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THE SPACE OF SIGNS:
C.S. PEIRCE’S CRITIQUE OF PSYCHOLOGISM

1. Introduction

Despite the efforts of his father, the mathematician Benjamin Peirce, to
dissuade him (Brent, 78) from doing so, Charles Peirce devoted himself to
logical investigations with a singular passion. Even in his later life, he
identified himself most often as a logician.! From the first moment he spoke
publicly on “The Logic of Science™ to the end of his life, he was
strenuously opposed to all attempts to ground logic in psychology (W 1).
His opposition to psychologism could not have been more thoroughgoing.

This is true even though in looking back upon his own work he in later
years discerned some of his own writings to be tainted by this doctrine. For
example, in his 1903 lectures on pragmatism, he implicitly recalled the
essay in which he first put forth his pragmatic maxim,? though without
naming it. Near the center of Peirce’s pragmatism, in his mature as well as
youthful formulation, was a conception of belief borrowed from the Scottish
psychologist Alexander Bain (5.12).4 In 1903, he noted: “belief consists
mainly in being deliberately prepared to adopt the formula believed in as the
guide to action” (5.27). In 1878, he wrote, more simply: “The essence of
belief is the establishment of a habit” (5.398). Doubt indicates the disruption
of belief and, as such, instigates a struggle to recover the settled state of an
efficacious habit. Peirce identified this struggle as the process of inquiry
(see, e.g., 5.374). This doubt-belief theory of, inquiry was the context in
which the pragmatic maxim was first proposed and afterwards always
defended. But, when Peirce after 18985 returned to the topic of pragmatism,
he was especially sensitive to the transformation of his own logical doctrine
into a psychological teaching.¢ Hence, in the opening lecture of the 1903
series on this topic, he stressed:
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My original article carried this [point regarding belief] back to a
psychological principle. The conception of truth, according to me, was
developed out of an original impulse to act consistently, to have a definite
intention. But in the first place, this was not very clearty made out; and in the
second, I do not think it sasisfactory to reduce such fundamental things to
Jacts of psychology. For man could alter his nature, or his environment would
alter it after it if he did not voluntarily do so, if the impulse were not what was
advantageous or fitting. Why has evolution made man’s mind to be so
constructed? That is the question we must nowadays ask, and all attempts to

ground the fundamentals of logic on psychology are seen to be essentially
shallow. (5.28; emphases added).

. Yet, insofar as Peirce remained committed to understanding the logic of
inquiry in terms of belief, doubt, and allied notions, it must seem to
contemporary readers that he was inextricably ensnared in the psychologism
he so emphatically denounced. For such notions of what is commonly called
today “folk psychology” as those of belief and doubt are clearly
psychological. : . .

As we shall see, Peirce did not himself think that such notions were
psychological in a sense vitiating his critique of psychologism. He defined
“logic proper” as “the critic of arguments, the pronouncing them to be good
or bad” (5.108). But logic in this sense was, in his judgment, “a particular
species of morality,” since it was at bottom the identification of norms to
which deliberative agents are compelled to adhere, insofar as they are
faithful to their defining commitments (above all, their espousal of the ideal
of truth and, thereby, to the most reliable methods for discovering unknown
truths or for testing epistemic claims). In general, the normative sciences
(logic, ethics, and esthetics) are inseparable from a commonsensical
conception of deliberative agency.” We can mind what we say and infer. The
critic of argument ultimately makes sense only in reference to our capacity
to exert a critical, decisive measure of control over what we say and how we
reason. Logic as the critic of argument, thus, implies a critic in the sense of a
deliberative agent self-consciously assuming a critical stance toward the use
of signs as instruments of inquiry (Savan, 63).

Peirce confessed he was quite aware such a conception of logic
appeared to be psychologistic. Yet he took this appearance to be deceiving.
There is a sense in which logic, fully conceived “rests on certain facts of
experience among which are facts about men” and women (5.110). But these

facts are very far removed from those discovered by experimental

psychology or any other specialized study of the distinctive features of the
human mind or closely allied forms of mentality. “Everyday experience,
such as presses in upon every man, at every hour of his life, is open to no
other doubt than that it may not have been correctly formulated in general
terms. This must be the main source of what little matter of fact logic has
occasion to assert” (2.75). Peirce stressed “the experiential element in logic
is all but nil” (2.65); but note he does not say it is completely absent. Logic
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“is an observational science in some sense; every science is that. Even
mathematics observes its diagrams” and the results of experiments (or
alterations) of the diagrams to which it directs its critical attention (2.65).8
What our observations of diagrams exhibiting the forms of inference allow
us to discern is an important species of objective relations pertaining to the
evidential force of each inferential pattern. There is at the center of logic the
business of identifying, classifying, and testing these patterns of inference.
But, for Peirce at least, this critic of arguments is, in the end, but a part of a
more inclusive undertaking, one concerned with the use of signs in their
myriad forms, precisely in their role as instruments of objective inquiry.
Hence, he was led to claim: “Logic, in its general sense, is...only another
name for semiotic (onpewwTiK}), the quasi-necessary, or formal, doctrine of
signs” (2.227). ,

Peirce’s conception of logic (or one of its prinicpal parts) as Critic was
rooted in his early crucial encounter with Kant. This encounter helps us
appreciate important features of the context in which Peirce’s critique of
psychologism took shape. Yet, in time, this critique took shape as part of
Peirce’s lifelong efforts to institute a truly general theory of signs, though
one focused principally upon their heuristic function.® Closely linked to this
was Peirce’s vision of nature as a space of signs in which humans live and
move and have their being, precisely as human.!0 The space of signs is akin
to what Wildred Sellars identified as the space of reasons, but it is by no
means simply identifiable with the space of reasons.

Accordingly, the remainder of this paper is divided into three sections.
The first deals with the context of Peirce’s critique of psychologism, the
second with this critique itself, and the third with the space of signs. The
immediate context of Peirce’s critique might be identified as his lifelong
endeavor to offer a normative account of objective inquiry. His own
endeavor was deeply indebted to certain Immanuel Kant’s critical project.
The main thrust of Peirce’s critique is inseparable from his inclusive
conception of logic. Hence, my discussion of his critique will encompass a
consideration of this conception. Finally, the centrality of his anti-
psychologistic conception of a sign is in the final section underscored.
Moreover, several important implications of this conception are noted.

