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Pelo crescimento contínuo da razoabilidade concreta 
 

O Centro de Estudos Peirceanos (CENEP) do Programa de Pós-Graduação em 
Comunicação e Semiótica (COS) da Pontifícia Universidade Católica de São Paulo 
(PUCSP), mais uma vez promove o encontro de pesquisadores, professores e alunos em 
torno da discussão da obra e das idéias de Charles Sanders Peirce (1939-1914). Como 
vem ocorrendo anualmente desde 1997 – à exceção de 1998 – hoje realizamos mais uma 
Jornada do CENEP, a nona de sua história. O objetivo desse evento é recolher, 
compartilhar e debater os frutos do trabalho anual dos membros dos grupos de estudo e 
de pesquisadores interessados na obra peirceana. 

A 9ª Jornada do Centro de Estudos Peirceanos se concentra na apresentação 
do relato do trabalho que vem sendo desenvolvido pelos grupos de estudo que compõem 
o CENEP. Os coordenadores dos grupos ou seus representantes apresentam a dinâmica 
de funcionamento das atividades realizadas e os principais temas abordados. Os grupos 
de estudo constituem-se no pilar do Centro, pois são eles que efetivamente garantem o 
engajamento dos alunos e interessados em geral em pesquisas contínuas. Embora 
tenham uma certa mobilidade, no sentido de que passam por modificações, sempre 
temos tido, ao longo dos anos, grupos de trabalho ativos dentro do Centro. Os 
participantes dos grupos são provenientes dos mais diversos campos de conhecimento: 
estudantes, professores de comunicação e profissionais das mais diversas áreas das 
ciências humanas, exatas e biológicas, pessoas das mais diferentes áreas interessadas na 
obra multifacetada de Peirce, unidas pela coerência interna das idéias desse pensador. 

Os grupos de estudo distribuem-se em três linhas de pesquisa: Semiótica Teórica, 
Semiótica Interdisciplinar e Semióticas Específicas. Nessas linhas, atualmente, o 
CENEP conta com seis grupos de estudo em pleno funcionamento, que promovem 
palestras, seminários e fóruns de discussão, realizam reuniões periódicas de estudo, 
levam a cabo projetos de pesquisa, compartilham e constroem conhecimento. São esses 
grupos: 

 
Linha Semiótica Teórica: 

• Grupo de Estudo Leituras Avançadas de Peirce 
• Grupo de Estudo Leituras Básicas de Peirce   
• Grupo de Estudo Teoria Semiótica da Moda 

 
Linha Semiótica Interdisciplinar 

• Grupo de Estudo Semiótica, Interconectividade e Consciência (Inter Psi)  
 
Linha Semióticas Específicas 

• Grupo de Estudos Intersemióticos da Moda - Corpo, Imagem, Artes Cênicas,  
• CS:Games - Grupo de Pesquisa Semiótica sobre a Linguagem dos Games  

 
O CENEP mantém um site onde podem ser encontradas dicas de leitura, textos, 

dados biográficos de Peirce, teses e dissertações defendidas sobre ou embasadas no 
pensamento peirceano, “perguntas freqüentes sobre semiótica” e informações sobre 
cada grupo de estudo (www.pucsp.br/pos/cos/cepe). 

A exemplo do que tem ocorrido a cada dois anos, desde 2002, este ano realizamos 
juntamente com a nossa Jornada anual, um seminário avançado – o terceiro de nossa 
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história – com convidados estrangeiros e brasileiros, pesquisadores de Peirce. O Third 
Advanced Seminar on Peirce´s Philosophy and Semiotics conta com a presença dos 
professores e pesquisadores Nathan Houser (Peirce Edition Project – Indiana 
University, EUA), Vincent Colapietro (Departamento de Filosofia - The Pennsylvania 
State University, EUA), Thomas Short (Advisory Board do Peirce Edition Project - 
Universidade de Indiana, EUA) e Winfried Nöth (Kassel Universität, Alemanha), que 
nos trazem reflexões sobre o pensamento peirceano e se dispõem à discussão com 
pesquisadores brasileiros, tais como Lucia Santaella (PUCSP), Ivo Assad Ibri (PUCSP), 
Lauro da Silveira (UNESP – Marília), Vinícius Romanini (USP), Cassiano Terra 
(SENAC e PUCSP), Fátima Regina Machado (PUCSP), Maria de Lourdes Bacha 
(Universidade Presbiteriana Mackenzie), bem como com todos os participantes do 
evento. 

Momentos como este prestam especial contribuição para o crescimento contínuo da 
razoabilidade concreta, tal qual preconizava Peirce. Como diz Santaella (2004)1: 
 

...ideal [admirável] é “um alvo absoluto ... aquilo que seria 
buscado sob quaisquer circunstâncias ...” e “... capaz de ser 
buscado em um curso indefinidamente prolongado de ação” (CP 
5.134-135). Parece evidente que um tal ideal deverá ser 
compreensivo, mas suficientemente vago, um ideal que dá 
significado e justifica todos os ideais mais particulares, que 
exigem descobertas sem fim. Depois de muitos dilemas, Peirce 
veio se referir a esse ideal como sendo o crescimento da 
razoabilidade concreta. 

Os frutos que brotam do desejo de um indivíduo não devem 
se limitar aos seus próprios alvos, mas seus esforços devem 
contribuir para um resultado coletivo – o crescimento da 
razoabilidade no mundo. (p.79 e 80) 

 
Que todos possamos desfrutar deste momento de intercâmbio de conhecimento para 

descobrir um pouco mais do complexo universo do pensamento peirceano, ampliando 
nossos próprios universos. 

 
 

Fátima Regina Machado 
Diretora Executiva do CENEP 

 
Agosto de 2006 

 
 

                                                           
1 SANTAELLA, Lucia (2004) Contribuições do Pragmatismo de Peirce para o avanço do conhecimento. 
Revista de Filosofia, Curitiba, v. 16 n.18, p. 75-86, jan./jun. 2004. 
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The Form of Experience1 
Nathan Houser* 

 
 
 

Abstract: What is experience and how is it structured at the deepest, most 
fundamental, level? Peirce believed that experience exhibits universal 
characters-pervasive categories that give form to mental contents of every 
kind.  Thus in seeking the form of experience we are in a sense looking for a 
general structure or model that applies universally. What kind of structure 
should we look for?  Peirce argues convincingly that in firstness, secondness, 
and thirdness, phenomenology gives us the most abstract universal classes to 
be gleaned from a study of phanera.  As such, we can claim that they are the 
fundamental categories of experience.  But these are also the irreducible 
categories isolated in Peirce’s mathematics of relations. As abstract 
mathematical conceptions they are entia rationis, several times removed from 
the immediacy of experience by applications of prescission and hypostatic 
abstraction; yet if they are the very categories the Peircean phenomenologist 
also arrives at it seems justified to suppose that the formal structure of 
thirdness, involving (containing), as it does, firstness and secondness, 
constitutes the fundamental structure of experience. We can conclude that 
experience instantiates a mathematical structure and is, therefore, subject to 
mathematical analysis.  We can further conclude that the formal structure of 
experience is triadic and that the formal categories of experience are firstness, 
secondness, and thirdness. It is not supposed, however, that the rich quality 
and vitality of consciousness can be reduced to a formal structure. 

 
 

 
Charles Peirce is an unsettling enigma. Like truth, which if crushed to earth will rise 

again, Peirce keeps resurfacing as a thinker to be reckoned with. Yet Peirce=s ideas 
remain difficult to reconcile. Perhaps this should not be surprising given the length of 
his productive life and the evolving nature of his thought - his views changed, so when 
his thought is taken as a timeless whole there are some internal inconsistencies. Still, it 
is puzzling that while there is wide agreement that Peirce has something interesting to 
say to researchers from many different fields of inquiry, there is often substantial 
disagreement about what it is. That is true of the subject of this study: the form of 
experience.  

How is experience structured at the deepest, most fundamental, level? This is the 
question to be considered here from the perspective of Peirce=s thought. By experience I 
mean what Peirce referred to as Athe entire mental product@ (6.492), which, as he 
pointed out, should be understood to include Ahallucinations, delusions, superstitious 
imaginations, and fallacies of all kinds.@ Peirce was content to say with Locke, the 
father of modern experiential philosophy (5.611), that AExperience is our only teacher@ 
(5.50) but his understanding of this adage was not, as was Locke=s, that all our 
knowledge is nothing more than an inscription of our life-histories on a tabula rasa - 
Locke, Peirce wrote, Anever realized how important the innate element of our directest 
perceptions really is@ (5.612). Peirce was not naïve in his views about innate ideas and 
he rejected, along with the Lockean empiricists, that we are endowed with innate ideas 
fully formed and crystal clear. Nevertheless, Peirce saw, as Locke did not, Athat learning 
something from experience, and having been fully aware of it since birth [do] not 
exhaust all possibilities@ (4.92). In between these alternatives there is room for 

                                                           
* Peirce Edition Project – Indiana University, EUA. E.mail: nhouser@iupui.edu 
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something innate which, though crucial, Ais very abstruse, and which we can only find 
out with extreme difficulty@ (I.b.i.d.). It is to this innate endowment, this Alight of 
nature,@ that Peirce attributes Athe power of the human mind to originate ideas that are 
true@ (5.50). Yet this power, Peirce emphasizes, Afor all it has accomplished, is so feeble 
that as ideas flow from their springs in the soul, the truths are almost drowned in a flood 
of false notions; and that which experience does is gradually, and by a sort of 
fractionation, to precipitate and filter off the false ideas, eliminating them and letting the 
truth pour on in its mighty current@ (I.b.i.d., my emphasis). So it is to experience that we 
owe the settled body of beliefs that guides us through the vital affairs of our lives as 
well as the more speculative body of scientific knowledge that has grown so 
prodigiously in the age of experimental science; in this sense we can indeed say that 
experience is our only teacher. 

Peirce was well aware that his conception of experience was rather indistinct, rooted 
as it was in Locke=s vague idea, but he thought it best to keep the word Aexperience,@ 
using it more or less in Locke=s vague way, a usage that was well established in 
philosophy, rather than to break apart the idea and introduce new words (5.611-13). As 
a result, we find that Peirce used the word Aexperience@ in divergent, even seemingly 
discordant, ways. Sometimes Peirce emphasized the compulsiveness of ideas or events 
that force themselves on our cognitive lives, as though it were the shock or impact of 
the external world that constitutes experience proper (1.336). Certainly there is a 
compulsiveness to experience, a public character as Peirce sometimes said (7.441), yet 
even hallucinations are in their own way forced on us, and mathematical reflections 
(experiences usually thought to be of an inward kind) can compel thought to take a 
determinate course (7.440). Following Peirce=s tolerant approach, I conceive of 
experience in a broad sense as the mental effect of living (4.172) - @the sum of ideas 
which have been irresistibly borne in upon us, overwhelming all free-play of thought, 
by the tenor of our lives@ (7.437).2 As Peirce once wrote, AExperience is the course of 
life@ and AThe World is that which experience inculcates@ (1.426). Even though Peirce 
conceived of experience as a cognitive or mental product, it is important to understand 
that he, along with the other classical pragmatists, understood experience to always 
involve an interaction between a conscious being and the world–between an experiencer 
and the experienced. 

It seems to follow from these preliminaries that to ask how experience is 
structured is to ask for the form of mental contents in general. It might be that mental 
contents could be studied from other angles separate from experiential considerations 
but here I am only concerned with them insofar as they are experiential. Are there, then, 
any properties or characteristics that necessarily apply to experience in general and, if 
so, what are they? In seeking the form of experience, we are looking for a general 
structure or model that we can match up somehow with any kind of experience. That 
was Peirce=s goal: to isolate a simple basic structure - pervasive categories - that would 
apply universally to experience; a structure that would reveal its ubiquitous form. 
According to Josiah Royce, this quest of Peirce=s was part of a Kantian project. On 
September 19, 1880, Royce wrote to William James: AKant starts two great questions, 
one as to the objects . . . and the limits of human knowledge, and one as to the structure 
of knowledge. The former question,@ Royce wrote, Ahas been to my mind fairly settled 
in an idealistic sense. . . . But another set of problems remains . . . concerned with the 
structure of knowledge. . . . Modern German logic - Lotze, Sigwart, Wundt, Bergmann 
and others - and the efforts of such men as C. S. Peirce in his Popular Science Monthly 
articles of two years ago, are labors in this field.@ Of course we know now that Peirce=s 
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quest had begun in earnest at least as early as 1867 with the study that resulted in this 
famous paper or 1868: AOn a New List of Categories.@ 

How should we approach the study of experience? What kind of structure should we 
look for? It is unclear whether Peirce conceived of the form experience as 
fundamentally mathematical or as fundamentally phenomenological. These seem to be 
the principal alternatives, although some would claim that, at its base, experience is 
logical or semeioticCbut I shall argue against that view. If the fundamental categories of 
experience are conceived of as kinds of relations, one might be expected to take a 
mathematical approach to the investigation of experience. If, on the other hand, the 
fundamental categories of experience are thought to be kinds of consciousness, one 
would probably adopt a phenomenological approach. Peirce appears to have adopted 
both approaches. Thus we encounter an apparent tension in Peirce that was noticed long 
ago by Thomas Goudge: that between Peirce the a priorist (transcendentalist) and Peirce 
the naturalist (empiricist).3 In this paper I shall consider some of the difficulties that 
arise in attempting to bring unity to Peirce=s various discussions of the form of 
experience and, in addition, to shed some light on the relation between mathematics and 
phenomenology. With respect to the latter purpose, only preliminary but hopefully 
suggestive results can be offered. 

It is now generally accepted that Peirce was a systematic philosopher, and it is 
primarily for that reason that anyone deeply interested in his philosophy cannot ignore 
such a basic issue as his treatment of the form of experience. Peirce was systematic in at 
least two ways which sometimes seem to conflict. First, following Aristotle, Kant, and 
Hegel, Peirce was an architectonic philosopher. He chose to build his philosophy 
systematically from the ground up, starting first with a firm - but never unassailable - 
foundation, and then constructing each stage, step by step, supported by, and in 
harmony with, the already existing structure. Clearly, the form of one=s foundation must 
have a great influence on the form of each subsequent stage of construction. Usually the 
foundation for an architectonic philosophy is a set of universal conceptions or 
categories, and these categories are generally supposed to be logical conceptions. But an 
architectonic philosophy might be built on a phenomenological foundation, or even on a 
mathematical one, and which of these three Peirce chose is among the questions to be 
answered. 

A second way in which Peirce was systematic, not independent of the first, is that, 
following Comte, he established a thoroughgoing classification of the sciences 
(disciplines) arranged according to their order of dependency on one another. (It is here, 
in working out the order of dependency, that Peirce=s architectonic would presumably 
guide his classification). A science is dependent on another if it has to presuppose it, 
whether explicitly or not, for its structure and principles. The organization of Peirce=s 
philosophy was greatly influenced, one might almost say determined, by his 
classification of the sciences. Over the course of his more than fifty productive years, 
Peirce worked out a number of different classifications, but his efforts had led by 1903 
to what Beverley Kent calls his Aperennial classification.”4 In this mature classification 
we find that mathematics is the most fundamental science, the only science independent 
of all others, and that following mathematics comes philosophy which is divided into 
three branches: (in order of dependency) phenomenology, normative science, and 
metaphysics. After philosophy come the special sciences, physics and psychics, and 
these are followed by the sciences of review and the practical sciences. Logic, we find, 
is the third of the three normative sciences (in order of dependency), preceded by 
aesthetics and ethics. In light of Peirce=s classification of the sciences it would seem to 
follow immediately that the foundation for his architectonic must be a set of 
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mathematical categories. But there are problems with this, as we shall see. First, 
however, it will be helpful to take a brief look at Peirce=s categories and, then, to review 
his conceptions of mathematics and phenomenology before considering an apparent 
tension between his architectonic and his classification of the sciences. 

It is widely known that Peirce was a confirmed trinitarian and that his categories are 
firstness, secondness, and thirdness. However, it is difficult to find anyone, even among 
Peirce scholars, who is confident of having fully comprehended Peirce=s doctrine of 
categories. Accordingly, the account that follows is given with no pretense of being the 
last word. In brief, firstness may be said to be that which is as it is independently of 
anything else; secondness is that which is as it is relative to something else; and 
thirdness is that which is as it is mediately between two others. So characterized, 
firstness, secondness, and thirdness may appear to be formal mathematical conceptions, 
as in fact their names suggest. Frequently, however, firstness, secondness, and thirdness 
are taken to be material categories of experience.5 Firstness is said to be the monadic 
element of experience, often identified with feeling; secondness is said to be the dyadic 
element of experience, often identified with the sense of reaction or resistance; and 
thirdness is said to be the triadic element of experience (thought or semiosis), often 
identified with the sense of learning or mediation. In this latter sense, Peirce=s categories 
appear in their usual phenomenological forms. But firstness, secondness, and thirdness 
make up only one of the many triads of conceptions that run through Peirce=s writings. 
Frequently cited mathematical triads are one, two three; first, second, third; and, in the 
logic (mathematics) of relations, monad, dyad, triad. Besides firstness, secondness, and 
thirdness we find in phenomenology feeling, reaction, thought, and primisense, 
altersense, medisense. Among the triadic classifications in normative logic (semeiotic) 
we find sign, object, interpretant; tone, token, type; icon, index, symbol; term, 
proposition, argument; and abduction, induction, deduction. And in metaphysics we 
find possibility, actuality, destiny; chance, law, habit, and mind, matter, evolution. 
These are only a few of the numerous triads that permeate Peirce=s writings, but this is 
not surprising. If at the foundation of an architectonic system of thought we find a basic 
triad, we should expect to find it reincarnated in all subsequent stages. 

If the most fundamental science is mathematics, as Peirce maintained, surely it is 
there that we would expect to find the most fundamental categories. But some may 
doubt that mathematics is the most fundamental science, opting instead for either 
phenomenology or logic (semeiotic). It might be helpful for those who doubt to recall 
that Peirce=s conception of mathematics is broader than usual, and that may account for 
his view that it is the most fundamental. Peirce defines mathematics in two (related) 
ways.6 Probably most frequently he defines mathematics after his father, Benjamin 
Peirce, as the science which draws necessary conclusions.7 But nearly as often, he 
defines it as the study of what is true of hypothetical states of things (4.233, 238).8 The 
second definition justifies the indifference of mathematicians to the truth-values of the 
statements they deal with. The mathematician admits all premisses equally as 
hypotheses subject to mathematical operations, and does not care, as mathematician, 
whether or not they are true. As an illustration, take a simple problem of the kind we 
might find in an elementary arithmetic text-book. Suppose that John and Mary each 
have six apples. Together, how many apples do John and Mary have? The answer that 
together John and Mary have twelve apples is correct regardless of the truth or falsity of 
the statement ATogether John and Mary have twelve apples.@ Whether John and Mary 
really have twelve apples is altogether beside the point. All that concerns the 
mathematician is what will be the case if John and Mary each have six apples. This 
insistence of the mathematician on treating everything hypothetically is what guarantees 
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the necessity of mathematical conclusions. What the mathematician is really interested 
in is the form of relation in question: in this case, aggregation. More specifically, the 
mathematician will regard the form of relation in question as the aggregation of six 
objects with six objects (or the addition of six objects and six objects). The contingency 
of the circumstance that >embodies= the formal mathematical relation drops out 
altogether. According to Peirce=s second definition, mathematics may be even broader 
than what I have said so far suggests. Whenever one seeks to determine what 
deductively follows from a given hypothesis one engages in mathematical inquiry. 

Mathematics can be further characterized by its special methods and techniques. As 
stated above, the objects of mathematics are hypothetical states of affairs abstracted to 
forms of relation. With what special vision can mathematicians >see= forms of relation?9 
The special ability requisite for successful mathematical work is a developed power of 
generalization, the ability to extract from a given state of affairs a diagrammatic 
representation (model) that retains only the essential elements of the problem situation. 
But often to arrive at a felicitous diagram the mathematician must employ a special kind 
of abstraction called Ahypostatic abstraction.@ By hypostatic abstraction we derive 
substantive abstract singular terms from predicate expressions or, more often in 
mathematics, numerical expressions used adjectivally.10 In the example given above 
about John and Mary, the mathematician realizes that not only is the mathematical 
problem abstractable from John and Mary, it is also abstractable from apples. But in 
order to represent the essential form of the problem (abstracted from John and Mary and 
from apples - or from objects of any kind) we must give substantive form to the 
adjective Asix,@ a step that is warrantable by hypostatic abstraction. Thus, if we represent 
the relation of aggregation by the plus sign (+), we can diagrammatically represent the 
problem in this simple form: 6 + 6. The generality of this diagram is such that it can be 
used to model any aggregation of six elements with six elements. 

If we accept that forms of relations (relational structures) are the principle objects of 
mathematical inquiry, it is easy to see that by generalization over the various kinds of 
relations we encounter, in conjunction with hypostatic abstraction, whereby the essential 
relations are given substantive form, the relations themselves, abstracted from all 
accidental attachments, can become objects of mathematical inquiry. Thus there is a 
study of relations that might be called the mathematics of relations, but is more 
frequently called the formal logic of relations, which belongs to mathematics (according 
to Peirce=s classification of the sciences). What do mathematicians discover when they 
take relations as the subject of their inquiry? Perhaps the most important discovery, on 
Peirce=s view, is that there are three fundamental kinds of relation: monadic relations 
(monads), dyadic relations (dyads), and triadic relations (triads). It is Peirce=s contention 
that by combining triads we can obtain relations of any higher order and, vice versa, any 
polyadic relation greater than a triad can be formally reduced to triads. This is Peirce=s 
well-known reduction thesis, which Hans Herzberger has dubbed APeirce=s remarkable 
theorem.”11 Peirce further held that triads cannot be reduced to dyads, nor dyads to 
monads. Thus in monads, dyads, and triads we have a set of fundamental categories of 
relation. 

Although triads cannot be reduced to dyads, nor dyads to monads, viewed from the 
other direction we see that triads contain both monads and dyads while dyads contain 
monads. (To say that one relation contains another means that the contained relation is 
present in, or is structurally a part of, the containing relation.) The mathematician thus 
notices that the monadic element in relations must be first structurally, as it is the only 
relation that can stand alone; the dyadic element is second, depending as it does on 
monads but not on triads; and the triadic element is third, depending on both monads 
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and dyads. (A relation depends on another if it necessarily contains it.) We thus discover 
a second three-fold classification, first, second, and third, corresponding to the three 
fundamental forms of relation. By hypostatic abstraction, first, second, and third 
become firstness, secondness, and thirdness. Just as every triad will contain monads and 
dyads, so every instance of thirdness will contain firstness and secondness, and all 
secondness will contain firstness. We thus arrive at a set of mathematical categories, 
highly abstract, that are universal to every triad. This knowledge is formal and is, 
therefore, applicable to all triads, possible or actual. Thus we know, a priori, that if 
experience instantiates triads it will exhibit firstness, secondness, and thirdness. And 
since all relations can be expressed in terms of monads, dyads, and/or triads, it follows 
that we know a priori that firstness, secondness, and thirdness exhaust the dependency 
types among the relations we can encounter in experience. This has a currently 
unpopular Kantian flavor, with its a priori categories and even a priori knowledge about 
the structure of experience. But Peirce was never one to submit easily to popular 
wisdom - even though he took it very seriously. 

The science that follows mathematics in Peirce=s classification of the sciences is 
phenomenology. According to Peirce, phenomenology is Athe study which observes the 
different elements that occur in whatever . . . real or fictitious we can experience, feel, 
conceive, talk about, etc. and makes out the characters of the different classes of such 
elements@ (MS 326: 34). The task of phenomenology is to disclose the fundamental 
structure of experience. AExperience,@ however, as the subject matter of 
phenomenology, must be conceived of very broadly, as is evident from the following 
remark in which Peirce compares his conception of phenomenology with that of Hegel: 

I will so far follow Hegel as to call this science Phenomenology 
although I will not restrict it to the observation and analysis of 
experience but extend it to describing all the features that are 
common to whatever is experienced or might conceivably be 
experienced or become an object of study in any way direct or 
indirect. (5.37) 

Peirce=s work in phenomenology is not well known, certainly not by comparison 
with that of Edmund Husserl, yet his reputation is growing as the second great 
phenomenologist of the early 20th century. Although it is clear that the course of their 
studies diverged, Peirce and Husserl have been found by Herbert Spiegelberg,12 And 
more recently by Charles Dougherty,13 to share important insights.14 Spiegelberg 
identified the following four important parallels:15 

 

(1) The program of a fresh approach by way of intuitive inspection and 
description of the immediately given, an approach free from 
preconceived theories; 

(2) the deliberate disregard, in so doing, of questions of reality or 
unreality; 

(3) the insistence upon the radical differences between phenomenology 
and psychology; 

(4) the claim that such a phenomenology would be a rigorous science, 
basic not only for philosophy but even for logic.16 

 
Dougherty reaffirms these parallels and further identifies two common roots of the 

two phenomenologies, one having to do with insight and the other with method. One 
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common root, he claims, Ais the recognition of the mind=s active collaboration in the 
process of knowing.”17 Another Ais the use of a method for the imaginative separation of 
non-independent parts of any given whole. Husserl called it boundless free variation. 
Peirce called it [prescission].”18 

Prescission is the crucial technique of Peirce=s phenomenology. According to 
Dougherty, it is the practice of prescission, when applied to the most universally present 
features of experience, that is phenomenology.19 Prescission is a technique for 
separating elements or features of what is present in experience. The present or given in 
experience, the object of study for phenomenology, is the phaneron. (Thus Peirce came 
to call phenomenology Aphaneroscopy.@) 

 
The word φανερ ν is next to the simplest expression in Greek 
for manifest. . . . There can be no question that φανερ ν means 
primarily brought to light, open to public inspection throughout. 
The manifest is that which a person who does not willfully shut 
his eyes to has no choice but to believe in. (MS 337: 4-5) 

 
 Peirce uses Aphaneron@ to mean Aall that is present to the mind in any sense or in any 
way whatever, regardless of whether it be fact or figment@ (8.213).20 

Prescission is only one of three techniques for separating elements of the phaneron. 
Peirce calls the other forms of separation Adissociation@ and Adiscrimination.@ 
Dissociation is Athe consciousness of the one thing without the necessary simultaneous 
consciousness of the other@ (1.549). We can only dissociate elements of the phaneron 
which can actually appear separately in experience. Thus, for example, we can 
dissociate red from blue, but not space from color, color from space, nor red from color. 
This is the strongest kind of phaneroscopic separation. Discrimination, on the other 
hand, is the weakest. ADiscrimination has to do merely with the senses of terms, and 
only draws a distinction in meaning@ (1.549). Whenever elements of the phaneron are 
represented by terms that are fully distinct in meaning, they can be discriminated. Thus 
we can discriminate red from blue, space from color, and color from space, but not red 
from color. Prescission is intermediate between dissociation and discrimination with 
respect to strength of separability. Prescission is based on our ability to attend to one 
element while we neglect another (1.549). For prescissive separation it is not enough 
that we can discriminate between elements, for it is possible to discriminate even when 
we cannot really suppose that the discriminated elements could ever appear separately 
in consciousness. Yet prescission is weaker than dissociation, for we do not require of 
prescission that the prescinded elements actually be separable in experience, but only 
that we can suppose that they are separable in some possible universe (1.549n). Thus we 
can prescind red from blue, and space from color, but not color from space nor red from 
color. Obviously prescission is not a reciprocal process. AIt is frequently the case, that, 
while A cannot be prescinded from B, B can be prescinded from A@ (1.549).21 Dougherty 
traces Peirce=s three kinds of mental separation to Duns Scotus=s three kinds of 
distinction: formal distinction, logical distinction, and real distinction. 

Roughly, Scotus= position was that in addition to the distinction 
based on a real difference in the object and the logical 
distinction simpliciter, there is another kind of valid distinction 
called the formal distinction. This distinction, like the logical 
distinction, is introduced by the mind but, like the real 
distinction, it is justified by the reality of the object. Peirce calls 
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the formal distinction, [prescission]; the logical distinction, 
discrimination; and the real distinction, dissociation.22 

Why did Peirce choose prescission over the other forms of mental separation as the 
primary technique of phenomenology? Peirce developed his phenomenology in an effort 
to find a well grounded theoretical foothold for normative logic (and the rest of 
philosophy) and for the empirical sciences. That effort would be doomed to failure if 
phenomenology were not pre-logical and pre-psychological in the strictest sense. It must 
not concern itself with the epistemological or ontological status of elements of the 
phaneron, nor with the actual capacities and limitations of our mental faculties. At the 
same time, phenomenology is expected to provide an empirical base for the subsequent 
sciences, not merely a formal foundation as is provided by mathematics. What Peirce 
sought from phenomenology was a set of universal categories of experience; categories 
which, unlike the categories of mathematics, would have material content. The material, 
or empirical, content of the categories would derive from their connection with the 
phaneron; in fact, the phenomenological categories would be carefully distilled 
elements (features) of the phaneron. 

What I term phaneroscopy[, Peirce wrote,] is the study which, 
supported by the direct observation of phanerons and 
generalizing its observations, signalizes several very broad 
classes of phanerons; describes the features of each; shows that 
although they are so inextricably mixed together that no one can 
be isolated, yet it is manifest that their characters are quite 
disparate; then proves, beyond question, that a certain very short 
list comprises all of these broadest categories of phanerons there 
are; and finally proceeds to the laborious and difficult task of 
enumerating the principal subdivisions of these categories. . . . It 
does not undertake, but sedulously avoids, hypothetical 
explanations of any sort. It simply scrutinizes the direct 
appearances, and endeavors to combine minute accuracy with 
the broadest possible generalization. (1.286-87) 

 But not all of the techniques for separating elements of the phaneron could yield the 
objective universal categories Peirce sought. Discrimination depends on how we assign 
meaning to elements of the phaneron and, therefore, cannot be completely pre-logical. 
Besides, by distinguishing elements of the phaneron that cannot be imagined or 
supposed separately from one another, discrimination cannot yield categories that meet 
Peirce=s criterion of objectivity. Discriminations are not grounded in purely experienced 
(objective) differences but in distinctions of meaning. Dissociation, on the other hand, 
depends on how elements of the phaneron really can be separated in experience and, 
therefore, cannot be completely pre-psychological: Ait is doubtful whether a person who 
is not devoid of the sense of sight can separate space from color by dissociation, or, at 
any rate, not without great difficulty@ (1.549n.). Furthermore, the demand of 
dissociation that the elements it distinguishes really be separable seems to be a 
straightforward rejection of the criterion of universality. Only prescission, which 
depends neither on the meanings of terms nor on the actual separability of the elements 
of our experience, but only on their imagined separability, can yield the foundation 
Peirce sought. Only by prescission can we make distinctions between elements 
universally present without basing those distinctions on differences of meaning. 
Prescission, therefore, provides the chief tool for phenomenology in its pursuit of 
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objective universal categories to ground all less abstract sciences. Nevertheless, 
prescission is not the only special technique of phenomenology. From mathematics the 
phenomenologist imports the technique of hypostatic abstraction to provide a means for 
ascending to the generality necessary for a list of universal categories.23 

It is time, now, to consider the results of Peirce=s phenomenological investigations. 
What foundation was he able to lay for philosophy and empirical science? Before 
answering this question I must point out, again, that Peirce=s thought developed over 
more than fifty years of intensive study, so that it is impossible to give a single account 
of his findings that will ring true for every scholar. My general focus is on Peirce=s later 
writings, in accordance with my belief that one will miss the richest benefits of the life=s 
work of any systematic and scientific thinker unless one focuses on the most mature and 
developed results (even though I readily admit that there is much to be learned by 
studying the early work of great architects, especially such architects of philosophy as 
Peirce).  

Throughout Peirce=s writings there are many diverse, though often overlapping, 
classifications of the elements of experience. The higher, more general, classifications 
all contain three classes. In 1866, for example, Peirce identified feelings, efforts, and 
notions (elements of information) as the three classes of elements of conscious 
experience (W1: 491). In 1891 he identified feeling-qualities, reactions, and the 
consciousness of habit-taking (MS 1099: 9). In 1898 he isolated immediate 
consciousness (feeling-quality), the sense of reaction (exertion and the shock of 
experience), and the consciousness of habit-formation (learning/association of ideas) 
(MS 445: 12-13). In 1902, in his application to the Carnegie Institution for a grant to 
support the preparation of thirty-six memoirs on his system of philosophy, Peirce 
remarked about his categories that Athe question of names and other terminology for 
them still somewhat perplexes me,@ but that he was inclined to call them flavor, 
reaction, and mediation (L75: 605). In December, 1909, in a letter to William James, 
Peirce classified consciousness into qualisense, molition, and the recognition of habit. 
Molition, Peirce said, is Avolition minus all desire and purpose, the mere consciousness 
of exertion of any kind@ (8.303). Notwithstanding minor differences, it seems clear that 
his years of phenomenological investigations led Peirce to conclude that there are three 
general classes of elements (or, as Peirce says, Aingredients@) in every phaneron: 
elements of feeling, Athe unanalyzed total impression made by any manifold not thought 
of as actual fact, but simply as a quality. . .@ (8.329); elements of reaction (a sense of 
exertion or opposition); and elements of habituation or learning in which we sense that 
other elements of the phaneron are connected or brought together (Peirce sometimes 
calls this element Arepresentation@ or Athought@). Peirce coined new words for these 
three universal classes of consciousness: 

There are no other forms of consciousness except . . . Feeling, 
Altersense, and Medisense. They form a sort of system. Feeling 
is the momentarily present contents of consciousness taken in its 
pristine simplicity, apart from anything else. It is consciousness 
in its first state, and might be called primisense. Altersense is the 
consciousness of a directly present other or second, withstanding 
us. Medisense is the consciousness of a thirdness, or medium 
between primisense and altersense, leading from the former to 
the latter. It is the consciousness of a process of bringing to 
mind. Feeling, or primisense, is the consciousness of firstness; 
altersense is [the] consciousness of otherness or secondness; 
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medisense is the consciousness of means or thirdness. (MS 
1107: 18) 

 Here Peirce refers to firstness, secondness, and thirdness in the context of 
phenomenology, and it is not too difficult to imagine how he might have reached those 
conceptions. From his classification of the elements of the phaneron into primisense, 
altersense, and medisense (feeling, reaction, thought) he prescinded the independent 
categories: quale, relation, and sign. Every feeling necessarily involves a quality; 
altersense, the sense of reaction, necessarily involves, or depends upon, relation or 
opposition; and it is a well-known thesis of Peirce=s that all thought is dependent on 
signs - that all thought is in signs (5.250-53). By prescinding from our conception of a 
sign, we discover that all signs involve (contain) both relations and qualia and thus are 
third to them; relations, on the other hand, are independent of signs but are dependent 
on qualia and therefore are second to qualia; qualia, however, are independent of both 
relations and signs and, thus, are first. (It should be noted that qualia, relations, and 
signs, in the present context, are elements of the phaneron and are thus instantiated - we 
are dealing with material relations - which explains why we can say that relations are 
dependent on (contain) qualia, something we could not say of relations in a 
mathematical, or strictly formal, context.) By hypostatic abstraction we can now ascend 
to the generality of our ever more familiar set of categories: firstness, secondness, and 
thirdness. These, then, are the categories reached by the phenomenologist who follows 
Peirce, and they are offered as a foundation upon which to build philosophy and the 
special sciences. 

Firstness, secondness, and thirdness are highly abstract universal categories of 
experience which provide the key to the structure of the phaneron (and, thus, of 
experience). Perhaps this is easiest to see when we regard firstness, secondness, and 
thirdness as levels of dependency, as expressed above. Some elements of the phaneron 
are independent; these are elements of firstness. Other elements are dependent only on 
another element; these are elements of secondness. Still other elements of the phaneron 
are dependent on two elements between which they somehow mediate; these are 
elements of thirdness. According to Peirce, these three classes of elements comprise the 
whole of the phaneron. At this level of abstraction the phenomenological categories 
appear as characters, or qualities, of elements of the phaneron. They are the 
phenomenological categories in their firstness. As qualia, relations, and signs, the 
categories appear as facts. In this form the categories appear in their secondness. As 
feeling, reaction, and thought, the categories appear as signs. In this way the categories 
appear in their thirdness. This structural account of the phaneron can be expressed in the 
following table:24 
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STRUCTURE OF THE PHANERON 
 

Universal 
Categories 

(form of firstness)  

FIRSTNESS SECONDNESS THIRDNESS 

Universal 
Categories 
(form of 

secondness)  

QUALIA 
(facts of 
firstness) 

RELATIONS 
(facts of 

secondness) 

SIGNS 
(facts of 

thirdness) 

Universal 
Categories 
(form of 

thirdness)  

FEELING 
(signs of 
firstness) 

REACTION 
(signs of 

secondness) 

THOUGHT 
(signs of 
thirdness) 

 
 

 
These three forms of appearing are described by Peirce as three universes of 

experience: 

Of the three Universes of Experience familiar to us all, the first 
comprises all mere Ideas, those airy nothings to which the mind 
of poet, pure mathematician, or another might give local 
habitation and a name within that mind. Their very airy-
nothingness, the fact that their Being consists in mere capability 
of getting thought, not in anybody=s Actually thinking them, 
saves their Reality. The second Universe is that of the Brute 
Actuality of things and facts. I am confident that their Being 
consists in reactions against Brute forces, notwithstanding 
objections redoubtable until they are closely and fairly 
examined. The third Universe comprises everything whose 
being consists in active power to establish connections between 
different objects, especially between objects in different 
Universes. Such is everything which is essentially a Sign - not 
the mere body of the Sign, which is not essentially such, but, so 
to speak, the Sign=s Soul, which has its Being in its power of 
serving as intermediary between its Object and a Mind. Such, 
too, is a living consciousness, and such the life, the power of 
growth, of a plant. Such is a living constitution - a daily 
newspaper, a great fortune, a social Amovement.@ (6.455) 

It is difficult to keep in mind the essential unity and fullness of phanera as one 
examines their complex underlying architectures. Phanera appear in their full complex 
richness as simple and pure phenomenological presentations. But the Peircean 
phenomenologist, trained in the art of exact observation and prescission, can discern the 
distinct but overlapping forms of appearing that constitute the three universes of 
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experience. Careful consideration of these different forms or modes of appearing 
suggest that the related categorical conceptions can be characterized respectively as 
psychological, logical, and mathematical. In the form of thirdness the categories appear 
as psychological conceptions (8.256). These are the categories in their mediate 
(mediating) aspects, as Peirce says in his Carnegie application (L75: 605). In the form 
of secondness they appear in their relational aspects as logical conceptions. In their most 
abstract form, the form of firstness, they appear as mathematical conceptions.25  

This is at best a rough outline of Peirce=s phenomenological analysis of experience. 
Several of the points I make would be challenged by other scholars. For example, 
Charles Hartshorne, in his paper, AA Revision of Peirce=s Categories.”26 argues against a 
dependency (relational) account of firstness, secondness, and thirdness such as the one 
presented above.27 But differences aside, it is clear that insofar as it is the job of the 
phenomenologist to distill from the phaneron, by prescission and hypostatic abstraction, 
the most fundamental, most general, set of universal categories, that work is concluded 
with the abstraction of firstness, secondness, and thirdness. 

I began my discussion of Peirce=s phenomenology by looking at Spiegelberg=s and 
Dougherty=s comparison of Peirce and Husserl. I=ll conclude this discussion with a 
rhetorical question asked by Dougherty: AHow can Husserl=s and Peirce=s 
phenomenologies be held to have a common root when they are so strikingly different 
in [that] Peirce=s phenomenology issues in a universal triadicism yet there seems to be 
no similar suggestion in the Logical Investigations?”28 (Dougherty limited his 
examination to the Logical Investigations on the ground that it adequately represents the 
roots of Husserl=s phenomenology). Dougherty=s answer is that Husserl=s investigations 
did issue in a triadic structure analogous to Peirce=s. He finds it in the three components 
Husserl ascribes to concretely complete objectifying acts: quality, matter, and 
representative content.29 AThe act quality is the way the object is regarded, e.g., as an 
object of belief, judgment, desire[,] etc. Matter is the pure meaning content, as essence. 
Representative content is the set of sensations which stimulate the objectifying act. 
These may be intuitive (impressions of sense) or signitive (words) but every object has 
some representative content.”30 Dougherty claims that this triadic structure corresponds, 
in order, to Peirce=s thirdness, firstness, and secondness. 

