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PRAGMATISM iIN RETROSPECT: A LAST FORMULATION *

.. Any philosophical doctrine that should be completely new could
hardly fail to prove completely false; but the rivulets at the head
of the river of pragmatism are easily traced back to almost any
desired antiquity.

Socrates bathed in these waters. Aristotle rejoices when he can
find them. They run, where least one would suspect them, beneath
the dry rubbish-heaps of Spinoza. Those clean definitions that
strew the pages of the Essay concerming Humane Understanding
(I refuse to reform the spelling) had been washed out in these same
pure springs. It was this medium, and not tar-water, that gave
health and strength to Berkeley’s earlier works, his Theory of Vision
and what remains of his Principles. From it the general views of
Kant derive such clearness as they have. Auguste Comte made
still more—much more—use of this element; as much as he saw
his way to using. Unfortunately, however, both he and Kant, in
their rather opposite ways, were in the habit of mingling these
sparkling waters with a certain mental sedative to which many men
are addicted—and the burly business men very likely to their
benefit, but which plays sad havoc with the philosophical constitu-
tion. I refer to the habit of cherishing contempt for the close study
of logic.

So much for the past. The ancestry of pragmatism is respectable
enough; but the more conscious adoption of it as lanterna pedibus
in the discussion of dark questions, and the elaboration of it into
a method in aid of philosophic inquiry came, in the first instance,
¢rom the humblest souche imaginable. It was in the earliest seven-
ties that a knot of us young men in Old Cambridge, calling ourselves,
half-ironically, hali-defiantly, “The Metaphysicat Club,”—for
agnosticism was then riding its high horse, and was frowning
superbly upon all metaphysics—used to meet, sometimes in my
study, sometimes in that of William James. It may be that some
of our old-time confederates would today not care to have such

* [From ms. ¢. 1906, the two spatial divisions each indicating an omission
of some paragraphs (CP 5.11-13, 464-8, 470-90, 491-6).]
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not in type use an English word to express an idea unrelated to
its received meaning. The authority of Mr. Principal Campbell
weighed too heavily upon my conscience. I had not yet come to
perceive, what is so plain today, that if philosophy is ever to stand
in the ranks of the sciences, literary elegance must be sacrificed—
like the soldier’s old brilliant uniforms—to the stern requirements
of efficiency, and the philosophist must be encouraged—yea, and
required—to coin new terms to express such new scientific concepts
as he may discover, just as his chemical and biological brethren
are expected to do. Indeed, in those days, such brotherhood was
scorned, alike on the one side and on the other—a lamentable but
not surprising state of scientific feeling. As late as 1893, when I
might have procured the insertion of the word pragmatism in the
Century Dictionary, it did not seem to me that its vogue was suffi-
cient to warrant that step.

It is now high time to explain what pragmatism is. I must,
however, preface the explanation by a statement of what it is not,
since many writers, especially of the starry host of Kant’s progeny,
in spite of pragmatists’ declarations, unanimous, reiterated, and
most explicit, still remain unable to “catch on” to what we are
driving at, and persist in twisting our purpose and purport all awry.
I was long enough, myself, within the Kantian fold to comprehend
their difuculty; but let it go. Suffice it to say once more that
pragmatism is, in itself, no doctrine of metaphysics, no attempt to
determine any truth of things. It is merely a method of ascertain-
ing the meanings of hard words and of abstract concepts. All
pragmatists of whatsoever stripe will cordially assent to that state-
ment. As to the ulterior and indirect effects of practising the
pragmatistic method, that is quite another affair,

All pragmatists will further agree that their method of ascer-
taining the meanings of words and concepts is no other than that
experimental method by which all the successful sciences (in which
number nobody in his senses would include metaphysics) have
reached the degrees of certainty that are severally proper to them
today; this experimental method being itself nothing but a par-
ticular application of an older logical rule, “ By their fruits ye shall
know them.”

Beyond these two propositions to which pragmatists assent nem.
con., we find such slight discrepancies between the views of one and
another declared adherent as are to be found in every healthy and
vigorous school of thought in every department of inquiry. The
most prominent of all our school and the most respected, William
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James, defines pragmatism as the doctrine that the whole “mean-
ing” of a concept expresses itself either in the shape of conduct to
be recommended or of experience to be expected. Between this
definition and mine there certainly appears to be no slight theo-
retical divergence, which, for the most part, becomes evanescent in
practice; and though we may differ on important questions of
philosophy—especially as regards the infinite and the absolute—
I am inclined to think that the discrepancies reside in other than
the pragmatistic ingredients of our thought. If pragmatism had
never been heard of, I believe the opinion of James on one side,
of me on the other would have developed substantially as they
have; notwithstanding our respective connecting them at present
with our conception of that method. The brilliant and marvellously
human thinker, Mr. F. C. S. Schiller, who extends to the philosophic
world a cup of nectar stimulant in his beautiful Humanism, seems
to occupy ground of his own, intermediate, as to this question,
between those of James and mine.

