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INTRODUCTION

The life of signs is evident in, among other sites, the one wherein a thinker
such as Peirce gets taken up anew by a generation just coming into its own.
Indeed, the vitality of Peirce’s thought is discernible in its power to perpetuate
itself by attracting such gifted and industrious young scholars as Giovanni
Maddalena, André De Tienne, and Rossella Fabbrichesi Leo. The process
whereby one generation impresses itself upon later ones (at the same time, the
unagﬁgﬁﬁz&wu:&ﬁmsﬁﬁzgﬁugﬁamwmoiﬂnﬁmsdao&mﬁmb , acting,
and imagining characteristic of earlier ones) is a wonderful example, evenifa
neglected one, of semiosis in Peirce’s sense. For this intergenerational exchange
is a potentially ongoing process in which the complex interplay of multiple
m:&ﬂuﬂﬁhsawnnnnasnQB&oﬁﬁﬁqﬁngaawomzsrz&ﬁéﬁanmveanznar
De Tienne, and Leo is thus nothing less than semiosis writ large, their insi-

49



g1002/011

» VINCENT

08/07/2007 11:43 IFAX fTax@philosophy.la.psu.edu

ghtful texts being the interpretants of Peirce’s own writings. The life of

&muﬂﬁb&ﬂbuggwn. i
st onmwmvogsgoggﬁﬁomonﬂwmgom
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s my paper “Putting Peirce’s Theory
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omvo&@gs_ﬂonwﬁdém an opportunity and impetus to portray Peirce in

NEE“b hoﬂMB&EB. rather 55 a variant of Hegelian historicism, however
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contribution to pragmatism (Peirce merely gave the movement a name and
inspired James), suffice it to say here Rorty’s inability to read Peirce as
anything other than a Kantian prevents him from discerning either the
distinctive features or the heuristic power of Peircean pragmatism®. It is
however ironic that some of Peirce’s most insightful and informed exposi-
tors and defenders (e.g., James Liszka and, most influentially, Karl-Otto Apel)
make so much of his kinship with Kant as to blur important differences and
thereby to occlude the novelty of Peirce’s approach. To put the matter bluntly,
perhaps too bluntly, I am disposed to say that, despite some of his language,
the mature Peirce was not engaged in a transcendental project. The historicist
aspects of his philosophical undertaking have for too long been eclipsed by
formalist readings of his evolving position, the later stages of this evolution
transporting Peirce far from his early attachiment to Kant’s transcendental
formalism (cf. Oehler 1987). The very development of his thought exemplifies
one of his most important insights regarding how earlier conceptualizations
and assertions are accountable to later ones, how even the most certain judg-
iments:repdered at any historical moment are, in principle, corrigible in light
of :the:wider experience and deeper reflection made possible by historical
continuity.: This development also exemplifies the form of teleology that
Peirce tried to reclaim (Short, Colapietro).
+2- I -anyrevent; Itake-with the utmost seriousness Peirce’s self-characteri-
zation: My philosophy resuscitates Hegel, though in a strange costume”
(CP:t.42; of::Fisch:1986, cchapter 14, “Hegel and Peirce”). Peirce was no
‘mofénand ne:less:+ comimitted:to: a transcendental mode of philosophical
inquiry thax was Hegel: To make-the:very forms of understanding and, beyond
these, the very ideals of reason thoroughly historical is to break decisively
with Kant. To make the very forms of things and events as well as those of
fiwa and ifeHigibility also thoroughly historical (10 make these thoroughly
historical)is: tobreak-decisively with:the: dominant-position in Western
gittology (Tonlmit 1982). THit mych af Teast i§ Tmplied in Peitce’s claim,
“my opinion is.only Darwinism analyzed; generalized, and brought into the
realm of Ontology” (W41:552):- To read Peirce as a:descendent-of Kant but

