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MR. CHARLES?Y, l’lill{'Cli'S ONSLAUGHT OXN 'l’l-ﬁi
DOCTRIN E:OF NECESSITY.

THE prbblcm of nccessity lurks at-the bo‘ttmnof all problems,

and according as we accept or reject the idea of necessity we
shall be led to two entxr(_l) different \\‘orld-conccp’tiom '

The conception of mdctt_r)mnxm generdlly offers itself first to
the doubting mind ; and it ts apparently a pleasant idea. It pmm-
ises eredom, it lea\ es room for the imagination, it makes the world
and its possibilities wide, much wider than it could be oy the plan
of determinism. Determinism is at first sight an oppr«.sslvc notion
and’ we naturally shrink from it. It seems to destroy the freedom
of the will and all moral responsibility.  From infinite possibilitics
it narrows the world down to one single actuality; and thus it seems
to destroy all thie charms of life. L

The former view may be represented as conceiving the all-power
of the whole in whu.h and tlu:ough which we live as a well meaning
and )wldm" ruler or a kind- hearted parent ‘who if strongly plied
with prayer, \\111 for a trifle in order to please an importune favorite
change his decisions, The dlspu)sanons of his government will be
full of exceptions, of prlvate cabinet decrees, of counter ordu’s and
irregularities. . The latter view, however, would rcprt_scnt the en-

tirety of the All as an inexorable and um.ompromlsmg sovereign,

or as a severe educator, a stern father ‘who unfalteringly clings to-

his principles. ‘He leaves full independence to his children, he does

‘not prcvent ‘their xmstakes, yet rigidly lets them bear the conse- .

quences of their actions.” He never answers prayers cxcept that the
prayer itself has.its educating effects upon him who prays; but he'

' kS
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never alters. ob](_cm.f_ facts for the sake of hlm who requests. his in-

terference, and he never makes exceptions either in favor or disfavor

“of anybody. In brief: the God of him who accepts the former view,

will be Chance, while the*God of him who accepts the latter view
will be Law. ’ ’
The choice between the two views seems to remind us ‘o'f the

choice left to the heroes of our fairy tales. ‘He who chooses that

~ which appears pleasant will be led into inextricable confusion, he

who chooses that which appears rigid and oppressive-will be led on
a path where in spite of many difficulties he will be able to make
firm and certain steps and will arrive atclearness as well as moral

freedom. It is not the golden casket that contains Portia’s picture.

Science constantly operates on the basis of the maxim that there

is no clnnce, that every thing that happens, happens as it does \\1th

necessity. The question is, Is this maxim a mere assumptlon a non-

verifiable worl\mg hypothesis ; ¢ is there any reliable evldpnce in

“its favor? Is it true, and if it is, how can it be proved ?'

.
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DAVID HUME REDIVIVUS.

Mr. Charles'S.. Peirce’s article entitled “The Doctrihe of Ne-
cessity Exammed ” whxch appeared in the last number of The Monist,'
must have been a surprise to many thinking readers. It must have

'affected them in a somewhat similar manner as ‘"Hume’s “Treatlse

of Human Nature” affected Kant. It roused him from his- dogmatic
slumber : He abandoned dogmatism but’ nevertheless did not accept
Hume’s skeptlcxsm he remained posmve _yet.he propounded a
better positive view than was the old dogmatlsm he estab\l}shed in

phllosophy the method of critique. o . Co

The parallelxsm between David Hume, who doubted the va-

lidity of our conception of causation, and Mr. Charles S. Peirce )
who denies the universality of the do;trme of necessity, is very

marked in more than one respect. Itis, ih spite of many dlfferences,
a case of close analogy, and the answer which we shall have to gne

to exther, will in many respects be suited to both _Both shake the
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ultimate ground of scxent:ﬁc research at its very root. ‘ Both call in

uestion the most fundamentdl concept upon which all our methods
of investigation and philosophy rest. Both challenge the reliabil-
ity of an idea of which few would hesitate to say that it is aill but
universally accepted. In fact the ideas “c‘ulsatlon “and ¢ neces-
sity” are mote than kin. If analysed, many.of their élements will
be found to be actually identical. Thus the one cannot be either
eqtabhshed or doubted without establishing or.doubting the other.
Accordingly Mr. Peirce, in some respect, repeats David Hume's
onslaught upon the current copception of the basls of human knowl-
edge with the more formidable weapons \\lnch a tentury of close
- thought and scientific investigation have furmshul him.

1f Kant's answer to Hume had been satisfactory, Mr. Peirce
probably would not have renew ed the attack or he would h'x\e had
to modify it considerably. Kant, however, whom “we both, Mr.
Peirce as much as I ‘myself, admire as a master of plnlosoplnc
thought, -did not solve the question satisfactorily. Yet Kant pointed
“out the way of sol\ ing it, w hich was the middle way between dog-
matism and scept1c1<m called by him and his followers ¢ Criticism. "
and it is this way on which we trust is safest travelling:

Mr. Peirce 1s right that the doctrine of necessity cannot be
“postulated " for «to postulate a proposmon is no more th'm to
hope it will be true.’ The doctn})e of necessity is, mdecd. usually
tr(,at(.d as a postulate, and Mr./Peirce’s attack appears formidable
Decause he shows the weakness of the arguments which aré com-
monly brought forward in its favor and which we grant to be in-

sufficient.

. ’\Ir Pelrce says (The Monist, 11, 3, p. 330):

“In view of all these considerations, I do not believe that anybody, not in a
statc of casehardened ignorance respccum, the loglc of science, can m'untam that
the precise and universal conformity of facts to law is clearly proved of ‘even ren-
dered particularly probable, by any observations hitherto made. In this way, the
determined advocate of exact regularity will soon find himself driven toa priori
reasons to support his thesis. . These received such a sockdologer from Stuart Mill
in his Examination of Hamilton, that holding to them-now seems to me-to denote
a high degree of imperviousness to reason ; so that I shall pass them by with little

notice.” v < N
. 4
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Mr. Pelrce is right when saying that necessitarianism must be
founded on something other than observation. . Observation is.