I understand pragmatism to be a method of ascertaining the
meanings, not of all ideas, but only of what I call “intellectual
concepts,” that is to say, of those upon the structure of which,
arguments concerning objective fact may hinge. Had the light
which, as things are, excites in us the sensation of blue, always
excited the sensation of red, and vice versa, however great a differ-
ence that might have made in our feelings, it could have made none
in the force of any argument. In this respect, the qualities of hard
and soft strikingly contrast with those of red and blue; because
while red and blue name mere subjective feelings only, hard and
soft express the factual behaviour of the thing under the pressure
of a knife-edge. (I use the word "“hard” in its strict mineralogical
sense, “would resist a knife-edge.”) My pragmatism, having
nothing to do with qualities of feeling, permits me to hold that the
predication of such a quality is just what it seems, and has nothing
to do with anything else. Hence, could two qualities of feeling
everywhere be interchanged, nothing but feelings could be affected.
Those qualities have no intrinsic significations beyond themselves.
Intellectual concepts, however—the only sign-burdens that are
properly denominated “concepts”-—essentially carry some im-
plication concerning the general behaviour either of some conscious
being or of some inanimate object, and so convey more, not merely
than any feeling, but more, too, than any existential fact, namely,
the “would-acts,” ‘“‘would-dos’’ of habitual behaviour; and no
agglomeration of actual happenings can ever completely fill up the
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meaning of a “would-be.” But [pragmatism asserts), that the
tofal meaning of the predication of an intellectual concept is con-
tained in an affirmation that, under all conceivable circumstances of
a given kind (or under this or that more or less indefinite part of the
cases of their fulfillment, should the predication be modal) the sub-
ject of the predication would behave in a certain general way—that
is, it would be true under given experiential circumstances (or under
a more or less definitely stated proportion of them, taken as they
wotdd ocour, that is in the same order of succession, 4 experience).

A most pregnant principle, quite undeniably, will this “kernel
of pragmatism” prove to be, that the whole meaning of an intellec-
tual predicate is that certain kinds of events would happen, once in
so often, in the course of experience, under certain kinds of existen-
tial conditions—provided it can be proved to be true. But how is
this to be done in the teeth of Messrs. Bradley, Taylor, and other
high metaphysicians, on the one hand, and of the entire nominalistic
nation, with its Wundts, its Haeckels, its Karl Pearsons, and many
other regiments, in their divers uniforms, on the other?

At this difficulty I have halted for weeks and weeks. It has not
been that I could not furnish forth an ample supply of seductive
persuasions to pragmatism, or even two or three scientific proofs
of its truth. Without a recognition of the chief moments, or points,
of these latter it is quite impossible that the power and heart’s blood
of any variety of doctrine or tendency that ought to be classed
among the different species of pragmatism should be really compre-
hended. A man may very well feel advantages in applications of
pragmatism without anything of that. He may even make new
applications of the method, himself—with much risk of blundering,
however; but it appears very plain, both to reason and to observa-
tion of experience, that he cannot know in what interior eye, what
pineal gland its soul and power reside, unless he clearly understands
the chief conditions of its truth. Unfortumately, however, all the
real proofs of pragmatism that I know—and, I hardly doubt, all
there are to be known—require just as close and laborious exertion
of attention as any but the very most difficult of mathematical
theorems, while they add to that all those difficulties of logical
analysis which force the mathematician to creep with exceeding
caution, if not timorously. But mature consideration has brought
me to see that, while those circumstances would render a task quite
hopeless that I had never dreamed of undertaking, that of con-
vincing the readers of a literary journal by any honest argument,
of the truth of pragmatism, and consequently must prevent com-
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municating to them quite the idea of this method that an accom-
plished pragmatist has, yet an idea perfectly fulfilling the reader's
desire, that of enabling him to place pragmatism and its concepts
in the area of his own thought, and of showing roughly how its
concepts are related to familiar concepts {may be given].

The next moment of the argument for pragmatism is the view
that every thought is a sign. This is the doctrine of Leibniz
Berkeley, and the thinkers of the years about 1700. They were ali
extreme nominalists; but it is a great mistake to suppose that this
doctrine is peculiarly nominalistic. I am myself a scholastic realist
of a somewhat extreme stripe. Every realist must, as such, admit
that a general is a term and therefore a sign. If, in addition, he
holds that it is an absolute exemplar, this Platonism passes quite
beyond the question of nominalism and realism ; and indeed the
doctrine of Platonic ideas has been held by the extremest nem-
inalists. There is some reason to suspect that it was shared by
Roscellinas himself.

The next point is still less novel; for not to mention references
to it by the Greek commentators upon Aristotle, it was between
six and seven centuries ago that John of Salisbury spoke of it as
“fere in omnium ore celebre.” Tt is the distinction, to use that
author’s phrases, between that which a term nomingb—its logical
breadth—and that which it significai—its logical depth. In the
case of a proposition, it is the distinction between that which its
subject denotes and that which its predicate asserts. In the case
of an argument, it is the distinction between the state of things in
which its premisses are true and the state of things which is defined
by the truth of its conelusion.

The action of a sign calls for a little closer attention. Let me
remind you of the distinction referred to above 17 between dyna-
mical, or dyadic, action; and intelligent, or triadic, action. An
event, A, may, by brute force, produce an event, B; and then the
event, B, may in its turn produce a third event, C. The fact that
the event, C, is about to be produced by B has no influence at all
upon the production of B by A. It is impossible that it should,
since the action of B in producing C is a contingent future event at
the time B is produced. Such is dyadic action, which is so called
because each step of it concerns a pair of objects.

