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Introduction

THE PAST AS PROLOGUE AND THE BOUNDARY OF TIME

The past is prologue to the present as the present is prologue to the future. But these terms
need defining, not so much theterm “prologue” asthe terms “past”, “present”, and “future”, for
they represent the divisions of time & aframework or measure for the pinpointing of events, and
so have no fixity outside the very framework they provide. The “present”, famoudly, is the
boundary separating past from future, but the very boundary itself is notorioudly shifting, for it
moves as we try to state it, asin answering the question, “What time isit?’, our answer works
only to the degreethat we dlow it to ladk predsion. Were weto answer “Two 0O clock”, indeed,
by the time we gave the answer, two o clock would aready be past. As a pradicd matter, of
course, our answer was good enough. But the theoreticd and speaulative point that it is
impossble to state apresent moment before that moment is past remains as the far more
interesting point, ever deserving of consideration.

We need abroader notion of “present” than theinstant joining past with future. The boundary
of timethat | would propose for the purposes of writing these pages is the lifetime of ead of us
gathered for the ledures to be based on these pages. As long as we, ead of us, author and
auditors, continue to live, we ae attitled to spedk of the “present”. The present, then, as| am
defining it here, isthe exclusive preserve of theliving. The boundary of timeisthen the separation
of the no longer living from the not yet dead, on the one side, and the further separation of the
not yet dead from the not yet living, on the other side. The drealy deal define the past. The not
yet living define the future. The not yet dead define the present.

By the device of these definitions, even though we ae yet left with a shifting boundary both
onthe side of the past and on the side of the future, yet the interval between past and future, the
present, islong enough for usto work some mattersout and perhaps even contribute to what will
be the heritage of the past for those future inquirers who are not yet part of our present.
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The Past as Prologue

If we take the English word “sign” and ask where it comes from, the answer isthat it comes
from Augustine of Hippo, thefirst thinker of record to forge agenera notion of sign as a genus
to which natural and cultural phenomena dike ae spedes. Thisis D, at leadt, if we cantrust the
results of the team of reseacherswho have worked the fields of ancient thought from a semiotic
point of view under the guidance and tutelage of the céebrated Italian scholar and Bologna
Professor, Umberto Eco. Sign in the aurrent sense, particularly asit is of interest to semiotics,
therefore, comes from the Latin signum.

“Semiotics’ as an English word is more problematic. But we may nonetheless say that it
comesto usfromakind of bastard Greek coinage made by John Locke in the Essay concerning
Humane Understanding that he published in 169Q where, at the conclusion of his book, he
proposed Xnwtikty asthe one-word equivaent of the English expresson, “doctrine of signs”.
Locke sterm may have mmeindirealy fromaGreek medicd dictionary.! Inany case, astheterm
appeas in Locke, it is malformed. By the gplicable requirements of Greek grammar, it should
have had an epsilon separating the mu from theiota, which it did not. Nor can this malformation
be dismissed asaprinter’ serror; for, in every subsequent edition of the Essay prepared by Locke
prior to his being overtaken by the boundary of time and made adefinitively past author, the
original malformation is meticulously maintained.

Now it isinteresting that “ semiotics’ isnot astraight trandliteration of Locke' s Greek malfor-
mation. What isastraight trandliteration of the Greek malformation Locke introduced, however,
is the Latin term “semiotica”, which no Latin author ever used. So the term, a Greek
malformation in Locke's Essay, isin effed a neologism in Latin trandliteration, but it meansin
English “the doctrine of signs’, acarding to the only definition Locke provided in his original
introduction of and comment upon the term.

Thereason that this detour through the Latin trandliteration of Locke' s Greek malformation
isinteresting is because “semiotica” as Latin neologismwould be aneuter plural namethat could
only betrandated into Englishas* semiotics’. Professonal li nguists have been careful to point out
that there isin English a dassof “-ics’ words which do not conform to the usual rule that an
English noun is made plural by adding an“s’ to its ending.? By thisredkoning, “semiotics’ is not

! Cf. Luigi Romeo, “The Derivation of ‘Semiotics through the History of the Discipline”, in Semiosis 6 (1977), Heft 2,
37-49.

2" At least apart of the cnfusion which leaners experiencein handing the -ics words ... iscaused bythe fad that no
dictionarymakes clea that the final -s in these words, no matter what its origin, is not identicd with the familiar plural
morphemeof nours which happens to be homonymous with it" (Archibald Hill, "The Use of Dictionaries in Language
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the plural form of “semiotic”. Nonetheless “semiotics’ isthe dired English transliteration of the
Latin “semiotica”, which is turn is the dired transliteration of the Greek malformation Locke
introduced into the dosing chapter of his Essay.

So a Latin, rather than a Greek, badkground proves etymologicaly dedsive for sign and
semiotics aike a contemporary notions, despite Locke's conscious choice of the Greek root
(sem+) for the notion of “natural sign” (semeion) in hisone-word summetion or name (semiotike)
for the doctrine of signs.

Of course, the Greek philosophica contribution to what would eventually take form in
contemporary culture a an explicit attempt to develop the doctrine of signs can hardly be
underestimated, particularly in Aristotle's doctrine of categories, for example, with his sarp
development of the ontrast between subjedive being in the doctrine of substance and
suprasubjedive being inthedoctrine of relation. But it remainsthat it isfirst in the late 4™ century
Latin of Augustine that the general notion of sign appeas, and that it is first in the ealy 17"
century Latin of Poinsot that this general notion is vindicated as more than a nominalism.
Contemporaneoudly, the Latin Age itself recalesinto the past as modern phil osophers with their
nominalistic doctrine of ideas as the objeds of dired experience take wntrol of European
intellecdual development.

By thetime Charles Peircepassed from the status of future, that is, not yet living, to the status
of present contributor to philosophica discusson, the Latin notion of signum, its origin,
development, and vindication over the 1200 a so yeas of the Latin Age, had passed into
oblivion, forgotten to al present contributorsto the discusson of philosophy. Peirce, aswe will
seg proved not to be atypicad modern. He did not contemn the past of philosophy, in particular
its Latin past. He undertook insteal to explore it. And, though his explorations did not read as
far asthe work of Poinsot, they did come upon Poinsot’s principal teaders and predecessorsin
the matter of the doctrine of signs, Thomas Aquinas, Duns Scotus, and the Conimbricenses.

As aresult, Peircewas able to recver the Latin notion of signum very nealy at the point
wherethe Latins had left it, that isto say, at the point where it had been redized and definitively
explained that signs strictly spegking are not their sensible or psychologicd vehicle, but that this
vehicle, loosely cdled a “sign” (espedaly in the cae where it is a sensible objed), is but the
subjedivefoundation or ground for anirreducibly triadic relation which, inits proper being, isnot
subjedive but suprasubjedive in linking its subjed term to a terminus or objed signified as
represented to some observer, prospedive or adual inits subjedive being. Thus, while both the

Teaching”, Language Learning 1 [1948], 9-13).
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sign vehicle and the observer when adual are subjedive beings, the sign itself is aways and
irreducibly suprasubjedive. Andthe*“objed signified” or significate of the signisitself alwaysand
irreducibly sustained as the dired terminus of atriadic relation regardlessof whether it has any
subjedive being at al as an immediate part of its objective being, its “objedivity”, or status as
signified.

If the most important development for the immediate future of philosophy is to be, as |
believe, theredization of the centrality of the doctrine of signsto the understanding of being and
experiencefor human animals, then Peirce sremvery of the notion of signumfor the Latins may
be said to have marked the beginning of new age in philosophy. For, as we shal see by
overcoming the forgottennessof signum, Peirce dso destroyed the common foundation upon
which the mainstream modern philosophers, from Descartes and Locke to Kant, anaytic
philosophy and phenomenology in our own day, had constantly built. There ae some today,
culminating modernity with its doctrine that only the mind’ s own constructions are properly said
to beknown, who have mined thephrase® postmodern” to advertisetheir stance But the winage
cannot conced the stipulation which guarantees that these would-be postmoderns are nothing
more than surviving remnants of a dying age.

The Boundary of Time

Postmodern times began in philosophy with Peirce s doctrine of categories. And Peirces
doctrine of categories, in turn, isrooted in the Latin doctrine that relation is unique anong the
modes of being in being objedively indifferent to the subjedive ground, physicd or psychicd,
which makes the relation adual under any given set of circumstances. In other words,
postmodernity and semioticsare of apiece eventhough* semiotics’ isdestined to be apermanent
name for the major development of philosophy whose present has arrived in our lifetimes, while
“postmodern” is destined to be atemporary term of fashion which serves relatively to cdl
attention to the neal to make intelligible the boundary which separates the presemiotic past of
modern philosophy from the semiotic present of philosophy insofar as philosophy is truly
contemporary.

So, while“sign” asaterm conneds us espedally and dredly with our Latin past, “ semiotics’
asatermconnedsuswiththe Latin past only indiredly, asit conneds us also indiredly with our
Greek philosophicd past and heritage. “Semiotic”, however, as aterm for the doctrine of signs
doesconred usdiredly with Charles Sanders Peirce, thefirst thinker to takeup dredly Locke's
challenge at the dose of his Essay to undertake the development of the doctrine of signs, and the
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bringing of “words’ and “ideas’, in particular — that is to say, both outward sensible
manifestations and underlying psychologicd states of subjedivity — into the suprasubjedive
perspedive of the sign inits proper being.

It is by virtue of thisdirea connedion that Peirceisrightly known asthe father, if not of the
doctrineitself of signs, at least of the diversified intellecdua movement cadled today “ semiotics’;
and it is omething of the story and consequences of his recovery of the notion of sign from our
Latin intellectual forebeasthat | want to explore for the present occasion.






Chapter 1

FIRST OF THE POSTMODERNS

Descartes succealed in turning philosophy away from tradition and commentary on books
toward the quite different book of experience itself. His interpretation of experience as being
direaly of products of the mind’sown making, it istrue, resulted in adisastrous $lit betweenthe
ambitions of scienceto understand the book of nature and the wnvictions of philosophy that the
world of thingsin themselvesis unknowable. Philosophy thus cameto play Mr. Hydeto science' s
Dr. Jekyll, a situation which we may take & a metaphor for modernity. But while phil osophers
becane convinced that scientists could not posshbly be doing what they naively took themselves
to be doing for want of an understanding of the nature and limits of human knowledge, they also
becane settled in the Cartesian mindset that the study of the history of philosophy was by and
large awaste of time. For the history of philosophy amountsto little morethanthe record of false
startsand blind gropingstoward the point the moderns had succes<ully formulated, namely, that
reasoning upon experience can safely begin anew with theindividual, without regard for the past.

Charles Peirce was an heir to modernity in philosophy, but he proved anything but an
aqjuiescent one. He eventually came to undermine the twin pillars at the foundation of the
modern outlook, the view that the mind can know nothing which it does not first itself construct,
and the view that the predecessors to modernity, the scholastic Latins in particular, had nothing
to offer the seriousinquirer after philosophicd truth and understanding. In doing this, he not only
changed the goistemological paradigm out of which philosophy henceforward must work, but
broke through the dead-end of theway of ideasto discover the much kroader and more cgadous
way of signs, atraveler on whichisobliged to visit both past and future cmpanions(at least such
as can be imagined, along with those of his future companions who succeeal in crossng the
boundary of time whileit still i ncludesthe life of the traveler in question as present) in the search
for philosophicad understanding.
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The Last of the Moderns ...

Charles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914) was the man who fully introduced into the grea
conversatiormf philosophythe unconsidered assumptionwhich had madetheway of ideas em
viabletothemoderns, the assumption, namely, that thedireda objedsof experience ae produced
by the minditself. In phlosophy, hewasraised onThe Critique of Pure Reason. He daimed to
know it by heart. When he said "No!" to Kant, it meant something.

Now why did he say no?

As a young teenager, he read in lrigther’ s room Whateley’ s Elements of Logic, awork
which, between 1826and 1857 had gorethrough nne editions. But it isnat likely, andfor sure
we have noreaord, that ancther student was asinspired by Whateley aswas Peirce. From those
early days, héater told his correspondent friend Lady Welby, hiswhale life becane one long
meditationon the nature and adion d signs, one longinvestigation d the question first left
hanging in the air by Augustine’s posit at the turn of theehtury that theign hes a general
mode of being with respect to which both natural and cultural objesitgnifiication stand as
species.

Andwhat alife. It wasatragedy, by any measure. It need na havebeen, but soit turned ou.
Thefirst culprit was his father, but after that it was Peirce himself, with a few extra vill ains
thrown in along the way. Notable in the cat was Simon Newcomb (1835-1909), whose
reputation as a man of integrity is not likelystovive the mmingto light of the detail s of the
last years of Peirce’s life.

Peirce’sfather taught him to induge hisgenius and society be damned. But onewould have
expectedPeirce d some point after fifty, if not soorer, to haveunleaned so evil aleson. Hedid
not. But of allthisand more you can real abou for yourselves to form your own impressons,
thanksto the work of Joseph Brent, whose own caree was almost wredked by hiswork as a
graduatestudent to write Peirce shiography. Thisbiography? finally cameto pubdi cationthanks
to Thomas Sebeok, whotraded Brent downin hislater yeas, andthanksto JohnGallman who,
as Diredor of the Indiana University Press overcame the decales long effort by Harvard
Universityto prevent the Peirce biography from seeing the light of day. It isasordid tale dl
aroundonthe eistentia side, but onthe side of though and phil osophyit becomes noretheless
a glorious one.

Here we will consider only the glorious side.

% Joseph L. Brent, Charles Sanders Peirce. A Life (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1993).
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From the firstPeircewas arealer. He read everything, or tried to, particularly in the aea
of logicwhich, hetellsus,*"initsgeneral sense, is, as| believel have shown, only ancther name
for semiotic, thequasi-necessary, or formal, doctrine of signs’. Probably, almost certainly, we
havebeen repeaedly told, he took this notion and term from the end d Locke’' s 1690Essay.
Nearlyeveryoneiscontent with the assurances; but when the matter is put under amicroscope,
it provesimpaossbletotell for sure. There anerge from the nineteenth century mistsof Peirce s
childhooda debris of names andworksin England and America and Europe® who were poking
around in the semiotic wasteland whathmany yeas onthe way of ideas had creaed for the
late moderns.

And Peirceviolated the cadinal commandment of modernity: thoushalt nat learn from the
Latins. He read even theand what he found more than any single influence, revolutionized
his philosophyFrom Scotusin particular, but also from Fonseca ad the Conimbricenses,® he
pickedupthetrail of the sign. He was never able to follow it asfar asthe text of Poinsot. This
would have been only a question of time, no doubt; but in 1914 Peirce’s time ran out.

Nonethelessyhat he picked upfrom the later L atinswas morethan enoughto convincehim
thatthe way of signs, however buried in the underbrush it had become sincethe moderns made
themistake of goingthe way of ideas instead, was the road to the future. Andin thisfuture Dr.
Jekylland Mr. Hyde might be aured of their schizoptrenia, abletolive & last in aworld where
onecould be ascientist whose self-imagewould bethat of astudent of naturewithou acaisation

*¢.1897A fragment on semiotics, partially printed in CP 2.227 (foll owing the standard procedure of abbreviatingto CP
andidentifying the volume and paragraph number from the 8-volume set, The Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce,
editedby Charles Hartshorne, Paul Weiss and Arthur W. Burks, pulished by Harvard University Pressbetween 1931and
1958).

® Thomas A. Sebeok has abeginning d the story in his Semioticsin the United States (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press1997). Yet more duescan befoundin SheaZell weger, " JohnJames Van Nostrand and Sematol ogy: Anather Negleded
Figurein American Semiotics', in Semiotics 1990, ed. Karen Haworth, JohnDedy, and Terry Prewitt (boundtogether with
"Symbolicity", ed. Jeff Bernard, JohnDedy, VilmosVoigt, and Gloria Withalm; Lanham, MD: University Pressof America,
1993), 224-240; and "Before Peiraad |cor/Index/Symbad", in Semiotic Scene n.s. (Spring 1990, Vol. 2, No. 1, p. 3 (two
columns).

In my own reseaches, emboded in ayet-unfinalized manuscript of some 52 pages under thetitl e of "Why Semiotics?’
developed over four days ihe Library of Congess | have foundthe matter inconclusive. It may even be that Peircetook
the term "semeiotic" from p. 22 d a bodk by Augustus Rauch, Psychology, or a View of the Human Soul, including
Anthropologys (New York: M. W. Dodd, 1840, still to befoundintheHarvard li brary, pubished coincidentally in the first
year of Peirce’s life (as Poinsoflseatise was published in Locke’s birth-year).

® On Fonsecy seeJohnDedy, Introducing Semiotic. Its History and Doctrine (Bloomington: Indiana University Press
1982). On the Conimbricenses, see John P. Doyle, "The Conimbricenses on the Relations Involved in Sigiatics
1984, ed. John Dedy (Procedlings of the Ninth Annual Meding d the Semiotic Society of America Lanham, MD:
UniversityPressof America, 1985, 567-576.0n Scotus and other backgroundfigures, seeMauricio Beuchot and JohnDedy,
“Common Sources for the Semictic of Charles Peirce and John Poinsot”, Review of Metaphysics XLVII1.3 (March), 539-566
On the importance of such background dscusson, seeJohn Dedy, "Why | nvestigate the Common Sources of Charles Peirce
and John Poinsot?", Bemiotics 1994, ed. C. W. Spinks and JohnDedy (New York: Peter Lang Publishing, 1995, 34-50.
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of naivete and, at the same time, thad phil osopher withou havingto snee in private & the
folly of naturalists and common sense in thinking that the mind could read beyonditself and
pull infrom the depths ©mething d nature herself in her mind-independent insouciancetoward
the pradicd world of human affairs. In aher words, it was Peirceés suspicion that the
Lebenswelinto which culture, by the aumulativetransmisson d leaning, had transformed the
Umwelt of the lingustic animal, was yet nat closed off from contad with and prospedive
knowledgeabou the mind-independent rediti es of the physicd environment on which the
linguisticanimal, like any ather, depends. The redm of what exists"noumenaly" or "in itself"’
andthe redm of what exists "phenomenally” or "in appeaances’, he mwnsidered, are laced
togethery the adion d signsin such away that we can cometo dstingush and knawv the one
aspart of and throughthe other by the aiticd control of objedivity that is the heat of science
and philosophy alike beyond their differences of orientation

Fortunatelyjn setting df down hisway of signs, Peircedid na haveto re-invent thewhed.
Drawingto alarge extent onthe same sources from which Poinsot had drawn, and keingaman
of scientific intelli gence such as he had come to adknowledge the grea scholastics also to have
been— of which more anon — he quickly reached the substantially same conclusions that
Poinsot had reached: that the sign consists not in atype of sensible thing but in a pure relation,
irreducibly triadic, indifferent to the physical status of its object and to the source of its
immediate provenance, nature or mind. Since all thought isin signs, and al signsarerelations,
the same bone which wasrelated in nature to adinosaur could cometo be understood in thought
as related to adinosaur. The fact was inscribed in the being of the bone; thought had only to
redizeit.

He amost got ajob at Johns Hopkins University as atenured professor. Newcomb, playing
on the Victorian conventions of the time, managed to turn that situation from victory to defeat.
Butinthefiveyearshedid have at Hopkins, Peirce had had in his class asastudent John Dewey
(1859-1952), as close to a household word as you can get in philosophy. And he had another
friend of longer standing, every bit as celebrated as Dewey in the annals of American philoso-
phy, William James (1842-1910), one of the heroes of the Peirce biography. Had it not been for
James, and for Josiah Royce (1855-1916) aswell, instead of pondering the way of signstoday,
we might all still be walking the way of ideas.