. @ posteriori; it has reference onl\ to single facts, to particulars.; yet

the doctrine of necessity, if there is anything in it at all, is of uni-
versal application. The doctrme of nececsxg let us not be afraj %to
pronounce it clea_tl)', is'of an a priori nature. The scientist assulmes
a prioriy i. c. even before he makes his observations or experiments

N 1

as a general law applicable to every process which takes place, that,

-whatever happens, happens of necessity in consequence of a cause

"and in conformity to lag, so that the same cause under the dame

circumstances will produce.the same effects. .1f all the a priors rea-
sons, as Mr. Peirce maintai;i's, received a sockdologer from Stuart
Mill, then indeed we shall have to abandon the idea of necessity
as .the superstition of a past and erroneous. philosophy and we shall
have to start the world of science over again.

Mr. Peirce denies the stric‘t regularity of natural law and intro-
duces an element of chance. He says (ibid. p. 336)'

“To unQermke to accoum for anythmg by saymg boldly that it is due to chance
would, indeed, be futile. Bat this1 do not do. 7 make use of chance chiefly to
make umm/uz a principle of generalisation, or tendency to form habits, "/u:// 1 hola
dars produced all regularities* The mechanical philosopher leaves the whole speci-
fication of the world utterly unaccounted , which is pretty nearly as bad as to’

boldly attribute it to chance. I attribute it altogether to chance, it is true, but to

chance in the form of a spontaneity which is to some degree regolar.“

Mr. Peirce is th¥ pathfinder of a new and as yet untried road.
He strikes out boldly into the tumultuous ocean of chance, hoping
to find in his journey the connection between the East and the West,
between contrasts that seem to him otherwise unconnectible. The
confidence of the bold discoverer is set forth in the warnings he gives,
to all seafaring people He attempts to frighten the ill- informed minds,
who mxght«linnocentl) venture out in other directions ; and he will '
thus naturally prevent many from falling either into the Charybdis
of doubting the propriety of applying the logic of probabilities to
the. problex‘_n of r\lecessity and causation in general, or, worse still,

* Jtalics are ours.
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into the Scylla of the a priori.  The former, he tells us denotes “an

state of case-hardened ignorance _respecting' the logic of sciencer™
the latter ‘“a high degree of imperviousness to reason.”

Mr. Peirce is well known as one of the keenest logicians now
living. Considering this fact I am slow to take up arms against him
in defending a case which he so strongly brands beforehand. I must
from the beg'inning plead guilty to a belief in necessity, and having
critically revised my view once more I cannot help upholding it. I
am fully conscious of the fact that hundreds, thousands, and millions
of single experiences (which in Kantian terminology are called «
posteriori arguments) cannot establish a solid belief in necessity, nor
can any imaginable number of sequences prove the rigidity of ‘causa-

. i . . . .
tion, and I confess freely that I support my thesis with a priori rea- .

sons. Yet at the same time attention must be called to the fact that
~ neither Mr. Hamilton nor Mr. Mill had any adequate conception of
the @ priors, and Mr. Mill’s sockdologer does not disturb in the least

*
the assurance of my view ; for the a priori can, in my opinion, be

based upon the firm ground of experience.

All the many sense-experiences at our command, if considered
singly, cannot constitute knowledge. In order to weave the woof
of the a posteriori into cohereni cloth we want the warp of the a prior,
and I do not see how we can do without it. . But the.a priors is not
that mystical hocus-pocus of absolute truth with its impertinent as-
sumptions such as it is presented by pseudo-Kantians and justly de-

nounced by Mill ; it is not as Mr. Peirce brands it an ¢ I cannot help

believing,’’ it is not a ‘‘natural belief,” nor is it as others conceive
it an innate idea. It is, briefly described, simply and solely formal
knowledge, such as 2 X 2=4, to which we attribute universality and
necessity and with the assistance of which we are enabled to predict
and predetermine certain results beforehand (. e. a priori). We
might inventa new name for the a privrs, the ]atter having become
nunciations of itsenemies and worse still, having
.been distorted beyond recognition through the misuse to which it was
put by its _defenders and suppositional friends. Yet that would be
another question, and the idea of the a priori, i. . of formal knowl-
edge involving univeréality and necessity would remain the same.

-
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Tl;c universality dnd necessity of formal knowledge are as a
fule taken for granted by scientists. But phillosoplly can take noth-
ing for granted, and the problem rises: How is the belief in the uni-
versality and necessity of formal kno“;ledgelto bejustifiéd ? Mr.
Peirce's onslaugh‘t on’the doctrine of necessity is a challenge to an-
swer this question. : .

1.
" CAUSATION NOT MERE SEQUENCE.

" Mr. John Venn publxshed some twenty-five or six years ago an
excellent treatise called < The Logic of Chance.” This work opened
the eyves of man\ to the gre at importance of the calgulus of prob-
abilities as a method of science which was of much wider applica-

tion than had before been suspected. This admirable work we may

“boldly say marks a new epoch in the study of logic, it opened new
Vistas, and many expectations ted by it have since been realised.

Yet it is to be regretted that t1jRthor adopts Hume's erroneous con-

ception of cauéality and thyu,s" ifnplicitly paves the way which Mr.

Peirce has actually followed and which leads to a denial of the doc-

trine of necessity, Concerning ¢ the doctrine of umversal causa-

tion”” Mr. Venn says, in Chapter XIV : X
** We will employ the word simply in the sense which.is becoming almost uni-

versally adopted by scientific men, viz. that. of invariable unconditional sequence.
It is in this sense that the word cayse is used by Mr: Mill. . . .

< '*This meaning of the term is rapidly becoming the popular, ot rather, the -

popular scientific one.” *

This idea of ‘“sequence ” however was exactly Hume's mistake,
q

"adopted by Mr. Mill and through Mr. Mill popularised among Eng- ~

lish thinkers. If the nature of cause and effect were eally consti-
tutéd by invariable sequence, then the night might be called the
effect of the day because night is invariably consequent upon day.

