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Abstract

In this paper we shall draw on Peirce’s four methods of fixating belief to provide a template for examining classroom experience. Such a template provides a context for understanding the dynamics that emerge at the intersection of existing belief and new experience.  We shall develop several examples of tenacity as an impediment to student growth, discuss traditional responses to the irrationally tenacious student (and teacher), develop Peirce’s four methods in the context of an educational setting, and draw conclusions from his work for educational theory.  Our belief is not that tenacity inevitably works against the cultivation of critical awareness, but that this virtue needs to be tempered by a full purview of educational aims and their attending virtues.

Tempering Tenacity: Peirce, Belief, Education, and Growth 

For all anybody can tell in advance, the spilling of salt is as likely to import bad luck as the bite of a mosquito to import malaria. Only systematic regulation of the conditions under which observations are made and severe discipline of the habits of entertaining suggestions can secure a decision that one type of belief is vicious and the other sound.  The substitution of scientific for superstitious habits of inference has not been brought about by any improvement in the acuteness of the senses or in the natural workings of the function of suggestion. It is the result of the regulation of the conditions under which observation and inference take place. 

--John Dewey
 
Four students began an assigned class presentation on the Business of Health Care with the following question:  “What do you think about the American Health Care system?”  A young man in the class responded confidently: “Best health care system in the world.”  The students, beginning with this response, proceeded to construct a set of criteria for unpacking the question.  They explained to the class the leading indicators of quality of health care (like infant mortality rates) and then showed how the United States fared in comparison to other industrialized nations.  After showing the U.S.’s abysmal record, the students concluded their presentation with another question: “Now what do you think about the American Health Care system?”  The same young man piped up again with no more evidence of reflection and with the exact same confident answer: “Best health care system in the world.”  It was clear that the presenters had undergone a transformation in the process of doing their research, but not at all clear that their peers had done the same.  And at least one student appeared to be unfazed by the “facts.”   


The tenacity of a student like this young man is not by itself problematic.  In fact we often praise the student who overcomes personal obstacles, perseveres through a tough curriculum, and finishes his or her degree program with honors. And this positive appraisal of qualities like tenacity, perseverance, and courage is found throughout our collective and personal endeavors.  We marvel at the athlete or athletic team who overcomes adversity and tenaciously holds on to win the big game.  We seek after and vote for political leaders who show faith, conviction and courage.  Yet what is, in one instance an admirable commitment to “staying the course” is in another, a stubborn inability to re-evaluate one’s own beliefs.  As Aristotle noted over two thousand years ago, qualities of character like tenacity, perseverance, and even courage do not make a whole person, and if these qualities are not tempered by other virtues, they can themselves lead to other problems.  

In an educational setting, the quality of tenacity can become an impediment to learning, inasmuch as a student who tenaciously clings to a preciously held belief will make him unable to understand or draw proper conclusions from what is presented to him.  University instructors know all too well the experience of striving to inspire critical reflection on a particular topic only to have it devolve into a clash of competing dogmas. C.S. Peirce appreciated the distinction between beliefs arrived at through inquiry and exploration and those held in deference to authority and custom. Peirce, in addressing this distinction, defines four methods of fixating belief: tenacity, authority, a priori and science. In this paper we shall draw on Peirce’s four methods of fixing belief to provide a template for examining classroom experience. Such a template provides a context for understanding the dynamics that emerge at the intersection of existing belief and new experience.  We shall develop several examples of tenacity as an impediment to student growth, discuss traditional responses to the irrationally tenacious student (and teacher), develop Peirce’s four methods in the context of an educational setting, and draw conclusions from his work for educational theory.  Our belief is not that tenacity inevitably works against the cultivation of critical awareness, but that this virtue needs to be tempered by a full purview of educational aims and their attending virtues.
I. The Educator’s Predicament
What the previous “best health care” example aptly demonstrates is that critical reflection requires more than exposure to data. As educators we will need more than information to provide a meaningful educational experience; but this isn’t news. In 1910, John Dewey warned of the futility of imparting information to an audience bound by the prejudices of their particular social world: “a large accumulation of data may fail to suggest a proper conclusion because existing customs are averse to entertaining it…errors may support one another mutually and weave an ever larger and firmer fabric of misconception.”
 While any thoughtful educator finds abhorrent the prospect of creating an environment in which misconceptions become “ever firmer” there is reason to believe that this sort of “learning” is not at all uncommon. 

