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LocIc, in its general sense, is, as 1 i
another name for semiotic ( rn;:.(a.w'rcxlw)l(;l,le:}fe qu:;,:ni}:::s: b
formal, doctrine of signs. By describing the doctrine as “r<y1; &
n'ecessary,” or formal, I mean that we observe the characters o*’lsasg
signs as we kr_10w, and from such an observation, by a process ‘“Nhl;ch
I w1ll not ob]'ect to naming Abstraction, we are led to stateme :;:
eminently fallible, and therefore in one sense by no means nece”sn .
as to _what must be the characters of all signs used by a “scieﬁ,ti"fli?:
mtelhgence, that is to say, by an intelligence capable of learning b
experience. As to that process of abstraction, it is itself a sort o);
obs_ervathn. The faculty which I call abstractive observation is one
whlch.ordmary people perfectly recognize, but for which the theories
of ph}losophers sometimes hardly leave room. It is a familiar
experience to every human being to wish for something quite bzyond
his Present means, and to follow that wish by the question, *“Should
'I w’x'sh for that thing just the same, if I had ample means ,to gratif
it?” To answer that question, he searches his heart, and in doiny
so m:.akes_ what I term an abstractive observation. H; makes in higs
lmag.matlon a sort of skeleton diagram, or outline sketch, of himself
con51_ders what modifications the hypothetical state of t},aings woulci
require to be made in that picture, and then examines it, that is
obse.:rve.? what he has imagined, to see whether the sam’e :erent'
~ desire is there to be discerned. By such a process which is at
bott-om very much like mathematical reasoning, we c,an reach con-
f:lusm.ns as to what would be true of signs in all cases, so long‘as the
intelligence using them was scientific. The modes c;f thougtt of a
God, who should possess an intuitive omniscience superseding réason,
* [The first of the three selections in 7z is
:::oggrgeltgtimo Iinisl.1 ¢:3;cx%.1nod(C;’az.z;«;f 1-2).1 Thf;o;;omgg :él«:c%:‘iggn((i:npx,z ;g7 -t?l)é
ig)}:nz’tﬁgaé}icinl). “2S.ané!’4' are3 frorr;x3 n:(s)xr::t?;i3c(cllg)°;2:3;2?52‘5:%%): ;2912
s ;:oi ) 1’15&3 f:?s tB:;?;?.S Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychology
Baldv;in’s 3ok, 50013 jon in gc is from the article ‘' Index " in
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are put out of the question. Now the whole process of development
among the community of students of those formulations by abstract-
jve observation and reasoning of the truths which must hold good
of all signs used by a scientific intelligence is an observational science,
like any other positive science, notwithstanding its strong contrast
to all the special sciences which arises from its aiming to find out
what must be and not merely what is in the actual world.

A sign, or representamen, is something which stands to somebody
for something in some respect or capacity. It addresses somebody,
that is, creates in the mind of that person an equivalent sign, or
perhaps a more developed sign. That sign which it creates I call
the interpretant of the first sign. The sign stands for something, its
object. It stands for that object, not in all respects, but in reference
to a sort of idea, which I have sometimes called the ground of the
representamen. “Idea” is here to be understood in a sort of
Platonic sense, very familiar in everyday talk; I mean in that sense
in which we say that one man catches another man’s idea, in which
we say that when a man recalls what he was thinking of at some
previous time, he recalls the same idea, and in which when a man
continues to think anything, say for a tenth of a second, in so far
as the thought continues to agree with itself during that time, that
is to have a like content, it is the same idea, and is not at each
instant of the interval a new idea. :

In consequence of every representamen being thus connected with
three things, the ground, the object, and the interpretant, the
science of semiotic has three branches? The first is called by Duns
Scotus grammatica speculativa. We may term it pure grammar. It
has for its task to ascertain what must be true of the representamen
used by every scientific intelligence in order that they may embody
any meaning. The second is logic proper. 1t is the science of what
is quasi-necessarily true of the representamina of any scientific
intelligence in order that they may hold good of any object, that is,
may be true. Or say, logic proper is the formal science of the
conditions of the truth of representations. The third, in imitation
of Kant’s fashion of preserving old associations of words in finding
nomenclature for new conceptions, I call pure rhetoric. Tts task is
to ascertain the laws by which in every scientific intelligence one

sign gives birth to another, and especially one thought brings

forth another.