It is clear that representative content and secondness are names 
for the otherness of experience, for the stimuli brought to the 
mind in experience. It is also clear that matter and firstness can 
be seen to refer to pure meanings in themselves, separate from 
their actual use in experience. Finally Husserl=s act quality is 
similar to Peirce=s [category] of thirdness since it is the act of 
mediation which unites matter and representative content. . . .”31 

 The claim that Husserl=s recognition of the triadic structure of the objectifying act is 
analogous to Peirce=s discovery of his universal triad may stretch the comparison a little 
too thin,32 but it serves to underscore the value of the comparative study of the writings 
of these two great pioneer thinkers. 

It is time now to consider more carefully which set of categories Peirce regarded as 
fundamental in light of his classification of the sciences and his architectonic principles. 
As pointed out earlier, by assigning mathematics the key position as the most basic 
science, the only independent science, Peirce appears to have limited himself to a 
mathematical foundation for his architectonic philosophy. Nevertheless, there are 
numerous passages where Peirce appeals to phenomenology as the foundation for 
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philosophy, and many commentators have taken this as an endorsement for the 
phenomenological categories as the most fundamental. William Rosensohn, for 
example, while by no means disregarding mathematics, strongly emphasizes the 
foundational role of phenomenology: 

For Peirce the aim of [phenomenology] was to discover, by 
studying Athe kinds of elements universally present in the 
phenomenon,@ a set of categories which might then be applied to 
all nature and to all thought. . . . Using phenomenology as his 
starting point, he would provide a conceptual frame for an all-
inclusive, architectonic philosophy, based on a few concepts, 
founded in reflective analysis, and broad enough to encompass 
Athe entire work of human reason.”33 

Why would Peirce choose phenomenological categories to ground his philosophy 
when phenomenology, itself, must be grounded in mathematics? What first comes to 
mind is that phenomenology is the most basic, the most independent, branch of 
philosophy. Phenomenology is the first positive science and is the first of the three main 
branches of philosophy (as noted above, normative science and metaphysics are the 
second and third main branches). Mathematics, on the other hand, is a hypothetical 
science and is not a branch of philosophy. Thus, the phenomenological categories are 
the most fundamental philosophical categories. So, when Peirce represents the 
phenomenological categories as the fundamental universal categories it is likely that he 
has the positive sciences in mind - that he means to say that phenomenology is first in 
philosophy.34 But he would not deny that mathematics is prior to philosophy and that 
the categories of phenomenology are second to those of mathematics: AA 
Phenomenology which does not reckon with pure mathematics . . . will be the same 
pitiful club-footed affair that Hegel produced@ (5.40).@ 

So should we without further ado settle on mathematical categories as the basis for 
Peirce=s architectonic philosophy or is there still room for doubt? The traditional 
foundation of architectonic philosophy was logic, not mathematics (nor 
phenomenology). Kant=s position, as articulated by Murray Murphey, was that Ait is the 
fact that cognition must have a certain logical form which enables us to argue that 
whatever is necessarily true of anything which can be known in such a cognition is true 
of all we can know.”35 It might seem then, that logic should be the point of departure for 
the systematic philosopher. But Peirce was led to depart from this tradition because of 
his classification of the sciences in which logic was located within normative science. 
According to Murphey, Peirce=s alternative was to introduce phenomenology at the head 
of philosophy for the purpose of abstracting from experience a fundamental set of 
categories. This accords with Rosensohn=s characterization of architectonic as Athe idea 
of building a philosophy on a few concepts of reason, suggested by experience. . . .”36 
Peirce did indeed anticipate that his basic categories would reflect the structure of 
experience, in accordance with his aim to ground (to provide a theoretical base for) 
metaphysics and the special sciences (those after philosophy). And it seems clear (as 
observed by Rosensohn and Murphey) that Peirce expected to discover these categories 
through phenomenological investigations. But Murphey finds this route to the 
categories by way of phenomenology to be quite problematic - in fact, he argues that 
Peirce=s architectonic runs aground at this point. 

According to Murphey, phenomenology might yield a number of different 
classifications as simple and exhaustive as the relational categories: firstness, 
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secondness, and thirdness.37 (Murphey does not give examples.) Why, then, should we 
opt for the relational ones? Our justification, he says, can only be that we realize that 
relative predicates are necessary for cognition. But we cannot know that relative 
predicates are necessary for cognition without appealing to a logic of cognition 
(normative logic) which is not permitted if we adhere to Peirce=s classification of the 
sciences. Thus, Peirce=s attempt to ground logic (and the subsequent sciences) on 
phenomenology is a failure and, in Murphey=s opinion, should be regarded as Aa quite 
unsuccessful sleight of hand.”38 Certainly if Murphey is right, Peirce=s classification of 
the sciences is incompatible with his architectonic program, but I do not believe that 
Murphey is right. I hope to have shown, or at least to have shown a way of establishing, 
that Peirce=s phenomenology, based on his method of prescission and hypostatic 
abstraction, yields, in firstness, secondness, and thirdness, the most abstract universal set 
of categories to be found in the phaneron. (It is an interesting question whether oneness, 
twoness, and threeness are more or less abstract, but I believe it is a fine point not really 
crucial to my argument.) If there are non-relational universal categories as fundamental 
as these, Murphey will have to point our way to them. 

Let us suppose, then, that in firstness, secondness, and thirdness, Peirce=s 
phenomenology gives us the most abstract universal classes to be gleaned from a study 
of phanera. As such, we can claim that they are the fundamental categories of 
experience. But these are also the categories we isolated in the mathematics of relations! 
If firstness, secondness, and thirdness are mathematical categories, how can they also be 
the fundamental categories of experience? As abstract mathematical conceptions they 
are entia rationis, several times removed from the immediacy of experience by 
applications of prescission and hypostatic abstraction. Yet these are the categories the 
Peircean phenomenologist arrives at over and over again, so consistently that it seems 
justified to suppose that the relational structure of thirdness, involving (containing), as it 
does, firstness and secondness, constitutes the fundamental structure of experience. One 
is thus led to the conclusion that the formal (mathematical) categories, firstness, 
secondness, and thirdness, are at the same time the fundamental universal categories of 
experience. Our inference, it would appear, is inductive, based as it is on a 
generalization from examined cases. Our conclusion, therefore, surely cannot be a 
priori. But Dougherty denies that all such reasoning is inductive and concludes that our 
phenomenological results may be taken as necessary (a priori).39 He bases his claim on 
Peirce=s assurance that Ano >necessary= conclusion is any more apodictic than inductive 
reasoning becomes from the moment when experimentation can be multiplied ad 
libitum at no more cost than a summons before the imagination@ (4.531). Unfortunately, 
this assurance is not completely satisfying, for it seems to require that every case 
summoned before the imagination be a case that exhibits a universal form. But that, 
after all, is the question: are there universal forms? I cannot see that our being able to 
multiply experiments ad libitum should give us assurance that what we discover is 
universal unless we have some prior assurance that each instance must instantiate a 
universal structure. It seems to me, therefore, that Dougherty=s strategy fails and that we 
must take seriously Murphey=s claim that phenomenology does not provide an adequate 
foundation for Peirce=s system of thought.40 How can phenomenology provide 
categories that can be taken a priori to represent the basic structure of experience? 

Murphey claims that the only reason for settling on firstness, secondness, and 
thirdness, as the fundamental phenomenological categories, is our prior understanding 
that relational predicates are necessary for cognition. I hold, on the other hand, that the 
findings of phenomenologists are completely independent of our understanding of 
cognition.41 The phenomenologist has independent reasons for looking for a relational 
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structure in the phaneron - reasons that have nothing to do with the knowledge that 
relational predicates are fundamental for cognition. The Peircean phenomenologist must 
be enough of a mathematician to grasp APeirce=s remarkable theorem@ (discussed above) 
that monads, dyads, and triads constitute a complete and minimal set of fundamental 
relational types, and, moreover, that sufficiently complex relational structures exhibit 
three fundamental levels of dependency: firstness, secondness, and thirdness. It does not 
seem to be precipitously speculative to anticipate that phanera will exhibit relational 
structures, and will therefore be subject to these mathematical truths. Anything that can 
be conceived of as involving distinct elements will, ipso facto, have a relational 
structure which can be explicated according to Peirce=s mathematical account of 
relations. It seems indisputable from the outset that experience, and in particular, 
phanera, will involve relations and will exhibit relational structures. I believe this can be 
stated even more forcefully. As mathematicians, we have discovered that all relational 
structures can be explicated in monads, dyads, and/or triads. We know, further, that any 
instantiated relational structure involving triads will exhibit firstness, secondness, and 
thirdness (because firstness and secondness are contained in thirdness). Now I do not 
believe that there is anyone, including the most devoted follower of Parmenides, who 
will deny that experience appears to be complex enough to instantiate triadic relations. 
We can, therefore, expect to find firstness, secondness, and thirdness exhibited in 
phanera and we know in advance (a priori) that if all experience is triadic (at least) then 
it will instantiate the mathematical categories. In this way we can support our claim that 
firstness, secondness, and thirdness are the fundamental formal categories of 
experience. 

There are passages in Peirce which suggest that phenomenologists depend on 
mathematics to set them on the trail of firstness, secondness, and thirdness. 
Phenomenology may then be regarded as a way of putting mathematical hypotheses to 
the test: 

We find then a priori that there are three categories of 
undecomposable elements to be expected in the phaneron: those 
which are simply positive totals, those which involve 
dependence but not combination, those which involve 
combination. Now let us turn to the phaneron and see what we 
find in fact. (1.299) 

 Finding that firstness, secondness, and thirdness are universal elements of 
experience is thus taken as an experimental justification for the categories and a sort of 
inductive confirmation of the mathematician=s expectation that they would turn out to be 
fundamental categories of experience.42 Still, I do not believe that phenomenologists 
need mathematicians to be put on the track of the categories. They will find them soon 
enough by prescission and hypostatic abstraction. But without the deductive assurance 
afforded by APeirce=s remarkable theorem@ there would be less confidence in the 
completeness and minimality of firstness, secondness, and thirdness. Thus 
phenomenology does benefit from mathematics, though perhaps not in the expected 
way. 

The precise relationship between mathematics and phenomenology still needs to be 
worked out. There are passages in which Peirce appears to base his mathematics on 
phenomenology, contrary to the above account. Indeed this does not seem altogether 
surprising when one stops to consider that for Peirce all mathematical reasoning 
depends on the manipulation of diagrams. Mathematics, Peirce says, is an observational 
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science (1.240; 3.363). In a c.1896 manuscript (MS 900), entitled AThe Logic of 
Mathematics; an Attempt to Develop My Categories from Within,@ Peirce says that 

if there are really any such necessary characteristics of 
mathematical hypotheses as I have just declared in advance that 
we shall find that there are, this necessity must spring from 
some truth so broad as to hold not only for the universe we 
know but for every world that poet could create. And this truth 
like every truth must come to us by the way of experience. No 
apriorist ever denied that. The first matters which it is pertinent 
to examine are the most universal categories of elements of all 
experience, natural or poetical. (1.417) 

Insofar as mathematics is an observational science and insofar as mathematical 
reasoning turns on the construction, comparison, and manipulation of diagrams, it 
would seem that it is in need of guidance from phenomenology (and also from 
semeiotic). Peirce, however, does not place much importance on this, and downplays its 
significance for his classification of sciences (2.65). But whatever the precise 
relationship may be, clearly there are respects in which mathematics informs 
phenomenology, just as there are ways in which phenomenology confirms and extends 
mathematical claims. One great and promising commonality is that both sciences 
independently discover the fundamental categories: firstness, secondness, and thirdness. 
In mathematics, the categories are found to be universal categories of relational 
structures. In phenomenology, the categories are found to be universal categories of 
experience. The conclusion we can draw is that experience instantiates a mathematical 
structure and is, therefore, subject to mathematical analysis. We can further conclude 
that the formal structure of experience is triadic and that the formal categories of 
experience are firstness, secondness, and thirdness. 

In conclusion, a note of caution may be in order. It should not be supposed that 
Peirce=s program was a reductionist one, and that he believed that experience can be 
fully explicated by reference to mathematical conceptions.43 That is far from the truth. 
Feeling in all its richness is as much a part of experience as is firstness, in fact firstness 
cannot enter into experience except in feeling. Similar remarks might be made about 
secondness vis-à-vis the sense of reaction and thirdness vis-à-vis thought. Just as 
thirdness cannot be reduced to secondness, nor secondness to firstness, neither can what 
I have called the psychological elements of the phaneron be reduced to the logical 
elements, nor the logical elements to the mathematical ones. Experience is a rich 
interplay of all these ingredients. But the underlying form is the triad, and the 
fundamental categories are firstness, secondness, and thirdness. These categories, 
though abstractable (prescindable) from experience, are mathematical conceptions. 
Thus, firstness, secondness, and thirdness constitute an important link between the a 
priori world of mathematics and the contingent world of experience, at which juncture 
we find the ground of phenomenology.44 
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 1.  An earlier version of this paper appeared in French in Études Phénoménologiques 5 (1989), pp. 77-

111. I have benefited considerably from discussions with André De Tienne, who translated the earlier 
version into French and who discussed parts of my argument in his doctoral dissertation (AThe 
Analytic of Representation in Charles S. Peirce=s Early and Late Writings,@ Université Catholique de 
Louvain, 1990-91; see esp. vol. 2: AFrom Phaneron to Sign: The Genesis of Representation in the 
After-1900 Writings@). I am very grateful to De Tienne and also to Robert Burch, Carl Hausman, 
Helmut Pape, and Seth Sharpless for having posed difficult questions and for their enlightening 
comments. 
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 3. Thomas A. Goudge, The Thought of C. S. Peirce (University of Toronto 1950), pp. 5 and 75ff. 
 4.  Beverley Kent, Charles S. Peirce: Logic and the Classification of the Sciences (McGill-Queen=s 

University Press, 1987), pp. 121ff.  
 5.  The more strictly material categories are the metaphysical categories of quality, fact, and law (or, 

perhaps, quality, fact, and sign). See 1.452. 
 6.  See Christopher Hookway, Peirce (Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985), pp. 203-204. 
 7.  Benjamin Peirce, Linear Associative Algebra (Privately printed, 1870). Second Edition, with notes 

and addenda by C. S. Peirce (D. Van Nostrand, 1882). 
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chap. 14 of Vincent Tomas= Peirce: Essays in the Philosophy of Science, Bobbs-Merrell, 1957. 
 9.  Eugene Freeman, in his APeirce and Objectivity in Philosophy@ (The Relevance of Charles Peirce, ed. 
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Freeman argues that Peirce mistakenly substituted the metaphorical sense of >perceiving= or >seeing= 
for the literal sense@ (p. 69), but I am inclined to think that forms are instantiated in instances literally 
and that they can be seen in more than a metaphorical sense. This, however, needs more discussion 
than I am able to give it here. 

10.  Hookway, pp. 201-202. 
11.  Hans G. Herzberger, APeirce=s Remarkable Theorem,@ in Pragmatism and Purpose, eds. Sumner, 

Slater, and Wilson (University of Toronto 1981). Peirce, himself, referred to his theorem as Aa 
remarkable theorem@ (MS 439). Herzberger gives a limited proof of Peirce=s reduction thesis and 
argues that Peirce may yet be fully vindicated for his steadfast assertion of what seemed to many to 
be a mistaken thesis. Kenneth L. Ketner has also contributed to the substantiation of Peirce=s claim in 
his APeirce=s >Most Lucid and Interesting Paper=: An Introduction to Cenopythagoreanism,@ 
International Philosophical Quarterly 26 (1986), pp. 375-392. The fullest vindication of Peirce may 
be found in Robert Burch=s A Peircean Reduction Thesis (Texas Tech, 1991) where Burch gives a 
general proof of Peirce=s thesis, perhaps providing the Afull vindication@ Herzberger anticipated. 

12. Herbert Spiegelberg, AHusserl=s and Peirce=s Phenomenologies: Coincidence or Interaction?@ 
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 17 (1957), pp. 164-185. 

13.  Charles J. Dougherty, AThe Common Root of Husserl=s and Peirce=s Phenomenologies,@ The New 
Scholasticism 54 (1980), pp. 305-325. 

14. Some other writers who have compared Peirce and Husserl are the following: Hanna Buczińska-
Garewicz, AHusserl and Peirce,@ Phenomenology Information Bulletin 5 (1981), pp. 105-110; Marvin 
Farber, ADescriptive Philosophy and the Nature of Human Existence,@ Philosophic Thought in 
France and the United States, ed. Farber (Albany: SUNY Press, 1950, 1968), pp. 420-421; William 
Paul Haas, The Conception of Law and the Unity of Peirce=s Philosophy (Fribourg, Switzerland: The 
University Press, 1964), pp. 48-53; Charles Hartshorne, AA Revision of Peirce=s Categories,@ The 
Relevance of Charles Peirce, ed. Eugene Freeman (La Salle, Illinois: The Hegeler Institute, 1983), 
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Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 13 (1977), pp. 193-196; Roberta Kevelson, Method of 
Methods (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1987), see esp. ch. 10; Sandra Rosenthal and Patrick 
Bourgeois, Pragmatism and Phenomenology: A Philosophic Encounter (Amsterdam: B. R. Grüner, 
1980), passim; and William L. Rosensohn, The Phenomenology of Charles S. Peirce (Amsterdam: B. 
R. Grüner, 1974), pp. 2 and 77-79. See, also, Dougherty=s APeirce=s Phenomenological Defense of 
Deduction,@ (in The Relevance of Charles Peirce, ed. Eugene Freeman [La Salle, Illinois: The 
Hegeler Institute, 1983], pp. 167-177); several of the papers in Pragmatism Considers 
Phenomenology, eds. Robert S. Corrington, Carl Hausman, and Thomas M. Seebohm (The Center for 
Advanced Research in Phenomenology, University Press of America, 1987); and La Phénoménologie 
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de Charles S. Peirce, ed. André De Tienne (a special issue of Études Phénoménologiques [vol. 5, 
nos. 9-10, 1989] with papers by De Tienne, Joseph Ransdell, Nathan Houser, and Helmut Pape). 

15.  Spiegelberg, p. 182. 
16. Some caution is called for in how fully these parallels are embraced. Some terms, e.g. Aintuitive 

inspection,@ may apply very differently to Husserl and Peirce. 
17.  Dougherty (1980), p. 325. 
18. Dougherty (1980), p. 322. It might be objected that Peirce=s prescission (his preferred 

spellingCDougherty=s spelling is Aprecision@) is not the same as Husserl=s Aboundless free variation,@ 
but Dougherty=s essential point is that they serve the same (or at any rate nearly the same) function. 
Hookway (1985), p. 104, also remarks on the resemblance of Peirce=s prescission to Husserl=s 
boundless free variation. 

19.  Dougherty (1980), p. 322. 
20.  An extended discussion of the nature of the phaneron is essential for a complete understanding of 

Peirce=s phenomenology, but for our present purposes it is enough to understand that the phaneron, as 
the given, without any reference whatsoever to any independent reality, is the object of study for 
phenomenology. However, as a mere beginning for the reader who wishes to consider the matter 
more fully, I will make a few further remarks. 

 Phanera are present to minds, they are all that is before minds, but they are not really in minds. The 
phaneron, that which is before a mind, is the given. As given, phanera are present only for an instant 
and, in that fleeting moment, are not cognized. APractically speaking, there is a flow of ideas through 
the mind, that is of objects, of which we have the barest glimpse while they are with us, but which are 
reported by memory after they have been associated together and considerably transformed . . .@ 
(7.424). What is in the mind are ideas (ingredients of the phaneron) (MSS 998: 5; 477: 10-11). To 
think of a phaneron as composed of ingredients is to imagine it as analyzable. In itself, as given, a 
phaneron is unanalyzed, but when subjected to thought (in being cognized), we must begin to 
separate it into its ingredients. The separation of phanera into ingredients may be thought of as a 
transformation into ideas, where ideas are portions of a phaneron that differ in quality from 
contiguous ideas (other portions of the phaneron/other segments of consciousness) (7.553 n.19). 

 Still, we must never forget that when we say, this idea is the same [that] I had yesterday, this idea 
resembles that, this idea involves or contains that, these are not things that are true of the ideas in 
their presentation. They suppose a mind,Cour mind,Cin which it seems that the workings of ideas 
involve . . . judgments. . . . The point to remember is, that whatever we say of ideas as they are in 
consciousness is said of something unknowable in its immediacy. The only thought that is really 
present to us is a thought we can neither think about nor talk about. AOf thine eye I am eyebeam,@ 
says the Sphinx. (7.425) 

 As what are given to us, as what are immediately present to us, phanera are full of possibilities, yet 
they are mute. Their complexity is lost in their immediacy. So far as they are immediately present to 
us they are still out of mind. The immediacy of the phaneron must give way to analysis, to thought 
about the phaneron, if it is to be brought to mind. We may say, then, that one=s mental life consists in 
the apprehension of ingredients of the phaneron. 

21.  Presumably, whatever can be dissociated can be prescinded (and whatever can be prescinded can be 
discriminated). Thus, for all those elements that can be dissociated, prescission would be reciprocal. 
But this would account for only a small subset of the prescindable elements, and the least significant 
part, since the elements of this subset (it would seem) cannot be universal. 

 For other accounts of the three kinds of separability, see, for example, 1.353, MS 478: 35-38, and MS 
499s: 38-40. In MS 478 Peirce shows the correspondence of the three kinds of separation with his 
categories. 

22.  Dougherty (1980), pp. 317-318. 
23.  Hookway, 104-108. For discussions of hypostatic abstraction in Peirce, see, for example, 2.364, 

4.463-465, and 5.449. There is much room for debate about the nature of the three kinds of mental 
(or phaneroscopic) separation and how they relate to hypostatic abstraction. Some would argue that 
hypostatic abstraction depends on all three kinds of separability, from which it would follow that it is 
somewhat misleading to isolate prescission as the crucial form for phenomenology. In some places 
Peirce relates dissociation with separation of firstness, prescission with separation of secondness, and 
discrimination with separation of thirdness. This may suggest that the very forms of separation are 
themselves interconnected in the order of prescindability of the categories (see, for example, MS 
478). In fact, however, the order seems to be reversed. Whatever can be dissociated can be 
prescinded and discriminated, while whatever can be prescinded can be discriminated but not 
necessarily dissociated. What can be discriminated might be neither prescindable nor dissociable. 
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24.  Nathan Houser, APeirce on the Structure of Consciousness,@ unpublished M.A. thesis, University of 
Waterloo, 1978, p. 36. For a useful discussion (and criticism) of this table see De Tienne 1990-91 
(see n. 1 above), pp. 566ff. 

25. Houser (1978), p. 37. 
26.  Hartshorne (1983). See note 14 above. 
27.  Hartshorne (1983), p. 85. Hartshorne argues that firstness is sheer independence of at least 

something, secondness is dependence on at least something, and thirdness is qualified, partial, or 
probabilistic dependence on at least something. 

28.  Dougherty (1980), p. 323. 
29.  Edmund Husserl, Logical Investigations (Volume 2), translated by J. N. Findlay from the second 

edition of Logische Untersuchungen, (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970), p. 740. 
30.  Dougherty (1980), 324. 
31.  Dougherty (1980), 324-325. 
32.  However, Haas also finds fundamental triads in Husserl (Haas, pp. 48-51; see n. 14 above), and some 

years ago I speculated (though I have never attempted to substantiate) that an analog of Peirce=s 
phenomenological categories might be found in Husserl=s noesis, noema, and reflection (Houser, p. 
96 n. 2). 

33.  Rosensohn, p. 79. See note 14 above. 
34.  I first discussed this in APeirce=s Pre-Phenomenological Categories,@ in Semiotics 1988, eds. Terry 

Prewitt, John Deely, and Karen Haworth (University Press of America, 1989), pp. 103-108. 
35.  Murray G. Murphey, The Development of Peirce=s Philosophy (Cambridge: Harvard University 

Press, 1961), p. 368. Reprinted by Hackett, 1993. 
36.  Rosensohn, p. 9. 
37.  Murphey, p. 368. 
38.  Murphey, p. 368. Eugene Freeman objects to Murphey=s characterization of Peirce=s attempt to 

ground logic on phenomenology as Asleight of hand@ because APeirce was not trying to trick his 
reader into accepting something that [he] himself knew was not true.@ Peirce was quite sincere in his 
Amistaken view@ and thus he was guilty only of self-deception (Freeman 1983: 66-67; see n. 9). On 
this issue see also De Tienne (1990-91), pp. 544ff. In arguing against Murphey on the issue of the 
ground of Peirce=s phenomenology, I certainly do not wish to imply that I have anything but the 
highest regard for the contribution he has made to Peirce scholarship. His book, The Development of 
Peirce=s Philosophy, is unsurpassed in its account of the mathematical and logical matrix of Peirce=s 
thought. Furthermore, in a single paragraph of his article on Peirce in Edwards= Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy (vol. 6, p. 75), Murphey virtually summarizes the central part of my paper. 

39.  Dougherty (1980), p. 319. 
40.  Dougherty might have taken a different strategy, perhaps appealing to Husserl=s eidetic intuition, 

although I am not certain that there is any corresponding process in Peirce=s phenomenology. Perhaps 
the interplay of the various kinds of mental separation, maybe even prescissive investigations alone, 
can lead to something like an Aintuition of essences,@ if by Aessence@ we mean something ubiquitous 
and general. Insofar as elements of firstness and thirdness are general they might be regarded as 
essences given in phanera. 

41.  In a similar vein, Peirce writes in his 1879 ADescription of a Notation for the Logic of Relatives@ 
(W2: 389): AIndeed, logical algebra conclusively proves that mathematics extends over the whole 
realm of formal logic; and any theory of cognition which cannot be adjusted to this fact must be 
abandoned.@ 

42.  Hookway, p. 102.  
43. Neither should we assume that the sciences subsequent to phenomenology are grounded in 

mathematics alone. Each science depends on all those sciences which precede it in Peirce=s 
classification. 

44.  This is, perhaps, another similarity between Peirce=s and Husserl=s phenomenologies. According to 
Dougherty (1983, p. 167), AOf the many claims made on its [Husserlian phenomenology=s] behalf 
perhaps the most interesting is that phenomenology is able to ground philosophical assertions in a 
manner which is neither purely formal nor purely empirical, i.e., that phenomenology as a method is 
capable of transcending this very distinction.@ Although what I have argued is, perhaps, at best 
suggestive of this Husserlian viewpoint, it seems to me that Peirce=s phenomenology, because of its 
overlap with both mathematics and the positive sciences, is in more or less the same privileged 
position. 
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Comments on Nathan Houser`s paper  
”The form of Experience” 

Lucia Santaella* 
 
 

 

 Jorge L. Borges, the famous Argentinian, 20th century´s writer, once stated that, 
despite our best intentions, all of us are distracted readers with partial attention. In fact, 
it was only at the end of your paper that I came to figure out what you meant by "the 
form of experience". This difficulty of understanding did not come from any lack of 
clarity of your paper but from my partial attention, that is, from the fact that, after some 
years of study, my comprehension of Peirce´s concept of experience attained a steady 
point and I did not put it into question any longer. After reading your paper, my habits 
of interpretation where questioned, doubts came into my mind, and, as far as I can see, 
the best way to try and solve these doubts is to bring them into discussion.  
 First of all, I will expose how I came to understand Peirce´s concept of 
experience, a concept, by the way, which has not been emphasized in your paper, most 
probably because you are trying to highlight another context where the concept of 
experience appears in Peirce´s writing and to which I have not given sufficient attention.  
 But let us begin with the side of my attention according to which the concept of 
experience has to be understood predominantly in the light of Peirce´s category of 
secondness. To give support to this statement I have brought a number of quotations 
which could not be clearer. Although some of the quotations are redundant I decided not 
to skip them for the simple reason that they are beautiful above all. 
 

The idea of second must be reckoned as an easy one to 
comprehend. That of first is so tender that you cannot touch it 
without spoiling it; but that of second is eminently hard and 
tangible. It is very familiar, too; it is forced upon us daily; it is 
the main lesson of life. In youth, the world is fresh and we seem 
free; but limitation, conflict, constraint, and secondness 
generally, make up the teaching of experience (CP 1.358). 

 Experience is the course of life. The world is that which 
experience inculcates (CP 1.426). 

Experience is that determination of belief and cognition 
generally which the course of life has forced upon a man. (...) 
There is the element of brute force, existing whether you opine 
it exists or not. (...) what experience forces a man to think, of 
course he must think (CP 2.138). 

For we are reasoning exclusively from experience, that is, from 
the cognitions which the history of our lives forces upon us (CP 
2.784). 

                                                           
* PUCSP. E.mail: lbraga@pucsp.br 
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(...) since experience is the aggregate of mental effect which the 
course of life has forced upon a man, by a brute bearing down of 
any will to resist it, each such act of brute force is destitute of 
anything reasonable (and therefore of the element of generality, 
or continuity, for continuity and generality are the same thing), 
and consequently the units will be individually distinct (CP 
4.172). 

The idea of the word "experience" was to refer to that which is 
forced upon a man's recognition, will-he nill-he, and shapes his 
thoughts to something quite different from what they naturally 
would have been (CP 5.613). 

The practical exigencies of life render Secondness the most 
prominent of the three [categories]. This is not a conception, nor 
is it a peculiar quality. It is an experience. It comes out most 
fully in the shock of reaction between ego and non-ego (CP 
8.266). 

Imagine yourself to be seated alone at night in the basket of a 
balloon, far above earth, calmly enjoying the absolute calm and 
stillness. Suddenly the piercing shriek of a steam-whistle breaks 
upon you, and continues for a good while. The impression of 
stillness was an idea of Firstness, a quality of feeling. The 
piercing whistle does not allow you to think or do anything but 
suffer. So that too is absolutely simple. Another Firstness. But 
the breaking of the silence by the noise was an experience. The 
person in his inertness identifies himself with the precedent state 
of feeling, and the new feeling which comes in spite of him is 
the non-ego. He has a two-sided consciousness of an ego and a 
non-ego. That consciousness of the action of a new feeling in 
destroying the old feeling is what I call an experience. 
Experience generally is what the course of life has compelled 
me to think (CP 8.266). 

(...) experience meaning precisely that which the history of my 
life has FORCED me to think; so that the idea of a struggle, of 
not mere twoness but active oppugnancy is in it (CP 8.291). 

But precisely how does this action of experience take place? It 
takes place by a series of surprises. It is by surprises that 
experience teaches all she deigns to teach us (CP 5.51). 

What is experience? It is the enforced element in the history of 
our lives. It is that which we are constrained to be conscious of 
by an occult force residing in an object which we contemplate 
(CP 5. 581). 

I call such forcible modification of our ways of thinking the 
influence of the world of fact or experience (CP 1.321). 
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 Believing that the quotations above are sufficiently eloquent, I will turn now to 
the other face of experience that is highlighted in you paper. For lack of time, I will 
leave aside many important and relevant aspects of your paper to concentrate 
specifically on the concept of experience. Right at the beginning of your paper, in the 
3rd paragragh to be more precise, you say that Peirce´s concept of experience was rather 
indistinct. I am not sure whether I can agree with you. As far as I can see, the quotations 
above do not show any indistinctness. However, at the same time, to a certain extent I 
am led to agree with you. In the context that you are bringing into the fore, in fact, 
Peirce´s use of the word experience is far from being precise. Which context is this? It 
is the context of the birth of his three categories, and later on of his phenomenology or 
phaneroscopy.  

As we know, to come to his universal categories, Peirce´s method was to return 
to the phaneron, not mediated by linguistic constructions (this was Aristotle´s point of 
departure) neither by a given system of logic (this was Kant´s point of departure). The 
only rule was simply "to open our mental eyes and look well at the phenomenon and say 
what are the characteristics that are never wanting in it, whether that phenomenon be 
something that outward experience forces upon our attention, or whether it be the 
wildest of dreams, or whether it be the most abstract and general of the conclusions of 
science" (CP 5.41). 

Hence Peirce´s method did not involve any presuppositions, any prejudgments 
about "things" in the external world "(whether noumena or ´unknown causes` originary 
of sensation), or transcendental egos ´doing` the thinking" (Rosensohn 1974: 30). 
Without denying the well established theory that the function of concepts is to reduce 
manifold into unity, Peirce went directly to what appears (phaneron) in itself.  

However, in many passages where he mentions his phenomenological method 
and the categories that resulted from it he refers to the categories as universes of 
experience, as it appears in the quotation below: 

 
Of the three Universes of Experience familiar to us all the first 
comprises all mere Ideas, those airy nothings to which the mind 
of poet, pure mathematician, or another might give local 
habitation and a name within that mind. Their very airy-
nothingness, the fact that their Being consists in mere capability 
of getting thought, not in anybody's Actually thinking them, 
saves their Reality. The second Universe is that of the Brute 
Actuality of things and facts. I am confident that their Being 
consists in reactions against Brute forces, notwithstanding 
objections redoubtable until they are closely and fairly 
examined. The third Universe comprises everything whose 
being consists in active power to establish connections between 
different objects, especially between objects in different 
Universes (CP 6.455).  

 
 As you clearly put it, in his phenomenology, Peirce was looking for properties 
that necessarily apply to experience in general, what means that your search for the 
form of experience is a search for "a general structure or model that can match up 
somehow with any kind of experience, that would apply universally to experience, a 
structure that would reveal its ubiquitous form". In your paper you repeat several times 
that the categories are elements of experience. Now my first doubt is: if they are 
universal categories of experience or three universes of experience how can experience 
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be defined under the dominance of secondness, as Peirce did define it a number of 
times?  

My second point is directed to another imprecision which also raises some 
doubts. Sometimes Peirce refers to the categories as the resultant of the 
phenomenological analysis of experience. But there are other times, and these are very 
frequent, when he refers to them as ingredients of the phaneron, or as Rosensohn puts it, 
they are "kinds of elements universally present in the phenomenon, a set of categories 
which might then be applied to all nature and to all thought".  

To this imprecision concerning the universe to which the universal categories 
apply, that is, to the phaneron or to experience, I have a cue which I would like to 
discuss with you, a cue, by the way, that can also help us to reconcile the two possible 
ways of understanding Peirce´s concept of experience . There is a passage where Peirce 
says: 

 
(...) the Doctrine of Categories, whose business it is to unravel 
the tangled skein [of] all that in any sense appears and wind it 
into distinct forms; or in other words, to make the ultimate 
analysis of all experiences the first task to which philosophy has 
to apply itself. It is a most difficult, perhaps the most difficult, of 
its tasks, demanding very peculiar powers of thought, the ability 
to seize clouds, vast and intangible, to set them in orderly array, 
to put them through their exercises. The mere reading of this 
sort of philosophy, the mere understanding of it, is not easy. 
Anything like a just appreciation of it has not been performed by 
many of those who have written books. Original work in this 
department, if it is to be real and hitherto unformulated truth, is -
- not to speak of whether it is difficult or not -- one of those 
functions of growth which every man, perhaps, in some fashion 
exercises once, some even twice, but which it would be next to a 
miracle to perform a third time (CP 1.280). 

 
As we can see, to discern the distinct forms of what in any sense appears to the 

mind (the phaneron) is equivalent to make the ultimate analysis of all experiences. 
Hence, what appears to the mind constitutes the core of experience. There is a passage 
in your paper where you quote Dougherty when he states that secondness is a name "for 
the otherness of experience, for the stimuli brought to the mind in experience". Well, 
Peirce´s phenomenological method of opening our mental eye and look well at the 
phenomenon means to be open, alert, and thoughtful to the stimuli that comes to the 
mind. What is outside the mind is some sort of otherness. As far as I can see, this helps 
us to understand why to scrutinize the phaneron coincides with the analysis of what 
constitutes experience and why experience has to be under the dominance of 
secondness, even when it is indistinctly defined in the context of the birth of the 
categories. 
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Peirce’s Rhetorical Turn 
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Abstract: The aim of this paper is to bring into sharper focus than anyone 
has yet done the rhetorical turn taken by Charles S. Peirce, especially in the 
last phase of his intellectual life; and, in doing so, to reflect anew about the 
meaning of rhetoric.  That is, my goal is twofold: to cast light on Peirce by 
considering his attention to rhetoric and, in turn, to cast light on rhetoric itself 
by beginning to trace out the trajectory of this thought on this topic. 
If the inaugural moment of Peirce’s theory of signs is a form of observation 
from which a highly generalized conception of semiosis (or sign-action) is 
derived (Ransdell; Bergman), then the culminating moment of this theory is 
an increasingly ramified understanding of the efficacy of signs (Liszka; 
Santaella-Braga; Bergman).  By such observation, Peirce derived a purely 
formal, abstract, and general conception of semiosis.  But, by ultimately 
attending to the efficacy and fecundity of signs, as these features manifest 
themselves in a variety of fields, he returned his theory of signs to the 
contexts from which his reflections initially abstracted their formal (or 
“quasi-necessary”) definitions (CP 2.227).  For the purposes of speculative 
grammar, then, it is not only appropriate but also necessary to abstract from 
the features of the sign as an instrument of communication, at least from the 
agency of a conscious, deliberate utterer and also from that of such an 
interpreter (however, see, Joswick). 
For the purposes of speculative rhetoric, however, it is equally necessary to 
put flesh back on the bones of the purely skeletal conception of semiosis 
conveyed by the purely formal definition.  Arguably, the move from 
speculative grammar to speculative rhetoric roughly corresponds to the move 
from the level of abstract definition to that of pragmatic clarification, such 
that the third branch of semeiotic is not only the most vital but also the most 
pragmaticist (the branch wherein Peirce’s reflections on signs is most deeply 
and obviously pragmaticist, wherein references to the historical practices of 
situated agents are integral to a comprehension of semiosis).  If this is 
correct, then the trajectory of Peirce’s thought drives back toward the “rough 
ground” of human practices in their irreducible heterogeneity (cf. 
Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigation).  On my view, at least, this 
amounts to nothing less than a rhetorical turn, for it concerns a critical 
assessment of the suasive power of various signs, in diverse contexts – the 
power of signs to move agents and to change the habits so integral to their 
agency.  This power is indicative of the agency inherent in signs themselves 
(Ransdell; Bergman).  The effect of signs is to dispose us in some way or 
other regarding a given topic, for example, to dispose us to hold more 
hesitantly or confidently a belief, or to reject a belief altogether (CP 5.476).  
One of their most important effects is to signal an alarm indicative of the 
inadequacy of a belief – more briefly put, to engender doubt.  Another effect 
of signs is to corroborate our conjectures.  Yet another important function of 
signs is to provide, in effect, the means for offering a second-order 
commentary on our first-order practices.  The arenas of practice from which 
speculative grammar abstracts its definitions and classifications are ones to 
which speculative rhetoric returns with self-consciously critical attention.    
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Introduction 
 
 

The Question of Peirce and Rhetoric 
 
 

In a letter written to Lady Victoria Welby late in his life, C. S. Peirce recalled an 
incident which occurred decades earlier.  It is not unreasonable to suppose that the 
young Peirce was stung by a brief exchange with a person who, at the time, was a 
towering figure in American literature.  In any event, he made a point of recounting this 
exchange years later: 

I remember one day, when I was in my twenties, on the way to 
the post-office I fell in with the novelist Wm. D. Howells, who 
began criticizing one of my articles from the point of view of 
rhetorical elegance.  I said to him, ‘Mr. Howells, it is no part of 
the purpose of my writings to give readers pleasure.’  Such an 
idea was quite out of his horizon; and I heard of him repeating it 
as very amusing. (CP 8.378)  

The purpose of a piece of writing might have little or nothing to do with 
imparting the pleasures afforded by the finely crafted use of words.  This is a point 
Peirce himself makes in this letter: “People do not consult a dictionary to be amused, 
but to receive definite instruction as condensed as clearness permits” (CP 8.378).  
Allow this incident to frame this essay, one devoted to the question2 of Peirce’s 
relationship to rhetoric in various senses of that protean term.  Does his concern with the 
logic of question and answer (cf. Collingwood; Ketner), especially with fruitfully posed 
questions and experientially revisable answers, include critical attention to such roles as 
those of questioner and respondent?  More generally, does his formal doctrine of signs 
encompass at any point the communicative practices of deliberative agents or does it 
preserve its formal and general character by abstracting entirely from mindful actors 
caught up in heuristic dramas (e.g., debates about the meaning of a word or the truth of 
a proposition or the force of an argument)?  