| notasions of Schelling, Hegel, & Dyirwin'is 16 Tixate ori hé origin of his

inteliectual: developmient. to the.point ¢f losing sight of.the upshot of his

sustained efforts to frame a self-consciously historicalvision of a cosmos

ity which'ever miote effective forms of self-critical engagement become

goNMIBIE (Colaplerrol 1998). 070l e

. uAvseaall piece of textual evid: ; ecifically upon Peirce’s theory

oPEigns aright gerve fo render soew plausible these large claims. In R
A9TTI911Y, Peir  Sigh Hecessarily has for its Object some

riv #y

27 it dasay'itsk brooght pligiaatisitind Peizce 10 the attention of the intellectual commanity in the
fior: 2866 ikinobedatth: wnd-ohrly tWeistiots centuries (“Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results™),
James advised: The way to philosophical progress is not through but around Kant.
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(oegment of history, that s, of the history of ideas” (R 849: 10). As I will argue |

later, the same might a:&&o&« be said of the interpretant of a sign:

ogimgow&«sugogwmﬁﬁéaogwéﬁ

v Of objective investigation (Colapietro 1996, pp. 92-94Y. It was & |

E<% part of his quest of quests.
jective investigation in its historically disti orms

gat y distinct f
o»nmmm of human activity, from lookin g for one’s keys +,
t examples of tool-making, from 4
Mm the earth Gaouﬁ 1998). Such investi
uman practices®, some of which hav

reading a map to mapping the.contours

e the character of being not only disinte-
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coversanimmense |
o searching for the °

gation constitutes an extended family of

b rested but also “impractical” undertakings. That is, some of these practices of
! inquiry are theoretical in the sense their defining aim is discovering what is
. not yet known’. ‘Contra Rorty, then, Peirce wanted a general theory of signs
f - mainly for the purpose of formulating a normative theory of inquiry.

Yet, in the course of crafting his theory of signs primarily for this purpose,

i he was also committed to articulating a truly general theory of signs, suffi-
- ciently comprehensive to do justice to a staggeringly wide spectrum of pheno-
b mena. In a justly famous passage, he stressed how broadly he intended the
| extension of the term sign to reach, designating by this word

every picture, diagram, natural cry, pointing finger, wink, knot in one's
handkerchief, memory, dream, fancy, concept, indication, token,
symplom, letter, numeral, word, sentence, chapter, book, library, and in
mﬂﬁa whatever, be it in the physical universe, be it in the world of thou-
ght, that, whether embodying an idea of any kind (and permit us fo use
this term to cover purposes and feelings), or being connected with some
existing object, or referring fo future events through a general rule, cav
ses something else, its interpreting sign [or interpretant} to be determined
fo a corresponding relation to the same ideq, existing thing, or law (EP
2: 326). :

In addition, he was inherently fascinated by these phenomena, absorbed in

their intricacies and indeed firstness for their own sake, apart from insights
| pertaining to the task of inquiry. The range of examples upon which he tended

most carefully to focus his theoretical attention was, however, largely limited
to activities akin to finding things out (Hubig 1981; Wittgenstein). This re-

! flects the purpose for which he developed his semeiotic.

Second, the form of Peirce’s semeiotic no less than its aim was clear in his
mind. The heuristic function of his categoreal scheme is nowhere more evi-
dent than in his elaborations and, indeed, revisions of his theory of signs, a
theory taking its distinctive form mainly as the result of the recursive applica-
tion of his three categories (see, e.g., Savan 1987-88, pp. 12-14). For example,
a sign is an instance of thirdness but, as such, might be considered in itself, in
its relationship to its other, or formally as part of a process of mediation (that
is, a sign might be considered in its firstness, secondness, or thirdness). In
itself, a sign is a qualisign, sinsign, or legisign. In its relationship to its object
(its other), a sign is an icon, index, or symbol. Finally, formally considered as
part of a process of mediation, a sign is a rheme, dicisign, or argument. This
illustrates how the form of Peirce’s theory of signs unfolds according to the

