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ABSTRACT

The m ain  p u rp o se  of th is  p a p e r  is  an  ex p lica tio n  and c r i t ic is m  

of C h a r le s  P e i r c e 's  th e o ry  of m ean ing . The con tex t of th is  ex p lica tio n  

e m a n a te s  f ro m  P e i r c e 's  op in ions a s  s e t  fo r th  in h is  c o rre sp o n d e n c e  

w ith  L ady V ic to r ia  W elby. My c r i t ic i s m  is  bo th  in su p p o rt and  a g a in s t 

c e r ta in  a s p e c ts  of h is  th e o ry . I am  defending  P e i r c e 's  v iew s in so f a r  

a s  I th in k  th a t h is  f i r s t  two g ra d e s  of m ean in g  s tan d  on f irm  ground. 

W ith r e s p e c t  to  h is  th ird  g ra d e  of m ean ing , I r e je c t  th a t a s p e c t  of it 

w h ich  I th in k  is  p r e s c r ip t iv e  in tone. On the  w hole, bo th  m y  e x p lic a ­

tio n  and c r i t ic is m  unfold  p h en om eno log iea lly .



INTRODUCTION

If th e  a im  of th is  p a p e r  w e re  c o m p le te ly  to  ex h au s t P e i r c e 's  

th e o ry  of m ean in g  in t e r m s  of p re se n ta tio n , ex p lica tio n  and c r i t ic is m , 

th en  I shou ld  do w e ll to c lin g  to  F r e g e 's  p rincip le ,, "N ev er to  a sk  fo r the
1

m ean in g  of a w ord  in iso la tio n , but only in the  con tex t of a p ro p o s itio n "  

w ith  a s  ten ac io u s  a g ra sp  as  F re g e  h im se lf  did. H ow ever, m y  a tte m p t 

be ing  som ew hat m o re  m o d e s t, I sh a ll  openly  defy F r e g e 's  u se fu l p r in ­

c ip le , and ap p ro a ch  P e i r c e 's  th e o ry  p r e c is e ly  f ro m  the  po in t of view of 

the  m ean in g  of a w o rd . T h e re  a r e  s e v e ra l  re a s o n s  fo r  th is  p ro c e d u re , 

and th is  in tro d u c tio n  w ill be p a r t ia l ly  c o n s titu ted  by an a ttem p te d  j u s t i ­

f ic a tio n  of th is  adop ted  p lan .

. The m a in  p u rp o se  of th is  p a p e r  is  an  ex p lica tio n  and c r i t ic i s m  of 

P e i r c e 's  th e o ry  of m ean in g . H ow ever, it is  not ex h au s tiv e  s in ce  I l im it  

m y  a p p ro a c h  by s e le c tin g  a p a r t ic u la r  a s p e c t of it. T h is  a s p e c t  r e ­

v o lv es about a l in g u is tic  po in t of view . The w o rd  "ex p lic a tio n "  is  n e ith e r
1

in tended  to  m ean  ex p lan a tio n  n o r is  it in tended  to  m ean  p re se n ta tio n .

It is  to  be tak en  m o re  in a C a rn a p ian  se n se ; th a t is , a s  an e lu c id a tio n  

(not devoid  of in te rp re ta tio n )  by re f in e m e n t. O bviously , th is  im p lie s  a 

su b je c tiv e  e lem en t fo r  w hich I am  quick  to  apo log ize , bu t w ithou t w hich  

the a im  of th is  p a p e r  could  h a rd ly  m a te r ia l iz e .  My in fluence  com es in 

b e c a u se  I h av e  r e s t r i c t e d  m y se lf  to  a c e r ta in  d isc u s s io n  of w o rd s , the

1



2

su b s ta n c e  of w hich  can  be found p r im a r i ly  in the  c o rre sp o n d e n c e  b e ­

tw een  P e i r c e  and. L ady W elby. In  th is  s e n se , by su b je c tiv ity  I m ean  no 

m o re  th a n  se le c tiv ity .

. It is  p r e c is e ly  b e c a u se  of m y  ap p ro a ch  th ro u g h  w o rd s  th a t e x p li­

ca tio n  in te r m s  of in te rp re ta t io n  m u s t be p e rm itte d . P e i r c e  h im se lf  

w ould have been  a n ta g o n is tic  to w ard s  a p p ro ach in g  h is  th e o ry  v ia  the  

m ean in g  of a. w ord, qua w o rd . His m a in  c o n c e rn  w as w ith  p ro p o sitio n s  

(o r, in l in g u is tic  te rm in o lo g y , se n te n c e s)  in t e r m s  of b e lie f , doubt, 

ac tio n  and m ean ing . H ow ever, to  involve m y se lf  w ith  p ro p o sitio n s  

w ould be an  u n d e rta k in g  w hich  w ould p la c e  m e on e x tra - l in g u is t ic  t e r ­

r a in  too  quickly; and th is  w ould go beyond th e  scope  of th is  p a p e r  fo r  

r e a s o n s  w hich  I now hope to  p re se n t.

F i r s t  of a ll , if I w e re  to  a tte m p t an  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of P e i r c e 's  

th e o ry  of m ean in g  b y w a y  of p ro p o s itio n s , I w ould in ev itab ly  find m y se lf  

in the  r e a lm  of lo g ic . T h is  w ould en ta il an u n d e rs tan d in g  of in tr ic a te  

sy m b o lism  (fo r th e  co in ing  of w hich, P e i r c e  cannot be a c c u se d  of p a r ­

sim ony), r e la t io n s , the  n a tu re  of a rg u m e n ts  and in fe re n c e .

In the  second  p lac e , I w ould have to  c o n s id e r  h is  th e o ry  of b e lie f . 

T h is is  am p le  m a te r ia l  fo r  a p a p e r  in i ts e lf .  And h e re ,  I would be in ­

vo lved  in d e g re e s  of b e lie f  in te r m s  of ac tio n , m ethods fo r  in v es tig a tin g  

doubt, and the  r e la t io n  be tw een  the  tw o. In te rm s  of s c ie n tif ic  ta n g ib le s , 

I w ould have to c o n s id e r  tech n iq u es  fo r  the  q u an tita tiv e  e s tim a tio n  of 

b e lie f . ^



T h e re  a r e  o th e r  c o n s id e ra tio n s  to  be e n te r ta in e d  fo r  not d ea lin g  

w ith  h is  th e o ry  of m ean in g  th ro u g h  ah a n a ly s is  of the  m ean in g  of p r o ­

p o s itio n s , but I th in k  th a t it has  been  su ff ic ien tly  po in ted  out th a t su ch  

an  ap p ro a ch  w ould involve m e in m a t te r s  w h ich  w ould b e  to o  am b itio u s . 

On the p o s itiv e  s id e , P e i r c e  o ften  sp eak s  about m ean in g  in te r m s  

of w o rd s . A s a m a t te r  of fa c t, the  v e ry  su b s ta n c e  of th is  p a p e r  is  b a se d  

on h is  d is c u s s io n  of the  m ean in g  of w o rd s . W hen he sp eak s  about the  

th re e  g ra d e s  of c le a rn e s s ,  the  con tex t of h is  d isc u s s io n  is  w oven out of 

the  m ean in g  of a w ord .

L e t it be u n d e rs to o d  th a t w hen I sp ea k  about th e  m ean in g  of a w o rd , 

u n le s s  I sp e c ify  o th e rw ise , th is  shou ld  be  tak en  in a s e n te n tia l  con tex t. 

F u r th e rm o re , the  s e n te n c e s  th e m se lv e s  shou ld  no t be v iew ed in is o la ­

tion , but should  be tak en  as  m e m b e rs  of g roups o r  c la s s e s .  F o r  P e ir c e ,  

m ean in g  a lw ays co m es in b u nd les; th a t is ,  w o rd s  a r e  in te r r e la te d  w ith  

o th e r  w o rd s , and s e n te n c e s  a lw ays com e in fa m ilie s .

A lthough P e i rc e  r e f e r s  to  w o rd s  a s  having  m ean in g , th is  is done 

w ith  the im p lic it con ten tio n  th a t th ey  a r e  co n s titu tiv e  p a r ts  of se n te n c e s . 

O r, if th ey  s tan d  on th e i r  own, he e x p lic itly  d e s c r ib e s  th e  con tex t in

w hich  th is  is  p o s s ib le . And, he does not a d h e re  to  the  " fa lla c y  of re d u c -  

3tid n . " T hat is , he does not m a in ta in  th a t th e  sum  of th e  m ean in g  of 

the  w o rd s  is equal to  the  m ean in g  of th e  se n te n c e . T hus, th e  a n a ly s is  of 

a  se n te n ce , a lthough  a f ru itfu l e n te rp r is e ,  would not ex h au st th e  m e a n ­

ing of th a t sen te n ce .



If th e  p h ra s e  "e lu c id a tio n  by re f in e m e n t"  im p lie s  a su b jec tiv e  

e lem en t, the  ju s tif ic a tio n  r e s t s  on the co m p lex ity  of the  m a te r ia l ,  and 

on the  d iv e rg e n t (and so m e tim e s  a lm o s t c o n tra d ic to ry )  v iew s in h e ren t 

in P e i r c e 's  ph ilosophy . P e irc e ,  a s  W ittg en ste in , changed  h is  p h ilo ­

so p h ica l p e rsp e c tiv e  c o n s id e ra b ly  th ro u g h  the  y e a r s .  And, w hat in ­

c r e a s e s  th e  d iff icu lty  is  th a t un like  W ittg en ste in , P e i r c e 's . in t e r e s t s  

ran g ed  fro m  Sw ahili to  w in e - ta s tin g . H is b ro a d  in te re s ts  se ldom  

a llo te d  the  tim e  to  develop  a p h ilo so p h ica l po in t to  th e  u tm o s t. A lthough 

h is  w ide ran g e  of in te re s ts  does not d e tr a c t  f ro m  h is  gen iu s, it does 

m ake it d ifficu lt to  p in -p o in t any  p a r t ic u la r  a sp e c t of h is  philosophy .

It is  w ith  th e se  c o n s id e ra tio n s  in m ind  th a t I s h a ll  now a tte m p t 

to  ex p lica te  and c r i t ic iz e  h is  th e o ry  of m ean in g  as  it  unfo lds th ro u g h  

h is  no tion  of the  m ean in g  of a w ord .



P E IR C E 'S  GENERAL OUTLOOK ON LANGUAGE

In the  p en u ltim a te  is su e  of P h ilo so p h y  and P h en o m en o lo g ica l 

R e s e a rc h , an  a r t ic le  by  S ch lagel ap p e a red , w hich s ta te s  th e  follow ing 

about language:

Not a s  a r e p o s i to ry  of fixed , im m u tab le , 
com m on se n se  tru th s ,  bu t a s  an  in s tru m e n t 
th a t can  be c re a t iv e ly  u sed  to  e x p re s s  new 
fa c ts  and in s ig h ts  is  the  p ro p e r  concep tion  
of language , 4

The above s ta te m e n t co m es v e ry  c lo se  in ca p tu rin g  th e  f la v o r

of P e i r c e 's  g e n e ra l outlook on language. In a p a s sa g e  w hich  a c ce n tu a te s

the  im p o rta n c e  of phenom enology  as  a b a s is  fo r  au th en tic ity , P e irc e ,

in a re m a rk a b ly  s im i la r  fa sh io n  s ta te s :

A s b e fo re , it is  not the  u sag e  of language 
w hich  w e se e k  to  le a rn  but w hat m u st be 
th e  d e sc r ip tio n  of fa c t in o rd e r  th a t the  
d iv is io n  of the e le m en ts  of phenom ena in to  
the  c a te g o r ie s  of quality , fac t and law m ay  
not only be tru e ,  but a lso  have the u tm o s t 
p o ss ib le  value , be ing  g o v ern ed  by th o se  
sam e  c h a r a c te r is t ic s  w hich  r e a l ly  dom inate  
th e  phenom enal w o rld . ®

The la s t  p a r t  of the  s ta te m e n t im p lie s  a need fo r  a u th en tic ity  to  

phenom ena as  a fa ith fu l g round  fo r  sound ph ilo soph iz ing , but the f i r s t  

p a r t  e m p h as iz e s  not the  e s ta b lish e d  u sa g e  of language, bu t a language 

cap ab le  of p ro p e r ly  dea lin g  w ith  fa c ts  and law s.

5
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W hat he m ean s  is  th a t a new s itu a tio n  m igh t dem and a new w ord , 

o r  a d iffe re n t a r ra n g e m e n t of an  e s ta b lis h e d  p h ra se , in o rd e r  to  d e ­

s c r ib e  it. In th is  s e n se , one day I m ay  u se  the w ord  " c le a r "  to  d e sc r ib e  

the  sky; but if on an o th e r  day the  c le a rn e s s  is  m uch  m o re  in ten se  

(n o ticeab le ), th en  I m igh t u se  th e  w ord  " c le a r e r ,  " o r  " c le a r e s t"  to  

d e s c r ib e  it. P e i r c e  does not w ish  to d is c a rd  o rd in a ry  language; fo r  

ev e ry d ay  p u rp o se s  it is  an  ad eq u a te  m ean s  of co m m u n ica tio n  and d e ­

s c r ip tio n ; and any  ph ilo sophy  w hich  sk im p s o v er it r e s t s  on shaky  

ground. B ut w hen it  co m es to  s e r io u s  (in  te r m s  of c re a tiv e  d esc rip tio n )  

ph ilo so p h iz in g , the  av a ila b le  w o rd s  m ig h t not be enough fo r  the  ta sk .

F o r  P e irc e ,  the  a tte m p t to  p h ilo so p h ize  is  the  a tte m p t to  tak e  v e ry  

w ord , p h ra s e  and e x p re s s io n  of thought, and to  a sk  th e  m ean in g  of th e se .

The A c tiv ity  of the  P h ilo so p h e r  

If it  is  genuine, th is  a tte m p t d e tac h e s  i ts e lf  f ro m  com m on se n se  

and looks b ack  upon it. The m an  of com m on se n se  is  in  com m on se n se ; 

the  p h ilo so p h e r s te p s  b ack  and re f le c ts  upon it. The d iffe re n c e  b e ­

tw een  the  two is a d iffe ren ce  of a w a re n e s s . The m an  of com m on se n se  

c o m m u n ica te s  w ithout ask in g  h im se lf  w hat he is  doing. The p h ilo so p h e r 

looks a t v a r io u s  a c tiv ite s  and in q u ire s  about m ean ing . In th is  a c tiv ity  

(ph ilo soph ica l) he even  m o d ifie s  the  language . The p h ilo so p h e r does 

not stop  h e re . He a lso  ex am in es  v a r io u s  o th e r  a c t iv i t ie s .  The p h y s i­

c is t ,  fo r  ex am ple , w o rk s  by tak ing  m an y  th in g s fo r  g ran te d . That is



h is  j o b ! The p h ilo so p h e r ex am in es  th e  p h y s ic is t 's  a c tiv ity  and in q u ire s  

about the  m ean ing , p re su p p o s itio n s  and n a tu re  of it. Thus to  be s a tis f ie d  

w ith  any  a c tiv ity  in the s e n se  of not p ro b in g  into the m ean in g  involved, 

m ean s  not to  be a p h ilo so p h e r . The u n re f le c tiv e  m an  of com m on se n se  

is  lik e  a c h a r a c te r  in a novel; the  p h ilo so p h e r  is  lik e  a m an  who re a d s  

a novel. Thus P e ir c e  w ould a g re e  w ith  W hitehead  and  R u sse ll in th a t 

the  p h ilo so p h e r p ro b e s  in to  w hat is  tak en  fo r  g ra n te d  by  the  o rd in a ry  

m an . Not to  do th is  m ean s  to  co m m it in te lle c tu a l su ic id e .

It w ould be tim e -c o n su m in g  and s h e e r  red u n d an cy  to  exem plify  

th is  con ten tion  by  po in ting  to  P e i r c e 's  w r itin g s . One need  only g lance 

a t h is  p a p e rs  to  r e a l iz e  th a t he did not h e s ita te  to  a l te r  o r  co in  a new 

w ord, w h en ev er the  o rd in a ry  one w as inadequate . P e i r c e 's  te m p e r a ­

m en t, w e ll d e m o n s tra te d  by  h is  acu te  a n a ly s is  and h is  a d h e re n c e  to  th e  

th e o ry  of evolu tion , w as e n c ru s te d  in a th e o ry  of m ean in g  w hich  po in ted  

to  the  fu tu re . Such a m an  could  not be s a tis f ie d  w ith  an  a n a ly s is  w hich  

a lre a d y  p re su p p o se d  the  b o u n d a rie s  of m ean ing . A lthough he would 

have b een  sy m p a th e tic  to w ard s  o rd in a ry  language a n a ly s is  (and v e ry  

m uch  so, a s  we s h a ll  soon po in t out), he would not have b een  s a tis f ie d  

to  sto p  th e re .  To do th is  would have m ean t, fo r  P e i r c e ,  to  com m it "T he 

F a lla c y  of the  P e r fe c t  D ic tio n ary .

T h e re  is  an  im p o rta n t s e n se  in  w h ich  an  o rd in a ry  w o rd  is m e a n ­

ingful fo r  P e i r c e .  H ow ever, b e fo re  em b ark in g  upon th is  c o n s id e ra tio n , 

it  is  p e rh a p s  illu m in a tiv e  to  c o n s id e r  c e r ta in  a sp e c ts  of W ittg e n s te in 's  

and H u s s e r l 's  p h ilo so p h ie s .



A LEBEN SW ELT AND A LEBENSFORM

T h e re  is  a s e n se  in w hich  one can  sa y  th a t bo th  W ittg en ste ih js  

and H u s s e r l 's  a tte m p ts , a lthough  hav ing  c o n trib u ted  in d iffe re n t w ays 

to  an  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of the function  of ph ilosophy , o r ig in a lly  s te m m e d  

f ro m  th e  sam e  ground. T his g round  is  c o n s titu ted  by  a d is s a tis fa c tio n  

w ith  the " p ro b le m s"  s e t  up by  tra d it io n a l  p h ilo so p h e rs . No doubt, th e  

dem on p a r  e x c e llen ce  re sp o n s ib le  fo r  so m e of the m o s t p e rp lex in g  

p re d ic a m e n ts  w as D e s c a r te s ,  T hus, f ro m  th is  g round, we can  view 

both  the  P h ilo so p h ic a l In v e s tig a tio n s  and Id e a s : G eneral. In tro d u c tio n  

to  P u re  P henom enology  a s  a tte m p ts  to  f r e e  ph ilo sophy  f ro m  ap p a re n t 

p ro b le m s . But, a lthough  bo th  m en  w e re  co n ce rn ed  w ith  th e  sam e  p ro b ­

le m s , th e i r  p ro p o sed  so lu tio n s  em ployed  d iffe re n t ch an n e ls , W ittgen­

s te in  em p h asiz ed  the  r e tu rn  of language f ro m  its  m e ta p h y s ic a l to  i ts  

o rd in a ry  u s e s  (L e b e n sfo rm ), w hile  H u s s e r l  p laced  th e  a c c en t on the 

l ife -w o r ld  (L e b en sw e lt).

F i r s t ,  le t  us sa y  a few w o rd s  about th is  no tion  of th e  L eb en sw elt. 

A lthough H u s s e r l  d ea ls  w ith  language (and iro n ic a lly  enough, f i r s t  he 

c o n tem p la te s  the notion  of an  id ea l language , and then , in h is  la te
7

w o rk s , language is  v iew ed m o re  in t e r m s  of its  a c tu a l u se  in the w o rld  ), 

o u r m a in  c o n c e rn  h e re  w ill be w ith  th e  idea  of a l ife -w o r ld , s in c e  th is  

has im p o rta n t im p lica tio n s  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  P e ir c e .
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T his L eb en sw elt of w h ich  H u s se r l  sp eak s  is  the w o rld  of o u r 

ev e ry d ay  l iv e s . H u s se r l  s e e s  " th is  l ife -w o r ld  as  the  u n iv e r s a l  fie ld , 

o r  h o riz o n , in  w hich  w e o u rse lv e s , o u r a c ts ,  and in ten tio n s , and a ll
g

th e i r  m an ifo ld  ra n g e s  of o b jec ts  have th e i r  being . " T his h o riz o n  is  

hot a th e o re t ic a l  c o n s tru c tio n ; it is  th e  w o rld  in to  w h ich  w e a r e  bo rn , 

" in  w hich  we le a r n  o u r m o th e r- to n g u e  and the w ays of o u r c u ltu re , in 

w hich  we m ay  becom e re sp o n s ib le  for- o u r cho sen  p ro je c ts ,  and in 

w h ich  we face  death . " The m ethod  of ap p ro ach in g  th is  L eb en sw elt 

w ill r e m a in  u n d u rc h s ic h tig  to  the  o b jec tiv e  s c ie n c e s . The re a s o n  fo r  

i ts  re m a in in g  opaque to  th e  o b jec tiv e  s c ie n c e s  is th a t it  is  tak en  fo r  

g ra n te d  by  th e se  s c ie n c e s . In th is  w ay, a  p h y s ic is t  l iv e s  in th is  l i fe -  

w o rld , w h ile  a t th e  sa m e  tim e  he p u rs u e s  h is  su b je c t m a t te r .  The l i f e -  

w o rld  is  not an  o b jec t of s tu d y  fo r  th e  s c ie n tis t ;  he is  in  it  w h ile  he o p e r ­

a te s  a s  a. s c ie n tis t .  F o r  th e  p h en o m en o lo g ists  on the  o th e r  hand, th is  

life  -w o rld  b eco m es  an  o b jec t of study; it b eco m es  a f ie ld  of s tudy  w hich  

c o m p r is e s  the  to ta l i ty  of hum an  a c t iv i t ie s  in te rm s  of g o a ls , a s p i r a ­

tio n s , p ro je c ts ,  e tc . And, a s  d is tin g u ish in g  i ts e lf  f ro m  so m e o th e r

10p h ilo so p h ica l p e rsp e c tiv e s , to  u n d e rs ta n d  th is  l ife -w o r ld  is  a lso  to  

g ra sp  th a t "es  e l m undo de la  c ien c ia  e l que e s ta  inc lu ido  en el m undo 

de la  v ida . T ha t is  to  say , the a c tiv ity  of th e  s c ie n tis t  is

p a r t  of th is  l ife -w o r ld , and not v ice  v e r s a . To find  o u rse lv e s  

in th is  l ife -w o r ld  is  to  find  o u rse lv e s  in  th e  v a s t r ic h n e s s  of o u r 

e v e ry d ay  w o rld . H ere , we a r e  not C a r te s ia n  p o in ts , re d u c e d
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to  f ru s t r a t io n  b e c au se  of th e  in c ap ab ility  to  co m m u n ica te , but r a th e r ,  

we a r e  p a r t  of th a t s itu a tio n  in  w hich we find  o u rse lv e s  a s  b e in g s - in -  

th e -w o rld , a s  e x is tin g  b e in g s , w hose p o s s ib il i t ie s  a r e  in fin ite . As 

su b jec tiv e  id e a l is ts  o r  s o l ip s is ts  we m ay  be s p e c ta to rs ,  but in  the l ife -  

w o rld  we a r e  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  we a c t. We a r e  not the c o o rd in a te s  of a 

point; on the c o n tra ry , we a r e  the  v e ry  c o re  of the  f ra m e  of re fe re n c e , 

and th ro u g h  o u r in ten tio n s  g e n e ra te  a ll p ro je c ts .  T h is  is  th e  fa b r ic  out 

of w hich H u s s e r l  a ttem p ted  to w eave a g round  fo r  ph ilosophy , a ground  

w hich  w ould c o n sc io u sly  a u th e n tic a te  m a n 's  e x is ten c e  and g e n e ra te  

m ean ing .

