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9 Further Consequences
of a Singular Capacity

Vincent Colapietro

gw purpose here is to supplement ideas presented in “Notes for
a Sketch of a Peircean Theory of the Unconscious” (Colapietro 1995b).!
Teresa de Lauretis has explored some of the same territory, though in an
angle quite different from the one that I adopted in “Notes for a Sketch.”
While I used Peirce’s categories of firstness, secondness, and thirdness as
a set of interrelated heuristic clues for exploring the phenomenon of the
unconscious,? de Lauretis used his general concept of interpretant and
specific notion of habit change to suggest how Freud might be read in
light of Peirce and, conversely, how Peirce might be read in light of Freud.
Herapproach and mine are by no means exclusive; it is reasonable to sup-
pose that they are complementary. But, whereas my own categoreal ap-
proach begins at a high level of generality (the categories being by defi-
nition concepts of the utmost generality [see, e.g., 5.43]), de Lauretis’s
approach commences at a more specific and more specifically semiotic
level.

In this chapter, I (1) approach the unconscious from the angle of de
Lauretis’s highly suggestive reading of Freud vis-a-vis Peirce (i.e., her re-
configuration of the psychoanalytic notion of the unconscious vis-a-vis
the Peircean notion of interpretant); and (2) relate, though only briefly,
the results of this pointedly semiotic investigation to the conclusions of
my prior categoreal inquiry. Accordingly, I revisit here the Freudian no-
tion of the unconscious, and I do so once again from a distinctively
Peircean perspective. But rather than relying primarily upon Peirce’s
heuristic set of categories, I follow de Lauretis’s lead and turn principally
to his nuanced conception of interpretant (Shapiro 1983; Savan 1987-
88; Liska 1990). ,

136

___________________

Setting the Stage: Disentangling Two Classtfications

Peirce offers several distinct classifications of the interpretant, but he re-
turned to two in particular time and again in his efforts to identify the ef
g%vﬂgo&m.sghaggeﬁwm&vg The Practice
of Love (1994), however, de Lauretis apparently limits her attention to but
one classification, that of the emotional, energetic, and logical interpretant.
In fact, she does implicitly bring into play the other classification, but docs
so in such a way as to blur the distinction between the final or ultimate in-
Begﬁ.gﬁngﬂgrﬁﬁﬁnggsgﬁg,gnﬁ&ﬁnﬁowﬁ
300). For she focuses on the final logical interpretant without noting that
this notion results from the intersection of two distinct classifications of
what Peirce calls “significate effects.” In one classification (the one upon
%Egﬁgaﬁggy&nsgggwgg
from both the emotional and the energetic interpretants; in the other, the
final interpretant (also called the uitimate, or normal interpretant) is dis-
tinguished from both the immediate and the dynamical interpretants. In
what is perhaps Peirce’s best-known articulation of the former classifica-
tion, he himself presents the ultimate logical interpretant as though it were
simply the name of a class of interpretants within a single classification
rather than that of an intersection between two distinct classifications. But
this intersection is not appreciated if these classifications are conflated.
Only confusion can result from the fusion of what should be kept dis-
tinct, even (perhaps especially) if what is conceptually distinct can be
concretely united. The ultimate logical interpretant names the unity of
that which is in principle distinguishable, to wit, the interpretant as gen-
eral in nature and the interpretant as the destined terminus of the delib-
erative process. By drawing explicitly upon Peirce’s two distinct classifi-
cations of the interpretant rather than simply the one on which de
Lauretis focuses (by considering the unconscious in light of immediate,
dynamic, and normal or final interpretants as well as emotional, ener-
getic, and logical interpretants), and also by emphasizing that the notion
of final logical interpretant is a conceptual node resulting from the in-
tersection of the two classifications (Short 1996, Savan 1987 - 88), we will
be in a better position to appreciate what is involved in reading the
Freudian unconscious in light of Peircean semiotic. Moreover, rather than
simply relying on the conceptual resources provided by this Peircean
framework, we will introduce the notion of 2 quasi-ultimate logical in-
terpretant. Such an interpretant is one that in some respects enjoys the
status of a truly ultimate logical interpretant but that in other respects
fails to be a “deliberately formed, self-analyzing habit” (CP 5.491). The no-
tion of such an interpretant is implicit in both Peirce’s own writings (see,



€1003/013

» VINCENT

08/07/2007 12:16 IFAX Tax@philosophy.la.psu.edu

138  Further Consequences of a Singular Capacity

€.8.,CP5.479)and de Lauretis’s usc of those texts, but it needs to be made
explicit.
Ewnanmh:nnnu,:oo%mmﬁnvoacbw_cboonm&oﬁnmsgom
constitutive dispositions, a set of habits by which the unconscious and,
more inclusively, subjectivity are constituted as such (see, eg., CP
6.228).3 That is, both the unconscious and the subject are constituted by
aunique history of concrete involvements with other human agentsand,
significantly, through the mediation of these agents, with the natural
world. Repression no less than subjectivity emerges as a result of the way
others intervene in one’s life and, in turn, the way one responds to such
interventions and indeed solicits them in the first place (think here of the
young child endangering itself and thus eliciting a response from a care
giver). Both emerge and take determinate shape as an inevitable conse-
quence of social interactions. Consequently, I also emphasize that the
personal unconscious is an evolved and evolving nexus implicated in a
unique history, and that this irreducibly singular history is,* in its turn,
embedded in a wider social history (de Lauretis 1994, 303).5 But this
nexus cvolves largely by means of signs. The crucial connection here is
brought into focus when de Lauretis makes the following suggestion:

When Laplanche and Pontalis explain that in Freud “unconscious wishes
tend to be fulfilled through the restoration of signs which are bound to the
carliest experiences of satisfaction” and that the “restoration operates ac-
nésggﬁvngvgﬁ;ggoxg
h:&uﬁn&_v‘:nnnogé:ﬂoﬁavogsggg
carly experiences could have resulted in signs whose final interpretants
were unconscious habits. Unconscious wishes, therefore, might be
52&5%8:8%0«?%?&%%&3&&55
causes for the re-presentation—be it through symptom-formation, hallu-
cination, dream g.ﬁ%&l%&ogﬁuﬂéoeﬁg. [302]

There is, in fact, no reason for contending that such an inference is illicit.
But a final interpretant of the sort suggested in the passage just quoted
needs to be distinguished sharply from what Peirce intended by the ulti-
mate logical interpretant.$

This point of disagreement rests upon substantial agreement regard-
ing important matters. My agreement with de Lauretis resides partly (but
only partly) in seeing (1) that the Peircean notion of interpretant is an ex-
tremely fruitful one, (2) that the Peircean construal of logical interpre-
tant as habit-change is equally fecund, and (3) that almost all of the sorts
of habit change most important for understanding subjectivity involve
imagination and fantasy. In effect, de Lauretis is tracing out some of the
consequences of the human capacity to forge certain associations, to link

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ (o]

certain images with one another, and then to connect this image with
Euﬂg.ggg%?nglgg.ﬁngrgg.
vﬁﬁsggﬂm&ng«.néagg.wﬁnﬁﬁaugs
trace out these consequences in stricter accord with some pivotal no-

~ tions in Peirce’s semiotic theory.

