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Little s known about the 1ife of Charles Sanders Peirce
and perhaps even less about his system and place 1n“thé his-
tory of American philosophical thought. Somewhet sﬁpeffidi-
aily we recognize that he influenced the pragmatism"of‘
William James, but even here, were the facts known,lfhé?in#
fluence would be exceedingly remote, owing to Jemea's own
misinterpretation of Peirce's leading ideas. Prof:’féffy’
says that: "Perhaps i1t would be correct, and Just f%*éii~~'
parties, to say that the modern movement known asvb;ﬁgﬁétigm
i1s largely the result of Jameé's misunderstanding'éfﬁfgifge nl
James himself at one time stated that Peirce's lectures>were
pleasant to listen to but practically impossible for him to
- understand. The fact that James and others, notably Papini
and F. C. S. Schiller, radically transformed Peirce's ’

"mere maxim of logle™" into a "sublime principle of speéﬁla-’-
tive philosophy" 2 need not here concern us, except that

we recognize that Peirce is still a figure very much -
clothed in the gard of mystery and misunderstanding.":ﬁ

1

Ralph Barton Perry, Thoupht and Character, vol 11, .
p. 409. s

2 Hartshorne and Welss, The Collected Papers of Charlea
Sanders Peirce, vol.: v, pp. 14~15. 8




Although a philosopher in every sense of the word, in
his later years Peirce preferred to call himself a logician.
It was a title which seemed more apt and fitting to him, as
he regarded logic as the best possible foundation for a
sound philosophy. Early in 1ife he saw the need of a def- "
inite reform of philosophical thought. What he desired
most was a "scientific" philosophy. . . one that wouldlut;1~
ize the methods of the various natural sciences (1. e.,ﬁl
physics and chemistry) as the models for its speculatibhs.x
To be sure, Peirce had a right to use the term "scientif;q,"
considering that his father, Benjamin Peirce, was one of
America's greatest mathematicians, prdfessor at Harvard;;g
mathematics and natural phllosophy throughout his entirev;
academic career. Indeed, Peirce's sarliest training was in
mathematics at the Lawrence Scientific School. He once re-
marked that he ﬁgrew up in a laboratory," S beginning the§;
study of chemistry on his own accord at the age of eight_ﬁ
and setting up his own chemical laboratory at twelve. :
Later In 1ife he did good work in the observatory and bﬁs;ed
" himgelf with the conduct of a good many statisﬁical reﬁ*iH

searches in comnection with the U. S. Coast and Geodetic

3 Josiash Royce, "Peirce as & Philosopher" in the Journal
OF Philosophy, vol. xiii, pp. 701-2.



Survey. This, together with his early acquaintance with .
exact measurement (both in theory and practice) enabled him
to know the meaning of "scientific” method. In 1862 he ob-
tained his M. A. degree from Harvard and the following yeab

an Sc. B. (summs cum laude) in chomistry, which was the first

degree of its kind glven by Harvard.

But Pelrce was primarily a logiclan. Writing to Lady
Welby late 4in his life, he says, "Enow that from the day j
when at the age of twelve or thirteen I took up, in my elder
brotherts room, a copy of Whataly's Logle, and flung myself
on the floor and burled myself in it, it has never been 1n
my power to study anything-~--mathematics, ethles, metaphysics,
psychology, phonetics, optics, chemistry, comparative ana~}
tomy, gravitation, thermodynamlcs, economics, theup;ptory
of sclence, whist, men and women, wine, meteprologj7;¥
except as a study of Semeiotic.” 4 Ingeed, his fundémeptal
distinction as a philosopher lies in his wedding 1ogié”énd
metaphysics into a unique logical realism. . . a realism .
of objective order systems against a background of metaphysi-

cal chance.

The direct influences on Peirce!s thinking were'many
and varied, both positive and negative.

Quoted in Harvey Gates Townsend, Philosophical Ideas
in the United States, p. 198. . :




1. His greatest interest in technlcal philosophyhcome‘with
his study of the German metaphysioaéng, espeoialiy Kant.
Like Peirce, Kant also came to philosophy by way'of‘anyin&ﬂ

terest in physics. But 1t was Kant's great strength 1n.
loglcal analysis that interested him most. Yet Pelrce did

not emerge as a neo-Kantian but leaned rather 1n“the‘diroc~
tion of the meager but more scientific English t#adit;oo.»
St411, among all the German philosophsrs, Kant alone soomed
to him to have "possessed in a high degrec all sevenfof$the
mental qualifications of a phllosopher: the abilitj to dls-
cern what is before one's consciousness; inventive originality;
generalizing power; subtlety; critlcal severity and sense of
fact; systematlc procedure; energy, diligence, peraistenoy,
and exclusive devotion to philosophy.” °  Yet seldom,'if_
ever, does Peirce come to the same conclusilon as Kant; o
often thelr points of view are diametrically opposed.

Kant's influence was in the formation of his philosophy,
never in the result. Through Kant he was led to see that
philosophy must be understood as a self-oonsistent body off;
knowledge, excluding nothing and applioable to everything,f
s system that must be planned from the very beginning;f;Zﬁ

Every person, says Peirce, "who wishes to form an opiniqu

5 Hartshorne and Weiss, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 277..




concerning fundamental problems should first of all make a

complete survey of human knowledge," 6 drawing on the results

made available both by the sclences and by common-sense ex-
porience. Thus, the mind must make itself ready in advance
through logical preparation, or the replacement in the mind
of everything particular by something genersl. 'Mah;igvby‘~‘
nature intensely individualistic; he has origihﬁl ideaé* :

" and instincts, which are raclal ideas. These must be re-
placed by a "deliberate logical faculty" and the sole funce-
tion of this loglcal deliberation is to grind off the ar-

bitrary and individual character of thought. 7 He WBS one
with Kant in his desire for a unifled and general systematic

metaphysics.

From Kant also Peirce learned that metaphysics must be
based upon loglc, as any other foundation would prove iteelf

to be shaky and insecure. DBut where Kant used logic to ren-

der his philosophy chiefly critical, Peirce's plan was to
set up a positive constructive metaphysics based upon 1ogic.
Peirce folt that Kant had overlooked the importance of the
medieval loglclans and had allowed his loglc to become en~=

tirely an affalr of psyohology, terming all propositions

Ibido, vol. Vi, D 12.
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and principles as "judgements." Peirce corrected‘tﬁihwvﬁf:
"error" by combining the two best developments ofwibéiévﬁé
had learned: those of Kant and those of the scholés%iéthﬁm
The result was that Peirce completely objectifiéd the Kant-~
 ian system, attacking the problem entirely from the side of.
formal logic. EKant taught that the most fundamental concep-
tions stemmed from s systom of logical forms, which, if ex-
amined closely, Peirce felt, would prove to be three:elemen=-
tary and primary conceptions of all objects and domalns.