2. The Critic of Experimental Reason

Charles Peirge came to philosophy from a careful reading of Immanuel
Kant’s first Critique (CN III, 94).11 He supposed that the title of this work is
better translated as Critic of Pure Reason (see, e.g., CP 2.205-206; CN III,
95), in part because critigue suggests something altogether too literary!2 and
in part because critic more clearly evokes one of the most important
metaphors structuring Kant’s critical philosophy. The image of a tribunal or



g1003/012

-» VINCENT

08/07/2007 10:18 IFAX fTax@philosophy.la.psu.edu

160 ; VINCENT COLAPIETRO
judge before which we stand, and by whom our actions are appraised, is
arguably as integral to Peirce’s as to Kant’s own (A xi-xii). In any event, a
distinction linked to this image and crucial for a proper understanding of
Kant’s critical undertaking is a distinction central to Peirce’s own
conception of logic. It is, for both thinkers, imperative to distinguish
between quaestio facti and quaestio juris; moreover, it is necessary for the
logician and the critic of knowledge to identify properly the kind of question
with which s/he is mainly concerned. How humans de facto think matters
little, if at all, in this connection; but how humans ought to think is of the
utmost importance. The de jure question of what constitutes a valid
inference is here sharply separated from the de facto question of what occurs
during the physiological, psychological, and other processes by which the
business of inference is seemingly (or even actually) accomplished. Peirce’s
early encounter with Kant’s text left a lasting impression: the normative
character of our logical investigations cannot be gainsaid. Nor can it be
reduced to, or derived from, merely contingent facts about human beings or
other rational agents. ;

Indeed, the character of logic as an irreducibly normative discourse
needs to be safeguarded, especially since very influential philosophers,
mostly in the empiricist tradition, have in effect reduced the de jure question
of validity to the de facto question of how our minds tend to associate ideas
with one another.1? In particular, psychological facts do not provide a
justification for logical norms. While other forms of reductionism are not
only possible but also exemplified in the history of thought (e.g., the attempt
to reduce logical norms to anthropological or linguistic facts), the form with
which Peirce was most directly concerned involved making logic a part of,
and thereby subordinate to, psychology. In his review of volume II of James
Mark Baldwin’s Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychology, Peirce played
the role of the prophet in the archaic sense of this term, the prophet being in
this sense not one who is able to foretell the future but one capable of
reading the signs of the present. Among the signs of his own time, Peirce
discerned, as characteristic of the philosophy in the first decade of the
twentieth century, “the disposition to make psychology the key to
philosophy — categories, Esthetics, ethics, logic, and metaphysics” (CN I,
128). He is quick to point out that this is, to some extent, a characteristic
feature of modern thought; yet, with the relatively recent rise of
experimental psychology, it has become a more pronounced tendency:
“Something of this has existed since Descartes; but since 1863 every student
of philosophy, even though he be one of those who consider the present
psychological tendency excessive, has placed a new and higher estimate
than before upon the scientific value of psychology” (ibid.).

It is helpful to recall that Psychologismus was first used in the first half
of the nineteenth century by thinkers explicitly opposed to the Hegelian
exaltation of a purportedly objective logic in which the indispensable
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categories for knowing anything whatsoever are dialectically derived. For
example, Friedrich Eduard Beneke (1798-1854) in Die Philosophie in ihrem
Verhdltnis zur Erfahrung (Berlin, 1833) argued: “With all of the concepts of
the philosophical disciplines [including logic and metaphysics], only what is
formed in the human soul according to the laws of its development can be
thought; if these laws are understood with certainty and clarity, then a
certain and clear knowledge of those disciplines is likewise achieved” (xv).
Psychology is, in effect, prima philosophia: it is the discipline from which
all of the other philosophical disciplines are derived.14 In the second half of
the nineteenth century and the opening years of the twentieth, this tendency,
at least according to Peirce, gathered momentum and came to be nothing
less than one of the defining features of philosophical thought. He was
convinced, however, that this tendency was as disastrous as it was
widespread.

. Beneke was of course a minor figure in the history of philosophical
thought, especially in connection with Anglo-American philosophy,
however prescient he and other mostly forgotten authors (e.g., Jakob
Friedrich Fries) were in their advocacy of Psychologismus. For Husserl as
well as Peirce, it was a work by an English author from the second half of
the nineteenth century, not one by a German writer from the first, that
provided him with a target at which to shoot. For both of these opponents of
psychologism, the most important historical representative of the opposite
tendency (that of appealing to psychological facts as a warrant for our
logical laws) was John Stuart Mill (see Dougherty, 87). They saw him as a
part of a tradition and, in crucial respects, as the distillation of the principal
methodological commitments of the British empiricist tradition and, closely
allied with this, British associationist psychology (e.g., David Hartley,
Thomas Brown, and of course James Mill as well as his son John Stuart).

It is J.S. Mill [in Chapter XXI of his Examination of Sir William Hamilton's
Philosophy (1865)] who insists that how we ought to think can be ascertained
in no other way than by reflection upon those psychological laws which teach
us how we must needs think. But here we have to distinguish the case in
which the compulsion attaches to that subconscious thought over which we
have no control, and the case in which it attaches to conscious reasoning. (CP
2.47)

~ Logical compulsion needs to be sharply distinguished from other forms
of compujsion. It pertains only to thought over which we can exercise a
measure of control, thus only to conscious (and not subconscious) thought.
When Mill or anyone else identifies a compulsion to which conscious
thought might be subjected, “what he no doubt has in mind is, that a person
ought to think in the way in which he would be compelled to think, if he
duly reflected, and made his thoughts clear, and brought his whole
knowledge to bear” (CP 2.47).
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Such compulsion is not Eﬁomoa upon the course of thought ab extra;
rather we are compelled to think in this way partly as a result of our
identification, however imperfect or wavering, with the norms of
rationality.15 Any conclusion logically forced upon me is one I take myself
to be compelled to accept, given my commitment to the canons of logic and,
more generally, the norms of rationality.16 Logical compulsion and rational
autonomy are, thus, of a piece. Peirce creatively appropriated the Kantian
theme of autonomy, that is, self-legislation, and made it even more central to
his account of knowledge, including his theory of logic, than did Kant. Just
as physicians might be called upon to heal themselves, so judges might be
challenged to judge themselves as severely as they have others. The
cultivation of habits of self-criticism, so indispensable to the acquisition of a
character in control of itself, is required of anyone who would assume the
role of judge or critic in Peirce’s sense.

Peirce also used Critic to designate one of the three branches of logic,
that ‘which classifies arguments and determines the validity and degree of
force of each kind” (1.191). What makes matters somewhat confusing is that
Peirce used the term logic in a broad sense, one coextensive with semeiotic
(or the general theory of signs), but also in a narrower sense, one limited to
but one of the branches of logic-as-semeiotic. Just as logic-as-semeiotic is
one of three normative sciences, so Critic is one of three branches of “logic”
(neither the first nor the last, i.e., neither the branch of logic concerned with
the most basic naomconm nor that one concerned with the most vital
questions).