 
The contradictions between what is taught and what is recounted and remembered are not at all uncommon. Many an instructor has bemoaned the gap between what she has taught and the lesson later recalled by students. In fact, one of the authors describes an exchange with a student where even less of the course content was presented before she had confidently asserted her opinion on the matter. In this instance the student had simply read a secondary source describing the motivation behind Paulo Freire’s critical pedagogy. Without having actually read any of Freire’s work the student characterized him in a derogatory manner using a slurry of expletives. When asked about her familiarity with Freire’s work she proclaimed that she had never had contact with his work but that she understood it to be a consequence of his “bad attitude.” 


Given Freire’s preoccupation with generative themes and reflective practices it is ironic that a disbelieving student would so recklessly disregard the implications of his suggested practices. There seems no better audience for Freire than the one who dismisses political and social critique as no more than a reflection of the psychological state of the speaker. Unfortunately such intellectual (or anti-intellectual?) arrogance is a commonplace in the university classroom. Contemporary educational theorist utilize “misconception research” to bolster claims that even “the best students in [the] best schools do not understand very much of the curricular content.”
  With misunderstanding, or what Elliot Eisner refers to as “secondary ignorance” (not knowing what one does not know),
 comes the impossibility of achieving a meaningful educational experience. Clearly, secondary ignorance is not new; it is the habit of mind that emerges when, as C.S. Peirce noted in 1877, “the instinctive dislike of an undecided state of mind….[m]akes men cling spasmodically to the views they already take.”
 


The tendency to “cling spasmodically” to the teacher-centered classroom is well documented.  Educational researcher John Goodlad describes what this classroom looks like and the consequences it engenders: “activities calling for student initiative are rare. Students are largely passive and, at least by the time they reach the upper elementary and secondary school grades, appear to assume that passivity is what best fits the nature of school. They even come to dislike disturbances of their passivity.”
 The steadfastness of such teaching practices has been attributed to a variety of factors ranging from unreflective acquiescence to the demands of an economic system in need of a compliant workforce to practices brought on by more mundane matters like overworked teachers seeking to minimize their daily workload.
  Furthermore, research suggests that those attracted to teaching are predisposed toward maintaining the status quo. Having successfully made it through the system, they may well be people who are “unwilling to make changes in a system that worked well for them.”
  

Of course a willingness to retreat to conditions that offer no challenge to one’s previously held beliefs is not unique to teaching.  The role of soldier necessitates a belief in the righteousness of one’s cause, the role of physician implies an appreciation for the value of human life and the role of parent presumes a relationship between child and adult. Obviously, these categories conjure up a multitude of variations in their enactment but their enactment is inevitably grounded in belief. Whatever predictability can be attributed to the human condition, it must be found within the links between belief and action. Since schooling strives to educate action for future purposes the role of teacher can be said to explicitly concern itself with the link between belief and action. If teachers are ever to realize the significance of a profession charged with altering behavior, and, therefore, beliefs it is necessary to grasp what is at issue in what C.S. Peirce refers to as the Fixation of Belief. 

II. Fixation and Belief: A Peircean Response/Analysis
The outcomes of fixed beliefs are all around us. For example, any instructor interested in the consequences of an over emphasis on grading has simply to pose the following question to his or her students: “If it were possible to forfeit this class in favor of simply receiving a high grade would you continue to attend this class?” The result is likely to be an overwhelming vote in favor of trading the experience of class attendance for the high grade. In spite of numerous studies that indicate a negative correlation between grading and intellectual curiosity and in spite of the charge of countless critics who see the “carrot and stick approach” to schooling as inconsistent with authentically educative experiences grades continue to be used as the primary indicator of student achievement or failure. Both students and instructors respond accordingly.


At the institutional level, Princeton University recently made headlines by announcing that it would place quotas on the number of students who would be eligible to receive “A’” in their classes. The justification for such action is that grade inflation masks real achievement and diminishes academic rigor. Lurking beneath the policy decisions of institutions and hidden within the apathetic attitudes of student populations performing in response to coercion are beliefs regarding achievement, competition and any number of fixed values or ends. How is it that an institution which should be a bastion of intellectual life and free inquiry remains beholden to technologies that threaten to undermine the very point and purpose of a university? How is it that a place that engenders critical thinking and reevaluation shrinks from its own reevaluation and remains indebted to institutional habit and belief?   