"Kant taught that our fundamental conceptions.are .
merely ineluctable ideas of a system of loglical forms;
nor is any ooccult transcendentallsm requlasite to-show:
that this is so, and must be so. Nature only appears
intelligible so far as 1t appears ratlonal, that 1s,.
so far as 1ts processes are seen o be like processes
of thought. . « It follows that if we find three dia-
tinet and irreducible forms of rhemata, the ildeas of
these should be the three elementary conceptions of . -
metaphysics. That there are throo elementary forms of
categories is the conclusion of Kant, to which Hegel' -
(also) subsoribes; and Kant seeks to establish this
from the analysis of formel logic. Unfortunately, hils
study of that subject was so excessively superflclal
that his argument 1s destitute.of the slightesat value.
Nevertheless, his conclusion is correct; for the thres
elements permeate not only the truths of logle, but:
even to n ﬁreat extent the very errors of the profoundenr
logicians.” 8 Pl

But in Pelirce's opinion Kant's categorlies of knowledge were
essentially subjective. Pelrce simply transformed- them in-
tothe objoctive sphere where their explanatory value was::

greatly enhanced. Yet 1t seems obvious that Peirce's

8 Ipvid., vol. 111, pp. 263-4.



entire ontology, which 1s constructed upon the three funda-
mental categories of Firstness, Secondness, and Tﬁirdneéa;

grew out of his loglc, in imltation of the Kantiah‘pqstﬁlaté
that logic 1s ontologlecally prior to metaphysics. ¥  _ _ J

There arc further points of similarity and differentia-
tion. FKant said that our conceptions do not pasS-beyond??
the reach of possible experience. After positing the things-
in-~themselves as unknowable by reason of the subjécfiviﬁ&kaf
time, space, and the categories, he eventually comes to treat
them as external and objective yet knowable. PeifcéiiﬁféfQ“'
prets this as meaning that "our knowledge of thiﬁgé:ih~fﬁem-
selves is relative’ but that of them "we do have direct ox~
perience," 9 and morecver that all such "experience and
knowledge is of that which 1s independent of being repre- -
sented."” In other words, Peirce added to the subjective,
negative strictures on the experientlal limits of rational
knowledge the need for a positive system of realistic philo-
sophy whose obJects would correspond to objective: things-i
in-themselves. Again, it was Peirce's aim to give objec~if
tlvity to Kant's subjective principles, launching out into
the realm of ontological inquiry desplte Kant&s«;gelingf
that ontology 1s dogmatic and unconnected with ényﬁhiﬁéﬁémr

® 1pig., vol. vi, pp. 72-3.
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pirical. Peirce interpreted Kant here as giving a mere cau~
tion not to be too absolutistic and inslstent in the formula-
tion of metaphysles, but to subject it constantly to the
facts of observation. Again, Kant held that metgphysicaléf
ideas weroe concepbts framed merely from notions aﬁd:tréﬁécénd—
ing the possibllity of experience. . . a subjective affalr,’
Peirce, however, defilned an idea as "the definition of a real
class," a completely objective affair. O Further, by taking
both experience and reason as the starting point, Peirce»der
duced from Kant's original position the concluslon that,légic
and experience (experiment) are interdependent in. any and
every instance of valid knowledge. In a very real senae,
Peirce's whole metaphysical enterprise was %o build 1mportant
principles upon certain certain Kantlan postulates and assump-

tions end to carry Kant beyond his system to its. logical

conclusion.

2. A more decided influence in the development of Peirce's
philosophical position was in the reading of Duns Scotus.i
According to Peirce, Kant was a nominalist (a thing he ) 1
abhorred) and could have profited greatly from a knowlédge

11
of Scotus. It was the sheer realism of Scotus that_
attracted Peirce. It was through Scotus that he came to

regard philosophy as a separate science and not merel%géég

10 Ibid., vol. 1, pp. 93=5.

11 1bsd., p. 5.
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the hand-maiden of theology; and he included the attempt .
to reconcile phllosophy and science, speculating'uponlﬁh;jj
vhilmophical aspects of sclence as well as thé;écientifiq“
aspects of philosophy. It was a new vonture in the di?9§é!
tion of faith &in rsason, regarding it as necessary’fbf‘? f
science and philosophy (as applications of reason) to takél
for granted certsin assumptions or postulates radlcallj ine
capable of proof and demonstrable only on grounds. of tho f?x

validity of the conclusions drawn from them. 2. ..

Another influence from Scotus had to do with the doc~S C
trine of universals. It rmusat be remembered that Peiroe, A T
from & study of science in its theory and practice, had
come to reject any form of nominalism in favor of réalism.'y
And it was in Scotus!' realism that Peirce found what he b
wented in the assertion, time and again, that universala E
were not intellectual fictions nor merely mental (a;thougﬁ
they do have mental counterparts) but exist objectively in ‘

oLy

the reality of nature. It was this form of scholastic

realism that led Peirce to affirm that "general principles :
are roally operative 1n nature,” 13 a fact upon which hinged
Peirco's entire doctrine of Thirdness in all of its qntc-}

logical and cosmologlcal ramifications.

12 1p14., p. 353.
13 Ibida, vol. Vy P 67.
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To the medieval thinker knowledge was essentially< |
matter of the general and universal; the partioular (1. e.,
the singular) so much despised by the realist, seemed tow‘_
olude altogether the grasp of the mind. But 1t was DunsAA{
Scotus' endeavor to rehabilitate the individual and ﬂivei,“
to 1t a position of epistemological respectability. Forfbv‘
Pelrce, thls meant eventually the necessity of substituting
for the primacy of matter (a former basis for individuality)
the primacy of relations. He came to regard a singular not
as a substantial plece of matter having qualities, attributes
or characteristics, but rather as a set of relations coneti-
tuting a singular by virtue of thelr aseemblage in apﬂindi~
vigual. In other words, things ceased to be mere eteéée sub-

stances but rather became dynemle relations. .

Finally, it was the influence of Scotus, more than

any other, that took Peirece out of ths excessive rationale

ism of Kant by showing him that the will 1is superior to the
reason, and as such is in itself reasonable. Té be sure,
as in most other thinkers whom Peirce had read, he found' in
Scotus a "taint of nominalism,” but, since it was always
Peirce's virtue to "go beyond" his influences, he readily
acknowledged himsdlf as being profoundly indebted to the

subtie doctor.

1% 114., vol. vi, pp. 253-5.

e ————
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Se A third influence descended upon Peirce in an gltoé‘
gether negative surge, the nominalism of rene Descartes; :
If Kant was his Teacher, and Scotus his Frlend, then surely

Descartes became hls Adversary. Indeed, he had less respect
for Cartesian nominalism than he had for all the othér forms
of 1t put together. Pelrce held that the universal doubt-
which Descartes required for hils first principle of 1nquiry .
in metaphysics was limited, first by its 1nability to e o
applied to 1ltself, secondly by its lnability to be applied
to that of which there 1s some positive knowledge,'and, )
thirdly, by its inability to be applied to that of which
there does not exist any positive knowledge. Universal
doubt, in the Pelrclan scheme of things, 1is logically self-
contradictory. Psychologically, on the other hand, skep—
ticism was held by Peirce to be a false attitude.\ Our l
bellefs are rooted much deeper than Descartes held, wa do_
not truly doubt a thing by simply assuming an intellectually
skeptical attitude toward it. Doubt must start where be-
liefs (and prejudices) are held, that is, if the doubt is

to be genuine. But to pretend doubt where it does not

exist 1s not to get anywhere with first principles«  No

one who follows the Cartesian method will be satisfied
until he has formally recovered all those bellefs which in

form he has gilven up. So reasoned Peirce.

