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System of Citation

All citations of sources are given in the body of this study. Citations to writings other than those by Charles Sanders Peirce are given as follows: Author, date of work cited, and page of text cited - e.g., (Kent 1987,15). For complete bibliographical data, consult the list of "References" at the end of this study. All citations to writings by Peirce are also given in the body of this study, (following the customary procedures in Peirce scholarship) though different works are cited in different ways. I follow the customary way of citing the Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce (volume 1-8); for example, "5.424" refers to volume 5 of the Collected Papers and paragraph 424 in volume 5. In many cases where the date of a text from this work is relevant to the discussion, it is given along with the volume number and paragraph. References to the Writings of Charles S. Peirce: A Chronological Edition (volumes 1-3) follow the form recommended by the editorial staff of the Peirce Edition Project. In this case, "W1:400" refers to volume 1, page 400, of the Writings. References to Charles Sanders Peirce. Contributions to the Nation (volumes 1-3) are given as follows: CN, vol. 11, 277; references to The New Elements of Mathematics, edited by Carolyn Eisle, are given as follows: NEM, vol. and page. Finally, the references to Peirce's unpublished manuscripts are identified in terms of the numbers used by Houghton Library at Harvard University; references to the manuscripts are indicated by MS, followed by the number of the manuscript. In most cases, page references are to Peirce's own page numbers; in some cases, however, these are to the system used by Kenneth Laine Ketner at the Institute for Studies in Pragmaticism (Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas). The difference will be obvious, since references in accord with Professor Ketner's system will always involve five digits (e.g.. 00036. this being the designation for the 36th page of the manuscript). The source for dates and other information regarding the unpublished manuscripts is Richard S. Robin's Annotated Catalogue the Papers of the Charles S. Peirce.

My own study of Peirce has tried to take full advantage of what Max H. Fisch, Kenneth Laine Ketner, and Christian J. W Kloesel identify as "The New Tools of Peirce Scholarship, with Particular Reference to Semiotic" (1979, pp. 1-17). In addition, this study has tried to do justice, within a specific context, to the following claim of these three authors: "Peirce is found to be both constructing and utilizing his semiotic spectacles -through which every serious student, Peircean or otherwise, should learn to look and must look to understand and properly apply this very intriguing, albeit difficult, general theory of signs" (1979, 13).

Introduction

In the words of Charles Sanders Peirce, "The man who puts pen to paper to produce anything like a treatise should, for his readers' sake, and for his own, begin by defining what his book is intended to tell" (CN, vol. 2, 277; 1900). Indeed, it is nothing less than "the primary rule of the ethics of rhetoric that every prose composition should begin by informing the reader what its aim is, with sufficient precision to enable him to decide whether to read it or not. If the title can do this, all the better" (CN, vol. 2, 276). My hope is that the title of this study sufficiently conveys my intention. If not, let me add here that my aim is to present the innovative approach to the self that is implied by Peirce's general theory of signs. To some extent, Peirce himself articulated the view of the self implied in this theory; however, to a significant degree, he left this view implicit. Even so, what he has written points out the direction in which he would have developed his portrait of the person. In addition, there has been some effort on the part of several commentators to trace the direction of Peirce's thought in this context.

Nonetheless, the exposition of Peirce's views regarding the self is no easy task. Part of the difficulty here stems from Peirce's style, taking this term in a broad sense to include both the way he wrote and the way he thought (including, of course, the way he philosophized). Yet, this is only part of the difficulty; for what Peirce specifically said about the self has appeared even to deeply sympathetic commentators as a largely unsatisfactory account. Hence, while the writings of Peirce, in general, pose a number of challenges for any expositor of his thought, his view of the self, in particular, presents difficulties of its own. Let me comment on both sources of difficulty, beginning with the more general ones.

The first of these is the density of Peirce's prose. Many intelligent persons of good will have experienced great difficulty in reading his writings. He himself claimed: "One of the most extreme and most lamentable of my incapacities is my incapacity for linguistic expression" (MS 632, 5-6). This is, in my estimation, too harsh an assessment of his own linguistic facility; he could write with clarity and even grace. However, he was, on principle, committed to sacrificing literary elegance for scientific precision (see, e.g., 5.13). Moreover, although he insisted that all thinking necessarily relies upon symbols, he admitted that his own thinking only infrequently depended upon words (but one species of symbol). In fact, in MS 619 ("Studies in Meaning"), Peirce acknowledged that visual diagrams constituted his "natural language of self-communion" (MS 619, 8).

We get, in effect, an interesting explanation of this personal propensity when Peirce attempts to capture the cast of Alfred Russell Wallace's mind. Because of Wallace's disposition to express himself in maps and diagrams, Peirce felt inclined to classify him as a mathematical thinker. But, to think in any manner (mathematical or otherwise) is to participate in a process analogous to the give-and-take of conversation. Early in his career, he noted: "Thought, says Plato, is a silent speech of the soul with itself. If this be admitted immense consequences follow; quite unrecognized, I believe, hitherto" (W 2: 172; 1868). Then, late in his life, he wrote: "It cannot be too often repeated that all thought is dialogue' (MS 283, 56 [variant]; 1905). And, in fact, he did not hesitate to repeat this assertion countless times. One such occasion was a review of a biography of Wallace. Here, he stated:

Meditation is dialogue. "I says to myself, says I," is the vernacular account of it; and the most minute and tireless study of logic only fortifies this conception. The majority of men commune with themselves in words. The physicist, however, thinks of experimenting, of doing something and awaiting the result. The artist, again, thinks about pictures and visual images, and largely in pictured bits; while the musician thinks about, and in, tones. Finally, the mathematician clothes his thought in mental diagrams, which exhibit regularities and analogies of abstract forms almost quite free from the feelings that would accompany real perceptions. A person who from childhood has habitually made his reflections by experimenting upon mental diagrams, will ordinarily lack the readiness in conversation that belongs to one who always thought in words, and will naturally infer that he lacks talent for speech when he only lacks practice. (CN, vol. 111, 258-59)

Whether it be due to a lack of talent or a lack of practice, Peirce felt himself deficient in his ability to use language. In addition, his writings occasion enough difficulty for intelligent and benevolent readers to think that his sense of deficiency was, in some measure, justified.

However, Peirce is far less difficult and far more accessible than many of his critics maintain. What most likely stands in the way of appreciating him is not so much his style of writing as his style of philosophizing. Peirce's way of philosophizing is at once intensely challenging and currently unfashionable. Even so, it is possible that his distinctive conception of philosophical inquiry more clearly reveals the way to a recovery of philosophy than any other contemporary conception. As Alfred North Whitehead recognized, "philosophy is not-or at least, should not be-a ferocious debate between irritable professors" (1937, 125). However, this is precisely what it still too often is. Perhaps, if we as philosophers can move toward a Peircean ideal of cooperative inquiry, philosophy will recover-rather than deconstruct -itself No doubt, strong historical and cultural factors contribute to the individualistic and antagonistic character of 'philosophical discourse; even so, historical and cultural forces also prompt philosophy to become a more communal and cooperative endeavor.

I noted earlier that Peirce was, in principle, committed to sacrificing literary elegance for scientific precision. In practice, this meant that he felt the necessity to coin technical terms where ordinary language was unduly imprecise. Thus, his writings are strewn with neologisms. Many of his linguistic inventions have forbidding visages.

Peirce's need to coin new words was rooted in his conception of philosophy as a science. However, this very conception is in our time likely to pose an obstacle to an appreciation of Peirce's contributions, for the view that philosophy ought to aspire to the status of a science is taken by many to have been thoroughly exploded (e.g., Rorty 1979; also 1982). To make matters even more difficult, Peirce conceived philosophy to be systematic as well as scientific; indeed, in his own mind, these were inseparable aspects of an adequate notion of philosophical inquiry. The various sciences are not simply a random collection of separate pursuits;

they ought to be seen as parts of a system.

Yet, this also suggests a view of philosophy that, for many today, has been completely discredited. For perhaps the majority of intellectuals today, the will to a system represents, at best, "a lack of integrity" (Nietzsche 1889 [1968], 25) and, at worst, a will to dominate-indeed to terrorize. In the words of Lyotard,

The nineteenth and twentieth centuries have given us as much terror as we can take. We have paid a high enough price for the nostalgia of the whole and the one, for the reconciliation of the concept and the sensible, of the transparent and the communicable experience. Under the general demand for slacken ing and for appeasement, we can hear the mutterings of the desire for a return of terror, for the realization of the fantasy I to seize reality. The answer is: Let us wage a war on totality... (Lyotard 1979 [1984], 81-82)

This deep distrust of all attempts to present a comprehensive vision is rooted in the conviction that there is an intrinsic connection between a theory of the totality and the practices of totalitarians. However, such a connection must be painstakingly established and not simply assumed.

But, insofar as such assumptions are made today, there is a contemporary obstacle to attaining an interior understanding of Peirce's philosophical project - for he desired to be both systematic and scientific. Peirce confessed in a letter to James: Pluralism "does not satisfy either my head or my heart" (8.262; 1905). Yet in another letter to this same person, he acknowledged his debt to Schelling, noting: "one thing I admire about him [Schelling] is his freedom from the trammels of system, and his holding himself uncommitted to any previous utterance. In that, he is like a scientific man" (Perry 1935, vol. 2, 415-16).

Finally, it is all too easy for those who have studied intensively the writings of Peirce to get so caught up in his "system" that they come to see it as a place in which to dwell rather than a point from which to proceed. Nevertheless, Peirce's outlines for a classification of the sciences were not intended as a shelter from either the rough and tumble of ordinary experience or the twists and turns of scientific discovery; they were intended as aids to inquiry. just as Peirce thought that the most unpardonable intellectual sin was to block the road of inquiry (1.135), he thought that among the most profitable intellectual work was to map the paths of inquiry (cf. Kent 1987,17-19). His outlines for a classification of the sciences are just this-attempts to map the paths of inquiry, with special attention being paid to the precise points of intersection among these paths. That is, their function is principally heuristic; they show the direction in which a path of inquiry might be pushed and the sources by which the footsteps of an inquirer might be illuminated. Thus, judging Peirce in terms of the criterion he most prized, we are obliged to say: If there is any value to what Peirce has written, it resides in the power of these writings to open fields of inquiry and, once having opened these fields, to offer assistance on how to cultivate the areas. As Peirce himself noted, his writings are "meant for people who want to find out; and people who want philosophy ladled out to them can go elsewhere. There are philosophical soup shops at every comer, thank God!" (1.11).

Thinkers who above all else desire to find out how the truth of things stands are, by virtue of that desire, scientists. Such thinkers exhibit a form of eros, the love of discovering what is not yet known. However, this form of eros has been far too absent among philosophers. Not only did Peirce draw a very sharp distinction between thinkers trained in laboratories and those educated in seminaries; he claimed that the infantile condition of philosophical inquiry was due to the fact that philosophy "has been pursued by men who have not been nurtured in dissecting-rooms and other laboratories, and who consequently have not been animated by the true scientific Eros; but who have on the contrary come from theological seminaries, and have consequently been inflamed with a desire to amend the lives of themselves and others, a spirit no doubt more important than the love of science, for men in average situations, but radically unfitting them for the task of scientific investigation" (1.620). Accordingly, the distinction between laboratory- and seminary-trained philosophers rests not so much on where a person is educated as on what a person loves. Thinkers who love only the truth already in their possession and, thus, conceive their task as a steadfast and uncompromising defense of their property would count for Peirce as seminary philosophers. In contrast, thinkers who love above all else the truth yet to be discovered and, hence, envision their role to be that of a painstaking and cooperative inquirer would count for Peirce as laboratory philosophers. It should be no surprise then (as Kenneth Laine Ketner points out) that "Persons who have had no actual significant experiences with laboratory methods have a handicap to overcome in achieving an understanding of Peirce's work" (1983b, 81 n. 24).

So much, then, for those aspects of Peirce's style that are likely to erect stumbling blocks for many contemporary readers. In addition to these general barriers to understanding, there are Peirce's specific discussions of the self. A number of commentators appear to think that these discussions do not add up to a theory of the self, but even if they do, this theory is woefully inadequate. Indeed, Peirce is frequently taken to have expressed wildly inconsistent and simply wild views about the nature and status of the self. In fact, his treatment of this topic is taken to be, even by sympathetic and informed commentators (e.g., Manley Thompson and Richard Bernstein), the weakest part of his entire philosophy. In Chapter Four, I shall explicitly defend Peirce against the specific charges of these (and other) critics.

Somewhat late in his life, Peirce came to recognize the true significance of what he called the normative -,sciences (cf. Potter 1967, 3; Kent 1987, 15). Individually, these sciences are aesthetics, ethics and logic. Collectively, the task of these sciences is to discover "how Feeling, Conduct, and Thought, ought to be controlled supposing them to be subject in a measure, and only in a measure, to self-control, exercised by means of self-criticism, and the purposive formation of habit, as common sense tells us they are in a measure controllable" (MS 655, 24; 1910). Part and parcel of Peirce's eventual recognition of the central significance of the normative sciences is that any theory of signs truly committed to making its ideas clear must bring into prominence such topics as agency and autonomy. In the context of semiotics as a theory of reasoning (reasoning itself being the form of semiosis in which Peirce was most deeply interested), he argues that self-governance is rooted in self-observation and self-criticism. This position is perhaps most clearly formulated in MS 280 ("The Basis of Pragmaticism" c. 1905). Here, Peirce admits that "The conception of the functioning of a sign, as such, is a hard one to analyze" (MS 280, variant 30). Even so, one approach would be to analyze this functioning in terms of an exchange between a graphist and an interpreter, a producer of signs and a receiver of them. If the exchange between the two parties is to operate at the level of argumentation (cf. 6.456), then what must we assume about the character of both the graphist-mind and the interpreter-mind? In Peirce's own words,

The two minds must be capable of coming to an understanding and of observing when it is reached. This supposes a power of deliberate self-controlled thinking. Now nothing can be controlled that cannot be observed while it is in action. It is there requisite that both minds, but especially the Graphist-mind, should have a power of self-observation. Moreover, control sup. poses a capacity in that which is to be controlled of acting in accordance with definite general tendencies of a tolerably stable nature, which implies a reality in this governing principle. But these habits... must be capable of being modified according to some ideal in the mind of the controlling agent; and this controlling agent is to be the very same as the agent controlled, the control extending even to the modes of control themselves, since we suppose that the interpreter-mind under the guidance of the Graphist-mind discusses the rationale of logic itself. Taking all these factors into account, we should come to the same conclusion that common-sense would have jumped to at the outset; namely, that the Graphist-mind and interpreter-mind must have all the characters of personal intellects possessed of moral natures. (MS 280, variant 31-32)

Accordingly, Peirce's general theory of signs, insofar as it is a normative account of reasoning, entails a commonsensical understanding of human agency. In light of this understanding, agents are beings who possess the power to exercise real, although limited, control over the course of their conduct. At the conclusion of Chapter Four and at the center of Chapter Five, Peirce's semiotic portrait of human agency is examined in detail. His refusal to eliminate the acting subject along with the Cartesian cogito is one of the important respects in which Peirce's semiotic vision is superior to the antihumanist orientation of Saussure's structuralist and poststructuralist offspring. For these offspring, the decentering of the subject amounts to nothing less than the liquidation of the agent; for Peirce, the repudiation of the Cartesian starting point means the recovery of flesh-and-blood actors who are continuously defining themselves through their give-and-take relationships with both the natural world and each other. Here is a difference that surely makes a difference (cf. 5.404). Let me conclude this Introduction by revealing more fully than I have thus far the character and the course of the following discussion. This study of Peirce is neither strictly systematic nor straightforwardly chronological, though it is deeply informed by both a desire to be faithful to Peirce's architectonic conception of scientific inquiry and an awareness of how his views evolved. The third chapter takes the most explicit account of Peirce's system of the sciences, while the fourth and fifth chapters are most explicit about the way in which his understanding of semiosis and, thus, of subjectivity developed over the course of his career as an investigator of the signs of the self.

The first chapter considers Peirce's general theory of signs as such, whereas the following four examine specific applications of this theory (in particular, Peirce's semiotic approach to self and mind). In Chapter One ("Is Peirce's Theory of Signs Truly General?"), a fundamental conceptual revolution is noted. In opposition to the dominant mentalist tradition that has defined signs as the expressions of minds, Peirce proposed a thoroughgoing semiotic perspective in which the reality of mind is seen as essentially the development of a system of signs. The mind is a species of semiosis. Accordingly, signs are not to be explained by reference to some occult and intrinsically private power called ,mind ,' but the mind itself is to be explained in terms of those manifest and inherently intersubjective processes called semioses. (However, as I argue in the concluding chapter, this conceptual revolution does not entail a reductionistic view of human consciousness; the semiotic approach to mind and subjectivity does not commit one to an epiphenomenalist position.) Although this conceptual revolution in how to investigate the mind is noted in the opening chapter, the focus of the chapter is Peirce's general theory of signs rather than any specific application of this theory. More specifically, the focus is a correct understanding of the central concept of Peircean semiotic, namely, semiosis or sign-activity.

In Chapter Two ("Semiosis and Subjectivity"), I examine the validity of a position defended by Umberto Eco in A Theory of Semiotics. In this work, Eco contends that a general theory of signs cannot, in principle, consider the concrete user of signs. In other words, what Peirce called semiotic and Eco calls semiotics cannot deal with subjectivity. In arguing for this position, Eco appeals for support to the writings of Peirce. One of my objectives in this chapter is to show that, although a general, formal theory of signs necessarily abstracts from the concrete, historical participants in semiosis, such a theory nonetheless yields an array of concepts that are indispensable for an understanding of subjectivity. Another goal is to demonstrate that a faithful interpretation of Peircean semiotics points in exactly the opposite direction of Eco's insistence that the sign-user falls outside the scope of sign-theory.

In the context of this critique, a semiotic account of human subjectivity (and a distinctively Peircean account at that) is outlined.

In Chapter Three ("The Relevance of Peirce's Semiotics to Psychology"), a theme hinted at in the previous chapter is explored more fully; namely, how Peirce himself conceived the relationship between the general theory of signs and the experimental study of the mind. In Chapter Four ("Peirce's Account of the Self"), I trace the stages in the evolution of Peirce's semiotic account of human selfhood; and in the final chapter ("Inwardness and Autonomy"), I investigate the way in which Peirce, within his uncompromisingly semiotic framework, accounts for the inwardness and autonomy characteristic of human agents.

This book draws upon not only Peirce's published writings but also his unpublished manuscripts. Moreover, it does not discuss Peirce in isolation from other figures either in the history of semiotics or the philosophy of the mind but rather compares and contrasts him with such figures. The hope underlying this book is to show that Peirce's study of signs is powerful in a way that has been little appreciated. It provides an important and, I believe, indispensable means to realize more deeply the Socratic ideal of knowing ourselves.

Chapter One
Is Peirce's Theory of Signs Truly General?

This chapter is not, of course, the place to present a comprehensive account of Peirce's general theory of signs. Nonetheless, if we are to understand the distinctive character of his semiotic approach to mental phenomena in general and to human subjectivity in particular, we must have a clear understanding of how he views sign-activity; for it is in terms of semiosis (i.e., sign-activity) that Peirce attempts to explain both mind and selfhood.

In order to attain such an understanding, two remarks by Peirce himself are worth recalling. The first concerns an important feature of philosophical distinctions. The relevance of this remark is that when Peirce explains what he means by sign-activity he characteristically distinguishes it from dynamical action. For example, in a manuscript on pragmaticism, we read: "All dynamical action, or action of brute force, physical or psychical, either takes place between two subjects ... or at any rate is a resultant of such actions between pairs. But by 'semiosis' I mean, on the contrary, an action, or influence, which is, or involves, a cooperation of three subjects, such as a sign, its object, and its interpretant, this tri-relative influence not being in any way resolvable into actions between pairs" (5.484). But, as Peirce remarks in a different context, "A philosophical distinction emerges gradually into consciousness; there is no moment in history before which it is altogether unrecognized, and after which it is perfectly luminous" (2392; cf, 5.263; 5.311). A distinction of this sort is always already present in some form and yet never completely clear. The fundamental task of the philosophical inquirer, then, is one of appropriation and articulation, the appropriation of that which has already been made clear and the articulation of that which has not yet been clarified. This implies a respect for tradition and an openness to innovation. Such respect and openness are manifest in the inquiries of Peirce into the nature of semiosis. It was precisely this respect that led Peirce to open the dusty folios of the medieval schoolmen and this openness that leads us to turn continuously to his investigations of signs for insight and orientation.

The second remark concerns how ideas attain clarity. In an unpublished manuscript, Peirce wrote "scientific conceptions [and, it is crucial to note here, he intended semiotic as a science of signs] have always first become clear in debates. And this is an important tru th" (MS 586). In light of this, it seems most appropriate to present Peirce's conception of semiosis in the context of a debate. Such is, in fact, how I shall proceed in this chapter. Indeed, the "important truth" that conceptions become clarified in controversies will be adopted as a hermeneutic principle throughout the present study Let us now turn to a dispute regarding the generality of Peirce's definition of semiosis, a dispute that brings into focus the deepest drive of his semiotic investigations.

I
In an article entitled 'Just How General is Peirce's General Theory of Signs?" Max Fisch answers the question posed in this title by asserting that "Peirce's general theory of signs is so general as to entail that, whatever else anything may be, it is also., a sign" (Fisch 1986, 357). In other words, anything and everything is a sign to some degree and in some respect. However, the being of anything is not exhausted in its being a sign; in fact, in order for anything to be a sign, it must be something other than a sign (see, e.g., MS 7, 000004). In a more recent paper, "Signs, Interpretation and the Social World,' Beth Singer argues that there is a fatal flaw in Peirce's general definition of sign. The flaw in this definition is that it is not general enough: it defines the term sign in the sense of "sign of" and, thus, makes it essential to a sign that it stand for something else (1987, 95; cf. B. Singer 1983, 112 ff).

However, "not everything meaningful refers; not every sign is a 'sign of' [something else]" (1987, 95; cf. B. Singer 1983, 114). In order to show this, Singer gives several counterexamples to the Peircean definition of a sign as anything- that stands for something (its object) to something else (its interpretant). Three such examples are a grammatical connective (and), an imperative command (Stop!) and a musical note. Thus, Peirce's definition appears to apply only to representational signs; this limitation prevents it from being a truly general definition.

But an all-encompassing definition is precisely what Peirce tried to formulate. Hence in MS 675, he wrote "I am bound to show what unity there can be in a study which embraces all signs, -including, perhaps, imperative commands and musical airs, -but more particularly reasonings" (MS 675, p. 24; 00038). If David Savan is correct, not only is the particular focus of Peirce's general theory of signs those arrangements of signs called reasonings or arguments, but also a sign "must be nearly the same as a premiss (of an argument) which is itself the conclusion of some other argument" (Savan 1976a, 180). Even so, Peirce endeavored to articulate a sufficiently general notion of semiosis-a notion that would embrace all signs, "every picture, diagram, natural cry, pointing finger, wink, knot in one's handkerchief, memory, fancy, concept, indication, token, symptom, letter, numeral, word, sentence, chapter, book, library" (Peirce 1978,149). However, does his conception of the sign stand up to the sort of criticism posed by Singer?

It should be noted that this criticism of Peirce also is found not only in Justus Buchler's writings (e.g., 1966, 155) but also in Douglas Greenlee's study of Peirce's semiotic (1973). Defenders of Peirce have answered this important criticism in various ways (see, e.g., Ransdell 1976, 101 ff.; Savan 1976a, 15-16; Short 1981a, 217). However, since the objection continues to surface, it is probable that either it has merit or Peirce's position has not been sufficiently clarified. For whenever competent inquirers disagree, genuine doubt is present. Thus, the recurrent criticism of the Peircean definition provides us with an invitation to explore more deeply Peirce's understanding of the nature of semiosis and, in particular, the relation of the sign to its object. In addition, by focusing upon Singer's and, in effect, Buchler's version of this criticism, we create the opportunity for a confrontation between Peirce's general theory of signs and Buchler's general theory of judgment. Both of these are carefully wrought and powerfully argued theories. Thus, it is highly likely that the investigation into the nature and varieties of meaning will greatly profit from the dialogue between Peirceans and Buchlerians.

Even so, the principal purpose of this chapter is to defend Peirce against the sort of criticism leveled against him by Buchler, Greenlee, and Singer. However, in order to realize this goal in a manner comprehensible to those who may not be fully acquainted

with Peirce's theory of signs, it will be necessary to sketch briefly the project that Peirce set for himself in his investigations of signs. Accordingly, the following discussion is divided into three parts: (a) a brief sketch of Peirce's lifelong endeavor to formulate a general theory of semiotic phenomena; (b) a presentation of not only Singer's criticism but also the perspective from which it proceeds (namely, a general theory of human judgment); and (c) a defense of Peirce in terms of both a straightforward appeal to his classification of interpretants and a nuanced appreciation of his understanding of the object of semiosis.

II

Peirce, of course, did not invent the idea of a "sign"; rather he inherited it from a variety of traditions, not the least of which were the English language and the Christian religion! Early in his philosophical career he took this important inheritance and subjected it to careful analysis. His objective in undertaking this analysis, both early and late, was not originality but thoroughness. For, despite his undeniable originality, Peirce did not consciously strive to be novel; in his own words, "Any philosophical doctrine that should be completely new could hardly fail to prove completely false' (5.11; cf. 1368). Since Peirce inherited "sign" (in part) from his mother tongue, it is also important to note here that, for him, "a language is a thing to be reverenced; and I protest that a man who does not reverence a given language is not in a proper frame of mind to undertake its improvements" (MS 279).
In 1873, Peirce claimed: "A sign is something which stands for another to a mind" (MS 380, "Of Logic as a Study of Signs," 000002). Two striking features of this definition are the way it agrees with and the way it differs from the classical definition of sign as aliquid stat pro aliquo (Sebeok 1979, viii). Peirce incorporates within his own definition the notion that a sign is essentially something that stands fir another. However, the Peircean definition adds a dimension the classical formula lacks, namely, reference to mind: A sign not only stands for something, it stands to someone - to some mind. The implication of this is that the sign is a more complex phenomenon than the classical definition indicates. While the classical formula portrays the sign in terms of a dyadic relationship, the Peircean definition conceives it in terms of a triadic structure.

Peirce's insistence upon the triadic structure of semiosis distinguishes his conception not only from the classical definition of sign but also from Ferdinand de Saussure's portrayal of the sign as a correlation between signified (signifie) and signifier (significant). Thus, Peirce’s semiotic and Saussure's semiology (his science of the life of signs in society, a science that would study what factors constitute signs and what laws govern them) are fundamentally different (Saussure 1915 [1966], 16). The essence of this difference can be stated simply: The focus of Peircean semiotic is the disclosure of trichotomies (e.g., icon, index, symbol), whereas the concern of Saussurean semiology is the detection of oppositions (e.g., langue and parole; diachrony and synchrony; paradigm and syntagm). The difference is evident in the very definitions of sign offered by Saussure and Peirce; the former presents a dyadic notion (signifier-signified), while the latter formulates a triadic conception (object-sign-interpretant) (cf Silverman 1983, 14).

The fundamental triad in Peircean semiotics is precisely obj ect-sign -interpretant. That Peirce himself took this triad to be foundational is evident from the following passage: "The proper way to pursue the inquiry [into the nature and varieties of semiosis] is to start from the definition ... of the triadic relation of Sign-Object-Interpretant" (8.361). Around 1897, Peirce formulated what is almost assuredly his most frequently quoted definition: "A sign, or representamen, is something which stands to somebody for something in some respect or capacity" (2.228). In this definition, the components of semiosis are the sign itself, its object, its interpreter, and the ground (i.e., the respect in which the object is represented by the sign). However, since all relationships of greater complexity than triads are (according to Peirce) reducible to triadic structures (see, e.g., 1.347), this definition of a sign does not imply that Peirce abandoned his view that semiosis is essentially triadic.

Even before formulating the definition in 2.228, Peirce had already generalized the idea of a sign in such a way as to strip that idea of all reference to mind (Kloesel 1983, 116). Thus, in MS 381 (c. 1873) he wrote that a sign is "something which has such a relation to the mind and to an object as to bring the two latter into a certain relation with one another. Generalizing this conception and refusing to limit our conception to the human mind alone we conceive of something which is in such a relation to a second or third as to bring that second and third into relation with one another." Around thirty years later, Peirce stated: "Logic will here be defined as formal semiotic. A definition of a sign will be given which no more refers to human thought than does the definition of a line as the place which a particle occupies, part by part, during a lapse of time" (NE 4:20).

What we encounter in such texts is a purely formal and highly abstract definition of the structure of semiosis. It is illuminating in this context to compare the different ways in which Peirce and Royce define semiosis, especially since contrast is the mother of clarity (Royce 1913 [1968], 262). In The Problem of Christianity, Royce claims that "a Sign, according to Peirce, is something that determines an interpretation. A sign may also be called an expression of a mind; and, in our ordinary social intercourse, it actually is such an expression. Or again, one may say that a sign is, in its essence, either a mind or a quasi-mind,-an object that fulfills the functions of a mind" ([1913] 1968, 282-83). Peirce's approach to signs is, in fact, exactly the opposite of this; for him, signs are not expressions of mind, but rather the reality of mind is the development of a sign (see, e.g., 5.313). In short, mind is a species of semiosis (Savan 1976a, 35; Short 1981a, 203; Shapiro 1983, 47). Thus, from Peirce's perspective, Royce's definition puts the cart before the horse (Savan 1976a, 35). And Peirce's perspective represents a conceptual revolution of profound importance for an understanding of both semiosis and mind. In the following four chapters, I shall primarily consider Peirce's semiotic approach to mind and selfhood; however, in this chapter, I shall principally discuss his general theory of signs and symbols.

Peirce's purely formal definition of semiosis manifests the truly general aspiration of his semiotic investigations. For, in it, neither the source nor the outcome of semiosis is necessarily mental. This definition exhibits the form of a process without specifying the nature of the participants in that process. In this completely formal definition, a sign "is an object which is in relation to its object on the one hand and to an interpretant on the other, in such a way as to bring the interpretant into a relation to the object, corresponding to its own relation to that object" (8.332; cf. 2.242).

