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CHARLES S. PEIRCE

C. S. Peirce spent the greater pact of his mature intellectual life devel-
oping a “semiotic” in the form of a methodologically aware, general,
quasi-formal theory. His framework is “logical” in the sense ultimately
derived from Scholastic philosophy, where logic was understood as the
general theory of representation, that is, a theory of the ways a “mental
product” is able to “reflect” or “mirror” veridically the world. Peirce’s
analysis of signs and of semiosis has become an indispensable starting
point for a great deal of later reflection (see the texts by Morris, Eco,
Thom, Benveniste in this book). Into it flowed, through Peirce’s immense
historical erudition, a vast amount of previous (especially Medieval)
work dealing with semiotic themes, and out of it has emeérged, with star-
tling complexity and sophistication, practically all the problems and top-
ics of the general theoty of signs.

The semiotic focal point of Peirce’s work—and of the texts reproduced
here—is the fundamental trichotomy of the ways a sign can be related,
via an “interpretant,” to its object and what this threefold relationship
tells us about the ultimate conditions of semiosis, the process of the pro-
duction and interpretation of signs. Peirce saw semiosis as “unlimited”

or “infinite” in principle, a point which Umberto Eco has taken up and

made one of the keys to his synthesis of semiotic theoty. As Peirce put it in
a famous formulation, a “sign, or representamen, is something which
stands to somebody for something in some respect or capacity,” a defini-
tion echoed in the selection from Charles Morris, and which shows the
internal complexity of the process of semiosis, each “factor”—sign, intet-
pretant, object, interpteter, ground—being open to individual examina-
tion and variation. The core of this definition, with its specification of the
complexly related components of a signifying structure and situation, is
itself derived from the Scholastic formula aliquid stat pro aliguo, a theme
Karl Biihler, in a different context, will also exploit.

Peirce divides the “standing for” relation (which is not, however, the
only basis, as the text shows, for the classification of signs)—which al-
ways involves a mind or “quasi-mind” and hence an “intentional set” and
processes of “abstraction”—into three classes, and hence he differen-
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tiates three fundamental “semantic” relationships between a sign and
its object. Indexes, embodied and actuated in gestures, demonstratives,
personal pronouns, field markers, and so forth, signify by existential or
physical connection with their objects. Icoms, under which Peirce in-
cludes not just “realistic” images but also such expressions as algebraic
equations, graphs, diagrams, maps, and even metaphors, are based on
“resemblance” between sign and object as well as on a putative sharing of
“properties.” Symbols signify without motivation, through conventions

and rules, there being no immediate or direct bond between symbols and

objects, a position exploited unmercifully by Saussure and his followers
under the rubric of the “arbitrary character of the sign,” which René Thom
will trace to yet another root. Peirce’s text here explores in detail the
nature of this trichotomy—and othet trichotomies, too—and broaches

the network of problems of how our “speculative instruments” enable us

to grasp the world through formally different ways.

For Peirce semiosis is the key anthropological fact. As he put itin a
famous passage, which parallels themes of the great Russian semiotic
psychologist, L. 8. Vygotsky:

There is no element whatever of man’s consciousness that has not some-
thing corresponding to it in the word; and the reason is obvious, It is that
the word or sign that man uses is the man himself. For, as the fact that
every thought is a sign, taken in conjunction with the fact that life is a train
of thought, proves that man is a sign; so, that every thought is an external
sign, proves that man is an external sign. That is to say, the man and the
external sign are identical, in the same sense in which the words homo and
man are identical, Thus my language is the sum total of myself; for the man
is the thought. :

One of the consequences of this position, taken up by Umberto Eco in
the section on the “subject” of semiatics in his A Theory of Semiotics and
tather differently treated in the French semiotic tradition of Lacan, Der-
rida, Kristeva, and others, is that self-knowledge comes not from intro-
spection, from an inquity into a putative “inner world” of autonomous
consciousness and sense-constituting acts—key themes in Husserlian
phenomenology and “critical” philosophy—but from reflection tpon the
field of expressions in which one finds oneself, individually and socially.
The self is “semiotically” defined as well as semiotically accessible. Peirce
anticipated later analyses of this semiotic self, deriving from many later
traditions, and they are necessary follow-ups to his own work. Indeed,
because for Peirce “all thought . . . must necessarily be in signs” (CP
5.251), it follows that “whenever we think we have present to conscious-
ness some feeling, image, conception, or other representation, which
serves as a sign” (CP 5.283) and hence as support and medium of con-
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sciousness’s activity. In this sense not only is the mind embedded in sign
processes but it is structured as a sign process, for “even ideas are signs.”
Although this is the famous thesis of Locke, who foresaw its implications
in his An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, it is also, as John
Deely has shown in his stimulating Introducing Semiotic (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1982), the culminiating focal point of an inner
trajectory of Scholastic thought as it came to a head in the work of John
Poinsot’s Tractatus de Signis, but which is immanent in the central Medi-
eval reflections upon the verbum internum or mental word.

Peirce’s texts, therefore, and all the remaining texts in this collection,
must be read not as exercises in classification for its own sake but as an
account of the ultimate matrix wherein we construct both ourselves and
our “picture” of the world. In his work the foundations of semiosis and
the foundations of knowledge, both of the self and of the world, are indis-
solubly joined. This is the significance of an inquiry into, as Peirce put it,
“that thought-sign that is myself.”

"Two selections from Peirce’s Collected Papers, edited by Charles Harts-
horne, Paul Weiss, and Arthur W. Butks (Cambridge: Harvard University

‘Press, 1935 —1966)—usually cited from this edition by volume and para-

graph—are extremely useful: Philosophical Writings of Peirce, selected
and edited with an introduction by Justus Buchler {(New York: Dover,
1955) and Charles 8. Peirce: Selected Writings, edited with an introduc-
tion and notes by Philip Wiener {New Yotk: Dover, 1966). The materials
on Peirce in general and on his semiotics in particular has grown to enor-
mous proportions, and they will doubtlessly increase as the twenty-
volume Writings of Charles §. Peirce: A Chronological Edition (Bloom-
ingron: Indiana University Press) have begun to appear—volume 1 in
1982 and volume 2 in 1984. See A Comprebensive Bibliography and In-
dex of the Published Works of Charles Sanders Peirce, edited by members
of the Texas Tech University Institute for Studies in Pragmaticism {Green-
wich, Conn.: Johnson Associates, 1977). See also Christian J. W. Kloesel,
“Bibliography of Charles Peirce 1976 through 1980,” The Monist 65/,
April, 1982, pp. 246276, where we find 648 items for these years alone.
Despairing, I mention only the following, which, along with Cloesel, will
lead one anywhere. Max H. Fisch, “Peirce’s General Theory of Signs,” in
Sight, Sound, and Sense, edited by Thomas A. Sebeok (Bloomington: In-
diana University Press, 1978) and his “The Range of Peirce’s Relevance”
(Part IN), The Monist 65/2, April 1982, pp. 123—141 (the whole issue
is devoted to Peirce). Paul Weiss and Arthur Burks, “Peirce’s Sixty-six
Signs,” The Journal of Philosophy 42 (1945): 383—388, is a compact and
schematic presentation, while Burks’s “Icon, Index, Symbol,” Philosophy
and Phenomeriological Research 9 (1949): 673 ~689, takes up the chief
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Peitcean trichotomy. Jay Zeman, “Peirce’s Theory of Signs,” in A Perfu-
sion of Signs, edited by Thomas A. Sebeok, is clear and to the point.
Milton Singer, “Signs of the Self: An Exploration in Semiotic Anthropol-
ogy,” American. Anthropologist 82. (3), September 1980, 485—507, is a
very stimulating broadening of the subject and has a fine bibliography
dealing with anthropological implications, This theme is treated exten-
sively and creatively in Singet’s Man’s Glassy Essence: Explorations in
Semiotic Anthropology (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984).
See also American Jowrnal of Semiotics 2/1--2 (1983), special double is-
sue “Peirce’s Semiotic and Its Audiences,” edited by Kenneth Ketner.

