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5. Media: The role of the individual versus the power of society. The last
‘question I should like to ask concerns the misinterpretation of the interpretant
for the interpreter which the distinction between “hot™ and “cool” is bound to
convey. - v

In fact, McLuhan and Peirce are very close to one another here: they both
propose a “community”: a “community of inquircrs” in the case of Peirce. a
“community of users” in the case of McLuhan, to which McLuhan gives the
name of “Global Village.” If there is a differencd, it is a difference. not of range,
but of place in the semiotic process. Both of them recognize the part played by
the individual in «.mems in spite of the prudmmmncc of the environment or
miliets. .

I shall conclude the present chapter by saying that, in spite of many techno-
logical discrepancies, Peirce has proposed the best theory of signs which can fit
McLuhan’s theory of the media, not only because lhev arc both pragmatic, but
because they both reconcile continuity and discontinuity: social unifor mity and
individual creativity. ,

To the objection that no genius could have a place in the new electronic age,
McLuhan answers that, because the media are the extensions of man, they are
ipso facto the extensions of man’s will, although man “never intends the cultural
consequences of any extension of himself™ (Stearn 1968: 315).

To the objection that the mass media uniformity of the Global Village cre-
ated by the new technologies kills man’s crcativity, McLuhan answers that

“there is more diversity, less conformity under a single roof in any family than
there is with the thousands of families in the same city. The more you create
village condltlons the more dxscon(munv and division and diversity” (Stearn

1968: 314), and, consequently, creativity.

Continuity and discontinuity are not incompatible for Peirce. They are two |
of Peirce’s cosmological categories: synechism, the category of continuity, and ty-
chism, the category of “happening”™ which is by definition “individual” But no
happening can take place out of-context: no creativity ‘without continuity (Peirce
1931:5.402 n. 2) The futurc of the semiotics of media is sull “open.”
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tion of creative thought processes as they might appear in computer désigns.
(McLuban 1964: 15-16)

McLuhan is committing here the same typical mistake of the whole Western
philosophical tradition: to think in terms of quantity as if by adding media to
media, extending the range of media or accelerating the pace of media, one
could change the “pattern” conveyed by the media. Peirce himself worked on
this line for a long time and tried hard to help induction to do the job bv refining
the theory of probabilities, until he gave up induction for abduction—quantity
for quahty The choice between the two is not ad libitum. It is the duty of the
semiotics of the media, to use abduction as a tool or method, instead of induc-
tion, for, as René Thom reminded us, “the theory of probabilities is fundamen- .
tally an imposture” (Thom 1995: 14). o

4. The media as interpretants, hot and cool. McLuhan seems to avoid part of
the consequences of determinism with the concepts of “hot” and “cool” which
are obviously qualitative; more so than Peirce would admit, because they give
the interpretant a psychological dimension and that Peirce is not ready to accept.
According to Peirce, the interpretant is logical. It cannot be expressed in terms
of “feeling”; on the contrary, it must be expressed in terms of “rules.”” The “in-
terpretant” is formally a “sign.” Just as the representamen is the sign of the
sender, the interpretant is the sign of the receiver.

However, Peirce himself resorted to the concept of “interpretant” in another
sense. When a semiosis is concluded, it either creates a new habit or reinforces
or modifies an old one. In this case, Peirce says that the interpretant is no longer

“a sign, but a “logical final interpretant,” which is another name for “habit,” not
as routine, but as incorporated and spontaneous rule. '

Peirce would have agreed that this kind of interpretant could be “hot” or
“cool,” provided those qualities were logically defined: In McLuhan’s thcory,
they depend on the “whimsy” of the author. Which McLuhan recogmzed in’dan
mterwew

Perhaps I should have set up polarities on media rigid and frigid. It’s very diffi-
cult to have a structure of any sort-without polarities, without tension. For ex-
ample,‘the triangle is the most cconomic way of securing an upright object.
Without polarities [...] there is no progression, no structure. [ ...} 1 must
know how media are structured to discover what they are domg to me -and my
environment. Media, hot and cool are not classnﬁcauons They are struclural
forms. (Stearn 1968 332) '

Contrary to Peirce, McLuhan is not .concerned wnh “systems ”. but with
“systems development™: “‘Systems development’ is a structurai analysis of pres-
sures and strains, the exact opposite of everything that has been meant by ‘sys-
tems’ in the past few centuries. [ . .. ] Itis concerned with the innér dynamics of
the form” (Stearn 1968: 333). Is this not a good Peircean deﬁnmon of the.
~'semiotics of the’ media? -
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ject of Hamilton). The “representamen” became in Peirce’s theory of signs:
Qualisign as First, Sinsign as Second, and Legisign as Third. The “legisign” is
McLuhan’s “structure.” o ' ;

'According to McLuhan—in Peircean terms—media are vehicles of sinsigns.
A'Ithough'media may have a short range like the sense of touch and a long range
like vision, especially when it is “extended” by television, the sinsign has the
same logical nature or rather definition: it is a dyadic image which can only stand
for an immediate object. A - .

An image is a sinsign which refers to an immediate object. It is an indecom-
posable dyad: ’ : '

1 2
R Rl R2
o 01 : 02

Table 12.1. Image‘ as a dyad

In other words, it has neither legisign nor interpretant. It is a mere happen-
ing which obeys no rule whatsoever and cannot be interpreted as such. There is
‘no difference between the typographical world of Gutenberg and the world of
* the new media. - ‘

3. The medium as content. The representamens as sinsigns (or perceplts, if
one prefers) can only be intérpreted, according to Peirce, withil_i another semi-
osis, which by definition, must be triadic. It is a sine qua non condition of the
possibility for media to carry any meaning or structure, '

Most of the time, McLuhan speaks as if the medium was the content. He
does not make any difference between the legisign (or “structure,” which is thé
“type” of the linguists) and the sinsign (or “individual instances” or “occur-
rences,” which is the “token” of the linguists). SRV

Without denying the part played sociologically and psychdlogi(:ally by
the media, the media cannol'logically in any way be legisigns: ideas, thoughts,
“designs or patterns” (McLuhan 1964: 16), or whatever, as McLuhan thinks
they can: o g : A ‘ ’ ’

The elec;iric light is pure information. It is a medium without a message, as it
‘were, unless it is used to spell out some verbal ad or name. This fact, charac-
teristic of all media, means that the “content” of any medium is always another
' medium. The content of writing is speech,just as the written word is the content
of print, and print is the content of the telegraph. If it is asked “What is the
content of speech?,” it is necessary to say, “It is an actual process of thought,
which is in itself non-verbal” An abstract painting represents direct manifesta-



tling discovery. And consistency is a meaningless term to apply to an explorer. .
If he wanted to be consistent, he would stay home. (Stearn 1968: 23) '

Peirce, on the contrary. as a logician explorer, although also “a scholarly nui-
sance and agitated protagonist,” is consistent. Would he have conceded that Mc-
Luhan’s theorics on the media are worth being semiotically examined? We are
“not sure, but, when we are back in the Cave, a few things can be said:, '

1. McLihan's method is pragmatic. McLuhan can be considered an Ameri-
can pragmatist.be it only of the James tribe, since McLuhan is concerned with
media as man’s tools in a given context. His method is experimental and like
James’s more physiological, in the sense of Claude Bernard, than philosophical,
in the sense of Charles S. Peirce. ' ' :

On the contrary, experience implies. according to the same physiologists, the
idea of a variation or of a distur_bénce intentionally introduced by the investiga-
tor in the conditions of the natural phenomena. [ ... ] For that purpose, an or-
gan of the living body is suppressed by section or ablation and, according to the
disturbance produced in the entire organism or in a special function one can
know the use of the suppressed.organ. (Bernard 1965: 62-63)

McLuhan states his profession de foi in an interview in the following way:

Literally, Understanding Media is a kit of tools for analysis and perception. Itis

to begin an operation of discovery. It is not the completed work of discovery. It

is intended for practical use. [ ...] A structural approach to a medium means -
studying its total operation, the miliew that it creates—the environment that the
telephone or radio or movies or the motor car cteated. One would fearn very -
little about the motor car by looking at it simply as a vehicle that carried people
hither and thither. Without u‘nderstanding-the city.&:hangés, suburban creations,
service changes—the environment it created—one would learn very little about
the motor car. The car then has never really been studied structurally, as a form.

© (Stearn 1968: 316) : ‘ : ‘

2. The medium as representamen. In the last quotation, two words have to
be underlined: “perception” and “structural.” Peirce would have agreed with’
McLuhan. Semiotically, the percept is what Peirce calls 2 “representamen.” The
representamen has, categorically organized, three ways of being: '

1° the act of representing a (mediate) object‘of the mind; 2° the representation,
or, to speak more properly, representamen, itself as an (immediate or-vicarious)
object exhibited to the mind; 3° the act by which the mind is conscious vimmedi-
ately of the representative object, and, through it, mediately of the remote object
represemed. (Hamilton 1863: 877) . ' ' B

This was not written by Peirce, but by William Hamilton from whom Peirce '
bor;oWed the idea of “representamen,” together with the distinction between
“immediate object” and “dynamic object” (the ‘mediately conscious remote ob-
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time before he could see things in the world above. At first he would most casily

see shadows, then the reflections in water of men and everythmg else. and,

finally. the things themselves. (Plato 1942: 208)

Plato is not satisfied with the things of the Cave and the media thanks to
which they are known. He wants his prisoner to experience the world outside the
- Cave, not through sense data and belief or habit, but through discursive knowl-

edge (¢mothiun) and contemplation or Pure Thought (vodg). Discursive knowl--
edge whose object is mathematics is a necessary step towards the dpprehcnsmn ,
of the supreme Object: Pure Ideas. :

Of course, McLuhan hdsnothmg, to do with the World Above. The ascent
toward the World Above was too arduous for him and mathematics was of no
help. He was content with metaphorical definitions such as “The spoken word:

Flower of evil,” “The written word: An eye for an ear,” “The printed word:
Architect of nationalism;” “Photograph: The brothel-without-walls.” Peirce, on
the contrary, had the courage to get out of the Cave and painfully, step by step,
to master mathematics and see the Sun.