At least in anthroposemiosis (Deely 19949), the taking of habits in-
cludes acquiring propensities to reakize certain fantasies (de Lauretis
1994, 309) and also to imagine certain realities, But these specific ten-
dencies are, at bottom, highly complicated instances of a ubiquitous ten-
dency, the habit found throughout nature of taking habits. What distin-
guishes Engﬁggaugﬁvngmdagngogwgnga
they exhibit, including the degree, manner, and rapidity with which they
divest themselves of old habits, arm themselves with new ones, and in-
tegrate nﬁsiﬁﬁnoﬁ»ﬁnoasn to Peirce, “The highest quality
of mind involves greatest readiness to take habits, and a great readiness
Sggahgngaganﬁagﬁgggég
nor very feeble” (CP 6.613). In other words, this capacity entails a mea-
sure of consciousness below that of the most acute sensations (e.g., in-
tense pleasure or pain) but above that of our quasi-automatic reactions
resulting from the unimpeded operation of effective habits in familiar
circumstances.” The sharpness of such sensations is likely to arrest ac-
tion, whereas the fluidity of such reactions is likely to require minimal
consciousness. The most manifest characteristic of matter is the seem-
ingly absolute reluctance to lose old habits and to take new ones. What
links matter and mind—what provides the tertium quid between mate-
rial and mental substances or agencies—is the presence of habits and,
beyond this, the tendency (however slight and thus imperceptibie) to
take new habits (Savan 1987~ 88). What is manifest in the case of mind is
minutely true, but largely hidden, in the case of matter.® The truly cos-
mic (or universal) tendency to acquire novel dispositions is, when we
turn to Homo sapiens, a truly dramatic tendency.® The focus of de Lau-
retis’s interpretation is to trace out the consequences of certain aspects
of this dramatic tendency. Here I trace out some further consequences
of this singular capacity.1°

Classifying Signs, Ow.\mﬂu. and Interpretants

Peirce devised numerous classifications of signs (see, e.g., Burks 1949;
mgnwmwv.mmm@npnﬂ_nﬁoéommﬁbmw:énmbmmaoﬁnanoaomsu.
onomic experiments, focusing above all else on the sign itself (see, e.g.,
CP 2.254-64 and 8.343). But, in addition to these taxonomies, we en-
nocgonEEmﬂag»gnononaﬁo%Qg»ggg
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sifications of the interpretant.!! He insists that “it is clearly indispensable
to start with an accurate and broad analysis of the nature of a Sign” (Peirce
1977; cf. CP 8.343). But this very analysis yields components (the object
and the interpretant) which themselves call for classification, and the clas-
sifications of sign, object, and interpretant intersect to gencrate possibil-
ities of drawing fine-grained distinctions among semiosic phenomena.

The Sign in Itself. A sign can be taken as a first: it may be considered
in itself, apart from anything else —in particular, apart from either its ob-
ject or the series of interpretants flowing from the interaction between
the sign and its object. According to Peirce, “A Sign may étselfhave a ‘pos-
sible’ Mode of Being” —or “its Mode of Being may be Actuality: as with
any barometer” (1977, 83). Finally, it may be that mode characteristic of
habits, would-be’s or would-do’s. In other words, the sign in itself may be
a tone, token, or type: qua possibility, it might be called a fone (though
Peirce was not entirely satisfied with this locution); qua actuality, a foken;
and qua would-do, fype. .

Tbe Sign in Relation to Its Otber. Anything functionsasas ign, in part,
only insofar as something else generates, constrains, or determines the
functioning of that thing (e.g., the sunflower turning toward the sun
bears witness to the presence of the sun, the function of its turning be-
ing essentially linked to the function of sunlight [CP 2.24; Esposito
1979]). The sign is, in other words, essentially related to something other
than itself.1? Though semiosis is a process exhibiting an irreducibly tri-
adic structure, it is one encompassing irreducibly dyadic relationships;
the most important of these dyads is the relationship between sign and
object. The secondness inherent in semiosis is most manifest in this re-

" lationship. Moreover, the two grades of secondness—degenerate and

genuine —are discernible in this relationship, for “it is usual and proper
to distinguish two Objects of a Sign, the Mediate without, and the Im-
mediate within the Sign” (Peirce 1977, 83). The relationship between
sign and its immediate object is one of degenerate secondness, whereas
that between sign and its dynamical object is one of genuine secondness.

The classification of the object is truly central to Peirce’s approach to
the semiotic; but it is, in contrast to the various classifications of signs and
the two principal classifications of interpretants, readily comprehensible
and largely uncontroversial (cf. de Lauretis 1994, 304). The immediate
object is the object as it is represented by some sign or (since every sign
ideally generates an interpretant-sign until it generates an interpretant-
habit) by some sequence of signs, whereas the dynamical object is the
object insofar as it can act as a functionally independent constraint on
the process of interpretant-generation. The distinction between imme-

ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ

diate and dynamical object is a formal distinction, since one and the same
being can be both kinds of object. If such a formal identity were pre-
cluded, then truth in a sense strenuously advocated by Peirce would also

 be preciuded.3

For many purposes, our representations of reality, especially if granted
the degree of vagueness and generality requisite for the purpose(s) at
hand, coincide with the realities represented. For our more refined pur-
poses, it is crucial to keep in mind the distinction between the way real-
ity is represented by us and the way it is apart from our representations
(in Peirce’s terminology, the distinction between the immediate and the
dynamical object, respectively). Peirce’s formal distinction between the
two kinds of semiosic object makes his theory of signs the tool of a falli-
bilist: our representations of reality are always potentially other than the
realities represented (Colapietro 1997). What we say about things might
be quite different from the way those things would reveal themselves to
us: the way we take things to be may be mis-takings. So, commonsensical
realism and a still all-too-unfamiliar fallibilism are both given their due in
the Peircean conception of the semiotic object,'4 an object at once rep-
resentable within the modest limits imposed by most mundane purposes
potentially mistaken within these same limits. By using the adjective
mundane here, 1 intend to underscore the down-to-carth character of
what is being championed in this context.

