subjecting a belief-habit to inquiry is only possible
against a background of other belief-habits, some of which may be extremely
difficult to shake, morally desirable outcomes are far from guaranteed. As
Haidr points out, and Peirce would obviously agree: “We should not expect
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individuals to produce good, open-minded, truth-seeking reasoning, par-
ticularly when self-interest or reputational concerns [such as honor] are in
play” (Haidt, Righteous Mind 105). But collaborative moral inquiry opens the
‘way to mutual criticism, in which members are able to expose one another’s
‘errors. While we are, as Peirce observes, “[bllind to our own blindness,” we
are keenly aware of the mistakes of others.' According to Dan Sperber, hu-
‘man beings have a suite of abilities that contribute to this form of vigilance
(Sperber 65). We automatically evaluate others, a fact that may be more fully
‘exploited in the context of communal criticism, provided that members share
ppropriate concern and respect for one another.

Following Peirce’s Pragmaticist approach, acts and practices that cannot
‘be broadly justified to all affected others—such as honor killings, genocide,
‘and various forms of violence toward vulnerable groups—may be reasonably
prohibited and sanctioned by the larger community. On the other hand, where
-broadly acceptable reasons for criticism ate not available—when we find an
act or practice immoral but we are demonstrably “dumbfounded” as to why it
should be judged so—a culture of communal criticism sets aside its own (all too
human) authoritarian tendencies, which Peirce recognized as issuing in cruelty
toward those holding “tabooed belief,” in favor of tolerance and tentative accep-
ance (EP 1:122). As John Lachs observes: “Controlling others is actually more
H.rmb a desire; it is a burning urge” (Lachs 117). The urge notwithstanding, we
hould, as William James suggests, “tolerate, respect, and indulge those whom
we see harmlessly interested and happy in their own ways, however unintelligible
these may be to us” (James 645) when we cannot find good reasons to restrain
them. Perhaps somewhart paradoxically, being better morally often consists in
doing less, or nothing at all. We may, using Haidts example of someone having
ex with a chicken, be disgusted and morally outraged by that act or practice.
ut if there is no good reason to object to it, we can reasonably forgo our in-
tuitive impulse to punish, seeing it (from our perspective) as quite strange buc
evertheless (as far we can tell) harmless. As Lachs rhetorically asks:

We cannot calculate the harm that has come from the conviction that
everything, or alarge number of things, matter for our welfare and that
therefore the world should operate just so. Yet how can it affect my goed
if others worship the wrong god or the right god in the wrong way? Is
it really a disaster if my neighbors enjoy open marriages and members
of some political parties closed minds? {Lachs 123)

n these cases, we (again following Lachs) reduce the amount of (undesirable)
morality—of unnecessary suffering in the world—Dby just leaving people
alone. This via negativa is at least as morally helpful as positive reconstruction.
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To some extent, Haidt would surely endorse this Peircean model of
shared social criticism, for he agrees that social persuasion frequently occurs.
He writes that “friends can do for us what we cannot do for ourselves: they
can challenge us, giving us reasons and arguments . . . that sometimes trig-
ger new intuitions, thereby making it possible for us to change our minds”
(Righteous Mind 55). But as Joshua Greene points out, Haidt’s view remains
a severely diminished one. Social persuasion for Haidt works not by appeal
to deliberate reasoning, but to automatic, intuitive feelings. Rather than de-
veloping a reasoned assessment of the desirability of an act or practice in light
of its conditions and consequences, facilitated by mutual criticism, this is a
strategic process that merely triggers different response from the elephant.
As Greene perceptively writes: “Here the ‘reasons that Person A produces
function like a song that succeeds in moving Person B” (Greene 385n336).
And recall that, for Haidt, the tail does not wag the dog; it wags other dogs
by influencing how they feel. This suggests that the only way for one person
to change another person’s mind on an important issue is to modify that
person’s feelings, when in fact the point is that we sometimes have to override
or otherwise set aside engrained intuitive response. Greene, a neuroscientist
and philosopher at the forefront of studies in intuitive responses (he focuses
on “trolleyology”), concludes that Haidt’s picture of moral psychology is
incorrect and contrary to experiment (Greene 385—86n336). Perhaps he is
right—the question requires considerable further empirical studies—but I
suggest the way forward yet again lies in following Peirce. Rather than res-
urrecting a pernicious distinction between reason and emotion {as Greene
[15] does by contrasting two modes of moral machinery, the “manual” and
“automaric”), we recognize instead the need to develop a genuine culture of
inquiry, one that incorporates a suite of habits that encourages us to cultivate
doubt, the exchange of reasons, and experimentation that may lead us to adopt
new ideals that, in the process outlined by Peirce above, lead us to gradually
modify our habirual responses to come more in line with these newly adopted
ideals. Peirce, like Haidt, rightly observes that we cannot dismiss instinct or
well-developed social intuition—instinct gives reason the lie—but pracrice,
iteration over time, gradually molds instinct and habit. In other words, we
do not have to override intutions; we just need to intelligently facilitare their
reform in light of other, deliberately cultivated intuitions.