A Sign, or Representamen, 1S a First which stands in such a genuine
triadic relation to a Second, called its Object, as to be capable of
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determining a Third, called its Inferpretant, to

tmfdic relation to its Object in whicl? it sta,nds iatlzisa;lfn}:(!) t}}ll: i~
Object. The triadic relation is genuine, that is its three meni:;me
are bound together by it in a way that does.not consist in .
Comp!exus of dyadic relations. That is the reason the Interpret o
or Third, cannot stand in a mere dyadic relation to the Object z;)nt,
Mmust stand in such a relation to it as the Representamen itself ;1 »
I\.Ior' can the triadic relation in which the Third stands be meoels.
Suml.ar to that in which the First stands, for this would make rfhy
relatlon. of the Third to the First a degenerate Secondness merel ;
The Third must indeed stand in such a relation, and thus must g’
Ccapable of determining a Third of its own;: but besides that, it mu :
havea sef:ond triadic relation in which the Representamen (;r rathS

the. relation thereof to its Object, shall be its own (thé Third’z;
0b]ec§, and must be capable of determining a Third to this relation

All this must equally be true of the Third’s Thirds and so on end.
lqssly; and this, and more, is involved in the familiar idea of a;
_Slgn; and as the term Representamen is here used, nothing more
1s un.phed. A Sign is a Representamen with a mental Interpretant

Possibly ther? may I?e Representamens that are not Signs. Thus if
;1 1Slunﬂower, In turning toward the sun, becomes by that very a;ct
ully capablg, without further condition, of reproducing a sunflower
Wh.lch tum§ in precisely corresponding ways toward the sun, and of
doing so with the same reproductive power, the sunﬂower’ would
become a Representamen of the sun. But thought is the chief, if
not the only, mode of representation. ' ,

The Sign. can only represent the Object and tell about it. It
cannot furnish acquaintance with or recognition of that Object: for
that is what is_ meant in this volume by the Object of a Sign; nan,lel
that with which it presupposes an acquaintance in order t,‘.o convey :
some further ipformation concerning it. No doubt there will bz
g?aders who will say they cannot comprehend this. They think a

1gn need not relate to anything otherwise known, and can make
neither head nor tail of the statement that every s’ign must relate
to such an Object. But if there be anything that conveys informa-
tion anq yet has absolutely no relation nor reference to anythin
with which the person to whom it conveys the information hasywhergl
he Forr}prehends that information, the slightest acquaintance ’direct
ortlﬁldlrect.—and a very strange sort of information that wc;uld be
callefi :eS},lilgc[lf of that sort of information is not, in this volume,
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2. THREE TRICHOTOMIES OF SIGNS

Signs are divisible by three trichotomies; first, according as the
sign in itself is a mere quality, is an actual existent, or is a general
law; secondly, according as the relation of the sign to its object
consists in the sign’s having some character in itself, or in some
existential relation to that object, or in its relation to an inter-
pretant; thirdly, according as its Interpretant represents it as a
sign of possibility or as a sign of fact or a sign of reason.

According to the first division, a Sign may be termed a Qualisign,
a Sinsign, or a Legisign.

A Qualisign is a quality which is a Sign. It ‘cannot actually act
as a sign until it is embodied; but the embodiment has nothing to
do with its character as a sign.

A Sinsign (where the syllable sin is taken as meaning ““ being only
once;” as in single, simple, Latin semel, etc.) is an actual existent
thing or event which isa sign. It can only be so through its qualities;
so that it involves a qualisign, or rather, several qualisigns. But
these qualisigns are of a peculiar kind and only form a sign through

being actually embodied.
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A Legisign is a law that is a Sign. This law is usually established
by men. Every conventional sign is a legisign [but not, conversely].
It is not a single object, but a general type which, it has been
?greed, shall be significant. Every legisign signifies through an
instance of its application, which may be termed a Replica of it.
’I:hus, the word the” will usually occur from fifteen to twenty-five
times on-a page. It is in all these occurrences one and the same
word, the same legisign. Each single instance of it is a Replica.
The Replica is a Sinsign. Thus, every Legisign requires Sinsigns.
But these are not ordinary Sinsigns, such as are peculiar occurrences
that are regarded as significant. Nor would the Replica be signi-
ficant if it were not for the law which renders it so.

ii

According to the second trichotomy, a Sign may be termed an
Icon, an Index, or a Symbol. -

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

.An Index is a sign which refers to the Object that it denotes by
virtue of being really affected by that Object. It cannot, therefore
be a Qualisign, because qualities are whatever they are independ:
ent.ly of anything else. In so far as the Index is affected by the
Object, it necessarily has some Quality in common with the Object,
and it is in respect to these that it refers to the Object. It does

‘t}}erefore, involve a sort of Icon, although an Icon of a peculiax"
kind; and it is not the mere resemblance of its Object, even in
these respects which makes it a sign, but it is the actual modification
of it by the Object.

.A Symbol is a sign which refers to the Object that it denotes by
virtue of a law, usually an association of general ideas, which
operates to cause the Symbol to be interpreted as referring to that
Object. .It is thus itself a general type or law, that is, is a Legisign.
As such it acts through a Replica. Not only is it general itself, but
the Object to which it refers is of a general nature. Now that
wl.nch is general has its being in the instances which it will deter-
mine. There must, therefore, be existent instances of what the
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Symbol denotes, although we must here understand by “existent,”
existent in the possibly imaginary universe to which the Symbol
refers. The Symbol will indirectly, through the association or other
law, be affected by those instances; and thus the Symbol will
involve a sort of Index, although an Index of a peculiar kind. It
will not, however, be by any means true that the slight effect upon
the Symbol of those instances accounts for the significant character
of the Symbol.
1ii

According to the third trichotomy, a Sign may be termed a
Rheme, a Dicisign or Dicent Sign (that is, a proposition or quasi-
proposition), or an Argument. !