1 am aware of thetechnicd diff erences between the noumenon and ding-an-sich, but they do nd bea onthe paint here.
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... and First of the Postmoderns

From Peirce, James and Dewey had picked upanew ideg "pragmatism”. It seansto date
back to theAutumn of 1874 and the gatherings of the groupcdled "The Metaphysicd Club®,
meeting,Peircetells us,? "sometimes in my study, sometimes in that of Willi am James'. The
groupwasaminor "who swha" of the period. | shoud mentionthat, in the particular of theidea
for pragmatism, an espedally influential sourcefor the mnception Peirceoriginally proposed
wasthe Scottish phl osopher, Alexander Bain (1818-1903),with hisdefinition o belief as"that
uponwhich aman is prepared to ad”. It was Nichadlas St. John Green, a disciple of Jeremy
Benthan(1748-1832) who, acordingto Peirce liked to push thisdefinition. In Peirce sview,
Bain thus becomes the grandfather of pragmatism, for "from this definition, pragmatism is
scarce more than a corollary."

In any event, Peircetell susthat from the discussons of thislittl e group ke drew upthefirst
papemnder the name pragmatism. In hisview the basicideahad alonglineage, which hetraced,
or though to trace in every significant thinker, onthe groundthat "Any philosophicd doctrine
thatshoud be completely new could hardly fail to prove completely false”, which isasauredly

so. "The rivulets at the head thie river of pragmatism", in Peirce's view,** "

are easily traced
back to almost any desired antiquity".

Butthat was not theway James and Dewey saw the matter, andthey werethe onesto pu the
newlabdl into effedive drculation. They were the ones who made it famous. After them the
termcameto be considered quintessentially American, expressveof al that"Can dd" spirit and
down-to-earttihinking onwhichweliketo pride ourselves. Americansare "pragmatists'. They
invented pragmatism, by showing that meaning consists in action, in doing.

But Peirce himself looked with a cetain haror on what "pragmatism™ becane dongthis
line, even if it happened at the hands of hisdea friend Willi am James and hisold student John
Dewey. For James and Dewey, however, pragmatism was a way to continue the modern
dismissivettitudetoward the past, and particularly toward L atinscholasticism. The dtitudewas
particularly strong in Dewey.'* But we have dso nded that this was a general attitude of
modernityat least since Descartes, whose whaole goproach to phl osophizing made indiff erence

to historical knowledge a matter of principle.

8¢.1906: CP 5.12, "Historical Affinities and Genesis [of Pragmatism]" (title assigned by CP editors).

° Ibid.: CP 5.11.

10 |pid.

11 SeeJohnDedy, " The Phil osophicd Dimensions of the Origin of Spedes’, The Thomist XXX 111 (January and April),
Part |, 75149, Part Il, 253342.
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For Peirce, the matter was quite otherwise, and kecane the moreso as the yea's went by, as
hebecanemore andmore dea abou the cantrality of adoctrine of signsfor thefuture of phil o-
sophy.By 1905" however, "after awaitingin vain, for agoodmany yeas, some particularly
opportuneconjuncture of circumstancesthat might serveto recommend hisnationsof the eéhics
of terminology,” Peirce had had enough.

An ethics of terminology? What? An extraordinary nation. Not only did Peircewait in vain
for hiscontemporariesto takethepaint up, the point itself till waitsin vain. Well, then, we shall
takeit up here. But not yet. Let us leaveit to the end d the chapter, althoughwe will nate dl
alongtheway pantswhereitsruleswould apply, to piquethereader’ sinterest in this heretofore
neglectedtopic. Shoud the reader find this method too frustrating, skip ahead to the final
chapter where the ethical rules proposed by Peirce are stated in full.

Underthe plan of making ou work’s end ke the "particularly opportune conjuncture of
circumstancethat might serve to recommend hisnationsof the ghicsof terminoogy,” wewill
for the present stick to Peirce sown course of 1905 which wasto drag therulesin, ashe put it,*
"over head and shouders, on an occasion when he has no spedfic proposal to dfer nor any
feeling bu satisfadion at the murse usage has run withou any canors or resolutions of a
congress."

Taking The Monist for 1905 as higlatform, and the propasition "What pragmatism is" as
hislead, Peirce began the task of separating hsviews from those several contemporaries who,
beginningwith James, had commandeeed in the pullic consciousnessthe banner of "Pragma-
tism". Thebody d that article, whichthe American phlosophersunitedin refusingto hea, con
stituted a ringing statement to the effect that what pragmatism is, is not pragmaticism.

With the expli cit treament of the eéhicsof terminologyreserved tothe end d thepresent dis-
course, then, our immediate task is to shiswistance Peirce wishesto pu between himself
and what the usage of the term "pragmatism" came to signify.

Pragmaticismis not Pragmatism

The greatest American philosopher disowning the most famous American development
all of philosophy s history is a mnsiderable enbarrassment to thase who cherish the ideaof a
home-grownphilosophy, and prefer being able to cite their own to the mnstant deferral of
philosophicalreanessto the European pest of the"colonies’. So it isunderstandablethat those

12 See "What Pragmatism IsThe Monist 15 (April, 1905), 164181, as reprinted in CP 5.444137.
13 peirce 1905: CP 5.414.
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desirousof promoting philosophy with a distinctively American accent have largely been
discomfitedor annoyed by Peirce s disavowal of "pragmatism”, and have tried to passit off as
merelyaverba quibble, merely afar from isolated manifestation o the cantankerous prima-
donnanes of a natably ecceatric individual. Even Corrington, who, in writing the first
Introductionto C. S. Peirce with an explicitly semiotic consciousness $ioud well know better
(butwhoisaso adevoteeof "the American traditionin phlosophy'), introducesthis asped of
Peirce’s own thought under the label Peirce repudféted.

Embarrassmentr no, the fad remains that Peirce is the first figure in the history of
American thought who enters inttee grand history of philosophy as a whale on the merits of
his speaulative genius as emboded in the surviving texts we have from his pen. James and
Dewey,by far the better known in popuar consciousness are by comparison onasecndtier,
and their main claim ta placein general histories of philosophyis that they havefill ed for a
popular consciousness the previously empty naéfli@& merican phlosophers'. But it is prag-
maticism, nat pragmatism, that properly fill s that niche, and in the story of pragmaticism
"pragmatism" is but a footnote.

Surveying the scene in 1905, Peirce considered that things had gone far €nough:

... at present, thword beginsto be met with occasionadlly in theliterary journals, where it gets

abused in the merciless way thadrds have to exped when they fal into literary clutches. ...

Sothen, the writer, finding hs bantling "pragmatism” so promoted, fedsthat it istimeto kiss

his child goodby and relinquish it to its higher destiny; while to serve the predse purpose of
expressng the origina definition, he begs to annourcethe birth of the word "pragmaticism”,

which is ugly enough to be safe from kidnappers.

Much as the writer has gained from the perusal of what other pragmatists have written, he

still thinks there is a dedsive alvantage in his origina conception d the doctrine. From this

original form eventruth that follows from any o the other forms can be deduced, while some

errors can be avoided into which other pragmatists have fallen. ...

In all thevariantsof pragmatism, pradicd, experimental eff eds are made the determination

of truth. Threethingsdistinguish pragmaticism from such asimple, positi vistic doctrine, which

is compatible with naminalism:*® "first, itsretention o apurified phlosophy, seoondy, its full

14 SeeRobert Corrington, An Introduction to C. S. Peirce: Philosopher, Semiotician, Ecstatic Naturalist (Lanham, MD:
Rowman & Littlefield, 1993), Chapter 1, "Pragmatism and Abduction".

15 From Peirce 1905: 43415.
16 peirce 1905: CP 5.423.
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acceptancef themain body d our instinctive beli efs; andthirdly, its Srenuowsinsistenceupon
the truth of scholastic realism (or a close approximation to that)".

Pragmaticism and Metaphysics

Pragnatism prided itself on the demolition d "metaphysics’. But what it understood by
"metaphysics” had little or no connection to the "metaphysics" of Aristotle, stilideisat of
the schoolmen of the Latin AgéHow couldit? As Dewey inadvertently demonstrated in his
famousessay on"The Influenceof Darwinism on Phil osophy’, these pragmatists knew nathing
of metaphysics save what they had learned from the modern phlosophers, and espedally the
British empiricists, where there is not that much of metaphysibs ligerned. In the cnfines
of the Metaphysicd Club, Peircetells us,'® "the type of our though was deddedly British. I,
aloneof our number, had come uponthe threshing-floor of phil osophythroughthe doaway of
Kant,and even my ideas were aquiringthe English accent.” Andfor this modern metaphysics
Peirce had no more use than his club fellows.

But Peirce, unlike his pragmatist coll eagues, came well to lean that there was moreto met-
aphysicsthan this. Let the pragmatists "wipe out metaphysics' in the sense of those
"philosophers of very diverse stripes who propibsephil osophyshall take its gart from one
or anather state of mindinwhich noman, least of al abeginner in phlosophy, adualyis’, such
as we have seen espoused especially by Descartes, Berkeley, ant! Hume.

Therewill still remain for pragmaticism, asnot for pragmatism, the "retention o a purified
philosophy" distinct from science, namely, that sense of philosophy cgpable of providing an

17 SeeJohnDedy, "On the Problem of Interpretingthe Term *First’ in the Expresson* First Philosophy ", in Semiotics
1987, ed. J. Deely (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1988), 3-14.

18¢.1906: CP 5.11, "Historical Affinities and Genesis [of Pragmatism]".

91905 CP 5.423 "all such rubkish being swept away, what will remain of phil osophywill be aseries of problems
capable of investigation by the observational methods of the true scienicegruth about which can be reached without
thoseinterminable misunderstandings and d sputes which have made the highest of the pasiti ve sciences amere anusement
for idle intelleds, a sort of chess— idle pleasure its purpose, and reading ou of a book its method In this regard,
pragmaticismsaspedesof prope-positivism." Heretherealer isadvised to advert to Peirce sadoption (¢.1902) of astrange
terminologyfrom Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832,inawork of 1816, acardingtowhich Peircedivides sienceinto idioscopic
— what are ordinarily cdled the experimental sciences as requiring spedal experience to determine the sense of their
propositions— and cenoscopic (also " coenoscopic"), what are dependent on otservation orly in that sensewhich isavail able
to a mature human arganism at any time. Thus Aristotelian physics is a menoscopic science, and so was medieval
metaphysice menascopic science But physics after Galil eo, modern physics, israther adefinitely idioscopic science The
idioscopicsciences are scientific in the modern sense, but the menascopic or phil osophica ones are rather doctrinal in the
Latin sense which separates itself equally from theologicd dogma and scientific hypahesis to constitute the interpretive
horizonof objedivity within which therelative aitonamy of all threetypesof discourse ca be verified and vindicated, both
in general and as each admitting of a variety of further subdivisions.
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explanatiorandconsi stent expaositionin discourseof thegeneral framework or horizon d human
understandingvithin which alone scientific experiments of a particular type become possble
in the first place "Has it not occurred to you', Peirce aks hisimaginary interlocutor whois
trying to spealon kehalf of the pragmatic interpretation d Peirce€ sorigina statementsin the

area®"

that every conneded series of experiments congtitutesasingle olledive experiment™?
Or that "the unityof essence of the experiment liesin its purpose and dan"? So that when the
pragmaticistspeaks of experiment "he does not mean any particular event that did happen to
somebody in the dead past, dtat surely will happen to everybodyin the living future who

shall fulfill certain conditions."
Pragmaticism and Relations

In rgjeding the nominali stic ideathat an experiment reveds nothing more than that "some-
thing once happened to an individual objed and that subsequently some other individual event
occurred”, Peirce cuts to the heart of the maRegmaticism, in ather words, isthe contrary
oppositeto any view compatible with naminalism. For pragmaticism subscribesonly to aview
that! "meaning is undoubtedly general; and it is equally indisputable that the general is of the
natureof aword or sign". But here the reader would be completely mided to think that "word"
here is beingppaed to "sign” in the axcient Greek sense of symbolonopposed taemeiaor
thatPeirceis propoundng some prenatal Wittgensteinian theory of meaning aslingustic. On
the contrary, the "or" signifiesign in generabf which a word is a well known instance.

The"considerationthat has escgped” the pragmatistsisthat individuality as guch, asisolated
in itself — substance in the Rationalist seAseis completely excluded by pragmaticisin:

do nat overlook the fad that the pragmaticist maxim says nothing d single experiments or of
singleexperimental phenomena (for what is condtionally truein futuro can herdly besinguar),
but only spe&s of general kinds of experimental phenomena. Its adherent does not shrink from

201905: CP 5.424.

% Peirce 1905: CP 5.429.

22 |_et us use Kant’s notion d substance a our example: "Since every self-sufficient being contains within itself the
completesource of all its determinations, it is not necessary for its existence that it stand in relation to other things.
Substancesan therefore exist, and yet haveno ouer relationto things, nor standin any adual conredionwith them" —from
Kant’s Thoughtson the True Estimation o Living Forces, trans.by John Handyside in Kant'sInaugual Dissertation and
Early Writings on SpacéChicago: Open Court, 1929), p. 8.

% peirce 1905: CP 5.426.
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speaking of general objects as real, since whatever is true represents a real. Now the laws of
nature are true.

Good old "American individual conscience”, for Peirce, is an empiricist heritage that is not
sufficient to the requirements of a philosophy "purified”" of the imaginary excesses of modern
metaphysics. What isneeded, onthe contrary isthe older notion of substance asatranscendental
relative as we have seen it introduced in the Latin Age to contrast with and provide the
subjective ground for pure relations as suprasubjectivein principle and actually intersubjective
infact when the circumstances of the environment dictate this (when theterminusof therelation
aswell asitsground in some subjective aspect of asubject of existence, anindividual, physically
exists).?

Peirce, aswe saw, did not quite make it up to the point in his study of the Latin Age where
thisterminology of transcendental and ontological relatives became fully incorporated into the
doctrine of signsitself.” Y et he leaves no doubt on the point of his own embrasure of what that
terminology signified in the doctrinal context of Latin semiotic:*

Whatever exists, ex-sists, that is, really acts upon other existents, so obtains a self-identity, and
isdefinitely individual. Asto the general, it will be ahelp to thought to notice that there aretwo
waysof being general. A statue of asoldier on somevillage monument, in his overcoat and with
his musket, is for each of a hundred families the image of its uncle, its sacrifice to the Union.
That statue, then, though it isitself single, represents any one man of whom a certain predicate
may betrue. It isobjectively general. Theword "soldier," whether spoken or written, is genera
in the same way; while the name, " George Washington", is not so. But each of these two terms
remains one and the same noun, whether it be spoken or written, and whenever and wherever it
be spoken or written. This noun is not an existent thing: it is atype, or form, to which objects,
both those that are externally existent and those which are imagined, may conform, but which

2 See John Poinsot, Tractatusde Signis (1632), trans. and ed. John Deely (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1985), esp. the "Second Preamble: On Relation", p. 80ff. Commentary in John Deely, NewBeginnings: Early Modern
Philosophy and Postmodern ThougForonto: University of Toronto Press, 1994), Appendix 1, "Contrasting Ontological
and Transcendental Relatives', pp. 249-253.

% Krempel, in his massive study of La doctrine de la relation chez saint Thomas. Exposé historique et systématique
(Paris: J. Vrin), p. 668, the only one who has made anything like a complete, albeit unsuccessful, survey of the terminology
in question, leaves no room for doubt that John Poinsot, the author of the first Treatise on Signsystematically vindicating
in doctrinal or speculative terms the general notion of sign posited by Augustine, was al so the author in whom the notion of
substance as transcendentally relative "found its true theoretician". | suspect that the reason for this was precisely because
of theimportance of the notion for stabilizing in a thematic way the distinction between representation and signification as
such: seethediscussion of "The Fundamental Architecture of the Treatiseon Sgns' inthe"Editorial AfterWord" tothe 1985
edition of Poinsot, pp. 472-479.

% peirce 1905: CP 5.429.
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noneof them can exadly be. Thisis sibjedive generdity. The pragmaticistic purport is genera
in both ways.

Only by adingand beingaded upon andthroughthe network of relationsthat result from such
interactions both in nature and in society, do the individual sulgtesksstence, the red sub-
stancesgomeinto and maintain themselvesin existence To makethe point asplain aspossble,

Peirceindicatesthat "two things here ae dl-important to assure oneself of andto remember":?’

Thefirst isthat apersonis not absolutely an individual. Histhoughs are what heis"sayingto
himself",that is, is sayingto that other self that isjust cominginto lifein theflow of time. When
one reasonst is that criticd self that one is trying to persuade; and all thougtt whatsoever is
asign, andismostly of the nature of language. The secondthing to remember isthat the man' s
circle of society (however widely or narrowly thisphrase may beunderstood), isasort of loasely
compacted person, in some respects of higmdethan the person d an individual organism.
It is these two things alone that render it posgble for you— but only in the abstract, and in a
Pickwickian® sense — to distinguish between absolute truth and what you do not doubt.

So we approach the heart of the matter. Generalities, relations which hold true over and
above the subjectivities of individuaity, are the heart and soul of pragmaticism. And, asif to
emphasi ze the point, Peirce points out that:*

Not only may generas be real, but they may aso be physicaly efficient, not in every
metaphysical sense, but inthe common-sense acception inwhich human purposes are physically
efficient. Asidefrom metaphysical nonsense, no saneman doubtsthat if | feel theairinmy study
to be stuffy, that thought may cause the window to be opened. My thought, be it granted, was
anindividual event. But what determined it to takethe particular determinationit did, wasin part
the genera fact that stuffy air is unwholesome, and in part other Forms ... So, then, when my
window was opened, because of thetruth that stuffy air ismalsain, aphysical effort was brought
into existence by the efficiency of agenera and non-existent truth. ... Generdlity is, indeed, an

271905: CP 5.421. On Peirce’s approaalhe self, Vincent Colapietro’s 1989monogaph, Peirce’s Approach to the
Self(Albany: State University of New York Presg, isaninitial studythat hasarealy, and deservedly, achieved nea-classc
status.

% pickwickian, because "things as they appear to Getlie worldasit would be seen by an omniscient intelli gence
presenin awarenessto the least detail s of the atual existence andinteradions of things at every level of the universe, such
asisGodacaordingto Aquinas (andin contrast to Aristotle' s God) — constitute ésolutetruth, without at all constitutingthat
within our experience about which we have no doubt.

91905: CP 5.431.
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indispensablaengredient of redity; for mere individua existence or actudity withou any
regularity whatever is a nullity.

It isnat theindividual adionsandinteradionsas such that aresignificant but only thaseindivid-
ual adions and interadions as they further relate to the "schenia the observer’s mind'. The
relationsin physicd nature aedyadic, but with thisfurther element whereby they become rev-
elatory to anobserver, the physica environment itself istransformed into part of the objedive
world or Umwelt; and becausethat objediveworldinthiscaseisal ebenswelt, aspedes-speaf-
ically human objective worldwith language & its contemplative core and dscursive center, at
thatmoment the physicd universe ceaesto be merely physicd. The redm of brute force and
physicalinteradion as guch at this moment becomes caught up in the semiotic web, and the
universe becomes perfused with sighs:

The phenomenoconsistsin the fad that when an experimentali st shall come to ad acording
to a catain schemethat he hasin mind, then will something €lse happen, and shatter the doults
of sceptics, like the celestial fire upon the altar of Elijah.

Of the myriads of forms into which a proposition m#gtranslated, what is that onewhich is
to be cdled its very meaning? It is, acwording to the pragmaticist, that form in which the
propositionbemmes applicable to human condLct, not in these or those speda circumstances,
nor when one entertains this or that speda design, but that form which is most diredly
applicableto self-control under every situation, andto every purpose. Thisiswhy helocaesthe
meaningn futuretime; for future cnduct isthe only conduct that is subjed to self-control. But
in order that that form of the propasitionwhichisto betaken asitsmeaningshoud be gplicable
to every situation andto every purpose uponwhich the propasition hes any beaing, it must be
simply the genera description d all the experimental phenomena which the assertion d the
propositionvirtually predicts. For an experimental phenomenon is the fad asserted by the
propositionthat adion d a cetain description will have a cetain kind o experimental resullt;
and experimental results are the only results that can affect human conduct.

Thisis © evenif we mnsider a cetain truth to be an eternal and urchangingtruth, such asthe
proposition that if God did naxist there culd be noworld, or whatever we might chocse to
citeasaninstanceof "unchangingtruth":* "some unchangingideamay cometoinfluence aman

% peirce 1905: CP 5.425, 427.
% Peirce 1905: CP 5.427.