‘Hume, taking the ground that cause and;ﬁect constitute a

sequence, attempted a synthesns of both ;- he searched for a proof of *

their identity and failed. And it was natural that he failed, for cause
and effect are so radically, different that we cannot bring them into
the formula of an equation as ‘“cause = effect.”  There is no cause

that is equal to its effect. D ‘ :
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Hume should have considered causation as ch single process,

and .instead of attempting 'a synthesis. he shoulll have made an
analysis.  The analysis would have shown that calse and effect are
4wo abstract and correlative térms of one whole land inseparable

event. Cause. is not identical with effect, but the| whole event is

- et

identical with itself." . P

If my finger touches a key of the piano, a ¢chordiis struck : the

chord swings and produces certain air-vibrations. In this process

from the beginning to the end all the energy emplovell and the mass -

of the material particles remain in amount the same, yet thuc is a

chan"c of form taking place. Causation is not mere :-.u;ucnu. but

a sequence of quite a special kind. It is a sequence of two states

which belong together as an initial and a fipal aspect of one and the -

same events : .

So long as we know of two events sxmply th'lt they follow one
another, a jthough the ﬁequencc may in (,VCI'}' case be invariable ahd
unexceptional, we are not justified in callmg them cause and effect.

_No amount of e\pe_rlence is sufﬁcmnt to constitute causation lw a

)
mere synthesis of sequences, and to have appreciated . this truth is

the immortal merit of the great Scotchman who boldly took the con-

sequenge of the argument and acquiesced in scepticism.

The problem, however, is not so desperate as Humevt‘hought.

If Hyme could have ‘considered his argument in the light which the

e conservation of matter and energy sheds upon it, he would

have abandoned his scepticism ; for causality is perfectly

intelligible if conceived not as a synthesis of two radically different

events, but as a process of transformation, of Wthh the prior state is
called cause and the final one effect.

That two radically different ever{ts, which are not thought of

as transformation, invariably follow each other without our being
~able to discover any connection between them, will naturally appear
as a mystery ; but that two forms are radically different things, al-
though they may be forms of the same amount of matter and energy,
is no mystery. The effect is, or may be, somethmg entirely new.

The configuration of thmgs as it appears in. the effect, did not exist

v
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before. +But for that reason, it is no creation-out of nothing, it ‘is
A N - * s

. PR . . J . .
© not an incomprehensible event, 1t is no miracle.

It 15 a very \\omluful thm;_; that two congruent regular tetrahe-

- drons, when put t()ffcthu will form a hexahedron, but “the *laws of

form do perfectly and satisfactorily explain. it. Supposm'f we had
no 1dca of the laws of form or only an incoherent and fragmentaty

l\noulcd"c of them, should we not look upon the result of this com-

bination as a strange and incomprehensible mystery, Two heaps

of flour one poured upon the other will give one heap ofithc same
kind and shape but of a larger size.  However, the comlnmmon of
the two four-sided bodies does not produce another four- s1ded body
doubly as larg as any of the two four- sided bodies. Nor does it
produce an ¢ight-sided.body. " It produces a six-sided body, which
is <omcfhin<f (];li[() ne’\v “The result is not contairied in the condi-
tions singly, for no one can say that six-sidedness is a quality im-
plncxtlv contained in four-sided bodies.

The process of combining hydrogen with oxygen inta water
(H, O) is an immensely more complex case, and.the qualities result-
ing from a difference of density as well as tonfiguration are entirely
unknown to us. There is nevertheless no reason whatever to consider

the process as different in principle ; it is a case of transformation

-in which the amount of matter and cnergy remains the same.

Whatever the value of the logic of chance may be for scientific

reasoning in ‘establishing gradations of certainty and formulating

_the reliability of a cerfain belief, we dgeny most positively its appli-

cability to the principle of causation in general.  If we ask what the
chance is of a combination of two congruent tetrahedrons becoming
a hexahedron, we must answer that the probability is exactly 1,
which means ct_rtamty, and certamty is but another name for neces? N
sity. ‘

Mr. Peirce does not object to necessity in cértain cases, he ob-
jects to necessity being a universal fedture of the world. He ob-
jects to the rigidity of causation in so far only as to allow a trifle of
chance to enter into nature. ' )

One or two cases or even a hundred, and a thousand, nay mil-
lions of millions of cases in which causation is explicable as transfor-

.
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mation is no proof that this must always'be so. Mr. Peirce may grant
and most likely he does grant that causation in a definite set of experi-
ences is transformation, 'yet what guarantee do we have for saying
that it is the onl)" kind of causation. Might there not be room in this
world for .another causation which for lack of a ful} comprehension
of its nature, we may call the causation of chance?

We answer that form is a (]ll;l]i-ty of this world, not of some
samples ‘of- it, but throughout, so far as we know of existence even
in the most superficial way, and thus we know beforehand or priori

_that the laws of form hold good so Jar as our telescopes sweep
through space. We arc ignorant as to the qualities dependent upon
special forms of matter or energy, and we can acquire any knowledge
thereof only throu"h L\})LHCHCC ; but that is no reason to doubt the
validity -of causation in general, or to surmise the probability of
there being somewh(_r(_ a different arrangement-of nature.

Thus we come to the conclusion that the calculus of probabil- |
ities is not applicable to the (%,der of the world as to whether it may
or may not be universal. Andsn corroboration of this our position we
quote . the following pa_ssége from a high authority in the science of
logic, who is no less than Mr. Charles S. Peirce himself. ¢ Ilus-
trations, of t'hc Logic of Science," (Papular Science Monthly, 1877,
p. 714):- c ‘ ' .

“*The relative probability of this or that arrangement of Nature is something

-

which we should have a right to talk about if universes were as plenty as black-
berries, if we'could put a quantity of them in a bag, shake them well up, firaw out
a sample, and examine them to see what proportion of them had one arrangvmemf
and what proportion another. But, even in thm case, a higher universe \\ould con

tain us, in regard to whose arrangements the conccpuon of probabx]m cou]d'h.ue

no apphmbllny

Mr. Peirce is still more cmphatnc n anothcr passage which

reads (ib. 1878, p. 403)
-
“If any one has ever maintained that the universe is a pure throw of the dice, *

tihe lheo]og:ans have abundantly refuted him. *How often," says Archbishop Til- )
lotson, *might a man, after he had jumbled a set of letters in a bag, fling theg out
upon the ground before they would fall into an exact poem, yea, of so much as
make a good discourse in prose! And may not a little book be as easily made by
chance as this great volumc of the world?' " The chance world here shown to beso

y
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different from that in which we live would be one in which there were no la\\s the
characters of different things being entirely mdcpendem 50 :hat should a sample
of any kind of objects ever show a prevalent character, it could only be by accident,
and no general proposition could ever be established. thte\cr furgher conclu-
sions we may come to in regard to the order of the univ erse thus rhuch may be re-

garded as solidly established, that the \\orld s not a mere chance-mcd]cy
Here follows a close reasoning of several pages w hich ends (on
P 207) \\1th a paragraph h(*gmnmg with the words: )
Lo hlS shows that a contradiction is m\'o}_\jgd in the very idea of a change world. "
And a long paragraph on p. 208 winds up with these sentences :

" The actual worldis almost a chance-medley to the mind of a polyp. le -
terest which the uniformities of Nature have for an animal measures his place in

the scale of intelligence. " ) .