Two striking features of this definition are the following. First, the interpreter of the sign (i.e., the mind to which the sign stands for -an object) is transformed into the interpretant of the sign (i.e., the "proper significate effect" or outcome of the sign [5.474]). Second, the relationship of the sign to its object does not necessarily appear to be the relationship of standing for that object,

at least in any simple and univocal sense of that expression. Both of these modifications seem to me to be deliberate attempts to generalize sufficiently the notion of sign. If this interpretation is correct, then we get a sufficiently general definition by (a) leaving unspecified the kind of interpretant to which the sign gives rise (in particular, the interpretant is deliberately not described as being necessarily an idea in the mind of someone); and (b) leaving unspecified the kind of relationship that obtains between the sign and its object (in particular, the object is deliberately not characterized as being necessarily something that is represented or stood for by the sign). While (a) is a well-established claim among Peirce scholars, (b) will most likely be regarded as a heretical pronouncement.

In his general definition of sign, Peirce leaves unspecified both of these relationships. However, he uses the specification of these relationships as a basis for the classification of signs. For example, the trichotomy of signs into icon, index, and symbol is a classification based on the relation of the sign to its object, while his trichotomy of signs into rheme, dicisign, and argument is based on the relation of the sign to its interpretant (2.243). Thus, Peirce's thoroughly general understanding of semiosis acquires specificity through his staggeringly complex classification of signs.

As I have noted earlier, Peirce's definition of sign is foundational to his semiotic: The completely general definition of the purely formal structure of semiosis possesses a privileged status in Peirce's general theory of signs. Indeed, it is precisely because of this definition that Peirce's theory of signs can aspire to be a general theory at all (Savan 1976a, 9, 21). Nonetheless, the width and depth of his investigations into signs can be fully appreciated only by attention to his schemes of classifications, because these classificatory schemes are attempts to exhibit the possible relationships involved in sign functioning.

III

For Singer, the most sufficiently generalized definition of sign is found in the writings of Justus Buchler. According to Buchler, although sign can be taken in the sense of something that represents something else, the term possesses a broader meaning: A sign is "a means of further judgment" (Buchler 1955,156) or "an instrument fostering judgment" (Buchler 1955,157). Hence, the key to a truly general theory of signs is an understanding of judgment. We are judging whenever "we are actively responding to some complex, selectively discriminating it and dealing with it in a way that embodies an appraisive attitude or stance" (B. Singer 1987, p. 97). "In judging, we take a position toward the complexes we deal with; we treat them selectively and differentially" (B. Singer 1987, p. 98). judgments fall into three broad classes: assertive ("speaking" or discourse in the broadest possible sense), active (action or conduct), and exhibitive (the organization of materials into a pattern or structure). These classes of judgment point to the three interactive fields of human "doing": saying, acting, and making.

Singer reinterprets Peirce's notion of interpretant in light of Buchler's theory of judgment. Thus, for her, an interpretant is "a judgment- active, exhibitive, or assertive -that is called for by a sign" (1987, p. 100). But, she notes that in order to grasp the nature of semiosis, it is not enough to consider the sign (that which fosters some form of judgment) and the interpretant (that which is called for by a sign). In addition, "the sign-function involves another judgment that mediates between the interpretant and the sign" (1987, p. 101). This mediation opens the possibility of yet further judgments being called for. Singer proposes to call both "this mediating judgment and the entire process by the same name, 'interpretation' " (p. 101).

A truly general theory of signs cannot be a theory of simply representative signs. There is more to semiosis than representation, as the examples of imperative commands, musical notes, and connectives indicate. This demands that we revise or reject the notion of object as an essential part of the semiotic triad (signobject-interpretant). Singer, following Buchler (1955, 155-57), suggests that we jettison this notion and replace it with the concept of interpretation, thus preserving the essential triadic structure of semiosis but altering the list of the elements of this structure (sign-interpretant-interpretation).

IV

Buchler and Singer offer not only a plausible but a fundamental criticism of Peirce's definition, in the sense that if it is correct, then there is a basic flaw in Peirce's general approach to semiotic phenomena. Thus, it should not be ignored: Either

Peirce's definition can be shown to avoid the arbitrary narrowness that Buchler and Singer see in it or it must be re ected as a result of this criticism. In essence, they reject Peirce's definition, a rejection that leads to the elimination of the object as part of the essence of a sign. In opposition to them, I maintain that the object is indispensable to the process and, thus, the structure of semiosis (cf. Ransdell 1976, 105; Short 1981a, 217).

There are two ways in which it is possible to show that Peirce's definition is not arbitrarily restrictive or, to state the same point in a positive way, is sufficiently general. The first way involves showing how Peirce's own theory of signs (in particular, one of his classification of interpretants) can handle the very cases that Singer uses as counterexamples to Peirce's definition. The second way involves acquiring a nuanced appreciation of the manner in which Peirce conceives the relationship between a sign and its object. Peirce's critics are, in effect, charging him with oven, simplifying the sign-relation. However, if we carefully attend to what Peirce says about the object of semiosis, the charge of oversimplification is seen not to be accurate.

However, before turning to my own defense of Peirce, it would be helpful to consider two ways of defending Peirce in this context that are, in my view, mistaken. The first way is suggested by Savan, the second by Short. Both of these lines of defense needlessly limit the scope of Peirce's semiotic; indeed, they make it something less than a truly general theory of signs. Even though both of these lines are ultimately mistaken, each contains a valuable (albeit different) clue about how Peirce might be defended.

In An Introduction to C S. Peirce's Semiotics (1976a), in order to show that all signs have objects, Savan quotes one of Peirce's definitions of "the Object of a Sign,' namely, "that with which it [the sign] presupposes an acquaintance in order to convey some further information concerning it [the object]" (2.231). Savan goes on to quote the conclusion of the paragraph in which this definition is offered: "But if there be anything that conveys information and yet has absolutely no relation nor reference to anything with which the person to whom it conveys information has, when he comprehends that information, the slightest acquaintance, direct or indirect-and a very strange sort of information that would be -the vehicle of that sort of information is not, in this volume, called a Sign" (ibid.). This passage, Savan contends, reminds us that "Peirce has set his theory of signs in a cognitive context" (1976a, 16). This reminder, in effect, disposes the immediate and obvious objection to Peirce that not all signs have objects (p. 15).

However, if we defend Peirce in this way, we make his semiotic not a theory of signs in general but a theory of cognitive signs. And Peirce is explicit about his intention of founding a general theory of signs. Consider the following text:

we must admit that a musical air and a command given to a soldier by his officer are signs, although it would seem that a logician is hardly otherwise concerned with such emotional and imperative signs, than that, as long as nobody else concerns himself with the analysis of the action of such signs, the logician is obliged to assume the office in order by the aid of its contrast with the action of cognitional signs to perfect the definition of this latter. (MS 676, 5-6)

Another text from this same period in Peirce's career even more clearly embodies his intention: "Would it not, at any rate, in the present state of science, be good scientific policy, for those who have both a talent and a passion for eliciting the truth about such matters to institute a cooperative coenoscopic attack upon the problems of the nature, properties and verities of Signs, in the spirit of XXth century science?'' (MS 675,00036). In light of such passages it cannot be maintained that Peirce's semiotic confines its attention to cognitive signs, those signs whose essence is that in knowing them we know something more (8.332).

While Savan mistakenly restricts Peirce's general theory of signs to a specific class of signs and, thereby, destroys its generality, he does offer a helpful hint about the nature of the relationship between a sign and its object. Moreover, that such a knowledgeable and sympathetic expositor of Peirce could be mistaken about such a fundamental point may perhaps be traced to an ambiguity or perhaps ambivalence in Peirce himself Let me develop briefly each of these points.

Savan claims that "Peirce does not, as far as I know, offer a precise definition of object. I would suggest that the object of a sign might be defined as that specific item within its context to which all interpretants of that sign are collaterally related" (1976a, 16). In the functioning of any sign, "there is a context which is tacit and unexpressed by the community within which the sign operates. The context is the medium through which something, the object, which makes the sign true or false, correct or incorrect, is identified" (p. 17). The specification of the object of any sort of semiosis must, consequently, always be determined in reference to the context in which the process of semiosis is occurring. This is true not only of cognitive but of all signs: It applies to the performance of a piece of music no less than to the idea of a 'quark' , to the issuing of a command no less than to the concept of a 'phenotype'. The object of any sign whatsoever is always an item within a context, a part of a field.
There is a tension in Peirce's investigations of signs that may be responsible for the kind of error committed by Savan. This tension is between Peirce's architectonic aspiration to found a truly general theory of signs and his focal interest in using such a theory to illuminate the nature of inquiry. Accordingly, Peirce's theory of signs must be seen as intimately related to his quest of quests, his inquiry into the nature and varieties of inquiry (cf. Short 1981a, 217). In other words, Peirce's semiotic, as actually I articulated by him, is a truly general theory; however, it characteristically has a specifically defined focus, namely, an account of science, of that mode of inquiry in which the distinctively cognitive function of signs is paramount (MS 675, p. 25; quoted earlier). Using Peirce's own terminology, we can say that although a general theory of signs is primarily concerned with representamen, Peirce himself was most deeply interested in logons, a specific kind of sign in the strict sense of that term. A representamen "is a First which stands in a genuine triadic relation to a Second, called its Object, as to be capable of determining a Third, called its Interpretant" (2.274). "A Sign [in the strict sense] is a Representamen with a mental Interpretant" (ibid.).

However, if it be granted that every philosophical study ought to be allowed a generous margin as a place for observations overstripping the strict limits of its [sic], we will compromise by defining logic as the science, not of all vehicles of psychic influence [i.e., signs in the strict sense], which after all would cut monstrous cantles out of the realms of the other two critical [or normative (MS 675, p. 11)] branches of philosophy, but as the science of a certain kind of signs alone, which, for the present, I will call by the provisional appellation of logons' (MS 675, 00040)

However, Peirce's semiotic was by no means limited to 'logons;' it extended to 'signs' and, beyond these, 'to representamen'. The focus of his interest ought not to be equated with the scope of his semiotic.

In "Semeiosis and Intentionality" (1981a), Short observes that: "On a windless day a weather vane still points, but there is no wind-direction that it signifies; 'unicorn' refers to nothing real; and so on. But each sign signifies something, real or unreal, and that is the immediate object" (p. 217). One might say that for a sign to miss its mark it must have a mark (i.e., an object) in the first place. Or, in Peirce's own words, "A sign cannot even be false unless, with some degree of definiteness, it specifies the real object of which it is false" (MS 7,000003-05) However, what about those signs that do not appear to have the function of signifying objects (e.g., such words as 'and')? According to Short, "there is no reason to insist that such words are signs, if in fact they signify no object.

'Sign' and 'word' are not synonymous" (p. 223, n. 22). This implies that some words are not signs.

My interpretation is that, for Peirce, all words are in some sense signs, though not necessarily in the full sense. The basis of my interpretation is MS 7 ("On the Foundations of Mathematics"), a text in which Peirce speaks of a sufficiently complete sign? This manuscript begins with assertions that are familiar to all students of Peirce: "All that we know or think is known or thought by signs, and our knowledge itself is a sign. The word and idea of a sign is familiar but it is indistinct. Let us endeavor to analyze it" (MS 7, 000002). Very early in this analysis Peirce notes, "a sign may be complex; and the parts of a sign, though they are signs, may not possess all the essential characters of a more complete sign" (ibid.). Words such as 'and' are not sufficiently complete signs; they are, nonetheless signs.

An important point which is often overlooked in reference to 'and' is that, although by itself it does not refer to anything, land' in context has an indexical function regarding not one but two or more objects; in order for 'and' to conjoin X and Y it must in some way point to these items. In context, 'and' characteristically has the force of, say, the words used by the captain of a team in choosing sides ("You and you over here").

My disagreement with Short borders on a quibble; however, it provides me with the opportunity to introduce a distinction that has been neglected in the controversy concerning what is and is not a sign in Peirce's sense, namely, the distinction between a sufficiently complete sign and an insufficiently complete sign. If we note this distinction, we can include all words within the scope of Peirce's semiotic, but with the awareness that not all words fully realize the essential function(s) of those teleological processes that are sufficiently complete signs.

We have, in a sense, taken care of 'and' (cf. 5.165). What about musical notes and imperative commands? At this point, let me begin my own defense of Peirce. Recall that I shall proceed along two lines, the first a straightforward appeal to Peirce's own statements and the second a nuanced appreciation of the relationship between a sign and its object,. Whereas the first line of defense underscores the power of Peirce's conception of the interpretant of a sign, the second reveals the need for a fuller exploration of Peirce's understanding of the object of semiosis.

In Peirce's own account of the interpretant,,' we have an explicit treatment of both musical airs and imperative commands. Recall that, for Peirce, interpretants in general are the "proper significate, effects" of signs (5.475). "The first proper significate effect of a sign is a feeling produced by it" (ibid.; emphasis added). In some cases, such a feeling (which Peirce calls the "emotional interpretant") is the only interpretant the sign produces. "Thus, the performance of a piece of concerted music is a sign. It conveys, and is intended to convey, the composer's musical ideas; but these usually consist merely in a series of feelings" (ibid.). The music as performed is a sign of the composer's 'ideas' to the listener's feelings, these 'ideas' being the object of the music-as-sign and the feelings being the interpretants. The music mediates between the artist and audience in such a way as to put the artistic insight of the former in touch with the aesthetic sensibilities of the latter.

In the same manuscript that treats music as a case of semiosis, we find a consideration of imperatives. Peirce asks us to suppose the officer of a company of infantry giving a command such as "Ground arms!" (5.473). "This order is, of course, a sign. That thing which causes a sign as such is called the object (according to the usage of speech, the 'real,' but more accurately the existent object) represented by the sign: the sign is determined to some species of correspondence with that object" (ibid.; cf. 8.178). The muscular effort (the movements of the soldiers in response to the words of the officer) is the "energetic interpretant" of the order. The command mediates between the officer and the soldiers in such a way as to put the conduct of the soldiers in line with the intention of the officer. just as we might say that the piece of music represents the thoughts of the composer, we might say that the command represents the will of the officer.

Although Peirce's doctrine of the interpretant provides a direct and convincing way of handling imperative commands and musical phrases, the relationship between a sign and its object still may be problematic. Of course, in light of the preceding, one might insist that if Peirce's definition of sign in terms of objectsign-interpretant is not broken, there is no need to fix it. However, there is a problem in Peirce's use of 'representation' as the name for the relationship between a sign and its object. This is a problem of terminology; however, given Peirce's own ethics of terminology, it should not be taken lightly. In fact, this problem may even be the source of some of the misunderstanding surrounding his definition of semiosis. Since this problem concerns the accuracy of 'representation' as a name for the relationship between a sign and its object, it will be helpful to explore the most important aspects of this relationship. Such an exploration will reveal why it is misleading (unethical?!) to describe this relation_ ship as a case of representation (cf. 8.301).

As a first step in this exploration, I might note that Peirce appears to offer contradictory descriptions of the way in which a sign is related to its object. On the one hand, in countless texts Peirce asserts that the object determines the sign and, in turn, the sign determines the interpretant (e.g., 1.541). The sign determines the interpretant as a result of having been itself determined by the object. In other words, "the Sign is essentially in a triadic relation, to its Object which determines it, and to its Interpretant which it determines" (MS 793, 00002-03). The sign is passive in relation to its object; the correspondence of the sign to its object is brought about by an effect of the object upon its sign, the object remaining unaffected (ibid.; cf. 1.538). In contrast, the sign is active in relation to its interpretant; it determines the interpretant without thereby being itself affected (ibid.).

In MS 283 ("The Basis of Pragmaticism"), a manuscript that contains one of Peirce's most brilliant discussions of signs, he states: "A sign is plainly a species of medium of communication, and medium of communication is a species of medium, and a medium is a species of third" (00114-15). A third signifies a genuinely triadic relation. Such a relation "is most appropriately expressed in a proposition whose subject Nominative denotes the most active correlate, which we may call N, which acts upon a more or less familiar correlate, A, denoted by the direct object or Accusative of the sentence, and at the same time something, D, of a different kind, denoted by the indirect object, which will be most appropriately put in the Dative" (00115-16). According to Peirce the sign as a medium of communication occupies the position of A in such a proposition, while the object occupies the position of N. This makes the object "the most active correlate" in the relationship of semiosis.

On the other hand, in different passages Peirce speaks of the possibility of a sign creating its own object (e.g., 8.178). But to admit such a possibility implies not only that the sign is active in relation to its object, but also that the sign is more active than its object. For it is in such cases the sign that calls the object into being. In addition, in at least one text, MS 380, Peirce suggests three possible ways in which causation might operate in semiosis: "the causation may be from the object to the sign, or from the sign to the object, or from some third thing to both" (000002).

In order to resolve this difficulty, "we have to distinguish the Immediate Object, which is the Object as the sign itself represents it, and whose Being is thus dependent upon the representation of it in the Sign, from the Dynamical Object, which is the Reality which by some means contrives to determine the Sign to its Representation! " (4.536; emphasis added). Although the sign determines its immediate object, the dynamic object determines its sign. Moreover, in determining its immediate object, a sign creates the possibility of being determined by its dynamic object. With respect to the process of semiosis itself, the object of semiosis is, thus, both immanent and transcendent: Insofar as it is an immanent goal, it is to be identified with the immediate object; whereas insofar as it is a transcendent 'being" with the power and/or force (5.520) of constraining the sign in some way, it is to be identified with the dynamic object? The fact that all signs have immediate objects and, thus, immanent ob jectives makes semiosis 

a teleological process: Each sign projects for itself a telos (Short 1981a). The fact that all signs have dynamic objects and, hence, external constraints makes semiosis a fallible process: Any sign is open to the possibility of missing its mark. In a sense, the teleology of semiosis also makes possible its fallibility; Only on the condition that there is a mark is there the possibility of missing the -giark. Even so, there must be something outside the sign itself that, in principle, could show the sign to be mistaken or in some way inept. Any move that involves the possibility of being inept is perhaps, in some way(s) and to some extent, an instance of semiosis (cf. Eco 1979, 7). Commands and notes of music, no less than the paradigmatic cases of representational signs, involve such a possibility, precisely because they could be constrained by something outside of themselves.

Accordingly, if we are to acquire a nuanced understanding of Peirce's views on the object of semiosis, we must distinguish between the immediate and the dynamic object. In addition, we must consider a number of other points. The first of these is how a sign may be related to its dynamic object. A consideration of this matter led Peirce to formulate his most famous semiotic trichotomy: icon, index, and symbol. An icon is a sign that is related to its dynamic object by virtue of its own internal structure (8.335). It signifies this object by means of some resemblance to it; that is, there is something within the sign that allows it to function as such. "Anything whatever, be it quality, existent individual, or law, is an Icon of anything, in so far as it is like that thing and used as a sign of it" (2.247). An index is related to its dynamic object by virtue of its being in a real relation to it (8.335). It refers to this object as a result of being really affected by the object; that is, there is something between the sign and its object that allows it to operate as a sign. A symbol is a sign that is related to its dynamic object by virtue of some law (i.e., disposition). It "is constituted a sign merely or mainly by the fact that it is used and understood as such" (2.307).

This classification of signs enables us to understand why we might feel uncertain about all signs having objects. The relationship between a sign and its dynamic object is most obvious in the case of indexical signs. That is, the "reference of a sign to its object is brought into special prominence" in an index (MS 7, 000016). In contrast, an icon is a sign that brings into special prominence its own qualitative structure, whereas a symbol does the same for its generative capacity (i.e., its capacity to generate interpretants) (MS 7, 000015, 000018). Fisch has suggested the "hypothesis" that "there are no absolutely pure symbols, indexes, or icons, but ... these are elements or aspects that vary greatly from sign to sign" (1986, 359). In signs in which the indexical aspect is extremely attenuated and the iconical aspect is very prominent (e.g., a piece of music), we are likely to be absorbed into the qualitative structure of the sign itself. In signs in which (again) the indexical aspect is attenuated but the symbolic one is prominent (e.g., a poem), we are most likely to be drawn into the task of interpretation. Hence, whereas signs in which the indexical element is most central bring into prominence the relationship between the sign and its objects, there are numerous signs in which this element is attenuated, so much so that it is often understandable (though nonetheless erroneous) why some thinkers might be tempted to eliminate the object as an essential part of semiosis.

The classification of signs into icons, indexes, and symbols is based on the relationship between a sign and its dynamic object. However, both a sign and its dynamic object are something in themselves apart from this relationship. It is time to consider how Peirce conceives dynamic objects in themselves. Earlier I noted that, with respect to its sign, the dynamic object is a transcendent 'being', a 'being' that is something apart from being represented (MS 7, 000004). Since Peirce claims there are three modes of being (that which might be; that which has been, is, or will be; and that which would be) (e.g., 8.216; 1.23; 6.455), we ought to expect that there are three types of dynamic objects. And this is precisely what we find (8.366 ff). The dynamic object may be a possibility, an actuality, or a generality (e.g., a law or a sign). However, might-bes (or possibilities) and would-bes (or generalities) constrain their signs in neither as direct nor as simple a way as do actualities. Only actualities are capable of acting in a brutally forceful manner; it is precisely this manner of acting that defines this mode of being. The main point here is that, in general, the way in which a dynamic object 'acts' on its sign depends on the way in which the dynamic object is in itself. The three modes of being manifest themselves in distinctive manners of 'acting'. What is especially important for Peirce is the recognition that: "Not only may generals be real, but they may also be physically efficient, not in every metaphysical sense, but in the common-sense acception in which human purposes are physically efficient" (5.431).
It is only within a context that a dynamic object of any sort can determine its sign; thus, the determination here is always by the object-in-context, the object as part of a field; and the field always includes possibilities, actualities, and dispositions (i.e., would-bes) (8.179; Savan 1976a, 22). A sign is always part of a system of signs (see, eg., 4.55); in turn, a system of signs is always embodied in some region of the world. The being of this region is not exhausted in its being an embodiment of signs.

In light of even just these five points, it should be apparent that the relationship between a sign and its object is an exceedingly complex affair. In light of this, we ought seriously to question the aptness of using "representation" to describe the relationship. Such questioning is prompted by Peirce's own ethics of terminology. In a letter to William James, Peirce (in response to James's use of the expression "pure experience") wrote: "It is downright bad morals to misuse words, for it prevents philosophy from becoming a science" (8.301). In another context, he claimed: "there is a Real morality that ought to govern our employment of language, the greatest of engines of human progress" (MS 852, 00031). In particular, two rules are especially relevant to our discussion: (a) "To avoid using words and phrases of vernacular origin as technical terms of philosophy"; and (b) "For philosophical conceptions which vary by a hair's breadth from those for which suitable terms exist, to invent terms with a due regard for the usages of philosophical terminology and those of the English language but with a distinctly technical appearance" (2.226).

As we have seen, both representational and nonrepresentational signs partake of an irreducibly triadic structure that includes an 'object' as an essential part of this irreducible structure. Thus, even if we take seriously the reality of such nonrepresentational signs as commands, connectives, and notes-as we certainly ought to-there is no necessity to throw out the notion of 'object'. That is, there is no necessity to throw out this notion provided that it is sufficiently generalized. But, then, ,representation' is an infelicitous name, especially in light of the misunderstandings that it has generated. It is important not to assume that we know what we are talking about unless we clearly do know. No doubt, 'representation' attains the first grade of clarity (subjective familiarity); but its virtue in this context is its vice, for precisely because it possesses this degree of clarity it is able to impede our progress in attaining higher grades of clearness. What Peirce said about 'representation' in reference to the category of thirdness he might have said, with equal justice, about it in reference to his concept of semiosis; namely, "I did not then know enough about language to see that to attempt to make the word representation serve for an idea so much more general than any it habitually carried, was injudicious. The word mediation would be better" (43). Indeed, it is better to speak of a sign mediating between its object and its interpretant, than to speak of a sign representing an object to an interpretant. The principal reason is that the first way of speaking strongly invites the question, In what way does the sign so mediate? whereas the second way too infrequently suggests the query, In what way does the sign represent its object? In short, 'mediation' is a far more perspicuously general term than 'representation'. This characteristic makes it more apt in this context (cf. 8301). Peirce himself did not hesitate on numerous occasions to use 'mediation' rather than 'representation' to designate the function of semiosis.
Despite the difficulty in terminology (i.e., the inadequacy of 'representation'), there is no need to replace Peirce's definitional triad of sign-objectinterpretant with Singer's triad of sign-interpretant-interpretation. However, in light of Singer's suggested alternative (an alternative that makes interpretation a part of semiosis), it is reasonable to ask: How does interpretation fit into my revision of Peirce's definition of semiosis? As Fisch notes, "The Greek suffix -sis [in semiosis] means the act, action, activity, or process of. Peirce was prepared to understand semeiosis in either of two ways: (1) from the side of the sign, as sign-action, or (2) from the side of the interpretant, as sign-interpreting or inferring from signs" (1986, 329). Peirce himself provided names for the two sides of semiosis: The activity whereby a sign is generated he called utterance; and the activity whereby an interpretant is grasped as such he called interpretation. All "signs require at least two Quasi-minds; a Quasi-utterer and a Quasi-interpreter" (4.551). To speak of a quasi-utterer in this context simply means a source from which a sign springs, while to speak of a quasi-interpreter here signifies a form into which a sign grows. There is not necessarily anything 'mental' about either this quasi-utterer or this quasi-interpreter. Peirce insists: "Thought [i.e., the development of signs] is not necessarily connected with a brain. It appears in the work of bees, of crystals, and throughout the purely physical world; and one can no more deny that it is really there, than that the colors, the shapes, etc. of objects are really there' (ibid.). Utterance is the process in which paths are blazed from the object to the sign to the interpretant, whereas interpretation is the process in which these paths are traversed.

Peirce sometimes speaks as though the essential function of the dynamic object is utterance, the production of a process of semiosis. This is, however, a loose way of speaking. The function of the dynamic object is not to generate but to constrain a series of interpretants. The imagination can generate signs of things other than itself and some of these signs can turn out to fit their objects. In such cases, the sign is uttered originally not by its dynamic object but by an imaginative being. It might even be the case that, regarding the distinctively human utterance of signs, the original connection between a sign and its dynamic object is primarily the work of the sign user. "The work of the poet or novelist is [after all] not so utterly different from that of the scientific man" (1383). Both the artist and the scientist do generally the same thing: They introduce a figment of the imagination in order to provide a revelation of reality (ibid.). To speak of scientific hypothesis or an artistic creation as a figment is to call attention to their origin in the imagination; to speak of either as a revelation is to call attention to their function regarding both the Truth (that which is "the universe of all universes, and is assumed on all hands to be real") and some lesser environment shared by the utterer and the interpreter (5.506).

V

For Peirce, there is an essential continuity between utterance and interpretation, between the process in which a sign is generated by whatever source and the activity by which an interpretant is grasped as such; indeed, as Fisch notes, these are two sides of the same process. Even so, it is important, at least in reference to anthroposemiotic, to draw a distinction between the semiotic and the hermeneutic levels of sign-functioning (Corrington 1986). The semiotic level is that of the sign itself as an intrinsically meaningful phenomenon. This level concerns the internal structure of anything that counts as a semiotic process. The hermeneutic level is that of the various kinds of interpretive responses natural agents make to semiotic processes. Buchler and B. Singer are extremely helpful in illuminating the categorical distinctions that must be drawn on the hermeneutic level, especially insofar as human beings are concerned; in contrast, Peirce is most useful as a guide to revealing the intrinsic structure of semiotic processes.

However, the claim that anything is intrinsically a sign would be rejected by Singer. According to her, "Nothing has meaning in and of itself It can mean something only if it is judged, and it may have different meanings when judged in different ways or in different situations" (1987, 98). In short, "Nothing ... is inherently a sign" (p. 100). It is on this point that we are able to see the deepest difference between Peirce and Singer on the nature of signs. For Peirce, at least some things are intrinsically significant. These things or complexes possess the status of signhood not from some external agency but because of their irreducibly triadic form. Nominalism, for Peirce, is the view that the fabric of intelligibility we weave by our interpretations of experience is simply spun out of our own minds. In opposition to nominalism in this sense, Peirce claims that there are extramental relations of a higher order than oppositional pairs (X colliding with Y). Genuine mediation (irreducible thirdness) is no less than brute opposition 4 part of the reality encountered in experience and disclosed in inquiry. This means that these higher order-relations are not so much instituted as discovered by the mind. The connections in re are so numerous and complex that the majority of them escape our casual notice and even frustrate our deliberate attempts to discover them. Thus, in speaking about signs in an unpublished manuscript, Peirce observed: "Some address themselves to us, so that we fully apprehend them. But it is a paralyzed reason that does not acknowledge others that are not directly addressed to us, and that does not suppose still others of which we know nothing definitely" (MS 4, 000049).

1% An implication of saying that nothing is inherently a sign is that we initiate the process of semiosis by taking up some stance toward a complex. In contrast, an implication of asserting that there are signs independent of our interpretations is that, at least in some cases, we are not the initiators of but the respondents to a world that is always already meaningful to some degree. Buchler opens Nature and Judgment by asserting: "Man is born in a state of natural debt, being antecedently committed to the execution and furtherance of acts that will largely determine his individual existence' (1955 [1966], 4). Peirce would argue that the largest portion of our natural debt is owed to those inherently meaningful phenomena that enable us to read our potentially hazardous environment. The world of our experience is always already constituted as a realm of signs. If we have a sufficiently general grasp of the nature of signs, we cannot avoid concluding that at least some phenomena are signs of nature. To understand the nature of signs ultimately ought to lead us to see the signs of nature.

If we see this, then we are well on our way to appreciating that we are in continuous dialogue with the natural world as well as with other humans. Such dialogue clearly befits the status of our humanity for signs are "the only things with which a human being can, without derogation, consent to have any transaction, being a sign himself" (6.344).

In fact, dialogue appears to be not only the telos but also the arche of Peirce's semiotic. In what is perhaps the most obvious example of semiotic activity (an ordinary conversation, what Peirce calls "a wonderfully perfect kind of sign -function in g") (MS 283, 00119), there is unquestionably an exchange of signs. At any moment in such a conversation, the signs are uttered by someone and interpreted by someone else. The speaker is the source from which the signs arise and the listener is the place to which the signs are addressed. This appears to have been Peirce's paradigm of semiosis (Fisch 1986,357; Ransdell 1976,104). For example, in MS 318, we read: "The action of a sign generally takes place between two parties, the utterer and the interpreter. They need not be persons, for a chameleon and many kinds of insects and even plants make their livings by uttering signs, and lying signs, at that" (variant page 17). However, he generalized the structure of this exchange by replacing the notion of the speaker with that of the object and the notion of the listener with that of the interpretant. In this highly generalized picture, Peirce's understanding of sign appears analogous to Plato's conception of the soul as a moved mover: The sign is moved (or placed) by something and, in turn, moves (or places) something else. To alter the metaphor, we may say that a sign is anything that has roots and bears fruits; it is anything that is grounded and growing.