Chapter 1. First of the Postmoderns 19

morethan it had dore; but only because some experience ejuivaent to an experiment has
brought its truth home to him more intimately than before".

The Purpose of Human Life

The heat of the matter is the purpose of human life. Peirce saw that purposeto liein so
conductingoneself asto creae of one stotal self — therelative self inwhichwe adually consist
as a member of a communibyer a cetain duation d time — something that is beautiful, an
aesthetiovhde. And for the individual life to be abeautiful life, Peirce as one of the few
modernsealy or late to have awy least familiarity with the medieval doctrine of the
transcendentalscmrdingto which truth and goodessare mwnvertiblewith being, required the
humanbeingsoto live ato expressover thetime of one slife a @mmitment to truth ontheside
of thought and to goodness on the side of comportment.

An Ethics of Thinking as well as an Ethics of Doing

Theheat of the diff erencebetween pragmaticism and pragmatism liesin the very nation o
conductitself. For the pragmatist, "condwct” means, mainly and utimately, outward behaviour,
whichiswhy it could degenerate into the li kes of the 20th century psychologicd doctrine of be-
haviorism in such authorsasB. F. Skinner (1904-1990),or thedoctrine of verificaionasasup-
posed theory of truth in such authors as Ruddf Carnap (18911970) or A. J. Ayer
(1910-1989)%* Or, to the extent pragmatism encompasses inward behavior, it emphasizes the
will, as in the writings of William James.

Pragmaticism avoidboth these traps.®® For the pragmaticist sees that "human conduct” is
acomplex of inner though and ouer social interadion; andthat just as $cial interadion reeds
to beregulated byethics © deesthouglt need to beregulated bylogic. Logic, infad, isnathing

%2 See"Semictics: Method o Point of View?", in John Dedy, Basics of Semiotics (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1990), pp-21.

%1905 CP5.429 "if pragmaticism redly made Doingto be the Be-all andthe End-all of life, that would beits death.
Forto say that welivefor the mere sake of adion, asadion, regardlessof the thought it carries out, would beto say that there
is no such thing as rational purport.”

Ibid. 5.436: "if one cares at all to know what the pragmaticist theory consist® must understand that thereis no
otherpart of it to which the pragmaticist attaches quite & much importance & he does to the reaognition in his doctrine of
the utter inadequacy of adion a volition a even of resolve or adua purpase, as materials out of which to construct a
conditionalpurpose or the cncept of condtional purpose. ... cortinuity is an indispensable dement of redity, and ... is
simply what generality becomes in the logic of relatives,thog] like generality, and more than generality, is an affair of
thought, and is the essence of thought.”
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more nor lessthan the ethics of thinking — that is, the exercise of responsible self-control in the
adoption of opinions and beliefs as our own:*

Now, just as conduct controlled by ethical reason tendstoward fixing certain habits of conduct,
the nature of which (asto illustrate the meaning, peaceable habits and not quarrelsome habits)
does not depend upon any accidental circumstances, and in that sense may be said to bedestined,;
s0, thought, controlled by arational experimental logic, tendsto thefixation of certain opinions,
equally destined, the nature of which will be the same in the end, however the perversity of
thought of whol e generations may cause the postponement of the ultimate fixation [as happened
to metaphysics, Peirce thought, in the classical modern mainstream on which the pragmatists
amost exclusively drew in their reactive self-definitions].

Now "thereal" for Peirce, exactly asfor the Latin scholastics, isbeing in its character asinde-
pendent of any finite mind.* Not only does the human being have in thought contact with that
which isindependent of thought, Kant and all the epistemological theory of modern philosophy
to the contrary notwithstanding. Further, to the extent that the human being succeedsin giving
expression to that which "is" in this sense, human thought approximates to the truth. And, as
Aristotle also noted, success in achieving such expression is not the work of the individual in
isolation but of theindividual asbelonging to acommunity of inquirers; so that truth growsover
time, even as the community of inquirers grows:*

Asto redity, onefindsit defined in various ways; but if that principle of terminological ethics
that was proposed be accepted, the equivocal language will soon disappear. For realis and
realitas are not ancient words. They were invented to be terms of philosophy in the thirteenth
century, and the meaning they wereintended to expressis perfectly clear. That isreal which has
such and such characters, whether anybody thinksit to have those characters or not. At any rate,
that is the sense in which the pragmaticist uses the word.

As being is brought more and more into the objective sphere, the distinction between what is
independently of human awarenessand what existsobjectively (that is, within human awareness)

% 1905: CP 5.430.

% AsPeirce himself put the matter against his pragmatist contemporaries: "It appearsthat there are certain mummified
pedants who have never waked to the truth that the act of knowing a real object atersit. They are curious specimens of
humanity, and as| am one of them, it may be amusing to see how | think" — to see, that is, how pragmaticism differs from
pragmatism, nominalism, and modern idealism generally (c.1906, "Reflections upon Pluralistic Pragmatism and upon
Cenopythagorean Pragmaticism': CP 5.555).

% 1905: CP 5.430.
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diminishesin fact. Part of thisprocessconsistsinwhat exists only objectively coming to be more
and more recognized as such, so that more and more the human community isin a position to
avoid the mistake of saying that what isnot is, or the opposite mistake of saying that what isis
not. So more and more do human beings approach the state of the"ultimate opinion”, that is, that
opinion where what is objective will include the whole of the physical known as such, and
whatever the objectiveincludeswhichisof fiction will also beknown assuch. Exactly "the state
of thingswhichwill be believedinthat ultimate opinionisrea”, whichiswhy truth asmorethan
apartial achievement always lies in the future:®

That which any true proposition assertsis real, in the sense of being asit is regardless of what
you or | may think about it. Let this proposition be ageneral conditional proposition asto the
future, and it isarea general such asiscalculated really to influence human conduct; and such
the pragmaticist holds to be the rational purport of every concept.

So precisely because and inasmuch as "the rational meaning of every proposition liesin the
future”, the pragmaticist, in contrast to every species of pragmatist, does not locate the highest
human good in action. Action, for the human being as such, can be good only insofar asitisan
embodiment of thought, an execution of some ideal plan to change the outer world, the
"phenomenal" world, for the better:*®

Accordingly, the pragmaticist does not make the summum bonum to consist in action, but makes
it to consist in that process of evolution whereby the existent comes more and more to embody
those generals which were just now said to be destined, which is what we strive to expressin
caling them reasonable. In its higher stages, evolution takes place more and more largely
through self-control, and thisgivesthe pragmaticist asort of justification for making therational
purport to be general.

Pragmaticism does not try to do away with the abstract in favor of the concrete, or to do
away with speculative thought in order to concentrate on practical applications; nor does it
tolerate a subordination of understanding to willing in decisions as to what is so. All such
emphases can beleft to the varieties of pragmatism; and left without loss, to the extent that such
emphases tend to deform the nature of human understanding and interfere with the growth of

571905: CP 5.432.
% 1905: CP 5.432-433.
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truthin time. Pragmaticism finds general meaningsin particular phenomena and abstradsthese
meanings as guides for future conduct, thought, and res&arch:

Pragmaticismoes nat intendto define the phenomenal equivalents of wordsand general idess,
but, on the contrary, eliminates their sential element, and endeavors to define the rationd
purport, and this it finds in the purposive bearing of the word or proposition in question.

The Line Separating Pragmaticism from Modern Philosophy

Sowe mometo the battom line. Pragmatism is, whil e pragmaticism is nat, compatible with
idealismin the modern sense. Peirce s own way of putting this was to say that "pragmaticism
is at issue not only with English philosophymore particularly, but with all modern phlosophy
moreor less evenwith Hegel; andthat isthat it involvesa mmpleterupturewith naminali sm".*°
Thatiswhy pragmatism belongsto latemodern phil osophy, whil e pragmaticism isdeterminately
postmodern.

As the founder of the movement that caimée cdled pragmatism, Peircemay be said to
bethe"last of themoderns’. But inrgjedingtheinterpretation  hiseali er statementsthat gave
riseto pragmatism asthedistinctive movement of 20th century American phl osophy, andin ex-
plainingthose ideas insteal in terms of pragmaticism, Peirce becane the first of the postmod-
erns,thefirst to reamver for human understanding the full scope of its doctrinal possbiliti esin
the age of science.

Pragmaticism and the Doctrine of Sgns

Pragmaticismthus, isnat itself aphilosophicd system but away of thinking. On their side,
Hence “one of the faults that | think they” — the pragmatists — “might find with me is that |
make pragmatism” — the origina pragmatism, that is to say, what he resorts now to terming
rather “pragmaticism”, as we have seen — “to be amere maxim of logic instead of a sublime
principle of speaulative philosophy”.** Pragmaticism is not atheory of truth, as James and other
pragmatists tried to have, but only of meaning as away to truth, which aone, in the end, redity
itsalf, in collusion with thought, can determine. Pragmaticism isaway of fostering and promoting
the wllusion.

% peijrce 1905: CP 5.428.
40¢.1905: CP 8.208, from an unsigned letter addressed to Signor Calderoni.
“ Peirce, 1903: Lecture on "Pragmatism and the Normative Sciences", CP 5.18.
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Vincent Colapietro, in a recet conversation, summarized Peircés mind on the point
excdlently. Pragmaticism, he remarked,*? is in Peirce's context “a maxim for how to conduct
ourselves as investigators and a principle of trandation for getting habits out of abstrad
concepts’. If we wish to spedk of pragmaticism in terms of a principle, Peirce tells us, he
himself,** “even in order to be almitted to better philosophicd standing”, has not succealed in
aformulation “any better than this’:

Pragmatism is the principle that every theoretical judgment expressble in a sentence in the
indcative mood is a confused form of thought whose only meaning, if it has any, liesin its
tendency to enforceacorrespondng practical maxim expressbleas acondtional sentence having
its apodasis in the imperative mood

Or, to put the matter as sicdnctly as possble:** “what a thing means is smply what habits it
involves.” And habits, engendered by things, involve beliefs about redity — beginning with the
redity of the physicd environment around us. Not only is Peirces point of departure for
philosophy far removed from the atificial “problem of the external world” which defeaed the
moderns. His very way of thinking, pragmaticism, construed as maxim or principle or both, isa
way of thinking that succeels predsely where modern phlosophy failed dsmally. For the
pragmaticisticoutlook krings together science and phlosophy as complementary modes of
knowledgebeaing onthered, thusfulfilli ngtheinitial dream of modernity — before Descartes
dreamgurned modernity into an epistemol ogicd nightmare astheinexorablelogicd consequen-
ces revealed themselves in thinker after thinker who pursued the way of ideas.

Thus did the first way of thinkingn history to be cnceved from the outset in function o
the doctrine of signs overcome the schizophrenia of modern phlosophy; but, by the late 19th
century, that meant the overcoming of modern philosophy itself. For Jekiyetasane life,
after all, Hyde had to die. It was radical therapy.

To understand hav completely pragmaticism is an expresson d semiotics conceaved in
termsof what is distinctive to the spedes-spedficdly human oljedive world, consider, first,
how vast is the pragmaticistic notion d experience and then consider how central this nation
of experience & including red relations is to pragmaticism. Withou the cnception d
experiencedigtinctively human in a spedes-spedfic sense, there is no pagmaticism; but

4224 May 1998.
431903: CP 5.18.

441901 from the entry "Pragmatic and Pragmatism"” inVolume! of Baldwin’ sDictionary of Phil osophy and Psychol ogy,
CP 5.4.
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pragmaticisngives sich expressonto the conception asto removeitself at the outset from the
climate and family of modern philosophy. Modern philosophy begtnthe universal doult
wherebyDescates had made being a function d his thinking. Pragmaticism begins rather a
beliefintheredity of what ismorethan though, and proceals by continually putting to test the
contrastbetween thougt and what is more than though, between merely oljedive being and
objective being which reveals also something of the physical unifrerse:

if douldingwere"aseay aslying' ... doult has nathingto dowith any serious business But do
notmakebeli eve; if pedantry hasnat eaen al theredity out of you, remgnize asyoumust, that
thereis much that you do na doult, in the least. ... All you have aty dedings with are your
doubtsand keli ef s, with the @urse of lifethat forces new beliefsupon youand gvesyou pover
todoult old beli efs. If your terms"truth” and"falsity" aretaken in such sensesasto be definable
in terms of doult and bdli ef and the curse of experience (as for example they would be, if you
wereto define the "truth” as that to a belief in which belief would tend if it were to tend
indefinitelytoward absol utefixity), well and goodinthat case, youareonly talkingabou doult
and belief. But if by truth and falsity you mean something not definatéents of doult and
beliefin any way, then youaretalking o entiti es of whose existenceyoucan knav nathing, and
which Ockham's razor would clean shave off. ...

Beliefisnat amomentary mode of consciousness it isahabit of mind essentialy enduing
for sometime, and mostly (at least) unconscious; and like other habits, it is (until it medaswith
somesurprise that begins its dissolution) perfedly self-satisfied. Doult is of an altogether
contrarygenus. It isnat ahabit, but the privation d ahabit. Now aprivation d ahabit, in order
to be anythingat all, must be a ondtion o erratic adivity that in someway must get superseded
by a habit.

Among the things which the reader, as a rational person, does nat doult, is that he not
merely has habits, but also can exert a measure of salf-control over his future agions; which
meanshowever, not that he can impart to them any arbitrarily assgnable charader, but, onthe
contrary that a processof self-preparation will tend to impart to adion (when the occasion for
it shall arise), one fixed charader, which is indicaed and perhaps rougHy measured by the
absencéor dightnesy of thefeding d self-reproac, which subsequent refledionwill i nduce
Now, this subsequent reflectiempart of the salf-preparation for adion onthe next occasion.
Consequently, there is a tendency, as adion is repeaed again and again, for the adion to
approximatendefinitely toward the perfedion d that fixed charader, which would be marked
by entire absence of self-reproach. ...

“51905: CP 5.416420.
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These phenomena seem to be the fundamental characteristics which distinguish a rational
being. ... Now, thinking is a species of conduct which is largely subject to self-control. In all
their features... logical self-control isaperfect mirror of ethical self-control — unlessit berather
a species under that genus. ...

... "thought”, in what has just been said, should be taken ... as covering al rational life, so
that an experiment shall be an operation of thought. ... that ultimate state of habit to which the
action of self-control ultimately tends, where no room is left for further self-contral, is, in the
case of thought, the state of fixed belief, or perfect knowledge.

Now consider that, for Peirce, al thought isin signs. This means that al rationa life is
mediated through the action of signs, and "rational life" here embraces everything that tendsin
any way to fix or unsettle belief. It is quite a notion. Without rational experience there is no
pragmaticism. But without signsthere is no experience of any kind. There is no thought at all.
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Chapter 2

PEIRCE S GRAND VISION

Yet Peircehasavisoneven grander than any dactrine merely of experience ahuman, even
thanof being as knowable throughexperience He thinks that semios's, asthe adion o signs,
outruns the confines of experience @ merely our experience and even of experience itself
broadend to the whole web of material life. He thinks that experience itself, completely
structuredhroughou by sign-relations, is yet itself but the expresson d a processwith roats
as deesthe being d rocks and stars. Not only human beings and aher animals make use of
signs. So do plants and inanimate substaffces:

The action ofasign generally takes placebetween two parties, the utterer and thanterpreter.
Theyneead na be persons; for a thameleonand many kindsof insedsandeven plants maketheir
living by uttering signs, and lying signs, at that. Wéithe utterer of signs of the weaher ... ?
However every sign certainly conveys smething o the general nature of though, if not from
amind, yet from some repository of idess, or significant forms, and if nat to a person, yet to
somethingcgpable of somehow ‘caching on ... that is, of recaving nd merely aphysicd, nor
evenmerely apsychicd dose of energy, but asignificant meaning. In that modified, and as yet
very misty, sense, then, we may continue to use the italicized worgte{ andinterpreter].

Aswe saw in thelast chapter, contemporary philosophersat work onthe devel opment of the
doctrine of signs according to the fullness of its possibiliieee begunto spe, after Peirce
(who himself derived the term from a usage of the ancient Stoics and Epicureans'’), of the

“® Peirce ¢.1907: Ms. 318, pp. 205-206.

4" Seein particular the tract, familiar to Peirce, from a79AD, by Philodemus, Ilepi onpewdoety (De Sgnis), trans.
asOn the Methods of Inferencein the el. of Philli p Howard De Lacy and Estelle Allen De Lagy, rev. with the mllaboration
of Marcello Gigante, Francesco Longaricchio, and Adele Tepedino Guerra (Naples: Bibliopdis, 1978, Greek text pp.
27-87,English 91-131.Here seemsto bethelocuswhence Peircetook his coinage of “semiosis’ asan Engli shterm, curiously
omitting (perhaps in imitation of Locke?) the eosilon before the iota proper to the Greek.
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actionsin genera of signs as semiosisand d the adion of signs at ead of the msmologicd
levels. At the broadest physicd level of atoms, moleaules, interstellar gases, galaxies, stars,
planetsand geologicad development, the adion o signsiscaled physiosemiosi&€ Intheliving
world of plants, the a¢ion d signsis caled phytosemiosi&® Among animals generally, the
actionof signs has cometo be cdl ed zoosemiosig’ And the species-specificallyuman use of
signs,rooted in language, as we have many times mentioned in crossng the centuriesto this
point, is an action of signs calledthroposemiosis

Asthefootnotesto thetermsintroduced inthe previousparagraphmake dea, except for the
genericterm semiosisthe resiof the terminoogy all develops after Peirce But the vision for
suchavast read for the adions of signswas origina with Peirce even though e himself was
neverableto bringit to groundin hislifetime. | have cdled it>*"Peirce€ sGrand Vision", for that
iswhat it is, one of the most grand visonsto befoundin all the annals of phil osophy, with the
added advantage of being rooted more in science than in mysticism.

[T]he problem of how genuine triadiel ationships first arose in the world is a better, because
more definite, formulation ahe problem of how life first came @ou; and noexplanation hes

8 The agument for an adion d signs in the physica environment as such presuppesed for the living world — for
physiosemiosiss presuppcsed to hiosemiosis— has been made in anumber of places. Originaly, the agument was dated
in Chapter 6 of Basicsof Semiotics, esp. pp. 83-95. Further in JohnDedy, "Semiotics and Biosemiotics: Are Sign-Science
andLife-Science Coextensive?', in BiosemioticsThe Semiotic Web 1991 ed. Thomas A. Sebeok and Jean Umiker-Sebeok
(Berlin: Mouton ce Gruyter, 1992, 45-75; "How Do Signs Work?", Chapter 6 in NewBeginnings (Toronto, 1994, pp.
151-182;and"How Isthe Universe Perfused with Signs?*, in Semioticsl997 ed. C. W. Spinksand J. N. Dedy (New York:
Peter Lang, in press).

49 The term was coined by Martin Krampen, " Phytosemiotics', Semiotica(1981), 36-3/4: 187-2Q%vith an extensive
commentary debeloped by John Dedy, "On the Notion o Phytosemiotics', in Semiotics 1982d.JohnDedy and Jonathan
Evang(Lanham, MD: University Pressof America, 1987), 541-554. This essay with the commentary isreprintedin Frortiers
in Semiotics, ed. J. Dedy, B. Willi ams, and F. E. Kruse (Bloomington: Indiana University Press 1986, pp. 83—103

0 The term "zoosemiotics' first appeaed (unfortunately, without the umlaut over the second”0") in areview article by
ThomasA. Sebeok, "Communication among social bees; porpoises and sonar; man and ddphin”, Language39 (1963,
448-466.The original coinage together with afull er discusson from Animals1116 (December, 1978, p. 20ff., ** Talking
with Animals: Zoosemiotics Explained", has been also reprinted in Frontiersin Semiotics, pp. 74-82.See @so T. A. Sebeok,
"The Word ‘ Zoosemiotics' ", LanguageSciences 10 (1970, pp. 36-37; "Zoosemiotics: At the Intersedion of Nature and
Culture",in TheTell-Tale Sign, ed. T. A. Sebeok (Lisse, the Netherlands: Peter de Ridder Press 1975, pp. 85-95; and
"ZoosemiotiacComporentsof Human Communication", in HowAnimals Comrunicate, ed. ThomasA. Sebeok (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1977), Chap. 38, pp. 1055-1077.