This is exactly the position which I defend. If universes were

as' plenty as hlacl\berrxes we mlght talk about the order of other’
b4 Q
universes. They might b(. four- or five- or »- -dimensional. Yet even

“in all these cases they would not be void of form. The four-dinien-

sional universe would have another arrangement, but its laws would

be none the less orderly, none the less regular, and a higher uni-

‘verse would contain them all. Supposing there were four- or five- -

‘dimensional space. somewhere, we could state with absolute preci-

sion all the formal laws by \&hlch bodies of so many dlmensmm were

governed.* N : '

. ! N
The order of form and the rigidity of formal laws is as univer-

sal and omnipresent as God. They encompass our path and our
lying down, they have beset our behind and before. I we ascend up
into heaven they are there, if we make out beds’in hcl] behold they
are there. If we take the wings of the morning and dwell in the

uttermost parts of the sea, even there they shall lead us and hold us.

1.
]
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In spnte of the fundamental difference that obtains betwken Mr
Peirce’s and our own world-conception, we must state that there are

-

* See lundqmental Probloms, P 55.




- §70 , - . " THE MONIST.

. <

many most important,points-of agreement. Mr. Peirce says in his
article «Illustrations of the Logic of Science,” (ibid. p. 3 and 7)
**The object of reasoning is to find out, from the consideration of what we al-

ready know, something else which we do not know. * % * °

“The ‘settlement of opinion is the sole object of inquiry." ’ . ‘

There are according to Peirce several methods o(}ettling oping - -

ion, which.swayed humanity i an -historic succession * (1) The
method of tenacity. Doubt being an uneasy and dissatisfied state,
“we cling tenacxousl) not merely t¢ behevmg, but to believing just
what we do believe: (2) The mcthod of puthority, which is that of
the Romaq}Church and of all great poht al. and rg_llgxous institu-
tions of the-past. (3) Thea prmn methoc “byfwhich Mr. Peirce

undergtands the fixing of belief agreeably to reason, i. e. to the sub.”
jective conviction of the individual thinker. All thege methods have-

* their merits, says Mr. Peirce (ibid. p. 13): )

~.} **The a priori method ‘is distinguished for its comfortable -conclr.\sionsr Itis
the nature of the p?b(iess to adopt whatever belief we are i'ncli.ned to, and there are
certain flatteries to the'vanity of man which we all believe by nature, until we are
awakened from our pleasing dream by some rough facts. The method of authority

-will always govern the mass of mankind. . . . But most of all I admire the method
.Of tenacity for its strength simplicity, and directness." »

e It is apparent that the merit of the a pr:orz method so call;] 15
really; vice. The a prwr: method so cailed is the basis of agriosti-
cism. If according to my reason this, and accordmg t0 .your reason

that, may be the truth, where does truth remain ? If truth is purelv-

subjective, truth becomes impossible. The method of settling belief

agreeably to our individual tempers is the dﬁath of ob]ecm’d'uth,
of science and philosophy. ‘ '

Mr. Peirce fully recogmses the practlcal xmportance of thought.
He says:

-2

’ 'The production of belief is the sole function of thought " (ibid. p. 289).

‘"Our beliefs gulde our desxres and shape our, actions™ (ibid; P 5).

“*What is belief? First, it is something that we are aware of ; second, it ap-
peases the irritation of doubt ; and third, it involves the establlshment in our nature
of a rule of action, or, say for short, a abit" (ibid. p. 201). .

““Thus, we come down to what is tangible and practical, as the root of every
real distinction ef-tifought, no matter how subtile it may be; and there is no dis-

THE DOCTRINE OF NECESSITY. '<§\,‘1

tinction “of. meaning o fine as to consrst in anythmg but a possible dxf{e:eae/
pracnce (1b1 . '

] s very far from consxdermg philosophy as’a mére
matter of speculat:on or theory wlthout practical importance. He
says : . ‘ -
“*What sort of a concepnon we ought to have of the universe, how to think of

the ,nmul‘/: of things, is a fundamental problem in the theory of reasoning.” ¢

'The @ priori method, so called by Mr. Peirce, translated intd

ptactical life'is nog only the death of truth but also of morality. ’f:f

objective criterion of truth is gone, and with it goes the objective
standard of right and wrong. If that is true which seenis so to my
individual reason, then that is right which pleaseg me best. . What

"is right to me might be wrong to you. Thus.thismethod leads eithpr

to moral indifference, or to basing éthics upon the greatest amount.
of pleasure atta'inable, (Héddnism as represented by Mr. H. Spen-
cer, Prof. Harald Héffding,. Professor Gizycki, and others, ) or to re-
lymg upon the individual conscience-as an absolute and‘ultimate ;
authority.® ’ '

The method of settlihg opinion agreeably to mdwxdual reason
is at preseﬁt\the most fashlonable and widely spread conceptlon, .
and it shows its mﬂuence in the almost universal acceptation. of ag-
nosticism today. 'Is that the final decision with which we have to-
rest. satisfied ?  If it were we would better return to the method of
authority or tenacxty No, it is not the sum of all wisdom. The
a priori method so called represents a perlod of transmon, which, if
persistently p{ursued, will lead to the bankruptcy of thought, the des-
perate appearance.of which is-well disgyjsed in the big sounding
and modesty-parading term agnosticism.. And -here we return to"

“the exposition of Mr. Peirée’s‘views * Mr. Peirce does not accept

the @ priori method, he beheves in «“the logic of science.” Mr.
Peirce’ says A ‘\\ '