In a review devoted to The Progress of Invention in the Nineteenth Century 
(1900), C. S. Peirce wrote: “It is a primary rule of the ethics of rhetoric that every prose 
composition should begin by informing the reader what its aim is, with sufficient 
precision to enable him [the reader] to decide whether to read it or not” (CN 2, 276; 

                                                           
2 The form of this essay is loosely based on that of the disputed question.  This literary genre of 
philosophical discourse, characteristic of the medieval schoolmen, grew out of the oral practices of formal 
debate.  But these medieval debates aimed at being genuine dialogues.  What Josef Pieper writes of 
Thomas Aquinas might be said of medieval authors at their best: “the spirit of the disputatio, of 
disciplined opposition” is “the spirit of genuine discussion which remains a dialogue even when it is a 
dispute” (73).  Pieper succinctly depicts the form of this discourse as well as the spirit of the disputatio: It 
“first formulates the question at issue.  It hen adduces, not the opinions of the author himself, but rather 
the voices of the opposition.  Only after this does the author himself take the floor, first offering [in the 
body of the articulus] a systematically developed answer to the question and then replying to each of the 
opposing arguments” laid out immediately after the formulation of the question.  A logic of question and 
answer governs this distinctive genre of philosophical discourse.  Moreover, the question in effect serves 
as the title and, in turn, titles bear possibly complex relationships to the composition they identity.  
Finally, the voice of the opposition is granted heuristic priority: after the question, the task is to hear one’s 
opponents out.       
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emphasis added; cf. CP 2.79).3  He added: “The man who puts pen to paper to produce 
anything like a treatise should, for his readers’ sake, and for his own, begin by defining 
precisely what his book is intended to convey” (CN 2, 277).  In accord with this rule, let 
me begin by announcing my own aim in this essay: to bring into sharper focus than 
anyone has yet done4 the rhetorical turn taken by Charles S. Peirce, especially in the 
last phase of his intellectual life; and, in doing so, to reflect anew about the meaning of 
rhetoric.  That is, my aim is twofold: to cast light on Peirce by considering his attention 
to rhetoric and, in turn, to cast light on rhetoric itself by beginning to trace out the 
trajectory of his thought on this topic. 

Peirce suggests, “one of the first useful steps toward a science of semeiotic 
(σηµειωτική), must be the accurate definition, or logical analysis, of the concepts of the 
science,” beginning with the definition of how sign is to be used by those devoted to 
studying signs in their most basic form and most important functions.  Such a definition 
is derived by observing such signs as we actually know and, on the basis of such 
observations, articulating a truly general, formal, and abstract definition.  Even after 
1898, that is, after his philosophical reflections assume more deeply pragmaticist 
character, Peirce would write in a proposal for a grant from the Carnegie Institute: 
“Logic will here be defined as formal semiotic.  A definition of the sign will be given 
[in the project fro which he was requesting support] which no more refers to human 
thought than does the definition of a line as the place which a particle occupies, part by 
part, during a lapse of time.”  The lines with which we are experientially acquainted are 
those involving movement and thus temporality, but those upon which the geometer 
deliberately abstract from certain concrete, experiential features of the path of a moving 
body.  Such a definition of a sign is familiar to virtually every student of Peirce’s 
writings: it is “something, A, which brings something [else], B, its interpretant sign [or, 
more generally, effect] determined of created by it, into the same sort of correspondence 
of something, C, its object, as that in which itself stands to C” (NEM IV, 20-21).  This 
might be identified as the inaugural moment of Peircean semeiotic. 

But, if the inaugural moment of Peirce’s theory of signs is a form of observation 
from which a highly generalized conception of semiosis (or sign-action) is derived 
(Ransdell; Bergman),5 then the culminating moment of this theory is an increasingly 

                                                           
3 It is almost certain that Peirce did not intend here works of fiction such as novels.     
4 In identifying my goal in this manner, I have no intention to slight the contributions of those who have 
done much to illuminate both the centrality and details of Peirce’s preoccupation with rhetoric.  My own 
work has benefited immensely from these scholars, above all, Max H. Fisch, James J. Liszka, Mats 
Bergman, and Lucia Santaella.  
5 After identifying logic, in its most inclusive sense, with “the quasi-necessary, or formal, doctrine of 
signs,” Peirce explained: “By describing the doctrine as ‘quasi-necessary’ or formal, I mean that we 
observe the characters of such signs as we know, and from such an observation, by a process which I will 
not object to naming Abstraction, we are led to statements, eminently fallible, and therefore in one sense 
by no means necessary, as to what must be the characters of [at least] all signs used by a ‘scientific’ 
intelligence, that is to say, by an intelligence capable of learning from experience.  As to that process of 
abstraction, it is itself a sort of observation” (CP 2.227).  Our capacity for (or “faculty” of) abstsractive 
observation is “one which ordinary people perfectly recognize [i.e., they exhibit in their comprehension of 
this process the first degree of clarity], but for which the theories of philosophers hardly leave room.”  
Elsewhere Peirce wrote: “Logic will be defined by formal semiotic.  A definition of a sign will be given 
which no more refers to human thought than does the definition of a line as the place which a particle 
occupies, part by part, during a lapse of time [refer to time].  Namely, a sign is something, A, which 
brings something [else], B, its interpretant sign determined or created by it, into the same sort of 
correspondence with something, C, its object, as that in which it itself stands to C.  It is from this 
definition, together with a definition of ‘formal,’ that I deduce mathematically the principles of logic.  I 
also make a historical review of all the definitions and conceptions of logic, and show, not merely that my 
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ramified understanding of the efficacy of signs (Liszka; Santaella-Braga).  By such 
observation, Peirce derived (as we have just noted) a purely formal, abstract, and 
general conception of semiosis.  But, by ultimately attending to the efficacy and 
fecundity of signs, as these features manifest themselves in a variety of fields, he 
returned his theory of signs to the contexts from which his reflections initially 
abstracted their formal (or “quasi-necessary”) definitions (CP 2.227) and classifications.  
For the purposes of speculative grammar, then, it is not only appropriate but also 
necessary to abstract from the features of the sign as an instrument of communication, at 
least from the agency of a conscious, deliberate utterer and also from that of such an 
interpreter (however, see, Joswick; also Short).  For the purposes of speculative rhetoric, 
however, it is equally necessary to put flesh back on the bones of the purely skeletal 
conception of semiosis conveyed by the purely formal definition. 

Arguably, the move from speculative grammar to speculative rhetoric roughly 
corresponds to the move from the level of abstract definition to that of pragmatic 
clarification, such that the third branch of semeiotic is not only the most vital but also 
the most pragmaticist (the branch wherein Peirce’s reflections on signs is most deeply 
and obviously pragmaticist, wherein references to the historical practices of situated 
agents are integral to a comprehension of semiosis).  If this is correct, then the trajectory 
of Peirce’s thought drives back toward the “rough ground” of human practices in their 
irreducible heterogeneity (cf. Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations 107; Scheman 
1996).  On my view, at least, this amounts to nothing less than a rhetorical turn, for it 
concerns a critical6 assessment of the suasive power of various signs, in diverse contexts 
– the power of signs to move agents and to change the habits so integral to their agency.  
This power is indicative of the agency inherent in signs themselves (Ransdell; 
Bergman).7  The effect of signs is to dispose us in some way or other regarding a given 
topic, for example, to dispose us to hold more hesitantly or confidently a belief, or to 
reject a belief altogether (CP 5.476).8  One of their most important effects is to signal an 
alarm indicative of the inadequacy of a belief – more briefly put, to engender doubt.  
Another effect of signs is to corroborate our conjectures.  Yet another important 
function of signs is to provide, in effect, the means for offering a second-order 
commentary on our first-order practices.     

 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                          
definition is no novelty, but that my non-psychological conception of logic has virtually been quite 
generally held, though not generally recognized” (NEM IV, 20-21).     
6 “The word criticism carries a meaning in philosophy which has so little resemblance to the criticism of 
literature, that the latter meaning throws no light on the former.  Philosophical criticism is applied to an 
idea we have already adopted, but which we remark that we have not deliberately adopted.  The mere fact 
that it has been adopted, as if hastily, that is, without deliberation though it does not necessarily create a 
doubt, suggests the idea that perhaps a doubt might arise.  The critical attitude consists in reviewing the 
matter to see in what manner corrections shall be made.  This is what one does when one reads over a 
letter one has written to see whether some unintended meaning is suggested.  The criticism is always of a 
process, the process which led to the acceptance of an idea.  It supposes that this process is subject to the 
control of the will; for its whole purpose is correction, and one cannot correct what one cannot control.  
Reasoning, in the proper sense of the word, is always deliberate and, therefore, is always subject to 
control” (NEM IV, 42; cf. Savan 1987-88, 63).  Grammar and Logic (or Critic) in Peirce’s trivium of the 
semeiotic are ordained to the task of criticism in just this sense (again, see Savan 1987-88, 63). 
7 “ … the agency of the Sign …” (MS 634 [September 16, 1909], p. 22). 
8 It is important to note that what Peirce means by a habit-change encompasses the strengthening or 
weakening of existing habits, not necessarily their eradication.  
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I. Objections to Portraying Peirce as a Rhetorician 
 

On the surface, however, there are few authors whose name is less likely to 
suggest a turn toward rhetoric than that of Charles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914).  He 
emphatically identified9 himself, in a polemical tone, as a scientist (in effect 
proclaiming: I am a scientist and scientifically trained philosopher, not a litterateur or 
theologian, humanist or even scholar).10  In one place, he wrote of scientists in general 
what certainly applied to himself: “the inquirer more or less vaguely identifies himself in 
sentiment with a Community of which he is a member, and which includes, for 
example, besides his momentary self, his self of ten years hence; and he speaks of the 
resultant cognitive compulsions of the course of life of that community of Our 
Experience” (CP 8.101; emphasis added).11  That is, scientists qua scientists establish 
their identities by identification with not only an historically developing community but 
also what experience would disclose not to this or that isolated individual but to 
conjoined agents (persons committed by and animated by overlapping interests and 
shared objectives).  In another place, he disclosed: “For my part, I beg to be excused 
from having any such dealings with such a philosophy [as that proposed by humanism].  
I wish philosophy to be a strict science, passionless and severely fair” (CP 5.537).12  He 
went so far as to claim: “some branches of science are not in a healthy state if they are 
not abstruse, arid, and abstract” (5.537).13  But, when attaining such a state, such 
discourses are far from abhorrent or repulsive to those attuned to the nature of these 
discourses; rather they are (in words borrowed from John Milton’s Comus) 

Not harsh and crabbed, as dull fools suppose, 
But musical as is Apollo’s lute …14 

                                                           
9 In A Rhetoric of Motives and elsewhere, the contemporary rhetorician Kenneth Burke attempts to make 
identification the focal consideration of rhetoric.  At the outset of this work, he notes: “Traditionally, the 
key term for rhetoric is not ‘identification’ but ‘persuasion’” (1969, xiv).  But, in my judgment, he offers 
weighty reasons for showing why processes of identification, rather than those of persuasion, define the 
focal concern of rhetorical inquiry.  My own treatment of Peirce also shifts the focus away from 
persuasion and toward, in the first instance, communication and, following Burke’s suggestion, 
identification.  No appeal can be effective or persuasive unless it involves concerns with which an 
individual identifies or, in the very process of addressing the individual, engenders or establishes aspects 
of an identity.      
10 “I was brought up in an atmosphere of scientific inquiry, and have all my life chiefly lived among 
scientific men.  For the last thirty years, the study which has constantly been before my mind has been 
upon the nature, strength, and history of methods of scientific thought. … In its logical aspect … and in 
its historical aspect I have long been engaged upon a treatise about it” (CP 6.604; cf. 5.411). 
11 In a famous text, Peirce wrote: “we know that man is not whole as long as he is single, that he is 
essentially a possible member of society.  Especially, one person’s experience is nothing, if it stands 
alone.  If he sees what others cannot, we call it hallucination.  It is not ‘my’ experience, but ‘our’ 
experience that has to be thought of; and this ‘us’ has indefinite possibilities” (CP 5.402, note 2) 
12 While the immediate target of his criticism here was F. C. S. Schiller, Peirce’s opposition to the 
“humanistic” form of philosophical discourse encompasses far more than this individual or even those 
forms of humanism gaining ascendancy in his own time.  
13 Peirce makes this point immediately after quoting F. C. S. Schiller’s claim in Humanism (1903) that 
philosophers “have rendered philosophy like unto themselves, abstruse, arid, abstract, and abhorrent” (CP 
5.537).  
14 Peirce mistakenly attributes these lines to William Shakespeare.  The lines from Milton’s Comus 
deserves to be quoted more fully here: 

How charming is divine Philosophy! 
Not harsh and crabbed, as dull fools suppose, 
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The music of philosophical discourse is an effect of a sequence of signs in which 
typically complex harmonies are crafted, moreover, one in which resounding dissonance 
tends to play a dominant role.15  Perhaps the aesthetic considerations informing and 
guiding mathematicians in the construction of proofs are not altogether absent in the 
efforts of philosophers to formulate arguments, or draw distinctions, or in other ways to 
carry on their discourse.  In addition, the apparent triumph of rhetoric over philosophy 
in the condemnation of Socrates by the majority of the citizens of Athens points to an 
agon, a struggle in which the advocacy of a philosophical rhetoric is artfully (though, in 
the end, ineffectively) pitted by Socrates against the rhetoric derived from the 
paradigms of acclaimed orators.16  Arguably, the quarrel between philosophy and 
rhetoric has historically been even more decisive than that between philosopher and 
poetry for determining the course and defining the character of philosophy (Liszka).  If 
however we fail to appreciate the extent to which this is a family quarrel, we miss much 
about both what is at stake in this conflict and what is almost always occluded in the 
traditional forms of philosophical self-understanding.  While philosophers are disposed 
to define their discipline in opposition to the figure of the sophist, while they tend to 
identify themselves with Socrates rather than Gorgias or Callicles, they in their 
arguments with one another at least imply sophistry abounds among philosophists.  That 
is, part of the rhetoric of philosophers is to claim some of their opponents are sophists 
(not truly philosophers) (Smith, Bernstein; Blackburn).       

In identifying himself as a scientist, however, Peirce was consciously distancing 
himself from preachers,17 teachers,18 and litterateurs, figures for whom rhetoric is of 
                                                                                                                                                                          

But musical as is Apollo’s lute, 
And a perpetual feast of nectar’d sweets, 
Where no crude surfeit reigns. 

The reason for Peirce’s mistake is likely a confusion with a passage from Shakespeare’s Love’s Labour’s 
Lost (act iv, scene 3): 

As sweet and musical 
As bright Apollo’s lute, strung with his hair;  
And when Love speaks, the voice of all the gods 
Makes heaven drowsy with the harmony. 

The concluding line of the passage quoted from Milton (“Where no crude surfeit reigns”) arguably points 
to one of the defining features of philosophical discourse, a rhetoric in which ecomony of expression and, 
thus, distaste for “rhetorical” excess. 
15 John Dewey observed: “Although few philosophers have found a significant aesthetic form of 
expression for their ideas, when expression is judged by the criteria of literature, nevertheless philosophy 
performs for some exactly the same office that the fine arts perform for others.  There is a kind of music 
of ideas that appeals, apart from any question of empirical verification, to the minds of thinkers, who 
derive an emotional satisfaction from an imaginative play synthesis of ideas obtainable by them in no 
other way” (LW 8: 38).  In the ears of such minds, philosophical discourse is not ordinarily “harsh and 
crabbed.” 
16 The apologia of Socrates is a defense of his manner of speaking, undertaken in a fashion commensurate 
with his characteristic style of discursive exchange.  “The dispute between rhetoric and philosophy is,” as 
James J. Liszka notes, “as old as the one between poetry and philosophy (cf. Plato, Phaedrus 266)” 
(2000, 239).   
17 Laboratory vs. seminary trained philosophers.  Even so, Peirce concerned himself with the practical 
aspects of religious oration (see Johnstone).  A cynical interpretation of this would be that, in doing so, he 
sold his scientific soul for the possibility of monetary gain (apparently, less than thirty pieces of silver).  
A more charitable interpretation would be that the mature Peirce was genuinely animated by religious 
concerns and identified himself not only with the community of self-critical inquirers but also with the a 
community of self-proclaimed worshippers.  
18 His ideal of the university makes it clear that such an institution ought to be, first and foremost, an 
assemblage of researchers, not one of teachers.  The most basic practical difference here is that, like a 
preacher, a teacher presumes possession of a doctrine worthy to be propounded or professed, whereas an 
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paramount or, least, central importance (Colapietro 1996, 75-80).  He seems to be, in 
terms of style and conviction, the least rhetorical of philosophers.  Indeed, it would be 
hard to find an author who more gladly or quickly sacrificed rhetoric for logic, the 
elegant turn of phrase for the precise formulation of his thought.  Despite his writings 
containing more than an occasional sentence or phrase of truly memorable eloquence, 
Peirce is hardly ever read in the same manner and with the same pleasure as are Plato 
and Augustine, Friedrich Nietzsche and William James, George Santayana and José 
Ortega y Gasset, philosophical authors appreciated for their literary achievement.19  
Moreover, it seems unlikely that an author whose writings are marred, by his own 
admission (see, e.g., Brent; also Liszka 1996, ix), by literary defects, also one whose 
thought is bound, by his insistent avowal, so tightly to the exacting demands of logical 
thought would have much, if anything, illuminating to say about rhetoric.  On the 
surface, then, the characterization of Peirce as a philosopher whose thought took a 
rhetorical turn and, in doing so, an author whose writings consolidated crucial insights 
having direct relevance to the contemporary appreciation of the rhetorical dimensions of 
various discourses (Fish; Derrida), including the diverse genres of philosophical writing 
seems implausible.    

Allow me to develop even more fully the case against characterizing Peirce as 
an author in whose writings we can discern a turn toward rhetoric.20  An important 
reason counting against this characterization is Peirce’s antipathy toward litterateurs, 
those for whom eloquent expression is allegedly the loftiest concern.21  His opposition 
to Renaissance humanism22 and, intimately connected to this, his respect for the 
medieval schoolmen whom these humanists were s disposed to ridicule are relevant 
here.23  He notes that these scholastics “have been above all things found fault with 
because they do not write a literary style and do not ‘study in a literary spirit’” (CP 
1.33).  But the persons who voice such criticisms “cannot possibly comprehend the real 
merits of modern science.”  Scientific discourse cannot help but sound harsh and 
offensive to literary ears.  Peirce’s judgment here is unequivocal: So much the worse for 
literary ears!   

Two points especially merit emphasis here.  First, scientific inquiry requires in 
Peirce’s judgment a technical vocabulary, one largely relying on terms of forbidding 
                                                                                                                                                                          
inquirer presumes the woeful inadequacy of all extant knowledge.  While contrite fallibilism is the 
hallmark of the genuine inquirer, a more or less assured (even intimidating) command of a field is often 
the defining trait of master teachers.  
19 Marjorie Perloff, a literary scholar, has written insightfully about the writings of Ludwig Wittgenstein; 
and she has done so from a distinctively literary perspective. 
20 As noted at the outset, I am in effect adopting the procedure of the medieval scholastics as embodied in 
the literary genre of the disputed question, much as Peirce himself effectively adopted this procedure in 
one of his most famous essays (“Questions concerning Certain Faculties Claimed for Man”).  It should, 
however, be noted, first, (as Josef Pieper points out) that the disputatio is akin to a Platonic dialogue in 
which historically identifiable persons or positions (though ones often left unnamed and thus identified) 
are pitted against one another and, second, that Peirce confessed his own reflections tended to take the 
form of a dialogue.   
21 Questions concerning precision, clarity, and rigor are critical here.  The characterization of litterateurs 
as individuals willing to sacrifice, say, clarity or precision for eloquence is, it should be noted, one made 
by those suspicious of certain styles or forms of expression.   
22 James Liszka details Peirce’s indebtedness to the rhetorical turn taken by Renaissance humanists.  
23 The effectiveness of the rhetoric of ridicule is perhaps nowhere more evident than in the evolution of 
the term dunce.  The name of an author who in the High Middle Ages was known as the “subtle doctor” – 
moreover, a thinker with whom Peirce explicitly allied himself and, without exaggeration, with whom 
Peirce identified his experiments in categoreal reflection, also his conception of reality – was transformed 
by this ridicule into the name for a dullard.  
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complexity and, not infrequently, harsh sounds (Colapietro 1998).  In what is itself an 
arresting rhetorical figure, Peirce argues that if any discipline “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 …” (CP 5.13).  Such a 
sacrifice had already been made by the schoolmen: “If the words quidditas, entitas, and 
haecceitas are to excite our disgust, what shall we say of the Latin of the botanists, and 
the style of any technically scientific work?” (CP 1.33).  In their conscientious efforts to 
craft an integrated set of technical terms, ones devised for their precision, the medieval 
schoolmen show themselves to be akin to scientific investigators (Oehler; Nöth; Deely). 

Second, the schoolmen are hardly to be condemned for their unwillingness to 
undertake their investigations “in a literary spirit.”  Peirce is indeed unsparing on this 
score, claiming “it is impossible to express how nauseating it [this expression – “study 
in a literary spirit”] is to any scientific man [or woman], yes even to the scientific 
linguist” (cf. Haack).  Whereas Peirce tended to see Renaissance humanists as enemies 
of exact and rigorous thought, he viewed the scholastics as the champions and 
exemplars of such thought. 

The turn from medieval scholasticism to Renaissance humanism might readily 
be interpreted as a regrettable turn from logic to rhetoric – and, in reference to Peirce, it 
would not be utterly inappropriate to interpret this transition in this manner.24  But the 
need for a more nuanced account of the character of this complex transition is 
immediately felt when we realize that the trivium (the threefold way), encompassing the 
disciplines of grammar, logic, and rhetoric, constituted the rudimentary curriculum of 
the medieval university and that this course of study served Peirce throughout his life as 
a model for how to divide the general study of signs into its principal parts (W 1; 
Savan).25  Peirce’s admiration for the scholastics extended to the trivium and, in turn, 
his adaptation of the trivium for his purposes retained rhetoric as the point (or level) of 
culmination of a logically (or methodeutically) ordered sequence.  It is unquestionably 
significant that the culminating phase of semeiotic inquiry is a discipline variously 
named by Peirce (formal rhetoric, speculative rhetoric, general rhetoric, objective logic, 
and – in his later years – methodeutic),26 but one invariably associated with rhetorical 
questions, when such questions are comprehensively (rather than narrowly) formulated 
(cf. Fisch; Savan; Santaella).  But putting too much stress on this point is likely to 
obscure the fact that both Peirce’s conceptions of grammar and logic (or Critic) are 
themselves rhetorical to a degree even he does not adequately appreciate.  That is, we 
do not have to wait until the third branch of Peirce’s semeiotic investigations to discern 

                                                           
24 At one point, he suggests the transition from the rigorous discourse of the medieval scholastics to the 
literary writings of the Renaissance humanists was “a mere change of fashion” (CP 1.17). 
25 In “Peirce’s New Rhetoric,” James Liszka presents a detailed, informed, and illuminating account of 
how to read Peirce’s efforts as vitally connected to historical figures in both the classical and Renaissance 
traditions of rhetoric. 
26 My suggestion is to use speculative rhetoric as the most appropriate name for the third branch of 
Peircean semeiotic and, then, to use methodeutic as the name for one or more of the branches (or sub 
branches of such rhetoric).  This accords with Peirce’s own division of the third branch of his theory of 
signs, the division put forth in “Ideas, Stray or Stolen, About Scientific Writings” (EP 2, 325-330).  This 
division is made in terms of “the special nature of the ideas to be conveyed” (EP 2, 329).  Its main parts 
would be “a rhetoric of fine arts,” “a rhetoric of practical communication,” and “a rhetoric of scientific 
digests and surveys.”  Part of methodeutic in the strict sense would be identifiable with the rhetoric of 
scientific discourse, but the main part would be the third part of the third sub branch (that concerned with 
“the special nature of the class of signs into which the interpretation is to take place”).  This is only a 
hypothesis, but in general the conception of the relationship between speculative rhetoric and 
methodeutic as one of whole and part is a hypothesis I put forth with some confidence.  
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a rhetorical sensibility directing and informing his investigation of signs.  For the 
deliberately adopted purposes of certain conscientious inquirers, we can abstract from 
flesh-and-blood agents caught up in communicative exchanges.  But such agents are 
doing so; and, in the end, their exertions, aspirations, and habits of action are very much 
relevant to our understanding of signs.  Indeed, at the outset, they define the field of 
inquiry (for the overarching purpose of Peircean semeiotic is to provide the 
indispensable resources for crafting a normative account of objective inquiry, i.e., to 
identify “what must be the characters of [at least] all signs used by a ‘scientific’ 
intelligence, that is to say, by an intelligence capable of learning from experience” [CP 
2.227]).27   Even so, the formalist and taxonomic character of so much of Peirce’s work 
on especially speculative grammar betrays the pragmaticist and historicist cast of his 
philosophical theories, including is semeiotic.  The purely formal and abstract 
definition(s) of semiosis, also the elaborate classifications of possible types of semiosis, 
are derived by abstraction from actual, observable processes; and, of greater moment, 
they have their value in illuminating such processes (not least of all by allowing us to 
see as instances of semiosis processes we otherwise would not regard as such).  

In any event, Peirce’s characteristic antipathy toward the predominantly literary 
culture of Renaissance humanism should not hide from us his interest in re-founding, as 
an integral and ultimately integrating part of his semeiotic, the study of rhetoric.  That 
is, his turn toward logic, reconceived as semeiotic, is at the same time a turn toward 
rhetoric, itself reconceived in light of his efforts to craft a truly general or encompassing 
theory of signs.  In the final analysis, my interest in Peirce’s mature turn toward rhetoric 
is ultimately subordinated to the contemporary turn in this direction.  Understanding the 
development of Peirce’s thought is, in the end, valuable only insofar as it assists the 
development of our own thought.  If taking note of Peirce’s rhetorical turn is crucial for 
tracing the unfinished trajectory of his thought, thus critical for comprehending the 
distinctive character of his achievement,28 then the task of tracing the trajectory of his 
thought beyond anything he appears to have accomplished is vital for us today, 
especially insofar as it contributes to our understanding of rhetoric.    

But, to tarry here a bit longer, there is much in Peirce’s writings apparently 
standing in the way of my interpretation, just as there is much in traditional philosophy 
blocking the path of a rapprochement between philosophy and rhetoric.  In response 
receiving an Appendix to A Pluralistic Universe in which his friend William James 
compares Peirce to Henri Bergson, Peirce testily wrote: “a man who seeks to further 
science can hardly commit a greater sin than to use the terms of his science without 
anxious care to use them with strict accuracy, [so] it is not very [flattering to me] 
grateful to my feelings to be classed with a Bergson who seems to be doing his prettiest 
to muddle all distinctions” (Perry, II, 438).  The willingness to sacrifice precision for 
eloquence – to do one’s prettiest to muddle distinctions, because the demands of 
rigorously executed thought are (allegedly) subordinated to those of finely crafted 
expression – partly defines the rhetorical in the pejorative sense.  But rhetoric in this 
sense is certainly not the only or most critical sense of this word.   

                                                           
27 According to Peirce, “the woof and warp of all thought and all research is symbols, and the life of 
thought and science is the life inherent in symbols” (CP 2.220).  But symbols cannot function apart from 
other modes of signification, so a detailed, nuanced, and comprehensive account of the various modes of 
signification is required for doing justice to scientific investigation (or objective inquiry). 
28 Paradoxically, an assessment of this achievement is best made when the most central details of Peirce’s 
unfinished agenda are brought into sharp focus.  That is, his achievement can only be assessed in 
reference to what he ultimately was driven to aspire to achieve but, ultimately, failed to carry through to 
completion. 
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For all of his opposition to Cartesianism, Peirce seems to have agreed with 
Descartes that eloquence was far more a natural gift than an acquired skill (Discours).  
In MS 632, C. S. Peirce confessed: “I am not naturally a writer … but as far from being 
so as any man” (emphasis added).  “One of the most extreme and lamentable of my 
incapacities is my incapacity for linguistic expression” (quoted in Liszka 1996, ix). To 
repeat, this would, upon first consideration, hardly seem to be the kind of person from 
whom one would seek counsel regarding questions of style or rhetoric.   

His friends, acquaintances, and even some of his most ardent advocates concur 
in this judgment (see, e.g., Brent).  William James famously described Peirce’s lectures 
on pragmatism as “flashes of brilliant light relieved against Cimmerian darkness.”  
Josiah Royce went so far as to suggest Peirce was willfully obscure.   

It is not always easy to understand Peirce.  On occasion he could 
be brilliantly clear … although this clearness was a capricious 
fact in his life and in his writings, and was frequently interrupted 
by a mode of expression which often seemed to me to be due to 
the fear, after all, that in case mediocre minds found themselves 
understanding too many of his ideas, they would be led to form 
too high an impression of their own powers.  One finds this 
tendency towards what might be called ‘impenetrability’ in his 
manuscripts.  Too often the reader meets with a thought of 
surpassing brilliancy, and follows it eagerly, only to have it 
disappear like the cuttlefish in the inky blackness of its own 
secretion. (1916, 707; quoted in Goudge, 2) 

T. L. Short, one of Peirce’s most sympathetic and informed expositors, has 
suggested something akin to Royce’s judgment, referring to Peirce’s baroque style.  
Short goes so far as to suggest the motive for adopting this style was hardly admirable. 

 
 

II. Contrary to These Objections [Sed Contra] 
 

Peirce however deserves to be defended against such charges.29  Though acutely 
aware of his deficiencies as a stylist, he took great pains to express himself.   

 A student might infer that I have been given to expressing 
myself without due consideration; but in fact I have never, in 
any philosophical writing – barring anonymous contributions to 
newspapers – made any statement which was not based on at 
least half a dozen attempts, in writing, to subject the whole 
question to a very far more minute and critical examination than 
could be attempted in print, these attempts being made quite 
independently of one another, at intervals of many months, but 
subsequently compared together with the most careful criticism, 
and being themselves based upon at least two briefs of the state 
of the question, covering its whole literature, as far as known to 
me, and carrying the criticism in the strictest logical form to its 

                                                           
29 This point in the discussion marks the Sed contra of this “disputed question” (Pieper). This is the 
moment where the discourse turns from the weightiest objections to the position to be defended to the first 
step in the defense of this position.   
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extreme beginnings. … My waverings, therefore, have never 
been due to haste. (CP 5.146)  

Peirce’s manuscripts reveal an author who is often – I am disposed to say, 
characteristically – at odds with himself.  His own recollection of a critic who suggested 
Peirce did not appear certain of his conclusions should be recalled here.  While the critic 
intended to point out a deficiency in Peirce’s authorial stance, Peirce took the criticism 
as the highest praise imaginable.  For such a “contrite fallibilist,” there is nothing 
surprising in this.  Uncertainty is however not necessarily the most salient feature of 
Peirce’s philosophical texts, especially when sufficient attention is given to his 
unpublished manuscripts.  He reveals himself in especially these manuscripts to be 
undisciplined, and this trait is nowhere more evident than in his apparent inability to 
follow strictly a linear path.  In a word, he is often maddeningly digressive.  But, then, 
he shows himself in this very tendency to be willing to follow the scent of truth 
wherever it might take him.  Accordingly, a manuscript begun as a piece intended for 
publication breaks often in a direction (at least apparently) far removed from the topic 
under consideration.  Even in those pieces crafted as coherent essays, Peirce’s manner 
of expression can tend to frustrate the comprehension of his position or appreciation of 
the force of his argument.  But, contrary to an objection posed above, these deficiencies 
do not by themselves disqualify Peirce as a student of rhetoric.  Indeed, they might even 
be the origin of his qualification.  In any event, he supposed this to be the case.  He 
suggested: “It would be needless, we trust, to interpose any warning against inferring a 
theory of rhetoric is false because a given advocate of it exhibits little grace, dexterity, 
or tact in the handling of language.  For we all know how seldom an author treating a 
particular skill is found to be remarkably endowed with the skill he discourses about.  
Many a time, it has been precisely his consciousness of natural deficiency in that respect 
that has led him to study the art” (EP 2, 329).  It seems reasonable to suppose Peirce’s 
explicit awareness of his own linguistic deficiencies actually did prompt him to 
painstaking analyses of various features of our communicative practices, especially 
those bearing upon scientific research.  

 
 

III.  Speculative Rhetoric as the “Destiny” of Peircean Semeiotic 
 

In 1904, C. S. Peirce’s review in The Nation (79, 84-85) of T. Clifford Allbutt’s 
Notes on the Composition of Scientific Papers (NY: Macmillan, 1904) appeared (CN 3: 
179-81).  Shortly afterwards, he wrote the first of two projected essays on scientific 
rhetoric (“Ideas, Stray or Stolen, about Scientific Writing, No. 1”).  The second essay 
was either never written or (as happened to all too many of his other manuscripts) lost.  
Even so, the two short pieces available to us are invaluable for alerting us to both 
Peirce’s critical attention to scientific rhetoric and, more generally, his commitment to a 
discipline yet to be established (“speculative rhetoric” as an ens in  posse [EP 2, 326]).  
On the one hand, we have unmistakable evidence of his painstaking engagement with 
the actual practice of scientific writing, not simply as the author of scientific memoirs 
but also as a student of this distinctive genre of literary production.  On the other hand, 
we have equally compelling evidence of his aspiration to enlarge the scope of rhetoric in 
such a manner as to institute what amounts to a truly new discipline (albeit one able to 
draw upon the accomplishments of a variety of historically established fields of study). 
The somewhat narrow focus of his particular concern (scientific writing) is thus 
counterbalanced by the expansive scope of his philosophical imagination.  Such writing 
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concerns, first and foremost, “the communication of scientific discoveries” (CN 3, 180-
81) by those who have devoted themselves to making such discoveries, to those who are 
committed to this same endeavor.  The communication of such discoveries is concerned 
with one or more aspects of the work of discovery.  Peirce’s ideal of a community of 
inquirers is realized, to the degree it ever is, in such communication or exchange.  The 
principal aim of scientific writing is, hence, to goad and guide the activities of inquirers 
in the direction of truth.  Put otherwise, it is to render efficacious whatever signs bear 
upon questions to which one or more communities of investigation have devoted 
themselves. [novel phenomena and provisionally tenable hypotheses]  The reports of 
observations (say, those of an eclipse) are, for example, signs bearing upon signs (the 
eclipse being a sign of the relative position of several astronomical bodies, the reports 
being signs of these signs).  These reports ought to be composed in such a way as to 
insure the power of the most salient signs.  The accidental contingencies of place and 
time (e.g., having been on a certain day, in a certain year, in Sicily when an eclipse was 
observable from that locale, on that date) are, in a dramatic manner, deprived of much 
of their privilege: the knowledge of that event is not limited to those contemporaneous 
with the event.  If scientific discoveries are based on the testimony of experimental 
evidence, the testimony of other scientific observers is as central to one’s scientific 
inquiry as is the testimony of one’s direct observations. 
 There is, implicit in what I have already said, the defining concern of speculative 
rhetoric as conceived by Peirce.  The rhetorical question in the Peircean sense concerns, 
in any usage of signs over which self-control is in some measure possible, how to render 
signs efficacious or effective and also fruitful or fecund (EP 2, 326).  The particular 
genres of scientific writing make up a small part of a vast array of observable processes 
about which the question of the efficacy of signs merits focal, critical attention (Savan 
1987-88, 63).  Consider here a simple example, one worthy nonetheless of far closer 
scrutiny than I will today give to it.  It is a paradigm of a matter meriting criticism in 
Peirce’s sense.   

The word criticism carries a meaning in philosophy which has 
so little resemblance to the criticism of literature, that the latter 
meaning throws no light on the former.  Philosophical criticism 
is applied to an idea we have already adopted, but which we 
remark that we have not deliberately adopted.  The mere fact 
that it has been adopted, as if hastily, that is, without 
deliberation though it does not necessarily create a doubt, 
suggests the idea that perhaps a doubt might arise.  The critical 
attitude consists in reviewing the matter to see in what manner 
corrections shall be made.  This is what one does when one 
reads over a letter one has written to see whether some 
unintended meaning is suggested.  The criticism is always of a 
process, the process which led to the acceptance of an idea.  It 
supposes that this process is subject to the control of the will; for 
its whole purpose is correction, and one cannot correct what one 
cannot control.  Reasoning, in the proper sense of the word, is 
always deliberate and, therefore, is always subject to control. 
(NEM IV, 42; cf. Savan 1987-88, 63).   

Think here of E-mail.  Deliberation should extend whether or not to reply to a 
message, not just how to respond.  The task of writing a letter might be generalized in 
such a way as to serve as an indispensable model for authorial deliberation.  At the very 
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least, such a model suggests the need to re-read the discourse in light of the imaginable 
construals and responses of the intended recipient and, possibly, also others in whose 
hands such a missive might fall.   
 In his review of Allbutt’s Notes on the Composition of Scientific Papers, Peirce 
offers an instructive characterization of rhetoric, one quite close to (if not identical with) 
that implied in the understanding of criticism just discussed.  Let me briefly sketch the 
context in which this characterization of rhetoric is put forth and, then, attend to the 
characterization itself.  In this review, Peirce notes that the only “scientific essays” on 
which the author focuses are those submitted by ‘the candidates for the degree of M.B. 
or of M.D. by the University of Cambridge,” but immediately adds that such papers owe 
their existence to “a motive entirely different from that of any genuine scientific 
writing” (CN 3, 180).  Whereas the papers submitted by such candidates for such 
degrees are written to prove the worthiness of these individuals for the formal 
recognition of academic accomplishment, those submitted by scientists for the scrutiny 
of their peers are typically composed to win a hearing for the explanatory power of a 
testable hypothesis (i.e., to go some distance toward proving the worthiness of some 
conjecture or other). 

Having drawn this distinction (that between essays written by students and those 
composed by scientists), Peirce suggests how the term rhetoric ought to be understood.  
Actually, he proposes what rhetoric ought to be, as though it either does not yet exist or 
else exists in forms often at odds with what it ought to be.  And please note, at this 
point, he is writing about rhetoric in general, not scientific rhetoric: “Now, rhetoric 
ought to be the doctrine of the adaptation of the forms of expression of a [piece of] 
writing to the accomplishment of its purpose” (CN 3, 180).  The adaptation of the forms 
of expression to the attainment of a purpose requires us to ascertain, in the first place, 
the appropriate or defining purpose of a particular piece of writing.  Hence, 
consideration of the forms of expression in this light cannot be limited to consideration 
of the means of communication, but must extent to ends themselves.  Let us return very 
briefly to the example of composing or drafting a letter.  The identification of the 
animating purpose(s), embodied primarily not in the private consciousness of a 
historical agent but in the replicable, interwoven signs of a unique instance of human 
communication, is a more delicate and difficult task than we are often inclined to 
suppose.  Whereas the purposes to which “the communication of scientific discoveries” 
ought to be adapted are, arguably, uncontroversial, those for which the innovations of 
literary artists are made hardly ever avoid being disputable.  Indeed, the purpose of 
much literary writing, especially since modernism, appears to be a relentless 
interrogation of the possible aims of various cultural practices, including literature itself.  
This is a point to which I will return near the conclusion of this paper, though only to 
touch upon.. 
 Let me attend in greater detail than I have thus far, first, to Peirce’s views 
regarding scientific rhetoric and, then, to his conception of speculative rhetoric.  Peirce 
begins “Ideas, Stray or Stolen, about Scientific Writing” by noting: 

Scientific journals are publishing, nowadays, many discussions 
concerning two matters which the late [or recent] enormous 
multiplication of true scientific workers has raised to vital 
importance; namely, the best vocabulary for one or another 
branch of knowledge, and the best types of titles for scientific 
papers. Both are plainly questions of rhetoric.  (EP 2, 325) 
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But he immediately goes on to stress that the characterization of science in terms of 
rhetoric (more exactly, the very attribution of a rhetorical character to scientific writing) 
is certain to meet with resistance from diverse quarters, both within and without the 
scientific community.  “To a good many persons of literary culture,” Peirce suggests, “it 
has hitherto [or previously] seemed that there was little or no room in scientific writings 
for any other rule of rhetoric than that of expressing oneself in the simplest and directest 
manner …”  (emphasis added).  From the perspective of such persons, “to talk of the 
style of a scientific communication was somewhat like talking of the moral character of 
a fish.”  But humanists or litterateurs are here not betraying “a particularly narrow [or 
idiosyncratic] view,” since numerous scientists themselves would concur: In the 
judgment of “a good many persons trained to the scientific life[,] a coupling of the ideas 
of rhetoric and of science would hitherto equally have been regarded as a typical 
example of incongruity” (EP 2, 325).  But the practice of scientists is driving them 
toward considerations of rhetoric, beyond the two noted at the outset of this essay: “Yet 
now and here we come upon this phenomenon of two questions of rhetoric agitating the 
surface of the scientific deep; and looking a little beneath, we surprise the severest 
sciences doing homage to rules of expression as stringent and strange as any of those by 
which the excellence of compositions in Chinese or in Urdu is judged” (EP 2, 325-26).  
For example, a “proposition of geometry, a definition of a botanical species, a 
description of a crystal or of a telescopic nebula is subjected to a mandatory form of 
statement that is artificial in the extreme” (EP 2, 326).  Some community mandates that 
statements be subjected to norms and ideals of expression congruent with its purposes.  
Self-conscious artifice or contrivance, often of a seemingly extreme or exaggerated 
form, is inevitably the result of conscientiously subjecting one’s discourse to such 
communally enforced norms and ideals.  Think here of pieces of proposed legislation.   
 From a consideration of this development in the practice of science itself, Peirce 
is quickly led one far beyond scientific rhetoric.  He asserts: “our conception of rhetoric 
has got to be generalized,” indeed enlarged beyond anything yet imagined.  The first 
step is to “remove the restriction of rhetoric to speech” and, by implication, writing.  
The need to take this step is made clear when we consider the formal, artificial systems 
of expression devised by mathematicians, also when we take into account works of art.  
“What is,” Peirce asks, “the principal virtue ascribed to algebraical notation, if it is not 
the rhetorical virtue of perspicuity?  Has not many a picture, many a sculpture, the very 
same fault which in a poem we analyze as being ‘too rhetorical’?” (326).  After taking 
the first step beyond limiting rhetoric to speech and writing, he acknowledges “at once” 
the possibility of “a universal art of rhetoric” (he identifies this art as an ens in posse).  
Such an art will disclose “the general secret of rendering signs effective.”  If there is any 
doubt about the scope of its concern, Peirce dispels it by indicating what he intends to 
be encompassed by the term sign in this context: 

 every picture, diagram, natural cry, pointing finger, wink, knot 
in one’s handkerchief , memory, dream, fancy, concept, 
indication, token, symptom, letter, numeral, word, sentence, 
chapter, book, library, and in short whatever, be in in the 
physical universe, be it in the world of thought, that, whether 
embodying an idea of any kind (and permit us throughout to use 
this term to cover purposes and feelings), or being connected 
with some existing object, or referring to future events through a 
general rule, causes something else, its interpretant sign [or, 
more simply, its interpretant], to be determined to a 
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corresponding relation to the same idea, existing thing, or law 
[possibility, actuality, or generality] 

Peirce is not emphatically claiming that such a discipline is anywhere to be 
found among the achievements, efforts, or even aspirations of human beings.  He is, 
first, simply asserting that “there ought … to be … a science to which should be 
referable the fundamental principles of everything like rhetoric, – a speculative rhetoric, 
the science of thre essential conditions under which a sign may determine an 
interpretant sign of itself and of whatever it signifies …” (EP 2, 326; emphasis added).  
But, second, he does suppose “indeed there is” such a rhetoric, “if students do not 
wonderfully deceive themselves.”  I take this to mean that, though only in a largely 
inchoate and unconscious form, such a universal art exists.  Its realization as such 
however requires a disciplinary self-consciousness and self-cultivation (i.e., a 
community of individuals who in a conscious and deliberate manner cultivate an ever 
expansive, deepening interest in this field of inquiry).    
 