But now when a microscopist is in doubt whether a motion of
an animalcule is guided by intelligence, of however low an order,
the test he always used to apply when I went to school, and I
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suppose he does so still, is to ascertain whether event, A, produces
a second event, B, as a means fo the production of a third event,
C, or not. That is, he asks whether B will be produced if it
will produce or is likely to produce C in its turn, but will not
be produced if it will not produce C in its turn nor is likely to
do so. Suppose, for example, an officer of a squad or com-
pany of infantry gives the word of command, “Ground arms!”
This order is, of course, a sign. That thing which causes a
sign as such is called the object (according to the usage of speech,
the “real;” but more accurately, the existent object) repre-
sented by the sign: the sign is determined to some species of
correspondence with that object. In the present case, the object
the command represents is the will of the officer that the butts
of the muskets be brought down to the ground. Nevertheless,
the action of his will upon the sign is not simply dyadic; for if he
thought the soldiers were deaf mutes, or did not know a word of
English, or were raw recruits utterly undrilled, or were indisposed
to obedience, his will probably would not produce the word of
command. However, although this condition is most usually ful-
filled, it is not essential to the action of a sign. For the accelera-
tion of the pulse is a probable symptom of fever and the rise of the
mercury in an ordinary thermometer or the bending of the double
strip of metal in a metallic thermometer is an indication, or, to
use the technical term, is an ¢ndex, of an increase of atmospheric
temperature, which, nevertheless, acts upon it in a purely brute
and dyadic way. In these cases, however, a mental representation
of the index is produced, which mental representation is called the
immediate object of the sign; and this object does triadically produce
the intended, or proper, effect of the sign strictly by means of
another mental sign; and that this triadic character of the action
is regarded as essential is shown by the fact that if the thermometer
is dynamically connected with the heating and cooling apparatus,
so as to check either effect, we do not, in ordinary parlance, speak
of there being any semeiosy, or action of a sign, but, on the contrary,
say that there is an “automatic regulation,” an idea opposed, in
our minds, to that of semeiosy. For the proper significate outcome
of a sign, I propose the name, the interpretant of the sign. The
example of the imperative command shows that it need not be of
a mental mode of being. Whether the interpretant be necessarily
a triadic result is a question of words, that is, of how we limit the
extension of the term “sign’; but it seems to me convenient to
make the triadic production of the interpretant essential to a “sign,”’




276 THE PHILOSOPHY OF PEIRCE

calling the wider concept like a Jacquard loom, for example, 5
“quasi-sign.” On these terms, it is very easy (not descending' to
niceties with which I will not annoy your readers) to see what the
interpretant of a sign is: it is all that is explicit in the sign itself
apart from its context and circumstances of utterance. Still, there
is a possible doubt as to where the line should be drawn betweep
the interpretant and the object. It will be convenient to give the
mere glance, whick is all that can be afforded, to this question g5
it applies to propositions. The interpretant of a proposition is jtg
predicate; its object is the things denoted by its subject or subjects
{including its grammatical objects, direct and indirect, etc.). Take
the proposition “Burnt child shuns fire.” Its predicate tnight be
regarded as all that is expressed, or as ““has either not been burned
or shuns fire,” or * has not been burned,” or *“shuns fire,” or “shuns,”
or “is true”; nor is this enumeration exhaustive. But where shaj]
the line be most truly drawn? I reply that the purpose of this
sentence being understood to be to communicate information,
anything belongs to the interpretant that describes the quality or
character of the fact, anything to the object that, without doing that,
distinguishes this fact from others like it; while a third part of the
proposition, perhaps, must be appropriated to information about
the manner in which the assertion is made, what warrant is offered
for its truth, etc. But I rather incline to think that all this goes to
the subject. On this view, the predicate is, “is either not a child or
has not been burned, or has no opportunity of shunning fire or does
shun fire”; while the subject is “any individual .object the inter-
pretermay select from the universe of ordinary everyday experience.”
I omit all T possibly can; but there is one fact extremely familiar
in itself, that needs to be mentioned as being an indispensable point
in the argument. It is that every man inhabits two worlds. These
are directly distinguishable by their different appearances. But
the greatest difference between them, by far, is that one of these
two worlds, the Inner World, exerts a comparatively slight com-
pulsion upon us, though we can, by direct efforts so slight as to be
hardly noticeable, change it greatly, creating and destroying
existent objects in it; while the other world, the Quter World, is
full of irresistible compulsions for us, and we cannot modify it in
the least, except by one peculiar kind of effort, muscular effort, and
but very slightly even in that way.
Now the problem of what the “meaning” of an int&liectual
concept is can only be solved by the study of the interpretants, or
proper significate effects, of signs. These we find to be of three
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asses with some important subdivisions. The first proper
Siegriggr‘iacla(t:}a effect of a sign is a feeling pfoduced by it. ‘There is
almost always a feeling which we come to interpret as evidence that
we comprehend the proper effect of the. sign, a.lth‘ou‘gh the-found_atmn
of truth in this is frequently very slight. This emotional mt.ep
retant,’” as I call it, may amount 150 ‘much more than th?.t f'eelmg
of recognition; and in some cases, it is the only proper 51gn_1ﬁcatc;
effect that the sign produces. Thus, the performance of a piece o
concerted music is a sign. It conveys, and is mtende_d to convey,
the composer’s musical ideas; but these usually consist :rper.ely in
a series of feelings. If a sign produces any further proper s1gm-ﬁcate
effect, it will do so through the mediation of.the emotional mteri
retant, and such further effect will always involve an effort.
call it the energetic interpretant. The effort may be.a. mus‘cu.la.r on%
as it is in the case of the command to ground arms; but it is %uc
more usually an exertion upon tht?. Inner World,. a mel}tal e 9rt.
1t never can be the meaning of an intellectual concept, since it 1}? z;
single act, [while] such a c}(;nce%t 1?5 of a general nature. But wha
ind of effect can there be’ . o
fuligleafd%:z?ce of ascertaining the na.i_:ure of th1§ effecf., it wﬂl‘bel
convenient to adopt a designation for' it, and I will call. lt. the log;caeil
interpretant, without as yet determining whether this terrfclhs I
extend to anything beside the meaning of a general concepi,h toz}g
certainly closely related to that, or not. Shall we s;a.yN a(.i b}_-s
effect may be a thought, that is to say, a m_ental sign? 1 ((31 ou £
it may be so; only, if this sign be of an mt'ellec‘tua.l kimn —as i
would have to be—it must itself havta a logical interpretant; s;:o
that it cannot be the ultimate logical interpretant of the cortlicepd:
It can be proved that the only mental effect that can be so produce .
and that is not a sign but is of a general a}pphca.tmn isa {mbzt—ghangs,
meaning by a habit-change a modification of a person’s tendencies
toward action, resulting from previous experiences or from plje‘gsous‘;f
exertions of his will or acts, or fron} a complexus of :[‘)Oth .k’1’nd o
cause. It excludes natural dispositions, as the term habit t_oes;,
when it is accurately used; but it includes t{es1de associa ;(?HS,
what may be called ““transsociations,” or alterations of association,
and even includes dissociation, which has usually been looked Jtcipon
by psychologists (I believe mistakenly), as of deeply contrary
o association. o
nagt:te)iis have grades of strength varying from complei':e dlSSOC!.;
ation to inseparable association. _ljhese grades are muctuies ot
promptitude of action, say excitability and other ingredienis no
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callir_1g f'or separate examination here. The habit-change often
consists in raising or lowering the strength of a habit. Habits also
differ in their endurance (which is likewise a composite quality)
But generally speaking, it may be said that the effects of habit-
char_ige last until time or some more definite cause produces new
habit-changes. It naturally follows that repetitions of the actions
that produce the changes increase the changes. [It] is noticeable
that the iteration of the action is often said to be indispensable to
tpe formation of a habit; but a very moderate exercise of observa-
tion suffices to refute this error. A single reading yesterday of a
ca-su.a.l stafement that the “shtar chindis’’ means in Romany “four
shillings,” though it is unlikely to receive any reinforcement beyond
the recalling of it, at this moment, is likely to produce the habit of
thinking that “four” in the Gypsy tongue is “shtar,” that will last
.for months, if not for years, though I should never call it to mind
in the interval. To be sure, there has been some iteration just now
while I dwelt on the matter long enough to write these sentences:
but I do not believe any reminiscence like this was needed to creaté
the habit; for such instances have been extremely numerous in
acquiring different languages. There are, of course, other means
than repetition of intensifying habit-changes. In particular, there
is a peculiar kind of effort, which may be likened to an imperative
command addressed to the future self. I suppose the psychologists
would call it an act of anto-suggestion.