However, Peirce was braver than Plato, and was courageous cnough to go
back to the Cave and liberate his fellow- -prisoners, not by helping them to escape.
but by introducing into the Cave the freedom of reasoning and of analyzing Be-
ing into the categories of the Cave: Possibility (Firstness) of Being “here-now-
mine” (Jean Wahl) (Secondness), according to Conditional, i.e., contextuality of
‘the Cave, laws (of inference) (Thirdness). Plato seems to describe Peirce’s ven-
ture in the following passage of The Republic: ‘

[ -..]suppose that he had again to take part with the prisoners there in the old
contest of distinguishing between the shadows, while his sight was confused and

* before his eyes had got steady (and it might take them quite a considerable time
to get used to the darkness), would not men laugh at him, and say that lnvmé

' gone up above he had come back with his sight ruined, so that it was not worth-
while even'to try to go up? And.do you not think that they would kill him whe
tried to release them and bear thermn up, if they could lay hands on him, and slay
him? (Plato 1942: 209-210)

 They tned and did not succeed. That is why we are here speakmg of the
“Semiotics of media.” Semiotics is the story of Plato back in the Cave. Would he
have been on speakmg terms with McLuhan" Maybe. But he would have needed
a “translator,” as McLuhan puts it in another metaphor: “Media as translators.”
And, of course, the translator would have been Charles S. Peirce.
But the dialogue would not have been easy because McLuhan, although
con51dercd “a scholarly nuisance and agltated protagonist” (Stearn 1968:23), was
" actually quite mild and modest. To any ObJCC[lOn he would answer:

‘I'am an investigator. | make probes. I have no point of view. [ ...] The explorer
- istotally inconsistent. He never knows at what moment he will make some star-
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the new media reach the things and bring them as images to any debating com-
munity. With the new media, in the “Global Village™ which they have created,
everything is at hand instantancously. - o -

Another great advantage proposed by this invention, adds Swift—an advan-
tage which is even greater in McLuhan’s system—is “that it would serve as an
universal language to be understood in all civilised nations whose goods and
utensils are generally of the same kind, or nearly resembling, so that their uses
might easily be comprehended” (Swift 1939: 231). . ' :

Of course, the new system 1s more mechanistic and no less nominalistic, be--

cause things have been replaced by their images, more so because nobody knows
if an image is the image of the thing pcople mean. : ' o

' Are we better off with Plato’s Cave? Plato describes it in The Republic, as
follows: ' :

Picture men in an underground cave-dwelling, with a long entrance reaching up
towards the light along the whole width of the cave; in this they lie from their
childhood, their legs and necks in chains, so that they stay where they are and
look only in front of them, as the chain prevents their turning their heads round. .
Some way off, and higher up, a fire is b'urning behind them, and b¢twécn the fire
and the prisoners is a road on higher ground. Imagine a wall built along this
road, like the screen which showmen have in front of the audience, over which
they show the puppets.

Then picture also men carrying along this wall all kinds of articles which over-
top it, statues of men and other creatures in stone and wood and other materi-
als: naturally some of the carriers are speaking, others are silent. (Plato 1942:
207-210) ' ' ’ '

Of course, what they do see is only the shadows “of themselves or of each

‘other” and of the “things carried along the wall,” thrown by the fire on the wall_'_ _
of the cave opposite to them, but “they would suppose what they [see] to be the
real things” and that the voices they hear, which are mere echoes from the oppo-

site wall, do come from “the shadows passing before them.” And “the only truth
that such men would conceive would be the shadows of those manufactured ar-
" ticles” and of themselves and their co-prisoners. Lo ' ,
In short, Plato’s Cave, although far less comfortable than Balnibarbi’s de-
' bating societies, has a place not only for things, but also for “sense.data,” with a
way of feeling the latter (sensation: aioBnoic) and bélieving the former (belief:
~ioTig or opinion which is a habit of thinking in a certain way:.005a). The three
clements being respectively in Peirce’s semeiotic: Firstness (sense data), Second-
" ness (things as object or subject matter of belief), and Thirdness- (belief).
McLuhan would agree, except that he is concerned neither with.the “content”
nor with any kind of epistemological problems. ’
Plato does not stop there: :

~'Let us suppose one of them released, and forced shddcnly_‘td siand-up and turn
his head; and walk and look towards the light.[. .. ] 1 fancy that he would need

o



the printed types rendered possible the linear devclopmem and so the sym-
phony. .~ 4

In short, typography was not only a technological invention, it was a product
of technology. It was in itself a natural. wealth, just like cotton, wood, or'radio;
and like any product, it shaped not only the mtersensorlal relations of the indi-
viduals, but also the collective models of interdependence.

‘ In Understanding Media, McLuhan passes from the Gutenbgrg revolution to
the electronic revolution with the new (echnologxes of communication: radio,
television, telephone, computers, which are similarly reshaping the civilization of
the twenty-first century. Even reading is affected. We do not read any longcr as
before: “People don’t actually read newspapers, They get into them every morn-
ing like a hot bath” (McLuhan 1964). C

The Medium Is-the Message

McLuhan’s thesis is “socicties have been shaped more by the nature of the me-
dia by which men communicate than by the- content of the communication.”
Hence the famous slogan “The Medium is ‘the message” which is the title of the -
first chapter of Understanding Media. “The Medmm is the mmmgc * means three
things: :
1. Each medium creates its own public, a public which is more interested in
the medium as such than in the medium as a vehicle of information. Television
has a public of what we might call “voyeurs,” who look at it for the pleasure of
looking, just as there were and—fortunately—still are readers. who read for the
pleasure of readmg and people who talk for the pleasure of talking. New tech-
nologies have done no more than afford new mstrumentahtncs instead of read- -
ing for oneself, one can listen to a book read by somebodv else on cassettes or
compact discs, and mstead of talkmg on the street corner, one can talk on the
phone. : : '

2. The message of the medium includes cverythmg that the medium has
made possible: “The message of the movie medium is that of transition from lin- .
ear connections to configuration” (McLuhan 1964: 20).. '

3. The medium itself determines its own content. But all media do not pos-
sess the same power of communication. One medium is more suited than an-
‘other to express an experience. Thus football matches come over better on tele-
wvision than on the radio. ' '

The Medza as Sensory Ratios™ or Qualmes :
thle the previous revolution—the Guténberg revolution—was essentially a SO-
cial revolution, the new electronic révolution is a human revolution, both “uni-
versal” or rather “global” and “individual” or rather “private.” The “sensory ra-
tios™ have changed. We are passing from the instrumentalities of cornmunication
to the qualities of what is communicated, although McLuhan still thinks that the
content is far less important than the medium of commumcahon The traditional
media appealed essentlal]y to the separate senses books and paintings to sight,
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and does not give us any direct clue to the question raised. Another section of
it—probably the biggest and the 'only one which attracts the attention of the
public—deals with the general problem of the influence (good or bad) of the me-
dia. Although more sociological than philosophical, the writings in this section
cannot avoid touching the semiotic nature of the media, but most of the time
they do it in a very simple and naive way. ' ‘ '

Negatively, the question of the inflience of the media has driven most of the
commentators in the sixties to the conclusion that. like the tongue of Esop,
. the media are neither good nor bad. One of them, a French scholar, Francis Balle,
gives us the reason why it is so and raises at the same time the very semiotic
question which we. as semioticians, are raising: '

'So-call_ed mass-communication is still interpreted in mechanistic terms, as a.
simple and direct relation between transmitters and receivers of messages,-ac-
cording to the behavioristic schema stimulus-response or. if one prefers, accord- .
ing to the univocal relation cause-effect. As.if, in the present state of knowledge. L
it were possible 1o give so summarily a definite explanation concerning the re-
lations instituted by the media. (Balle 1983: 290-291)

MARSHALL MCLUHAN

That the media are most of the time dealt with in mechanistic terms is exem-
plified by the writings of their Godfather: Marshall McLuhan. Although Mc-
Luhan’s propesitions are very rarely convincingly supported, McLuhan_was con-
vincing enough to make of the media a new major scientific subject matier.
Everybody knows the main books of McLuhan: The Mechanical Bride: Folklore
of Industrial Man (1951), The Guienberg Galaxy: The Making of Typographic
Man (1962), Understanding Media: The Exiension; of Man (1964), The Medium is
the Massage: an Inventory of Effects (1967), and War and Peace in the -Global Vil-
lage (1968). The main propositions of McLuhan are listed below. '

The Media Are the Extensions of Man -
McLuhan’s theory is, properly speaking, a “technological determinism.” Media
are the technological extensions of man, i.e., everything which can extend man’s -
(or woman’s) information, action, and power, be it a suit, a car, a hewspape'r, a .
radio, or a TV program. ‘ P -

In The Gute'nberg Galaxy, McLuhan tells the story of Western civilization in
terms of the invention of printing. It is; according to him, the movable types
which have made nationalism possible, because the mass production of linear
‘types imposes uniformity and continuity, while handwritten messages encourage
distinction or division and individualism. Because each Christian could afford to ‘
have his own printed copy, the Bible could be read in isolation and “individual
revelation” became possible, and therefore Protestantism. Even music was af-
fected by the invention of printing: while Gregorian music required repetition,
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Semeiotic and Communication: -
Peirce and McLuhan
MEDIA BET‘WEEN BALNIBARBI AND' PLATO’S CAVE

Objects dre unobservable. only relationships amorig objects
are observable. : ' -
‘ —McLuhan (in Stearn 1968: 301)

The sign can only represent the Object and tell about it
cannot furnish acquaintance with or recognition of that
Object.

