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I do not deny that a concept, proposition, or argument may be a logical interpretant. I only insist that it
cannot be the final logical interpretant, for the reason that it is itself a sign of that very kind that has
itself a logical interpretant. The habit alone, though it may be a sign in some other way, is not a sign in
that way in which the sign of which it is the logical interpretant is a sign. The habit conjoined with the
motive and the conditions has the action for its energetic interpretant; but action cannot be a logical
interpretant, because it lacks generality. The concept which is a logical interpretant is only imperfectly
so. It somewhat partakes of the nature of a verbal definition, and is as inferior to the habit, and much
in the same way, as a verbal definition is inferior to the real definition. The deliberately formed, self-
analyzing habit, – self-analyzing because formed by the aid of analysis of the exercises that nourished
it, – is the living definition, the veritable and final logical interpretant. Consequently, the most perfect
account of a concept that words can convey will consist in a description of the habit which that concept
is calculated to produce. But how otherwise can a habit be described than by a description of the kind
of action to which it gives rise, with the specification of the conditions and of the motive?
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