A Rheme is a Sign which, for its Interpretant, is a Sign of quali-
tative Possibility, that is, is understood as representing such and
such a kind of possible Object. Any Rheme, perhaps, will afford
some information; but it is not interpreted as doing so.

A Dicent Sign is a Sign, which, for its Interpretant, is a Sign of
actual existence. It cannot, therefore, be an Icon, which affords no
ground for an interpretation of it as referring to actual existence.
A Dicisign necessarily involves, as a part of it, a Rheme, to describe
the fact which it is interpreted as indicating. But thisisa peculiar
kind of Rheme; and while it is essential to the Dicisign, it by no
means constitutes it.

An Argument is a Sign which, for its Interpretant, isa Sign of law.
Or we may say that a Rheme is a sign which is understood to repre-
sent its object in its characters merely; that a Dicisign is a sign
which is understood to represent its object in respect to actual
existence; and that an Argument is a Sign which is understood to
represent its Object in its character as Sign. Since these definitions
touch upon points at this time much in dispute, a word may be
added in defence of them. A question often put is: What is the
essence of a Judgment? A judgment is the mental act by which the
judger seeks to impress upon himself the truth of a proposition. It
is much the same as an act of asserting the proposition, or going
before a notary and assuming formal responsibility for its truth,
except that those acts are intended to affect others, while the judg-
ment is only intended to affect oneself. However, the logician, as
such, cares not what the psychological nature of the act of judging
may be. The question for him is: What is the nature of the sort

of sign of which a principal variety is called a proposition, which is
the matter upon which the act of judging is exercised? The pro-
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positif)n need not be asserted or judged. It may b

as a sign cap?.ble of being asserted or iehied. Thi}; si;?tr;te'i;nri{c:tiid
fts full meaning whether it be actually asserted or not. The peculi:;.rS
ity of it, ther.efore, lies in its mode of meaning; and to say this i;
to say that its peculiarity lies in its relation to its interpretant

The proposition professes to be really affected by the actual existent.
;re:eal_lawbtct) vlzhich it refers. The argument makes the same

retension, but that is not the principal pr i
The rheme makes no such pretgnsionl? e e
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Object. Thus, a Sign by Contrast denotes its object only by virtue
of a contrast, or Secondness, between two qualities. A sign by
Firstness is an image of its object and, more strictly speaking, can
only be an idea. For it must produce an Interpretant idea; and
an external object excites an idea by a reaction upon the brain.
But most strictly speaking, even an idea, except in the sense of a
possibility, or Firstness, cannot be an Icon. A possibility alone is
an Icon purely by virtue of its quality; and its object can only be
a Firstness. But a sign may be iconic, that is, may represent its
object mainly by its similarity, no matter ‘what its mode of being.
If a substantive be wanted, an jiconic representamen may be termed
a hypoicon. Any material image, as a painting, is largely conven-
tional in its mode of representation; but in itself, without legend
or label it may be called a hypoicon. ;

Hypoicons may be roughly divided according to the mode of
Firstness of which they partake. Those which partake of simple
qualities, or First Firstnesses, are images; those which represent
the relations, mainly dyadic, or so regarded, of the parts of one
thing by analogous relations in their own parts, are diagrams,
those which represent the representative character of a represent-
amen by representing a parallelism in something else, are metaphors.

The only way of directly communicating an idea is by means of
an icon; and every indirect method of communicating an idea
must depend for its establishment upon the use of an icon. Hence,
every assertion must contain an icon or set of icons, or else must
contain signs whose meaning is only explicable by icons. The idea
which the set of icons (or the equivalent of a set of icons) contained
in an assertion signifies may be termed the predicate of the assertion.

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

That icons of the algebraic kind, though usually very simple ones,
exist in all ordinary grammatical propositions is one of the philo-
sophic truths that the Boolean logic brings to light. In all primitive
writing, such as the Egyptian hieroglyphics, there are icons of a
non-logical kind, the ideographs. In the earliest form of speech,
there probably was a large element of mimicry. But in all languages
known, such representations have been replaced by conventional
auditory signs. These, however, are such that they can only be
explained by icons. But in the syntax of every language there are
logical icons of the kind that are aided by conventional rules. . .