—Peirce (2.231)

In Swift’s journey to Balnibarbi, communication is by “things,” not by “signs,”

‘because “signs” are “things.” In Plato’s Cave, behind the wall, statues are carried

bv. people whom we do not see nor know. Are they slaves and, in consequence,-
not human beings? We do not know. What we do know is that we only see images

of the statues. Which are the media? The statues or the images? Can we safely
say: Images are the media? If we do, what is the nature of a statue? As the an- -
swer is outside the Cave, we have to turn away and gét out. To find what? Mathe- -
matics and, further on, Ideas? What part can they play in helping us to answer .
the question of the nature of the media? That is the problem we shall try to solve
with the help of the doorkeeper of the Cave: Charles S. Peirce. '

I shall exam.iné firstly the média in general, secondly Marshall Mc'Luhari’s
media, thirdly I shall try to locate McLuhan’s “Global Village.” Where can we
find it? In Balnibarbi or in Plato’s Cave? ' S :

THE MEDIA
The literature on the media is nowadays considerable. Does it ansWer the semi-

otic question of the nature of the media? It is the question we want.to examine.
A small section of the. literature—however great it is—is purely technological
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point of all the interpretants, either sign-represéntameﬁs or habits in a sign-pro-
cess or semiosis. The Receiver or interpreter is the torog of a Peircean semiosis
(Representamen — Interpretant — Object), in a situation or context which is
both psycho-physiological (Contact); social (Code), and singular (Context of a

subject interpreting).
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A genuine symbol is a symbol that has a general meaning. There are two kinds
of degenerate symbols, the Singular Symbol whose Object is an existent individ-

ual, and which signifies only such characters as that individual may realize; and
the Abstract Symbol, whose only object is a Character. (2.293) '

A PEIRCEAN READING OF JAKOBSON

As everybody Knows, Jakobson’s diagram of communication is the following:

Context
Sender Message Receiver
Contact

Code
(Jakobson 1963: 214)

Jakobson’s diagram can be translated into 2 Peircean graph without alter-
ing Jakobson’s theses on linguistics and poeticé. The Messagé is related by the
Sender to an Object with which the Meéssage has some contact. The Message
reaches a Receiver who is in a contexs which may be different from that of the
Sender. Accordingly, the code of the Sender and the Receiver being different, the
Receiver may give the sign-representamen of the Sender a different immedi-
ate Object or meaning from that of the Sender, as shown_rin the following Peir-
. cean graph: ' ’ S

~ Context |

Receiver/Inter- R
Sender _preter ‘

Od

Y/ R message | N\
T3
- Contact -~  Code

in which the dynamic object (Od) is the reverse of the bbjéct (O) and the:_imm,e,- "
- diate object (O1), the obverse of the object (O); the interpreter is the meeting



The Protocol of the hierarchy of the three categories has nothing to do with
the Protocol of degeneracy. It rests on the value of a “phancron whelhf,r triadic,
dyadic, or monadic.

JItis only when one tries to combine the two sets of cor;cepts of the two pro-
tocols—which are, properly speaking, uncombinable —that ideas of the tollowing
kind can be entertained, such as “the degenerate sign is a detenor'mon of the
triadic relation”; “hypoicons are the degenerate forms of icon” symbol has two
degrees of degeneracy: icon (first degree), index (second dpbrcc) None of these
propositions is true.

1. A degenerate sign is not a deterioration of the triadic relation. It is a suh-
division of a gemral relauon, such as the definition of a triangle as a figure with
three sides, which is a “genuine” triangle, and the isosceles tr rangle Wthh is a

degem,rdlc case of the triangle as defined. The proper definition of “degener-
acy’is “the condmon of a lower stage or type of being obtained by more specifi-
cation.”

2.1t s impossible to say that “icon and index are degenerate 'ispu:ls of the
symbol.” because the idea of “degenerate” is opposed to the idea of “genuine,”
and the only genuine categories are First, Second, and Third. .

In this context, as we have three genuine categories: Firstness, Secondness,
and Thirdness, which are respectively constituted by one, two, and three “inde-
composable” elements, Firstness has no degenerate case: Firstness is pure feeling
(feeling before it is felt: life provides innumerable cases which you and I have
experienced but which cannot be expressed); Secondness with its two elements
~ is genuine as an Index which is Second of a Second, but dcgcnerate as First, as
an icon; Thirdness with its three elements is genuine as Third (Third of a Third),
for instance the “structures” corresponding to the ideas of implication, Iaw gen-
erality, continuity, but degenerate in the second degree as a case of a structure’
in action, such as a given “process,” hic et nunc, and also degenerate in the sec-
ond degree as “Tertiality” or “Mentality,” such as “the way something [d process,.
in the present case] is thought or represented” (1.534). : ,

. Here we should explain why one can think that there are “degenerate” cases
of icon, although there are not. Peirce speaks of “hypoicons,” which are respec-
tively as.a First an image, as a Second a dlagram and as a Third'a metaphor. But
this division is not what Peirce calls a ¢ ‘pre-scission,” because it is not “ordered.”
Hypoicons are divided in the same manner as “discrimination” and “dissocia-
tion,” although the idea of the categories stays the same: the idea of First i is re-
lated to “feeling” (here image), the idea of Second to “action” (here diagram:
diagram as drawn; not just thought), the idea of Third as . “metaphor,” i.e., as

“mediation.” What is important in Peirce is that a metaphor is not of the nature
of an abstract 1dea but is really linked with its object as a Flrst and only lhought
of as Thlrd as a hypoicon. :

Itis only out of context and metaphoncally that one could say wnh PC{TCG' ,
that
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two aspects, consists merely in the continuity of being in passing {from one ap-
parition to another. Thus uniting, as the line of identity does, the natures of
symbol, index, and icon, it is fitted for playing an extraordinary part in this sys-
tem of representation. (4.448) : ' :

In other words, hierarchically speaking, an icon by itself cannot act, and con-
sequently be an index, for an index by itself implics an icon, bLlLih itself it has
no meaning whatever; it is what it is by sheer chance. That is why a mental sign -
must be triadic: a symbol, which necessarily includes an index and an icon. One
can think of an index, but, if the index is genuine, it cannot be, in any way con-
ceivable, symbolic. The same thing may be said of the icon of a genuine First. It
is a sheer possible relation of a possibility. '

It is extremely. difficult to maintain the delicate balance between the dualis-
tic meanings of the semiological conc‘epis of Saussure and the pragmatic and tri-
adic meanings of the new protocols of Peirce: the protocol of hierarchy and the
protocol of degeneracy. ' : . '

And also the delicate balance between the protocols themselves: The fact
that the combination of the two protocols has been made only shows that it
would have been better not to do it, although the following passage might seem
to imply Peirce’s approval of the process: ' '

A genuine symbol is a symbol that has a general meaning. There are two kinds
of degenerate symbols, the Singular Symbol whose Object is an existent individ-
ual, and which signifies only such characters as that individuai may realize; and
the Abstract Symbol, whose only object is a Character: (2.293) . '

Of course, the existent individual is not, properly speaking, an index, nor the
character an icon. : . L T '

Let us remembei that the protocol of degeneracy is mathematical and the,
protocol of the hierarchy of categories is' phenomenological or phaneroscopical. .

T ) ",_'3,j

Firstness . 'Genuine
Representamen | Qualisign/Tone

~ Secondness - Degenerate” | < Genuine
(first degree) - ' ’

Object - ~ Icon . S Ind.c’zk.-

Thirdness Degenerate Degenerate |. < Genuine
' (first degree) (second degree) ' '

- Interpretant - Rhema - ‘ Dieisign Arghment

Table 11.1. Protocol of degeneracy
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mous 1n itself and does not require the prescnce of the referred object as an
clement of its definition. (Eco 1979: 179) '

Although it is a fact that, for Peirce, the “referred object” does not enter in the
definition of the sign, the reference to Saussure and Morris is confusing for all
_concerned. ‘ ' : :

Jakobson’s “Relative Hierarchy” versus
Peirce’s Ordinal Hierarchy of the Classes of Signs .

Why should we speak in a given case of an icon rather than of an.index or a
symbol? asks Jakobson. It is simply because of “the- predominance of one of
these factors over the others™ (Jakobson 1965: 26), “the most perfect of signs”
being, according to Peirce, those signs “in which the iconic, indicative, and sym-
bolic characters are blended as equally as possible™ (4.448). v ’

Two remarks must be made here: On one hand, Jakobson is not speaking
from a semiotic point of view, but from a literary or poctical point of view, and
using Pcircean terms in a loose way. It is understandable, for instance, that in a
given sentence the iconic aspect may appear to “predominate” or actually does
predominate from the point of view of the literary analysis of a poem. But in a
semiotic analysis of the Peircean type, it cannot be said that the icon “predomi-
nates” over the two other aspects of the sign. On the other hand, “equally” in
Peirce’s quotation does not mean what Jakobson thinks it means. It means: “in
equal proportions” if and only if the hierarchical order of each of the three as-
pects of the sign is respected, as Peirce shows immediately afterwards in the same
paragraph: “Of this sort of signs the line of identity is an interesting example”
(4.448). - o S .
““As a conventional sign, it is a symbol; and the symbolic character,when pre-.
sent in a sign, is of its nat’u_ré predominant over the others™ (4.448). The symbol
(because of its triadic nature) is hierarchically “predominant” over the index

(which is dyadic) and over the icon (which is monadic).
Let us consider the graph of identity between two portions, such as
- is identical with — '

[A]s a symbol, [the. graph] is of the nature of a law, and is therefore general, -
while here there must be an identification of individuals. This identification is
effected not by the pure symbol, but by its replica which'is a thing. The termi-
nation of one portion and the beginning of the next portion denote the same
individual by virtue of a factual connexion, and that thé closest possible; for
both are points, and they are one'ahd the same point. In this respect, therefore,
the line of identity is of the nature of an index. To be sure, this does not affect
the ordinary parts of a line of identity, but so soon as it is even. conceived, [it is
conccived] as ‘compo_séd of two portions, and it is. only the factual junction of
the replicas of these portions thaf makes them refer to the same individual. The
“line of identity is, moreover, in the highest degree iconic. For it appears as noth- .
ing but a continuum of dots, and thelfact‘of'-the identity of a thing, seen under
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From his reading of Peirce, Jakobson concluded (1) that the sign is divided
into icons, indices, and symbols, and (2) that this division is “relative” in the or-
dinary sense of the word. In every sign there is a ratio of icon (resemblance),
index (contiguity), and symbol (conventional rule)—“merely a difference in
relative hierarchy within individual signs, since in each case one of these factors
predominates over the others” (Jakobson 1966: 26-27). .

Unfortunately, the definition of the sign and the conception of the “hierar-
chy” are wrong;: there are three trichotomies and not one (i.e., nine rclational as-
pects of a sign and not three), and the hierarchy is not relative, but ordered.