S  Bvea William James at least occasionally recognized the autonomy of theory, not subordinating it to
?!ﬁ8.E!ﬂﬁﬂ&??ﬂ!wzsn%nﬁﬂaaaEEEELE;&QES§E§€=§§5£&£I§
néixﬁiﬁﬁbnaﬁso»dﬁﬁqpaﬂcﬁﬁmuﬁﬂaﬂda5€¢mﬁagnoaﬁgnﬁkwﬂﬁﬁﬁau
takes no account of purely theoretic interests” (1975, p. 280).
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recursive application of his three categories. This categoreal scheme functions
here and virtually anywhere else much like the periodic table functions to
direct the investigation of the most basic elements in the physical universe !
(Tursman 1987). The systematic classification of known elements and
Systematic projection of merely possible ones are integrated into a single

table for the purpose of facilitating discovery.

Third and finally, Peirce took pains to define the relationship of semeiotic
to other fields of investigation, including epistemology but especially logic. |}
His elaborate classifications of (mostly) human practices, along with his |
detailed classifications of ends, are only part of his attempt to work out the
details of how various practices are related to one another. Simply situating

semeiotic in the context of his classification of sciences, however, allows us to

see how thoroughly Peirce thought through the details of the relationship between |
his theory of signs and other heuristic pursuits. For the details of this, the
studies of Beverley Kent (1987), David Savan (1987-88), and James Liszka |

(1996) are extremely helpful.
There is, however, a tension between the purpose for which Peirce crafted

Emmgag%mmﬁgﬁogﬁomggﬁgﬁgﬁﬁgw
this. Crafting a theory of signs for the purpose of offering a normative account :
of objective inquiry all too likely constricts the scope of that theory, rendering |

1t insufficiently flexible and comprehensive to illuminate processes and prac-

tices other than those related to, or identifiable with, objective inquiry. What I _,

have in mind, above all else, are artistic practices, especially contemporary
ones, wherein experimentation often plays a quite different role than it does in
the experimental sciences. While this concern has certainly been voiced in the
Past, it has been most frequently expressed in reference to the object of semio-
sis. For example, music is often put forth as an instance of semiosis in which
there is nothing corresponding to the object. But today I want to shift the focus
from the object to the interpretant of semiosis and, in doing so, to explore how
we might reconceive semiosis, precisely as a process of generation (more fully,
the ongoing process of generating diverse forms of “significate effects”
having or assuming complex relationships to one another).

But I want not so much to explore the details of Peirce’s doctrine of the
interpretant as to frame an alternative way in which this doctrine might be
read (one less formalist and transcendental, far more historicist and pragmati-
cist than the interpretations now dominating our approach to Peirce). This
effort can itself be read as an important part of my continuing endeavor, regar-
ding Peirce’s our conceptions of signs, to drive beyond the level of abstract
definition and to arrive at the level of pragmatic clarification. The formalist
and transcendental readings of Peirce are arrested at the level of abstract defi-
nition. Indeed, many of Peirce’s own most important pronouncements regar-
ding signs are offered at this level of analysis. But there are in his voluminous
writings numerous hints for how pragmatic clarifications of his semeiotic con-
ceptions can be formulated. Here is a place where our efforts to go beyond
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. This is also Short's conclusion. In “Interpreting Peirce’s Interpretant, for cxample, he argues
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chance of either catching up to him or affording him opportunities to catch
up to the destiny (more modestly, the implications) of his own insights.

Though Peirce makes consensus and thus convergence of belief constitutive

of inquiry (the form of semiosis in which he was most passionately interested),
he appreciates even here the ineluctability of divergence, segmentation, and in a
sense fragmentation. He notes, “every growing science tends to undergo a
process of segmentation [...]” (R 299). But insofar as a branch of science has
stopped growing, it no longer counts as science. For science is the life of inquiry
of what was once science. “[E]}very man [and woman] of science more nearly
regards [a textbook] as a mortuary um that preserves the ashes of what formerly
lived as science” than as an embodiment of science (R 618: 3). Thus, even with
respect to objective inquiry in its most authentic form, proliferation and ramifi-
cation are defining features. The branching of inquiry into radically diverse di-
rections, into semiotically divergent communities, indicates as much as anything
else the life of inquiry. Science is Peirce’s name for the ongoing life of objective
inquiry in its myriad forms and divergent branchings.