1] am unaware of the provenance of this teitrmay well be a @inage of Sebeok, but | have no aiginal locusof its
appearance. THengest singe essy onits ense to date is my book The Human Use of Sigfisanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield, 1994), which bears the co-ordinate tilHkments of Anthroposemiosis

*2|nthe wlledion, TheDoctrine of Signs, ed. Vincent Colapietro and Thomas Olshewsky (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter,
1996), from the September 5-10, 1989 Charles Sanders Peirce Sesquicentennia International Congess at Harvard
University.

53 Peirce, ¢.1909: CP 6.322.
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everbeen off ered except that of pure dnance, which we must susped to benoexplanation, owing
to the suspicion that pure dance may itself be avita phenomenon In that case, life in the
physiologicalsense would be due to life in the metaphysica sense. Of course, the fad that a
givenindividual hasbeen persuaded of the truth of apropasitionisthe very slenderest possble
argumentor itstruth; nevertheless thefad that I, aperson d the strongest possble physicistic
prejudicesshoud, as the result of forty yeas of questionings, have been brouglt to the degp
convictionthat thereis ome esentialy andirreducibly other element in the universethan pue
dynamisnmay have sufficient interest to excuse my devotingasingle sentenceto itsexpresson.
For you may be sure that | had ressons that withstood severe, not to say hastile aiticism; and
if I live to do it, | shall embody them in a volume.

The Action of Signs and Causality: Anticipating an Ethics of Terminology

If we had all thevolumesphil osophershad promised or hoped to writewewould surely need
manymore li braries than we have. Thisvolume Peircehoped to live to write isyet one more of
thoseethered tomes in the library of books that did na get written. In the cae of this book
therewas a speda problem: its would-be aithor was on a bit of a wrongtrail in trying to
determinghetype of causality proper to signs. He never fully gat beyondthe nationthat some
dressed-umation d final causality asteleology>* might be the causality proper to the adion o
signs,athougha caeful analysisof histextsindeed revedsthat he was at the same time onthe
scentof distinguishing fina causality in al its forms from what he cdled "ided" causdlity,
which we ae obliged by Hs own "ethics of termindogy’ to cdl rather objectiveor extrinsic
formal causality’

Thetrail waswrong, but not completely wrong, and certainly nat aswrongasthe diredion
thatmodern phlosophy hed pusuedin shrinkingthenation o causality downto dmensionsthat
couldbemadetofit athoroughgangidedi sm. For pragmaticism, aswe saw, requiresustothink
of human life asagrowth andadevelopment that it isupto usto make an aesthetic one, that is
to say, one that is goodand beautiful; and to do this requires the growing embodment of
rationalityin ou livesandintheworld around . Actually, European civili zaioninitspaliti cd
institutions for example, asthey have developed sincethe 17th century, provides apretty good
exampleof the sort of progressPeircethough in store for humanity along pragmaticistic lines.

54 See "How do signs work?" in John DeeMgw Beginningsp. 141ff.; and "Renvoi'ipid., p. 201ff.

%5 Seethe " Excursus on Peirce and Poinsot” in the 1985edition of Poinsot’ s Tractatusde Signis of 1632 pp. 493-4, for
a listing of texts in Peirce on this technical point.
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Soit wasnat surprisingthat the contemporary founcer of the doctrine of signs, or semiotics,
expresslythough of semiotic aspredsely the development of a mncept of afinal cause process
andas a study d such processs'.”® Ransdell remarks that Peirce's would-be commentators,
imbibedwith themodern prejudices against and misconceptions of the L atin tradition d natural
philosophy seem to have foundthisfad "an embarrasament, asort of intellecua clubfoaot that
oneshoudnt be caight looking at, much lessblatantly panting ou to ahers’, which would
explain"why thetopic of final causationis % strangely absent in criti cisms and expl anations of
Peirce's conception of semiotic and semiosis", despite its centrafigiro@s own refledions
and explanations. As Ransdell rightly says,

Peirceis taking abou the overall form of a process nat abou the relation d a processto
somethingexternal to it.*® Heistalking about the tendency toward an end-state, and the general
features of such a tendency in whatever medium the process may be realized.

Ransdell’ sinterpretation hereiswarranted asclealy asone culd wish by Peirce sownwords
concerning pragmaticism. Those who content themselves “with fixing their own opinions by a
method whichwould lead another manto adifferent result,” Peirce alvoses,>®“ betray their feeble
hold of the mnception of what truth is.” For truth is a function of the cntad of thought with
redity, with the result that, properly pursued, though “ diff erent minds may set out with the most
antagonistic views,” yet “the progress of investigation caries them by a force outside of
themselves to one and the same @nclusion.”

Thus, Ransdell continues, “thefinal causational formof aprocesscan beredized only through
efficient causation, and inthat sense presupposesthe posshili ty of aphysica explanationaswell”.
And in al this Peirceis thinking squarely within a mainstream of Latin thought,®® even though,

% Joseph Ransdell, "Some Leading Ideas of Peirce's Semsiagtica 19.3/4 (1977), p. 163.

57 Ibid.

%8 Compare Poinsot Naturalis Philosophiae Prima Pars (1633, in Reiser ed., Cursus Philosophicus Thomisticus, Val.
Il (Turin: Marietti, 1937), p. 281a19.

591907: "How To Make Our Ideas Clear", CP 5.406-407.

0 Compare Poinsot, 1633: 282b17-19; Thomas AquiDisguted Questions on the Power of God (c. 12651266, q.
5. art. 1. The aticles by Ashley are anong the few sensible late modern products on this topic: BenedictM. Ashley,
"Researchnto the Intrinsic Final Causesof Physicd Things', ACPA Proceedings (1952, XXV I, 185194, "Final
Causality",in The New Catholic Encyclopedia (New York: McGraw-Hill , 1967, Vol. V, 915919, respedively,
thefirst treaing pimarily of the Greek and Latin periods, the secondtreaing o the modern period. Further
discusson in naes 11 and 12 following; "Teleology', in The New Catholic Encyclopedia (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1967), Vol. Xlll,979981; and "Change and Process' in The Problem of Evolution, ed. JohnN.
Deely and Raymond J. Nogar (Indianapolis, Ind.: Hackett Publishing Co., 1973), pp. 265-294.
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asamatter of fad, eccentric to the line of causality immediately manifested in any adtion of signs
consequent upon the being proper to signs as such.

Thisis one of those points in Peirce s smiotic where we have to regret that his researches
among the Latins did not carry him as far as Poinsot’s Treatise on Sgns of 1632 For therein
Poinsot’ swork®* he would have found the dues he needed to make the sharp dstinction between
final causality and the formal spedficaive caisality cdled by the scholastics “objedive” or
“extrinsicformal causdlity as gedficaive”, asalso to makethefurther distinctionwithinextrinsic
formal causality between its gedficative and exemplificative exercises, the former of which is
regulative, the latter comparative.®® Thislast form of extrinsic formal causality, the exemplary, or
“extrinsic formal causality as exemplar”, the Latins also cdled “ided causality”. The Third and
Fifth rules of his “Ethics of Terminology”,®® as well as the Sixth, which proscribes introducing
terms which interfere with an existing term, would have obliged Peirce to adopt the name of
objediveor spedfying cause to identify the adion proper to signs, had he known of Poinsot’s
semiotic in particular.

Recdl Aristotle’s succesgul identification of the notion of dependency in being asthe central
noteinthe concept of causality, and hisfurther analysis $rowing that such dependency isfourfold
inthe cae of the cming to be and passng away of material substances or individuals— namely,
efficient, material, formal, and final. Building on this fourfold scheme, the later Latinswere ale
to show that the scheme must be further refined to acaount for phenomenawithin the Umwelt or
Lebenswelt as such, for the objedivity as sich of phenomena, even when they are dso physica.

To beginwith, to acount for works art, making in the broadest sense, it was necessary to in-
troducetwo further distinctions. The first was a distinction between the intrinsic final causality
observed in the maturation and growth of organisms, on the one hand, and an extrinsic fina
causality to explain an end intended by an intelli gent agent but not itself part of the material used
to achievethat end (asafork ismadefor eaing, althoughit is not the fork that will do the eaing;
or adam is made by a beaver for a series of goals). The second was a distinction between the
intrinsic formal causality observed inthe ahesion and organization of material substances(again,
organismsin particular) and an extrinsic exemplary formal causality, also cdled “ided causdlity”,
to explain the plan or design (the ideg acmrding to which an animal (rational or brute) exeautes

®1 See the references in note 66 below, p. 31.

52 An exemplary cause, too, can function to regulate, but when it does it does S througha mmparison, whereas an
objective cause directly specifid®e power in its knowing d this rather than that. Knowing this, it can advert to that, and
socompare the two; but the knowing d thisrather than that, or that rather than this, presuppcses the spedfying causality as
more fundamental than the exemplary which becomes possible only subsequently.

% Peirce 1903: esp. CP 2.226.
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the construction of adifferencein itsenvironment. Thispattern or plan which isfinally embodied
in that construction as a formal pattern or series of relations which make it the kind of
construction it is (such as the blueprint by comparison with which a house is built, the outline
acording to which a paper is presented, or the agnitive and conative “ided” model acrding
to which abeaver constructsitsdam) isintroduced from outside the materials manipulated, unlike
the natural “formal cause” of Aristotle which unfolds by organizing its material from within.

But, in addition to these distinctions increasing the number of recognized fundamental types
of causality, yet another is needed to explain how an observer or athinker has attention direced
to onefedurerather than another of the objediveworld. This sventh (or eighth) mode of causal-
ity (depending on how one amuntsthe distinctions™) isthe causality required to explain cognition
and psychologicd statesin genera. Thelater Latins cdled it specificative or objective causality,
becaise it is from the objed presented to the mind that attention is focused on this rather than
that.®> On the subjedive side, athinker may try to turn attention toward or away from triangles;
but the measure of successlies not in the subjedive dfort but in the objedive mntent surviving
the effort. And since presenting objeds is exadly the function of signs, the ad¢ion of signsisa
spedes of this last distinguished extrinsic formal causdlity, cdled “spedficaive”, rather than a
spedes of either final causdlity or exemplary causality.®®

%1n Aristotle soriginal scheme of causes, remember, the fadorsidentified were the agent or efficient cause; that upon
whichthe agent ads, or material cause; theresult in or resporse of the material correlated with the ation o the agent, cdled
theformal cause; andthe pattern of development which an eff ed once produced exhibits over time, cdled its"final cause".
Thuswere derived the famous "four causes' required for the investigation d nature. But to explain artifads and cultural
phenomenaeneraly, later thinkers foundit further necessary to dstingush, first, between the original formal cause &
intrinsic to the effect, and an extrinsic formal caaserdingto which, asa pattern o plan, such an internal formal cause
might be introduced into mattéy an intelli gent agent, adding the exemplary or ideal cause as a fifth type of cause to the
originalfour; andto dstingush, semnd between the original final cause astheintrinsic pattern acordingto which agiven
effectsustainsitself over time, and an extrinsic final cause representing theintention acordingto or purpose for which the
artisandesignsthe materia structureintheform that heor shegivesit (asaforkisa cetainided form embodedin asuitable
materialfor conveying foodto the mouth speared if desired), addingthe extrinsic final cause as a sixth type of causeto the
originalfour. But the extrinsic formal cause & distinguished from the intrinsic formal cause, it turns out, isitself twofold,
in one case as providiragpattern for fabricaion, andin ancther case & Pedfying cogrition as an awarenessof this rather
thanthat objed or asped of an oljed, adding objective or specificative causeto the original four. Extrinsic formal andfinal
causes bring the original four to six; extrinsic formal causes further divided into exemplary and specificative bring the six
to eight.

51t isnat asdifficult to understandasfirst appeas, when youconsider that thisisjust how lawswork in society (insofar
asthey dowork): by the extrinsic spedficaiveformal causality the schdasticscadled"objedive". By contrast, so-cdled "role
models" are exercising rather the extrinsic exemplificative formal causality the scholastics called "ideal".

%8 For a synoptic summary of the Latin discussons on efficient, material, intrinsic formal, and extrinsic exemplary
formal causdlity, see Poinsot 1633 (Reiser ed. Vol. Il): Questions 10-13, 197a11-287b43,where, however, extrinsic
specificativeformal causality ("objedive cusality") is mentioned only in resporse to an oljedion confusing it with
exemplary causality (at 245a4B, and 247a714).

The discussion of formal causality as extrinsic specification is to be foaimtly asfoll ows: in Poinsot 1632 (Reiser
ed.Vol.l): Q. 17, Arts. 5-7,595b25608b7(included in the dedronic but not in the print edition d the Treatise on Sgns),
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Formal causality in the spedficaive sense best explains the adion of signs from every point
of view. This causality can be exercised through the intrinsic constitution of the sign-vehicle (in
the cae of anatural sign) or not (in the cae of an arbitrary sign), as the situation cdlsfor. It is
more general than the final causality typicd of vital powers, inasmuch asit spedfies equally both
vital adivity and the dhanceinteradions of brute semndnessat the level of inorganic nature. This
isthe causality that enablesthe signto achieve itsdistinctive function of making present what the
sign-vehicle itself is not, regardlessof whether the objea signified enjoys a physica existence
apart from the signification. Only extrinsic spedficaive formal causality is equally suited to the
grounding of sign-behavior in chance occurrences (as when the implosion of a star leals to the
discovery of a new law of physics, or when acddental scratches becme the due lealing to the
apprehension of the aiminal) and planned happenings.

Onceit is understood that the adion proper to signsis explained by spedficaive caisdity,
the central question for understanding the scope of semiosisturnsout to be exadly the one asked
by Peirce®” “W hat isthe essntial difference between asign that is communicated to amind, and
one that is not so communicaed?’ On the one side of thisline is the thirdnessof experience on
the other side the thirdnessof the laws of nature. How does smiosis link the two? The answer
to this question isthrough the interpretant, which need not be anything mental, but must in every
case provide the ground for objedivity. Hence Peirce daborates on the central question thus:®®

If the questionwere simply what we do mean by a sign, it might soonbe resolved. But that is nat
the point. We arein thesituation d azodogst whowants to knav what ought to be the meaning
of “fish” in arder to make fishes one of the great classes of vertebrates. It appears to me that the
essntial function d asignistorender inefficient relations efficient, — nat to set theminto action,
but to establish a habit or general rule whereby they will act on accasion... A signthereforeisan

Q. 21, Arts. 4and 5 670811-693a31and Q. 22, Arts. 1-4, 69334-715a21(=Treatiseon 3gns, Book |, Questions4 and 5
andBook II, Questions 1-4, respedively); and in Poinsot, Naturalis Philosophiae Quarta Pars. De Ente Mohili Animato
(1635; = Reiser ed. Vol. lIB-i.e., in the context of hisdiscusson d cogritive organisms in the biologicd treaises— Q.
6., Arts. 2-4, 177b+198a16, Q. 8, Art. 4, 265b1+271b20,Q. 10, Arts. 1-5, 295b%+339a45,Q. 11, Arts. 1 and 2
344b1366b34.

Notice that the mntexts in which these questions mainly arise ae generaly biologicd and epistemologicd contexts,
whencehey inevitably cometoafocusalsoin contexts pedficdly semiotic (Poinsot, Tractatusde Sgnis,: Bookl, Questions
4 and 5 Book I, Questions 1-4), where it is not too much to say that some of the most difficult and extended passagesin
Poinsot's attempt to systematize the foundatabssmiotic inquiry arise from the need to make this heretofore peripheral
topic of natural inquiry central to the establishment of semiotic.

" Peirce 1904 8.332 Several interesting versions of this question accur in Poinsot, such as: is the statue of a dead
emperowtill asign d the enperor?; arethe lettersin a dosed bookstill signs?; etc. SeePoinsot, Tractatusde Sgnis (1632,
passim

8 |bid.
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object whichisinrdationto its object onthe one handandto an interpretant onthe other, in such
away asto bringtheinterpretant into a relationto the object, correspondngtoits own relationto
the object.

Thus the pieces to solve the puzze of how to ground the Grand Vision are mostly there in
Peircehimself, and only alittle help isneeded fromthe Latin semiotic tradition to bring the pieces
together.

For want of thislittle extra asgstance, Peirce sometimes was tempted to despair of hisgrand
vision, or at |least of itsever being establi shed. Inthese moments, he wuld aimost sympathizewith
those of hislater critics who would persistently try to reduce the key notion of the interpretant
to that of an interpreter. Thusin his famous “sop to Cerberus’ letter of Decanber13, 1908
addressed to Victoria Lady Welby:

| defineasignasanythingwhichis $ determined by something el se, call ed itsobject, andso deter-
mines an effect uponaperson, which effect | call itsinterpretant, that thelatter isthereby mediated
by the former. My insertion of the term ‘upon a person’ is a sop to Cerberus, because | despair
of making my own broader conception understood

But in his cdmer and more contemplative moments, he threw no such sops. For example: ™

Genuine mediation is the character of a Sign. A Sign is anything which is related to a Second
thing, its Object, in respect to a Quality, in such away asto bringa Third thing, its Interpretant,
into relation to the same Object, and that in such away as to bring a Fourth into rdlation to that
Object inthe sameform, ad infinitum. If the seriesis broken df, the Sign, in sofar, falls sort of
the perfect significant character. It is nat necessary that the Interpretant should actually exist. A
beingin futuro will suffice.

Or again:"*

%9 Charles S. Hardwick, Semiotic and Significs. The correspondence between Charles S. Peirceand Victoria Lady Wel by
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press 1977, pp. 73-86, esp. p. 81. Relevant parts of the letter are perhaps more
convenientlyavail able in The Essential Peirce, Vol. 2, ed. The Peirce Edition Projed (Bloomingtron: Indiana University
Press, 1998), pp. 47883.

70¢.1902: CP 2.92

™¢.1907: CP 5.473.
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For the proper significate outcome of a sign, | propose the name, the interpretant of the sign. ...
it neal nd be of a mental mode of being. Whether the interpretant be necessarily atriadic result
isaquestion d words, that is, of how welimit the extension d theterm “sign”; but it seemsto me
conwvenient to make the triadic production d the interpretant essntial toa “sign’” ...

Peirce ssuggestionthat semiosisisthefundamental processonwhichall thelifeformsdepend
has been taken up since Peirce principaly by Thomas A. Sebeok in a variety of works. But
Peirce s Grand Vision goes much further, to suggest that semiosisis perhapsthe ultimate source
of that general progressin physicd nature from simpleto complex formsthat we have heretofore
cdled “evolution”.

Filli ng out this ketchisperhapsthe greaest challenge in phil osophy today, the over-reading
projed, as we might say, for the postmodern era. It is a projed well suited to a spedes on the
frontiers of space And it spesks well of Peirce s “Guessat the Riddle” of the universe that we
are, after all, finally considering him in just the light that he hoped. Much criticism has been
leveled, and justly leveled, at the way the Peirce papers were handled after Peirce s deah. Even
when parts of them were brought to print, those parts were butchered for presentation to those
whose main interest was to understand his writings acerding to the cdegories already existing
in modern philosophy so far as possble rather than on their own terms. Yet Hartshorne and
Weiss the principal ealy editors, certainly chose well their opening paragraph for the Coll eded
Papers as awhole. For Peirce had for philosophy a postmodern dream to rival and surpassthe
dreams of Descartes.”