The distinction between the immediate and dynamic object is, thus,
intended to secure the status of a standard by which our assertions and,
more generally, our representations might be judged. If our assertions
and representations are self-enclosed —if the very possibility of exposure
to corrective influences is ruled out—then processes of self-correction
are also ruled out. Self-correction requires corrective others; it demands
the bold yet humble willingness to expose oneself to the other as other.
Though scientific inquiry is a self-consciously fallible process, all semi-
osic processes are—no matter how blindly groping, no matter how un-
consciously executed— ones in which something analogous to the dis-
tinction between immediate and dynamical object can be discerned.
Though scientific investigation characteristically involves deliberate ex-
perimentation, human semiosis always involves unwitting trials and un-
conscious processes: the scientist is the self-conscious, practical falli-
bilist, whereas human agents are generally unwitting and unconscious
fallibilists. This is the reason they are impractical fallibilists! Their errors
are too costly: time, energy, and their very selves are spent too freely for
so little. Their negotiations with their inner drives and outer circum-
stances extract from them a payment which more courageous, attentive,
sustained agents might avoid.
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Interpretants as Significate-Effects of Signs and Their Objects. InThe
Sense of Grammayr: Language as Semeiotic, Michael Shapiro describes
Peirce’s theory of the interpretant as “the most important part of his se-
meiotic” (1983, 45). “The theory of the interpretant is,” according to
David Savan in his Introduction to C. S. Peirce’s Full System of Semetotic,
“the most extensive and important of Peirce’s theory of signs. His prag-
matism and his theory of method . . . fall within it. Many other aspects of
his philosophy . . . are closely related to it” (1987- 88, 40).15

In general, the interpretant is (to use one of Peirce’s own descriptive
expressions) the “proper significate effect” of a sign-process: it is the up-
shot of such a process. The results of semiosis are ordinarily multiform,
for signs prompt feelings, incite actions, and produce otber signs as well
as other forms of generality (e.g., desires, hopes, fears, expectations, and
habits {CP 5.486)). Here the word actions designates not only outward,
bodily actions but also those purely inward exertions, those mental so-
liloquies strutting and fretting on the stage of imagination. Signs, through
the complex mediation of these feelings, exertions, and further signs,
shape the sensibility and condition the character of the sign-user. Insofar
as feelings are proper significate effects of a sign-action, they merit the
name of emotional interpretant; and insofar as exertions are such effects,
they merit the name of energetic interpretant. But neither the immedi-
acy of feeling nor the singularity of action can, either itself or solely in
conjunction with the other, explain meaning. For meaning is inherently
general; in contrast, immediate feeling is unique and therefore ineffable,
while brute action is singular and thereby antigeneral. The logécal inter-
pretant must be of a general nature, otherwise the logical processes
would be impossible.

‘Whereas the logical interpretant is marked by its inherent generality,
the ultimate logical interpretant is defined by its provisional stability. The
ultimate logical interpretant is the terminus ad quem, the point at which
semiosis terminates, for the time being. What proves sufficient for the
time being might, in fact, also prove so for the indefinite long run, espe-
cially if the logical interpretant is that of a sign of a high degree of vague-
ness and generality. But the more determinate a sign is in these two re-
spects (i.e., the less vague and general a sign is), the more open any
actually established ultimate interpretant is to being modified or even
eradicated.

One way to clarify further what Peirce intends by the ultimate logical
interpretant of a sign is to contrast this interpretant with “the first logical
interpretants” (CP 5.480 - 81). Whereas readiness “to act in a certain way
under given circumstances and when actuated by a given motive is [what
we generally mean by] a habit, the word belfef might be reserved for ‘a

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

deliberate, or self-controlled, habit’ * (CP5.480).16 Ina sense, the first step
toward the formation of cognitive habits is conjecture, or hypothesis.
Peirce goes so far as to suggest that “every concept, every general propo-
sition of the great edifice of science, first came to us as a conjecture. These
ideas [gucsses] are the first logical interpretants of the phenomena that
suggest them, and which, as suggesting them, are {themselves] signs” (CP
5.480). But between these first logical interpretants and any ultimate one
there can be discerned or, at least, must be posited intervening logical in-
terpretants:

In the next step of thought, those first logical interpretants stimulate us to
various voluntary performances in the inner world. We imagine ourselves
in various circumstances and animated by various motives; and we pro-
ceed to trace out the alternative lines of conduct which the conjectures
would leave open to us. We are, moreover, led, by the same inward activ-
ity, to remark different ways in which our conjectures could be slightly
modified. The logical interpretant must, therefore, be in a relatively future
tense. (CP 5.481]

If not arrested or deflected, this process of interpretant-generation ter-
minates in a relatively stable cognitive (or intellectual) habit.!” But, given
the remarkable plasticity of human physiology, and also given the in-
evitable conflicts among the objects desired and thus pursued by human
agents, the habit-interpretants generated by sign-actions are often only
very problematic orientations of the agents in whom they are inscribed
to some sphere of engagement. In light of their actual experience, it is
more often than not understandable why these, rather than other, habits
were generated; but, in light of wider experience and deeper reflection,
it is frequently clear that other dispositions would better serve these
agents. The circumstances in which their habits were formed did not pro-
vide sufficient opportunity for deliberative imagination. At the very least,
what I am saying here concerns agents from the perspective of their own
motives and aims. But it might also concern these motives and aims them-
selves. For given more inclusive experience and adequate reflection,
these might show themselves to be infantile or self-debilitating or defi-
cient in some other way.

As noted earlier, Peirce offers an alternate classification of interpre-
tants. He classifies interpretants not only as emotional, energetic, and log-
ical, but also as immediate, dynamic, and normal (CP 8.343). Some inter-
preters of Peirce suppose that these are but two- different ways of
expressing the same classification; others recognize that the classifica-
tions are different but disagree with one another about how the two
schemes are related. But the best expositors of Peirce’s semiotic (e.g.,
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Ransdell, Savan, Shapiro, and Short) respect the differences between
these two classifications. They are correct in doing so.