We may distinguish three classes of events causative of habit-
change. Such events may, in the first place, not be acis of the mind
in which the habit-change is brought about, but experiences forced
upon {it]. Thus, surprise is very efficient in breaking up associa-
tions of ideas. On the other hand, each new instance that is brought
to the experience that supports an induction goes to strengthen
that association of ideas—that inward habit—in which the tendency
to believe in the inductive conclusion consists. But careful examin-
ation has pretty thoroughly satisfied me that no new association
no entirely new habit, can be created by involuntary experiences. ,

In the second place, the event that causes a habit-change may
be a muscular effort, apparently. If I wish to acquire the habit of
speaking of ““speaking, writing, thinking,” etc., instead of “speakin’,
writin’, thinkin’,” as I suspect I now do (though I am not sure)—
all T have to do is to make the desired enunciations a good many
times; and to do this as thoughtlessly as possible, since it is an
inattentive habit that I am trying to create. Everybody knows the
facility with which habits may thus be acquired, even quite un-
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intentionally. But I am persuaded that nothing like a concept can
be acquired by muscular practice azlone. When we seem to do
that, it is not the muscular action but the accompanying inward
efforts, the acts of imagination, that produce the habit. If a person
who has never tried such a thing before undertakes to stand on one
foot and to move the other round a horizontal circle, say, as being
the easier way, clockwise if he is standing on the left foot, or counter-
clockwise if he is standing on the right foot, and at the same time
to move the fist of the same side as the moving foot round 2 hori-
zontal circle in the opposite direction, that is, clockwise if the foot
is moved counter-clockwise, and vice versa, he will, at first, ind he
cannot do it. The difficulty is that he lacks a unitary concept of
the series of efforts that success requires. By practising the different
parts of the movement, while attentively observing the kind of
effort requisite in each part, he will, in a few minutes, catch the
idea, and will then be able to perform the movements with perfect
facility. But the proof that it is in no degree the muscular efforts,
but only the efforts of the imagination that have been his teachers,
is that if he does not perform the actual motions, but only imagines
them vividly, he will acquire the same trick with only so much
additional practice as is accounted for by the difficulty of imagining
all the efforts that will have to be made in a movement one has not
actually executed. There is an obvious difficulty of determining
just how much allowance should be made for this, in the fact [that]
when the feat is learned in either way, it cannot be unlearned, so
as to compare that way with the other. The only resort is to learn
a considerable number of feats which depend upon acquiring a
unitary conception of a series of efforts, learning some with actual
muscular exercise and others by unaided imagination, and then
forming one’s judgment of whether the greater facility afforded by
the actual muscular contractions is, or is not, greater than the
support this gives the imagination. Saying the verse about “ Peter
Piper”; spelling without an instant’s hesitation, in the old way,
the name Aldibirontifoscoforniocrononhotontothologes (that is, thus:
A-l, al, and here’s my al; d-, di, and here’s my d7, and here’s my
aldi: b-i, bi, and here’s my 5%, and here’s my dibi, and here’s my
aldibi, etc.); making the pass with one hand upon a pack of cards,
playing the thimbles and ball, and other turns of legerdemain all
largely depend for their success upon a unitary conception of all
that has to be done and just when it must be done. It is from such
experiments that I have been led to estimate as nil the power of
mere muscular effort in contributing to the acquisition of ideas.
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Every concept, doubtless, first arises when upon a strong, but
more or less vague, sense of need is superinduced some involur;t .
experience of a suggestive nature; that being suggestive which h
a cer!:a{rl occult relation to the build of the mind, We may assu -
f:hat it is the same with the instinctive ideas of animals: and malr?e
ideas are quite as miraculous as those of the bird, the ’beaver ang
the ant. For a not insignificant percentage of them have tl;rned

