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Review article

Peirce the contrite fallibilist, convinced
pragmaticist, and critical commonsensist*

VINCENT M. COLAPIETRO

The most fundamental oppositions determining Peirce’s scientific Persona

All delermination is by negation; we can first
recognize any characler coly by putting an
object which possesses it inlo comparisen with
an object which possesses it not. (CP 5.294)

The handle by which a thinker is picked up by a later time does not
necessarily reflect either the exigencies of that time or the virtues of that
thinker, The mistaken notions of past thinkers might be appropriated to
serve current illusions. For example, C. S. Peirce's early notion of unlim-
ited semiosis has, according to T. L. Short, been appropriated by
Umberto Eco and others to serve hermetic semiotics, the position that
‘the distinction between fact and fiction, if it can be drawn at all, is
drawn arbitrarily’ {1954: 234). In some of his most influential early
papers, Peirce maintained that every sign refers to its object only through
mterpreting a prior sign of that same object and is itself meaningful oaly
through being interpreted by a subsequent sign (Short 1994). This is
itself interpreted by many today to mean that signs can coly refer to
other signs. But, as Short (1981} and, before him, George Gentry (1952)
have convincingly argued, Peirce abandoced this notion in favor of habit:
the open-ended process of semiosis, which is supposed by hermeticists to
underwrile their views that ‘signs can only denote other signs' {Short
1594: 234) and that the very notion of an extra-semiotic reality is unintelli-
gible, is replaced by habit. Habits, taken as the ultimate logical inter-
pretants of semiosis, can mark closures of semiosis. Even il such closures
are in principle provisional, they are nonetheless real. They are insiances
not of arrested development, much less the result of a tyrannical impulse
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to police sponlanecus developments; they are rather what constirutes, at
a given time, the height of development, Hence, such habits point bevond
the open-ended play of signs. They {along with indexical signs and other
fully semeiotic notions) point o an imporiant respect in which signs
come to terms with an extra-semiotic world, They do so by suggesting
an immanent telos — the attunement of habits, those of sign-using agents
on the one side and those of objects themselves on the other. Even though
hermetic semiotics [ails or refuses 1o recognize that such semiotically
achieved attuncmenis are best explained by realism, it is not completely
devoid of significance: ‘it both exemplifies and is a symptom of the
narcissism that currently: infects: the academy’ (Short 1994: 257} and
presumably the wider culture,

Thus, the handle by which a thinker is picked up roday might not
speak well Tor cither that thinker or the tendencies of our lime. But, in
contemporary appropriations of historical figures, we might also discern
the dexterity of our time as well as the ‘tenability’ of that thinker. The
handle by which C. 5. Peirce is maost likely to be picked up in our time
is semeiotic {Fisch 1986)." This is by no means a case of picking up a
tool by the wrong end. Late in his lile he confessed in a letter 1o Lady
Victoria Welby that “from the day when at the age of 12 or 13 1 ook
up, in my elder brother's rosm[,] a copy of Whateley's “Logic™ ... it has
never been in my power to study anylhing ... except as a stndy of
semeictic ..." { Hardwick 1977 85-86}. Bul in this conlession it is clear
that, for Peirce, the function no less than the origin of his passionate
interest in semiolic inquiry is finked to fogic. Even if he re-emvisicned
logic as a general theory of signs, ke investigated signs principaily from
the distinctive perspective of the expenmentalist. As he noted in another
context, he, like every other ‘master in any depariment of experimental
science, has had his mind moultded by his life in the laboratory to a
degree that is little suspected’ (CP 5.41t). Hence, “his disposition is to
think of everything just as everything is thought of in the [aboratory,
that is, as a question of experimentation’ (CFP 5411). The pragmatic
maxim is, minimally, the explication of a defining disposition of the
experimentalist mind: it elevates to the level of an explicit principle of
conduct whal ordinarily operates at the level of effeclive habitvalion. To
have one's mind molded in the laboratory is to think habitally of ohjects
in terms of their conceivable experiential effects and practical bearings,
taking both experiential and practical in a very broad sense. So taken,
caperiential pertains Lo what the actual course of one’s personal involve-
ments, willy-nilly, forces on one's thematic attention and {of even greater
significance) makes of one’s habitual tendencies; in turn, practical means
that which is apt to affect conduct ({CFP 8.3223,
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[Lis also clear in the missive to Lady Welby quoded above and, indeed,
in countless other texts that the immediate audience to whom Peirce
addressed his work was made up principally, if not exclusively, of inquir-
ers with an experimentalist cast of mind. Given the historicaily emerging
status of science as a distinel profession {Haskell 1983}, and also given
Peirce’s own efforts to win for himself a standing in lhe professional
community of scientific investigators {Houser 1936; Brent 1993), his
thoroughgoing identification with the experimentalist mind could only
be achieved by forcefully — almaost viclenily — distancing himself from
several other culturally authoritative traditions. Above all, the three
traditions from which he strenuously sought lo dissociate himsalf were
those of modern meigphysics and, to the extent thal such metaphysics
was synenymous with philosophy, from philosophy itself: literary culture;
and finally the fheological discourse of deracinated intellectuals whose
uiterances were far removed from the everyday confessional practices of
any living community (Colapietre 1992a). That Peirce himself was in
some respects a metaphysician, a Nezeratenr, and a theologian indicates,
of course, the complexity of the issue at hand.2

For the scientist in Peirce's sense, nature ‘is a cosmos, so admirable,
that to penetrate Lo its ways seems to them the ooly thing that makes
life worth living' (CP 1.43; of. Hardwick 1977: 8a). Scicnce is here best
understood not as systematic knowledge {CP 6.428) but as the ongoing
work of passionate inquirers united by, above all else, ‘an impulse to
penctrate into the reason of things' (CF 1.44). As a class of people, these
inquirers are to be distinguished sharply from at least two other classes:
first, individuoals for whom the cultivation of refined feclings makes life
warlh living, especially when such cultivation is linked to the contempla-
tion or, more actively, the construction of exquisite forms {aesthetes and
artists); and, second, individuals for whom the acquisilion and exercise
of power renders existence meaningful® In contrast to both stands the
scientist. ‘For men of the first class, nature js a picture; for men of the
second class, it is an opportunity; for men of the third class, it is a
cosmos’ (CF 1.43), an unimaginably vast and complex totality which,
non¢theless, merils the name of cosmos (ie., ordery. It is a realm in
which laws — truly general patterns of action and reaction — are opera-
tive and discoverable. Despite the extent to which chance pervades nature,
and also despite the extent to which most (perhaps all) discernible
instances of order and sources of intelligibility are themselves mutable
and (on & cosmological scale} precarious, nature 5 a cosmos.

Of the artists, the litterateurs are most likely to exert an unhealthy
influence on philosophical inquiry, for they and philosophers share the
same medivmt — language. Their uses of language ordinarily do oot
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facilitate inquiry (CP 5.413%; hence, when philosophical terms [ali into
literary clutches, they have to be either rescued or abandorned (see, e.g,
CP 5.414). Of the philosophers, those who are carrying on the speculative
projects of the modern metaphysicians are most likely to exert such an
influence. Theologians and seminary-trained philosophers are also likely
ta block the path of inquiry, for they deflect attentian rom investigation
to edification: they are ‘inflamed with a desire 1o amend the lives of
themselves and others, a spirit no doubt more important than the love
of science, for men in average situations, but radically unfitting them for
the task of scientific investigation’ (CP 1.620). Peirce went so Far as 10
claim in 1898 thal ‘the present infantile condition of philosophy — for
as long as eamnest and industrious students of it are able to come to
agrecment upon scarce a single principle, I do not see how it can be
considered as otherwise than in its mfancy — is due to the fact that
during this century it has chiefly been pursued by men who have not
been nurtured in dissecling-rooms and other laboratories ... but who
have on the contrary come from theological seminaries ...". To wrest the
work of inquiry from the clutches of metaphysicians, litteraleurs, and
theologians was crucial for the establishment, fully taking shape around
the middle of the last century, of science as a profession. Whal Lionel
Trliing says about Sigmund Freud might, with some qualification, be
said of Peirce:

{B]y the middle of the nineteenth century lhe separation between scieoce and
literature becomes complele, and an antagonism develops [or inlensiftes] belwean
them, and while it is indeed true that Freud based his scientific interests on the
humanities, he is, above all else, a scieqtist. He was reared in the ethos of the
nincteenth-century physical sciences which was as rigorous and as jealous as a
professional ethos can possibly be, and he found in that ethos the hercisin which
we always looked for in men, in groups, and in himself. {1955; 14-15}

One might quarrel with Trilling’s claim that Freud's own scientific inler-
ests were based on the humanities rather than, say, medicing; more Lo
our purpose, however, one must guard against supgesting that Peirce's
scientific interests were rooted in the humanities. But Peirce’s COMINItMent
to “the ¢thos of the nincteenth-ceniury physical sciences’ was even deeper
than Freud’s,

Peirce’s interests were primarily cosmological and methodological in a
very broad sense: he was, above all else, concerned to sketch a theory of
the cosmos and, beyond this, to identify the mest eflective methods for
investigating the natural world. OF thesa two concerns, the methodologi-
cal tended Lo eclipse the cosmological. His quest of quest — his inquiry
into the conditions of the success of inquiry — lended to absorb more
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of his attention than substantive questions arising in any specific field of
experimental inquiry. This should ot be taken to mean that he ignored
other areas of inguiry {e.g., the psychology or linguistics); nor should it
be taken to mean that in the context of one inguiry be did not discover
principles and procedures immensely useful for execuling work in other
arenas of investigation. In fact, he undertook investigations in numerous
fields, though (again) primarily with an eye to what heuristically might
be learned {what might be learned about how best fo condyct an inquiry);
also, his discoveries have a fecundity and reach which even he himself
could nol adequately appreciate.

In addidon to his opposition to literary authors, modern metaphysi-
cians, and edifying theologians, Peirce’s scientific persong took determi-
nale shape through several other oppositions, though ones within
scientific culture itself, The wsifitarian self-understanding of science cham-
pioned by, e.g., Karl Pearson and the psychologistic underwriling of
science were tendencies to which Peirce mounted consistent and strenuous
opposition, Finally, he was — again within the ethos of science {indeed,
in the name of science) — opposed to positivism and nominalisin, even
though (1) he described his own doctrine of pragmalicism as a ‘prope-
positivism' (CP 5.423) and (2) he maintained that one ought to begin
with nominalism and to renounce it (as it were) inch by inch.

Even though the scientific manner of fixing beliefs is rooted in our
biological circumstances (this manner having distinctive evoluliopary
advantages), science in its proper sense is not reducible to the biological
slrategies of a precarious but clever species. At times, Peirce does not
hesitale to affirm that: *Cur physical science, whatever extravagant histor-
icists might say, seems to have sprung up uncaused except by man's
intelligence and nature’s intelligibility” (CF 2.13). Reductivist accounts
of scientific inquiry, even ones ofered by scientists themselves (say,
evolutionary biologists or physiological psychologists), do not tell the
whole story. In (he end, Peirce’s concern was not with vitally important
topics but with cosmically vital Idcas, Ideas vibrantly alive among scien-
tific inquirers and, beyond this, in the evolving cosmos itsell.

Peirce did admit that: ‘Among vitally importani truths there is one
which T verily believe ... 10 be soiely supremely important. It is that
vitally important facis are of ali truths the veriest trifles. For the only
vitally important matter is my concern, business, and duty — or yours’
{CP 1.673). So it is ‘[n]ot in the contemplation of “topics of vital impor-
tance” but in those universal things with which philosophy deals, the
“factors of the universe™, that we are Lo find our highest occupation’ {CP
1.673). These universal things are what [ mean by cosmically viral Ideas,
The heroic ideal of seli-effacement and seli-denial, supposed by Peirce 1o
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be demanded by science, allowed him, at ooce, to tecognize his own
individual insignificance {("Our deepest senliment pronounces the verdict
of our own insignificance’ [CP 1.673]} and nonetheless 1o live a meaning-
ful life ("the very firsi command that is faid upon you, your quite highest
business and duty, becomes ... to recognize a higher business than your
business ... a generalized conception of duty which completes your per-
sonality by melting it into the neighboring parts of the universal cosmos").

For part of his life, Peirce sought fame and wealth; he seems to have
self-consciously fashioned himself as a Dandy {Brent 1993; Corrington
1992, 1993, 1994). Thus, whether his espousal of the ideal articulated in
1898 and quoted above was simply the compensatory illusion of a broken
life or was truly the transfiguring truth at the center of a transfgured
existence cannot be easily determined. What is beyond doubt is that,
after a series of worldly and professional faitures (cf. Ketner 1983), Peirce
self-consciously re-lashioned bimself as a scientific persong. Unlike the
scienlific persona of his youthful self (2 persona intimately connected to
his allempts to strike the pose of the Dandy), this one he crafted not for
the sake of projecting an alluring intellectual prowess but for the sake of
penetrating the evolving inlelligibility of the empirical world. This mature
scientific persona took its delerminate shape through his opposition Lo
both rival cufrural figures and certain tendencies within the scientific
world {mosl notably, nominalism, utililarianism or practicalism, positi-
vism, and psychologism). The work of this inguirer ook /s determinate
shape through a life-long study of reasoning, of how to conduct the
business of discoverng truch,

Throughout his life, Peirce turned to mapping in Gne detail the sver-
growing domain of scientific invesiigation, He was convinced that such
cartography could serve inquiry, it could provide crucial insights into
Jjust how, at a particular historical juncture, objective inquiry might best
be conducted, Thus, while il is Numinaling to identify the various posi-
tions defended by Feirce (pragmaticism, synechism, tychism, agapism,
theism, critical commeonsensism, scholasiic realism, ete.), it is also illumi-
natling to interpret Peirce’s investigations in reference to his own classifi-
cation of the sciences {i.c., his map of the domain of inquiry). It is
customary in introducing Peirce to focus on these doctrines, but nol to
stress the centralily of this classification as a way of appreciating Peirce’s
own undertakings.

Situaiing Peirce’s semeiatic in his architectonic

By an architectonic 1 understand the art of
conslrucling systems. (Kant 1929 [1781]: 653}
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The wniversally and jusily landed parallet
which Kant draws between a philosophical
docirine and a piece of architeciure has exeel-
lencies which the beginner i philasophy
might easily overlook .. [CF 1.1T6)

C. 5. Peirce was, of course, much more than an investigator of signs,*
though he was in this capacity both {to some extent} fess than what his
own vision of semeiotic demanded and more than what he took himself
to have accomplished. It is, accordingly, important to situate his general
doctrine of signs within his architectonic conception of philosophy. (In
effect, this means situating his serneiolic in his classification of the sci-
ences, for his architectonic vision of philosophical invesiigation is embed-
ded in this classification.) It is also crucial to discern the limiting bias
more or less pervading his semeiotic investigations and, despite the pres-
sures of this bias to compromise the ideal of ulmost generality, to appreci-
ate the full measure of Peirce’s actual accomplishment, one he himself
sometimes underestimated. Insofar as he envisioned a truly inclusive
theory of signs — a theory in which the modes of meaning in their
possibly irreducible variety are identified, described, and explained — his
own work was somewhal limited, for its principal focus was a specific
range of semictic phenomena. However, insofar as his work {despite this
focus) provides the resources for articulating a truly comprehensive
accounl of signs, it is more than that of a backwoodsman who has done
barely more than clear the field (CF 5.488). For the readers of this
Jjournal, T am presuming that neither claboration nor defense is required
for the claim that Peirce was, in the field of semeiotic, meore than such a
backwoodsman; however, I suppose that il is necessary to specify a
limiting bias at the heart of Peirce’s semeiolic inquiries. Because of the
pervasive influence of this bias, and because of the tendency of Peirce’s
expositors either (o ignore or to minimize this bias, it needs o be discussed
here in some detail. Paradoxically, the work of Joel Weinsheimer, Lucia
Santaella, Floyd Merrell, John Sherifl and others might easily invite us
to overlook the extent to which Peirce himself did not develop an explicitly
semioctic approach to literature. That their efforts to reconstruct a
Peircean semeiotic of literature are required clearly points to a lacuna in
the Peircean texts; but that they find ready to hand the resources for
developing this might mislead us in supposing that such an approach to
literature is more or less already there in Peirce’s actual writings.
(Something similar might be said of Willilam Pencak's efforts to
reconstruct an explicitly semiotic approach to history.) This lacuna
refiects the focus of Peirce’s concern. ‘Literature is’, according to
Jonathan Culler, ‘the most interesting case of semiosis for a variety of
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reasons’ {1981: 35). One importanl reason is that “Literature forces one
to [ace the problem of the indeterminacy of meaning, whick is a central
il paradoxical property of semiotic systems’. Science is, for Peirce, the
most inferesting case of semiosis, siace il not oaly forces us to confront
the indeterminacy of meaning but also demands us to identify ways in
which semanltic indeterminacy in its two most basic forms {vagusness
and generality} can be overcome. Beyond this, it demands us to identify
ways in which doxastic uncertainty can also be overcome and method-
ological controversies can be resolved. In other words, raeaning, truth,
validity, and fecundity a@._ma to be semeiolically explained, if semeiolic is
to push beyond the bare recogrition of fundamental problems and to
suggest resolution o these thomy issues.