Descartes denled the validilty of the doctrine of frme-



diate perception and , having started with consciouéﬁéss;1
1t was inevitable that Descartes would land himself/intg :
slough of pure subjectivism. To assert, roasons Péircé;»rm‘“,
that whatever one is clearly convinced of is true 1s go’”
abandon all test of certainty beyond indlvidual oﬁiﬁioh;y h
Further, the "old dualistic notion of mind and matter soL ;
prominent in Cartesianism, as two radically different kinds

of substance, wlll hardly find defenders today. 15 Descartes
came forward to offer to men dlsgusted with scholasticism

a new authority, that of reason. DBut by rendering reason :
subjective, he kept the dictation of principles arbitrary,
and concealed within subjectivism the same unquestioning
appeal to delty which his philosophy had ostensalbly come

to supplant. Peirce's posltion was that while'reasoning‘ 
may be a subjective process, i1t has always to do with only
objective things. And if there were no rationalvbrder to -
the universe, there would be nothing for men to reason about
and consequently there would be no reason. Butb Deseartes
had erred: an objective order, concerning which we do

roason, does exist and can be known.

Finally, for Pelrce, sclentific method, which was al-
ways his inevitable pattern and guide, resembles the schol-

15 1p1d., p. 20.



gstic rather than the Cartesian method, as it 1s dependent
upon a great number of proofs rather than upon any one., The
entire Cartesian method and philosophy rests upon the strength
of a single argument, but philosophy, following the example
set by the schoolmen and sclentista, should "trust rather ‘to
the multitude and variety of its arguments than to the con-
clusiveness of any one." ~° It was the wealness of the Car—
tesian system compared with what he found the scientific :
men doing in the laboratories of hls time that led Peirce }
into the methods of observatlon, hypothesis, and generaliza-

tion, which so characterizes his philosophical 1nvast1gations

and conclusions.

To be sure, there were other influences besldes these
three, but these, 1t seems, were the bulk of his intellec-
tual stimulation. Hention should be made of Arilstotle and
Darwin. Through these he came upon his distinctive ddctrine
that "chance begets order"” in both ethics and in cosmology,
but as this does not immediately bear upon the subject of
this paper sllence will serve as an ald to paas on to the

subject lying readily at hand.

Suffice it to say that Pelrce's general schemo was
nothing less than to supplant Arlstotle and to furnish a

" new system of philosorhy, utilizing a new set of categdries,

16 1444,, vol. v, pp. 156-8.
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' of broad enough scope to include both the truths of Aris-
totelianism and the new knowledge of the laboratory which
had arisen in the interim. Thus Peirce began his quest for
the erection of a real philosophical edifice, concerning
himself primarily with the foundations that would be deep,
masgsive, and abiding. Such a foundation mﬁst bé"sdﬁght”in”
simple concepts (or categories) which would ‘be universally

apnlicable to every subject. We must now undertaka a study
end analysis of these metaphysical categories which he did
find.
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II

In Peirce's way of viewlng things 1tfis impossible to
dispense with metaphyslecs; all thét one can do at the most,
he says, 13 to replace one metaphysical view with another, =
"Every one of us," he says, "has_a_metébhyéicé;"aﬁd”haé'tbf
have one. There is no escape from the need of a critical

examination of 'first principles!.” - To reject metaphysics
is to exhibit a preference for a dogmatic view instead of

for a carefully developed, selfwcopscious; and self-respeoct-:
ing one. "Find a sclentific man wyo proposes ‘to get along
without any metaphysics---and noﬁ by'anyxmeans vary man- -
who holds the ordinary reasonings of metaphysiclans in 5"
scorn~~-=and you have found one whose doctrines-are- thoroughly

vitiated by the crude and uncritieized metaphysics’ with
which they are packed." 2 Every soience,ginffaet,;presuppgges

propositions beyond i1ts power to evaluate.. All of(théﬂa“"
special sclences must take for grantad a .number of most

important propositions and thus must alwaye rest upon

1 Hartshorne and Welss, Collected. ngera of Chgriagﬂ;f
o Sanders Peirce, vol. i, p. 52.
Tbid.




metaphysics. Pelrce even says that when some modern mihd§

seek to define all metaphysical discourse as "contrabandﬁi

they are merely asking for the privilege'bf,allbwihg thelr
. .

own metaphysical preconceptlions to go unexaminad'add‘unfijf

criticized.

Metaphysicas must necessarily bé;regarded-as a su@}érdér
of philosophy. Philosophy 1s a subédlass.offthe scieﬁdejéf
discovery, and this in turn is a brandh of theoretical adiénce.s
It i1s the function of metaphyslcs to explain ‘the variety of
the universe. "The universe has an explanation, the function
of whiche « + is to unify its observed ‘variety." Metaphysics
i1s a general science, differing from the special scienoea
only in 1ts inescapablllty, evidenca, and generality, yet ?
1t agrees with the speclal sciences in being equally depen-
dont upon mathematies, phenomenology, esthetics, and logic.
But, first and foromost, it 1s dependent upon logic.ig"Meta~
physics," says Peirce, "consists in the absolute acceptanoe
of logical principles, not morely as regulativoly valid but
as truth of being;" 4 EXACT LOGIC will prove itself o be a

stepping~stone to "exact" metaphysics. 5 ) Further, this

3 m1d., paragraph 259 £f, 2623 vol., vi, paragraph 6..:
4 1v1d., vol. 1, pp 259-60. . :
5 Ib1d., vol. 111, paragraph 454.

&

|



wl -

- dependency upon logie 1s to be seen in a two-fold way.

First, 1t 1s concerned with problems whose fééblﬁtidn‘
requires maturity, if not subtlety of thought. "Metaphysics
is a most difflcult sclence, presenting more pitfalls Por =
the uninformed than almost any, which a mere'amateur at 1t

would be foolish to fancy that he could esoaﬁeﬁﬁueﬂ"MGfévﬁ
physical philosophy has no work that hard thinking can do.

What is needed above all, for metaphysics, is thorough and
mature thinking." 7 One who 1s unable t§ usévthe"p6wérfui“¢“
énd effective instrument of modern 10810;-5¢00fdingft6 7ff1

Pelrce, particularly the loglc of relatives, 'is bound to be °
trapped in the paradoxes and prejudices of the ‘past. --”'2

"Unless the motaphysiclan is a most thorough. master
of formal logic---and especially of the inductive side
of the logic of relatives. . . he will inevitably fall
into the practice of declding upon the validity of -
reasonings, . . by the impressions those reasonings’ make
upon the mind. . . Just look at the dealings of the .
metaphysliclans with Zeno's objection to motion. . . The
netaphysician who 1s not prepared to grapple with all .
the difficultles of modern exact loglc had better put \
up his shutters and go out of trade." 8 - oy e

In all metaphysical philosophy logic is the fundamental
discipline. Peirce says that " a metaphysics not founded

on the science of logic is of all branches of scientifio

. .
Ibid., vol. i, paragraph 204.

7 Ivia:, vol. 111, paragraph 406.

8

o

id., vol. 1, paragraph 624.

|



inquiry the most shaky and insecure.”