To erect aphil osophical edificethat shall outlast the vicisstudes of time, my care must be, nat so
much to set each brick with nicest accuracy, asto lay thefoundations degp and massve. Aristotle
buil ded upon a few ddliberately chasen concepts — such as matter and form, act and power —
very broad, and in their outlines vague and rough, but solid, unshakable, and nd easily
undermined; and thence it has cometo passthat Aristotelianismis babbled in every nursery, that
“Engdish Common Sense’, for example, is thoroughly peripatetic, and that ordinary men live so
completely within the house of the Stagyrite that whatever they seeout of the windows appears
to them incomprehensible and metaphysical. Long it has been orly too manifest that, fondy

"2 From Peirce ¢1898 CP 1.1. Dra. L (icia Santad| a, perhaps with the dreams of Descartes in mind wherein the modern
projed of philosophy was explicitated (see Chapter 11, p. 324), has even cdled this passage "the dream of Peirce': A
Assinaturadas Coisas(Rio deJaneiro: ImagoEditora, 1992); and"El Dial ogismo entrela SemidticaGeneral y las Semiéticas
Especiales"in Escritos.Semidtica dela Cultura, ed. Adrian S. Gimate-Wel sh (SegundoEncuentro Nadonal de Estudiosos
de la Semidtica, Noviembre de 1993; Oacaca, México: Universidad Autbnoma Benito Juarez de Oaxaca;-3994), 43
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habituated though we be to it, the old structure will nat dofor modern neads; and accordingly,
under Descartes, Hobbes, Kant, and ahers, repairs, alterations, and partial demolitions have been
carried onfor the last threecenturies. One system, also, stands uponits own ground; | mean the
new Schelling-Hegd mansion, lately run up in the German taste, but with such owersightsiniits
construction that, although brand rew, it is already pronaunced uninhabitable. The undertaking
which this volume inaugurates is to make a philosophy like that of Aristotle, that is to say, to
outline atheory so comprehensivethat, for alongtimeto come, the entirework of human reason,
in philosophy o every schod and kind, in mathematics, in psychdogy, in physical science, in
history, in sociology, and in whatever other department there may be, shall appear as the filli ng
up of its detail s. Thefirst step toward thisis to find simple concepts appli cable to every subject.

Nothing so appliesto every subjed as does the sign. All our knowledge of objeds turns out
to beinfunction of the a¢ions of signs, yet pragmaticismwasthefirst way of thinking conceved
in reaognition of this redization.

Semiotics as the Study of the Possibility of Being Mistaken

Peirce had another name for pragmaticism. He dso cdled this way of thinking fallibilism;"® and
insofar as pragmaticism is concaved in function of the doctrine of signs, this alternative desig-
nation for it istruly excdlent. For just asthe signisthat which every objea presupposes,’ so the
study of signs through their proper adion, semiotics, is eo ipso the study of the posshility of
being mistaken. The movement of human understanding from confusion in its first apprehension
to clarity, unfortunately, is not asimple linea development from confusion to the dea grasp of
truths. It isjust as often a development from confusion to a darity that ismistaken. Why it is that
we havetroubletelling what isred and what isnot isrooted inthe nature of experienceitsealf, and
for understanding this gructure Peirce proposed his “New List of Categories’ in 1867.

3¢.1897 CP 1.13: "indee the first step toward finding out is to acknowledge you do no satisfadorily know alrealy;
sothat no Hight can so surely arrest all i ntell edual growth asthebli ght of cocksureness and rinety-nine out of every hunded
good heads are reduced to impotence by that mataafywhose inroads they are most strangely unaware!".

™ A startling point; yetvhen ore cnsiders that, in sensation, the @mmon sensibles are based onthe proper sensibles
bysignrelations, in perceptionandintell edionali kethe sensedata ae objedively organized onthe basisof speciesexpressae
asformal signs, the inescapable mnclusionisthat the objedive world from itsfoundationsin senseto its superstructuresin
understanding rests upon the sign.



Chapter 3

CATEGORIESAND THE ACTION OF SIGNS

If we caeto have an official date for the beginning of the postmodern erain philosophy, the
14th of May, 1867 would suffice. Of course, like dl officia dates, it is but a fixed point in
otherwise shifting sands, alandmark rather than an absolute beginning. The wintry winds of mo-
dernity would continue to blow long past this ealy date, but as the official beginning of spring
does not by itself bring an end to winter’s blasts, till, it signals that the end is nea at hand.

Expanding the Semiotic Frontier

Peirce did not merely recver the Latin signum, he & once procealed to develop it beyond
anything to befound in the greaest of the Latin authors. He did not have to work hisway to the
arduous conclusion that the general notion of sign is no mere nominalism. That is the point at
which the Latins had enabled his semiotic to begin. What were loose ends in the semiotic asfirst
systematicdly redized in a speaulative tredise becane the threads of the new beginning for the
doctrine of signs as Peirceintroduced it for postmodern philosophy.

Peircedid not spea of “formal” and “instrumental signs’. He did not have to. For him, the
overcoming of the divide between rature and culture in the being of the sign was the point of
departure, not the point of arrival. And, in any event, arriving at that point of departure & the
conclusion of semiotics in the Latin Age, the once-cdebrated dstinction had been hut a stage
along theway, and an equivocd one d that. Thisdistinction was at best aterminologicd marking
of analytic pointsin the doctrine of signs already achieved as ealy asthe 13th century. At worst
it was a diversion as well as an advance, since nothing in the terminology guaranteed that it
needed to be understood asthe modal expresson of asingle underlying or common way of being,

37
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as the nominalistic use to which the terminology was put in the work of the learned Fonseca
proved.”

Problems in the Latin Terminology

The defed of the Latin terminology on this point is worth dwelling on, for it helps to
understand how it was possble for the modernsto get off on the way of ideas in the first place
We saw that, inthefina clarification of the general notion of signinthe Latin Age, the cdli ng of
such physicd structures as snoke and bones “natural signs’ was justified by this fad: the very
physicd constitution of such signs srvesto guide the formation in experience and cognition of
objedive relationswhich dugicaethe esential structure of an intersubjedivity which at least at
one time obtained independently of and prior to the experiencein which such objedive relations
are here and now formed. But dtrictly, it is neither the smoke nor the bone but the relation itself
so formed which constitutesthe sign initsadual being as sgn. Technicdly speaking, the smoke
and bones are not signs, but rather sign-vehicles; they are signs fundamentally but not formally,
in scholastic parlance

Thesign-vehicle, thus, incontrast to thesign-relation, isthe representative dement inthesign,
while the relation arising from this foundation, obtaining (or obtainable) over and above the
foundation, and terminating at a signified object, alone makes this representative dement a
representation of something other thanitself. Inthe ésenceof thisrelation, hence thefoundation
becomes merely virtual or material as a foundation and is then experienced instead smply as a
self-representation or objed.

But the concept or ideg too, the percept of apure 26semiosisno less isasign-vehicleinjust
this ense: it too is a subjedive structure or modification which, acrding to itsintrinsic being,
guides the formation of arelation to an objed signified, and as such (as a sign-vehicle) the idea
or “mental image” is a sign fundamentally rather than formally. But, unlike the fossil bone or
plume of smokewhich can exist without being apprehended or known, theidea &istsonly insofar
asit guidesan apprehension to the avarenessof thisrather thanthat objed. It isthe knowing that
forms the ideg so that the idea canot be except as an idea of its objed, as Imething
“praeognitum formaliter” — something existing “as the rationale and form whereby an objed

s These remarks are based on researches that are to iaygeamprehensive history of phil osophy onthese paints,
Four Ages of Understanding, in final stages with the University of Toronto Press.
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isrendered known within a power, and so it is precgnized formally, not denominatively and as
athing is cognized”. In other words, the ideais not objedified as a self-representation.’®

Thebone, of course, which, eveninorder to signify, isobjedified first asa self-representation,
isthe bone of some animal, asthe smoke is of some fire. But here the of refersto the productive
source of the bone, the animal whose bone it was, or to the fire whencethe smoke aises, which
isnot necessarily an objediverelation but only, asarelation, indifferent to the posshili ty of being
objedified and dugicated or madeto exist again now in cognition or even in cognition aone. By
contrast, the of in theidea which is objedified only through its other-representation, refers not
to the mind as producing the idea but to that of which the idea makes the mind aware in
producing it. In other words, the of distinctive of the idea & such refers not badkward to the
ideds productive source @ my ideaor your idea but outward to the objedive term of an
experiencein principle suprasubjedive and, insofar, accesshleto athersbesidesthe one here and
now forming the ideamaking that objed present.

Itisnecessary to be quite predseinsymbolising this stuation, perhapseven more predsethan
whoever it was among the Latins who originally suggested the designation of the amncept as a
signum formale. For while this designation is justified by the fad that the idea canot exist
without founding arelation to an objed, it is also aproblematic designation inasmuch asthe idea
(or concept) initself, that is, as a psychologicd mode of being, isnot the suprasubjectivereferra
or relation as suchrequired for renvoi (astheirreducibly triadic relation constitutive of every sign
has come to be known). The ideaor concept in itself as diredly modifying and charaderizing a
knower is only the subjective referral or fundament (the transcendental relation) on which that
(ontologicd sign) relation— inwhich alonethe sign formally consists— isbased. The eistentia
inseparability of the two (of the transcendental relation of subjedive foundation from the
ontologicd relation of suprasubjedive wnnedion) in the cae of the ideadoes not gainsay the
modal red distinction of relation from its foundation. Nor does it gainsay the fad that the
foundation as such is neither suprasubjedive, nor (still | esg intersubjedive, but subjedive. But
this existential inseparabili ty does explain why anideg in contrast to, say, our fossl bone, has no
existence goart from its semiosic one.

By spe&ing of the concept as a “formal sign”, the scholastic analysis did not foredose the
very confusion that surfacel in semiotics when Roman Jakobson proposed aliquid stat pro

" Poinsot, Tractatus de Signis, Book Il "On the Divisions of Sign", Question 1"Whether the Division d Signinto
Formal and Instrumental is Univocal and Sound", 226483
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aliqug, “something that stands for something”, asa mrred formulafor sign as sichin general.”’
For this formula yet remains open to the interpretation of Fonseca the interpretation which
providesfor thevery reduction of signto sign-vehicle that would becomein Descartesand Locke
the irredeemably solipsistic equation of objeds with ideas. The @rred formulais, then, rather,
aliquid stat pro dio, “something that stands for another than itself, something that may or may
not present itself objedively yet always presents objedively something that it itself is not”.

Sincetheredity of relation and henceof general modes of being was his garting point, Peirce
was able to begin more or less at the most advanced point readed in the ealier Latin
conversation. He did not first have to consider what fossl bones and ideas of dinosaurs havein
commonwithresped to the dinosaur asan objed signified. He smply fastened at onceonthefaa
that the sign inits proper being consists in arelation which is, like al relations, suprasubjedive
in principle and often intersubjedive in fad, but different from all other relationsin the physica
world inirreducibly involving in principle three ad not just two terms. He began at oncewiththe
problem of tightening uptheterminology of everyone dse before him who, in speaking of thesign
both strictly and loosely, had trod this ground.

Strictly, Peirce agreed with Poinsot that the sign in its proper and formal being consists not
inarepresentation as such but in arepresentation only and insofar asit servesto found arelation
to something other than itself, namely, an objed signified as presented or presentable to and
within the avarenessof some organism, some observer. He saw also that, loosely, we, like our
Latin forebeas, speek of sign asthat one of the threetermsin the triadic relation from which the
sign-relation — the sign formally — pointed toward its sgnificae diredly and the prospedive
observer indiredly. At once it was clea to Peirce that a further predsion is cdled for, an
improvement inthe extant terminology, and “formal vs. instrumental sign”, aswe have just seen,
will hardly do what is needed at this point.

" RomanJakobson, "Coup doeil sur le devéloppement de la sémiotique", in Panorama sémiotique/A Semiotic Land-
scape, Procedalingsof theFirst Congressof thelnternational Asociationfor Semiotic Studies, Milan, June 1974 ed. Seymour
ChatmanUmberto Eco, and Jean-Marie Klinkenberg (The Hague: Mouton, 1979, 3-18; Endlish trans. by PatriciaBaudan
titled "A Glance a the Development of Semictics', in The Framework of Languad@&nn Arbor, MI: Michigan Studies in
the Humanities, HoraceR. Rackham Schod of Graduate Studies, 1980, 1-30. Extended commentary in the Thomas A.
SebeolEellowship Inaugura Ledure, "How Does SemiosisEffed Renvoi ?*, puldi shedin TheAmericanJournal of Semiotics
11.1-2 (1994), pp.1461, and as Ch. 8 ddew Beginnings
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Sign-Vehicle a& Representamen

We have seenthat that one of thethreetermswhichisloosely cdled “sign”, namely, the sign-
vehicle, can be dther a physicd or a psychicd structure.”® When this term (the sign-vehicle or
“sign” loosely so-cdled) isamaterial mode of being — such as a sound, amark, or a movement
— it isalso a perceptible objed in its own right. Asaperceptible objed, however, the sign need
not succeal asasign. It remains perceptible whether it also functionsasasign (asound head and
understood as aword) or whether it fails further so to function (a word head but mistaken for
a mere sound and not recmgnized as a linguistic expresson at al, the footstep of athief in the
night heard but mistaken for arustling of theleaves by wind), athough evenin such“failed cases’
aggnificaionisawaysvirtualy nascent, if only in the form of aquestion — “What?’ — leading
the mind to investigate further the status of this perceptible objea which has intruded upon
awarenessto bemme part of a Lebenswelt. Yet al of thisis beside the present point.

The present point isthat whether the sign loosely so cdled isamaterial structure accesble
to outer sense or a psychologicd structure acceshle & such only inwardly (by feding drealy
and cognitiononly indirealy, say), thisin either caseisthe dement inthe signformally considered
that conveysthe objed signified to the observer, adual or prospedive. We have cmmeto cadl this
signloosely so cdled (indifferently formal or instrumental in the older parlance) the sign-vehicle
in contrast to the sign itself as triadic relation linking this vehicle to its objed signified and the
interpretant through which thelink ishere and now actualized or verified. But Peirce had another
name for the sign-vehicle, psychologicd or physicd. He cdled it the representamen.”

“Ground”

And at oncewe land in yet another quagmire, that of the “ground” :*°

"8\Wemay further notethat, asapsychologica or psychic structure, it matters nat whether the sign-vehicle be cgritive
or affective, including conative.

" Here | would like to repea my quixotic point on the pronurciation o this Peircean term made in "From Glasgy
Essenc#o BottomlessLake", in Semiotics 1992, ed. J. Dedy (Lanham, MD: University Pressof America), p. 157n1 Contem-
porary Peirceans, with the exception d Vincent Colapietro who is unique anong them in na being ignarant of Latin
schalasticism, insist on mispronourting "representamen” with that insouciance acording to which Americans typicdly
approach the sound-system oflafiguages outside of English. Sinceit isaquestion d pronurtiation, an audial form, and
heremy sole medium is <riptal, my foray is perhaps doully quixotic. Nonetheless here goes. Theterm "representamen” is
derived from the Latin for "to represent", or "a representatiordcéordance with this etymology, the term shoud na be
pronounced, as by the Anglophile Peirceans, "represént-a-men", but rather as "represen-ta-men".

8 peirce ¢.1897: CP 2.22829.
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A sign, or representamen, is smething which stands to somebody for something in some respect
or capacity. It addresses somebody, that is, createsinthemind d that person an equivalent sign,
or perhapsamore developed sign. That signwhichit creates| call theinterpretant of thefirst sign.
The sign stands for something, its object. It stands for that object, nat in all respects, but in
referenceto a sort of idea, which | have sometimes call ed the ground d the representamen. ...

In consequence of every representamen beingthus connected with threethings, theground, the
object, and the interpretant, the science of semictic has threebranches.

What are we to understand by “ground” here? The difficulty arises from the fad that the term
“ground” is often used to convey the Latin sense of fundamentum, the “foundation or ground”
inasubjed fromwhich arelation springsand upon which it dependsfor its being correlative with
aterminus. For example:®*

though a causeisrequired for every entity and form, yet in a special sense afundament is said to
be required for a relation, because other forms require a cause only in arder to be produced in
beingandexist, whereas relation— owingto its minimal entitative character andbecauseinterms
of its proper concept it istoward anather — requires afundament or ground nd only in arder to
exist but alsoin arder to be ableto remain in existence, that is, in arder to be a mind-independent
rationale of physical being.

But “ground” in this snse, in the cae of a sign relation, would be identicd with the
representamen or sign vehicle.

The mystery clarifies, however, if it be the cae that what Peirce means by ground is exadly
that extrinsic formal spedficaion whereby the foundation of a relation gives rise to its relation
asterminating at this rather than that asped of an objed signified. In other words, what Peirce
means by “ground” isnot at al the foundation of arelation but rather its grict formal terminus
as such,® very like the aucial Latin analyticd concept of formal object which was  essential
to the Latin analysis of cognition and so conspicuously absent from the modern analyses of the
same phenomenologicd data of perception. The ground, then, is that which is direaly and
immediately presented by a sign in its sgnified objed, by reason of which whatever else is

8 poinsot, Tractatus de Signis (1632, Seand Preamble "On Relation”, Article 2 "What |s Required for Any Relation
To Be Categorial" (= Under what conditions will a relation obtain in the physical environment as such2B9/18

82 See, in the electronic edition of Poinsdirmctatus de Signis (Charlottesville, VA: Intelex Corp., 1993), Appendix
C: The Texts on Relation Completing the Second PrearBii@-23). These textappea only in the dedronic edition, as
additions to the texts in the 1985 text published by the University of California Press.
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presented in the objea as well is presented, as in the following description from the “New List
of Categories’:®®

theconception d apureabstractionisind spensabl e, becausewecannd comprehendan agreement
of two things, except as an agreement in some respect, and this respect is sich apure abstraction
as blackness Such apureabstraction, referencetowhich constitutesaquality or general attribute,
may be termed a ground.

Referenceto a ground canna be prescinded from being, but being can be prescinded fromiit.

Empirical psychdogy has establi shed the fact that we can know a quality only by means of
its contrast with a similarity to anather. By cortrast and agreament a thing is referred to a
corrdate, if this term may be used in awider sense than usual. The occasion d the introduction
of the conception d referenceto agroundisthereferenceto acorreate, andthisis, therefore, the
next conceptionin order.

Reference to a correlate canna be prescinded from reference to a ground; but referenceto a
ground may be prescinded from reference to a correlate.

... suppose we think of a murderer as being in relation to a murdered persor; in this case we
concelvetheact of the murder, andin this conceptionit is represented that correspondngto every
murderer (as wel asto every murder) thereis a murdered person; and thus we resort again to a
mediating representation which represents the relate as g¢anding for a corrdate with which the
mediating representation is itself in relation. Again, suppose we look up the word homme in a
French dictionary; we shall find positeto it theword man, which, so placed, represents homme
as representing the same two-legged creature which man itself represents. By a further
accumulation d instances, it would be found that every comparison requires, besides the related
thing, the ground, andthe correlate, also a mediating representation which represents therelate
to be a representation of the same correlate which this mediating representation itself
represents. Such amediating representation may betermed an inter pretant, becauseit fulfill s the
officeof an interpreter, who says that a foreigner says the same thingwhich hehimsdf says. The
term representationis here to be understoodin a very extended sense, which can be explained by
instances better than by a definition. In this sense, aword represents a thing to the conceptionin
themind d the hearer, a portrait represents the person for whomi it is intended to the conception
of recogrition, a weathercock represents the direction d the wind to the conception d him who
understands it, a barrister represents his client to the judge and jury whom he influences.

831867 CP 1.554553.
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Every referenceto a corrdate, then, conjoins to the substance the conception d a reference
to an interpretant; and this is, therefore, the next conception in arder in passng from being to
substance.

Referenceto aninterpretant canna be prescinded from referenceto a correlate; but the latter
can be prescinded from the former.

And the discusson continues, but let us leare it at this point. Representamen, we may say with
Peirce® is“that which refersto ground, correlate, and interpretant”, and we have some definite
notion as to what is being talked about — to wit: objed signified as such, sign-vehicle, and the
prospedive or adual observer.

For perhaps enough has been said to show both how “ground’ may be best understood
(though there may be some agumentsto be made on this point in the framework of the ehics of
terminology), and, at the same time, what is principally different about Peirce s smiotic & he
picksit up from the Latins. Thislatter point holds even if we have quite missed the true import
of “ground” as atechnicd term in the Peircean texts.