T e m p e ra m e n ta lly , W ittg en ste in  is  c lo se  to H u s se r l ,  but m e th o ­

d o lo g ica lly  he d iffe rs  ex ten s iv e ly . F o r  W ittg en ste in , p h ilo so p h ica l

12p ro b le m s  a r is e  when "language goes on h o lid ay . " W hat he m ean s by 

th is  is  th a t when we le a v e  the  g round  of th e  au th en tic  fo rm s  of life  

(L e b e n s fo rm ), we a r e  lia b le  to find  o u rse lv e s  in  d iff ic u ltie s . W ittgen­

s te in  po in ted  out th a t in  o u r hunt fo r  su p e rh u m an  e s s e n c e s  we tend  to 

fo rg e t th e  only w orld  in  w hich we find  o u rse lv e s  a t hom e, and a t the 

sam e  tim e , we r a i s e  fa lse  p ro b le m s . T h u s, the ta s k  of the  p h ilo so p h er 

is  to c le a r  th e  s u p e r s t ru c tu re s  and allow  language to be a s  i t  i s .  T h a t 

is  to sa y , th e  p h ilo so p h e r should  n u rs e  a  q u estio n  a s  a p h y s ic ian  m igh t 

n u rse  a p a tie n t, and by so  doing, b r in g  back, language f ro m  i ts  m e ta ­

p h y s ic a l r e a lm  to the  o rd in a ry  w orld . He sa y s :
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P h ilo so p h y  m ay  in  no way in te r f e r e  w ith  
the  a c tu a l u se  of lan g u ag e; i t  can in  the  
end only d e s c r ib e  i t .  F o r  i t  cannot g ive 
it  any foundation  e i th e r .  It le a v e s  e v e ry ­
thing, as  it  is .  13

It th e re fo re  s e e m s .th a t  W ittg e n s te in 's  phenom enology  (if I m ay  be 

a llow ed .to  u se  such  a w o rd  .here), a d v o ca te s  a s  th e  p r im a r y  ta sk  of 

ph ilosophy  (in a p o s itiv e  m an n e r)  the o b se rv a tio n  of the a c tu a l language . 

In o th e r  w o rd s , th e  function  of ph ilo sophy  is  d e s c r ip tiv e  r a th e r  th an  

p re s c r ip t iv e  in  c h a ra c te r .

T he view  th a t ph ilosophy  is  p r im a r i ly  d e s c r ip tiv e  in. c h a ra c te r  i s  

not a lie n  to  P e i r c e .  P e i r c e  p la c e s  a heavy accen t on. th e  p h ilo so p h ica l 

m an ip u la tio n  of language, but he a lso  e m p h a s ise s , th a t  lan g u ag e  is  not to  

be a b s tr a c te d  f ro m  hum an a c t iv i t ie s .  T h a t is  to say , b e s id e s  having  

n u m ero u s  o th e r  c h a r a c te r is t ic s ,  lan g u ag e  is  a m ean s of d e sc rib in g  fa c ts ,  

a c tiv it ie s , s itu a tio n s , r e la t io n s  and w h a te v e r  e lse  p e r ta in s  to  th e  w o rld  

of hum an b e in g s . In .th is  s e n se , w o rd s  a r e  to o ls ,, an d .th ey  do not have 

one d is tin g u ish in g  c h a r a c te r is t ic  in  com m on. They a r e  s im u ltan eo u s ly  

s im i la r  and d iffe re n t. And h e re , th e  c o r re la t io n  w ith  W ittg e n s te in 's  

.fo rm s  of life  is  e a s ily  n o ticed . T ha t is  to say , language  is  p a r t  of the  

p e c u la r i t ie s  of hum an  b e in g s  as  hum an  b e in g s . In .th is  s e n se , P e ir c e  is  

v e ry  m uch  at hom e w ith  bo th  A ustin  and W ittg en ste in .



The P ro b le m

At th is  po in t I w ish  to  p ro b e  fu r th e r  in to  th e  r e la t io n  am ong 

th e se  th re e  m en . I w ish  to co m m en t on two p a r t ic u la r  p o in ts . F i r s t ,

I w ish  to exam ine  th e i r  po in t of d e p a r tu re .  In the seco n d  p la c e , I w ish  

to  b r ie f ly  ex p lic a te  w hat th e se  m en  w e re  doing.

P e i r c e ,  H u s se r l  and W ittg en s te in  have so m eth in g  in  com m on. 

T h is  com m on e le m e n t is  noth ing  o th e r  th an  th e i r  po in t of d e p a r tu re .

T h is  po in t of d e p a r tu re  is  p h en om eno log ica l in  c h a ra c te r ,  and it  m u st 

be g ra sp e d  in  the  lig h t of th e  C a r te s ia n  ph ilosophy . And h e re ,  two 

a s p e c ts  com e in to  fo cu s. The f i r s t  is  n eg a tiv e . T h e se  m en , a s  a lre a d y  

m en tioned , r e a c te d  ag a in s t the  p re d ic a m e n t in to  w hich D e s c a r te s  had 

co n tr iv e d  h im se lf . E s s e n tia l ly , D e s c a r te s  p laced  h im se lf  in  m any 

d u a lism s . The m o st v ic io u s  of th e s e  w as th a t of m ind  and m a t te r .

T h is  p a r t ic u la r  d u a lism  gave r i s e  to  m any p ro b le m s . T he  ch ief am ong 

th e se  w as th e  p ro b le m  of th e  ex is te n c e  of o th e r  m in d s. S ince m an  is  

e s se n tia l ly  a th ink ing  su b s tan ce , a ll  of th e  p a in s , fe e lin g s , though ts, 

e t c . , m u st be a c c e s s ib le  only to h im se lf . In lin g u is tic  te rm in o lo g y  

th is  m ean s  th a t each  of u s  h as  h is  own p r iv a te  language. If th is  is  the  

c a se , how do I know th a t an o th e r  m ind such  a s  m y own e x is ts  ? Of 

c o u rse , I see  a n o th e r  body, but m y s e n se s  a r e  fa llib le , and even if I 

could be c e r ta in  th a t I saw  a body b e fo re  m e, how do I know th a t it h as  a m ind  ?

S etting  up th e  p ro b le m  in  th is  m a n n e r  m ade it  n e c e s s a ry  to d e ­

v ise  a rg u m e n ts  w hich  w ould p ro v e  th e  e x is te n c e  of o th e r  m in d s.
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E s s e n tia l ly , th e se  a rg u m e n ts  w e re  (and a re )  an a lo g ica l in c h a ra c te r ,  

and the  f in a l s te p  w as (is) in fe re n tia l.

To th is  w ay of v iew ing the  m a t te r ,  P e irc e ,  W ittg en ste in , and 

H u s s e r l  re a c te d  m o st b i t te r ly .  H ow ever, in a ll f a i rn e s s  to  D e s c a r te s , 

b e fo re  I go in to  th is  m a tte r ,  I m u s t m en tio n  an o th e r  poin t,

D e s c a r te s ' Goal

D e s c a r te s ' goal w as  c e r ta in ty . He w an ted  to  find a so lid  e p is -

tem o lo g ic a l b a s is ,  f ro m  w hich  he could  in v e s tig a te  e v e ry  noetic  fie ld

w ithout the  le a s t  s c ru p le . In h is  own w o rd s ,

A rc h im e d e s , th a t he m ig h t t r a n s p o r t  the 
e n tire  globe fro m  the  p la c e  it  occup ied  to  
a n o th e r , dem anded  only a po in t th a t w as 
f irm  and im m ovab le ; so  a lso , I sh a ll  be 
e n title d  to  e n te r ta in  the  h ig h es t ex p ec ta tio n s , 
if I am  fo rtu n a te  enough to  d isc o v e r  only one 
th ing  th a t is  c e r ta in  and in dub itab le .

The P o in t of D e p a r tu re  

To do th is .  D e ca rte s , had to  m o m e n ta r ily  su sp en d  b e lie f  in e v e ry  

tru th  he had p re v io u s ly  acc ep te d  f ro m  th e  M edieval tra d it io n . He had 

to  do th is  b e c a u se  it  w as p o ss ib le  th a t each  of th e se  t ru th s  m igh t be 

fa lse . D e s c a r te s  w as given  a m u st and  he a sk ed  h im se lf  if th is  w as 

r e a l ly  the  c a se . If we c o n s id e r  only the goal, th en  he d if fe rs  r a d ic a lly  

fro m  P e irc e ,  W ittg en ste in  and H u sse r l . B ut if we c o n s id e r  the s t a r t ­

ing poin t, th en  a l l  fo u r  m en  co n v erg e .



14

L e t m e f i r s t  po in t out two s ta te m e n ts  m ade by  W ittg en ste in .

The id ea l, a s  we th in k  of it, is  u n sh a k ­
ab le . You can  n e v e r  get o u tsid e  it; you m u s t 
a lw ays tu rn  back . T h e re  is  no ou tside ; o u t­
s id e  you cannot b re a th e . W here does th is  
idea  com e f ro m ?  It is  lik e  a p a ir  of g la s s e s  
on o u r n ose  th ro u g h  w hich  wp se e  w h a te v e r  
w e look  a t. It n e v e r  o c c u rs  to  u s  to  tak e  th em  
off. 15 • '

y
The p re c o n c e iv e d  id ea  of c ry s ta l l in e  p u r ity  
can  only be re m o v ed  by  tu rn in g  o u r w hole 
ex am in a tio n  round . (One m igh t say: the 
ax is  of r e fe re n c e  of o u r ex am in a tio n  m u s t be 
ro ta te d , bu t abou t th e  fixed  po in t of o u r r e a l  
need .

S im ila r i t ie s  and D iffe ren ce s

In th e  f i r s t  of the  above qu o tes, W ittg en ste in  is say in g  th a t in ­

s te a d  of a ccep tin g  so m eth in g  a s  a r e q u ire m e n t im p o sed  by  p rev io u s  

p h ilo so p h e rs , we should  in v e s tig a te  and se e  if th is  is th e  c a se . To do 

th is ,  we m u s t rem o v e  th e  g la s s e s  w hich view  the w o rld  th ro u g h  p r e ­

conceived  c a te g o r ie s , and look  a t it in i ts  au th en tic  fo rm s . The q u e s ­

tio n  is  not one of how th in g s  ought to  be, bu t of how th e y  a c tu a lly  a r e .

To se e  language  as  it is  m ean s  f i r s t  and fo re m o s t, to  rem o v e  our 

sp e cu la tiv e  g la s s e s .

In te r m s  of the  second  quote, it is  a s  though o u r e p is te m o lo g ie a l 

and m e ta p h y s ic a l c o n s id e ra tio n s  had  tw is te d  u s  to  the  po in t of v iew ing 

th in g s f ro m  a c e r ta in  ang le . F ro m  th is  ang le  we se e  e v e ry th in g  as  an  

a b e r ra t io n . To s e e  th in g s a s  th ey  a r e ,  we m u st u n - tw is t  o u rse lv e s .
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T h a t is , to  se e  th in g s a s  th ey  a r e  we m u st su sp en d  o u r p re -c o n c e iv e d  

co n cep tu a l sch em e  and ap p ro a c h  th in g s  naked. T h is  is  th e  w ay to beg in  

a u th en tic a lly . F o r  W ittg en ste in , m o s t of ou r m isco n c e p tio n s  (p ro b lem s) 

a r i s e  b e ca u se  of l in g u is tic  e n tan g lem en ts . To un tang le  m ean s  to  b r in g  

w ords b ack  in to  the  fo rm s  of life . T hat is , w e should  look  and se e  w hat 

is  the c a se , r a th e r  th an  sp e c u la te  about it.

D e s c a r te s  a lso  found h im se lf  in a tw is te d  f ra m e  of re fe re n c e .

H e-w as p laced  in an X 1 Y 1 s y s te m  and he w anted  to  un tang le  h im se lf  

f ro m  it. He did th is  by  going b ack  to  th e  X Y sy s te m ; and he w as ab le  

to a c c o m p lish  th is  in te r m s  of a su sp e n s io n  of a p re v io u s ly  a c q u ire d  

co n cep tu a l sch em e; he did it by  invoking a u n iv e rs a l  doubt. In th e ir  

s ta r t in g  po in t, bo th  W ittg en ste in  and  D e s c a r te s  a r e  som ew hat s im ila r ;  

in  th e ir  a s p ira t io n s  th e y  d iffe r  v a s tly .

H u s s e r l 's  s ta r t in g  po in t is  b a s ic a l ly  s im i la r  to  th a t of W ittgen ­

s te in  and D e s c a r te s .  In the  c a se  of H u s se r l ,  the epoche is  e s s e n tia l ly  

a su sp e n s io n  s im i la r  to  th a t of D e s c a r te s .  It is  a n e c e s s a r y  m ovem en t 

to  get a t  the  th in g s  th e m se lv e s . A gain, it is  the re m o v a l of a p re -c o n -  

ce iv ed  co n cep tu a l sch em e  w hich  f i l te r s  and tw is ts ' a l l  th a t we confron t. 

B y su sp en d in g  o u r p re v io u s  co n cep tio n s , w e a r e  cap ab le  of ap p ro ach in g  

th in g s  as  th ey  a re .  But if th e  po in t of d e p a r tu re  is  the  sa m e , w hat 

fo llow s, fo r  bo th  H u s se r l  and W ittg en s te in  is  r a d ic a l ly  d iffe re n t th an  

w hat em an a ted  f ro m  D e s c a r te s .



The G iven

In th e  c a se  of H u sse r l, the epoche m ak es  the  w o rld  a p p e a r  and 

d e c la re  i ts e lf  th ro u g h  the  in ten tio n a lity . C o n sc io u sn ess  in th is  s e n se , 

is  a lw ays c o n sc io u sn e ss  of. The "of" is  in se p a ra b le  f ro m  each  ac t of 

c o n sc io u sn e ss . F o r  H u sse r l, the  C a r te s ia n  c e r ti tu d e  b e c o m e s  v a lu ab le  

(au then tic ) only w hen em bedded  in a co n te n t; and th is  v a lu e  is  c o n fe rre d  

upon it ju s t  b e ca u se  th is  con ten t is  known w ith  as m uch  c e r ta in ty  a s  th e  

cog ito  its e lf .  We can  th e re fo re  se e  th a t a c c o rd in g  to  H u s s e r l  th e re  is 

no need  to  in fe r  th e  e x is ten c e  of o th e r  m in d s; it is  a g iven . I am  b o rn  

in a public  w o rld  and m y  c o n sc io u sn e ss  is  m e a n in g le ss  a p a r t  fro m  o th e r  

peop le  and o b je c ts . The s ta r t in g  po in t b eg in s  in th e  sa m e  m an n e r, but 

it  ends by d isso lv in g  th e  p ro b le m  of o th e r  m in d s as  a p seu d o  p ro b lem .

W ittg e n s te in 's  m ove in te r m s  of the  poin t of d e p a r tu re  is  v e ry  

s im i la r .  A cco rd in g  to  W ittg en ste in , the  p ro b le m  is so lv ed , "not by

17giving  new in fo rm a tio n , but by a r ra n g in g  w hat we have a lw ays known. "

In the  s itu a tio n  a s  g iven, we n e v e r  q u es tio n  the  e x is te n c e  of o th e r  m in d s.

T his is  a g iven. W ittg en ste in  is  sh a tte r in g  th is  p ro b le m  not by  so lv ing

it, bu t by  m ak ing  us r e a l iz e  th a t it is  not a p ro b lem . He s a y s :

W hat w e a r e  d e s tro y in g  is  nothing bu t h o u ses  
of c a rd s  and w e a r e  c le a r in g  up the  g round  
of language on w hich  th e y  s tan d . 18

T h ese  "h o u ses  of c a r d s "  a r e  fa lse  p ro b le m s . We do b eg in  in a public

w o rld . "An in ten tio n  is  im bedded  in its  s itu a tio n , in hum an  c u s to m s
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19and  in s titu tio n s . 11 If w e sp e c u la te  in s te a d  of f i r s t  look ing  w e get in to  

p u z z le s . And,

The p a rad o x  d isa p p e a rs  only if we m ake a 
r a d ic a l  b re a k  w ith  th e  idea  th a t language 
a lw ays fu nctions in one w ay, alw ays s e rv e s  
the  sam e  p u rp o se ; to  convey  thought. "^O

To som eone who m igh t a sk  W ittg en ste in , "B ut w hat is  t r u t h ? ",

he m igh t rep ly ; "R em ove y o u r g la s s e s ,  open y o u r ey es  and look. "

And the  f i r s t  th ing  th a t we w ill r e a l iz e  upon looking  is  th a t ou r q u es tio n

is m is le a d in g . It is  m is le a d in g  b e c a u se  it a lre a d y  im p lie s  an  e s se n c e

to  be hunted  in te lle c tu a lly . And th is  is  s im p ly  not the  c a se . It is  not

so  b e ca u se  w hat we m u st r e a l iz e ,  f i r s t  and fo re m o s t, "W hat has to be

21a ccep ted , the  given, i s - - s o  one could  s a y - - fo rm s  of l i f e . " W hat 

a r e  th e se  fo rm s  of life  ? W hat do th ey  have in com m on? M any th in g s , 

but th ey  a lso  m a n ife s t im p o rta n t d iffe re n c e s , and the  f i r s t  th ing  to 

r e a l iz e  is  th a t w e m u st view th em  in th e i r  con tex t. I have h a rd ly  

touched  W ittg en ste in , but -then I only in tended  to  b r in g  out c e r ta in  p o in ts  

w h ich  have a R earin g  on P e i r c e .  And it is  to  P e i r c e  th a t I m u s t now 

tu rn .

Since language is  not p e r fe c t ,  the w o rld  (m a in ly  as  it d isc lo se s  

i ts e lf  th ro u g h  hum an s itu a tio n s  and a c t iv i t ie s - - s c ie n c e ,  a r t)  is p r im a ry . 

In sh o rt, fa c t ta k e s  p re c e d e n c e  o v e r w o rd  and re la tio n  o v e r  se n te n c e . 

T h is does not m ean  th a t o rd in a ry  language  is devoid  of o r d e r  a s  it s ta n d s ;
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it does have an in h e re n t o rd e r  as  it is . But b e fo re  we confuse  th in g s, 

le t  us look  a t P e i r c e  th ro u g h  H u s se r lia n  eyes.



A PEIRCEA N  LEBEN SW ELT
A

It is  fo r  two m ain  re a s o n s  th a t upon re a d in g  P e i r c e 's  r e m a rk s  

a L eb en sw elt su g g e s ts  its e lf . In th e  f i r s t  p lace , h is  e n tire  p e rsp e c tiv e  

is  s a tu ra te d  w ith  an tag o n ism  to w ard s  the C a r te s ia n  p re d ic a m e n t. Not 

only did P e ir c e  r e a c t  s tro n g ly  a g a in s t the  C a r te s ia n  d u a lism , but he 

w as a lso  v eh em en tly  opposed  to  the v e ry  m ethod  adop ted  by  D e s c a r te s . 

He thus re je c te d  any  e p is te m o lo g ic a l ap p ro a c h  w hich  r e q u ire d  a u n iv e r ­

s a l  doubt, and s im u lta n e o u s ly  re f r a in e d  f ro m  p re c ip ita tin g  in to  the 

"g h o st in th e  m ach in e"  p re d ic a m e n t. H ow ever, he im p lic itly  m ad e a 

m ove w hich  is  s im i la r  to  D e s c a r te s ' "doubt. " This: w ill  soon becom e 

a p p a ren t.

In the  seco n d  p lace , P e ir c e  had good re a s o n s  fo r  re fu s in g  to  

a d h e re  to  a d u a lis tic  d o c tr in e . And, it is  th e se  v e ry  r e a s o n s  w hich 

pave th e  w ay  fo r  a L e b en sw e lt.

To the  con ten tion  th a t m an  is  a th ing , occupying  a m a th e m a tic a l

po in t of sp ace , P e i r c e  re a c te d  m o s t b i t te r ly .  As a m a t te r  of fac t, he

re p lie d  in the  fo llow ing m an n e r:

T h e re  is  a m is e ra b le  m a te r ia l  and b a rb a r ia n  
no tion  a c c o rd in g  tO' w hich  a m an  canno t be in 
tw o p la c e s  a t once; a s  though he w e re  a th in g ! ^^

A th ing  w ould give r i s e  to  a r t i f ic ia l  doubt, bu t a m an  g e n e ra te s  

23"liv in g  doubt. " We cannot a b s tr a c t  o u rse lv e s  into an a r t i f ic a l  r e a lm

19



20

a s  though we w e re  in a w o rld  of p h a n ta sm a g o ria , b e ca u se  ou r only e x is t ­

ence is em bedded  in a c o n c re te  w orld . T h is is  th e  only  w o rld  we know. 