Photographs, especially instantaneous photographs, are very
instructive, because we know that they are in certain respects
exactly like the objects they represent. But this resemblance is
due to the photographs having been produced under such circum-
stances that they were physically forced to correspond point by
point to nature. In that aspect, then, they belong to the second
class of signs, those by physical connection. The case is different
if I surmise that zebras are likely to be obstinate, or otherwise
disagreeable animals, because they seem to have a general resem-
blance to donkeys, and donkeys are self-willed. Here the donkey
serves precisely as a probable likeness of the zebra. It is true we
suppose that resemblance has a physical cause in heredity; but
then, this hereditary affinity is itself only an inference from the
likeness between the two animals, and we have not (as in the case
of the photograph) any independent knowledge of the circumstances
of the production of the two species. Another example of the use
of a likeness is the design an artist draws of a statue, pictorial
composition, architectural elevation, or piece of decoration, by the
contemplation of which he can ascertain whether what he proposes
will be beautiful and satisfactory. The question asked is thus
answered almost with certainty because it relates to how the artist

will himself be affected. The reasoning of mathematicians will be
found to turn chiefly upon the use of likenesses, which are the very
hinges of the gates of their science. The utility of likenesses to
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mathematicians consists in their suggesting in a very precise way,

new aspects of supposed states of things. . . . : e

Mang diagramf resemble their objects not at all in 1o_ok§ ; it s
only in respect to the relations of their parts that their l}keness
consists. Thus, we may show the relation between the different

kinds of signs by a brace, thus:

Icons,
33y = 4 Indices,
Symbols.

This is an icon. But the only respect in whic}} it }'esembles its object
is that the brace shows the classes of icons, indices, aqd symbols to
be related to one another and to the general class of signs, as {hey
really are, in a general way. When, in algebra, we write equations
under one another in a regular array, esPec1a11y when we put
resembling letters for corresponding coefficients, the array is an
ijcon. Here is an example:

ayit+byy=m,
ayx+byy="m,.

This is an icon,® in that it makes quantities look alike which are
in analogous relations to the pro.blem.. _In fact, every algebr:llcal
equation is an icon, in so far as it exhzb‘zts, by means o:i the s gttla-
braical signs (which are not themselves icons), the relations of the
ities concerned.

qu;l:’x txlrtf; (;)e questioned whether all i_cqns are likenesses or ml))t.
For example, if a drunken man is exhlbltefl in order to show, by
contrast, the excellence of temperance, this 18 certainly an icon,
but whether it is a likeness or not may be doubted. The question
seems somewhat trivial.

c. Index

[An index is] a sign, or representation, which refers to its .ob]ect
not so much because of any similarity or ana.logy with it, nor
because it is associated with general characters VthCh 'fhat ob].eacit
happens to possess, as because it is in dynamlcal (including spati c)l
connection both with the individual object, on the one hand, an
with the senses or memory of the person for whom it serves as :1
sign, on the other hand. . . . While demor.lstrat.lve. anc’l, person
pronouns are, as ordinarily used, “genuine indices,” relative
pronouns are “ degenerate indices”; for t_hough they may, a;.m-
dentally and indirectly, refer to existing things, they directly refer,
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Worc‘lls alor}e cannot do this. The demonstrative pronouns, ‘‘this”
and “that,” are indices. For they call upon the hearer to' use his
_ powers of observation, and so establish a real connection between
his mlnd and the object; and if the demonstrative pronoun does
that—.w1thout which its meaning is not understood—it goes to
establish such a connection; and so is an index. The relative pro-
nouns, who and which, demand observational activity in much the
same way, only with them the observation has to be directed to the
words that have gone before. Lawyers use A, B, C, practically as
very effective relative pronouns. To show how effective they are
we may note that Messrs. Allen and Greenough, in their admirablé
(though in the edition of 1877 [?], too small) Latin Grammar
dgclg.re that no conceivable syntax could wholly remove the am:
bxgm-ty of the following sentence, “ A replied to B that he thought
I(\:Io(hls bro:her) mor«':11 gnjust to himself than to his own friend.”
w, any lawyer would state th i i
LG r:gtives, e at with perfect clegmess, by using

A replied to B that he {‘g}, thought C (his {g:s}, brother) more
s

. A A’s

unjust to himself, llé} than to his {B’s} own friend. The termina-
C’s

Eions which in any inflected language are attached

govemed" by other words, and whifh serve to show vt'?licvl:o:gz
governing word is, by repeating what is elsewhere expressed in the
same form, are likewise sndices of the same relative pronoun char-
acter. Any bit of Latin poetry illustrates this, such as the twelve-
lx-ne senten;e beginning,  Jam satis terris.”” Both in these termina-
tions 'fmd in the A, B, C, a likeness is relied upon to carry the
attention to the right object. But this does not make them iycons
in any important way; for it is of no consequence how the Ietters'
A, B, C, are shaped or what the terminations are. It is not merely
fchat one occurrence of an A is like a previous occurrence that is the
important circumstance, but that there is an understanding that like
letters shall stand for the same thing, and this acts as a force carryin
the att.ention from one occurrence of A to the previous onr;y E
possessive pronoun is two ways an index: first it indicates. the
possessor, and, second, it has a modification which syntacticall
carries tl.le a.ttention to the word denoting the thing possessed #

Som(.e mdlce.s are more or less detailed directions for wha.t the
hearer is to do in order to place himself in direct experiential or other
connection with the thing meant. Thus, the Coast Survey issues
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“Notices to Mariners,” giving the latitude and longitude, four or
five bearings of prominent objects, etc., and saying there is a rock,
or shoal, or buoy, or lightship. Although there will be other ele-
ments in such directions, yet in the main they are indices. .