From the Being of Sgn to the Action of Sgn

What principally distinguishes the semiotic of Peircein contrast with semiotics as the Latins
left it is this. The Latins, for the most part, got only as far as establishing the being proper to
signs, the ommon fador or element which justifies the notion of signin general in Augustine's
sense and removesit from every theoreticd context of nominalism. But Peirce, in good medieval
fashion, goes at oncefrom this as establi shed terrain to consider what immediately follows from
it, namely, the adion proper to signs. For asthe Latins liked to say, agere sequitur esse, “adion
follows upon being, ‘follows' logicaly, but istemporally smultaneous therewith and necessary
thereto”.®

Peircegives hisnotion of sign in general in dynamic terms. From thefirst, hetriesto keep his
eye not on what the sign is as much as on how it ads as a result or consequence of what it is.
Recdl what Peircesaid about the signin its proper charader as a genuine mediation:® anything
isrelated to a second thing, its Objed, in resped to a quality, its Ground, in such away asto

8 bid., CP 5.558.

8 For full discusson d thepaint, seeJohnDedy, The Human Use of Signs (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littl efield, 1994,
1 3ff.

8¢.1902 CP 2.92, cited above & p. 32. See &so the c1894MS 404, "What IsaSign?', in The Essential Peirce Val.
2, pp. 410.
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bring athird thing, its Interpretant, into relation to the same Objed, and that in such away asto
bring afourth into relation to that Objed in the same form, ad infinitum.

Infinite Semiosis

When an argument dlipped off into infinite process the scholagtics, like Aristotle, at that
moment jettisoned the agument; for by thefaa of involving aninfinite process the agument was
knownto have skipped a aog in what was up for being explained, namely, some occurrenceinthe
order and among the subjedive structures of physica nature. Infinite processas such begged the
guestion of any sought for explanation in physicd nature, becaise such a processwas posshble
only by founding relation upon the basis of other relations, which cannot occur in the physical
world but only inthought. Indeed, for Aquinas, this point formed the linchpininthe cosmologicd
form of argument to the existence of God as he formulated it in his Summa theologiae.

But when it comesto the sign, it isno longer a question of seeking for explanations determi-
nately aimed at the order of ensreale, “ mind-independent being”. For the whole point of the sign
is that, as mediating objedivity, it is not determinately located in that order, but equally, and,
indeed, more fundamentally in a cetain sense, in the order of mind-dependent being, inasmuch
as outward signs depend upon inward signs in order to function within experience. Infinite
process repugnant in physicd explanations concerned with acaounting for how the interadions
of finitebeingsas auch bring about thisor that condition, arethe normal condition with signs. This
mind-dependent mediation of the sign as an infinite processis exadly why conspiracy theories,
for example, can become irrefutable. The equivalence in objedivity of red and unred relations
make possblethe dtribution to objeds by the mind of relations which, in the nature of the case,
could be so. Nothing prevents their being so — though, on the other hand, nothing requires it.
The problem is to dedde not what relations could be, but which acdually are or were part of the
order of mind-independent being, ensreale. It isthe whole problem of human understanding.

The human individual wakes up intellecdually in the middle of ariver of signs, for the most
part hidden behind, below, and within the objeds they present as “the way things are”. Neither
the banks of the river nor the bottom are inimmediate read. Fromthe individual’ s point of view,
there is neither a beginning point to the processin the past nor a foreseedle end to the process
in the future. Once the human mind becomes aware of the role of signs in experience, the
individual becomes aware dso that he or she is caught up in predsely an infinite process— not
ahopelessor self-defeaing one, by any means, but neither isit one over which theindividual can
gain a omplete aiticd control.
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Thisisthe situation Peirce found needed acounting for, and it was with thisin mind that he
devised his g/stemof caegories, thethird such grea system in the history of philosophy. Thefirst
grea scheme of categorieswasthat of Aristotle, intended to map out the basic irreducible modes
of mind-independent being in terms of which we can make unequivoca predications. The second
grea scheme of categorieswasthat of Kant. Hereisnot the placeto go into adetailed discusson
of Kant’ s caegories, but only to make the general point that, in the nature of the case, they could
provide no more than the essential categories of mind-dependent being insofar as it enters into
discourse since, acording to Kant, all phenomenawithout exception are wholly the mind’sown
construct. Nonetheless do not be decaved by thisfad into thinking that the Kantian scheme is
not worth studying. It isfilled with triads, which Peircefound very suggestivein finally arriving
at hisown categories, eventhough Peirce sare cdegoriesof experiencein predsely the sensethat
Kant tried to rule out and foredose upon for all future philosophy.®’

A New List of Categories

| cdl Peirceé s“new list of categories’ hissemiotic categories, or the categoriesof experience,
because predsely what they do isacunt for the transformation of the animal Umwelt into the
human Lebenswelt, that is, a spedes-spedfic objedive world of meanings into a world of
meanings expresdy contrastable with the world of the physica environment in its dimension of
being prior to and independent of the involvement of the semiotic animal. The simplicity of the
scheme exhibits the same kind of genius we find in the history of semiotic & the point when
Poinsot redized that, by framing the question of sign in terms of the @ntrast between
transcendental and ontologicd relative, he had hit upon an exclusive ad exhaustive dternative
wherein the dhoice becane aself-evident one.

Peircegiveshiscaegoriesthe names of Firstness Secondness and Thirdness Thereason for
the names beames apparent as the manner in which the caegoriesfunction unfolds. Experience
moves the understanding from a @mnfused total grasp wherein there is no difference between
dreamandredity, posshility and acuality — because dl iswrapped upin one*®blooming, buzzing
confusion” — to definite experiences and conceptions wherein the determinate plurality intruded
into the objedive whole (Secndnesg becomesintelli gible through sign relations. Thus Firstness

8 Mention could also be made of the Hegeli an categaries, bt | think the devastating remark about them made by Peirce
is enoughfor present purposes (1903 CP 1.544): "Hegel's method hes the defed of not working at all i f youthink with too
great exactitude".
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isthe primum cognitumof Aquinasleft over asafree-floating problemfrom the 13th century, but
one now situated determinately at the base of the doctrine of signs.®®

% See, besides Part 1V in The Human Use of Signs, Yis 285-311, the traditionally grounded yet ground-breaking work
of Vincent Guagliardo, in particular: "Being and Anthroposemiotics', in Semiotics 1993, ed. Robert Corrington and John
Deely (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1994), pp. 50-56; "Being-as-First-Known in Poinsot: A-Priori or
Aporia?', American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 68.3 " Special Issue on John Poinsot" (Summer, 1994), pp. 363-393;
and his "Introduction" to the Special Issue on Thomas Aquinas of Listening 30.1 (Winter), 3-6.






Chapter 4

THE PECULIAR CASE OF FIRSTNESS

Firstnessisin severa waysa particularly interesting case. Not only doesthe whole cdegorial
scheme depend on its being well understood. It provides a striking example of the importance of
Peirce sethicsof terminology, upto whichwe aelealing. Thisexample givesabasisfor appred-
ating why Peircewas led to propose such anidea & a mnsequenceof hisyeas of study of Latin
philosophy in the murse of working out his ssmiotic, or contribution to the doctrine of signs.

Let ususetheoccasionto preface dook at the ehics of terminology, therefore, by an exami-
nation of the cdegories, beginning at the beginning. We will seethat there iseven more of Latin
history that bears on theideaof Firstnessthan even Peirceredized. But the fad would not have
surprised him in the least, except in the way of delight. Such was the temper of his mind.

To begin with, there is a difference within experience between what is sensed and what is
understood regardlessof whether or not it can also be sensed, espedally with referenceto objeds
whose very understanding essentially excludes a proper sensory instantiation, either because the
objed in question has never existed in the physicd environment, or, more radicaly, becaise the
manner of existence postulated for the objed is ex hypothes of its nature inaccessble to any
sensory modality.

Thisis oneway of making the point that there is mething which can be expressed through
linguistic means that cannot be communicated in any other way, something that differentiates
human awarenessas gedes-spedficdly as the exaptation of language spedes-spedficdly dif-
ferentiates human communicaion. Something does o more primordially, sincethe gprehension
in question anteceades the exaptation of language and, moreover, seemsto be of a piecewith it.
Thereis, to refer bad to Thomas Aquinas's charaderization of the situation, something which
is to understanding (or “intellection”) as sound is to heaing®® and dfferentiated light is to

8 Aquinas,Summa (c.1266), . g. 5. art. 2, p. 191.
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sedng.”® There is, in short, a primum intelligibile or “primary intelligible”, just as there is a
primum visibile or “primary visible” and a primum audibile or “primary audible”.

Thisisnot aquestion that has been often posed in the history of philosophy, for it isnot easily
facal. Whenwelook at theworld around us, it isthe diversity of shapesand colors, not the omni-
present fad of the differentiation of light that we cdl color asenabling seeng at all, that interests
us. So toowhenwe listen: it isthe particular sounds and combinations of sounds that interest us,
not the general fad that sound as such enables the particular heaings. So too in investigating
what anything is, it isthe particulars of the cae, thereason for thisfeaure and that charaderistic,
that interest us, not the fad that were things not intelli gible in general, the particulars of the cae
would both forever elude us and could not be inquired into in the first place

Thefirst of al spedes-spedficaly human conceptions, therefore, is not a starting point for
intellecual knowledgeinatemporal sense. That isto say, it isnot aquestion of alinea beginning
which is left behind as understanding progresses. The question concerns what must be present
throughout intellecual awarenesswhenever and aslong asunderstanding occursover and above,
or within, sensation and perception. Other particularized moments of understanding may proceed
out of it, but it itself can proceed from nothing else, predsely because, respeding thisobjed (this
asped or dimension of objedivity, let us sy), thereisno other preceding cognition as basis of
its formation. The eye works together with the ea and with touch and taste, and so forth, in
forming our perception of an objed as ensible. Yet the mntribution of ead channel is distinct
and irreducible. So also with the understanding, which contributes predsely intelli gibili ty to what
is diredly perceived and sensed. What this intelligibility consists in is the objedive world
presented in perception apprehended in relation to itself.

Therelation of an objed to itself is a mind-dependent relation. Even if the objed isin one or
another asped also athing, i.e., a mind-independent element of the physicd environment, asis
always in part the cae with an Umwelt, any given thing “in itself” simply iswhat it is. It is not
related to itself, it is itself. For a thing to be related to itself cognition must intervene, and
cognition of a spedficdly intellecual type, able to construct and grasp relations independent of
the related terms which, in the present case, are not even distinct mind-independently. Here,
however, at thelevel of primumintelligibile, it isnot aquestion of any given objed of perception
being cognized under arelation to itself. It israther aquestion of the objedive world as sich, the

% Aquinas,In quattuor libros sententiarum Petri Lombardi (c.1254-1256), lib. 1. sent. dist. 19. q. 5. ad 7., p. 55.
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Umwelt asthetotality of objedification at any given moment, being grasped inrelationto itself.**
Peircecdlsthis“Firstness, “the Ideaof that which is sich asit isregardlessof anything else”;*
“the positive internal charaders of the subjed in itself”;*® “the dnception of being or existing
independent of anything else™;** “the present, in genera”, or “1T”:%

Thisis a conception, becauseit isuniversal. But asthe act of attention has no conndationat all,
but is the pure denatative power of the mind, that is to say, the power which drects the mindto
an object, in contradistinction to the power of thinking any predicate of that object, — so the
conception of what is present in general, which is nathing but the general recogrition d what is
contained in attention, has no conndation, and therefore no proper unity. ... Before any
comparison or discrimination can be made between what is present, what is present must have
been recognized as uch, asit, and subsequently the metaphysical parts which are recogrized by
abstraction are attributed to thisit, but the it canna itself be made a predicate.

Applyingto “ Firstness' the Ethics of Terminology

Peirce goes on to identify this “it”, the objedive world as the here and now present in general,
with one of the meanings of the philosophicd term substance He excludes from “it” the
conception of being as a predicative notion bound upwith the cpula. But his remarks $ow an
ignorance of a main Latin tradition in one of its little explored particulars, the very one we ae
attempting to explore now, namely, the determination of the spedes-spedficdly human contribu-
tionto cognition fromwhich language and the postlinguistic symbolsof culturein general arise.®®

1 SeePoinsot 1635(Reiser ed. Vol. llI) : 315b613, 315b3040; Cajetan, Commentarian summam theologicam. Prima
pars.(Rome: May 2, 1507 reprinted in the Leonine elition d the SanctiThomae Aquinatis Doctoris Angeli ci Opera Ommia,
vols.4and 5), | p. g. 79. art. 7. The point that Poinsot, Cajetan, and Aquinas before them strugde to make is perhaps clarified
in the contemporary formulation of Corrington (1992: 41): on the one hand, "embodiment radically limits the reach of the
selfand kindsit to the fragmentary condtions of origin”: thisisthe virtusintelledus; onthe other hand, "the human process
is na confined to its shea embodment but moves outward throughits products and uterances': this is the capacitas
intellectus the asymptoti¢or syncategorematic) "full read of the human process' beyondits condtion d embodment —
a reach doomed t@ll short, to be sure, if adual achievement of infinity is the measure, but areading norethelessever-
more-infinitein prosped and successonin time, acordingto the Peircean ideathat the truth to which mankind hesdevotion
ought not to be merely the "truth we understand it", but predsely truths we do nd yet understand, "truth asa symbdlic
growth in time".

2 peirce 1903c: CP 5.66.

% Peirce ¢.1906, "A Survey of Pragmaticism": CP 5.469.

% Peirce 1891: CP 6.32.

% Peirce 1867: CP 1.547.

% Seethe original attempt to formulate this problematic in the seminal paper of Vincent Guagliardo, "Being and
Anthroposemiotics'in Semioticsl993 ed. Robert Corringtonand JohnDedy (Lanham, MD: University Pressof America,
1994), pp. 5656.
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Being in the sense Peirce rejeds as inapplicable to the IT, the being wherein the junction of
predicaeto subjed occurs, isonly one of nine or so derivative senses Aquinas assgnsto “being”
asthe “primum cognitum’” of intelledion.

The text in which Aquinas makes this point®” is too long to cite here, but a diagrammatic
summary of it should be useful:

whether that initself: substance
of abeing
existing or in another: the various
either by the subjective accidents
recogniti on of
Being as some special or of abeing exist- mind-dependent or
primum mode of being ing toward another:
cognitum relation, whether mind-independent
can only be
differenti- following an whether affirmatively: thing
ated from or by the any being as
within recogniti on of itisinitself or negatively: unity
some general
mode of being acoording to the division of one
following anany  thing from another: something
being asitis
in an order to respecting
another according to desire: good
the agreement
or suitability respecting
of one being apprehension:
truth

Diagram of the M eanings of “Being”
Derivative to the Primum Cognitum in Aquinas

Espedally sincethe Latin Age, the term “being” is one of those most bandied about in the
history of philosophy. Whenceit has been assgned anumber of determinate meanings, including
substance, which Peirce dso assgns “in one of its meanings’ to Firstnessor the IT.% But in
making this assgnment Peirceis violating the Third as well as the Sixth Rule of the “Ethics of
Terminology” . Eventhe one sense of substancewhich partially fitsthel T — Aristotle's“first sub-
stance”, whichis neither predicated of asubjed nor in a subjed — does not justify theidentifica:
tion of the two notions, for two reasons.

" De veritate (c.1256-1259), g. 1. art.cbrpus.
8 peirce 1867: CP 1.547.
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First, that whichisfirst known by understanding in its diff erence from sense perception does
not fail to be apredicate becaise it is identified with, or includes in itself, the notion of first
substance. It fails because “in the first intelledua cognition of al things neither can the
understanding apply itself nor the will the understanding, sincethere will not have been another
cognition by virtue of which such application could be made, and therefore there is only at work
in the cae the immediate proportion of objea known with power knowing”.%

Seoond, that whichisfirst known by understanding isthe prospeaively definable structure or
esenceof perceptible objeds. This“essence” isnot by any meansasrestricted to “ substance” as
the being proper to individualsexisting as such. “Definable structures’ include equally “whatever
can be wnceaved in the manner of some nature and essence, including charaderistics of
individuals and modes, and indeed singuarity itself can be understood after the manner of an
esence™— such asthefamous haecceitas, “thisness’ or “formof individudity”, inthewritings
of Scotus. The understanding investigatesthe propertiesof perceived objedsthroughthe mncept
of a definable unifying structure indicative of some principle. This dructure has an order and
dependence on the perception as on the abductive point of departure from which the sought for
principle of unification can be derived. It providesalso aninductive point of arrival against which
the adequacy of the objedified principle can be verified.'**

We can say, then, that that which is first apprehended intellecually, insofar as intelledion
differs from (even while occurring within) perception, isthe objedive world in relation to itself.
Inthisapprehensiontheimperceptible“relationtoitself” isthe sole contribution of understanding.
Y et this contribution is sufficient both to elevate the perceptible dements of the Umwelt to the
level of intelli gibility and, by the same stroke, to transform the Umwelt into a L ebenswelt, that
isto say, an objedive world perfused with stipulable signs apprehended as sich in the heat of
otherwise naturally determined significations, even those symbolic in structure.

Making the Sensible World Intelli gible
It was a very important and insufficiently understood insight of Latin scholasticism that the

physicd environment, insofar asit entersinto the cgnitive structure constituting an Umwelt, is
of itself sensible but not of itself intelli gible. Understanding itself, taking the materials of sensation

% Poinsot, "De Primo Cogrito”, Q. 1, Art. 3, of his Philosophiae Naturalis Prima Pars (1633 Reiser ed. Vol. II), 26b34
27a2.Poinsot’s discusson d "being as first known" is the most extended treagment we have from the Latin Age dter
Aquinas.

1% poinsot 1635: 318b7-19.

11 poinsot 1633: 334 7.
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and perception as its base, has to make that material adually intelligible. This it does by first
sedng the whole material of perception — the objedive world or Umwelt in all its parts— in
relation to itself, over and above the relationsto biologicd needs and interestswhich are drealy
fadored into the structure of the Umwelt by virtue of the biologicd heritage of the cognitive
organism.'®?

Hencethe objedive world, seen in relation to itself, aready consists of a mixture of mind-
independent and mind-dependent relations. But these relations are undistinguished as such. They
are not explicitly recognized as mind-dependent, but smply function in acerdance with their
objedive mutual equivalence & relations within the gprehension constitutive of Lebenswelt.*%
Thusthefirst adion of the understanding isto apprehend its objeds in such away that they can
eventually be understood criticdly, and thisisto apprehend the objedive world under that mind-
dependent relationwhich all owsits contentsto appea, truly or falsely, as present-at-hand and not
merely ready-to-hand (as they appea to the animals which are not human).

Whence, to Heidegger’ s question,*®* “W hy does Being get ‘ conceved' ‘ proximally’ interms
of the present-at-hand and not in terms of the ready-to-hand, which indeed liescloser to us?’, the
answer liesin the difference between zoGsemiosis as common to animals and anthroposemiosis
as unique to linguistic animals. Ens ut primum cognitum, “Firstness’, which constitutes the
spedes-spedficadly human mode of apprehension underlying the exaptation of language for

192 poinsot 1635 318b25319a5. Poinsot speaks in this text of "abstradion" not as a scientific procedure, but as the
simplenegative processwhereby a cogriti ve power — in this case, understanding a intellead — fastens onits proper objed
(i.e.,the objed which correlatively defines the power inits diff erencefrom what other channels of apprehension present or
manifest)to the exclusion d all else that falls outside that formality. Guagliardo (1994: 83, 375f.) has one of the few
thematic discussons of negative édstradion. See Poinsot 1633 31a5-28, and compare this with Peirces discusdon o
abstraction or "prescission" in his "New List of Categories" (1867: CP 1.549).

Thusthe ens ut primum cognitum, contrary to common assumptions of the neoscholastics, isirreducible egqually to ens
sensibile, ensperceptibile, andto ensasit is sudied in any of the spedal sciences— ensreale or ensmobilewhichis gudied
in physics, ens quantitativum which is gudied in mathematics, ens commune or ens inquantum ens or even ens
transcendentale such asis gudied in Aristotelian or Thomistic metaphysics. Ens ut primum cognitumisanctionsui generis,
priortoall predicationasthat which makes predication passbleto beginwith, from which al other nations of being, logicd,
scientific, or metaphysicd, are derived ab intra, "from within", and onwhich all other spedficdly intellecua notions
depend.