Amid the diversity and even fragmentation, however, fruitful connections
could be forged and vital links maintained. Given his commitment to the
principle of continuity, and given his construal of this principle in terms of
connectedness, the connections among apparently disparate communities of
experimental inquirers were for Peirce of the greatest importance. In general,
Peirce was more than anything else a systematic experimentalist. The modifier
here — systematic — is of the utmost significance. Despite appearances, he was
not committed to articulating a philosophical system, especially if we take the
marks of such a system to be formal necessity, conceptual closure, and episte-
mic finality. Without question, Peirce was a systematic philosopher, for he
was a categoreal thinker, that is, an investigator concerned with weaving a
conceptual tapestry at once of the most intricate design and the most encompas-
sing patterns. To repeat, then, Peirce was a systematic philosopher committed to
the elaboration of a categoreal scheme comparable to those of Aristotle, Kant,
and Hegel. But this categoreal scheme does not in itself or in its applications
constitute a philosophical system in the sense already identified — a set of
concepts taken to be, in principle, formally necessary, conceptually closed,
and epistemically final. There certainly are texts in which Peirce appears to be

or actually is committed to the formulation of a system in this sense; however
other equally central texts point in the opposite direction. Moreover, so do the
implications of such doctrines as Peirce’s fallibilism and evolutionism, possi-
bly also his synechism. Without systematicity, experience is blind, but without
experience, systematicity is empty. Hence, my insistence that Peirce was first
and foremost a systematic experimentalist for whom the detached idea is of
very little value (CP 5.583), while unexpected patterns of growing significan-
ce are of the highest importance.

On my reading, the function of Peirce’s categories is mainly heuristic (Co-
lapietro 2001). They were designed and refined, painstakingly formulated and
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seem to be such processes. In contrast, there are processes in which truly no-
vel goals dramatically emerge in the very course of sustained striving. Itis not
so much that such striving comes to an awareness of what its purpose or aim
has been as it is that striving sustained, usually over an extended time, comes
to generate purposes previously inoperative. In contrast to antecedently fixed
goals, we can follow Peirce and use the expression “developmental teleology”
to designate historically emergent goals. We exist both in the midst of such
processes and as.an instance of such teleology. Such is the life of our species,
our culture, and our very selves. The emergent goals constitutive of each level
of life are evolved and evolving goals. Such also is the character of our di-

counts against its variable significance (the past in its evolving thirdness).

An illustration from the field of art helps to bring this point into sharp
focus. When Paul Cézanne in the last year or s0 of his life confessed that he
felt he was just beginning to leam to paint, to understand the significance of
the practice to which he had devoted his life (Merleau-Ponty 1964, p. 9), I
take his confession to be illustrative of Peirce’s insights into the dramatic di-
mension of human purposiveness and, more specifically, into the evolving
nature of human purposes. q&ﬂnmmmmoumnw_ﬁwﬁ_gwauﬁagom«nﬁ
saying, “So this is what I have been about, this is what I have been striving to
realize by my experiments with putting pigments on canvas.” That is, there is

* a sense in which he is coming to a consciousness of the goals operative prior

to his consciousness of these goals. But there is also a sense in which more
than his consciousness is being transformed, in which his confession bears
witness to a more radical transformation of his artistic agency. For there is a
sense in which his very agency is being transfigured by a realization that,