Along with such indexical directions of what to do to find the
object meant, ought to be classed those pronouns which should be
entitled selective pronouns [or quantifiers] because they inform the
hearer how he is to pick out one of the objects intended, but which
grammarians call by the very indefinite designation of indefinite
pronouns. Two varieties of these are particularly important in logic,
the universal selectives, such as quivis, quilibet, quisquam, wllus, nullus,
nemo, quisque, uterque, and in English, any, every, all, no, none,
whatever, whoever, everybody, anybody, nobody. These mean that
the hearer is at liberty to select any instance he likes within limits
expressed or understood, and the assertion is intended to apply to
that one. The other logically important variety consists of the
particular selectives, quis, quispiam, nescio quis, aliquis, quidam, and
in English, some, something, somebody, a, a certain, some or other,
a suitable, one.

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

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

Other indexical words are prepositions, and prepositional phrases,
such as, ““on the right (or left) of.” Right and left cannot be dis-
tinguished by any general description. Other prepositions signify
relations which may, perhaps, be described; but when they refer,
as they do oftener than would be supposed, to a situation relative
to the observed, or assumed to be experientially known, place and
attitude of the speaker relatively to that of the hearer, then the
indexical element is the dominant element.

Icons and indices assert nothing. If an icon could be interpreted
by a sentence, that sentence must be in a “ potential mood,” that
is, it would merely say, “Suppose a figure has three sides,” etc.
Were an index so interpreted, the mood must be imperative, or
exclamatory, as ““See therel” or “Look out!” But the kind of
signs which we are now coming to consider are, by nature, in the

“indicative,” or, as it should be called, the declarative mood. Of
course, they can go to the expression of any other mood, since we
may declare assertions to be doubtful, or mere interrogations, or
imperatively requisite.
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d. Symbol

A Symbol is a Representame
€ head _ Rej : n whose Representati
o ts:;ltts pgeﬁls“?ly dm its being a rule that wxll)l detetriclli;z ;:tl:l;aiter
b vsrr s, sentence§,.books, and other conventional ;11 .
g oni e spe.ak of writing or pronouncing the word “m gEs
P Vzn it;;ﬂu’?’ or embgdiment of the word, that is anr ’
pneet SR co. . 1}e wprd itself has no existence althou IIZOE
A ge,n letstmg in the fact that. existents will con%o l
po sg eé que of succession of three sounds or re =5
e i i::c?ls, Whl'Ch becomes a sign only in the fact thgtre;
o L i aw, will cause replicas of it to be interpreted as
Sy T ;ge:l.o The word and its meaning are both general
P G e ne of thfe two prescribes the qualities of it
el s e vy
o ' ] 1al sense be attached to “meaning.”
Interpls-’:?;;)tl ::u:t ll::w, or regularity of the indefinite futuremg'Its
e e of thg same description;- and so must b;e als
bl “?:Iéle(ll)lag OQ]eﬁt,. or.meaning. But a law necessa.rilo
g qlialities Cm odied in" individuals, and prescribes some o};
e L and.a onsequently, a constituent of a Symbol may be
oy po'ints 4 constituent may be an Icon. A man walkin fvith
e i r:n arm up into t.he air and says, “Thereis a bal?oon i
b i vgould is an essent‘lal part of the symbol without whic.h‘
el bauoo;o&vey no information. But if the child asks
il o bb,l ,a:nd the man replies, “It is something like ’
e b fh ubble,” he mz}kes the image a part of the symb la
mean’i bmd t; complete object of a symbol, that is to szm f)t.
i sig;nfy in 1:3 a:x:cttlzrre 02 agiaw,. it must denote an individua.ly'a:ls
s : : nuine symbol is a symb [
ging:;}; :rrsea’r::g:)%. There are two kinds of degener):tne g;zx:x}ﬁ;clsh atsha
it 5 }V:'hose Object is an existent individual, and w,h' ;:
g tyssuc characters as that individual may r:aaliz ; 1C
i }cl g gm‘bol, whose only Object is a character. iy
L yegt Sinceeu.r':mc(:)dlgte Interpretant of an Index must be a
[Singu,lar] i is bject may be the Object of an Individuﬁ
phe Intel}'rn;e t0 ,tthe Index may have such a Symbol for it
it gf .tan : qun a genuine Symbol may be an imperf :
i 11 'f So an icon may have a degenerate Indexpo o
i Symbol}f’:)r; ol, for an indirect Interpretant, and a genuine,l rdan
s an }mp'erfect Interpretant. oy
Y 1s a sign naturally fit to declare that the set of objects
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which is denoted by whatever set of indices may be in certain ways
attached to it is represented by an icon associated with it, To
show what this complicated definition means, let us take as an
example of a symbol the word “loveth.” Associated with this word
is an idea, which is the mental icon of one person loving another.
Now we are to understand that “loveth’ occurs in a sentence,; for
what it may mean by itself, f it means anything, is not the question.
Let the sentence, then, be “Ezekiel loveth Huldah.” Ezekiel and
Huldah must, then, be or contain indices; for without indices it is
impossible to designate what one is talking about. Any mere de-
scription would leave it uncertain whether they were not mere
characters in a ballad; but whether they be so or not, indices can
designate them. Now the effect of the word “Joveth” is that the
pair of objects denoted by the pair of indices Ezekiel and Huldah
is represented by the icon, or the image we have in our minds of a
Jover and his beloved.
The same thing is equally true of every verb in the declarative
mood; and indeed of every verb, for the other moods are merely
declarations of a fact somewhat different from that expressed by
the declarative mood. As for a noun, considering the meaning
which it has in the sentence, and not as standing by itself, it is
most conveniently regarded as 2 portion of a symbol. Thus the
sentence, ‘ every man loves a woman’’ is equivalent to “whatever
is a man loves something that is a woman.”’ Here “whatever” is
a universal selective index, “js a man’’ is a symbol, “loves’ is a
symbol, “something that” is a particular selective index, and “is
a woman’’ is a symbol. . . . ‘