103 Aquinas, from the Disputed Questions on the Power of God, ¢.1265 q. 9. art. 7. ad 6 "among these four trans-
cendentakoncepts [namely, being, unity, truth, and good, the first by far is being. And for this reason [when, after the
internaldiff erentiation d being by nonleing, predication becomespasgbl €] beingmust be predicated pasiti vely, for negation
or privation canna be the first thing undrstanding conceves, becaise what is denied or deprived always belongs to the
understandingf negation a privation. But the other threenecessarily add over and above being somethingwhich being dees
notreducetoitself; for if they reduceto beingthey alrealy would na be primitives. But this stuationrequiresthat they can
add to beingnly something acording to uncerstanding alone: thisis either a negation, which adds unity to being (as was
said),or relation to something ban to bereferred to beingin every instance Andthislast is either the understanding itself
to which it conveys the relation of true, or desire, to which it conveys the relation of good."

194 Sein und Zeit, 1927: 487.
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communicaive purposes and at the root of the transformation of Umwelt into Lebenswelt, does
no more than establish the foundation for the eventual arising thematicaly of questions of the
form, “What is that? Ready-to-handness neither requires nor admits of any such thematic
development, for it contains no apprehension of othernessin the required sense. Thus:*%

Theidea of the absolutely first must be entirely separated from all conception of or reference to
anythingese;, for what invaves a secondisitsdf a secondto that second Thefirst must therefore
be present andimmediate, so as nat to be a secondto a representation. It must befresh and rew,
for if old it is scondto its former state. It must be initiative, original, spontaneous, and free
otherwiseit is secondto a determining cause. It is also something Mivid and conscious; so only it
avoids being the object of some sensation. It precedes all synthesisandall differentiation; it has
no unity and no parts. It canna be articulatdy thought: asert it, and it has already lost its
characteristic innacence; for assertionalwaysimpliesadenial of something ese. Stop to think of
it, and it has flown! What the world was to Adam onthe day he opened his eyesto it, before he
had drawn any dstinctions, or had become conscious of his own existence— that isfirst, present,
immediate, fresh, new, initiative, original, spontaneous, free vivid, conscious, evanescent. Only,
remember that every description d it must befalseto it.

Theanimal aware of its objedive world in such afashionisaone positioned to formthe on-
ception, along with redity, and of a piecewith it, of otherness. Otherness(present-at-handness
in contrast to the ready-to-handnesswhich reducesthe environment within objedivity to thelevel
of that extension of organismic dispositions which isthe essence of an Umwelt proportioned to
the biologicd nature of the amgnizing organism) arises predsely within experiencethrough “brute
adions of one subjed or substance on another, regardlessof law or of any third subjea”.**® It is
“the conception of being relative to, the mnception of readion with, something else”.*’ It is, in
aword, the anception of “something other”, of onething dff erent from another thing withinthe
play of objeds of awareness The experience of othernesswithin firstnessis the motivation of
every question of the form “What is that?’ 1%

We have drealy seen that the ground of this question is established by the mind itself in
presenting the objedive world intellecually as relative to itself and, insofar, intelligible. “The

105 peijrce ¢.1890: CP 1.357, italics added
1% peirce ¢.1906, "A Survey of Pragmaticism™: CP 5.469.
197 peirce 1891: CP 6.32.

18 The fundamental awarenessor apprehension is neither of existence @ uch nor of intelli gibility — "essence" or
"possibility" — as separate from existence, but simply pfaspective intelligibility given in and through experience. See
Poinsot 1633: 23b34-24a41.
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formal rationale of knowing of the understanding”, the Latins argued,*®®“in which understanding
is distinguished from perception, is not the singularity itself of sensations, but the very definable
structure of which singularity isamode”. In other words, it isthe grasping of that general mode
of being of which all singularities but provide instances.

Sense perception and understanding work together as contraries withinthe genus of knowing.
Theformer isprimarily and esentially ordered to manifesting theindividuating sensible dharader-
isticsof objeds sgnified. Thelatter is primarily and essentially ordered to manifesting therelative
structure which gives to the sensible properties their pattern of intelli gibility as manifesting the
underlying relations which give to the world as percaved its definable structures, both “ natural”
and “cultural” .**°

Relations and the Knowledge of Essences

We seg then, that the so-cdled “ eseences of material things’ actually consist, so far asunder-
standing is concerned, in patterns of relationships instantiated or verified in perceptible objec
tivities, but that the relationships themselves, in contrast to the dements of the system related,
are never as uch perceptible, though they can be understood. Thus the grasping of the relation-
ships themselves, in their distinction from the perceptible aspeds of the objedive world which
manifest them, is preduded for an animal which has only sensation and perception to rely on, in
their contrast with understanding.

Espedally important to grasp at this juncture is a point made in passng by Thomas Aquinas
quiteealy in hiscarea,"!inrefleding onthe medieval doctrinethat theintelled (inits difference
from sense) is ordered to grasping the quidditates rerum sensibilium, “the definable structures
of material being”. “Even the being of an essence”, he says, insofar as the human understanding
lays hold of it, “is akind of being of reason”.**? Essence “insofar as human understanding lays
hold of it” isakind of being of reason not smply becaise it is smething known, for the known
smply as such may equally be abeing of nature. Essence & grasped by the understanding is a
being of reason inthe sense that the pattern of relations constituting what any given phenomenon
— natural or cultural — is, so far asthe understanding graspsthat structure, is constructed by the

199 poinsot 1633a: 32b37-33a13.

110 see Aquinashisputed Questions on Power of God (c.1265), . 9. art. 7. ad 15.

11 In his Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard (c.1254-1256), lib. 1. dist. 19. . 5. art. 1. ad 7.
N2 Etiam quidditatis esse est quoddam esse rationis".
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understanding on the pattern of relations it has experienced as physicaly given and obtaining
within the objedive world.

Thus the sensations elaborated within perception give us a structured world of embodied
objeds, and those aspeds of the objeds sensible a guch coincide further with the physicd sur-
roundings as an environment common — as physicd — to all the life forms.

Onthebasisof thingsas presented through the senses, the mind is provided with materialsfor
theimagination to construct worlds which are not presented as such within perception, but “only
imagined” . Within these materials provided through perception, the understanding findsrelations
aswell asrelated things, where perception findsonly related things; and understanding constructs
also relationsof itsown devising. Therelations constructed by the mind on the pattern of physicd
relations given in experience have this in common with the physicd relations at their modular
base: both the mnstructed relationsand the physicdly given relations are truly relations, and both
are experienced as such within the world of society, language, and culture.

In contrast to these objedive mnstructs are the objedive mnstructs which are made on the
basisof our experienceof individualsand their charaderistics, which arededdedly not themselves
relations though they are involved in relations and are experienced, as we have seen, through
these relations. Thus we seenot merely colors, shapes, and movements, but college presidents,
diplomats, and pdicemen. The objeds experienced are, from the standpoint of the physicd
environment as auch, mixtures of mind-dependent and mind-independent relations. Both of these
— the mind-dependent and the mind-independent, therelatively “unred” and therelatively “red”,
relations — congtitute the objed of experience & auchinitsproper being and as“first intentions”
thereof '3

Whenwe*“invent” a charader, such as Sherlock Holmesor Hamlet, in contrast to “red” char-
aders such as Detedive Tom Schader of the Dubuque Police Department or Cleopatra, the
invented charader is nothing besides a pattern of charaderistics, nothing more than an objedive
nexus of mind-dependent relations. Some of these — the relations in which the charader isin-
volved, suchas cial roles, kinship, legal adversary, paternity — arethemselves, asrelations, just

113 Thisis atechnicd andlittl e-developed but important and intriguing pdnt. See in Poinsot’s Treatise on Signs, the
FirstPreanble, Art. 2, 60/7-25; and Book 1, Quest. 2, 141/12-14: "not every mind-dependent objedive relationis asecnd
intention,becaise eventhoughevery mind-dependent rel ationresultsfrom cogniti on, yet not every suchrelation cenominates
athing only in the state of a cgnized being, which is a seoond state, but some dso doso in the state of an existence
independentf cognition, as, for example, the relations of being a doctor, being ajudge. For the existing man, not the man
as cognized, is a doctor ajudge, and so those mind-dependent relations [being adoctor, judge, teader, etc.] denominate
a state of existence."

"You may gather from what hasbeen said that eveninthe cae of stipulated signsthe rational e of signmust be explained
by a relation to a signified."
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what that after which they are patterned are. Others of the charaderistics, the size, weight,
gender, and physiognomy of the charader, say, consist inabeing patterned after (consist in mind-
dependent relationsimitating) that which they themselvesare not, namely, subjedive haraderis-
ticsof being gven in our experienceof objeds as coincident with physicd things. Thusthewhole
of theinvented credureisapattern of relationships, both those of itsfeaureswhich are presented
as if they were not mere relationships (“beings patterned after”) and those of its feaures which
are presented just asif they were physicd relationships, eventhoughall of the invented creaure’s
feaures are “inredity” constituted by purely objedive relations.

For this reason Poinsot, here following Aquinas and other mgjor Latin authors, who inturn
base themselves largely on texts of Aristotle, divided being into natural (ens naturale seu reale)
and mind-dependent or purely objedive being (ensrationis). Natural being is further subdivided
into individualswiththeir charaderisticsand relations. Mind-dependent being isdivided into rela-
tionsformed on the pattern of natural relations and relations formed on the pattern of individuals
with their subjedive daraderistics. Thislast classof mind-dependent relationsthe Latins cdled
“negations’, because — being relations — they were not, as relations, what their exemplarsin
nature are, namely, subjeds (individuals) with their subjedive daraderistics. Negations and
relations, thus, are both relations ontologicaly and objedively, and together they constitute the
entire inventory of mind-dependent being — of being as purely objedive.

Inaword, relations constitute the entire inventory of mind-dependent being, both that part
of it which diverges from the physicd redity of the environment and that part of it which
coincideswithaspedsand feauresof the physica surroundings. A synoptic diagram isuseful here
(opposite).

Fromthiswe seethat objectiverelationsas sich are neither physica (mind-independent) nor
psychicd (mind-dependent), but, although always determinately one or the other inagiven case,
are cgpable of being either, depending on changing circumstances. Hence objedive relations
sometimes pass back and forth within objectivity froma condition of being now mind-dependent,
now mind-independent, and conversely.

Anillustrative example. Two loverstravelling to med one another at 1900hoursareinvolved
in awhole network of physicd and objedive relations, and some of the physicd relationsin
which they areinvolved are & sich objedive, i.e., physicd relations of which the parties are well
aware. At predsely 1845(i.e., 6:45Pv), unbeknownst to the young man who continues toward
hisappointed and agreed rendezvous, the young womanis gruck by ameteor and instantly kill ed.
At that moment, whatever physicd relations e was involved in as such ceased, for physicd
relations require the exigence of both termsin order to exist. The objedive relations, of course,
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being sustained not by the dynamics of physicd being as such but by semiosis, are, as objedive,
unaffeded by the dramatic change in circumstances — except in this crucia particular: those of
the objedive relations which were also physicd becane, at 1845 only objedive. Y et, for want
of knowledge of the dhanged circumstances, the young man continued to rush on at 1850hours
just as he had been rushing at 1840hours, so as hot to keep his love waiting.

BEING
Subjedive being: Suprasubjedive being:
aways mind-independent sometimes mind-independent
Individuals Characteristics Physical Mind-dependent
(substance) of individuals relations relations
(inherent acddents)
patterned after patterned after
Physical Being, mind-independent subjedive features
which, asinvolving relations, and so of physical being,
arelation with a knower, called relations and call ed negations
either as such
or as terminative thereof,
can also belong to Purely ohjedive being

(mind-dependent being)

OBJECTIVE BEING

Diagram of the Interpenetration in Objectivity
of Subjective and Suprasubjective Being

Thisexample makesaquintessential point: the eititative dharader of arelationinitsrationale
asarelationis unaffeded by the diff erence between being mind-dependent or mind-independent.
One and the same relation, under diff erent circumstances, can beonetime only physicd, onetime
both
physicd and objedive, and another time only objedive, in ead case owing wholly to surrounding
circumstances extrinsic to the being of the relation as auch.

Thiscrucial point beasdiredly on the matter of supposed essences or “quiddities’ of things
insofar asthey are known essences, that isto say, objedive. Thereisno doubt that physicd struc-
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tures of the environment are internally determined and structured in their parts and in their
relationsto ather physicd structures— are “transcendentally relative”, asthe Latins said. Let us
take again the example of the bone of a dinosaur. It is a physicd structure. That structure can
cometo be known and, if respeded, can even be madeto tell uswhether it isthe bone of abron-
tosaurus, a pterodaayl, or indeed of some other of the grea reptiles. The Greek and Latin
doctrine of transcendental relation, without using the name, was perfedly grasped by Cuvier
(1769-183%, who made it the basis of modern paleontology and comparative anatomy: “com
mencing our investigations by a caeful survey of any one bone by itself, a person who is uffi-
ciently master of the laws of organic structure may, as it were, recnstruct the whole animal to
which that bone belonged” ,*** the environment essential to such an animal, and so on from part
to part, one thing lealing to another, to encompass eventually — in principle — the whole
physica universe.

But in order to yield upits aets of the physica world and the past, the bone must first of
all be perceved. Thetranscendental relativity of thingsinthe environment provides no morethan
the prospedive foundation for a scientific understanding. The “knomMedge of essences’ arises, if
at all, only in and through the ontologicd charader of the objedive relations that come to be
founded on that transcendental relativity both in perception and (espedally) understanding. The
one perceaving the bone may be anignorant human animal, or indeed an animal other than human.
Asakey to the past and to some scientific knowledge, the boneisin this case wasted, though it
may be excelent to chew on or to use asa dub. However, with luck, the one perceiving the bone,
the one for whom the bone is objedified, may happen to be apaleontologist. In thiscircumstance
the bone becomes a sign, not of a dew toy or of warfare, but of the age of the dinosaurs, and of
some individual and type of individual dinosaur as well. A relation which was once physica
between the bone and the dinosaur whose bone it was now has a chance of being reconstructed
by the scientific mind. Should that happen, a relation once only physicd comes to exist again,
unchanged as a relation — that isto say, in its esential rationale and structure & a relation —
but now existing only as purely objedive.

The bone is not the bone of a shark. It is, and was all along, the bone of a dinosaur. But for
its relation to be redized, either the dinosaur had ill to exist or a sufficiently knowledgeeble
observer had to objedify the bone. Either circumstance givesrise to the ontologicd relation “ of

14 From Cuvier's Recherchesur les ossements fossles des quadupédes of 1812-1825, as cited in Henry Smith
Williams, History of SciencéNew York, 1909), Vol. IV, pp. 164L06.
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adinosaur”,***whereasin the ésenceof both circumstancestherelation as such, but not indeed
the bone as sich (the bone & a physicd structure of cdcium or of stone, etc.), wants for
existence

Now since mind-dependent and mind-independent relations are univocd in their being as
objectiverelations, just thiscircumstance aises. we can be deceaved and cannot alwaystell when
a relationship we have posited for the purpose of understanding some physicd structure, or,
indeed, some aultural structure, isred or unred. We perforcerely on models in order to answer
the question what something is, and models are systems of objedive relations which may or may
not be dugications of a system of physical relations aswell. Insofar asthe model is an acarate
model, that is, insofar as it adually models the physicd structure we seek to understand, it
provides us with the essence, the “quiddity”, of the structure in question, whether that structure
be natural or cultural. Thisneead for modelsisnicdy conveyed in atext Aquinas penned quite late

in hislifelong series of refledtions on ens ut primum cognitum;**®

Itisimpossblefor thehuman mind...to actually understand anything except by the use of modds
intheimagination. ... Thisis something that anyore can experience for themselves, namely, the
fact that when oretriesto understand something, oneformsfor the purpose someimaginary mode
to provide examples in which ore can, as it were, inspect that which ore desires to understand.
Andthenceit isthat even when we wish to make someone dse understand something, we propose
for that personexamples onthe basis of which heor she can formamoadd for understanding And
sordianceonimaginary moddsisnecessary for the human mindto actually understandits proper
object, for only in thisway is the mind able to seea universal nature instantiated in a particular.

These models, Aquinas explains, in which our knowledge of “esences’ physica or cultural
principally, though not exclusively, consists, are not in themselves true or false, though such a
model can be said to be “true” insofar as it adequates the “redity” it has been constructed to
explain by ill ustration.**’

We seethen that the grasp of being as first known (ens ut primum cognitum) is intimately
related to the notion that the human mind can grasp the“essences’ of material things (quidditates

rerum materialium), but that this knowledge has nothing to do with a speda intuition or

115 By contrast, as we have just seen, the bore @ "bone of a dinosaur” is rather a transcendental relation, a subjective
structureof physicd being from which an ortologicd relation can arise, whether in neture or as the objedive basis guiding
the formation of a cognition. See Poinsdifeatise on Signs (1632), esp. 108/3809/3.

118 Thomas AquinasSumma (c.1266), . q. 84. art. 7 c.

17 See AquinasCommentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard (c.1254-1256), Book I, dist. 19. . 5. art. 1. ad 7, p.
55.
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immediate insight into what things are “beyond their sensible goppeaances’. On the wontrary, a
“grasp of anesence” isnormally those very sensible gopeaancesthemselves sibsumed under the
pattern of aset of relations abstradly taken apart from the instances and supposed or considered
to exhibit the unique charader of some objed, whether red or fictional.

Two More Categories

The physica world “iswhat it iS” when the individual human being is born into it as a part.
That physica world intrudes itself through sensation at every point, sometimes brutally. That is
why Peirce cdlsthe physicd interadions among the various parts of the physicd environment,
as including humans and other organisms, “brute secondness'. Firstnessis as a dream out of
which ensreale, the cdegory of Secondness inevitably at times awakens a slegper.

But theredm of secondnessisinitself also astructured redm, both subjedively and intersub-
jedively. Secondness comprises not only red individuals of various rts, but myriads of red
relations among them. To these the mind becoming aware of its surroundings adds relations of
itsown, to organizetheobjediveworld acording to itsown purposesand interests. Thisprocess
together with the asgmilation of some of the environment’s own relations and the sorting out of
the whole network of relations congtitutive of objedivity, constitutes Peirces caegory of
Thirdness

Thus the cadegories are related not as building blocks but as compenetrating dmensions of
human experience & the experience is developed, structured, and constantly modified by the
adion of signs. It isa question of “whether there be alifein Signs’,**® of acounting for the fact
that “symbols grow”.**° The interpenetration of the cadegoriesin the cnstitution of experience
asthat through which the world becomes intelli gible is the whole point of the “New List”. “The
world of fad contains only what is, and not everything that is possble of any description”, Peirce
points out,*?° and hence“the world of fad cannot contain a genuine triad. But though it cannot
contain agenuinetriad, it may be governed by genuinetriads.” So he describes histhird category

118¢.1902: CP 2.111.
1191893: CP 2.302.
120¢,1896: CP 1.478.
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asmarking adefinite position, predsely one of the positionsoccupied by pragmaticism inthefield
121

of philosophicd history:

a position which the pragmaticist hdds and must hdd, whether that cosmological theory be
ultimately sustained a exploded, namely, that the third category — the category of thought,
representation, triadic relation, mediation, genuine thirdness thirdnessas such — isan essntial
ingredient of reality, yet does nat by itself constitute reality, since this category (which in that
cosmology appears as the dement of habit) can have no concrete being without action, as a
separate object onwhich towork its government, just as actioncanna exist without theimmediate
being of feding onwhich to act. Thetruthis that pragmaticism is closdly alli ed to the Hegelian
absoluteideali sm, fromwhich, however, itis auindered by itsvigorousdenial that thethird category
(which Hegdl degrades to a mere stage of thinking) suffices to maketheworld, or iseven so much
as sdf-sufficient. Had Hegd, instead o regardingthefirst two stages with his gmile of contempt,
held onto them asindependent or distinct e ements of thetriune Reality, pragmaticists might have
looked upto hm asthe great vindicator of their truth. ... For pragmaticism belongs essentially to
thetriadic dassof phil osophical doctrines, andis much more essentially so than Hegelianismiis.