Secondly, as both Xant and Aristotle recognized, meta=-
physical concepts should be adaptations of logical ones.
Peirce says that: "If the theory of Logio which ia to be de~
veloped in thils book has any truth, the position of the two
greatest of all metaphysiclans, Aristotlevand_Kant,‘will.@
herein be supported by satisfactory procf,,thaﬁfﬁpat ;016506
(metaphysiecs) ean only rest upon the theory of;logio;*[Iﬁ{
deed it may be saild that there has hardly been a;metaphysibign
of the first rank who has not made logic his,steppiﬁéestéééuc
to metaphysics." 10 nppe only rational way.would be to settle
first the principles of reasoning, and that done, to base ﬁ

one's metaphysics upon those principleg."‘ll =

But metaphysics must rest upon factlana%;kpéfiénqéjé§ 
well as upon loglc. Logic may be morejgeﬁqrai,pﬁén”bxpéri~
ence and fact, but it does rest upon them both. And '1f
metaphysics rests on logle, from which at times 1t iB 1n-fj:
distinguishable, and loglec rests on experience and fact, 1t
follows that metaphysics must be, indirectly at“least,ﬁan_‘

o Ibid., vol i1, paragraph 36.

10 1p14., paragraph 121.

R Ibid., paragraph 166.
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- obaservational discipline. Its data. ls open and observable

to every man at svery moment.

According to Pelrce, "Metaphysics, even bad metaphysics,
really rests on observations, whether conaciously or not'h 
and the only reason that uhis is not univérsally'reco*nized
1s that 1t rests upon kinds of phenomena with whioh every |
man's experlence ls so saturated that hé‘ﬁsually pays no h
sttontion to them. The data of metaphysics are not 1ess B
opsn Lo observation, dbut inmeasurably morenso, than the data,

say, of the highly devcloped science of astrononmy. 12 philo-
sophy contents itself with observations such as come within

the range of every man's normal experience and for the most
pert 1ln every waking hour of his 1life. . . These observatlons
escape the untrained eye preciéely because they psrmeate our
whole lives, just‘as a man who never takes off his blué

spectacles soon ceases to see the blue tinge.” 13

Hence, metaphysics is thelindispensible general science
of reality, based upon the absclute acceptance of logical
principles as the truths of beiﬁg,‘as woll as upon the more

direct disciplines of observatidnal fact and experience.

12
13

Ibidl, VOlc Vi, pl 2'
Ibid., vol. 1, p. 110; also vol. vi, p. 5.
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Further, the observatlons of both logic and experlence
will verify one another in the formation of the simplest
categories (or concepts) into a gyétem all-inclusive of the
roalm of being and existence. These categories will reveal
not only the structure of fact 1tself but also its actual |
or possible relations to other fébts'-vThey(will-revealJthep
nature of the real world and the'reaim of truth, which is,

in all respects, both objective and knowable.:
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The entire philosophy of Charles Pelrce was‘devélqped-
systematically out of the implications of the threa,fundaf‘
mental categories which he called Firstness, 39epn¢ness,“gna
Thirdness. Theré was nothing sacred or‘myst;égl aﬁoqt §he}
decision on these three, nor were they arriv$d ét<1n‘ény N
arbitrary fashion. His mathematical mind perhépq/éd§buptsfw
in part for their discovery, for Peirce found ph}log@phj;ﬂlf
like the speclal sciences, to be a sort of'mathé@gticgl’ -
empiricism. He felt that it was the embirical_céhtagp b£“_>
the sciences that gave them their coneretanesé;ﬂﬁBﬁg‘it.iéwj
also evident, he reasoned, that the empirical data: of the
special sclences must be arranged into a loglcal form that
can furnish a basls for sclentific predictlon, and it 1is
mathematics that gives the sclences this logical form. =
The sclence of chemistry is based upon the}implica@igns"of"
a seb of numbers---the atomical numbers of the chémié#};eleu
ments., One of the first steps in chemistry 1s the claésié
fication of chemical substances, the empirical date of
chemistry, in the most general terms (in terms of their

atomic numbers). Through this classification, the relative
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}combining weights of the elements are known, and quantitative
predictions may be made concerning the proporticns 1n wh1cp_
the elements combine with one another. 'Thua,‘in mﬁch thé' )
same way, the first step in philosophy 13 a description of
experience in the most general terms, 1n other words, . ) -
classification of phenomena in terms of the categoriea. A;
in the special sciences, the empirical data of philosophy
mist first be arrange into a loglcal form.ﬁ This is done by
means of general conceptions or categorles, and here again, :
as in the sclences, it is mathematics that is the key to the
categories, Philosophy, like chemistry, according to Peirce,
is based upon the implications of a set of numbers, the "« .
numbers one, two, and thres, generalized into.the categorles.

of Firstness, Secondness, and Thirdness. = ©

Following his own directive that mé€;§h§§£cs iu§1”52“
based upen logic, Peirce derived his categoriea from his
logiec of relatives, in which he inventa a notation for rep-
‘resenting the various possible types of relationa and slgns.

There are, he says, three 1rreducible kinds of relatives?:

monads, dyads, and triads; ahd, Qorrasponding,to these =
relatives are the three kinds of‘éigns: the icon, the index,
and the symbol. These three kinds of signs, he argues, are
the elues to the three essentially different kinds of men- +~

tal processes; and are consequently also the clues to'' <l



the categories.

It must be remembered that for symbolio logio, at least,
monads, dyads, and trlads are ultimate and irreducible.
They are alao the same in the role of Firatness, Seoondness,
and Thirdness as the ultimate oategoﬁieo of all ohilosophy‘
More than that, they are not only the theme that is the key
to the unity of Peiroe's metaphysics (and indeed of his en-
tire philosophy) butithey are also the key to 1ts objectivity
Thus it may be well to perform a cursory study of the three
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at this point.
-

Any character or proposition, Peircohhoio; mgotmoooooro
either one subject, two subjectsifor'a_plurality_ofwsubjoots,
deponding upon the implication of the copula through whioh
the relations among the subjects are symbolized. A system
of relations expressed in a proposition is oallod a. rela-m
tive, and relatives are named dyads, triads,.and{polyado,.i;

depending upon the number of subjects related.

S [

A triad is a relation between three things or subjectss
A dyad 1s a rélation between two things; while a monad is e
sort of "degenerate relation" with only one term: The monad
is a character or subject considered by itself apart from.
gll other relations to anything else, expressing the rolation

merely of identity with itself. 1In the speoulativo ontology
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of Peirce, agaln, the monad becomes the category of First4‘ ‘
ness, the dyad becomes the category of Seaondnoss, and the ‘
triad becomes the category of Thirdness. As Peirco puts 1t.
"The first 1s that whose being is simply tn 1tself, not -
referring to anything nor lylng behind anyﬁhingf The second
i5 that which is what 1t 1s by foree of something to which
it is second. The third is that which is what it 15"owinél~
to things between which 1t medlates and which:it:brings: 1nto

relation to each other." 1

Firgtness has the characteristic of preceding all syn~
thesls and all differentiation, having no- unity and no parts.
That which i1s absolutely first must be entirely separated
from all conceptions of or reference to anything else. It
1s present and immediate, fresh, original, spontaneuus,a
free, since it cannot be second to a determining cause.- I%
i1s vivid, but it must not be the ggigg_ of some sensation.