Peirce himself offered invaluable clues for how to investigate sub specie
semioticae couniless fields, both ones which had attained actual statug as
recognizable branches of human inquiry (e.g., psychology) and ones
which might possibly atlain such status { Kent 1987). Moreover, Peirce
traced out in minute detail numerous implications of his universal cate-
gortes and, on the basis of these elaborations, also traced out in minute
detail the aspects of semiosis (or sign-action). But, for the most part, his
efforts to analyze the mature and to classify the forms of semiosis were
self-consciously conceived as part of his work as a scientist; such analyses
and classifications were heuristic, intended to gride and goad inguiry,
immedialely, into semiosis itsell and, ultimately, into whatever range of
phenomena might evolve into the formal object of objective invesiigation,
That is, Peirce’s genera] theory of signs was deliberately designed by him
as an integral part of a project having as its overarching goal the disclo-
sure of objective truth. It was designed to facilitate the work of inguiry;
put alternatively, is essentiaffy a heuristic doctrine in which substaniive
conclusions have methodological implications.

Some scholars argue that Immanuel Kant's third and final critique,
the Critigue of Judgment, provides the key to undersianding his architec-
toni¢ fand ket us not forget that Peirce borrowed from Kant the concep-
tion of philosophica] investigation as an archireclonic undertaking}. For
them, the Critique of Pure Reason and the Critigue of Practical Judgrent
can only be properly understood in reference to the Critigue of Judgment.
Reparding Peirce’s theory of signs, | am proposing something analogous.
In the triad of disciplines constituting logic re-envisioned as semeiotic,
the first two branches are ullimately subordinated to the third — namely,
speculative grammar and critic are ultimately subordinated to what Peirce
called, alternatively, speculative rhetoric or methodeutic. If this is correct,
then the third and culminating branch of logic (speculative rhetoric or
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mcthodeutic) provides the perspective from which the other two branches
(speculative grammar and critic) ultimately need to be explained,

But, in order to make this clear, T need to discuss the details of Peirce’s
classification of the sciences. We find, at the heart of Peirce’s architectonic
philosophical project,® normative science: phenomenclogy flows into the
normative sciences of logic, ethics, and esthetics, while metaphysics and
ulrimately idioscopy (i.e., the special sciences) flow from these normative
sciences. Taken together, these three orders of inquity (CP 1.238) —
phenomenology, normative science, and metaphysics — make up philoso-
phy. But philosophy itseif is at the heart of this elaborate classification
of scientific endeavors, for it is an integrated cluster of investigations
flowing from mathematics (Hull 1994} and flowing inte idioscopy. It
comes between mathematics and idioscopy in suck a way as to Facili-
tate connections between what might otherwise be utterly disparate
undertakings,

At the highest level of generality, then, we find the various branches
of mathematical investigation. These branches are anteceden to philoso-
phy; in a heuristic sense, they flow inlo it. Phenomenology is, however,
that branch of philosophy directly adjacent to mathematics; it is also the
one most constitutionally similar to mathematics. At the lowest levels of
generalily, we find the special sciences (those investigations which Peirce
subsumes under the rubric of idioscopy). These branches are subsequent
to philosophy; again, in a heuristic sense, they flow from it. Metaphysics
is that branch of philosophy directly adjacent, at various points, to the
special sciences, Accordingly, philosophy envisioned as an integrated set
of distinguishable investigations is at neither the highest nor the lowest
level of generality. It borrows principles, processes, and practices from
the purely formal operations of mathematical reason (Hull [994} and,
(o turn, it loans principles, insights, and classifications to the substantive
investigalions of idioscopic investigalors.

Just as philosophy itself is a triad of disciplines {phenomenclogy,
normaltive science, metaphysics), so, too, is normative science. Just as
philosophy is at the heart of a vast array of historically disparate but
(from Peirce’s perspective) potentially interconnected investigations, so
normative science is at the heart of philosephy itself, At the heart of the
heart (i.e., at the center of philosophy itself ), then, we find the normative
sciences, Of the three normative sciences, the one to which Peirce devoted
the greatest attention was, of course, logic. In fact, he was given to
identifying himself as a iogician, This self-identification reveals as much
as any other his own self-understanding. But logic is neither the central
nor the culminating normaltive science. Ethics occupies the central posi-
tion, whereas esthetics marks the culminating point. Upon this reading
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of Peirce's architectonic, an explicitly normative undersianding of deliber-
ative agency {in a word, ethics) resides ar the lonermost center, The
attainment and refinement of such agency depends on the cultivation of
intrinsically warranted ideals and objectives; in (urn, the cultivation of
such ideals and ends demands an ongoing critique of our actual ideals
and the specific proceduses by which we honor, through concrete service,
these animating ideals. *If conduct s to be thoroughly deliberate’, Peirce
contends, ‘the ideal must be a habit of [eeling which has grown up under
the influence of a course of self-criticisms and of hetero-criticisms; and
the theory of the deliberate formation of such habits of leeling is what
ought to be meant by estherics’ CP 1.574).

The specific form of deliberative agency to which -Peirce devoted his
greatest attennion is the kind of agency exercised by inguirers in the
course of their inquiries, In other words, the scientific investigator is,
Irom Peirce's viewpoint, an {if not the} exemplar of defiberalive agency.
Deliberative agents are habituated actors who maodily the patterns of
their engagement as a result of self~critically execuied deliberations.
Virtually ali agents are more or less deliberative; the harshness of experi-
ence demands, at least, a minimum of reflection. Some agents, howewver,
impose upon themselves the fask of deliberation. For them, reflection
upon the motives, manner, and outcomes of their comportmment is not
undertaken in a sporadic and begrudging fashion; deliberation is itself
deliberately executed. As Peirce puts i, ‘deliberate conduct is self-
controlled conduct’ (CP 5,443} as we might say here, deliberately con-
ducted deiiberations are self-controlled exercises in self-control. “MNow
control may itself be controlled, criticism itself subjected 1o criticism; and
deally [or in principle) there is no obvious limit to the sequence’ (CP
5.443). But, in practice, there are more or less definite limits to our
recursive exercises of either control or crilicism (Savan 1987-1988).