For my reliance upon metaphor here, I might appeal to Buchler's own writings: "Metaphor cannot be avoided if philosophy is to be more than the formal prescription of symbols. In large measure, what makes the difference between good and bad metaphor ... is the relative power of the perspective within which they function" (1955[1966], 189-90). 1 might also appeal to Peirce's own procedure, since he does not hesitate to use metaphors as a means of characterizing the relationships involved in semiosis. For instance, in MS 322, he speaks of the sign as mother, the object as impregnator, and the interpretant as progeny (see MS 59K 1-2, for the indispensability of metaphor).

In defining signs as simply instruments to foster judgments (means to produce interpretants), Buchler and Singer miss something essential about semiosis -its object. The fruitfulness of signs-the fact that signs foster judgments -should not lead us to overlook their rootedness -the fact that any instrument of judgment always and necessarily grows out of prior judgments.

Not only the philosophical inquirer but any living being is always compelled to plunge in medias res; signs are simply the means whereby we acquire an awareness of the fact that we or something else is in the middle of things (Santayana 1955, 1).

It is interesting-and ironic-that Buchler characterizes judgments in much the same way as I have been describing signs. Thus, he writes: "A judgment has an essential past and an essential future. Essential because its past and future involve more than mere coming to be and enduring. A judgment is rendered possible by previous judgments and is bound to previous judgments by the relations of suggestion or presupposition" (Buchler 1979, 147). All judgments, as such, have a whence and a whither. The essential past of judgments functions for Buchler in many of the same ways as the dynamic object functions for Peirce (e.g., as a source of constraint).

As we have just noted, a sign is simply anything that has roots and bears fruits. But, then, does not everything whatsoever qualify as a sign? The answer to this question is that it may well be that anything and everything is a sign in this extremely general sense. Indeed, as Max Fisch points out in the passage quoted near the very beginning of this paper, "Peirce's general theory of signs is [intended to be] so general that, whatever else anything may be, it is also a sign
But, what is the value of so general a definition of sign? Does not Peirce himself say that "we must be on our guard against the deceptions of abstract definitions" (7362). Precisely to avoid such deceptions Peirce, in "The Basis of Pragmaticism , " asks: "What are signs for, anyway?" (MS 283, p. 101). The point of this question is to push our understanding of signs beyond the level of abstract definition to the level of pragmatic clarification (Colapietro 1986). The key to the transition from the former to the latter is attention to dispositions. In fact, we can interpret, in the spirit of pragmaticism, the definition of signs as anything that has roots and bears fruits; so interpreted, it means we must cultivate those dispositions that enable us to regard anything whatsoever as an invitation for interpretation, as an opening for inquiry. That is, this definition of signs defines how we ought to orient ourselves to our world. More specifically, the "cash value" of Peirce's general theory of signs is (at least in part) the felt need for the self-critical and self-controlled cultivation of ever more flexible and refined habits of inquiry and interpretation. This felt need itself grows out of a robust sense of the intrinsic intelligibility of anything that is encountered in human experience. Such a sense does not preclude an awareness that reality is, in some respects and to some extent, inherently opaque. What it does preclude is despair, since "Despair is insanity .... We must therefore be guided by the rule of hope, and consequently we must reject every philosophy or general conception of the universe, which could ever lead to the conclusion that any given general fact is an ultimate one' (1.406). To see the phenomena around us as the signs of nature is to follow the rule of hope.

VI

We can conclude by putting into focus the contrast between Peirce's semiotic and Buchler's general theory of human judgment. In order to reach the level of pragmatic clarification, it is necessary to insist that a difference which makes no difference is no difference at all. What is the difference between Peirce's theory of signs and Buchler's theory of judgment? In particular, what is the difference between a sign understood as anything inviting inquiry and a sign conceived as anything fostering judgments? The difference appears to be that, in his insistence upon the dynamic object being essential to semiosis, Peirce can more adequately account for the constraint upon semiosis and, in his insistence upon the intrinsic structure of an interpretable sign (rather than an extrinsic act of interpretation) being constitutive of semiosis, he can more adequately account for the status of signs.

Even so, Peirce's general theory of signs and Buchler's general theory of judgment appear to be complementary parts of a single project. Indeed each theory as it is actually articulated helps us appreciate the value and even shortcomings of the other theory. Buchler's general theory of judgment enables us to see that most accounts of meaning are too closely tied to one type of judgment -namely, assertion. These accounts of meaning are too narrow since they focus upon discourse to the neglect of artefacts and conduct-upon assertive judgments to the disregard of exhibitive and active judgments. (That Peirce also conceived anthroposemiosis in this inclusive way is evident from, among other things, his rhetorical question: "what is man's proper function if it not be to embody general ideas in art-creations, utilities, and above all in theoretical cognition?" [6.466].) Moreover, as Buchler points out, there are difficulties in defining semiosis in terms of ,representation', especially since this term is ordinarily taken to designate a simple and straightforward relationship. Such a definition is more misleading than illuminating. Insofar as Peirce infelicitously uses 'representation' to describe the relationship between a sign and its object, the truly general character of his theory of signs is not revealed.

However, with regard to the autonomy of the realm of signs, Peirce's theory is more general than Buchler's and Singer's, since it points beyond the implicit anthropocentrism (or, at best, zoocentrism) in the explicit denial that signs exist independent of their interpreters. According to Singer, "The world of everyday experience is a highly ramified order of signs. Its organization reflects the overlapping and intersecting interpretive schemes which govern the ways in which we maintain ourselves and relate to one another" (1987, 107). However, for her, this world is an order of signs solely because some organism positions itself in relation to some complex; signs, thus, result from acts of interpretation. Signs in no cases exist apart from such acts. Yet, if we are to avoid nominalism, then we must distinguish between the hermeneutic level (the level of natural beings responding meaningfully to various complexes encountered in the empirical world) and the semiotic level (the level of instrinsically meaningful or inherently intelligible phenomena). The world of our experience -the world in which we position ourselves to various complexes-is always already a realm of meaning. To paraphrase Peirce himself, the whole of the cosmos is a perfusion of signs (5.448 n.1).

A truly general theory of signs will show that semiosis is wider than 'representation'; as Buchler and Singer note, the function of a sign is simply not captured by this term. However, a truly general theory will also show that mediation is deeper than interpretation; as Peirce rightfully insists, the world is meaningful apart from our efforts to make sense out of it.

But, does not the very generality of Peirce's semiotic make it useless for an understanding of subjectivity? Can a theoretical net with such wide meshes capture the elusive and protean signusing subject? It is to this question that we turn in the next chapter.

Chapter Two
Semiosis and Subjectivity

In the final chapter of An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, John Locke introduces "the doctrine of signs," which effectively calls into question the very project undertaken in his book (1690 [1959], vol. 2, 461; cf. Deely 1987)., The Essay is devoted to "inventing a new way of knowing-by means of ideas" (Locke 1690 [1959], vol. 1, lviii). However, Locke does not appear to realize that if the doctrine of signs is taken seriously, then the newly discovered way of ideas must be supplanted by the merely potential theory of signs (Deely 1987). The ground covered in the Essay must be covered again and, moreover, from the perspective of a discipline yet to be born.

What is at stake in choosing between the new way of ideas and the future doctrine of signs is nothing trivial; it is not simply whether one speaks, on the one hand, about ideas or, on the other, about signs. The issue primarily concerns whether one is going to adopt a subjectivist approach, in which an isolated and, in effect, disembodied human subject is treated as the ultimate locus of meaning and truth; or whether one is going to espouse an intersubjectivist approach, in which some human community functions as the fundamental source of both meaning and truth. Locke's new way of ideas is, in reality, Descartes' old way of subjectivism, though at Locke's time Descartes' way was not that old. Semiotic promises a way out of this subjectivism, for in granting priority to signs over ideas it shifts the focus from what occurs within a finite, individual consciousness to what occurs between social beings within a common framework of experience and action (cf. Buber 1965, 203 f; Buber 1966, 72-88). From the perspective of semiotic, we are always already in the midst of others as well as of meanings; indeed, otherness and meaning are given together in our experience of ourselves as beings embedded in a network of relations-more specifically, enmeshed in the "semiotic web"

If we turn from John Locke's Essay to Umberto Eco's A Theory of Semiotics, we encounter something curious and ironic. In the final chapter of this important contribution to contemporary semiotics, Eco introduces a topic that appears fundamentally to challenge, if not actually to undermine, the project of his book. The irony here is that, at the conclusion of Locke's Essay, what is revealed (at least, to us in hindsight) is the need for the transcendence of subjectivism, that is, the need for overcoming the privileged status granted to isolated subjectivity in our theoretical accounts of human experience. In contrast, what is disclosed at the conclusion of Eco's A Theory of Semiotics is the need for a consideration of the subject that apparently underlies any possibility of signification or any process of communication. just as Locke's Essay (a painstaking experiment in the new way of ideas) points beyond itself by pointing to a general theory of signs, so Eco's Theory points beyond itself by pointing to a semiotic understanding of subjectivity. The exploration of the nature and varieties of semiosis (or sign-activity) leads to, rather than rules out, a general theory of the human subject.

However, Eco is unwilling to come to grips with the figure of this subject. In examining the nature of codes (Chapter 2) and the production of signs (Chapter 3), Eco leaves unexamined the subject, the fabricator of codes and the producer of signs. But, what is of even greater significance is that, in the fourth and final chapter, he questions the very possibility of examining the subject from the perspective of semiotics. He holds that the human subject, precisely as subject, falls outside the "natural boundaries" of semiotic inquiry.

Thus, in the opening paragraph of the final chapter ("The Subject of Semiotics"), Eco notes that "a sort of ghostly presence, until now somewhat removed from the present discourse, finally makes an unavoidable appearance" (1976, 314). This ghostly presence refers, of course, to the acting subject -the subject as subject, what Julia Kristeva describes as the speaking, historical subject who is embedded in a linguistic and, at a more general level, semiotic logic of sociality (1973, 25-26). However, the ghost is allowed to strut on the stage for only a very brief time and, then, only at the very last moment; indeed, the drama closes with this figure being whisked off before the audience has had a chance to grasp the significance of the character. The ghostly presence of the speaking subject is allowed to enter precisely in order to force it to exit from A Theory of Semiotics.

In essence, Eco's treatment of the subject is a protest against a direction in which certain thinkers (most prominently, Kristeva) are attempting to take semiotics. But, the protest is extremely abrupt and hasty (cf. de Lauretis 1984, 168). Furthermore, it is a protest in which Eco turns to Peirce for support; in particular, he turns to a famous passage in the early article "Some Consequences of Four Incapacities" (1868) -the passage that concludes with the claim that "my language is the sum total of myself; for the man is the thought" (5.314; Eco 1976, 316). In any case, we have here what appears to be the case of the vanishing subject in semiotic theory.

Two fundamental questions arise at this point. First, why does Eco refuse to examine the concrete producer of signs (the speaking subject) in his general theory of signs? Second, is it appropriate for him to call upon Peirce as an ally in this context? The purpose of this chapter is to explore in depth these two questions.

In The Role of the Reader: Explorations in the Semiotics of Texts Eco notes that: "In a communicative process there are a sender, a message, and an addressee" (1979, 10; cf 5, Figure 0.1; also 1976, 33, and 141-142). Of course, in the case of reading, the sender is the author and the addressee is the reader. However, Eco attempts to explain both the author and the reader exclusively in terms of the text. The author and the reader are in fact reduced to aspects of the text: Both are essentially textual strategies, complex sets of specific competencies and felicitous conditions established by the text itself (1979, 11; de Lauretis 1984, 176). This position, which is formulated in the "Introduction" to The Role of the Reader, flows from the stance taken at the conclusion of A Theory of Semiotics, where Eco asserts that the subject of any act of utterance must be considered as either "one among the possible referents of the message or text, however explicit or implicit it may be" or this subject "has to be 'read' as an element of the conveyed content" (1976, 314-15). "Any other attempt to introduce a consideration of the subject into the semiotic discourse would make semiotics trespass on one of its 'natural' boundaries" (Eco 1976, 315).

In "Looking for a Logic of Culture:' an article that originally appeared in The Times Literary Supplement in 1973, Eco stated that: "The frontiers of semiotics are therefore mobile ones, and they move in many different directions" (1973 [1975], 16). It is not insignificant that Julia Kristeva's "The System and the Speaking Subject" also appeared in this issue of the Times Supplement. Indeed, when Eco, at the conclusion of A Theory of Semiotics, acknowledges that some semiotic approaches do trespass beyond the natural boundaries of semiotic discourse by "making semiotics the study of this creative activity of a semiosis-making subject, and intending the subject not as a phenomenological transcendental Ego [?] but a 'deep,' profound subject" (1976, 314), he quotes from and comments on Kristeva's "The System and the Speaking Subject" in order to illustrate what he means by such trespassing.

However, to speak of trespassing implies the presence of boundaries. In the "Introduction" to A Theory of Semiotics, Eco explores the various ways in which semiotic discourse is bounded. The boundaries of semiotics are of three kinds, namely, political, natural, and epistemological (1976, 5). The Political boundaries result from purely transitory agreements among currently separated disciplines. (The political boundaries are themselves of three sorts: 'academic, 'cooperative, and 'empirical'.)

In contrast to such boundaries, there are natural boundaries of semiotic investigation; these "are determined by the very object of the discipline" (1976, 5). They mark the limits "beyond which a semiotic approach cannot go" (1976, 6). For Eco, there is more in heaven and earth than is dreamt of in any theory of signs; semiotics, thus, must simply accept that the incredibly vast range of genuinely semiotic phenomena defines only one part of reality, not the whole of it. Not all things are actually signs, though anything can potentially be made to stand for something else and, thereby, be given the function of a sign. That is, "a sign is always an element of an expression plane conventionally correlated to one (or several) elements of a content plane" (1976, 48). "Every time there is a correlation of this kind, recognized by a human society, there is a sign" (ibid.). Even so, countless phenomena have little or nothing to do with such conventional correlations; they thus fall outside the scope of semiotics.

Since the natural boundaries of semiotic inquiry are defined by the very object of such inquiry, it would be well to say something about how Eco conceives this object. Early in A Theory, he says "semiotics is in principle the discipline studying everything which can be used in order to lie" (1976, 7). Another way in which he attempts to define the object of this discipline is by considering the groundbreaking work of Saussure and Peirce. About the former he writes: "Saussure's definition [of semiologie as a science that studies the life of signs in society] is rather important and has done much to increase semiotic awareness .... [His] notion of a sign as a twofold entity (signifier and signified or sign-vehicle and meaning) has anticipated and promoted all correlational definitions of sign-function"(1976,14). However, Saussure's conception of semiologie (with its emphasis on signs as intentional, artificial devices) is too narrow; and his definition of sign (by its treatment of the signified) is, in one way, too unclear and, in another, too subjectivist.

But, for Eco, "the definition [of semiotics] given by Peirce seems ... more comprehensive and semiotically fruitful" (1976, 15). The definition to which he refers is Peirce's characterization of semiotic as "the doctrine of the essential nature and fundamental varieties of possible semiosis" (5.488). Semiosis is an action involving the cooperation of three subjects-a sign, its object, and its interpretant; moreover, the triadic structure of this process is not reducible to a congeries of actions between pairs (5.484). As Eco notes, "the 'subjects' of Peirce's 'semiosis' are not human subjects but rather three abstract semiotic entities, the dialectic between [sic] which is not affected by concrete communicative behavior" (1976,15). Accordingly, Peirce's definition of 'semiosis' can easily be interpreted in a nonanthropomorphic way. "It does not demand, as a part of a signs definition, the qualities of being intentionally emitted and artificially produced" (1976, 15).

Eco defends the right of the investigator of signs to establish a discipline that includes symptoms as well as symbols, that is, unintentional, natural manifestations that signify something as well as intentional, artificial devices that are used by someone to express something. It is not essential to semiosis that it be uttered by someone; however, it is essential to it that it be interpretable by someone. Thus, Eco notes that he is in agreement with Charles Morris's definitions of both sign and semiotics: "I would like to accept the definition proposed by Morris (1938) according to which 'something is a sign only because it is interpreted as a sign of something by some interpreter.... Semiotics, then, is not concerned with the study of a particular kind of objects, but with ordinary objects, insofar (and only insofar) as they participate in semiosis" (Eco 1976, 16; Morris 1975, 4). For Eco, the way we ought to understand Morris's definition of the sign (something interpreted or, more accurately, interpretable by an interpreter) is in terms of "the possible interpretation by a possible interpreter" (1976, 16). Thus, for a truly general theory of semiotic processes, the utterer and the interpreter are not of equal importance.

The human addressee [or interpreter] is the methodological (and not the empirical) guarantee of the existence of signification, that is of a sign-function established by a code. But on the other hand the supposed presence of a human sender [or utterer] is not the guarantee of the sign-nature of a supposed sign. Only under this condition is it possible to understand symptoms and indices as signs (as Peirce does). (1976, 16)

Something is a sign, consequently, by virtue not of its sender but of its addressee; most simply put, a sign is interpretable (cf. Eco 1984a, 43-45). More fully, Eco proposes the following as a definition: A sign is "everything that, on the grounds of a previously established social convention, can be taken as something standing for something else" (1976, 16). But, insofar as Eco defines semiosis in terms of convention (indeed, of a previously established convention), he appears to rule out the possibility of including so-called natural signs in theoretical semiotics. However, his attempt to get around this difficulty is by asserting that "events coming from a natural source must also be listed as signs: for there is a convention positing a coded correlation between an expression (the perceived event [e.g., red spots]) and a content (its cause or its possible effect [e.g., measles]" (1976, 17). So even so-called natural signs depend upon conventional correlations.

Consequently, for Eco, ordinary objects attain semiotic status -things participate in semiosis -essentially because of a coded correlation between signifier and signified. Although Eco himself suggests that he is siding with Peirce and against Saussure on the question of how to conceive the object of semiotics, he appears with his definition of sign to be closer to the Swiss linguist than to the American philosopher. In the Course in General Linguistics, Saussure noted that: "The bond between the signifier and the signified is arbitrary" (1915 [1966], 67). Eco seems to be following in this tradition, though he wants to define not only conventional signs but also so-called natural signs in terms of social conventions or conventional correlations. 
For Eco, following Saussure and Morris, nothing is intrinsically a sign (Morris 1975, 45). Signs are made by us by means of the application or creation of a code. This would, for Peirce, be a form of nominalism, since it results in stripping reality of its intrinsic connections and in attributing these connections exclusively to the human mind. According to Peirce, signs are part of the very fabric of reality. They are, in some sense (admittedly in an ext remely vague sense), there in reality, independent of our conventions and our consciousness. This marks a very deep division between Peirce and Eco (cf. Sebeok 1979, 12).

In addition. to political and natural boundaries, Eco notes a third kind of limit to semiotic inquiry, epistemlogical boundaries (1976, 28-29). Boundaries of this kind have to do with "the definition of the theoretical 'purity' of the discipline itself' (1976, 28). Can an investigation of signs grasp its object without altering or transforming the very character of that which it explores? Eco thinks not. For him,

the semiotic approach is ruled by a sort of indeterminancy principle: insofar as signifying and communicating are social functions that determine both social organization and social evolution, to 'speak' about 'speaking: to signify signification and to communicate about communication cannot but influence the universe of speaking, signifying and communicating. (1976, 29; however, see 72; also cf. Eco 1984a, 11-12)

What this means, in part, is that: "Theoretical research is a form of social practice" (ibid.). Research is one of the ways in which individuals participate in the life of their culture; their activity as researchers has its origin in the institutions of their culture and can serve either to perpetuate this culture as it is or to challenge in a radical way the dominant forms of institutions, practices, and discourses. As Eco puts it: "If semiotics is a theory, then it should be a theory that permits a continuous critical intervention in semiotic phenomena. Since people speak, to explain why and how they speak cannot help but determine their future way of speaking. At any rate, I can hardly deny that it determines my own way of speaking" (1976, 29; cf. Kristeva 1969, 30).

What is most important in the present context is Eco's claim that the speaking subject falls beyond the natural boundaries of semiotic inquiry. Eco does not deny the obvious; namely, that in

any actual instance of a communicational process, concrete historical, biological, and psychic subjects are involved (1976, 314). There is the production of physically graspable and, thus, materialistically testable signs precisely because there is the exertion of labor on the part of concretely empirical subjects (1976, 71-72; 317). "But semiotics is entitled to recognize these subjects only insofar as they manifest themselves through signfunctions, producing sign-functions, criticizing other signfunctions and restructuring the pre-existing sign-functions. By accepting these limits, semiotics fully avoids any risk of idealism" (1976, 317).

It is principally the threat of idealism that induces Eco to banish the subject from the realm of semiotics (cf. de Lauretis 1984,171). What is this threat and how does Eco's proposed neglect of the speaking subject circumvent it? For an answer to the first question (What is the threat of idealism?), we get an important clue from the following passage:

To communicate means to concern oneself with and involve oneself in extra-semiotic circumstances. The fact that they can frequently be translated into semiotic terms does not eliminate their continuous presence in the background of any phenomenon involving sign production. In other words, signification is confronted with (and communication takes place within) the framework of the global network of material, economic, biological and physical conditions then prevalent. The fact that semiosis lives as a fact in a world of facts limits the absolute purity of the universe of codes. (1976, 158; cf. 150, n. 27)

At the outset of The Role of the Reader, Eco speaks of the idea of unlimited semiosis being the philosophical scaffolding of A Theory of Semiotics (1979, 3). According to him, "the basic condition of semiosis is its being interwoven with signs sending back to signs, in an infinite regression" (1979, 188-189; cf Peirce 1.339, a passage quoted by Eco in this context). He unquestionably derived this notion from Peirce, for whom a sign is "Anything which determines something else (its interpretant) to refer to an object to which itself refers (its object) in the same way, the interpretant becoming in turn a sign, and so on ad infinitum"' (2.303; quoted by Eco 1976, 69, though with incorrect reference). Thus, this idea of a process of unlimited semiosis is simply that of a series of infinite interpretants; Eco thinks that by means of this idea "Peirce has reached the highest level of his realism. Except that this is not an ontological but a pragmatic realism! " (1979, 193). At the point where sign gives rise to interpretant and a first interpretant to a second, "there begins a process of unlimited semiosis, which, paradoxical as it may be, is the only guarantee for the foundation of a semiotic system capable of checking itself entirely by its own means" (1976, 68). Precisely because semiosis is unlimited-that is, because the series of interpretants potentially stretches to infinity-the system of signs can become selfcritical and self-corrective.

Moreover, among the various kinds of interpretants to which any concrete case of semiosis N likely to give rise is what Peirce calls the 'energetic interpretant', action arising precisely as the response to our interpretation of a sign. For Eco, the mere fact that action functions as an interpretant as well as the additional fact that actions tend, if repeated, to give rise to habits (these habits themselves constituting a class of interpretants) is of fundamental importance. As he says, "the action is the place in which the haecceities [the brute event crowding out a place for itself in the here and now] ends the game of semiosis" (1979,195). However, action does not simply terminate the process of semiosis; it also transforms it. In turn, semiosis characteristically has the tendency to transform both our actions themselves and our habits of action. In Eco's own words,

The system of systems of codes, which could look like an irrealistic and idealistic cultural world separate from the concrete events, leads men to act upon the world; and this action continuously converts itself into new signs, giving rise to new semiotic systems. The Peircean notion of interpretant takes into account, not only the synchronic structure of semiotic systems, but also the diachronic destructurization and restructurization of those systems. (1979, 195)

The ultimate irony, as we shall see, is that precisely in terms of this dialectic between semiosis and action is the concrete subject most fully revealed from a semiotic perspective. While Eco senses the fundamental importance of Peirce's notion of interpretant, he does not grasp its full significance: Although the interpretant must not be confused with the interpreter (Eco 1976, 68), Peirce's notion of interpretant offers a way of illuminating the interpreter and utterer of signs both as distinctively semiotic phenomena and as existentially situated subjects. However, to say this is to jump ahead of our story. What is needed here is a preliminary summary of Eco's basic position regarding the impossibility of treating the concrete subject of semiosis within his general theory of signs.

Eco insists upon the following two points: (a) Any semiosic act takes place in extra-semiotic circumstances and (b) "Semiosis explains itself by itself' (1976, 71).

In order to make the interpretant a fruitful notion, one must first of all free it from any psychological misunderstanding.... [According to Peirce] even ideas are signs, in various passages the interpretants appear also as mental events. I am only suggesting that from the point of view of the theory of signification, we should perform a sort of surgical operation and retain only a precise aspect of this category. Interpretants are the testable and describable correspondents associated by public agreement to another sign. In this way the analysis of content becomes a cultural operation which works only on physically testable cultural products, that is, other signs and their reciprocal correlations. Therefore the process of unlimited semiosis shows us how signification, by means of continual shif tings which refer a sign back to another sign or string of signs, circumscribes cultural units in an asymptotic fashion, without ever allowing one to touch them directly, though making them accessible through other units. Thus one is never obliged to replace a cultural unit by means of something which is not a semiotic entity, and no cultural unit has to be explained by some platonic, psychic, or objectal entity. Semiosis explains itself by itself this continual circularity is the normal condition of signification and even allows communicational processes to use signs in order to mention things and states of the world. (1979, 198)

For our purposes, what is especially relevant is the claim that we are not obliged to replace any cultural unit by something that is not a semiotic entity, in particular, by a psychic entity, be this some state of the psyche (e.g., a feeling) or the psyche in its entirety. What Eco appears to be most concerned about is the autonomy of a text vis-a-vis not other texts but the producer of the text. Hence, "the author should die once he has finished writing. So as not to trouble the path of the text" (Eco 1984b, 7).

II

In "Peirce and the Semiotic Foundations of Openness: Signs as Texts and Texts as Signs" (Chapter 7 of The Role of the Reader), Eco notes that Peirce is a dialectical thinker (1979, 195). Yet Eco does not realize just how deeply dialectical is this thinker from whom he draws so much. To insist that the human subject is something spoken does not preclude also recognizing that he or she is someone speaking. Moreover, Peirce did not hesitate to speak about the utterer and interpreter of signs; and it is most significant that he did so from the very perspective of his 'semeiotic' Peirce's preferred spelling). In fact, he defined the person as a species of sign; namely, a symbol. Now, on the surface, this might not appear to be at all different from Eco's position. After all, Eco states that the subject can be considered by the semiotician only from the perspective of semiotics; but this in itself implies the possibility of treating the subject sub specie semiotica. However, this appearance is deceiving, for Peirce speaks about the subject where Eco insists upon silence regarding this topic.

What does Peirce say about the self, especially in the context of his theory of signs? As I have already noted, for Peirce, the self is itself a sign (5.313). The subject in its innermost being is itself a form of semiosis. With this identification Peirce opens up a whole field of semiotic inquiry, a field that he himself cultivated. As Milton Singer observes in Man's Glassy Essence: Explorations in Semiotic Anthropology, "in his later years Peirce was moving toward an integrated and consistent theory of personal identity" (1984, 66). The various doctrines of his mature philosophy (in particular, his semiotics, his pragmaticism, and his phenomenology) "not only enabled Peirce to avoid falling into subjectivism but also allowed him to start constructing a social and semiotic theory of the self consistent with science and common sense" (M. Singer 1984, 58).

The most basic fact about the human person is that he or she is a being in communication with other beings or, more accurately, a being who possesses the capacity to be in communication with others (cf, Buchler 1966, 106; Buber 1966, 72-88). In The Principles of Psychology, William James had written:

The only states of consciousness that we naturally deal with are found in personal consciousness, minds, selves, concrete particular I's and you's.

Each of these minds keeps its own thoughts to itself. There is no giving or bartering between them .... Absolute insulation, irreducible pluralism, is the law.... The breaches between such thoughts [as those which belong to different minds] are the most absolute breaches in nature. (1890 [1983], 221)

In response to the Jamesian conception of human consciousness, Peirce wrote: "Is not the direct contrary nearer observed facts? Is not this pure metaphysical speculation? You think there must be such isolation, because you confound thoughts with feeling qualities; but all observation is against you. There are some small particulars that a man can keep to himself. He [apparently James] exaggerates them and his personality sadly" (8.81). Not insulation but communication -not irreducible pluralism but limitless interpenetration -is the law, at least as far as our claims are based on observation. (In the fourth and again in the final chapters, I shall return to this contrast between James and Peirce, since this juxtaposition helps us see more clearly the distinctive character of Peirce's semiotic approach to mental phenomena.)

Peirce's paradigm of communication -indeed, of semiosisis simply a conversation (Fisch 1986, 357). In a late manuscript, he speaks of an ordinary conversation (as we noted in the previous chapter) as "a wonderfully perfect kind of sign -functioning"

(MS 283, 00119). In such a conversation, the self is alternately a speaker and a listener, a source from whom discourse flows and a being to whom discourse is addressed. The self might also be a topic of the conversation, someone about whom something is said. Moreover, the self as speaker is never simply a speaker; in any utterance the self makes, there are echoes of the discourses of others. The self as speaker is someone through whom others speak. In one of his studies in anthropology, Levi-Strauss indicated: "I do not aim to show how men think in myths, but how myths think in men, unbeknownst to them" (Culler 1983, 31). The subject is, among other things, a medium through which forces and persons other than the subject speak. This fact about the subject demands that we rethink the sense in which the self is a source of thought and action, feeling and dreams.

The body itself is, in its own way, a medium. In "Some Consequences," Peirce claims that "the organism is only an instrument of thought" (5.315). But since thought is essentially a process of semiosis, the kind of instrument that the organism provides is that of a medium. The person is not "shut up in a box of flesh and blood" (7.591). The body is not principally something in which the self is located; rather it is the most immediate medium through which the self expresses. Precisely because it is the most immediate medium- that the human subject uses, the use of all other media are mediated by this medium: For the human subject, semiotic consciousness is incarnate consciousness.