Logic as Semiotic: The Theory of Signs

CHARLES S. PEIRCE

1. What is a Sign? Three Divisions of Logic

Logic, in its general sense, is, as I believe [ have shown, only another
name for semiotic (ornuewwruey), the quasi-necessary, or formal, doc-

' trine of signs. 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 Ab-
straction, we are led to statements, eminently fallible, and therefore in
-one sense by no means necessary, as to what nust be the characters of all
signs used by a “scientific” intelligence, that is to say, by an intelligence
capable of learning by experience, As to that process of abstraction, it is
itself a sort of observation. The faculty which I call abstractive observa-
tion is one which ordinary people perfectly recognize, but for which the
theories of philosophers sometimes hardly leave room., It is a familiar ex-
perience to every human being to wish for something quite beyond his
present means, and to follow that wish by the question, “Should T wish

The first of the three selections in 1 is from ms. ¢, 1857 (CP 2.227—9), the third from
ms. <, 1950 (CP 2.231-2). The second selection in 1, 3b, the second selection in 3¢, and 3d
are from mss. c. 1902, c. 1895, and ¢, 1893 (CP 2.274—302). 2 and 4 ate from ms. c. 1903
{CP 2,243~52, 254~65). 3a is from the article “Sign” in Baldwin's Bictionary of Philoso-
bhy and Psychology 1902 (CP 2.364). The first selection in 3c is from the article “Index” in
Baldwin's (CP 2.303, 306).

Reprinted by permission of the publishers from The Collected Papers of Charles Sanders
Peirce, volumes 1 & I, edited by Charles Hartshorne and Paul Weiss, Cambridge, Mass.:
The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press. Copyright ® 1931, 1932, 1959, 1960 by
the President and Pellows of Harvard College. )
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for that thing just the same, if | had ample means to gratify it?” To an-

i swer that question, he scarches his heart, and in doing so makes what I
"\ term an abstractive cbservation, He makes in his imagination a sort of
i skeleton diagram, or outline sketch, of himself{ considers what modifica-

. tions the hypothetical state of things would require to be made in that
i picture, and then examings it, that is, observes what he has i agined, to
see whether the same ardent desire is there to be discerned By such a
process, which is at bottom very much like mathematical reasoning, we
can reach conclusions as to what would bé true of signs in all cases, so
ong as the intellipence using them cientificy The modes of thought
f a God, who should possess an {fituitive omnisEience superseding rea- 7
son, are i

o
ow the whole process of devélopment ¢ ,:}t et
nts of those formulations by abstractive
obsetvation and reasoning of the truths which st hold good of all signs.
used by a scientific intelligence i§ an observational science, like any other
positive science, notwithstanding its strong contrast to all the special sci- Lo
ences which arises from its aiming to find out what must be and not /-~ 1

merely what is in the actual world. 2 wod b le‘*)
A sign, or representamen, is something which stands to samebody for S
something in some respect or capacity. It addresses somebody, that is,
creates in the mind of that person an equivalent sign, or perhaps a more 5
developed sign. That sign which it creates I call the interpretant of the %w
first sign, The sign stands for something, its object. It stands for that ob-
ject, not in all respects, but in reference to a sort of idea, which I have
sometimes called the ground of the representamen, ['fdea” is here to be
understood in a sort of Platonic sense, very familiaf in everyday talk; I
mean in that sense in which we say that one man catches another man'’s
idea, in which we say that when a man recalls what he was thinking of at
some previous time, he recalls the same idea, and in which when a man
continues to think anything, say for a tenth of a second, in so far as the
thought continues to agree with itself during that time, that is to have a
Iike content, it is the same idea, and is not at each instant of the interval a
new idea. : ‘
In consequence of every representamen being thus connected with

three things, 5 ground, the object, and the interpretant, the science of

semiotic has threg. branches. The first is called by Duns Scotus gram- HV ”L,
wmatica speculativa, We may term it pure grammar. It has for its task to LC _
ascertain what must be true of the representamen used by every scientific "~/ S
intelligence in order that they may embody any meaning. The second is ¢ VLC{'
logic proper. It is the science of what is quasi-necessafily true of the repre- - Q:ﬁ
sentamina of any scientific intelligence in order that they may hold good .

of afiy object, that s, may be true. Ursay, logic proper 1s the formal sci- 'Kﬁ/i///{
éfice of the conditions of the truth of representations. The third, in imita-

tion of Kant’s fashion of preserving old associations of words in finding
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nomenclature for new conceptions, I call pure rhetoric. lts task is to as-
certain the laws by which in every scientific inteiligence one sign gives
birth to another; and éspecially one thought brings Torth another,

A Sign, ot Representamen, is a First which stands in such a genuine
triadic relation to a Second, called its Object, as to be capable of deter-
mining a Third, called its Interpretant, to assume the same triadic rela-
tion to its Object in which it stands itself to the same Object. The triadic
relation is genusne, that is its three members are bound rogether by itin a
way that does not consist in any complexus of dyadic relations. That is
the teason the Interpretant, or Third, cannot stand in a mere dyadic rela-
tion to the Qbject, but must stand in such a relation to it as the Represen-
tamen itself does, Nor can the triadic relation in which the Third stands
be merely similar to that in which the First stands, for this would make
the relation of the Third to the First a degenerate Secondness merely, The
Third must indeed stand in such a relation, and thus must be capable
of determining a Third of its own; but besides that, it must have a sec-
ond triadic relation in which the Representamen, or rather the relation
thereof to its Object, shall be its own (the Third’s) Object, and must be
capable of determining a Third to this relation, All this must equally be
true of the Third’s Thirds and so on endlessly; and this, and more, is in- .
volved in the familiar idea of a Sign; and as the term Representamen is
here used, nothing more is implied. A Sign is 3 Représentamen with 3
mental Interpretant. Possibly there may be Representamens that are not
Signs. Thus, if a sunflower, in turning toward the sun; becoiies by that
Very act fully capable, without further condition, 6F Féproducing a sun-
flower which turns in precisely corresponding ways toward the sun, and
of doing so with the same reproductive power, the sunflower would be-
come a Representamen of the sun, Bat thought is the chief, if not the
only, mode of representation.