Most relevant to our purposes is the possibility that only the two clas-
sifications taken together can provide the conceptual resources for de-
scribing the complex processes to which I have just alluded, namely,
those processes in which sign-actions generate self-frustrating or self-de-
structive interpretant-habits. A dramatic example of such self-frustrating
interpretant habits is repetition compulsion. My concern is not with spe-
cific phenomena but with the general mechanism(s) by which such
habits are formed or, more exactly, with the Peircean notions through
which the formation of these habits might be described and, to some ex-
tent, explained.,

Semiosis, as an irreducibly triadic process, generates an irreducibly tri-
adic result (the interpretant), the character of which is unintelligible
apart from the processes out of which the result emerges and also the
processes made possible by this result.'8 To be sure, Max H. Fisch is cor-
rect when he asserts that “the fundamental conception of semeiotic is
not that of sign but that of semeiosis” (1986, 330). But sign-action is fre-
quently effective action; when it is effective, it modifies the agent-
medium by and in whom it occurs.!® (In calling any action effective, all
that I mean to convey is that it produces results, it makes a difference, not
that it produces desirable results or makes a beneficial difference.) In
Peirce’s semiotic, then, the emphasis on process does not result in an
eclipse of product. For the triadic structure of semiosis replicates itself
above all in the structure of its result —its interpretant, or, more precisely,
the open-ended series of three-termed forms generated by the dynamic
interaction between sign and object. Parallel to the distinction between
immediate and dynamical obfect, Peirce distinguishes between an im-
mediate and dynamical interpretant: “Itis . . . requisite to distinguish the
Immediate Interpretant, i.c., the Interpretant represented or signified in
the Sign, from the Dynamical Interpretant, or effect actually produced
on the Mind by the Sign” (CP 8.343). It is also necessary to, recognize, in
addition to these two kinds of interpretant, “the Normal Interpretant, or
effect that would be produced on the mind by the Sign after sufficient
development of thought” (CP 7.343).

All forms, but especially the distinctively human forms, of semiosis are
essentially fallibilistic. By their very nature they are liable to error. Since
lying implies an intent to deceive, signs in general are misleadingly de-
fined as anything that might be used to lie (cf. Eco 1992); however, since
signs by their very nature secure the possibility of error (they are that by
which the possibility of error comes into being), they are in general prop-
ﬁwgaﬂgﬁgg%ﬂwngaﬁg:»ﬁuo:oﬂg»%

00000000000000000

take. But, in order to account for the process of generating mistakes and
illusions, it is necessary to articulate the ways in which the evolution of
interpretants can be arrested or, in other ways, maimed.
gggﬁﬂﬁ%ggw,gﬂgégg.
anormai course of development, one more or less destined to take place.2
Qé.sggg.nﬁgeggggg
and, on the other hand, the contours and constraints of the environment in
which such organisms are required to secure their existence and enact their
impulses, the development of interpretants is subjected to various, fre-
quently contradictory, pressures.?! But the cumulative effect of these per-
sistent pressures, physiological and psychological as well as environmental,
operates in such a way as to favor—at least in the long run— certain habits
Rg.g.ggggﬁwngg&égg
the operation of established habits and occasionally culminates in the for-
g%igoﬁﬂgnﬁgoﬁ%ﬁgﬁgmnﬂ
ggsgggﬁngﬁggi
ggu.gggsgﬂng%ogsg.
The ultimate logical interpretant is the habit that ultimately wosuld be
generated by semiosis, though the ultimacy here is merely provisional. It
Bamﬁoéona.wﬂgpoﬁ&ommg,n—omﬁa%ng&.gu
closure which itself opens possibilities and thereby exposes the newly
established habit to unforeseeable vicissitudes and even fatal challenges.
F%:.?gagggaogg%U%ugngg
osic process is not necessarily a suitable or facilitating habit. It might
poorly serve the human agents in just that immediate environment in
i&gmﬁggﬁanbn_SﬂEannwmcvvoﬂ.:no»v@?FooE
Sgg_ﬁnggsgaﬁvﬁ:&.ﬁoﬁﬁagnﬁ
habit that given sufficient experience and reflection would be estab-
lished. Peirce calls this the normalinterpretant and characterizes it as the
“effect that would be produced on the mind by the Sign after sufficient
development of thought” (CP 8.343; cf. Savan 1987- 88 and Short 1996).
HgggggbgiﬁegﬂnoERg%%?
Eﬁﬁngggonﬁogggg.géﬁoggﬁo&.
timate logical interpretants of signs. As necessary as the idea of such in-
ﬁéﬁwﬁgngﬂ?ﬂqggoﬁﬁn
unconscious, it is not sufficient. There are instinctual tendencies and ac-
quired habits that block the formation of ever more flexible, nuanced,
and effective habits of feeling, acting, and imagining. The defense mech-
anisms are, at once, unavoidable, effective, and futile strategies by which
the body-ego attempts to conduct an ongoing series of incredibly com-
plex negotiations. ?? These mechanisms are unavoidable in the straight-
forward sense that, given the force of instinctual tendencies, the influ-
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ence of cultural forces, and our extended ineptness in negotiating har-
monious agreements among these ubiquitous pressures, we cannot help
but devise all too hasty and all too crude strategies for coping with these
pressures. These mechanisms are generally effective in the minimal sense
that they allow the conflict-ridden organism to escape being a paralyzed
agent: they permit the body-ego to continue its ongoing negotiations
with these conflicting demands, even if only in a precarious and even de-
bilitated manner. In brief, they permit the body-ego to go on. Finally, these
mechanisms are ultimately futile and worse— self-frustrating—in the
sense that the minimal successes attained via the all too partial, precari-
ous, and costly negotiations of the body-ego are destined to prove to be
useless or self-stultifying as one moves through the world. What Peirce
says about the instinctual beliefs might profitably be recalled here: The
critical commonsensist acknowledges that “our indubitable beliefs refer
to a somewhat primitive mode of life” (CP 5.511). In fact, their authority
is Hmited to such a sphere: “While they never become dubitable in so far
as our mode of life remains that of somewhat primitive man, yet as we de-
velop degrees of self-control unknown to that man, occasions of action
arise in relation to which the original beliefs, if stretched to cover them,
have no sufficient authority” (ibid.). We might say that their power far
outstrips their authority.?3

A quasifinal interpretant of this sort occupies the functional position
but does not exercise sufficiently the defining functions of such a habit; in
many cases, it may be a randomly formed, self-concealing disposition. Of-
ten, these hidden dispositions result in deformed deliberations or simply
debilitating actions; hence, not a deliberately formed habit of action, but
deeply deforming acts of deliberation (including acts by which the very
possibility of deliberation is undermined) characterize so many quasi-ul-
timate logical interpretants. Any habit that would arrest or, worse, destroy
opportunities for cultivating deliberately formed, self-analyzing habits,
but which would do so in its role as quasi-final interpretant, would have a
very important status within the economy of our psychic lives.