The word Symbol has so many meanings that it would be an injury
to the language to add a new one. I do not think that the signifi-
cation I attach to it, that of a conventional sign, or one depending
upon habit (acquired or inborn), is so much a new meaning as a
return to the original meaning. Etymologically, it should mean a
thing thrown together, just as épfBodov (embolum) is a thing thrown
into something, a bolt, and rapdBolov (parabolum) is thing thrown
besides, collateral security, and ‘méBoAov (hypobolum) is 2 thing
thrown underneath, an antenuptial gift. It is usually said that in

the word symbol the throwing together is to be understood in the
sense of “‘to conjecture”’; but were that the case, we ought to find
that sometimes at least it meant a conjecture, a meaning for which
literature may be searched in vain. But the Greeks used ‘‘throw
together” (ovpBdArew) very frequently to signify the making of a
contract or convention. Now, we do find symbol (o9pPBoAov) early

H
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and often used to mean a convention or contract. Aristotle calls
a noun a ‘“‘symbol,” that is, a conventional sign. In Greek, watch-
, fire isva “symbol,” that is, a signal agreed upon; a standard or
ensign is a “symbol,” a watchword is a “symbol,” a badge is a
“symbol”; a church creed is called a “symbol,” because it serves
as a badge or shibboleth; a theatre ticket is called a “‘symbol”’;
any ticket or check entitling one to receive anything is a *symbol.”
Moreover, any expression of sentiment was called a “symbol.”
Suich were the principal meanings of the word in the original lan-
guage. The reader will judge whether they suffice to establish my
claim that I am not seriously wrenching the word in employing it
as I propose to do. ,

Any ordinary word, as “give,” “bird,” marriage,”’ is an example
of a symbol. It is applicable to whatever may be found to realize the
idea connected with the word: it does not, in itself, identify those
things. It does not show us a bird, nor enact before our eyes a
giving or a marriage, but supposes that we are able to imagine those
things, and have associated the word with them. :

A regular progression of one, two, three may be remarked in the
three orders of signs, Icon, Index, Symbol. The Icon has no
dynamical connection with the object it represents; it simply
happens that its qualities resemble those of that object, and excite
analogous sensations in the mind for which it is a likeness. But it
really stands unconnected with them. The index is physically
connected with its object; they make an organic pair, but the
interpreting mind has nothing to do with this connection, except
remarking it, after it is established. The symbol is connected with
its object by virtue of the idea of the symbol-using mind, without
which no such connection would exist.

Every physical force reacts between a pair of particles, either of
which may serve as an index of the other. On the other hand, we
shall find that every intellectual operation involves a triad of
symbols. .

A symbol, as we have seen, cannot indicate any particular
thing; it denotes a kind of thing. Not only that, but it is itself a
kind and not a single thing. You can write down the word “star,”’
but that does not make you the creator of the word, nor if you
erase it have you destroyed the word. The word lives in the minds
of those who use it. Even if they are all asleep, it exists in their
memory. So we may admit, if there be reason to do so, that generals
are mere words without at all saying, as Ockham supposed, that
they are really individuals.
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being by development out.of
or from mixed signs partaking
We think only in signs. These

Symbols grow. They come into
other signs, particularly from icons,

of the nature of icons and symbols.
mental signs are of mixed nature; the symbol-parts of them are

called concepts. 1f a man makes a new symbol, it 15 by thouglggsl
involving concepts. So it is only out of symbols that a new s;lr)r:in
can grow. Ommne symbolum de symbolo. .A symbpl, once in 5 ing,
spreads among the peoples. In use and in experience, 125 me erg
grows. Such words as force, law, wealth, marriage, bear for us \tl rz
different meanings from those they bore to our barbarous ancestors.
The symbol may, with Emerson’s sphynx, say to man,

Of thine eye I am eyebeam.