In The Subject of Semiotics Kaja Silverman notes that:

The term 'subject' designates a quite different semantic and ideological space from that indicated by the more familiar term 'individual . ' The second of these terms dates from the Renaissance, and it still bears the traces of the dominant philosophical systems of that time -systems which afforded to consciousness the very highest premium. The concept of subjectivity.... marks a radical departure from this philosophical tradition by giving a more central place to the unconscious and to cultural overdetermination than it does to consciousness. (1983, 126)

We might add to this list of the characteristics of the subject two more traits: The subject is a historical and incarnate being. Thus, any account of the subject must shed light on these four traits. Human subjectivity is a divided reality: It is split between a conscious and an unconscious region. According to de Lauretis, "Though Peirce was well aware that his notion of habit extended far beyond consciousness and thus exceeded the boundaries of positivistic psychology ... he did not have the advantage of a developed theory of the unconscious with which his theory of habit might be confronted" (1984, 215, n. 31).

Even so, Peirce was sensitive to the divided character of the human sub ect and the fundamental importance of the unconscious region. Thus, he writes, that "vivid consciousness, subject to attention and control, embraces at any moment a mere scrap of our psychical activity" (6.569). In contrast to this region of mind, Peirce states that "(1) The obscure [or unconscious] part of the mind is the principal part. (2) It acts with far more unerring accuracy than the rest. (3) It is almost infinitely more delicate in its sensibilities" (ibid.). “The action of thought," according to Peirce, "is all the time going on, not merely in that part of consciousness which thrusts itself on the attention ... but also in the deeply shaded [or hidden] parts" (7.555). All activities of the mind are forms of semiosis; yet not all of these activities are visible to the subject in whom they are taking place. It might be objected, however, that such passages as these indicate only that Peirce was conscious of the preconscious or nonconscious regions of human subjectivity, but not a consciousness of the unconscious in the strict sense (namely, as a region of repression). In response to such an objection, one need only to quote the following text: "Men many times fancy that they act from reason when, in point of fact, the reasons they attribute to themselves are nothing but excuses which unconscious instinct invents to satisfy the teasing 'whys' of the ego. The extent of this self-delusion is such as to render philosophical rationalism a farce" (1.631).

In recognizing the importance of the unconscious, we are, in effect, accepting a fundamental challenge to philosophical reflection. In the words of Paul Ricoeur, "what is at stake is the possibility of a philosophical anthropology which can take up the dialectic between consciousness and the unconscious. What world view and vision of man will make this possible?" (1981, 100). Later in this paper, I shall suggest an answer to this question.

The human subject is not merely a divided being (conscious /unconscious) but also a culturally overdetermined being. If our image of the person is the individual, rather than the subject, then we see the person' s thinking as in no way coerced either by the force of material conditions or by the thoughts of other people; the individual is understood to be a free intellectual agent (Silverman 1983, 126). In contrast, the subject is seen not as a primordially free source of thought and action but rather as a being so deeply embedded in its time and place as to be largely, though not completely, constrained in its cognition and conduct. As Peirce notes, "the total experience of life leads a man instinctively and irreflectively to believe that there is an external world that has been precious little affected by his birth and will be as little affected by his death" (MS 673, 00005). For even clearer evidence of Peirce's awareness of the cultural overdetermination of the human subject, consider the following passage: "A great many people think they shape their lives according to reason, when it is really just the other way [around]" (MS 437, 00019).

However, Peirce does not intend this as a doctrine of despair. The ways we think, feel, and act are governed largely by the circumstances in which we live; indeed, there are laws that determine how material and cultural circumstances influence human existence. "But these laws are not of the nature of mechanical forces, such that the individual and the spirit of man is swallowed up in cosmical movements, but on the contrary it is a law by virtue of which lofty results require for their attainment lofty thinkers of original power and individual value" (7.275). In yet another context, Peirce asserts that there is a threefold function of the human person, namely, "to work out his own nature and impulses, to aid others, and to contribute to the fulfillment of the destiny of his generation" (MS 299, 00021). It is significant that Peirce speaks here of the fulfillment of the destiny of a person's generation; our function, thus, is defined, at least, in part in terms of our time and place.

Even so, we are beings with an incredibly complex and ultimately unfathomable history. We are bearers of the past: History speaks through us in ways we just barely comprehend. Accordingly, semiotic consciousness encompasses historical consciousness.

Finally, we are incarnate beings. The human subject is not a disembodied cogito but an embodied speaker, not an insurmountably private consciousness contingently attached to a body but an inescapably expressive consciousness necessarily embodied in some medium, first and foremost the exquisitely pliable medium of the human organism.

The definitive traits of the human subject are focused upon in opposition to those characteristics that have traditionally been ascribed to the individual, in particular, consciousness and autonomy. However, in turning toward a conception of human subjectivity and away from that of human individuality, there is neither intention nor necessity to deny the obvious -that we are more or less conscious and more or less free beings. But, to speak of both consciousness and autonomy in terms of "more or less" (i.e., in terms of degrees) is significant. Moreover, both our consciousness and our freedom are, at least in their higher manifestations, not so much gifts as achievements, not so much things conferred upon us from without but things won by dint of our own courage. The link between courage and consciousness is intrinsic: It takes courage to open ourselves to the possibility of becoming aware of who we are. (The significance of Nietzsche resides largely in the forceful way in which he exposed to the Western mind this intrinsic link.)

In addition to consciousness and autonomy, stability is often attributed to the individual (Silverman 1983, 126). However, as Jose Ortega y Gasset notes, "No human acquisition is stable' (1963, 25). This includes the acquisitions of consciousness and freedom: Whatever we have won, we are also able to lose. Thus, the term ,subject' (in contrast to 'individual') stands for the radical instability of the human person. Thus, to quote Ortega again, unlike all other beings in the universe, man is never assuredly man: "on the contrary, being man signifies precisely being always on the point of not being man, being a living problem, an absolute and hazardous adventure; or, as I am wont to say: being, in essence, a drama! ... [In short] man lives in perpetual fear of being dehumanized" (1957, 27).

The subject in our sense of the term is a deeply divided and culturally overdetermined being; and, in addition, a historical and incarnate being. Moreover, whatever degree of freedom and consciousness the subject attains, its life is essentially dramatic and its possessions are radically insecure. We cannot fully understand any of these fundamental dimensions of human subjectivity apart from an elaborate theory of semiotic processes. However, is the reverse true? Can we understand the nature and varieties of semiosis apart from any consideration of the subject? This, after all, appears to be what Eco is arguing at the conclusion of A Theory of Semiotics. I shall return to this question at the end of this paper; at this point, let me give the briefest possible summary of Peirce's semiotic theory of human subjectivity or, more accurately, Peirce's most fundamental assertions about the human subject, assertions made in the context of his semiotics.

For Peirce, the self is a sign. The way in which he draws out the implications of this view suggests a comprehensive framework for understanding human subjectivity. Indeed, in response to Ricoeur's question (What vision of the person will enable us to take up the dialectic between consciousness and the unconscious?), a reasonable answer might be Peircean semiotics. Yet, even before making this identification of subjectivity and semiosis, Peirce says that the self is a locus of error and ignorance (5.225 ff.). However, in addition to this negative or privative conception of the self, Peirce also offers a positive one: The self is a center of power and control. This is implied in the following passage: "When I speak of a man's Real Self, or True Nature, I mean the very Springs of Action in him which mean how he would

act" (MS 649, p. 36). In addition, Peirce insists that a person is not whole as long as he or she is single: The person is essentially a possible member of society (5.402 n. 2). Not only is the subject a  possible member of community; the person qua subject possesses the actual form of community (5.421).

I seriously doubt that Eco would deny the truth of most, if not all, of these claims. However, he would question their relevance for a theory of signs. He allows for a form of circularity when he claims-that semiosis explains itself by itself. Explorations of semiosis give rise to these characterizations of the self-, in turn, these characterizations can guide us in our explorations. Why is this form of circularity any less allowable?

Rather than avoiding idealism (Eco’s principle objective in banishing the concrete producer of signs from the general theory of semiosis), he appears to lapse into it, especially when he reduces an author to some aspect of the text (cf. de Lauretis 1984, 171). Surely textualism is simply the most recent variety of the idealistic ideology, an ideology that has proven to be all but ineradicable. However, Peirce's theory of the interpretant provides us with a way of incorporating the subject within the study of signs without denying the extrasemiotic character of either this subject or the circumstances in which he or she is destined to act-in short, without lapsing into some form of idealism.

In more than one place, Eco stresses the importance of the notion of interpretant for an understanding of signs; moreover, he recognizes how insightful is Peirce's suggestion that both actions and habits of action can function, though in different ways, as interpretants of signs. Yet he fails to see the implications of all this for a semiotic treatment of the human subject. We begin to see these implications when we grasp (as Teresa de Lauretis notes in "Semiosis and Experience") that "the notion of habit as 'energetic' attitude, a somatic disposition at once abstract and concrete, the crystallized form of past muscular/mental effort, is powerfully suggestive of a subject touched by the practice of signs, a subject physically implicated and bodily engaged in the production of meaning, representation and self-representation" " (1984, 183). There is no compelling reason why this concrete subject (the self as both a result and a transformer of this practice of signs) falls outside of the natural boundaries of semiotic investigation. As Peirce puts it, persons and signs reciprocally educate each other (5.313). No doubt, throughout the major portion of Western thought, the dependence of signs upon the practices and abilities of persons has been unduly stressed and our dependence upon signs as constitutive of who we are has been largely unexplored; even so, there is no necessity to fly to the other extreme and construe our dependence upon signs to be such that the author is nothing but an aspect of a text or that the sender is nothing but an aspect of a message. The dialectical relationship between action and semiosis is such that, precisely because it is a dialectical relationship, neither the autonomy of semiotic phenomena nor that of the active subject have to be sacrificed (CN, vol. III, 195).

It might be argued that I have established only that semiotics is relevant to any adequate account of the human subject, not that considerations of the subject are germane to a general theory of semiotic phenomena. Peirce himself appeared to push in the direction of a semiotic free of any form of mentalism when he asserted that:

We must begin by getting diagrammatic notions of signs from which we strip away, at first, all reference to the mind; and after we have made those ideas just as distinct as our notion of a prime number or of an oval line, we may then consider, if need be, what are the peculiar characteristics of a mental sign, and in fact may give a mathematical definition of a mind, in the same sense in which we can give a mathematical definition of a straight line... (NE 4, 45)

Along these same lines Peirce wrote that: "Logic will here be defined as formal semiotic. A definition of a sign will be given which no more refers to human thought than does the definition of a line as the place which a particle occupies, part by part, during a lapse of time" (NE 4, 20).

There is something unquestionably Peircean about Eco's efforts to make semiotic inquiry a purely formal discipline. However, it is one thing to say that a general and formal theory of signs does not necessarily take into account the subject of semiosis, and it is quite another to assert that such a theory of signs cannot in principle investigate the subject. It is as though the investigator of semiotic phenomena has a form of the Midas touch in which everything touched turns to -signs, the object of the mind's desire And, in becoming a sign, it ceases to be what it was prior to the glance of the semiotician.

Yet Eco does not appear to be consistent on this point. On the one hand, he proposes that semiotics itself is a logic of culture and that "Culture can be studied completely under a semiotic profile” (1976, 28; emphasis omitted). On the other hand, he argues that the subject cannot be studied at all from a semiotic perspective. But, if it is possible to study the whole of culture from a semiotic viewpoint without falling into the idealist trap, then why is it not also possible to investigate the subject from the same viewpoint while avoiding the same pitfall? What is good for the whole appears to be, in this case at least, good for the part.

At the beginning of A Theory of Semiotics, after defining the project of semiotics in terms of studying the whole of culture, Eco notes that this proposed characterization smacks of arrogant 'imperialism' (1976, 6). But, he Insists, this impression is misleading: It is not the right of the semiotician to legislate all of the ways in which culture might be investigated; it is simply the right of such an investigator to treat culture as a system of signs, signs being those phenomena that are dependent upon a complex network of overlapping codes and produced by the exertion of labor. (Thus, for Eco, semiotics = a theory of codes + a theory of sign production.) The modesty that the semiotician owes to practitioners of other disciplines is also something owed to other practitioners of his or her own discipline. It is perfectly appropriate for a semiotician to attempt to articulate a theory of signs that makes little or no reference to the subject of semiosis; however, it appears to me to be fundamentally mistaken for such a theorist to rule out the very possibility for others to bring this topic within the scope of a science of signs. Hence, semiotic explorations of human subjectivity do not illicitly pass beyond the boundaries of semiotics; rather such explorations naturally push these boundaries outward. And this pushing outward entails a diving inward; and this turning 'inward' signifies a refusal to explore language simply as a purely formal object and a desire to grasp speaking concretely as an irreducibly existential act (cf. Kristeva 1984, 13; 21),

Any general theory of signs is always formulated by an investigator with particular interests (cf. Eco 1984a, 8). Among the deepest interests of Peirce appear to be an understanding of science, a detailed understanding that goes to the deepest roots of this human activity. He developed his theory of signs almost always with an eye to explaining some fundamental aspect of scientific inquiry. He saw scientific inquiry not merely as an extremely important form of human praxis; he saw it also as a kind of worship and the means of really revealing the nature of reality. In other words, he looked upon scientific investigation in reference to not merely its human dimension but also its cosmic setting. Hence, for Peirce, the spirit in which philosophy, conceived as a branch of inquiry encompassing the investigation of signs, ought to be undertaken is the spirit in which every branch of science ought to be pursued; namely, the spirit of joy in learning about ourselves and in becoming acquainted with the glories of God (MS 328; cf. 1.670). Among the deepest interests of Eco seems to be an appreciation of works of art, in particular, works of literature. His particular focus appears to be using a theory of signs to illuminate aesthetic works in their cultural and, hence, ideological context, whereas Peirce's particular focus appears to be employing such a theory to explain scientific investigation in its cosmic setting. No doubt, this difference manifests itself on a variety of levels and in a number of ways in the manner these two thinkers articulate a general theory of signs. As Peirce himself noted very early in his career as a philosopher,

Each man has his own peculiar character. It enters into all he does. It is his consciousness and not a mere mechanical trick, and therefore it is by the principles of the last lecture a cognition; but as it enters into all his cognitions, it is a cognition of things in general. It is therefore the man's philosophy, his way of regarding things; not a philosophy of the head alone -but one which pervades the whole man. (7.595)

Let me conclude this paper with two final points of criticism. In A Theory of Semiotics, Eco says that the discipline he is attempting to develop "is mainly concerned with signs as social forces" (1976, 65). However, apart from the pragmaticist theory of the human subject, with its emphasis upon habits of action (especially on those habits that result from processes of semiosis), the impact of signs as such forces becomes invisible to the investigator of signs. Thus, if Eco's handling of the speaking subject is correct, then semiotic inquiry is barred from realizing what he takes to be one of its principal objectives, a detailed understanding of signs as social forces.

An even more fundamental criticism-at least, from the perspective of Peirce -is that Eco's approach blocks the road of inquiry. This is the one sin that cannot be pardoned (1.136). One of the specific ways in which this unpardonable sin is committed, according to Peirce, is when an investigator maintains that "this, that, and the other never can be known" (1.138). Peirce described himself as a backwoodsman whose work largely consisted of clearing and opening a field of inquiry, the field that he called 'semeiotic'; it involved for him the investigation of "the essential nature and fundamental varieties of possible semiosis" (5.488). As an important- part of his own semiotic investigations, Peirce explored the implications of his general theory of signs for an understanding of the concrete subject of semiosis. Accordingly, although a general theory of signs can, in its initial articulation, be formulated without explicit reference to any concrete user of signs, such a theory can-and perhaps must-in its eventual development provide us with a set of categories that illuminates the structure of subjectivity. Semiotics does not render us blind to subjectivity; rather it reveals human subjects in their deepest character; that is, not only as users of signs but also as themselves processes and products of semiosis (cf., ironically, Eco 1984a, 45). Such is the path Peirce has marked, and it is the one we should follow. There is, in truth, a path here, if we can only discern the marks made by an explorer who has gone before us. As always, it is essentially a question of our ability to interpret the signs that continuously address us, though in ways that simultaneously conceal and reveal their status as signs. Our reading of Peirce as an explorer of signs holds the promise of acquiring a crucial form of literacy; namely, our ability to read ourselves as products, processes, and sources of semiosis. The signs are there, if only we can decipher them.

In a variety of contexts, Peirce made specific suggestions about how these signs should be deciphered. One such context was his classification of the sciences. Of particular interest for us is how he conceived the relationship between semiotics and psychology; that is, between the general theory of signs and the experimental study of mind. An understanding of the relationship between these two sciences reveals the distinctive character of Peirce's semiotic approach to human subjectivity. After exploring this relationship in the next chapter, I shall present in the fourth chapter a developmental interpretation of Peirce's account of the self.

Chapter Three
The Relevance of Peirce's Semiotics to Psychology

There are at least two ways of construing the topic of this chapter. One way is to consider how Charles Peirce himself conceived the relevance of his general theory of signs to the experimental study of mind. Another is to examine how Peirce's semiotic is relevant to the psychologist's investigations, quite apart from what Peirce himself actually said or clearly implied about the relationship between the two disciplines. I shall construe our topic principally in the first way: My concern will be with how Peirce himself endeavored to relate semiotics to psychology. Before trying to go beyond Peirce, it would be helpful to catch up to him.

I

As we have seen, Peirce defined semiotics as "the doctrine of the 'essential nature and fundamental varieties of possible semiosis" (5.488). As we have also seen, he readily admitted that he was a backwoodsman in the work of opening and clearing this field of study; indeed, he found the field too vast and the labor too great for a first-comer (ibid.). If this field of study in itself was so overwhelming, it should be no surprise that he did not fully explore the relevance of discoveries within this field to other areas of investigation.

What is especially important for our topic is that Peirce did not discuss in a thoroughgoing manner the relevance of the general theory of signs to the specialized study of mind. When he did consider the relationship between semiotics and psychology, it was frequently to show that semiotics in general and 'Critic' in particular do not rest upon the conclusions of psychology. In other words, Peirce considered this relationship usually in connection with his critique of psychologism, of the doctrine that makes the laws of logic dependent upon the facts of psychology (cf. Hookway 1985, 15-18; Dougherty 1980). It should be recalled that, for Peirce, logic in its most general sense is only another name for semiotics (2.227). Hence, what Peirce said about the relationship between logic and psychology bears directly upon the question of the relevance of semiotics to psychology.

John Stuart Mill offered what is perhaps the classic statement of psychologism when he wrote: Logic "is not a science distinct from, and coordinate with, Psychology. So far as it is a science at all, it is a part, or branch, of Psychology; differing from it, on the one hand as a part differs from the whole, and on the other, as an Art differs from a Science. Its theoretical grounds are wholly borrowed from Psychology, and include as much of that science as is required to justify the rules of the art" (1872, 461-62; 2.39). It is instructive to note the parallel between John Stuart Mill's conception of logic and Ferdinand de Saussure's view of semiology. According to Saussure, 'A science that studies the life of signs within society is conceivable; it would be part of social psychology and consequently of general psychology; I shall call it semiology (from Greek semeion 'sign')" (1915 [1966], 16). Peirce rejected the view espoused by Mill and, by implication, the position articulated by Saussure, because for both semiotics is a branch of psychology (e.g., 5.28). As we shall see, his own position was the exact opposite of psychologism.

Peirce's rejection of psychologism led him to stress the independence of semiotics from psychology: The study of signs is not a branch of psychology. An understanding of the nature and varieties of semiosis does not rest upon a detailed understanding of the particular workings of the human mind; rather the reverse is true. In response to the suggestion that psychology and semiotics are mutually supportive rather than hierarchically related, Peirce claimed that this would be like two drunken sailors trying to hold each other up: In such a case, the two of them would be certain to tumble to the ground (8.167 [1903]). Consequently, he insisted that while the experimental study of mind is essentially dependent upon the general theory of signs, semiotics is only i ncidentally dependent upon psychology.

Even so, truths regarding the workings of mind in general (i.e., mind as mind rather than mind as human) may be helpful to the investigator of signs (2.210). Such truths are to be distinguished rather sharply from the findings of psychologists. On the one hand, there are psychical truths; these rest upon observations such as come within the range of every normal person's everyday experience. These observations concern the workings of the mind in general and are well known to, even if little noticed by, all grown persons who are of sound minds. An example of such a truth is that agents characteristically act for a purpose and, thus, one way to explain the actions of a person is in reference to some purpose more or less clearly envisioned by the agent (cf. 2.210). On the other hand, there are psychological truths; these rest upon the highly contrived observations of the experimental inquirer. While psychical truths are excessively vague but (for that very reason) practically indubitable, psychological truths are precise yet precarious. The former are vague without being vacuous, the latter precise without being certain.

Psychical truths, then, are "those rough facts about the mind which are open to everybody's observation, and which no sane man dreams of calling into question" (CN 111, 49 [1901]). It is not upon the findings of any special science (in particular, not upon the discoveries of experimental psychology) that our general conception of the empirical world (i.e., our metaphysics) rests; rather it is upon the rough facts about mindful agents, and upon similar facts about physical bodies, that we actually base, first, our general metaphysics and, then, our metaphysical psychology (ibid.). Whereas psychology "cannot escape taking for granted a metaphysics of one kind or another in no inconsiderable measure," both general metaphysics and metaphysical psychology can and ought to be based on something more solid than the specific conclusions of a special science (ibid.).

Hence, Peirce's distinction between psychical and psychological truths presupposes a distinction between two spheres of observation and, based upon these distinct spheres of observation, two kinds of science (namely, the coenscopic and the idioscopic). Peirce insisted that "philosophy ought to be deliberate and planned out" (c. 1896; 1.179). This architectonic conception of philosophical inquiry required nothing less than a detailed classification of the various sciences, with the philosophical disciplines being granted a precise position within the hierarchy of the sciences. Peirce was aware that not everyone sees the need for such classifications. Thus, in 1904 in a letter to William James, he wrote: "I know that you are not inclined to see much value in distinguishing one science from another. But my opinion is

that it is absolutely necessary to any progress. The standards of certainty must be different in different sciences, the principles to which one science appeals altogether different from those of the other. From the point of view of logic and methodical development the distinctions are of the greatest concern" (8.297). The question of the relevance of semiotics to psychology, then, cannot be answered apart from Peirce's classification of the sciences. Let me quickly sketch two of the most important ways in which this classification defines the relationship between semiotics and psychology; the first concerns the distinction between coenscopic and idioscopic sciences, the second the distinction between normative and explanatory sciences.

A coenscopic science "deals with positive truth, indeed, yet contents itself with observations such as come within the range of every man's normal experience, and for the most part in every waking hour of his life" (Peirce 1902: 1.241). The idioscopic sciences are the special sciences; these depend "upon special observation, which travel or other exploration, or some assistance to the senses, either instrumental or given by training, together with unusual diligence, has put within the power of its students"' (Peirce 1902: 1.242).

Since semiotics is a coenscopic science and psychology is an idioscopic science, the question of the relevance of semiotics to psychology is, in part, a query about the relationship between a particular coenscopic science and a particular idioscopic science. In addition, since semiotics is a normative science and psychology is an explanatory science, our question is also, in part, a query about the relationship between a particular normative science and a particular explanatory science. As a coenscopic discipline, semiotics provides psychology with certain extremely vague yet practically indubitable truths about the nature of mind. The most important of these truths is that the mind is itself an instance of semiosis -a sign in the process of development (5.313 [1868]). Of course, to say that something is practically indubitable does not mean that it is theoretically acknowledged by everyone; as Descartes and others have pointed out, there is nothing so certain that some sage somewhere has not denied it.

As a normative discipline, semiotics supplies psychology with a set of very general norms regarding our various cognitive endeavors. For Peirce, not only does every kind of consciousness enter into cognition (1.381), but also "every phenomenon of our mental life is more or less like cognition. Every emotion, every burst of passion, every exercise of will, is like cognition" (1.376). Insofar as every state of consciousness is, to some degree, cognitive and insofar as every instance of cognition is, in some respects, inferential, an understanding of inference is the key to consciousness. In other words, the manifestations of consciousness are intelligible only against a background of norms.

What these norms principally reveal are the ways in which one sign legitimately gives rise to another. "The highest kind of symbol is one which signifies a growth, or self-development ... and accordingly, the central problem of logic is to say whether one given thought is truly, i.e., is adapted to be, a development of a given other or not" (4.10[1906]). A fallacy is 
a thinking that parades as a self-development of thought but is in fact begotten by some other sire than reason.... For reasoning ceases to be Reason when it is no longer reasonable: thinking ceases to be Thought when true thought disowns it. A self-development of Thought takes the course that thinking will take that is sufficiently deliberate, and is not truly a self development if it slips from being the thought of one object-thought to being the thought of another object-thought. It is, in a geological sense, a ‘fault' - an inconformability in the strata of thinking. The discussion of it does not appertain to pure logic, but to the application of logic to psychology. (4.10 [19061)

The various ways in which our cognitive endeavors become arrested or frustrated is a topic for the psychologist; however, to explain the failure of cognition presupposes an understanding of the ideal toward which and the norms by which cognition develops.
II
Peirce's critique of psychologism left open the question of whether psychology is dependent upon semiotics. However, the unmistakable implication of how he conceived the two sciences is that the explanatory, idioscopic science of psychology ought to draw heavily upon the normative, coenscopic science of semiotics. This assumes, of course, the development of semiotics beyond the bare outline of a scientific discipline: The development of psychology must, in large part, wait upon the development of semiotics. This view of the relation between semiotics and psychology is clearly implied in what Peirce said about the two disciplines. Moreover, in a number of texts, he directly confronted the question of this relation. One such text is the following: If consciousness is taken to mean thought, then "it is more without us than within. It is we that are in it, rather than it in any of us. Of course I can' t explain myself in a few words; but I think it would do the psychologists a great service to explain to them my conception of the nature of thought" (8.257 [1902]).

Of course, Peirce's conception of the nature of thought involves, above all, the attempt to interpret all manifestations of thought as instances of signs; thus, to say that his conception of thought would be of service to the psychologists is, in effect, to claim that his semiotic account of thought would be helpful to the experimental study of the mind. Another important passage reads: "Psychology of all sciences stands most in need of the discoveries of the logician, which he makes by the aid of the phenomenologist" (8.297 [1904]). Yet another text states: "Of course psychologists ought to make, as in point of fact they are making, their own invaluable studies of the sign-making and sign-using functions -invaluable I call them, in spite of the fact that they cannot possibly come to their final conclusions, until other more elementary studies have come to their first harvest - studies that it is natural for the psychologists to regard (which is not saying that every psychologist does regard) with something of the same disdain as he may naturally bestow upon the still more vacuous studies of pure mathematics, -or would, if mathematics were not so old a science that its rich granaries command respect" (MS 675, 20-21). An important implication of this last passage is that whereas psychology can make significant contributions to the study of signs, it is ultimately dependent upon semiotics for the realization of its goal; namely, "an account of how the mind functions, develops, and decays, together with the explanation of all this by motions and changes of the brain" (8303 [1909]).

It should be pointed out that the "final" conclusions of any experimental science are only provisionally final. Indeed, science in general "is incomplete; it is essentially incomplete" (CN 1, 156 [1892]). Consequently, psychology does not attain but rather approximates its goal; even so, the progressive approximation of its definitive objective depends upon the progress of semiotics in approximating its goal.

A point at issue here is how psychologists ought to conceive the subject matter of their own science. Peirce was sensitive to the fact that any community of inquirers would naturally be resentful toward an outsider who told them how to conceive their discipline, especially if this proposal was significantly at odds with the practice of those inquirers (7367). Nonetheless, he was equally sensitive to the fact that we do not always have a firm grasp or a clear view of what we are about: We take ourselves to be about one thing when in fact we are about something quite different. Of all people, psychologists ought to be alive to the possibility that the conscious self-image of an individual or group may conceal, rather than reveal, the actual self-identity of that individual or group. We do not begin any complex endeavor with an infallible grasp of our true purpose; rather we become clear about our purpose (if at all) only in the course of our endeavor. Thus, speaking about psychology, Peirce stated "the science is still too unsettled even to understand its own motives; so that a classification which should not look beyond the present state of the study could hardly be expected to be really helpful. In this place, therefore, by exception, I shall allow myself to anticipate, as far as such a thing is possible, a state of the science in the near future" (7372).

In fact, Peirce did anticipate the future of psychology by defining the subject matter of psychological investigation to be not consciousness apart from conduct but the purposive behavior of living organisms (e.g., 7.366). "What the psychologists study is mind, not consciousness exclusively" (7.365 [1902]). The essential characteristic of mind is purposiveness: "mind does not act blindly, but pursues purposes" (CN 1, 200 [1893]). "The microscopist looks to see whether the motions of a little creature show any purpose. If so, there is mind there' (1.269). In this characterization of mind, Peirce was in agreement with William James, for whom the only indubitable expressions or manifestations of mind are actions such as are done for an end and show a choice of means (James 1890 [1983], 23). James' qualification that the presence of mind is revealed by not only the pursuit of purpose but also a flexibility in the means used in this pursuit is an important qualification. It enables us to see clearly that the distinction between acting blindly and acting purposively is not absolute. An organism can pursue a purpose in a blind and inflexible manner and (at least in the case of some species) it can seek a goal in ever more conscious and flexible ways. This suggests that consciousness is a special accompaniment, and not a ubiquitous feature, of purposive behavior. Even so, Peirce's definition of mind in terms of purposiveness leaves room for consciousness. Moreover, it leaves room for consciousness as something more than an epiphenomenon: Our inward consciousness can have a lasting influence on our outward conduct, because such consciousness can be a factor in the formation of habits (Peirce c. 1906: 5.487; 5.493). In the concluding chapter of the present study, this aspect of Peirce's semiotic approach to mental phenomena will be discussed in detail.

For the investigation of how habits control the course of conduct and how consciousness influences the formation of habits, experiments are, of course, indispensable. These experiments should take the form, first, of putting a human being or some other animal in carefully defined conditions in which the organism is challenged to execute a task and, then, of measuring a certain feature of the action performed by the organism under these conditions (7.376). If "psychology were restricted to phenomena of consciousness, the establishment of mental associations, the taking of habits, which is the very market-place of psychology, would be outside its boulevards" (7.367). In contrast, if psychology is defined as the experimental study of purposive behavior, then the acquisition of habits would be a central concern of psychological inquiry. However, we must not understand purposive behavior in an unduly restrictive sense. In particular, "we must acknowledge that there are inward actions -what might be called potential actions, that is, actions which do not take place, but which somehow influence the formation of habits" (6.286 [1893]). (This topic will be explored more fully in Chapter Five of this study.) If we admit such actions, then we are led to the view that thinking is a species of conduct (cf. 8.322 [1906]).