Peirce s categorial scheme is neither a scheme designed to expressexclusively what isthere
in the objedive world prior to it and independently of it, as Aristotle’'s was, nor is it a scheme
designed to express exclusively neaessary aspeds of the mind’s own working in developing
discursively the content of experience as Kant’ swas. Peirce s £heme is designed to expressthe
mixture and interweave of mind-dependent and mind-independent relations which constitute
human experienceinitstotality asanetwork of sign relations, a semiotic web (or semiosic web).
Thisweb isaliving tisaue of relations. It not only ties together nature and culture, but it does ©
in a community of understanding, a“community of inquirers’. Asthe spider depends on itsweb
to cachitsfood, so the understanding sustains and nourishesitself fromwhat itsweb of relations
caches of redity and transformsinto culture.

With the help of language, the web of understanding, spun of sign relations, kegxs up contad
over the centuries even with fellow workers of the life of the mind long dead in bodily form. For
the community of inquirers making itsway toward truth inthelong runisnot someisolated band,
but includes all those human beings who have cme before and will come dter us, to the extent
that they weave strandsinto the web that become part of our common heritage, reading fromthe

1211905: CP 5.436.
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depths of the unconscious to the farthest reades of human speaulation in search of what is or
better could be.

It isnot surprising that Peirce in a play of musement, developed a “negleded argument for
the existence of God”,*#? the first serious advancein a msmologicad argument since Aquinas, of
whose “fifth way” the “negleded argument” can be considered a semiotic daboration of much
fuller and more aedible form in a post-Darwinian universe.

122 peirce 1908: CP 6.45285.
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Chapter 5

THE ETHICS OF TERMINOLOGY

Who ever head of such athing? And who but Peirce anong the moderns could even have
dreamed of such athing, let alone proposeit?Next to hispragmaticism, of whichit formsapiece
the ehics of terminology is, perhaps, the most postmodern ideain the Peircean corpus.

General Discussion

| had known of Peirce€ s terminologicad canons as an odd ideg one of many such in Peirce,
which I had no particular reason to ponder until | first posed for myself the question of how,
exaadly, do signswork? It wasin the antext of examining Sebeok’s claim that sign-science and
life-science are m-extensive'*that | first began to discover that Peirce himsdlf, in thisarea had
run afoul of his own rules. Later, in trying to think through the whole matter of the spedes-
spedficadly human use of signs whereby Umwelt becomes L ebenswelt, | began to gain a serious
appredation for the terminologicd canons Peirce had proposed. | found myself using them
enough times, in the end, to have to add an Appendix to The Human Use of Sgns with the
complete list of rules in order to enable readers to seefor themselves “what the shooting was
about”.

| also came to see dealy why this, one of Peirces most important idess, is also his most
negleded idea It is the one feaure of his thought which imposes on his would-be students or
followersthe obligationthoroughly to school themselvesinthe L atin scholasticismasit flourished
before Descartes, an obligation which, for reasons not difficult to imagine, hisadmirers have been
so far amost unanimousin finding waysto avoid. We ae still close enough to modernity that its
pernicious attitude of contempt for previous historicad developments in philosophy breahes
strong, even in the ealy postmodern air. On top of beaming aware of this pernicious attitude,

123 see JohnDedy, "Are Sign-Science and Life-Science Coextensive?', in Biosemiotics. The Semiotic Web 1991, ed.
Thomas A. Sebeok and Jean Umiker-Sebeok (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 19925, 45
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there is the neal to lean Latin to investigate with full seriousness Peirces Latin sources in
semiotics, andthe several other Latin sourcesof even greaer semioticimportancethanthe severa
Peirce heroicdly managed to rediscover. Thisisa dallenge before which most hearts continue
to sink (thoughit isnot nealy so grea ahurdle asthey imagine'®%). Look at the bright side: since
there was no general notion of sign before Augustineg, at least you don’'t have to lean Greek as
well (still, that is advisable).

In my own reading of Peirce at first | thought that his “ethics of terminology” was aurely
some side or subsidiary point. Conversation with Ken Ketner soon disabused me of this notion,
and Profesor Ketner sent me his ealier essay on the point** which showed that, far from being
some secndary issue in Peirce s mind, the matter of ethicsin terminology had preoccupied him
over hisentire caeea asathinker. | am sure that the issue took on the importancethat it did for
Peircefrom hisfirst-hand discovery of the Latin riches, on the one hand, contrasted, on the other
hand, with the dtitude of his late modern contemporaries in general toward the Latins. This
importance in Peirce s mind was compounded in particular by the atitude of present-minded
dismissl of the pre-Descartes past of philosophy by those who considered him a “fellow
pragmatist”, but who had no understanding of scholastic redism nor hence of the pragmaticism
to which such redism is esential. His peas wanted nothing to do with the results he had
developed fromthe Latin past, ill | essdid they want anything to do with the resped he had late
developed for that Latin past.

Looking into the matter further, | found that Peirce€ sideas on the dhics of terminology, for
depth and seriousness redly had no counterpart in previous philosophy. True, there ae super-
ficialy similar formulations to be found in some ealy modern authors, such as Francis Baoon
(1561-162%"*°and L ocke himself;*#’ but the operativetermhereis* superficial”, asa mmparative

124 seethe encouraging and acaurate remarks onthe eae of learning the Latin of Aquinasin A.D. Sertill anges’ classc
discussion from 1934The Intellectual Life, trans. Mary Ryan (Westminster, MD: Newman Press 1948, esp. pp. 112 "A
man who would allow himself to be deterred by dlght eff ort needed to make hisway abou alanguage that an ordinary
mind can master in two months would na deserve to have interest wasted on his mental training'; for, as the translator
explains (p. 112 nde 1), "the Thomist vocabulary is 9 limited, the turns of speedt so dften reaur and are so freefrom the
features that make Latin difficult that really only laziness leggtate when atreasure is to be had at the price of so dight
aneffort." Be dl that asit may, it remains that reading the Latin of Aquinasis like looking throughmiles of the deaest
water,an experience well worth the having,, and ore never acheived in the mmparatively muddyreading o even the best
English "translations".

125K enneth Laine Ketner, "Peirce s Ethics of Termindogy'Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society (Fall, 1987),
XVIl.4, 327-347.

126 seeFrancis Baan, Novum Organum (1620), ed. Thomas Fowler (Oxforti389; English trans. and ed. by Fulton
H. Anderson, The New Organon (Indianapolis, IN: Bobbs-Merrill, 1960). See further John Deely and AntRoRyssll,
"Francis Bamn", bibliographicd entry for the Encyclopedic Dictionary of Semiotics, Thomas A. Sebeok, General Editor
(Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1986), Tome 1-G8.

127 ocke,An Essay concerning Humane Understanding (1690), Book IIl, Ch. X.
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reading of the various proposalsrapidly shows. Applicaionsof suchideasobviousideasasBawn
and Locke outlined were explicitly made in modern times in the development of biology and
chemistry. To this extent, it can be said that Peirce s refledions on this question were “a aul-
mination of scientific traditions antedating him by at least two centuries’.*?® But the ailmination
S0 excedls the forebeas as to stand sans pareil .

Corrington*?° notesin regard to Peirce  sview that the philosopher “must always be caeful to
shape aterm so that itsintegrity and scope ae truly commensurate with its sibjed matter”, and
“must always probe into the full connotation and denotation of any technica term”. But these
observations, while true, verge on platitudinous unless they are combined with a serioudly
historicd temper of mind, and hence go not at al to the heat of Peircé s ethicd clamsin this
matter. Putnam,**°in an ad of ritual symbolism in the politics of acaleme caried to the point of
farce, draws an analogy — as condescending in tone & it is otiose in substance — between
Peirce s “charming sedion on the ehics of terminology” and Quine’s “Mathematosis™ .***

So it becane dea to methat Peircemust still be, after his1905try in The Monist to convince
the pragmatiststhat they were far from pragmaticism, “awaiting in vain” — albeit now from afar
— “some particularly opportune njuncture of circumstancesthat might serveto recommend his
notions of the d@hics of terminology”. Let us seif, between Ketner’slone essay and the present,
such a onjuncture of circumstances might not have come aout through the development of our
four previous chapters of this present work!

In the extraordinary document crystallizing Peirce s refledions on the ehicd obligations
incumbent on philosophers in their use of terms, what needs to be spedally attended to among
the various gricturesisthefad that care in choice of terms presupposes most fundamentally the
recognition and acceptance of an historical obligation in intelledual justiceto keep a kind of
running acount of the dedsiveachievaments of our predecessors. Theraison d ére for such an
acounting is “to ke the essence of every scientific term unchanged and exad”, yet while
meding at the sametime the duty of supdying new terms and families of cognate terms(asinthe
case of semiotics) falli ng “ upon the personswho introducethe new conception”.**?Balancein this
twofold effort means that the duty of introducing new terms is “not to be undertaken without a
thorough knowledge of the principles and alarge a@uaintancewith the detail s and history of the

128 Ketner,loc. cit,, 327.

1290p. cit, 51.

130|n K. L. Ketner, ed.Reasoning and the Logic of Thingdambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992), p. 93.

181 5ee WV. O. Quine, "Mathematosis', in Quiddities(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1987), 127-129.
The euphony with "halitosis" is probably without significance.

132 peirce 1903: "The Ethics of Terminology", CP 2.222.
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spedal terminology in which it is to take place nor without a sufficient comprehension of the
principles of word-formation of the national language, nor without a proper study of the laws of
symbols in general”.*** In other words, Peirce would convince us that ethics in the use of
terminology is of a piecewith the communitarian neture of anthroposemiotic progressin the
pursuit of truth. The dfort isof apiecewith hisconviction that a semiotic view of logic presents
that subjed, cold and barren when taken narrowly, as the very ethics of understanding itself,
performing for thought what moral principles perform for behavior.

Thishistoricd dimension of the growth of symbolsinthe spedes-spedficaly human commun-
ication system (langue as opposed to parole, we might say) Peircesaw as providing our main and
often only safeguard against “arbitrary dictation in scientific matters’. An example of such
arbitrary dictation is the sort of short-sighted present-mindedness transmitted from classcd
modernity into twentieth-century philosophy by the eaily pretensions of Rusll and Wittgenstein
to have solved or disolved all the problems of philosophicd tradition,*** thus perpetuating the
modern twili ght well into the postmodern dawn.

In the cae of philosophy as such (which heremeans smply any foundational inquiry of a
doctrinalrather than hypdhetica nature'®) thereisboth "positiveneed of popuar wordsin pop
ularsenses ... asobjedsof its gudy’ (an example would be the subjedive-objedive dichotomy
of modern parlance), anda"peauliar nead of alanguagedistinct and detached from the dmmmon
speech.. so oulandish that loose thinkers will not be tempted to barow its words'.**® With
respecto thislatter language, thoughit may indeed eventually influencethe popuar speed and
in somemeasure become in turn part thereof (just as disastroudy happened with Kant' s use of
‘subjedive’ and ‘objedive), in the interim, "if a reader does not know the meaning d the
words,it isinfinitely better that he shoud know that he does not know" (which hdds equally
for thefemalereader, if we aeto updite in gender-neutral terms Peirce s 19th century gender-
specific phrases).

133 |pid.

134 See, for analysis, John Deely, "Reference to the Non-Existm@Thomist XXXIX.2 (April, 1975), 253-308.

135 Or of a menascopic rather than an idioscopic charader, as Peirce would say (seencdte 19, p. 13 above). On the
contrasbetweentherel ative gppropriatenesstoday of thetermsscientiaanddoctrinato charaderizephil osophicd knowledge
assuch, seeJohnDedy, "On the Notion "Doctrineof Signs'", Appendix | in Introducing Semiotic, pp. 127-130;"Doctrine",
terminologicakentry for the Encyclopedic Dictionary of Semiotics, ed. Thomas A. Sebeok et al. (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter),
Tomel, p. 214 "What' sinaName?'Semiotica 22/1-2 (1978, 151-181;and"LookingBad ona Theory of Semiotics: One
Small Step for Phil osophy, One Giant Legp for a Doctrine of Signs’, in Reading Eco. An Anthology, ed. Rocco Capozz
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997), pp-B8L.

136 Peirce 1903 2.223 And here we see aain the disdain that Peirce had aaquired for literary pretensions paraded as
philosophyHewastooealy for that terminal modern development cal ed deconstruction, but he anticipated itsconsequences
in philosophy and, with his ethics of terminology, would have forestalled them rather completely.
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The Rules Themselves

Somuch byway of introduction. Here, then, intheform of seven rules,** with an eighth that
| propase @ needed in hindsight'**to completetheli &, arethefina resultsof Peirce srefledions
on terminology as he codified them eleven years before his death.

First. To take painsto avoid foll owing any recommendation d an arbitrary nature & to the use
of philosophical terminology.

Second. To avoid usingwords and phrasesof vernaaular origin astechnicd termsof phil osophy.

Third. To usethe schalastic termsin their angli cised formsfor phil osophicd conceptions, so far
as these are strictly applicable; and never to use them in other than their proper senses.

Fourth. For ancient phil osophicd conceptions overlooked bythe scholastics, to imitate, as well
as | can, the ancient expression.

Fifth. For predse philosophicd conceptionsintroduced into phlosophysincethe middle ayes,
to use the anglicised form tfe origina expresson, if nat positively unsuitable, but only
in its precise original sense.

Sxth. For phil osophicd conceptionswhich vary byahair' shbreadth from thosefor which suitable
termsexist, to invent terms with a due regard for the usages of philosophicd terminology
andthose of the English language but yet with a distinctly technicd appeaance Before
proposingaterm, nation, or other symbal, to consider maturely whether it perfedly suitsthe
conceptionand will | end itself to every occasion, whether it interferes with any existing
term,and whether it may na creae a1 inconvenienceby interfering with the expresson o
some conception that may heredter be introduced into philosophy.*® Having orce
introduceda symboal, to consider myself amost as much bound byit as if it had been
introducedby somebody else; and after others have acceted it, to consider myself more
bound to it than anybody el$8.

Seventh. To regard it as needful to introduce new systems of expressonwhen new conredions
of importancebetween conceptions cometo be made out, or when such systems cen, in any
way, positively subserve the purposes of philosophical study.

137 From "The Ethics of Terminology" of 1903, CP 2.226.

138 Needed for the speaulative and historica reasonsclea from the present discussonaswell asfrom themoretechnica
one developed ifthe Human Use of Signs.

139 take this dricture in Rule 6 against employing terms that may "creae an inconvenience by interfering with the
expressionof some cnception that may heredter be introduced into philosophy" to be a monitum against propasing
terminology designed and intendeddtock further inquiry, such as the analytic atempt to rule discusson d mind ou of
philosophy, the behaviorist attempt to rule discussion of consciousness out of psychdleggtemnpt of the officers of
theLingustic Society of Paristo rule discusson d theorigin of spedes-spedficaly humanlanguegeout of linguistics, rather
than a requirement, obviously preposterous, to divine the particulars of future developments of human understanding.

14050 has Sebeok perforce had to stand by his coinage of zodsemiosis, now improved by the umlaut.
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Eighth. To scrutinize ®ntemporary epistemological problems in the light of late Latin
developmentsvhich the moderns negleded, as an aid in determining the dioices of
terminology most suitable for postmodern considerations.

Conclusion

Letthiscompleteour discusson d Peirce asthefounder of postmoderntimes. Hisisthefirst
philosophyto be mncaved from start to finish in light of the doctrine of signs, and what we
haveleaned ower the canturiesabou the central rolethat signsplay in gvingto ou experience
that part of its structure whence the intelligibility of the sensible world derives.

Theore aithor after Peircewho contributes most to the consolidation and definitive estab-
lishmentof a postmodern spirit in phlosophy is Martin Heidegger (1889-1976). Although
Heidegger'phil osophy tes neither the scope of Peirce sthough nor the darity asto the being
of signas central to the development of human understanding, what Heidegger does contribute
at the foundations of the postmodern aganisinrcompromising clarity and rigor that exceeds
Peirce’sown in focusing onthe cantral problem of human understanding vis-a-visthe nation o
Umwelt, wherein arises within experience the distinction between ojed and thing unar the
notion of ens primum cognitum. This heretofore negleded problem is what is central to the
problematicof philosophyin a postmodern age. This problem is the groundand soil of the
doctrine of signs, whose developmentthe way of signs' — constitutes the positive essence
of postmodernity.

Theorigina vindicaion d theground d asemiotic consciousness attained at the end d the
Latin Age, forgotten in modern philosophy, and recvered and developed anew by Peircein
exploring the bladk hde in modern consciousnessof what happened in phlosophy between
Ockham and Descartes, lay in thematic redizaionthat any dvison o sign propased must
first be understoodin the light of what it isthat is being dvided. In the spirit of that origina
realization,and becaise it is principaly throughthat thema that Peirce s own work and even
more the study of thatork by subsequent inquirers leals to arecouping d the philosophicd
tradition and appredation d the historicd dimension implicit in every attainment of human
understandingl, have kept my consideration of Peirce strictly within the general purview of
signumasamode of beingindiff erent to the subjedive sourceof itsredizationin what it has of
purerelation. | have said nahingabou Peirce smain propaosal for thedivison d signintoicons
(or sign-vehicles related to their significaes on the basis of a resemblance), indices (sign-
vehiclesrelated to their significates on the basis of a @wnnedion in physicd causality), and
symbolgsign-vehiclesrelated to their significaesonthe basis of ahabit or stipulation), becaise
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| have been concerned exclusively with thase parts of his miotic necessary to understand the
prior general notion of sign which is thus divided.

Theolder divisionsof sign, such asinto "natural™ and"conventional”, or into "forma" and
"instrumental” turned ou to be drawn more from considerations which were acedental to the
sign’sproper being, which isnaot to say that they do nd have plenty of meritsthat warrant, and
will I am surereceve, further discussonin appropriate mntexts asthe pastmodern age unfolds.
Peirce’sdivison hesfound geder currency thantheolder divisions, | susped, nat only because
it ismorerecent, but also because it has the distinctive merit of being ore more diredly drawn
fromthebeing poper to signthan wasthe caewith thehistoricdly prior divisons(eventhough
this has not been the consciously stated motivation for adopting Pegireptsal in the mind
of a single commentator so far).

Weread here one of the boundiries between history asastory of what hasoccurred or been
accomplished by previous thinkers and histasit is smething being acempli shed through
thediscourse of present interlocutors. At the turn of the 21st century, most of what neelsto be
saidin semiotics, thedoctrine andthemeunifyingthe entirety of Peirce scor pus philosophicum,
be it remembered, has yet to be said. We ae talking abou, as Peirceliked to say, an esse in
futuro. But this much is already clean:thematizing the sign, Peirce definitively destroyed the
underlying assumption unifying classcd modern thought from Descartes through Kant; and in
recovering at ahigher level the posshility of agrasp of being initsunrestricted amplitude & both
mind-dependent and mind-independent, he & once brought philosophy to a standpoint
transcending the controversy betweenredi smand idedi sm inthe modern senseof that opposition.
In so doing, without fully adverting to it, he defined and crossed the frontier of postmodernity in
philosophy, whose positive esence as | have agued, will prove to be the playing out of the
consequences of having entered upon the way of signs.

Here we engage amatter of one of the grea changes of age in philosophy, comparable to the
4" century breek of the Latin Age with the ancient Greek tradition, or of the 17" century bresk
of modern times from the Latin Age. For the moment, there can be no more question of history,
except in the revisionist sense of bregking down the false picture of Latin scholasticism that has
becomethe” standard outline” of the history of philosophy astold after Descartes. Apart fromthis
task of historicd revision such as | tried to exemplify in my recent book on ealy modern
philosophy, New Beginnings, however, the history of philosophy is not what isin question, but
the doing of philosophy in a postmodern context, the history of which awaits the further
development of the doctrine of signs at the hands of those living today in order to be susceptible
of being written some generations hence
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