It cannot be articulately thought or asserted, for asserticn
implies a denlal of something elsa. The pure idea of a monad
is the 1dea of a "sul generis suchnéss," that is, a special
quallity, with some degree of determination but none of com—

‘parison. Pelrce makes this much perfectly clears thatipgqh‘

Hartshorne and Weiss, The Collected Papers of Charles
S. Peirce, vols: %4, p. 183. = ] &
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‘monad 1s not a phenomenological evant,‘but a pure ontological
conatruéte Even the best phenomenological deacription of "1t
can be no more than a bare approximation; still this does not
dismiss 1ts authenticity any more than the authenticity of
circularity 1s dismissed owing to the fact that empirically

we can only reach a rough approximation of circularity.,

Secondness 1s the acknowledgement of tbe reality of the
external world. DBut thils, however,_need not mean that that
reality is dependent upon our aoknowladging it. o h

"In sense and will, there are reactions of secondness
between the ego and the non-ego (which non-ego may be an
object of direct consciousness). In will, the events
leading up to the act are internal, and we say that they
are agents more than patients. In sense, the antecedent
events are not within usj and besides, the object of which
we form a perception (though not thgt which immediately
acts upon the nerves) remelns unaffected. Consequently, -
we say that we are patlents, not agents. In the ldea of
reality, Secondness is predominant; for the real is that:
which insists upon forecing its way to recognition as
something other than the mindts ereation. . .. The real is
active; we acknowledge 1t in calling it the actual. 2

 Secondness cannot be what 1t is apart from the role that 1§
played by the first. Peirce says that 1t "meeta us in such

facts as another, relation, compulsion, effect dependence,
>

- *ndependence, negation, occurrence, reality, result n 3

2 Ibid-, P 163.
3
Ibidt, Ps 184.



It is determined unalterably by the first. Secondness 1s
resistance, effort, the stubborn resistance of brute faét!;
whose very exlstence consists in its 1nerﬁia. ‘

"We find secondness in occurrence, because an, occur=
rence 1s something whoso existence consistas in our: knook~
up against it. A hard fact is of the same sort; that is
to say, 1t is something which is there, and which I cannot
think away, but am forced to acknowledge as an object or
second beside mysell, the subject or nmumber one, and =
which forms material for the exercise of my w111.~x4‘ -

It is, in a sense, ths slement of struggle, or as Peirce
describes it, the "mutual actlon between two things regardless
of any sort of third or medium, and in particulsr regardless
of any law of action.” 5 A dyad conSista of two subjects“
brought into oneness, having thelir modea of belng both 1n*
themsslves and in thelr connection with each other as first
and second. The dyad is not the subjects, but -the relation
between them, having the subjects as one element of ' it. it
1s the dyad that brings the subjects together, thereby im—
parting a specific character to each of them. It is an 1n~
dividual fact, as it existentlally 13, having no. generality
1n it. The belng of a monadic quality is a mere potentiaff

ality without existence; while exlstence is purely dyadic;

Thirdness is mediation, generallty, order, 1ntegp;gt§afs

¢ Ibid.

.5 Iptd., p. 161.
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“tion, meaﬁing\purpose The thifd‘is:the<medium“of‘ﬁehd
which connects the absolute first and last, and bringe them
into relationahin. Every process 1nvolves continuity, and
continulty represents thirdness. almost to perfection. One
of the 1deas in which thirdnesa ia predominant 1e the 1dea
of a sign, or representation.,k"A sign stande for something
to the 1dea which 1t produces or modifiee. O Tbat for which
i1t stands 13 called its object; that which 1t conveys, 1ts
meanin H and the 1dea to which 1t givee rise, 1te 1ntergre~
tant." 6 Meaning and purpose, says Peirce, are the kernal
of thirdness, and these can be- expressed only 1n triadie
terms (e.lg., A is the meaning of B to C. Every triadic
relation *nvolves meaning. For eyample, "A gives B to- C i e
does not mean that 4 threw away B and C aeeidentally found.
it; it means that there was a deliberate transfer of the i
right of property, thus 4nvolV1ng law, thougbt meaning,»w
and purpese. Unlese the first and third of a triaaie rela~
tionship are connected by weaning, then ‘the relation is not
triadic, but a succession of. two dyads, @, g., A lost B,

and C found B). | DT o

Thus the quality of immediete consclousness, of aﬁsoiute
present, 1is firetness, the existenee of brute compulsion of

external reality is aecondnese, the representation that me~_

6 Iba., p. 171. ' -
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dlates between the two---law, order, genérality,‘meéhiog,;J
is thirdness. The category of the preSant is firstneos;

the catagory of the past is secondness; the category of the
future 1s thirdness; for the quality of the firat 1s in ‘the
absolute present, the exishence of the second 1s the 1rrevo-
cable reality and compulsion of the happﬂnings of the past;
and the third, which is meaning, purpose, 1aw, genorality,
order, is a potentiality governing the future, ‘8’ nrediotion
by which the future may be controlled. Firstness 15 an in~
effable metaphyslical abstraction, and the same holds~brue
for absolute secondness, as neither of the two are ever cut
off from each other and from thirdness. Thoy interpenetrate
one another asnd involve monadic, dyadic, and ttiadio asPeots.
But there i1s no absolute third, not even as o metaphySLcal

abstraction, as the third is ossentially relative.

Poirce holds that these three catogories{oontainfwi%hé
in their bounds all the relations of tﬁe'roglm oi;oxisfonoew
and true ﬁaing. Since they are irreduoible”to each aéhéril
and all cthers (of higher numbers) are reducible to triads
andloan be seen»as mere complications of threes, therofore
there can be but three irreducible categories, and no more.
His speculative ontology, based upon the verdict of logic,
insists‘that all polyads of a higher ao¢1ni£y that the tpi-

ad merely consist of combinations of‘tfiadsg while the



" dyad, triad,iand monad are irreducible; of coursé,??eirge!s
assumptioh.here‘is that the categories of logic are per_se
the categorles of Being. Poirce defends himsélf in.this
assumption ﬁy:remarking that it is completely beyond his
province to questicn the applicability of loglc to neta~ .
physics. However, the history of rhilosophy will prove that
any metaphysics not based upon_}dgié shall71hevitab1y.fél%
{and by "fall," of course, Peirée means that 1t would de--
volve'into;a‘uéeless form of Cdrteéianfnomihalism)}.But}thq
real sanction for the categories of speculativéiohtolbgj7@
comes not f#om‘within, but from the study of phenomenology,
which has as ‘1ts office the proof ‘that the categories have,
not only a logical objectivity But*én"ezpefiéhtialfbbjéc;'V
tgvity as well. All of which %S’éécordihg t6 the.§1ain'ia1d
down by Pelrce for & true metaphysics: that 1t fit the facts
of logic and experilence. The phéﬁoﬁéﬁoioéiéél”cafégériéé‘
are intended to 1llustrate in concretoness the velldity =
of the metaphysical categories of Fifsfneéé; éédbﬁdhesé;”énd

Thirdness.
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Phenomenology, or "phaneroscopy,".as Pelroce prefers to
call 1t, has as its purpose the ultimate analysis of all~:
experlence and is, in reality, the first task to which
philosophy ought to apply itself. 1 It 1sa “preliminary;
inquiry," a sclence that does not draw any distinction of
good and bad in any sense whatever, buﬁ’merely.oontemplétes
phenomena as they are, simply opening its eyes and deacribing
what 1t sees~-~3imply describing the object as a phenomenon

and stating what it finds in all phenomena alike. z'It 18'
the businsss of phenomenology to draw up an inventory of |

appearances without going into any investigation of their
truth, 1t simply scrutinizes the appearances and endeavours

to combine minube accuracy with the broadest possible gen~ 

eralization. A phenomenon 1s whatever happenSrho~present§iJ

1tself to the mind at any time and in any way.