13

4. TEN CLASSES O= SN

The three trichotomies of Signs result together in d.iv_id.ing Signs
into TEN CLASSES OF SIGNS, of which numerous subdivisions have
i follows:
to be considered. The ten classes are as OLlOWS: g
First: A Qualisign [e.g., 2 feeling of “red’’] is any qua!lyy in so
far as it is a sign. Since a quality is whatever it is positively in
itself, a quality can only denote an object l.>y virtue of some comImon
ingredient or similarity; so that a Qualisign 18 ggcess.anly an cotl)l.
Further, since a quality is a mere logical posslét}):lxty, it can only be
: . . e
interpreted as a sign of essence, that 1s,as a eme. ; .
Segond: An Iconic Sinsign [e.g., an individual diagram] is any

object of experience in so far as some quality of it makes it deter-

mine the idea of an object. Being an I'con,'and thu? ;abSIg'nt:z
likeness purely, of whatever it may be like, it can on’y e allil;i
preted as a sign of essence, or Rheme. It will embody a Qu En]
Third: A Rhematic Indexical Sinsign [e.g., & spontaneox:§ c zro
is any object of direct experience SO far as it directs aiitex') lor;ves
an Object by which its presence 1S caused. _It necessarily u:voince
an Iconic Sinsign of a peculiar kind, yet is quite differen O}S) e
it brings the attention of the interpreter to the very Ob]
d. . .
derli%tt(:rth: A Dicent Sinsign [e.8., @ wea_thercock] is any ob]e;;:t gi
direct experience, in so far as it is a sign, and, as sucht,) abc;;n
information concerning its Object. This it can only do yI . xg
really affected by its Object; so that it 1s necessarily an Index.

i ion i i 1 fact. Such a Sign

The only information it can afford is of actual 1ac .
must inz,lolve an Iconic Sinsign to embody the information and a
he Object to which the

Rhematic Indexical Sinsign to indicate t
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information refers. But the mode of combination, or Syntax, of
these two must also be significant.
. Fifth: An Iconic Legisign [e.g., a diagram, apart from its factual
individuality] is any general law or type, in so far as it requires
each instance of it to embody a definite quality which renders it
fit to call up in the mind the idea of a like object. Being an Icon,
it must be a Rheme. Being a Legisign, its mode of being is that of
governing single Replicas, each of which will be an Iconic Sinsign
of a peculiar kind.

Sixth: A Rhematic Indexical Legisign [e.g., a demonstrative

_ pronoun] is any general type or law, however established, which_

requires each instance of it to be really affected by its Object in
such a manner as merely to draw attention to that Object. Each
Replica of it will be a Rhematic Indexical Sinsign of a peculiar
kind. The Interpretant of a Rhematic Indexical Legisign represents
it as an Iconic Legisign; and so it is, in a measure—but in a very
small measure.

Seventh: A Dicent Indexical Legisign [e.g., a street cry] is any
general type or law, however established, which requires each
instance of it to be really affected by its Object in such a manner
as to furnish definite information concerning that Object. It must
involve an Iconic Legisign to signify the information and a Rhematic
Indexical Legisign to denote the subject of that information. Each
Replica of it will be a Dicent Sinsign of a peculiar kind.