C ontinu ity , w hich  is  P e i r c e 's  p a ra d ig m  c a se  of T h ird n e s s , fo rb id s  in ­

au th en tic  e p is te m o lo g ic a l o r  m e ta p h y s ic a l m a n e u v e rs . The m ain  poin t

24of h is  a rg u m en t is  th a t " a ll  th in g s  so  sw im  in con tinua. " T h ese  con - 

tin u a  o v e rlap  and c o n s titu te  in  a ll  s e n s e s , o u r ev e ry d ay  w o rld .

The S itua tion

The s itu a tio n  in w hich  we find o u rse lv e s  is  no t one of doubt. We 

beg in  w ith  b e lie f . In th is  v e ry  re a lm , to  e x is t  m ean s  to  r e a c t  upon o th e r  

th in g s . No a rg u m e n ts  a r e  need ed  h e re ; we find o u rse lv e s  in th is  s i tu a ­

tion . P e irc e ,  m o st em p h a tic a lly  m a in ta in s :

W hen I co m m u n ica te  m y  thought and m y  s e n t i ­
m en ts  to  a f r ie n d  w ith  w hom  I am  in fu ll 
sym pathy , so  th a t m y  fe e lin g s  p a s s  in to  h im  
and I am  co n sc io u s  of w hat he fe e ls , do I not 
liv e  in h is  b ra in  a s  w e ll a s  m y  o w n --m o s t 
l i t e r a l ly ?  T ru e , m y  an im a l life  is  not th e re  
bu t m y  sou l, m y  fee lin g  thought a tte n tio n  a re .  ^

V erily , it is  a m is ta k e  to  th in k  of th e  m ind  a s  so m eth in g  th a t

r e s id e s  in the  b ra in . P e i r c e 's  notion  of a l te r s e n s e  is  noth ing  m o re

th an  an a w a re n e s s  th a t

To be co n sc io u s  of e x e r tin g  fo rc e  and to  be 
co n sc io u s  (of) having  fo rc e  u se d  upon m e a r e  
one and the sam e  c o n sc io u sn e s s . ^

It is  not d iff icu lt to  s e e  th a t th e  s p e c ta to r  is  no lo n g e r  on one 

s id e  of the fo o tlig h ts  and the w o rld  on the  o th e r . M an h as  an
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27"o u tre a c h in g  id en tity "  . w h ich  t ra n s c e n d s  the  r e s t r ic t io n s  im posed  upon

him  by any  E u c lid ean  g e o m e tr ic a l p e rsp e c tiv e . 'And, in th is  life -w o r ld ,

28"p u rp o se  is an  e s s e n t ia l  a t tr ib u te  of m ind. "

C r i te r ia  of R ecognition

It is  not d ifficu lt to  in fe r  f ro m  th is  th a t any d e r iv a tiv e s  of the

C a r te s ia n  (and fo r  th a t m a t te r ,  Hum ian) p re d ic a m e n t, su ch  as  A y e r 's

o r  R u s s e ll 's  s e n se  datum  s ta te m e n ts  a r e  im m ed ia te ly  m ad e  au fgehoben .

F o r , the  p o s se s s io n  of su b je c tiv e  s ta te s  depends on the ex is ten ce  of a

th i rd - p e r s o n  language. T ha t is , the  b ecom ing  of a  s e lf  is  m e a n in g le ss

a p a r t  f ro m  the  p re se n c e  of a n o th e r  and w ithout h is  m ed ia tio n . W hat

th is  b o ils  down to  is  the  fa c t th a t m an  d isc o v e rs  h is  t ru e  s e lf  "only  in

29re la t io n  to  o th e rs . " T hus, fro m  an h is to r ic a l  po in t of view , we can

se e  P e i r c e  s u b sc r ib in g  to  H eg e l's  g e n e ra l con ten tion  th a t the becom ing

of a s e lf  is  e s s e n tia l ly  re la te d  to  th e  e n co u n te r w ith  o th e r  s e lv e s . In

c o n te m p o ra ry  te rm in o lo g y , th is  m ean s  th a t the co n d itio n s ( c r i te r ia  of

reco g n itio n ) n e c e s s a ry  fo r  d is c r im in a tin g  m y se lf  a r e  s im i la r  to  th o se

fo r  th e  re co g n itio n  of o th e rs . M ost em p h a tica lly , P e i r c e  m a in ta in s :

The re c o g n itio n  of one p e rso n  of a n o th e r 's  
p e rso n a li ty  ta k e s  p lace  by  m ean s to  so m e 
ex ten t ̂ identical w ith  th e  m ean s  by w hich  he 
is  co n sc io u s  of h is  own p e rso n a lity . ^0

T h is  is not a lo g ic a l p roo f. It is  to  be tak en  m o re  in te rm s  of an

o s te n s iv e  ap p ea l. P e i r c e  is  a sk in g  u s  to  look  and c o n s id e r  if th is  is  not



th e  c a se . And he sa y s , w hich do you p re fe r ;  one of th o se  "g h o s t- lik e  

h y p o th ese s , " o r  a " f le sh -a n d -b lo o d  h y p o th e s is " ?

O penness

In te r m s  of e x p e rie n c e , th is  am oun ts  to  a su b m iss io n  to d i s ­

c lo su re , to  a y ie ld in g  to  a pow er w hich  cannot be r e s is te d .  W hen e x ­

p e r ie n c e  sp ea k s , w e m u s t l is te n , b e c a u se  of th e  v e ry  s itu a tio n  in w h ich  

we find o u rse lv e s .

The m ax im  th a t w e ought to  be 'g u id ed ' by 
e x p e rie n c e  am oun ts  to  th is , th a t w hat we 
have got to  y ie ld  to  a t la s t  w e s h a ll  eco n o m ­
ic a lly  do w ell to  be su b m iss iv e  to  fro m  the 
f i r s t .

E p h e m e ra l B o u n d a rie s  

F ro m  som e of th e se  c o n s id e ra tio n s  it fo llow s th a t s o lip s ism  is 

ru le d  out a s  i l le g itim a te . It a lso  follow s th a t m ind  is  m o re  o r  le s s  

connected  w ith  a l l  m a t te r  and g e n e ra lly  a c ts  in a r e g u la r  way. Thus, 

a l l  m ind  p a r ta k e s  of the n a tu re  of m a t te r .  T h e re fo re , it  w ould be 

e rro n e o u s  to  conceive  the p h y s ic a l and p sy c h ic a l a s p e c ts  of m an  as  

u t te r ly  d is tin c t. T hat is , w e cannot m ak e  b o rd e rs  and s h a rp  d is t in c ­

tio n s , fo r  to  do th is  im p lie s  a b s tra c tio n , and the  m an  in th e  l ife -w o r ld  

is  not an  a b s tr a c t  en tity . P e ir c e  sa y s :

We n a tu ra l ly  m ake a ll  o u r d is tin c tio n s  too  
a b so lu te . We a r e  a c cu s to m e d  to  sp eak  of an  
e x te rn a l u n iv e rse  and  an  in n e r  w o rld  of thought.
But th ey  a r e  m e re  v ic in itie s  w ith  no r e a l  b o u n ­
d a ry  be tw een  them . . . T h e re  is  an  in te rm e d ia te
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w o rld , o u r own neighborhood , househo ld , and 
p e rso n s , w h ich  be longs to  u s , w hich  w e s o m e ­
tim e s  fe e l in c lin ed  to  c la s s  w ith  the o u te r  w o rld  
and so m e tim e s  w ith  the  in n e r  w orld . ^

It fo llow s th a t language is  not som e a b s tr a c t  cogn itive  p h en o m e­

non, hav ing  i ts  ro o ts  in  p u re  thought, bu t a liv ed  sp e ec h  w h ich  is

f e r t i l iz e d  in e x is ten c e . It is  m o re  c o r r e c t  to sa y  fo r  P e i r c e ,  th a t

33"language  r e s id e s  in the  tongue" r a th e r  than  in the b ra in . The

thought and its  e x p re s s io n  a re  one. - A s opposed  to  so m e of th e  n eo -

H egelian  v iew s of h is  day, P e i r c e  say s:

In m y  opinion it  is  m uch  m o re  tru e  th a t the  
though ts of a liv ing  w r i te r  a r e  in any  p r in te d  
copy of h is  book than  th ey  a r e  in h is  b ra in . 34

We can  now beg in  to  se e  th a t a w ord , a s  m uch  a s  a m an, has an  

o u t-re a c h in g  iden tity . It is  not an  iso la te d  en tity , d e r iv e d  fro m  p r iv a te  

co n tem p la tio n , but a public  re a l i ty .  In H u s se r lia n  te rm in o lo g y , co n ­

sc io u s n e s s  is  a lw ays c o n sc io u sn e ss  of. E m p h as iz in g  th e  c a te g o ry  of 

S econdness (b ru te .fo rc e , a c tio n - re a c tio n ) , P e ir c e  say s:

B ut to  m ak e up the se n sa tio n , along w ith  th is  
fe e lin g  th e re  is  a c o n sc io u sn e ss  of be ing  
i r r e s i s t ib ly  co m p elled  to  se e  it w hen I look 
a t it. 35



A PE IR C E  AN LEBENSFORM

V ery  g e n e ra lly , on th is  lev e l, P e i r c e 's  view  am oun ts  to say ing  

th a t in o rd e r  fo r  language to  be m ean ing fu l, it cannot be d iv o rc ed  f ro m  

o u r ex is te n c e  as  we liv e  it. A lthough m an  m ay  have p r iv a te  though ts, 

th e  s itu a tio n  b eg in s a s  so m eth in g  pub lic . And s in c e  m ean in g  in te r m s  

of though ts is pub lic  (fo r though ts a r e  id e n tic a l w ith  the e x p re ss io n , 

and  the  e x p re s s io n  is  p u b lic - - th a t  is , a l i s te n e r  is  e s s e n t ia l  fo r m e a n ­

ing to  a r is e ) ,  w o rd s  and co m m u n ica tio n  a re  of the  e s se n c e  of th is  

L eb en sw elt. T hat is  to  say , th e  l ife -w o r ld  g ives co m m u n ica tio n  a u ­

th e n tic ity , Thus the s itu a tio n  and the  e x p re s s io n  a re  c lo se ly  a s so c ia te d .

The M eaning of a W ord 

On th is  le v e l m ean in g  is devoid of so p h is tic a te d  in fe re n tia l p r o ­

c e d u re s . It is  b o rn  h e re . W hen w e h e a r  a new s la n g  w o rd , we h a rd ly  

e v e r  a s k  fo r  its  defin ition . No one w ould give us one in th e  f i r s t  p lac e . 

And w e se ld o m  even get a s im p le  ex am ple  of its  u se . We only h e a r  it,

and " in  iro n ic a lly  tw is te d  h a rm o n io u s  s e n te n c e s  w hose m ean in g  is tu rn e d

36in sid e  out and tie d  in a h a rd  knot, " Y et n e v e r th e le s s , w e know w hat 

the  w o rd  m ea n s . We even know its  m ean in g  b e t te r  th an  any  a b s tr a c t  

d efin itio n  could  in fo rm  u s . T h ese  m ean in g s  we get f ro m  in fe re n c e , t ru e ,  

bu t th ey  a r e  beyond the  ju r is d ic t io n  of any  c r i t ic is m .

24
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An E x am p le

As a  s id e  po in t, P e i r c e  thought th a t the  E n g lish  language  e s p e ­

c ia lly , is  e x tre m e ly  w ell su ited  fo r  a c c u ra te  d e s c r ip tio n  and p e n e tra t­

ing  a n a ly s is . As c o n tra s te d  to the em o tio n a l w ea lth  of G erm an  and 

th e  f in e s s e  of F re n c h , P e i r c e  m a in ta in ed  of E n g lish ,

In a ll  th a t c o n c e rn s  lo g ic  and rea so n in g , i t  
h a s  a s p i r i t  of a c c u ra c y  w hich  is  due to the  
fa c t th a t th e  language  spoken  in  S tate S tre e t  
and o th e r  m a rk e t p la c e s  p r e s e r v e s  to an 
e x tra o rd in a ry  d e g re e  the s h a rp  d is tin c tio n s  ^  
of th e  s c h o la s tic  lo r e  o f  th e  m id d le  a g e s . . .



TH E FIRST GRADE O F MEANING

. In .te rm s  of m ean ing , th e re  is . a p rim ary - and a sec o n d a ry  se n se

of a w ord  about w hich W ittg en ste in  sp e a k s . T he p r im a ry  s e n se  is .th e

38m ean in g .fo u n d .in  th e  g iven  language g am e. T hus, w hen we a r e  r a i s e d

in  a c e r ta in  en v iro n m en t, we com e to le a r n  the  m ean in g .o f a w ord  a s . i t

is  u s e d .in .th a t p a r t ic u la r  language g am e. Any o th e r  addendum  can only

com e about a f te r  we have f a m il ia r iz e d  o u rse lv e s  w ith  the  p r im a ry  se n se

of a w ord . P e i r c e  sp eak s  of th is . in  connection  w ith h is  th re e  g ra d e s  of

c le a rn e s s .  M ore sp e c if ic a lly , in  te r m s  of language , he sp eak s  of th re e

g ra d e s  of m ean in g . W ith r e s p e c t  to the  f i r s t  g ra d e , th e  m eaning, of a

w ord  " c o n s is ts  in  such  f a m il ia r i ty  w ith .it  a s  w ill en ab le  one to app ly -it 

39c o r re c t ly .  " T h a t is . to  say , we can  u n d e rs ta n d .th e  m ean in g  of a w o rd  

only, if we can  a s s o c ia te  c e r ta in  e x p e r ie n c e s  w ith it. In o th e r  w o rd s,, if  

we can  u se  i t  in  an  o rd in a ry  con tex t, we u n d er s tan d , i ts  m ean ing . R ough­

ly , th is  c o rre sp o n d s  to W ittg e n s te in 's  p r im a ry  s e n se  of a  w ord . I m u s t

e m p h as iz e  how ever, th a t  fo r  P e i r c e  i t  i s  not language a lone , w ith .its

40com m on a s so c ia tio n  of s im ila r i ty ,  but the language ta k e n .in  co n n ec­

tio n  w ith  a p e r s o n 's  e x p e r ie n tia l  a s so c ia tio n s  w hich d e te rm in e s  m ean in g  

o n .th is  le v e l. • T hus we a r e  n e v e r  to  sp eak  of m ean ing  w ithou t, a t l e a s t  

w ith  r e s p e c t  to o b jec t w o rd s , c o n s id e rin g  the d en o ta tiv e  pow er of a 

w ord .



" G ra d e "

At th is  point I w ish  to  r a i s e  a fu n d am en ta l q u estio n . W hat does 

P e i r c e  m ean  by " g ra d e " ?  And, a s  a c o ro lla ry , w hat a r e  the im p lic a ­

tio n s  of look ing  a t m ean in g  in te r m s  of g ra d e s  ? The q u estio n  p o ses  

som e d iff ic u ltie s , s in c e  now here  does P e i r c e  e x p lic itly  d isc u s s  w hat 

he m ean s  by a "g ra d e "  of m ean ing . But, fr^om the  d isc u s s io n  thus f a r ,  

and f ro m  w hat Will ensue , we can  a tte m p t to  c la r ify  th is  po in t. F i r s t  

of a ll , I w ish  to  po in t out th a t th e se  g ra d e s  do not c o rre sp o n d  to the 

p ra g m a tic s , s e m a n tic s  and sy n tax  of the " c o r re c te d "  lan g u ag es  of so m e  

of the lo g ic a l p o s it iv is ts .  T h is is  obvious m e re ly  by c o n s id e rin g  

P e i r c e 's  u n fo rse e n  co n seq u en ces . They (being the  th ird  g ra d e  of m e a n ­

ing) do not c o rre sp o n d  to  the  sy n tax  of a language. P e i r c e  held  v e ry  

h igh hopes fo r  an  id e a l language , bu t not in connection  w ith  th e se  th re e  

g ra d e s  of m ean ing . W hat th en  is  a " g ra d e "  of m ean in g ?  W ell, I th in k  

th a t we can  sa y  th re e  th in g s  about them . F i r s t ,  th ey  a r e  le v e ls  of c o m ­

m u n ica tio n . By th is  I m ean  th a t th ey  can  be d is tin g u ish e d  in a language. 

To m e, it se e m s  p e r fe c tly  n a tu ra l  to  s e e  th e se  th re e  le v e ls  of m ean in g  

o p e ra tin g  in  a language . But I m u s t po in t out th a t if th e y  can  be d i s ­

tin g u ish ed , th is  does not m ean  th a t th ey  can  be s e p a ra te d . T h e re  is  a 

h ie ra rc h y , y es , bu t th e r e  is  a lso  con tinu ity . The f i r s t  g ra d e  is the 

m o st b a s ic , and is  the foundation. It is  the  given of com m unica tion .

The o th e rs  depend on it, bu t not lo g ic a lly . In o th e r w o rd s , if  we re m o v e  

the  f i r s t  g ra d e , it is  co n ce iv ab le  th a t w e could co m m u n ica te  in te rm s  of
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th e  re m a in in g  two. T h is  po in t w ill be touched  upon la te r .  We cannot 

now d isc u s s  fu lly  the  m ean in g  of " g ra d e s"  fo r  we have not y e t ex p lica ted  

thepe .

W ith r e s p e c t  to  the  c o ro l la ry  of th e  q u estion  r a is e d ,  som e in t e r ­

e s tin g  po in ts  can  be no ticed . A s a f i r s t ,  m ean in g  is so m eth in g  public . 

W hen we a r e  b o rn , we a r e  b o rn  into a pub lic  w o rld . W hen I sa y  th a t a 

m an  is  b o rn  in to  a pub lic  w o rld  I m ean  th a t he le a rn s ,  to  b o rro w  one of 

W ittg en s te in ’s p h ra s e s ,  a c e r ta in  language gam e, Hp does not decide  

w hat the  n a tu re  of m ean in g  is ; he le a rn s  m ean in g s  in  c e r ta in  co n tex ts . 

L in g u is tic a lly , th e se  m ean in g s  a r e  th e  d is tin c tio n s , u s e s  and e x p e r i­

en ces  of m any  p re v io u s  g e n e ra tio n s . In te rm s  of w o rd s , a m an  le a rn s  

the u sag e  w hich  is  com m on to  a l l  the  m e m b e rs  of th a t p a r t ic u la r  c o m ­

m unity . He can  thus co m m u n ica te , p r e c is e ly  b e c a u se  m ean in g  is  s o m e ­

th ing  pub lic . T hat is , fo r  any  m e m b e r  of th e  co m m u n ity  to  u n d e rs ta n d  

a n o th e r , bo th  m u s t have a c c e s s  to  a com m on ground  of m ean ing . T h is 

com m on ground  is  the language as  it is  u se d  in th e  com m unity .

T his is  no h y p o th esis ; it is  a given. And P e i rc e  em p h asiz ed  

th re e  g ra d e s  of m ean in g  b e c a u se  he saw  th re e  g ra d e s  of m ean in g  o p e r ­

a tin g  in the language.

A V is ito r  f ro m  P lu to

W hen we a r e  flung out of th e  w om b, we a r e  s t r a n g e r s  to  the 

w o rld  and the w o rld  is  a s t r a n g e r  to  u s . P e rh a p s  an  ex am p le  m igh t be
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in s tru m e n ta l  in c la r ify in g  th is  poin t. C o n s id e r  a m an  com ing  h e re  f ro m  

the p lan e t P lu to . Im ag ine , a lso , th a t o u r sun  a p p e a rs  to  h im  as the  

s ta r s  (o th e r than  o u r sun) a p p e a r  to  u s . Upon land ing  he m igh t e n ig m a ­

t ic a l ly  po in t to  o u r sun . We would th en  point out to  h im  th a t th a t is  the  

sun . F u r th e rm o re , going f ro m  ob jec t to  w ord , if so m eo n e po in ts  to  th e  

sun  and sa y s , "T h a t is  w hat I c a ll  'th e  sun , 1 " the sun  in th is  c a se  is  not 

the o b jec t of th a t s ign . W hat he is  d e c la r in g  in th is  c a se  is  not about the  

w o rd  "su n . " Now P e irc e  re c o g n iz e s  the  im p o rta n c e  of th is  d i s t i n c t i o n .  41  

But w hat I w ish  to  s t r e s s  is  th a t in e i th e r  c a se , he, the  s tr a n g e r ,  does 

not b r in g  h is  own m ean in g  f ro m  P lu to . If he w ish es  to  co m m unica te  

in te llig e n tly , he m u s t le a r n  the m ean ing  of w o rd s . And he can  only do 

th is  by hav ing  a c c e s s  to  th e  a lre a d y  e s ta b lish e d  co m m u n ity  of m ean in g s  

to be found in the  g iven  language . T h is is  a g iven.

M ean in g s, R ese m b lan ce s  and D iffe re n c es  

T h is f i r s t  g ra d e  of m ean in g  n eed s  fu r th e r  e lu c id a tio n . In th e  e x ­

am p le  ju s t  c ited , the  f i r s t  in s ta n c e  is  a d ire c t ly  o s te n s iv e  m a n n e r  of 

g e ttin g  m ean in g  a c r o s s ,  w hile  the  seco n d , a lthough s t i l l  d eno ta tive  in 

c h a ra c te r ,  is  only in d ire c tly  so, and is  p r im a r i ly  lin g u is tic . But in 

bo th  c a s e s ,  f a m il ia r i ty  e i th e r  in t e r m s  of o b jec ts  o r  w o rd s  is  needed. 

T hus, it  is  only a f te r  th is  f a m il ia r i ty  is  ach iev ed  th a t it m a k es  s e n se  to  

sp eak  about a se c o n d a ry  s e n se  of a w o rd . And, it is  by  c o lla te ra l  e x ­

p e r ie n c e  th a t we b eco m e acq u a in ted  w ith  the  fu lle r  m ean in g  of a w ord .
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F ro m  th is  it  fo llow s th a t if som eone looked  at a p ic tu re  w ith  a nam e

u n d e rn e a th  it, if he knew who the  p e rso n  th e re  r e p re s e n te d  w as, then

he would u n d e rs ta n d  qu ite  a b it about th e  p ic tu re . B ut if on the  o th e r

hand, som eone had no acq u a in tan ce  w ith  the p e rso n  th e re  re p re s e n te d

(assu m in g  it w as a p o r tr a i t ) ,  th en  a ll  th a t th e  p ic tu re  w ould convey to

h im  w ould be "Som eone c a lle d  'x ' looked  lik e  th is , " It is  c le a r  th a t

m ean in g  fo r  P e ir c e  is  so m eth in g  th a t g ro w s, and a t any  one tim e  is

42
dependent on the " leg en d "  one has a tta ch e d  to  a w ord .