PRSIt ]

"The Sign can only represent the Object and/tcll about it. /[t cannot fur- W
nish Acquaintance with of FEcoghition of that Object; for‘that is what is

meant in this volume by the Object of a Sign; namely, that with which it
presupposes an acquaintance in order to convey some further infor-
mation concerning it. No doubt there will be readers who will say they
cannot comprehend this. They think a Sign need not relate to anything
otherwise known, and can make neither head nor tail of the statement
that every sign must relate to such an Object, But if there be anything that
conveys information and yet has absolutely no relation nor reference to
anything with which the person to whom it convéys the information has,
when he comprehends that information, the slightest acquaintance, di-
rect or indirect—and a very strange sort of information that would be—
the vehicle of that sort of information is not, in this volume, called
a Sign.

i
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Two men are standing on the seashore looking out to sea. One of them
says to the other, “That vessel there carries no freight at all, but only pas-
sengers.” Now, if the other, himself, sees no vessel, the first information
he derives from the remark has for its Object thé part of the sea that he
does see, and informs him that a person with'-’sharper eyes than his, or
mose trained in looking for such things, can sce a vessel therej and then,
that vessel having been thus introduced to his acquaintance,/' he is pre-
pared to receive the information about it that it carries passengers exclu-

sively. But the wﬂsﬂﬂb{e_gﬂson suppos¢d, no other
Object than that with-which it finds him already acquaintéd. The Ob-

" jects—for a Sign may have any number of them—may each be a single

known existing thing or thing believed formerly to have existed or ex-
pected to exist, or a collection of such things, or a known quality or rela-
tion or fact, which single Object may be a collection, or whole of parts,
or it may have some other mode of being, such as some act permitted
whose being does not prevent its negation from being equally permitted,
or something of a general nature desired, required, or invariably found
under tertain general circumstances.

2. Three Trichotaomies of Signs

Signs are divisible by three tric}rl'otomies; first, accordin% as th{g_i_gp_ in,
itselffis 2'meré quality, is an actual existent, or is a generallaw; secondly,
according as"tbgnrelation of theggii o ifs objectronsists in the sign’s l.u_w-
ing some'charater in jtself, or in some €xistential relation to that object,

okpo

represents it as a sign
1

~“According to the first divisi
Sinsign, or a Legisign.

A Qualisign is a quality which is 2
uatil it is embodied; but the embodime
acter as a sign.

A Sinsign (where the syllable sin is tak
once,” as in single, simple, Latin semel, etc.) is 3 actual existent thing or
event which is a sign. It can only be so throughtits qualities; so that it
involves a qualisign, or rather, several qualisigns. Bubithese qualisigns are
of a peculiar kind and only form a sign through being astually embodied.

A Legisign is a law that is a Sign. This law is usually¢stablished by
men. Every conventional sign is a legisign [but not conversely, It is not a
single object, but a general type which, it has been agreed, shall'sg signifi-
cant. Every legisign signifies through an instance of its applicationyyhich
may be termed a Replica qf it. Thus, the word “the” will usually occur
from fifteen to twenty-five times on a page. It is in all these occurrences

, a Sign may be termed a Qualisign, a

ign. It caflnot actually act as a sign
has. nothing to do with its char-

as meaning “being only

k/

or in its relation to™ap’ interpretant; thicdly, acco;{ding as ita fiterpretant

ssibility or as a sign of fact or a sign of reas%
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one and the same word, the same legisign. Each single instance of it is a
Replica. The Replica is a Sinsign. Thus, every Legisign requires Sinsigns.
But these are not ordinary Sinsigns, such as are peculiar occurrences that
are regarded as significant. Nor would the Replica be significant if it were
not for the law which renders it so,

poe o

According to the second trichotomy, a Sign may be termed an Icor, an
Index, or a Symbol, '

An_lcon s a sign which refers to the Obiect that it denotes merely by
virtue of characters of its_own, and which it possesses, just the same,
whether any such Object actually exists ot not, It is true that unless there
really is such an Object, the Icon does not act as a sign; but this has
nothing to do with its character as a sign. Anything whatever, be it
quality, existent individual, or law, is an Icon of anything, in so far as it is
like that thing and used as a sign of it.

An_Indes is a sign which refers _to.the Obiject that it denotes by vistue

of being really affecied. By that Obiject. It cannot, therefore, be a Quali-
sign, because qualities are whatever they are independently of anything
else. In so far as the Index is affected by the Object, it necessarily has
some Quality in common with the Object, and it is in respect to these
that it refers to the Object. It does, therefore, involve a sort of Icon, al-
though an Icon of a peculiar kind; and it is not the mere reserablance of
its Object, even in these respects which makes it a sign, but it is the actual
modification of it by the Object.

A Symbol is.a sign.swhich refers to the Obiect that it denotes by virtue
of a law, usually an association of general ideas, which operates to cause
the Symbol to be interpreted as referring to that Object. It is thus itself a
genetal type or law, that is, is a Legisign. As such it acts through a Rep-
lica. Not only is it general itself, but the Object to which it refers is of a
general nature. Now that which is general has its being in the instances
which it will determine. There must, therefore, be existent instances of
what the Symbol denotes, although we must here understand by “exis-
tent,” existent in the possibly imaginary universe to which the Symbol
refers. The Symbol will indirectly, through the association or other law,
be affected by those instances; and thus the Symbol will involye a sort of
Index, although an Index of a peculiar kind. It will not, however, be by
any means true that the slight effect upon the Symbol of those instances
accounts for the significant character of the Symbol.

5 l ﬂ’l\ m
According to the third trichotomy, a Sign may be termed a Rbeme, a

Dicisign or Dicent Sign (th\aﬁ,‘ a proposition or quasiproposition), ot an
Argument.
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A Rbeme is a Sign which, for its Interpretant, is a Sign of qualitative

Possibility, that is, is understood as representing such and such a kind of

possible Object. Any Rheme, perhaps, will afford some information; but

it 1s not interpreted as doing so. v . ‘

A Dicent Sign, is a Sign, which, for its Interpretant, is a Sign of actual
existence. It cannot, therefore, be an lcon, wliﬁ‘ch affords no ‘g}'ound for
an interpretation of it as referring to actual existence. A Dicisign neces-
sarily involves, as a part of it, a Rheme, to describe the fact which it is

' interpreted as indicating. But this is a peculi ir kind of Rheme; and while

it is esseatial to the Dicisign, it by no means'constitutes it,

An Argument is a Sign which, for itslInt_erpretant, is a Sign of law. Or
we may say that a Rheme is a sign Whlc.h.lfa un'derstf)od to .re_p;gsenzl its
object in its chatacters merely; that a Dicisign 1s a sign which ‘}s ‘;n er-
stood fo represent its object in respect to actual existence; _g,g:l_"?t___ggﬁ_ an
ATgameétit is 3 Sign which is understoo gsent its Ob]cf:t in its gjri;
actet as Sign. Since these definitions touch upon points at th.ls tlmfe muc
in dispute, a word may be added in defence. of them. A question olten pll)]t
is: What is the essence of a Judgment? A jludgment is the mental act by
which the judger seeks to.impress upon hxmsclf the truth. 9f a proposi-
tion. It is much the same as.an act of asserting th? proposition, or going
before a notary and assuming formal rcsponsnbl!lty for_lts truth, _excellyt
that those acts are intended to affect others, }lvhlle the ]ngmem is only
intended to affect oneself, However, the logiCIan, as such, cares not wiflat
the psychological nature of the act of judging may be. The question for

. him is: What is the nature of the sortof sign of which a principal variety is

called a propaosition, which is the matter upon whic_h the act of }uclljgmg is
exercised? The proposition need not be agserted or ]ud‘ged. It may cf:()fﬁ
templated as a sign capable of being asser\tcd or denied. This sign itse

retains its full meaning whether it be actual{y' asserted or not. .F }}e pecu-
liarity of it, therefore, lies in its rn?de of r.negﬁxilfg; and to s:;ly this is t(.)t?‘ay
that its peculiarity lies in its relation to its intérpretant. The propolf} Em
professes to be eally affected by the actual existent ot real !aw to which it
refers. The argument makes the same pretension, but that 1shnot the prin-
cipal pretension of the argument. The rheme makes no such pretension.