The Conception of the Sign
The fact that Jakobson says that the “totality .of signs” is divided into “icons, in-
dices and symbols” (Jakobson 1966: 26) is a genuine misreading. According to
Peirce, the division between “icons, indices and symbols” refers only to the sign
in relation with its immediate ObjCCl It is true, however, that Peirce is not always
very clear and that the following way of speakmg 1s 1msleadmg

Thus we-may show the relation between the dlfferent kinds of signs'by a brace

thus:
Icons
Signs: < Indices
Symbols
(2.282)

The misreading is aggravated when Jakobson introduces Peirce’s icons, indi-
ces, and symbols between Saussure’s signifier and signified.

It is not the absolute presence or absence of resemblance or contiguity between
the signifier and the signified, rior the fact that the usual connection between
these constituents would be of the order of the purely factual or the purely in-
stitutional. which is at the basis of the division of the totality of signs into icons,
indices and symbols but only the predominance of one of these factors over the
others. (Jakobson 1966: 26) ‘

Jakobson is here trying to explain Peirce in Saussurea'n terms, for .example,
the use of “signifier” and “signified,” without mentioning the “interpretant.” Is
the signifier Pelrce s representamen? Although Jakobson is right concerning the
fact that the icon is related to similarity together with the emotional aspect of
sign and that the index is related to contiguity together with the action or prag-
matic aspect of sngn he does not mention the.third relation with the Ob]CCt the
symbol, which is related in the same way to contmuuy togcther with the mfer—
ential aspect of sign. ‘ . :

We will later encounter the same problem with Umberto Eco s readmg of
Peirce:. : :

* I am thus asserting that the relationship between signifiant and signifié (or be-
tween sign-vehicle and significatum, or between sign and meaning) is antono-
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Semeiotic and Linguistics
PEIRCE 'AND. JAKOBSON |

{Charles Sanders Peirce] est l'un des plus grands pregur—
seurs de I'analyse structurale en linguistique. Peirce n'a pas
seulement établi la nécessité de Ia sémiotigue, il en a aussi
© esquissé les grandes lignes. Le.jour our-on se décidera i étu-
dier soigneusement les idées de Peirce sur la théorie des
signes, des signes linguistiques en particulier, on se rendra
compte du précieux secours girelles apportent aux recher-
ches sur les relations entre le langage et les autres systemes
de signes.
—Jakebson (1963: 27-28)

Philosophers are still dxv1d¢,d concerning the importance of Peirce’s phlloqophy
- Nevertheless, if Peirce is accepted today everywhere, and especially in France, it |
1s thanks to the linguists who followed Jakobson’s misreading of Peirce. The
cross-reading I propose here is not intended as a criticism of Jakobson, but as a
kind of clarification of Peirce. The fact that I worked on the French text of Jak-
~obson does not affect the argument.* : : .

We shall deal respectively with Jakobson’s readmg of PCII'CC and with a pos— :
sible Peircean reading of Jakobson. : '

JAKOBSON’S READING OF PEIRCE

In the fifties, Roman Jakobson discovered Peirce and wrote lhat Peirce was one
of the greatest forerunners of structural analysis in linguistics. He said that
Peirce had not Only proved the necessity of semiotics, but’ stated the outlines of
its theory. And he predicted that, when Peirce’s ideas on the theory of signs, and -
- of linguistic signs in particular, were thoroughly studied, the researches on the
relations between language and the other systems of sxgns would be far easier.

* The Jakobsonian matcna] I used is: Roman Jakobson, Essais de lznglusllque générale (Parls
Editions d¢ Minuit, 1963); Roman Jakobson, “A la recherche de I'essence du langdge in Problémes
du langage (Paris: Gallimard, 1966); “Roman Jakobson ” L’Arc, special issue n® 60 (1975). The trans-
latlons from the French otherwise meationad are mine.
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“finguistic signs.” Linguistic signs, says Dewey, which constitute thought and be-
long 1o thirdness, do not refer, by themsclves, to things. This reference to things
is the affair of “indexical signs” which pertain to secondness. Dewey quotes
Peirce as follows: - )

We are constantly bumping up against hard fact. [ ... ] There can be no resis-
tance without effort; there can be no effort without resistance' They are only
two ways of describing the same experience. It is a double consciousness. [ ...

. as the consciousness itself is two-sided, so it also has two varieties; namely, ac-
tion, where our modification of other things is more prominent than their reac-
tion on us, and perception, where their effect on us is overwhelmingly. greater
than our effect on them. And this notion of being such as other things make us,
is such a prominent part of our life that we conceive other things also to exist
by virtue of their reactions against each other. The idea of other, of nor, be-

-comes a very pivot of lhought To this elemem we gwe the name of Secondness.
(1.324)

Consequently, the interpretant is’a sig'n and as such, triadic: third (final or
logical), second (dyncmuc or energetic), first (immediate or affcctnve) As such,
the sign does not require a faculty of thought. Thinking is a system of signs
(thirdness) which action (secondness) binds to things, not, however, in them-
selves, but experienced qualitatively in the unity of a global situation (firstness).

Morris takes as reference a Peirce divested of his mentalism. By doing so, he
divests him of his semiotics. What Morris did not see is that Peirce’s theory, al-
though blologlual and social, is not psychological, but logical and, if the térm be
allowed. “cosmic,” as Dewey rightly remarks: “The organism is an mtegrated
part of the world in which habits form and operate” (Dewey 1946: 94).

I shall conclude with a text by Peirce which I have already quoted in another
context (ch. 3) and that Dewey quotes in his paper of 1946, in which the notion
of interpreter as an mdmdual separated from soc:ety and the cosmos is authori-
tatively rejected

. When we come to study the great. prmcxple of contmmty and see how.all is fluid
and every point partakes the being of every other, it will appear that individu-
alism and falsity are one and the same. Meantime, we know that’ man is not
whole as long as‘he is single, that he is essentially a possible membcr of socxcty
Especmlly, one man’s experience is nothing if it stands alone: [...]1tis not

“my” experience, but “our” experience that has to be thought of, and this “us”
has indefinite’ pOSSlblll(le (5.402 n: 2 in Dewey 1946: 94)
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position to react to the object designated as if it had certain observable proper-
ties; (2) To the appraisive dimension corresponds a disposition to act toward a
designated object as if it had properties enabling to satisfy or not satisfy the im-
pulse; (3) To the prescriptive dimension corresponds a disposition to act in a cer-
tain way withfegard to the designated object. This tridimensionality of the inter-
pretant has nothing triadic about it either. It is difficult to see how these three
sorts of interpretants could be made to eorrespond with the immediate, dynamic,
and final interpretants, even if one called them affective, energetic, and logical,
-which is not the case with Morris. (1t should be remembered that the trilogy of
the three interpretants: affective, energetic, and logical is not hierarchized. In
other words it is not an ordered series.) In fact, Morris expressly rejects triadicity.
“Petrce,” he says, “always connects processes ‘of mediation, sign-processes, and
mental processes. This mcans that he would not accept any behavioral psychol-
ogy which attempted to reduce behavior to two-term relations between stimuli
‘and responses” (337). Some behaviorists, he remarks further on, have tried to in-
troduce a third factor, “a ‘reinfércing’ state of affairs in which a need of the ani-
mal'is reduced or satisfied” (338). : :

Even if the process is triadic in this case, this addition cannot satisfy either
Peirce or the behaviorist. The behaviorist cannot accept the idea that the condi-
tioned stimulus is a sign—and still less so, in that there are other processes of
mediation than conditioning, for instance, the eye or the retinal image. Hence,
says Morris, it is preferable to restrict sign-processes “to those in which the factor
of mediation is an interpretant” (338). :

Peirce would certainly not be content with “reinforcement” as the third
term of semiosis, nor with Morris’s interpretant. For Morris, the interpretant
cannot be a sign: _ » -

~ 1. because if it were, one would coustantly encounter the empirical question
of whether signs always generate new signs; _ :

" 2. because if it were, a circularity would be introduced in the (theoretical)
definition of the sign; ' o

3. because by emphasizing behavior rather than thought, one “avoids the ex-
tension of sign-processes to inorganic nature” and this “does not require that all
behavior involves sign phenomena” (339). ‘ S

Morris’s semiotics is thus'in reality a distortion of that of Peirce. The final logi-
cal interpretant is admittedly a habit for Peirce, but it is not a disposition of the
interpreter. Morris defines “disposition” as “[t]he state of an organism.at a given
time such that under certain additional conditions a given response takes place”
(361)—the interpreter being “an organism for which Something is a sign” and the
interpretant “the disposition in an interpreter to respond, because of a sign, by
response-sequences of some behavior-family™” (363). _ '
~ For Peirce, habit is a rule of action: it is logical (it is not without reason that
he calls it “logical interpretant”). Habit is third and because it is third it presup-
poses an existing second: “the sheriff’s arm,” as he says, without which the law
could not be. Dewey insists on this point in his ci'itique of Morris, which concerns
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by the sign is the interpretant which refers the sign or representamen to an
object. ' ‘ '

-

Signification

In discussing the problem of signification, Morris apparenily adopts a triadic
point of view which could be Peircean, but is in fact inspired by Mead and his
analysis of an act. According to Mead, the analysis enables one to distinguish
four levels of the act: that of the impulse, that of perception, that of manipula-
tion, and that of consummation. ) )

Morris summarizes Mead ds follows:

[...]if an impulse (as a disposition to a certain kind of action) is given. the '
resulting action has three phases: the perceptual. the manipulatory, and the con-
summatory. The .organism must perceive the relevant features of the environ-
ment in which it is to act; it must behave toward these objects in a way Televant
to the satisfaction of its impulse; and if all goes well, it then attains the phase of
activity which is the consummation of the act. (403-404)

In consequence, Morris- goes on, if signs are treated behaviorally (which is
apparently what he intends to do), their significations are related to these three
aspects of action and so exhibit tridimensionality. A sign is:

1. designative insofar as it signifies observable properties of the environment
or of the actor; o T ‘ o S

2. appraisive insofar as it signifies the consummatory properties-of some ob-
ject or situation: . " o ' '

3. prescriptive insofar as 1t signifies how the object or situation is to be re-
acted to so as to satisfy thdgoyefning impulse. ' o