Charles Sanders Peirce explained our fixation on belief by articulating four methods in the fixation of belief: the Method of Tenacity, the Method of Authority, the Method of the A Priori, and the Method of Science.
  In discussing the continuity between them and their relative merits, Peirce laid out a theory of inquiry that would later be adopted by John Dewey as a major impetus for a rethinking of American educational theory and practice.  One way of describing Deweyan educational theory is an attempt to facilitate movement from any or each of the first three methods to the latter Method of Science, which itself brings up and incorporates the virtues of each of its precursors.


The method of tenacity is the earliest phase in the cycle of developing inquiry and it can be a description of an early stage in personal intellectual development.  As the word implies, here the reasoner maintains a given belief tenaciously and clings to what has been established for him or her come what may.  The example with which we began this essay illustrates this point.  While the student mentioned above had been given ample reasons to doubt his belief about the U.S. system of Health care delivery, his rejection of those reasons was unwavering.  In such cases there is a given belief or view (how it was given may vary) and it doesn’t seem to be susceptible to rational review or criticism.  Often the harder one critiques the view, the more vigorously the given belief is held.


While Peirce makes it known that such a method has its advantages, he dismisses it very quickly by pointing out the practical difficulties of a view with such antisocial consequences.  What happens when two or more people who hold views on which they tenaciously disagree?  And what happens if they do not have the luxury of being able to avoid the issue at hand?  Peirce’s rejection of this method amounts to a rejection of subjectivism: beliefs must have a social foundation such that a third party or court of appeal can be invoked when there is a disagreement.


The method of authority offers the promise of solving this problem by proposing that the State determine for the populous what is to be believed.  A standard is created and a court appointed.  Any given disagreement or difference can in principle be adjudicated.  Again, this method, like that of tenacity, can be used to describe an early stage of intellectual development—in this case, that of a society.  Peirce offers some examples from history, which we can easily buttress with some obvious recent examples.  Peirce explains the persistence and consequences of this way of social being:

Wherever there is an aristocracy, or a guild, or any association of a class of men whose interests depend, or are supposed to depend, on certain propositions, there will be inevitably found some traces of this natural product of social feeling.  Cruelties always accompany this system; and when it is consistently carried out, they become atrocities of the most horrible kind in the eyes of any rational man.

To focus on the atrocities of Rome, The Inquisition, Hitler or Stalin, would be to detract from our purposes here. The method of authority is not enforced here in 21st century America as it was in Nazi Germany.  And the scions of tenacity we find popping up in our classrooms do not hold tenaciously for fear of literally being taken out and shot.  The methods are more subtle and advanced.   U.S. historians like James Loewen
 and Howard Zinn
 discuss how the public school systems systematically, elide, omit, and distort history for the purposes of “manufacturing consent.”
  A poignant example from Loewen is the standard telling of the story of Helen Keller, and how her political activism is purged from any description children hear in school.  Loewen’s point is not so much that people need to know about Keller’s left leaning politics so that we can affirm the left, but that the standard telling of her story helps effect a heroification of history, one in which the facts are sacrificed for the sake of the “greater good” (be it the State or the Corporation).  Characters become flat, if not one-dimensional, and are reduced to points on a time-line provided for the purposes of student exams. 


Peirce of course rejects this method, not only for its cruelty, but for its inability to address the reality of cultural difference.  Peirce writes:

[Even] in the most priest-ridden states some individuals will be found who… possess a wider sort of social feeling; they see that in other countries and in other ages have held to very different doctrines from which they themselves have been brought up to believe…

Just as a reasonable person must reject his or her subjectivism as he or she interacts with other people, reasonable people in social systems must reject their ethno-centrism as they interact with other nations and cultures.  While Peirce admits that this stage—authority—is where most people and cultures have tended to stay, he offers another stage in the development of the human intellect: the method of the a priori.


The fixing of belief a priori represents for Peirce a stage in human intellectual development in which a decision is made to abandon both individual and popular opinion determined by caprice: “The willful adherence to a belief, and the arbitrary forcing of it upon others, must, therefore, both be given up.”
  The standard of inquiry here is logical analysis and the validity of a given idea is its suitability to reason.  Beliefs are tested against internal consistency by a community of learners.   Individuals are left free to reflect, converse, and thereby determine for themselves the extent to which a given belief is agreeable to reason.   Peirce cites art and metaphysical philosophy as examples of this method, but there are more instructive examples to develop in this context.  What’s “agreeable to reason” tends to vary with a given culture, not to mention individuals.  Haney Lopez’ study
 of the legal construction of race in American immigration law provides an illustration of the fallacies of apriorism outlined by Peirce.  As race science developed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the federal courts made use of its racial classification system to determine whether a petitioning alien was (racially) white and hence had met the racial prerequisite to immigrate into this country.  Anthropologists like Ashley Montagu
 have long pointed out that the “science” of race was based more on prejudice than observation; yet the courts were happy to employ the results as long as the prejudices of the courts and the scientists lined up together.
  When science no longer provided the courts with the results they expected or required, they relied less and less upon and eventually abandoned the scientific description of race and opted instead for “common knowledge.”