M 0 3. Icon, Index, and Symbol
% A. SYNOPSIS

A sign is cither an icon, an index, or a symbol. An icon is a sign whl_ch
would possess the character which renders it significant, even though its

. . e a
t, Lgbject had no existence; such as a lead-pencil streak as representing

"

geometrical line. An index is a sign which would, at once, lose the charac-
ter which makes it a sign if its object were removed, but would not lose
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that character if there were no interpretant. Such, for instance, is a piece
of mould with a bullet-hole in it as sign of a shot; for withol;t the shot
there would have been no hole; but there js a hol,e there, whether any-
boc!y has the sense to attribute it to a shot or nét. A sy,mbol is a si yn
which would lose the character which renders it a ;ign if there were rgm
interpretant. Such is any utterance of speech which signifies what it does
only by virtue of its being understood to have that signification,

B. ICON

A

PN _ 11. a.‘w_h%msemamen actually functions as such usitil it actu-
" - determi rpretant, yet i - ,
el k) Lg ¥ ines an Interpretant, yet it becomes a Representamen as soon,

3:') necessarily dependent upon its cver actually determining an Interpretant
nor even upon its actually having an Object. ,
An I.ccm is a Representamen whose Representative Quality is a First-
ness of it as a First. That is, a quality that it has gua thing renders it fit to
be a representamen. Thus, anything is fit to be a Substitute for anythin
that it is like. (The conception of “substitute” involves that of a pur oseg
ar.ld thus of genuine thirdness.) Whether there are other kinds ofpsubz
stitutes or not we shall see. A Representamen by Firstness alone can onl
hflVe a similar Object. Thus, a Sign by Contrast denotes its object onl by
virtue of a contrast, or Secondness, between two qualities, A sign by F)i(rst}f
ness is an image of its object and, more strictly speaking, can only be an
t_clif,a. For it must produce an Interpretant idea; and an external object ex-
. cites an':dea by a reaction upon the brain. But most strictly speaking
even an idea, except in the sense of a possibility, or Firstness, cannot be ar;
]CO.I]. A possibility alone is an Icon purely by virtue of its q;ality- and its
object can only be a Firstness. But a sigh may be iconic, that is r;my rep-
resent its object mainly by its similarity, no matter what its’ mode gf
being. [f a substantive be wanted, an iconic representamen may be termed
a hypoicon, Any matetial image, as a painting, is largely conventional in
its mode of representation; but in itself, without legend or label it may b
galled a hypoicon. e
yPoicons may be roughly divided according to the mode of Firstness
of which they partake. Those which partake of simple qualities, or First
Flrstrllesses, are images; those which represent the rclations’ mainly
clyaldu:, or so regarded, of the parts of one thing by analogous rel,ations ix};
(t:l}l,elr own ;;arts, are diagrams; those which represent the representative
e]g,:a:;:r ?:max ;gg;;sentamcn by representing a parallelism in something
==The only way of directly communicating an idea is by means of
lcon; and every indirect method of communicating an idea must d 33
for its establishment upon the use of an icon. Hence, every assertio st
contain an icon or set of icons, or else must contain’signs whose mgailil:fgt

"\i\ \ § T is fiilly Tapable. of dbingfﬁis; and its Representative Quality is not
e

v
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is only explicable by icons. The idea which the set of icons (or the equiva-
lent of a set of icons) contained in an assertion signifies may be termed the
predicate of the assertion. ,

Turning now to the rhetorical evidence, it is a familiar fact that there
are such representations as icons. Every picture (Howevet conventional its
méthod) is essentially a representation of that'kind. So is every diagram,
even although there be no sensuous resemblance between it and its
object, but only an analogy between the relations of the parts of each.
Particularly deserving of notice are icons in which the likeness is aided by
conventional rules. Thus, an algebraic formula is an icon, rendered such
by the rules of commutation, asseciation, and distribution of the sym-
bols. It may seem at first glance that it is an arbitrary classification to call
an algebraic expression an icon; that it might as well, or better, be re-
garded as a compound conventional sign. But it is not so. For a great dis-
tinguishing property of the icon is that by the direct observation of it
other truths concerning its object can be discovered than those which suf-
fice to determine its construction. Thus, by means of two photographs a
map can be drawn, etc. Given a conventional or other general sign of an
object, to deduce any other truth than that which it explicitly signifies,
it is necessary, in all cases, to replace that sign by an icon. This capacity
of revealing unexpected truth is precisely that wherein the utility of al-
gebraical formulae consists, so that the iconic character is the prevail-
ing one.

That icons of the algebraic kind, though usually very simple ones, exist
in all ordinary grammatical propositions is one of the philosophic truths
that the Boolean logic brings to light. In all primitive writing, such as the
Egyptian hieroglyphics, there are icons of a non-logical kind, the ideo-
graphs. In the carliest form of speech, there probably was a large element
of mimicry. But in_ all languages known, such representations have been
replaced by conventional auditory signs. These, however, are such that
they can only be explained by icons. But in the syntax of every lan”
guage there e Topical icons of the Kind that are aided by conventional
tules. . . .

Photographs, especially instantaneous photographs, are very instruc-
tive, because we know that they are in certain respects exactly like the
objects they represent, But this resemblance is due to the photographs
having been produced under such circumstances that they were physi-
cally forced to correspond point by point to nature. In that aspect, then,
they belong to the second class of signs, those by physical connection.
The case is different if 1 surmise that zebras are likely to be obstinate, or
otherwise disagreeable animals, because they seem to have a general re-
semblance to donkeys, and donkeys are self-willed. Here the donkey
serves precisely as a probable likeness of the zebra. It is true we suppose
that resemblance has a physical cause in heredity; but then, this heredi-

.
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tary affinity is itself only an inference from the likeness between the two
animals, and we have not (as in the case of the photograph) any indepen-
dent knowledge of the circumstances of the production of the two spe-
cies. Another example of the use of a likeness is the design an artist draws
of a statue, pictorial composition, architectural elevation, or piece of deco-
ration, by the contemplation of which he can ascertain whether what he
proposes will be beautiful and satisfactory. The question asked is thus
answered almost with certainty because it relates to how the artist will
himself be affected. The reasoning of mathematicians will be found to
turn chiefly upon the use of likenesses, which are the very hinges of the
Bates of their science, The utility of likenesses to mathematicians consists
in their suggesting in a very precise way, new aspects of supposed states of
things. . . .
Many diagrams resemble their objects not at all in looks; it is only in
respect to the relations of their parts that their likeness consists, Thus, we
may show the relation between the different kinds of signs by a brace, thus;

Icons,
Signs; Indices,
: Symbaols.
‘This is an icon. But the only respect in which it resembles its object is that

the brace shows the classes of icons, indices, and symbols to be related to
one another and to the general class of signs, as they really are, in a gen-

eral way, When, in algebra, we write equations under one another in a -

{:egular array, especially when we put resembling letters for correspond-
ing coefficients, the array is an icon, Here is an example:

ax+by=n,
ax+by=n,

This is an icon, in that it makes quantities look alike which are in analo-
gous relations to the problem. In fact, every algebraical equation is an
icon, in so far as it exhibits, by means of the algebraical signs (which are
not themselves icons), the relations of the quantities concerned,

It may be questioned whether all icons are likendsses or not. For ex-
ample, if a drunken man is exhibited in order to show, by contrast, the
excellence of temperance, this is certainly an icon, but whether it is a iike-
ness or not may be doubted. The question seems somewhat trivial.