In conceiving the subject of psychology in these terms, Peirce anticipated not only behaviorism but also the present movement beyond the reductionistic forms of behavioristic psychology. It may even be that Peirce's view of psychology anticipates a paradigm shift that still awaits this experimental science. At the very least, if we reconceive psychology in light of semiotics so that experimental psychology is seen by us as a special application of the semiotic perspective to purposive behavior, then purely dyadic models of explanation (e.g., stimulus-response) must give way to essentially triadic approaches (e.g., sign-object-interpretant). In other words, we have opened the way to a psychology that can be naturalistic without being reductionistic. The fundamental concern of such a semiotic psychology will be how signs actually function in the behavior of various species of animals. Our understanding of the way signs function in this sphere will depend on how complete and detailed our general theory of signs is.

A psychology reconceived in light of semiotics will organize itself around some doctrine regarding the nature and varieties of signs. Let me suggest how Peirce's definition of sign is relevant to the experimental study of purposive behavior. In this purely formal and absolutely general definition, a sign is depicted as something "which stands to someone for something in some respect or capacity" (2.228 [c. 1897]). Peirce used the term 'object' to designate that for which the sign stands and the term 'ground' for the respect in which the sign stands for its object. The interpretant is the impact of the sign on some other; it is that which the sign qua sign generates.

Any interpretant can itself function as a sign; that is, represent an object and generate an interpretant. In fact, the more complex cases of semiosis always involve the generation of a series of interpretants. Within this series, it is helpful to distinguish between the initial and the ultimate logical interpretants. The initial logical interpretants are those first conjectures that an organism makes in response to some felt difficulty (5.480 [c. 1906]). They can take the form of either outward exertions (i.e., actions aimed directly at the environment) or, as is frequently the case with humans, imaginary experiments (trials made only in the imagination). The necessity to make such conjectures ordinarily results from surprises, experiences in which our actions are unexpectedly impeded. However, the felt need to put forth conjectures may have its source not in some external impediment to our actual behavior but in some imagined difficulty, in some feigned doubt (cf. 5.481 [1906]; 5.394 [1878]). Indeed, one of the distinguishing features of minds of a sophisticated sort is the capacity deliberately to impose difficulties upon themselves.

When the organism actually or even just imaginatively is thwarted in the realization of a purpose, consciousness ordinarily becomes heightened; consciousness, in effect, sounds an alarm informing the organism that its actions are at odds with its purposes. Consciousness in this context is the focus of conflict between the exertions and the expectations of the organism; the more intense the conflict, the more heightened the consciousness. In light of this, we can agree with John Dewey that "Every case of consciousness is dramatic; [and] drama is an enhancement of the conditions of consciousness" (1925 [1958], 306). The initial logical interpretants are the first attempts to resolve some felt difficulty; they are always more or less fallible responses to a hazardous situation and, as such, contain an element of drama. The ultimate logical interpretant is some general pattern of coping that emerges out of some actual series of struggles; this interpretant is, in a word, a habit. The task of psychologists is, in large part, the investigation of how habits emerge out of the struggles of organisms with their environments. In some cases, this is a relatively simple process; in others, it is an incredibly complex affair. In all cases, it is a distinctively semiotic phenomenon: What is essentially involved is best described in terms of how a series of initial logical interpretants contribute to the establishment of an ultimate logical interpretant.

According to Peirce, "There can be no better touch-stone of a psychology than the question of the relation between soul and body" (7368 [19021). It would be appropriate to conclude this section of the paper by considering how psychology, when it is reconceived in light of semiotics, answers this question. Early in his career, Peirce claimed that the signs a person uses constitute the sum total of that person (5.314 [1868]). We are the totality of the language we possess. Peirce went on to explain: "It is difficult for man to understand this, because he persists in identifying himself with his will, his power over the animal organism, with brute force. Now the organism is only an instrument of thought" (5.315 [1868]). If the organism is an instrument of thought, and if all thought is some form of semiosis, then the organism is first and foremost a medium - it is the means through which the self expresses itself to the world; it is also, though less immediately, the medium through which the world expresses itself to the self. The organism is not something in which the self is located; in Peirce's own image, we are not shut up in a box of flesh and blood (7.591 [c. 18671). The organism is the means through which the self is able to address and be addressed by some other.

The embodied self is a perfect example of what Peirce called a perfect sign. In an unpublished manuscript, he wrote: "the perfect sign is perpetually being acted upon by its object, from which it is perpetually receiving the accretions of new signs.... In addition, the perfect sign never ceases to undergo change [of a spontaneous sort]" (MS 283, 116-17). The next chapter will present a much fuller development of Peirce's distinctively semiotic approach to the finite human subject.

III

Let us conclude by recalling that Peirce offered widely varying assessments of psychology. On the one hand, he predicted: "Psychology is destined to be the most important experimental research of the twentieth century; fifty years hence its wonders may be expected to occupy popular imagination as wonders of electricity do now" (6.587 [c. 1905]). On the other hand, he wondered whether there is after all "any such thing as psychology, apart from logic on the one hand and physiology on the other" (6.428 [1893]). In a review of the fifth edition of Wilhelm Wundt's Principles of Physiological Psychology, Peirce claimed "there is not a science that has not left psychology lingering in the rear; and the burning question of to-day is, why this should be so? Who will diagnose the malady of psychology?" (8.196 [1902]). Around this same time he admitted: "Modern psychology has made an admirable beginning.... Yet that it is only a beginning is shown by its present tendency to turn upon its axis, without making any great advance. Matters of brain- physiology and matters of consciousness elbow one another in unsympathetic juxtaposition, in a way which can only be transitional, and is a sign for us, as well as we can look forward to conceptions not yet attained, that psychologists do not yet understand what mind is, nor what it does" (2.42 [1902]). If we ask where the psychologist is to turn for assistance in understanding the mind, the answer should be obvious-to a general theory of signs that defines the initial logical interpretants as voluntary exertions (5.481) and the ultimate logical interpretants as acquired dispositions. Such a conception of psychology allows its practitioners to trade in the very marketplace of this discipline -facts regarding the formation of habits (7.367 [1902]).

In a manuscript written in 1906, Peirce stated: "Logic, to be sure, is a positive, not a mathematical science; but it makes no special observations, contenting itself with the ordinary experience of pretty much everybody. By psychology is meant the special science so-called, the fruit of psychological research. Logic studies the laws under which signs function as such. Since all cognition consists of signs, psychology is in part a special application of logic [i.e., of semiotics], supplemented by additional facts" (MS 283, variant 60-61). To see psychology in part as a special application of the general theory of signs to a particular range of phenomena (namely, the purposive behavior of animals) is to

open the road of inquiry in a way in which no other conception of this discipline does. As we saw at the conclusion of the previous chapter, the opening of this path is characteristic of Peirce's semiotic vision; as we shall see in the following chapter, the path itself leads to a fertile field.

Chapter Four
Peirce's Account of the Self: A Developmental Perspective

C. S. Peirce's views regarding the self have not been adequately appreciated because they have not been studied developmentally. Such at least is the thesis of this chapter. Accordingly, my task here is to outline the development of Peirce's views on the self and, thereby, to exhibit the subtlety and power of these views in a way that has not yet been done. It should be stressed that, given the complexity of this development and the compass of this chapter, what follows is only an outline. However, since this development has been neglected, even just an outline of it should prove helpful to students of Peirce.

I

Let me begin by recalling some of the more important negative characterizations of the self offered by Peirce. Whether these are as negative as some commentators consider them to be will be discussed later; that they appear to be negative is beyond question. Any adequate account of Peirce on the self must be able to explain these characterizations, especially since (a) they constitute a striking feature (perhaps the most striking feature) of Peirce's discussion of the self and (b) they are, when read without regard for the development of Peirce's thought, the source of much misunderstanding and misguided criticism. In what is perhaps the most famous of these characterizations (the concluding paragraph of "Some Consequences of Four Incapacities"), we encounter the claim: "The individual man, since his separate existence is manifested only by ignorance and error, so far as he is anything apart from his fellows, and from what he and they are to be, is only a negation' " (5.317 [1868]; cf. 5.225-37 [1868]).

Immediately following this assertion, Peirce concluded the article

by quoting several lines from Shakespeare's Measure for Measure:

"This is man,

“... proud man, 
Most ignorant of what he's most assured, 
His glassy essence" (ibid.)

In a manuscript written around 1891, Peirce discussed in an equally negative way the nature of the self. The manuscript to which I refer (MS 1099) is a series of questions and comments on volume 1 of William James's The Principles of Psychology in which some deep differences between James and Peirce (these differences already have been touched upon in Chapter Two) become apparent. Questions 31 and 32 are especially relevant to our discussion. In Question 31, Peirce began by quoting James: "No thought event comes into direct sight of a thought in another personal consciousness than its own. Absolute insulation, irreducible pluralism, is the law." These assertions are found early in James's chapter on the stream of thought; they are part of his attempt to explain the phenomenological "fact" that every thought tends to be part of a personal consciousness. According to James, any particular state of consciousness naturally belongs with certain other such states: "My thought belongs with my other thought, and your thought with your other thoughts" The only states of consciousness are found in personal minds, particular I's and you's. "Each of these minds keeps its own thoughts to itself. There is no giving or bartering between them" In light of this, James suggested personal minds are absolutely insulated from one another.

In response to this, Peirce asked: "Is not the direct contrary nearer observed facts? Is this not pure metaphysical speculation? You think there must be such isolation, because you confound thoughts with feeling-qualities; but all observation is against you. There are some small particulars that a man can keep to himself. He exaggerates them and his personality sadly "(8.81; MS 1099, 00009). For James, the finite self is characterized by an ineradicable privacy: It is enclosed within itself in such a way as to be invisible to others. For Peirce, although there is a private dimension to human consciousness, this dimension possesses neither the importance nor the scope that James grants it.

In Question 32, Peirce again began by quoting James. The passage quoted is, in fact, the continuation of the one cited in Question 31:

It seems as if the elementary psychic fact were not thought or this thought or that thought, but my thought, every thought being owned. Neither contemporaneity, nor proximity in space, nor similarity of quality and content are able to fuse thoughts together which are sundered by this barrier of belonging to different personal minds. The breaches between such thoughts are the most absolute breaches in nature. Everyone will recognize this to be true, so long as the existence of something corresponding to the term "personal mind" is all that is insisted on, without any particular view of its nature being implied. On these terms the personal self rather than the thought might be treated as the immediate datum in psychology.

In response to this passage, Peirce granted: "Everybody will admit a personal self in the same sense in which a snark exists; that is, there is a phenomenon to which that name is given" (8.82). However, he stressed: "It is an illusory phenomenon; but still it is a phenomenon. It is not quite purely illusory, but only mainly so" (ibid.). The reason it is not purely illusory is that selfishness is a fact: "It is true, for instance, that men are selfish, that is, they are really deluded into supposing themselves to have some isolated existence; and in so far, they have it" (ibid.). In this context, Peirce implied that his position involves denying the reality of personality; however, he contended that "To deny the reality of personality is not anti-spiritualistic; it is only anti-nominalistic" (ibid.). One of the reasons why the denial of personality is antinominalistic is that it entails the rejection of the self as an unknowable reality; and, according to Peirce, the unknowable is a nominalist heresy (6.492; c. 1896). One of the reasons why this denial is not antispiritualistic apparently is that it allows for e possibility of the self being in the most intimate communion with other selves.

Especially in light of another text (namely, MS 886; c. 1892) from around the same time, one might even say that Peirce's "denial" of personality was based on his commitment to some form of spiritualism (theism?). In the context of synechism, Peirce once again dealt some harsh blows to the individual self. In the manuscript under discussion, he proposed "to make synechism mean the tendency to regard everything as continuous" (7.565). "Synechism, even in its less stalwart forms, can never abide dualism, properly so called. It does not wish to exterminate the conception of twoness" (7.570). In other words, the recognition of continuity or thirdness does not entail the rejection of discreteness or secondness. However, synechism is most hostile to "dualism in its broadest legitimate meaning as the philosophy which performs its analyses with an axe, leaving as the ultimate elements, unrelated chunks of being" (ibid.).

In particular, the doctrine of continuity rules out (a) viewing the mental and the physical as irreducibly different from each other; and (b) treating self and other as essentially exclusive of one another. According to synechism, "all phenomena are of one character, though some are more mental and spontaneous, others are more material and regular" (ibid.; cf. 6.268). In addition, the life of any self is inseparable from the lives of (at least) some other selves. The synechist must not say, "'I am altogether myself, and not at all you"' (7.571). For if you embrace the doctrine of continuity,

you must abjure this metaphysics of wickedness. In the first place, your neighbors are, in a measure, yourself, and in a far greater measure than, without deep studies in psychology, you would believe. Really, the selfhood you attribute to yourself is, for the most part, the vulgarest delusion of vanity In the second place, all men who resemble you and are in analogous circumstances are, in a measure, yourself, though not quite in the same way in which your neighbors are you. (ibid.)

Synechism requires us to regard not only our relations to other finite selves but also our relation to the divine self as constitutive of our identity: "All communication from mind to mind is through continuity of being. A man is capable of having assigned to him a role in the drama of creation, and so far as he loses himself in that role,-no matter how humble it may be,-so far he identifies himself with its Author" (7.572). Accordingly, "the barbaric conception of personal identity" must be broadened to include the divine other as well as other humans.

Let us consider two final examples of negative characterizations offered by Peirce. In the "Grand Logic" of 1893, he (in a discussion of inconceivability) wrote:

There are those who believe in their own existence, because its opposite is inconceivable; yet the most balsamic of all the sweets of sweet philosophy is the lesson that personal existence is an illusion and a practical joke. Those that have loved themselves and not their neighbors will find themselves April fools when the great April opens the truth that neither selves nor neighborselves were anything more than mere vicinities; while the love they would not entertain was the essence of every scent. (4.69)

In 1898 Peirce delivered a series of lectures entitled "Detached Ideas on Vitally Important Topics" In one draft of the opening lecture he wrote: "Here we are in this workaday world, little creatures, mere cells in a social organism itself a poor and little thing enough" (1.647) In what appears to be an alternative draft of this same lecture he answered the question "Now you and I-what are we?" by claiming: "Mere cells of the social organism. Our deepest sentiment pronounces the verdict of our own insignificance. Psychological analysis shows that there is nothing which distinguishes my personal identity except my faults and my limitations-or if you please, my blind will, which it is my highest endeavor to annihilate" (1.673).

Let me conclude this section by summarizing the characterizations of the self just noted. Peirce portrayed the individual man as only a negation; the personal self as mainly an illusory phenomenon; personal identity as a barbaric conception; personal existence as not only an illusory phenomenon but also a practical joke; and the individual person as a mere cell of the social organism.
II
In light of such texts, it is perhaps no surprise that commentators have charged Peirce with failing to offer an adequate account of the individual self. Richard Bernstein and Manley Thompson have articulated this criticism in an especially forceful manner, since (as they indicate) Peirce's failure to account for the self would vitiate one of the central doctrines of his later thought (namely, the doctrine of self-control). In the words of Bernstein,

there is a serious incoherence in what Peirce says about the self. The nature of human individuality always seemed to be a source of intellectual embarrassment for Peirce ... There are traces of American transcendentalism that appear in these passages [5.317; 1.673; quoted earlier]. Peirce is betraying his own insight 917- 1 Peirce is his own insight that there is a dimension of individuality or positive Secondness that distinguishes the individual self More important, such a conception of the self [as Peirce does offer] makes a mockery of the ideal of individual self-control or the adoption of the ultimate ideal of concrete reasonableness by an individual ... [In short] 'where and 'what' is the 'I' that controls and adopts ultimate ideals? (1971, 198)

In The Pragmatic Philosophy of C S. Peirce, Thompson voiced essentially the same objection -Peirce’s own theory of self-control demands a very different conception of the individual self than the one Peirce provided (1953).

However, he developed this criticism in a way that brings into sharp focus the tension between Peirce's account of the self and his doctrine of self-control. For Peirce, the self is first and foremost a sign in the process of development (5.313). However, especially given the main drift of Peirce's later thought, it is necessary "to distinguish between mind as architect directing the course of inquiry and mind as another object to be investigated by inquiry" (1953, 229). In other words, it is necessary to distinguish between the self as an interpreting subject and the self as an interpreted object. As an interpreting subject, the self must be distinguishable from any actual process of sign interpretation; that is, the self must be able to distinguish itself and, thereby, to distance itself from the stream of signs that at any moment of its existence uses the self as a medium. As an interpreted object, the self is one with the process of semiosis (the self is in this sense the sign in the course of its development). What this implies, at minimum, is that if the self is a semiotic process, it is a complex type of such a process, one in which there is ramification and also one in which the various branches of the process act on one another (MS 290). What it entails, for Thompson, is "the inevitability of something like the notion of substance" (1953, 267; cf. Hartshorne 1964, 469 ff.).

Bernstein, Thompson, and others have claimed that Peirce failed to work out an adequate theory of the individual self. Peirce has not been without his defenders in this context. Gresham Riley defended Peirce against the specific criticisms of three critics (Paul Weiss, Richard Bernstein, and John Boler) and offered an outline of Peirce's theory of individuals. According to this outline, the main tenets of the Peircean theory are (a) to be an individual is to be law- or rule-regulated; (b) to be an individual is to be limited to certain behavior patterns and excluded from others, with limitation and exclusion resulting from opposition or negation (determinatio negatio est); and (c) to be an individual is to be a social-communal being (1974, 161-163). These tenets are surely correct; moreover, they open the road of inquiry into Peirce's theory of the self. It is perhaps especially important to stress here that although Peirce adhered to the principle of determinatio negatio est, this in itself does not make his view of the self "negative" Finally, even though his identification of the main tenets of the Peircean view of human subjectivity is helpful and even insightful, there is, as Riley would undoubtedly admit, much more to be said about this theory (Crombie 1980, 85).

In a more recent paper Patricia Muoio has emphasized the relevance of Peirce's categories to his theory of the self. According to her, "Peirce's system yields a notion of the person as a being whose potentiality is virtually limitless and whose meaning is enriched by, and only fully realized in, his continuity with community" (1984, 181). Her main thesis is that "it no longer seems justifiable to accuse Peirce of having an inadequate notion of the individual" (ibid.). In particular, "when one applies his own categoreal scheme to his scattered remarks about individuals, the notion of the person which emerges is an excellent one" (ibid.).

As far as it goes, I agree with the main thrust of Muoio's categoreal interpretation. However, it is important to show in detail how Peirce's conception of the self provides a basis for autonomy. Moreover, in addition to applying Peirce's own 'categoreal' scheme to his scattered remarks, it is also necessary to interpret from a developmental perspective these various remarks about the individual self. According to Peirce himself, it is of the very nature of thought to grow (2.32). In fact, Peirce's own thought on the nature of the self exhibits this characteristic of growth.

In what follows, I shall attempt to sketch the outline of that development, focusing upon what I take to be its main moments. I take there to be at least three such moments. For our purposes, these are perhaps best represented in (a) the series of articles that appeared in The Journal of Speculative Philosophy in 1867-1868, (b) the series of five articles that appeared in The Monist beginning in 1891, and (c) Peirce's later writings on pragmaticism. In connection with this last moment, I shall show how Peirce's notion of the self provides a basis for autonomy- in particular, for the level of self-control that distinguishes the human animal from other animals (5.533).

In the first moment of this development, we encounter a semiotic interpretation of human consciousness: "whenever we think, we have present to the consciousness some feeling, image, conception, or other representation which serves as a sign" (5.283). Not only the contents but also the very subject of consciousness is interpreted as a sign (ibid.; 5.314). The self itself is a sign. In the second moment, we encounter the systematic articulation of an evolutionary cosmology; tychism, synechism, and agapism indicate the main tenets of this evolutionary cosmology. In the context of this cosmology, Peirce formulated a theory of personality. In the third moment, we witness the development of this cosmology, a development that incorporates within itself the most fundamental insights of Peirce's early semiotic turn; essential to this development are (a) the insistence that the immanent goal of the cosmic process is the continuous growth of concrete reasonableness and (b) the recognition that, in its higher stages, the growth of such reasonableness "takes place more and more largely through self-control" (5.3; 5.433).

I take these three moments to be important steps in the articulation of an integral theory of personal identity. However, it is possible to see in steps (a) and (b) conflicting rather than harmonious perspectives. In fact, the conflict can be expressed as a dilemma. At the conclusion of "Some Consequences of Four Incapacities," Peirce offered a semiotic account of personal identity, the ultimate conclusion of this semiotic account was the negative one that the individual person is a mere negation. Near the conclusion of "The Law of Mind," he presented a positive account of the individual person; however, this account was framed in terms of a mentalist perspective (i.e., in terms of 'idea,' 'feeling,' etc.) rather than a semiotic perspective. Accordingly, in one context, Peirce gave a semiotic but negative account of the self; in the other, a positive but mentalistic (i.e., non- or even anisemiotic) account. Is it possible to give a positive account of personal identity from within the semiotic perspective? In section V, I shall argue that this is precisely what Peirce accomplished in the last phase of his philosophical career. But this is jumping ahead of the story; we should begin at the beginning or as near to the beginning as is practical.

III

In "Questions Concerning Certain Faculties Claimed for Man," Peirce posed seven questions that, as the title of the article suggests, explore the legitimacy of attributing certain cognitive capacities to human beings. For our purposes, Peirce's handling of the second question provides the material of the utmost importance (5.225-37). Recall that this question concerns whether we have an intuitive self-consciousness. In this section, I shall offer a detailed discussion of Peirce's subtle treatment of this specific question; although this treatment has been the subject of much commentary, its subtlety has not been fully appreciated.

One reason why it has not concerns the curious neglect of Peirce's unmistakable recognition of the fundamental role that the human organism plays in the acquisition of self-consciousness. Human self-consciousness is the achievement of an incarnate consciousness; indeed, for Peirce, the human body with its unique capacities plays an indispensable role here.

However, it might be objected that Peirce himself, in effect, eliminates the importance of the human organism for an understanding of human consciousness. Recall that in 1867 Peirce explored in what respects a man defined as a symbol differs from a word (7.584; 5513). He admitted that: "In the first place, the body of man is a wonderful mechanism, that of the word nothing but [say] a line of chalk [or spots of ink]. In the second place, the meaning of the word is very simple, the meaning of a man a very Sphinx's question" (7.584). These differences are obvious and (Peirce appeared to imply) superficial (ibid.). What other difference, if any, is there between the man-symbol and the word-symbol? Peirce's conclusion is that "remote and dissimilar as the word and the man appear, it is exceedingly difficult [indeed, truly impossible] to state any essential difference between them except a physiological one" (7.588). A stumbling block to accepting the essential identity between the man-symbol and the word-symbol is our insistence upon viewing human life simply as an instance of animal life and our tendency to equate the self with the organism. While Peirce insisted that "my language is the sum total of myself," he realized that: "It is hard for man to understand this, because he persists in identifying himself with his will, his power over the animal organism, with brute force. Now the organism is only an instrument of thought" (5.314-15). Such an account of the man-symbol appears to downplay, if not eliminate, the importance of the body.

However, this appearance is deceiving. Peirce's comparison of the man-symbol and the word-symbol was intended as an argument against reductionism (i.e., against any position that reduces the self to the status of a thing [7.591] ); it was not intended as an argument for immaterialism (any viewpoint that denies the necessity for the embodiment of mind). Since the mind is a symbol and since anything in order to function as a symbol requires some form of embodiment, the mind is always embodied. Note it is always embodied precisely because it is a symbol. In some later texts (e.g., MS 290; 1905), Peirce explicitly acknowledged the distinctive kind of embodiment afforded by the human organism to the man-symbol; nonetheless, even in the early writings, he clearly saw the importance of this distinctive body for the development of the man-symbol. That he discerned this importance is perhaps most manifest in his account of how humans become conscious of themselves as individuals.

In this account, self-consciousness is achieved by the child by virtue of its being a sentient, active, communicative, and cognitive organism. This organism is innately disposed not only to treat itself as of paramount importance but also to feel, act, communicate, and think. Regarding this instinctive sense of importance, Peirce wrote: "A very young child may always be observed to watch its own body with great attention. There is every reason why this should be so, for from the child's point of view this body is the most important thing in the universe" (5.229). The human organism by its inherent constitution is sentient: It responds by means of its senses to the things around it. In the early stages of human development, these sensory responses possess for the sensing organism an absolute authority: "Only what it touches has any actual and present feeling; only what it faces has any actual color; only what is on its tongue has any actual taste' (ibid.). That is, at this stage, there is no distinction between appearance and reality: What appears to the child is real for the child, regardless of the manner of appearance. In addition, children are so absorbed in what appears to them as to exhibit no consciousness of themselves: "No one questions that, when a sound is heard by a child, he thinks, not of himself as hearing, but of the bell or other object as sounding" (5.230).

Is this simply true of what the child perceives, or does it also apply to what the child wills? How, for example, is it when the child wants to move a table? "Does he think of himself as desiring, or only of the table as fit to be moved?" (ibid.). Peirce claimed that it is beyond question that the child is so absorbed in what he wills as to be oblivious to himself. "There is no good reason for thinking that he is less ignorant of his own peculiar condition than the angry adult who denies that he is in a passion" '(ibid.). As a result of the refinement of its motor skills, the child soon discovers "by observation that things which are thus fit to be changed are apt actually to undergo this change, after a contact with that peculiarly important body called Willy or Johnny" (5.231; emphasis added). This discovery "makes this body still more important and central, since it establishes a connection between the fitness of a thing to be changed and a tendency in this body to touch it before it is changed" (ibid.). What should be stressed here is that, through the refinement of its capacity to act on things, the importance and centrality of the organism is increased at this point in its development. It is not simply as a sensing and desiring organism that the child is able to become conscious of itself as distinct from others; rather it is primarily as an acting and communicative organism that it achieves this level of consciousness. In other words, through refined capacities for acting and for communicating, the child reaches the stage where self-consciousness becomes possible. 

For, early in the course of its development, the child not only discovers its capacity to act on immediately present objects but also engages in communication with linguistically competent individuals. As a result, the "child learns to understand the language," which constitutes an extremely important part of its, nonetheless, extremely limited environment. (We might say that the acquisition of language explodes the confines of this environment and projects the child into the world). In the acquisition of language, the child consciously engages with other bodies much like its own; in Peirce's words, the child "connects that language with bodies somewhat similar to the central one [i.e., its own]" (ibid.).

It should also be noted that, for Peirce, the impulse toward conversing is instinctive: "By efforts, so unenergetic that they should be called rather instinctive, perhaps, than tentative, he learns to produce those sounds [he hears]. So he begins to converse," (ibid.). This is a view he held throughout his life; thus, in MS 654 (1910), he spoke of speech as "man's instinctive vehicle of thought, even from himself to the self of a subsequent moment" In another manuscript, he wrote that he would not hesitate to include the framing of a sentence among our innate capacities: "I should not more doubt it than I doubt that birds have an innate power of flying."

It must be about the time the child learns to converse that it begins to find that what others say is the best evidence for what is real (5.233). "So much so, that testimony is even a stronger mark of fact than the facts themselves, or rather than what must now be thought of as the appearances themselves" (ibid.). With the acquisition of language comes the ability to understand the testimony of others; in turn, with the capacity to understand such testimony comes the possibility of conflict between the world as it appears to the child and the world as it is vouched for by some others, usually adults. In such conflicts, the absolute authority of the child's own perceptual experience is called into question; and it is called into question not only verbally by others but also experientially for itself. That is, not only the testimony of others but also the experience of the child brings home the mistakenness of its perceptions and desires: "A child hears it said the stove is hot. But it is not, he says; and, indeed, that central body is not touching it, and only what that touches is hot or cold. But he touches it, and finds the testimony [of others] confirmed [in his own experience] in a striking way" (ibid.).

When the child's own experience confirms the testimony of others and contradicts the inclinations of itself, "he becomes aware of ignorance, and it is necessary to suppose a self in which this ignorance can inhere" (ibid.). In other words, the consciousness of the self as distinct from others is, in its origin, a hypothesis put forth to explain anomalies and contradictions in the world as it immediately presents itself to the very young child (Crombie 1980, 80). The capacity to grasp these anomalies and contradictions depends upon the ability to speak, since these anomalies and contradictions arise primarily between the felt impulses of the child and the spoken testimony of others. Moreover, in light of this, it can be said that "testimony gives the first dawning of self-consciousness" (ibid.; emphasis added).
In addition to this first dawning, Peirce considered a second moment in the early emergence of self-consciousness. This moment concerns "a certain remarkable class of appearances which are continually contradicted by testimony" (5.234). These appearances are "those predicates which we [as adults] know to be emotional, but which he [the child] distinguishes by their connection with the movements of that central person, himself (that movements the table wants moving, etc" (ibid.). Although the child perceives the table as something which wants to be moved, he hears (say) his mother as someone who testifies that she wants the table to remain exactly Where it is. In general, the judgments of the child about the objects in his environment, especially in reference to the character of those objects as (say) alterable or pleasant are denied by others. In addition, the child comes to sense that others also have such judgments, which are frequently denied by all the rest.

As a consequence, "he adds to the conception of appearance as the actualization of fact, the conception of it as something private and valid only for one body" (ibid.). In other words, appearance comes to be seen not only in reference to something for which it stands but also to someone to whom it stands; they come to be seen as always involving bodily perspective that is unique to the acting self However, what is valid only for one body (when it is made the basis of action) drives home even deeper the child's sense of his own mistakenness; what the child feels is not felt by others, and when acting on these feelings, the child becomes aware that these feelings are unique to him. They are part of a private world. The speech and actions of others reveal that within each of them is also a private world. However, the private is, for many practical purposes, synonymous with the erroneous. Hence, the eventual discovery of privacy is, in effect, a simultaneous discovery of error. In short, with the recognition of something private, the awareness of error appears, and error can be explained only by supposing a self that is fallible (ibid.).

According to Muoio, "Peirce states that man's separate existence is manifested by ignorance and error, not that it consists of them" (1984, 174). This assertion requires clarification. If one interprets "man's separate existence" to mean the existence of the self in isolation from others, then this separate existence is not only manifested by but also consists of error and ignorance; however, if one interprets this expression to mean the existence of the self in distinction from others, it does not consist of error and ignorance but is only manifested by them. The self is distinguishable but not separable from others; indeed, the identity of the self is constituted by its relations to others (cf. Merleau-Ponty 1962, 456). As Peirce stated the matter later in his life, to be a self is to be a possible member of some community (5.402 n. 2). In claiming that the self is defined by its relations to others, Peirce was not claiming that its actual membership in any actual community was the decisive factor; what he was claiming was that it is always, in principle, possible for the self to become one with some other: This possibility belongs to the essence of selfhood (ibid.).