Peirce was fond of correlating the three branches of “logic” broadly
conceived (in other words, semeiotic) to the disciplines making up the
medieval trivium. (What also leads to confusion here is that he did not settle
on a set of terms for identifying the disciplines making up his semeiotic
trivium, though speculative grammar, critical logic, and speculative rhetoric
[see, e.g., 2.93], or, alternatively, stechiology, critic, and methodeutic [NEM

- 4, 21] — or some combinations of these terms or close variants! — are the

ones most frequently used.) The grammar of thought in its logical sense
encompasses principally a theory of signs, especially those indispensable for
carrying out the work of inquiry. Since signs are the elements of thought,
Peirce called this part of semeiotic stechiology as well as speculative
grammar (the modifier here was of course used to distinguish grammar in

this sense from its more traditional meaning). The logic of thought, again, in_

the irreducibly logical sense of thought concerns, in the main, criticism of
reasoning as good or bad” (2.144), or inference as valid or invalid.17 Peirce
occasionally called this branch of the trivium Critical Logic but also (more
frequently) simply Critic. In Peirce’s case, the rhetoric of thought did not
primarily concern persuasion so much as “the methods that ought to be
pursued in the investigation, in the exposition, and in the application of
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truth” (1.192). As a result of this emphasis, Peirce came to prefer the term
methodeutic as a name for this part of the trivium,18

The relevance of 8ow=5w these points here is ‘that the question of
psychologism obviously arises in the context of logic. Hence, how one
addresses this question will depend to some extent on how one conceives
logic. Of course, it is also true that how one answers this question cannot
help but carry implications for how one defines logic. In some crucial
respects, it would be-difficult (as already noted) to find a more militant
opponent to psychologism than Peirce. But, given the direction in which his
understanding evolved (Fisch 1986, 338-41), it can also only be difficult to
see how both his speculative grammar and speculative rhetoric (or,
stechiology and methodeutic) do not force him to betray his resolute
commitment to advancing an “antipsychological” approach to logical topics.

In semeiotic, Peirce was principally devoted to discovering “what must
be the character of all signs used by a ‘scientific’ inteligence, that is to say,
by an intelligence capable of learning from experience” (2.227). His critic of
inferential forms was, thus, only a part of a more encompassing critical
enterprise — a critic of scientific intelligence (or experimental reason).

In sum, Peirce was committed to maintaining a sharp distinction
between the de jure questions characteristic of logical investigation and the
de facto ones definitive of such experimental investigations as psychology,
anthropology, and linguistics. The grammars reconstructed by linguists are
one thing, the grammar of thought at the fountainhead of logic quite another.
Moreover, the laws governing our psychological processes are one thing,
those directing our logical operations quite another, so much so that “laws”
is being used here in an equivocal sense. Insofar as psychology is a natural
science, its laws are akin to those of physics, not those of ethics. Insofar as
logic is a normative science, its laws are not merely akin to, but truly
instances of the laws or principles identifiable with ethics. “The phenomena
of reasoning are, in their general features, parallel to those of moral conduct.
For reasoning is essentially thought that is under self-control, just as moral
conduct is conduct under self-control” (1.606).19 To speak of logical and
moral endeavor being merely parallel, however, is potentially misleading, so
Peirce immediately goes on to stress the identity he intends here: “Indeed,

. reasoning is a species of controlled conduct and as such necessarily partakes

of the essential features of controlled conduct” (CP 1.606), that is, of ethical
conduct (see 5.419-20). But, given this view of logical conduct, how is it
possible to exclude from consideration the motives, judgments, actions, and
habits of deliberative agents? And, given the necessity to include
consideration of these factors, how is it possible to avoid lapsing into
psychologism?
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3. Peirce’s .9.5.@:« of Psychologism

This much is, at any rate, indisputable: Peirce emphatically rejected all
attempts to ground logic in psychology. Here logic designates (as we have
already noted) a normative discipline devoted to establishing (among other
things) the laws of valid inference,0 whereas psychology signifies an
experimental science, closely allied with other experimental inquiries (e.g.,
physiology and anatomy, on the one side, and linguistics and history, on the
other), concerned principally with explaining the affective, volitional, and
cognitive processes and dispositions of human and other organisms. The
paradigm of psychologism was, for Peirce, to be found in John Stuart Mill’s
classification of the sciences, as this was presented in An Examination of Sir
William Hamilton’s Philosophy. Logic is, according to Mill,

...not a science distinct from, and coordinate to, 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,

The attempt to subsume the science of logic under the rubric of
psychology?! and, moreover, that of reducing this normative science to an
art of reasoning betrayed a fundamental misunderstanding of the status,
scope, and character of this science. Whatever else it is, logic is not applied
psychology. If anything, the reverse is true: psychologists are aided in their
investigations by drawing upon the more abstract science of semeiotic,
Peirce’s name for the study of signs in general (a study inclusive of what we
ordinarily understand by logic).22

Beyond the fact of Peirce’s rejection of psychologism, much is open to
dispute. Imre Lakatos has criticized Peirce for being psychologistic (1978;
see Zheng). Indeed, as I highlighted in the Introduction, Peirce criticized
various of his own writings for being not only too nominalistic but also too
psychologistic! (Thompson, xii). Peirce’s critique of psychologism is
intimately connected with his classification of the sciences and, thus, hardly

.comprehensible apart from the exact status Peirce accords to logic in this

intricate scheme. But it is not very likely that those who are interested
principally in the question of psychologism will-have the patience to work
through the details of this scheme. In any event, Peirce’s critique cannot be
casily extracted from his most basic philosophical commitments regarding
the nature of logical investigation in particular and that of the normative
sciences (esthetics, ethics, and logic) in general; also those regarding his
eventual identification of logic with semeiotic; and, finally, those regarding
of course his conception of psychology.

As is so often the case with him,2 it is far from clear whether his
position is entirely consistent or coherent. Part of the difficulty is that “this
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life-long student of reasonings” (3.415) seized countless occasions to
denounce the reductionism implicit in psychologism, but never presented his
brief against psychologism in a systematic, extended manner. So the
interpreter of Peirce is required to reconstruct a position Peirce himself did
not fully present. Another part of the difficulty is that, in reconstructing
Peirce’s position, the expositor cannot avoid considering texts from quite
distinct phases in Peirce’s intellectual career. Accordingly, apparent
inconsistencies might be resolved by a consideration of the chronological
development of Peirce’s sustained reflections on logical topics. But this

-difficulty itself points to yet another one: the still somewhat chaotic state of

Peirce’s manuscripts often makes it difficult to reconstruct with the requisite
accuracy the actual chronology of Peirce’s philosophical development,
especially insofar as it bears upon a topic on which he frequently proclaims
his stance but rarely details the bases of this stance. Regarding the topic of
psychologism, there is, nonetheless, a decided tendency in Peirce’s
voluminous writings. The main drift of his most considered judgment is
clear enough to discern and, in some measure, to detail. My aim here, then,
is the modest one of presenting the outline of what I take to be Peirce’s
position regarding psychologism; and to do so in such a way as to help, on
the one side, expositors of Peirce carrying this work forward and, on the
other, those interested in the topic of psychologism to ascertain the
relevance of Peirce to their interests.