C. INDEX

[An index is] a sign, or representation, which refers to its object not so
rrlluch belcause of any similarity or analogy with it, nor because it is asso-
ciated with general characters which that object happens to possess, as

:]
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because it is in dynamical {including spatial) connection_hoth with the
individual object, on the one hand, and with the senses of memory of the
person for whom it serves as a sign, on the other hand. . . . While demon-
strative and personal pronouns are, as ordinarily, {ised, “genuine indices,”
relative pronouns are “degenerate indices”; for though they may, acci-
dentally and indirectly, refer to existing things, they directly refer, and
need only refer, to the intages in the mind which previous words have
created. ; .

Indices may be distinguished from other gigns, or'representations, by
three characteristic marks: first, that they ‘have no sighificant resem-
blance to their objects; second, that they refer to individuals, single units,
single collections of units, or single continua; third, that they direct the
attention to their objects by blind compulsion, But it would be difficult, if
not impossible, to instance an absolutely pure index, or to find any sign
absolutely devoid of the indexical quality. Psychologically, the action of }
indices depends upon association by contiguity, and not upon association\ \
by resemblance or upon intellectual operations. '

An Index or Seme (ofpa) is a Representamen whose Representative
character consists in its being an individual second. If the Secondness is
an existential relation, the Index is gemuine. 1f the Secondness is a refer-
ence, the Index is degemerate. A gemine Index and its Object must be
existent individuals {whether things or facts), and its immediate Interpre-
tant must be of the same character. But since every individual must have
characters, it follows that a genuine Index may contain a Fitstness, and so
an Icon as a constituent part of it. Any individual is a degenerate Index of
its own characters.

Subindices or Hyposemes are signs which are rendered such princi-
pally by an actual connection with their objects. Thus a proper name,

- personal demonstrative, or relative pronoun or the letter attached to a

diagram, denotes what it does owing to a real connection with its object,
but none of these is an Index, since it is not an individual.

Let us examine some examples of indices. 1 see a man with a rolling:
gait. This is a probable indication that he is a sailor. 1 see a bowlegged
man in corduroys, gaiters, and a jacket. These are probable indications
that he is a jockey or samething of the sort. A sundial or a clock indicates
the time of day. Geometricians mark letters against the different parts of
their diagrams and then use these letters to indicate those parts. Letters
are similarly used by Jawyers and others. Thus, we may say: If A and B
are married to one another and C is their child while D is brother of A,
then D is uncle of C. Here A, B, C, and D fulfill the office of relative pro-
nouns, but are more convenient since they require no special collocation
of words. A rap on the door is an index. Anything which focusses the
attention is an index. Anything which startles us is an index, in so far as it
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marks the junction between two portions of experience. Thus a tre-
mendous thunderbolt indicates that something considerable happened,
though we may not know precisely what the event was. But it may be
expected to connect itself with some other experience.

.+« A low barometer with a moist air is an index of rain; that is we
suppose that the forces of nature establish a probable connection be-
tween the low barometer with moist air and coming rain. A weathercock
is an index of the direction of the wind; because in the first place it really
takes the self-same direction as the wind, so that there is a real connec-
tion between them, and in the second place we are so constituted that
when we see a weathercock pointing in a certain direction it draws our
attention to that direction, and when we sce the weathercock veering
with the wind, we are forced by the law of mind to think that direction is
connected with the wind, The pole star is an index, or pointing finger, to
show us which way is north. A spirit-level, or a plumb bob, is an index of
the vertical direction. A yard-stick might seem, at first sight, to be an icon

~ of a yard; and so it would be, if it were merely intended to show a yard as

near as it can be seen and estimated to be a yard. But the very purpose of

a yard-stick is to show a yard nearer than it can be estimated by its ap-

pearance. This it does in consequence of an accurate mechanical com-

‘parison made with the bar in London called the yard, Thus it is a real
SRS It IS 4 Fe

connection which gives the yardstick its value as a representamen; ad
dc as a rep e

thud 1t (s an iudex, not a mere icown. .

“When a driver to attract the attention of a foot passenger and cause
him to save himself, calls out “Hi!” so far as this is a significant word, it
is, as will be seen below, something more than an index; but so far as it is
simply intended to act upon the hearer’s nervous system and to rouse him
to get out of the way, it is an index, because it is meant to put him in real
connection with the object, which is his situation relative to the ap-
proaching horse. Suppose two men meet upon a country road and one of
them says to the other, “The chimney of that house is on fire.” The other
looks about him and descries a house with green blinds and 2 verandah
having a smoking chimney. He walks on a few miles and meets a second
traveller. Like a Simple Simon he says, “The chimney of that house is
on fire.” “What house?” asks the other. “Oh, a house with green blinds
and a verandah,” replies the simpleton. “Where is the house?” asks the
stranger. He desires some index which shall connect his apprehension
with the house meant. Words alone cannot do this. The demonstrative
pronouns, “this” and “that,” are indices, For they call upon the hearer to
Ese his powers of obsetvation, and so establish a real connection between

is mind and the object; and if the demonstrative pronoun does that—
without which its meaning is notiinderstood—it goes to establish such a
connection; and so is an index. The relative pronouns, who and which,
demand observatio;mg,l\ acﬁzity in much the same way, only with them the
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i directed to the words that have gone before, Law-
0::):: L‘;aetf? };taé,t;rl;iticaﬂy as very effective relative pronouns. To sho:
}I;OW effective they are, we may note Fh_at_ Messrs. f\ll;:n and Greleln(;‘ug. )
in their admirable (though in the edition of 1877 i, toi) small) | atll]n
Grammar, declare that no conceivable syntax could wll:o 11); r'eﬁovch : Ce
ambiguity of the following sentence, wp ‘repllc_d to B E ‘atd?’ tNOUE .
{his brother) more unjust to himself than to his own t'llX‘,l 13 > oW, |ay_
Jawyer would state that with perfect clearness; by using A, B, G, as re

tives, thus: A 3 e
A replied to B that he [B ], thou:gAl':t C (his { Bs ]_, brother) more un-
. A S . - 0
just to himself, { B } than to his { B's r own friend. The terminations
C] C’s :