M ore te ch n ica lly , by c o l la te ra l  e x p e r ie n c e  P e ir c e  m ean s p r e ­

v ious acq u a in tan ce  w ith  w hat the  w o rd  d en o tes . F o r  ex am ple , in o rd e r  

to  u n d e rs ta n d  g en re  pa in tin g  w e w ould havq to  be f a m il ia r  w ith  c e r ta in  

c u s to m s p r io r  to  an en co u n te r w ith  a p a in tin g  of th is  type. C o lla te ra l  

e x p e r ie n c e  is a p r e re q u is i te  if we a r e  to  g ra sp  any th ing  new w hich the  

a r t i s t  has  a ttem p ed  to  get th ro u g h . It is  the  sam e  w ith  a w ord . We 

m u st be f a m il ia r  w ith  th e  u s u a l d en o ta tio n  (o r, fo r  n o n -o b je c t w o rd s , 

th e i r  function  in the sen ten ce ) if we a r e  to  g ra sp  any  new e lem en t w hich  

it m igh t p o s se s s  by v ir tu e  of its  b e in g  u se d  in a s lig h tly  d iffe ren t c o n ­

tex t.

A s opposed  to  m a th e m a tic s  w hich  d ea ls  w ith  s p e c if ic a lly  con -

43 i
s tru c te d  sc h em a ta , ph ilo sophy  (c o ro l la r ia l  rea so n in g ) re a s o n s  w ith  

w o rd s . B ut we m u s t u n d e rs ta n d  th a t in o rd in a ry  language  no one p h ra se  

h as  a p e r fe c tly  d e te rm in e d  s e n se . W hat I m ean  is  th a t depending  on th e  

c irc u m s ta n c e s , a w o rd  o r  p h ra s e  m igh t have d iffe re n t m ean in g s . It is
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not a q u es tio n  of one p h ra se  having  one m ean ing . T he m ean in g  depends 

on the  c irc u m s ta n c e s  in  w hich th e  w ord  i s  u sed . T h is  does not m ean  

th a t it  is  not o rd e r ly  a s  i t  s ta n d s , but th a t it  need s  re f in e m e n t fo r c e r ­

ta in  p u rp o se s . M o reo v e r, the  m eaning, of w o rd s in  ev e ry d ay  language,
4 4

a s  T a r s k i  has w ell po in ted  out, depends not only on th e i r  e x te rn a l 

fo rm , but a lso  on the  c irc u m s ta n c e s  in  w hich  they  a r e  u t te re d . And, 

so m e tim e s  th is  dependence s tr e tc h e s  to  in c lu d e  even  su b je c tiv e  p sy c h o ­

lo g ic a l f a c to rs .  N a tu ra lly , T a r s k i  is  not too sy m p a th e tic  to w ard s

45 *o rd in a ry  language , e sp e c ia lly  w hen th e  lo g ic ian s  a r e  a c c u sed  of

e lu c id a tin g  o rd in a ry  lan g u ag e  fo r  th e  ach iev em en t of p a ra d o x e s  o r  non ­

se n se . At any r a te ,  it  i s  d ifficu lt to  p lac e  P e ir c e  in  th is  p e rsp e c tiv e .

B ut b e fo re  g e ttin g  a t the m e a t of h is  th e o ry , I m u st a ttem p t to do so .

V ery  c le a r ly , P e i r c e  s ta te s :

If ph ilosophy  is  e v e r  to  b eco m e a sound 
sc ie n c e , i t s  s tu d e n ts  m u s t su b m it th e m ­
se lv e s  to  the  sa m e  e th ic s  of te rm in o lo g y  
th a t s tu d en ts  of c h e m is try  and taxonom ic  
b io logy o b se rv e .

A lthough th is  im p lie s  th a t ph ilosophy  should  s tr iv e ,  if  not fo r

an id ea l, a t le a s t  fo r  an adequate  lan g u ag e , c e r ta in  c o n s id e ra tio n s  allow

ro o m  fo r  doubt w ith  r e s p e c t  to  w hat P e i r c e  m ean t. F i r s t  of a ll, the

p h ra se  " th e  sam e  e th ic s"  should  not im p ly  th e  in c e s sa n t co in ing .o f new

te r m s ,  but r a th e r ,  m ean ing  in  t e r m s  of a com m on ground . T hat is ,  a t

the beg inn ing  of an. a rg u m en t we should  sp ec ify  the  m ean ing  of the t e r m s  '

we a r e  u s in g , o r  e lse  we m igh t find o u rse lv e s  in a f ru s t r a t in g  v e rb a l



32

d isp u te . In th e  seco n d  p lace , th is  com m on ground, a lthough  p e rh ap s

m o re  c o n c re te ly  m ean in g fu l if e s ta b lis h e d  in o rd in a ry  language , is

n e v e r th e le s s  p e rm itte d  to  r e s t  on a m o re  a b s tr a c t  le v e l, p ro v id ed  the

le v e l is e x p lic itly  s ta te d . P e i r c e  u n d e rs ta n d s  th a t

The m ean in g  of w o rd s  o rd in a r i ly  depends 
upon o u r te n d e n c ie s  to  w eld  to g e th e r  
q u a litite s  and ou r ap titu d es  to  see  r e s e m ­
b la n c e s , o r , to  u se  the  re c e iv e d  p h ra se , 
upon a s so c ia tio n s  by  s im ila r i ty .  ^

C ontinu ity

H ere , th e re  is no re fe re n c e  m ad e e ith e r  to  o rd in a ry  language 

o r  to a p o ss ib le  id ea l language . The w hole point is  th a t no m a tte r  

w h e th e r we find o u rse lv e s  in o rd in a ry  language , o r  on any le v e l r e ­

m oved  fro m  it, if w e can  d is c e rn  re se m b la n c e s  and a s s o c ia te  q u a litie s  

on a com m on ground, th en  w e can  co m m u n ica te . But m o re  than  th a t, 

if we can do th is  s o r t  of th ing , we can  au th e n tic a lly  sp ea k  about m e a n ­

ing. Of c o u rse , th is  im p lie s  th a t a L e b e n sfo rm  does not end a b ru p tly  

a t any one poin t, bu t is  con tinuous. And, upon ap p ro ach in g  v e ry  a b ­

s t r a c t  le v e ls ,  we shou ld  be  cau tio u s . A s w e s h a ll  s h o r t ly  se e , the 

p ra g m a tic is t  m ax im  is  the p r in c ip le  of cau tio n  p a r  e x c e lle n c e . In th e s e  

te r m s  then , p ra g m a tic  ism  is  a m ethod  w hich  p la c e s  us on o u r g u ard  

and h e lp s  to  end p e rp e tu a l v e rb a l d e b a te s . P e irc e ,  a s  w ill soon b eco m e 

ev iden t, is  h e re  advancing  a th e o ry  of m ean in g  em bedded  in  a g rad u a l 

co n tex tu a lism .
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If th is  is  the c a se , the  a ccen t in te r m s  of m ean in g  fa lls  n e v e r -

48th e le s s ,  on o rd in a ry  u s a g e . P e ir c e  a c c e p ts  R e n o u v ie r 's  d isc u ss io n  

of c la s s e s  of w o rd s in te rm s  of a dual s e p a ra tio n . But th e r e  a r e  c e r ­

ta in  r e s e rv a t io n s ,  fo r  P e i r c e  is v e ry  m uch  co n cern ed  w ith  o v erlap p in g ; 

and, being  th a t he is  r a th e r  sk e p tic a l (and w ith  good re a so n )  about a 

c la s s if ic a tio n  of language in th is  m a n n e r , he s u b s c r ib e s  to  e la s t ic i ty  

w hen c la ss ify in g . T hat is , if I am  going to  c la s s ify  language , I cannot 

do it in te r m s  of an  " e i th e r /o r .  " W ords and m ean in g  evade r e s t r ic t io n s  

of th is  type. H ow ever, in te r m s  of th is  a p p a re n t d is tin c tio n , he has 

th is  to  sa y  about the c la s s  w hich  co n ta in s  m e m b e rs  of o rd in a ry  u sag e:

The o th e r  c la s s  c o n s is ts  of the  w o rd s  of the  
v e rn a c u la r ,  re p re s e n tin g  the vague id eas  of 
com m on s e n se , w hich it is  a p a r t  of the  
b u s in e s s  of ph ilo sophy  to d isc o v e r  the  d e f i­
n itio n s  of. 49

D e sc rip tio n

F i r s t  of a ll , a tten tio n  m u s t be fo cu sed  on the  p h ra s e  "to  d i s ­

co v e r. " T h is  im p lie s  th a t ph ilo sophy  should  not p r e s c r ib e , but r a th e r  

d e s c r ib e  th e  language of the  L e b e n sw e lt. And, if the w o rd  "vague" im ­

p lie s  th a t o rd in a ry  language needs c la r if ic a tio n , o r, a s  B u ch le r s e e s

50it, th a t P e i r c e  w anted  to  c la r ify  the  com m on u sag e  of language, th is  

is  som ew hat m is lea d in g . G ran ted , th e r e  is  som e t ru th  in w hat B u ch le r 

s a y s , bu t w e should  not u n d e rs ta n d  th is  to  m ean  m o d ifica tio n . R a th e r, 

the  m ean in g  is  a lre a d y  in o rd in a ry  lan g u ag e , and it is  p a r t  of the function
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of ph ilo sophy  to  m ake it ex p lic it. The m ean in g  of a w o rd  is  c le a r  im ­

p lic i t ly  in the  language . And p ra g m a tic is m  is the  m ethod  w hich  w ill 

r e n d e r  m ean in g  ex p lic it w hen th e  need  a r i s e s .  The point is  th a t m e a n ­

ing is g e n e ra te d  w hen w e a re  cap ab le  of a s so c ia tin g  a w o rd  w ith  f a m il­

ia r  e x p e r ie n c e s , w hen we can  see  re se m b la n c e s  and d iffe re n c e s  in 

te r m s  of a com m on ground. In a w e ll e s ta b lish e d  com m on ground, the  

m ean in g  is  the a s so c ia tio n s  (in te r m s  of u se) w h ich  a r e  lin k ed  w ith  the  

w ord , w h ile  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  a new w o rd , it (the new w ord) "h as  to  b r in g  

th e  h e a r e r  to  s h a re  the  e x p e rie n c e  of the s p e a k e r  by show ing w hat he is  

ta lk in g  about.

R ecap itu la tin g , p a r t  of th e  b u s in e s s  of p h ilo sophy  is  to  d isc o v e r , 

to  m ake ex p lic it the  m ean in g  of w o rd s  in an  o rd in a ry  con tex t. And h e re , 

P e i r c e 's  pheno m en o lo g ica l v e in  b eco m es  a p p a re n t in  t e r m s  of po in ting  

out w hat is  the  c a se . It is  a lso  p a r t  of th e  function  of ph ilosophy  to  

m odify , o r  co in  a new p h ra s e  w hen th e  s itu a tio n  d em ands it. G ran ted , 

th is  a p p e a rs  to  be a d ev ia tio n  f ro m  the  p h en o m en o lo g ica l m ethod , but 

if v iew ed fro m  a w id e r  con tex t, we can  s t i l l  re c o g n iz e  P e i r c e 's  th e o ry  

of m ean in g  as  rev o lv in g  about d e s c r ip tio n  r a th e r  th an  p re sc r ip tio n .

T hat is , if a s itu a tio n  a r i s e s  w hich  dem ands an a u th en tic  d e sc rip tio n , 

then  to  u se  an  acc e p te d  p h ra s e  m e re ly  b e c a u se  it is  the  only one at o n e 's  

d isp o sa l w ould not do ju s tic e  to  th e  s itu a tio n . If m y  g ra n d fa th e r  d e ­

s c r ib e d  ice  to  m e in a c e r ta in  w ay, I have no ob jection ; but if I go to  

Lapp coun try , in n o r th e rn  N orw ay, and liv e  w ith  the  L apps fo r  a p e r io d
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of tim e , the  s itu a tio n  w ill not be the  sa m e . The d e s c r ip tio n  g iven  by  

m y  g ra n d fa th e r  m igh t not be ad eq u a te . W hile I am  h e re  in T ucson, I 

s e e  the  ice  in te r m s  of m y  g ra n d fa th e r 's  d e sc rip tio n , but w hile  I am  in  

Lapp co u n try , m y  life  m ig h t even depend on a m o re  d e ta ile d  d e s c r ip ­

tion . The po in t is  th a t depending on the s itu a tio n , th e  language  m igh t 

d iffe r . F o r , phenom enology m ean s  p r im a r i ly ,  a fa ith fu ln e ss  to d is ­

c lo su re . O r, m o re  p o e tic a lly , " it  is p r is t in e  d is c lo s u re  o r  u n p re -

52ju d iced  d e sc r ip tio n . " I canno t u se  the  language of one s itu a tio n  to  

d e s c r ib e  a n o th e r  s itu a tio n , no m a t te r  how s im i l ia r  th is  o th e r  s itu a tio n  

m igh t be. Thus to  be fa ith fu l to  phenom ena an  ad eq u ate  p h ra s e  (sp o n ­

tan eo u s o r  re f le c te d )  ought to  be u sed  so  as  to le t  phenom ena be as  th ey  

a r e .  Of c o u rse  h e re , I have in d ica ted  la n g u a g e 's  function  as  a "n e t"  

w hich c a p tu re s  th e  given, but the  s itu a tio n  is m uch  m o re  co m p lica ted  

th an  th is ,  a s  I w ill p re s e n tly  po in t out.

A nalyzing  a S entence 

Suppose th a t in a P e ir c e a n  fash io n  I w e re  to  ex am ine  the  fo llo w ­

ing sen ten ce : "R avel w ro te  a le f t-h a n d  p iano  c o n c e r to  fo r  P au l W ittg en ­

s te in . " It is  in ad v isab le  to  a tte m p t to  g ra s p  the  m ean in g  of th is  se n te n c e  

ju s t  by  a tten d in g  to  a p u re  a n a ly s is  of it. G ran ted , m u ch  could be u n d e r ­

stood  about the  s t r u c tu r e  of th e  sen te n ce  by  an a ly z in g  it  qua sen te n ce , 

bu t m ean in g  evades an  iso la te d  a n a ly s is .  In te rm s  of s tr u c tu r e ,  we 

m igh t view  it a s  a c la s s  o r  s e t  of te n  e le m e n ts . F u r th e rm o re ,  we m igh t
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Thus we m igh t have a su b se t of o b je c t-w o rd s , o r  w hat P e i r c e  c a lls

"d e n o ta tiv e s"  o r  " d e s ig n a tiv e s . " T h ese  a r e  e s s e n tia l ly  o s te n s iv e  in

c h a ra c te r .  T hat is , th ey  s tan d  fo r  an  ob jec t. An ex am ple  fro m  the

above sen te n ce  w ould be  the  w o rd  "p iano . 11 A nother su b se t m igh t be

c o m p ris e d  of d isp o s itio n a l w o rd s . The w o rd  "van ity , 11 fo r  exam ple ,

could  be v iew ed a s  such . We m igh t a lso  have p ro c e s s -w o rd s ,  such  as

"w ritin g . " Thus w r itin g  w ould not be a d isp o s itio n , but an  ac tiv ity . O r,

we m igh t have lo g ic a l w o rd s , o r  w o rd s  of re la tio n , su ch  a s  " fo r. "

P e i r c e  c a lls  th e se  "co p u lan ts . " Now, som eone m igh t, a s  the e a r ly

R u sse ll, a tte m p t to p lace  a ll of th e se  w o rd s  on the  sa m e  le v e l. Thus

w e m ig h t com e out w ith  a c la s s  of te n  e le m e n ts , w h ich  on P la to n ic

ground  w ould a l l  be on an on to lo g ica l p a r . W hat do a ll  of th e se  w o rd s

have in com m on? T h is  is  the  m is le a d in g  q u estion . In th is  sen se ,

" le f t-h a n d e d n e s s"  w ould s tan d , o n to lo g ica lly  speak ing , on the sam e

53le v e l a s  " fo rn e s s . " B ut h e re , a s  Ryle po in ts  out, we m ig h t ru n  in to  

p re c a r io u s  t e r r a in .  A s a m a t te r  of fac t, w e d£ ru n  in to  p ro b le m s . The 

"a"  w h ich  co n n ects  (m akes rh y th m ic a l)  "w ro te "  w ith " le ft-h a n d , " if 

v iew ed as  an  " a n e s s , " w ill r e q u ire  a n o th e r  "a"  to  ex p la in  it. We m ig h t 

find o u rse lv e s  m u ltip ly in g  o r  invoking th e se  m y s te r io u s  " n e s s e s "  to  

in fin ity . The p ro b le m  s te m s  fro m  ask in g  th e  w rong  q u estio n . We shou ld  

r a th e r ,  look  b e fo re  we le a p  into th e se  m is le a d in g  in te r ro g a tio n s . T h e re  

is  no need  to  m en tio n  the  p e re n n ia l p ro b le m  of u n iv e rs a ls ,  w h ich  h as
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p lagued  (and s t i l l  p lag u es) p h ilo so p h e rs  s in c e  the  f i r s t  gadfly  began to  

i r r i t a t e  peop le . The poin t is , th a t upon ap p ro ach in g  the sen te n ce  th is  

w ay, a lthough  c e r ta in  te c h n ic a l d iff icu ltie s  m igh t be e lu c id a ted , the 

q u es tio n  of m ean in g  w ould s t i l l  r e m a in  on the  in te r ro g a tiv e  lev e l.

In te r m s  of m ean ing , th e  se n te n c e  im m e d ia te ly  g ives r i s e  to  

o v erlap p in g  c la s s e s  of in te r ro g a tiv e  s e n te n c e s . Who w as R a v e l? Who 

w as P a u l W ittg en ste in ?  Why a le f t-h a n d  piano c o n c e r to ?  M ore f o r ­

m ally , 1 w ish  to  in q u ire  not about the s ta tu s  of the w o rd  "R av e l"  in the  

sen te n ce  s t r u c tu r e ,  bu t about the  m ean in g  of th e  w o rd  "R avel. " That 

is ,  I w ish  to  g ra s p  the  m ean in g  of th a t s en te n ce  by g ra sp in g  the  m e a n ­

ing of th e  su b je c t, the  o b jec t, and the  re la t io n  be tw een  the  two. H ere  

it  is  th a t th e  no tion  of f a m il ia r i ty  and the  a b ili ty  to  d is c e rn  re se m b la n c e s  

and d iffe re n c e s , is  of p a ra m o u n t im p o rta n c e . E qua lly  im p o rta n t is  th e  

notion of g row th  in te r m s  of m ean ing .

F i r s t  of a ll ,  a p e rso n  who did not know who R avel w as , who 

W ittg en ste in  w as, and w hat a p iano  co n c e r to  is , could  not g ra sp  the 

m ean in g  of th a t se n te n ce . If he knew who R avel w as , he would get a 

c e r ta in  m ean in g  out of it. If he knew who R avel w as, and w hat a p iano  

co n c e r to  is , he w ould get s t i l l  m o re  m ean in g  out of it. Now P e irc e  

w an ts  to  m a in ta in  th a t in an  ob jec tiv e  s e n se , m ean in g  is  n e v e r  c o m ­

p le te ly  ex h au sted . L e t us s e e  why.

L e t us b e a r  in m ind  a t th is  poin t, th a t a  w ord  m e a n s  so m eth in g  

to  us if we know w hat it d en o tes; and u n d e rs ta n d in g  th is ,  w e can  u se  th e
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w o rd  to co m m u n ica te . I w ould a lso  lik e  to  poin t out th a t "d en o te"  h e re  

m ean s  m uch  m o re  th an  an  o b jec t s tan d in g  in a re la tio n  to  an  ob ject 

w ord; th a t is , th a t an  o b jec t w o rd  s tan d in g  fo r an o b jec t is  only p a r t  of 

w hat P e i r c e  m ea n s . A s I have shown, m ean in g  on th is  le v e l cannot be 

d iv o rc ed  f ro m  a c tiv ity , e x p e rie n c e , fa m il ia r i ty ,  s im i la r i t ie s  and d if ­

f e re n c e s , e tc . H ow ever, th is  is  th e  lo w est g rad e  of m ean in g  fo r 

P e i r c e .

r



THE SECOND GRADE OF MEANING

W ords grow  in m ean ing . How th ey  com e to  be is  not ou r co n ­

c e rn . I th ink  th a t th is  s o r t  of an  ex p lan a tio n  w ould en ta il d iffe re n t hypo­

th e s e s , and th is  w ould go beyond m y  m a in  co n cern , w hich  is  e s s e n tia l ly  

d e s c r ip tiv e  in c h a ra c te r .  O nce c e r ta in  w o rd s  a r e  g iven , th ey  develop 

by in te ra c tin g  w ith  o th e r  w o rd s  and by  d e sc r ib in g  and co m m u n ica tin g  

new s itu a tio n s . W hen a new w o rd  co m es in to  b e in g  it in te ra c ts  w ith  

o th e r  w o rd s . Its  in fluence  s p re a d s ,  and its  m ean in g  g ro w s by  u se  and

in e x p e rie n c e . Such w o rd s  a s  " fo rc e , " "law , " and " e le c tr ic i ty "  have

54r ic h e r  m ean in g s  fo r  u s  th an  th ey  had fo r "o u r b a rb a ro u s  a n c e s to rs .  " 

And, it is  w ith  th is  r e a l iz a t io n  th a t we can  g ra s p  a n o th e r  le v e l of m e a n ­

ing. But we m u st u n d e rs ta n d  th a t a s  fo r  W ittg en ste in , th is  se c o n d a ry  

lev e l depends on the  f i r s t .  Of c o u rse , th is  is  m uch  m o re  em p h asized  

by P e i r c e  th an  by W ittg en ste in . And, if W ittg en ste in  w as p r im a r i ly  

co n ce rn ed  w ith  d e s c r ip tio n  w ithou t th e  ex c lu s io n  of in ten tion , P e irc e  

p laced  the  a c cen t on in ten tio n  w ithout evad ing  d e sc rip tio n . H ow ever, 

th e re  a r e  c e r ta in  c o n s id e ra tio n s  w h ich  le g it im a te ly  p e rm it  th is  po in t of 

view to  be r e v e rs e d .  T hat is , depending  on w hat th e y  a r e  analyzing , 

th ey  e ith e r  d e s c r ib e  a m o d el s itu a tio n  o r  a p a r t ic u la r  one, o r  th ey  e x ­

am in e  the  no tion  of " in ten tio n "  as  it p e r ta in s  to  the  q u es tio n  of m ean ing . 