Montagu notes on his observations on IQ and race that scientists even today make pseudo-scientific arguments that are at base apriorisms—ideas grounded in an intellectualized prejudice. Comparable prejudices are noted by Philosopher of Science Ian Hacking, who describes the role of gender in the early formulations of intelligence tests. When pioneers of the tests found that women performed better than men on some of the trial tests and knowing that “women ‘couldn’t’ be more intelligent than men,” the test’s creators simply eliminated those questions that women had answered more successfully than men.
  Unexamined consensual beliefs can structure discourse and hamper meaningful reform. For example, yearly gallop polls indicate that parents of school age children think highly of their local public schools but consider public schools in general to be inadequate.
  


It may be difficult for philosophers to see these examples as illustrating the method of the a priori, given that we have been trained to see this method as the epitome of rational inquiry, but it’s clear that Peirce saw this method as prone to prejudice and as another limited step along the way to finding truth.   While the method of the a priori arises out of a desire to escape the caprice of the earlier methods, in the end it brings us back to the method of authority. 


The method of science represents for Peirce a movement in a given person’s or a community’s intellectual development.  This method takes us beyond the a priori and towards a permanent source of stable belief.   Summarizing this method is no simple task.  Peirce himself spent much of his career trying to articulate what he meant by scientific method and even worked to distinguish his version of scientific inquiry from fellow pragmatist William James.  Contemporary, or neo- pragmatists tend to shy away from his realism, but we need not dwell in the details of debate here.  For our purposes, we shall focus on Peirce’s contention that science must be public—accessible in principle to any human; and objective—independent of any particular personal opinion or cultural doctrine.  Peirce writes:

To satisfy our doubts… it is necessary that a method be found by which our beliefs may be determined by nothing human, but by some external permanency—by something upon which our thinking has no effect…. It must be something which affects, or might affect, every man.

While most people today might agree that science must be public, many of us might take issue with the objectivity requirement.  Peirce’s realism—his view that there are Reals, entirely independent from human cognition and conduct, need not prevent us from adopting his pragmatic model of inquiry.  As educators, we need only consider the demand that science be objective as a requirement that beliefs cannot simply be personal.  They must withstand the rigors of inter-subjective assessment grounded in and subject to revision by shared experience.  Students (and teachers) must be able to put their ideas to a test (move beyond tenacity), which is more than a comparison to established views (beyond authority), and more than a mere intellectual assessment (more than apriorism).


Conducting such a test is always that hardest thing to do because the tendency is always to fall back into an earlier stage.  As William James put it: “The greatest empiricists among us are only empiricists on reflection: when left to their instincts, they dogmatize like infallible popes.”
  What has been science becomes apriorism; what was apriorism becomes authority; and what has been authority becomes individual tenacity.  Hence (returning to a previous example) in race theory, what was—or appeared to be—science was held as agreeable to reason (common knowledge), and that common knowledge became codified into the authoritative doctrines taught in the schools, and these doctrines are still found embedded in the belief systems of many individuals to this day. What this latter point illustrates is that Peirce’s methods of fixing belief represent not only a progression in intellectual development but the possibility for regression as well.


The relation between the methods of tenacity and authority are of special interest to educators. First of all, as we noted in examples above, authority can become embedded or internalized in the minds of believers and manifest as tenacity when educators try to relay alternative ways of thinking about or approaching our shared world.  In discussions of race, class, and gender, this two-sided tendency is called “internalized oppression” and “internalized superiority.”
 This internalization of official doctrines and cultural practices is seen as a major impediment to social change since those one seeks to liberate and/or educate are contributing enforcers of their own predicament.


Secondly, teachers in positions of authority are no less prone to belief through tenacity than students.  Indeed, they are often perceived by students as simply impressing on them not facts but their own personal opinions and prejudices.  While such a perception is often mistaken, it is not far from the truth much of the time.  Much of our interaction tends to be dictatorial in form if not in content, and students feel more strongly the power asserted by the teacher-in-authority than any exposure to the phenomena of an independent world.  Given institutions that embody a general lack of accountability to students or facts, the most democratically minded teachers can easily fall personally into Peirce’s method of tenacity and then by virtue of their power present these views in the classroom through the method of authority.  Tempering tenacity in our students requires us to temper it in our teaching. 