”
which in any inflected language are attac%wd to words .“governgc'l EY
other words, and which serve to shov?r which the governln%lwm'_selj;diy_
repeating what is elsewhere expressed in the same f.otm, are l <evx:cl indi-
ces of the same relative pronoun character. Any bl..t of }:atm poe r:r us
trates this, such as the twelve-line sentence begmpmg, ]'am 15“1?18 errn t.o
Both in these terminations and in the A, B, (;, a likeness is 11;6 1(1:l u.pioOns
carry the attention to the right object. But this does not Eml et enR (1:3 C,
in any important way; for it is of. no consequence how tl e ]:t:e;i ! ;C(,:urz
are shaped or what the terminations are. It is not merely tha e ocaur
rence of an A is like a previous occurrence that is the 1mpol§ta}? tc pin
stance, but that there is an understanding tha? like letters sha E anm for
the same thing, and this acts as a force carrying the attention fro one
occurrence of A to the previous one. A possessive pronoun is twc:1 "antion
index: first it indicates the POSSESSOT, and, second, it has a mo tL C:hin'
which syntactically carties the attention to the word denoting the g
posssgfsz(:;‘ldices are more ot less detailed direcfion.s for what the heari'r lrs:
to do in order to place himself in direct expenegtml oiothe.r conmi(;i ;{;i-
with the thing meant. Thus, the Cpast Survey issues bNo_tlces tfo Marl
ners,” giving the latitude and 1ongLFude, four or ﬁvel eaangs Oof e
nent objects, etc., and saying there is a rockz ot sho':\i , or buoy, or light
ship. Although there will be other elements in such directions, y
i are indices. .
ma;’?lc:lr:;ywith such indexical directions of wha.t to ﬁo tlc.);i ?)nd tl;i 1:3](;2
meant, ought to be classed. those pronouns wh:xch 5 ouh heaigr tled oo
lective pronouns [of quant}ﬁers]. because they mform the erians purk
is to pick out ane of the ob]c?cts mte'nded, tl)ut which g}'arprma fans call by
the very indefinite designation of mdcfﬁgute prqnoun?. [w;ves eties of
these are particularly important in logic, the universal se ect " u; ach as
quivis, quilibet, quisquam, wullus, nullus, nemo, quisque, utergue,
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English, any, every, all, no, none, whatever, whoever, everybody, any-
body, nobody. These mean that the hearer is at liberty to select any in-
stance he likes within limits expressed or understood, and the assertion is
intended to apply to that one. The other logically important variety con-
sists of the particular selectives, quis, quispiam, nescio quis, aliquis, qui-
dam, and in English, some, something, somebody, a, a certain, some or
other, a suitable, one.

Allied to the above pronouns are such expressions as alf but one, one
or two, a few, nearly all, every other one, etc. Along with pronouns are
to be classed adverbs of place and time, etc,

Not very unlike these are, the first, the last, the seventh, two-thirds of,
thousands of, etc.

Other indexical words are prepositions, and prepositional phrases,

such as, “on the right (or left) of.” Right and left cannot be distinguished
by any general description, Other prepositions signify relations which
may, perhaps, be described; but when they refer, as they do oftener than
would be supposed, to a situation relative to the observed, ot assumed to
be experientially known, place and attitude of the speaker relatively to
that of the hearer, then the indexical element is the dominant element.
Icons and indices assert nothing. If an icon could be interpreted by a
sentence, that sentence must be in a “potential mood,” that is, it would
merely say, “Suppose a figure has three sides,” etc. Were an index so in-
terpreted, the mood must be imperative, or exclamatory, as “See therel”
or “Look out!”” But the kind of signs which we are now coming to con-
sider are, by nature, in the “indicative,” or, as it should be called, the de-
clarative mood. Of course, they can go to the expression of any other

mood, since we may declare assertions to be doubtful, or mere interroga-
tions, or imperatively requisite.

D, SYMBOL

A Symbol is a Representamen whose Representative character consists
precisely in its being a rule that will determine its Interpretant. All words,
sentences, books, and other conventional signs are Symbols, We speak of
writing or pronouncing the word “man”; but it is only a replica, or em-
bodiment of the word, that is pronounced or written. The word itself has
no existence although it has a real being, consisting i the fact that exis-
tents will conform to it. It is a general mode of succession of three sounds
or representamens of sounds, which becomes a sign only in the fact that a
habit, or acquired law, will cause replicas of it to be interpreted as mean-
ing a man or men. The word and its meaning afe both general rules; but
the word alone of the two prescribes the qualitiks of its replicas in them-
selves. Otherwise the “word” and its “meaning” do not differ, unless
some special sense be attached to “meaning.”

A Symbol is a law, or regularity of the indefinite future. ks Interpretant

1
b
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must be of the same description; and so must be also the coTplete imnlle-
diate Object, or meaning. But a law ncccssal.jﬂy govertis, or “is embaodied
in” individuals, and prescribes some of their qualltles..Consequently, a
constituent of a Symbol may be an Index, and a!,éa‘nstltuent.may be an
Tcon. A man walking with a child points his arm up into the air and says,
“There is a balloon.” The pointing arm is'an cs§entlall part of Fhe symblol
without which the latter would convey no informatu.m. But lf.the F:hﬂd
asks, “What is a balioon,” and the man repl-lgs, “It is something }1[«: a
great big soap bubble,” he makes the image-a part (?f'thc syfnbo.l. I‘h\;;s,
while the complete object of a symbol, that is to say, its meaning, 1s of the
nature of a law, it must denote an individual, and must stglmfy a charac-
ter. A genuine symbol is a symbol that has a general meaning,. T:herf': are
two kinds of degenerate symbols, the Singular Symbol whose Object: is an
existent individua!, and which signifies only such characters as tl}at 1t_1d1-
vidual may realize; and the Abstract Symbol, whose only Object is a
Chafllti\tgﬁgh the immediate Interpretant of an 'Index must be an Index, yet
since its Object may be the Object of an ln.dmdual [Singular] Symbol, the
Index may have such a Symbol for its indirect Interpretant. Even a genu-
ine Symbol may be an imperfect Interpretant of it 59 an icon may have a
degencrate Index, or an Abstract Syn'{bol, for an indirect Interpretant,
and a genuine Index or Symbol for an impetfect Interpretant, i
A Symbol is a sign naturally fit to declare.that thc? set of objects w icl
is denoted by whatever set of indices may b_e in certain ways atte}ched tol%t
is represented by an icon associated with it. To show what this compli-
cated definition means, let us take as an example qf alsymb_ol the w.ford
“loveth.” Associated with this word is an idea, which is the men‘-n‘tal 1cof:
of one person loving another. Now we are to‘undelsst.and that love.th
occurs in a sentence; for what it may mean by itself, 1f. it means anythmg,:
is not the question. Let the sentence, then,lbe: “E.‘.zcklel lov.eth qudqh.
Ezekiel and Huldah must, then, be or contain indices; for without mdu;cs
it is impossible to designate what one i talking about. Any mere deschp-
tion would leave it uncertain whether they were not mere characters in a
ballad; but whether they be so or not, indlce-s can d;mgnate them. Now
the effect of the word “loveth” is that the pair of obmcts_denoted by ‘the
pair of indices Ezekiel and Huldah is reprf:sentcd by the icon, or the im-
age we have in our minds of a lover and his beloved. . N
The same thing is equally true of every verb in the declaratlvg mood;
and indeed of every verb, for the other moods are merely.dec:;aratlonfi of\ a
fact somewhat different from that expre.ssec.l by tl}c declarative mood. 3
for a noun, considering the meaning whlu;h it has in the sentence, an r}ot
as standing by itself, it is most conveniently regarded ?’s. a poxftloln of a
symbol. Thus the sentence, “every man lo.ves a womarn is equiva ent tg
«whatever is 2 man loves something that is a woman.” Here whatever
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is a universal selective index, “is a man” is a symbol, “loves” is a symbol,
“something that” is a particular selective index, and “is & woman” is a
symbol. . .,