 
Conclusion 

 
Rhetoric primarily concerns communication and, more broadly, the efficacy of 

signs.  Persuasion is only one of the functions of communication and, thus, a rhetoric 
having the scope of the discipline envisioned by Peirce considers far more than this 
single function.  But, insofar as Peirce’s rhetorical turn is related to the increasingly 
deepening pragmaticism of his mature thought, i.e., insofar as his turn toward rhetoric is 
of a piece with the deepening of his pragmatism, the norms and ideals bound up with 
rational self-criticism and self-control are constitutive of his reconceptualization of 
rhetoric.  Borrowing an insight from the contemporary rhetorician Kenneth Burke, I 
would like to suggest here that rhetoric in the Peircean sense is concerned as much with 
identity as with communication.  Identity itself must however be linked to those 
discursive and other processes of identification in and through which the self-
understanding of self-critical agents is formed, solidified, and indeed transformed.   

Peirce identified himself as a scientist and, more narrowly, as a logician.  In 
doing so, he self-consciously identified himself with an historically evolved and 
evolving community of inquirers defined by their devotion to the discovery of truths not 
yet known.  His identity as a scientist was forged by his practical identification with this 
historical community, though his more or less attenuated practical identification with 
other historical communities (e.g., familial, political, and religious ones) is far from 
insignificant.  While this identification disposed him to a certain understanding of 
rhetoric (a frequently disparaging conception of the rhetorical), his mature conception of 
speculative rhetoric, at least when carried toward its fuller articulation, provides 
resources for understanding the centrality and texture of the very processes of 
identification so manifest in his authorial self-understanding.   

In effect, Peirce warns us that the word “merely” is one of the most powerful 
rhetorical instruments of disparagement or denigration we possess.  In his original 
account of pragmatism, Peirce argued that “it would be merely a question of 
nomenclature whether that diamond should be said to have been hard or not” (CP 5.453; 
emphasis added).  When in his maturity he turned to the reformulation of his 
pragmatism, however, Peirce insisted: “No doubt this is true, except for the abominable 
falsehood in the word MERELY, implying that symbols are unreal.”  (Think here of 
how often expressions such as the “merely conventional” or the “merely somatic” 
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operate to marginalize or discredit conventions or the body.)  One can make an 
analogous point here.  The disparagement of rhetoric typically involves those instances 
in which someone is being merely rhetorical, that is, those cases in which an individual 
is dissociating rhetoric from logic and arguably also from grammar, in the senses 
intended by Peirce. 

The two most important features of Peirce’s actual rhetoric are, first, the role he 
accords his readers and, second, the complex motives animating his philosophical 
authorship.  Let us consider each in turn.  He accords his readers the status and role of 
judges.  “I address the reader as ‘your Honour,’” Peirce explains in once place, “simply 
because I sincerely do honor anybody who is disposed to undertake a sustained 
endeavor to train himself to reason in such ways as to miss as little as possible of such 
truth as concerns him, while at the same time, as far as circumstances permit, avoid 
risks of error; and I address him in the second person because I think of him as a real 
person, with all the instincts of which we human beings are so sublimely and so 
responsibly endowed”  …” (MS 682, pp. 2-3; cf. p. 1, p. 27; published in EP 2).  
Peirce’s readers are accordingly not being addressed as students but as co-inquirers who 
are, more than the author himself, entitled to judge the force of the evidence being 
marshaled, the perspicuity of the expressions being used, the fecundity of the ideas 
being broadcast, the salience of the distinctions being drawn, and similar considerations. 

Let us now turn to the second most important feature of Peirce’s actual rhetoric.  
Of course, any author takes pen to paper, or fingers to a keyboard, for irreducibly 
complex, (in some measure) ultimately unfathomable reasons.30  To make the point 
paradoxically, the author who accorded the reader such exalted status wrote principally 
for himself.  To make this point in a less paradoxical way, Peirce wrote first and 
foremost not to formulate the consolidated results of completed research but to 
experiment with ideas.  His writings are the sites of experimentation wherein paths of 
inquiry are continuously being opened in new and unanticipated directions.  They are 
always ones wherein authorial resolve frequently gives way to irrepressible curiosity.  
How else are we to explain one of the most striking features of Peirce’s unpublished 
manuscripts – their frequent digressions?  He was indefatigably trying out new ideas 
and old ones in novel ways.  He suggests, “modern students of science have been 
successful because they have spent their lives not in their libraries and museums but in 
their laboratories and in the field …” (CP 1.34).  But Peirce actually spent the bulk of 
his intellectual life in his private study, that is, surrounded by his books and immersed 
in his musings on paper (and that means in his personal library).  He was concerned to 
adapt the means of expression to the exigencies of communication, especially when the 
purpose of communication involved advancing the work of discovering truths not yet 
known.   

The interrogation of the diverse media of communication (e.g., sound, color, 
movement, gesture, and figure), including the uniquely qualitative features of them, 
solely for the sake of discovering the communicative possibilities and limitations in 
these various media, maniacally pursued for the purpose of disclosing the qualities of 
these media, is an integral part of much artistic innovation.  “But it must be confessed,” 
Peirce wrote, “that there is very little of the artist in my make-up; and I detest my own 

                                                           
30 Peirce is explicit about this, using a figure from one of the most literary or rhetorical authors with 
whom he was familiar.  Borrowing a figure from Ralph Waldo Emerson, Peirce insists: “Each man has an 
identity which far transcends the mere animal; – an essence, a meaning subtile as it may be.  He cannot 
know his own essential significance; of his eye it is eyebeam” (CP 7.591) 
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style quite as much as the reader is likely to do” (MS 683, 00016).31  The adaptation of 
the means of expression to the exigencies of expression is rhetorically critical, but no 
more so than the exploration of the possible forms and functions of expression or 
communication.   

These points ultimately concern self-understanding, including the self-
understanding of the participant in a discourse or representative of a discipline.  And 
such self-understanding is inseparable from self-identification (especially those 
discursive processes and practices in and through which an authorial identity is formed, 
maintained, and altered).  Given the depth and reach of Peirce’s fallibilism, however, it 
should not surprise us that possibilities of misunderstanding and misidentification are 
ineliminable.  Consider here an analogy – one between the way Peirce interprets the 
self-interpretation of the psychologists of his time and the way we might interpret 
Peirce’s philosophical self-interpretation.  After indicating the impropriety or, at least, 
presumption of contesting the self-understanding of the participants in a historically 
established discourse such as psychology, Peirce does just that.  “No doubt, it seems an 
extraordinary piece of presumption,” he notes, “for a man to tell a large body of 
scientific men for whom he professes high respect that they do not know what are the 
problems they are endeavoring to solve; that while they think they are trying to make 
clear the phenomena of consciousness, it is really something quite different that they are 
trying to do” (CP 7. 367).32  Even so, Peirce presumes to inform psychologists that they 
have misidentified the object of their own inquiry.  But, to some extent, the predicament 
of psychologists is that of every other human being, also that of the practitioners or 
representatives of a discipline such as philosophy no less than psychology.   

This is as true of Peirce as it is of anyone else.  So, to quote another part of a 
letter to James already cited, “philosophy is either science or is balderdash” (Perry, II, 
438).  The self-understanding of this philosopher is, arguably, as misguided or mistaken 
as was that of the psychologists whom he tried to correct.  Philosophy might fail to 
become a science, especially one such as physics, chemistry, or biology, without 
thereby being no better than balderdash. 

Among other things, philosophy is rhetoric, in a sense Peirce only belatedly and 
fleetingly glimpsed, a sense precluding it from being a science in as univocal and 
uncontroversial sense as Peirce desired (Colapietro).  We hardly ever know with 
adequate clarity or precision what we are talking about.  Peirce is quite explicit about 
this point: “It would, certainly, in one sense be extravagant to say that we can never tell 
what we are talking about; yet, in another sense, it is quite true” (CP 3.419).33  
                                                           
31 William to Henry James” I envy ye the world of Art.  Away from it, as we live, we sink into a flatter, 
blanker kind of consciousness, and indulge in an ostrich-like forgetfulness of all our rich potentialities – 
and they startle us now and then when by accident some rich human product, pictorial, literary or 
architectural, slaps us with its tail” (Perry, II, 254).  Cf. John Dewey: “The function of art has always 
been to break through the crust of conventionalized and routine consciousness.  Common things, a flower, 
a gleam of moonlight, the song of a bird, not things rare and remote, are means with which the deeper 
levels of life are touched so that they spring up as desire and thought.  This process is art.  Poetry, the 
drama, the novel, are proofs that the problem of presentation is not insoluble.  Artists have always been 
the purveyors of news [in any significant and substantial sense], for it is not the outward happening in 
itself which is new, but the kindling by it of emotion, perception and appreciation” (LW 2, 349-50).  “We 
are, as it were, introduced [by art] into a world beyond this world which is nevertheless the deeper reality 
of the world in which we live in our ordinary experiences.  We are carried beyond ourselves to find 
ourselves” (LW 10, 199).  
32 This seems to be especially the case given Peirce’s acknowledgment of not knowing this discipline 
from the inside. 
33 The reasons for this are various and complex.  But they include the ones that Peirce is quick to offer 
after making this claim: “The meanings of words ordinarily depend upon our tendencies to weld together 
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Moreover, the very form of our discourse, especially the identity of the evolving 
disciplines in which lively controversies abound, are essentially contestable (Gallie).  
This makes our identification with these discourses and disciplines inescapable 
problematic.  We do not in any incontrovertible or authoritative manner know what we 
are talking about or what we are doing, including what we are doing when we are 
engaged in philosophical discourse.  As ironic as this might sound, the upshot of our 
own inquiry into the Peirce’s turn toward rhetoric – the realization that we do not 
adequately know what we are talking about or even what we are doing – should be a 
welcome conclusion to the philosophical inquirer.  For narrowly bounded purposes, 
there is often little basis for genuine doubts.  For humanly intertwined and alterable 
purposes, however, the first step toward wisdom is a candid confession of ignorance.  
Deliberative reflection on the various forms of human agency – and also on the ultimate 
setting in which such agency has emerged and continues to develop – is an alternative 
way of conceiving philosophical discourse (an alternative to Peirce’s depiction of 
philosophy as a science).34  My proposed characterization of philosophical reflection 
inescapably carries its own limitations and distortions as well as disclosures and 
insights.  But, as a corrective to the too narrow view of philosophy as a science, it 
arguably escapes being balderdash.  Moreover, it is rhetorical, without being merely 
rhetorical.  Finally, it traces out one of the most important trajectories of Peirce’s 
unfinished thought – and it does so in such a way as to land us in the thick of things, in 
the midst of the most lively controversies located at the intersection of various 
disciplines, also at the center of more than a few of these distinct discourses (Fish).  The 
question of philosophy, especially at this juncture, cannot avoid being a question of 
rhetoric, where the identity of each discourse engenders ambivalent identifications and 
conflicting articulations. 

Attending to the efficacy of signs is enforced by a number of factors, not least of 
all our realization of the inadequacy of our self-understanding.  The intelligibility of the 
cosmos so far outstrips our intelligence that only an imagination progressively liberating 
itself from natural, cultural, and other limitations (in a word, only imagination 
unbound), moreover, only individuals conscientiously binding themselves to 
transcendent ideals, are ever in a position to penetrate or even simply to glimpse the 
secrets of nature.  While the question of grammar concerns, at bottom, the conditions of 
meaning or intelligibility, the concern of rhetoric is with ingenuity and innovation.  It 
concerns courting the possibility of nonsense for the sake of discovering truths not yet 
known.  While grammar marks the limits of meaning (the conditions of intelligibility), 
                                                                                                                                                                          
qualities and our aptitudes to see resemblances, or, to use the received phrase, upon associations by 
similarity; while experience is bound together, and only recognisable [sic.], by forces acting upon us, or, 
to use an even worse chosen technical term, by means of associations by contiguity” (CP 3.419).  
34 Peirce characterized speculative rhetoric (or methodeutic) as “the highest and most living branch of 
logic” (CP 2.333; see Fisch 1986, 338-41, 350-52, & 392-93).  In 1901, he identified “the ultimate aim of 
the logical studies” to which he had devoted his life to be “the theory of the growing of all kinds of 
knowledge” (MS 637, 9; quoted in Santaella-Braga, 388).  Elsehere he defines “pure rhetoric” with the 
task of ascertaining “the laws by which in every scientific intelligence one sign gives birth to another, and 
especially one thought brings forth another” (CP 2.229).  The principal object of its critical concern is 
itself living: “Let us look upon science – the science of today – as a living thing.  What characterizes it 
generally, from this point of view, is that the thoroughly established truths are labelled and put upon the 
shelves of each scientist’s mind, where they can be at hand when there is occasion to use things – 
arranged, therefore, to suit his special convenience – while science itself, the living process, is busied 
mainly with conjectures, which are either getting framed or getting tested” (CP 1.234).  The cosmos itself 
is evolving and one of the most salient features of the observable universe is the growth of growth, the 
evolution of ever new forms of being, life, and knowledge.  See Peirce on the idea of growth being fecund 
(EP 2, 373-74). 
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rhetoric inevitably transgresses established boundaries and instituted patterns – for the 
sake of developing the intimations of intelligibility suggested to us from diverse 
directions and in often confusing ways.  To identify ourselves with the task of coming to 
terms more fully than we have yet done with the intelligibility intimated in our 
experience but outstripping our intelligence – to identify ourselves with this task – is to 
identify ourselves at once with an ancient tradition and contemporary thinkers.  
Moreover, it is a task bearing a complex relationship to classical rhetoricians and their 
contemporary champions (see, e.g., Barthes; Fish; also Culler).  Finally, it is arguably 
the human face of deliberative agency. 

Such agency deliberately abstracts from the multitudinous contingencies of 
concrete situations but, in the end, it imposes upon itself the task of translating its 
loftiest abstractions into habits of practice.  This makes Peirce’s rhetorical turn one with 
his pragmaticist turn: the turn toward rhetoric evident in the culminating phase of his 
intellectual life not only coincides with his most self-consciously pragmaticist period 
but also embodies at its very center the impetus, value, and still unrealized potential of 
Peirce’s thoroughgoing pragmaticism.  The greater realization of this potential will, in 
my judgment, explode the scientistic pretensions of his avowed position,35 thereby 
allowing philosophical reflection to assume more vividly and clearly its actual character 
– the ongoing deliberation of human agents regarding the historical practices and natural 
processes in which they are implicated and by which they are defined, also regarding 
the ultimate context in which human life has emerged.  Our inheritances become, in 
some measure, tasks, just as especially our definitive tasks can become more finely and 
fully deliberative undertakings.  And for these tasks to become deliberative in this way, 
we cannot escape asking: Who is addressing whom36 – and for what purpose, also to 
what effect?  In its utmost generality, then, deliberation (that is, philosophy in the sense 
intended here) shows itself to be rhetorical – and, in this connection, rhetoric shows 
itself to be worthy of the most painstaking, systematic, and nuanced development.  To 
devote oneself to this development would be to trace beyond anything Peirce achieved a 
trajectory discernible in the most creative phase of his intellectual life, the pragmaticist 
phase of his later years.  

Students of Peirce accordingly must be animated by the paradoxical realization 
that, on the one hand, they cannot go beyond Peirce without first catching up to him 
(Ketner) and, on the other, they cannot catch up to him without strenuously and 
imaginatively trying to go beyond him (Short).  In this instance, this means tracing the 
unfinished arc of his most mature reflections on signs: it means taking him at his word 
that speculative rhetoric is the liveliest branch of semeiotic and, in doing so, developing 
more fully than he himself did the implications of his own words (thereby perhaps going 
beyond anything he actually or explicitly wrote). Words are destinies whose momentum 
and developments transcend the capacity of those who use them (Colapietro). Their 
histories in effect teach human utterers what they meant to mean.37  These histories are 

                                                           
35 Joseph Ransdell, Thomas Short, and Mats Bergman defend Peirce against the charge of scientism. 
36 Though not fashionable in many philosophical circles today, Peirce is open to considering that the 
sacred or divine is addressing human beings in ways such individuals can hardly, if at all, discern or 
decipher.  But this is only part of what is meant by this question. 
37 In the Preface to The Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel wrote: “We learn by experience that we meant 
something other than we meant to mean; and this correction of our meaning compels our knowledge to go 
back to the proposition [the articulation in which we first tried to express our meaning], and understand it 
in some other way” (39).  The compulsion to revise our meanings – to be forced by the more or less brutal 
rebukes of our actual experience to realize “we meant something other than we meant to mean” – is, 
ironically, one of the respects in which Peirce supposed he was different from Hegel. 
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almost always more complex and inclusive than we imagine them to be, also far more 
opportunities for innovation and ingenuity than inertia in the direction of unimaginative 
repetitions and unquestioning fidelity. 

In its most evidently pragmatic sense, a sign is anything that establishes, 
maintains, or strengthens a relationship between forces, factors, or fields that might 
otherwise be disparate (CP 8.332).  To take a simple example (one used earlier), the 
observer whose record allows me to become aware of an event I could never witness 
puts me in connection with that event.  The observer fulfills here the office of a sign.  
The actuality of the event thereby exerts itself beyond the time and place of its 
occurrence.  The significance of the event is therefore taken up into an ongoing process 
of, at the very least, redescription and recontextualization (Rorty).  In the end, the most 
critical question is this: How can we amplify, extend, ramify, and in other respects 
enhance the efficacy of signs?  The possible forms of significance (that to which 
speculative grammar attends) ultimately point to wider spheres of entanglement, 
involvement, and transaction (that on which speculative rhetoric focuses).38  The purely 
formal, abstract definition and classifications of signs or semiosis are the achievements 
of a self-controlled inquirer, ones involving a kind of self-effacement.  The reference to 
mind is deliberately erased by mindful actors for a specific purpose defining a heuristic 
context.  The more concrete, contextual characterizations of semiosis encountered in 
speculative rhetoric however provide instances in which we are offered, if only in quick 
yet deft strokes, the suggestions for a vivid portrait of the human face of deliberative 
agency (Colapietro).  This is not the humanism of Schiller, but that of Peirce.  It 
concerns first and foremost the deliberately cultivated passion for what is not wrongly 
called dispassionate inquiry.  The humanly trained ears and eyes of such a humanist are 
able to discern music and poetry where those who are untrained or trained otherwise 
than in the severe discipline of experiential philosophy are only able to hear harsh and 
crabbéd sounds.  

For Peirce, “all reasoning, even solitary meditation, is essentially of the nature of 
an appeal to a person held in high respect” (MS 634).  Thus, his dialogical conception of 
reasoning entails a rhetorical conception of semiosis (the appeal to a more informed, 
intelligent agent than one’s self at any actual moment is not ultimately eliminable).  In 
the end (though not at the beginning), consideration of the power of symbols and other 
signs to appeal to mind (see, e.g., CP 8.342) is not so much a “sop to Cerberus” (SS, 81) 
as an inescapable acknowledgment of the deliberative and dialogical – thus, the 
dramatic39 and rhetorical character – of human rationality (Colapietro).  Such 
                                                           
38 In exploring the connections between his pragmaticism and commonsensism, Peirce noted, “ the 
indubitable beliefs [upon which philosophical defenders of common place so much weight] refer to a 
somewhat primitive mode of life.”  Thus, “while they never become dubitable in so far as our mode of 
life remains that of a somewhat primitive man [or organism], yet as we develop degrees of self-control 
unknown to that man, occasions of action arise in relation to which our original beliefs, if stretched to 
cover them, have no sufficient authority” (CP 5.511).  Scientific inquiry is an imaginative exercise of 
human agency inevitably thrusting human agents into bewildering settings where there instinctual beliefs 
and customary conceptions are almost certainly more misleading than not.  For this and other reasons, 
then, Peirce does not hesitate to claim that science has thrust us (at least those of us who identify with its 
purposes and pursuits) into a quite different world than those who are removed from the expanded arena 
of human activity secured by the imaginative probings of experimental intelligence (see. e.g., CP 1.236).  
As noted above, Peirce crafted his general theory of signs for the specific purpose of offering a 
heuristically useful account of the role of signs in such probings. 
39 In “Epistemological Crises, Dramatic Narrative, and the Philosophy of Science” Alasdair MacIntyre 
compellingly argues for dramatic narrative being integral to the work of experimental intelligence.  The 
history of science might indeed be characterized as that of variously intersecting dramas of self-correction 
and self-revision.    
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acknowledgment carries a rejection of any pretense to the apodictic certainty claimed by 
the monologic self.  It enjoins an uncompromising embrace of the ingenious innovations 
of the dialogical (i.e., the rhetorical) self, for whom the appeal to others colors or 
qualifies virtually every conception (especially semeiotic conceptions), at least when the 
pragmatic clarification of these conceptions is conscientiously undertaken. 

The very act of speaking or writing – indeed, that of thinking itself – is 
essentially an appeal to the other.  Such an appeal is not incidental to Peirce’s 
understanding of semiosis.  Nor is it tacked on to the theory of signs, as though it were 
an afterthought.  Insofar as it directly pertains to questions of rhetoric, this appeal is 
integral to his semeiotic to a degree insufficiently appreciated by Peirce and also many 
of his most sympathetic, informed expositors.  The trajectory of his investigation of 
signs drives beyond anything either he or we have yet been able to articulate.  The third 
branch of Peircean semeiotic thus remains, to an unfortunate extent, what it was when 
he wrote “Ideas, Stray and Stolen, about Scientific Writing” (1904) – an ens in posse.  
But there ought to be at this juncture little question that Peirce’s philosophical project 
encompasses a rhetorical turn.  There is even reasonable suspicion that his stray, stolen, 
and ingeniously improvised ideas regarding rhetoric are likely to be a valuable source 
for the ongoing work of intersecting disciplines, discourses, and traditions. Such an 
intersection is virtually the definition of the rhetorical situation, one in which others are 
encountered in such a way as disciplinary and other forms of identity are called into 
question.  The incessant questioning characteristic of human rationality, as conceived by 
Peirce (see, e.g., CP 7.77), extends to the questioner and the forms of questioning 
themselves.  Self-identifications and identifying signatures, including Peirce’s 
characteristic identification with the scientific community, have their decisive weight, 
but never unquestionable authority.  They are open to unbounded interrogation, by 
means of which the power of Peirce’s own publications and manuscripts is realized.  
The power of these texts resides, above all else, in the capacity to appeal to readers in 
such a way that they are interpreted as signs allied to the promptings, pressures, and 
compulsions of experience itself.  Thus Peirce is not unduly self-deceptive or otherwise 
deceitful or misleading when he rhetorically identifies his philosophy with the work of 
the experimentalist.  It is, however, almost certainly the case that not only the 
significance but also the character of his research and compositions transcends to some 
extent his self-understanding and self-identifications (see, e.g., 7.591-596 for Peirce’s 
endorsement of such a viewpoint).40            
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Rhetoric Consciousness 
(a comment on Colapietro’s “Peirce’s Rhetorical Turn”) 

Vinícius Romanini* 
 

 
 
Peirce’s declaration that speculative rhetoric is “the highest and most living 

branch of logic” (CP 2.333) has been much quoted during the last two decades. After 
the first two branches of Semeiotic, grammar and logic, had been in the center of 
attention of the first generations of Peirce scholars, we now notice that rhetoric, the third 
branch of the semeiotical trivium, is being approached in a more systematic manner. In 
fact, Liszka (1996), Bergman (2000), and Santaella and Nöth (2004) are some of the 
leading scholars to have studied Peirce’s rhetoric as a general theory of communication.  

That Vincent Colapietro is putting his mind and efforts at revealing the depths of 
Peirce’s conception of rhetoric is another indication that we are entering a new stage of 
Peirce scholarship. After exploring the general features of Peirce’s grammar and logic 
for more than half a century, we can finally allow ourselves to face some of the most 
subtle topics of Peirce’s mature semeiotic, of which Universal rhetoric seems to be a 
dominant component. Actually, the task Colapietro courageously proposes himself is 
“to bring into sharper focus than anyone has yet done the rhetorical turn taken by 
Charles S. Peirce, especially in the last phase of his intellectual life; and, in doing so, to 
reflect anew about the meaning of rhetoric”.  

As a fine scholar of the history of ideas, Colapietro aims at showing that the 
topics and concepts elaborated by Peirce during his mature phase, mostly after 1898, 
can be interpreted in the light of a rhetorical turn. This insight is likely to elucidate our 
understanding of some essential characteristics of Peirce’s later doctrine of signs: the 
emphasis on teleology in semiosis and the growing concern with self-control, purpose, 
and the efficacy of signs; the proliferation of the interpretants in his sign classification 
and their relation to the formation and change of habit; the concept of commens or 
comind as the welding of the utterer’s and the interpreter’s minds in the process of 
communication; finally, the reformulation on his definition of the sign emphasizing its 
role as a vehicle of communicating the “form” of the object in the production of an 
interpretant that can be either emotional, energetic or habitual.  

It is well known that Peirce elaborated all these ideas while considering 
semeiotic in relation to his conception of pragmaticism and to the objective idealism of 
his cosmology. We must admit that it is not an easy task to put all this into a coherent 
frame. Many commentators have slipped in the attempt to understand where Peirce was 
trying to take his theory of signs in the last years of his life. They may be excused, 
though, because Peirce himself declares many times not to be completely certain about 
several pivotal issues of his theory. Take the sign trichotomies and how they could be 
ordered to meet the pragmaticistic goals, for example. This is definitely a grammatical 
concern, but one that has many important implications both for logic and rhetoric. 
Semeiotic is a formal doctrine as a whole and even rhetoric must obey formal 
principles. Without a final version of Grammar, and a sound semeiotical Logic, rhetoric 
cannot be properly elaborated.  

At the same time, rhetoric must not be considered as something that takes off 
only when we turn over the pages of grammar and logic. That would be simplistic. I 
think everyone here would agree that, although Peirce had never written a specific 
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treatise about rhetoric, once we understand what he really meant by rhetoric, most of 
Peirce’s scientific philosophy turns out to be closely related to rhetoric (Liszka, 1996). 
Whenever we are working either on grammar or logic, rhetoric is already present 
because it is our own means of carrying out the inquiry, even if not in a completely 
conscious manner, as Colapietro explains.  

Few scholars have such good credentials for a journey into the burning mind of 
Peirce’s last years of life as professor Colapietro. His professional competence as a 
Peirce scholar as well as many of his personal qualities make Colapietro the right person 
to undertake this task. First of all, Colapietro has a remarkable knowledge of Peirce’s 
manuscripts and seems to have a feeling for the discovery of quotes which do not only 
shed new light on the matter under investigation but also open new perspectives on 
Peirce’ real opinions about the subject.  

Secondly, Colapietro is one of the most rhetorical of all Peircean scholars. 
Surely, I do not mean he is merely rhetorical. On the contrary, he has that always 
desirable – but hardly ever achieved – ability to conjoin sound logical thoughts with the 
opportunity of an aesthetical fruition by the readers. This is philosophy at its best 
because it perfectly obeys the precept that “rhetoric ought to be the doctrine of the 
adaptation of the forms of expression of a writing to the accomplishment of its purpose” 
(Peirce, apud Colapietro, p. 21).  

The third reason why Colapietro is in a privileged position of dealing with 
Peirce’s conceptions of rhetoric is his truly famous studies in the semiotic theory of the 
self. This topic relates directly to the concept identity, which is a fundamental feature of 
Peirce’s rhetoric; it is concerned with the historical and contextualized human mind 
taken as a sign through which the ideal of reasonableness becomes apparent in the 
process of the internal communication producing the “selfing”. Actually, as a side note, 
Colapietro felicitous definition of the self as a “tension between solitude and solidarity” 
perfectly describe Peirce’s situation during those difficult years of his elder life. One 
might speculate how much the suffering of his intellectual isolation inspired him to 
dream about a community of thinkers united by bonds of communication that would 
grant their path toward the summum bonum.  

I think we can say that this is indeed a rhetorical turn. However, we should not 
regard the word “turn” in the sense of a “turning point,” in which something is left 
behind while other things come to the fore. Peirce’s movement toward rhetoric is 
inclusive, not exclusive. We may say that Peirce grew even more aware of the 
communicative dimensions of his semeiotic without ever turning back to the other two 
branches. As Deely has pointed out, the history of Semiotic can be roughly considered 
as the history of how we humans became aware of the signs we use. Taking Peirce’s life 
span as parallel, we can say that the development of Peirce’s theory of signs can be 
divided into phases according to his growing awareness of the role of the signs in the 
history of mankind and the universe in general.  

History is, in fact, one of the keywords of Peirce’s mature theory of rhetoric. As 
Colapietro rightly states, the third branch of semeiotic is most closely connected to his 
pragmaticist method, “wherein references to the historical practices of situated agents 
are integral to a comprehension of semiosis” (p.5). French medievalist and historian of 
ideas Le Goff (1982, p. 5) reminds us that the Greek term historíe has an Indo-European 
root closely connected to our visual perception and also to the meaning of enquiry in 
order to inform oneself. Historíe is bound to reflexivity and its etymological meaning 
seems to be deeply related to pragmaticism. We are historical agents and 
communication is our means to produce information and mutual understanding. 
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Colapietro points out how much Peirce appreciated the philosophical style of the 
medieval schoolman in contrast to the literary style of most renaissance philosophers. 
The former were concerned with a clear presentation of their logical arguments through 
the form of disputatio, while the latter seemed to be more interested in showing off the 
preciosity of their rhetorical exposition. I think Peirce would have nuanced this 
assessment in his later years had it not been too late to do that. Consider, for example, 
the decisive influence of the Welby more “feminine” style on his own late writings, 
where Peirce’s almost misogynic disputatio of his earlier philosophical papers seems to 
be substituted by a much more polite genre, full of suggestive and retrospective moods. 
Maybe Peirce grew less apollonian and more telluric, less mentalistic and more flesh-
and-blood, less Kant and more Vico in his late writings. That seems to be Colapietro’s 
opinion too, and I think we have to consider this shift of mood if we are to understand 
Peirce’s mature phase. 

While I was reading Colapietro’s paper, a fragment from Peirce’s writings kept 
popping in my mind. I hope you don’t mind if I offer you this rather lenthy quote. In it 
you will find a true philosophy of enquiry exemplifying many aspects raised by 
Colapietro. This passage may be read as a key to the understanding of many aspects of 
Peirce’s style and doctrines, including his contrite Fallibilism, which appears as a 
corollary to every process of enquiry: 

My processes of forming philosophical opinions are excessively 
slow. I believe I have a reputation for alertness of intellect 
which is not merited. How little it is so would appear plainly 
enough if I were to describe to you my method of discussing 
with myself a philosophical question. Perhaps it may be useful 
to you if I briefly outline the method.  In the first place, I 
endeavor, as far as possible, to avoid attacking questions which 
seem possibly to depend upon questions which I have not 
already thoroughly considered at least once. I then set down my 
question in writing as accurately as I can, which is in itself, 
sometimes, a matter of difficulty and doubt. That done I write 
down in the briefest, but most complete and exact terms, every 
argument I have read, heard, or can imagine to be maintained, 
first on the one side and then on the other of the question. Some 
of these arguments admit of brief and decisive refutations which 
I also set down.  I then reflect upon the matter and, without 
entering into the merits of the case, state what the general nature 
of the considerations appear to me to be upon which the decision 
would be made to turn, with the reasons. I add the indication, or 
sometimes a full statement, of other ways of considering the 
question which I know to have been employed or which might 
naturally be employed, and show as clearly as I can what degree 
of weight ought to be attributed to each and why.  There usually 
appears to me to be but one way in which the question can be 
decisively discussed, and I proceed to set down the points of that 
discussion, together with all the doubts that may arise. If I find 
the question depends upon some other which I have not fully 
considered, I put the whole thing aside, until that other question 
shall have been considered. Frequently the original question will 
take a new and broader form, so that I amend what I have 
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written or begin over again. Or it may be that while a broader 
question is suggested and noted, the discussion is completed on 
the original lines. Sometimes I come upon indications that there 
is some other way of considering the matter without my being 
able to formulate that other way. In that case, I shall have a mass 
of tentative notes which may prove useful when I shall come to 
understand the subject better. I ultimately amend again and 
again, reviewing every part of the argument as critically as I can. 
It then very often happens that besides this preferred mode of 
treatment some others merit some attention, especially if it turns 
out that they tend to modify the conclusion. I set down whatever 
seems worth noting respecting each. I now go back to my two 
lists of arguments first set down, which will by this time 
probably have been augmented, and briefly note in regard to 
each one what seems to dispose of it in the way of acceptance or 
rejection. Arrived at this point, I put away my notes and pass to 
something else. But in process of time I shall recur to the 
original question, probably in a somewhat different form, and 
from a different point of view; and I am always disposed to be 
skeptical about the value of my former discussion. Indeed, what 
brings me back to the question will commonly be some new 
light in which I see, or suspect, that there is some consideration 
whose importance I had not appreciated, and I find my self 
disposed and encourage the disposition to regard my former 
discussion as wooden and unintelligent. I now do the whole 
think over again without consulting my former notes of which I 
do not retain any precise recollection. Having completed this 
second examination, I get out my former notes, and critically 
compose them.  Even where they agree there will sometimes be 
a slight difference which upon careful consideration suggests 
some doubt. Now it is precisely doubts that I am at this stage 
endeavoring to develop. Combining the two discussions, I do the 
best justice I can to the problem and again lay it aside.  After a 
time, usually a long time, the matter comes up for a third time, 
and I now invariably find that my ideas have, as it were, become 
shaken down into a more compacted, connected, and 
generalized mass. I go over my notes once more, work out to the 
end any doubts that I am able to resolve, and get a thorough 
grasp of my own opinions.  What is not now indelibly impressed 
upon my mind I would rather it were disencumbered from. For 
now is to begin a long course of cultivation of the conceptions I 
have thus far gained. This process I continue to perform, for the 
most part, pen in hand. I draw up my statement afresh, omitting 
what seem to be of too little worth for preservation. I criticize it 
in every philosophical aspect which seems to me just. I endeavor 
to enlarge it and especially to make it join homogeneously with 
other results. In that way statements which I may print and 
which to readers who take them for momentary inspirations may 
seem decidedly brilliant are to me who remember what dozens 
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of times they have gone through my mill, are well-known for the 
monuments of my stupidity that they really are.41 

I would like to conclude my comments by proposing a parallelism between 
Rhetoric and Metaphysics to suggest what Peirce might have said had he had the time to 
outline more precisely his universal rhetoric. As you know, Metaphysics is the third 
branch of Philosophy as much as rhetoric is the third branch of Semeiotic. This is more 
than a coincidence. While Peirce frequently criticized the rubbish of mere Metaphysics, 
he also clearly stated that every true philosopher should face metaphysical problems 
with seriousness because no true conception can be made without metaphysical 
assumptions. Allow me to offer you another quote, this one much shorter: 

Find a scientific man who proposes to get along without any 
metaphysics -- not by any means every man who holds the 
ordinary reasonings of metaphysicians in scorn -- and you have 
found one whose doctrines are thoroughly vitiated by the crude 
and uncriticized metaphysics with which they are packed. We 
must philosophize, said the great naturalist Aristotle -- if only to 
avoid philosophizing. Every man of us has a metaphysics, and 
has to have one; and it will influence his life greatly. Far better, 
then, that that metaphysics should be criticized and not be 
allowed to run loose. (CP 1.129) 

I think that Peirce, in his last years, was approaching a very similar view of 
rhetoric: only a critical position toward rhetoric can avoid rhetorical rubbish. If we 
substitute metaphysics by rhetoric and metaphysicians by rhetoricians in the excerpt 
above, we may have a notion of what Peirce’s final opinion been regarding rhetoric 
would have: we need to foster a critical rhetoric, if only to avoid mere rhetoric. 
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Peirce’s Relation to Contemporary Philosophy of Mind 
T.L. Short* 

 
 
 
 
Abstract: The relation of Peirce to contemporary (analytic) philosophy of 
mind is that he anticipated its project, to form a naturalistic theory of mind, 
and rejected its assumptions.  One assumption, largely tacit, is that a 
naturalistic theory must struggle against a view that the mind is home to 
thoughts and feelings not publicly observable.  Peirce did not struggle against 
that 'receptacle theory', as he called it; for he rejected it decisively and at 
once, as a Cartesian-Lockean inheritance unrooted in common sense.  The 
second assumption, made explicitly and universally but ambiguously, is that 
natural science is materialistic and mechanistic -- terms that today mean 
almost nothing except for excluding teleological explanation.  Peirce, 
however, asserted that modern science includes explanations of a form akin 
to classical teleology. Peirce divided what we call 'mind' into feeling and 
intelligence (or self-control).  Sometimes he called one 'mind', sometimes the 
other.  Intelligence is open to study by the methods of the natural sciences 
and is explained teleologically.  Feeling requires a different method of study, 
one Peirce pioneered in his phaneroscopy.  But feeling is not hidden in a 
receptacle; every object has, as it were, its subjective side.  This is opposed to 
formalist and functionalist theories of mind. 

 
 
 
The relation of Peirce to contemporary philosophy of mind is that he anticipated 

its project and rejected its assumptions.  By contemporary philosophy of mind I mean 
the work of so-called analytic philosophers, primarily Anglo-American.  Their aim is to 
formulate a naturalistic theory of mind, one that is consistent with or even an extension 
of current theories in the natural sciences.  That aim Peirce anticipated.  Their 
assumptions include two that he rejected.  One of these is about the mind, and the other 
is about natural science. 
 