" through his efforts (thus, through his failures as well as accomplishments, his

frustrations as well as exhilarations), goals not previously present come into
being. This is not a case of evolution in the etymological sense, an instance in
which the implicit is made explicit, the hidden is made manifest. It is rather a
case of emergence, of something truly novel coming into being (see, e.g., Rey-
nolds 2002, p. 95). This is, at least, one defensible way of reading the signifi-
cance of Cézanne’s confession.
wo.So.WoWoaoEwEEa—»mnnonmnooamoomEmEoomEonom:BEo.
however partially and unsteadily, the emerging goals he in concert with others
had been more or less blindly serving. But their largely blind service to histo-
rically instituted goals was the agency by which historically novel aims appe-
ared upon the scene. Their coming to fuller consciousness of (at most) only
dimly acknowledged goals is but part of the story. Another part of the story,
the more vital part, is how the struggles fostering such awareness contribute to

goals not otherwise present.
1find these points immensely difficulty to formulate with anything appro-
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- only historically inherited but also historically emerging goals. The goals of

identificati hs, cultures, and languages,
:dentifiable to allow for identifications across €pochs, S Ees,
aamﬁ (for M%SBE& the kinship between Aristotle and Darwin, or .H.WM—MMH end
Moﬂoiﬂ or Plato and Peirce, becomes discernible. The meaning :

Xximating adequate clarity. There are, at least, two critically distinct facets to
the process I am struggling to describe. One facet concerns a retrospective
judgment regarding the emergent direction of that to which one has devoted
oneself. It might take the form (to repeat an earlier formulation), “So, this is
what I have been about”. But this retrospective judgment points, at least
potentially, to a dramatic transformation of human activity. It concerns what
has come into being in the course of engagement. This occurs partly by virtue
of the realization expressed regarding what one has been about, but it involves
more than a deeper understanding of past endeavor. It encompasses transfor-
mation. This facet of the process under consideration marks the unanticipated
eruption of novel purposes. And it marks the emergence of such purposes in a
manner contributing to the further evolution of these novel purposes. Hence,
&%§§%?§8H§§EER§<9 the principal
force of this judgment is prospective: it concerns not so much what has come
into being as what is yet emerging.
The goals operative in the lives of philosophers no less than those observable
in the lives of painters and other artists are (at least in the case of a philosopher
of Peirce’s and a painter of Cézanne’s restless, experimental character) not

B nce of
cious intentions of their “original” utterers. A consequence
83%% gsﬁﬂwn or author intended far outstrips conscious Eﬁunow
this is that wha on, so that the eventual, E»bnoww»ﬂo% upshot of Wawwﬂoa _uoooBomr ek,
a . . . - m 0 wﬂ.g - o j
actual cal juncture, the meaning of { :
o mumEb. g is ww_oﬁnﬁgon%_o to the vicissitudes of its oom_gc& ﬁuﬂﬁﬂwﬂwﬁ
div contexts. To paraphrase Hegel, we come to discover o mean
&MMME« oﬁon.g what we meant to mean mun., in the course o muwﬂmg
Mwo B evioots at ot EEE_ to Mm_n%&mnboﬁ m_.”n—_ the owwmu through which
n:mpm& Eiva%o..ooamiuwmﬁ M”__uo”n?om. Whether the accent falls on oowMMbhww nﬂ.
ﬁoéﬂﬁo.wm is a pragmatic question: it depends upon auo purpose : thus the
o text partly defined by this purpose. The community of EnBEmiE f.&o > one in
no%wor we are always already implicated, but w_mo one from whic e
ﬂﬁzw exiled, only to try to find (by however circuitous routes) our way back
° Eghm_ﬁgomﬁs:mw they are parts of a ooan..E.EB (or unns. ps .coa.ﬁm
to Mwo_“mmm.%ﬁ& parts of continua) possess & historically variable signifi

. ity. In one sense, the past is alterable, in
cance as well as an irrevocable 88&—8%&0” mm their irrevocable actuality is

seeking truth and instituting justice are examples of what I intend.