*This is the position of the Societies for Ethical Culture which are not confes-
sedly but practically agnostics. Professor Adler's position is characterised in 77,
Monist, Vol 1, No. 4, p. 567, 599, and 7%e Open Court Nos. 225 and 234. Mr.
Salter bases ethics upea *‘the immovable rock of conscience.” (See his Ethicdl Re-

ligion, p. 295.) 4

[ A N T P O
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** Te satisfy our doubts, therefore, it is-necessary that a method stiould be
found by which our beliefs may be c’mqed b) nothm), human, but by some external
The method
must be such th'\t the* uldmdtc conclusmn of every man shall be the same. Sl{Ch

permanency—by somethmg upon w hxch our thnnkmg has.no'effect.

is the method of-';cxcnce" (ibid. p. 11.) . L
*That whose ¢haracters are independent of how you or I think is an external

* reality " (ibid. p. ?QSj. . . . . -

“All the followers of sciencesare fully persuaded that the processes of investi-
gation, if only pushed far euough will gl\e one ¢ certain solution to_every question
to which they tan be (\pplmd ..They may at ﬁrst obtain different results, but, as-
each -perfects his method ;}nd his procésses, the results will move stundxly mg\ethvr
. The opinion which Jds fated to be, u_ftimmcly agreed to

. by all who investigate, is what we mean by the truth, and the object represented

in this opinion is the real " (ibid. pp. 299-300).

The word ‘“fated” must; be understood as Mr. Peirce under-
stands it. - "He adds in a footnote : , o

-** Fate means merely that which is sure to come true, and cannot be avoided.’

v,

\'LCI S}J'l\ I\ THOUGHT PRESU I’I’OSI S NE ClelT\ I\ l ACTS

N .

I h:n'e .thus outlmcd Mr. Peirce’s views, not only because his,

lmc of reasoning® is adinirable and deserves to be nmvusqlls known

and recognised, but also l)ecausc it scems to me to have some bear-

~\_/ ing upon the question at issue. : ' B .

2

If the ultimate conclusion of every man concerning reality shall
be the same, there must be some truth in the idea of ncceqext) If
tlu.rc is ‘an ppinion ““fated to be ultimately agreed to,” we are
confronted in our representation of\rcahty with something that is
inevitaple.  Shall there be nccessit'y/in thought but not in that of
which all our ideas are but images and symbols? We can conceive
of the necessity in theideal realm of fhouﬂht only as a reflection of
that necessity which pervades’ the orlgmal and ptototype of our
thought, which lives in reality.

T g >
'

~ *Ernst:Schroeder in his great work 7/ 'm'/,'mu'nwvii/u'r div Algetra der Logik
adopts in the main the results of Peirce. A sketch of Mr. Peirce’s liné of thought,
(hlS (,u/m/lcn-'mig. as Schroeder calls it,) is found in"the I inlditing, pp. 107-118,

.
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THE DOCTRINE OF NECESSITY.”
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V.
. MK, l’l{llf(‘li'S li\'()]-l"'l'](,).\'lS‘M.
[ have tried to find an explanation ‘of Mr. Peirce's position
which appears to me self-contradictory and I believe 1 have found

.

the key that will explain it.

I'read \()ln(‘\\ here a stray rcnml]\ of Nr.. l eirce’s in w lnch he
dcm.mdc(l that evolitionism shoyld hv thorough-going.. The con-
ception of evolution in vogue at prcsont, he said, stops short at a

certain point, and substitutes for an eW)ation the unknowable.

<Mr. Peiree says: 0 ‘ .

" Does™not space call for some c\plan:\tin’n ?* Is not that a halfeway philosophy
which i in these our dd\s does not explain, r at least hold out some promisepof ex-
pls nmnl., why space is continuous, why it has such a wonderful uniformity in all i

parts, w h\ there are nuthcr more nor less than three, (hmcnsmns everywhere, w h)

every c]oscd curve can; by a contmuous change of position, size, and form, be

brought into-coincidence with every other, :m(l‘\vhy the three anglui of a triangle’

" make exactly one hundred and eighty dq,,ru.s or at least so \cry closely so that we _ .

cannot tell whether they m:\l\e more or less?’

Mt. Peirce does r_mt-mtend td halt before these problems, but

to explain them ﬁand‘caxries'thc principle of evolution to its ultimate

: conclusxons so as to explain from it not only the forms of llvmg,)

‘organisms but also the laws of nature including the laws of space. -
Mr. Peirce declares in his article “The Archxtecture of Theories

(The Monist, Vol. 1, No. 2, p. 165) :° .

** Uniformities are precisely the sort of facts that need to be accounted for .

Law is par excellence the thing that ‘wants a reason.’

And what he means by it is further elucidated in his article
“The Doctrine of Necessity Examined” (Z%e Monist, Yol. 11, No
3P 334) ¢ ' . o -

** That single events should be hard-and- unintelligible, logic will permit with-
out difficulty : we do not expect to make the shock bf a personally experienced
earthquake appear natural and reasonable by any amount of cogitatiod. But logic
does expect thmgs general to be understandable. To say that there is a universal
law, and that it is a hard, ultimate, unintelligible fact, the why and wherefore of
which can never be inquired into, .at this a sound logic will revolt; and will pass
over at once to a method of philosophising which does not thus barricade the road
of discovery." v
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It is perfe ue that “law is -par t'.\'(‘c‘//{‘!lt‘z; the thing that
wants a reason, Céaﬁn\' explanation that explains it by the assump-
tion of an unknowzble is unphilosophical. 1 agree with Mr. Peirce
that we must not halt here ; but I'have no confidence in his method
of explanation. = Mr. Peirce’s orx"mal idea, then, and I should add,
his main mistake,. is that he proposes to explain the origin of natural
law by evolution. :

In his legmmatc anxiety to explain la\\Meirce declares
chance to be exempt™ therefrom.  He says : . )

" That a pitched coin should somietimes turn up heads and-sometimes tails.calls
* for no particuiar explanation.” (Whe Monist, ¥ol. 1, No. 2, p. 165.) N

But chance in our opinion needs exactly as much explanation as..

anything else. Mr. Peirce very m]prope‘rl) identifies ¢ that which
-cannot be accounted for” with ¢ that which need not be acconnted

1

for. Absolutc chance, if it existed, -would 70/ so much #es call for
‘a par~t1cnl,ar explan‘atlon‘as actually be' unexplainable. and being

. incapable of explanation, it would have to be considered as an un-

intelligible fact, as inscrutable,. incomprehensible, and mystical. On
the assumptlon that chance need not be accounted for,- Mr. Pmrcet

-
" Chance is ﬁrst law is second the tendency of habits is tRird.*

bmlds the archltecture of His theor) He says: \

The ‘application of ‘this general statement is set forth in the
follogmg Rassage :

"In psychology Feeling is First, Sense of reaction Second General conception

Third, or medlzmon In biology, the idea of arbltrary sporting is first, heredity is’

second, the proces‘s whereby the accidental characters become fixed is third.”