To repeat, Peirce staked his position regarding psychologism very early.
In 1865, Peirce as a very young man presented at Harvard a series of
lectures “On the Logic of Science.” In the course of these lectures, he made
a point of criticizing Mill’s attempt to justify induction (see, e.g., W 1, 223).
At the outset, he set in sharp contrast “antipsychological views” of logic (W
1, 163) from psychological conceptions of this discipline. “The one great
source of error in all attempts to a Logic of Science has been the
misconception of the nature and definition of logic” (W 1, 163). The next
year Peirce gave a series of lectures at the Lowell Institute close to those he
presented at Harvard University.

“Logic has nothing at all to do with operations of the understanding,
acts of the mind, or facts of the intellect” (W 1, 164). But insisting on this is
not sufficient: we must go a step farther and “adopt a thoroughly
unpsychological view of logic” (W 1, 164). This step is one of the most
decisive in Peirce’s philosophical development, since it marks the direction
in which he will move, though on occasion circuitously, until the end of his
life. In addition, it points to an important affinity between Peirce and
Wittgenstein. The physiological, psychological, and other processes
accompanying or enabling the transformation of signs by which inferences
are actually drawn by human beings in the actual circumstances of their
intellectual lives are irrelevant to the assessment of the validity of these
inferences. What is relevant is the thought embodied in some communicable
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form such that it might be made a focal object of critical assessment. In
order words, what is salient is the symbolization of thought.¢ Thinking
conceived as an inner or private process breathing life into signs and
endowing inherently meaningless sounds or squiggles with externally
ascribed meanings and implications falls utterly outside of the purview of
logic. Thinking understood as a form of conduct (or species of endeavor),
however, does not fall outside the scope of logic, at least as Peirce in time
came to envision this discipline. But, in noting this, I am jumping ahead of
the story. At this point what calls for emphasis is the distinction between
thinking and thought as well as the connection between thought and
symbolization. The logical process (or operation) of thinking is nothing
other than that which is embodied in as sequence of signs, chief among these
being icons and, specifically, diagrams, wherein logical relationships are
cast in perspicuous form. Whatever other process of thought accompanies or
underwrites what can, in principle, be displayed in publicly observable signs
falls outside the scope of logic proper.2s This implies that thought is one
with expression, though not identical with any particular system of
expression; the forms of thought with which logician are preoccupied are
ones open to being expressed in various ways and by different languages.

In a late manuscript (MS 293; c. 1906), though one stressing the
position to which Peirce was led four decades before by his rejection of
psychologism, he imagines his reader asking him, “‘There is [from your
perspective] no difference between Thought and Thinking, is there?’” (5).26
Peirce’s response is worth quoting in its entirety:

I reply, There is indeed. ‘Thinking’ is a fabled ‘operation of the mind’ by
which an imaginary object is brought before one’s gaze. If that object is a
Sign upon which an argument may turn [i.e., if that imaginary object performs
an illative function], we call it a Thought. All that we know of the ‘Thinking’
is that we afterwards remember that our attention was actively on the stretch,
and that we seemed to be creating Objects of Transformations of Objects
while noting their analogy to something supposed to be real, we choose to call
an ‘operation of the mind’; and we are, of course, quite justified in doing so,
provided it be well understood that its being consists merely in our so
regarding it, just as Alexander, Hannibal, Caesar constitute a single quaterion
or plural of four, as long as we put them together in thought. The ‘operation of
the mind’ is an ens rationis. This is my insufficient excuse for speaking of it
as ‘fabled.” (MS 293, 5-6)

At least these points merit comment. It is not absurd to suppose that a
process akin to introspection allows us to glimpse something of our own
processes of thinking. But, strictly speaking, introspection is a process of
retrospection (“All that we know of the ‘Thinking’ is what we afterwards
remember...””). Even so, the process of thinking is not so much observed as
hypothesized: it is a guess put forth as a way of explaining the conjuring and
transformation of objects in our imaginations. To use a distinction drawn by

C.S. PEIRCE’S CRITIQUE OF PSYCHOLOGISM 167

Michael Polanyi, we are focally aware of imaginary objects and (at least)
their more manifest transformations, but (at most) only peripherally aware
of the processes by which these objects are brought to cur attention and,
then, transformed under our scrutiny. Insofar as these transformations are
private, incommunicable processes, they are irrelevant to logic; however,
insofar as they are, in principle, public, communicable procedures, they
possibly fall within the scope of logic. The objects being considered here are
only secondarily objects, entia to which our attention is drawn or ones
capable of resisting, in some manner and measure, our efforts to make of
them whatever we wish; they are primarily signs, entia %»i?m our
attention to something other than themselves. Their being resides not in their
opposition (or secondness), but in their mediation (or thirdness) — their
capacity to link what otherwise would be disparate.?’ These ESmSwQ
objects are, however, signs in a distinctive context, that of objective inquiry
(“If that object is a Sign upon which an argument may turn {or an inference
may hinge], we call it a Thought”). Yet this is thought in a logical, not a
psychological, sense; for it is defined by its role or function in an Emoﬂsbn.

The explication of this late manuscript returns us, just at this point, to
the additional step any antipsychological approach to logical investigations
must take, if it is to move decisively beyond the province of psychologism.
For the purposes of illustration, Peirce offers the syllogism:

All conquerors are Butchers
Napoleon is a conqueror
~. Napoleon is a Butcher.

Peirce informed his audience: “Now this [sequence of propositions] has
a particular logical character to me as I write it; it has the same to you as you
read it; it will have the same if you read it tomorrow; and while it remains
on the board it will retain the same character to whoever can read it” (W 1,
164). In other words, the form of this inference is both trans-personal and
trans-temporal. To what extent is this form dependent on thought, on a
process of a__an:m by which this conclusion is inferred from these
premises? Or, in Peirce’s words, “is this logical character a form of QS:NE
only?”” (W 1, 164-65). Of course, this itself depends on how thought is
understood in this context. But thought as a unique, psychological process is
one locus of the logical character of this inferential form, not the origin of or
warrant for this form. So, Peirce notes: “My thought when I wrote it was a
different event from each one of your thoughts, and your thoughts will be
different if you read it again from what they were when you read it just now.
The thoughts were many, but the form was one” (W 1, 165). The words on
the blackboard as much embody the logical form of this syllogistic inference
as do the thoughts by which the propositions are understood and the
conclusion drawn. Logical forms reside in whatever symbols they are or can
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be instantiated, including of course those symbols indicative of the
relationship among the other symbols. “The psychological view is that these
forms are only realized in thought, and that language is essential to thought”
(W 1, 165). In contrast, the “antipsychological view is that they are forms of
all symbols whether internal or external [whether those employed by the
imagination of some individual or those instituted by the members of some
community] but that they only are [so] by virtue of possible thought” (ibid.).
This decisive step in the direction of a thoroughly antipsychologistic logic
is, thus, the recognition: the “logical form is already realized in the symbol
itself; the psychologists [and, of greater relevance to us, the psychologists in
logic] say that it is only realized when the symbol is understood” (W1, 165-
66). The comprehension of a symbol or series of symbols would, upon the
latter view, be a mental operation in the psychological sense. .
Note that Peirce includes a reference to thought (more precisely, to
“possible thought™) in his characterization of antipsychologistic logic. But
the form of thought to which he is referring here is that of thought in
general, not any peculiar or particular manner or species of thought. Such
thought turns out to be semiosis, or the activity of signs.28 It is by no means
the thought peculiar to conscious, deliberative agents such as human beings
are capable of becoming. In this sense, logical machines as much as
conscious organisms are capable of thought, though (at least at this juncture)
not the higher grades of reflexive criticism characteristic of language-using
animals such as human beings. In a different context, Peirce suggests:

A decapitated frog almost reasons [when it uses one leg to wipe acid off the
other]. The habit that is in his cerebellum serves as a major premises. The
excitation of a drop of acid is his minor premises. And his conclusion is the
act of wiping it away. 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; see 2.711).

Peirce is fairly consistent in using the term reasoning to designate an
inference over which a process of deliberate control has been exercised, in
contrast to the more rudimentary process of inference, by which the truth of
one or more propositions is taken as the warrant for the truth of another. A
decapitated frog is, regarding inference properly understood, no worse off
than a logical machine: the action of try to wipe the acid off its leg embodies
nothing less than an inference. It lacks, however, the capacity to reason, for
it cannot subject its inferences to ever higher levels of logical assessment.
Thus, a seemingly mechanical action (the reflex of the frog in response to
this stimulus and a straightforwardly mechanical operation (that of the
computations done by machines) are ones in which logical forms, albeit
generally ones of a quite rudimentary form, are realized. Thought in neither
the distinctively human nor strictly psychological sense accounts for the

~ logic of these operations.
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What Peirce asserts regarding semiosis might, with equal justice, m_v.mu be
asserted of inference: “No doubt, intelligent consciousness mugt enter into
the series” at some point (2.303), at least if the series is carried out to any
great extent. In any case, Peirce’s conception of logic does not preclude
reference to thought in every sense, though it does rule out reference to
thought in its psychological sense. Intelligent consciousness w.a the form
possessed by deliberative agents able to mind what they say and infer cannot
be denied .

What threatens to muddy the waters, however, is a distinction drawn by
Peirce for the sake of clarifying his mature understanding of logic as a
normative science. Logic as a theory of inquiry (more fully, a normative -
account of objective investigation) is, at bottom, a branch of o@:oﬁ While
logic is specifically concerned with self-controlled Eocmrm. nE._om is more
generally preoccupied with self-controlied action. That is, inquiry — nim.
science — is a form of conduct and, as such, it is partly defined by its
susceptibility to criticism. Criticism is to be exercised in the ma_.&oo. of
control; indeed, self-criticism makes self-control possible. Scientific
investigation is a self-corrective practice because scientific investigators are
self-critical, self-controlling agents, who mind carefully what they say and
otherwise do, deliberately altering their conduct in light of the consequences
of their exertions. -

To make sense out of any one of the normative sciences, it is necessary
to see that the realization of this endeavor flows from the systematic
deliberation of rational agents. In order to describe, interpret, or evaluate the
deliberations of such agents, one must have recourse to such concepts as
intention, belief, doubt, and investigation. But, from Peirce’s perspective,
these are not in the strict sense psychological truths. To cite a passage
quoted in the Introduction, logic “does rest on certain facts of experience
among which are facts about men” and women (5.110; emphasis added).
Not all facts of experience pertaining to the mind of wﬁuw.am are
psychological facts in the sense relevant to the question of psychologism. So
Peirce insists upon a distinction:

Under an appeal to psychology is not meant every appeal to any fact relating
to mind. For it is, for logical purposes, important to &mnnémus between
gomg.—oaonwngiiornam:gouomsggggnﬁ
systematic study of mind [i.e., psychological truths in the strict mon.u&. wE_
facts the knowledge of which altogether antecedes such study, and is not in
the least affected by it [truths Peirce sometimes identified as psychical, in

" contradistinction from psychologicall; such as the fact that there is such a
state of mind as doubt, and the fact that the mind struggles to escape from
doubt. (2.210)

For the restricted purpose of classifying and evaluating forms of
inference, there need be no recourse even to the vague, ».bnooo@gq truths
derived from our experience of ourselves as rational, deliberative agents.
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.m.Q. Eo broader purpose of offering a compelling account of our logical
-Investigations as normative investigations, reliance on. such truths seems
inescapable. In any event, Peirce’s early efforts to articulate the logic of
science in time evolved into his mature project of formulating an ethics of
inquiry, wherein the normative science of ethics is conceived in such a way
as to provide the principles and norms for the normative science of logic.

4. The .wﬁaaa of Signs

But, once Peirce has introduced into the province of logic  such
considerations as these, has he not completely compromised his anti-
psychologism? I do not suppose that he has, but I also do not know how to
show the consistency of his opposition to psychologism, apart from offering
a completely convincing account of his nuanced conception of logic,
precisely in its status as a normative science. It might nonetheless be helpful
to sketch some of the more salient features of his distinctive approach to this
normative science. I will do so principally as a way of suggesting how a
critique of psychologism, via a transformation of logic into semeiotic,
entails nothing less than a radical reconceptualization of “the nature and
definition of logic.” In turn, such a reconceptualization of logic cannot help
but redefine the context in which the question of psychologism is most
properly addressed. . :

Peirce widened the scope of logic, making it coextensive with a general
theory of signs. In addition, he redefined the formal object of experimental
psychology, making it much wider than the study of consciousness. As a
logician — indeed, as one whose acquaintance with logic went back to his
youth and whose work as a philosopher was described principally as that of
a logician — Peirce hesitantly modified the shape of the discipline with
which he more deeply identified than any other. As someone who performed
only a handful of psychological experiments, Peirce very reluctantly — but
quite strenuously — proposed that psychologists were mistaken about the
nature of their own undertaking. Peirce noted: “No doubt, it seems an
extraordinary piece of presumption for a man to tell a large body of
scientific men fro whom he professes high respect that they do not know
what are the problems which they are endeavoring to solve; that while they
think they trying to make clear the phenomena of consciousness, it is really
something quite different that they are trying to do” (CP 7.367). Even so,
Peirce felt compelled to define the formal object of experimental
psychology in a manner at odds with the disciplinary self-understanding of
the psychologists of his own day:

For ﬂ psychology were restricted to phenomena of consciousness, the
establishment of mental associations, the taking of habits, which is the very
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market-place of psychology, would be outside its boulevards. To say of such

departments of psychology, — from every point of view, the most essential
parts of it, — that they are studies of consciousness, is as if the ichthyologist
were to define his science as a study of water. (7.367) ‘

The normative science of logic was, in Peirce’s judgment, far removed
from the experimental science of psychology. His advocacy of doctrines
such as pragmatism and anthropomorphism, however, seem to compromise
or even completely undermine his stance toward psychologism. He came to
clarify his logical maxim of pragmatism and, in the course of doing so, he
defended “a shocking leaming toward anthropomorphic conceptions”
(5.212). He went so far as to insist: “I hold...that man is so completely
hemmed in by the bounds of his possible practical experience, his mind is so
restricted to being the instrument of his needs, that he cannot, in the least,
mean anything that transcends those limits” (5.536; see 5.47).

Peirce’s anthropomorphism seems to entail psychologism. He appears to
have sensed that this is the case. Peirce’s characterization of logic as the
ethics of the intellect also appears to drive him in the direction- of
psychologism. He expressed misgivings about many of his own formulations

precisely because they seem to imply that logic can be based on psychology.

One of the ways he tried to avoid these embarrassing implications was by
drawing a distinction between psychological and psychical truths. One of
the most important underlying presumptions of his logical investigations
was that of a deliberative agent able indirectly to control his conduct,
because the cultivation of habits fell within the scope of this agent’s power.
For certain purposes, we can abstract a purely formal definition of sign
from the concrete phenomena with which we are so intimately familiar.
Though the signs with which we are acquainted almost always involve
minds as either their utterers or interpreters, signs as such are definable apart
from any reference to mind. Peirce often felt the need to throw a sop to
Cerebus, but he often took pains to define a sign without doing so. Perhaps
his most famous definition of sign is, in truth, a compromised definition, for
it explains the nature of a sign by appealing to the agency of mind: “A sign,
or representamen, is something which stands to somebody for something in
some respect or capacity. It addresses somebody, that is, creates in the mind
of that person an equivalent sign, or perhaps a more developed sign” (CP
2.228). A text akin to this is found in one of Peirce’s letters to Victoria Lady
Welby, though here he explicitly notes the limitation of his characterization:
“I define a Sign as anything which is so determined by something else,
called its Object, and so determines an effect upon a person, which effect I
call its Interpretant, that the latter [the Interpretant] is mediately determined
by the former [the Object]” (Wiener, 404). But, then, Peirce immediately
notes: “My insertion of ‘upon a person’ is a sop to Cerebus, because I
despair of making my own broader conception uinderstood” (ibid.). But,
given definitions both antecedent and subsequent to this one, definitions in
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which all reference to mind is intentionally eliminated, it is important not to
make too much of Peirce’s despair in this regard. His hope of crafting a
purely formal and completely antipsychological definition of a sign never
truly died. Hence, in his application for a grant from the Carnegie
Foundation for the purpose of supporting his systematic elaboration of his
entire philosophy, Peirce indicated: “A definition of a sign will be given
which no more refers to human thought [thus to the human mind or any
analogous agency] than does the definition of a line as the place which a
particles occupies, part by part, during a lapse of time” (NEM 4, 20). This is
close to the definition formulated in a letter to Lady Welby quoted above,
except in one decijsive respect (the nature of the interpretant is not identified
as an effect upon any mind): “Namely, a sign is something, A, which brings
something, B, its interpretant sign determined or created by it, into the same
sort of correspondence with something, C, its object, as that in which [the
sign] itself stands to C” (NEM 4, 20-21). Given the topic of this paper and
thus the question of how to conceive logic (in particular, how to consider the
source from which logic derives its conclusions, if not from psychology or
any other such discipline), Peirce’s next assertion is of the utmost
importance: “It is from this definition, together with a definition of ‘formal,’
that I deduce mathematically the principles of logic” (NEM 4, 21). This
assertion cannot be fully unpacked here. For our purposes, let it suffice to
highlight the following points. The logical notion of sign concerns those
relationships (iconic, indexical, and above all illative?® relationships)
implicated in inference, only insofar as these relationships obtain without
reference to mind. The relationships constitutive of any sign in its most
general form might be diagrammed, just as those pertaining to sequences of
signs wherein some part of these is put forth as a warrant for another part
might also be diagrammed. In these diagrams and other symbols, the logical
form is fully realized (W 1, 165-66).

But the sphere of inquiry in which the logical relationships obtaining
among quite various signs are made into the focal object of scientific
intelligence is, like any other such sphere, one carved out by means of what
Peirce called prescissive (or precisive) abstraction. Yet, within this
prescinded domain of logical investigation, Aypostatic abstractions play an
enormous role (see Zeman). T. L. Short helps us, with his characteristic
precision and clarity, to discern this distinction: “Hypostatic differs from
precisive abstraction: the latter consists in selecting one feature from a
complex of features or a concrete object, as when we say of something that
it is large, while the former [or hypostatic abstraction] makes this feature
into an object of reference, as when we speak of something’s largeness
(4.322; 2.364)” (1997: 295). By means of hypostatic abstraction, “a
mathematician conceives the particle as occupying a point. The place is now
made a subject of thought....When the mathematician regards an operation
as itself the subject of operations, he is using abstraction...” (NEM 4, 11).
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We are always already caught up in an exchange of signs, far
outstripping our comprehension, even apart from our initiation or intention.
We inhabit a space of signs, wherein what is manifest is ineluctably taken as
evidence for what is hidden, absent, or in some other way (at least)
provisionally inaccessible. Hence, there is a space of reasons inseparable
from space of signs in which we live and move and have our being. This
dimension of our world deserves to be considered in its own right.

Mathematics and phenomenology enable us to do so. The operations of
mathematics provide us with an intimate acquaintance with countless
instances in which various aspects of the empirical world are considered in
their own right, apart from all else. Phenomenology partly takes its
inspiration from these operations, paying special attention to the recursive
functions wherein operations may be performed on themselves or other
operations (see Savan 1987-88: 12-14). There is, at any rate, a
phenomenological derivation of a purely formal definition of sign. m..B.B this
purely formal definition of sign, there is a “mathematically” deduction of
the laws of logic. For certain purposes, then, we can abstract a purely formal
definition of sign and, from this and allied conceptions, deduce the purely
formal laws of logic. But the work of the logician is hardly exhausted by the
execution of these tasks. It may properly extend to nothing less than a
comprehensive, normative account of scientific intelligence in its most basic
sense but also in its diverse forms.