Even so, the open-ended character al deliberative critiques (a character
revealed in the omnipresent possibility that, in some circumstances, con-
trol may be exercised on previously uncontrolled exertions or hitherto
uncriticized modes of eriticism may themselves be subjected to criticism)
is crucially important for comprehending the Peircean vision of delibera-
tive agency. As Peirce explicitly noles, ‘it is by the indefinite replication
of self-control on self-control that the wir is begotten, and by action,
through thought, he grows an esthetic ideal ._° (CP 5402, n3), What
Peirce is calling here the vir, [ am desipnating as deliberative AEENLCY OF
the sufficiently mature deliberative agent. It is, and significantly so, in a
manuscript on pragmalicism thal he describes the wir as emerging from
an cpen-ended process of self-control being exercised on self-control
{cl. CP 5.533). It is imperative to appreciate that, for Peirce, pragmaticism
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is of a piece wilh the deliberative agency 50 manifest in ordinary [ife
as well as disciplined inquiries, In his own words, ‘the theory of
Pragmaticism was originally based, as anybody will see who examines
the papers of November 1877 and January 1878 [ie., ‘The fixation of
beliel” and ‘How to make our ideas clear’, respectively], upon a study of
that experience of the phenomena of self-conirol which is conumnon to all
grown [or somewhat mature] men and women, and it scems evident that
lo some exlent, at least, it must always be so based’ (CP 54423, It is
based upon ‘common-sense observaiions coneerning the workings of the
mind, observations well-known even if little noticed, 1o ali ETOWTL Inen
and women, that are of sound minds’ {CF 5.485). What such observations
reveal is that human agents can exercise an effective though lLimited
{sometimes severely lunited } degree of self-contral over the formation of
their habits; they also reveal that ‘a Process of [imaginative] self-
preparation will tend to impart to action {when the occasion for it shall
arise} one fixed character, which is indicaled and perhaps roughly mea-
sured Dy the absence (or slightniess) of the feeling of self-reproach, which
subsequent reflection will induce’ (CP 5.418). In sum, the deliberate
modification of habits is possible and the imaginative rehearsai of possj-
bilities is an indispensable means for modifying our habits, for realizing
this possibiliy {cf, Dewey 1983 [1922)).

What especially needs to be appreciated is that, for Peirce, ‘it is Lo
conceptions of deliberaie conduct that Pragmaticism would irace the
tieliectual purport of symbals’ (CF 5.442). If we ake seriously Peirce’s
sclf-characterizaiion as g convinced Pragmaticist in Semeiotic’
(Hardwick 1977: 78), then we must take seriously £ 1) the extent to which
not signs in general but intellectual signs constitute the principal foci of
Peirce’s semeiotic investigaiions; and (2} the extent to which these investi-
gations are undertaken from 2 normative perspective, the standpoint of
a deliberative agent implicated in an evolved and evolving set of practices
{ones subsumable under the heading of objective or scientific inguiry).
The doctrine of pragmatism is, at bottom, 2 semeiotic doctrine. But, as
conducted by Peirce, the investigation of signs is a pragmaticist project.
One of the texts in which this fact most dramatically manifests itsell is
‘Prolegomena to an apology for pragmaticism’®, This essay is the third ig
a series of papers published in The Monist during the opening vears of
the present century. In fact, these three papers along with conntless
unpublished manuscripts from this same period provide ample evidence
for my claim that, as conducted by Peirce, ihe investigation of signs is a
thoronghly pragmaticist undertaking. For it is in these wrilings that
Peirce in his analysis of semiosis most decisively moves beyond the second
tevel of clarity {the level of abstract definition) to the third levei fthat of
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pragmatic clarification). For example, in ‘Prolegomena o an apology for
pragmaticism’, he explains the triad of Seme, Pheme, and Delome
{roughly, Term, Proposition, and Argument) in lerms of their conceivable
practical eflects (CF 4.538). A Seme is defined, pragmaticaily, as ‘anything
which serves for any purpose as a substitute for an object of which it is,
in some sense, a representative or Sign’; a Rheme is a sign intended to
have or simply having ‘some sort of compulsive effect on the Interpreter
of it’; finally, the Delome is “a Sign which has the Form of tending to act
upon the Interpreter through his own self-control, represenling a process
of change in thoughis or signs, as if to induce this change in the
Interpreter’ (CP 4.538). These aretnod abstract definitions but pragmatkic
clarifications of fundamental semeiotic notions. Herein we observe Peirce
the convinced Pragmaticist in Semeiotic af work.

In general, the pragmalicist “holds that the Immediate [nterpretant of
ail thought proper iz Conducl’ (CP 4.539). In contrast, the wftimate
logical interpretant is a habit or, more precisely, 3 habit-change, While
the immediate interpretant is conduct, it is not necessarily nor {given a
certain level of cognilive development) ordinarily conduct of a direct,
outward kind; rather it tends to be of an imaginary, inward character.
‘To say that conduct is deliberate implies that each action, or each
Important action, is reviewed by the actor and that his Jjudgment 1s passad
upon it, as to whether he wishes his future conduct to be like that or
nol’ (CP 1.574}. To describe agency as deliberalive implies that the habis
constitulive of such a review of the actor’s conduct are deeply ingrained.
For individuals in whom such habits are deeply rooted, their ideal is the
kind of conduct which attracts them upan review (CP 1.571).

A mark of this is that the process of deliberation is, for the deliberative
agent of sufficient malurity, inkerently delightful or, at least, inirinsically
satisfying (even when it requires the confession [CF 1.14] of ignorance
or mislakes). Just as just persons delight in the payment of their debts
(the delight taken in the exercise of this virtue being a sign of the Mullness
of its possession), so deliberative agents find deeply satisfving the task
of deliberation itself (this satisfaction also being a sign of their character),
What is obvicusly of instrumental value — the process of deliberation —
is not solely of such value, at least for the mabure agent.

The theme of marurity merits emphasis here, especially because it has
been largely ignored by Peirce scholars. Its importance is brought into
focus by recalling that: ‘In general, the good is the atrractive — not to
everybody, but fo the sufficiently matured agenr; and the evil is the
repulsive to the same’ {CP 5.552; emphasis added ). The regulalive ideal
of the infinite community of disinterested investigators is an ideal
espoused by such agents. It is the bootstrap by which they pull themselves
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up from whatever debililating fonms of imrmaturity mar their character.
It is the means by which they goad themselves in aitaiming ever wider
and deeper experience, maturity being principally a function of broad
and deep experience reflectively appropriated. But, properly speaking,
ideals lure and attract rather than goad or compel {Raposa 1989,
Corrington 1993); agents goad themselves in light of the norms and
ideals to which they devote themselves. (For Peirce on our devotion to
norms and ideals, see CP 1.587-5338.)

The Peircean ideal of deliberative agency, as it has been presented thus
far, might all too easily suggest a Promethean humanism, For Peirce,
however, humanism was, along with nominalism, a mostly unfortunate
inheritance from the late medieval and Renaissance periods of Western
bistory (see, e.g., CP 1.17-18). Rather than celebrating this trajectory
toward humanity’s self-deification, Peirce defended a more or less tradi-
tional theism. Sufficiently malure agents need the courage and humility
to recognize their severely lmited capacities; they perhaps also need
formal and, indeed, constant checks against their tendency, in effect, to
deify either their individual selves (CF 6.181) or the community in and
through which they define themselves. At the center of a life devoted to
cuitivating, oot abstractly but in some Geld of disciplined endeavor, the
habits of deliberative agency, one finds not a will (o dominate but a
willingness to surrender to that which is inherently adorable {though this
word has been so thoroughly degraded that its use here is quixotic — an
attempt to redeem that which is forever lost). Whatever word we usg,
we need some way of designaling “the esthetic ideal, that which we aif
love and adore” (CP 8.262). As Peirce put it in a letter to William James,
we need also o recognize that ‘the altogether admirable [and adorable],
has, as ideal, necessarily a mode of being to be called living’ (CF 8.262).
He identified this ideal with the divine and even went so far as (o claim
that ‘rhe human mind and the human heart bave a filiation to God'. He
confessed that this was for him ‘the most comfortable docirine. At least
[ find it most weonderfully so every day in confemplating all my misdeeds
and shoricomings’ (emphasis added). But it was comforting precisely
because it was challenging, precisely because it demanded reviewing daily
the misdeeds and shortcomings of a seill all too inclined to allow wvitally
important concerns to eclipse cosmically vital Ideas — and Ideals. The
xlent to which Peirce’s contrite falliblism (CP 1.14) is more than a
prudential safeguard against precipitous judgment — the extent to which
il expresses a religious orientation — merits consideration. So do the
series of surrenders by which infantile actors unable to satisfy their own
lyrannical needs are transformed into mature agents willing to devote
their lives to ideals which, in word and deed, are continucusly desecrated.
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[dentifying the religious dimensiog in Peirce’s thought