As Joseph Ransdell has so effectively argued, semiosis is a process in which
subsequent judgments determine the significance and, in a sense, even the
actuality of that to which antecedent judgments bear witness (1981, pp. 204-
206). Stated more simply, subsequent judgments determine the force and
authority of antecedent judgments and, beyond this, the actual occurrences to
which our antecedent judgments attest (these occurrences being that which
prompts judgment in the first place). What has taken place can only be ascer-
tained in terms of what we are presently able to say (or in some other way are
able to signify) and, moreover, in terms of what we will eventually be able to
say or signify.

In short, meaning is in the making. This implies that meanings made are in
service in meanings yet in the making — historical consolidations are always in
the service of historical innovations. Since the complex meaning of our signs
is a function of their various histories (parallel, intersecting, supportive, and
rival histories), since history designates not so much the past as the past,
present, and future in their dynamic interplay, and since meaning ultimately
throws us toward the future (where ultimately refers not only in the indefinite

long run but also in the proximate future), the future is integral to meaning in 4
Peirce’s sense, early and late. For these three reasons, torepeat for emphasis,

the future is integral to meaning, the unforeseeable phases of any developing
sign being essential to the meaning of that sign. The indefinite stretch of the
histories still in the future are relevant to past and present meaning, what we §
now mean and even what we have meant, il

The continuity of meaning is, however attenuated and tenuous, sufficient Iy}

another, it is immutable. The sec Lt (alterability being of
i alterable significance abihut
connected :w wﬂ- E.:Emoww WMF«-W — and Hegel's — sense). It is this néﬂr %M
2 M.M life. or this text, or this discovery, or this innovation, SQAWMO iﬁm "
&Mﬂ: wmwS and again, drawn in sucha immm as to try Muu mogwuboémouaamﬁgm
q : : artif SCOV g .
what just this event 5t g o www%oummwcm.\nwwng:@ is to be drawn

; . inability to go forward
ly v significance. Our inab ;
ﬁoatn—.m ﬁ &w vnﬁmmwwﬁ w_ . 5_5_8_. alleged competencies and Sﬂﬁnwwﬁmﬂ_m
Snwwo wam« is historical, then it is dramatic. This becomes S0 Tl g
3 i Eog (1) meaning is the function of history, (2) our most con and
| realize are. at bottorn, the dramatic achievements of historical a_mn_ . atic
[ 3) meanings are inescapably always in the making (they are the p caning is
SC) mm hat 1 have been calling a generative process). Thus, -.wEﬁ nsoli-
| instance O i& an actual or simply ideal history, and if even our mos HMM o
| e au_ uonogu_u.umm are the sedimentations (most often, the denscly laye s are
1 ions) of generative processes, and (finally) e o als and tragic
j  mentations) h ted results and ironic reversals, novel goals mh:
 oncs o e inate, shape, then meaning is either the focus or the - The
b ctonts, ke e ma of Peiree’s lfe attests o nothing less than tis. The
i &Jn._n..omam theory of signs, so central to the drama of his life, pro
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invaluable conce
ptual and rhetori
account of meaning . rical resources for offeri
But it doe » Precisely as a historical and ering a compelling
$ not provide adequate resources for Eunmwwoa ﬂw“nhm %:80588.

CONCLUSION

Max H. Fisch was a scholar not

tista Vico. In addition, he wrote a <oEw of Charles Peirce but also of Giambat-

exemplified by th rim
legit . Yy the experimental practices Descartes helped to launch
ch and

To repeat a point made earlier

purpose of his general theory of _mmmhw_do.m main concern, at least the maj ,

actuality of his philoso; - i
phy, formulated i . also the irrevocabl
not yet full 1n a chron ‘ €
y reconstructed — calls forth Sunucs_ﬂ“ﬂo& oaom we uﬁo have
_nnﬁﬁﬂg °H~ algl
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. sessment. The vitality of Peirce’s thought is one with the
F  thought. And that fecundity is the power of generation, above all, the power to
i generate ideas akin to but divergent from his own thought. The power of gene-
i ration here is one with the enlisting of generations to take up and carry forward

work left unfinished by our predecessors.