Psychoanalytically understood, the unconscious encompasses the re-
pressed; in turn, the repressed is itself both the effect of largely uncon-
scious processes and the cause of a vast portion of our mental life. In
order to get at the unconscious in this sense, it is crucial to establish a
distinction between the repressed and the unrepressed (i.e., the repressed
insofar as it becomes available to the conscious deliberative agency of
those essentially problematic beings— enculturated human organisms). 24
Indeed, apart from such a distinction, the repressed is devoid of mean-
ing. One way to establish and maintain this distinction is by recourse
to Peirce’s notion of normal interpretant, the habitinterpretant which

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn 47

would result from sufficient experience and reflection (from experience
sufficiently wide and deep, from reflection sufficiently sustained and
courageous). Peirce contrasts the normal interpretant to both the imme-
diate and the dynamical interpretant: whereas the immediate interpre-
tant is “the Interpretant represented or signified in the Sign,” the dynam-
ical interpretant is the “effect actually produced on the mind by the Sign”
(CP 8.343). The actual effect might be and, in fact, ordinarily is different
from both what is immediately presented to unreflective consciousness
and what would be deliberately adopted by reflective subjectivity.

Experience marks and, indeed, maims us in ways more complex and
less accessible than those noted by the inevitably superficial conscious-
ness of the experiencing subject. Ordinarily, the headlong rush of lived
experience provides insufficient opportunities to note much beyond the
immediately salient features of the complex situations in which the vul-
nerable body-cgo is precariously situated and selectively preoccupied.?®
Also, the purpose at hand channels attention and activity in some more or
less definite directions, deflecting it from countless other possible ones.
Finally, there is hardly ever simply one, perspicuous purpose channeling
attention and activity: unavowed tendencies are intertwined with con-
scious objectives to produce complex patterns within the psychic tapes-
try. The immense egoism involved in elevating voluntary attention (the
body-ego insofarasitisa conscioussource of its own purposive exertions)
to the status of absolute authority, even over its own doings and resis-
tances, is an immense error, especially since it blocks the road of inquiry.

Consciousness includes far more than the field of voluntary attention;
in turn, mind encompasses far more than the operations and forms of
consciousness. Psychology is, accordingly, too narrowly defined as the
science of consciousness, let alone of that specific form designated as vol-
untary, reflexive attention. Not simply the forms, functions, and fissures
of consciousness, but primarily the operation, acquisition, and integra-
tion of habits (processes with which consciousness is only sometimes in-
terwoven) are the foci of this science. Peirce asserted, “For if psychology
were restricted to the phenomena of consciousness, the establishment
of mental associations [including dissociations; cf. CP5.476ff.and de Lau-
retis 1994, 301}, the taking of habits, which is the very market-place of
psychology, would be outside its boulevards” (CP 7.367).

The Taking of Habits and tbe Habits of Imagining
As noted above, Peirce maintained that the capacity to acquire new habits

and, as part of this, to shed old ones is found throughout nature, not only
in the biological world (cf. de Lauretis 1994, 302). He insisted that “habit
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wgaoagnn&géuﬁnaﬂ_g.E:v&ﬂ:xanmbngmosn it is a set of what are, in effect, habits: the letters and other marks (in-
plants take habits. The stream of water that wears 2 bed for itself is form- cluding the spaces) on the page are themselves would-do’s and would-
ing a habit. Every ditcher so thinks of it” (CP 5.492; cf, Savan 1987-88). be’s.?” In their presence, the competent reader would be induced to
?Bnﬂnwngﬁn%gn.nuﬁ%»anﬁaa&nonaﬁﬁnﬁnmnmmzumn? trace series of interpretants in some directions and not in others; though
cralization that “three elements are active in the universe,” namecly, the marks on the page are not rigidly and narrowly determinative of the
chance, law, and habit-taking (CP 1.409). “Such is our guess of the secret directions (let alone a single direction) in which interpretants are gener-
of the sphinx” (CP 1.410). ated, they dispose competent readers to move along certain paths and

Biological evolution is only a relatively recent and rare exemplifica- not others (cf. Eco 1992; also Rorty 1992).

tion of a cosmic process. Human development, ontogenetic as well as o To repeat, what we count as real is usually a complex intersection of
phylogenetic, needs to be seen against a backdrop of evolutionary pro- all three modes of being. But, in the distinctive phases of our actual ex-
cessces, ranging from the most inclusive level (the evolution of the cos- perience, one or another ontological modality is likely to be predomi-
ggﬁoﬁoggﬁ_gﬁﬁ%&ng&ﬁgﬂ&:n Eﬁ.mggvﬁ.ﬂsg%g»mggaﬁagonnoigng
which the individual organism is implicated). What distinguishes the goggnﬁﬁznnggznogﬁggﬁgo&.
gégoﬁgwnﬁgﬁégé ject—a Gegenstand, that which stands over against us), even if the ob-
gﬁﬁi&%ﬁonﬂgﬂmﬂgéﬁgwﬂgﬁ ject is immediately, unhesitatingly, recognized as a book, it is above all
giﬁ@ﬁ!n_ﬁgﬁgasaﬂaﬁrgmﬁoa&?aﬁﬁ clse an actuality. In contrast, when we take the book in hand as a com-
habits constitutive of our subjectivity are, at once, contingent and unsta- plex pattern of interwoven symbols —as anintegrated set ofinterpretant-
ble as E&ﬁgggngcﬁ.goﬁwww,?ngvﬁ.g? . generators—it confronts us predominantly as a reality in the narrow
g:?:%g&»niaga%oﬁgﬂnﬁngg. sensc (not the inclusive sense of Reality, the sense encompassing possi-
3:2.:%589@»209&103@:&69o§§~8853 gﬂaﬁﬁﬁ:@ﬁ%&gﬁm&o.ggﬂvﬂﬁgﬁ%&o
infants (etymologically, nontalkers). Furthermore, although even our book as an actual object in our visual field is an experience marked by
ggﬁggmsggggﬂﬂoggréﬁg secondness: the book confronts us as both other than the objects with
counted as absolutely secure (c.g., the loss of one’s capacity to recognize which it is immediately juxtaposed and other than ourselves. Our expe-
one’s own name), all habits exercise a tenacity, a capacity to take grow- rience of imagining the book as 2 source of enjoyment and iltumination
ing hold (sometimes tyrannical control) of the body-ego. is one marked by firstness: it confronts us as a possibility. Finally, the ex-
?ggﬂwcnngggagnﬁngawomﬁgc_o vﬂmngn&a&gﬁngw,%ngwmﬁnvggnﬁn?
tendencies are salient features of our psychic development. So too is our ency of pleasurable activity (CP 5.113), one marked by thirdness: the
acquisition of habits not only by means of repeated outward exertions gw.ungggssiromnnﬁa:aﬂnnan»ﬁ?&ué