The scienlific man is decply impressed with [

majssly of truth, as something reasonable.

intefligible which ts bound sacaer or later 1o
[orce itsell upon every mind. [It is, in hmh_._.u
‘that to whkich, sponer ar later, every knee must
bow' (CP B.136).] Mt is not tog much to say
1hal he worships the divine majesty al the
pevwer of reasonableness behind the facy, From
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both to refine his logice wrens and to formulate a logica docens, One of
the places in which he most clearly identifies this leve] is in his review of
Ernst Mach’s The Science of Mechanics. There he notes that:

he proposition that all our knowledge rests upon and represents experignce is
Lowadays accepted by sensualists and their opponents alike, the latter taking
‘experience’, in its wltimate sense, for whatever is forced upen our minds, willy-
oilly, in the course of our intellectual history. To major {orce [majeure force] we
ean only submit, and it is idle to dispute the reality of such things as lood, money,

faat senliment springs bis urgent desire to fior. beds, shoes, friends, enemies, sunshine etc. Bur the anti-sensualisls, or perhaps

_:.EH the discovery of truth. (TP 8.136, n3)

In The Development of Peirce’s Philosophy, a work which “is still regardad
by many as the best text on Peirce’ (Corrington 1993 220), Murray G.
Murphey states that the ‘religions spirit was always present in Peirce's
work, whether ovently expressed or notl, and was an impartant factor in
determining the nature of his philosophy” (1961: 16}. The work of John
E. Smith, Vincent Potier, Donaa Orange, Peter Ochs, Douglas Anderson,
Michael Raposa, and more recently Robert Corrington is extremely
helpful for discemning the degres and ways in which a religious sensibility
and (to a lesser extent) its formal expression tnform Peirce’s philosophical
texts. Withoul detailed reference to their work but, nonatheless, with
deep indebtedness to these scholars, let me discoss more Fully here a topic
already broached — the religious spirit pervading the Peircean texts.

As implied at the conclusion of the previous section, the higher levels
ol maturity are attained no| by the exercise of a narrow prudence bui as
the consequence of a personal transformation (what might be seen as a
COMVETSION experience). At the lower levels, a begrudging, calculating,
and thus inconstant recognition of reality (of sormething ather than our

wishes and desires) marks an advance over an infantile megalom ania {or
megalomaniacal immaturiiy).

Facts are hard things which do nay consist in my thinking so and 50, bat sland
unmoved by whatever you or [ or any man of generabions of men may oping
m_uaE them. It is those lacts that T want lo know, so that I may mﬂo_.nm disap-
poimiments and disasiers. Since they are bound 10 Press upen me at last, lel me
know them as soan as possible, and prepare for them. This is, in the last analysis,
my whole molive in reasoning ... . Whether such redasoning is agreeahle to my
imtellectual impulses is a matter of no consequences, [ do not reason for he sake

of my delight in reasonung, bul solelv to avoid disappeintment and surprise,
{CP 2173}

Bui, _._.: truth, this does nod describe the highest level of deliberative
reflection, nor what in the last analysis actually prompted Peirce himself

the most advanced of them, say that, having once surrendered to-the power of
nalure, and having allowed the Fatile eEo in some mezsure 1o dissolve, man at
onee finds himsel in synectic union with the circunambiant non-ego, and parlakes
in ils trinmphs. On the simple condition of obedience to the laws of nalure, he
can satisly many of his selfsh desires: a Further surrender will bring him the
higher delight of realizing to some extent his ideas; a slill further surrender confers
upon him the funclien of coeperating with nature and the course of things to
Erow new ideas and institutions, Almost anybo dy will admii there is truth in this:
the question is how fundamental that truth mey be, (CA 1: 185-189)

Submitting o the majeure force of experence might be an ignoble,
conniving act, a way of placating a harsh, arbilrary tyrant; or it may be
& noble, transformative undertaking, a way of learning from a no doubi
harsh but nonetheless sustaining power. Al the heart of experience, as
understood by Peirce, is a sense of compulsion, of something forcefully —
indeed, {lo use his own word} brutally — bearing down upon the self.
‘Such a sense of compulsion, of a siruggle berween something within and
something without, accompanies every experience whatever’ {CP 2.22),
This sense of being compelled and of resisting the forces of compulsion
is definitive of experience: ‘How else can I distinguish between an experi-
ence and a play of fancy of extreme vividness, than by the sense of
compulsion in the former case? And how can there be compulsion without
resistance? (CF 2.22). But there is more to human experience than this
brute compulsion and its consequent resistance: Instead of sitaply having
something forced upon my attention ab extra, in complete violation of
my rationzl integrity, ‘I feel rather a sort of sympathy with nature which
makes me sure that the continuity or the generality s there, somewhat
as | felt sure T understood the particular state of mind of my mare at the
time I was putting her up' (CP 2.22; emphasis added). The feli symmpathy
of the Logos inherent in the natural world is, for Peirce, a defining feature
of religious consciousness. *To believe in a god at all, is not that to believe
! that man’s reason is allied to the originaling principle of the universe?
?ﬁﬂ. 2.24). The Logos to which humanity is allied has the stalus of the
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Absolute, a reality to which all else is relative and, moreover, which is
inherently unconditioned but is itsell a ubiquitous condition of all else.
In each individual person, religion ‘is a sort of sentiment, or obscure
perception, a deep recognition of a somethin g in the circumambiant All
which, if he sirives to express it, will clothe itself in forms more or less
extravagani, more or less accidental fe.g.. King or Father], but ever
acknowledging the first and the last, the A and €1, as well as relaticn to
that Absolute of the individual's sell, as a relative being” (CP 6.428),

Peirce’s personal religious Faith is best conceived in reference to this
series of self-surrenders through which the vainglorious self is transfgured
inio a humble servant of lividg ideals { Hardwick 1377: B6). The vainglori-
ous seff is the self blind to the aciual suffering of others and the adorable
character of the ideals 1o which it appeals when in a position of weakness
and {rom which it so oflen withdraws its loyalty when in a position of
power. Hence, two defining features of the vainglorious self (“the futile
€g0’) are insensitivity {or callousness) and hypocrisy. Peirce's wrilings on
religion are often closely connecled to what he calls conrrite fallibilism,
But in these writings such fallibilism moves from being simply a method-
ological doctrine {if it, indeed, ever was simply such a decirine for Peirce)
fo an existential orientation in which the self struggles o come 10 tenns
with its finilude, fallibility, and fallenness.

His opposition 1o the attermnpts by some scientists in his own day — in
the name of science — 1o discredit traditional religion as a set of confes-
sional practices (practices by which vainglorious individuals might be
transformed into humble servanis) was as thoroughgoing as his opposi-
lion to seminary-trajned philosophers. In the end, his defense of the
practices of experimental investigation is explicitly linked to hiz defense
of certain confessional religions; and the defeases of boih are explicitly
linked to the question of God’s reality. In fact, the meaning of that
question is inseparable from asceriaining the conditions for, on the one
hand, the success of scientific investigation and, on the other, the achicve-
ment of perscnal autonomy {or self-control}. After asseriing that the
discoveries of science provide ‘proof conclusive that, though we cannot
think any thought of God’s, we can catch a fragment of His Thought',
Peirce goes on to suggest that:

MNow such being the pragmaticisi’s answer 1o the guestion what he means by the
word 'God’, the question whether there really is such a being is the queslion
whether all physical science is merely the figment — the arbitrary Agment — of
the students of nature, and further whether the ore lesson the Gautama Boedha,
Confucius, Socrates, and all who Itom any poini of view have had their ways of
conduct determined [or transfigured] by meditation upon the plysico-psychical
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?E...&am. be only their arbitrary nolicn or be the Truth behind the appearances
lwhich the frivolous man does nol think of; and whether the superhuman courage
wiich such contemplation has couferred upon priests who go to pass :H_.H lives
with lepers and refuse all offers of rescue is mere sitly fanaticism, the passion of
a baby [ihe illusion of an infantile consciousness], or whether it is strenpth dedved
from the power of the truth, (CF 6.502)

The meaning of God’s realily must, for the pragmaticist, be linked H_u
M_m_n_E_n conceivable practical consequences and bearings; for the pragmati-
cist Peirce, these consequences and bearings pertain to, at one level, sell-
corrective investigalion and, al a higher level, heroic self-sacdfice. In
iwhat strikes me as & thoroughly pragmaticisit conception of God, J. N.
mﬂa&mw suggests that, whalever else the name God mighl mean, it must
mean an adequale object of worship — a being fully ﬂ.ni&__._. of such
TESpOnSEs as Teverence, awe, fdelity, etc. The Logos immanent in nature
and possibly indicative of a transcendent Power was, for Peirce, just such
-an object. .