The word Symbol has so many meanings that it would be an injury to
the language to add a new one. I do not think that the signification I at-
tach to it, that of a conventional sign, ot one depending upon habit {ac-
quired or inborn), is so much a new meaning as a return to the original
meaning. Etymologically, it should mean a thing thrown together, just as
#ufohor (embolum) is a thing thrown into something, a bolt, and mapd-
Bohov (parabolum) is a thing thrown besides, collateral security, and
tréBohov (hypobalum) is a thing thrown underneath, an antenuptial
gift. It is usually said that in the word symbol the throwing together is to
be understood in the sense of “to conjecture”; but were that the case, we
ought to find that sometimes at least it meant a conjecture, a meaning for
which literature may be searched in vain. But the Greeks used “throw
together” {ovuBdiiew) very frequently to signify the making of a con-
tract or convention. Now, we do find symbol (oduBoehov) early and often
used to mean a convention or contract. Aristotle calls a noun a “symbol,”
that is, a conventional sign. In Greek, watchfite is a “symbol,” that is, a
signal agreed upon; a standard or ensign is a “symbol,” a watchword is a
“symbal,” a badge is a “symbol™; a church creed is called a “symbol,”
because it serves as a badge or shibboleth; a theatre ticker is called a
“symbol”; any ticket or check entitling one to receive anything is 2 “sym-
bol.” Moreover, any expression of sentiment was called a “symbol.” Such
were the principal meanings of the word in the original language. The
reader will judge whether they suffice to establish my claim that I am not
seriously wrenching the word in employing it as { propose to do.

Any ordinary word, as “give,” “bird,” *marriage,” is an example of a

symbol. It is applicable to whatever may be found to realize the idea con-
nected with the word; it does not, in itself, identify those things. It does
not show us a bird, nor enact before our eyes a giving or a marriage, but
supposes that we are able to imagine those things, and have associated
the word with them.
A regular progression of one, two, three may be remarked in the three
ordgrs of signs, Icon, Index, Symbol. The Icon has no dynamjcal connec-
tion with the object it represents; it simply happens that its qualities re-
semble those of that object, and excite analogous sensations in the mind
for which it is a likeness. But it really stands unconnected with them. The
index is physically connected with its object; they make an organic pair,
but the interpreting mind has nothing to do with this connection, except
remarking it, after it is established. The symbol is connected with its ob-
ject by virtue of the idea of the symbol-using mind, without which no
such connection would exist.

Every physical force reacts between a pair of particles, either of which

1
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may serve as an index of the other. On the other hand, we shall find that
every intellectual operation involves a tri:lid of symbols: o

A symbol, as we have seen, cannot indicate any paftlcular thing; it de-
notes a kind of thing. Not only that, but it is itself A kind and not a single
thing. You can write down the word “star,” but that does not make you
the creator of the word, nor if you erase it have you destroyed the word.
The word lives in the minds of those who use it. Even if they are all

* asleep, it exists in their memory. 5o we may admit, if 'thf:re be reason to
do so, that generals are mere words without at all saying, as Ockham
supposed, that they are really individuals.

Symbols grow. They come into being by dcvelopme'nt out of other
signs, particularly from icons, or from mixed signs partaking of_thc nature
of icons and symbols. We think only in signs. These mental signs are
mixed nature; the symbol-parts of them are called concepts. If a man
makes a new symbol, it is by thoughts involving cancepts. S
of symbols that a new symbol can grow. Omne symbolum de sg{mbolo. A
symbol, once in being, spreads among the peoples. In use and in experi-
" ence, its meaning grows. Such words as force, law, wealth, marriage, bear
for us very different meanings from those they bore to our barbarous an-
cestors. The symbol may, with Emerson’s sphyr_lx, say to man,

Of thine eye 1 am eyebeam,

4. Ten Classes of Signs

The three trichotomies of Signs result together in dividing Signs into
TEN GLASSES OF SIGNS, of which numerous subdivisions have to be con-
sidered. The ten classes are as follows: o '

First: A Qualisign [e.g., a feeling of “red”] is any ql.xallty in s0 f:ju: as it
is a sign. Since a quality is whatever it is positivel}r in 1t§§1f, a qlfalfty can
only denote an object by virtue of some common mgrefhent or smm;lar}ty;
so that a Qualisign is necessarily an Icon. Further, since a quality is a
mere logical possibility, it can only be interpreted as a sign of essence, that
is, as a Rheme. - ‘

Second: An Iconic Sinsign [e.g., an individual diagram] is any object of
experience in so far as some quality of it ma}<es it determine the idea of an
object. Being an Icon, and thus a sign by lxancss purely, of whatever it
may be like, it can only be intcrpre:ted as a sign of essence, or Rheme. It
will embody a Qualisign. X .

* Third: A Rhematic Indexical Sinsign [e.g., a spontancous cry]‘xs any
object of direct experience so far as it directs attention to an .Ol?)ect by
which its presence is caused. It necessarily involves an Iconic Sinsign of a
peculiar kind, yet is quite different since it brings the attention of the in-
terpreter to the very Object denoted.
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Fogrth: A Dicent Sinsign [e.g., a weathercock] is any objéct of direct
experience, in 50 far as it is a sign, and, as such, affords information con-
cerning its Object. This it can only do by being réally affected by its Ob-
ject; so that it is necessarily an Index. The only information it can afford
is of actual fact. Such a Sign must involve an Iconic Sinsign to embody the
1nfc?rmation and a Rhematic Indexical Sinsign to indicate the Object to
which the information refers. But the mode of combination, or Systax, of
them? two. must also be significant. T ’

‘ Flft'h: An Iconic Legisign [e.g., a diagram, apart from its factual indi-

v1duahry] is any general law or type, in so far as it requires each instance
of itto embody a definite quality which renders it fit to call up in the mind
the idea of a like object. Being an lcon, it must be a Rheme. Being a Legi-
sign, its mode of being is that of governing single Replicas, each of which
will be an Iconic Sinsign of a peculiar kind. ,
. Sixth: A Rhematic Indexical Legisign [e.g., 2 demonstrative pronoun)
is any general type or law, however established, which requires each in-
stance of it to be really affected by its Object in such a manner as merely
to drgw attention to that Object. Each Replica of it will be a Rhematic
Ind§x1cal Sinsign of a peculiar kind, The Interpretant of a Rhematic In-
dexical Legisign represents it as an [conic Legisign; and so it is, in a mea-
sure—but in a very small measure. ,

Seventh: A Dicent Indexical Legisign [e.g., a strect cry] is any general
type or law, however established, which requires each instance of it to be
reall'y affected by its Object in such a'manner as to furnish definite infor-
mation concerning that Object. It must involve an Tconic Legisign to sig--
nllijy. the information and a Rhematic Indexical Legisign to denote the
Zup ézal:ltﬁzi tll:ia;tdl‘nformatlon. Each Replica of it will be a Dicent Sinsign of