A Peircean culture of moral inquiry also allows us to set aside Haidt's nar-
row view regarding how to improve moral behavior. To secure moral improve-
ment, Haidt concludes that we should direct our efforts at manipulating the
environment in order to take advantage of elephants’ inclinations: “You can
hire Glaucon as a consultant and ask him how to design institutions in which
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eal human beings, always concerned about their reputations, will behave more
thically” (Haidt, Righteous Mind 106). While the Pragmaricist surely agrees
that institutional changes may dramatically help, he still holds out individual
‘and communal inquiry as viable and far more attractive alternatives in the
long run, particularly to one that resorts to deliberate manipulation of moral
‘conditions. It is, after all, individual persons who must both embody those in-
titutional changes and continually reform them over time. As Haidt correctly
observes, it is often difficult to change people’s intuitions. But real differences
i our approackes to intuitive moral judgment already exist. For example, in
His own research, Haidt found that university students, as a group, were far
more likely (73%, the only majority group) to tolerate acts they found dis-
gusting (like the chicken story), invoking something like a harm principle in
‘tonjunction with rights to privacy: “As one Penn student said, ‘It’s perverted,
ut if it’s done in private, it’s his right’” (Haidt, Righteous Mind 112). These
tudents have clearly adopted a norm, one that (as Peirce would have it) reflects
an ideal (the harm principle), which dissolves initial response. A student may
be'intuitively disgusted, but the habit of considering potential harm has also
‘become intuitive, automatic, resulting in a felt need to tolerate, or perhaps a
eeling of indifference or amusement. Here, reason does not override emotion;
wﬁrnh a suite of sentiments (some learned) resoive conflict in a more or less
ntelligent way.”” On this view, the point of an ethics class (along with other
forms of deliberately constructed communal practice) would not be to canvass
arious historical positions as to the nature of morality, but to develop precisely
the suite of sentiments necessary to conduct critical, collaborate inquiry that
facilitates moral progress over time.'®
- Finally, it is worth noting that changing minds may not zfways be so
ifficult. As Peirce points out, beliefs significantly differ in terms of how
difficult they are to change. Haidt dramarically supports his case by focusing
>n'acts that elicit strong reaction, such as incest. But we do not always have
uch strong intuitions, and even when we do, they differ in their suscepti-
ility to change. For example, the prohibition against incest is stubbornly
bdurate: as Peirce writes, “we may infer that if some rationalistic brother
ind sister were to marry, they would find thart the conviction of horrible
iilt could not be shaken off” (CP 5.445; cf. 2.172). But other beliefs, such
the view that suicide is murder, is more tractable, even if we are strongly
ioainst it—and we know this because (1) it is confined to only part of the
vorld, and (2) “when it comes to the point of actual self-debate, this belief
eems to be completely expunged and ex-sponged [sic] from the mind”
(5.445). Just how difficult change is turns on which beliefs are in ques-
ion, and considerable inquiry and experiment is needed here, rather than
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a blanket conclusion that changing intuitions is difficult. For example, we
may duly ask just how intractable is the practice of honor killing? Could it,
t00, not go the way of dueling—a practice that endured for centuries and
then disappeared suddenly? And how might we help that along withour
excessively intruding on another culture or actually making things worse
for those involved? There are myriad questions needing answers here (as
with any number of other difficult moral issues), which (yet again) call for
shared, sustained, and refined inquiry. This suggests that, rather than giv-
ing up and hiring Glaucon, we would be better off implementing Peirce’s
model of Critical Common Sense, which may well provide us with at least
some of the tools needed to secure deliberate moral progress if conducted