Indeed, scientific inquiry itself was [or him a form of religious worship.
+One somelimes gets the impression thal il was the most authentic form
iof such worship. But this is a misleading impression, for Peirce’s own
:ingenuous participation in Lraditional forms of religious ﬂonEﬁ. can be
:documented (see, e.g., Orange 1984: 45-46). Of far greater EmEnmmunn
is that a religious sensibility pervades his philosophical texts, E.Sn.m a
depeh of meaning to what should be understood by his ‘contrite fallibi-
lism’. While he was not at all shy in acknowledging the presence of such
a sensibility in his thouwght, he viewed himself primarily as a mn_nH..ﬁ._.ﬂ and
logician. As a scientist, he was commiited Lo executing some specific _.o._.E
of objective inquiry; as a [ogician, he was committed to understanding
the varicus forms and, beyond these, a generalized {or idealized) form
"ol objective investigation. Logic, then, is re-envisioned by Peirce as a
normative theory of objective inquiry. ‘A deliberate logical faculty ... _.umm
in man to take their place; and the sole function of this logical deliberation
is to grind off the arbitrary and the individualistic nrmﬂmn..nﬂ .&. Eanmww
(CFP 1.178}. This faculty reguires cultivation. Such nE:..,m.:cn. is, part
“and parcel, of maturing into deliberative agents, for ‘reasoning is only &
'special kind of controlled conduct ..." (CP 16107, These points lead
idirectly into what most distinguishes Peirce’s approach 1o philosophy.
‘He is, afler all, someone who exclaimed in a letter to 2 frend that
__HuE_.umow__G is either a science or is balderdash’ ._uum:.____. EMH m nm.mu_. ﬂ.
philosophical reflection fails to attain the siatus of objeclive inquiry, it
will be worse thao useless; it will be pernicious. And if litterazteurs,
theologians, and others have their way, philosophy will forever be
obstructed from attaining that stalus.

A
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Highlighting the distinctive angle of Peirce’s vision

Each man has his own Peculiar character, It
enters inta all ke does. It is in his ConSCious-
ness and not a mers mechanical trick ve it
enlers iave all his cognitien .. 11 is therefore
the man's philosaphy, his way ol regarding
things; aot a phitosophy of the head alons —
bul ore which pervades the whole man, [(CF
7.595)

Peirce’s principal concern was [0 _.j_mmmmmﬁﬁ as an Integral part of nomua-
tive science, signs in the service of 'a distinclive fonm of intelligence. He
identified this form as ‘scientific intelligence’ and defined it as ‘an intell-
gence capabie of learning from experience’ (CP 5.227), The signs most
directly in the service of such intelligence are themselves identified by
Peirce as ‘intellectual concepls’ and defined as ‘those upon the struciure
of which, arguments concerning objective fact may hinge’ (CF 5.467),
According to him, intellectnal toncepls are “the only sign-burdens that
are properly denominated “canceprs”’; they ‘essentially carry some impli-
cation COnCErning the general behgviour cither of some conscious being
or of some inanimate obfect, and s tonvey more, not merely than any
feeling, but more, oo, 1han any existenlial fact ...* (Cp 5.467; emphasis
added}. What more intelleciual Concepts convey is emphatically noted
by Peirce: “the “would-acis™, “would-dos” of habitual [or general ] beha-
vior'. Hence, for the defining purpose of chjeclive inquiry, ‘the rosaf
meaning of the predication of an intellectual concept is contained in the
aflimation that .. the subject of the predication would behave in a
certain general way |, Predicatton is, in eflect, prediction: it is an
attempt to indicate how ap agent or thing would zet in some more or
less definite range of circumstances, Bui the difTerentiaf Perspeclive of
the theoreticaj inguirer commitied, above al] else, to discovering objective
truth is, in Pejrce’s investigation of signs, the controlling perspective
{cf. Smith |96i, 1978,

. . . o hysigl .
The tapacity o reliable arguments concerming objective fact Physiology 1o history and theology,

is, hence, but another way of speaking about scienlific intelligence. The
ol three other capacities: the capacity Lo draw hecessary inferences, to

explain such phenomens.

Peirce was acutely aware that there is more 1o [ife than scieace (CP
5.537%; he was also sufficienily aware that there is more 1o the general
theory of signs than the specific kinds of signs upon which he, given his

Scheme 1o substantive investigaiions i

ind the lender-minded transcendentalis;
differeny tendencies 4mMong contern

. . r : lendency o f i
explam puzzling Phenomena, and to test 1he hypothesis purpor tng o, native acop c1oc

‘@ Normaltive aceouny of objective investigaj
ipeculative way
the former tendency is mog tarked — g
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overarching concerp lo craft a methodeutic of b

_ tective nvestigation
(cf, Fisch 1986), devoted the overwhelming bujk of tis critical altention.

m..ﬁ sone students of Peirce miss the extent o which his investigation of
SIENS 1§ controlled and, in some respects, skewed by this concern, Cther
i ent to which Peirge’s thought drjves
‘Present concern 1o frame beuristic

. the one hand, what
tive Perspective; on

the other, whay be says from this perspective explodes the limits of his

oWn ingujres,

The work of T, L. Shory, Joseph Ransdel], Christopher anwim__,. Car]
] v Thomas Dhmrnimww. and Cheryl Misak s
HEEmumn.,._w rn_ﬁﬁE in Lrasping both the main thrust and he detailed

aboration of Peiree's indefatigahle efforts to define, in Pragmatic {rather
han tran . [ the possibility of ghieg.
Ive lnquiry, In Conlrast, the work of Floyd Merrell, Peter Ochs, Ehn_w__mmh
» Robert Corrington and {more problemay;-
Ways of reading Pejrce
inherent ip Peiree’s own
$ and defining allegiances

\ CONSEFVative politics),

The mu.m_ Eroup of scholars is Strongly disposed 1 call in Peirce g5 ‘an
SEPEIt Withess' in behalf of objective inquiry. While the jnd

the second Broup {with he exceplion of Margolis) stress the im

_. : Poflance
of the &:mﬁmn&. oEnQ and other faciors Msiring the Possibility of
conduciing oE@nmEn nvestigations, they are not fearly as concerned o

.mE..E_wEm.&a& with Peirce the scientific inquirer as they are interesied ip
Jelning Petrce the Speculative thinker. They draw their inspiration not go
much _.n.uE even Peirce the n0Mmaltive scientist as the tategorea) theorist
that dazing _Eu_ﬂa who not only elabarated the most abstract E..Em,

Gmm" Esposiig 1980, Shapirg
_m‘kEm Dianner this Categoreg!
varous fields, from Physics and
Though there might not be 1y Peirces {the ough-minded naurajjsy
. there are o markedly
porary Peirce scholars — namely, the

ion, what Feirce himselfl pften

10 exploit in ap unabashed|y

alled his quest of quests) and the tendency
the _.m.n:u&q of the Peircean categories. Those ;
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hughiy skeptical of the uses 1o which Peirce is _um.u:m put by those of an
unabashedly speculalive cast; in contrasi, those in whom the Hm.:ﬂ. ten-
dency is most pronounced — e.g., Domlnwnm: — are deeply Rmhmﬁnﬁ :H.
clipping Peirce’s metaphysical wings. In my _:amﬁ_u.nnﬁ, the community o

Peirce scholars benefits from the presence of thinkers exhibiting such

iffereni tendencies.