E ith e r  w ay, it  a l l  depends on the  po in t th ey  w ish  to  e s ta b lis h .
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A C o n cise  S ta tem en t

W ith pheno m en o lo g ica l im p lic a tio n s , in a c le a r  p a s sa g e , P e i r c e

s a y s : .

The m ean in g  of a w o rd  is  m o re  fu lly  the  .sum 
to ta l of a l l  the  co n d itio n a l p re d ic tio n s  w hich  
the  p e rso n  who u se s  it in tends to  m ake h im ­
s e lf  re sp o n s ib le  fo r  o r  in ten d s to  deny. That 
c o n sc io u s  o r  q u a s i-c o n sc io u s  in ten tio n  in u s in g  
th e  w o rd  is  the  second  g rad e  of m ean ing .

The above quote is  e x tre m e ly  im p o rta n t fo r  an  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of 

P e i r c e 's  th e o ry  of m ean in g . P e i r c e  g iv es no d ire c t  ex p lic a tio n  of it.

I w ish ,to  c o n s id e r  it f ro m  th re e  po in ts  of view . F i r s t ,  I w ould lik e  to  

in q u ire  about the m ean in g  of the  p h ra s e  "co n d itio n a l p re d ic tio n s . " 

Secondly, I w ish  to  d isc u s s  th e  im p o rt of " in ten tio n . " L a s tly , and 

p e rh a p s  m o s t im p o rtan tly , w hat is  th e  s ta tu s  of th is  seco n d  g rad e  of 

m ean in g ?

One of P e i r c e 's  m o s t im p o rta n t co n tr ib u tio n s  w as h is  fo rm u la ­

tio n  of a m ethod  fo r  d e te rm in in g  th e  m ean in g  of co n cep ts . The im p o r ­

tan ce  of th is  m ethod  (p ra g m a tic ism ) l ie s  in the fa c t th a t it can  not only 

e lim in a te  en d le ss  v e rb a l d isp u te s , b u t th a t it  can  a lso  d e lin e a te  m ean in g  

in  te r m s  of a com m on, tan g ib le  g round. The no tion  of "co n d itio n a l p r e ­

d ic tio n s"  is  a t  th e  c o re  of p ra g m a tic is m . To u n d e rs ta n d  th is , le t  m e 

f i r s t  sk e tc h  b r ie f ly  h is  th e o ry  of b e lie f> and then  look  a t th e  two m o st 

im p o rta n t fo rm u la tio n s  of p ra g m a tic is m .
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B e lie f , Doubt and A ction

A b e lie f  is  d e lin ea ted  by th re e  m a in  c h a r a c te r is t ic s .  It is  s o m e ­

th ing  of w hich  we a r e  co n sc io u s; it so o th es  the i r r i ta t io n  e lic ite d  by 

doubt; and it invo lves the  e s ta b lish m e n t of a ru le  of ac tio n  in ou r n a tu re . 

E s s e n tia lly , a b e lie f  is  th a t upon w h ich  w e a r e  p re p a re d  to  ac t. To b e ­

lie v e  in so m eth in g  m ean s  to  be d isp o sed  in te rm s  of adop ting  it fo r  a

ru le  of ac tio n . In sh o r t, we can  re d u c e  a b e lie f  to  a m ax im  of conduct.

56F o r  P e irc e ,  nothing could  be m o re  ev iden t th an  th is . L e t m e th en  

s a y  p ro v is io n a lly  th a t a b e lie f  is  m o re  o r  le s s  an  ex p ec ta tio n  in te r m s  

of ac tio n .

Suppose then , th a t w e a c t on a p a r t ic u la r  b e lie f . If o u r ac tio n  

g ives u s  som e s a tis fa c tio n  w hich  w as m o re  o r  le s s  in a c c o rd a n c e  w ith  

o u r ex p ec ta tio n , th en  th a t b e lie f  is  t ru e .  On th e  o th e r  hand, if  no s a t i s ­

fac tio n  w as ach iev ed , th en  th a t b e lie f  w as fa ls e . P r e c is e ly  a t th is  poin t, 

doubt is  m o s t ev iden t. T h is is  not a u n iv e rs a l  doubt, of th e  kind fo r  

w hich P e i r c e  c r i t ic iz e d  D e s c a r te s .  It is  no t a fe igned  doubt, u sed  fo r  

e p is te m o lo g ic a l p u rp o se s . It is  genuine doubt.

Doubt then , r e s u l ts  f ro m  a c tio n  on a b e lie f  fa ilin g  to  give s a t i s ­

fac tio n . T hat is , it r e s u l t s  b e ca u se  w hat w e ex p ected  tu rn s  out o th e r ­

w ise . Q uite a n u m b er of p o s s ib il i t ie s  a r e  ev iden t h e re .  The questio n  

is. not one of e i th e r  co m p le te  b e lie f  o r  co m p le te  doubt. We have d e g re e s  

of bo th  b e lie f  and doubt. W hen the  d e g re e  of doubt is  n eg lig ib le , a c tio n  

r e s u l ts .  On th e  o th e r  hand, w hen the  d e g re e  of doubt ou tw eigh ts th a t of
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b e lie f , w e ten d  not to  a c t, . In be tw een  co m p le te  doubt and co m p le te  b e ­

lie f , an ac tio n  m u s t be m od ified  a c c o rd in g ly . P e rh a p s  the  m o s t d iff i­

cu lt po in t is  w h e re  the  b e lie f  a lm o s t b a la n c e s  the doubt. And, w hat 

happens w hen the d e g re e  of doubt b a la n c e s  the d e g re e  of b e lie f?  A re  

w e re d u ce d  to  a s ta te  of in ac tio n  a s  in th e  c a se  of B u r id a n 's  a s s ?  I 

th ink  not. Supposed th a t o u r b e lie f  th a t it w ill r a in  a t a c e r ta in  tim e  is  

b a lan ced  by  an  equal d e g ree  of doubt about the  ra in . . Should w e c a r r y  

o u r u m b re lla ?  W ell, w hat a r e  the  co n seq u en ces  of c a r ry in g  the u m ­

b r e l la  in bo th  c a s e s ?  If it r a in s  and we c a r r y  it, th en  we sav e  our 

o n e-h u n d red  d o lla r  ja c k e t d esig n ed  e s p e c ia lly  fo r us by O leg C a ss in i.

If we c a r r y  o u r u m b re lla  and it does not ra in , then  w e go th ro u g h  a 

m in o r  d isc o m fo rt of c a r ry in g  so m eth in g  su p e rflu o u s  w ith  u s . I 'l l  tak e  

the u m b re lla .

The E sse n c e  of B e lie f  

A s I have a lre a d y  m en tioned , the  e s se n c e  of b e lie f  is  the e s ta b ­

lish m e n t of a ru le  of ac tio n , o r  w hat P e i r c e  c a lls  a "h ab it. " How do 

w e d is tin g u ish  am ong th e se  v a r io u s  b e l ie f s ?  O bviously , th e se  a re  d i s ­

tin g u ish ed  ac c o rd in g  to  the  v a rio u s  m o d es of a c tio n  to  w h ich  they  give 

r i s e .  If th ey  do not d iffe r  in th is  r e s p e c t ,  then  a s  f a r  a s  p ra g m a tic is m  

is  co n cern ed , th ey  a r e  equal. We shou ld  not m ake th e  m is ta k e  of th in k ­

ing th a t the  d is tin c tio n  be tw een  two id eas  is  nothing but the  d is tin c tio n  

be tw een  two w o rd s . B ut then , how do w e d e te rm in e  the  m ean in g  of
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so m e th in g ?  G en era lly , w e look and se e  w hat hab it ( ru le  of ac tion , d i s ­

p osition ) it p ro d u c e s . W hat a th in g  m e a n s  is  s im p ly  the  h ab it it in ­

v o lv es. ' Now the id en tific a tio n  of a h ab it depends on how it m igh t lead  

us to  a c t. T h is-h y p o th e tica l ac tio n  is  not only b a se d  on the  c i r c u m ­

s ta n c e s  w hich  a r e  lik e ly  to  o c c u r, bu t a lso  on any th a t m igh t p o ss ib ly  

o c c u r . In o th e r  w o rd s , the e s se n c e  of th e  ru le  of a c tio n  depends on 

w hen and how it is  re sp o n s ib le  fo r  o u r ac tio n .

In te r m s  of the "when, " any  s tim u lu s  to  a c tio n  is  u ltim a te ly  

d e riv ed  f ro m  p e rc e p tio n . W ith r e s p e c t  to  the  "how, " th e  end of a c tio n  

is the  p ro d u c tio n  of som e se n s ib le  r e s u l t .  T h is  is  how P e irc e  is  c a p ­

ab le  of b rin g in g  a ll d is tin c tio n s  of thought, ' down to  a le v e l of w hat is  

tan g ib le . Thus a l l  d is tin c tio n s  in thought have th e ir  ro o ts  in w hat is  ex - 

p e r ie n tia l ly  p a lp ab le .

D isp o s itio n a ls

Suppose w e tak e  an ex am ple . W hat do we m ean  by  ca llin g  s o m e ­

th ing  "p o iso n o u s"?  O bviously , w hat we m e an  is  th a t it  w ill cau se  s e ­

v e re  im p a irm e n t to  o u r h e a lth  (if not death) if we sw allow  o r  inhale it. 

Thus the w hole concep tion  of th is  q u a lity  th a t a su b s ta n c e  has (that it is  

po isonous) l ie s  in co n ce iv ed  e ffec ts . L e t m e poin t out th a t th is  q u es tio n  

of d isp o s itio n  is  r a th e r  im p o rtan t. And h e re  I ought to  m en tio n  th a t it 

should  not be confused  w ith  c a u s e s . W hat I m ean  is th a t w hen we a sk  

the  re a s o n  fo r  a su b s ta n c e  behav ing  in su ch  and su ch  a m a n n e r, we
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could  be a sk in g  fo r  tw o e n tire ly  d iffe re n t th in g s. W hen som eone a sk s  

m e how it is  p o ss ib le  fo r  th a t sh e e t of gold to  be so  th in , he could  be 

ask in g  m e two e n tire ly  d iffe re n t th in g s . F i r s t  of a ll , he could  be a sk in g  

m e w hy it is  lik e  th a t. To th is  I w ould r e p ly  th a t te n  m in u te s  ago I took  

a s m a ll  p iece  of gold and th en  b ea t it w ith  a h a m m e r u n m erc ifu lly , u n til 

I ob ta ined  th is  th in  sh e e t. H e re  th e  q u es tio n  and the a n sw e r  p e r ta in  to  

the  cau se . In o th e r  w o rd s , how did th e  gold, w hich  u s u a lly  co m es in  

lu m p s, get th a t w ay  ? On the o th e r  hand, he could  be a sk in g  m e how it 

is  p o ss ib le  fo r  gold to  be b ea te n  in to  th in  sh e e ts .  H e re , he is  not a s k ­

ing m e about the  c au se , but about the p ro p e r ty  of the gold its e lf . To 

th is  q u es tio n  I give an  a n sw e r in t e r m s  of a d isp o s itio n . I an sw er th a t  

th e  gold is  m a lle a b le . M a lle a b ility  is  a c e r ta in  p ro p e r ty  o r  d isp o s itio n  

of the  gold. T h is m e an s  th a t if I w e re  to  p e r fo rm  su ch  and su ch  a 

m a n e u v e r  on the  gold, it  w ould have su ch  and su ch  an  effec t. T h is is 

the  e s se n c e  of P e i r c e 's  po in t. And, in som ew hat dogm atic  te rm in o lo g y  

P e i r c e  s ta te s  it thus:

T h e re  is  a b so lu te ly  no d iffe ren ce  b e tw een  
a h a rd  th ing  and a so ft th in g  so  long as  th ey  
a r e  not b ro u g h t to  th e  te s t .  ^

A P r a g m a tic is t  P r e s c r ip t io n  

T h e re  is  so m eth in g  w ro n g  w ith  th e  above fo rm u la tio n . U sually , 

a v e ry  s tro n g  o b jec tio n  is  r a is e d . If I m en tio n  th a t X is  p o isonous, does 

it m ean  th a t fo r  som eone to  u n d e rs ta n d  m y  a s s e r t io n ,  I have to  d r in k  i t?
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t ic is m  on th e se  g ro u n d s. In o th e r  w o rd s , do I have to  a c t in o rd e r  fo r  

m y  s ta te m e n t to  m ake s e n s e ?  H ere  I m u s t an sw e r th a t it a l l  depends on 

w hat w e a r e  ta lk in g  about. In the  above exam ple , if I m ay  a n sw e r  fo r  

P e i r c e ,  s u re ly  th is  is  not the  c a s e . The im p o rta n t po in t is  th a t I have 

a c e r ta in  d isp o s itio n  to w a rd s  a p a r t ic u la r  p ro p e r ty  of a su b s tan ce . My 

d isp o s itio n  to w ard s  the su b s ta n c e  depends on the  d isp o s itio n a l c h a r a c te r  

of th a t su b s ta n c e . T hat th e r e  a r e  only two n a tu ra lly  liq u id  e le m e n ts  in 

e x is te n c e  m ean s  th a t if  (am ong o th e r  th in g s) I go to  the  p e rio d ic  tab le ,

I w ould find su ch  and su ch  p ro p e r t ie s  as  belonging  to  th e se  tw o e le m e n ts . 

B ut if som eone te l l s  m e th a t a r s e n ic  is  p o isonous, do I have to  d r in k  it 

in  o rd e r  to  find ou t?  Of c o u rse , I could p e r fo rm  c e r ta in  te s t s  to  d e t e r ­

m ine th is , but th e  po in t h e re  is  the fo rm a tio n  of an  a ttitu d e , a ru le  of 

ac tio n  on m y  p a r t .  A ll th a t P e i r c e  is  say in g  is  th a t i f  you w e re  to  tak e  

so m e  of it, th en  th e se  r e s u l t s  would en su e . And th is  m ean s  th a t m y  

d isp o s itio n  to w ard s  a r s e n ic  is  one of o r a l  e v as io n  w hen I en co u n te r it.

A ll th a t w e m ean  by ca llin g  so m eth in g  po isonous is  th a t if we w e re  to  

tak e  it in to  o u r body, th en  su ch  and su ch  e ffec ts  (se n s ib le  ones) w ould 

o c c u r . But b e fo re  continuing , p e rm it  m e to  exam ine w h at is  p e rh a p s , 

P e i r c e 's  m o s t fam ous s ta te m e n t of p ra g m a tic  ism . In 1878, P e irc e  gave 

a ru le  fo r  a tta in in g  c le a rn e s s .  He fo rm u la te d  it th u s:

C o n s id e r  w hat e ffec ts , th a t m igh t c o n c e iv a ­
b ly  have p ra c t ic a l  b e a r in g s , we conceive  the
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o b jec t of o u r co n cep tio n  to  have. Then, o u r 
concep tion  of th e se  e ffec ts  is  the w hole of o u r 
co n cep tio n  of the o b jec t.

A R enew al

In te r m s  of th is  fo rm u la tio n , I could  a sk  if th e  a r s e n ic  is  r e a l ly  

p o iso n o u s. T hat is , it s e e m s  th a t th e re  is  no d isc e rn ib le  a c tu a l fac t 

w h ich  m ak es  it so . But is  i ts  be ing  po isonous n e v e r th e le s s , a r e a l  fac t ? 

It se e m s  th a t thus f a r  I can  only sa y  th a t it is  ju s t  how I choose  to  a r ­

ra n g e  m y  though ts, th a t d e te rm in e s  w hat so m eth in g  is . In o th e r  w o rd s , 

th a t a r s e n ic  is po isonous s e e m s  ju s t  an  a r b i t r a r y  u sag e  of speech .

P e i r c e  w as aw a re  of th is  d ifficu lty , and som e tw en ty  y e a r s  l a te r  he r e ­

fo rm u la te d  p ra g m a tic is m  in the  fo llow ing m a n n e r:

The e n tire  in te lle c tu a l p u rp o rt  of any  sy m b o l 
c o n s is ts  in the  to ta l  of a l l  g e n e ra l m odes of 
r a t io n a l  conduct w hich, co n d itio n a lly  upon a ll  
the  p o ss ib le  d iffe re n t c irc u m s ta n c e s  and d e ­
s i r e s  w ould en su e  upon the  a c c e p ta n c e  of the  
sym bol. 59

In the  f i r s t  fo rm u la tio n , the c a se  se e m s  to  be r a th e r  a r b i t r a r y  

and v e ry  su b je c tiv e . In o th e r  w o rd s , it se e m e d  th a t the  m ean in g  of 

"p o iso n o u s"  r e s te d  on w hat T m ean t by  it. Thus the  r e a l i ty  of any p r o ­

p e r ty  a p p e a re d  e p h e m e ra l. Now how ever, P e ir c e  is  m a in ta in in g  th a t 

the  r e a l  ( w ithou t d isco u n tin g  the  w o rd  a s  ap p lied  in m any  c irc u m stan ce s )  

is  th a t w h ich  is  a s  it is  in sp ite  of how it is  thought to  be  a t any  tim e . In 

o th e r  w o rd s , th e  r e a l  is  independen t of te rm in o lo g ic a l d iffe re n c e s . So 

th a t w hen w e s a y  th a t so m eth in g  is  "so ft, " the  r e a l  c ru x  of the  m a t te r
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l ie s  not in o u r th e o re t ic a l  fo rm u la tio n , but in the  fac t, in th e  w ay a sub™ x 

s ta n c e  b eh av es . T h is  m ay  sound lik e  m uch  m e ta p h y s ic a l hogw ash. 

M etap h y sica l it is , but not hogw ash. It is  d e s c r ip tiv e  m e ta p h y s ic s , 

and th e re  a r e  two s id e s  to  it.

C oncep tion  and R esp o n s ib ility  

F i r s t ,  th e r e  is  a s id e  w h ich  invo lves re sp o n s ib ili ty ; and s e c ­

ondly, th e r e  is  a s id e  w hich  tra n s c e n d s  re sp o n s ib ili ty . W ith r e s p e c t  

to  the  f i r s t  s id e  then , w e com e to  m ean in g  in te rm s  of in ten tion . I can  

only be re sp o n s ib le  in so  f a r  as  I can  conceive  the m ean in g  of a c e r ta in  

w ord  o r  concep t. T h is  does not m ean  th a t I m u s t en v is io n  o r  c le a r ly  

d e lin ea te  in m y  m ind  the  co n seq u en ces . It m ean s  th a t even though an  

e ffec t o r  co n seq u en ce  m ay  be d ire c t ly  out of m y  c o n tro l, if  I a c cep t the  

co n seq u en ces  of be ing  re sp o n s ib le  in a c e r ta in  con tex t, th en  I am  r e ­

sp o n sib le , even  though it m ig h t be in an  in d ire c t w ay. C o n s id e r, a s  an  

exam ple , the  p re s id e n t of a com pany  te llin g  one of th e  m a n a g e rs  to  do 

som eth in g . The p re s id e n t, a t the  tim e  th a t the a c tio n  w as to  be p e r ­

fo rm ed , goes to  a co ck ta il p a r ty . The m a n a g e r  fo rg e ts  to  do it. Is 

the  p re s id e n t r e s p o n s ib le ?  Of c o u rse  he is . The m a n a g e r  m ay  be e x ­

o rc is e d , bu t n e v e r th e le s s , we can  sp eak  of the re sp o n s ib il i ty  of the 

p re s id e n t a lso  in th is  c a s e . In o th e r  w o rd s  beyond w h at I in tend  r e s p o n ­

s ib i l i ty  is  lifted . It is  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  c o n tro lle d  conduct th a t p ra g m a - 

t ic is m  w ould t r a c e  (o r b e t te r  s t i l l ,  c h a r t)  th e  in te lle c tu a l p u rp o rt of

)
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sy m b o ls . In o th e r  w o rd s , w hen I ac t on the b e lie f  in .a  c e r ta in  p ro p o s i­

tion , I a c t in so  f a r  a s  I u n d e rs ta n d  a c e r ta in  m ean in g  in  te r m s  of 

e ffe c ts . F o r  th is  I am  re sp o n s ib le . The a c c en t is  d iff icu lt to  p lace . 

A re  w e going to  p lace  it on the  ac tio n  o r  on the hab it o r  d isp o s itio n  to 

a c t ? W ell/ it a l l  depends on w hat w o rd  o r  concep t w e a r e  ta lk in g  about. 

L et m e i l lu s t r a te  by tw o e x am p le s . F i r s t ,  f ro m  the  po in t of view of 

a n o th e r . Suppose th a t so m eo n e  sa y s  to  m e , "I am  co u rag eo u s. " I then  

a s k  h im  w hat he m e a n s , and he te l l s  m e . He does not have to  act. to  

t e l l  m e  w hat he m e a n s . He te l l s  m e th a t u n d e r  su c h  and su c h  c i r c u m ­

s ta n c e s , he w ould behave in su ch  and su ch  a m a n n e r . In th is  s e n se , 

w hat he m ean s  by  "c o u ra g e o u s"  is  th a t he h as  a c e r ta in  d isp o s itio n  to  

a c t in su ch  and such  a w ay. He does not have to  a c t in o rd e r  fo r m e  to  

u n d e rs ta n d . A ll th a t I w ish  to  s t r e s s  h e rd  is  the  im p o rta n c e  of d is p o s i­

tio n  in te r m s  of m ean ing . It is  not so  m uch  a q u estio n  of "w atch  m e" 

in o rd e r  to  get m y  m ean ing ; it can  be so . But u su a lly , it is  a q u estio n  

of " if  I w e re  to  be in su ch  and su ch  a s itu a tio n , th en  I w ould behave in 

su ch  and su ch  a m a n n e r . "

A ctio n s  h ow ever, do sp eak  lo u d e r  th an  w o rd s . The m ean ing  of 

" c o u rag eo u s"  I can  get f ro m  a d e sc rip tio n , but w h e th e r  I b e liev e  it o r 

not w ill depend on w h e th e r  he a c ts  in su ch  a m an n e r. The c o n firm a tio n  

of m y  b e lie f  ta k e s  p la ce  in te r m s  of so m e  fu tu re  s ta te  of th in g s . How ­

e v e r , u n til th e  te s t  co m es , if I have no good re a s o n  fo r  not b e liev in g  

him , I b e liev e  h im . Thus m y opinion of h im  does not change u n le ss
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so m eth in g  po in ts  to  the  c o n tra ry , A John  Sm ith  m ig h t have cau sed  m e 

to  doubt about h is  d isp o s itio n  w hen he r a n  fro m  the  f ro n t lin e s , but 

A udie M urphy co n firm ed  m y b e lie f  in h is  co u rag e . In te r m s  of b e lie f  

then, bo th  d isp o s itio n  and ac tio n  m u s t be tak en  in to  accoun t.