[t will be noticed that all this is a matter only of the action-object relation.
Morris points out that “Mead also speaks of the distance properties of the object,
its manipulatory. properties, and its consummatory properties” (404). As regards
the “formal signs” (logical, grammatical, or structural signs: “or,” parentheses,
adverbial endings such as “-ly,” which Morris had called “formators”), they con-
stitute the fourth dimension of signiﬁcation: the “formative signification,” the
other dimensions being the designative, appraisive, and prescriptive significa- -
tions..Morris wonders how to integrate this fourth dimension in a tridimensional
semiotics: by making “formal Sign_s” a particular class of lexical signs, like meta-
linguistic signs, for instance? The question would not have to be asked if his
* semiotics was really three-dimensional, in other words, if there were a place for
‘the legisign (410-411). o : S

 Interpretant _
The interpretant is not a sign for Morris. It is a disposition to react in a certain
way because of a sign. There arc three sorts of interpretants, as there -are three -
dimensions of signification: (1')_.T0 the désignative dimension corresponds a dis-
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MORRIS’S SEMIOTICS
Seniiosis

[Semiosis] is a five-term relation: v, w, x, ¥ 7, in which v sets up.in w the disposi-
tion to react in a’'certain kind of v, to a certain kind of object y (not lhu] acting
as a stimulus) under certain conditions e

v = signs ’

W = interpreters

x = interpretants (not necessarily with a subjecllve umnotatmn)

¥ = meanings '

z = contexts (401-402)

Morris recognizes that this formulation is behavioristic and valid for all or-
ganisms—the case of the human organism is particular only by the fact of its
capacity for aW'lreness of its semiotic behavior (401-402). '

, Sign
“The two definitions of the sign given by Morris in Signs, Language and Belzawor
are behavioristic:

L. “If something, A, controls behavior towards a goal in a way similar to (but
not necessarily identical with) the way something else, B, would control behavior
with respect to that goal in a situation in which it were observed, then A is a
31gn” (84). ' : :

“If anything, A,is a prcpamtory stimulus which in the absence of stimulus-
ObjeclS initiating response- sequences of a certain behav:or—famlly causcs a dis-
position in some organism to respond under certain conditions by response-
sequences of this behavior-family, then A is a sign” " (87). .

Presence or absence of “dynamical” objects? The pdradlgm 0[ knowledge is,
for Morris as for Mead, “presentationistic.” Knowlcdge can only be direct,
- knowledge by signs is a substitute: “If we present a distant planet, its matter is’
- presented as we would actually sense it if we could place our hands upon it”
" (Mead: 20). ' :

'Sigm'ﬁc‘ati()ﬁ
Prehmmary Remarks: “SlgnlﬁCdth“” and “Meamng” :

“Signification” by Morns s not used in the ordinary sense of the ferm. Enghsh
~ has the prlvxlege of possessmg at least two terms: “signification” and “meamng

‘What we could say in French to. explain what signification means is that it is not
synonymous with sens. The question of “sense” has nothing to do with semiotics,
neither in Morris nor in Peirce. Signification is, for Morris, the szgmﬁcatum ie.,

“The conditions such that whatever meets these conditions is a denotatum of a
given sign” (366). This is not expressxble in Peircean terms, for what is sxgmﬁed”
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things without describing them; so are the letters on a geometrical diagram, and
the subscript numbers which in algebra distinguish one value {rom another
without saying what_those values are. (3.361)

Indices need symbols to say something, although symbols which are gener-
als, are in themselves empty: ' ' :

Without [symbols] there would be no generality in'the statements, for they are
the only general signs: and generality is essential to reasoning: [ .. .| But [sym- .
bols] alone do not state what is the subject of discourse; and this can, in fact, not
be described in general terms; it can only be indicated. The actual world cannot
be distinguished from a world of imagination by any description. Whence the
need of pronouns and indices, and the more coinplicated the subject the greater
need of them. (3.363)

Although logicians are content with these two relations to the object, Peirce
goes further in his analysis, showing that by themselves these two relations are
insufficient for reasoning. In order (o reason, we need a third type of relation,
which appears in the form of logicai diagrams and sensorial images (mostly vis-
ual). These diagrams and images Peirce calls icons: '

With these two kinds of signs alone (symbols and indices) any proposition can
be expressed; but it cannot be reasoned upon, for reasoning consists in the ob-
servation that where certain relations subsist certain others are found, and it
accordingly tequires the exhibition of the relations reasoned within ‘an icon.
(3.363) -

MORRIS S PRAGMATICS

Morris’s paradigm of knowledge and experience is, according to hlm reduction-
ist: the only knowable and cxperlenceable objects’ are spatio-temporal. Morris
states his position explicitly: the semiotics developed in Signs, Language and Be-
havior (Morris 1971: 75-398) does not take Peirce as its point of departure. It is
based on the quite behavioristic theories of George H. Mead (1863-1931). (l
have not found one single reference to, Peirce in the complete works of Mead.)
Later, says Morris, he studied more seriously “Peirce, Ogden and Richards,
Russell and Carnap, and still later, Tolman and Hull” (Morris 1971: 445) Tolman
and Hull are behaviorists; Russell and Carnap can be classified as logical empiri-
cists with an atomistic tendency. Peircé, Ogden, and Richards remain. V

‘Morris was convinced that he was faithful to Peirce. When Dewey accused
him of misrepresenting Peirce’s thought, in particular by substituting the inter-
preter for the interpretant, Morris obstinately insisted- that he was faithful to
Peirce—quoting, notably, 5.470-493, in which Peirce discusses the logical inter-
pretant. [n actual fact, Morris’s reading of Peirce is behavioristic.
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Semeiotic and Semiotics
l’EIRCE AND MORRIS

Peirce’s account of signs is embedded in the metaphysics of
his categories | . . ] and in the metaphysics of his view of
mind. These are not secure bases for a scientific semiotics,
But Peirce himself, in his rejection of the older Cartesian
‘mentalism | . . -] has at least indicated a poésiblg direction
of advance towards.a more adequate account of sign phe-
nomena. ' ‘ ' '

—Morris (1971; 340)

The present treatment [by Morris] follows Peirce’s empha-
sis upon behavior rather than his more mentalistic formula-
tions.

—Morris (1971:339)

Did Morris read Peirce? The question I am asking is not meant to be a criticism
of Morris. It only implies that I take Peirce as my point of departure and will
judge Morris with reference to his fidelity to Peirce, if he read Peirce.

. Morris’s tripartition: syntactics, semantics, and Pragmatics, is undeniably
Peircean. The separations between these three classes are not. Pragmatics is con-
Lnuistic. ' ‘

PEIRCE’S PRAGMATICS
According to Peirce, the three relatipns of any sigh to its possible ‘object are re-
spectively iconic, indexical, and symbolic. We shal] first €xamine that which is ap-
. parently the easiest to understand: the index, of which the index finger of the
hand is the type: g '

The index asserts no’thing;‘ it only says “There!” It takes hold of our eyes, as it .
were, and forcibly directs them to a particular object, and there it stops. Demon-
strative and -relative pronouns are nearly pure indices, because ‘they denote .
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But Saussure thought otherwise because although “the sentence is the ideal type
of syntagm [ ... ] it belongs to speaking not to language” (124). Does the sen-
tence belong to language or to speech? '

A rather widely held fl]cory makes sentences the concrete units of language: we
speak only in'sentences and subsequently single out the words. But to what ex-
tent does the sentence belong to language? If it belongs to speaking, the sen-
tence cannot pass for the linguistic unit. If we picture to ourselves in their to-
tality the sentences that could be uttered, their most slriking‘chamctcristic IS
that 1 no way do they resemble each other [ ... ] In'sentences [ ... ] diversity
is dominant, and when we look for the link that bndgus their diversity, again we
find, without having looked for it, the word with its'grammatical char'lctensncs
and thus fall back into the same dltﬁcultu.s as before. (106)

The discussion can be summed up in the following tablé in which the Saus-
surean terms which might be equivalent to the Peircean semiotic terms are given
instead of the latter. The empty spaces indicate either that Saussurean analysis
does not enable us to make the correspondmg dlstmctlons or that S‘lussurc did .
not think this necessary.

1 2 3
R  Sound-image Material element | Signifier
| (Suppory) o
O
“Substance”
I Signified
Nvalue,'ﬂ .

Table 9.4. Pelrcean classification of Saussurean Concepts _
RI—Peirce’s qualisign: The sound-image is “not the material sound, a purely physical thing, but the
psychological imprint of the sound, the impression it makes on our senses” (66). “The sound-image
is par excellence the natural representation of the word as a fact of potemxal languagc outside any
actual use of it in speaking” (66 n. 1). .
R2—Peirce’s sinsign: “All our conventional values have the characteristic of not bemg confused with
the hnglble element which supports them” (118). .
R3-Peirce’s legisign: The Iinguistic signifier is ‘incorporeal (118). ll is “unmotivaied,” i.e., "arliilrary
in that it actually has no natural connexion thh the signified” (69), * ‘collective habit.” *
“fixed by rule” (66). - ) o
01—Peirce’s icon: Nothing corresponds to Pc1rce s icon in'Saussure. -
(2—Peirce’s index: The support can play the part of an index, bul in that case, Saussure does not
consider it as a sign, because it is not lmgunsua :
03 —Peirce’s symbol: The “symbol™ is “natural” for Saussure.
11— Peirce’s rhema: A word which is the link that bridges the diversity of sentences (106)
[2—Peirce’s dicisign (such as a sentence): The sentence cannot pass for the linguistic sign: it does riot
belong to language (106) . :
I3—Peirce’s- argument: Nothing corresponds to Peirce’s argument in Saussure

convention,”



- — Y Sl RV e

in writing; the letter ¢, for example, may be written in different ways so long as
it is not liable to be confused with / or d. “The means by which the sign is pro-
duced is completely unimportant [ .. . ] Whether 1 make the letters in white or
black, raised or engraved, with pen or chisel-—all this is of no unportance with
respect to their 51gn|ﬁcat|on” (120)

THE TRICHOTOMY OF THE .OBIECT
Saussurean semiology, which is dyadic, maintains that the lmgmsl:c sign unites,
not “a thing and a name,” but “a concept and a “sound-i -image” (66, the concept
playing the role of an interpretant. However, Saussure does encounter Peirce’s
index and symbol : :