Metaphysics, in Peirce's scheme of things,.;g tﬁ#3‘ }

1l

Hartshorne and Welss, The Collected Papers of Charles
, S. Peirce, vol. i, paragraph 280, '
2 Ibid., vol. v, paragraph 37. '



divided into three parts. phenomenology, ontology, and
‘epiatemology., But in a narrower senae metaphysios is con~
‘cerned moatly with ontology and phenomenology. As would
be antioipated, the phenomenological categories are three
in number, while ontology falls 1nto two separate studies: N
(1) the modes. (or categorieé of being, and (2) the modee |
(or oategoriee) of existence.\ There' are also three catew_
gories of being and three categories of exietenoe.,tPerhaps
the phenomenological categories are more olosely related f
to the second set of metaphysioal (ontologieal) oategories
than to the former. What separatee and distinguishee the-
henomenologieal oategories from the mataphyeioal is the e
overlay of "generality" whioh pervades all three.of. the -
‘ latter 1n both exietenoe and being. . They are the, ultimate:
]_::and irreducible broad dividiona into which the phenomenoo,
?}jilogical categorles fall. Thie ‘distinction shall receive - .
&?oleser attention as we paae on to the next two sections

I_of this papers..

The work of ‘the phenomenologist 18 to survey and: ex~'
i;}%amine fully the phenomenon and to decide exaotly what are
t:i;the oharaoterietics that are: never wanting in it, whether
" that phenomenon be something that outward experience forces )

' upoen our attantion, or whether 1t be the wildest dream op
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‘the most abstract and general of the conclusions of: science.
Three faculties are required fbr thié’taék (1) the faculty
of seeing what stares cne in the face, which is the faculty
of the artist, (2) the faculty of "resolute discrimination
whilch fastens 1tself llke a bulldog upon theiparticu;ar fea~‘
ture that 1s belng studied, foilowing'it'with dogged%dé§§5~>
mination and detectling beneath it all of its apparent dis~
guises, and (3) the generalizing puwer of the mathematician,
who produces the abstract formula that aomprehends the very
essence of the feature under examination purified from all

3
admixture of extraneous and irreVelant acccmnaniments.iﬁgkx
0f course, "phenomenon" is to be underatood in the broadest

sense conceivable; so that phenomenology might be defined

as the study of what seems rathar tban as the statement of

what appears. Peirce!'s alternative name for phenomenology
is "phaneroscopy” and for the phenomena tha phaneron.“ At
any event, phaneroscopy is the beginning or entry v after
logle, into metaphysical 1nqu1ry" Thraugh the direct obser»
vation of phanerons and the ganaralization of qts observa»f
tlons, it dlscovers several very broad claeses of phanerons,
desceribing the features of each, and arrives at 8- compaet
list of categories that will include the very broadest class. ;
Although the phanegon includes evegything that 1s,experienppd,‘f

3

Ibid., paragraphs 41 and 42;
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‘Peirce was concerned with centering his attentlon only upon
the phaneron's~“indecémposable"éieﬁénté?*{éhaé*is;?thbse that

arevlogically indecomposable) .

7 Peirce came to the conclusion.that at:least three and -
‘onl§ three,categoriesjwould*be necessary to describe. the
basic elements of what was contained -in-hils experience. : -,

These categorles were arrived at in the following:fashion:-

1.. iIﬁ‘égeking‘ié diséb&gfgiﬁdéégmpbéabié elemenfsj pﬁeﬁp-
menqlqu“findsﬁ%hém to have a kind of "external structure"
« s v a structure that 18 first indlcated in the relation

between signs and their logleal objects.

1 "The first (ecategory) comprises the qualities of
phenomens, - such as red, bitter, tedious, hard, heart-
rending, noble; and there are doubtless manifold verieties
utterly unknown to us. ' Beginners in philosophy may....
object that these are not gualities of things and are

not in the world et all, but are mere sensations. -Cer-:
tainly, we only know such a8 the senses we are furnished.
with are adapted to reveal; and it can hardly be doubted
that the speclalizing effect of the evoluticnary process
whioch has made us what we are has been to blot the.
greater part of the senses and sensations which were

once dimly felt, and to render bright,-clear, and separ--
ate the rest. But whether we ought to say that it is

the sensss that make the sense~qualities or the:sense-.
qualities. to which the senses are adapted, need not be
determined in haste. It is sufficient that wherever . -’ -
there is a phenomenon there is a quallty; so that it
might almost seem that there is nothing else in pheno-.
mena. The qualities merge into one another. They have
no perfect idéntities but on1¥ likenesses, or partial: -
identitles. Some;of.éhem;:as he colors, and the musi-
cal sounds, form well-understood systems. Probably,

were our experience of them not so fragmentary, there



Dl

- would be no abrupt demarcations between them, at all,
St1l1l each one 1s what it is in itself without help
from others. They are single but partial determina- =
tions."

‘ -

Hence, the first phenomenological oategory is a g ITY OR B
FEELING. Peirce speaks of it thus: "Imagine me to wake and
in a slumbrous condition to have a vague, unobjectified, :‘
st11ll less unsubjectified, sense of redness or of salt taste,
or of an ache, or of a grief or Joy, or of a prolonged musi—
cal note. Thet would be, as nearly as possible, a purely ’
monadic state of feeling." S But the 1dea of Firstness, ha

: continues, is much nearer an object than it is to a conoep~
tion of melf. Hence, in order to convert that psyohologioal
or logical conception into a metaphysical one, we, must think
of a metaphysical monad &s a pure naturo, or quality, 1n ,
1tself without parts or features, and without embodiment.:
In order to understand this tranaition from the psycholog1~
cal idea of feeling to the metaphysioal ‘1dea’ of quality we
must isolate feeling and the thing felt,'~Now,-nom1nalism
has always maintalned that such a qﬁélity oahnotféXiéffwiﬁh~
out aense, while realism, andg Pezrce would be’ included 1n
that school, has always denled this, and even maintained the
opposite. This is the great error of ‘the oonoeptualists,
Peirce offirms: "That the quality of rsd depends upon ap&-

4 1p14., p. 228.
5 Ipid., vol. 1, p. 149.
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body asctually seeing 1%, so that red things are no. longer -
red in the dark, is a denial of common sense." 4nd also
Peirce says that 1t must be remembered that " a realist fully
admits that & sense quality 1s only a possibility‘of-sensae :
tion; but he thinks a possibility remalns possible (even) -
even when it is not actual. The sensation 1s requisite for.
its apprehension; but no sensatlion nor sense~facultyqistre~
quisite for the possiblliity which is fhe being of -the quality
+ » o A quallty is a mere abstract potentiallty; and the . ...
error of those (nominalistic) schools lies in holding that

the potentlial, or possible, is nothing but what the actuai
makes 4t to be." & Hence, quality is seen as ‘an ‘external .