 
A.  Peirce’s philosophy of mind: an overview 
 

What I am calling ‘mind’ Peirce divided into two distinct elements.  He never 
called both of them ‘mind’, but sometimes he called the one ‘mind’ and sometimes the 
other.  One of these two elements is feeling and the other is a pattern of behavior that I 
shall name ‘intelligence’.42  Peirce described intelligence differently at different times.43  
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42  In 1902, he attacked the view of ‘almost all’ psychologists ‘that mind is consciousness’ (7.364).  ‘What 
is meant by consciousness is really in itself nothing but feeling’, but ‘feeling is nothing but the inward 
aspect of things, while mind on the contrary is essentially an external phenomenon’.  But at other times he 
used the word ‘mind’ in the opposite sense, while making essentially the same distinction, e.g., in 1907: 
‘...habit is by no means exclusively a mental fact....we find that some plants take habits...’; ‘...nothing but 
feeling is exclusively mental’ (5.492).  That inconsistency is unimportant.  The distinction of intelligence 
and consciousness is preserved either way, and that is what is important. 
43 When identifying mind with an observable mode of behavior, rather than with feeling or consciousness, 
Peirce sometimes referred to a ‘law of mind’ and argued that that law is by no means restricted to humans 
or even to other animals.  From 1891 to 1893 (anticipated in some respects in writings of 1883 and 1887 
(EP1:Chs.15&19), he argued that physical laws evolve from an original chaos by the operation of a 
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But he always maintained that it was a publicly observable phenomenon and not limited 
to human thought.  Intelligence is the modification of behavior by experience and, 
especially, it is the formation of new habits.  The development of useful instincts in 
biological evolution is a form of intelligence.  Intelligence, then, does not have to be 
accompanied by consciousness.  And what is consciousness?  Peirce identified it with 
feeling, either without qualification or as limited to ‘congeries’ of feelings that play 
some rôle in an organism’s self-control.  As there can be intelligence without 
consciousness, so also, if consciousness is feeling simpliciter, there can be 
consciousness without intelligence.  But if consciousness is feeling functioning within 
self-control, then there is consciousness only where there is intelligence.  In either case, 
consciousness is feeling, of some sort, and feeling, like intelligence, is not limited to 
humans but is found throughout existence.  Feeling, however, unlike intelligence, is not 
a publicly observable phenomenon, but is known in a different way, equally subject to 
interpersonal verification.  That is a difficult thesis; we will consider it in some detail, a 
little later. 

That, in outline, is Peirce’s philosophy of mind.  In addition to the crucial 
distinction between consciousness and intelligence, there are two features of this 
philosophy that I want particularly to draw to your attention.  One is that in both 
aspects, human mentality is continuous with nonhuman nature.  We might prefer for 
good reasons to use the words ‘consciousness’ and ‘feeling’ and ‘mind’ more narrowly 
than Peirce did, but that should not prevent us from appreciating the point of his broader 
usage, which is to emphasize the continuities he discerned.  Those continuities are real 
even if the distinctions that may be made within them are real, too. 

The other feature of this philosophy that I want to emphasize is that it rejects 
what Peirce named ‘the receptacle theory’ of mind – a theory that descends from 
Descartes and Locke.  On the receptacle theory, feelings and thoughts are contents of 
one’s consciousness.  Two nasty consequences ensue.  One of them is that feelings and 
thoughts cannot be matters of public knowledge.  They can only be known in private 
acts of introspection.  The other is that nothing outside of the mind can be known at all.  
Locke spoke of ideas as signs of things, but never explained how one could know what 
they signify.  We cannot get out of our minds so as to make the comparison.  Berkeley, 
correcting Locke, said that ideas could be signs only of other ideas. 

Kant’s solution to the latter problem was, as he said, revolutionary, but its 
radicalness was required by a part of the tradition that he did not reject, namely, the 
receptacle theory.  In order to explain how physical reality is knowable, he identified it 
                                                                                                                                                                          
deeper law – the ‘law of mind’ or association: ‘ideas tend to spread continuously and to affect certain 
others’ (EP1:313).  Again: ‘The one primary and fundamental law of mental action is generalisation.  
Feeling tends to spread; connections between feelings awaken feelings;...ideas are apt to reproduce 
themselves.  These are so many formulations of the one law of growth of mind’ (EP1:291).  The original 
chaos is of feeling, and associations established become habits, i.e., laws.  Hence, ‘matter is effete mind, 
inveterate habits becoming physical laws’ (EP1:293). 
But later, c.1902, the law of association was replaced by the idea of final causation – ‘the distinction 
between psychical and physical phenomena is the distinction between final and efficient causation’ 
(7.366) – and the evolutionary cosmological hypothesis was not reiterated; perhaps it was dropped.  One 
might suggest that final causation is association, hence that the idea of final causation is Peirce’s later 
gloss on what he earlier called the ‘law of mind’.  But that would be inconsistent with his account of what 
final causation is (1.211), which makes it to be more on the order of selection from among variants than 
of association or spreading.  (Variants selected spread, but that is a consequence of selection, not its 
‘law’.) 
And there is no hint that efficient causation somehow evolves from final causation.  Instead, the 
commonality of mind and matter is asserted on a different ground, that final causation and efficient 
causation, although they are ‘polar contraries’ (1.213), require each the other. 
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with potential knowledge of it, especially interpersonal knowledge wherein from 
diverse perspectives we construct a common world.  The objective was defined as the 
inter-subjective.  The physical world was said to conform to the essential structures of 
any possible understanding – structures that Kant argued, not very convincingly, were 
universal among all possible knowers.  The old view was that thought should conform 
to reality; Kant reversed that relation.  As known, the physical world is inside the mind.  

It followed that things that are known may be quite unlike things as they exist in 
themselves, independently of being known.  Kant needed these unknowable Dingen an 
sich for two reasons: first, to account for the contingency of sense impressions and for 
the egos that must synthesize those impressions, and secondly to make room, as he said, 
for faith, namely, in God, freedom, and immortality.  While we must appear to 
ourselves and to scientific understanding as machines, we might be quite different as we 
exist in ourselves.  In ourselves, we might really be free, that is, able to choose between 
moral duty and the beastly pursuit of pleasure.  Noble as Kant’s motives were, 
intellectually he produced a hash.  If the Ding an sich is unknowable, what meaning can 
be assigned to our talk of it? 

Now, Peirce, as we know, began his philosophical studies with Kant, but he 
always rejected the idea of an unknowable Ding an sich.  At first, he maintained that 
things-in-themselves do not exist.  But later, when he was still only 31 or 32, he took 
the opposite tack, maintaining that things-in-themselves do exist, but that they can be 
known.  In his 1871 review of Fraser’s edition of Berkeley’s works, he wrote: 

The realist will hold that the very same objects which are 
immediately present in our minds in experience really exist just 
as they are experienced out of the mind; that is, he will maintain 
a doctrine of immediate perception.  He will not, therefore, 
sunder existence out of the mind and being in the mind as two 
wholly improportionable modes....he does not think of the mind 
as a receptacle, which if a thing is in, it ceases to be out of.  
(W2:471). 

Peirce’s alternative to the receptacle theory is the doctrine of immediate 
perception: something perceived can exist independently of its being perceived and 
exactly as it is as perceived.  Thus, things-in-themselves can be known as they are in 
themselves: they are at once in the mind (though only sometimes and in some aspects) 
and out of it.44 

This had important consequences.  The doctrine of direct or immediate 
perception avoids phenomenalism – the ‘subjective idealism’ of Berkeley – only by the 
addition of distinctions, which Peirce eventually drew, among three categories of 
elements of experience.  The purely qualitative, or monadic, element corresponds to 
Lockean or Berkeleyan ideas or Humean impressions of sense or Kantian sensible 
intuitions (sinnliche Anschauungen).  The other two are the dyadic element of forceful 
opposition and the triadic element of continuity and lawfulness.  These latter two 
categories are essential to any defense of the claim that we can have a meaningful 
                                                           
44  Contrary to Karl-Otto Apel and, in different ways, to many others, Peirce’s philosophy began only 
after he ceased being a Kantian.  In particular, then, the ‘New List’ of 1867, that clearly accepted Kant’s 
idea of a ‘transcendental deduction’ of categories, is no proper part of Peirce’s philosophy, even though 
he himself repeatedly praised that work for containing the first statement of his three categories.  It was 
perfectly consistent for Peirce to maintain that these three categories were a wonderful discovery made in 
1867 and to reject the argument made at that time in their behalf.  Furthermore, this kind of development 
is an excellent example of how his mind worked. 
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conception of things existing unperceived or of perceived things being capable of 
existing unperceived.  For it is through the experience of opposition that we gain a sense 
of things being independent of our perception of them.  And it is through the experience 
of continuity and lawfulness that we gain a sense of the would-be, that is, of such 
counterfactual conditionals as that the tree I see would exist even were it not being 
seen.45 
 
 
B. Physicalism and teleology 
 

I shall just briefly mention the assumption about natural science that 
contemporary philosophers make and that Peirce rejected.  Like most of us, Peirce was a 
physicalist, that is, he thought that whatever exists exists in space as well as in time.  
But, unlike most contemporary philosophers, Peirce did not suppose that physical 
explanation is invariably mechanistic.  He held that there are aspects of material systems 
which are consistent with but not explained by the laws of mechanics.  For other 
organizations or disorganizations of the same matter would be equally consistent with 
those same laws.  Matter in the forms we know it – gases, liquids, solids, crystals, 
organic life, political parties – are statistical phenomena.  They are explained not by 
laws of cause and effect but by the types they exemplify.  They are consequences of 
nonmechanistic processes – processes that exhibit irreversible or nearly irreversible 
tendencies – and tendencies are not only defined by but are explained by the type of 
outcome toward which they tend. 

Statistical properties are not to be dismissed as superficial.  The one-way flow of 
heat, toward equal distribution, is a statistical property of large populations of 
molecules, and yet it is essential to the existence of heat engines, such as the steam 
engine.  That is an example of how mechanics itself presupposes properties explicable 
only on other grounds, namely, statistically.  (Notice, however, that statistical 
explanation presupposes parts that conform to laws of mechanics; thus it is not clear that 
all laws of mechanics can be explained statistically, contrary to what Peirce suggested 
during a brief period from 1891 to 1893.) 

One especially important form of statistical explanation depends on there being 
selection for certain types of outcome.  Darwinian natural selection is agentless; hence, 
it is the types of outcome themselves that explain why, in given circumstances, there is 
selection for them.  As the circumstances are due to chance, we cannot predict which 
types will be selected-for.  Nevertheless, given the circumstances, it is certain types that 
explain the tendencies of mechanical processes to result in outcomes of those types.  
This is more Platonic than Aristotelian, though neither of those philosophers gave 
chance the same rôle it acquired in 19th Century science. 

Natural selection results in new forms of order, including an amazing variety of 
organic mechanisms that serve diverse purposes.  Although their operation is 
mechanical, their advent cannot be explained mechanistically.  Among these 
mechanisms are those that produce random behavior when outcomes of certain types do 
not occur and that reduce that randomness when outcomes of those same types do 
occur.  The result is a process having an irreversible tendency; it cannot be explained by 
the laws that govern the mechnaisms which produced it.  The tendency is due to the 
                                                           
45  Peirce’s phaneroscopic categories do not prove or entail or assume the existence of a world 
independent of cognition; they only give that hypothesis meaning.  Granted its meaningfulness, then a 
straight-forward argument can be made for the hypothesis as being the best explanation of the coherent 
patterns of our experience, the progress of scientific inquiry, and, indeed, of our existence. 
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type selected for, which we ordinarily name the ‘purpose’ for which the organism acts.  
Thus we find organisms looking around for food or a mate and then ceasing to look 
once the desired object is found.  The agent need not be conscious of its purpose. 

The relevance of all this for the philosophy of mind is that thought cannot be 
accounted for mechanistically.  Each thought is a thought of something; thought must 
have an ‘object’ of which it is.  But thought is not limited to objects that exist.  It makes 
no difference to my capacity to think of unicorns that unicorns do not exist.  But 
mechanistic explanation is always of actual outcomes by actual conditions.  The 
nonexistent does not enter into such explanations and, therefore, the laws of mechanics 
cannot account for thought. 

Thus contemporary philosophers of mind, all of whom assume that the physical 
world is mechanical, are unable to account for thought’s intentionality.  Take, as the 
most prominent example, the functionalists, who liken mental processes to the functions 
a computer performs, such as addition and multiplication.  Their point is that we 
conceive of these functions abstractly and, hence, immaterially but that they can be 
carried out only by some material machine, such as a computer or a brain.  The 
hardware and its operational programs or software may vary, as the same functions can 
be computed in various ways.  So far, so good.  Peirce would not disagree.  Mentality in 
the form of intelligence is not a separate substance but is an aspect of some material 
systems. 

But how do these machine functions obtain their meaning?  How is it that these 
digital states or brain states represent propositions that are either true or false?  How is it 
that the sequence of these states, conforming to rules of derivation, represent valid 
arguments?  The machine operations can be characterized syntactically.  The question is 
how we are to get semantics – meaning, truth, validity – out of syntax.  The usual 
answer is that it is the human mind that accords computer functions their meaning.  But 
that answer is undercut by the functionalist theory that the mind is itself composed of 
functions performed by a computer – one that happens to be conveniently located within 
our skulls.  How do these brain operations acquire their meaning?  Functionalists have 
written much about this and are still doing so, because they have not yet written 
persuasively.  I predict that they will continue to do so, because their problem is 
unsolvable.  It will remain unsolvable until they recognize that physical systems possess 
teleological aspects. 

Nonbeing, absent from mechanistic explanation, is present in the kinds of 
statistical explanation found in statistical mechanics and Darwin’s theory and in studies 
of animal behavior and in stories and histories of human conduct.  In these, it is types of 
outcomes, or selection for types of outcome, that explains why there are outcomes of 
those types.  And types are the home of nonbeing.  Whenever we speak of what is not, 
we identify it by its type.  What is not is always of a type not actualized.  Otherwise, 
Parmenides would be right, that we can neither speak of it nor think of it.  Conversely, 
every type is a type of what is not, whether or not it is also of type of what is. 

Without going into details that I have gone into elsewhere, I believe that Peirce’s 
mature semeiotic links the intentionality of thought to sign interpretation and sign 
interpretation to purposeful action, hence to selection for types of outcome.  And that is 
why thought’s objects need not exist.  Those objects are comprehended in types 
selected-for.  Nonbeing is as much a part of thought as death is a part of life. 
 
 
 
C.  Feeling and consciousness 
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  To understand what Peirce meant by ‘feeling’, we must turn to his 
phaneroscopy.  Feeling is 1stness; it is that which is what it is in itself, regardless of any 
other.  It is therefore what it is regardless of its characterizing someone’s consciousness 
or something’s physical nature, though in the latter case we refer to it as ‘quality’ rather 
than as ‘feeling’.  There are of course qualities never felt and there are feelings to which 
there correspond no qualities.  Peirce did not deny that appearances can be deceiving.  
But the point is that there is nothing about feeling that prevents it from existing 
unperceived, nor about quality that prevents it from being felt exactly as it is.  The 
difference between quality and feeling is not in what they are, ‘in themselves’, but is, as 
it were, in the side we approach them from. 

In 1902, Peirce wrote, ‘...feeling is nothing but the inward aspect of 
things...’(7.364).  And in 1892: ‘Viewing a thing from the outside, considering its 
relations of action and reaction with other things, it appears as matter.  Viewing it from 
the inside, looking at its immediate character as feeling, it appears as consciousness’ 
(6.268).  But that presupposes what is at issue, viz., consciousness; for does not 
‘viewing’ entail consciousness?  And what is it, anyway, to view, say, a molecule from 
‘inside’?  Is not that a view that only a molecule could have?  And do molecules have 
views?  I think that what Peirce was trying to say can be put better, not as a distinction 
between two views that we may take of something, but as a distinction between viewing 
and being viewed. 

Suppose, for example, that you are upset about something and that I, noticing 
your agitation, perceive that you are upset.  Your feeling is present to me: I know what 
it is to be upset.  There is nothing hidden here, unless perhaps you manage to disguise 
your feelings and not allow me to see the full depth of your emotion.  And yet, even if 
you reveal all, there is still a difference between my seeing that you are upset and your 
being upset.  That is the difference between the inside and the outside.46 

Now let us generalize that distinction.  To do so, notice, first, that I cannot 
perceive your emotional state except through a material interaction with you, 
immediately by touch, mediately by vision or hearing.  It is our being material things 
that enables us to affect one another and, thus, to communicate.  The same applies to all 
                                                           
46  In a letter of 1905 to William James, Peirce declared that ‘you can’t find a place where I distinguish 
the objective and subjective sides of things’ (8.261). That is an overstatement.  It is precisely as ‘sides’ 
that he distinguishes the subjective and objective, so far as any distinction at all is implied in his talk of 
consciousness.  His point, rather, is that they are sides merely, and not ‘improportionable modes’ divided 
between two mutually exclusive receptacles, the res cogitans and the res extensa. 
In the same paragraph, he wrote that the doctrine ‘is a corollary from the corollary of pragmaticism that 
the object perceived is the immediate object of the destined ultimate opinion’ (8.261).  Although there is a 
syntactic ambiguity in that sentence, it appears that Peirce was asserting that a semeiotic thesis is a 
corollary of pragmaticism, rather than the reverse, and that the doctrine of immediate perception is a 
corollary of that semeiotic thesis.  The semeiotic thesis, more fully stated and stated more exactly in terms 
of Peirce’s later theory of signs, is that the immediate object of a final interpretant is identical with the 
dynamic object of the signs interpreted.  (I have substituted ‘final interpretant’ for ‘ultimate opinion’; 
notice that a final interpretant, if it has an immediate object, must be a sign, such as an opinion is, and not 
what in MS318 he distinguished as the ‘ultimate interpretant’, namely, a habit or change in habit, which is 
an interpretant independently of its signifying anything.) 
But is semeiotic really a corollary of pragmatism or pragmaticism, rather than the reverse?  And is the 
doctrine of immediate perception really a corollary of either?  If we go by Peirce’s architectonic of the 
sciences, c.1902-3, then that doctrine is either prior to semeiotic, as a presupposition of phaneroscopy, or 
it is posterior to it, as a thesis of metaphysics.  I suggest that it is both, or all three, and that the 
architectonic does not legislate a rigid and linear progression. 
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perception.  To view material things, we must be material things ourselves, and be 
affected by them.  We call some of these effects ‘feelings’.  If consciousness is feeling, 
then it is rooted in material cause and effect.  But just as there is a distinction between 
seeing and being seen, so also there is a distinction between one material particle 
affecting another and that other’s being affected.  We can deny that one particle feels 
the other or is conscious of it, but its being affected materially is the root of what we do 
describe in the language of feeling and consciousness. 

Consider the shark, whose eye is an evolutionary modification of skin cells.  
There are perfectly mechanical effects of environmental factors on skin cells.  The 
shark’s nervous organization makes use of these: thus the effects become sensations that 
guide its conduct.  Skin cells sensitive to light proved useful; modifications of those 
cells, so that some focused light on others, made them still more useful; now the shark 
has a lens and a retina.  The nervous system that organizes the resultant sensations then 
developed a feedback circuit by which it can refocus the lens in response to sensations 
already received.  That brought the sensory process under central control.  The shark 
can take a better look at something it has already seen.  At what point in this progression 
should we speak of sharks or their ancestors becoming conscious of things in their 
environment?  The answer to that question is unimportant.  The moral we should draw 
is that consciousness is not a mystery.  It does not involve a kind of stuff absent from 
molecules, atoms, subatomic particles.  Nor is it an emergent or supervenient property 
that explodes upon the scene once a certain level of material organization is reached.  
Rather, there are continuous grades of that organization, and consciousness, as 
ordinarily named, is simply certain kinds of feelings occurring within higher grades of 
organization, not unlike those occurring in lower grades.  An exact line of demarcation 
can only be drawn arbitrarily; in common usage, it is not drawn at all – the idea of 
consciousness is allowed to be vague. 

In 1902, Peirce wrote that ‘The synechist will not believe that some things are 
conscious and some unconscious, unless by consciousness be meant a certain grade of 
feeling (6.174).  And in 1907 he linked consciousness qua feeling to self-control: ‘If this 
be a correct account of consciousness, i.e., of a congeries of feelings, it seems to me that 
it exercises a real function in self-control...’ (EP2:419; this is from MS318).  We might 
therefore expect grades of feeling to correlate with grades of self-control, as enumerated 
in a paper c.1907 (evidently closely related to MS318) , where he distinguished these 
grades: inhibitions and coördinations that escape consciousness; instinctive modes of 
self-control; habits inculcated by training; training where one is one’s own trainer; 
training conducted in imagination, i.e., by experimenting on representations of possible 
actions; and, finally, improvements of the rules one employs in self-training, by 
comparing their results to ‘an esthetic ideal of what is fine’ (5.533, cf. Peirce’s account 
of the normative sciences, 1.573-615).  We might venture the suggestion that in 
ordinary usage consciousness is not feeling simpliciter but is those congeries of feelings 
that enter into the process of self-control. 
 
 
D. The receptacle theory in contemporary philosophy of mind 
 

Contemporary philosophers have also rejected the receptacle theory of mind, but 
not as fundamentally as did Peirce.  They reject it not as a view of the mind but as a 
truth about the world.  They deny that the mind, so understood, exists, but they do not 
deny that this is what the word, ‘mind’ means.  And thus they still tend to think of 
thoughts and feelings as contents of consciousness.  Consequently, they have a problem 
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not only with thought’s intentionality but also in accounting for feeling and for 
consciousness. 

Of course, it is not so simple as that, since philosophers, by profession, must 
disagree with one another, and therefore there are several conflicting variants of the 
attitude I have just described.  The clearest is the claim of Paul Churchland and others 
that all talk of thoughts, feelings, consciousness, selves, and minds belongs to ‘folk 
psychology’, a common-sense theory that may work fine for practical purposes but 
postulates mysterious, immaterial entities that cannot be countenanced by science.  Folk 
psychology, they say, is a fable that is in the process of being replaced by a scientific 
theory that postulates none but material entities and mechanical forces, as in 
neurophysiology. 

But this idea of folk psychology is itself a fable.  Ordinary talk of thought and 
feeling is practically very subtle but theoretically very non-committal.  Common sense 
is not a theory of mind.  Churchland and company have read the Cartesian-Lockean 
receptacle theory of mind into ordinary ways of talking.  These philosophers are 
unwitting captives of the philosophical tradition. 

In a different way, the same is true of the functionalists.  Not only do they have 
trouble accounting for intentionality, they also don’t know what to do with feeling and 
consciousness.  There is a sort of hope that if they can account for the semantics of 
computer programs then they will get consciousness and feeling out of that as well.  
Here it is that Peirce’s division of intelligence from consciousness matters.  It allows 
him to propose a concrete theory of consciousness as indeed consisting of a kind of 
stuff, namely, feeling.  This is more satisfactory than the functionalists’ abstractions, 
since it allows for the phenomena of introspection and subjectivity.  It allows for them 
without implying that consciousness is trapped inside them. 

But this theory of Peirce’s faces a problem of its own.  How is feeling known 
objectively, inter-personally?  Unlike intelligence or, more generally, final causation, it 
does not consist in observable patterns of behavior.  It is not, as Peirce once expressed 
it, an ‘external phenomenon’ (7.634, quoted in n.1).  To revert to my former example, I 
can know how you feel, e.g., that you are feeling upset.  But that is not by observing 
your feelings.  It is by observing your behavior in which those feelings are manifest.  
You can hide your feelings if you want to, except sometimes when they are just too 
strong.  To account for one’s knowledge of another’s feelings, Peirce had to 
acknowledge another mode of knowing than that one which is raised to so high a level 
in the natural sciences. 

This he did, in effect, in developing his method of phaneroscopy, which depends 
on assumptions about the possibility of feelings being shared.  Just as natural science 
makes maximum use of our ordinary powers of inter-subjective observation, so also 
phaneroscopy raises to a high level our ordinary powers of sharing feelings.  That is 
what Dilthey and Weber meant by verstehen.  It is not observation in the sense 
acceptable in the natural sciences.  But neither is it impossible.  Furthermore, it is 
verifiable just as observation is verifiable – by our discovering that we agree.  This is 
essential to Peirce’s phaneroscopic method.  Only on the assumption that our feelings 
are alike, can phaneroscopists attempt to communicate their observations of the 
phaneron to one another, seeking inter-subjective confirmation.  Conversely, their 
success in thus communicating attests to the truth of their assumption. 

If we can follow Peirce’s instructions and distinguish the quality of the sound of 
a train’s whistle in the night from the brute fact of its breaking in upon our thought and 
from the reasoned fact of its being the whistle of a train, and if, furthermore, we can 
verify his suggestion that these three elements are respectively monadic, dyadic, and 
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triadic, then we can see that he is right that there are elements of appearance 
respectively monadic, dyadic, and triadic.  Moreover, we can see that that is so for 
others as well as for oneself.  And this last is enough to justify our supposition that we 
can know how others feel. 

With respect to our knowledge of feeling, the stuff of consciousness, Peirce’s 
philosophy of mind is comparable to some non-analytic strands of recent philosophy, 
namely, the Continental tradition of phenomenology and the hermeneutic school 
deriving from Dilthey.  But, again, this is with a crucial difference or, rather, with the 
same two differences that distinguish it from analytic philosophy of mind, namely, the 
separate study of intelligence as an objective phenomenon explained teleologically and  
the rejection of the receptacle theory. 

Like analytic philosophers, the Continental philosophers struggle against the 
receptacle theory without entirely escaping from it.  The methods of hermeneutics and 
phenomenology, defiantly unlike those of the natural sciences, seem to be intended to 
explore a realm distinct from the physical world.  Of course, there is much in the later 
Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, and others that is intended to transcend that divide.  But what 
is really needed is Peirce’s phaneroscopic categories and his metaphysical boldness or, 
in other words, his doctrine of immediate perception. 

A final note: this account of Peirce’s philosophy of mind lies entirely outside of 
his semeiotic.  I do not agree with those who maintain that Peirce’s philosophy is 
through-and-through semeiotical.  His own architectonic indicates that semeiotic is just 
one department of philosophy.  But within this general philosophy of mind, the more 
detailed account of human experience and human selfhood must be developed 
semeiotically. 
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Commentary on the Article “Peirce’s relation to 
Contemporary Philosophy of Mind” by T.L. Short 

Ivo Assad Ibri* 
 
 

 
1. Greetings 

 
I welcome the table members and colleagues attending. My greetings to all 

foreign professors present, especially to Professor Tom Short, whose paper I have the 
pleasure to comment today, and my dear friends Professors Nathan Houser and Vincent 
Colapietro, whose company I had the privilege of enjoying during a whole week at a 
conference in Milan, last year. 

I am particularly grateful for the invitation from Professor Lúcia Santaella, our 
greatest semiotician, and a dear friend who I deeply admire, and who I congratulate for 
this magnificent event. 

Incidentally, I am very pleased to announce that Professor Santaella will be 
presenting a lecture at our 9th International Meeting on Pragmatism, to be held from 
November 6 to 9, with the equally distinguished presence of seven foreign Professors 
and two graduate students from the United States and Italy, who will come for the 
Meeting’s communication sessions. So, don’t miss it! 

 
2. Commentary on Prof. Short’s Paper 

 
It was a great pleasure to read Professor Short’s article. Not only for his 

clearness, analytical depth and knowledge of Peircean thought, but also for the equally 
interesting and important theme for all scholars of Peirce and philosophy in general. 

Professor Short emphasizes how contemporary philosophy, as studied by 
analytic philosophers, has had to contend with the difficult concept of mind, claiming a 
naturalist approach to it. Contrastingly, the paper provides Peirce’s position on this 
concept, remarking the differences between the two approaches. Along this line of 
work, Professor Short endeavors to draw an overview of Peirce’s philosophy of mind, 
emphasizing that Peirce considers the mind divided into two distinct elements, namely, 
feeling and intelligence. The footnote quotes a passage of Peirce’s work (CP-7.364) 
wherein he states: “feeling is nothing but the inward aspect of things, while mind on the 
contrary is essentially an external phenomenon”. Comparing this passage with others, 
Professor Short notes some inconsistency in Peirce’s definitions, quite irrelevant, 
notwithstanding, in view of the author’s important assertion of the distinction between 
intelligence and consciousness. 

Professor Short also stresses Peirce’s rejection of the theory of mind as 
receptacle, a theory derived from Descartes and Locke, according to which, feelings and 
thoughts are contents of one’s consciousness. Professor Short mentions two nasty 
consequences of this theory:  One of them is that feelings and thoughts cannot be 
matters of public knowledge.  They can only be known in private acts of introspection.  
The other is that nothing outside the mind can be known at all. Professor Short recalls 
how Kant solves this impossibility of knowledge by turning inter-subjectivity into the 
foundation of objectivity: according to Kant, the physical world would conform to the 
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general structure of human understanding. But the world is inside the mind and thus, the 
receptacle theory is not resolved in Kant. 

Continuing his analysis, Professor Short refers to Kant’s concept of the thing-in-
itself as a world that remains unknowable, beyond the field of phenomena, but 
generating, nevertheless, the notion of something about which nothing can be said.  

Fittingly, Professor Short recalls how Peirce initially considers the Kantian 
thing-in-itself non-existent, and then goes on to say that the “in-itself” of the world can 
be known. Here we have an interesting point that, to our mind, does not properly 
exemplify a Peircean change of view on the theme. Structurally within Peirce’s system 
of ideas, the concept of existence is on the plane of secondness, and whatever remains 
hidden from the determination of such category does not effectively exist, while 
remaining as such. However, when becoming a phenomenon, something merely can be 
known and, therefore, exists. 

In the following item in the article, Professor Short emphatically rebuts the 
physicalist stances of contemporary philosophers of the mind who affirm that the 
physical world is mechanic. All Peircean scholars know that, to him, such a theoretical 
approach is utter heresy, absolutely unjustifiable. Masterfully, Professor Short reveals 
how the entire teleological aspect of the mind, the intentionality of intelligence, cannot 
be reduced to syntactic schemes, lacking precisely their semantic complement and not 
deriving from any mechanic process.  

In the third part of his article, Professor Short resumes the Peircean concept of 
feeling. It is interesting how Peirce, according to the passages quoted by Professor 
Short, insists on the inward aspect of feeling without, however, confining it solely to 
human interiority. Repeating these important quotations:  

...feeling is nothing but the inward aspect of things...’[CP-7.364 
(1902)].  And further: “Viewing a thing from the outside, 
considering its relations of action and reaction with other things, 
it appears as matter.  Viewing it from the inside, looking at its 
immediate character as feeling, it appears as consciousness  
[CP-6.268 (1892)] 

This continuum of feeling between internal and external worlds, characterizing a 
common nature between both, is already evident in Peirce’s phaneroscopy, albeit not 
there affirmed in its reality. We believe that an understanding of this point, apart from 
the interesting distinction between “seeing and being seen” asserted by Professor Short, 
depends on thesis found in Peirce’s Metaphysics, such as his Objective Idealism, a 
doctrine that asserts a substantial indifference between mind and matter, adopting 
Schelling’s original position that matter is nothing more than effect mind. In order to 
refute mechanicism, would it not be interesting, for instance, to resort to the countless 
arguments of the phenomenological base in favor of the reality of Chance? Or even to 
ask mechanicists what is the origin of such mechanical structure of the world? Or, even, 
how any natural order could appear in the universe? Naturally, these questions shall 
remain unanswered, for notwithstanding analytic tradition having raised interesting 
points for philosophical reflection, it did not cross the boundaries of narrow systems, 
where some questions are not made since there are no theoretical resources available to 
answer them. 

For a greater understanding of what Peirce calls feeling, would it not be 
interesting to explore the relationship between unity and diversity that occurs in his 
philosophy, seeking their meaning more carefully in the category of firstness, wherein is 
contained every principle of freedom? 
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Also fittingly, Professor Short refers to the comparability of Peirce’s philosophy 
to the European continental tradition of phenomenology and hermeneutics derived from 
Dilthey, thus distancing the Peircean thought from the Anglo-American analytic 
lineage.  

It is a fact that continental tradition can have a greater receptivity to a possible 
concept of feeling and a greater opening toward ontological doctrines. Perhaps for this 
reason there are common points with Peircean thought. However, an inexorable distance 
remains, as none of them effectively possess the realism evident in Peirce’s philosophy, 
which to my view makes all the difference when theoretical systems are compared. For 
this reason, as well, they all somehow reveal some form of anthropocentrism that 
justifies Professor Short’s pertinent observation: “Like analytic philosophers, the 
Continental philosophers struggle against the receptacle theory without entirely 
escaping from it”. 

On the other hand, the relative disregard that analytic philosophy shows to the 
history of philosophy makes a dialogue with Peirce extremely difficult, since often no 
common ground exists on which to base such dialogue. With his ample theoretical 
system, Peirce answers questions raised by tradition, for which reason it is always 
interesting for scholars of his work to study the classical authors, particularly those who 
are part of German idealism, especially Schelling. In this latter author, from whom 
Peirce confesses having drawn deep inspiration, there is a rejection of mechanicism as 
world structure and a conception of Nature as living organism, endowed with 
intentionality and intelligence.  

Kant, with the originality he brought to philosophical reflection, dispelling, in 
his way, epistemological skepticism and the theoretical delirium of theological 
metaphysics with the powerful remedy of transcendentalism, he nonetheless bequeathed 
what may be called “collateral effects” to the philosophy that followed him. Unmindful 
readers, rather than understand his effort to place on track a bad metaphysics, take his 
critique as an utter rebuttal of all metaphysics. As both ancient and modern philosophies 
abound with metaphysics, to these readers Kant is the Prussian angel that spared them 
from studying history of philosophy. 

To us, the lack of such a common reference for a dialogue with Peirce is very 
serious, since, as everyone knows, he possessed erudite knowledge of the great classical 
authors. 

The nominalistic philosophy doesn’t take into account that good metaphysics 
doesn’t claim for immaterial entities that cannot be pointed out by experience. 
Immaterial entities cannot in fact be indicated as particular things: they are logic-
ontological relations in space and time and constitute all the ground where mediating 
thought can be possible, as would be asserted by a sound realistic philosophy. And these 
relations are matter of experience, as well. The medieval philosophers, most of them 
great logicians like Scotus, already knew that. But in many cases contemporary 
philosophy seems to walk like a crab: sometimes laterally, sometimes back. The 
question seems, as usual in some philosophical problems, to concentrate on a narrow 
concept of experience. 

In this respect I would like to hear Professor Short, congratulating him once 
again for the beautiful text I had the pleasure of studying.  

 
August/2006 
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Representation and reference according to Peirce 
Winfried Nöth* 

 
 
 

Abstract: The paper investigates Peirce’s semiotic solutions to the alleged 
problem of the inscrutability of reference (Peirce’s object), examines Peirce’s 
terminology in the context of the notions of representation and reference, 
elaborates the distinction between representation of the object in the sign and 
the determination of the sign by its object, expounds the differences between 
the positivist view of the referent and the Peircean object of the sign, and 
describes the consequences of the distinction between the immediate and the 
dynamical objects in examples of signs with imaginary, fictional, or 
mythological objects. 

 
 
 
1. Preface 
 

Specialists in Peirce may find the topic of this paper, Representation and 
reference according to Peirce, unpromising or even inappropriate – unpromising since 
most scholars in the field are rather familiar with Peirce’s concept of representation, 
inappropriate since reference is admittedly not a key concept at all in Peirce’s semiotics 
at all.  

Let me therefore begin with the apology that the first version of this paper was 
not written for specialists in Peirce’s semiotics, but at the request of the scholars of an 
interdisciplinary European research project on the topic of Representation with the 
participation of philosophers, linguists, neurophysiologist, and engineers in robotics 
(http://www.repraesentation.uni-bremen.de/). Most of the scholars in this research 
project are familiar with dualist models of representation; the distinction between 
reference and sense, as defined in the tradition of early 20th century logical semantics in 
the tradition of Frege, Russell, Carnap, and Quine, is their main frame of orientation.  

Against this background, Peirce’s semiotics is not only a counterpoint to the 
paradigms still prevailing in the cognitive sciences, but it also offers a number of 
solutions to certain aporias in their approaches to representation and reference. 
However, to confront the key terms of representation and reference of positivist 
semantics with Peirce’s semiotics is not the only purpose of this paper. It has also a 
special focus on Peirce’s semiotic terminology and will deal in particular with the 
question of representation and reference of fictional and imaginary objects, a topic 
which testifies to one of the aporias of positivist semantics due to its inability to deal 
with things which do not exist. 
 
 
2. The referent vs. the object of the sign 
 

The distinction drawn by 20th century logical semanticians between sense and 
reference has led to aporias when expressions such as unicorn, round square, not, what, 
or the first woman who landed on the moon are concerned (cf. Kempson 1977: 13-14). 
Since such expressions do not refer to anything existent, they are usually said to have 
meaning or sense, but no reference, to signify, but not to denote. This solution implies a 
split theory of semantics according to which there are expressions with, and expressions 
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without, a fully developed semantics, that is, expressions with both sense and reference, 
such as house or horse, expressions with sense but without reference, such as unicorn or 
not, and finally expressions with reference but without sense, such as proper names 
designating individuals. 

Peirce’s theory of signs is utterly incompatible with such a dualistic theory of 
semantics split into two mutually independent domains, one being external to the human 
mind, the other being mental and hence internal to it. Not reference and sense are the 
correlates of the sign, but the object and the interpretant of the sign, but all signs have 
an object and an interpretant, according to Peirce. All words are signs which represent 
an object and determine an interpretant, even the conjunction and. Savan (1994a: 189), 
for example, describes the object of this sign as our experience of how of two or more 
entities are combined to form a group, a set, or otherwise a whole, but since the object 
of the sign need not be a material thing, we should add that the more abstract idea of a 
symmetrical conjunction is one of the objects of this sign.  

A sign without either an object or an interpretant would be a contradiction in 
terms. In contrast to the referent or denotatum of logical semantics, which is usually 
defined as an individual or class of existents, Peirce’s object of the sign may also be a 
feeling, experience, cognition, a thought, an imagination, or even a fictional event. 
Unlike the sense or meaning of a word, the interpretant is not necessarily a mental 
concept, a thought, or an idea corresponding to the sign; it can be again a feeling, an 
action, or even be a material thing. For example, the cake baked after a cooking recipe 
is among the interpretants of the recipe, which was practically interpreted by the cook. 

As anticipated above, reference, referent, or referential object, key terms in 20th 
century logical or referential semantics for the object to which a word or sign refers (cf. 
Nöth 2000: 139, 148, 152, 163), are concepts which Peirce does not use in this sense 
(cf. Savan 1994a: 187-89, 1994b), although the concept of denotation, often a synonym 
of referent in logical semantics, occurs rather frequently. Peirce never uses the term 
referent. Occasionally, he uses the term reference in the sense of the three sign 
correlates of the sign. According to this usage, a sign does not have one, but three 
references, as Peirce writes in 1868: 

Now a sign has, as such, three references: first, it is a sign to 
some thought which interprets it; second, it is a sign for some 
object to which in that thought it is equivalent; third, it is a sign, 
in some respect or quality, which brings it into connection with 
its object. (CP 5.283) 

Although Peirce does not use the term reference in its 20th century sense, 
questions of the relationship between the sign and the world to which it refers are, of 
course, omnipresent, but instead of referent, the correlate of the sign in the world to 
which it refers or better corresponds is called the object of the sign (cf. Santaella 1988, 
1990, 1994, Joswick 1996, Pape 1996).  

According to Peirce, the sign does not really refer to its object. Instead, the sign 
represents its object. Only genuinely indexical signs refer in the sense that they indicate 
their object, since only their objects are “existent individuals (whether things or facts)” 
(CP 2.283, 1902); other indices, symbols, and icons do not. The object of the sign may 
also be something “believed formerly to have existed or expected to exist,” or 
“something of a general nature” (CP 2.232, 1910). It is certainly not a “thing.” Instead, 
it is that information, knowledge, or experience which an observer of the sign must have 
in order to be able to interpret the sign. Peirce had adopted the term object from 13th 
century scholastic terminology where objectum meant “a creation of the mind in its 
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reaction with a more or less real something […] upon which cognition is directed” (MS 
693A: 33; Pape 1996: 115).  
 
 
3. Which object? 
  

Peirce distinguishes two kinds of object, the immediate and the dynamical 
object, and some of the incompatibilities that seem to occur in Peirce’s diverse accounts 
of the nature of the object, for example, that the object is at one point called a thought, 
whereas in other contexts it “may be a single known existing thing” (CP 2.232, 1910) 
may be due to the fact that in some contexts, Peirce refers to the immediate object, 
whereas in other contexts, he refers to the dynamical object.  

The dynamical object is the reality behind the sign, “the Object outside of the 
Sign” (EP 480, 1908). It belongs to a reality independent of its sign to which we have 
no full access, whose nature only “unlimited and final study could reveal” (CP 8.181, 
1903) at the end of an endless series of its representations (CP 1.339, 1893). It is the 
object of which we have to assume that it “by some means contrives to determine the 
Sign to its Representation” (CP 4.536, 1906).  