_01'1t_ to be the keys of great secrets. With beasts, however, con
ditions are comparatively unchanging, and there is no fl;lrthei-'
progress. With man these first concepts (first in the order of
developmeqt, but emerging at all stages of mental life) take the
form of conjectures, though they are by no means always recognized
as.such. }Z“,very concept, every general proposition of the great
edifice of science, first came to us as a conjecture. These ideas are
the jirst‘ logical interpretants of the phenomena that suggest them
and Which_, as suggesting them, are signs, of which they are thé
(rea_lly conjectural) interpretants. But that they are no more than
that is evidently an after-thought, the dash of cold doubt that
awakens the sane judgment of the muser. Meantime, do not forget
thaiz every conjecture is equivalent to, or is expressive of, such a
habit that having a certain desire one might accomplish i,t if one
could perfo;m a certain act. Thus, the primitive man must have
been sometimes asked by his son whether the sun that rose in the
morning was the same as the one that set the previous evening;
and ]_1e may have replied, “I do not know, my boy; but I thinl;
that if I could put my brand on the evening sun, I should be able
to see it on the morning sun again; and I once knew an old man
who could look at the sun though he could hardly see anything else;
and he told me that he had once seen a peculiarly shaped spot on
the sun; and that it was to be recognized quite unmistakably for
sgveral days.” [Readiness] to act in a certain way under given
circumstances and when actuated by a given motive is a habit
and a deliberate, or self-controlled, habit is precisely a belief. '
In the next step of thought, those first logical interpretants
stlm‘ulatq us to various voluntary performances in the inner world.
We imagine ourselves in various situations and animated by various
motives; and we proceed to trace out the alternative lines of
conduct which the conjectures would leave open to us. We are
moreover, le‘d, by the same inward activity, to remark differené
ways in which our conjectures could be slightly modified. The
logical interpretant must, therefore, be in a relatively future tense.
To this may be added the consideration that it is not all signs

PRAGMATISM IN RETROSPECT : A LAST FORMULATION 281

that have logical interpretants, but only intellectual concepts and
the like; and these are all either general or intimately connected
with generals, as it seems to me. This shows that the species of
future tense of the logical interpretant is that of the conditional
mood, the “would-be.”

At the time I was originally puzzling over the enigma of the
nature of the logical interpretant, and had reached about the stage
where the discussion now is, being in a quandary, it occurred to
me that if I only could find a moderate number of concepts which
should be at once highly abstract and abstruse, and yet the whole
nature of whose meanings should be quite unquestionable, a study
of them would go far toward showing me how and why the logical
interpretant should in all cases be a conditional future. I had no
sooner framed a definite wish for such concepts, than I perceived
that in mathematics they are as plenty as blackberries. I at once
began running through the explications of them, which I found all
took the following form: Proceed according to such and such a
general rule. Then, if such and such a concept is applicable to
such and such an object, the operation will have such and sucha
general result; and conversely. Thus, to take an extremely simple
case, if two geometrical figures of dimensionality N should be equal
in all their parts, an easy rule of construction would determine, in
a space of dimensionality N containing both figures, an axis of
rotation, such that a rigid body that should fill not only that space
but also 2 space of dimensionality N+1, containing the former
space, turning about that axis, and carrying one of the figures along
with it while the other figure remained at rest, the rotation would
bring the movable figure back into its original space of dimension-
ality, N, and when that event occurred, the movable figure would
be in exact coincidence with the unmoved one, in all its parts;
while if the two figures were not so equal, this would never happen.

Here was certainly a stride toward the solution of the enigma.

For the treatment of a score of intellectual concepts on that
model, only a few of them being mathematical, seemed to me to be
so refulgently successful as fully to convince me that to predicate
any such concept of a real or imaginary object is equivalent to
declaring that a certain operation, corresponding to the concept,
if performed upon that object, would (certainly, or probably, or
possibly, according to the mode of predication) be followed by a
result of a definite general description.