-
<

How little after all we can escape the determinism of law as
‘ bemg a feature of the warld will be seen from the fact, that the ex-
planatlon for the evolution of law is presented by Mr. -Peirce as
being itself a law, 1.-e. a formila descrxbmg a regulantv supposed
to obtain in facts. Does not Mr. Peirce’s formula, supposing it to
be true, deserve' tha same reproach which he casts upon natural
law in general, viz., that it.is ¢a hard, ultimate, unintelligible fact,
the why and wherefore of which can never be inquired into ”?

. C‘ .
- .. '
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VI,

" 4 © WORLD-CONSTRUCTIONS. - . " I
Dlere .Are two. methods of philosophising, one starts with jdeas
which aré supposed not to need ~any. explanation, the other starts

from facts and uses facts as data. " The former is the method of the

constructionist or ontologist, the latter that of the positivist. The,

“constructionist attempts. to beget a world- theory in thie same way that

God was supposed to have created the. world ; he attempts to bring
1t into' being either out of a real nothmg or out of something like
nothmg He constructs a world-theory out of the self-evident, out
of the absolute, out of the indubitab ble, or out of that the contrary of:
which is mconcel\able The po;XM\;st however,: emplO)s facts as
the given material, \vhxcﬁt he works out into a consistent and sys-

tematnc whale. Thc former View is synthetic and constructive, the

~ only a disintegration of Nothing, an equation of enormous complex- |

latter is analy tic and df:scrxptne The former view is- the method
of Hegel, Oken., and also of Mr. bpencer the latter.is the method.
of all scientists and the 1deal of the positive philosophy:

Mr. Peirce although very positivistic -in his logic of science,
must n phxlosophy still be counted among the constructionists,

Chahnce is to ’\Ir Peirce as miuch absolute as was to Hegel the
idea of ““abstract bemg,” which as such, Hegel said, is equivalent to”
‘‘non-being.” Non-being need not be accounted for. So Hegel starts
with this idea, and finding that ‘‘becoming”’ is the oscxllatnon be-
tween bemg and non-being launches his abstract thought upon the -
terza firma of reality. )

In the same way and with snmllar ingenious ingenuity Oken
starts the world with zero. -Zero or non-being need not be ac-
counted for. Its existence calls for no particular reasons VVhat
is zero? We can conceive it as “0 = 1 — 1.” Thus we have ¢ +1”
and ““ — 1,” two ‘units. The whole world, according to Oken, is

ity but always eq-ual to zero. And that explains the world !

Mr. Spencer adopts ¢ the principle of setting out with proposi-
tions of which the negations are unconceivable,” without being,
aware that any inveterate belief or prejudice can be defended from

Y e ST
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that -standpoint.-_ The principle is purely subjective. slt does not
admit of any objective vefification and limits knowledge to individ-
ual .co‘nccptio‘n. M Nr Spencer's principle were admissible. we
‘could not refute the adversaries of the Copernican system, when
they declare that the rotation of the earth up on which we stand is in-
conceivable. . The maxim that that proposition is most certain the
negation of which is inconceivable might after all, and it actually
did very often, come into conﬂnct with facts. Many propositions are
now conﬁdently acceptcd which werc formexl\ declared to be posi,
tlvely mconcelvable

Mr. Pmrce, I say, starts the \\Ul](l with an abstract idea of a
“something-of which he assumes weneed not gx\'c any account, as (id
the gre‘ét ontologists of former times. He ::onstructs,.agrccably to his
reason, a theory of the way inAvhich the world might have originated,
. and this he fallq into the mistake gcriticised-by hlm% the a pr wre
method:! Yet the weakest point of Mr. Peirce’s system is that his
““absolute chance begets order ; irregularity bu.‘ome@ law Dby prac-
tice, as-if by a suﬂicxently prolon"cd shaking the dice wpuld by and

" by acquire the habit of turning up the same faces cach time.

The preséntWorld- conceptlon of the’ scientist regards natural

laws as eternal. The order that prevails in these laws constitutes
the prmcxple of, evolution and changes the chaos of a nebula into'a
well- arranged planetary system. “Thus the original chaos is properl\
‘speakmg no chaos It is-in all its parts regulated by law and onl)
appears chaotic in companson w1th more advanced stages of evolu-
tion. o :

Desirous to accodnt for the regularmes of nature Mr. Pexrce
proposes the idea that nature in the beginning was a real, true chaos,
without order, without laws, the single actions of reality taking
place irregularly and in a sportive manner. Absolute chance pre-
vailed. Everything was undetermined, exactly as much so as a man
is undetermined in his actlon before his belief is settled. Yet a man,

. by and by, forms a be11ef and acts accordingly, not once or twice,
but often, until a habit is formed. Thus l\Ir Peirce assumes, Na-
ture's actions are first undetermined, they may be of this kind or of
another kind. -The‘same particle of reality may under the same con-

have regarded.
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dmons act -in dntfcrent ways, yet it acts soméhow, it acts again,

and repeats a certain l\md of action more frequcnt}) than others,
thus forming habits. Laws according to Mr. Peirce are the habits
acquired by nature. ‘

The proposition of Mr. Peirce’ s logic of science points out an-,

other method of constructing a world- -conception. The reco"mtxon

of reality.in the sense ag he COHCC]\'CS it, admonishes us that our

world- -conception should be a plcturmg a—mlrrormgxa;] nmtatxon of

the objective world of facts.. It should not be the ardhitecture of a
theory, but first an analysis and then a reconstructxon of expe-
rience ; it should be a description of facts, méthodically arranged.
' < o
. FACTS AND LAWS, "