by mutuaily engaged and concerned inquirers.

IV. Conclusion

Jonathan Haidt’s work in moral psychology provides significant support for
an intuitionist model of moral judgment, a view that was already developed
by Charles Peirce in terms of sentiment. In addressing the relationship be-
tween teason and sentiment, Haidt considers three models: a Platonic one,
in which reason rules, a Jeffersonian one in which each rules its own estate,
and a Humean one, according to which reason is notoriously the slave of
the passions (Haidt, Righteous Mind 36). Haidr claims that modern science
vindicates Hume: most of the time, intuitions come first, and reason—when
it appears ar all—follows with retrospective rationalization (Haidt, Righteous
Mind 135). Rarely, Haidt concludes, are moral decisions made deliberately.
A Peircean approach to moral judgment recognizes, as empirical fact, that,
in the moment, judgment is intuitive and rarely gives rise to reflection. Buz
Peirce also provides a powerful model we may deliberately adopt in order to
subject future conduct to self- and communal eriticism. This is 2 model that
renders reason continuous with intuition insofar as moral inquiry renders
intuition progressively more reasonable. The goal of the Pragmaticist is, in
shor, senzimental education in pursuit of moral progress, which Peirce’s model,
-if developed as a robust culture of inquiry, may help secure.

NOTES

1. Al references to the Collected Papers will be to volume and paragraph (e.g.. CP 1.601).
All references to The Essential Peirce will be to volume and page (e.g., EP 1:3 or EP 2:6).

2. Such instincts may be rather complex. Peirce writes: “The instiners connecred with
the need of nuridion have furnished all animals with some virtual knowledge of space
and of force, and made them applied physicists. The instincts connected with sexual

SORRELL : Sentimental Education 29

reproduction have furnished ail animals ar all like ourselves with some virtual compre-

‘hension. of the minds of other animals of their kind, so that they are applied psychists”

(CP 5.586; f. 5.392, 5.603, 6.418).

-3. See also Kurzban (57-59), in which the author describes moral reasoning as a “press

secretary” conveying and spinning information to others for purposes of persuasion.

4. For an evolutionary account of deceit and self-deception, see Trivers.

:-5. There is also evidence from neuroscience based on studies of split-brain patents.

Sée Gazzaniga.

+6. See Avﬁu /1 mﬁgo&&ﬁmé org/ nobﬁm:ﬁ_\ormmﬂnm‘ro%m%v

7. My impression is that many find Peizce’s limiting pragmatism to a method of clari-

feation disappointing (rather than extending it to a theory of meaning, cruth, or even

éraphysics). I wouid emphasize that, as 2 method of clarification, pragmatism is ex-

HB&% useful, especially as applied to moral and political discourse, which often thrives

_on vagueness. Peirce and James obviously thoughr the pragmaric method of clarification

useful, and close reading of Dewey finds him similarly operationalizing not only ideas,

itt values and other philosophical theories (Dewey 273, 580-82).

8. As Peirce peints our, some beliefs are adopted consciously, deliberately, but the

ragmaticist understands that we accrue other beliefs either acritically, as when a belief

esules implicitly from another belief, or by asseciation, when a belief is determined by

another belief withour our even being aware of it (EP 2:348}.