but also as the result of singular private fantasies. This acquisition of carried along (cf. Ransdell 1979).
habits is frequently mediated by the exercise of imagination: fantasy — The imagining of possibility is rooted in our instinctual nature and
the dream of possibility, of what might be — continually, persistently, se- nourished by our cultural inheritances and individual experiences. Ac-
ductively intervenes in our psychic lives in such a way as to influence cording to Peirce, “Human instinct is no whit less miraculous than that
both what is and what would be (CP 8.216; de Lauretis 1994, 309). In : %Eovg_ﬁncﬂﬁn.on&oua.oaxg%g&naﬁasg
g.«é.ﬁﬁgg.«‘En»nnshw.&w,gnnﬁ&asgnapoﬂ : ily motions, such as singing and flying, or to the construction of
?EB&E&EW.E%QE%%Q%KB»HVQ&& would dwrellings, or to the organization of communities, its theater is the plas-
be’s and can be’s that are real” (CP 8.216). In general, what we count as ticinner world, nb&ﬂunnoncnﬁnnognasa_oﬁnoanougong
real is ordinarily a complex intersection of these three distinct modes of the greatest are the ideas of number, time, and space.” (MS 318: 44; my

ga&n%ﬁﬁnﬁﬁ&.ﬁﬁﬁnﬁﬁ&&bﬁE&nS&%ﬂ% italics; Colapietro 1989, 114-15).
whav.ﬁﬁgowgﬁnﬂinagnngmgwaﬂmﬁw%»g%l . ;hgag%éasnmwngﬁggﬁmag%g
Exaﬁggﬁgggggsﬁngnsng. g.;oggm%é%ngsgugwgﬁng%
ﬂﬁi&ﬁ:«g&ng%ngsoggggvﬂg?g the possible absorbs and controls attention with the same force and au-
Boﬁ&»:&ﬁ%i#?&aﬁaégasggﬁuﬁo.gx thority as the percept of the actual is fantasy in its most characteristic
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form.28 Such imagining is itseif an experience; it is a process of actually
lving through something (cf. Schrag 1969). Experience, in this basal
sense, is appropriately named by the German word Erlebnis, But dream-

:ﬁw»bnﬂbonnbnombénﬁaoﬂ%agomﬂvﬂgl :

the confrontation of self and not-self—is highly attenuated; in other
words, it is an experience in which the self is so thoroughly absorbed in
its own images that the sense of otherness, of actuality, is eclipsed by the
sense of intimacy, and also that of involvement. The phenomenology of
fantasy would reveal that, for the experiencing subject, the dream is not
Eﬂsgﬁﬁngvﬁﬁﬁnﬁgﬂwsg&dﬁ:@uiﬁ@

&Eﬂnﬁwmﬂx=§2u-0&5:9§d.0~8§.§«$5=5§9 .

?ﬁa.mgggnnggwaﬁuoﬁgsﬁﬁﬁkgﬁo
Sgngﬁinﬁogqﬂouoagg.dﬁgw«cgﬂ
ngnaﬁoglsgggﬁnﬁngﬂngom
?églgﬁgggﬁsﬁwﬁnﬁg.
mgngﬂocﬁﬁa%ngg%ggg
gng“vﬁégﬁg.gﬁ%.ﬁoﬂggom
ggﬁo&ﬂﬁo&%gnwgwnﬁgnogg
»gg,grﬂg%ggsggua
85:»%5&&2%150939&8%59.3&99@&83
&E&n&:ﬁ.ﬁnggﬁngsgﬂ.—&nﬁg%g

one renders possible other possibilities (one fantasy engenders countless

ogv.gag.gggonngsgég
EnggQggﬁbngugEg:RAnogSg
lived fantasy) and the tendency to actualize our private fantasies in our
éﬁg.Onﬁg:ogEggEnﬁog.
tionships, at least to allow these fantasies to color these relationships. In-
sofar as the fantasies are unconscious, they of course operate quite apart
g&nnogggnggaﬁogsﬁﬂgﬁggﬁ
taken root.
ﬁn»n&&ﬁgsggnnbﬁw»mﬂn:&»ngao&oabab.
w&ﬁg%ngﬁ%ﬁénagﬁgﬁqaag
outward actions. In its distinctively human form, then, the capacity to
take habits encompasses both the capacity to acquire habits by means of
imaginative experience (experienced fantasies, lived dreams — call them
what you will) and the capacity to develop habits of imagining (Colapi-
etro 1989). My habits of action bear the stamp of the acts of my imagina-
tion. But this is so largely because I am instinctually and culturally dis-
posed to live imaginatively, to become absorbed in fantasies, and indeed
nogggavwg.gngwsggogﬁémg
Ewsggn.ggggsngéﬂﬁng&
Bnnﬁgi.ﬁog&%gagnﬁnégg,aw

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

5.487). Our actual lives involve ceaseless transitions from an order of in-
ggggﬂéﬂugwg.gxgg
order of pliable images and reclaimable deeds. Just as the shock of actu-
ality can prompt 2 withdrawal into imagination, an imaginary perfor-
mance might influence our actual engagements (CP 5.486, n. 10).
According to Peirce, “The whole business of ratiocination, and all that
makes us intellectual beings, is performed in imagination” (CP 6.286). It
%nggggwggagignuga
imagination, distinguished from other species by its function (the repre-

. sentation of reality) and form (the criticism, correction, and contro] of its

own products and processes). To imagine that reality might be different
ggggwsgw.gﬁogna%_sgg
in the service of reality and, on the other, to envision reality itself as some-
§8n§§§§§§.>nﬁn§.ﬁ
ggggﬁoggﬁug«‘g»ﬂg%
gﬂﬁgggﬁaEgnoaS»g%gﬁ
gvuaﬁoﬁaﬁg@ng&ggo?ghﬁ
interplay between reality and imagination comes into focus. For what is
real at this level of clarity is not independent of thought in general; it is
not knowable apart from the wild flights of theoretical imagination so
prominent in the actual history of scientific investigation.

Eﬁﬁg_ggﬁsgggﬁgggﬂ
is 2 sense Peirce himself would not hesitate to endorse. But, in another re-
spect, it is to the generation and kinds of interpretants that we must turn, if
we are to make sense out of meaning. It is also these semiotic processes and
géﬁmﬂBi&ggggsguﬂuﬁa%gg
selves.