That which wecall natural law is not the description of a certain
special and concrcto form of existence whitch is now or then and here
or there, but of some generaT quality of facts which .is ever)whue
and always.. The former, i. e. évery special and concrete form of

cxxbtence, can be explained by evolution, the latter, i. e. natnral law,

cannot. The former has to be accounted, for by the law?f causatxon

the latter b) the principle of suﬂiclent reasom. And it is this distinc-

“ tion between cause and reason wluch Mr Peirce does not'seem to

P

Eyvery special form of existence must, at least theorctxcally be
traceable as the effect of some cause and every law of nature must
be explainable by showing 1ts connection with other natural laws,
The only thing in the world of which We cannot and need not give
account is the existence of facts itself, or being i m general, which is

thestubborn presence of réahty in us ourselves and also outside of us, .

objected to our own being as an independent power tgwhich we
have to adapt our conduct. We need not prove its existeqce, for it
exists. If anything is ultimate, facts are ultimate; and cognition is

nothing ‘but the reconstruction of facts for the purpose of orienta-

tion among them, it is a methodical description of reality in the

symbols of the feelings that exist in sentient beings. :
A scientist having observed a special process  of nhge, de-

scribes it, if possible, in such a way that it is recognised as

trans-
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formation. A description of this kind is called an explanation. It
. renders the process int"ell"i‘g‘:ible to us; itis complete and exhaustive,
In order to make such a description’ available for comprehending
other cases of thé same or similar kind, we have to in;rodllce an-
other principle, which is that of economy. Ve must single out those
features which are common to a certain class and remove all di-
versity and specificalness. All specificalness and diversity are tran-
sient features due to special conditions; they disappear with these
special éonditions. Thus 'the notion of natural law involves as an
essential characteristic and fundamental quality the ab‘sence of the
incidental and the temporal. ‘ .
Natural laws describebthe facts of nature sub specic adternitatis.
They cease to be natural laws in the proper sense of the word as soon

. as they are conceived, like legal laws, as products of evolutions, which )

Eternity is- the
characteristic feature of a natural law, it is fts backbone, the essence

have appeared in time and may disappege-zmain.

of its being, its conditio sine gua non. .-

* ’
. ‘ NPT : _
Thus in considering a natural phenomenon-we are led to distin-
ome :

Rt

guish between its cause and its reason : Its cause'is something spet_:ial.,.
it is an individual event, happening in time, and ;acqorc{ingly being
tr;nsient'; it is an oi:currencé of someYind, if is a sjrigle and definite
fact‘. Howe‘v&_ifé reason is not’anything special, it is something
geﬁef’al; it is not a single and definite fact, but it is a law of uni-

versal application ; it is not transient; but a conception of things in

which the incidental and‘/‘temporal are eliminated.” " A réason xs ap-
pliééble to all cases of the same kind and also to all‘c’:ases of any time.
A cause, i-e. a fact, if it truly exists, is real (not true); a law, i. e. a
reason, if it really obtains in ﬁature, is true (not realy, and any at-
tempt at_explaining natural laws asa product of e'volution, I)eing
. based upon the view that regards them as causes -not as reasons, as

real not as true, as a description of temporal existences, not as view-"

ing facts sub specic acternitatis, must from the outset be a failure. *

/.

g

* la'id down my views on the subject in a short mouograph ‘of only 82 pages,
entitled Lrsache, Grumd und Zoeck, cine philosophische Abhandlung cur Kliruny

der Begrif e (Dresden: R. von Grumbkow, Hof. Verlag, 1883). In all main points _

'
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a
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. tue in the poet but a vice in'fis brother, the philosop.her_., T

. the facts and nothing But ‘the facts,

be traced to diff

- e
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.+ Mr. Peirce attempts-to explain natural”laws. as if they were

single and concrete facts. Where we have to"look for reasons he

evidently employs the method of searching for causes. Hé treats
that which in its very nature is eterndl, as if it were temporal.  He
regards the everlasting, the imperishable, tl;e.'im'mutable as if it had
originated, as if it were- transient, as if it were the product of a de-
-velopment, ' s

.

VL .
— LAWS NOT INEXPLICABLE. :
But is not Mr. Peirce justified in declarjpg that law:rém\éiné'“hn-
é:xplained? Is law fgally as he says “'hard,-ultimate, inexplicable, im«
mutable ”? Law is to be regarded as immutable but not.as ;lltimate or

winexplicable, and thus Mr. Peirce’s denunciation of natural law is not
1 . . . . ‘4 N

I maintain the same standpoint still. See also Fundamental Probleins, the chapter
.on Causality; pp. 79-g1 and g6-109. . ' o o
Since the publication of my German pamphlet my confidence that we can, (not
only'in the special sciences such as chemistry, mineralogy, botany, etc., but also
in philosophy) arrive at truth, has rather been’ confirmed than shaken. - We can

create a common ground on which all philosbpﬁers agree, as much as mathemati-

cians agree concerning the Pythagorean theorem. But in order to achieve this

. Jideal, philosophers must abandon all attempts at originality. The hankering after -
- originality is an inherited evil in the family of philoso

ers. The first philosophers
were poets, priests, and prophéts ; later on in the natur evolution of human cul-
ture, a differentidtion of their combined functions took pla Originality is a vir-
philosopher's ideal
must be to free himself of all individualism, subjectivity, and original conceptions ;
he must become strictly objective. He nfust renounce ‘his personal likes and dis-
likes, and make his ssoul a mirror of nature, faithfully and correctly.to represent
This is the ethics of philosophical inquiry,
and'the philosophy that takes its stand op this principle we call positivism.