III. Tempering Tenacity

When Peirce outlined the methods of fixing beliefs, he did not do so with the view that forming and holding on to a belief was undesirable.  Even tenacity as a method was not for him intrinsically bad.  The problem is not that one clings per se, but that one’s clinging is at base unstable.  In the end the advantage of science for Peirce was its ability to endure through time.  As it turns out, beliefs grounded in rigorous testing tend to be held with greater conviction.  Aristotle noted this in his discussion of the weakness of the will, noting that a weak-willed human knew things only in the sense that an actor knows the lines of a play.
  Belief, on the other hand, grounded in understanding would endure the challenges of temptation.  J.S. Mill makes a similar argument when he discusses the need for free expression.  He maintains that the reason to allow even false doctrines in the public discourse is that without a collision with error, true doctrines have no meaning to their adherents.
  It appears that tenacity has a role to play in guiding conduct, and that the role of an educator is not to plunge students into a hopeless state of paralysis.  Dewey comments on this state of paralysis: “There is such a thing as too much thinking, as when action is paralyzed by the multiplicity of views suggested by a situation…the best mental habit involves a balance between paucity and redundancy of suggestions.”  The need, then, is not to abandon or purge tenacity from our systems, but to temper it with qualities of critical reflection and reevaluation.


In reviewing Peirce’s progression of methods, then, we need not only to recognize its ability to devolve into a regression, but also that each of the methods can be tempered by certain intellectual habits.  In an educational setting, it appears the methods of authority and tenacity, which tend to form a replicating spiral of unreflective conduct, need special attention.  To attend to this spiral requires us to examine authority, belief, and learning.
Philosopher Robert Paul Wolff, in examining the relationship between authority and education in 1968, writes:


[E]ducation without freedom is impossible… my argument turns, of course, on what I mean by “education.” Obviously a man can learn languages, mathematics, science, history, literature, even philosophy, no matter how servile his mind. But what exactly does it mean to say that he has “learned.” Does it mean merely that he can repeat some proposition, answer questions about it, get it right on examination? If so, then knowledge has nothing to do with freedom or does it mean that he can give reasons for what he believes, that he can himself see the merits of those reasons, and that he stands ready to withhold or change his beliefs whenever he judges it right to do so? If that is what “learning” means, then authority and education are polar opposites. Authority says, Do this, believe this, because I say so! Education says, Here are reasons for doing, for believing—reflect on them and see whether you yourself judge them to be good reasons.
 
This view of education makes intense demands on both teacher and student.  Reflection rarely comes easy, and the level of difficulty tends to increase with import.  It is always easier to meet people at the point of least resistance and to keep everyone in their comfort zone. As Dewey notes:

The easiest way is to accept any suggestion that seems plausible and thereby bring to an end the condition of mental uneasiness…Reflective thinking is always more or less troublesome because it involves overcoming the inertia that inclines one to accept suggestions at their face value; it involves willingness to endure a condition of mental unrest and disturbance. Reflective thinking, in short, means judgment suspended during further inquiry; and suspense is likely to be somewhat painful…To maintain the state of doubt and to carry on systematic and protracted inquiry—these are the essentials of thinking.
 

Since the state of doubt is uncomfortable, it is not likely to be a state students seek out voluntarily.  The instructor committed to challenging fixed beliefs without using coercive methods, must recognize that the teaching environment is the best resource at is or her disposal.  Returning the Princeton example, an environment in which quotas have been put in place to limit the number of high scoring students in the class is quite different in its mood than one in which achievement is measured not by a letter grade but by successful completion of a performance, a performance whose target and metric emerges organically from the context of the learning environment.  

The required beliefs cannot be hammered in; the needed attitudes cannot be plastered on.  But the particular medium in which an individual exists leads him to see and feel one thing rather than another; it leads him to have certain plans in order that he may act successfully with others; it strengthens some beliefs and weakens others as a condition of winning approval of others.  Thus it gradually produces in him a certain system of behavior, a certain disposition of action.