The immediate object, by contrast, is “the object as the sign represents it” (CP 
8.343, 1910), which is an object only incompletely presented by the sign (CP 4.536, 
1906; CP 8.183, 1903). This description of an incomplete presence of the immediate 
object fits well with another requirement, familiarity and presupposed knowledge. The 
immediate object is that which we know about the object, and familiarity and previous 
knowledge can never be complete knowledge of the object. The argument that the 
object “is itself of the nature of a sign or thought” (CP 3.538, 1903) is equally 
compatible with the notion of the “object of the sign as the sign represents it.” As an 
incompletely represented object, the immediate object may be vague, opaque, false, 
erroneous, or otherwise affected by prejudice, bias, or cultural ways of seeing the 
things. The immediate object contains an index a “hint” indicating the dynamical object 
to which it corresponds (EP 480, 1908). 

The difference between the immediate and the dynamical object seems relatively 
clear in signs referring to physical facts and our knowledge of them. The word 
“electricity,” for example, had a different and less evolved immediate object present to 
Benjamin Franklin’s mind. The knowledge which physicists of our times have about the 
same phenomenon has grown, and the immediate object of the sign has changed over 
the centuries. The dynamical object, by contrast, has remained unchanged in the course 
of time, since this object is the sum total of all physical facts which cause experts and 
lay persons likewise to denote electricity by its verbal sign (cf. Santaella 1995: 53-66), 
and it will remain the same if the future should reveal more or other facts about the 
physical processes involved with the object of this sign.  

Another term by which Peirce used to designate the dynamical object was real 
object, and if the dynamical object of the sign is the reality behind the sign, the example 
of the word “electricity” exemplifies well the idea that the real object is something 
inaccessible but unchangeable, determining the sign while more and more knowledge is 
being gathered about it. The concept of reality which Peirce proposes reveals the nature 
of the dynamical or real object, too. “I define real,” explains Peirce in 1906 (CP 6.495) 
“as that which holds its characters on such a tenure that it makes not the slightest 
difference what any man or men may have thought them to be, or ever will have thought 
them to be, here using thought to include, imagining, opining, and willing […]; but the 
real thing’s characters will remain absolutely untouched.”   
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 But what about the dynamical object of thought-signs, fictions, myths, and mere 
imaginations?  Can ideas as dynamical objects of signs “remain absolutely untouched” 
by the thoughts people have had about them? What is the dynamical object of an 
imaginary sign without reference to an existent universe?  

Peirce gives the example of a picture of a phoenix (MS 318: 41, cf. Pape 1996: 
109). Although it represents a fictional being, he argues, it is certainly a sign not only 
with an immediate but also with a dynamical object. According to the above premises, 
its immediate object is the observers’ familiarity with this sign, which derives from their 
mostly incomplete knowledge of ancient mythology. The “real object” behind it, Peirce 
goes on to explain, is that which “sufficiently corresponds with the immediate object.” 
In conjunction with his definition of the real as that which is completely independent of 
its representation and with the feature of its determination of the sign, we can conclude 
that the real or dynamical object of a phoenix is that knowledge which has determined 
and will determine all past and future representations of phoenixes. It is the sum total of 
what is known from the ancients about these mythological creatures and about which no 
real dispute can arise.  

Peirce’s scope of possible dynamical objects is again triadic. In 1908 he writes 
that the sign may represent its dynamical object as a mere possibility, an existent, or a 
necessity. Only the second of these categories is applicable to representations of “real” 
existents and facts. His examples of signs determined in this way by their dynamical 
object are a barometer and “a written narrative of any series of events”. Fictional 
narratives, myths, or imaginary creations, by contrast, due to their lack of realism, are 
determined by mere possibilities, since “a Possible can determine nothing but a 
possible” (EP 480-81). However, insofar as they also represent historical contexts, as in 
Shakespeare’s Hamlet, they may also be determination the universes of existents or 
necessities. 
 
 
4. Representation: The terminological background 
 

Before continuing the discussion of the object of the sign, let us turn to the 
concept of representation, which is a key concept in Peirce’s semiotics. In the eight 
volumes of his Collected Papers (CP), the verb to represent occurs 591 times and the 
noun representation 189 times, 35 times of which in the plural form. Peirce was familiar 
with the concept since its early definitions in medieval logic (e.g., CP 5.320, fn. on 
repraesentatio). In his own writings, the term is used in three different contexts: the 
theory of perception and cognition, the theory of signs, and the theory of categories. 

The theory of perception is the context of a historical article of 1901 (CP 5.607) 
on the concept of representationism in which Peirce opposes the representationists who 
defend “the doctrine that percepts stand for something behind them” and who regard the 
percept as something “from which by inference […] the hidden cause” may be derived, 
in contrast to the theory of the presentationists who maintain that “perception is a two-
sided consciousness in which […] an active object and […] a subject acted on are 
indivisible.”   

From the representationist theory of perception it is not far to the 
representationist view of cognition, and from there to the definition of representations as 
a signs, which is Peirce’s second and most frequent usage of the concept. Both steps in 
the extension of the concept of representation were taken by John Locke to whom idea 
or as we would call it today, mental representation, is a sign. In the famous passage of 
his Essay Concerning Human Understanding (IV, 21.4) in which he introduces 
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Semeiotica (Σηµειωτική) besides Physica and Practica as the third branch of the study 
of human mind as follows: “For, since the things the mind contemplates are none of 
them, besides itself, present to the understanding, it is necessary that something else, as 
a sign or representation of the thing it considers, should be present to it: and these are 
ideas.”  

In his early writings, Peirce adopted Locke’s terminology, using representations 
as the preferred term when signs were concerned. 1865, for example, Peirce calls 
semiotics the general science of representations (W 1:174; CP 1.303). Notice that in 
this definition, representations, as indicated by their plural form, are countable, like 
signs are countable, too. Hence, the definition is not about representation in the more 
abstract sense of the process of forming ideas, mental images, or imaginations, in which 
it is usually only used in the singular. 

Peirce distances his concept of representation explicitly from Kant’s concept of 
Vorstellung, a term usually translated as representation (e.g., Aquila 1983), mental 
representation or mental image. His own concept of representation, affirms Peirce in 
1965, is broader than the German notion. Vorstellung is “not a perfect translation” of 
representation, because representation “seems necessarily to imply a mediate reference 
to its object, which Vorstellung does not” (W 1.257). This critique of a concept referring 
to mental representations without referring to an object is more than a terminological 
critique; it is the critique of a dyadic view of mental representation which Peirce 
rejected since, according to his own semiotic theory of cognition, mental representations 
must be conceived of as triadic signs. 

In later years, Peirce tends to prefer the concept of sign to the one of 
representation, but he does not draw any systematic distinction between both terms and 
does not give up using representation as a synonym of sign (cf. Fisch 1986: 352), 
although the additional term representamen, introduced by Peirce with a different 
meaning to be discussed below, is certainly more closely associated with the concept of 
representation than with the one of sign. 
 The third context in which the early Peirce used the concept of representation is 
in his early outlines of his triadic theory of categories. In 1867, Peirce designated the 
third of his three categories by the term representation (CP 1.545-59). As we know, the 
same category was later designated by the more neutral term thirdness. In 1889, Peirce 
underlines that thirdness, the category of mediation, comprises more than only 
representation, and at the threshold of the 20th century, in retrospect, he explains why he 
was no longer satisfied with his designation of the third category as representation of 
1867:  

I did not then know enough about language to see that to attempt 
to make the word representation serve for an idea so much more 
general than any it habitually carried, was injudicious. The word 
mediation would be better. Quality, reaction, and mediation will 
do. But for scientific terms, Firstness, Secondness, and 
Thirdness, are to be preferred as being entirely new words 
without any false associations whatever. (CP 4.3, 1898) 

Occasionally, however, for example in 1903 (MS 309), Peirce goes on to use the 
term representation as a designation or synonym of his third category, although not 
without underlining his preference for the term thirdness as the more neutral one. 
Thirdness is the category of mediation between a First and a Second (CP 1.328, 1894), 
and representation, identified with this category, is hence the relation of a First which is 
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immediately given with a Second which affects or influences the first in some way (cf. 
CP 1.361, ca. 1890). 
 
 
5. Representation, to represent, and the representamen 
 

Let us consider more closely how Peirce, according to these premises, defines 
the noun representation and the verb to represent. About 1893, Peirce’s definition is the 
following: 

A sign, or representation […] stands for something to the idea 
which it produces, or modifies. Or, it is a vehicle conveying into 
the mind something from without. That for which it stands is 
called its object; that which it conveys, its meaning; and the idea 
to which it gives rise, its interpretant. (CP 1.339; NEM 4: 309-
10 = MS 717; acc. to Robin [1967] ca. 1893) 

The triad of sign or representation, object, and interpretant constitutes the irreducible 
core of Peirce’s theory of representation. The terminology for the three correlates 
remain the same in most of Peirce’s definitions (e.g., CP 2.228, ca. 1897), but 
occasionally, it is simplified, for example, when Peirce, in 1885, speaks of the “triple 
connection of sign, thing signified, [and] cognition produced in the mind” (CP 1.372, 
ca. 1885). Sometimes, Peirce also uses the term meaning as a nontechnical term, either 
with reference to the interpretant, or with reference to the object of the sign, as in the 
above context in which the meaning conveyed by the sign is apparently its immediate 
object.47 

                                                           
47 For the definition of the immediate object see below, section 3. Meaning is not a key notion of Peirce’s 
semiotics and has no systematic place in it. Often, Peirce designates certain aspects of the interpretant as 
the meaning of the sign, for example in 1903, where meaning is referred to as the “intended interpretant 
of a symbol” (CP 5.179). In 1906, meaning in its common usage is redefined as “the Immediate 
Interpretant, which is the interpretant as it is revealed in the right understanding of the Sign itself” (CP 
4.536), and in a manuscript probably of the same year, meaning is the “ultimate logical interpretant of a 
symbol.” Like the interpretant, meaning also belongs to the dimension of thirdness when Peirce gives the 
following famous definition: “The meaning of a sign is the sign it has to be translated into” (CP 4.132, 
1893). 
In the above quoted definition of 1893, however, meaning cannot be the interpretant of the sign, since in 
the same paper, Peirce goes on to distinguish between meaning and interpretant: 

The object of can be nothing but a representation of which the first 
representation is the interpretant. […] The meaning of a representation can be 
nothing but a representation. […] So there is an infinite regression here. 
Finally, the interpretant is nothing but another representation to which the 
torch of truth is handed along; and as representation, it has its interpretant 
again. Lo, another infinite series. (CP 1.339) 

By contrast, the reference to meaning after a reference to the object and before a reference to the 
interpretant in the quote of 1893 (CP 1.339) can only be a reference to the immediate object of the sign. 
In a passage of about 1902, too, Peirce speaks of the “immediate object, or meaning” (CP 2.293), adding 
further in the footnote: “But the immediate object of a symbol can only be a symbol and if it has in its 
own nature another kind of object, this must be by an endless series” (ibid.). See also CP 2.308 Peirce’s 
reference to “the immediate object of a thought, a meaning.” 

The distinction between the meaning which is the immediate object of the sign and the meaning 
that pertains to its interpretant can be explained with reference to different aspects of the process of 
semiosis. Meaning as the immediate object of the sign comprises the previous knowledge which must be 
presupposed for a sign to be understood as a sign at all, whereas the meaning associated with the 
interpretant pertains to the teleological force (CP 5.427, 5.526. 5.289) of the sign as it is oriented towards 
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A new term in the history of semiotics is the concept of the interpretant, which 
Peirce defines as a mediating representation or, by simplification, an idea, or meaning. 
The coinage, he explains, is motivated by the word interpreter because the task of the 
interpretant is the one of an interpreter, who says that the foreigner, whose words he 
translates, says the same as he, the interpreter (CP 1.553, 1867). Not only ideas, 
concepts, or cognitions constitute the interpretant of a sign, but also the feelings, wishes, 
desires, or actions resulting from the interpretation of the sign (cf. Colapietro 1996: 
131).  

Examples of representations given in the early definition are words, portraits, a 
weathercock, or a barrister, all of which are still somehow external sign vehicles and not 
mental representations. In 1868, Peirce introduces the concept of thought-signs (CP 
5.283), and from now on the concept of representation included mental representations. 

To represent is thus to stand for, but not in the sense of to substitute, as Peirce 
underlines (SS, p. 193). If to represent means to stand for, representation can only 
mean representation of an object; a sign represents an object to an interpretant. Not only 
the sign, but also its interpretant represents the object, for insofar as the interpretant 
mediates between the sign and its object, it also denotes the object by this mediation (cf. 
Ransdell 1986: 679).  

Besides the verb to represent, 459 times in the CP, Peirce also uses the verb to 
denote when referring to the relationship between the sign and its object, which occurs 
150 times in the CP. Only four times does the verb to refer occur in the context of the 
sign and its object. Reference is evidently not Peirce’s term for the relation of the sign 
with its object. When the relation between the sign and its interpretant is concerned, 
Peirce’s preferred terms are to signify or to mean (cf. Ransdell 1986: 675). 
 Whereas Peirce’s earlier definitions describe the sign as the actual representation 
of an object in a sign, Peirce’s later writings evince a shift from to the potentiality of 
representation as the criterion of signs. Representation after 1896 is the semiotic 
potential inherent in the sign to represent its object, irrespective of its actual functioning 
as a sign (cf. Short 2004: 225). Representation is now the purpose of the sign. The 
semiotic potential inherent in a representation irrespective of its actual function is its 
interpretability as a sign (Oehler 1993: 129); it is a power (CP 1.542, 1903), consisting 
in the determination of the sign and its interpretant by the object: “That which is 
communicated through the Sign […] is a power, is the fact that something would 
happen under certain conditions. […] In the Sign it is embodied only in a representative 
sense, meaning that […] the Sign becomes endowed with the power of communicating 
it to an interpretant” (MS 793.1-3, c. 1905; Parmentier 1985: 43). In 1902, the revised 
definition of the sign or representamen according to these premises is the following:   

A Sign, or Representamen, is a First which stands in such a 
genuine triadic relation to a Second, called its Object, as to be 
capable of determining a Third, called its Interpretant, to assume 
the same triadic relation to its Object in which it stands itself to 
the same Object. […] While no Representamen actually 
functions as such until it actually determines an Interpretant, yet 
it becomes a Representamen as soon as it is fully capable of 
doing this; and its Representative Quality is not necessarily 

                                                                                                                                                                          
its future meaning resulting in the interpretant: “The meaning of a word really lies in the way in which it 
might, in a proper position in a proposition believed, tend to mould the conduct of a person into 
conformity to that to which it is itself moulded” (CP 1.343, 1903). 
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dependent upon its ever actually determining an Interpretant, nor 
even upon its actually having an Object. (CP 2.274-275; 1902) 

 
6. Mental representations 
 

Since 1868, Peirce discusses thoughts as examples of signs, which he calls 
thought-signs (CP 5.283, W 223; cf. Short 2004: 215). 1896 he argues that the first of a 
representation can be exterior or interior to the interpreting mind and the there can be an 
“outward or inward” mediation “between an object and an interpreting thought” (CP 
1.480; 1896). Signs can hence be mental representations, and mental representations are 
signs, according to Peirce. As revolutionary as this projection of the mental into the 
chain of signifiers may seem, its roots are in medieval semiotics (cf. Tabarroni 1989).  
 The thesis that silent and invisible mental representations are signs seems 
counterintuitive from the commonsensical point of view according to which signs serve 
as instruments in human communication and must therefore be perceptible to an 
addressee. However, the purpose of a sign, according to Peirce is not necessarily to be 
an instrument for the communication of ideas to others. The purpose of a sign is rather 
to “be interpreted in another sign” (MS 1476, 1904), and such interpretations of the sign 
in a subsequent sign begin in the flow of ideas in a mind addressing itself only to itself 
(CP 5.284, 1868).  

The flow of ideas is a flow of signs in which “every thought-sign is translated or 
interpreted in a subsequent one” (ibid.) so that each actual thought has its object in an 
antecedent thought-sign and its interpretant is the subsequent thought in the flow of 
thought-sign. With this account of semiosis in the flow of ideas, Peirce gives a radical 
solution to the structuralists’ alleged dilemma of the semiotic abyss between the sign 
and its object (the signifier and the signified). By projecting the object of the sign into 
the chain of signifiers (alias representamens), Peirce semioticizes the object of a sign in 
the most radical way. What is a thought-sign in the present moment will be one of the 
objects of the subsequent thought-sign which it triggers. However, the difference 
between the sign and its object in this flow of thought-signs is not merely one of the 
sequence in time, but also one of determination of the subsequent sign by the antecedent 
object and in the reverse perspective one of representation of the antecedent object in 
the subsequent sign. 
 
 
7. Representation and determination 
 

The object need not exist, but in order to understand a sign, its observer must be 
familiar with its object. Familiarity does not presuppose existence. We are not only 
familiar with facts, but also with ideas, fictional beings, errors, or even lies. Familiarity 
presupposed, the object of the signs must be a feeling, experience, or cognition which is 
antecedent to the sign. Nothing can be a sign if the object, is completely unknown, 
although the object may be nonexistent, imaginary, or even erroneous (e.g., CP 2.230, 
1910).  

In 1903, Peirce sets up the requirement that any object of a sign be a thought: 
“Every sign stands for an object independent of itself; but it can only be a sign of that 
object in so far as that object is itself of the nature of a sign or thought” (CP 3.538, 
1903). The argument does not mean that Peirce turned mentalist, but it has to do with 
the requirement familiarity with the object, which can only be a familiarity in a mind. In 
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1871, Peirce specifies: “To say that an object is in the mind is only a metaphorical way 
of saying that it stands to the intellect in the relation of known to knower” (CP 8.18). 

The sign “can only represent the Object and tell about it,” but it “cannot furnish 
acquaintance with or recognition of that Object” (CP 2.231, 1910), since it would be a 
contradiction in terms to furnish acquaintance with something whose acquaintance is 
presupposed in the first place. On the other hand, the sign does not only represent 
something with which we are already acquainted; at the same time, its function is to 
“convey some further information concerning” the object (ibid.).  

There are two relations between the sign and its object; the sign represents its 
object and it is at the same time logically determined by it (Parmentier 1985, Pape 
1996). Determination means that the object as the antecedent information presupposed 
by the sign, the necessary familiarity with it, the so-called collateral knowledge of what 
is represented in the sign, exerts a semiotic influence in the way the sign is interpreted.  

How can a sign be determined by something that does not exist? An answer 
concerning literary fiction is about the sentence “Hamlet was insane.” Even though this 
sign is about a merely fictional being, it has an object, actually, an object about which 
Peirce says that it is “created by the sign” itself (CP 8.178, 1903):  since to understand 
the sentence about Hamlet’s insanity, one must be familiar with Hamlet as the 
protagonist of Shakespeare’s drama and with the way this protagonist acts in the drama. 
This information necessary for its understanding, which is the object the sign, is then, 
according to Peirce, the “Universe of Shakespeare’s Creation so far as it is determined 
by Hamlet being a part of it” (ibid.).  

Similarly, a mythological creature, such as the ancient phoenix, has an object: 
“For although no phoenix really exists, real descriptions of the phoenix are well known 
to the speaker and his auditor; and thus the word is really affected by the Object 
denoted” (CP 2.261, 1910). However, a complex sign, such as the word phoenix, has 
many objects. Its sculptural representations are among them, but also its narrative 
representations and even our knowledge of its biological nonexistence all such pieces of 
information which determine the way the sign will be interpreted.  

How even false or erroneous signs can represent an object is the topic of an 
illustration given by Peirce in 1903 concerning the object of the historically false 
proposition “Napoleon was a lethargic man” (CP 8.178). According to Peirce’s analysis, 
this sentence has several objects determining the mind of the one who utters it. The first 
object is Napoleon, the historical figure, of which we must have heard if we want to 
understand the message. The second partial object is Lethargy, since the sentence 
cannot “convey its meaning unless collateral experience has taught its Interpreter what 
Lethargy is” (ibid.). The truth missing in this dicisign, namely the fact that Napoleon 
was by no means a lethargic man, is equally one of the objects of this sign, since truth, 
as Peirce defines it in 1904 and 1906, truth, is “the conformity of a sign to its object” or 
simply “the object of the sign” (EP 380, 304) and determines its interpretation in its 
resistance to its falseness in the long run.  
 With Peirce, we must conclude that a false sign has at least two dynamical 
objects, which determine it as in a quarrel, as he writes in 1906: “So, then, a sign, in 
order to fulfill its office, to actualize its potency, must be compelled by its object. This 
is evidently the reason of the dichotomy of the true and the false. For it takes two to 
make a quarrel, and a compulsion involves as large a dose of quarrel as is requisite to 
make it quite impossible that there should be compulsion without resistance” (CP 
5.554). 
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8. Representation, the representamen, and the ubiquity of signs 
 

Representation, sign, and representamen are often synonyms in Peirce’s 
writings. In 1901, there is only the following minor terminological distinction: “When it 
is desired to distinguish between that which represents and the act or relation of 
representing, the former may be termed the ‘representamen,’ the latter the 
‘representation’” (CP 2.273).  

In the course of his elaboration of a semiotics on evolutionary principles after 
the turn of the century, however, Peirce begins to introduce a more fundamental 
distinction between the sign and its representamen. When semiotics became the study of 
signs not only in humans but also in the biological realm of animals and plants (cf. Nöth 
2001a, b), Peirce began to distinguish between the sign as a narrower concept and the 
representamen as the wider concept comprising not only mental, but also natural 
phenomena (Savan 1986: 139; Oehler 1993: 132; Colapietro 1996: 131). In 1903, a sign 
is then a representamen with a mental interpretant: a sign is then a representamen which 
“conveys notions to human minds,” whereas a representamen is not a sign when it is 
produced in the nonhuman universe by animals or plants (CP 2.274, cf. 1.540, 1903).  

The new definition of the sign of 1903 based on these premises contains an 
illustration of how a plant may create a representamen. Notice that the concept of 
representation in this context is again restricted to mental processes: 

A Sign is a Representamen with a mental Interpretant. Possibly 
there may be Representamens that are not Signs. Thus, if a 
sunflower, in turning towards the sun, becomes by that very act 
fully capable, without further condition, of reproducing a 
sunflower which turns in precisely corresponding ways toward 
the sun, and of doing so with the same reproductive power, the 
sunflower would become a Representamen of the sun. But 
thought is the chief, if not the only, mode of representation. (CP 
2.274, 1903) 

Hence, the faculty for biological self-reproduction makes a sunflower a 
representamen whose offspring, determined by its mother-flower, is its interpretant (cf. 
Schönrich 1990: 115) and whose object is the sun, which determines the flower to 
orientate itself towards the sun and to create the interpretant that will do the same. 
Oehler (1993: 132) has interpreted this radical extension of the concept of sign as one of 
the main caesuras in the history of semiotics, and concludes as follows that Peirce’s new 
semiotic paradigm means the complete semiotization of the universe: “Our world does 
not exist of two mutually exclusive kinds of things, signs and nonsigns, or one kind of 
things with meaning and another kind of objects without meaning. There are no objects 
without meaning. All objects are objects of signs, and a sign without meaning does not 
exist – this would be a contradiction” (Oehler 1993: 132). 
 The world is indeed totally semiotized as far as perception, feeling, cognition, 
thought, and action are concerned, which are semiotic processes. However, the universe 
apart from human minds is not a totally semiotic universe. Semiosis requires triadic 
processes involving determination, representation, and mediation, but not all processes 
are triadic. Events occurring by pure chance are not semiotic events, and “purely 
mechanical actions […] between pairs of particles” (CP 2.86, 1903) are dyadic, but not 
triadic processes; the mechanical causality which connects them does not constitute 
semiosis, which requires a different kind of causality, namely semiotic or final causality 
(cf. Santaella 1999). If, in a mechanical chain reaction of a state A causing state B, and 
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B causing C, the three states are not triadically linked, since B does not evince the 
purpose of mediating between A and C.  
 Peirce illustrates the difference between mechanical and semiotic causality with 
the example of the merchant in an episode of the Arabian Nights who carelessly threw 
away a datestone which by accident struck the eye of a Jinnee. The sequence of these 
events, he argues, “was purely mechanical, and there was no genuine triplicity. The 
throwing and the striking were independent of one another. But had he aimed at the 
Jinnee’s eye, there would have been more. […] Intention, the mind’s action, would have 
come in” (CP 2.86, 1903). Hence, while chance events cannot trigger semiosis, the 
purpose to achieve a goal can.  
 Notice that Peirce in his later definitions based on the criteria of purpose and 
final causality specifies the triadic relations in question as genuine. In addition to 
genuine signs, he also distinguishes degenerate signs and quasi-signs, which expand his 
semiotic universe to include phenomena not intended as signs but interpreted as such. 
The same scene from the Arabian Nights may serve as an illustration. Let us assume the 
Jinnee had wanted to discover from where the datestone that hit his eye had been 
thrown. To know so, he could have inferred from its trajectory the place and person of 
its origin. In that case, he would have interpreted an indexical sign as a degenerate, that 
is, not fully developed sign (cf. Nöth 2000: 66-67). 
 
 
9. Sop to Cerberus and Peirce’s self-critical terminological revisions  
 
The radical extension of his theory of representation to a theory of semiosis in the 
human and nonhuman universe made Peirce doubt that his semiotics might be 
sufficiently communicable to those accustomed to the traditional paradigms. Therefore, 
in order to make himself better understood, he occasionally found it necessary to 
simplify his ideas even at the risk of omitting theoretical essentials. 
 For example, in his letter to Lady Welby of 1908, Peirce speaks of the 
interpretant of the sign as an effect upon a person (SS, 81) simplifying his theory that 
the representamen need not be addressed to a human being. Peirce justifies this 
simplification with the rhetorical necessity of a sop to Cerberus, an attempt at appeasing 
readers not ready to follow his original ideas and his “despair of making my own 
broader conception understood” (ibid.). 
 After haven long given up the concept of representation as his technical term for 
his category of thirdness, Peirce finally begins to reconsider his usage of the term 
representation itself as well as his neologism representamen. In 1905, he calls this latter 
term a “horrid word” and promises to substitute it by the “wonderful word” sign and use 
it in its broadest sense (SS, 194). The advantage of this term representamen, he 
explains, had been that the term was broad enough to subsume examples such as a 
barrister or a deputy because of their association with the idea of representation, but its 
disadvantage was that “it requires some stretching to cover such imperative ejaculations 
of drivers, as ‘Hi!’ or ‘Hullah’” (SS 193, 1905), in other words that indexical signs had 
traditionally not been associated with the concept of representation, and indeed, the 
terminological tradition had been to subsume only iconic and symbolic signs under this 
term.  
 If we consider the usage of the concept of representation a century after Peirce, 
we still find a divided picture. On the one hand, there has been a tendency to restrict the 
term even further. For example, in Roman Jakobson’s theory of language functions, 
representation is only one among six functions of language (cf. Nöth 2000). On the 
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other hand, the same concept is still common in a very broad sense, in particular in the 
cognitive and computer sciences, where representation is also being used to designate 
various mechanically produced indices, such as those of the hands of a clock, the 
indications of measurements such as of weight or temperature on scales of 
thermometers, or even the display of the result of a calculation on a computer screen or 
in the computer of a robot (cf. Dretske 1988; Nöth 1997, 2001c, 2002). 
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Some Commentaries to Winfried Nöth´s  
Representation and reference according to Peirce 

Lauro Frederico Barbosa da Silveira* 
 
 
 
 

I would like to make public how honored I felt being invited to comment on 
Professor Nöth paper. As always, when hearing Professor Nöth on Peirce or reading his 
papers, more and more I admire his rigorous analysis of Peirce’s thought finding 
occasion to better evaluate the depth of that thought and the singular opportunity it 
offers to understand thought in all its dimensions. The paper I have just finished to read 
and you to hear is one of these clear pieces of comprehension of the questioning put by 
Peirce along his intellectual life about the mystery of thought. The clarity of the 
exposition, resulting from a paper given by Professor Nöth to several experts not 
familiar to Peirce’s conceptions, probably brought an important contribution to enlarge 
the academic dialogue. For us, also, I am sure, it will permit to better understand the 
conceptual framework of Peirce’s semeiotic not only in its diagrammatic frame but also 
in its growth along time since Peirce’s firs proposals.  

The dualist conception of sign and of thought, prevailing since Plato’s Cratylus, 
could not satisfy the requirements of a full understanding of the relations between 
thought and reality, thought and action. If thought represents reality it loses either its 
autonomy and becomes dependent on something foreign to it or it absorbs in itself all 
the domains of intelligibility depriving the human mind of any effective understanding 
of the real. Since the 18th century, under the powerful influence of positivistic claims, 
the concepts of sign and reference or representation and reference have been used in 
attempts at accounting for thought, often excluding rationality, a third element, despite 
its insistence in being considered, since rationality needs to be considered as an essential 
element in experience, namely, the experience of the referent. 

The role of the sign the representation of and reference to a mere fictional object that 
cannot be experienced as a thing became more arduous to the semantics of the positivist 
tradition.  

In contrast to the positivistic approach to representation and reference, Professor 
Nöth gives the outline of Peirce’s philosophical semeiotic. More than a simple answer, 
what is presented to us is a broad exposition of Peirce’s doctrine concerning these 
subjects.  

Not counting the introduction, the text is divided in eight parts. In the part entitled 
The referent vs. the object of sign, Professor Nöth confronts the dilemma of the 
positivist semanticists’ account of expressions that do not denote anything existent and 
thus would have only sense but no denotation with Peirce’s doctrine according to which 
the correlates of the sign are not sense and reference but the interpretant and the object. 
He shows that the notion of the object of the sign is defined in a way that is free from 
the aforementioned aporias, since the object does not need to be an existent but, as 
explained by David Savan, it includes fictional beings or abstract concepts, for example, 
the idea of a symmetrical conjunction. Nor does the interpretant necessarily have to be a 
mental concept, but it can be a feeling, an act or, as in the example of the cake, the 
material product of an action. The object is a relatum, not a brute thing, and as a relatum 
it participates of the nature of a thought. A very well chose quotation from one of 
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Peirce’s manuscripts ends this part giving the following definition of the object of the 
sign: a creation of the mind in its reaction with more or less real something […] upon 
which cognition is directed. 

In the next part, entitled Which Object?, Professor Nöth takes up the famous Peircean 
distinction between the Immediate and the Dynamical Object. By means of this 
distinction it becomes possible to elucidate that the object is on the one hand 
independent of the sign while on the other hand it depends on the sign by which it is 
only incompletely and partially represented. The real characterizes the dynamical object 
in its independence from the sign having the power to determine the sign.  

Considering that the object as a phenomenon is subsumed to the three categories of 
possibility, actuality and generality, the two critical cases that defy the positivistically 
inspired semantics are the object as a mere imaginary being or an object strictly 
possible. For both of these cases, Professor Nöth gives exemplifications in Peirce’s 
writings of the immediate as well as the dynamical object. Imaginary or mythological 
beings, for example a phoenix, according to Peirce, have their immediate object in the 
way they appear to human fancy, whereas “that knowledge which has determined and 
will determine all past and future representations of phoenixes” is their dynamical 
object. Thus, we can conclude, our myths and our literary characters have their own and 
independent reality.  

Before returning to the topic of the object, Professor Nöth dedicates two parts of his 
exposition to explaining the Peircean concept of representation. After consulting 
Peirce’s writings on the concept of “representation” in several places along the time, 
Professor Nöth concludes that the meaning of this concept differs according to the 
context in which it appears: signs appear as representations in the early writings, always 
mediating in the perception the relation between subject of knowledge and the object, 
and, finally, in the later years, Peirce will prefer to replace “representation” by 
“mediation” when designating the role of the sign, since the breath of the concept of 
mediation seems broader than the one of representation. This broadening of the 
semeiotic concepts, Professor Nöth will show, becomes more and more insistent in 
Peirce progress of thought.  

In Representation, to represent, and the representamen, Professor Nöth touches on 
some arduous arguments in Peirce’s theory of signs which denounce the irreducible 
vagueness of all concepts that have tried to explain the nature of reality. The relation of 
the object to the interpretant, that Peirce occasionally confesses to be very delicate, 
namely when he insists in their being mutually as irreducible as the north latitude of the 
earth is to the south latitude (CP 4.539), shows its difficulty, for example, when the 
meaning of meaning is concerned. Once again, I presume that the long and detailed note 
appended by Professor Nöth to his papers testifies to this difficulty. Meaning is 
attributed both to object, mostly to the immediate object and to the interpretant of the 
sign. In the latter case, the vagueness of the attribution is deeper because Peirce 
attributes meaning in certain moment to the immediate – or intended – and probably 
logical interpretant and in other moments to the final or logical interpretant. The very 
text cited by Professor Nöth (CP 1.339) that distinguishes the relations of the object, 
meaning, and interpretant, excuse me, once more, if I am wrong, permits to attribute 
meaning as conveyance both to object, most specially to the immediate object, in the 
sense of information about the object, and to the immediate interpretant as a intended 
program of conduct. 

Why does Professor Nöth conclude that meaning does not constitute a technical 
concept in Peirce’s theory, I would be very interested to know, since I never suspected 
any significant difference in the treatment given to it and to other concepts. I must 
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confess that for me, I would say, I was convinced that meaning was at the very center of 
Peirce’s concept of thought as semiosis, permitting to introduce intention, reference to 
conduct, finality and “destiny” – and not fate into the very core of the thinking process. 
A very similar difficulty could be said of signification and to signify, I apologize that 
for sake of brevity I cannot develop this subject here.  

However, let us return to the mainstream of this so important communication 
Professor Nöth has been delivering to us. All that become clearer is how Peirce’s thesis 
becomes more consistent with the principle of continuity, making asymptotically 
converge semeiotic and metaphysics, and why not by the mediation promoted by 
pragmatism or, better, pragmaticism? I feel free to advance some considerations not 
mentioned in Professor Nöth brilliant exposition, and once more I beg your pardon for a 
possible mistake. But Professor Nöth calls our attention to the fact that “Representation 
after 1896 is the semiotic potential inherent in sign to represent its object, irrespective of 
its actual functioning as a sign” and invites us to read Professor Short on the topic. It 
becomes evident which place continuity progressively assumes in Peirce’s thought. The 
affirmative potential of the Present becomes the privileged place to be occupied by the 
sign in its first correlate; the Object belongs to the Past whereas the Interpretant is the 
destined Future, in which the mediation of the sign becomes possible and real. 

More explicit becomes the role of continuity in the next part of Professor Nöth 
exposition, when, under the title of Mental representations, there is an insistence in the 
priority of the expanding fluency of ideas as the main purpose of signs. Communicative 
function, it could be inferred, does not lose its importance, but it will consist in a 
consequence of the dialogical and living nature of signs generating other signs and 
spreading over the cosmos as an infinite network. Thus, we can read that “the flow of 
ideas is a flow of signs in which ‘every thought-sign is translated or interpreted in a 
subsequent one’ so that each actual thought has its object in an antecedent thought-sign 
and its interpretant is the subsequent thought in the flow of thought-signs.”  

Experience and thought assume new dimensions under Peirce’s pen, and Professor 
Nöth presents this in a very clear way. The object of the sign whose collateral 
experience confers reality to its representation, belonging to the universe of phenomena 
can assume any form of being. While it can be an existent, it can also be a mere 
possibility, or a general class of phenomena being itself a genuine sign. If it be a mere 
possibility like a quality of feeling or actual existent, it can likewise determine its 
representamen and mediately determine its interpretant. To be thought is to belong to 
the mind but in order to be really know it must be independently experimented as an 
external being or, as Peirce says, a quasi-external being (CP 5.424).  

Although in some earlier remarks he had reserved the specificity of semiosis to 
human beings, Peirce at least since 1903, extended the concept of semiosis to a larger 
realm of beings, preparing the way to considering the whole cosmos as a realm of 
thought ruled by the Law of Mind.  

Professor Nöth makes appeal to Klaus Oehler, who says: “Our world does not exist 
of two mutually exclusive kinds of things, signs and nonsigns, or one kind with 
meaning and another kind of objects without meaning. There are no objects without 
meaning. All objects are objects of signs, and a sign without, and an object without 
meaning does not exist – this would be contradiction.” May be we can say that objects 
without meaning are simply impossible?  

The last chapter, Sop to Cerberus and Peirce’s self-critical terminological revision, 
confirms that Peirce reinforces his thesis that thought is not exclusive to human beings. 
Although reserving the concept of sign to human beings as the name of the first 
correlate and extending the concept of representamen to all cases of semiosis, in a letter 
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to Lady Victoria Welby, Peirce says that attributing an interpretant explicitly to a person 
he was only making a concession to his possible readers whom he did not want to 
disturb with such radical ideas.  

After such a fruitful lesson by Professor Nöth, and in order to end my brief 
comments, I would like to ask him whether the sop to Cerberus was given ingenuously 
by Peirce to make explicit – certainly in a redundant way – that an interpretant was to be 
addressed to a person. Did he want to limit “mind” to the mind of humans? Or did he 
wish mind to be conferred to all interpreters whether humans or not? Should personality 
and participation in the spiritual realm be essential predicates of the whole cosmos? 
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Grupo Leituras Avançadas de Peirce 
Maria de Lourdes Bacha* 

 
 
 

Abstract: The study group Advanced Readings of Charles Sanders Peirce, 
directed by Prof. Maria of Lourdes Bacha in collaboration with Ana Maria 
Guimarães, Edith Frankental, Maria Ogécia Drigo, Monica Schettini, 
Orlando Eliano, and Tiago Costa e Silva, has come together in monthly 
meetings since 2003. Its current topic is “Mind and Continuity,” and its 
activities have been the reading of Peirce with special attention to: “The Law 
of Mind,” “The Logic of Continuity” and works by Peirce scholars. The 
current goal of the group is to publish a book on mind and continuity.  

 
 
 
Histórico: 
O Grupo Leituras Avançadas de Peirce, sob a coordenação de Maria de Lourdes Bacha 
começou em 2003, com reuniões mensais sempre às terças feiras, e o tema escolhido foi 
“Mente e Continuidade”. as principais atividades dirigidas foram dirigidas para a leitura 
de textos de Peirce, principalmente para a discussão do continuo com ênfase para: 
A Lei da Mente e a A lógica da Continuidade de C.S. Peirce (in ROSA, A. (trad.) 
Antologia Filosófica, Lisboa: Imprensa Nacional, 1998.  
 
Objetivo:  
Em 2006, o principal objetivo do grupo é a produção de um livro constituído de artigos 
escritos por cada elemento do grupo. Cada artigo deverá versar sobre um tema que 
remeta a "A lei da mente" com enfoque especial aos tópicos mente e continuidade. 
 
Leituras relacionadas:  
(2003) ACZEL, A. Mistério do Alef: a Matemática, a Cabala e a Procura Pelo Infinito, 
Rio de Janeiro: Ed. Globo, 2003. 
(2004)  

• ZEMAN, J, Peirce’s Theory of Signs, disponível em 
www.clas.ufl.edu/users/jzeman/tm. 

• ESPOSITO, J. Peirce's Theory of Semiosis de Peirce's, disponível em 
www.semioticon.com/people/esposito.htm 

• MITHEN, S. A pré-história da mente, São Paulo: Unesp, 1998. 
• MARCUS, G. The birth of the mind, NY: NYC, 2004 
• QUEIROZ, J. Semiose segundo C.S.Peirce, São Paulo: Educ, 2004   

(2005) ROSA, A. O conceito de continuidade em Charles S. Peirce, Lisboa: Fundação 
Gulbekian, 2003.   
 
Palestras realizadas pelo grupo de estudos  

• 26/8/03 "Sobre a conexão dos singos/interpretantes na mente humana e o 
número real" (palestrante Maria Ogécia Drigo_ 

• 9/9/ 03 "Sobre a Classificação das ciências de Peirce " (palestrante Sofia 
Machado  Lucas)  

• 23/9/03 "A percepção" (palestrante Edith Frankenthal) 
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• 21/10/03 "O conceito peirceano de vagueza e a práxis comunicacional" 
(palestrante Orlando de Carvalho Eliano)  

• 25/11/03 “Classificação das ciências” (palestrante Eduardo Araújo) 
• 9/3/04 “Os Três tipos de raciocínio” (palestrante  Maria de Lourdes Bacha) 
• 20/04/04 “O continuo na matemática” (palestrante  Maria Ogécia Drigo) 
• 4/5/04 e 18/05/04 “O protodiagrama peirceano na heurística da mente” 

(palestrante Ana Maria Guimarães Jorge)  
• 10/11/2005 Cornelis de Waal, "A ciência Além do Eu: Observações Sobre a 

Epistemologia Social de Charles S. Peirce”. 
 
Coordenação: Maria de Lourdes Bacha (pós-doutora em Comunicação e Semiótica,  
PUC, SP. 
 