Yet this does not quite tell us just what the nature is of the
essential effect upon the interpreter, brought about by the semio’sis
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of the sign, which constitutes the logical interpretant. (It is imp.
portant to understand what I mean by semiosis. All dynamica]
action, or action of brute force, physical or psychical, either takes
place between two subjects [whether they react equally upon each
other, or one is agent and the other patient, entirely or partially]
or at any rate is a resultant of such actions between pairs. But by
“semiosis” T mean, on the contrary, an action, or influence, which
is, or involves, a codperation of fhree subjects, such as a sign, its
object, and its interpretant, this tri-relative influence not being in
any way resolvable into actions between pairs.  Zpuelwoes in
Greek of the Roman period, as early as Cicero’s time, if I remember
rightly, meant the action of almost any kind of sign; and my
definition confers on anything that so acts the title of a “sign.”)
Although the definition does not require the logical interpretant
{or, for that matter, either of the other two interpretants) to be a
modification of consciousness, yet our lack of experience of any
semiosis in which this is not the case, leaves us no alternative to
beginning our inquiry into its general nature with a provisional
assumption that the interpretant is, at least, in all cases, 2 suffi-
ciently close analogue of a modification of consciousness to keep
our conclusion pretty near to the general truth. We can only hope
that, once that conclusion is reached, it may be susceptible of such
a generalization as will eliminate any possible error due to the
falsity of that assumption. The reader may well wonder why I do
not simply confine my inquiry to psychical semiosis, since no other
seems to be of much importance. My reason is that the too frequent
practice, by those logicians who do not go to work fwith] any method
at all for who follow] the method of basing propositions in the science
of logic upon results of the science of psychology—as contradis-
tinguished from common-sense observations concerning the workings
of the mind, observations well-known even if little noticed, to all
grown men and women, that are of sound minds—that practice is
to my apprehension as unsound and insecure as was that bridge in
the novel of “Kenilworth” that, being utterly without any sort
of support, sent the poor Countess Amy to her destruction ; seeing
that, for the firm establishment of the truths of the science of
psychology, almost incessant appeals to the results of the science
of logic—as contradistinguished from natural perceptions that one
relation evidently involves another—are peculiarly indispensable.
Those logicians continually confound psychical truths with Psycho-
logical truths, although the distinction between them is of that
kind that takes precedence over all others as calling for the respect
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of anyone who would tread the strait and narrow road that leadeth
unto exact truth. '
Making that provisional assumptioz}, then, 1 as%c myself, since
we have already seen that the logical interpretant is general in its
possibilities of reference (z.e., refers or is relateq to whatever there
may be of a certain description), what categories of mental facts
there be that are of general reference. I can find only th‘ese four:
conceptions, desires (including hopes, fears, etc..), .expe;tat101.15,. and
habits, I trust I have made no important'0m1551on. Now it is no
explanation of the nature of the logical interpretant {which, we
already know, is a concept) to say that it is a concept. This
objection applies also to desire and expectation, as explanations
of the same interpretant; since neither of these is gen_eral other-
wise than through connection with a concept. Besides, as to
desire, it would be easy to show (were it worth t}ue‘space), that
the logical interpretant is an effect of the energetic interpretant,
in the sense in which the latter is an effect of the emotional
interpretant. Desire, however, is cause, not effecjc, (?f effort. A.s
to expectation, it is excluded by the fact that it is not condi-
tional. For that which might be mistaken for a co_ndltlon:cﬂ_ ex-
pectation is nothing but a judgment that, under certain c_ond}tlons,
there would be an expectation: there is no'confhtmnahty in the
expectation itself, such as there is in the Iogxgal interpretant after
it is actually produced. Therefore, there remains only habit, as the
he logical interpretant. _
ESSLGLI: eugf:ee, thgeln, just ii)ow, according to the rule depved f‘ror'n
mathematical concepts (and conﬁrmed_by others), this habit is
produced; and what sort of a habit it is. In order that this
deduction may be rightly made, the following rf:mq.rk will be‘needed.
It is not a result of scientific psychology, but is §1mply_ a bit of the
catholic and undeniable common-sense oi ma;’xlfm?, \Entl;sno other
i i an a shight accentuation of certain features.
m%dégﬁ;tls?:l:hperson lgives in a double world, the outgr and the
inner world, the world of percepts and the world 9f fancies. What
chiefly keeps these from being mixed up together is (besu_ies certalljn
marks they bear) everybody’s well knowing that fancies can be
greatly modified by a certain non-muscular e’f;fort, v‘vhlle it is mus-
cular effort alone (whether this be “ voll}ntary, _t}}at is, premtend_.ed,
or whether all the intended endeavour is to 1¥1h1l?1t muscular actlor.a,
as when one blushes, or when peristaltic action is set up on experi-
ence of danger to one's person) that can to any notlcea.ble degrie
modify percepts. A man can be durably affected by his percepts
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and by his fancies. The way in which they affect him will be apt
to de?pend upon his personal inborn disposition and upon his habits
Habits differ from dispositions in having been acquired as conse.'
quences of the principle, virtually well-known even to those whose
powers of reflection are insufficient to its formulation, that multiple
reiterated behaviour of the same kind, under similar combinations
of percepts and fancies, produces a tendency—the habit—actually
to behave in a similar way under similar circumstances in the
future. Moreover—here is the point—every man exercises more or
less control over himself by means of modifying his own habits:
and the way in which he goes to work to bring this effect about in
thpse cases in which circumstances will not permit him to practise
reiterations of the desired kind of conduct in the outer world shows
that he‘ is virtually well-acquainted with the important principle
1:‘hat resterations in the inner world—fancied reiterations—if well-
intensified by direct effori, produce habits, just as do reiterations in
the outer world; and these habits will have power to influence actual
beka'maur o the outer world ; especially, if each reiteration be accom-
panied by a peculiar strong effort that is usually likened to issuing
a command to one's future self.

I here owe my patient reader a confession. It is that when I
said that those signs that have a logical interpretant are either
general or closely connected with generals, this was not a scientific
result, but only a strong impression due to a life-long study of the
nature of signs. My excuse for not answering the question scien-
tifically is that I am, as far as I know, a ploneer, or rather a back-
woodsman, in the work of clearing and opening up what I call
semdolic, that is, the doctrine of the essential nature and fundamental
varieties of possible semiosis; and I find the field too vast, the
labour too great, for a first-comer. I am, accordingly, obliged to
confine myself to the most important questions, The questions of
the same particular type as the one I answer on the basis of an
impression, which are of about the same Importance, exceed four
hund!n'ad in number; and they are all delicate and difficult, each
requiring much search and much caution. At the same time, they
are very far from being among the most important of the questions
of semiotic. Even if my answer is not exactly correct, it can lead
to no great misconception as to the nature of the logical interpretant.
There is my apology, such as it may be deemed.