Difference and Index “The value of letters is purelv neganvc and differential.
The same person can write ¢ in different ways

The only requirement is s that the Slgll for ¢ not be confused in hlS script with the
signs used for /, d, etc.” (119).
We have already agreed on that in another context, and Peirce would not
object. But the way of writing can be an index in another field of interpretants;
. here, for instance, in graphology. The reasons why Saussure is not interested in
the different ways of writing ¢ are, first, that a sign does not unite.a word-and a
thing,- and second, that what Saussure is describing is the linguistic sign.
Symbol and Nature If Saussure had used the word “symbol,” symbol would
have been only another term for legisign, and for the same reasons. But as he
used the words as they are used in everyday language, Saussure could not use the
word “symbol” to designate the linguistic sign because “one characteristic of the
symbol is that it is never wholly arbitrary; it is not empty, for there is the rudi-
ment of a natural bond between the sxgmﬁer and the signified” (68). “The sym-
bol of justice, a pair of scales, could not be replaced by ]ust another symbol, such
as a chariot.” It is because they have lost their “natural bond” that onomatopoeia
and mterjecuons are no longer symbols but linguistic 31gns (124)

THE TRICHOTOMY OF THE INTERPRETANT

Saussure seems to limit the interpretant to the concept of the signified and thus
to the rhema. However, the opposmon between syntagmatic and associative re-
lations (122-127) could have been a way of dlstmgmshmg proposmon (dxcmgn)
from concept and argument

The synlagmanc relation is in pruevenua Tt is based on two or more terms that
occur in an effective series. Against lh]S the associative relation unites tcrms in
a[mentm ina potentlal mncmom«* senes (123) ‘
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The Three Trichotomies of the Sign

THE TRICHOTOMY OF THE REPRESENTAMEN -

Signifier, Qualisign, and Sinsign For Saussure, as we have seen, “the linguistic
'sign unites [ ... ] a concept and a sound-image” (98), a signified and a signifier
(66). Now the sound-image “is not the material sound, a purely physical thing,
but the psychological imprint of the sound, the impression it makes on our
senses” (66). The saund-image could thus be a (psychical) qualisign of which the
material sound would be the sinsign. We shall see that, in the case of this par-
ticular sign, the linguistic sign, a given sound-image (which is in any case a sin-.
sign) is the replica of a legisign.

Arbitrary Sign and Legisign Saussure defines the arbitrary sign when he. asks if
modes of expression like mime are not the affair of bcmlology '

: Every means of expression used in society is based, in principlé, on collective
behavior (in French habitude), or what amounts to the same thing,—on conven-
tion. Polite formulas for instance, though often imbued with a certain natural -
expressiveness [...]are nonetheless fixed by rule; it is this rule and not the in- -
trinsic value ot the gestures that obllges one to use then. (67-68)

The global sign (signifier-signified) is thus a legisign, “a law which is a sign”
(2.246).

Replica “The signs that make up language are not abstractions, but real objects”
(102). '

Linguistic signs, though basically. psychical, are not dhstracuons ﬂSSOClﬂUOﬂS
which bear the stamp of collective approval—and which, ddded together, consti- -
tute language —are realities that have their seat in the bram Besides, lmguxsnc ,
signs are tangible. (14) :

Signs are not abstractions. What Saussure means is that the signifier is noth-
ing without the signified and vice versa, as we have already noted. Peirce also
insists on the fact that the representamen, the object, and ‘the interpretant by -
themselves are not signs. It is their conjunction which constitutes the sign.

~ But what is concrete and tangible is not the linguistic sign, but its replica.
Saussure, like Peirce, makes a distinction between the lenglgn and the repllca

[tis xmp0551ble for sound alone, a material element to-belong to langudge [---]
All our conventional values have the characteristic of not bemg confused with
the tangible clement .which supports them. For instance, it is not the metal in a
piece of money that fixes its value. (118)

The lmgmstlc signifier is incorporeal (118), i.e., in Peircean terms a “168’,1- _
sign.” For instance, says Saussure, “in French, general use of a dorsal r does not
prevent many speakers from using a tongue-tip trill; language is not in the least
disturbed by it; language requires only that the sound be different andnot[...]
that it have an mvarlable quality” (119) An identical state of affairs is Observable ,
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interdependent whole that one must start and through analysis obtain its ele-
ments” (113). Peirce, for his part, distinguishes three types of systems of signs
according to whether the signs are considered in themselves (repertory), in ref-
erence to thelr objects (area), or in reference to their interpretants (field). Tt will
be noticed that, for Peirce, the repertory of representamens, the area of objects,
and the field of interpretants are not semiotically separable.
VALUE AND INTERPRETANT - ) -
Saussure distinguishes between value and signification. The definition he gives
of value in its relation to signification makes it a good equivalent of interpretant.
Signification is the counterpart of the sound-image (115). '

The value of a word is not limited to the possibility of “exchanging” it for
an idea or another word. It comes from the fact that it belongs to a system, or
more exactly here to a ficld of interpretants.

Its value is [ . . . ] not fixed so long as one simply states that it can be ‘exchanged’
for a given concept, i-. that it has this or that signification: one must also com-
pare it with similar values [ .. .] Its content is really fixed only by the concur-
rence of everything that exists outside it. (115) :

Thus mutton and sheep have the same meaning, but not the same value, the
reason being that English has in its repertory two words for the same animal:
sheep and mutton, while French has only one. In English, it is the repertory of
signs which will determine the signification, whereas in French it is the field of
~ interpretants. Saussure neglects the area of objects, as we shall see.

Repertory -~ Area Field
of representamens of objects of mt(,rprchnls
Sheep o live = , any other meaning
Mutton o m edt ; ' food

‘Table 9.3. Value and mterpretant

In the same way, there are two signs-or representamens in the German and
English repertories (meten and vermeten; to rent and to let) which correspond to
only one sign-representamen in the French repertory: louer, the signification be-
ing supplied by the fieldof interpretants or, if onc prefers the context (cf. 116).
Similar remarks can be made about grammatical entities: the value of a French
“plural does not correspond to that of a SanskTit plural which covers lhe dual and
. the plural (116). : :

The signifier-signified relationship “symbolizes signification,” but “is only
a value determined by its relations with other similar values and [...] without
it signification would not cxnst” (117). So there i is no signification w;thout an in-
terpretant ‘



DUINCIVULL @iu DCITIVIOZY 1y

1 2 3
Representamen (R1) | Qualisign Sinsign il Legisign
Object (02) Icon Index _ Symbol
Interpretant (13) Rhema Dicisign | Argument

Table 9.2. The nine sub-types of a sign
The Sign ' )

LINEARITY OF THE SIGN AND SEMIOSIS :

For Saussure, “the linguistic sign [ ... ] unites a concept and a sound-image”
(98), a signified and a signifier (99). It is a “two-sided psychological entity” (66).
For Peirce, it 1s a semiosis, a relation which is real, in the sense of existentially ‘
active, of the sign. “By semiosis, I mean [...] an action, or influence which is or
involves a cooperation of three subjects, such as a sign (representamen), its object,
and its interpretant, this tri-relative influence not being in any way resolvable -
into actions between pairs” (5.584). There is, in both cases, continuity of the sign,
but the similarity stops there, for linearity is temporal and is valid only for “audi-
tory signifiers” of the linguistic sign, and not for “visual signifiers (nautical signs,
etc.)” (70); semiosis, although also temporal, is by definition logical and encom-
passes the whole semiotic process ad infinitum (2.303). It must, however, be re-
marked that Saussure admits that “the linguistic entity exists only through the
associating of the signifier with the signified. Whenever only one element is re-
tained, the entity vanishes™ (102). That appears to be the case here. . '

THE ARBITRARINESS OF THE SIGN AND THE
CONVENTIONALITY OF THE INTERPRETANT

The arbitrary sign is unmotivated. It is, in this sense, that we can also undergtand
the interpretant. The interpretant does not interpret freely; it is a translator .
which says in one language exactly the same thing which is said in another. Ac-
cording to Saussure, the arbitrary sign “should not imply that the choice of the
ugmﬁer is left entirely to the speaker (we shall see [ . .. ] that the individual does
not have the power to change a sign in any way once it has become established
in the linguistic community)” (69). “The community is necessary if values that
owe their existence solely to usage [pragmatic and not practical, given that the
community engenders and imposes its rules] and general acceptance [of the
community of users (Saussure) or investigators (Peirce)] are to be set up; by him-
self the individual is incapable of fixing a sirigle value” (113). :

THE SYSTEM OF SIGNS, REPERTORY, AREA, AND FIELD OF SIGNS o
“To consider a term as simply the union of a certain sound with a certain con-
cept is grossly misleading. To define it in this way would isolate the term from
the system; it would mean assuming that one can start from the terms and con-
struct the system by dddmu them together when, on the contrary, it is from’ the
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Principles of the Theory of Signs }

In the first place, one can read in Saussure two principles of Peircean semiotics:
First principle. No thought without signs: “Without the hélp of sighs we would
be unable to make a clear-cut, consistent distinction between two ideas” (111-
112). Second principle. The principle of pragmatism which underlies the Saus-
surean idea of dlfference A sign exists in its own nght only because it do€s not
coincide with another one: “In language, there are only differences” (120). But
“although both the signified and the signifier are purely differential and nega-
tive when considered separately, their combination is a positive fact” which gen-
erates a system of values which constitutes the effective link between the phonic

and psychological elements contained in each sign. “In language, as in any

semiological system, whatever distinguishes one sign from the other constitutes
it. Difference makes character just.as it makes value and unit” (121). This is
proved by diachronical facts. “When two words are confused through phonetic
alteration [ ... ] the ideas that they express will also tend to become confused if
only they have something in common. A word may have different forms. Any
nascent difference will tend to become significant” (121). .