One of the authors recounts an experience that speaks to the powerful influence of ones “medium.” In this case the medium was two different classrooms in a single public school. The author, who was acting as a university supervisor for student teachers and conducting a formal written evaluation of student teacher X, had been impressed by both her positive rapport with the children and her willingness to craft challenging lesson plans. In one instance, the students had been taken on a tour of their own school and asked to act as researching geographers and cartographers collecting data. As they toured the school the student teacher invited them to look at their daily surroundings in a new light and with a new purpose. There were no distractions; the sense was that both teacher and student were mutually engaged and committed to completing their local journey. In the classroom, a similar rapport existed between students and teacher so that the lessons had a collaborative and non-hierarchical quality.  


During subsequent visits the student teacher was assigned to a second classroom. The influences of the new surroundings were unmistakable; she had moved from the use of well-crafted queries intended to encourage reflection to teacher-centered lectures intended for direct instruction. Student-teacher X, the easy-going, map-making troubadour, had become a much sterner and scripted instructor. On one occasion she explained the conditions that would be necessary for one of the students to leave the room and go to the bathroom. As she put it, “if you feel like you REALLY understand what we’re working on and you’re going to have an accident in your pants then you can go.” The rest of the class was told not to begin coloring the worksheet until all of the written work was complete After weighing the options, the young girl decided to go to the bathroom. 


Unfortunately, the official evaluation form intended to gauge teacher effectiveness contained no provisions for the effect of the teaching environment on the performance of student teachers. This is unfortunate since the most effective pedagogy is one that takes into account the significance of the learning environment and uses it to full advantage.  


One means of taking account of the environment means utilizing the dynamic interplay of the life-experiences of the students with the content of the course.  For example, in studying race and gender, one of the authors makes use of this dynamic interplay by having students create skits in which they apply and use information garnered from readings and discussions to events in their experience.   They are asked to portray something that happened to one of them and then reenact a new version in which they respond to the given situation, empowered with new insight into the conditions leading up to the event.  Such an application directs them to think in terms of alternative ways of interpreting and responding to the problematic events in their lives. 


Exercises in role play like this one highlight the possibilities of drawing on the students’ social knowledge while enabling and encouraging an analysis of how this social world comes to shape individual belief and action.  The type of introspection generated by such an exercise creates a context for education as freedom.  Authority ceases to be a commandment from on high and becomes a source of authorship and agency in the student.  Tenacity, in turn, ceases to be a desperate clinging to transmitted doctrine and becomes a natural consequence of belief wrought out in the achievement of selfhood.  Such an achievement is education as the practice of freedom.
  The achievement of selfhood is synonymous with the ability to understand and reflect on one’s beliefs.  


There are less dramatic ways to compel students to reflect on their beliefs.

For example, one of the authors creates a questionnaire that prompts students to identify their attitudes about certain teaching practices. The questionnaires are presented on the first day of class and intentionally constructed to contradict much of the “common wisdom” about schooling. The questionnaires are then collected and put aside. After several months of readings and class discussions that further contradict the common wisdom about schooling, students are given back their initial responses to the questionnaires. If the course has been successful, the earlier responses should begin to become alien to them at best and slightly challenging at the very least.  


In both types of exercise, students are presented with a standard view or response, they are exposed to an environment which problematizes the standard, and then offered tools to formulate a new approach.  As they are formulating new approaches to what is problematic in their experience, they are asked to reflect upon their own internal changes and transformations.  This process supercedes information-gathering and becomes one of reflection where participants are compelled to “turn upon some unconscious assumption and make it explicit.”
  In other words, students are invited to reconstruct their constructions.
This paper began with an example of a young man failed to learn from a presentation of potentially belief-altering information.  Had he been unmoved because he had other information which weighed more heavily after careful analysis, his conclusions might have been the same, but his response would have differed.  He might have said, “I still think our health care is system is the best because…”, and there would have been further discussion and deeper engagement.  But he could not consider this information in that way.  He was stuck. Could it be that this young man was trapped by a belief system transmitted through authority and custom rather than a public examination characterized by reflection and dialogue?  Such a characterization, a necessarily social one, is the significant component of selfhood and what validates the method of science.  Most classrooms are decidedly un-scientific in that they are teacher-centered and geared towards passivity. Given these conditions, one has to wonder where he might have experienced an environment that was explicitly set up to challenge his belief system.  The relevance of Peirce’s analysis to the classroom is that it provides instructors with a template for considering not only the way that beliefs are acquired but how teaching practices can either create a progression of inquiry within a classroom or a regressive retreat to unexamined convention and belief perpetuated by all players in the educational environment.
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