It is not to be supposed that upon every presentation of a sign
capable of producing a logical interpretant, such interpretant is
actually produced. The occasion may either be too early or too
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late. If it is too early, the semiosis will not be carried so far, the
other interpretants sufficing for the rude functions for which the
sign is used. On the other hand, the occasion will come too late if
the interprpter be already familiar with the logical inferpretant,
since then it will be recalled to his mind by a process which affords
no hint of how it was originally produced. Moreover, the great
majority of instances in which formations of logical interpretants
do take place are very unsuitable to serve as illustrations of the
process, because in them the essentials of this semiosis are buried
in masses of accidental and hardly relevant semioses that are mixed

- with the former. The best way that I have been able to hit upon

for simplifying the illustrative example which is to serve as our
matter upon which to experiment and observe is to suppose a man
already skillful in handling a given sign (that has a logical interpre-
tant) to begin now before our inner gaze for the first time, seriously
to inquire what that interpretant is. It will be necessary to amplify
this hypothesis by a specification of what his énferest in the question
is supposed to be. In doing this, I, by no means, follow Mr. Schiller’s
briliant and seductive humanistic logic, according to which it is
proper to take account of the whole personal situation in logical
inquiries. For I hold it to be very evil and harmful procedure to
introduce into scientific investigation an unfounded hypothesis,
without any definite prospect of its hastening our discovery of the
truth. Now such a hypothesis Mr. Schiller's rule seems to me,
with my present lights, to be. He has given a number of reasons
for it; but, to my estimate, they seem to be of that quality that is
well calculated to give rise to interesting discussions, and is conse-
quently to be recommended to those who intend to pursue the study
of philosophy as an entertaining exercise of the intellect, but is
negligible {to] one whose earnest purpose is to do what in him lies
toward bringing about a metamorphosis of philosophy into a
genuine science. 1 cannot turn aside into Mr. Schiller’s charming
lane. When I ask what the interest is in seeking to discover a
logical interpretant, it is not my fondness for stroiling in paths
where I can study the varieties of humanity that moves me, but
the definite reflection that unless our hypothesis be rendered specific
as to that interest, it will be impossible to trace out its logical
consequences, since the way the interpreter will conduct the inquiry
will greatly depend upon the nature of his interest in it.

I shall suppose, then, that the interpreter is not particularly
interested in the theory of logic, which he may judge by examples
to be profitless; but I shall suppose that he has embarked a great
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part _of.the treasures of his life in the enterprise of perfecting 4
cer’fa.m invention; and that, for this end, it seems to him extreme}
desirable that he should acquire a demonstrative knowledge of th}é
§olution of a certain problem of reasoning. As to this problem
itself, I shall suppose that it does not fall within any class for which
any general method of handling is known, and that indeed it is
indefinite in every respect which might afford any familiar kind of
handle by which any image fairly representing it could be held
firmly before the mind and examined: so that, in short, it seems to
elude reason’s application or to slip from its grasp,

In every case, after some preliminaries, the activity takes the
fPr{n of experimentation in the inner world; and the conclusion
(if it comes to a definite conclusion) is that under given conditions
the interpreter will have formed the habit of acting in a given wa3;
whfenever he may desire a given kind of result. The real and living
logical conclusion s that habit; the verbal formmlation merely
expressesit. Ido not deny that a concept, proposition, or argument
may be a logical interpretant. I only insist that it cannot be the
final logical interpretant, for the reason that it is itself a sign of
that very kind that has itself a logical interpretant. The habit
a_lone, which though it may be a sign in some other way, is not a
sign in that way in which that sign of which it is the logical inter-
pretant is the sign. The habit conjoined with the motive and the
conditions has the action for its energetic interpretant; but action
cannot be a logical interpretant, because it lacks generality. The
concept which is a logical interpretant is only imperfectly so. It
somewhat partakes of the nature of a verbal definition, and is as
inferior to the habit, and much in the same way, as a verbal defini-
tion is inferior to the real definition. The deliberately formed, self-
analyzing habit—self-analyzing because formed by the aid of
analysis of the exercises that nourished it—is the living definition,
the veritable and final logical interpretant. Consequently, the most
perfect account of a concept that words can convey will consist in
a description of the habit which that concept is calculated to
produce. But how otherwise can a habit be described than by a
description of the kind of action to which it gives rise, with the

specification of the conditions and of the motive?

If we now revert to the psychological assumption originally made,
we shall see that it is already largely eliminated by the consideration
that habit is by no means exclusively a mental fact. Empirically,
we find that some plants take habits. The stream of water that
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wears a bed for itself is forming a habit. Ewvery ditcher so thinks
of it. Turning to the rational side of the question, the excellent
current definition of habit, due, I suppose, to some physiologist (if
1 can remember my bye-reading for nearly half a century unglanced
at, Brown-Séquard much insisted on it in his book on the spinal
cord), says not one word about the mind. Why should it, when
habits in themselves are entirely unconscious, though feelings may
be symptoms of them, and when consciousness alone—.e., feeling
——is the only distinctive attribute of mind?

What further is needed to clear the sign of its mental associations
is furnished by generalizations too facile to arrest attention here,
since nothing but feeling is exclusively mental.