Peirce says exactly the same txing, even if he says it differently: “There is no
distinction in meaning so fine as to consist in anything buta possible difference
in practice” (5.400). How to avoid “the deceits of language” of the kind which
consists in mistaking “a mere difference in the grammatical construction of two
words for a distinction between the ideas they express” (5.399), Peirce wonders.
His answer is that there is no better rule than the following: “Do things fulfil
the same function practically? Then Iet them be signified by the same word. Do
they not? Then let theim be 'disting‘uished” (8.33). This is what Peirce calls the
principle or maxim of pragmatism. '

The Analysis of Sign
The Peirccan Analysis . |

As we noted above, Peirce analyzes signs semiotically in three steps at three dif-
ferent levels of relation: (1) In reference to the representamen: the sign is ana-
lyzed as such in reference to itself; (2) in reference to its object; (3) in reference
to the sign-interpretant, in othér words in reference to the sign or field of signs
with which the reader or listener associétes the representamen in such a way that
the latter refers to an object. The third step, or level 3, semiotically presupposes
2 and 1; the second step, or level 2, presupposes 1. This gives the following well-

‘known table in which the Peircean dndlysm of sngns Lnables us to dlstmgumh
nine types of sub-signs:
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[ shall sum up the comparison’ between Peirce’s semiotics and Saussure’s
semiology in the following table:

Saussure’s Semiology : Peirce’s Semiotics
Bascd on _ . Based on
philology ' v ' : pragmaticism
linguistics ) B phaneroscopy
- Mill’s empirical psychology " logic of relatives

Durkheim’s sociology

Man’s speech is individual Man is socnal by nature
' Man is social by nature

Dualism ‘ : Contmunsm
Psychology/Socnology . Man’s mind and the world
signified/signifier - : are not dissociated
speech/language
Nominalism Realism

Concepts are reducible to Concepts are general and real

“acoustic images”

Spectator epistemology: - : | Actor eplstemolo y: _
World = “acoustic images™ " Pragmatism & Con’textualis’m:
“acoustic images” = ldea - Anidea is what it does.

Table 9.1. Peirce and Saussure—a comparison

SAUSSURE AND PEIRCE

Although the contexts of Saussurean semiology and Peircean semiotics are radi-
cally-different, it is possible and even relatively casy to. find in the-semiology of
Saussure some of the fundamental congepts of Peirce’s semiotics—which does
not mean that they may be assimilated. On the contrary, their xespectlve a priori
conditions for thinking rule out any assimilation. This being so, my intention is’
~ not to “confound” them, as Lady Welby would have said, after opposing them,
but to use generally understood Saussurean concepts in order to pave the ‘way
for a better understanding, or even acceptance, of Peircean concepts. If we take
the Peircean system for my point of reference, it is because its triadic nature al-
lows the introduction into sign-analysis of nuances about which Saussure was
sometimes well aware, but which the dyadic nature of his system did not enable
him to express. '
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spectively as first, second, and ‘third). This system comprises only symbols; they
refer also to (representatxve) signs which may be (CXISan(lal) indices of objects;
of objects in every sense of the term: possible, existential, or generat. The Storm-
ing of the Bastille is a symbol in the system of meanings of the history of France.
It refers to a certain idea of liberty, the negation or refusal of the arbitrary. But
the documents which have reached us (the. Bastille having becn dcqtroycd)
which-imagery or our imagination represent, are the indices of a state of France
described by history and interpreted by the systems of symbols. However, let
there be no mistake, the enactment of action is nat limited to a given action, for
there is no action which reveals and, at the same time, constitutes; its meaning.
The enactment is at the- meeting: pomt always socnl of the three paths of the
sign.

Have we to choose between Peirce and Saussure? ‘the question should perhaps
be put dlffercmly Does one construct a model-—a priori conditions for think-"
ing—from experience? -Or does one analyze’ experience in the light of a model
~ whose principles and axioms owe nothing to chance encounters, but everything
to the coherence of the choice? In other words, how should one choose? Given
that a model is autonomous and does not admit of interference from outside, it
would be vain to try to describe (and to judge) the semiotics of Peirce in Saus-
surean terms and Saussure’s semiology in Peircean terms. The test of their re-
spective validity resides, in the last analysis, in the coherence of the model on
which they are based, and in the fecundity of the analyse% they can pxovxde One
cannot’ choose thhout COmmll[lné, oneself.



not answer this question. What we can be sure of is that a triadic theory of signs
is pregnant with a plural and committed semiotics which Roland Barthes could
not but approve of and of which Peirce provides a model. :

A “same sign” belongs to different categories, types, and classes of signs ac-
cording to whether it is c_onsidered in reference to itself as a first, in reference to
its object as a second, in reference to its interpretant as a third. In reference to
itself, it is what it is independently of its object and its interpretant. But, as a first,
it will be the possibility of a sign: a qualisign; as a second, a given sign (a token):
a sinsign; as a third. a codifiecds or archetypal sign: a legisign. In reference to its

-object, it may either resembie the latter or indicate it or stand for it. In that case,
it is respectively icon, index, and/or symbol. In reference to its interpretant, it
may be simply conceived: or represented (rhema), said or shown (dicisign), or
else interpreted by inference in all senses of the word “infer” (argument). Thus,
to borrow one of Peirce’s examples, “that footprint that Robinson Crusoe found
in the sand” (4.531) is in reference to'itself a qualisign, the sign of a quality (what
it is independently of the fact of being printed in the sand), a sinsign as being the
only mark which is there at that particular spot on Robinson Crusoe’s island.
Although it cannot be a legisign proper, for a legisign is a sign of law and pos-
sesses a generality which Man Friday’s footprint does not possess, it belongs to a
type which enables Robinson Crusoe to say that it is a man’s footprint, and not
that of any kind of animal he knew. It could be a legisign proper in another con-
text, if, like fingerprints, it could be used to distinguish Man Friday from the

_other inhabitants of the island, if there were any. In reference to its object, this
footprint is a perfect icon, alf.hough reversed like the image of a person looking
at himself in a mirror. But it is at the same time the index of a presence on the
island, and not just any presence, but the presence of a human being the shape
of whose foot is the “symbol” for the interpretant, which infers from the repre-

‘sentation of this shape and what it indicates, that there is another man some- -
where on the island. Whence the fact that Peircean semiotics is a semijotics at
'once of representation, of communication, and of meaning: The sign in itself has
its own existence, an existence of a non-sign, one might say, just as an ambassa-
dor, although repfesenting his country, is what he is in refefence to himself, with

_his own history which distinguishes him from his predecessor and from the role

he assumes at the moment when, for instance, he presents his credentials. The
words “role” and “at the moment when” exactly situate the other two levels of
" the sign—of the same sign. The “role” refers to the meaning which is a rule of
' interpretation in a system of sign-interpretants. The presentation of credentials
is a game which has its own rules and the meaning of the gestures is general. It -
“is valid for every ambassador and for every presentation of cr_e-déntials. The
woids “at the moment when” indicate that the game is being played: the commu-
nication constituted by the presentation of credentials is be_iﬁg enacted.
Communication is thus a concrete individual action, an event of and in his-
tory: it deﬁ'n_es the sense of every act of the same type in a given system of signs.
(Of course, representation, comrﬂunication, and meaning may be considered re-
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we shall find opposite to'it the word man, which, so placed, represents homme as
representing the same two-legged creature which man itself represents” (1.553).
Peirce adds thiat it was a requisite; and that consequently a Third was required,
only because we reccive a diversity of impressions. If we had but one impression,

“the conception of reference to an interpretant™ would not be required, as there
would not be a manifold to reduce to unity (1.554).

Itis a fact that the Saussurean theory is dyadic. All the analyses of Saussure
are dichotomic: signifier/signified. ‘language/speech. synchrony/diachrony, etcet-
era. Docs this imply that Saussure had a “dichotomic temperament,” as Marcel
(“ohun suggests (Cohen 1958 in Mounin 1968: 38)? In that case. we should have
to say that Peirce’s temperament was trichotomic. It is true, however, as Marcel
Cohen points out, that this dichotomism is “not at all necessary for the study of
linguistics™ (ibid.). In fact, it is because Saussurean semiology is associationistic
that it is dualistic—like all Western philosophy since Plato, including Cartesian-

- ism which was continued by associationism. Whereas, for Peirce, semiotics is an-
. other name for logic: “the quasi-necessary, or formal, doctrme of SIgns” (2. 227)

for Saussure, semiology is a chapter of social psychology and consequently of
general psycholo;jy Let us say, however, to avoid any misunderstanding, that
whal is in questlon here 1s the place occupied by the theory of signs among the
other “sciences.” When I said that the theory of categories explained the Peir-
cean theory of signs, I was alluding to something quite different: the system or
explicative context of reference. Although for Saussure, it is psychology which is

- the locus and point of reference of semiology, one must only distinguish even
. more carefully between semxology as a. psychological sciénce and the psycho-

logical philosophy of the associationists which he uses to express hlS theory of

~signs. That this philosophy is implicit does not change the situation, unless it be
* that Saussure, feeling the need of a means of expression other than semiological -

to describe signs, found himself obliged to use linguistics, which is a part of semi-

ology, as the general pattern of semiology.. '
It must be admitted, in defense of Saussure, that he fully realued that a

psycho-social analysis was not enough for semiology. If we.emphasize the view-

-point of the psychologist and the social v1ewp0mt “the goal is by- -passed, and the

specific characteristics of semiological systems in general and of language in par-

- ticular are completely ignored, for the dusungulshmg characteristic of the sign

{...]isthatin some way it always eludes the individual and the social will” (17).
1f we are to discover the true nature of language, we must learn what it has in

- common with all the other semlologlcal systems. “It is probable,” says Mounin,

“that'if Saussure had lived longer, his theory of signs would have been the point
of departure and of the organisation of his entire doctrine” (Mounm 1968: 50).
It 1s then that the question of its logical foundation would have arisen and could
not have been eluded. Would hé have renounced dyadic 1ogic? Would hé have. -
introduced a third dimension into his theory of signs, as Barthes did? “In mean-
ing, as it has been conceived since the Stoics,” Barthes wrote, “there are three
things: the signifier, the signified and the referent” (Barthes 1975: 169) We can-
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locus of signs and especially that of interpretants, a locus which is not isolated,
but is, on the contrary, in a context—and every context is social.

Unlike the theory of Saussure, that of Peirce is plural and committed (in the
political sense or not, accordmg to whether the situation is or is not political).