In te r m s  of so m e p ro p e r t ie s  of su b s ta n c e s , a d isp o s itio n a l i n t e r ­

p re ta tio n  is  quite  ad eq u a te . Thus if I c a ll  a r s e n ic  "p o iso n o u s"  I do not 

have to  go and sw allow  som e of it. A ll th a t I m ean  w hen I sa y  th a t it  is  

"p o iso n o u s"  is  th a t if I w e re  to  tak e  it, th en  I w ould p ro b ab ly  die. And 

w hat e ls e  do w e m e an  by  ca llin g  a r s e n ic  "p o iso n o u s"  if no t th a t w hen it  

is  exposed  to  an  agency  of a c e r ta in  kind, a c e r ta in  k ind of s e n s ib le  

r e s u l t  w ould en su e ?  T h is  is w hat P e i r c e  w ill sa y  about an ob ject 

w h ich  p o s s e s s e s  a c e r ta in  c h a ra c te r .

A s I have a lre a d y  m en tioned , th e re  is  a lso  a seco n d  s id e  to th is  

no tion  of co n seq u en ces . T h ese  a re  th o se  co n seq u en ces  w hich tra n sc e n d  

re sp o n s ib il i ty . C o n s id e r  the exam ple  of the  p re s id e n t and the  m a n a g e r  

again . The s itu a tio n  is  th e  sa m e , excep t th a t th is  tim e , a m onom aniac  

co m es in and s ta b s  the  m a n a g e r  to  d ea th  b e fo re  he (the m an ag e r)  h a s  a 

chance to  ex ecu te  h is  o rd e r s .  Is th e  p re s id e n t re sp o n s ib le  fo r  th is ?  

O bviously  not. T h is w as  not a q u es tio n  of hum an f r a i l ty  on th e  p a r t  of 

the  m a n a g e r, bu t a q u es tio n  of an  ac c id en t, o r u n ex p ected  phenom enon. 

T h is  s o r t  of o c c u r re n c e  w ould com e u n d e r  the  head ing  of "u n fo rse e n  

c o n seq u en ces . " W hen P e i rc e  is  say in g  th a t th e  r e a l  is  independen t (as  

opposed  to  h is  f i r s t  fo rm u la tio n ) of w hat any  one of u s  th in k s , he is



50

say in g  th a t w e can know only in so  f a r  a s  we can  co n ceiv e . Beyond th is , 

th e r e  a r e  w hat P e ir c e  c a lls  "un fo rsee 'n  co n seq u en ces , 11 I w ould lik e  to  

s t r e s s ,  a t th is  point, th a t fro m  a p h en om eno log ica l p e rsp e c tiv e , th e se  

co n seq u en ces  a r e  not ju s t  a p o s tu la tio n  dem anded  by a m e ta p h y s ic a l 

p o s itio n . H ow ever, th is  po in t w ill be d ea lt w ith  n e a r  th e  end of th is  

e s sa y , I m u s t now tu rn  to  th e  o th e r  two q u es tio n s  p re v io u s ly  ra is e d , 

n am ely  th e  q u estio n  of in ten tion , and th e  s ta tu s  of the  seco n d  g rad e  of 

m ean ing .

In ten tion

The seco n d  g ra d e  of m ean in g  depends on an u n d e rs ta n d in g  of th e  

f i r s t .  If w e c a ll th is  com m on ground of co m m u n ica tio n , b a se d  on a 

com m on u se  of language, the " f i r s t  g rad e  of m ean ing , 11 th en  the seco n d  

g rad e  w ill p e r ta in  to  any  in ten tio n a l d ev ia tio n  fro m  the  f i r s t .  The o r d i ­

n a ry  m ean in g  of a w ord , b e s id e s  be ing  a n ch o red  in an  o rd in a ry  d en o ta ­

tion , a lso  h as  a p o ss ib ili ty . It has a m a te r ia l  p o te n tia lity , ^  o r pow er, 

w hich  b e co m e s  m o re  m a n ife s t in the  seco n d  le v e l of m ean ing . P ic to r i -  

a lly , the  r e la t io n  b e tw een  th e se  two g ra d e s  of m ean ing  is  lik e  the r e l a ­

tio n  be tw een  an u m b ra  and its  p en u m b ra . It is  d ifficu lt, if  not im p o ss ib le  

to  to se e  w h e re  the  u m b ra  beg in s  to  be a punum bra , o r  v ice  v e rsa . But 

the  p en u m b ra  does depend on the  u m b ra . L ik ew ise , it is  d ifficu lt to  

po in t to a  re g io n  w h e re  o u r in ten tio n s  beg in  to tra n s c e n d  th e  f i r s t  g ra d e  

of m ean ing . And, in o rd e r  to  d ev ia te  by o u r in ten tio n s , th e r e  m u s t be
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so m e th in g  th e re  to  d ev ia te  f ro m . T h is  is  not to sa y  th a t th ro u g h  o u r 

in ten tio n s  we n e c e s s a r i ly  d ev ia te  f ro m  the given m ean in g  of a w o rd , bu t 

r a th e r ,  th a t if we d ev ia te , we can  only d ev ia te  f ro m  so m eth in g  of w h ich  

w e a lre a d y  u n d e rs ta n d  its  m ean ing . T h e re fo re , the seco n d  g rad e  of 

m ean in g  does depend on the  f i r s t .

The p o te n tia lity  of the  f i r s t  le v e l b eco m es  a c tu a liz e d  m o re  and 

m o re  a s  the  w o rd  in te ra c ts  w ith  o th e r  w o rd s . If we can  sp e ak  of th e  

F i r s tn e s s  of a w ord , it w ill d ea l w ith  the  e s ta b lish e d  u sag e  in te r m s  of 

deno ta tion . T h e re  is an  im p o rta n t r e a s o n  fo r  p lac in g  su ch  a heavy 

a c c en t on the f i r s t  le v e l of m ean ing . If we can  v isu a liz e  F i r s tn e s s  as  

su g g es tin g  the b a s ic  q u es t of e m p ir ic is m , w e m u st a lso  u n d e rs ta n d  th a t 

th is  su g g e s ts  the su b o rd in a tio n  of in fe re n c e  to  d is c lo s u re . ^  And by 

F i r s tn e s s  h e re , I m ea n  no m o re  th an  the tak in g  into accoun t of p h en o m ­

ena a s  th ey  a p p e a r . T hat is  to  say , the giving of phenom ena th e i r  due 

p r io r  to  c la s s if ic a tio n  and judgm en t. It is  thus v e ry  im p o rta n t th a t we 

get an  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of how a w o rd  is  be ing  u sed  in the  o rd in a ry  co n ­

te x t of language  b e fo re  we can  a tte m p t to  m agn ify  its  m ean in g , I have' 

shown how th is  is  the  c a s e  fo r  P e i r c e  to  so m e ex ten t, bu t if w e a r e  to  

g ra sp  the  b a s ic  po in ts  of h is  th e o ry  w e m u s t a tte m p t o th e r  p e rsp e c tiv e s ;  

and h e re  w e en co u n te r som e d ific u ltie s .

If e v e ry  m ean in g  co n ta in s  p a r t  of the  p o te n tia lity  of w h a te v e r  i t  

is the m ean ing , the  c o n v e rse  of th is  is  a lso  tru e .  Thus T h ird n e ss  (we 

sh a ll  d isc u s s  th is  sh o rtly ) , w hich  em b o d ies p a r t  of the  p o te n tia lity  of
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62a n o th e r , c o n s titu te s  a p a r t ia l  a n a ly s is  of the  m ean in g  of th a t o th e r.

A ll I w a n t  t o ' S t r e s s  h e r e  is  t h a t  i f  I k n o w  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  a  w o r d  o n  t h e  

f i r s t  l e v e l ,  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  e x h a u s t  i t .

Now a w ay  of g e ttin g  m ean ing  a c r o s s  on a f i r s t  le v e l could be in  

an  o s te n s iv e  m an n e r. O r, we could  d e s c r ib e  s itu a tio n s  in w hich  the  

w o rd  is  u sed . T h is  is  the p a ra d ig m  c a se  of o rd in a ry  language  a n a ly s is . 

Now P e ir c e  w ould go a long  w ith  th is , but w ith  som e r e s e rv a t io n s .  A 

w ord , f ro m  a d iffe re n t p e rsp e c tiv e , is  th e  e x p re s s io n  of a h a b it. Now 

a p a rad ig m  ex am p le , a t m o s t, c o m m u n ica te s  one fa c e t of the  hab it o r  

concep t w hich  the  w o rd  e x p re s s e s .  Thus th e  w o rd  is  not w e ll co m m u n i­

c a ted  u n til  the  le a r n e r  can  fe e l h is  w ay  th ro u g h  the  v a r io u s  c r i te r i a  of

63u sag e  denoted  by  the  w o rd . And th is  com es about by  c o lla te ra l  e x ­

p e r ie n c e , by be ing  acq u a in ted  w ith  the  " leg en d "  beh ind  the  w ord .

P e i r c e  a s  an  E xam ple  

We m igh t e lu c id a te  th is  by  u s in g  P e i r c e  h im self, a s  an  exam ple . 

The w o rd  " p ra g m a tis m "  as . such , s tan d s  fo r  a lm o s t a s  m an y  d iffe ren t 

m ean in g s  a s  th e re  a r e  peop le  u s in g  th e  w o rd . In th is  s e n se  we m ight 

say  about " p ra g m a tis m "  w hat S a r tr e  h as  sa id  about " e x is te n t ia l is m ;" 

n am ely , th a t b ec a u se  of i ts  d iv e rs if ie d  im plications-, a c c o rd in g  as  to  

who u s e s  it, i t  h as  beco m e m e a n in g le ss . W ith r e s p e c t  to  " p ra g m a tism , " 

c o n s id e r  th a t it m ean s  to  u t te r ,  and even  h e re  th e re  a r e  so  m any  d if ­

f e re n t  sh ad es , th e  p h ra s e  "p u re  p ra g m a tis m . " A p u re  p ra g m a tis t  s e e s
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m ean in g  in te rm s  of w hat som e "o b je c t11 su ch  as  an e le c tro n , does w hen

64su b je c te d  to  o b se rv a tio n . Thus fo r  som eone lik e  C. I. L ew is, the  

quantum  equation  r e p re s e n ts  so m e kind of su m m a ry  of s ta te m e n ts  about 

s e n se  im p re s s io n s .

On the  o th e r  hand, a p r a c t ic a l  p ra g m a tis t  p h ra s e s  m ean ing  in 

te r m s  of w hat m en  can  do w ith  an  e le c tro n . H ere  it is  u se  fo r  hum an 

ends th a t is  e m p h as iz ed . T h e re fo re , som eone lik e  D ew ey w ould view 

th e  quantum  eq u a tio n  as  a too l. He w ould a c c e n tu a te  th e  u se fu ln e ss  of 

the equation  fo r  m ee tin g  c e r ta in  dem ands of life . In th is  s e n se , fo r 

Dewey, p ra g m a tis m  is  a su m m a ry  of s ta te m e n ts  "about u se fu l o p e ra ­

tio n s  fo r  ach iev in g  hum an ends.

C o n s id e r  a n o th e r  ex am ple  f ro m  the  c la s s  of m ean in g s  a ttr ib u te d  

to  the w o rd  " p ra g m a tism . " W illiam  J a m e s  a c c e n tu a te s  th e  p a r t ic u la r ­

ity  of the  e x p e r ie n c e  by  th e  u se  of " p ra g m a tism . " T hat is , J a m e s  

w an ts to  s t r e s s  the  fa c t th a t the e x p e rie n c e  m u st be p a r t ic u la r  r a th e r  

th an  a c tiv e . It is  no w o n d er then , th a t we h e a r  P e i r c e ,  s lig h tly  i r r i ­

ta te d  by the  w hole b u s in e s s , say ing ,

So then , the  w r i te r ,  find ing  h is  ban tlin g  
'p r a g m a t is m 1 so  p ro m o ted , fe e ls  th a t it is  
tim e  to  k is s  h is  ch ild  good-by  and re lin q u is h  
it to  its  h ig h e r  destin y ; w h ile  to  s e rv e  th e  
p r e c is e  p u rp o se  of e x p re s s in g  the o r ig in a l 
defin ition , he g e ts  to  announce the  b ir th  of 
th e  w o rd  'p ra g m a tic is m , ' w hich  is  ug ly  
enough to  b e  sa fe  f ro m  k id n ap p e rs . ® '
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T he po in t to  he m ad e h e re  is  th a t th e  w ord  " p ra g m a tis m "  b e ­

cam e a s s o c ia te d  w ith  v a r io u s  m e a n in g s . I m ay  c a ll  th e  c la s s  of th e se  

v a r io u s  m ean in g s  th e  su m  to ta l of th e  e s ta b lish e d  d en o ta tiv e  pow er of 

the  w ord . P e i r c e  ac ce p ted  th e se  m ean in g s , but a t the  sam e  tim e , he 

thought of th e m  a s  an effluv ium  in  w hich  h is  own m ean in g  had  drow ned. 

T hus, to get h is  m ean ing  a c r o s s ,  he co ined  the w ord  " p ra g m a tic is m . " 

In th is  w ay, he w as cap ab le  of e s ta b lish in g  h is  own m ean in g . C o n se­

quen tly , if  P e i r c e  had to exp la in  th is  m ean ing  to  a n o th e r  p e rso n , h is  

own ex p lan a tio n  w ould r e p re s e n t  the  seco n d  g ra d e  of m ean ing  of th e  

w ord , w hile th e  m ean ing  w hich th a t  p e r s o n  a lre a d y  u n d e rs to o d  by c o l­

la te r a l  e x p e r ie n c e  (the m any  s e n s e s  of th e  w ord  " p ra g m a tis m " )  w ould 

c o n s titu te  th e  f i r s t  g ra d e  of m ean ing  of th e  w ord .

An A nalogy (The E th ic s  of G ra m m a r )

To shed  so m e m o re  lig h t on th is  po in t, and in  o rd e r  to g ra sp  

the  no tion  of g row th  w ith  r e s p e c t  to m ean ing , allow  m e to exam ine  an 

im p o rta n t analogy  m ade by P e i r c e .  A cco rd in g  to  so m e  s e n s a t io n a lis ts ,  

m an  is  a s e r ie s  of fe e lin g s . D oes a w o rd  h av e-fee lin g s  ? P e e lin g s  d e­

pend on o u r  b o d ie s . And, if  we r e s t r i c t  fe e lin g s  to a n im a l fee lin g s , 

th en  of c o u rse , a w ord  h a s  no  ̂fe e lin g s . But. i t  does have so m eth in g  

w hich  c o rre sp o n d s  to  fe e lin g s . E v e ry  fee lin g  se e m s  to  be co gn itive . A

fee lin g  is  a se n sa tio n , and a s e n sa tio n  can  be r e p re s e n te d  by a w ord .

68Now, " th e  w ord  h as  a  w ord . " T ha t i s ,  th e  w ord  h as  i ts e lf .  T h e re fo re ,
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if m an  is  an  an im a l fee lin g , the  w ord  is  a w r itte n  feeling . But we 

m igh t ob jec t in th a t a m a n 's .fe e lin g s  a r e  p e rc e p tio n s ; he is  a ffec ted  by  

o b jec ts  in the  e x te rn a l w o rld . He s e e s ,  h e a r s ,  s m e lls ,  e tc . A w ord  

canno t do th is  s o r t  of th ing . B ut P e i r c e  would m a in ta in  th e  analogy 

even  h e re . He w ould s a y  th a t p e rc e p tio n  is the p o s s ib il i ty  of a c q u ir in g  

in fo rm a tio n . It is  the p o s s ib il i ty  of m ean in g  m o re . In th is  r e s p e c t ,  a 

w o rd  a lso  m ay  l e a r n . C o n s id e r  how m uch  m o re  the w o rd  "g e o m e try "  

m ean s  to d ay  than  it did in the days of the E g yp tians.

B ut does not m an  m ake the w ord  and assign ;; i t  m ean in g ?  P e ir c e  

w ould a g re e  w ith  th is , bu t s in c e  m an  th inks only in te r m s  of w o rd s  o r 

o th e r  e x te rn a l sy m b o ls , w o rd s  m igh t tu rn  about and say , "You m ean  

nothing w hich  w e have not taugh t you and th en  only so  f a r  a s  you a d d re s s  

som e w o rd  a s  the in te rp re ta n t  of y o u r thought. It w ould th e re fo re  

a p p e a r  th a t w o rd s  and m en  ed u ca te  each  o th e r  r e c ip ro c a l ly .  T hat is , 

each  in c re m e n t of a m a n ’s in fo rm a tio n  is a t  th e  sa m e  tim e  th e  in c r e ­

m en t of a w o rd ’s in fo rm atio n , and v ice  v e r s a .  Thus even  h e re  th e re  

a p p e a rs  to  be no d iffe re n c e .

• A s tro n g  o b jec tio n  to  th is  an a lo g y  w ould be th a t m an  has a m o ra l  

n a tu re . A w ord  does not se e m  to  have one. M o ra ls  r e la te  to  w hat we 

ought to  do, and it w ould se e m  b iz a r r e  to  sp eak  of th e  "o u g h tn ess"  of a  

w o rd . B ut if w e en v isio n  m o ra li ty  a s  co n fo rm ity  to  a law  of f itn e s s  of 

th in g s , th en  we have so m e th in g  e x tre m e ly  analogous in the  good g ra m ­

m a r  of a w ord . P e i r c e  sa y s :
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Good g ra m m a r  is  th a t e x ce llen ce  of a w ord  
by w hich  it co m es to  have a good c o n sc ien c e , 
to  be s a t is fa c to ry  not m e re ly  w ith  r e fe re n c e  
be ing  had to  th e  ac tu a l s ta te  of th ings w hich  
it d en o tes , not m e re ly  to the  co n seq u en ces  
of th e  a c t, but to  it in its  own in te rn a l d e te r ­
m in a tio n . B eau ty  and t ru th  belong to th e  
m ind  and th e  w o rd  a lik e . The th ird  ex c e lle n c e  
is  m o ra li ty  on the one hand. G ra m m a r  on th e  
o t h e r .70

P e irc e  p u sh es  th is, analogy  to  the  poin t of iden tify in g  a sym bo l 

w ith  m an . In the  co n tex t of h is d isc u ss io n , a  p r a c t ic a l  p ro o f fo r m a n 's  

im m o rta li ty  is  o ffe red . F o r  m y  p u rp o se s  how ever, it. is  su ffic ien t to  

stop  w ith  th e  above quote.

The w hole point in ex am in in g  P e i r c e 's  ana lo g y  be tw een  m an  and 

w o rd  has b een  to  show th e  im p o rta n c e  w hich  P e ir c e  a tta c h e s  to  the 

. g row th  of a w o rd . Arid, s in c e  evo lu tion  is  a v ita l  p a r t  of P e i r c e 's  

th eo ry , I should  p e rh a p s  sa y  a few w o rd s  about w o rd s  th a t die out arid 

w o rd s  th a t a r e  inven ted  o r  m od ified  fq r  sp e c ific  p u rp o se s , b e fo re  con- 

' firm ing w ith  th is  d isc u ss io n . .

To b e s t  g ra s p  how w o rd s d ie and a r e  b o rn  o r  m od ified , we 

should  view  the  p ro c e s s  fro m  an e v o lu tio n a ry  point of v iew . J u s t a s  a 

p a r t ic u la r  sp e c ie s , o r  a p a r t ic u la r  in d iv id u a l w ith in  a s p e c ie s ,  p e r is h e s  

b e c a u se  he cannot a d ju s t to  the  dem ands of the  en v iro n m en t, so a w o rd  

is m od ified  o r  v an ish e s  b e c a u se  a new fie ld  of m ean ing  m igh t tra n s c e n d  

it. A w o rn  out w o rd  o r  p h rase , tu rn s  in to  a c lich e , and a  c lich e  soon 

v an ish e s  into, n o th in g n ess . Som e w o rd s  Seem  to  p e r s i s t  m o re  than
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o th e rs . Some even a p p e a r  to  be im m o rta l. Thus th e  w o rd  "m an, " 

a lthough  p e rp e tu a lly , sh if tin g  in deno ta tive  pow er, n e v e r th e le s s , a p p e a rs  

to  be s tro k e d  w ith  th e  b ru s h  of im m o rta lity . T his is  t ru e  w ith  r e s p e c t  

to  i ts  den o ta tio n  as  Well a s  its  conno ta tion . And, it a p p e a rs  a s  p u re  

t r iv ia ,  but obviously , a s  long a s  m en  " ru le "  the  e a r th , th e  w o rd  "m an " 

w ill p e r s i s t ,  H ow ever, even  th is  is  not d efin itiv e  b e c a u se  we could 

im ag ine  a po in t in the  fu tu re  w h e re  the  w ord  "m an "  m igh t have becom e 

a  c lich e . H ere  we could  en v isio n  the w o rd  "gho ti"  a s  tak in g  the p lace  

Of the  w o rd  "m an . "

L ooking a t th e  o th e r  s id e  of th e  coin , it is  not to o  d ifficu lt to  s e e  

how new w o rd s  m igh t be b o rn  Or m od ified . If an  old w ord  b eco m es 

w o rn  out in te rm s  of m ean in g , a new one w ill re p la c e  it. O r if a new 

s itu a tio n  a r i s e s ,  w h e reb y  it dem ands a new w o rd  to  denote  o r  exp la in  

its  p e c u lia r i ty  (o r c a p tu re  it d e s c r ip tiv e ly ) , th en  a new Word can  be 

co ined  fo r  the  p u rp o se . A lso  th e re  a r e  m any  c a s e s  in  be tw een  w h e re  

a d a p ta b ility  in te r m s  of e la s t ic i ty  o c c u rs .