Eighth: A Rhematic Symbol or Symbolic Rheme [e.g., 2 common
noun] is a sign connected with its Object by an association of
general ideas in such a way that its Replica calls up an image in
the mind, which image, owing to certain habits or dispositions of
that mind, tends to produce a general concept, and the Replica is
interpreted as a Sign of an Object that is an instance of that concept.
Thus, the Rhematic Symbol either is, or is very like, what the
logicians call a General Term. The Rhematic Symbol, like any
Symbol, is necessarily itself of the nature of a general type, and is
thus a Legisign. Its Replica, however, is a Rhematic Indexical
Sinsign of a peculiar kind, in that the image it suggests to the
mind acts upon a Symbol already in that mind to give rise to a
General Concept. In this it differs from other Rhematic Indexical
Sinsigns, including those which are Replicas of Rhematic Indexical
Legisigns. Thus, the demonstrative pronoun ‘‘that” is a Legisign,
being a general type; but it is not a Symbol, since it does not
signify a general concept. Its Replica draws attention to a single
Object, and is a Rhematic Indexical Sinsign. A Replica of the
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word “camel” is likewise a Rhematic Indexical Sinsign, being
really affected, through the knowledge pf camels, common to the
speaker and auditor, by the real camel it denotes, even if this one
is not individually known to the auditor; and it 1s through such
real connection that the word camel” calls up fhe idea of a camel.
The same thing is true of the word.“phoemx. For a'lthough no
phoenix really exists, real descriptions of the phoenix are well
known to the speaker and his auditor; and thus the word xs.really
affected by the Object denoted. But not only are the _Rephca§ of
Rhematic Symbols very different from ordinary Rhematic Index.lcal
Sinsigns, but so likewise are Replicas of“ Rhematic Indexical
Legisigns. For the thing denoted.by “that” has not affected .}t]he
replica of the word in any such direct and simple manner as that
in which, for example, the ring of a telephone-bell is affec.ted. by
the person at the other end who wants to make a communication.
The Interpretant of the Rhematic Symt?ol often represents it as a
Rhematic Indexical Legisign; at other times as an Iconic Legisign;
and it does in a small measure partake of the natur‘e.of b(?th. :
Ninth: A Dicent Symbol, or ordinary Proposmon,.ls a sign
connected with its object by an association of 'gen‘eral ideas, and
acting like a Rhematic Symbol, except that its intended inter-
pretant represents the Dicent Symbol as being, in respect to what
it signifies, really affected by its Object, so that the existence or
law which it calls to mind must be actually connected with the
indicated Object. Thus, the intended Intgrpretant 109k§ upon the
Dicent Symbol as a Dicent Indexical Leg1§1gn; and if it be true,
it does partake of this nature, although this does not represent its
whole nature. Like the Rhematic symbol, it is necessarily a
Legisign. Like the Dicent Sinsign it is composite .masm}lch as it
necessarily involves a Rhematic Syn'.xbo.l (and t}}us is for its Inter-
pretant an Iconic Legisign) to expressits m-formatxon anq a Rhematic
Indexical Legisign to indicate the subject of t_hat information.
But its Syntax of these is significant. The Replica qf the Dicent
Symbol is a Dicent Sinsign of a peculiar kind. This is easily seen
to be true when the information the Dicent Symbol conveys 1s of
actual fact. When that information is of a real law, it 1s,pot true
in the same fullness. For a Dicent Sinsign cannot convey 1nfoma-
tion of law. It is, therefore, true of the R.eph.ca .of such a Dicent
Symbol only in so far as the law has its pelng in instances. .
Tenth: An Argument is a sign whose interpretant represents its
object as being an ulterior sign through a law, namely, the law that
the passage from all such premisses to such conclusions tends to
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the truth. Manifestly, then, its object must be general; i
the Argument must be a Symbol. As a Symbol git must' g:tthel:’
be a Leg151g.n-. Its Replica is a Dicent Sinsign. ’ '
'ljhe ai'ﬁmtl-es of the ten classes are exhibited by arranging their
demgna‘qons in the triangular table here shown, which has heav
boundarlf,s petween adjacent squares that are appropriated tz),
classes alike in only one respect. All other adjacent squares pertain
to classes' ahlfe in two respects. Squares not adjacent pertain to
classgs alike in one respect only, except that each of the three
squares of the vertices of the triangle pertains to a class differin
;r;) ;LlSitthre?dreslgefﬁs from the classes to which the squares along thi
e side of the triangle ar i i i
e vrthorhe superﬂuogu i e appropriated. The lightly printed

(IX)
Dicent

Symbol
Legisign

(VII)
Dicent

Indexical
Legisign

In the course of the above descriptions i
subdivisions of some of them havep been (Zifirte}éil;lfrs eisr’uici(razzin
refe'rred to. Namely, beside the normal varieties of Sinsi nsy
I_ndlces, and Dicisigns, there are others which are Replicas of Ligli
signs, Symbols, and Arguments, respectively. Beside the normal

—— e ) ) ) ) ————
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varieties of Qualisigns, Icons, and Rhemes, there are two series of
others; to wit, those which are directly involved in Sinsigns,
Indices, and Dicisigns, respectively, and also those which are
indirectly involved in Legisigns, Symbols, and Arguments, respec-
tively. Thus, the ordinary Dicent Sinsign is exemplified by a
weathercock and its veering and by a photograph. The fact that
the latter is known to be the effect of the radiations from the object
renders it an index and highly informative. A second variety is a
Replica of a Dicent Indexical Legisign. Thus any given street cry,
since its tone and theme identifies the individual, is not a symbol,
but an Indexical Legisign; and any individual instance of it is a
Replica of it which is a Dicent Sinsign. A third variety is a Replica
of a Proposition. A fourth variety is a Replica of an Argument.
Beside the normal variety of the Dicent Indexical Legisign, of
which a street cry is an example, there is a second variety, which
is that sort of proposition which has the name of a well-known
individual as its predicate; as if one is asked, “Whose statue is
this?” the answer may be, “Itis Farragut.”” The meaning of this
answer is a Dicent Indexical Legisign. A third variety may be a
premiss of an argument. A Dicent Symbol, or ordinary proposition,
in so far as it is a premiss of an Argument, takes on a new force,
and becomes a second variety of the Dicent Symbol. It would not
be worth while to go through all the varieties; but it may be well
to consider the varieties of one class more. We may take the
Rhematic Indexical Legisign. The shout of “Hullo!” is an example
of the ordinary variety—meaning, not an individual shout, but
this shout “Hullo!” i general—this type of shout, A second
variety is a constituent of a Dicent Indexical Legisign; as the word
“that” in the reply, “that is Farragut.” A third variety is a
particular application of a Rhematic Symbol; as the exclamation
“Hark!” A fourth and fifth variety are in the peculiar force a

~general word may have in a proposition or argument. It is not

impossible that some varieties are here overlooked. It is a nice
problem to say to what class a given sign belongs; since all the
circumstances of the case have to be considered. But it is seldom
requisite to be very accurate; for if one does not locate the sign
precisely, one will easily come near enough to its character for any

ordinary purpose of logic.