%ﬂﬂw m_m&. %MM,.H.P_F, true since these rendencies are anE.nnn by mn_pn;.E.w
not simply interested in getting Peirce right vE m_mﬂ.u n_uEHEﬂ._nn to pushing
inquiry in the directions he opened and doing ﬁE_omn.EE.E Ew EmHEE,.
he exemplified. As I will stress again later, the hermeneutical Emnq__wnnmv
are not dissociable from philosophical n_?.wqmn:nnm.. Dﬂwniﬁn_aﬁmhww
Peirce’s interpreters are phildsopherstwiho have joined T.:ﬂ as co-inguirers;
fidelity to the actoal texts is dear, but fidelity Lo the mmE,nm:zm ﬁ_ﬂ,ﬂomnm
of this paradigmatic inquirer is even dearer 1o these interpreters’, ._J_.E_
they identify Lthese purposes somewhat differently _m.m_um ﬁ_.ﬁ.E to nrmﬁ_.ﬁ_cn
somewhat different causes and to celebrate a .n__un@uuﬁmw_w different m.n_u.nnm.
Whal joins these rival inlerpreters is that, if it is important H.. get Peirce
right, it is because Peirce himself was right mrcc_”. SO many things of far-
reaching philosophical significance. Hence, their vanous ESEH.,E to
introduce Peirce are, at botlom, invitations to doing ﬁE_ommmE in a
distinctive way. A word or two more ought, hawever, to be said about
the issue of introducing Peirce.

Wayrs of introducing Peirce

There are, of course, various ways of effectively introducing Peirce, nmn.w
of which has advantages as well as disadvaniages. Two muﬁqomn_umm e5peri-
ally recommend themselves — the systemartic and Ew nrano_o@nﬂ. Dﬂﬁ
way of systematically introducing Peirce would be in terms of Em oW
architectonic vision of philosophical inquiry. In contrast, one could imiro-
duce this philosopher in terms of the chronological development of his

philosophical views. The principal disadvantage of the former approach -

is that Peirce’s archilectonic system is so &m?uamﬁ. that it .__m likely 1o
overwhelm a person trying to make Peirce's acquaintance; in contrast,
the chief drawbacks of the latter mﬁwaomn.r are EE_ m mn.nnwmr it tends
to presuppose (rather than engender) an interest in the thinker being so
introduced and, moreover, that it tends to EWEHWE_EW nn..ﬁ.ﬁonﬁn:w
rather than the tenability or validity, of the H_z.H-_anm ﬂEn&.:Bm an
positions. Even so, both approaches can be effectively used to introduce
Peirce or, for that matler, any other philosopher.

Letree the contrite fallibiliss 9%

Yel another approach wouid LTy to convey something of the coniours
of both the architectonic and the developraent. This is, in fact, Murphey's
approach, for whom an adequate understanding of Peirce’s architectonic
demands a detailed chronology of the revisions that Peirce was driven to
make in his system. It is also what, in his own way, Joseph Esposito .
(1980} does in Evolutionary Metaphysics. The Development of Peirce's
Theory af Categories. So, 1oo, it is whal Robert Corrington does in the
volume under review, An Introduction to C. 5. Peirce, Carringlon conveys
a sense of the development of Peirce’s thought by explicating various
series of articles (e.g., in chapter 1 the series in Fopular Science Manzhiy
enlitled ‘Ilustrations of the logic of science’, in chaprer 2 the early series
of ihree articles in Journg/ of Speculative Philosophy, and in chapter 4
The Monist series published batween 18911893}, He canveys a sense of
the substantive import of Peirce's philosophical reflections by highlighting
both the principal doctrines as pragmalicism, synechism, ele,, and the

complex interconnections among these doclones, Finally, he conveys
something of the power and deficiencies of these reflections — the power
by iracing trajectories Peirce himself" did not, the deficiencies indicating
what Peirce resisted exploring,

OF course, much depends upon the audience to whom ag introduction
i3 addressed, It might be undergraduates with very little philosophical

training or it might be scholars deeply read in philos ophy but unfamiliar
with Peirce,

A strong Misreading of the Peircean project

Given Corrington’s strenuoys efforts 1o enlist Peirce in the cause of ecstatic
naturaism, i.e., given his altempl {0 portray Peirce as a DBTecursor to an
ontology championed by Corrington in such other works as Nature gud
Spirit; An Essay in Ecstatic Naturalism (1992} and Ecstatir Naturalism:
Signs of the Warld {1934}, it is imperative to stress just how orthodox js
Corrington’s interpretation of Peirce’s philosophy. While these efforts are
perhaps the most controversial aspect of this provocative study, the paing-
taking care with which Peirce’s architectonic approach 1o philosophical
inquiry is delineated is an undeniable feature of this study. Though there
are more than a few places where I am inclined to question the logic of
presentation: e.g., why does the author wait until chapter 3 10 present
what he himself calls, iz the title of a seclion, "The three primal categories’,
or why does he present the ‘Nhustrations of the logic of science’ — “The
fixation of belief?, "How to make our ideas clear’, els, — before the earlier
series from the Journal of Specularive Philosopky? There are no doubt
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good reasons for these choiges {1he feli coherence of the exposilion attesis
to this), but an explicit rationale might have been desirable.
An Introducrion 10 € 8 FPeirce 5, first and foremost, the work of a

chapiers,

Thar this is the wark of a philosophical theologian, a scholar conversani
with a wide range of philosophical tpxts from diverse traditions and alsg
ane commitied to refashioning a viable conception of the divine, means
that certain features of Pejrce’s thought get highlighted here, fealures
which ordinarify are ejther ignored or downplayed {see, .2, Hookway
1985 or even Hausman 1993). Hence chapter four is devoted to *The
evolving God and the heart of nature’,

AS &0 eXpository account of Peirce’s principal philosophical doctrines,
this is an engaging and nuanced (thus, challenging) study. As an imagina-
live development of certain more or less inchoate lendencies in the
Peircean texts, it is an undertaking far more difficull to assess, As a
developruent of these lendencies, 4n Fatroduction 1o C S, Peirce is, more
than anything else, an essay in theosemiotic and in an ontalogy of nature.
It is truly an Esdy — an aftempi to focus upon the 'process by and
through which the [hurnan] self becomes aruned ta the traces of (he
divine sign maker in the world’ {Cortingron 1993 200), it also endeavars
o interpret the ontological difference beiween ‘Being’ {das Serm) and
" {das setende} in terms of ‘nature naturing’ (matwra naturans) and
‘nature natured’ {narurg raturata). While the theosemiodic s closely linked
to the notion of interpretive musement developed in ‘A neglected argu-
meni for the reality of God’, the Te-interpreiation of the ontological
difference and its correlation with this theosemiolic are less clearly raoted
in Peirce’s own texts. Along with Corrington’s psychological interpreta-
tion of Peirce’s melancholia {PP-21-24), his emphasis on Peirce the
theosemiotician and his portrayal of Peirce as ‘a precursor of ecstatic
naturalist’ {p. 24} are alnost certainly the most controversial aspects of
this insightful study.