Membros atuais do grupo:  
1. Ana Maria Guimarães Jorge (doutora em Comunicação e Semiótica –PUC,SP) 
 Pesquisa a idéia esquemático-relacional de diagrama, com bases na Semiótica e na 
Filosofia peirceanas, sugerindo uma lógica que ultrapasse o sentido mais explícito a ele 
atribuído e se estenda ao processo de associação mental. O que a mente e o diagrama 
têm em comum se não o princípio de associação? Sob qual lógica pode ser entendido 
como diagramático sem que seja sinônimo de dedução, mas base para o raciocínio 
dedutivo humano na geração de idéias que se derivam de idéias por experimentos 
dedutivos? Há na obra peirceana a sugestão de que a mente tem características 
diagramáticas mais profundas do que se tem imaginado. Na tese de Doutorado, 
defendida em abril de 2004, orientação de Lucia Santaella, é desenvolvida hipótese de 
que Peirce dá ênfase à continuidade entre mente natural e humana, esta uma 
especialização daquela, no desenvolvimento do que se pode chamar mente 
protodiagramática. A hipótese se encaminha para a idéia de que a mente humana é 
constituída por protodiagramas virtuais no estabelecimento de conexões mentais e essa 
mente protodiagramática gradativamente dá forma ao raciocínio dedutivo-diagramático, 
permitindo a geração e aprimoramento de idéias, ou interpretantes. A continuidade 
desses flexíveis protodiagramas que se atraem, separam, fundem e bifurcam, em sua 
germinal vagueza e generalidade, deslinda a maleabilidade e complexidade da mente 
humana.  
 
2. Edith Frankenthal (mestre em Comunicação e Semiótica, PUC, SP) 
Depois de compreender que a apreensão e compreensão do mundo pelo ser humano 
passa pelas categorias, Peirce entendeu que as categorias estão também presentes em 
qualquer fenômeno, mesmo enquanto exterior à consciência humana, ou seja, em todo 
universo.. Quanto ao que Peirce entendia por comunicação, é possível inferir do CP 
6.181-1911 e 6.158-1891 dois tipos de comunicação: a inter-comunicação, que afeta a 
ambas as mentes envolvidas, e a comunicação em que algo afeta um outro algo sem que 
o primeiro seja afetado. Entende-se daí que existe comunicação dentro do próprio 
processo semiótico, seja ele humano ou não. Como o próprio Peirce afirma – CP 6.158-
1891 – que “esses sentimentos são comunicados [o grifo é nosso] por continuidade”, o 
interesse aqui é especificar o significado e a abrangência que sentimento tem para 
Peirce e reconhecer as relações de implicação e/ou de identidade entre semiose, 
comunicação e continuidade. 
 
3. Maria Ogécia Drigo (doutora em Comunicação e Semiótica, PUC SP ). Trabalha a 
Semiose na mente humana: um processo auto-organizativo. Trata-se de uma pesquisa 
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teórica realizada com o propósito de demonstrar que o movimento dos 
signos/interpretantes, na mente humana, se constitui como um processo auto-
organizativo, ou seja, a auto-geração dos signos na mente humana é um processo onde o 
caos, como reino de qualidades, é fonte de organização, o que tentamos comprovar na 
confluência das idéias que permeiam as tendências da ciência cognitiva, de estruturas 
dissipativas de Ilya Prigogine e de idéias de Charles Sanders Peirce, notadamente 
sinequismo e as leis da mente. 
 
4. Mônica Schettini (doutoranda em Comunicação e Semiótica, PUC,SP) Tem sua 
atenção voltada para semiótica e o século XIX. A semiótica desenvolvida por Charles 
Sanders Peirce entre o final do século XIX e início do século XX não foi concebida 
como um arcabouço teórico para ser aplicado às transformações daquele período ou a 
uma situação específica. O autor perseguia conceitos que dessem conta da 
multiplicidade de eventos da natureza e da cultura, construindo uma teoria de caráter 
geral. Apesar da universalidade da teoria semiótica peirceana, nosso objetivo nesta tese 
é mostrar que o contexto em que esta teoria se desenvolve não pode ser negligenciado. 
Nesse sentido, sugere que Peirce, ao dedicar-se à semiótica, fosse uma espécie de antena 
apta a captar o espírito de um tempo em que os signos proliferavam no compasso da 
cidade oitocentista, marcada por novos meios de comunicação – os telégrafos, a 
fotografia, o cinema, por um vertiginoso aumento das populações urbanas, pelo 
comércio cada vez mais diversificado e por uma profunda mudança na hierarquia social 
determinada, em grande medida, pela Revolução Industrial.  
 
Orlando de Carvalho Eliano (doutorando em Comunicação e Semiótica da PUC-SP). 
Sob orientação do Prof. Dr. Ivo Assad Ibri, o tema do trabalho de pesquisa centra na 
preocupação de discutir a realidade de uma lógica da vagueza inerente à ação semiótica, 
com base nas concepções iniciais de Charles Sanders Peirce sobre o assunto, ainda que 
inconclusas por esse autor sob muitos aspectos, assim como analisar algumas das 
correspondentes implicações com aquilo que se pode compreender, genericamente, 
como uma teoria sígnica do conhecimento, pondo em causa, no âmbito dessa complexão 
lógica, as possibilidades epistemológicas de toda investigação. Busca alcançar, a partir 
dessa condição, conexões teóricas possíveis com a análise da semiose específica de 
processos comunicacionais, mormente aqueles relacionados com os fundamentos 
lógicos da linguagem verbal. Para isso, procura apoio tanto nos atributos ou domínios 
do ser, como garantia de quaisquer fundamentos, quanto num conjunto de proposições, 
enquanto premissas, desde as quais se possam deduzir conhecimentos essenciais a 
respeito da operacionalidade dos fenômenos da comunicação.  
 

Tiago Costa e Silva (doutorando em Filosofia – POSFIL - PUCSP). Pesquisa a 
poética no cinema de animação. Selecionamos quatro curtas de animação para cinema, e 
dessa forma, procuramos estudar o potencial poético inerente a tais filmes. Utilizamos a 
classificação dos signos de Charles Peirce aliada à função de linguagem de Roman 
Jakobson para estudar esse potencial. Com esse estudo, verificamos que esse potencial 
estava vinculado ao aspecto icônico dos signos em questão. Os filmes apresentavam na 
sua sintaxe uma organização tal, tanto nas qualidades das imagens em movimento, dos 
aspectos plásticos dos desenhos, quanto nos aspectos qualitativos do som, trilha musical 
e efeitos sonoros, que faziam com que o tipo de interpretante (potencialmente) gerado 
fosse do tipo remático, não obstante a história corporificada pela narrativa fosse bem 
compreendida. O aspecto poético, em conclusão, residia no modo de se criar essas tais 
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narrativas com essas determinadas qualidades sonoras e plásticas, que formavam um 
grande diagrama cuja qualidade principal era a de gerar um efeito poético, inesgotável. 
Com doutorado iniciado em 2006, estuda o significado de Play of Musement na 
filosofia evolucionária de Charles Peirce. Em certa medida, essa pesquisa foi provocada 
pela conclusão da pesquisa de mestrado, e em outra, pela imersão em temas como a 
Ontologia, a Cosmologia e a Estética de Peirce.   
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BACHA, M. L. (2005) Peirce: Nossos Sentidos como Reasoning Machines, Jornada do Centro de 
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Leituras Básicas de Charles Sanders Peirce 
Roberto Chiachiri e Edith S. Frankenthal* 

 
 

Abstract: Basic Readings in Charles Sanders Peirce: This group approaches 
some basic topics of Peirce’s philosophy, such as the general theory of signs 
and the classification of the sciences. Its aim is not to follow pre-established 
purposes, but to find answers to questions aroused by the readings.  
 
 

 
O grupo de estudos “Leitura Básicas de Charles Sanders Peirce” teve início em 

setembro de 2003 reunindo-se quinzenalmente para leitura e discussão de textos 
relacionados com a obra de Peirce. Nesta ocasião o grupo, então, era animado por dois 
coordenadores: Eduardo Fernandes Araújo e Antonio Roberto Chiachiri Filho.  Hoje, a 
coordenação fica por conta de Antonio Roberto Chiachiri Filho. O papel do 
coordenador neste grupo é o de reunir interessados e organizar os encontros. 
Atualmente as reuniões são mensais e se caracterizam pela integração de seus membros 
numa dinâmica ativa de leitura, levantamento de questões e discussão para maior e 
melhor compreensão dos textos escolhidos. Fizeram ou fazem parte do grupo: Antonio 
Roberto Chiachiri Filho (de 2003 até hoje), Eduardo F. Araújo (de 2003 a 2005), Eliana 
Perini (de 2003 a 2004), Érica Gonçalves (de 2003 até hoje), Fabio Caim (de 2004 até 
hoje), Edith Frankental (de 2003 até hoje), Heloisa Leão (de 2003 até hoje), Jussara 
Setenta (de 2003 a 2004), Luciana Pimentel (de 2003 a 2004), Mariana Jorge (2005), 
Priscila Borges (de 2003 até hoje), Tiago Silva (de 2003 a 2005), Viviane Nogueira 
(2005). 

O programa de estudos foi elaborado no seu início, porém é num programa 
maleável, portanto ocorrem alterações e adaptações de acordo com a necessidade do 
grupo.  Na sua versão original, o programa se apresenta no seguinte formato: 
 

1. Introdução biográfica de Charles Sanders Peirce, por Nathan Houser nos 
textos introdutórios dos livros The Essencial Peirce, vols I e II. 
2. Roteiro para leitura de Peirce, por Lucia Santaella. 
3. Classificação das Ciências. 
 3.1 A classificação das Ciências (panorâmica e detalhada), por Sofia  

Lucas 
 3.2 Classificação das ciências de Charles Sanders Peirce, por Eduardo  

Fernandes 
4. Fenomenologia 
 4.1 Introdução 
 4.2 As categorias em detalhe 
5. Série cognitiva 
 5.1 Sobre uma nova lista de categorias 
 5.2 Questões a cerca de certas dificuldades vindicadas pelo homem 
 5.3 Algumas conseqüências das quatro incapacidades 
6. Ilustrações da lógica da ciência 
 6.1 A fixação da crença 
 6.2 Como tornar nossas idéias claras 
7. Classificação dos Signos 
 7.1 O que é um Signo? 
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 7.2 A divisão dos Signos. 
 7.3 Ícone, Índice e Símbolo 
8. Conferências de Harvard 
 8.1 A máxima do pragmatismo 
 8.2 Sobre fenomenologia 
 8.3 As categorias defendidas 
 8.4 Os sete sistemas da metafísica 
 8.5 As três ciências normativas 
 8.6 A natureza da significação 
 8.7 Pragmatismo como lógica da Abdução 
9. Pragmaticismo 
 9.1 O que é Pragmatismo? 
 9.2 Questões sobre Pragmaticismo. 
 9.3 A base do Pragmaticismo em faneroscopia 
 9.4 A base do Pragmaticismo nas ciências normativas 
 9.5 Pragmatismo 
 9.6 Um argumento negligenciado sobre a realidade de Deus  
 9.7 Uma investigação sobre o Pragmatismo e os interpretantes lógicos 
10. Correspondências 
 10.1 Cartas a Lady Welby 
 10.2 Cartas a William James 

 
Conceitos chave a serem trabalhados (elencagem sem ordem) 
Classificação da Ciências 
Matemática, Cenoscopia e Idioscopia 
Faneroscopia (Fenomenologia) 
Categorias Cenopitagóricas (Primeiridade, Secundidade, Terceiridade) 
Estética, Ética e Semiótica. 
Gramática Especulativa 
Lógica Crítica 
Metodêutica, Retórica Especulativa. 
Degeneração sígnica 
Signo, Objeto, Interpretante 
Primeiras Três Tricotomias e as 10 classes de signos 
Derradeiras Dez Tricotomias  
Fundamento do Signo 
Objetos Imediato e Dinâmico 
Interpretantes Imediato, Dinâmico e Em Si 
Interpretantes Emocional, Energético e Lógico 
Semiose 
Abdução, Indução e Dedução 
Argumentos 
Investigação, Exposição, Aplicação 
Metafísica 
Ontologia, Religião e Natureza 
Erro, Teleologia 
Lógica da vagueza 
Pragmatismo e Pragmaticismo 
Tiquismo e Sinequismo 
Aquisição ou Experiência colateral 



_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 96

 
 

Como previsto no programa, após encontro que tratou resumidamente da 
biografia de Peirce, os primeiros textos abordados trataram da classificação das ciências 
feita por Peirce. Neste sentido foram apresentados a classificação das ciências 
comentada por Eduardo Fernandes e o texto, do mesmo tema, de Sofia Lucas. Tais 
textos, devido à sua complexidade, tomaram, pelo menos, cinco encontros do grupo e 
mesmo assim, sempre é uma constante em nossas reuniões.  

A característica marcante deste grupo é a sua flexibilidade em relação aos temas 
e sua persistência em discutir os textos até que a maioria esteja satisfeita. As leituras são 
realizadas com vagar, pois, por se tratar de um grupo de iniciação das leituras de Peirce, 
novos participantes sempre chegam, o que nos leva à retomar alguns conceitos. O grupo 
já trabalhou a Fenomenologia de Peirce e assim tem base para poder abordar outros 
textos. Já foram iniciadas discussões sobre classificação dos signos, alguns textos que 
tratam duas tricotomias: a relação do signo consigo mesmo - os qualissignos, os 
sinsignos e os legissignos, o fundamento do signo - e a relação do signo com seu Objeto 
Dinâmico - ícone, índice e símbolo - . A próxima etapa, a pedido de um membro do 
grupo - e aqui destacamos a característica da flexibilidade do grupo em atender às 
necessidades do momento de um de seus membros - será estudar e discutir os 
Interpretantes. 
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Inter Psi – Grupo de Estudos em Semiótica, 
Interconectividade e Consciência 

 
 

Investigando a Interconectividade Natural  
em Processos de Comunicação 

Wellington Zangari e Fátima Regina Machado* 
 
 
 

Abstract: The authors present the goals, activities and scientific production 
of Inter Psi-Group of Studies in Semiotics, Interconnectivity and 
Consciousness. Inter Psi has become a study  group of the Center for 
Peircean Studies in 1999 and its main goals  are: (a) evaluating the 
hypothesis of mind-to-mind and mind-to-matter  interconnectivity as it is 
presented by Charles Sanders Peirce in his  writings about it contrasting with 
other hypotheses; (b) analyzing how  the concept of interconnectivity can 
influence the conceptualization  of mind; (c) giving support to researchers 
who are developing research  projects in this area; (d) promoting research 
meetings, seminars and  conferences, besides keeping a virtual forum and a 
virtual library, in  order to discuss research results and to divulge the subject 
studied.  A list of the accomplished activities is presented, as well as the 
works in progress and the repercussions of the group productions. 

 
 
 
Peirce e as Experiências “Excepcionais” 
 

O desdém com que parte considerável da comunidade acadêmica tem tratado 
experiências alegadamente anômalas, paranormais, excepcionais, não parece ter sido 
compartilhado por Peirce. Sua obra é crivada de referências a toda sorte de pretensas 
capacidades humanas não apenas imprevistas pelas teorias científicas, como certamente 
abandonadas pelos cientistas à religião. Relatos de pessoas que alegam ter contato direto 
com o futuro, que afirmam ter recebido uma comunicação telepática, de possível 
adivinhação do pensamento... Contrariando o mainstream científico de então, e porque 
não dizer, o da atualidade, Peirce tratava de relatos desse tipo como objetos legítimos de 
estudo do cientista, retirando-os do limbo da mística e conduzindo-os à categoria de 
área de fronteira da ciência aguardando por métodos apropriados para serem 
desvendados. Tratando dos relatos ou experiências ditos telepáticos, Peirce nos instiga à 
investigação ao mesmo tempo em que desafia a visão clássica a esse respeito: 

Então, uma vez que a racionalidade/razoabilidade da mente e a 
da natureza são essencialmente a mesma, não é surpreendente 
que a mente, depois de um número limitado de suposições, 
consiga conjecturar o que a lei de qualquer fenômeno natural é. 
Quão distante este poder de conjeturar pode ir é o que nós não 
sabemos certamente. Nós sabemos que vai distante o bastante 
para ter permitido ao ser humano já ter feito progresso 
considerável em ciência. Se este se estende ou não tão longe a 
ponto de que, muito raramente, uma mente pode saber o que se 
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passa em outra, à distância, pareceria ser uma pergunta a ser 
investigada assim que nós possamos ver um modo de fazer isso 
inteligentemente. Eu não acredito que questões como essa 
possam ser resolvidas permanentemente através do desdém ou 
de outras alternativas.  (CP 7.687) 

Ainda que tenha declinado o convite para tomar parte na filial norte-americana da 
principal instituição científica de estudo de alegações paranormais, a Society for 
Psychical Research, Peirce se manteve não apenas informado da produção científica 
publicada pelos seus membros, mas contribuiu decisivamente como o principal crítico 
do mais importante estudo já realizado pela Society, o Phantasms of the Living (Gurney, 
Myers, & Podmore, 1886; Peirce, 1887a, 1887b).  Peirce mantinha relações próximas 
com pesquisadores psíquicos influentes, como William James, além de ter um irmão 
que participou da Comissão de Estudos da Telepatia da American Society for Psychical 
Research. (Braude, 1998). O que pensava ele desses pioneiros? 

Nesse momento, aqueles que estão engajados na Pesquisa 
Psíquica devem receber todo nosso encorajamento. Eles podem 
ter obtido pouco ou nenhum resultado por enquanto; talvez não 
o tenham e até afastem o fantasma da telepatia de suas mentes. 
Mas o homem de ciência, trabalhando de maneira científica, 
deve, por fim, alcançar resultados científicos. A Psicologia está 
destinada a ser a pesquisa experimental mais importante do 
século vinte; mais cinqüenta anos devem ser esperados até que 
ocupe a imaginação popular tanto quanto as maravilhas da 
eletricidade fazem agora. (CP 2.587) 

 O “fantasma da telepatia” ao qual se refere trata-se do apego que os primeiros 
pesquisadores desse campo tinham a uma teoria específica de alegações de telepatia. 

A teoria de telepatia sustenta que, em alguns casos, uma mente 
age sobre uma outra, direta ou indiretamente, através de meios 
fundamentalmente diferentes daqueles das experiências 
familiares do dia-a-dia. Como uma teoria científica, ela quase se 
condena. Dizer que um fenômeno é fundamentalmente diferente 
de qualquer experiência ordinária é quase dizer que é de uma 
natureza tal que seja impossível sua dedução por meio de 
predições múltiplas, exatas e verificáveis pela percepção 
ordinária. Quase exclusivamente, em apoio desta teoria, estão 
certas experiências extraordinárias, que alegadamente 
acontecem com uma fração mínima do gênero humano. Se estes 
são os únicos fatos para sua alegação, eles são fatos com os 
quais ciência nada pode fazer, desde que ciência é um 
empreendimento de descobrir a Lei, isto é, o que sempre 
acontece. (CP 7.600) 

 E qual seria uma possível interpretação de Peirce para o fenômeno da telepatia? 
Ao apresentar as razões para justificar sua doutrina da continuidade, afirma: 

[...] Há várias outras razões positivas, cuja consideração de 
maior peso parece-me ser: Uma mente pode agir sobre outra 
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mente? Uma partícula de matéria pode agir sobre outra à 
distância? [...] Podemos dizer, então, que uma parte da mente 
age sobre uma outra porque está, em certa medida, 
imediatamente presente a uma outra; da mesma forma como 
supomos que o passado infinitesimalmente é/está, em certa 
medida, presente. E de certa forma podemos supor que uma 
porção de matéria atue sobre outra porque está, em certa 
medida, no mesmo lugar. (CP 7. 170) 

 As implicações dessa revolucionária concepção são evidentes tanto para a 
Filosofia da Mente quanto para a Psicologia. Se, de fato, houver um processo não 
mediado de interação entre uma mente sobre outra, pouco restará das antigas 
concepções de mente adotadas pela Psicologia. A proposta de uma possível 
“interconectividade natural” existente entre os seres humanos abriria avenidas 
investigativas. Seria tal “interconectividade natural” existente? Seria ela uma das bases 
inspiradoras para a “interconectividade artificial” que o desenvolvimento dos novos 
processos de comunicação permitiram? Teria havido algum progresso científico nesse 
campo após a profecia peirceana de que os 50 anos seguintes reservariam à Psicologia 
um lugar de destaque dentre as ciências? Em suma, qual a importância das experiências 
excepcionais, anômalas, paranormais, para a compreensão do psiquismo humano? Eis 
as perguntas que, inspiradas no trabalho pioneiro de Peirce na Psychical Research 
inspiraram a criação do Inter Psi – Grupo de Estudos em Semiótica, Interconectividade 
e Consciência. 
 
 
Histórico e Atividades 
 
 Inter Psi – Grupo de Estudos em Semiótica, Interconectividade e Consciência 
iniciou suas atividades no CENEP em 1999, após a aprovação de suas bases por Lucia 
Santaella. Desde então, tem sido coordenado por Fátima Regina Machado e Wellington 
Zangari. Atualmente, o grupo é composto por 21 membros - 3 dos quais pesquisadores 
estrangeiros, residentes nos EUA, além de 2 “participantes” (pessoas que chegaram 
recentemente ao grupo e ainda não se tornaram efetivamente membros). 
 
 O principais objetivos do Inter Psi são: 
 

a. Reconhecer a contribuição de Peirce para a compreensão de 
experiências anômalas a partir de leitura e discussão de sua obra; 
b. Avaliar a potencial repercussão dessas experiências para a 
compreensão da natureza e funcionamento da mente humana e suas 
implicações teóricas sobre a Psicologia e a Filosofia da Mente; 
c. Oferecer um ambiente científico-acadêmico acolhedor aos 
pesquisadores cujo objeto de estudo tenha relação com as experiências e 
relatos alegadamente anômalos ou com a hipótese de “interconectividade 
natural”; 
d. Promover o debate científico do tema por meio de publicações e 
eventos. 

  
 Para alcançar tais objetivos, o Inter Psi decidiu empregar uma série de 
estratégias e manter uma série de atividades, a saber: 
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a. Reuniões quinzenais de pesquisa, nas quais os pesquisadores apresentam e discutem 
seus projetos de pesquisa na área. 
b. Uma lista de discussão virtual exclusiva de membros (Fórum Inter Psi). Como há 
membros (6) que residem fora da região de São Paulo, são realizadas discussões virtuais 
de modo a possibilitar a participação de todos. 
c. Uma lista virtual aberta a pesquisadores de outras instituições e interessados em geral 
pelo tema, o Fórum Virtual de Pesquisa Psi, fundada em março de 2000 (Informações: 
http://www.pesquisapsi.com/forum e http://listas.pucsp.br/mailman/listinfo/pesquisapsi)  
que conta com 126 participantes de cerca de 10 países. 
d. Uma comunidade no orkut  
(http://www.orkut.com/Community.aspx?cmm=4074486),  
atualmente com a participação de 300 pessoas. 
e. A realização dos Seminários Inter Psi. Foram realizados quatro seminários: 
 
Em 2002, I Seminário Inter Psi: Comunicação Intuitiva: Aspectos Teóricos e 
Clínicos, que foi realizado dia 23 de fevereiro, e teve como objetivo, “apresentar e 
discutir a importância do estudo das experiências psicológicas anômalas para a 
compreensão teórica da psique humana e para o trabalho clínico. Comunicação 
intuitiva refere-se à possível troca de informações entre duas ou mais pessoas, na qual, 
aparentemente não estariam envolvidas as formas tradicionais, sensoriais, de mediação 
das informações. O evento é dedicado a apresentar alguns argumentos a favor da idéia 
de que tais experiências devem ser levadas em conta ao se procurar compreender o 
psiquismo humano e suas manifestações.” Participaram do evento, na qualidade de 
conferencistas:  
 

Lúcia Santaella (Professora do Programa de Pós-Graduação em Comunicação e 
Semiótica da-PUC-SP); "Abdução: o institnto da razão".  
 
Roosevelt Cassorla (Professor da Faculdade de Ciências Médicas da 
UNICAMP e Membro Didata da Sociedade Brasileira de Psicanálise de São 
Paulo); "Comunicação Intuitiva na Clínica Psicanalítica".  
 
Konrad Lindmeier (Doutor em Ciências Médicas pela UNICAMP (tese sobre 
clarividência), psicoterapeuta junguiano e professor da Universidade São 
Francisco); "Psicologia Analítica e a Comunicação Intuitiva".  
 
Anna Mathilde Pacheco e Chaves Nagelsmith (Professora do Instituto de 
Psicologia da USP, coordenadora do Laboratório de Estudos para o 
Desenvolvimento do Potencial Humano no IP-USP); "A Ciência e as 
Experiências Psicológicas Anômalas".  
 
Nancy Zingrone (Diretora de Publicações da Parapsychology Foundation, de 
Nova Iorque, Doutora em Psicologia pela Koestler Chair Unit da Universidade 
de Edimburgo, ex-Presidente da Parapsychological Association) e Carlos S. 
Alvarado (Diretor de Assuntos Domésticos e Internacionais da Parapsychology 
Foundation, de Nova Iorque, Doutor em Psicologia pela Koestler Chair Unit da 
Universidade de Edimburgo, Presidente-Eleito da Parapsychological 
Association); "Psicologia e Experiências Psicológicas Anômalas".  
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Em 2003, o II Seminário Inter Psi: Comunicação Intuitiva e Interações Ambientais 
Anômalas, realizado no dia 22 de novembro, que teve apresentações de convidados, 
participantes e membros do grupo: 
 

Fátima Regina Machado e Wellington Zangari (coordenadores do Inter Psi): 
As Variedades das Experiências Anômalas 
Leonardo Roxo Stern  (secretário do Inter Psi): Uma Introdução ao Conceito 
de Psi 
Cleber Muniz (então, participante do Inter Psi): Lucidez Onírica 
Zacarias de Souza (membro do Inter Psi): Experiências Próximas da Morte 
Beatriz Bergamim, Mônica de Camargo (membros do Inter Psi) e Paulo 
França (então, participante do Inter Psi): Psicanálise e as Anomalias 
Psicológicas: O interesse de Freud e Jung 
Soraia Attie Calil Jorge (então, participante do Inter Psi): Anomalias 
Biológicas 
Fábio Eduardo Silva, Regibaldo Hiraoka e Sibele Pilato (convidados, 
membros do Centro de Pesquisas Ganzfeld, Unibem, Curitiba): Ganzfeld 
Digital: Um sistema automático de pesquisa experimental de psi 

 
Em 2005, o III Seminário Inter Psi: Ciência e Ceticismo, realizado em 18 de junho, 
foi o primeiro seminário interno, exclusivo para membros e participantes do Inter Psi. 
Contou com apresentações dos seguintes membros com conferencistas: Leonardo 
Stern, Fátima Regina Machado e Wellington Zangari, além do convidado Carlos 
Bella. 
 
Novamente em 2005, o IV Seminário do Inter Psi: Psi, Ciência, Teoria e Pesquisa, 
realizado em 20 de agosto, teve como conferencistas apenas membros do Inter Psi, com 
a seguinte programação temática: 

 
Fátima Regina Machado: Psi, Semiótica e Comunicação 
Leonardo Stern: Teorizando Psi: Modular Psi 
Wellington Zangari: Peirce e a Pesquisa Psi 
Bruno Fantoni: Pesquisa Psi: Relação com Outras Ciências e Saberes 
Weber Dalla Vecchia: Psi, Ciência e Ceticismo 
Maurício Henrique Alves Gomes: O Efeito da Relação Interpessoal Anômala 
em Teste de Escolhas Forçadas 
Mônica de Camargo e Beatriz Bergamin: Psi e Prática Clínica 
José Zacarias Souza: Falando em Línguas: Uma leitura Psicossocial 
  

f. Criação e manutenção de um Mega-Portal na internet dedicado ao tema,  
www.pesquisapsi.com, atualmente o maior site em conteúdo no gênero, contando com 
as seguintes seções e sub-seções: 
 

Psi Basics, seção composta por: 
 

FAQ de Fenômenos Psi: o objetivo da FAQ sobre Fenômenos Psi é o de 
apresentar a posição de proponentes e de críticos a respeito da existência 
de psi para que os interessados e estudiosos desse tema possam dispôr de 
subsídios para a formação de suas opiniões e futuras pesquisas.  
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O Boletim Virtual de Pesquisa Psi, que  tem como principais objetivos: 
a. oferecer material gratuito e de boa qualidade que seja de fácil 
compreensão para a população em geral; b. divulgar a pesquisa da 
interconectividade como objeto ciêntífico.  

Blog Linha Cética: Analisa alegações paranormais e sobrenaturais, 
dentro de uma linha científica e cética.  

Psi Videos: Seção dedicada à divulgação de informações sobre a 
Pesquisa Psi sob a forma de vídeo. Nela há, disponibilizadas, todas as 
conferências do IV Seminário do Inter Psi: Psi, Ciência, Teoria e 
Pesquisa, além de dois vídeos introdutórios. Todo o material é gratuito 
para ser “baixado”. 

Cabo-de-Guerra - Uma aventura no universo do paranormal [Livro 
introdutório, escrito para adolescentes, on-line e gratuito], por Vera Lúcia 
Barrionuevo (membro do Inter Psi) 
Dicionário Psi, contendo os termos usados na pesquisa psi.  
Biografias, mini-biografias alguns dos principais pesquisadores psi do 
passado e da atualidade.                                        

 

Seção Psi Advanced, composta pelas seguintes sub-seções: 

Biblioteca Virtual de Pesquisa Psi, contendo mais de 2.000 resumos e 
artigos sobre Pesquisa Psi, publicados em periódicos nacionais e 
internacionais. O material atualmente encontra-se organizado por 
assunto, autor e periódico. 
 
Livros: seção em que são encontrados os livros que abrangem a temática 
do grupo cujos direitos foram cedidos ao Inter Psi para reprodução via 
internet, ou livros cujos direitos já caíram no “domínio público”. 

Revista Virtual de Pesquisa Psi, uma publicação nacional, com artigos 
em português e espanhol, especializada na temática do grupo e 
disponibilizada gratuitamente pela internet. 
 
Artigos Correlatos, seção destinada à publicação e à divulgação de 
artigos contendo informações complementares e úteis à Pesquisa Psi. 
Engloba assuntos tais como: Metodologia Científica, Estatística Básica, 
Psicologia Anomalística, Memética, Condicionamento Clássico e etc. 

 
   

Seção Psi Plus, contento as seguintes subseções: 
 

Publicações: contém uma extensiva lista de  livros e periódicos que 
abordam a Pesquisa Psi como tema central. 
 
Links: para centros de pesquisa, sites complementares, entidades céticas 
e listas de discussão. 
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g. Produção científico-acadêmica. Os membros do grupo mantêm um esforço por 
realizarem estudos acadêmicos e a publicarem artigos científicos em publicações do 
próprio grupo como também em periódicos especializados. Atualmente, o grupo conta 
com dois projetos de Iniciação Científica (Gomes, M. H. A., 2006; Vieira, R. A., 2005), 
três dissertações de mestrado concluídas (Machado, F.R., 1996; Zangari, 1996; Souza, J. 
Z., 2006), duas teses de doutorado concluídas (Machado, F. R., 2003; Zangari, W., 
2003) e uma em realização (Machado, F. R., em desenvolvimento), além de uma 
pesquisa de pós-doutoramento já concluída (2006, Zangari, W.).  
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Grupo de Estudos Intersemióticos da Moda:  
Corpo, Imagem, Artes Cênicas 

                Maria Luiza Feitosa de Souza* 
 
 

 
Abstract: The aim of the group in the first term (2006)  was to study the 
theory of  intersemiotic translation as an alternative to the study of visual 
signs - as far as we are concerned, the study of languagens like fashion and 
hipermidia. For this, we based ourselves on the book “Tradução 
Intersemiótica” written by Julio Plaza under the influence of Peirce´s theory 
of signs. 

 
 
 
Primeiro semestre de 2006 
 
1 - Planejamento: 
 

1.1 De maneira geral, os grupos de estudo têm dinâmica muito variável e de 
acordo com as circunstâncias. Neste semestre, por exemplo, devido aos 
problemas da PUC, houve uma demora, além do normal, para as atividades 
engrenarem. Alguns participantes se dispersaram temporariamente, o que 
atrasou o começo das reuniões. 
 
1.2 - A princípio, definimos que as reuniões seriam quinzenais. Como houve 
uma série de feriados, os dias da semana e o local escolhidos variaram. 
 
1.3 - No segundo semestre de 2005, estendemos o alcance do grupo para o Curso 
de Artes Cênicas do Tuca. Mas, por problemas com o professor de teatro, 
integrante do grupo, este projeto começou, mas teve que ser adiado, 
possivelmente para o semestre que vem. 

 
2 – Temas estudados: 
 
O texto básico para crítica, discussão e desdobramento (continuação) foi: 
 
A moda – vestuário - do ponto de vista que trabalhamos, é um sistema de signos aberto, 
dinâmico e complexo, composto por uma série de inter-relações que a transformam num 
veículo de comunicação. Este reflete e refrata as correntes políticas, sociais e culturais 
que lhe são contemporâneas e que se re/estruturam no decurso do tempo. Por isso, o 
mesmo elemento que torna a linguagem da moda dinâmica vai denunciar também sua 
incompletude porque sua vida depende do outro, do usuário o que vai se refletir na 
atualização initerrupta do seu repertório. Logo, da forma como se constitui, a moda tem 
na continuidade, não apenas  a sua gênese, bem como a vitalidade que lhe garante a 
sobrevivência. 
Daí entender-se que, sob a tela rizômica dos elementos que a con(formam), a moda 
revela-se um fenômeno incompleto por natureza - o que explicaria, entre outros fatores, 
sua inconstância e mudança contínua. 
                                                           
* E-mail: souzamlu@uol.com.br 
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Por outro lado, apesar da abstração do conceito, objetivamente, a moda é concreta e 
contingente, ou seja, depende das circunstâncias e do contexto. Em outras palavras, de 
um tempo que se materializa em um espaço e cujo significado é vulnerável a qualquer 
alteração ou mudança. 
Assim, seja no prisma da criação, como no da ciência e da tecnologia, incluindo-se aí os 
meios inter e intracódigos de produção e divulgação, podemos entender que, numa via 
de mão dupla, a moda traduz na sua evolução, a evolução da própria sociedade  
(continuação...) 
 
A bibliografia básica escolhida foi: “Tradução Intersemiótica” – Júlio Plaza, 
Perspectiva, 2003. 
 
2 – Atividades e produção: 
 

2.1 – Em maio, o professor Carlos Fadon, membro do grupo e responsável pelo 
estudo da Imagem, foi convidado pela Profa. Cláudia Gianetti, diretora do 
Mecad: Mídia Center of Art and Design de Barcelona para dar o curso de 
hipermídia – “Imagem digital, cenário futuro”.  
 
2.2 - Aproveitando a ida de Fadon, escrevi para Cláudia Gianetti um pequeno 
texto sobre moda incluindo a apresentação do Grupo de Estudos Intersemióticos 
do Cenep e propondo um intercâmbio com o Mecad. 
 
2.3 – Em Barcelona, Fadon também fez parte de um concurso em arte digital 
para o curso de mestrado e apresentou seu trabalho em hipermídia “Dolores, em 
cartaz/figura e papel do feminino” para seleção do MidiaFest, Festival 
Internacional de Artes e Culturas Digitais de Gran Canarias, um dos mais 
importantes festivais de artes da Espanha. O trabalho que foi selecionado e será 
apresentado no festival de 31 de outubro a 4 de novembro, foi apresentado em 
primeira mão na última jornada peirceana de novembro de 2005. 
Para recordar, o trabalho Fadon em hipermídia “aborda a figura feminina, 
considerando a dimensão estética-ideológica implícita em sua idealização. (...) A 
temática das imagens transcende a questão da moda em seu sentido estrito, 
engolfando a condição feminina: a figura e o papel da mulher – por ser e estar 
em cartaz – encenação, cenário e personagem. Elas foram balizadas pela dupla 
condição da fotografia: documento e ficção elaborado a partir do real”. 
 
2.4 - Além da exposição, haverá no MediaFest, o lançamento de um livro sobre 
o festival, cujo tema é “Apuntes para la razòn caprichosa del siglo XXI – Los 
avatares de la sociedade poindustrial y mediática”. Este tema tem como 
inspiração uma série de gravuras que Goya publicou em 1799, conhecida como 
“Los Caprichos”. Nas palavras de Cláudia Gianetti, “(...) com esta obra, Goya 
assume uma posição inovadora para sua época como observador da vida humana 
e sua realidade. A singularidade do enfoque transgressor e radical situa Goya 
como o primeiro artista que emprega o termo capricho com um propósito claro e 
denúncia”. 
 
2.5 - Para apresentação do trabalho de Fadon, Cláudia Gianetti pediu-me que 
escrevesse um capítulo do livro para fazer um contraponto entre os “caprichos” 
de Goya e os “caprichos” contemporâneos de Carlos Fadon, da forma como eles 
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são representados nos outdoors e nas fotos femininas vistos em “Dolores”. O 
objetivo do trabalho é, a partir da análise das influências das tecnologias e dos 
meios no processo de conformação destes novos caprichos, investigar e apontar 
os gaps, as condições e manifestações que articulam a razão caprichosa 
contemporânea da sociedade pós-industrial e midiática em cujas peculiaridades 
se pode apontar, entre outras, a lógica da sedução, da egolatria, da idolatria, da 
máscara, da moda, do efêmero, do consumo e da razão hedonista. 
Cláudia enfatizou que seria importante focar a mirada masculina sobre a 
exposição da mulher, revelando a condição machista da sociedade 
contemporânea. 
 