However, even with this qualification, this conception of the self may appear to allow the innermost self (the self that is felt by us "as a sort of innermost centre within the circle, of sanctuary within the citadel") to be swallowed up in its social relationships. For, is not the self truly something in itself, apart from its relations to others? In a sense, yes. Yet, it is important to be clear about the precise sense in which this is so. According to Peirce, anything whatsoever is something in itself, apart from all else; in other words, anything and everything possesses an aspect of firstness. To recognize the firstness of the self is, in part, to see the individual self in its utter uniqueness and qualitative wholeness (cf. Muoio 1984, 174-75). This aspect of the self is ineffable (e.g., 1357; c. 1890). But, it is important to emphasize that it is an aspect of the self and not the self in either its entirety or its essence that is ineffable.

According to James, "The deepest thing in our nature is this Binnenleben,. . this dumb region of the heart in which we dwell alone with our willingnesses and unwillingnesses, our faiths and fears" (1974, 30-31). For Peirce, the deepest thing in our nature should not be characterized in terms of either dumbness nor aloneness. What the self is in itself is, in some respects, communicable (7.591-92; c. 1867). Peirce refused to purchase the uniqueness of the self at the expense of its communicability. The possibility of communication does not entail the destruction of uniqueness. Nor does authenticity require invisibility, as it does for those who hold that who we truly are can never, in principle, be seen by others. The self is truly something unique and irreducible in itself, but what it is in itself is only revealed or, more accurately, realized through its relations to others. It should be noted that these others need not be present or even actual. The others to whom a self is principally related may not yet exist. One might argue that this was the case for Peirce himself, who wrote primarily for those who were to come after him.

Thus, for Peirce even in 1868, the self was conceived to be more than a repository for error (Muoio 1984, 174). Moreover, in order for the self to function as an agency of self-control, he or she must be something more than a locus of error and ignorance; he or she must be a center of purpose and power. Whereas this aspect of the self may have been implicit in the articles from the late 1860s, it remained to be made explicit. In addition, it needed to be refined in order to account more fully for the distinctive features of human agency. This aspect is partially made explicit at least as early as 1892 in "The Law of Mind"; here, the self is positively characterized as a center of purpose. The characterization of the self as a center of purpose and power as weld as the refinement of this characterization is found in a number of manuscripts, almost all of which were written after the turn of the century and almost all of which were devoted to making clear the meaning of pragmatism.

IV
As I noted at the conclusion of section II, in his early critique of intuitionism, Peirce offered a semiotic but (apparently) negative account of the self, in some later articles on cosmology, he presented a positive but explicitly mentalist account of the same. At the conclusion of "Some Consequences of Four Incapacities," Peirce drew out the implication for our understanding of the self of the denial of the incognizable (5.310). The phenomenal manifestation of any particular mind at any particular moment is a sign resulting from inference (5.313). "Upon our principle, therefore, that the absolutely incognizable does not exist, so that the phenomenal manifestation of a substance is the substance, we must conclude that the mind is a sign developing according to the laws of inference" (ibid.; emphasis added). Near the conclusion of "The Law of Mind,' Peirce applied the general law of mind to the specific phenomenon of personality, "a particular phenomenon which is remarkably prominent in our own consciousness" (6.155). This law states that "ideas tend to spread continuously and to affect certain others which stand to them in a peculiar relation of affectibility" (6.104). Taking "ideas" to stand for mental phenomena, we can say that mental phenomena exhibit an inherent dynamism such that they tend, in the absence of any thwarting factors, to integrations of ever greater complex ity, to syntheses of ever greater scope. In other words, it is of the very nature of ideas to spread. "In this spreading they lose intensity, and especially the power of affecting others, but gain general ity, and become welded with other ideas" (ibid.).

It is in light of this law that the development of personality (especially the development of there being such a thing as personality at all) must be understood. In order to make this clear, Peirce noted that personality is some kind of coordination or connection of ideas (6.155). He admitted that, in saying this, he had not said much. "Yet when we consider that, according to the principle which we are tracing out [namely, the law of mind], a connection between ideas is itself a general idea, and that a general idea is a living feeling, it is plain that we have at least taken an appreciable step toward the understanding of personality" (ibid.).

As a general idea (an idea connecting other ideas), the individual personality is not a discrete entity but a continuous being. As such, personality "is not a thing to be apprehended in an instant. It has to be lived in time; nor can any finite time embrace it in all its fullness" (ibid.). Even so, it is present and living in each infinitesimal interval of its own actual experience. But since personality is essentially temporal, it is not only always incomplete but also inherently unrealizable: Given the finite duration of human existence, no person ever fully realizes who he or she is. Nonetheless, the essential incompleteness of the person does not preclude the living presence of the person in any actual moment of finite existence. The person is, to some extent, realized in the present and, to a far greater extent, unrealized in the course of his or her life. Persons are always simultaneously who they have been, who they are now, and something other and far more than this. In Peirce's own words, "in all his life long no son of Adam has ever fully manifested what there was in him" (1.615). This is one of the reasons why death is always tragic.

In defining personality as a coordination of ideas, Peirce explained that the word 'coordination' in this context "implies a teleological harmony in ideas, and in the case of personality this teleology is more than a mere purposive pursuit of a predeterminate end; it is a developmental teleology" (6.156). In fact, for him, this developmental teleology is personal character. "A general idea, living and conscious now, it is already determinative of acts in the future to an extent to which it is not now conscious" (ibid.). So conceived, personality is a living force in the present and a flexible orientation toward the future. We might also add that it is a cumulative product of the past; however, Peirce appears -at least, at this point -to have focused exclusively upon the present and the future. Indeed, he stressed primarily the future, so much so that some commentators (e.g. John Smith) see in Peirce's position a sacrifice of the person' s present reality to the persons future Possibilities (Smith 1983b, 56-57).

For Peirce, then, an open-ended future is an essential element of the individual personality (6.157). Such a future involves the possibility of pursuing purposes different from those presently pursued. "Were the ends of a person already explicit [and antecedently fixed], there would be no room for development, for growth, for life; and consequently there would be no personality. The mere carrying out of predetermined purposes is mechanical" (ibid.). Though more or less mechanical processes can be observed in nature, so, too, can truly spontaneous processes, processes in which the results transcend their antecedents. Although the genuine creation of truly novel purposes is the essence of life at all levels, it is most manifest in those living beings who have achieved a distinctive level of coordinated activity - namely, individuated selves.
The account of personality offered in "The Law of Mind" can be related to both the semiotic account offered in "Some Consequences" and the synechistic account presented in MS 886 ("Immortality in the Light of Spiritualism"). The account in "The Law of Mind" is, in essence, the same in its main outline as that in "Some Consequences, " It is crucial to note that, at the conclusion of "Some Consequences," Peirce does not say that the individual person without qualification is a mere negation; what he does say is that the individual person, "so far as he is anything apart from his fellows, and from what he and they are to be, is only a negation" (emphasis added). This means that the individual self apart from others as well as apart from its future (both its individual future and collective future) possesses a merely negative status. This characterization of the self, thus, makes reference to the future essential to its mode of being: To be a self is to be in process of becoming a self, a process that is never complete (cf. 6.157). In a sense, the account of the self in "Some Consequences" and that in "The Law of Mind" are the negative and the positive sides, respectively, of the same coin.

A sign cut off from its future interpretants is a sign denied the possibility of realizing its essence; that is, the possibility of being a sign. Such a sign is the negation of semiosis; because it is impossible for it to realize its essence, the most accurate description of it is in negative terms, just as the most apt description of blindness is in privative terms. Thus, if the self is a sign and if it is cut off from its future developments, it has been denied the possibility of actualizing its essence; such a self is, in fact, the negation of selfhood.

It is not only connection with the future but also association with other selves that is constitutive of the evolving identity of any particular self. This fact about the self is noted in 5317 ("The individual man ... so far as he is anything apart from his fellows... is only a negation"); it is stressed in (among other texts) MS 886. Recall that in this manuscript Peirce called the metaphysics of wickedness the view that conceives the self to exist in isolation from others. What is wicked and barbaric is not the concept of the self without qualification, but the conception of the self that portrays the self to be an absolute rather than a relational being. If these points are borne in mind, Peirce's negative characterizations of the individual self can be appreciated for what they truly are-not condemnations of the concept of the self as such but rejections of a certain portrait of the individual person.

The synechistic approach to the individual self denies any absolute breach between self and other. It does so to such an extent that selves in communion with one another form, in some way and to some extent, a self of a higher order. That is, genuine community is never a mere collection of individual selves; it is always a living union of integrated selves. This union of selves that constitutes a community is analogous to the coordination of ideas that constitutes a personality; indeed, the community is in some measure a person. In Peirce's own words, "there should be something like personal consciousness in bodies of men who are in intimate and intensely sympathetic combination. It is true that when the generalization of feeling has been carried so far as to include all within a person, a stopping place, in a certain sense, has been attained; and further generalization will have a less lively character" (6.271).

What Peirce says here should be related to his objections to James in MS 1099. Recall that, for James, the personal form of human consciousness makes absolute insulation, irreducible pluralism, the law. In contrast, for Peirce the law of mind is, in a word, continuity. 'Continuity' here implies that the distance between two minds, rather than being the most absolute breach in nature, is the most fordable stream in this domain. One way to state this difference between James and Peirce is to note that, for the former, the most fundamental feature of personal consciousness is the irreducible fact of privacy whereas, for the latter, its most basic characteristic is the ubiquitous possibility of communication.

For Peirce, then, the individual self is, in its innermost being, not a private sphere but a communicative agent. No doubt, there is a private dimension to any individual self-, and our recognition of this dimension contributes to the pathos with which we view the efforts of any self to communicate fully with others. Even so, the self is not imprisoned in a sphere of solitude, except through its own cognitive and, even more important, affective limitations. The solitary self is the illusory self, a being who has its basis in selfishness; the communicative self is the authentic self, a being who has its roots in agape.

To take the possibility of communication as the essence of the self has implications for how we conceive the self s awareness of both other selves and the divine other. In "The Law of Mind," Peirce wrote:

The recognition by one person of another's personality takes place by means to some extent identical with the means by which he is conscious of his own personality. The idea of the second personality, which is as much to say that second personality itself, enters within the field of direct consciousness of the first person, and is as immediately perceived as his ego, though less strongly. At the same time, the opposition between the two persons is perceived, so that the externality of the second is recognized (6.160).

That is, persons in direct communication with one another actually experience (rather than hypothetically infer) the other as self, as a center of purpose and power. In another text from this same period, Peirce noted: "There is in the dictionary a word, solipsism, meaning the belief that the believer is the only existing person. Were anybody to adopt such a belief, it might be difficult to argue him out of it. But when a person finds himself in the society of others, he is just as sure of their existence as of his own, though he may entertain a metaphysical theory that they are all hypostatically the same ego" (6.436, 1893).

Such direct awareness of other selves extends to consciousness of the divine: "when a man has that experience with which religion sets out, he has as good reason-putting aside metaphysical subtilties - to believe in the living personality of God as to believe in his own. Indeed, belief is a word inappropriate to such direct perception" (ibid.). This passage echoes one near the conclusion of "The Law of Mind," where Peirce claimed we not only have a direct perception of a personal God but are in personal communication with such a God (6.162). If it is asked how the existence of this being should ever have been doubted by anybody, it should be pointed out that the facts staring us in the face are far from being, in all cases, the ones most easily discerned (ibid.).

Although Peirce's view of the self has profound implications for interpreting the religious dimension of human existence, implications clearly seen by commentators on Peirce, it rests upon important presuppositions that have been largely overlooked and even explicitly denied (e.g., Thompson 1953,248 ff.; Holmes 1966, 121). In particular, these presuppositions concern Peirce's notions of individual, substance, organism, and mind; they concern how these notions underlie Peirce's account of the self. Although I obviously cannot give a full exposition of each of these four notions, I must discuss each in such a way to show clearly how Peirce's account of the self is only intelligible in reference to these more basic concepts.

V

Peirce's account of the self as individual assumes his theory of the individual as such. In addition, it presupposes his notions of substance and organism. Finally, this account is grounded in his theory of mind, since (for Peirce) "A Person is a mind whose parts are coordinated in a particular way" (MS 954). If this array of concepts is not taken into consideration, Peirce's account of the self can appear only as a fragmentary and mystifying perspective; however, if this array is brought into focus, his account can be seen as comprehensive and illuminating. My task here is to make explicit what Peirce left implicit. From the time in which Peirce was writing the series of articles that appeared in The Monist beginning in 1891 to the time in which he came to recognize the centrality of self-control, he was engaged in exploring at least some of the concepts that are presupposed in his mature account of the private self. Accordingly, this period of exploration can be seen as the bridge between the account of personality found in "The Law of Mind" and the portrait of the self underlying his mature theory of autonomous agency.

Individual

Christopher Hookway has observed that Peirce's theory of individuals is one of the most difficult and complex areas of his thought (1985, 167). Despite the fact, it is necessary for us to come to terms with this theory, because whatever else the individual self is, it is an individual being. Thus, we must consider how Peirce explains the nature of individuality.

The key to this explanation is the notion of reaction because, for Peirce, "an individual is something which reacts. That is to say, it does react against some things, and is of such a nature that it might react, or have reacted, against my will" (3.613). This defines 'individual' in the strictest sense; so defined, the individual only exists here and now -that is, during the duration of its reaction against some other. This would appear to entail seeing any individual thing as a fleeting existent, a being that ceases to be almost at the very moment in which it comes to be. However, such a conception of the individual cannot do justice to our everyday experience of macroscopic objects such as tables, trees, and persons; for our experience of these objects reveals them to endure as individuals over a period of time much longer than an instant.

In fact, Peirce takes account of the fact that individuals in some sense endure. He does so by drawing a distinction. The distinction is, in effect, one between "individual" in the strictest sense and in a more extended sense. In the strictest sense, that which alone immediately presents itself as individual is that which now is actually reacting against some other (3.613). "But everything whose identity consists in a continuity of reactions will be a single logical individual" (ibid.). The essence of the former resides in the actuality of a reaction, whereas the essence of the latter resides in the continuity of reactions. In addition, individuals in the strictest sense are the most discrete (i.e., discontinuous) entities in the universe, whereas individuals in the more extended sense are themselves a kind of continuum.

Substance

Thus, to say that I am the same person as the individual who was born on such and such a date is to assert that there is an unbroken series of actual reactions that link who I am now with who I was then. In short, I as an individual am a continuity of reactions. This brings us to Peirce's notion of substance, since individual in the extended sense and substance in the Peircean sense appear to be one and the same. I should stress that I am less confident about this part of my exposition than any other. However, this hesitancy does not extend to my claim that Peirce espoused some conception of substance; it principally concerns my identification of individual and substance.
As we have seen, Thompson criticized Peirce's account of the self since it requires precisely what it rejects, namely, "something like the notion of substance' " In response to this criticism, two obvious strategies are (a) to show that the notion of substance is not required for an adequate account of the individual self or (b) to show that Peirce himself, in fact, retained something like the notion of substance in his guess at the riddle of the universe. I shall adopt the second of these strategies because the writings of Peirce appear to require such a defense (cf. Holmes 1966, 121 ff.).

Peirce maintained that the "existence of things consists in their regular behavior" (1.411; c. 1890). Regularity of behavior here covers much the same ground as continuity of reactions, though it is more inclusive than this continuity; both regularity and continuity indicate aspects of thirdness, whereas both reactions and behavior indicate aspects of secondness. An existent thing confronts us as a complex phenomenon and not as a pure second; it exhibits thirdness as well as secondness (Riley 1974, 160-61; Martine 1984, 198). As a continuity of reactions or a regularity of behavior, it reveals in its very reactions or behavior the presence of thirdness. Thirdness is not simply some reality over and above these reactions; it characteristically operates in and through them. Atomic particles were for Peirce the most discrete entities in the physical universe; yet, even these particles were not absolutely discrete in all respects. To state the matter positively, even atoms manifest continuity.

If an atom had no regular attractions and repulsions, if its mass was at one instant nothing, at another a ton, at another a negative quantity, if its motion instead of being continuous, consisted in a series of leaps from one place to another without passing through any intervening places, and if there were no definite relations between its different positions, velocities and directions of displacement, if it were at one time in one place and at another in a dozen, [then] such a disjointed plurality of phenomena would not make up any existing thing. Not only substances, but events, too, are constituted by their regularities. (1.411)

According to Peirce's cosmogony, such substances as there are in the universe have evolved ultimately from events. He admitted that "Our conception of the first stages of the development, before time yet existed, must be as vague and figurative as the expressions of the first chapter of Genesis" (1.412). Even if it is extremely difficult to describe the process whereby events have given rise to substances, it is unmistakably clear that, for Peirce, such a process did occur and such substances do exist. The key to understanding this process is the recognition of the primordial tendency of all things to take habits, a tendency that strengthens itself by its very operation. Because of this tendency, bundles of habits have emerged. Peirce called such bundles ,substances" noting that he used the term here in the old untechnical. sense of thing, not in the technical scientific sense (1.414 n. 1). In the course of this evolution, some states "will chance to take habits of persistency, and will get to be less and less liable to disappear; while those that fail to take such habits will fall out of existence. Thus, substances will get to be permanent" (1.414). In light of such passages, it is clear that Peirce saw 'permanent' substances as fundamental (if not original) features of an evolving universe.

Implicit in 1.414 is a distinction between existence and persistence. Existence is the mode of being of an individual substance considered as a continuity of reactions; insofar as it is actually reacting against other things, it exists. Persistence is the mode of being of such a substance seen as a continuity of reactions; insofar as it endures throughout a series of reactions, it persists. In other words, existence (because it is an instance of opposition) designates the aspect of secondness exhibited by any individual substance, while persistence (because it is a case of continuity) designates one of the ways in which it manifests thirdness (1.487). Both of these aspects of substance are relevant to the cognitive enterprises of human agents. Substances are both designatable and knowable: They are designatable by virtue of their brutally oppositional presence, whereas they are knowable by virtue of their inexhaustibly intelligible character. Indexes are the signs by which we designate these presences, while icons and symbols are the signs by which we come to know to some extent the things we have encountered or are able to encounter.

Organism

Not only did Peirce recognize the reality of substance, he maintained that the various substances fall into natural kinds. In at least one context, he suggested that the basis of such a classification was the chemical composition of the various substances. In "The Logic of Mathematics" he wrote:

The laws of resemblances and differences of bodies are classificatory, or chemical. We know little about them; but we may assert with some confidence that there are differences between substances -i.e., differences in the smallest parts of bodies, and a classification based on that, and there are differences in the structure of bodies, and a classification based on that. Then of these latter we may distinguish differences in the structure of the smallest pieces of bodies, depending on the shape and size of atomicles, and differences in the manner in which bodies are built up out of the smallest pieces. Here we have a distinction between that kind of structure which gives rise to forms without power of truth [true?] growth or inorganic structures, and the chemistry of protoplasms which develop living organisms. (1.512; c. 1896)
Some substances are organic; they possess a structure that not only allows but requires growth. One context in which Peirce discussed the nature of organisms was his classification of the sciences. In an attempt to classify the sciences, Peirce claimed "final causality, which is the object of psychical science, appears in three guises; first, quite detached from any biological organism; second, in biological organisms as vehicles; third, in societies, ranging from the family to that public which includes our indefinite I posterity"' (1.267; 1902). The biological organism possesses a teleological structure; it is an intrinsically purposive being, a being that exhibits a unity of purpose. The most fundamental purpose of any living organism is the maintenance of itself as an integral whole. Thus, an investigation of such organisms must involve a study of finality no less than study of efficiency (1.264). "It is , "according to Peirce, "most narrow not to consider final causes in the study of nature; but it is nonsense and utter confusion to treat them as forces in the material sense" (1.265). If we are to be truly scientific, we-cannot ignore the teleological character of certain natural beings, including living organisms.

For Peirce, some sort of embodiment is required for any instance of semiosis and, thus, of selfhood, since the self is itself a sign (4.6). In the language of the Peircean categories, thirdness is never reducible to secondness, though thirdness does presuppose secondness; or in more familiar language, the mind can never be reduced to the body, though it does require some kind of embodiment (Ransdell 1986,6). And the kind of embodiment may have a profound influence on the development of semiosis, the definitive activity of mental agents. Peirce did not think that semiosis is necessarily connected with a nervous system or even a biological organism: "It appears in the work of bees, of crystals, and throughout the purely physical world; and one can no more deny that it is really there, than that the colors, the shapes, etc., of objects are really there" (4.551; 1906). However, in the organic world, semiosis is offered opportunities unparalleled in the physical world. To repeat, the kind of embodiment may have a tremendous impact on the growth of semiosis.

This is perhaps nowhere more evident than in our own case. The human mind is embodied in a distinctive kind of biological organism, one equipped with certain innate dispositions (not the least of which concern the capacities to imagine and to speak). According to Peirce, after the instinctive drive to reproduce, the instinctive drive to communicate is the most important social instinct (7379). Not only are we instinctively communicative beings; we are also instinctively imaginative creatures. "Human instinct is no whit less miraculous than that of the bird, the beaver, or the ant. Only, instead of being directed to bodily motions ... or to the construction of dwellings, or to the organization of communities, its theatre is the plastic inner world, and its products are the marvellous conceptions of which the greatest are the ideas of number, time, and space' (MS 318, 44).

Whereas in 1867 Peirce stressed the analogy between the man-symbol and the word-symbol, in a later manuscript he emphasized the difference.

Now a symbol need not be of so simple a constitution as logicians are apt to assume it to be, in which case, like anything else of a simple constitution, it will be quite dead [i.e., incapable of growing on its own]. It may, on the contrary,. . . have a rudimentary life, so that it can have a history, may be affected by associations with other signs, and gradually may undergo a great change of meaning, while preserving a certain self identity. Indeed, if it be connected with suitable machinery or other physical organism, it may have a higher degree of life than any word. Being able to produce external effects by virtue of its significations, it may by one branch of its signification act upon another branch of its signification, and there we have the first step toward self-control. (NIS 290)

That the physical organism is essential to human selfhood is perhaps nowhere stated more clearly than in the following text: "It can be shown from the fact that the soul itself is of the nature of a sign, that such semiotic life there could not be unless there were a substantial and conscious life as the basis of it" (MS 298, 00016).

An individual substance qua individual is a continuity of reactions, while qua substance is an enduring network of interpenetrating habits. Among such networks of habits we find organisms, beings in which spontaneity and growth are manifestly present. Individual organic substances provide the proximate ontological basis for the semiotic life of personal selves.

My interpretation of Peirce at this point runs counter to the interpretations of Manley Thompson and Larry Holmes. Primarily on the basis of MS 282 ("The Basis of Pragmaticism"), Thompson argues that Peirce rejected the traditional notion of individual substance. On the basis of a variety of texts, Holmes argues that the self- in the Peircean notion of self-control does not designate "a person or thing that is both the subject and the object of the action"; rather it designates "something that performs certain operations without outside agency, i.e., automatically" (1966,121, 125-26). That is, he takes self-control to mean, for Peirce, "not the control of a self (substantively), but simply auto-control, the control from within of whatever kind of organism the human being is found to be" (ibid.). Moreover, he sees this interpretation of 'auto-control' or 'auto-correction' to entail the denial of a substantive self ("a self which controls; i.e., a self in the agent or substantive sense").

My interpretation is that it is not something within the human organism but the human organism itself as it has been transformed by the practice of signs that exerts control. Peirce's rejection of substance was a qualified rejection: He did not, reject substance in every sense of that term. He rejected substance in the nominalistic sense of an unknowable reality behind the sensible appearances; he also discarded it in the intuitionist sense of something the nature of which can be grasped intuitively (cf. Thompson 1953, 248). However, he explicitly espoused substance in the old sense (in what he did not hesitate to call the Aristotelean sense) of a thing that endures over time in such a way as to retain its identity, despite undergoing continuous and even profound changes. In this sense, a thing is an enduring network of interpenetrating habits (4.157). The individuality of such things consists in a continuity of reactions. Insofar as we consider this individuality, a continuity of reactions, we are looking at the thing as an existent; insofar as we consider it a continuity of reactions, we are viewing the thing as a persistent. In addition to this mode of continuity, things manifest other forms of regularity.

It is unquestionable that, throughout his life, Peirce denied that the self is a mere thing (7.591). However, how are we to understand this denial? Did Peirce mean that the self was not in any sense a thing or only that the serf was not merely a thing? My position is that it was the latter. Peirce was not arguing for some form of immaterialism; he was arguing against all forms of reductionism. He insisted that a sign cannot be reduced to its embodiments -a type cannot be equated with its tokens. Nonetheless, in order for a sign actually to function as such, it requires some form of embodiment. In the case of the man-symbol, this form is provided by the human organism understood as an enduring thing: From the very fact that the self is of the nature of a sign, it follows that its semiotic life requires a substantial and conscious life as a basis. Thus, Peirce's emphasis on the self as a semiotic process should not blind us to his recognition of the self as an enduring agency.

Mind

According to my interpretation, Peirce's account of the self presupposes his notions of individual, substance, organism, and mind. We have discussed the first three of these notions; it is now time to consider the fourth. For Peirce, both the mind and the self are instances of semiosis. However, he appears to have drawn a distinction between mind and self-, this is implied in his claim that a "person is a mind whose parts are coordinated in a particular way." A reasonable suggestion would be that, for him, the mind stands to the self as a genus to a species: The self is a specific kind of mind. In particular, the human self designates a distinctive kind of mindful agent, one that exhibits the interrelated capacities of self-consciousness, self-criticism, and self-control.

However, before examining the specific characteristics of personal selves, it would be helpful to say something about the mind in general. I shall confine my attention to two descriptions found in the unpublished manuscripts. Although obviously much more could be said about Peirce's concept of mind- this will be more or less adequate for our purposes.

According to Peirce, any finite mind capable of evolving into an autonomous agent must possess three distinct powers.

The first of these is composed of powers of feelings; or say, of consciousness, or of being, or becoming, aware of anything, -three expressions which will here be used as signifying precisely the same thing. The second consists of powers of action, that is to say, of really modifying something ...

The third power consists of powers of taking habits, which, by the meaning of the word includes getting rid of them, since ... in my nomenclature a 'habit' is nothing but a state of 'would-be' realized in any sort of subject that is itself real ... (MS 670, 4-7)

In other words, the sort of mind that can evolve into a self must possess the capacities to feel, to act, and to learn. My warrant for putting the capacity to learn in the place of the capacity to take habits is a text in which Peirce himself asserts the identity between the two: "To learn is to acquire a habit" (NEM 142).

While the capacity to acquire habits entails the possibility of growth, the capacity of being conscious guarantees the unity of the self. In "The Law of Mind," Peirce defined personality as the coordination of ideas; later he revised this definition, portraying personality as a bundle of habits (6.228; 1898). "But a bundle of habits would not have the unity of self-consciousness. That unity must be given as a centre for the habits" (ibid.). Selves possess this unity by virtue of the fact that they are minds that (among other capacities) can feel. "So far as feelings have any continuity, it is the metaphysical nature of feeling to have a unity" (6.229).

Two facts about the affective unity of personal consciousness deserve mention. First, this unity does not preclude mental or intrapersonal conflict; in fact, this affective unity is a necessary condition for such conflict. In inner conflicts, the self feels itself to be divided against itself; this is only possible if there is a feeling of unity that is being sundered. Second, this unity is not the only sort of oneness possessed by the self. Recall that the self is a bundle of habits. These habits can be more or less integrated; the greater the integration of these habits, the greater the unity of the self. While the unity of feeling is given, the integration of habits-at least, in the case of humans-is achieved. In us, this integration involves acquiring habits that influence the acquisition of habits; that is, we learn how to learn. Indeed, homo sapiens are learning animals par excellence.

The limitless capacity of the human organism to learn must be traced not merely to the tremendous plasticity of this particular organism (i.e., its capacity to take and to lose habits); it must also be referred to its use of signs, especially its reliance upon symbols. This brings us to another important description found in one of Peirce's unpublished papers. In MS 318, Peirce wrote, "a mind may, with advantage, be roughly defined as a sign-creator in connection with a reaction-machine" (p. 18). It is essential not to interpret the distinction between the sign-creator and the reaction-machine in a dualistic way; stated positively, it is imperative to see these as points on a continuum: The reaction-machine designates that aspect of a mindful agent which is most subject to unswerving regularity, whereas the sign-creator indicates that aspect which is most open to novel variations. Although the mind as a source of signs has its roots in the workings of the body, the body as a mechanism for reactions has its fruits in the creations of the mind.

In this context, mind and body do not designate two radically different substances but two empirically different aspects of the same substance. The adoption of a synechistic perspective does not require the neglect of real differences; it only requires conceiving differences in such a way as not to block the road of inquiry. "In view of the principle of continuity, the supreme guide in framing philosophical hypotheses, we must ... regard matter as mind whose habits have become fixed so as to lose the powers of forming them and losing them, while mind is to be regarded as a chemical genus of extreme complexity and instability. It has acquired in a remarkable degree a habit of taking and laying aside habits" (6.101; 1902). In one sense, this is an idealistic position, since it makes matter a species of mind; in another sense, it is a materialistic position, since it insists upon the embodiment of mind (6.25; 6.277). However, since for Peirce materialism was tied to determinism (6.36), he tended to insist that his own position "differs essentially from materialism, in that, instead of supposing mind to be governed by blind mechanical law, it supposes the one original law to be the recognized law of mind, the law of association, of which the laws of matter are regarded as mere special results" (6.277; emphasis added). According to Peirce, only such a view of the general relationship between matter and mind renders intelligible the specific relationship between the reaction-machine (body) and the symbol-creator (mind) (6.61). Indeed, only such a view opens the road of inquiry (6.101).

'Above' the most mechanical workings of the reaction-machine and yet 'below' the most conscious operations of the sign-creator lies a network of habits that is more deeply and truly the self than any other part of it (cf. 6301). In MS 290, Peirce claimed that "man's real being extends beyond present consciousness; and such extension I call his mind, or soul, or occult being" (variant p. 20; 1905). Elsewhere he wrote: "When I speak of a man' s Real Self, or true Nature, I mean the very Springs of Action in him which mean how he would act" (MS 649,36; 1910). These springs of action are nothing other than habits; these habits, especially those that have been self-cultivated, constitute the innermost core of the individual self. This innermost core is embodied in a human organism, and this organism is a substance in the old, Aristotelean sense of thing. Moreover, this organism is nothing less than a mechanism for reactions, a source of instincts, a medium for semiosis, and a basis for the acquisition of habits. In his later years, Peirce devoted a great deal of attention to the manner in which the self formed itself through the cultivation of habits. This marked the third and final moment in Peirce's attempt to articulate an adequate account of the individual self.