thing, completely independent of the mind} dfpossibility?f
which sense experience may or may not actualize, but which

is in any case independent of such actualization.” "= *

Firstness 1s also both original end free,‘since it ’
neither derives from nor leads to anything else.' The 1deakﬁ
of firstness 1s predominant in the 1deas of originality, ;
freshness, life, freedom. It is free as it does not have‘
another bohind it to dstermine its actions. of course, thﬁ

quality=-element of experience (firstneas) ‘has no generality,

6 Ibid., pp« 230-1 (parentheses mihe).
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as it is what it is apart from anything else, but qualities
reflected upon reveal thomselves to be general. Quality, in
effect, is the "monadic element of the world. Anything
whatever, however complex and neterogenoous, has'its:qualiﬁy

sul generis, its possibility of sensation, would our senses-

only respond to it." 7 The sceming contradictlion between the
particularity of a particular quality and its gonerality "
when reflected upon, 18 resolved when we understand that ale
though quality can only occur under particular determinations,

SR A

it is "in itself, gensral." 8

2. Sedondness is FACT or, as Feirce prefers to call i1t,.
BRUTE FACT. Peirce says that ". . . there is no g priori.
reason why there should not be indecomposable elements . -
which are what they are relatively to a second butfindapqnﬁpnt
of eny third. Such, for example, 1s the idea of otherness." °
This 1s the same notion deseribed in logic as. the dynamiocal,
OR ENERGETIC, INTERPRETANT of a sign. It comprises the-. ./ .
actual facts, whereas the qualities, in so far as they are .

general, are aomewhat vague and potential. "But an oocuraf

7 Ibia., p. 233.

Smpm———

8 Inia., p. 244.

Wt oapan

 Iptd., p. 247.



37w

ronce is perfectly individual. It happsns here andunoﬁ; A“
pormanent fact is less purely individual;-yet sdifér a5 1t‘
is actual, its permanence and generaliuy only consist in its
being there at every individual instant. Pacts also concern
subjects which are material substances. We do not see them
as woe see qualitles. . . But we feel facts resist our will.
That is why facts are proverblally called brutal. .'; mers
qualitles do not resist. It 1s the matter”tﬁgé”réhisté.m-
Even in actual sensation there is a reaetibn} Naw, mere a
gualities, unmaterialized, cannot actually réact. Sc that,
rightly understood, it is correct to say that we 1mmediately,
that 18, directly perceive matter. To say thau we only in-
fer matter from i1ts qualitles is to say that we only know
the actual through the potential. It would be a little less
erroneous to say that we only know the potential through the
actual, and only infer qualities by generalization from what
we perceive in matter. All that I here 1nsisﬁ’550531$ thgt
quality is one element of phenomena, and fact, action, aotu-

ality is another.” 10

Thus, secondness is seen to Dbe "reaction as an element

of the Phenomenon. . . tho conception of beilng relative to,

10 1v14., pp. 228-9.
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or the eoneeption of reaction with, ‘somethlng else. Iﬁ”ig

the "brute actiona of one subject or. substance on. another "11
It 1s "force in its widest sense" Y the object of experi»

ence as reality. It can ba seen that secondness 1s auite ano- ‘
ther category fncm that of firstnass, or quality. There is
only one kind of firatness, as - has already been described,
but there are two different kinds of secondness. This dia-}_
tinction rests ‘in the very 1dea of the aacond cateﬁory. Thau
dyad contains two subjects and some aort of union batween
them. The dyad brings the two aubjeots together and in so T
doing 1mparts & character to each of them.‘ Peirce says thatﬂ
there is a "diatinction between two kinds 6f secondnass, -f
namely the secondness of genuine qeconds, or matters, which
I call genuine aecondneas, and the ‘secondness. in which one

of the seoonds is only a farstness,,which I call: degenerate

" 12 , Peirce also termed genulne: secondneﬂé ”ob-

secondness.
sistenca .'. . as a trait which conoerna subjects which are o
non—monadic. He states that in this kind of dyad. at 1east

one of 1ts éubjects must have a: mode of being over and above

whal its more inward suchness: 1nvolves' that is, 1t must
have a mode ‘of being gained by 1its cpposition to anotber.
This opposition imparts to 1t a special quality of 1ts own,

11 Ibid}, Ybl;'v, Pe 322, “Y

Ibid., vol. 1, p. 280.




which marks it out as a genuine secondness. = In genulne sec=
ondness, the general aspsct of the quality of the subjects

is not considered; only thelr individuality. Degenerate |
secondness, however, is the weaker form,”and may only be rela-
tively degénerate- The degenerﬁta dyad 18 a propositioﬁ whose
fwo subjects are mere qualities“ This kind of secoqdness‘
Peirce termed essentisl, as 1t 1is the only kind of secondness
that can be composed of firstness alone (i. e.; without a
notion of thelr union as & separate. and determinate affair)._
It emounts to nothing, according to Peirce, but this, that ak

subject, in its being second, has a firatness,_or quality.rl3

Although there are a number of/ways'1h'wﬁichféscbndhéss
may be subdivided, the most obvious is. that of secondness as
{1) an individual thing and (2) as a field of individual 4
things. Peirce referred to the individual thing as a “faot "
and to the rfield of individual things as either exiatenea"
or "actuality. A fect is intimately associated with the
dyad and conslsts of two sub;ects brought into oneness, the
dyed, however, is not the subgeets; it has the subjects as '
one element of it. In bringing the two subjeuts together it

imparts a particular oharacter to each of them and has itself

13 id.

————————rt
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two sides according to which subject is considered aS'first.
Through opposition, Peirce says, a fact fights its way into
existence. In another instance, he states that a fact 13

not, however, two subjects but rather one object containing

L

two subjects in a certain relation.

Secondness regarded as the fleld of individual things
1s tormed exlstence or actuality. The field of actuality is.
really akin to Aristotle's fileld of activity. -The word?"ac-
tivity" implies a generalization of effort, and: effort 1tself
1s seen to be a two-sided 1dea, effort and resistance being
inseparable, hence, actuality also takes on the dyadic form.
Actuality, or existence, 1s, like individual thinga, brute.

"pActuality is something brute. There is no reason
in it. I instance putting your shoulder against a door -
and trying to force it open against an unseen, silent,

"and unknown resistance. We have a two~sided consclous~
ness of effort and resistance, which seems to me ‘to come
tolerably near to a pure sense of actuality.. .On the
whole, I think we have here a mode of beling Zf one thing
which consists in how a second object 1t." 1

"For exemple, an existant particle. . . . 1s nothing .
for itself; whatever it 1s, it is for what 1t 1s . attract-
ing and what it 1s repelling: 1is being 1s actual, con~-.
sists 1n1%ction, is dyadic. That 1is what I oall exls-'“
tence. | - 7

Further, there is a degree of regularity 1n the field g

of activity itself. Substances as well as events are cons

14 Ibid., ps 7»

16 1,14,, vol. vi, p. 235



spituted by regularitiss. Even the flow of time 1s seen as

a regularity. From this and the foregoing a degree of dis-
tinction can be seen between the firat fwo categories in the
phaneron. There must be a firstness with its QUALITY for the
secondness to RESIST; secondness 18 1nseparable from ‘the 1dea
of dependence, that is, a dependence upon the first.' Thus,
firgtness is an indispensible element of seconéneas' but the
reverse is not true, for secondness is notfpart of‘firstness.
Firatness 1s absolutely simple, whereas seoondness exhibits

a degree of complication. « . & complication which consists
in the opposition of a second subjeot to the quality of the

RO L, .

firat.