In any event, what we encounter in Peirce’s writings is a logician who,
in some respects, protects the autonomy of logic as a formal, normative
discipline but who, in other respects, insists upon offering a robust account
of this and the other two normative disciplines (ethics and esthetics), such
that securing this field of inquiry, precisely as an irreducibly normative
undertaking, is the singular achievement of that historical community of
deliberative agents known as logicians. The question of whether or not
Peirce vitiates his critique of psychologism by incorporating within logic the
array of considerations needed to make adequate sense out of self-controlled
thought — this question cannot be answered without assessing the viability
of Peirce’s inclusive, semeiotic conception of logic. This essay in its
entirely, let alone at its very conclusion, cannot be the place for undertaking
such an assessment. The consistency and force of Peirce’s critique of
psychologism, hence, depends in the last analysis on the cogency and
legitimacy of his understanding of logic. At this juncture, this can only mean
that the question is an open one.

Department of Philosophy
The Pennsylvania State University, USA
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NOTES

1 In “Peirce’s Place in American Thought,” Max H. Fisch quotes from a series of lectures
given by Peirce in 1892 to the Lowell Institute: “I am above all things a student of logic; and
have especially devoted myself to the historical study of the logic of science” (314).

2 In 1865, at the age of twenty-six, Peirce delivered at Harvard a series of lectures entitled
“On the Logic of Science.” In the opening paragraphs of the first lecture, he sharply
distinguished psychological from unpsychological approaches to logic, emphatically aligning
himself with the latter (W 1, 162-64).

3 In “How to Make Our Ideas Clear,” Peirce argued for the need to go beyond abstract verbal
definitions — positively, for pragmatic, thus experiential, clarification of the terms on which
our investigations hinge. Famously, but not all too clearly, he proposed this maxim:
“Consider what effects, that might conceivably have practical bearings, we conceive the
object of our conception to have. Then, our conception of these effects is the whole of our
conception of the object” (5.402).

4 Nicholas St. John Green, a lawyer in Boston, “often urged [upon Peirce and the other
members of the Metaphysical Club, an informal discussion group,] the importance of
applying Bain’s definition of belief, as ‘that upon which a man is prepared to act.” From this
definition, pragmatism is scarce more than a corollary; so that I am disposed to think of him
[St. John Green] as the grandfather of pragmatism” (5.12). This definition of belief can be
found in Bain’s The Emotions and the Will (1875), Chapter 11, 505. It is of course not
insignificant that Bain was a psychologist and, moreover, that the definition of belief at the
center of pragmatism is taken from a work in psychology.

5 This is the year in which William James presented at the University of California, Berkeley,
his famous lecture “Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results.” What Peirce’s essays
in the Popular Science Monthly two decades earlier failed to accomplish James’s lecture
dramatically did — a hearing for pragmatism. See Max H. Fisch’s “American Pragmatism
Before and After 1898” (1986, chapter 15).

6 Peirce tended to think of James as a gifted psychologist but a suspect philosopher, suspect
precisely because James lacked training in mathematics and hardly ever resisted expressing
his antipathy toward logic. For Peirce, pragmatism was a logical doctrine; thus, the
transformation of it into a psychological position distorted his position beyond recognition,
Hence, he eventually proposed to call his own position pragmaticism, in order to differentiate
it from the psychological, subjectivistic, and humanistic doctrines flying under the banner of
pragmatism. He felt certain that his neologism was “ugly enough to be safe from kidnappers”
(5.414). : .
7 “Among the things which the reader, as a rational person, does not doubt; is that he not
merely has habits, but also can exert a measure of self-control over his future actions; which
means, however, not that he can impart to them any arbitrarily assigned character, but, n the
contrary, that a process of self-preparation will tend to impart to action (when the occasion for
it shall arise), one fixed character” (5.418). “Now the theory of Pragmaticism was originally
based, as anybody will see who examines the papers of November 1877 and January 1878
[“The Fixation of Belief” and “How to Make Our Ideas Clears,” respectivelyl, upon the study
of that experience of the phenomena of self-control which is common to all grown men and
women; and it seems evident that to some extent, at least, it must always be so based. For it is
to conceptions of deliberate conduct that Pragmaticism would trace the intellectual purport of
symbols; and deliberate conduct is self-controlled conduct. Now control may itself be
controlled, criticism itself subjected to criticism; and ideally there is no obvious definite limit
to the sequence” (5.442).

8 “All knowledge whatever comes by observation; but different sciences are observational in
such radically different senses that the kind of information derived from the observation of
one department of science (say natural history) could not possibly afford the information
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required of observation by another branch (say mathematics)” (1.238). In a different context,
Peirce notes: “But the imaginary constructions of the mathematician, and even dreams, so far
approximate to reality as to have a certain degree of fixity, in consequence of which they can
be recognized and identified as individuals. In short, there is a degenerate form of observation
which is directed to the creations of our own minds — using the word observatioa in its fuil
sense as implying some degree of fixity and quasi-reality in the object to which it endeavours
to conform. Accordingly, we find that indices are absolutely indispensable in mathematics”
(2.305). ,

9 “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 cenoscpic attack upon the problems of the nature, properties, and varieties of
Signs, in the spirit of twentieth-century science[?]” (EP 2: 462).

10 Signs are, in Peirce’s judgment, “the only things with which a human being can, without
derogation, consent to have any transaction” (6.344).

11 Peirce once recalled: “when I was a babe in philosophy my bottle was filled from the
udders of Kant” (CP 2.113). Even before having encountered Kant, however, Peirce read
careful Friedrich Schiller’s Letters on Aesthetic Education. But the first philosopher on whom
he truly cut his teeth (an apt metaphor here given Peirce’s own — “the udders of Kant”!) was
the author of the Critique of Pure Reason.

12 “As for that phrase ‘studying in a literary spirit’ it is impossible to express how nauseating
it is to any scientific man, yes even to the scientific linguist” (CP 1.33). See Haack (1998).

13 ogic is, from Peirce’s perspective, “the theory of right reasoning, of what reasoning ought
to be, not of what it is. On that account, it used to be called a directive science, but of late
years <erweg’s adjective normative has been generally substituted” (CP 2.7; see 2.52).

14 1In a letter to William James dated October 3, 1904, Peirce stressed: “phenomenology is
one science and psychology a very different one. I know that you are not inclined to see much
value in distinguishing between one science and another. But my opinion is that it is
absolutely .necessary to any progress [in the sciences]. 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 methodological development the
distinctions are of the greatest concem. Phenomenology has no right to appeal to logic, except
to deductive logic [as exemplified in the practice of mathematical reasoning]. On the contrary,
logic must be founded on phenomenology. Psychology, you may say, observes the same facts
as phenomenology does. No. It does not observe the same facts. It looks upon the same world;
— the same world that the astronomer looks at. But what it observes in that world is different.
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; emphasis added).