Toward a Formally Semiotic Approach to the Unconscious

While a categoreal description of the unconscious prepares the way for
a semiotic approach, such a description certainly does not constitute
such an approach. In order to undertake an explicitly and formally semi-
otic approach to the unconscious, it is necessary to draw upon the defi-
nitions and classifications proper to the self-conscious study of sign-gen-
crating processes. One of the virtues of Teresa de Lauretis’s creative
gg%nagggwﬁoéggugaﬁngﬂ.
plicitly draws upon the central notion of the ultimate logical interpre-
tant. But, in the best tradition of American pragmatism, she puts Peirce
ﬂoioaﬁmvnzmﬂﬁngg%ngsg%sagn.?ﬁ.
Rmngoméaﬁganagnoﬁnnﬁgaﬁgwnﬁ

compiex semiotic processes by which lesbian subjectivity is constituted.
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Even though my account in this chapter is at 2 more specific and specif-
ically semiotic level than the categoreal approach of my earlier paper, it
snﬁﬂggﬁoﬁﬁ_%uﬁnﬂggé%?ﬁ&ﬁ&n%
most part, working. But my principal objective has been primarily to
make more fully available to psychoanalytic and other theorists the con-
nnvﬁagﬁnaomnﬁggo:n.%:ﬁ_»ﬁnnﬁn,ao%
Sgnwoﬁsggsgnggaggwﬁﬂ
ity. But like Peirce himself, 1 am “a convinced Pragmaticist in Semeiotic”;
Sgénﬂmanguwmg&nbonoaou,gwﬁg:&:ag»nnogﬂ
of how habits are formed and the ways they are deforming) must play a
central role in working out the details of this explanation. Accordingly,
nEmngﬂagnvngg»aﬁn&omsv»ROmS»HBQdeonE
undertaking.

Conclusion

The plasticity of our biological constitution is revealed in various ways,
nonnﬁ_o»unomégagoﬁgggvzglggﬁog
tyrannical ofthese —donot drive usinany fixed direction. In other words,
our instinctual impulses have variable objects, variable across different
gﬂ&ﬁaﬁ«:»&%ﬁnﬂnﬂg%uwo:mvggggg_mvﬂ.
sonal history. The habits inscribed within our physiological beings by the
centuries-long struggles of our biological ancestors are, in their charac-
teristic functioning, largely nothing more than the rudimentary struc-
tures out of which more complex habits are generated. Our instincts are
incomplete and inchoate; they evolve in the direction of more determi-
nate dispositions via semiotic processes. Signs give rise not only to other
signs of the same character but also to habits of a markedly different na-
ture than these seemingly ephemeral processes. What is in itself transient
is, in its effect (its proper significate effect), often far from transient.
Unquestionably, then, our instinctual impulses are radically trans-
formed by the inescapable pressures of cultural practices. The pressures
of these practices are staggeringly vast and various. On the one hand, the
prohibitions, admonitions, encouragements, etc., of the authoritative
éggﬁ%gg&gé.g&oogﬁnvgﬁ.
ings, aversions, fascinations, etc., of our largely opaque instinctual nature
thrust us into an ongoing series of complex negotiations and renegotia-
tions. The fabric of our very subjectivity is woven out of these renegotia-
tions. The habits of our being are the more or less lasting stitches in this
fabric. While these stitches are among the most intimate aspects of our
selves, they are in great measure the work of other, often hidden, hands.
?ﬁoﬁgaggguggﬂmﬁogonoﬁgn

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

%.#Enn%&%&&n%@ﬁgs&gvggag
commit itself, if it is to approximate the Peircean ideal of self-mastery.

Notes

1. These ideas were originally presented on june 13, 1994, in Berkeley, Cali-
fornia, at the Fifth Congress of the International Association for Semiotic Stud-
ies-Association Internationale Sémiotique (IASS-AIS). At that same meeting,
Hnggﬁgbggggwgnﬁggﬁngﬁm%g
in light of Freud and, in turn, Freud in light of Peirce. While my earlier “Notes for
ugsgggggg.gﬂﬁganggnﬁg&
§%5§n.§,§§n§53§<3§.m
ggnngﬁuﬂs.gﬁnﬂ%ngggrﬂégg%
nomenological categories. :

2. gg.&nvgﬁg&nﬁﬁﬁgﬁuwgﬁg
oggn‘?%gwgégﬁgggsg
in an appearance. It is the antiphenomenal.

3. Human subjectivity is here understood to be a split being, a being split into
a multilevel consciousness (CP 7.540) and an unfathomable unconscious (CP
7.554). In this view, subjectivity includes the unconscious. Augusto Ponzio cor-
H&%ggaEERn%&Qagﬂg%g%g&ows
open dialogue between the sign and interpretant” (1985, 23). Indeed, the un-
ngﬁoﬁﬁnggggg&é»éﬂgggs
teracting dispositions.

4. In The Practice of Love, de Lauretis brings the historical character of hu-
Egﬁssggéﬁoggﬁ.ggﬁg
“the particular configuration of discourses, representations, and practices—fa-
%Eﬁgg.nggg.égélg
nﬁ%gﬁﬁuﬂ_bgﬁs&nu&oﬁﬂgsngg
tingencies of each subject’s existence in the world” (1994, 303).

5. §§§8§§PS§.058§50§3.
ggﬂ?%%ﬁﬁﬁ.?i&:&ﬁé%ﬁﬂasga
duced to a process or function controlled by forces other than itself, According
to Peirce, there are laws that more or less determine how material and cultural
circumstances influence human existence and conduct. “But these laws are not
%%gggg.ggﬁoggaﬁggg
amg_zgésggg.vﬁgﬁogg#wnﬁis
g%#ﬂnsggan%?mgg::e@gg%%
power and individual value. You cannot silence or stifle or starve one of them

%sg&a&ggéﬁggggiaﬁq.ﬁ&. .

6. Peirce leads himself to misinterpretation here, for he in one place de-
fines the ultimate logical interpretant as a self-analyzing habit. More fully, he
declares that “the deliberately formed, self-analyzing habit—sclf-analyzing be-
causc formed by the aid of the exercises that nourished it—is the living defi-
nition, the veritable and final logical interpretant” (CP 5.491). So understood,
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it is difficult—if not impossible —to distinguish between the ultimate logical
interpretant and the normal interpretant. But it is imperative to insist upon this

distinction, even if some texts seem to imply their identity and, beyond this, if ‘

they happen in some cases to overlap or entirely coincide. The uitimate logi-
cal interpretant is formally distinct from the normal interpretant; even so,
there are some instances in which what counts as the one will also count as
the other. ,

7. —bg.uing.go%nﬂmﬁ&n@&g%gga«wg.
ing: to be conscious is to be sentient (Colapietro 1989).

8. Peirce characterized himself as a Schellinglike idealist. In this conception
%Eggn%.wog.mgsgwngr

9. Eaggagﬁsngoggniﬁag,maﬁ%%n
Eagégaggg.ga.%%ggﬁngo:
story.
10. gggﬁﬁ&iﬁo..ﬁﬁngnoﬁgcﬂnomam
gggtﬁsggg.ggg%moﬁ
gg..s.gngg?gngré»%ﬁ
ggg.sg.ﬂgggﬁoﬁ;gdﬂo
ggggssgoéﬁuBga&wsgiﬁoﬁg,
and to frame a conception of an unknowable thing-in-itself. In “Some Conse-
aﬁga.:zggaga%%g»ggaomgﬁﬁﬂn
guggnﬂ.?nﬁag%vﬁwgugsngnﬂo%
Peirce’s article.