TH E THIRD GRADE OF MEANING

W ith r e s p e c t  to  P e i r c e 's  no tion  of u n fo rse e n  co n seq u en ces , 

p r im a  fa c ie  it a p p e a rs  th a t th ey  a r e  su p e rf lu o u s . A ll th a t  he se e m s  to  

be say in g  is  th a t the  u n fo rse e n  is  th e  u n fo rse e n . And, a f te r  a ll , w hen 

I a c t, so. w hat if th e re  a r e  u n fo rse e n  c o n se q u en c es?  I cannot c o n tro l 

o r  be re sp o n s ib le  fo r  th em  p re c is e ly  b e c a u se  th ey  a r e  u n fo rse e n .

L e t m e look  a t th is  no tion  m o re  c lo se ly . If we a r e  to  ac t in  a 

} sp e c ific  s itu a tio n , then  g e n e ra lly  sp eak in g , any  re le v a n t p re d ic a m e n t 

w hich  can  be conceived , en v isio n ed  o r  im ag in ed  is  not an  u n fo rse e n  

co n seq u en ce . Thus a  m o th e r  m igh t w a rn  h e r  son, who is  about to  go 

on a cam ping  t r ip ,  to  be c a re fu l about c e r ta in  d an g e rs . He m igh t b e  

b itte n  by  a ra ttle s n a k e ; he m igh t fa ll  f ro m  a cliff; he m igh t get lo s t, 

e tc . She can  conceive  of a l l  th e se  p o s s ib i l i t ie s .  B ut, p e rh a p s  w hen he 

s te p s  out of the  d oor, a b r ic k  fa lls  on h is  head  and he is  h o sp ita liz e d  

fo r  a few w eek s . T h is  is  an  u n fo rse e n  conseq u en ce . We cannot draw  

a s h a rp  lin e  be tw een  w h at is  u n fo rse e n  and w hat is  not. The m o th e r  

could have v e ry  w e ll en v isio n ed  the  p o s s ib il i ty  of the  b r ic k  a s  w ell, bu t 

th is  co n cep tio n  is  r a th e r  re m o te  f ro m  th e  dem and of the  p a r t ic u la r  

ac tio n . The co n ce iv ab le  co n seq u en ces  of a cam ping  t r ip  a r e  d iffe ren t 

th an  th o se  of doing so m eth in g  e lse . A sp e c if ic  ac tio n , in  its  context, 

has  c e r ta in  p o s s ib i l i t ie s  w hich  tend  to  b e a r  s p e c if ic a lly  on it. G ran ted ,
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the  p o ss ib ility  of the  ch ild  be ing  knifed  to  death  by the  s c o u tm a s te r  in  

a m om en t of in sa n ity , could  be en v isio n ed , but n o rm a lly  th is  is  v e ry  r e ­

m ote  w ith  r e s p e c t  to a  cam ping  t r ip .  T he m o th e r  does not even th ink  

about th is .  T hus in  the  s e n se  of p e r ta in in g  to  a sp e c ific  h y p o th e tica l 

ac tio n , to  say  th a t the p o ss ib ilty  of conceiv ing  a re m o te  p re d ic a m e n t

is  th e re ,  is  not to  say  th a t th is  is  not an  u n fo rse e n  conseq u en ce . E ven
7

though it  is  co n ce iv ab le , it  is  n e v e r th e le s s  u n fo rse e n  b e c a u se  it  does 

not r e la te  to the  dem ands of th e  im m e d ia te  and p a r t ic u la r  ac tio n . T he 

m o re  re m o te  th e  p o s s ib ili ty , the  s tro n g e r  the  s e n se  of "u n fo rse en "  

b ec o m es , ' And if I s i t  h e re  and a tte m p t to en v isio n  a ll p o ss ib le  c o n se ­

q u en ces , I m ay n e v e r  a c t. A s a m a t te r  of fa c t, if  I do th is  I n e v e r  w ill 

a c t. T h a t i s ,  if  I s it  h e re  and a tte m p t to en v is io n  p o s s ib i l i t ie s  w hich 

a r e  v e ry  re m o te  f ro m  w hat the p a r t ic u la r  con tex t of m y ac tio n  r e q u ir e s ,  

th en  I m ight s it  h e re  and co n tem p la te  fo re v e r ,  b e c a u se  th e r e  a r e  an 

in d efin ite  n u m b er of th em . I can  se e  m y se lf  s ittin g  on top  of a m oun­

ta in , and I can  p ic tu re  a goat sn eez in g  on top  of an o th e r  m ountain . W ith 

the  sn e ez e , a c e r ta in  o do r is  em an a ted , w hich  quick ly  d iffu ses  in the  

a i r  and by m o le c u la r  m o tion  (su p p o rted  by the  k in e tic  th e o ry  of g a se s )  

i s  c a r r ie d  to  w h ere  I s i t .  W hile in h a lin g  th e se  v a p o rs , I tu rn  m y head  

in  d isg u s t, s ta n d  up, and s im u ltan eo u s ly , m y foot s te p s  on a lo o se  ro c k , 

th e re b y  cau sin g  m e to  lo se  m y b a lan c e  and p re c ip ita te  in to  th e  a b y ss .

O r a b eau tifu l w om an f ro m  P lu to  f lie s  down, sed u ces  m e and then  k n ifes  

m e to death . A lthough th is  l a t t e r  p o s s ib ili ty  m ight be p le a sa n t in som e
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r e s p e c ts ,  it is  h igh ly  im p ro b ab le . A s a m a t te r  of fa c t, bo th  of th e se  

p o s s ib i l i t ie s  a r e  so  im p ro b ab le  th a t th ey  a r e  u n fo rse e n . The point is , 

th a t a s  f a r  a s  the  p a r t ic u la r  p re d ic a m e n t goes, th e se  m ig h t a s  w e ll not 

e x is t. It w ould then ' a p p e a r  th a t th e se  co n seq u en ces  add nothing to h is  

p re v io u s  tw o g ra d e s  of m ean in g . H ow ever, upon c lo s e r  in sp ec tio n , 

th is  is  not the c a s e . W hat is  th e i r  ro le  and im p o rtan c e  th e n ?

"U n fo rseen  C o n seq u en ces"

B e a rin g  th e  g row th  of a w o rd  in  m ind, we a r e  now re a d y  to p r o ­

ceed  w ith  th is  e x p lica tio n  and c r i t ic is m . B e s id e s  th e  f i r s t  tw o g ra d e s  

of m ean ing , th e r e  is a th ird , w hich  P e i r c e  fo rm u la te s  th u s:

B ut b e s id e s  th e  co n seq u en ces  to  w h ich  a 
p e rso n  who a c c e p ts  the w ord  know ingly 
c o m m its  h im se lf  to , th e r e  is  a v a s t o cean  
of u n fo rse e n  co n seq u en ces  w h ich  th e  a c c e p t­
an ce  of the  w o rd  is  d e s tin e d  to  b r in g  about, 
no t m e re ly  co n seq u en ces  of know ing bu t 
p e rh a p s  rev o lu tio n s  of so c ie ty . 1

It is  c le a r  f ro m  th is  p a s sa g e  th a t knowing the  o rd in a ry  u sag e  of 

a  w o rd  is  not enough fo r  m ean in g . It is  a lso  c le a r  th a t to  en v ision  c o n ­

seq u en ces  fo r  w h ich  one e m b ra c e s  re sp o n s ib il i ty  w hen u s in g  the w ord  

does not ex h au st m ean ing . The fu lln e s s  of m ean ing  can  only  be r e a l iz e d  

by c o n s id e rin g  the  notion  of "u n fo rse e n  co n seq u en ces . "

D isso c ia tio n , S upposition  and D is tin c tio n

If w e c o n s id e r  p ra g m a tic  ism  a s  a m ethod , it p r e s c r ib e s  th a t w e

72a tte m p t to  t r a c e  out co n seq u en ces  in o u r im ag in a tio n . In te r m s  of a
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g o a l-d ire c te d  ac itiv ity , w e should  c h a r t  o u r id eas  so  a s  to  ob ta in  the  

b e s t  r e s u l t s  w ith  a. m ax im u m  of e ffic ien cy . Now th is  t r a c in g  out ta k e s  

s e v e ra l  fo rm s . F i r s t ,  it could  r e f e r  to  a p e rc e p tib le  ob ject; second ly , 

it could only be so m e th in g  im ag in ab le ; and  la s tly , it  could  be so m eth in g  

u n im ag in ab le , y e t n e v e r th e le s s  cap ab le  of be ing  su p p o sed . In m a th e ­

m a tic s  th is  goes on a l l  the  tim e . A s a c o n c re te  ex am p le  of th is , co n ­

s id e r  th e  w o rd  " fa s t . " We cannot im ag ine  th is  w ord, qua w o rd , but on ly  

an  in s ta n c e  of it. T ha t is , it m u s t be tak en  in con tex t, fo r  it  could 

m e an  m an y  th in g  su ch  as  " sp ee d , " " lo o se "  (w ith r e s p e c t  to  a w om an), 

"a b s tin e n c e , " e tc .

P e rh a p s  a P e ir c e a n  ex am ple  m ig h t be m o re  i l lu s tr a t iv e .  Of 

tw o id e a s , one m ay  be p re s e n t  to  c o n sc io u sn e ss  a t th e  ex c lu s io n  of the 

o th e r . Thus I can  im ag ine  "o ra n g e "  w ithou t "g re e n . " I can  a lso  

im ag ine  sound w ithou t meloHy, but in th is  c a se  I cannot s e e  how one 

cou ld  im ag ine  m elo d y  w ithou t sound. T his is  w hat P e i r c e  m ean s  by  

"d is so c ia tio n . " Secondly, a lthough  it m ay  be im p o ss ib le  to  s e p a ra te  

two con cep tio n s  in th e  im ag in a tio n , w e can  suppose  one w ithout the  

o th e r . P e ir c e  in s is ts  th a t w e can su p p o se  u n co lo red  sp a c e , although  

we canno t d is s o c ia te  c o lo r  fro m  sp a c e . P e irc e  c a l ls  th is  phenom enon 

" p re s c is s io n . " F in a lly , a lthough  one e lem en t could not be  supposed  

w ithout the  o th e r , w e can  s t i l l  d is tin g u ish  betw een  th e m . T h is a m u tu a l 

p a r a s i t i s m . T hus w e can  n e ith e r  im ag in e  n o r su ppose  a t a l l e r  w ithout 

a s h o r te r ,  y e t we can  d is tin g u ish  one f ro m  th e  o th e r . And th is ,  P e irc e
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73c a lls  "d is tin c tio n , " B ut th e re  a r e  m any  w o rd s  w hich , g iven  even a l l

th e i r  in s ta n c e s , s t i l l  evade us in t e r m s  of P e i r c e 's  no tion  of "u n fo rse e n

co n seq u en ces . " L e t m e  f i r s t  e s ta b lis h  a b a s ic  po in t and th en  ex p lica te

th is  a s p e c t a l i t t le  m o re .

F i r s t ,  I m u s t em p h a s iz e  th a t fo r  P e irc e ,  the  q u es tio n  is not so

74m uch  one of co n ce iv ab ility , bu t of c re d ib i l i ty . Secondly, c re d ib ili ty

is  not to  be v iew ed in te r m s  of an  im m ed ia te , tan g ib le  s itu a tio n , in a l l

c a s e s .  In m any  c a s e s  it is  to  be looked  a t a s  an  e la s tic  p e rsp e c tiv e

s a tu ra te d  w ith  liv in g  doubt. In th is  s e n se , P e i r c e  r e je c ts  a "P o o h - 

75pooh" a rg u m en t; th a t is , he r e je c ts  an a rg u m e n t w h ich  c o n s is ts  in 

denying th a t an  even t w ill o cc u r ju s t  b e c a u se  it has  n e v e r  o c cu re d  yet.

It is  thus b e s t  to  view p ra g m a tic  ism  in te r m s  of c re d ib ili ty , and not 

w ithou t u n d e re s tim a tin g  i ts  e la s tic  c h a ra c te r .  T h is e la s tic i ty  t r a n ­

scen d s  the  re a lm  of log ic  b e c au se  it is  not the  kind of e la s t ic i ty  p r e ­

s c r ib e d  by a lo g ic a l sy s te m . It finds its  su s te n a n c e  in the  log ic  of l ife , 

no t in  th a t of a th e o re t ic a l  sy s te m . The law  of c o n tra d ic tio n  does not 

e n te r  h e re  w ith  the  sa m e  fo rc e  th a t it e n te r s  in lo g ic . I can  ac t on two 

" c o n tra d ic to ry "  b e lie fs .  Thus,- I can  c a r r y  an  u m b re lla  on the  s u p p o s i­

tio n  o r  b e lie f  th a t it w ill ra in , and s im u lta n e o u s ly  c a r r y  m y  sw im m ing  

tru n k s  on the  b e lie f  th a t it w ill sh in e . The exam ple of th e  u n b re lla , a s  

p re v io u s ly  s ta te d  is  an  exam ple  of th is .

F ro m  th is  it fo llow s th a t o u r co n cep ts  should  n e v e r  be s ta t ic  and  

c lo sed . They should  be open a s  m uch  a s  p o ss ib le  so  a s  to  be p re p a re d
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fo r  the  u n fo rse e n . In m y  opinion, it is  ju s t  a s  fo o lish  and s tup id  to  die 

fo r  a s ta t ic  idea  a s  it is. to  re m a in  aloof b e c au se  it  does no t a ffec t one 

p e rso n a lly . M onom ania is  ju s t  a s  v ic io u s  a s  no m an ia  a t a ll . F o r  it 

is  p r e c is e ly  fro m  th o se  th a t sh ru g  th e i r  sh o u ld e rs  th a t a m an iac  g e ts  

h is  su p p o rt. They a r e  p a r a s i t ic  upon each  o th e r . T hus, w ith  th is  e l a s ­

t ic i ty  su rro u n d in g  o u r w o rd s , a new m ean in g  w ould  p e rm it  a m ax im um  

of a c c ep ta n c e  w ith  a m in im u m  of d isso n an ce .

" W o u ld -b e 's ” and " M a y -b e 's "

T his no tion  of o p enness and g row th  is  of p a ra m o u n t im p o rtan ce . 

F o r  in th e  end, the  n u rs in g  of th e  c o r r e c t  d isp o s itio n  in  a hum an bein g  

w ill p e rh a p s  be the  m o s t im p o rta n t p a r t  of h is  education . To u n d e r ­

s tan d  th is  m o re  te ch n ica lly , I should  p e rh a p s  ex am ine  w hat P e irc e  

m ean s  by  a "w ould-be . 11 F o r  it is  p r e c is e ly  th is  no tion  w hich  is  r e s p o n ­

s ib le  fo r  so m e of the  m o s t co n seq u en tia l c o n s id e ra tio n s .

In te lle c tu a l co n cep ts  e s s e n tia l ly  c a r r y  so m e  
im p lic a tio n  co n ce rn in g  the  g e n e ra l b e h av io r  
e i th e r  of so m e co n sc io u s  being  o r  of so m e  
in an im a te  ob jec t, and so  convey m o re , not 
m e re ly  th an  any  fee lin g , bu t m o re , too , th an  
any  e x is te n tia l  fac t, n am ely , the  "w o u ld -a c ts , " 
"w o u ld -d o 's"  of h ab itu a l b e h av io r; and no 
a g g lo m e ra tio n  of a c tu a l happen ings can  e v e r  
c o m p le te ly  f il l  up th e  m ean in g  of a "w ou ld -be .

Q u a litie s  a p p e a r  to  be  m e re  " m a y -b e 's .  " T hat is  to  say , in  t e r m s

of know ledge, th ey  a r e  m e re * p o ss ib ili t ie s . P e rc e p tio n  is  the  p o s s ib il i ty

of aq u ir in g  in fo rm a tio n . K now ledge of even  the  m o s t p r im itiv e  s o r t



64

dem ands th e  c a p a c ity  to  c la s s ify  and the  ab ility  to  in fe r . A p e rc e p t a s

su ch  does not be long  to  the r e a lm  of know ledge p ro p e r; it is  a p o ten tia l

function  of ep is tem o lo g y . Now a "w o u ld -b e"  is  a d iffe re n t th ing . The

p ro p o s itio n  "D iam ond is  h a rd "  is  not a m e re  "m ay -b e . " W hen one

say s  th a t it is  h a rd , one m ean s  th a t it is  v e ry  lik e ly  th a t it  w ill not be 

77
s c ra tc h e d  by  say , w ood. Thus a  "w o u ld -b e"  a lre a d y  has so m e e x ­

p e r ie n c e  beh ind  it, w h e re a s  a " m a y -b e "  is  of the  n a tu re  of a p u re  

p o s s ib ility , w h ich  depends fo r  its  a c tu a liz a tio n  on o u r co n cep tu a l 

s c h e m e . Thus if a "w o u ld -b e"  is  now r e a l ,  th e  c h a r a c te r  of fu tu re  

re a l iz a t io n s  is  to  th a t ex ten t, d e s tin ed  to  m a n ife s t i ts e lf .

F ro m  th is  it fo llow s th a t th e  co n cep t of an o b jec t shou ld  be 

t r a n s la te d  not in a con junction  of s e n se  p re d ic a te s  ( " m a y -b e 's " ) ,  but 

into a con junction  of co n d itio n a l p ro p o s itio n s . T his con junction  r e la te s  

the  sp e c ifie d  cond itions of p e rc e p tio n  to  the  o c c u rre n c e s  of s e n se  p r o ­

p e r t ie s .  And th e se  co n d itio n a ls  a r e  g e n e ra l  law s, and th e re fo re  of the 

n a tu re  of h a b its , a s  a lre a d y  m en tio n ed .

Now so m e c r i t i c s  in te rp r e t  P e i r c e  a s  im ply ing  th a t u n le ss  w e 

can  co n ceiv e  the  co n seq u en ces , the  w o rd  is  m e a n in g le ss . In one s e n se  

th e re  is  noth ing  w ro n g  w ith  th is  in te rp re ta tio n ; but in  a n o th e r , we could  

r e je c t  it im m e d ia te ly  by  po in ting  to  th e  w o rd  " the . " F u r th e rm o re ,

so m e of th e se  c r i t ic s  m a in ta in  th a t fo r  P e i r c e ,  th e  to ta l i ty  of th e se  con -

78ce iv ed  co n seq u en ces  is  th e  to ta l  m ean in g  of the  w o rd . It is  no t d if f i­

cu lt to  d e te c t a c e r ta in  n a iv e te  in su ch  an  in te rp re ta tio n . If P e i r c e
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w an ted  to  m a in ta in  th a t the  m ean in g  of a w o rd  i£  the e n t ire  g e n e ra l in -

79ten d ed  in te rp re ta n t  (w hich is  a n o th e r  w ay  of say in g  th a t the w hole

m ean in g  r e s t s  on th e  co n seq u en ces  w h ich  can  be conceived ), he w ould
c

not have tak en  the  p a in s  to  e x p lic itly  em p h as iz e  th e  no tion  of "u n fo rse e n  

c o n s e q u e n c e s ."

F i r s t  of a ll , B u c h le r  4s c o r r e c t  w hen he m a in ta in s  th a t P e i r c e  

w an ted  to  m ake p r e c is e  the  c r i te r io n  of m ean in g  im p lic it  in  o rd in a ry  

lan g u ag e . ^  It is  t ru e  th a t b e s id e s  b a s in g  h is  th e o ry  of m ean in g  on 

o rd in a ry  u sag e , P e i r c e  a lso  w an ted  to  c la r ify  it fo r  o th e r  p u rp o se s ; 

bu t it is  not t ru e  (c o rre c t)  to  s a y  th a t c la r ify in g  th e  m ean in g  of o rd in a ry  

d is c o u rs e  w ould ex h au st a l l  m ean in g . F o r  P e i r c e ,  o rd in a ry  language 

a t t im e s  s e e m s  to  be no m o re  th an  a s tep p in g  s to n e , and a re m in d e r  

th a t m o s t m en  liv e  in the  w o rld  of com m on se n se . A t t im e s , one w on­

d e rs  if it even  m ean t th is  to  h im ! O ccas io n a lly , he is  e x p lic itly  a n ta ­

g o n is tic  w hen it co m es  to  o rd in a ry  language . The P e i r c e  who can  sa y

"We do not c a re  w hat m ean in g  the  u sa g e s  of language m a y  a tta c h  to  a 

81w o rd , " cannot even be c o n s id e re d  a s  a ttem p tin g  to  ex h au s t a ll  m e a n ­

ing in te r m s  of o rd in a ry  language .

The po in t to  be m ade h e re  is th a t the  P e irc e a n  no tion  of a fin a l 

in te rp re ta n t  is  no t v e ry  p a la ta b le  to  B u c h le r . Now A ls to n  view s the

fin a l lo g ic a l in te rp re ta n t  a s  a "h igh ly  s ig n if ic a n t d evelopm en t of p ra g -  

8 2m a tism . " As a m a t te r  of fac t, A ls to n  goes on to  show  th a t th is  

n o tion  is  an  e s s e n tia l  in g re d ie n t of P e i r c e 's  th e o ry  of s ig n s , and
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co n seq u en tly , of m ean ing . And it is  p r e c is e ly  th is  no tion  of a "w ould- 

b e"  w hich  g e n e ra te s  a f in a l in te rp re ta n t .

An E xam ple

H ere , it is  v e ry  fa c ile  to  g e t involved  in m e ta p h y s ic a l m a t te r s .  

A t th is  po in t it shou ld  be su ff ic ie n t to  sa y  th a t the co n ce iv ab le  c o n s e ­

qu en ces , in te r m s  of co n s ta n t m o d ifica tio n , do not ex h au s t th e  m ean in g  

of a w o rd . Did N ew ton ex h au st th e  m ean in g  of " g ra v ity "  w ith  the co n ­

seq u en ces  he could  en v is io n ?  L e t us r e f le c t  on th is  m o m e n ta rily . At 

th e  tim e  of Newton, th e  w o rd  " g ra v ity "  p ro b ab ly  m ean t som e kind of 

a t t ra c t io n  in  an  o rd in a ry  c o n v e rsa tio n . In the o rd in a ry  d isco u rse , of 

m en  it w as a nebulous w o rd  w hich  had so m eth in g  to  do w ith  th e  a t t r a c ­

tio n  of b o d ies  a t a d is ta n c e . T his does not m ean  th a t to  the  o rd in a ry  

m an, th e  w o rd  w as in co h e re n t. It w as  p e r fe c t ly  in o rd e r  a s  it s tood .