" Almost all divergencies of importance in the different philosophical systems can
:nt conceptions or rather misconceptions of causation. :
Rhis last century since Kant ‘has been the most fertile age of original world-

_theories, all different in'style and manger of construction, but all alike in so far as

the author of each system.had strained his utmost efforts to be' original. Thus all
these world-theories were so many beautiful poems on ontology, they were sb many
grand air-castles produced by ‘the magic wand of a fairy-tale causation. The phi-
losopher’s aspiration must.not be to present original ideas bit to reach that one so-
lution which any other unbiassed thinker must find, to express that truth which in the
end will have to be recognised universally, to formulate facts in objective exactness.
The degree of originality in philosophic thought marks the degree of aberration
from the common aim of the one sole _solution, and the greatest soutce of original
ideas is the confusion of cause and reason, of Ursache and Grund, of event and

law, of fact and truth. . - .

"
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justified. All natural lawkmust be conceived as forming one system

‘ascending from the lowler to the higher, from the more special to

the more general. And the more k:’omprchensive law represents in
each case the reason for the less comprehensive law which is com-
prised in it. Thus we must finally fcn,cl} the most general or all-
comprehensive law, which is a description of that, which is a uni-
versal quality of existence.

There is a wrong notion prevalent among many thinkers that
the m comprehensive description (law or reason) of a certain
kind s:o%tl, as in a nutshell, contain and im'm\rdiate]y explain all
that which it embraces, so that if once in its possession, we should
be omniscient as to all the rest. The most universal Jaw is looked
upon as the centre of c\:istcnce——a’as Innerste der Welt. 1 we could
but get there, we should solve all the world- -problems by mere intui-
tion. This is the old error of the students of magic, whase’ hope is
expreésed by Faust when he says = ' .

w Dass Tch c‘l‘:f;x'llllz'. was die 1elt
ot fnnersten :u.mufnh'n//(‘l;/(."

/T;m:ty detect the inmost force

‘Which binds the world and shapes its course.— Rayard Tuylor,

.

‘ Connprehension:’g not attained simply by finding out and stat-
ing the most general feature of a certain class of facts ; comprehen-
sion does not alone consist of generalisation but also of discrimina-
tion. The differences. among less general laws must be, recognmcd
as results of special conditions.  And any knowledge of a general
law reveals nothing about the specxal conditions under the influence
of which the same law will work differently.

It is but too often overlooked that the more general a statc,mcnt
is, the less it will contain, the vaguer it will appear, the emptier it
must be. There is rio royngQto cogmtxon and mere generalisa-
tion is of no avail. We sh ave to investigate the detailg of every
_¢ase and view it in its reladion to the general law. The general law
must be viewed under those conditions which will mvanab]) pro-
duce the same spec1a1 modifications.

. ) . B
* DBut do not the most general reasons remain uncomprehended ?

.
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Do we not at last arrive at an ulnmdtc law which, t])(_n, must be

hard and inexplicable ?

B -

Those laws which appear in ev ery respect to be universal are
the formal laws of mathematics, Anlhmctu,, and their Iun(lrcd sCl-
ences.  And all these formal sciences are not only #ot mystical, un-
mtelligible, and mc\ph(.xl)la, but they are'the most perspicuous,
most rclmblc, and most certain knowledge we possess. Al their
theorems admit of the most rigid demonstration, and the last shadow
of mysticism has been removed by Hermann Grassmann, Owing to
his scarching investigations we are nolonger in need of axioms which
were formerly supposed to be the indispensable basis Sl matheiatics.

There is however a basis of farinal thought left which we can-

‘not dispense ‘with ; that is the idea of sameness, generally formu-

lated as the law of identity. s ﬁcrhaps the:law of identity by which-
all ther c'fnla/tms of nature are to be accounted for, inexphicable 2
Hardly !  The idea of sameness has a solid basis in the fdacts of

NP * .
CXN} L)l(an_ -

X
CONCL USION .

lh(‘ contrgst between Determinism and Indeterminism is old,

vet Mr. Peirce has worked out quite a new aspect of In(lctcrnnmsm

and places it upon a hasls ‘that appears to be a more sélid founda-

tion than N cver I)Lfore possm‘;ul At the same time he succeeds

in making some of its’ Lons(_qucnccs so plausible, that in this new

gmb it will appeal more strongly than before to sucntxﬁcall) trained

minds.  With all deference to the logical acuteness of Mr. Peirce

and with all admiration for the originality and depth of his tho'u"ht

we cannot, however, accede to the new plnlogoph) which he pro-
poses. ~ )

Mr. Peirce’s propositions go to the core of all problems, they

rything that has heretofore been considered as firm ground,

—_ . . ”; -

*1 expeet to discuss the problems of sameness, of chan(,e of mechqmmlnsm
and the freedom of will in the nest number of 7%e Monist undPr the caption 7%«
" Doctrine of Needssity - Its Basis and its Scope.
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tion upon which aH seientific reasoning and the methods of the pos-
itive philosgphy rest. Thus they set ps a-thinking aid will'help us

to attain greater clearness on -poin}ts' which are to all of us of greater

. coicern than may at first sxght appear. For the fundamental prob-
lems of phllosophy have a -deep practxcal importande. Their im-
portance is less noticeable, less obvious, but at the same tlme more
sweepmg the more fundamental they arﬁ

" Let us here in concludmg this articie consider only one, but the -

- most str@g ‘one, of the consequences to which both views lead.

Indeterminism leads to a conception of Goéd which although we
may call it “mind” and place it at the begmnmg of the world, 18’ pure
chance or the indeterminateness of an arbxtrary sportmg Deter-
minism on the other hand leads to a recognition of God as that
something in nature that is }s it'1s, that has been and will be. Scj-
ence, whose method -of cognising the truth is and can only be to
know in parts, attempts ‘to describe the partial ualities of this
somethmg in-natural laws.

Tt is of great consequence in pract«cal life whethjer God is what
the mame Jahveh intends to convey, eternal and unalterablé being,
imrutable sameness in the perpetual flux, irrefragable law in the
changes of evolutlon or whether. it is the Ty of the pagans, 1. e
indeterminable and absqlute chance, unaccountahle, irregular, capri-
cxous, and uncertain.

The God-idea is the basis of ethics. It matters litfle whether
we use or avoid the name God, for the atheist Has also a God-idea
in his conceptlon of that existence in which he lives and moves and

has his being. This God-idea is always the ground from whlch we

‘derive our rules of conduct; and whenever we change, not our ter-

mmology but our idea of God we shall as a matter of consistency -

have to change our views of ethics also.

Epitor..

-