VI

As we saw in section II of this chapter, Peirce's account of the self has been called incoherent. However, what he says about the self does in fact hang together, and it is time to bring this coherence into focus. For this purpose, the single most important text very well might be a passage in "What Pragmatism Is," an article that originally appeared in The Monist in 1905. During this period, Peirce was attempting to make his idea of pragmatism clear; he was also endeavoring to push his investigations into signs even further than he had done so far. These overlapping concerns guided Peirce's thinking in a variety of directions, one of the most important of these being an exploration of self-control. It was in the context of such an exploration that Peirce's deepest insights into finite selfhood crystallized:

Two things here are all-important to assure oneself of and to remember. The first is that a person is not absolutely an individual. His thoughts are what he is 'saying to himself,' that is, is saying to that other self that is just coming into life in the flow of time. When one reasons, it is that critical self that one is trying to persuade; and all thought whatsoever is a sign, and is mostly of the nature of language. The second thing to remember is that the man's circle of society (however widely or narrowly this phrase may be understood), is a sort of loosely compacted person, in some respects of higher rank than the person of an individual organism. It is these two things alone that render it possible for you-but only in an abstract, and in a Pickwickian sense - to distinguish between absolute truth and what you do not doubt. (5.421)

The self as a sign in the process of developing (5.313; 1868) is, in essence, the self as a being in dialogue with itself; this intrapersonal dialogue is potentially part of a larger context, an interpersonal dialogue. Such interpersonal dialogues are capable of generating such intimate unions among distinct selves as to be comparable to personal beings themselves.

What Peirce called the "first thing to remember" is, in fact, an insight at which he arrived in the late 1860s, whereas the “second thing to remember" is an insight at which he arrived in the early 1890s. In 1868, Peirce noted: "Thought, says Plato, is a silent speech of the soul with itself. If this be admitted immense consequences follow; quite unrecognized, I believe, hitherto" (CE 2, 172). In 1892 (as we have seen), he claimed the law of mind clearly points to the personal status of genuine communities. The dialogical conception of thought, then, represents an early moment in Peirce's attempt to explain selfhood, whereas the personalist conception of community represents a later moment. In the third moment, he wove together these originally disparate strands into a remarkably coherent theory, a coherence that is especially remarkable given the complexity of the development of Peirce's thinking about the self.

The conception of the personality as a coordination of ideas (6.155; 1892) was replaced in this third moment by the conception of it as a unity of habits (6.228). And these habits were viewed primarily in their relation to semiosis (e.g., 5.491). Neither of these refinements required Peirce to abandon the most important insights of his earlier explorations -such insights as (1) it is of the essence of the self to be oriented toward the future; (b) the personal self as a living reality represents a developmental teleology, a pursuit of purposes in which genuinely novel purposes emerge; (c) during any moment of its life, the self is first and foremost a process in which some species of meaning is evolving.

Whereas it is important to see the ways in which Peirce's later thinking incorporates within itself his earlier insights, it is also important to see the ways in which the former is distinct from the latter. Perhaps what principally distinguishes Peirce's most mature account of the individual self from his earlier discussions is his recognition of the self as a center not only of purpose but also of power. The human self is an organically embodied center of purpose and power. Although in his earlier discussions he focused upon the necessity to annihilate blind will, in his later accounts he concentrated on the need to foster autonomous control (1.673). Though this might be merely a shift in emphasis, it is a shift that pushed Peirce's thinking into one of the most fruitful directions of his philosophical career- the exploration of autonomy.

In this exploration, Peirce saw the need to distinguish between power and force. What the pragmaticist adores, if he is a good one, "is power; not the sham power of brute force, which, even in its own speciality of spoiling things, secures such slight results; but the creative power of reasonableness, which subdues all other powers, and rules over them with its sceptre, knowledge, and its globe, love" (5.520). Blind will is a species of force, whereas self-control is a species of power.

Power is unintelligible apart from an ideal that exerts an attraction. Indeed, the exertion of an attraction by an ideal is perhaps the best way of defining what Peirce meant by 'power'. Our capacity to exert control over ourselves ultimately rests upon our ability to open ourselves to the very real exertions of truly attractive ideals.

Dialogue, both with others and simply with ourselves, gives us the means by which we open ourselves to the attractiveness of ideals. The passage in 5.421 (quoted earlier) is perhaps best appreciated in reference to dialogue understood precisely as such a means. The "first thing to remember" is that the thinking of an individual person always assumes a dialogical form, whereas the "second thing to remember" is that a dialogue involving several individuals may assume a personal status -it may generate a community of such importance and intimacy that the several become one. The ideal of reasonableness requires a radical openness to what may confront the individual, either in the guise of another person or of an inner thought, as utterly foreign: "The idea of other, of not, becomes a very pivot of thought," (1.324).

However, our instinctive reaction is likely to involve shunning what is foreign, treating it as something to be avoided either by destroying or fleeing it. In short, we are most likely to respond to the foreign as evil, an object of hatred. However, the ideal of reasonableness requires overcoming such hatred; stated positively, there is a vital connection between concrete reasonableness and creative love. The higher developments of human reason can only be agapistic (6.289). "Love, recognizing germs of loveliness in the hateful, gradually warms it into life, and makes it lovely" (ibid.). Reason as a form of love, seeing germs of reasonableness in the irrational, gradually warms it into life and makes it rational. What love is in the affective domain, reason is the cognitive sphere - namely, a creative process of generalization. The dialogues of the self with others as well as with itself provide the most important opportunity for this creative process. "It is not by dealing out cold justice to the circle of [either my interlocutors or] my ideas that I can make them grow, but by cherishing and tending them as I would the flowers in my garden" (6.289).

The conception of thinking as dialogue implies a view of the self radically different from Descartes' notion of the cogito. In the Sixth Meditation, he wrote that "inasmuch as I am only a thinking thing, I cannot distinguish in myself any parts, but apprehend myself to be clearly one and entire." According to Peirce, it is crucial to remember that the person is not absolutely individual, that is, indivisible Indeed, inasmuch as one is a thinking being, one can clearly distinguish in oneself distinct parts that are, in essence, different roles in an ongoing dialogue. In its simplest form, thinking involves two such roles-what Peirce called the critical self, on the one hand, and what we might call the innovative self, on the other. When one thinks, it is the critical self that the innovative self is trying to persuade. The former represents the habits of the person, while the latter represents a challenge to these habits.

Without any reference to Peirce, DeWitt Parker drew a distinction between the matrix self and focal selves. A "focal self is an event, coming and going, one of a series of events flashing in and out of existence" (1941, 43). The matrix self is the background against which focal selves operate; it is (as its name implies) a womb out of which these transitory selves emerge. "There is but one self: the focal self and the matrix self are only two aspects of a single fact. The matrix self is a layer of deeper significance that continues and endures from one ongoing activity to another, but it cannot exist unless there is a focal activity that carries it on" (Parker 1941, 45).

Parker's distinction can be used to clarify Peirce's account of the self. The matrix self is that complex of habits that represents both a summation of the past and an orientation toward the future. It is a summation of the past because the habits that constitute the matrix self are largely the ultimate logical interpretants of prior semiotic processes -that is, they are largely the final products of our own interpretive efforts. (If this interpretation is correct, then Smith's s criticism of Peirce's view -namely, that in identifying the real with the future, Peirce loses the totality of an object or a person within present experience -is mistaken: It takes Peirce's view of the self to be something other than it is [1983b, 56].) It is an orientation toward the future because these habits more or less determine how we would act in given circumstances when motivated by given desires. Out of this womb emerges focal selves. And among these selves is, at least, one who represents the underlying commitments, the definitive dispositions, of the matrix self-, this self Peirce called the critical self. In fact, in at least one text, Peirce appears to have equated this critical self with conscience, since he called by the name of conscience that inward disposition, shaped by the course of experience, that comes to consciousness in answer to self-questioning (MS 433, 12-12). In this sense, one's conscience, in any internal dialogue, is the focal presence of one's underlying dispositions: It is the court to which appeal is made and, like other courts, its particular form is due to its historical development; in addition, it is embedded in a system of laws. However, the judgments of a court without a sheriff are mere vaporings (1.212); thus, we may ask, What serves as the sheriff of this court, the court of conscience? I would suggest, for Peirce, it is a brute force in the animal organism (5.315). Such a force "is a vehicle of compulsion hic et nunc, receiving and transmitting it; while I [as judge] receive and transmit ideal influence, of which I am a vehicle' (1.212). But, just as the court requires a sheriff to enforce its judgments, the conscience (i.e., the 'I' as judge) requires a force to enact its decisions. This force is provided by the capacity to exert effort on the body and, in some cases, on the world by means of the body (cf. MS 1099, 00007). Although the court of conscience, with the help of this sheriff, is deeply committed to the preservation of past judgments and present statutes, it is, nonetheless, a court in which earlier decisions and even criteria of judgment may be revised in the light of a convincing case by some innovative self.

It is in reference to Peirce's conception to thinking as a form of dialogue -"a dialogue between different phases of the ego" (4.6; 1906) -that his characterization of the ego as a wave on the surface of the soul must be understood. Recall that, according to Peirce, "the ego is a mere wave in the soul, a superficial and small feature" (1.112). The ego to which he refers in this passage is the ego as a distinct phase in an inner dialogue. Such a phase floats upon the surface of a multilayered network of interpenetrating habits, a network that Peirce did not hesitate to call the 'soul'. For example, in MS 283, speaking about one's habitual nature, he said: "in the soul, if you like the expression; it is that part of our nature which takes general determinations of conduct" (p. 76). (Elsewhere, for example, in NIS 649 [p. 36], he referred to this part of our nature as the real self or true nature) In this context, 'soul' signifies a more or less occult nature that absorbs like a sponge the lessons of inner dialogue as well as outer experience (5.440; 1.598). (In 1868 Peirce spoke of "a real effective force behind consciousness" and, in a footnote, identified this as "the physiological force behind consciousness" [5.288; 5.289 n. 2]. In "Questions on William James's Principles of Psychology," he said, somewhat ironically, that the muscular habits of the tongue are the basis of personality [7.84]. There is in both of these texts a recognition of a real agency [cf. 5.493] behind present consciousness, an agency related but not reducible to the body.) Though the ego as a phase in inner dialogues is a superficial aspect of our personal being, the deeper parts of the human soul can only be reached through its surface; that is, the dialogue between different phases of the ego can reach down into the different levels of the soul. In this way, the eternal forms "will by slow percolation gradually reach the very core of one's being; and will come to influence our lives" (1.648).

For Peirce, the eternal forms are the intrinsically admirable ideals, ideals that he tended to subsume under the heading of the continuous growth of concrete reasonableness. It was Peirce's insight into our relation to ideals that made possible the ultimate integration of his various accounts of the personal self. An explanation of this brings our exposition to a close.

The self can only realize itself by exerting control over itself, and it can only exert control over itself by committing itself to ideals, since "self control depends upon comparison of what is done with an ideal admirable per se, without any ulterior reason" (MS 1339). However, since ideals can conflict, a commitment to one ideal frequently requires an abandonment of another ideal. Moreover, our commitments to ideals are, especially with regard to the loftier ideals, more like acts of surrender than acts of acquisition: The higher ideals take possession of us rather than we of them. In fact, Peirce maintained the realization of the self demanded a series of acts by which the self surrenders itself to ever more inclusive ideals. The beginning of this surrender can be traced to those very early conflicts between impulse and testimony in which the brute force of the child's own experience contradicts the former and confirms the latter. That is, we originally become aware of ourselves as beings distinct from others by submitting to the force of experience. It is no exaggeration to say that the power of the natural world reveals itself, to some extent and in some measure, in the course of our personal experience.

Having once surrendered to the power of nature, and having allowed the futile ego in some measure to dissolve, man at once finds himself in synectic union with the circumambient non-ego, and partakes in its triumphs. On the simple condition of obedience to the laws of nature, he can satisfy many of his selfish desires; a further surrender will bring him the higher delight of realizing to some extent his ideas; a still further surrender confers upon him the function of cooperating with nature and the course of things to grow new ideas and institutions. Almost anybody will admit there is truth in this: the question is how fundamental that truth may be. (CN 1, 188-189)

For Peirce, this truth was fundamental in a way in which few other truths were: By it, he guided his life. If the self can only realize itself through its commitments to ideals and if the commitment to ever higher ideals necessarily requires ever greater surrenders of the self, then the true self can emerge only when the futile ego dissolves. The self-centered self is an anarchical force: Such a self rests upon the most vulgar delusion of vanity (7.571). Its self-absorption ultimately leads to self-destruction. The self transcendent self is an autonomous power: Such a self depends upon the most complete surrender of egoism. Its self-transcendence alone leads to self-possession.

Through surrendering ourselves to ever loftier ideals, we move toward becoming agents through whom the only truly admirable ideal - the continuous growth of concrete reasonableness - can become more fully actual. Agents through whom the ideal is made actual are signs, since such agents perform the essential function of a sign-namely, to render inefficient relations efficient (8332; 1904). Insofar as, say, the ideal of justice exerts its attractiveness through the life of an individual and, thereby, the relation between the ideal and the actual is made efficient, that individual functions as a sign. Indeed, “what is man's proper function if it be not to embody general ideas in art-creations, in utilities, and above all in theoretical cognition?" (6.476; 1908). Thus, Peirce's early account of the self as a semiotic process and his later portrait of it as an autonomous agent fuse in this vision of the person as an agent through whom the ideal of reasonableness becomes more concretely embodied in habits and institutions, in individual character and social context. This fusion suggests the need for a radical revision of the traditional picture of agency: As agents, we are not the absolute source of our own actions. In our very capacity as agents we are signs, a means whereby the first of absolute loveliness is brought into creative contact with the second of brute existence.

I find this semiotic vision of the active self to be not only coherent but also inspiring. Even so, there are important and irreducible aspects of human subjectivity- inwardness and autonomy being perhaps the most central of these aspects -that require deeper exploration.

Chapter Five
Inwardness and Autonomy

I well remember when I was a boy and my brother Herbert ... was scarce more than a child, one day, as the whole family were at table, some spirit from a 'blazer' or 'chafing-dish,' dropped on the muslin dress of one of the ladies and was kindled; and how instantly he jumped up, and did the right thing, and how skillfully each motion was adapted to the purpose. I asked him afterward about it; and he told me that since Mrs. Longfellow 's death, it was that he had often run over in imagination all the details of what ought to be done in such an emergency. It was a striking example of a real habit produced by exercises in the imagination. (5.487 n. 10)
At the conclusion of "Peirce on Our Knowledge of Mind," E. James Crombie asserts: "Much more remains to be said of Peirce's view of mind and personhood" (1980, 85) One thing that remains to be said is that, despite his deep commitment to what C. F. Delaney calls the externalist tradition, Peirce, in his account of mind, grants an important place to the inward dimension of human consciousness (Delaney 1979, 25-26). According to Delaney, Peirce is the philosopher who carried through the externalist program in the most complete and self-conscious way. This program construes our knowledge of the internal to be parasitic on our knowledge of the external (5.249). In particular, thoughts "are understood by analogical extension inward of a system of categories whose primary analogate is language" (Delaney 1979, 26). Whereas Peirce unquestionably adopts such a viewpoint, he is not led by this to deny either the reality or the importance of the inward side of the human mind.

His rejection of epiphenomenalism is no less thorough than his commitment to externalism (e.g., 5.493). On the surface, there may seem to be a conflict here. On the one hand, to reject epiphenomenalism is to affirm that there are internal episodes that have real consequences for and, in some cases, real control over the person in whom they take place. On the other hand, to adopt an externalist program frequently means not only that our inner life is to be understood by analogy to some outer reality; it means that internal episodes are highly suspect affairs whose identity (when it can be established) relies upon criteria derived from the intersubjective world and whose function (when it is conceded to exist) is seen as reflecting some internal condition of the human organism rather than as controlling some aspect of its conduct.
The purpose of this chapter is to suggest how Peirce can consistently adhere to an externalist approach to mental phenomena and grant an efficacy to consciousness. In order to render this suggestion plausible, it will be helpful to sketch an outline of Peirce's approach to mind. However, even before offering such a sketch, it would be illuminating to present the view of mind that Peirce rejects. "Now contrast is," as Josiah Royce noted, "the mother of clearness" (1901 [1959], vol. 2, 262).
The view that Peirce rejects may be called subjectivism. It is based on a seemingly faithful interpretation of familiar facts regarding conscious agents. There are countless examples of mental phenomena (such as dreams, toothaches, unexpressed hopes, secret wishes) whose character would be described by virtually everyone as 'private' or 'inward' We ordinarily speak of these phenomena as residing only in the mind, thereby implying a contrast between inward, mental phenomena and outward, physical phenomena! One of the most persistent problems in Western philosophy has been, How are we to understand that which has its locus in the mind?2

One way to treat the contents of consciousness is to admit, at the outset, what appears to be intuitive: These contents are intrinsically private in the strongest possible sense.3 In this sense, ones thoughts, feelings, wishes, desires, and so on are not only presently, in practice, hidden from the view of others; they are such that they can never, in principle, be brought into such view. Accordingly, each one of us has an immediate and privileged access to the contents of our own minds but not to those of any other minds. This means that we know our own minds in an internal and immediate way and the minds of others only in an external and mediated way. In turn, this implies that there is a fundamental difference between how I come to know myself and how I come to know other persons.

These reflections give rise to a picture of consciousness we have already discussed, namely:

Each of these [concrete, particular] minds keeps its own thoughts to itself There is no giving or bartering between them. No thought even comes into direct sight of a thought in another personal consciousness than its own. Absolute insulation, irreducible pluralism, is the law.... Neither contemporaneity, nor proximity in space, nor similarity of quality and content are able to fuse thoughts together which are sundered by this barrier of belonging to different personal minds. The breaches between such minds are the most absolute breaches in nature, (James 1890, [1983], 221)

Another aspect of this view of consciousness as absolute inwardness or complete insularity concerns the relationship between consciousness and language. According to the subjectivist viewpoint, consciousness infuses signs with meaning in much the same way that God infuses matter with life; indeed, words and signs in general are, apart from consciousness, lifeless (cf. 2.222). Thus, meaning is something consciousness confers upon the signs it uses, rather than something these signs possess intrinsically (CN vol. 3, 290). Accordingly, thought must be seen as independent of and prior to the symbols in which it clothes itself (cf. 5.250). Moreover, there is a radical discontinuity between my mental activities and my social interactions: Thinking is one thing, discourse another. Signs are needed to express my thoughts to others but they are not necessarily needed to think these thoughts; they are means of communication but not necessarily instruments of thoughts (cf MS 675, 17).

This view depicts the mind as completely private or absolutely insular. It does this precisely because it severs consciousness from semiosis (i.e., the activity of signs). In construing the essential activities of human consciousness to be something other than (and independent of) the use of intersubjective signs, this view makes the activities of a given mind completely inaccessible to all other minds. Thus, we can never know, in any real sense, the thoughts and feelings of anyone other than ourselves: We are, in effect, imprisoned within the sphere of our own subjectivity. The only things that are open to the inspection of others are the signs a mind chooses to use to express its feelings and thoughts; in contrast, the feelings and thoughts themselves remain forever hidden. In opposition to this view," Peirce formulated an approach to personal consciousness that stressed its moorings in the objective world and its accessibility to other minds. In this approach, the private is linked, truly as well as linguistically, with the privative or lacking: The private is that which is deprived of a status in the public world. By public or external, Peirce understood that which, in principle, is accessible to an indefinite number of conscious beings. Whether something is truly external in this sense is open to objective tests (5.334).

According to Peirce, if we are to account for the mind in the sense in which it is attributable to you and me, we must start with the public world (including language and the laws that govern its use) and, then, try to explain how active beings in that public world come to acquire private worlds. In this context, to acquire a private world means to come to know the difference between the inner realm of imagination and the outer realm of actuality; moreover, it means to come to utilize the ability of withdrawing from the outer world into the inner world. The capacity to retreat into inwardness creates the possibility of performing imaginary experiments (i.e., experiments in the imagination). However, to develop this point here is to jump ahead of our story. What requires emphasis at this point is that, for Peirce, explanations of mind must move from the outward to the inward, from the public to the private. Not only must we strive to grasp how the human mind comes to see itself as possessing an inward dimension; we must also endeavor to determine the function, if any, of this dimension. (As we shall see, the function of consciousness is, according to Peirce, intimately connected with the ability to perform experiments in the imagination).

Peirce's semiotic approach to human consciousness squarely confronts these concerns. Let me now outline this approach. In 1903, Peirce wrote:

modern philosophy has never been able quite to shake off the Cartesian idea of the mind, as something that 'resides'- such is the term-in the pineal gland. Everybody laughs at this nowadays, and yet everybody continues to think of mind in this same general way, as something within this person or that, belonging to him and correlative to the real world. A whole course of lectures would be required to expose this error. I can only hint that if you reflect upon it ... it is a very narrow view of mind. (5.128)

This use of the term 'narrow' echoes an important passage from the Lowell Lectures of 1866, a passage in which Peirce presents his own 'wide' view of mind. (As we shall see, the question at issue most deeply concerns whether consciousness is insular or interpenetrable.) In Lecture II, Peirce asked: "In what does the identity of man consist and where is the seat of the soul?" (7.591; CE, vol. 1, 498). He replied: "It seems to me that these questions usually receive a very narrow answer" (ibid.; emphasis added). According to this narrow answer, the mind inhabits the body much in the same way that one physical object is located in another; moreover, the residence of a soul in this body absolutely rules out its presence in any other body. In other words, the mind can only be in one place at one time.

In opposition to this view, Peirce claimed:

But are we shut up in a box of flesh and blood? When I communicate my thought and my sentiments to a friend with whom I am in full sympathy, so that my feelings pass into him and I am conscious of what he feels, do I not live in his brain as well as in my own-most literally? True, my animal life is not there; but my soul, my feeling, thought, attention are. If this be not so, a man is not a word, it is true, but is something much poorer. There is a miserable material[istic] and barbarian notion according to which a man cannot be in two places at once; as though he were a thine. A word may be in several places at once, [e.g.] six, six, because its essence is spiritual; and I believe that a man is no whit inferior to the word in this respect. Each man has an identity which far transcends the mere animal; - an essence, a meaning subtile as it may be [cf. 5315]. He cannot know his own essential significance; of his eye it is eyebeam. But that he truly has this outreaching identity -such as a word has -is the true and exact expression of the fact of sympathy, fellow feeling- together with all unselfish interests, -and all that makes us feel that he has an absolute worth. (7.591; CE, Vol. 1, 498)

It is extremely significant that Peirce made these claims in the context of comparing the nature of a person with that of a word (cf. 5.313 ff.). The point of this comparison was to render plausible his definition of person as a sign. This suggests that this wide view of mind is a necessary consequence of so identifying mind or person (cf. 5.313 ff.). If we take semiosis (the activity of signs) to be the essence of the mind and if we recall that the being of a sign transcends any and all of its instantiations, then we are entitled to say that mind-as-semiosis is not confined to any particular location (say, this individual body). Thus, Peirce insists that the nature of a person (or mind) is not more limited than that of a word; however, the unwitting consequence of adopting the narrow view is that we grant the human mind a more impoverished mode of being than that of a word. Any instance of a word qua sign is an embodiment of a form that may be present elsewhere. Is not the human mind at any actual instant the incarnation of a form whose nature leaves open the possibility of other such incarnations?

At any rate, this was Peirce's position. The human mind in its actual operations (e.g., when it is at this moment feeling a particular pain or that moment solving a specific problem) is an embodied form, and, as such, the mind belongs to the same genus (the same family) as a word. The fact that human minds fuse into a formally identical (though materially distinct) reality is no less a fundamental feature about our mental lives than the fact that a large number of my mental operations are performed in a private sphere (namely, the imagination). As we shall see more clearly later, Peirce was not interested in denying either the existence or the importance of these inward operations; however, his principle concern was to present a view of the mind that explained the possibility of numerically distinct individuals fusing into a formally identical being. Hence, Peirce boldly asserts that: "Two minds can communicate only by becoming in so far one mind" (MS 498). Of course, two individually distinct minds never completely fuse into a formally identical mind; nonetheless, there are moments when the barrier that sunders one consciousness from another disappears. Thus, not insularity but interpenetrability is the law that most truly governs the relations between two minds. It is perhaps no exaggeration to say that Peirce desired above all else to present an account of mind that did justice to sympathy, our feeling one with another.5 Both his commitment to sentimentalism and his account of science required a thoroughgoing rejection of the subjectivist approach to human consciousness.6

Peirce presented his semiotic approach as an alternative to the subjectivist approach. He arrived at this view of mind very early in his career. However, as his understanding of semiosis grew, it was inevitable that his account of mind-as- semiosis also developed.

The three essential moments in Peirce's articulation of a semiotic account of rational (or human) consciousness were (a) his identification of mind with semiosis (e.g., "the mind is a sign developing according to the laws of inference" [5313; emphasis added]); (b) the revision of his view concerning what constitutes the ultimate logical interpretant of a sign; and (c) his insistence that reasoning (the definitive operation of rational consciousness) necessarily involves self-consciousness, self-criticism, and self-control.

The first moment, the identification of mind with semiosis 0 the activity of a sign, is the most crucial, because the other two moments depend on this identification. The definition of the mind as a sign in the process of development relies, above all else, on two factors. The first of these factors is the following maxim concerning the investigation of mental phenomena: As long as we cannot directly, nor even indirectly with much accuracy, observe what passes in the consciousness of any other person; and whereas it is far from certain that we can do so (and accurately record what we can even glimpse) even in the case of what shoots through our own minds, it is much safer to define all mental characters as far as possible in terms of their outward manifestations than in terms of their inward appearances (MS 682, 10 - II; a paraphrase bordering on a quotation). Precisely because of passages such as this, Peirce is thought to have disparaged the importance of inwardness. After all, Peirce explicitly insists that what shoots through our minds is, for the most part, practically inaccessible to others and hardly accessible to ourselves. What is inward is continuously changing, cognitively uncertain, and frustratingly elusive. For all that, inwardness plays an important- indeed, an indispensablerole in human life. However, the best way to approach this inward domain is in terms of its outward manifestations. Such, at least, is the maxim that, according to Peirce, promises the most fruitful approach to mental phenomena.

After formulating this maxim, Peirce claims that "in the case of any consciousness of the nature of thought... there appears to be an even more imperative reason for following the maxim than the methodological, or prudential, one just given" (MS 682, II)! This reason is that anything deserving the name of thought must be open, in principle, to criticism and control. But the critic" (what we would call the critique) of thought is the business of logic, and logic is concerned (at least, in part) with the universally valid laws governing potentially public symbols (3.404). In other words, if logic deals with thought, it is thought not in any subjective sense but rather in an intersubjective one-thought as something open to the scrutiny of an indefinite number of human reasoners.

To engage in logic as a critic of reasoning involves providing the criteria by which to pronounce the operations of the mind to be good or bad: Critic necessarily involves such pronouncements (5.108). Now, "it is perfectly idle to criticize [in the proper sense of that term] anything over which you can exercise no sort of control" (5.55). Thus, to insist that mental phenomena ought to be approached in terms of their outward manifestations and, in turn, to interpret these manifestations as criticizable and controllable is, in effect, to forge a link between inwardness and autonomy. The most important aspect of mental phenomena relates to the control exercised by persons over their own conduct: The phenomena of mind are either themselves the principal objects of criticism and control (e.g., an inference) or factors in the process of self-directed action (e.g., the feeling of pain arising from coming too close to a fire). The influence of inwardness on autonomy, of our inner life on our self-controlled conduct, is deeply appreciated by Peirce and curiously neglected by his commentators?

In fact, the link that Peirce attempts to forge between the manifestations of mind and the processes of self-control lies at the center of his approach to mind. However, he reaches this center by way of his identification of mind with semiosis. To summarize, one of the ways in which he attempts to justify this identification is by insisting that all mental phenomena and especially those that deserve the name of thought are to be grasped in terms of their outward manifestations. These manifestations are signs in one sense or another. Hence, Peirce's externalist maxim leads him directly to a semiotic interpretation of mental phenomena.

The second factor that is decisive for the definition of mind-as-semiosis is Peirce's view that, since nothing is incognizable, a substance is nothing other than the total range of its phenomenal manifestations. That is, there is, in principle, no unknowable entity underlying the totality of appearances; hence, we are entitled to treat any substance as the totality of its appearance. Because the totality of the mind's manifestations are signs, we are warranted in identifying mind with semiosis (5.313).

The second essential moment in Peirce's formulation of his distinctive semiotic approach to mind was the revision of his view concerning what constitutes the ultimate logical interpretant of an intellectual concept. In order to appreciate the nature of this revision, it is necessary to introduce some of the fundamental concepts of Peircean semiotics. The most fundamental of these concepts is that of a sign: According to Peirce, a sign in general is anything that stands for something to something else. Like the act of giving ("A gives B to C"), semiosis has an irreducible triadic structure or, more accurately, is an irreducibly triadic relationship. Thus, any attempt to reduce the triadic relationship of a semiotic process" (i.e., the relationship of sign, object and interpretant) to simpler terms loses sight of the essence of signs. The thing for which a sign stands is called its object; the thing to which the sign gives rise is its interpretant; and, of course, that which mediates between an object and an interpretant is a sign. just as it is impossible to make sense out of teaching without bringing into account three indispensable elements (teacher, learner, and subject matter of mutual concern), so it is impossible to make sense out of semiosis without bringing into account the elements of sign, object, and interpretant.

In The Sense of Grammar.- Language as Semeiotic, Michael Shapiro refers to Peirce's theory of the interpretant as "the most important part of his semeiotic" (1983, 45). If this theory is not the most important part of Peirce's investigation of signs, it is at least as fundamental as any other of his contributions to semiotics. According to him, the interpretant is "the proper significate outcome of a sign" (5.473). The outcomes of signs are varied. Sometimes they give rise to feelings, in which case we ought to speak of an "emotional interpretant" (5.475). Sometimes a sign gives rise, along with such feelings, to exertions, in which case we have an instance of an 'energetic interpretant' . There can be emotional interpretants without energetic ones; however, there cannot be an energetic interpretant without an emotional one. (Every instance of secondness has a feeling all to itself). Still at other times, signs give rise, in addition to feelings and exertions, to either some other signs or things that partake of the nature of signs. At these times, we may speak of a 'logical interpretant'. Thus, the logical interpretant of a sign is either another sign or something significantly like a sign.