2 contrite fallibilist and a radical corrigibilism
i about what we are feeling and about who we are but also can in principle
: %gﬁgagiﬁgsﬁgﬁn%g%v?%w

case, the espousal of such corrigi
" much a turn toward the historical past as one toward historical continuity (the

. dramatic continuum in which novel purposes emerge an

fecundity of that

Fallibilism pragmatically means corrigibility. Peirce’s position encompasses
(we can not only be mistaken

;lism involved a turn toward history, not so

d historically instituted
ones are challenged and, not infrequently, revised or rejected). Viewed
historically, this turn toward history locates Peirce in a lineage inclusive of

Vico, Hegel, and Darwin.

already alluded several times): “We learn by experience that we meant
something other than we meant to mean, and this correction of our meaning
compels us to go back to the proposition [in which our original understanding
was articulated], and [then to} understand it in some other way” (1981, p. 39;
emphasis added). When empiricism is transformed into experimentalism,
the compulsion to revise our meanings as much as our beliefs becomes a
self-acknowledged need. _
The need to go back is itself compelled by the inability to go forward. The
in a manner, accountable to that of future possibility.
. point, insisting, “the true idealism, the pragmatistic
i , i in the future” (CP 8.285; letter to William
James, September 28, 1904). In this same letter, he explains: “By melloniza-
tion... I mean that operation of logic by which what is conceived is repeated
or extended indefinitely into what always will be.” This operation yields our
conception of reality: “The conception of the real is derived by a mellonization
of the constraint-side "of double-sided consciousness™. From Peirce’s
perspective, the world of thought — that is, the world of signs — is real. Yet
what does this pragmatically mean? “[T]o say that it is the world of thought
that is real is, when properly understood, to assert emphatically the reality of
the public world of the indefinite future against our past opinions of what it
was to be.” The reality of the world for which the inclusive community of

experimental inquirers vouches is more substantial than the world of the dead

8 EWEE&-&%S&REQ.? : nhoEoESOmEuogngguBE
w-&»oou«.g&oa&-ﬂgwoggé.wgﬂa.ﬁﬁzogmasggﬁé

g%&é%%ﬁ%ﬂ-ﬁoﬁ.??:%ﬂ&ﬁn&

&Eﬁﬁuﬂ%%gggw S.E."SRQLSEE&E-P
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. . £
] : a tive comprehending signs ©
past. The past is, however, not entirely dead. The present evidences how = [ the meaning of such 51808 Wﬁ?ﬁwﬂoﬂ of scientific B<omﬁmmﬂnﬂw
pervasively vital the past actually is. 1 * for quite &mﬁ Purposes other than those coﬁmnmcﬁ.n&w osﬁm—oaoa
Still, meaning is mainly in the making. The making of meaning is nowhere | at least narrowly oouoo%mo..u meanings other than those consciously 56=~ i
more evident than in the drama of self-correction and self-transformation (the | or conscientiously espou were at work —and at play —in the actual aomeOWm
process of learning by experience that we meant something other than we i aB&JooP (and, hence, unfinished) thought. FuoEEm b
meant to mean). Peirce’s theory of signs and, more generally, his philosophy oWVIng & him, we lears 55

, . him by going beyond

illustrate this drama. In addition, his semeiotic and philosophy thematize (make 7 _, to catch up to him by degree other ewm
explicit and indeed focal) what they illustrate, though the resources found This signals the power of his thought, not its mﬂ cakne ©
therein are not altogether adequate for a comprehensive account of this . what he meant to mean. ess to allow se and, in a g&m—.non vo-
recurrent drama of experimental intelligence. The historical turn requires a a willingnes ising insistence upon the eV
narrative turn, a turn toward the genres of storytelling, toward a recognition

of the centrality and irreducibility of these forms of semiosis. To help Peirce 7
catch up to the implications of his own thought nothing less than such aturnis
required.