This plural and commmed conception of the sign is intrinsic to the very nature

of the sign'in Peircean semiotics.
‘The sign is a triadic relation. The Peircean tnadlcuy of the sign lns a double
origin, m'nhemancal and Kamlan Mdthematlcal .

[...]itis impossible to forin a genuine three [ .. .} without introducing some-
thing of a different nature from the unit and the pair.| ... ] (Thus) the fact that
A presents B with a gift Cis a-triple relauon and as such cannot possibly be
resolved’into any combination of dual relations: Indeed, the very idea of a com-
bination is something which is what it is owing to the parts which it brings into
mutual relationship. But we may waive that consideration, and still we cannot
build up the fact that A presents C to B by any aggregation of dual relations
between’A and B,B and C,and C and A. A may enrich B, B may receive C, and
A may part with C,and yet A need not necessarily give C to B. For th"nl it would
be necessary that these three dual relations should not only coexist, but be
welded into one fact. Thus we see that a triad cannot be analyzed into dyads.
(1.363)

Kantian: Peirce’s avowed intention in 1867, when he proposed a new list of
categories, was to “reduce the. manifold of sensuous impressions to unity”
(1.546), which can be done only by the means of categories. But, for Peirce, the
synthesis could not be achieved, as it was for Kant in intuition, for the reason
that Peirce had already banished intuition and all psychologism, as would appear
in the anti-Cartesian articles of 1868. For Peirce, “the unity to which the under-
standing reduces i lmpressnons is the unity of a proposition” (1.548). Now, the logic
of relations allows us to distinguish in the proposition: a propositional function,
a first, in other words, a relation with no indication of the ‘objects or terms in
relation. (—loves--); a simple proposition, a second, which indicates that a rela-
tion exists between objects or terms which Peirce calls “indices”: “Ezekiel loveth
Huldah” or Rij (2.295); and a complex proposition, a third, which' puts proposi:
tions in relation (conjunctive, disjunctive, 1mphcat1ve) Whence the three logico-
phaneroscoplc categories: Firstness, the category of quality which has the gener-
ality of the possible; Secondness, the category of existence, of action enacted in
its unique singularity here and now; and Thirdness, the category of medlatmg
thought, of instrumental generahty The sign is First when it refers to itself, Sec-
ond when it refers here and now to its object, Third when it refers to its object
through an interpretant. (And the sign taken in itself, its object and its interpre-
tant are themselves signs, and each of them entertains, for that reason, the same
triadic relation with itself, s object and its interpretant.) Peirce coined the word
“interpretant” because the sign at this stage in a semiosis plays thc role of an
interpreter. Thus; suppose we look up. the word homme in a French dictionary;

5
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1977: 25). Ideoscopy, which Peirce sometimes calls' phenomenology, but most of
the time phaneroscopy, 1s the proper context of his semiotics, the categories of
which are a priori conditions for lhinking the world. The “idea” (or “phenome-
non” or “phaneron”) concerned, he warns the reader, is not that of the English
philosophers who have given the word “a psychological connotation [ . .. ] which
I am careful to exclude” (1.285). It is “all that is in any way or any sense present
to the mind, regardless of whether it corresponds to any real thing or not”
(1.284). Phaneroscopy, he says further on, “religiously abstains from all specula-
tion as to any relations between categories and .physiological facts, cerebral or
other™ (1.287). This does not mean that i_hese categories cannot have a psychical
origin (1.374), but their origin affects their logical nature no more than the psy-
chical origin of numbers (i.e., the fact of their being conceived and thought by a
“mind”) affects their mathematical nature. Some logicians base logic on the re-
sults of psychology: they “confound psychical truths with psychological truths”
(5.485). ' | |

It would consequenlly not be fair to reproach Peirce with maintaining a be-

havioristic theory, which, even if he did defend it, is not that on which he bases .

his theory of signs. However, the question may be asked: was. Peirce a behavior-
ist? Historical behaviorism is- posterior to the “behavioristic” texts of Peirce.
Watson was not yet born when Peirce wrote some of them. This fact being estab-
lished, it is true that the principle of pragmatism plays a part in Peirce’s semiot-
ics, since it was proposed in order to reply to the question that the Cartesian
analysis left unanswered when Descartes made clearness and distinctness the
test of the meaning of an idea. What is a clear idea? Peirce asks; and his reply is:

“Consider what'eff_e'cts', that might conceivably have practical bearings, we con-

ceive the object of our conception to have. Then, our conception of these effects
is the. whole of our conception of the object” (5.402). If two ideas have the same
effects or consequences or bring about an identical action, they are, in fact; only
. one idea; if one idea h'a:s diffe're'nl effects or consequenées, it is made up of two
or more ideas as the case may'be For Cartesian intuition, Peirce substitutes sci-

entific experimentation in every sense of the word * cxperlmentatlon” that car-
ried out in a laboratery as well as the * ‘méntal” experimentation of mathematical -

physics, which is also the testing of a hypothesxs or idea. To abandon the intuitive
method is to refuse the introspective psychology of states of consciousness in fa-
vor of action, and not another psychology, were it behavioristic. What is a sign?

Peirce asks; and his reply ts: A sign'is first and foremost what it does and what it .

does is its mednmg, in other words, it is a rule of action.

Peirce’s antipsychologism is the indirect reason of his 500101001sm whlch is
connected with his semiotics just as his pragmatism is connccted with his criti-
~ cism of Descartes. It is because the theory of Peirce is'not psychological and re-
fuses the subject of discourse that it is social. I shall explain. Peirce constantly
defended the social nature of the sign; not by opposing, like Saussure, language
to speech, but by eliminating purely and simply the subject of discourse. It is the
“I” which speaks, but what it says is.not and cannot be “subjective”: the “1”is the

R
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Saussure was essentially a linguist, more inclined to study languages than to
elaborate theories about language. Thus his linguistics is based on the analyses
of languages, and semiology only comes later as a general theory of linguistic
signs. And even this was not his main interest, as he was at the same time (1909~
1911) carrying out research on Saturnian verse, and this took much more of his
time than the preparation of his lectures on general linguistics. After his death,
nothing or practically nothing about linguistics and semiology was found in his

-papers, which. however,. conlamm,d a hundred and fifty books of notes on Satur-
nian verse. '

The first problem-—and it is to this that I shall confine mvsclf hcrc-—encoun—

tered by the reader of Peirce or Saussure is that of the context in which Peircean.

semiotics and Saussurcan scmxolooy originated and developed. Of Saussure,
Georges Mounin says that he was “a man of his time” (Mounin 1968: 21). Which
'means that the Saussurean theory finds its a priori conditions for thmkmg
within the framework of the associationistic psychology which was still very
much alive, and Durkheim’s sociology which came into fashion around the turn
of the century. Now, as Mounin remarks, to say, as Saussure said; that “the lin-
guistic sign unites not a thing and a name, but a concept and a sound-image”
(66) is to base “linguistic facts” on mental facts “considered as well-known and
accepted” and about which the linguist “knows probably less than he does about
language” (Mounin 1968: 21).

Nonetheless, the linguistic fact is for Saussure a “psvchological entity” (66).
From Durkheim he borrows the idea that * ‘language is a social fact” (6) without

realizing perhaps that it is contradictory to assert that “language is the social

side of speech, outside the individual who can never create nor modify it by him-
self,” and, at the same time, that “it exists only by virtue of a sort of contract
‘signed by the members of a community” {14). But is this not to dodge the ques-
tion at the risk of comphcatmg the system without resolving the contradiction
‘of the impossible union of psychologism and sociologism? For what are these
members? Individual or social beings? Saussure’s answer. lies in the famous dis-
tinction between language which is social and speech which is mdwndual (13).
" But how can an individual who can never create nor modily language be “its
master,” the “executive side” of language (13)? Peirce, Saussure’s contemporary,

is in advance of his time. He denounces psychologism—which enables him, as we
shall see; to adopt a coherent sociological position. His anllpsychologlsm is con-

stant and can be found in the 1868 articles as well as in the letters to Lady Welby -
~which he wrote at the end of his life. “To exptain the proposition in terms of the .

‘judgment’;” " he wrote in 1902, “is to explain the self—intelligible in terms of a
_ psychical act, which is the most obscure of phenomena or facts” (” 309 note). In
~an article of 1868, he made the following remark which one of the ‘most daring
ideas of Michel Foucault seems to echo: “Just as we say that a body is in-motion,
and not that motion is in a body, we ought to say that we are in thought and not

that thoughfs are in us” (5. 289 note). And in 1904, he wrote to Lady Welby: “I-
abstain from psycholo y which has nothing to do with ldeoqcopy” (Hardwwk»
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Let us not precide our conclusions beyond what our pre-
misses definitely warrant. ’
—Peirce (8.244)

PEIRCE OR SAUSSURE

Contemporary research on the sign proceeds from two sources: Charles S. Peirce
(1839-1914) who is at the origin of the semiotic trend, and Ferdinand de Saus-

sure (1857-1913) who is at the origin of the semiological trend. That there are -

~ two trends is simply that Peirce’s and Saussure’s a priori conditions for illi‘ilkillg
are different. I am going to explain why T have preferred to follow Peirce rather
than Saussure. This will entail some repetition, but some things are better said
twice th‘avn once; I shall also appear sometimes to be stating what is perhaps ob-
vious, but is better said than left_ unsaid. '

First some preliminary remarks. The standard Saussurean theory of signs
was publicized by the Course of General Linguistics which is a posthumous re-
bonstruction based on lecture notes taken by students. Although the publication
of Peirce’s writings is. also partly posthumous, and although we .do not know
what Peirce would have retained or rejected, all the texts of the Collected Papers
are by Peirce himself. ' ' ' '

A pioneer in many fields, Peirce continued all his life to elaborate his theory
of signs, éven when he seemed o be giving his attention to other subjects. .

He gave a first version of it in 1867 and 1868, developed the -“pragmatic’f aspect
of it in 1877.and 1878, provided it with a new logical foundation between 1880
and 1885, and developed it on this new basis from 1894 (o the end of his life.
Saussure did net mention the subject before giving his second course of general
linguistics in 1908-1909, even if he did, as it would seem, have the idea before
1901 (accdrd_ing to Adrien Naville). Historically, Peirce’s priority to Saussure is
unquestionable. - ' ' ' | ’
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