9. See Massecar for a more detailed explanation of this process.

“10. Peirce’s view may appear to conflict with Haidr’s, given his claim that moral rea-

soning is “rare, occurring primarily in cases in which the intuition is weak and process-

ing capacity is high” (Haidc and Kesebir 819). But Peirces view is consistent with Haidt

ot only because it focuses on “off-line” reasoning bur also it emphasizes how hard this

uly is. Doubrt does not come easily—we must sunger for ir—and that takes deliber-

te practice. The difference berween Haidr and Peirce here is that Haidr is providing an

empirical description with which Peirce would hearcily agree, while Peirce is providing

| possibie normative approach.

11, Haidd’s metaphors (emotional dog/rational tail and elephant/rider) are extremely

nsightful, but also support or reinscribe dualism between reason and sentiment, and so

miust be ultimately ser aside.

12. Flaidt also recognizes that community can correct opinion where persons know

ey are going to be accountable to others for their decisions and justifications (Haidr,

ighteous Mind 88-89), but nowhere does he tap the rich potental of 2 community of

nquiry; which lies ac the hears of Peirce’s writings on science.

13. It is tempring to contrast Peirce’s conservativism with James’s apparent radicalism,

yut this misses Jamess own stated view, to wit, human beings are by nature conservative

d, in many eases (if not all), this is a good thing (James 419, 624). It is our experience,

rather than an appetite for risk, that forces us to revise our beliefs (James 438).

14. This contrast refers to Peirce’s identification of four methods of belief formation

‘his essay, “The Fixation of Belief.” The essay has been very diversely interpreted, and

this cannot be addressed here. For an excellent treacment of the essay, see Short; for a

ore recent discussion and summary of how the essay has been interpreted, see Talisse.
15. See <htip://www.spiegel.de/internacional/germany/an-honor-killing-in-germany

afghan-girl-s-death-sparks-national-debate-a-554866.html>.

16. Peirce, Writings 381.

17. Interestingly, in my own experience sharing these stories with students {(in An-
ira, Turkey), the students rarely express anger. The chicken story makes them laugh.
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It’s gross, but not terribly important; they tend to shrug it off. The incest story does not
make them angry either; instead, they generally express concern. They worry abour the
siblings and are suspicious that the controlling assumprion, that the experience had no
harmiful resules, could possibly be true.

18. Although well beyond the scape of this article, I would argue thar rhis is precisely
what Dewey provides in his theory of education: a socialization of individuals that en-
ables them ro participate in, and meaningfully contribuce ro, a lifetime of collaborative
practices, some of which include deliberarive inquiry.

REFERENCES

Burke, F. Thomas. What Pragmatism Was. Indianapolis: Indiana UB 2013, Prin.

Colapietro, Vincent. M. “Toward a Pragmarist Acknowledgment of the Freudian Un-
conscious.” Cognitio 9.2 (2008): 187-203. Print.

Darwin, Charles. “The Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex.” From So
Simple a Beginning: The Four Great Books of Charles Darwin. Ed. Edward O, Wilson.
New York: Norton, 2006, 767—1248. Print.

de Waal, Cornelis. “Who's Afraid of Charles Sanders Peirce?” The Normative Thought of
Charles 8. Peirce. Bd. Cornelis de Waal and Kezyszrof Piotr Skowronski. New York:
Fordham UP, 2012. 83-100. Print.

Dewey, John. The Philosaphy of Jobn Dewey. Ed. John J. McDermotr. Chicago: U of
Chicago B, 1975. Print.

Diamond, Jared. The World until Yesterday. New York: Penguin, 2012. Prin.

Fish, Stanley. The Trouble with Principle. Cambridge: Harvard U 1999, Print.

Garrison, Jim. “Curriculum, Critical Common-Sensism, Scholasticism, and the Growth
of Democratic Character.” Studies in Philosophy and Education 24.3—4 (2005): 179—
211. Print.

Gazzaniga, Michael S. Human: The Science Behind Whar Matkes Us Unigue. New York:
HarperCollins, 2008. Print.

Greene, Joshua. Moral Tibes: Emotion, Reason, and the Gap betwseen Us and Them. New
Yorlk: Penguin, 2013. Print.