that he meant something to some

1980). The finite world of the actual past

In an important text, Peirce offers a threefold answer to the question “What | and o<omw Mcﬁﬂw_ﬁﬁhmo:m own, but only Em.—ﬂwﬂwnﬂa mnnﬂmanmﬂ
is meaning?” This answer is in accord with the grades of meaning distinguished 1 especially in novel directions. i ority
in a much earlier essay, “How to Make Our Ideas Clear”. Peirce’s initial 1 A ined in mﬁoﬁwwﬁ taken up in the dramatic present, the
response is: “A word has meaning for us in so far as we are able to make use of i world is not COmATL -

it in communicating our knowledge to others and getting at the knowledge
that those others seek to communicate to us” (EP 2: 256). But then he imme- i at ar . ith
diately adds: “That is the lowest grade of meaning”. Two higher grades are  § o [ . £ selves and those definitive of the existents Wi
attainable, the second one being identifiable with what is formally impliedin

the historically consolidated meanings upon which we so utterly depend. “The

meaning of a word is”, as Peirce puts it, “the sum total of all the condition ._, :ts thirdness), the time between an anéowzo ﬁwgﬁoﬂn@w@“ﬂ
predictions which the person who uses it infends to make himself responsible | Colapietro '1996b p. 136). Paradoxically, while meaning of
for or intends to deny. That conscious or quasi-conscious intention in using 4 | trollable future ( fer to the indefinite future, the pragmafic mear t the
the word is the second grade of meaning”. But an even higher grade of meaning 4 i meanings ultimately r© ite future concerns above all how we enac

is attainable, though it involves the presently untraversed trajectories inherent | the conception of the inde
in our historically effective words and other signs. That is, it concerns _
meanings not yet made, interpretants not yet evolved. “[Blesides the conse-
quences to which the person who accepts a word knowingly commits himself
to, there is a vast ocean of unforeseen consequences which the acceptance of
the word is destined to bring about, not merely consequences of knowing but
perhaps revolutions of society.” Meaning in this sense far outstrips our intention
and imagination (Colapietro 2003). “One cannot tell what power there may be
in a word or a phrase to change the face of the world, and the sum of those
consequences [many of which are presently unforeseeable] makes up the third
grade of meaning”. This grade of meaning is the one Peirce identifies with
pragmatic clarification. And such clarification is achieved only by granting
what would take shape in an indefinite future continuous with the dramatic
present.

Such is, at least, one way of narrating the story implicit in Peirce’s lifelong
struggle to offer, in his normative account of objective inquiry, a consistently
pragmatic articulation of the meaning of our intellectual signs. In so articulating
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Peirce & 1'inventore 0.1 xe parole-gtave e Eprart
ensierc oraneo: abduzione, pragimatismo. Di ques
8%%%“.%%””%858& I’abduzione & w.mbwn.wpuwouo.. la vca_» & Em—.nomwow.
Perché ’abduzione & ’inferenza fondante il pensiero e _.M_wpo. od®
intrinsecamente per-il futuro e necessariamente 1 omu&EoE _a.w_.._on %
del futuro. Percid dall’abduzione nasce 1a semiosi sempre m.ww ibile e n-
schiosa. E questo rischio, insegna il pragmatismo di Peirce, si deve meMo X
nevolmente correre nei tentativi di soluzione, sempre da correggere,

i insorgenti. .
Eow_mw_n:.a? wa&.&:.c:. and Hypothesis (apparso sulla rivista Mowwwwa.
Science Monthly”, vol. 13, 1878, pp. ch#mnv w un saggio di mqmbrm..o la-
rezza espositiva. Peirce ci spiega subito che le inferenze “sintetiche”,

non possono essere ridotte alla forma della deduzione, sono due: I’induzio-
*ipotesi 0 abduzione. . .

" mﬂ uw.—vmw MoBo introduzione e tema questa pagina (CP 2.622-623), che 1i-

prendiamo dalla nostra traduzione nelle Opere di Peirce (2003):
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