2.6 – Aceita a empreitada, o capítulo foi escrito e a seguir traduzido na Espanha. 
Como este trabalho de Fadon foi apresentado no Cenep e como foi proposto um 
intercâmbio do nosso grupo de estudos com o Mecad, vou transcrever aqui a 
última parte do capítulo de Dolores: espelhos hipermidiáticos por Carlos 
Fadon , no qual descrevo a trama de Dolores: 
 
da trama 
 
“Na produção da imagem, na interface híbrida gerada pela linearidade analógica 
– parte incorporada ao computador, ao ser transgredida digitalmente pelo 
usuário, gera-se um jogo e possibilidades semânticas que, não por acaso, são 
ressemantizadas indefinidamente. Com isso, as hipersintaxes narradas 
visualmente expõem, em sua maioria, as mulheres fotografas a priori, num fluxo 
de signos recorrentes e os recontextualiza expondo a ideologia dominante no 
papel da mulher na cultura de massa da era digital. 
Contudo, o conceito, ou a idéia que prevalece e que emerge deste jogo é um 
traçado do perfil da mulher que se viu retratado, na maior parte das vezes, nos 
outdoors que convivem de maneira promíscua (pela variedade e intensidade), 
com todos os elementos sígnicos que povoam a grande cidade. 
Para que se entenda melhor a motivação do artista face ao seu entorno e que se 
reflete substancialmente através dos outdoors selecionados, nos remetemos a 
duas instâncias interdependentes e de profundo impacto social, subjacente ao 
trabalho: publicidade e moda. 
A publicidade (Peres, 2004:108), (...) “tem em si uma forte tensão dialética entre 
permanência e fugacidade. No afã por canalizar a favor de um produto ou marca 
nosso desejo primordial de possuí-lo por completo, no marco de sua função de 
projetar determinada marca com uma imagem que atue como suporte expressivo 
e como sinal de identidade, a publicidade se finge permanente, fixada de uma 
vez por todas, exclusiva até a eternidade entre uma miríade de imagens, 
promessas e mensagens possíveis”. 
Já a moda, hoje atrelada à publicidade sempre monitorada pelo ideário 
masculino, é fenômeno exemplar por refletir e produzir nos seus 
desdobramentos os paradoxos mais cruéis da sociedade. Usando o corpo 
feminino, preferencialmente, como veículo mediador de informação, a moda, é, 
de fato, a coadjuvante perfeita no cenário urbano projetado não apenas nos 
outdoors, mas também nas vitrinas e nas ruas, visto que é capaz de contabilizar 
para si os paradoxos de uma sociedade ideologicamente condicionada a 
privilegiar a riqueza, a sensualidade, o supérfluo, o efêmero, o contigente. Na 
rede continuada de signos que edificam a moda no seu projeto, experimentação e 
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divulgação, a mulher se coloca como suporte do uso e dos costumes de roupas, 
acessórios, cosméticos. Todos destinados a uma morte programada. Estimula, 
então, o interesse pelo passageiro, pelo descartável, pela obsolescência 
planejada. Portanto, a moda camufla interesses ideológicos adjacentes da 
sociedade que não são facilmente confessáveis, porque escusos. E, ao atingir 
contornos radicais leva à intensificação das sensações e ao cumprimento das 
metas idealizadas pela publicidade que faz sua divulgação. 
Sorridentes, insinuantes, provocantes, com a função óbvia de despertar fantasias, 
as mulheres assim expostas, embora anônimas, tornam-se objeto de desejo para 
os homens e se tornam modelo para as mulheres que, num voyerismo às avessas, 
sentem-se seduzidas, não apenas pela beleza escultural exibida – uma meta a ser 
alcançada – mas pela coragem de se deixarem expor. O desejo quase nunca 
confessado é o de tornarem-se, elas também, igualmente sedutoras num mundo 
cujas regras ainda são predominantemente masculinas. Assim, a mulher 
projetada nos out-doors, do alto de sua exuberância obrigatória, símbolo da 
egolatria, é objeto de desejo e de comparação, haja vista que o paradigma 
contemporâneo é ditado pelo exagero. Em suma: é o próprio espetáculo 
desfilado a céu aberto. 
A mulher que se deixa fazer objeto de sedução pela exuberância do corpo, da 
nudez mal disfarçada, dos olhares e bocas insinuantes, quase obscenos, com 
sentido e destino óbvios é uma camaleoa multiface. Mas, não há engano 
possível. Esta é uma “servidão voluntária”. Antes de tudo, e mais que tudo, a 
mulher é parceira, ou cúmplice, tanto fotógrafo da agência que a contrata, como 
do homem que a deseja e da outra que a inveja. 
Há, portanto, uma cumplicidade implícita e, por que não, bem vinda. A coerção 
que existe, se é que existe, é inexorável ao sistema, é explícita. Está na gênesis 
do sistema. É própria do jogo social que promove o culto à celebridade 
instantânea, ao poder, ao hedonismo. Trava-se então uma verdadeira guerra entre 
códigos na qual as identidades perdem o sentido e a importância desde que se 
espetacularizem. 
Por outro lado, no trabalho de compilação de suas imagens transformadas numa 
metalinguagem crítica – ao contrário de Goya que optava pela beleza trasversa 
da imagens femininas também sensuais, mas vistas, muitas vezes, em ambientes 
estranhos, sombrios e de horror eloquente – Fadon escudou-se no 
embaralhamento das imagens fornecidas pela paisagem urbana vivenciada por 
toda uma população contemporânea ao mesmo espaço e tempo. 
As imagens femininas recolhidas por Fadon são recortes simbólicos, mas 
fugidios de mulheres multiface, que tanto podem ser a pin-up, a pop-star que 
celebra o consumismo incentivando-o, como, por outro lado, pode ser a mulher 
comum, a sofrida, a ingênua, as cadelas em luta, a morta, a flor. 
Perpassa todas elas a mesma nostalgia, a mesma solidão. 
Em outras palavras, a narrativa resultante mostra a face não humanista de uma 
mulher protótipo de uma encenação mas, que espelha uma materialidade que lhe 
é própria, que é real, no sentido de ser parte do cotidiano de cada um que 
com/vive a mesma realidade. Realidade que tem, de fato, um substrato machista 
tentacular arraigado e irredutível no fazer cultural do mundo ocidental, mas do 
qual todos compartilhamos. 
A estética do simulacro presente na manufatura da obra de Fadon, trabalha com 
esta intertextualidade de que falamos, mas ao contrário do que prega 
Baudrilhard, o mundo museografado e arquivado que coabitamos e ao qual 
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sempre ele se refere, e do qual o artista lança mão, tem conteúdo e preocupações 
de efeito realista. 
Tanto que, a leitura que transparece na obra de Fadon não se esgota no excesso 
dos outdoors que traduzimos como crítica social. Com as imagens cria-se uma 
trama de contrastes em que cada elemento tem razão de ser. Paralelamente, 
estabelece-se também um diálogo entre a simplicidade da forma como é 
estabelecido o programa no computador e a complexidade hipermidiática dos 
desdobramentos do mesmo. 
Os cortes cinematográficos das imagens permeados por várias referências a 
símbolos que tanto podem ser religiosos, como fálicos, fúnebres ou mesmo obras 
de outros autores (Eisentein, por exemplo), mostram um caleidoscópio cuja 
leitura vai depender do repertório e das experiências colaterais do tradutor. 
Por fim, nos “Caprichos” de Fadon, Dolores, a das Dores – revela-se em ambas: 
“la maja vestida, y la desnuda” convivendo entre o excesso e a falta, o erotismo 
e a ingenuidade, a cidade e a solidão, dicotomias emergentes da relação do 
conceito com a beleza e da crítica com a poesia.” 
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Grupo de Estudos de Teoria Semiótica da Moda:  
Um Breve inventário 

Solange Silva Moreira* 
 
 
 
 

Abstract: This paper presents a brief history of the Study Group on the 
Semiotics of Fashion and gives an outline of its objectives and its main 
projects carried out since its foundation. The research methodology of the 
group will be delineated and a bibliographical report on its publications will 
be presented. Special attention will be given to collective research projects, 
its work in the context of “Scientific Initiation,” and to the plans of the group 
for 2006. 
 

 
 
 

O Grupo de Estudos de Teoria Semiótica da Moda teve início no segundo 
semestre de 2004, com o objetivo de investigar os elementos que compõem o universo 
da Indumentária (vestimentas, acessórios, jóias, maquiagem e penteados), além dos 
demais elementos que configuram a Moda enquanto um sistema (coleções, desfiles, 
ambiências, catálogos, vitrines, figurinos, etc.). O foco desse trabalho é estudar os 
aspectos técnicos, processuais e conceituais relativos à Moda, sob o ponto de vista da 
Semiótica de Charles Sanders Peirce.  

Desde o princípio, a Teoria Geral do Signo, ou Semiótica, tem sido empregada 
em diálogo com áreas como Design, Estética, História da Arte, Psicologia, Sociologia, 
Antropologia; e amparada por disciplinas específicas como História da Moda e História 
da Tecnologia Têxtil. Os estudos realizados no grupo buscam imprimir aprofundamento 
à investigação dos problemas referentes à Moda; e estabelecer uma base teórico-
conceitual consistente para o desenvolvimento de trabalhos que levem à formulação de 
uma Teoria Semiótica da Moda. Com isso, o Grupo espera contribuir no processo de 
formação de uma área de conhecimento específica, que privilegie as questões relativas à 
Moda e Indumentária.  

É preciso destacar que, desde a sua formação, o grupo vem apresentando uma 
considerável flutuação na participação de seus membros. Inicialmente contávamos com 
a participação de professores do Curso de Tecnologia do Vestuário da Faculdade 
SENAI de São Paulo, além de alunos egressos deste curso. Isso significa que todos os 
membros tinham formação superior, embora somente alguns tivessem feito alguma 
especialização, dois membros tinham feito mestrado e apenas a coordenadora tinha 
obtido o  título de Doutora. Contudo, o elemento marcante no perfil inicial do grupo 
estava no fato que todos os participantes estavam diretamente envolvidos com a área da 
Moda, quer seja em seu aspecto educacional, quer seja no próprio mercado de 
confecção e comércio de vestuário. A coordenadora do grupo, embora não estivesse 
diretamente envolvida com o mercado da Moda, possuía uma experiência de três anos 
de docência no Curso de Tecnologia do Vestuário, onde teve oportunidade de orientar 
um projeto de Iniciação Científica e diversos Trabalhos de Conclusão de Curso, além de 
promover um desfile conceitual, realizado pelos alunos, que resultou na exposição 
“Vestuário: Comunicação e Cultura”, realizada em agosto de 2001 no Espaço Banespa 
da PUC-SP. 

                                                           
*E-mail:  sol.si@uol.com.br 
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Com o passar dos semestres, como é natural acontecer com grupos de estudos, 
alguns membros deixaram de freqüentar as reuniões, enquanto outros aderiram 
entusiasticamente ao grupo. Hoje o perfil do grupo já está um pouco modificado em 
relação ao seu início, contando com a presença de graduandos que têm interesse na 
pesquisa da Moda e desenvolvem trabalhos de Iniciação Científica ou Trabalho de 
Conclusão de Curso relacionado a algum tema circunscrito à área.  

Importante assinalar em relação ao seu perfil, contudo, é que embora tenha 
havido esta flutuação de membros, o grupo manteve sua característica inicial e elemento 
diferenciador em relação aos grupos de estudos acadêmicos sobre Moda: o fato de seus 
membros serem, em sua grande maioria, pessoas diretamente envolvidas na produção e 
comércio da Moda.  Este fato é importante porque gera uma leitura e interpretação 
bastante diferenciada dos textos estudados, uma vez que as questões e reflexões ali 
colocadas são imediatamente observadas e relativizadas sob o viés da prática e das 
técnicas que efetivamente são empregadas na área. 
 
 
Alguma metodologia 
 
 Desde o princípio, em função do objetivo geral do grupo que é desenvolver 
trabalhos que levem à formulação de uma Teoria Semiótica da Moda, os encontros do 
grupo caracterizam-se pela discussão de textos previamente selecionados e estudados 
por todos os participantes. Durante as reuniões os textos são analisados, comentados e 
criticados, primeiramente sob o ponto de vista da prática e técnicas que caracterizam a 
produção da Moda, mas, principalmente, sob o ponto de vista da Teoria Geral dos 
Signos.  
 Dentre os vários textos estudados ao longo destes quatro semestres de existência 
do grupo, alguns merecem destaque pela contribuição oferecida para uma maior clareza 
e direcionamento dos trabalhos a serem desenvolvidos. Nos estudos realizados durante o 
segundo semestre de 2004, destacamos o texto “A Pesquisa Acadêmica em Moda no 
Brasil”, de Adilson José de Almeida (2003). Neste ensaio, o autor apresenta um 
mapeamento dos principais núcleos de estudo da Moda no Brasil, dando ênfase ao 
approach teórico utilizado em cada um deles. Para o grupo de estudos foi importante 
constatar que a maior parte das pesquisas acadêmicas sobre este tema são desenvolvidas 
no campo da comunicação (UFRJ, ECA/USP, UNIP); e têm como principais 
instrumentos de análise a Teoria Crítica de Adorno e Hokheimer, a Semiologia de 
Roland Barthes e alguns pontos de contato com a “Teoria Culturológica de Edgar 
Morin”. Destacam-se, ainda, os estudos realizados na Universidade Anhembi Morumbi, 
direcionados para a gestão do conhecimento e competitividade no mercado, bem como a 
pesquisa voltada para o desenvolvimento de um “estilo brasileiro em moda”, linha 
mestra dos estudos realizados nos cursos de graduação e extensão da Faculdade Santa 
Marcelina. O estudo deste texto permitiu ao grupo perceber com maior segurança a 
delimitação do referencial teórico que seria utilizado como embasamento para as 
pesquisas que ali seriam desenvolvidas, bem como refletir sobre as especificidades desta 
linha teórica – a semiótica peirceana – com maior objetividade e clareza.  
 Igualmente importante, neste primeiro semestre de trabalho do grupo de estudos, 
foi a leitura do texto “Fontes e Propósito das Matrizes e Classificações”, capítulo 
primeiro do livro Matrizes da Linguagem e Pensamento, de Lúcia Santaella. Este texto 
ofereceu um panorama sintético dos principais conceitos da semiótica a serem 
estudados, e permitiu ao grupo fazer um exercício das possibilidades de aplicação destes 
conceitos na área da Moda. Dada sua importância e complexidade, o estudo deste 
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mesmo texto foi retomado no semestre seguinte e ampliado por trechos do livro Teoria 
Geral do Signo também de Lúcia Santaella. 
 Em paralelo ao estudo dos conceitos e princípios básicos da Semiótica, foram 
estudados também em 2005, entre outros textos, os capítulos  “Dois Aspectos de Moda 
e Indumentária”, “Etimologias e Definições de Moda e Indumentária” e “Moda, 
Indumentária, Comunicação e Cultura”, do livro Moda de Comunicação, de Malcolm 
Barnard, além da “Apresentação” e dos capítulos “A moda e o Ocidente: o momento 
aristocrático” e “A Moda de Cem Anos”, do livro O Império do Efêmero, de Gilles 
Lipovetsky.   

O estudo dos textos de Malcolm Barnard foi importante para o grupo discutir e 
comparar as diferentes conclusões a que se chega sobre um mesmo objeto, a partir da 
aplicação de diferentes referenciais teóricos (no caso a semiologia de base saussuriana 
em Barnard, e a semiótica peirceana que viemos estudando e aplicando em nossas 
reflexões durantes as reuniões), mesmo que estes referenciais sejam aplicados sob o viés 
da mesma área de conhecimento, no caso a área de comunicação.  Já os textos de 
Lipovetsky permitiram ao grupo um contato mais aprofundado com outra linha de 
estudo da Moda – a linha sociológica. Com isso, os participantes do grupo de estudos 
puderam perceber não apenas as nítidas distinções temáticas que surgem a partir da 
abordagem de um mesmo objeto sob o ponto de vista de diferentes áreas de 
conhecimento, mas também entender a importância epistemológica de, por um lado, 
identificar e distinguir estas diferentes abordagens e, por outro lado, explorar a 
complementaridade resultante do cruzamento das diversas áreas de conhecimento. Para 
a investigação de um objeto multidisciplinar como a Moda, saber explorar seus 
diferentes vieses com consistência e solidez é de fundamental importância. 
 
 
Um pouco de produção 
 

No segundo semestre de 2005, com base nos estudos e reflexões até então  
desenvolvidos no grupo de estudos e, como fruto de um primeiro esforço de 
sistematização da semiótica peirceana aplicada à Moda, pude então redigir o texto “A 
Semiose Instável da Moda”, apresentado na 8º. Jornada de Estudos Peirceanos e 
publicado nos cadernos desta 8ª. Jornada. Neste artigo a moda é definida como um 
processo de semiose, que se estabelece a partir das relações sígnicas presentes nos 
elementos que compõem a indumentária. A roupa, célula básica do sistema moda, é 
descrita a partir de seus aspectos semióticos, colocando em relevo as especificidades das 
relações signo-objeto-interpretante. Com isso, identificam-se os mecanismos 
comunicacionais que caracterizam a semiose instável da moda. 

Ao longo do primeiro semestre de 2006 o grupo, por consenso, resolveu que 
seria importante estudar e discutir este texto passo a passo, conceito a conceito, para que 
todos, inclusive eu, a autora, entendêssemos e pudéssemos observar claramente em que 
medida os aspectos teóricos ali descritos correspondiam à pratica e à técnica de 
produção da Moda. Foi uma experiência muito importante pois, à luz desta discussão, 
foi possível rever algumas das colocações do texto, e vislumbrar o alcance de outras 
tantas.  

Como resultado deste exercício, escrevi o texto “Moda e Modelagem: semiose e 
tecnologia na construção da arquitetura do corpo” que foi apresentado no 1º. Congresso 
Internacional de Estéticas Tecnológicas, realizado em junho de 2006, e que deverá ser 
publicado nos anais do congresso. Este novo artigo parte do princípio de que a 
vinculação entre o corpo e a roupa, célula básica do sistema Moda, é dada por meio de 
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relações semióticas entre os elementos da tríade signo-objeto-interpretante. No campo 
da vinculação entre signo e objeto coloca-se o papel essencial do corpo como objeto 
determinante do signo roupa, relação esta em que a modelagem exerce papel 
fundamental. É a modelagem que vai determinar não apenas aspectos como o caimento 
da roupa, mas principalmente a sua relação sensorial com o corpo, sua codificação 
visual, etc. A investigação do papel da modelagem na elaboração das peças de roupa 
permite desvendar os elementos técnicos e tecnológicos que caracterizam a Moda 
enquanto processo de construção de uma arquitetura do corpo. Com isso foi possível, 
por um lado, estabelecer a diferenciação entre técnica e tecnologia na confecção da 
indumentária e, por outro lado, vislumbrar alguns aspectos do impacto da evolução 
tecnológica no universo da Moda.  

Paralelamente a esta produção bibliográfica, no início de 2006 elaboramos um 
projeto de pesquisa intitulado “Modelagem: da construção do corpo à arquitetura da 
moda” a ser desenvolvido pelo grupo a partir deste segundo semestre e com duração 
prevista de dois anos. Todos sabemos que há algum tempo a moda tornou-se objeto de 
investigação de diferentes áreas acadêmicas, mas são raros os estudos sobre a 
modelagem, aspecto essencial na produção de moda em vestuário. Diante desta lacuna, 
elaboramos um projeto com o objetivo de investigar a modelagem de vestuário, cujo 
estudo guarda segredos sobre os vínculos entre moda, corpo e tecnologia. Para 
investigar a modelagem, suas técnicas e tecnologias, o projeto se propõe a registrar em 
vídeo e fotos três diferentes instâncias da produção de roupas: a costureira, que atua na 
instância da produção informal; o estilista, que atua no domínio da alta moda, e a linha 
de produção de uma indústria de grande porte no ramo de confecção. O material 
levantado com a pesquisa permitirá colocar em relevo a evolução de técnicas e 
tecnologias na área da moda, além de propiciar o estudo de elementos semióticos e 
mecanismos comunicacionais que caracterizam a moda enquanto processo de semiose. 
Ao final do projeto pretende-se a publicação de um livro didático sobre as técnicas e 
tecnologias de modelagem pesquisadas, e também um livro sobre as relações entre 
moda, corpo e tecnologia, um tema que ganha relevância na atualidade por inscrever-se 
no cerne das discussões sobre corpo e tecnologia. O livro será acompanhado de um 
DVD, onde a pesquisa será apresentada na forma de documentário. 

Vinculado a este projeto, apresentamos ao CNPq um projeto para Bolsa PIBIC 
de Iniciação Científica, e tivemos nosso pedido aprovado. Desta forma, a partir de 
agosto o grupo terá uma de suas participantes realizando a pesquisa “São Paulo Fashion 
Week: Entre Moda e Publicidade” como bolsista do CNPq, com o objetivo de, entre 
outros, coletar material publicado sobre produção e modelagem durante o período de 
janeiro a julho/2006. 

Ainda vinculados ao projeto “Modelagem: da construção do corpo à arquitetura 
da moda”, serão apresentados ainda neste mês de agosto mais dois pedidos de bolsa de 
Iniciação Científica PIBIC-CEPE, intitulados: “O Documentário de Moda: 
Representação e Linguagem” e “Semioses da Moda Tecnológica”.  

Desta forma, se tudo correr bem, para o próximo ano teremos três projetos de 
Iniciação Científica, além de uma pesquisa coletiva, sendo desenvolvidos dentro do 
Grupo de Estudos de Teoria Semiótica da Moda. Os estudos teórico-conceituais deverão 
continuar no mesmo ritmo, com encontros realizados quinzenalmente. Para este 
segundo semestre de 2006, os temas a serem estudados são: “Matrizes da Linguagem e 
do Pensamento: a matriz visual e suas modalidades” e “A Abordagem Semiológica da 
Moda: Roland Barthes, Umberto Eco e Alison Lurie”. 
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CS:Games - Grupo de Pesquisa Semiótica  
sobre a Linguagem dos Games 

 
I Festival Universitário de Games: Uma Estratégia de Pesquisa 

Mirna Feitoza, Sérgio Nesteriuk, Ana Rabello, Carlos William Ferreira de Lima, David 
De Oliveira Lemes, Fabrizio Augusto Poltronieri, João Ranhel, Renata Gomes, Roger 

Tavares, Victor Emmanuel J. S. Vicente (Colaboração Jean Tomceac)* 
 
 
 
 

Abstract: This paper presents CS: Games, the Semiotic Research Group on 
Video Games at the Catholic University of São Paulo (PUC-SP). The 
research group is associated to the Center for Peircean Studies (section 
“Specific Semiotics”), and its work is being funded by CNPq (Edital 
Universal 2005) and FAPESP (Incubadora Virtual de Conteúdos Digitais). 
CS: Games was created in 2004 at the initiative of Prof. Lucia Santaella, its 
scientific coordinator. Its members are researchers from interdisciplinary 
fields with interest in the study of the language of games, especially its 
aesthetic, ethic, logic, and cultural dimensions. As an example of a CS: 
Games project, the contribution to the 1st University Festival of Games from 
July 1 to 4, 2006 will be presented, a work proposing of a research strategy 
for Mapa do Jogo [Game Map] which tries to map academic and scientific 
research on games in Brazil. 
 

 
 
Introdução 
 
 O CS:Games, Grupo de Pesquisa Semiótica sobre a Linguagem dos Games da 
PUC-SP foi criado em junho de 2004, por iniciativa da Profa. Dra. Lucia Santaella, 
dentro do Centro de Estudos Peirceanos da PUC-SP, na linha de pesquisa Semióticas 
Específicas. Inicialmente reuniu três pesquisadores, Mirna Feitoza, Roger Tavares e 
Sérgio Nesteriuk, então doutorandos do Programa de Estudos Pós-Graduados em 
Comunicação e Semiótica (COS) da PUC-SP, onde desenvolviam pesquisas sobre 
games. No início do segundo semestre de 2004, Renata Gomes e Victor Emmanuel J.S. 
Vicente, que também pesquisavam games no COS, em nível de doutorado e mestrado 
respectivamente, foram convidados a integrar o grupo. Constituía-se, assim, a primeira 
formação do grupo, com Lucia Santaella na coordenação científica e Mirna Feitoza na 
coordenação executiva.  
 Ao longo do primeiro semestre de 2005, novos pesquisadores associaram-se ao 
grupo, Ana Rabello, Fabrizio Augusto Poltronieri, João Ranhel, David de Oliveira 
Lemes e Théo Azevedo, além de dois bolsistas de iniciação científica, Jean Tomceac e 
Thaís Gouveia (esta última posteriormente desligou-se do grupo). No início do primeiro 
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ranhel@upgames.com.br; gomezzz@uol.com.br; rogertavares@gmail.com; victor@pucsp.br; 
jeantom@ig.com.br 
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semestre de 2006, Carlos William Ferreira de Lima passou a fazer parte do corpo de 
pesquisadores do CS:Games.  
 Em busca de fomento para subsidiar suas pesquisas, logo no seu primeiro 
semestre de atividade, em 2004, o CS:Games organizou duas propostas para submeter 
ao CNPq, obtendo êxito em uma delas, o projeto Mapa do Jogo, através do Edital 
Universal 2005. Com este projeto, que visa mapear a pesquisa acadêmica e científica 
sobre games no Brasil, o grupo está construindo o primeiro portal de referência sobre a 
pesquisa em games no Brasil, projeto que está sendo desenvolvido na Incubadora 
Virtual de Conteúdos Digitais da FAPESP (http://csgames.incubadora.fapesp.br/portal). 
 O grupo começou suas atividades por meio de seminários, palestras, debates e 
workshops internos sobre as pesquisas realizadas por seus integrantes, com o intuito de 
conhecer os interesses de pesquisa de cada um e construir uma identidade comum para o 
grupo. Essas reuniões foram importantes para definir as atuais linhas de pesquisa do 
grupo: 
 

- Epistemologia e mediações culturais dos games: investiga os games como 
formas de conhecimento e os novos ambientes que eles conformam na cultura, 
bem como os horizontes epistemológicos desse campo emergente do 
conhecimento científico.  
- Gêneros e narratividade nos games: compreende pesquisas que tratam da 
diversidade de gêneros que os games movimentam na cultura, suas formas de 
diálogo com o jogador e a construção da narrativa nesse contexto. 
- Semiótica computacional no contexto dos games: busca entender os 
processos sígnicos computacionais que estruturam a linguagem dos games.  

 
  Desde o seu surgimento, o CS:Games mantém duas reuniões mensais regulares, 
uma dedicada à discussão teórica sobre a pesquisa em games e outra de caráter 
administrativo, voltada ao andamento dos projetos do grupo. Extraordinariamente 
podem ser convocadas outras reuniões durante o mês, geralmente de caráter 
administrativo, como ocorreu durante a organização do I Festival Universitário de 
Games, no período de dezembro de 2005 a maio de 2006. 
   
 
 

I Festival Universitário de Games 
 
  O I Festival Universitário de Games ocorreu de 1 a 4 de junho de 2006 em 
conjunto com o I Congresso Internacional de Estéticas Tecnológicas na PUC-SP 
(Campus Consolação), em São Paulo. Cerca de 750 pessoas prestigiaram as atividades 
do evento: sessões de comunicação, workshops, mesa-redonda, cerimônias de abertura e 
encerramento (premiação) e um salão de jogos, onde foram expostos os jogos que 
participaram das quatro categorias previstas pelo Festival: Jogo, Demo, Mod e Projeto.  
 
 Ao todo foram aceitos 24 trabalhos, desenvolvidos por estudantes de cursos de 
design de games, computação, mídias digitais, educação e artes, oriundos de 
universidades dos Estados de São Paulo, Santa Catarina, Goiás, Piauí e Rio Grande do 
Norte (lista dos jogos aceitos e das universidades participantes no Anexo 1).  
 Os jogos foram avaliados por um júri, composto pelos professores e 
pesquisadores Daniel Gatti (PUC-SP), Daniela Kutschat (Senac-SP) e Irene Karaguilla 
Ficheman (LSI/USP) e pelos desenvolvedores de jogos Emiliano de Castro 
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(Abragames) e Marcos Cuzziol (Itaú Cultural-SP). Os vencedores em cada uma das 
categorias foram premiados pela organização com brindes cedidos pelas empresas 
apoiadoras do evento, Microsoft, ENG e Corel (vencedores do Festival no Anexo 2).  
 Na avaliação do CS:Games, a primeira edição do Festival Universitário de 
Games apresentou grande riqueza em termos de volume, qualidade e diversidade, tanto 
nos trabalhos apresentados como nas discussões realizadas, e superou todas as projeções 
iniciais. Destaque, em especial, para a competência, a dedicação e o envolvimento dos 
estudantes que participaram com seus trabalhos da mostra competitiva do evento, 
qualidades que ficaram patentes principalmente durante as sessões de comunicação. 
 
 
Cerimônia de Abertura 
  
 O I Festival Universitário de Games foi aberto na manhã do dia 1º de junho 
(quinta-feira), em cerimônia oficial realizada no anfiteatro do Campus Consolação, da 
qual participaram os professores e pesquisadores Victor Emmanuel J.S.Vicente 
(coordenador da Assessoria de Políticas Tecnológicas da PUC-SP, representando a vice-
reitoria acadêmica da PUC-SP), Lucia Santaella (coordenadora científica do CS:Games 
e coordenadora do Programa de Pós-Graduação em Tecnologias da Inteligência e 
Design Digital da PUC-SP), Mirna Feitoza (coordenadora executiva do CS:Games e 
presidente do I Festival Universitário de Games) e Sérgio Nesteriuk (presidente do I 
Festival Universitário de Games). Os participantes da mesa destacaram suas 
expectativas para o evento e deram as boas-vindas aos expositores e ao público. A 
cerimônia foi encerrada com a exibição da vinheta de abertura do Festival, com uma 
síntese dos jogos aceitos.  
 A programação prosseguiu com a mesa-redonda “A emergência dos games 
como objetos de estudo e desenvolvimento nas universidades”, com a participação dos 
professores e pesquisadores Lynn Alves (Universidade do Estado da Bahia) Roseli de 
Deus Lopes (Universidade de São Paulo), Delmar Galisi (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Luís 
Carlos Petry (PUC-SP) e mediação de Mirna Feitoza. Cada um dos palestrantes 
apresentou a experiência de ensino, pesquisa e extensão que está sendo desenvolvida na 
área de games em suas universidades, traçando um importante quadro acerca do atual 
crescimento dos games no cenário acadêmico. Após a mesa-redonda, no fim da manhã, 
palestrantes e público foram convidados a participar da inauguração do Salão de Jogos.  
 
 
Salão de Jogos 
 
 Os 24 jogos que participaram da mostra competitiva ficaram expostos no Salão 
de Jogos do Festival, que funcionou no Laboratório 2 do Campus Consolação. 
Instalados em computadores Dell, Pentium 4 processador 2,8 com 1 GB de memória 
Ram, os trabalhos ficaram à disposição do público durante os quatro dias do evento, no 
horário das 10h às 20h. O Salão contou com o auxílio de dois monitores voluntários, 
que colaboraram com a orientação e o esclarecimento de dúvidas dos usuários, e com o 
suporte técnico da equipe do Núcleo de Computação Científica (NuCC) da PUC-SP. As 
demais atividades do Festival também foram apoiadas por monitores e pelo suporte 
técnico do NuCC. Ao todo, 12 estudantes de graduação colaboraram com a monitoria.  
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Sessões de Comunicação 
  
 As sessões de comunicação foram o espaço da troca de conhecimentos entre os 
participantes. Acompanhados de suas equipes, os estudantes expuseram seus trabalhos 
ao público, demonstrando habilidades em diferentes áreas (computação, design, artes, 
modelagem, trilha sonora, literatura, construção de narrativa, entre tantas outras) e 
grande capacidade de trabalhar em grupo, qualidades indispensáveis na área de 
desenvolvimento de jogos. Com o elevado nível das apresentações, o público – 
composto basicamente por estudantes de graduação, jovens desenvolvedores e 
pesquisadores – lotou as salas das sessões, promovendo um debate de qualidade com os 
expositores. Ao todo foram realizadas cinco sessões, duas no dia 2/6, com dez trabalhos 
apresentados, e três no dia 3/6, com 14 trabalhos.   
 
 
Workshops 
 
 Nos dias 2/6 e 3/6, após as sessões de comunicação, às 18h, foram realizados 
dois workshops com desenvolvedores, com intensa participação do público. O professor 
Luís Carlos Petry, da PUC-SP, foi responsável pelo primeiro workshop, intitulado “A 
Construção de Mundos Tridimensionais Interativos”, no qual apresentou ferramentas e 
técnicas de modelagem 3D. O segundo workshop, “Engine: os motores dos jogos”, foi 
realizado por João Ranhel, pesquisador da PUC-SP e proprietário da UP Games. Ele 
tratou da função dos engines nos jogos computacionais, abordando os aspectos 
decisivos na escolha de um engine, seus elementos gerais, suas características gráficas, 
operacionais e autorais. Houve também demonstração do TorqueEngine, engine de 
baixo custo usado por indies (criadores de games individuais). 
  
 
Premiação 
 
 Na cerimônia de premiação, realizada no início da tarde do dia 4 de junho 
(domingo), cada um dos 24 estudantes que participaram com seus jogos da mostra 
competitiva foram condecorados com certificados pelos presidentes do Festival, Mirna 
Feitoza e Sérgio Nesteriuk. Eles foram chamados ao palco e tiveram a oportunidade de 
discursar sobre a experiência vivida nos quatro dias do evento, tornando a cerimônia 
descontraída e marcada pela confraternização entre condecorados, público e 
organizadores. Antes de anunciar o resultado do júri, os organizadores distribuíram 
ainda certificados de agradecimentos a pessoas que colaboraram decisiva e gentilmente 
para a realização do Festival. Por fim, os presidentes convidaram representantes da PUC 
e do I Congresso Internacional de Estéticas Tecnológicas para anunciar os vencedores. 
Os ganhadores foram condecorados com certificados e receberam brindes concedidos 
pela Microsoft (12 jogos de computador), pela Corel (softwares Painter FD e KPT) e 
pela ENG (curso de modelagem). No fim da cerimônia, cada um dos membros do 
CS:Games fez suas considerações finais sobre a experiência de organizar e participar do 
Festival. 
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A Organização  
 
 O sucesso do I Festival Universitário de Games se deveu ao intenso trabalho dos 
organizadores nos seis meses que antecederam à sua realização. Os membros do 
CS:Games começaram a se reunir para conceber e planejar o evento em dezembro de 
2005 e passaram todo o primeiro semestre de 2006 envolvidos com os preparativos da 
organização. A elaboração do regulamento e a definição das categorias foram os 
principais desafios da fase de concepção, tendo em vista o ineditismo da iniciativa.  
 Vencida a etapa de concepção, os organizadores lançaram o call for games do 
Festival em 15 de janeiro de 2006, no Portal do CS:Games na Incubadora da FAPESP. 
(http://csgames.incubadora.fapesp.br/portal). Em fevereiro, com a abertura do ano 
letivo, foi iniciada a fase de divulgação, tanto na imprensa, por meio da Assessoria de 
Imprensa da PUC-SP, quanto nas universidades, através de malas-diretas distribuídas 
por e-mail aos coordenadores dos cursos de computação, comunicação, mídias digitais, 
artes, design de games, engenharia, entre outros, em níveis de graduação e pós-
graduação. O Festival alcançou grande repercussão na imprensa, com intensa 
divulgação na Internet, na imprensa escrita, no rádio e em programas de televisão. 
 No início de março, foi lançado o hotsite do Festival na Internet 
(http://www.pucsp.br/festivalgames/), que concentrou a divulgação oficial do evento e 
por meio do qual foram realizadas as inscrições on line, tanto para a submissão dos 
jogos quanto para a participação do público, através de pré-inscrições.  
 Lançado na segunda quinzena de maio, o sistema de pré-inscrições on line teve 
intensa procura, culminando com o registro de 112 fichas enviadas até o dia 31 de maio, 
com solicitações oriundas de João Pessoa, Salvador, Juiz de Fora, Belo Horizonte, Rio 
de Janeiro e de São Paulo (capital e interior), entre outras cidades brasileiras. 
 A submissão de jogos para a mostra competitiva encerrou-se em 24 de abril. 
Inicialmente os organizadores haviam estabelecido a dead line em 10 de abril, mas 
decidiram ampliar o prazo. Além de preencher a ficha de inscrição on line, os estudantes 
enviaram seus trabalhos pelos correios. Só assim suas inscrições foram efetivadas. Os 
organizadores divulgaram a lista dos jogos aceitos em 8 de maio, após receber e checar 
os trabalhos e a documentação enviada, comprovando de que se tratavam de jogos 
realizados por estudantes universitários. 
 Em meados de maio, com a liberação dos recursos pelas agências de fomento 
(FAPESP e CAPES), foi possível imprimir dois banners verticais, os certificados e 
crachás e o catálogo do Festival, que continha a programação e as sinopses dos 24 jogos 
aceitos. Ainda assim, os recursos destinados à impressão não foi suficiente para custear 
todas as despesas do material gráfico. Vale dizer que não foram cobradas inscrições 
nesta primeira edição do Festival, tanto na submissão de trabalhos quanto para 
participar de toda a programação realizada, ponto que deve ser revisto nas próximas 
edições, tendo em vista as dificuldades orçamentárias enfrentadas.  
 
 
Estratégia de Pesquisa 
 
 O I Festival Universitário de Games surgiu como estratégia de pesquisa do Mapa 
do Jogo, projeto desenvolvido pelo CS:Games, com fomento do CNPq/Edital Universal, 
que visa mapear a produção acadêmica e científica na área de games no Brasil. Desde 
que o início dessa pesquisa, em 2005, cujo portal está hospedado na Incubadora Virtual 
de Conteúdos Digitais da FAPESP (http://csgames.incubadora.fapesp.br/portal), o grupo 
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tem recebido solicitações de estudantes de variadas áreas do conhecimento 
(computação, artes, design, mídias digitais, comunicação, educação, semiótica), 
especialmente dos de graduação, interessados na pesquisa sobre games, sobretudo na 
área do desenvolvimento.  
 Ao mesmo tempo, com o surgimento de cursos superiores em games e em outras 
mídias digitais e de disciplinas dedicadas o estudo das linguagens digitais, observou-se 
um interesse crescente entre os estudantes no desenvolvimento de games, especialmente 
nos trabalhos de conclusão de curso. Além disso, os estudantes costumam se ressentir 
por não ter oportunidade de exibir os trabalhos que produzem na universidade.  
 Frente a esse contexto, investiu-se na hipótese de que um Festival de Games 
dedicado aos estudantes universitários poderia ser um meio de conhecer e estimular a 
demanda atual em torno dos games no ambiente acadêmico. Assim, o I Festival 
Universitário de Games funcionou como estratégia de pesquisa para conhecer essa nova 
área de conhecimento, atendendo aos objetivos do projeto Mapa do Jogo. A seguir, os 
créditos dos pesquisadores e organizadores do I Festival Universitário de Games: 
 

Presidentes: Mirna Feitoza e Sérgio Nesteriuk. 
Comissão organizadora: Ana Rabello, Carlos William Ferreira de Lima, David 
de Oliveira Lemes, Fabrizio Augusto Poltronieri, João Ranhel, Renata Gomes, 
Roger Tavares, Victor Emmanuel J. S. Vicente. Bolsista: Jean Tomceac 
(iniciação cientifica/CNPq).  

 
 
ANEXO 1 - JOGOS ACEITOS  
 
1. Abordagem Interdisciplinar da Obra de Leonardo da Vinci, inscrito por Marlene Dualiby Furini (PUC-
SP), Categoria Jogo 
2. Annunaki, inscrito por Lais Meserlian Formiga (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria Projeto  
3. ArtPlay – Um pacote Computacional para o Desenvolvimento de Jogos Tile-Based, inscrito por Erica 
Cristina Zanella (UDESC-SC), Categoria Projeto  
4. A Ilha Sabe que Sabe, inscrito por Camila Mendes Romano (Senac-SP), Categoria Demo   
5. A Mansão de Quelícera, inscrito por Ana Beatriz Bahia (UDESC-SC), Categoria Jogo   
6. Caçador, inscrito por João Lucas Guberman Raza (UFSCar-SP), Categoria Demo  
7. Colméia 127, inscrito por Paulo Estevão Biagioni (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria Projeto  
8. Corpos Virtuais, inscrito por Elias Ximenes do Prado Neto (UFPI-PI),  Categoria Demo  
9. Dalirius, inscrito por Norson Shiniti Saho (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria Projeto  
10. Dom Quixote em Busca da Loucura Perdida, inscrito por Paulo Estevão Biagioni (Anhembi 
Morumbi-SP), Categoria Jogo   
11. Genome Saga, inscrito por Paulo Roberto Nova (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria Projeto  
12. Guerras Apocalípticas: Marte Vermelho (Apokalypse Wars: Red Mars), inscrito por Rodrigo Soares 
Semente (UFRN-RN), Categoria Projeto  
13. Iara – Encanto Mortal, inscrito por Leandro Andrade Tramontina (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria 
Demo  
14. Invisible Circles, inscrito por Leandro Andrade Tramontina (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria 
Projeto  
15. O Cara com a Pá, inscrito por Dalton Tadeus Soares Cara (ECA-USP), Categoria Projeto   
16. O Defensor do Castelo, inscrito por Ricardo Soares de Lima (CEFET-GO UNED Jataí-GO), 
Categoria Demo  
17. O Despertar, inscrito por Ronaldo Fleming de Rezende Neto (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria 
Demo  
18. Phoenix 2772, inscrito por Nicholas Lima de Souza (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria Projeto 
19. Profissão Gamer, inscrito por Fábio Luiz Livramento Barreto Mussara (PUC-SP), Categoria Jogo   
20. PUCSP Virtual, inscrito por Bruno Ferreira Luize de Paiva (PUC-SP), Categoria Mod  
21. Sombra sobre Innsmouth, inscrito por Nicholas Lima de Souza (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), Categoria 
Demo  
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22. The Maze Battlefield: The Grand War, inscrito por Nicholas Lima de Souza (Anhembi Morumbi-SP), 
Categoria Projeto  
23. The Sims 2 Academia, inscrito por André de Oliveira Soares (Belas Artes-SP), Categoria Mod  
24. Um Conto Maranhense: o Mistério de Catirina, inscrito por Nicholas Lima de Souza (Anhembi 
Morumbi-SP) – Categoria Projeto 
 
 
ANEXO 2 – JOGOS VENCEDORES 
 
Categoria jogo 
Dom Quixote em Busca da Loucura Perdida 
Paulo Estevão Biagioni (Anhembi Morumbi) 
 
Categoria Demo 
Sombra Sobre Innsmouth 
Nicholas Lima de Souza (Universidaade Anhembi Morumbi) 
 
Categoria Projeto 
Guerras Apokalypiticas: Marte vermelho 
Rodrigo Soares Semente (Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Norte) 
 
Menções honrosas 
 
Categoria jogo 
Mansão de Quelícera 
Ana Beatriz Bahia (Universidade do Estado de Santa Catarina) 
 
Modelagem de cenários 
PUCSP Virtual 
Bruno Ferreira Luize de Paiva (PUC-SP) 
 
Ferramenta de criação de personagens 
Corpos Virtuais 
Elias Ximenes do Prado Neto (Universidade Federal do Piauí) 
 
Obs.: Não houve vencedor na categoria Mod (modificações de jogos). O júri entendeu que os dois 
trabalhos que concorreram nessa categoria constituíam projetos de mod. “PUCSP Virtual”, de Bruno 
Ferreira Luize, aceito nessa categoria, foi agraciado com a menção honrosa “Modelagem de Cenários”.  
 

 

 
 