But while I say this, it must not be inferred that I regard con-
sclousness as a mere “epiphenomenon”; though I heartily grant
that the hypothesis that it is so has done good service to science.
To my apprehension, consciousness may be defined as that congeries
of mon-relative predicates, varying greatly in quality and in
intensity, which are symptomatic of the interaction of the ocuter
world—the world of those causes that are exceedingly compulsive
upon the modes of consciousness, with general disturbance some-
times amounting to shock, and are acted upon only slightly, and
only by a special kind of effort, muscular effert—and of the inner
world, apparently derived from the outer, and amenable to direct
effort of various kinds with feeble reactions; the interaction of
these two worlds chiefly consisting of a direct action of the outer
world upon the inner and an indirect action of the inner world upon
the outer through the operation of habits. If this be a correct
account of consciousness, {.e., of the congeries of feelings, it seems
to me that it exercises a real function in self-control, since without
it, or at least without that of which it is symptomatic, the resolves
and exercises of the inner world could not affect the real defermina-
tions and habits of the outer world. I say that these belong to the
outer world because they are not mere fantasies but are real agencies.

I have now outlined my own form of pragmatism; but there are
other slightly different ways of regarding what is practically the
same method of attaining vitally distinct conceptions, from which
I should protest from the depths of my soul against being separated.
In the first place, there is the pragmatism of James, whose definition
differs from mine only in that he does not restrict the “‘meaning,”
that is, the ultimate logical interpretant, as I do, to a habit, but

allows percepts, that is, complex feelings endowed with compulsive-
ness, to be such. If he is willing to do this, I do not guite see how
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he need give any room at all to habit. But practically, his view
and mine must, I think, coincide, except where he allows considers-
tions not at all pragmatic to have weight. Then there is Schiller
who offers no less than seven alternative definitions of pra.gmatism’
The first is that pragmatism is the Doctrine that “truths are logicai
values.” At first blush, this seems far too broad; for who, be he
pragmatist or absolutist, can fail to prefer truth to fiction? But
no doubt what is meant is that the obj ectivity of truth really consists
in the fact that, in the end, every sincere inquirer will be led to
embrace it—and if he be not sincere, the irresistible effect of inquiry
in the light of experience will be to make him so. This doctrine
appears to me, after one subtraction, to be a corollary of pragmatism,
I set it in a strong light in my original presentation of the method.?
I call my form of it “conditional idealism.” That is to say, I hold
that truth’s independence of individual opinions is due (so far as
there is any “truth™) to its being the predestined result to which
sufficient inquiry wowld ultimately lead. I only object that, as
Mr. Schiller himself seems sometimes to say, there is not the smallest
scintilla of logical justification for any assertion that a given sort
of result will, as a matter of fact, either always or never come to
pass; a:nd consequently we cannot know that there 45 any truth
concerning any given question; and this, I believe, agrees with the
opinion of M. Henri Poincaré, except that he seems to insist upon
the non-existence of any absolute truth for alf questions, which is
simply to fall into the very same error on the opposite side. But
practically, we know that questions do generally get settled in
-time, when they come to be scientifically investigated; and that
is practically and pragmatically enough., Mr. Schiller’s second
definition is Captain Bunsby’s that “the ‘truth’ of an assertion
depends on its application,” which seems to me the result of a weak
analysis. His third definition is that pragmatism is the doctrine
that ““the meaning of a rule Hes in its application,” which would
make the “meaning”’ consist in the energetic interpretant and would
ignore the logical interpretant; another feeble analysis. His fourth
definition is that pragmatism is the doctrine that “all meaning
depends on purpose.” I think there is much to be said in favour of
this, which would, however, make pragmatists of many thinkers
who.do not consider themselves as belonging to our school of thought,
Their affiliations with us are, however, undeniable. His fifth
fieﬁnition is that pragmatism is the doctrine that “all mental life
1s purposive.” His sixth definition is that pragmatism is “a
systematic protest against all ignoring of the purposiveness of actual
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knowing.”” Mr. Schiller seems habitually to use the word “actual”
in some peculiar sense. His seventh definition is that pragmatism
is “"a conscious application to epistemclogy (or logic) of a teleo-
logical psychology, which implies, ultimately, a voluntaristic
metaphysics.” Supposing by ‘“psychology” he means #nof the
science so called, but a critical acceptance of a sifted common-sense
of mankind regarding mental phenomena, I might subscribe to
this. I have myself called pragmatism *critical common-sensism’’;
but, of course, I do not mean this for a strict definition.

Signor Giovanni Papini goes a step beyond Mr. Schiller in main-
taining {that] pragmatism is indefinable. But that seems to me to
be a literary phrase. In the main, I much admire Papini’s presenta-
tion of the subject.

There are certain questions commonly reckoned as metaphysical,

and which certainly are so, if by metaphysics we mean ontology,
which as soon as pragmatism is once sincerely accepted, cannot
logically resist settlement. These are for example, What is reality?
Are necessity and contingency real modes of being? Are the laws
of nature real? Can they be assumed to be immutable or are they
presumably results of evolution? Is there any real chance, or
departure from real law? But on examination, if by metaphysics
we mean the broadest positive truths of the psycho-physical uni-
verse—positive in the sense of not heing reducible to logical formulae
—then the very fact that these problems can be solved by a logical
maxim is proof enough that they do not belong to metaphysics but
to “epistemology,”’ an atrocious translation of Erkenntnisiehre.
When we pass to consider the nature of Time, it seems that prag-
matism is of aid, but dees not of itself yield a solution. When we
go on to the nature of Space, I boldly declare that Newton's view
that it is a real entity is alone logically tenable; and that leaves
such further questions as, Why should Space have three dimensions?
quite unanswerable for the present. This, however, is a purely
speculative question without much human interest. (It would, of
course, be absurd to say that tridimensionality is without practical
consequences.) For those metaphysical questions that have such
interest, the question of a future life and especially that of One
Incomprehensible but Personal God, not immanent in but creating
the universe, I, for one, heartily admit that a Humanism, that does
not pretend to be a science but only an instinct, like a bird’s power
of flight, but purified by meditation, is the most precious contribu-
tion that has been made to philosophy for ages.