Haids, Jonathan. “The Emotional Dog and Its Razional Tail: A Social Intuitionist Ap-
proach to Moral Judgment.” Pypchological Review 108.4 (2001): 814-34. Print.

——— The Righteous Mind: Why Good People Are Divided by Politics and Religion. New
York: Penguin, 2012. Print.

Haidr, Jonathan, and Fredrik Bjorklund. “Social Incuitionists Answer Six Questions
about Moral Psychology.” Moral Psychology. Vol 2: The Cognitive Science of Morality:
Intuition and Diversizy. Cambridge: MIT B 2008. 181-217. Print.

Haidr, Jonathan, and Selin Kesebir. “Morality.” Handbook of Social Pychology. Sth ed.
Ed. Susan T. Fiske, Daniel T. Gilbert, and Gardner Lindzey. Hoboken: Wiley, 2010,
797832, Print.

Holmes, Oliver Wendell, Jr. The Essential Holmes. Ed. Richard A. Posner. Chicago: U
of Chicago B, 1992. Print.

James, William. The Writings of William James. E4. John ]. McDermott. Chicago: U of
Chicago B, 1977. Print.

Kurzban, Roberv. Why Everyone Else Is 2 Hypocrite: Evolution and the Modular Mind.
Princeton: Princeton UR 2010. Princ

SORRELL : Sentimental Education 31

“Lachs, John. Steic Pragmatism. Bloomington: Indiana UR 2012. Print.

:Lerner, Jennifer S., and Philip E. Tedock. “Bridging Individual, Interpersonal, and Insti-
* wtional Approaches to Judgment and Decision Making: The Impact of Accountabiliry
on Cognitive Bias.” Fmerging Perspectives on Judgment and Decision Research. Ed. Sandra
L. Schneider and James Shanteau. New York: Cambridge UP, 2003. 431-57. Print.
‘Liszlka, James. “Charles Peirce on Ethics.” The Normative Thought of Charles S. Peirce.
Ed. Cornelis de Waal and Krzysziof Piotr Skowronski. New York: Fordham UB, 2012.
44-82. Print. )

‘Marcus, Gary. Kluge: The Haphazard Construction of the Human Mind. Boston: Hough-
. ton Mifflin, 2008. Print.

Massecar, Aaron, “The Fitness of an 1deal: A Peircean Ethics.” Contemparary Pragmatism
. 10.2 (2013): 97-119. Prine.

Peirce, Charles Sanders. Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce. Ed. Charles Hartshorne,
Paul Weiss, and Arthur W, Burks, Cambridge: Harvard UR, 1932-1958. Vols. 1-8.
7 [cited in text as volume.paragraph, e.g., CP 6.120]. Print.

S, The Essential Peirce: Selected Philpsophical Wiitings. Bloomingron: Indiana UR

- 1992-1998. Vols. 1-2. [cited in text as volume:page, e.g., EP 1:56 and EP 2:6]. Print.

., The Whitings of Charles Peirce: A Chronelogical Edition. Vo). 6: 1886-1890. Ed.

" The Peirce Edition Project. Bloomington: Indiana UP, 2000. Print.

- Pinker, Steven. The Better Angels of Our Nature: The Decline of Violence in History and Its

~. Causes. New York: Penguin, 2011. Print.

Short, Thomas L. “Peirce on the Aim of Inquiry: Anether Reading of “Fixation.” Trans-
actions of the Charles S. Peirce Sociery 36.1 (2000): 1-23. Print.

Sperber, Daniel. 2013. “Speakers Are Honest Because Hearers Are Vigilant: Reply ro

- Kourken Michaelian.” Episterne 10.1 (2013): 61-71. Print.

Talisse, Robert B. A Pragmatist Philpsophy of Democracy. New York: Routledge, 2007 Prine.

Trivess, Robert. Deceit and Self-Deception: Fooling Yourself the Better to Fool Others. New
- York: Penguin, 2011. Print.