Hence, one mighi suspect that, in several key Dlaces, what Corrington
provides is not so much an introduction as a ‘strong misreading’ of g
thinker who has generated ip this interpreter *an anxiety of influence’,
Even though Corringlon explicitly tries to distance himself {rom neoprag-
matism strategies of argumentation and interpretation, it might — iToni-

feifte ine comirite jailipvilist 97

cally — appear that his own work exemplifies some of these very
sirategies, Corrington is awaze of this possibility, Near the very end of
this introduction, he noies tn reference (o Peirce’s panpsychism what fe
hotes in other connections ag well, namely, that Peipce ‘had not yet
fathomed ihe inper mementum of his own categorial slructures’ {p. 216),
i He is sensilive to the possibility that his readers rarght think this claim
| unduly Presumptuons, this he immediately asks before his readers but

- Is this {0 say thag we have some kind of privileged Perspective, a form of Eerger
. verstehen (better understanding) in which W& can claim to know more about an
: authar's framework than (he author could? Or js thig reading a kind of deconstrye-

_ tive inversion of a categorial structure in which the absent dialogue partner is
forced into 2 kind of reluclant appearance? fp. 216)

- His response to these sell-addressed questions is, in crucial respects, an
eche of an assertion made in the preface: “The understanding invoked
here is more akin to an emancipatory reemactment in which a vast

unthought insight is given the space within which 1o find its 1rue measure’
{p. 216). This assertion echoes an earljer claim;

underlying principles of an ecslatic naturalism, [ kope o SDRAZE i an aof gf
EMancipalory reenactmenr in which Peirce t5 allowad 1g speak with a new voice.
This can only be doge ir otie honors the r=xiyal tnaterials and allaws [sic] to
speak, However, the tradflional view of Peirce ... has made it difficult 1o hegr
what these 12315 are sa¥ing. {p. xii: again, emphasis added}

calls {lollowing Haroid Bloom) a ‘sirong mis reading’. Anyone commitied
to such a strategy of ‘reading’, in Rorty’s words, simply beats the text
Into a shape which will serve his own purpose, He makes {he text refer
to whatever is relevant ig that purpose’ (1982: I51). What Cerrington is
calling ‘an ¢mancipatery reenactment’ is predicated on Joining the pur.
i pose of the anthor, net dppropriating texis for whatever Purpose happens
:to suit the “interpreter’. The model of sirong misreading ‘is nod the CLrious
collector of clever gadgets taking them 4part to see what makes them
work and carefully ignoring any extrinsic end they may have, but the
psychoanalyse _n,_:rw_w.Hunn_ﬁR_”Em 2 dream or a joke as a symptom of
homicidal mania® {(Rorty 1982 151 In coalrast, the mode] of emancipa-
tory reepaciment js thar of strong misreading, of trying to join the
purposes of the avthor while mindful of the Omnipresznt possibility of
impesing one’s own PUTPOses on the texts not one’s own,
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To repeat, that An Introduciion to €. S, Pefrce is the work of primarnly
a philosophical theologian with a fertile mind and an architeclonic of his
0@ means that the relevance of Peirce's philosophy to systematic theol-
ogy 1s made a focal concern here. That the overarching hermeneutic
objective is ‘an emancipatory reenactment’ of vast (largsly) unexpressed
insights means that Peirce is joined by Corrington as a co-inguirer,
nudged and (some might think) shoved in directions in which Peirce
might be reluctant to go, The hermeneutical and the philoscphical tasks
are, in the end, inseparable. To mierpret faithfully any philosopher
Tequires joining him as a co-investigator, imaginatively projecting our-
selves into his project. In turn, to probe philosophically any issue almaost
always requires drawing upon the wark of predecessors and contemporar-
ies; this, in its turn, demands comin g to terms with heir work, interpreting
their texts, assessing their objectives and ideals no less than their stralegies
and procedures. 11 might even be Lhat our interpretive disagresments are,
to some extent at leasi, always reflections of philosophical divergences,
Hence, the role of expositor and that of philosophical co-inquirer are, in
the final analysis, inseparable. To get Peirce right demands nothing less
than idemiifying his various and, above all else, his deepest purposes;
then imaginatively reenacting and {to the extent that he himself failed to
follow out the momentum of his own thought) simply enacting those
purposes; and, finaliy, assessing in critical dialogue with other knowledge-
able interpreters the results of these endeavors. While Corrington does
announce that his project of introducing Peirce is undertaken in the spirit
of fallibilism (p. xii}, the marks of that spirit -- above all, a conscieniious
confrontation with rival interpretations — are too often absent, The
momentum of his interpretive and philosophical reflections propels him,
more oflen than not, woward a nuanced and elegant expression of his
most basic insights, not toward dialectical engagement with rival inter-
preters. In an introduction of this sort, such engagement can be distrac-
ting, especially to a student coming to Peirce for the first time; hence, its
absence here i5 in one respect justifiable.

Conclusion

The Peirce to whom I am most strongly drawn is the contrite {allibilist,
the convinced pragmaricist in semeiotic (and other fizlds of inguiry), and
the critical commonsensist. The Peirce lo whom Robert S, Corrington is
most deeply attracted is the caregorial theorist, the speculative metaphysi-
cian, and the semeiolic innovator whe provides vast conceptual resources
for depth psychology as well as systematic theclogy. 1, too, am drawn 1o

1. Inanalker Place, however, Pojrce conlends that what the crifical

Anderson, Douglas B

Leirce the contrite fallibilise 0y

these facets of Peirce (especially the categorial theorist and semeiotic
En_.ﬁwm.ﬁca. But these attractions are linked to my reading of Peirce ag
fallibilist, pragmalicist, and tommonsensist. Yei, for understanding jpst
En.umm aspects of Peirce which T most highiy prize, An Introduction .ﬁ..m_w_h.u S
th_..nm 15 a welcome contribytion to recent scholarship; especiall mm. .
aid for ﬂm_.ﬁ:m my fallibilism with the utmost mw_.mn,:mnmmm. — for nxw_n__n_.bmn
the ways in ﬁ&ﬁn Iy own philosophical and interpretive biases o .m
to deflect aitention away from those aspects of Peirce which [ mn%ﬂwm.

congenial — this bogk is a good re intr i
. -ntroduction to an ev :
ever elusive, genjys. ver challengin £,

Motes

I. Hnr%ﬁhw%% EM_..EE paragraph, _ue..tmd,nh i might be objected thar picking up Peirce
b an does oot guarantes _u_n_n_bm.z_u a toal by ke right end, Al that T mean
ww._..u. that uﬁmhém Peirce as a ®Emeiotician s, in general, required of anyope

) wr,v_h_hm lo allain an _m_wnoh underslanding of what Peirce was abou, ¢
n the mast fecent nm__nEu of the Peiree Prafect Newsiester (1954}, two notices bear
NW.«JFMME Peirce as E-Emnm.ua and alsa mm.;mo_ommuu. Cn page 2, #.n.hmm:._ that: “Rabin
o COOLAIns (wo parrjal Plays, n.u_nm 15 Peirce's 1547 lranslation of the first agt of
sMedea. .. The other (1562 2-15) ... is an unidentifiegd comedy .. The authorship of

the latter is, however ool enlirel it i i

e la X . ¥ clezr, even though it (s a man Uin Peirce"s hand
Btill it ceveals something abour the range of Peirce’s interests, So nc.u_ﬂm the nnn_.m . ﬁ
letters Between Feirpe and Pay! i

Carus, The two letters re raduced
Newsletter tndicale the distine; P a oL page 7 of the
Questions. e distinclive manner jn which Peirce approached religions

. . er, P Comimonsensist ‘adores,
ifheiga good Pragmalicist, is Power; not the shame pawer of brute force, which £ven

s 5 e s s e 0 e o
MMM.... _wﬁ MM Wmn.MM.n .._| %ﬁﬂww M.%E_.:_m h“hh:ﬂa&%hnﬂwncﬂuﬂ“.M.nm_nmpﬂ_mnu_ﬁ_u“““mhu
.H.. nﬂuﬂwatln _H...,_m ﬁwoﬁﬁﬁwﬂnﬁi.ﬁw m.mE.ﬁn. ﬁnsﬁw m_n HH%HMMWM“MHH%%&"HMW
resson bl X Ol Benuine power, Suel might be the cunning of
This fact is capiured ip .En sublitle of Bobert Corrington’s 4n Iniroduction ts © 5

. But ihe alisence in the index
T srience and jis cogpates suggesis that neither yhe character of

Peirce's investigation ol SIEnE nor his Predominant sell-image is taken with sufficient

SEripusness,
As should be evident,

this philosepiicaf pro: I i
of soiemific disciplines, ? provetls pan

and parcel of an inteprated set
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