15 John E. Smith suggests it is imperative to distinguish between formal and living reason.
There is no question that: “Rational assurance in the form of argument that is rationally
compelling involves a measure of distance or separation of the individual self from the object
of proof’ (109). But it is equally unquestionable that the force of an argument is not forced
upon rational agents ab extra. Hence, Smith 'stresses: “Living reason is not a power alien to
the self, a purely universal and abstract set of rules which is indifferent both to the individual
thinker and to the differences between [or among] subject matters thought about. Living
reason is the process whereby the self seeks to trace out rational pattern in its experiences; the
self recognizes and acknowledges its own nature as a rational being in that process. There is
no sense [or, at most, very little sense] of external compulsion and no sense of being
determined by a merely formal necessity” (113).

16 See Charles Taylor’s “Rationality” for why rationality is not reducible to logicality.

17 Peirce immediately goes on to stress: “Now it is idle o to criticize an operation which is
beyond all control, correction, or improvement” (2.144).

18 Max H. Fisch suggests that Peirce’s semeiotic-as-logic evolved in the direction of making -
methodeutic (or speculative rhetoric) the most important branch of his logical trivium, though
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Peirce did not live long enough to elaborate this branch as fully as he had the other two
(1986, 292-93). This suggestion is, in my judgment, correct.
19 Thought in its logical is, for Peirce, a species of conduct, so there is something misleading
about this passage insofar as it sets thought in contrast to conduct.
20 One of Peirce’s earliest but also most famous series of articles, the so-called “cognition-
series” appearing in The Journal of Speculative Philosophy, grew out of an invitation from
William Harris to write a piece
21 Tt is interesting and important that the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, who roughly
at the same time as Peirce, imagined a comprehensive science of signs (of which his own
more restricted study of language would be only a part), also subsumed semiologiy under
psychology: “It is...possible to conceive of a science which studies the role of signs as part of
social life. It would form part of social psychology, and hence of general psychology. We
shall call it semiology (from the Greek semeion, sign). It would investigate the nature of
signs and the laws governing them. Since it does not yet exist, one cannot say for certain that
it will exist. But it has a right to exist, a place ready for it in advance. Linguistics is but one
branch of this general science. The laws which semiology will discover will be laws
applicable in linguistics, and linguistics will thus be assigned to a clearly defined place in the
field of human knowledge” (15-16). . :
2 “Of course, psychologists ought to make, as they are in point of fact they are making, their
own invaluable studies of the sign-making and sign-using functions, — invaluable, | 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
psychologist to regard...with something of the kind of disdain as he may naturally bestow
upon the still more vacuous studies of the pure mathematician, or would, if mathematics were
not so old a science that is rich granaries command respect” (EP 2: 461). These “more
elementary studies” fall within logic-as-semeiotic.
23 What John E. Smith noted long ago in reference to himself remains somewhat true of
many readers of Peirce today: “...I did {at first] confound the form in which his writings have
come to us with the logical structure of his thought. To discover Peirce’s theory on any given
topic one has to plow through volumes of papers, drafts and revisions of these drafts, reviews,
and partially completed manuscripts” (1970, 80-1). But, in doing so, he discovered that ‘on
any given topic there is a clear drift to his [Peirce’s] thought, even if he [Peirce] did not make
it easy for us to find it” (81).
% In a note on an article entitled “On the Natural Classification of an Argument” (1867), the
mature Peirce looking back explains his preference for the term argument: “I was inclined to
replace argument in this essay by inference (for, as Locke well says, ‘to infer is nothing but,
by virtue of one proposition laid down as true, to draw in another as true’...), until { reflected
that to do so would have the air of admitting what I could never admit, that logic is primarily

conversant with unexpressed thought and only secondarily with language” (2.461n1). He

suggests also: “all that we know of thought is but a reflection of what we know of its
expression” (2.466n1). This connects with several an early characterization of logic: “Logic is
objective symbolistic™” and, in turn, symbolistic “is the semiotic of symbols” (W 1, 303).
This characterization was an attempt to articulate the anti-psychological approach to logic
defended in the series of lectures “On the Logic of Science” (Harvard, 1865).

25 “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).

26 “How does this gibe with your former statement that reasoning is ‘self-controlled
thought’? There is no distinction between Thought and Thinking, is there?” (MS 293, 5).

21 Peirce’s three most basic categories were, most frequently, identified as firstness,
secondness, and thirdness. The function of these categories is principally heuristic: they were
%c«iﬂsggégmsﬁgO:oomnavng%s_gnﬁoﬁg:
qualitative immediacy, what a thing is apart from anything else. Secondness designates brute
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opposition, what anything is by virtue of its relation to something other than itself, Thirdness
encompasses mediation, intelligibility, continuity, and a vast array of allied conceptions.

28 In “The Blue Book” Ludwig Wittgenstein proposes: “It is misleading then to talk of
thinking as of a ‘meatal activity.’ We may say that thinking is essentially the activity of
operating with signs. The activity is performed by the hand, when we think by writing; by the -
mouth and larynx, when we think by speaking; and if you think by imagining signs or
pictures, I can give you no agent that thinks. If then you say that in such cases the mind
thinks, [ would only draw your attention to the fact that you are using a metaphor, that here
the mind is an agent in a different sense from that in which the hand can be said to be the
agent in writing” (6-7). He goes on to assert: “If again we talk about the locality where
thinking takes place we have a right to say that this locality is the paper on which we write or
the mouth which speaks. And if we talk of the head or the brain as the locality of though, this
is using the expression ‘locality of thinking’ in a different sense” (7). Peirce’s own position is
very close to, if not identical with, Wittgenstein’s: “There is no reason why ‘thought’...should
be taken in that narrow sense in which silence and darkness [i.e., the privacy of an allegedly
inaccessible consciousness] are favorable to it. It should rather be understood as covering all
rationsl life, 50 that an experiment shall be an operation of thought” (5.420). Elsewhere he
insists “it is much more true that the thoughts of a living writer are in any printed copy of his
book than they are in his brain” (7.364). He goes so far as to claim: “A psychologist cuts out a
lobe of my brain (nihil animale me alienum puto) and then, when I find I cannot express
myself, he says, ‘You see your faculty of language was localized in that lobe.” No doubt it
was; and, so if he had filched my inkstand, I should not have been able to continue my
discussion until I had got another. Yea, the very thought would not come to me. So my
faculty of discussion is equally localized in my inkstand. It is localization in the sense in
which a thing may be in two places at once” (7.366). See Skagestad 1999. .

2 Peirce claimed “the purpose of signs — which is the purpose of thought — is to bring
truth to expression. The law under which a sign must be true is the law of inference; and the
signs of a scientific intelligence must, above all other conditions, be such as to lend
themselves to inference. Hence, the illative relation is the primary and paramount semiotic
relation” (2.444n1).
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