We m ig h t c a ll  th is  the  f i r s t  g ra d e  of m ean ing . F o r  N ew ton on the  o th e r  

hand, th e  w o rd  m ean t m uch  m o re  th an  th is .  It m ean t c e r ta in  c o n s e ­

quences of a m a th e m a tic o -p h y s ic a l n a tu re  w h ich  he cou ld  en v isio n  in  

te r m s  of h is  th e o ry . T h ese  co n ce iv ab le  co n seq u en ces  fo r  w hich New ton 

w as re sp o n s ib le , w en t beyond the  m ean in g  of the  o rd in a ry  u sag e  of the  

w o rd . B ut, w as th is  a l l?  O bv iously  not. C o n s id e r th e  u n fo rse e n  c o n ­

seq u en ces  of "N ew ton 's  g ra v ity "  w hich  have becom e m a n ife s t to d a y !

In a P e irc e a n  fash ion , it is  in te re s t in g  to o b se rv e  how the  w o rd  

" g ra v ity "  p o llu la ted . G ran tin g  th a t th is  in te rp re ta t io n  of how P e irc e
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w ould view the evo lu tion  of th is  w o rd  in te rm s  of m ean in g  is  c o r re c t ,  

le t  us view it f ro m  two p e rs p e c tiv e s , and a tte m p t to  u n d e rs ta n d  the 

p ro c e s s .  The c o m p a riso n  I p ro p o se  a t th is  po in t is  no m o re  th an  d e ­

s c r ip t iv e  phenom enology.

N ew tonians and E in s te in ia n s  

In the: days of N ewton, " g ra v ity "  had th r e e  g ra d e s  of m ean ing . 

F i r s t ,  it had  an o rd in a ry  m ean ing . The m an  a t th e  lo c a l pub u sed  th e  

w o rd , and in the  con tex t of M s c o n v e rsa tio n  it m ade p e r fe c t  com m on 

s e n se . And, even  though th e r e  m ig h t have b een  an  a u ra  of v ag u en ess  

su rro u n d in g  th e  W ord, th is  v ag u en ess  had a c e r ta in  o rd e r  in the co n ­

te x t of o rd in a ry  lan g u ag e . M en u n d e rs to o d  each  o th e r . In the  second  

p la ce , N ewton am p lifie d  the  m ean in g  by  u t te r in g  the  w o rd  w ith  c e r ta in  

in ten tio n s , w hich  he w as w illin g  to  hold  h im se lf  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r. T h ese  

in ten tio n s  em bodied  th e  com m on m ean in g  of the  w o rd , but th ey  a lso  w en t 

beyond th a t m ean in g , and in th is  s e n se , m ag n ified  it. In o th e r  w o rd s , 

N ewton gave th e  o rd in a ry  m ean in g  a so m e th in g  m o re . And, it is  p r e ­

c is e ly  th is  so m eth in g  m o re  w hich  m ak e s  Newt oh w hat he is . But th e re  

w as a lso  a m o re  w h ich  tra n sc e n d e d  th e  m o re  w hich  N ew ton had g iven  th e  

w ord . T h is  m o re  is  w h a t P e ir c e  c a lls  "u n fo rse e n  co n seq u en ces . "

P e rm it  m e now to  exam ine  th e  w o rd  "g ra v ity "  f ro m  o u r own co n ­

te m p o ra ry  p e rsp e c tiv e . To th e  m an  in  the  s t r e e t ,  " g ra v ity "  m ean s 

a t t ra c t io n  in te r m s  of e le m e n ta ry  m a th e m a tic a l eq u a tio n s . It is  not
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u n u su a l to  h e a r  c o n v e rsa tio n s  a t the  lo c a l ta v e rn  w hich  e n ta il notions 

such  a s  " fo rc e , " " d is ta n c e , " "p ro p o rtio n , " " the  s q u a re  of th e  d is ta n c e , " 

" u n iv e rs a l  co n s ta n t, " e tc . In th e se  d isc u s s io n s , " g ra v ity "  h as  a c e r ­

ta in  m ean ing . But did it m ean  the sam e  to  E in s te in ?  D oes it  m ean  th e  

sa m e  to  the c o n te m p o ra ry  p h y s ic is t?  Of c o u rse , he does tak e  the 

o rd in a ry  u sag e  in to  accoun t, and w hen he goes hom e to  h is  w ife, o r d i ­

n a ry  u sag e  m igh t be the  m ean in g  of "g ra v ity . " But in the  com pany  of 

h is  co lle ag u es , how m uch  m o re  the  w o rd  m ean s  ! The no tion  of the 

c u rv a tu re  of sp a c e  has v e ry  l i t t le  re le v a n c e  in an  o rd in a ry  co n v e rsa tio n . 

T e n so r  ca lc u lu s  is  beyond the  c o m p reh en sio n  of the  o rd in a ry  m an. Of 

c o u rse , th e se  te r m s  m ay  be u se d  in th e  con tex t of an o rd in a ry  c o n v e r s a ­

tion , but th e y  cannot have the  sa m e  m ean in g  th a t th ey  do fo r  the  p h y s i­

c is t .  W hat o rd in a ry  m an  w ould u n d e rs ta n d  w hat the  p h y s ic is t  m ean s  

w hen he sa y s  th a t the  e a r th  is  s tan d in g  s t i l l?  But, even  beyond th is , 

th e re  is  a th ird  le v e l of m ean in g  w h ich  we cannot p re s e n t ly  env ision , bu t 

w hich , g iven  the p ro g re s s  of sc ie n c e  (in th is  c a se ), w ill  one day a p p e a r  

a t th e  h o rizo n .

If w e now c o m p a re  th e se  two p e rs p e c t iv e s ,  w e n o tice  in the f i r s t  

p la ce , th a t the  com m on m ean in g  of N ew ton 's  age has b eco m e som ew hat 

au fgehoben . It is  th en  not d ifficu lt to  n o tice  th a t the seco n d  g rad e  of 

m ean in g  of N ew ton 's  age, o r  w hat he, h im se lf  in tended , h a s  becom e o u r 

o rd in a ry  m ean in g . T h ird ly , N ew ton1 s th i rd  g ra d e  of m ean in g , o r  a t 

le a s t  p a r t  of h is  u n fo rse e n  co n seq u en ces , has becom e o u r seco n d  g rad e
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of m ean ing , o r  w h at the  p h y s ic is t  co n ce iv es  of today . L a s tly , w e have

a n o th e r  g ra d e  of m ean ing , w h ich  tra n s c e n d s  th e se ; and th is  is  no o th e r

th an  w hat th is  w o rd .w ill m ean  to  fu tu re  g e n e ra tio n s . We can  th e re fo re

se e  th a t the  m ean in g  of a w o rd , as it evo lves th ro u g h  th e  P e irc e a n

c a te g o r ie s , b eco m es  r ic h e r  and r ic h e r ,

I m u s t now am p lify  the  ex p lica tio n  by  view ing th e  p ro b le m  fro m

a n o th e r  ang le . Some have h e ld  th a t th e  d iffe re n c e  in m ean in g  betw een

tw o w o rd s  o r  p ro p o s itio n s  l ie s  in a d iffe re n c e  of o b se rv a b le  p a r t ic u la r s .

T h is view is  only p a r t ly  c o r r e c t ,  P ra g m a tic is m  id en tifie s  m ean ing

w ith  th e  fo rm a tio n  of a hab it (way of ac tin g ). T h is h ab it is  va lued  in

te rm s  of hav ing  the g r e a te s t  p o ss ib le  g e n e ra li ty  o r  ra n g e  of ap p lica tio n

to  p a r t ic u la r s .  H abits a r e  ju s t  a s  r e a l  a s  p a r t ic u la r s .  And P e irc e

w ould vidw as  a m is ta k e  th e  looking  upon an  idea  as  a l i f e le s s  th ing  ju s t

83b e c a u se  it does not have the ex is te n c e  of a h ecce ity . T hat is , it is

e rro n e o u s  to  d is c a rd  an  idea  b e c au se  it cannot be in d ica ted  a s  a th is  o r

a th a t . And although  th e  n o m in a lis t is  s u b s ta n tia lly  c o r r e c t  in say in g

th a t a g e n e ra l  idea  is  of th e  n a tu re  of a  w o rd , h is  addendum  in  the  fo rm

of a " m e re "  is  "a  co m p le te  m isu n d e rs ta n d in g  of w hat o u r  ev e ry d ay

84w o rld  c o n s is ts  of, " W hile the w ea lth  of phenom ena l ie s  in th e ir  

sen su o u s  q u a litie s , " p ra g m a tis m  does not in tend  to  define th e se , bu t 

e lim in a te s  th e i r  s e n tia l  e lem en t, and e n d eav o rs  to  define th e i r  r a t io n a l  

p u rp o rt, T h is ra tio n a l p u rp o rt is  found in the in ten tio n  w hich  a  

p e rso n  has w hile  u s in g  a w o rd . But it  is  a lso  a ra t io n a l p u rp o rt w hich
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finds i ts e lf  in the  fie ld  of fo rc e  of u n fo rse e n  co n seq u en ces , and th e r e ­

fo re , is  no t ex h au sted  w ith  any  o n e 's  p a r t ic u la r  in ten tion .

I shou ld  hope th a t th is  p a p e r  w ill  be in s tru m e n ta l  in  e lim in a tin g  

th a t view  w hich  a tta c h e s  a la b e l to  P e i r c e 's  th e o ry  of m ean in g , and th en  

le a v e s  it a s  such . A d efin itio n  a s  such , is no m o re  than  a  sk e le to n .

We shou ld  th in k  of p ra g m a tic  ism  m o re  in t e r m s  of a liv in g  defin ition . 

That is , p ra g m a tic is m  is an  e la s t ic  c r i te r io n  fo r  ex p lica tin g  m eaning .

It is  v e ry  m uch  c o r r ig ib le .  F o r  P e irc e ,  it w as  p r im a r i ly  a m ethod  fo r  

s e tt l in g  m e ta p h y s ic a l d isp u te s . P ra g m a tic is m  does not a tte m p t to  

d e te rm in e  the  m ean in g  of lo g ic a l w o rd s  su c h  a s  "if, " "and , " and "not. " 

And a s  f a r  a s  s e n te n c e s  a r e  co n cern ed , it  only d ea ls  w ith  sy n th e tic

ones. I ts  p r im a r y  function  is  the  c la r if ic a t io n  of "h a rd  w o rd s  and ab - 

8 6s t r a c t  co n cep ts . " In th is  s e n se , p ra g m a tic is m  is  the  enem y  p a r  

ex ce llen ce  of v e rb a l  a rg u m e n ts .

A lthough p ra g m a tic is m  e n ta ils  a c o n s id e ra b le  p o r tio n  of P e i r c e 's  

th e o ry  of m ean ing , I canno t id en tify  it  w ith  h is  th e o ry  of m ean in g . T h e re  

is  m uch  m o re  involved in m ean in g  th an  a m ethod  of c la r if ic a tio n . F i r s t  

of a ll , a lthough  it ap p lie s  v e ry  w e ll to  com m on d is c o u rs e , it beco m es 

le s s  pungent w hen ap p lied  to  the  seco n d  g rad e  of m ean ing . The second  

g ra d e  of m ean in g  is a lre a d y  one s tep  rem o v ed  fro m  com m on d isc o u rs e  

in te r m s  of s p e c if ic ity  of m eaning ; th is  m ak es  its  g round  of a rg u m e n ta ­

tio n  c le a r e r .  We se ld o m  h e a r  of a rg u m e n ts  betw een  m a th e m a tic ia n s .

Or, p h y s ic is ts  do not a rg u e  a s  m uch  a s  s o c c e r  p la y e rs . One need  only



th in k  about th e  la s t  f in a ls  fo r the  R im et Cup, be tw een  G erm an y  and 

E ngland. Need, m o re  conv incing  p ro o f be c ited  ? As such , it r e q u ire s  

l e s s  a rb i tr a t io n .  T hus, p u re ly  v e rb a l  a rg u m e n ts  tend  to  d im in ish  in 

p ro p o rtio n  as  we leav e  the  g round  of o rd in a ry  language re s p o n s ib ly . 

F in a lly , the  m ethod  is  o b so le te  w hen it  co m es to  u n fo rse e n  co n se q u ­

en ce s . O bviously , u n le ss  it h as  a tan g ib le  d isp u te  b e fo re  it, p ra g m a - 

t ic is m  is  im poten t.



CONCLUSION

At th is  po in t, I w ish  to  ex p lo re  fu r th e r ,  som e of th e  q u estio n s  

w h ich  I r a is e d  e a r l i e r .  F i r s t ,  w hat does P e i r c e  m ean  by a g ra d e  of 

m ean in g ?  Secondly, w hat a r e  the  im p lic a tio n s  of su ch  a v iew ?  L astly , 

is  h is  th e o ry  of m ean in g  d e s c r ip t iv e ?

W ith r e s p e c t  to  the  f i r s t  q u estion , I w ish  to  su p p o rt h is  th e o ry  

by co n s id e rin g .tw o  p o in ts . F i r s t ,  on the  one hand, he is  p o llu la tin g  a 

th e o ry  of m e a n in g  w hich  is  h ie r a rc h ic a l  in n a tu re , w h ile  on th e  o th e r, 

h is  th e o ry  of m ean in g  is  p re se n te d  as  a fo ca l po in t,w hich  g e n e ra te s  a 

g ra v ita tio n a l f ie ld  of m ean in g .

W hen I s a y  th a t h is  th e o ry  of m ean in g  is  h ie r a rc h ic a l  in  n a tu re  

I m ean  th a t h is  g ra d e s  of m ean in g  fo rm  a continuum  in t e r m s  of w hich  

.the m ean in g  of a w o rd  grow s as  it p r o g re s s e s  f ro m  the f i r s t  g rad e  

to w ard s  the  "u n fo rse e n  co n seq u en ces . " T h e re  is an  im p lic it co n tin u ity  

w hich  p e rv a d e s  th e se  th re e  g ra d e s  of m ean in g . Thus th e  w o rd  " g ra d e "  

should  not be tak en  to  im p ly  a s t r i c t  d e m a rc a tio n  f ro m  one s p h e re  to  

the  nex t. It is  to  be un d ersto o d , p r im a r i ly  a s  a w ay  of say in g  th a t th e re  

a r e  im p o rta n t d iffe re n c e s  am ong the^se s p h e re s .  The d iffe re n c e s  have 

b een  show n to  e x is t w ith  m y exam ple  of the g row th  of th e  w o rd  "g ra v ity . " 

P e r m it  m e now to  show th e  s im i la r i t ie s  in  te rm s  of the  dependence of 

th e se  g ra d e s , one on th e  o th e r , a s  we p r o g re s s  f ro m  th e  f i r s t  to  the  la s t .
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The f i r s t  g rad e  of m ean in g  I have a lr e a d y  d e sc r ib e d . If we view 

it in  te r m s  of a com m on ground  of co m m u n ica tio n  (w ith a l l  th e  im p li­

ca tio n s  m en tioned), th en  the  seco n d  g ra d e  w ill p e r ta in  to  any  in ten tio n a l 

d ev ia tio n  fro m  the  f i r s t .  A llow m e to  re m in d  you th a t th e r e  a r e  h y b rid s  

h e re .  I am  leav in g  th is  p o s s ib li ty  open, and I am  co n c e rn in g  m y se lf  

only  w ith  th e  n o ticeab le  d ev ia tio n . Now betw een  th e se  two g ra d e s  of 

m ean in g  th e re  is  an  e s s e n tia l  con tinu ity , and th e  seco n d  is  p a r a s i t ic  on 

the  f i r s t .  P ic to r ia l ly ,  the re la t io n  be tw een  th e se  two g ra d e s  of m ean ing  

is  lik e  th e  r e la t io n  be tw een  an  u m b ra  and its  p en u m b ra . F i r s t  of a ll, 

it is  d ifficu lt if not im p o ss ib le  to  se e  w h e re  th e  u m b ra  b eg in s  to be a 

p en u m b ra . We m ig h t c a ll  th is  the "hybrid , reg io n . " B ut m y  po in t is  

th a t the p en u m b ra  does depend on the  u m b ra . S im ila rly , in  o rd e r  fo r  

u s  to  d ev ia te  by  o u r in ten tio n s , th e re  m u s t be so m eth in g  th e r e  to  d e v i­

a te  f ro m . T his is  not to  sa y  th a t th ro u g h  o u r  in ten tio n s  w e n e c e s s a r i ly  

d ev ia te  f ro m  the m ean in g  of a g iven  w o rd . We could  c o in , in ten tio n a lly , 

a new w o rd . (T h is w ill  be d ea lt w ith  in  t e r m s  of m y  seco n d  p o in t . ) How­

e v e r , it i s  to  s a y  th a t if w e d ev ia te , w e can  only d ev ia te  f ro m  so m eth in g  

of w hich  we a lr e a d y  u n d e rs ta n d  the m ean in g . T h e re fo re , the  second  

g rad e  of m ean in g  depends on-the f ir s t. .

B ut suppose  th a t th e re  is  noth ing  th e re  to  d ev ia te  f ro m . T hat is , 

suppose  th a t I in te n tio n a lly  co in  a new w o rd . To th is  I a n sw e r  th a t 

P e i r c e 's  th e o ry  of m ean in g  s t i l l  h o ld s. I am  now m a in ta in in g  th a t it is  

p e r fe c t ly  le g itim a te  (in the  con tex t of m y  p re v io u s  ex p lica tio n ) to  view
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h is  th e o ry  a s  a fo ca l po in t w ith  a g ra v ita tio n a l f ie ld  of m ean in g  aro u n d  .

it. W ittg en ste in , a t one po in t m ak es  th e  following, analogy:

Do not be tro u b le d  by  the  fac t th a t lan g u ag es  
(2) and (8) c o n s is t  only of o rd e r s .  If you , 
w ant to  sa y  th a t th is  shew s th em  to  be in c o m ­
p le te , a s k  y o u rse lf  w h e th e r  o u r language is  
co m p le te ; w h e th e r  it w as  so  b e fo re  th e  sy m b o lism  
of c h e m is try  and the n o ta tio n  of the  in f in ite s im a l 
c a lc u lu s  w e re  in c o rp o ra te d  in- it; fo r  th e se  a r e ,  so  
to  sp eak , su b u rb s  of o u r language . (And how m an y  
h o u ses  o r  s t r e e t s  does it tak e  b e fo re  a tow n b eg in s  
to  be a tow n?) O ur language can  be se en  a s  an  
an c ien t c ity : a m aze  of l i t t le  s t r e e t s  and s q u a re s , 
of old and new houses> and of hou ses  With a d d i­
tio n s  f ro m  v a r io u s  p e r io d s ; and th is  s u rro u n d e d  
by  a m u ltitu d e  of new b o ro u g h s w ith  s tr a ig h t  
r e g u la r  s t r e e t s  and u n ifo rm  h o u s e s . 8 7

I th in k  th a t th is  ana logy  d e s c r ib e s  su ff ic ie n tly  how a new w o rd  m igh t be

co ined .

B ut now, w hat about th e  "u rtfo rseen  c o n se q u e n c e s? "  I. do .not th in k  

th a t th is  le v e l depends, a s  the  seco n d  on the f i r s t ,  on th e  second . How­

e v e r , th is  le v e l h as  a  ju s tif ic a tio n . The ju s tif ic a tio n  is  .h is to ric a l in  

c h a r a c te r .  If we exam ine  h is to ry , th is  no tion  m ak es  s e n se . J u s t  a s  

w a te r  h as  a lw ays b o iled  a t 100 d e g re e s  C e n tig rad e  in  th e  p a s t, the  un- 

fo rs e e n  co n seq u en ces  can  be see n  to  be w o rk in g  in th e  p a s t. But w ill 

w a te r  b o il th is  w ay  a lw ays ? T h is , 1 th ink , is a m is le a d in g  question , 

fo r  it in c ite s  in u s  th e  d e s ir e  to  p ro v e  th a t tb i#  w ill a lw ay s be the c a se .

In  o th e r  w ords we w ant to  ju s tify  induction . I do not th in k  th a t it is the  

s o r t  of th in g  th a t can  be ju s tif ie d . H ere  I th in k  th a t P e i r c e  h as  gone .

a s tr a y .  In te rm s  of th e  p a s t, th is  th ird  g ra d e  of m ean in g  is  s t i l l
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d e s c r ip tiv e  in c h a ra c te r ;  but in te r m s  of th e  fu tu re , P e i r c e  s e e s  a co n ­

seq u en ce . He s e e s  m ean in g  co n v erg in g  to w ard s  a po in t w h e re  it w ill 

ach iev e  co m p le te  r ip e n e s s .  In th e  con tex t of h is  ph ilosophy , he m a in ­

ta in s  th a t th e  f in a l r e s u l t  w ill be " T ru th . " T h is  co n v erg en ce  is  in d e ­

p enden t of w hat any  one of o u r opin ions m a y  be now. In s h o r t ,  I th ink  

th a t h e re  w e e n te r  in to  p r e s c r ip t iv e  t e r r a in .  . And th is  is  m y  m a in  

c r i t ic is m  of P e i r c e .  It is  a s  though; th e  c ity  w hich  W ittg en s te in  d e ­

s c r ib e s  is  im p e rfe c t  now, and w ill one day ach iev e  a p e r fe c t  s ta te . To 

m e, th is  m a n n e r  of sp eak in g , a lthough  v e ry  m uch  d e a r  to  m y  h e a r t ,  is  

n e v e r th e le s s  m is le a d in g . It is  m is le a d in g  b e c au se  an y th in g  could  h a p ­

pen in th e  fu tu re .

W ith r e s p e c t  to  the  seco n d  qu estio n , the  im p lic a tio n s  a r e  c le a r .  

L eav ing  out th e  c r i t ic i s m  I have m en tioned , it is  an  e x tre m e ly  lucid, and  

- fa ith fu l view of m ean ing . O verlook ing  m y  c r i t ic is m , it is  a m o s t su b ­

lim e  view of language.

L a s tly , P e i r c e  is  a f i r s t  r a te  ph en o m en o lo g ist. A s such , he 

w ill s u re ly  s tan d  the  t e s t  of tim e .
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