Eigh_th: A Rhematic Symbol or Symbolic Rheme [e.g., a common
‘noun]' is a sign connected with its Object by an association of general
Ildeas in such a way that its Replica calls up an image in the mind, which
image, owing to certain habits or dispositions of that mind tf,:nds to
pro‘duce a general concept, and the Replica is interpreted as a ;jign of an
O‘bjectlthat is an instance of that concept. Thus, the Rhematic Symbol
elthgr is, or is very like, what the logicians call a General Term. The
Rhematic Symbol, like any Symbol, is necessarily itself of the nature of a
genera'.l type, and is thus a Legisign. Its Replica, however, is a Rhematic
In‘dexu:al Sinsign of a peculiar kind, in that the image it ,suggests to the
mind acts upon a Symbol already in that mind ro give rise to a Ceneral
Concept. In this it differs from other Rhematic Indexical Sinsigns, includ-
ing those w.hich are Replicas of Rhematic Indexical Legisigns T’hus the
demonstrative pronoun “that” is a Legisign, being a general type; bul: itis
not a Symbol, since it does not signify a general concept Its, Replica
draws atfcention to a single Object, and is a Rhematic Indexiclal Sinsigpn. A
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Replica of the word “camel” is likéwise a Rhematic Indexical Sinsign,
being really affected, through the knowledge of camels, common to the
speaker and auditor, by the real camel it denotes, even if this one is not
individually known to the auditor; and it is through such real connection
that the word “camel” calls up the idea of a came]. The same thing is true
of the word “phoenix.” For although no phoenix really exists, real de-
scriptions of the phoenix are well known to the speaker and his auditor;
and thus the word is really affected by the Object denoted, But not only are
the Replicas of Rhematic Symbols very diffc:_;lexLit from ordinary Rhematic
Indexical Sinsigns, but so likewise are Replicas of Rhematic Indexical
Legisigns. For the thing denoted by “that” has not affected the replica of
the word in any such direct and simple manmer as that in which, for ex-
ample, the ring of a telephone-bell is affected by the person at the other
end who wants to make a communication. The Interpretant of the Rhe-
matic Symbol often represents it as 2 Rhematic Indexical Legisign; at
other times as an Iconic Legisign; and it does in a small measure partake
of the nature of both. ,

Ninth: A Dicent Symbol, or ordinary Proposition, is a sign connected
wizh its object by an association of general ideas, and acting like a Rhe-
matic Symbol, except that its intended interpretant represents the Dicent
Symbol as being, in respect to what it signifies, really affected by its Ob-
ject, so that the existence or law which it calls to mind must be actually
connected - with the indicated Object. Thus, the intended Interpretant
looks upon the Dicent Symbol as a Dicent Indexical Legisign; and if it be
true, it does partake of this nature, although this does not represent its
whole nature, Like the Rhematic Syabol, it is necessarily a Legisign. Like
the Dicent Sinsign it is composite inasmuch as it necessarily involves a
Rhematic Symbol (and thus is for its Interpretant an Iconic Legisign) to
express its information and a Rhematic Indexical Legisign to indicate the
subject of that information. But its Syntax of these is significant, The Rep-
lica of the Dicent Symbol is a Dicent Sinsign of a peculiar kind. This is
easily seen to be true when the information the Dicent Symbol conveys is
of actual fact. When that information is of a real law, it is not true in the
same fullness. Por a Dicent Sinsign cannot convey information of law. It
is, therefore, true of the Replica of such a Dicent Symbol only in so far as
the law has its being in instances.

Tenth: An Argument is a sign whose interpretant represents its object
as being an ulterior sign through a law, namely, the law that the passage
from all such premises to such conclusions tends to the truth. Manifestly,
then, its object must be general; that is, the Argument must be a Symbol.
As a Symbol it must, further, be a Legisign. Its Replica is a Dicent Sinsign.

The affinities of the ten classes are exhibited by arranging their desig-
nations in the triangular table here shown, which has heavy boundaries
between adjacent squares that are apptoptiated to classes alike in only
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CHARLES §.

PEIRCE

(1)
Rhematic
Iconic
Qualisign

(V).
Rhematic
Iconic
Legisign

(VI
Rhematic
Symbol
Legisign

(X)
Argument
Symbolic

Legisign

(In)

Rhematic

Iconic
Sinsign

(VD)

Rhematic
Indexical
Legisign

(IX)
Dicent
Symbol
Legisign

(TH)
Rhematic
Indexical

Sinsign

871)]
Dicent
Indexical
Legisign

{Iv)
Dicent
Indexical
Sinsign
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one respect. All other adjacent squares pertain to classes alike in two re-
spects. Squares not adjacent pertaift £o classes alike in one respect only,
except that each of the three squares of the vertices of the triangle per-
rains to a class differing in all three respects from the classes to which the
squares along the opposite side of the trianglé are appropriated. The
lightly printed designations are superfluous. - :

In the course of the above descriptions of the classes, certain subdivi-
sions of some of them have been directly or indirectly referred to. Namely,
beside the normal varieties of Sinsigns, Indices, and Dicisigns, there are
others which are Replicas of Legisigns, Symbbls, and Arguments, respec-
tively. Beside the normal varieties of Qualisigns, Icons, and Rhemes, there
are two series of others; to wit, those which are directly involved in Sin-
signs, Indices, and Dicisigns, respectively, and also those which are indi-
rectly involved in Legisigns, Symbols, and Arguments, respectively. Thus,
the ordinary Dicent Sinsign is exemplified by a weathercock and its veer-
ing and by a photograph. Thé fact that the latter is known to be the effect
of the radiations from the object renders it an index and highly informa-
tive. A second variety is a Replica of a Dicent Indexical Legisign. Thus
any given street cry, since its tone and theme identifies the individual, is

. not a symbol, but an Indexical Legisign; and any individual instance of it

is a Replica of it which is a Dicent Sinsign. A third variety is a Replica of a
Proposition. A tourth variety is a Replica of an Argument. Beside the nor-
mal variety of the Dicent Indexical Legisign, of which a street cty is an
example, there is a second varicty, which is that sort of proposition which
has the name of a well-known individual as its predicate; as if one is
asked, “Whose statue is this?” the answer may be, “It is Farragut.” The
meaning of this answer 1s a Dicent Indexical Legisign. A third variety may
be a premiss of an argument. A Dicent Symbol, or ordinary proposition,
insofar as it is a premiss of an Argument, takes on a new force, and be-
comes a second variety of the Dicent Symbol. It would not be worth
while to go through all the varieties; but it may be well to consider the
varieties of one class more. We may take the Rhematic Indexical Legisign.
The shout of “Hullo!” is an example of the ordinary variety—meaning,
not an individual shout, but this shout “Hullo!” in general—this type of
shout. A second variety is a constituent of a Dicent Indexical Legisign; as
the word “that” in the reply, “that is Farragut.” A third variety is a partic-
ular application of .a Rhematic Symbol; as the exclamation “Hark!™ A
fourth and fifth variety are in the peculiar force a general word may have
in a proposition or argument. It is not impossible that some varieties are
here .overlooked. It is a nice problem to say to what class a given sign
belongs; since all the circumstances of the case have to be considered. But
it is seldom requisite to be very accurate; for if one does not locate the
sign precisely, one will easily come near enough to its character for any
ordinary purpose of logic.