Peirce understood pragmaticism to be "a method of ascertaining the meanings, not of all ideas, but only of what I call 'intellectual concepts,' that is to say, of those upon the structure of which, arguments concerning facts may hinge" (5.467).11 Concepts in this sense are those signs essential to the communication or discovery of knowledge. In connection with pragmaticism, Peirce investigated the question; What is the ultimate logical interpretant of such an intellectual concept. The result of his investigation was that a 'habit-change' constitutes such an interpretant. Because a habit can result from a sign and because, by virtue of its generality, it partakes somewhat of the nature of a sign, it can serve as the logical interpretant of an intellectual concept; and because the formation of a habit truly marks a terminus in any process of semiosis, it ideally serves as the ultimate (logical) interpretant of an intellectual concept (MS 382, 101 ff.).

If the first moment in Peirce's investigation of mind establishes an essential connection between mind and semiosis, then the second moment forges a similar link between semiosis and habit. This, in turn, makes the notion of habit a pivotal concept in the Peircean approach to mental phenomena.

The third crucial moment in Peirce's investigation of mind was the significance he came to see in the ability of human beings, in addition to exerting a direct influence over the movements of their limbs, to exert an indirect one over the formation of their habits (MS 612, 7). In this ability is grounded the possibility of rationality. Because I shall examine this point in some detail in a moment, let me offer here a preliminary summary of Peirce's overall view of the human mind. The three key elements in this view are semiosis (the activity of a sign), habit (disposition to act in a certain way in certain circumstances), and autonomy of self-control (the capacity of a person to regulate his or her conduct in light of norms and ultimately ideals). Accordingly, a rational mind is one in which habits grow out of signs as the interpretants of these signs, and in turn, self-control grows out of a hierarchy of habits; however, once this self-control emerges, the possibility arises of having some processes of semiosis and some formations of habit grow out of self-control. Indeed, for Peirce, it is precisely such a possibility of self-control that distinguishes a mind as rational.

In Peirce's writings, we find the word 'reasoning' being used in at least two senses: at times, he used it in a loose sense as a synonym for inference (e.g., 7.445); at other times, he used it in a strict sense to designate a species of inference -namely, those inferences that have been subjected to criticism and control. "Inferring is the sole act of the cognitive mind" (Fisch [1986] 1978, 325). Reasoning in the strict sense is the essential, though not exclusive, operation of the rational mind. Now, the rational mind is a species of the cognitive mind, its specific difference being (as we have noted) the capacity to exert self-control over some of its inferences. For Peirce, then, the essence of rationality is to be found in the exercise of self-control (Holmes 1966; 113-29). Moreover, the possibility of such control depends upon the inward domain of the human imagination. Let me quote at length a passage that summarizes Peirce's view on this matter. The remainder of this chapter will provide an elaboration of this view, which draws heavily upon some unpublished manuscripts. In 1893 Peirce wrote that:

It is plain that intelligence does not consist in feeling in a certain way, but in acting in a certain way. Only, we must acknowledge that there are inward actions-what might be called potential actions, that is, actions which do not take place, but which somehow influence the formation of habits.... A fancied conjecture leads us to fancy an appropriate line of behaviour. Day-dreams are often spoken of as mere idleness; and so they would be, but for the remarkable fact that they go to form habits, by virtue of which when a similar real conjuncture arises we really behave in the manner we had dreamed of doing. [Passage of poetry omitted.]

People who build castles in the air do not, for the most part, accomplish much, it is true; but every man who does accomplish great things is given to building elaborate castles in the air and then playfully copying them on solid ground.... Vigorous men are wont to hold mere imagination in contempt; and in that they would be quite right if there were such a thing. How we feel is no matter; the question is what we shall do. But that feeling which is subservient to action and to the intelligence of action is correspondingly important; and all inward life is more or less so subservient. Mere imagination would indeed be mere trifling; only no imagination is mere. "More than all that is in thy custody, watch over thy fantasy," said Solomon. "For out of it are the issues of life.". . .

A decapitated frog almost reasons.... All that is of any value in the operation of ratiocination is there, except only one thing. What he lacks is the power of preparatory meditation. (6.286; my emphasis on inward and preparatory meditation)

We might say that the decapitated frog that responds to external stimuli thereby manifests a cognitive, but not a rational, mind. Recall that, for Peirce, inference is essentially an interpretation of signs. Any agent capable of engaging in acts of interpretation (be these instinctual or learned, automatic or autonomous) possesses, by virtue of this capacity, a cognitive mind. As we have seen, a rational mind is simply a cognitive mind that is capable of controlling some of its acts of inference and, as a result of the exercise of this capacity, capable of controlling the formation of some of its habits.

As Peirce notes in a discussion of pragmaticism, 

A reasoning must be conscious; and this consciousness is ... in its ultimate nature (meaning in that characteristic element of it which is not reducible to anything simpler), a sense of taking habit, or disposition to respond to a given kind of stimulus in a given kind of way.... But the secret of rational consciousness is not so much to be sought in the study of this one peculiar nucleolus, as in the review of the process of self-control in its entirety. (5.440)

So central is self control or autonomy to human consciousness as such (i.e., as a rational mind) that Peirce wrote: "if we could endow a system of signs with self-control, there is very strong reason to believe that we should thereby have conferred upon it a consciousness even more like that of a man than is, for example, that of a fish" (MS 283, p. 99). Each one of us is a system of signs - in short, a language. In this "The Basis of Pragmaticism' " (MS 283; 1905) echoes "Some Consequences of Four Incapacities" (5.264-317; 1868): "there is no element of man's consciousness which has not something corresponding to it in the word; and the reason is obvious. It is that the word or sign which man uses is the man himself.... Thus my language is the sum total of myself' (5.314). However, what becomes pronounced in Peirce's mature thought is that my language is not simply something to which I conform myself; it is something by which I transform myself In other words, some systems of signs reach a level of complexity such that their development is determined partially, as it were, from within (MS 290, 58-63). Human persons are such semiotic systems.

Now Peirce's views imply that there is a hierarchy of minds. At the most rudimentary level, there are interpretive agents that do not essentially alter their patterns of interpretation; they always respond to the same stimuli in the An example of this would be an animal whose behavior was completely bound by instinct. At the intermediary level there are interpretive agents that, in the course of their lives, relinquish certain patterns of interpretation and acquire others. For Peirce, such alterations in the modes of interpretation are the same as alterations in habits of action. The nature of such minds is relatively plastic. At the highest level, there are autonomous interpreters, agents who (rather than which) can engage -in acts of self-interpretation, self-criticism, and self-control. There is, in principle, no limit to these acts: "Now control itself may be controlled, criticism itself subjected to criticism" (5.442). In addition, "it is by the indefinite replication of self-control upon self-control that the vir is begotten, and by action, through thought, he grows an esthetic ideal" (5.402 n. 3; cf. Krolikowski 1964). Thus, autonomous interpreters (or rational minds) are wedded to ideals and regulated by norms.12 They are, as Peirce says, "personal intellects possessed of moral natures" (MS 280, 32 [variant]; emphasis added).

What does it mean, for Peirce, to possess a moral nature? Two passages that throw light on this question are the following. Speaking to the reader, Peirce writes: "you are well aware that the exercise of control over [your] own habits, if not the most important business of life, is at least very near to being so" (MS 614, 3). But what moves us to exert control over our habits?

What most influences men to self government is intense disgust with one kind of life and warm admiration for another. Careful observation of men will show this; and those who desire to further the practice of self-government ought to shape their teachings accordingly.

Meantime, instead of a silly science of esthetics, that tries to bring our enjoyment of sensuous beauty ... that which ought to be fostered is meditation, ponderings, day-dreams (under control) concerning ideals-oh, no, no, no! "Ideals" is far too cold a word. I mean rather passionate admiring aspirations ... (MS 675, 15-16).

The moral task is simply the self regulation of conduct in the light of such aspirations. These aspirations determine our self-disgust that, in turn, prompts our self-control. Peirce recognizes that our attempts at self-control can be excessive; thus, he warns: "See that self-government is exercised; but be careful not to do violence to any part of the anatomy" (ibid.). Any being who can engage in this task of self-government possesses a 'moral nature'. In this context can implies ought.

There are obviously echoes of Aristotle in the Peircean view of our ethical task. After all, Peirce sees the focus of our ethical life to be the cultivation of good habits (i.e., virtues). That he views such habits as sources of freedom (in the sense of rational self-mastery) is clear from the following: "Some undisciplined young persons may have come to think of acquired human habits chiefly as constraints; and undoubtedly they all are so in a measure. But good habits are in much higher measure powers than they are limitations; and the greater the number even of acquired habits are good, like almost all those that can properly be called natural" (MS 930, 31).

According to Peirce, any finite mind capable of evolving into an autonomous agent possesses three distinct powers.

The first of these is composed of powers of feelings; or say, of consciousness, or of being, or becoming, aware of anything - three expressions which will here be used as signifying precisely the same thing. The second consists of powers of action, that is to say, of really modifying something...

The third power consists of powers of taking habits, which, by the meaning of the word includes getting rid of them, since ... in my nomenclature a 'habit' is nothing but a state of 'would-be realized in any sort of subject that is itself real ... (MS 670, 4-7)

Thus, all the finite minds that, "for the purposes of inquiring into reasoning," are important may be characterized as conscious interpretive agents. Each of these terms stands for one of the powers of mind noted above by Peirce.

The second of these powers, the power of acting, is identified elsewhere by Peirce with the 'I': "the leading part of the meaning which we express by 'I' is the idea of an unrestrained cause of some future events" (MS 668, 16-17). The 'I' is the source of actions -a creative spring of efficacious exertions. As a possibility of action, the 'I' is an instance of what Peirce calls firstness: "we never can be immediately conscious of finiteness, or of anything but a divine freedom that in its own original firstness knows no bounds" (1.358). As acting, the 'I' is an instance of secondness: It exists, it has its being by virtue of an opposition to some other. As we shall see, the theater or arena in which this 'I' exerts its most important influence is the internal world.

In order to sum up this part of the discussion, let us note that, for Peirce, the human mind is an incredibly complex and hierarchically ordered network of habits, some of these habits being due to the exertions of the mind itself. According to Peirce, the bulk of our habits do not result from the activity of the mind. Most of them come from either the innate constitution of our bodies or the actual course of our experience. Nonetheless, an important, although small, portion of our habits comes from what Peirce calls 'inward actions' , 'actions which do not take place, but which somehow influence habits'' (6.286).

Peirce rejected epiphenomenalism precisely because he maintained that such actions are efficacious, are capable of producing changes in us (MS 290, 58-62). This, in the course of one's life, one's mind is molded not only by the brute force of experience but also by the gentle musings of the mind. As Peirce suggests, a distinction can be drawn between being forceful and being powerful (5.520). It is appropriate to speak of ideals being powerful but not of them being forceful. Ideals have the capacity to shape existents, to mold actualities; thus, we may attribute power to them. However, ideals influence existents in a fundamentally different way than existents act on one another. Ideals do not act on existents; hence they cannot be said to be forceful. Their mode of influence (which Peirce calls 'logos-influence) is not brute compulsion, but creative love. To speak of creative love in this way means that there are influences truly operative in the world that possess these characteristics: These influences are gentle rather than brutal; that is, they call forth rather than push against; these influences qua loving are respectful of the natures of the things that they mold. The action of the sun upon a flower would be an example of such an influence!'

Peirce was, of course, aware that such views appear to materialistically minded people to be "stark madness, or mysticism, or something equally devoid of reason and good sense" (MS 290, 58). Nonetheless, he insisted that "whatever be the kind and degree of our logical assurance that there is any real world, external or internal, that same kind and degree of assurance we certainly have that there not only may be a living symbol, realizing the full idea of a symbol, but even that there actually is one' (2.114). If we take the metaphysical bandages off our eyes, we see that signs are the very fabric of the world and not a characteristic that humans impose upon the world. What this means, in part, is that there are real influences in the world other than actual force or brute compulsion. These influences are, in effect (though not in intent), loving: They call forth the most complete realization of that which they influence. Their action is far more like a sign giving rise to an interpretant than a projectile colliding with an object. True maturity requires us to become like children again and to see nature as a cosmos, a realm in which Reason is immanent (1349). It requires us to recognize the universe as a perfusion of signs (5.448 n. 1).

Such a universe is, for Peirce, the ultimate context in which human rationality ought to see itself operating. Let us turn now to the indispensable instrument by which it operates. Peirce held that "the function of consciousness is to render self-control possible and efficient" (MS 318, 75). In this connection, he explained that "the true definition of consciousness is connection with the internal world" He maintained that although we must learn to distinguish between the internal and the external worlds, human reason has an instinctual basis and even its very inwardness is instinctual:

Concepts are mental habits, habits formed by exercise of the imagination. Human instinct is no whit less miraculous than that of the bird, the beaver, or the ant. Only, instead of being directed to bodily motions, such as singing and flying; or to the construction of dwellings, or to the organization of communities, its theatre is the plastic inner world, and its products are the marvelous conceptions of which the greatest are the ideas of number, time, and space ... (MS 318, 44; emphasis added)

The importance Peirce attaches to inwardness, when inwardness is properly understood, cannot be exaggerated. This becomes clear in light of the following passage: "The internal sense, reflections, which makes us aware of what we think, is, in truth, the main thing which distinguishes us from the brutes. It is by this means that we control our thoughts and conquer impulses which we do not approve.... [I]t happens to be the instrument by which we make ourselves rational" (MS 875). Elsewhere, Peirce asserts that "the whole business of ratiocination, and all that makes us intellectual beings, is performed in imagination" (6.286).

Inwardness involves the capacity to withdraw from the public world (i.e., the world of publicly accessible signs) and to enter into a private world (a secret world of private signs). This capacity to withdraw from the public world is, at bottom, the capacity to refrain from outward action. If we make this connection, then we see how Peirce's view that inward reflection is the indispensable instrument of human rationality hangs together with his view that voluntary inhibition is the chief characteristic of human beings (5.448 n.). According to him, "self-control of any kind is purely inhibitory. It originates nothing" (5.194). Self-control operates by inhibiting us from acting in an outward, "fanciful" manner. In short, the inhibition of physical behavior creates the possibility of inward action. The commonplace expression "Stop and think" is more pregnant than is ordinarily realized: It is precisely because we possess the capacity to stop ourselves from acting, to inhibit the motions of especially our limbs and tongue, that we can think in a distinctively human manner. The early education of human organisms is aimed principally at enabling them to refrain from simply acting in a spontaneous manner. An inevitable consequence of this education is that the child comes to distinguish between his or her will and the will of others, his or her wishes and the way of the world -in short, the child learns the difference between the inner and outer world.

The ability to draw this distinction is indicative of our sanity and crucial to our rationality. Peirce claims that: "Every sane person lives in a double world, the outer and the inner world, the world of percepts and the world of fancies" (5.487).

These [two worlds] are directly distinguishable by their different appearances. But the greatest difference between them, by far, is that one of these two worlds, the Inner World, exerts a comparatively slight compulsion upon us ... while the other world, the Outer World, is full of irresistible compulsions for us, and we cannot modify it in the least, except by one peculiar kind of effort, muscular effort, and but very slightly even in that way. (5.475)

Our lives consist in a series of transitions from one world to the other, a series in which our present inhabitation of, say, the outer world is deeply influenced by our prior inhabitations of the inner world, and vice versa. Our assaults on the world of facts are shaped by our fancies and, in turn, our fancies are shaped by the assaults of the world of facts on us.

When I enter into the inner world, I take with me the booty from my exploits in the outer world, such things as my native language, any other languages I might know, a boundless number of visual forms, numerical systems, and so on. The more booty I take to my secret hiding place, the more spacious that hiding place becomes. In this respect, it is truly a magical world. That is, the domain of inwardness is not fixed in its limits; the power and wealth of the signs that I borrow from others and create for myself determine the dimensions of my inwardness.

Peirce offers a clear example of how a retreat into inwardness can exert an influence over conduct. He notes that

a purpose is only the special character ... of this or that self controlled habit. Thus, if a man has a general purpose to render the decorations of a house he is building beautiful, without yet having determined more precisely what they shall be, the normal way in which the purpose was developed ... was that he actually made decorations in his inner world, and on attention to the results, in some cases experiences feelings which stimulated him to endeavors to reproduce them, while in other cases the feelings consequent upon contemplation of the results excited efforts to avoid or modify them, and by these exercises a habit was produced, which would ... affect not only his actions in the world of imagination, but also his actions in the world of experience; and this habit being self-controlled and therefore recognized, his conceptions of its character joined to its self-recognition, or adoption of it, constitute what we call his purpose. It is to be noted that in calling a habit 'self controlled', I do not mean that it is in the power of the man who has it to cast it off... for we well know that he has no such power; but what I mean is that it has been developed under the process just described in which critical feelings as to the results of the inner or outer exercises stimulate to strong endeavors to repeat or to modify these effects. (MS 318, variant 50 ff.)

While Peirce stressed the importance of inwardness, he. also emphasized the somewhat severe limitations of internal reflection. According to him, we are unable to catch our own thought in flight; we cannot know what we are presently thinking, only what we have just now thought. This sort of introspection, thus, turns out to be retrospection, a taking stock that is open to all the pitfalls of erroneous memory and inaccurate description (7.420). "All that we know of the 'thinking' [going on within us] is that we afterwards remember that our attention was actively on the stretch, and that we seemed to be creating Objects or transformations of Objects while noting their analogy to something supposed to be real" (MS 293, 5). But, the principal function of internal reflection does not reside in taking stock of what we have already thought or in attempting to view what we are presently thinking; it resides in engaging in an inner dialogue -indeed, in an inner drama-and in judging the outcome of that dialogue or drama. Such judgments influence the formation of habits (5.487). Our inner musings influence in both subtle and obvious ways our outward doings; habits are the mechanisms by which these musings influence these doings. Real participation, participation that is "well-intensified by direct effort" (5.587), in even just a fanciful dialogue can really sharpen our critical faculties and rhetorical skills. R. S. Peters notes that: "If thinking is the soul's dialogue with itself, the dialogue within mirrors the dialogue without" (1970, 38). This is no doubt true. However, the inward dialogue not only mirrors but occasionally molds the outward dialogue. The inner world in general is not (as epiphenomenalism supposes it to be) limited merely to reflecting the outward world; it can exert a real power on that world. Rather than treating consciousness as an 'epiphenomenon' Peirce defines it as "that congeries of non-relative predicates [that aggregation of immediate qualities, such as blueness, sweetness, etc.] varying greatly in quality and in intensity, which are symptomatic of the interaction of the outer world ... and of the inner world" (5.493).

This inner world is derived from the outer world; moreover, it is amenable to direct efforts of various kinds. A person can imagine a triangle with perhaps as much ease as he or she can move a finger. The interaction of the inner and the outer worlds primarily consists in experience (the direct action of the outer world on the inner) and deliberation (the indirect action of the inner world on the outer through the operation of habits) (ibid.).

According to Peirce, we are brought by instinct to the theater of the inner world. Moreover, we come to recognize this theater as inner only in our interaction with others. Thus, human inwardness, the sphere of deliberations," is based in our instinctual nature and revealed by our social experience. However, neither of these facts deprives this inwardness of its ordinarily acknowledged status: It is a theater (to use Peirce's own apt expression) where imaginary dramas with potentially real consequences take place. The fact that this conclusion is commonsensical was, for Peirce, a presumption in its favor.

As Stephen Toulmin notes in a recent article, "the tension between the 'inward' character of at least some of our personal life, and the public character in which at least some of those episodes have to be articulated continues to pose a challenge to philosophy" (1982, 70). This challenge is one that Pierces semiotic approach to the human mind seems especially well equipped to handle, since this approach brings together (a) an externalist program with a recognition of the potentially intersubjective character of all truly semiotic activities and (b) a commonsensical acknowledgment of the private yet efficacious character of many mental episodes. To insist (as Peirce does) that we must view the subjective realm in intersubjective terms-to insist that "deliberations that really and sincerely agitate our breasts always assume a dialogic form!' (MS 318, 13)-does not require us to disparage the importance of subjectivity. What it does is simply exhibit the form of subjectivity in those moments when subjectivity is most likely to be efficacious.

"Whatever be the ultimate purpose of [human] life, one thing is certainly requisite to it, outward communication of mind" (MS 835). Moreover, whatever be the ultimate nature of the human mind, one thing is absolutely essential to it, inward control over itself. Thus, to be human is to exist in the tension between solitude and solidarity-the tension between the inward depths of the human spirit and the outward expressions of those inward depths.

Notes

Chapter One. Is Peirce's Theory of Signs Truly General?
1. In 1866, Peirce wrote: "Here, therefore, we have a divine trinity of the object, interpretant, and ground.... In many respects this trinity agrees with the Christian trinity; indeed I am not aware that there are any points of disagreement. The interpretant is evidently the Divine Logos or word; and if our former guess that a Reference to an interpretant is Paternity be right, this would also be the Son of God. The ground, being that partaking of which is requisite to any communication with the Symbol, corresponds in its function to the Holy Spirit" (CE: 1, 503).

2. The characteristics of such signs, as these are indicated in MS 7, are: (a) A sign is not any particular replica of it; (b) Such a sign may be complex (i.e., it may have parts that are also signs); (c) it must be capable of determining an interpretant and ultimately of producing real results; (d) it must in some sense correspond to a real (though not necessarily actual) object; (e) a sign has "a single definite object to which it must refer; namely to the 'Truth , ' or the Absolute, or the entire Universe of real being" (000005; cf. 5.506); (f) a sign may refer to any number of parts of that universe; (g) each interpretant of a sign need not refer to all the real objects to which the sign itself refers; (h) an interpretant may refer to the object of its sign in an indefinite manner; (i) a sign may refer to its interpretant in such a way that, in case the sign is incomplete, its interpretant may refer to a sign which the original sign does not specifically refer, but only generally refers; (j) a sign sufficiently complete must signify some quality; (k) a quality in itself is not a sign; this is as true of so-called composite qualities as it is of simple qualities.

3. Peirce's account of the interpretant is much fuller and richer than I even suggest in this discussion. I draw upon it only to the extent that is needed to dispose of two alleged counterexamples.

4. In MS 12 (February 5,1912), Peirce distinguishes between what he calls a primary and a secondary object. This distinction does not appear to be the same as that between the immediate and the dynamic object. I mention it here simply to call the attention of Peirce scholars to this neglected distinction.

5. The distinction between force and power is absolutely central to Peirce's pragmaticism and, indeed, his entire philosophy. See, for example, 5.431; 5.520. In Chapters Four and Five of this study, I return to this theme.

Peirce's distinction between force and power appears to be very close to, if not identical with, Whitehead's distinction between force and persuasion (see e.g., Whitehead 1967, 25). Indeed, the parallels here are worthy of exploration.

6. Short claims that "art is in many ways a limiting case for semeiotic analysis. If the object of a piece of pure music is the feeling or musical idea it embodies, then there can be no difference between its immediate and its dynamic object" (1981a, 216). This is an intriguing suggestion, though it seems to run counter to what some other commentators (e.g., Weinsheimer 1983) argue. In any case, it is important to stress that the implications of Peirce's semiotic for an exploration of the nature and varieties of art cannot yet be ascertained, since (unfortunately) so little has been done in this area.

Chapter Five. Inwardness and Autonomy

1. There is a sense in which Peirce's semiotic approach to the human mind involves a reversal of a dominant way of construing the relationship between mind and thought: "Accordingly, just as we say that a body is in motion, and not that motion is in a body[,] we ought to say that we are in thought and not that thoughts are in us" (5.289 n. 1). If we adopt this approach, then: "There is no reason why 'thought'. . . should be taken in that narrow sense in which silence and darkness are favorable to thought. It should rather be understood as covering all rational life, so that an experiment shall be an operation of thought" (5.420). (As the reader will no doubt recall, we have touched upon the significance of the term 'narrow' in this context.)

This approach also implies a reversal of an ordinary way of conceiving the relationship between mind and ego: "Thus, all knowledge comes from observation, part of it forced upon us from without from Natures mind and part coming from the depths of that inward aspect of mind, which we egotistically call ours; though in truth it is we who float upon its surface and belong to it more than it belongs to us. Nor can we affirm that the inwardly seen mind is altogether independent of the outward mind which is its Creator" (7.558).

2. In his review of Fraser's edition of The Works of George Berkeley, Peirce explains that, for Scotus, "There are two ways in which a thing may be in the mind, - habitualiter and actualiter, A notion is in the mind actualiter - when it is actually conceived; it is in the mind habitualiter when it can directly produce a conception" (8.18). Peirce's own account of the mind gives primacy to that which is 'in' the mind habitualiter; the actual operations of the mind can only be understood in reference to its habitual tendencies. As Peirce notes in another context, "To this writer, no distinction appears more momentous than that between 'is' and 'would be" (MS 640, 11-12).

3. "Now, it is plainly one thing to have an intuition and another to know intuitively that it is an intuition" (5.214). Thus, the fact that something appears to be intuitive or immediate does not necessarily mean it is.

4. Peirce's opposition can be summarized as follows: (a) We come to know our own minds in essentially the same manner that we come to know anything else (including the minds of others), namely, by an inferential process in which the element of secondness plays an important role. To suggest that we come to know our own minds through an inferential process does not mean, for Peirce, that we know them by an "argument from analogy": "The recognition by one person of another's personality takes place by means to some extent identical with the means by which his is conscious of his own personality. The idea of the second personality ... enters within his field of direct consciousness, and is as immediately present as is ego, though [perhaps most often?] less strongly At the same time, the opposition between the two persons is perceived, so that the externality of the second is recognized" (6.160). Hence, although there is a mediated character to our self-knowledge, there is an immediate aspect to our knowledge of others. (b) Our mental operations and social interactions are essentially of the same nature: What goes on "within" a mind or person is of the same general character as what goes on "between' " distinct minds - namely, dialogue. In other words, signs are as much instruments of thought as they are means of communication. (c) We can truly know the thoughts and feelings of others, sometimes even better than those others know their own thoughts and feelings. Still, in opposition to the complete opacity or absolute insulation that the subjectivist view attributes to the human mind, Peirce does not argue for complete transparency or total accessibility.

5. "My metaphysical friend who asks whether we can ever enter into one another's feelings ... might just as well ask me whether I am sure that red looked to me yesterday as it does today and that memory is not playing me false" (1314). That is, the different portions of a single mental life are on a par with the different parts of distinct mental lives. My access to my own mind is not essentially different than my access to the minds of others.

Here it is also important to recall that, for Peirce, "Sympathy, flesh and blood, that by which I feel my neighbor's feelings, is third" (1337).

6. By 'sentimentalism' Peirce means "the doctrine that great respect should be paid to the natural judgements of the sensible heart" (6.292). What both the sensible heart and scientific inquiry suggest is that "man is not whole as long as he is single, that he is essentially a possible member of society. Especially, one man's experience is nothing, if it stands alone. If he sees what others [in principle] cannot, we call it hallucination. It is not 'my' experience, but ,our' experience that has to be thought of; and this 'us' has indefinite possibilities" (5.402 n. 2). Hence, our theory of mind must, above all else, account for this 'us'- the fact that the self can become one with others without losing its individuality.
7. In this passage, Peirce speaks of "any consciousness of the nature of thought. " However, according to him, all human consciousness more or less partakes of this nature; i.e., "every phenomenon of our mental life is more or less like cognition. Every emotion, every burst of passion, every exercise of will, is like cognition" (1.76). 

Because any mode of consciousness of the nature of thought or cognition must be treated as a case of semiosis and because all modes of consciousness in fact turn out to be more or less of the nature of cognition, any mode of consciousness without qualification is a case of semiosis.

8. "'Critic' is a word used by Locke in English, by Kant in German, and by Plato in Greek, to signify the art of judging, being formed like 'logic'" (3.404).

9. Of course, so central a theme as self-control could not have been overlooked by expositors of Peirce. See, eg., Richard Bernstein, "Action, Conduct, and Self-Control," in Perspectives on Peirce (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1965). However, the connection between autonomy and inwardness has not received either due recognition or adequate exposition.

10. There seems to be a warrant for suggesting that Peirce saw semiosis as first and foremost a process, an activity, in which factors are brought together (see, e.g., 5.484). Semiosis is composed of processes involving the institution of relationships among things that, apart from these processes, would be disparate. In one place, Peirce suggests that "the essential function of a sign is to render inefficient relations efficient-not to set them into action, but to establish a habit or general rule whereby they will act on occasion" (SS 31).

11. In "How General Is Peirce's General Theory of Signs?" Max Fisch notes: "human intelligence, at least, is scientific intelligence intelligence that makes or produces knowledge; intelligence whose knowledge must be worked up or inferred from experience; intelligence that knows nothing intuitively or infallibly but that both can learn from experience and must learn from experience whatever it is to know" (1986 [19831, 358).

12. I deliberately use the expression 'wedded to ideals' because it seems to capture the fact that. from the perspective of the agent, there is something perceived as intrinsically beautiful to which the agent is attracted and to which he or she vows loyalty. See 5.387 for Peirce's own use of this image in reference to the adoption of a method for fixing beliefs.

13. Joseph Esposito illuminates this point when he writes: "We cannot imagine a universe of entirely conventionally-made signs without pre-existing sophisticated sign makers already using signs. But we can easily imagine a universe of objects affecting other objects in increasingly sophisticated fashion. In such a universe a sign may be defined quite independently of consciousness. Peirce called such a sign a representamen, and from his examples the following definition is suggested: X is a representamen of Y to some class of actual or potential interpretants if (1) the action of Y on X decreases entropy of X (Y 'informs' X) and (2) X can subject an object (a potential interpretant, Z) to the influence of Y (X 'informs' Z). A sunflower is a representamen of the sun because it requires sunlight for growth and is capable of converting part of its surroundings into the germ of another sunflower with the same tropism" (1979, 22).

14. In addition to describing this sphere of deliberation as a theater, Peirce speaks of consciousness as the "field of interpretation" (MS 298,12). If we take field in the agricultural sense, this term seems to be especially appropriate, since any interpretation has its roots in the dark earth (the subconscious) and grows toward its distant yet radiant source (the truth).
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