11. To say that Peirce offers his classification of objects and of interpretants
igganogﬂnmmmn»no:oﬁmggasgg,g
:38:2933.5033"8&9:&85:@3&%&33@53882
EdgaEg.gngaiBgﬁugon&gu?ngw.EugS
ggésunglg?a«gg.ggﬁng
g&uﬁagggﬂg.ggnﬁg.&dﬁa.
cal, and normal interpretant—that these distinctions provide the bases for rec-
ognizing “ten respects in which Signs may be divided” (CP8.343).

12. This point requires qualification, for alf that is necessary is that a sign be
formally and functionally other than its object (not that it be actually other than

its object). Peirce in effect qualifies this point when he asserts that

in order that anything should be a Sign, it must ‘represent,” as we say, some-
thing else, called its Object, although the condition that a Sign must be other
gﬁuo&answguﬁwgasnn,ﬁﬂnsmacbg:&naﬁﬂﬁg
ggﬂgusﬁog&nmﬁagwnganmg.gﬁé
vﬂgsog;oguggsnggndagg
uﬁﬁg.g.ﬁngéngﬁn%wégangH?
resent, such as the crucifix that Bulwer’s Richelieu holds up with such effect
Sggn.gngﬁggggcvgnﬁé&nﬁg
there must, under all ordinary circumstances, be some position, some point,
gonug.gag?%ng%g,ﬁng;ggsng
place on the map. [2.230]

000000000000000000

13. In a manuscript from ca. 1906 (i.e., at the time when Jamesian pragma-
tism was gaining a wide audience), Peirce stated, “It appears that there are cer-
gg%ava&:ﬁizosuﬁgésarogaﬁﬁaﬁ%g.
ing a real object alters it. They are curious specimens of humanity, and as Iam one
of them, it may be amusing to see how I think” (CP 5.555). .

14. Foundationalists persist in seeing fallibilism as a variety of skepticism,
i&?wxnvmﬁgssmniﬁn&ﬂﬁ»g%n%?moggag%n
skepticism afraid to accept the implications of its own insights. But, from the per-
spective of fallibilism itself, neither of these characterizations are, by a long mea-
a:dwﬁogggogagoﬂuE%g%gﬁg
than hers: while her significs focuses on the relationship of signs to their inter-
pretants (Peirce 1977), his own work in semiotic was primarily concerned, at
gﬁ&no&ﬁ.!ﬁ.aﬁggésgoﬁ.ggt&
“forced to make original studies into all branches of the general theory of signs
(Peirce 1977, 80 - 81, my italics). Even so, Savan's claim stands.

16. Peirce is not consistent in this usage, for on more than a few occasions he
uscs the term beléef to designate any cognitive habit, no matter how that habitis

17. wdagann%ggﬁﬁnogzﬁgsgwg
clear by Peirce’s insistence that “it is not all signs that have logical interpretants,
go:?%%nvﬂg&n:rﬁﬂﬁgﬁdéaﬁﬂgﬁi.
timately connected with generals. . . .gggﬁogﬂgmﬂﬂ
of the logical interpretant is that of the conditional mood, the ‘would-be,’” or

uld-happen (CP 5.482).

ﬂovm. g%ognonﬁ:&g,gogasﬁéﬁog
gggaﬁnﬂEOm%.%.gE.giwaﬁo
process of mediation itself. A series of interpretants, or ‘significate effects’ (I in-
sist on this term which conveys the processual and open-ended nature of mean-
ing), sustains each instance of semiosis, cach instance of the unending process of
mediations and negotiations between the self and the world” (1994, 300).
" 19. The human organism is not simply a passive medium in and through
which sign-actions take place of their own inherent dynamic; nor is it in absolute
control of even its own cognitive processes. The human organism is, at once, 2
medium in and through which sign actions take place to a significant degree of
their own accord and an agent from which self-controlled actions emanate and,
thus, to which deeds are properly attributed (cf. Colapietro _w@w” w@..

20. The Peircean notion of destiny is central but problematic: it is central
to his theory of inquiry and, indeed, his vision of the cosmos, but it is problematic
in at least a twofold way. First, it is not easy to understand exactly what Peirce in-
tends by his advocacy of this notion; second, it is not clear that the notion is ten-
»Enwr The exigencies to which I am referring here are both constitutional and
adventitious exigencies. Examples of the former are the need for food, watet, ac-
tivity, stimulation, and the like; examples of the latter are the imperative desires
for sexual stimulation of a certain sort, etc. In between constitutional and ad-



semiosis by which the human organism comes to terms with the now conflict-
ing, now complementary, demands of its world and its own being. The word also
connotes the work of diplomats. For a development of a connection between
scmiosis and diplomacy, see Colapietro (1995a).

23. My friend and, in this instance, editor, Joseph Brent, objects that this con-
strual of the unconscious does not work. He further suggests that to make it work
one would have to reconstruct either Freud or Peirce. Of course, he is right. So I
must acknowledge that the account being offered here entails a reconstruction
of Freud, but little or no modification of Peirce’s own views regarding semiosis
and mentality.

24. One reason to describe enculturated human organisms as “essentially
probiematic beings” is that such organisms are problems unto themselves; an-
other reason is that the problematic character of their own existence is itscif
problematic (Is the problem itself the solution or the solution to be found in the
jettisoning of the problem?).

25. William James, who was a friend and supporter of Peirce, offers several
brilliant metaphors to evoke this aspect of experience. In one place, he states,
“Life is in the transitions as much as in the terms connected; often, indeed, it
seems to be there more emphatically, as if our spurts and sallies forth were the
real firing-line of the battle, were like the thin line of flame advancing across the
dry autumnal field which the farmer proceeds to burn” (James 1977, 212-13).

26. Afteridentifying eight or so levels of self-control, Peirce concludes that “there .
are certainly more grades than I have enumerated. Perhaps their number is indefi-
nite. The brutes are certainly capable of more than one grade of control; but it seems
to me that our superiority to them is more due to our greater number of grades of scif-
control than it is to our versatility* (CP $.533; Colapietro 1989, 109fF). He goes on to
claim that language itseif is a faculty explicable as “a phenomenon of seif-control” (CP
5.5

27. Justassilence is constitutive of spoken language, space is essential to writ-
ten language.

28. Three fine treatments of Peirce’s theory of perception are Bernstein
(1964), Hausman (1990), and Santaella (1993). No one of these, however, consid-
ers the extent to which perception is 2 fantasy-laden process. I do not know of
any scholar who has worked out the details of construing perception as such a
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