3.  From this Peirce is led to‘ga&#tﬁatf“.ig;;gﬁherQVis.no
a_priori reason why there should‘ngﬁ'béliﬁdéédﬁﬁééabléréié~

ments which are what they are relatively to a second and a

third, regardless of any fourth. Such, for example, is the )

idea of composition.” 16 This third aspect of the phaneron

is called LAW OR LAWS. It 1s symbolized by sheerégenerality
(there can be no law without generality) and exists in the

universe of representatlions. AsfPeirce dascribea it:-

"The third category of elements of phenomena consists
of what we call laws when we contemplate them from the
outside only, but which when we see both sldes of the -
shield we call thoughts. They are not qualities nor facts.
They are not qualities because they can be produced and:
grow, while a quality is eternal, independent of time and
of any reallzation. Besides, ‘thoughts may have reasons,

16 Ibidt, vols i, Pe 147.
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.and indeed, must have socme reasons, good or bad. But to
ask why a quality is as it 1s, why red 1s red and not
green, would be lunacy. If red were green it would not
be reds that 1s all. And any semblance of sanity the,
question may have 1s due to its being not exactly a . ..
question about quality, but about the relatlion between
two qualities, though even this is absurd. A thought

then 1s not a quality. No more is it & fact. For a
thought is general. I had it. I impmrted it to you.

It 1s a general on that side. It is also general in.
reforring to all things and not merely to those which
happen to exist. No collection of facts can constitute

a law; for the law goes beyond any accomplished facts

and determines how facts that may be, but all of which -

" never can have happened, shall be characterlzed. There-
is no objection to saying that a law is m general fact, ..
provided it be understood that the general has an admixture
of potentiallity in 1t, so that no congerles of actions ..
here and now can ever make a general fact. As general, -
the law, or general fact, concerns the potential world °
of quality, while as fact, 1t concerns the actual world
of actuality. Just as action requires a pecullar kind

of subject matter, which 1s foreign to mere quality, S
so law required a peculiar kind of subject, the thought ..
+ « o Or the mind, as a pecullar kind of subject forelgn
to mere individual action. Law, then, is something as .
remote from both quality and action as these are remote
from one another." 17 SR

Thirdness 1s seen to be a Medium béﬁwéén'QLéecbnd’gnd

1ts first. It is a Representation as an elémeéb BffthefPheno-

menon. It is that character "wherseby a;firsf”aﬁéla”éééqnd

are brought into relation.” ‘& Ppeirce says that Continuity
represénts thirdness elmost to perféétioh; 1t iavﬁhéf?ré;i

cess intervening between the causal act and fhe‘eff§§£;fié-
volving the 1dea of composition or ccﬁbination‘_‘Théréiégét,

three grades of gomuine thirdness. (1) The first is's

7 1y14., pp. 220-30.
18 Tbvig., vol. vi, p. 35.



u43~

"positive qualitative possibility, in itself nothing more."
Peirece calls this first grade the LAWS COF QUALITY. They are
all of bne type, all of them determining systems'of Qualities.
", « « they all simply determine systems of qualities,
of which Sir Issac Newton's law of color mixture with !
Dr. Thomas Young's supplement thereto, is the most perfect
known example.® 19 o e
They may concern singles, pairs, or triads of;qualities,_ir”
(2) The second grade of genuine thirdness 1a~"anfexispenﬁi~
thing without any mode of being less than exié%eﬁéé;Abgt de-
termined by that firat." 20 It donsists in LA.WS OF FACT .‘_ .
Laws of fact divide themselves into laws loglcally necessary

aend lewa loglically contingent. That 1s:

"The laws of fact divide themselves at the'outset into
those which must be true if there be any true answer .to’:
every question that has a meaning, or, as we say, into
laws logically necessery and laws logieally contingent.
To thils division another i1s intimately connected. amely,
of laws loglcally contingent the most universal are of
such a kind that they must be true provided every form-.
which by loglcal necessity must be thought of a glven
subject is also a form of its real being. Calling® this
kind of necessity, metaphyslcal necesslity, we may divide
laws logically contingent into laws metaghzsioa%%z
necessary and laws metaphysicelly contingent.

(3) The third grade of thirdness is a mode of being which
consists in the secondness that it determines, the mode of

beling a law, It 1s marked by REGULARITY. | Peirce says.

19 Ibido, vol., 1’ Pe 2570
20

Ibid-, Pe 285-
2l 1.
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~ "Pive mimutes of our waking life will hardly pass.
without our making some kind of predictionj.and in the -
majority of cases these predictions are fulfilled in the
ovent. Yot a prediction is essentlally of & general
nature, and cannot ever be completely fulfilled. To say.
that a prediction has a decided tendency to:be fulfilled,
is to say that the future events are in a measure really
governed by law. If a pair of dlce turns up sixes L
five times running, that 1s a mers uniformity. The dlce:
might happen fortultously to turn up sixes a thousand times
running. &Sut that would not afford the slightest securilty
for a prediction that they would turn up sixes the next
time. If the prediction has a tendency to be fulfilled,
it must be that future events have a tendency to donform
to a general rule. . . A rule to which future events
have a tendency to conform 1s ipso facto an' important
thing, an important element in the happening of those
events. This mode of being which consists in the fact *
that future facts of secondness willl takg on a determinate
genoral character, I call a Thirdness." &8 -, — =

Prom this one can readily take not of the phenomenological.

categories themselves embodied in the grades.of:thirdness:

Laws of quality, fact, and regularity (or‘law of*cohtiﬁhiﬁy).

In addition to the grades of genuiﬁe thi;dﬁegslthé?éf 
are also two degenerate forms. The first c&ééiéfégihgtﬁoae>
instances where thore 1s in the fact 1tselfiq$ #ﬁi:dgeSS}or 
medlation, but where there does happen to-béwffﬁé dﬁai;£&é:.
It 4s found in en "Irrational Plurality which, as;iygéﬁiégé,
1n contradistinetion (to) the form of 1ts repreaéntégiggiﬁi

n 23

1s a mere complication of duality. The second degree of

¥

degeneracy "is where there 1s not even true SGconangéggihf:f,

22 Ip1g., p. 8.

25 Ibido, vol. V, Do 48.

Oe——————.
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in the fact 1tself." Pelrce says that the most dégéneraté'
form of thirdness is where we concelve a mere Quality of
Feeling (firstness) to represent itself to itself as Repre~

sentation.

Genuine thirdneés, l1ike loglc itself, may De dafinediaa
elther representation or combination. Without the psycholo=
cloal or sccidental human elemsnt in genuine thirdness we
see the oneration of a sign. An example of the triad 13‘ -
given instance in the lcon, the index and the ‘xmbol. lﬂ
Peirce says that: "Of these three genera of réprasentamens,
the Icon is the Qualitatively degenerate, the Index the re-'J
actionally degenerata, ‘vihile the Sngol 1s the relatively
genuine genus. ¢ Triadic relations of signs are the most -
basic kind. They are perfectly general and have the nature
of a representamen. Peirce claims that no triad which does B
not involve generality (that 1s, the assertion of which doea

not imply something concerning every possible object of aome

deseription) can be called a genuine triad. E

Further, 1t is important to note that both firstness
and secondness are involved in every triad.. There can be
no reaction without a quality against which the reaction can
take place, nor any representation without a quality and a re»

action taken together. But, on the other hand, it is equally

24 ido, ppl 50"1‘
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true that thirdness cannot be reduced to either firstness or
seocondness, or to both. Every tr1é¢ic relation involves a
meaning, and a quality taken by iﬁséif"ié obviously not a
meaning. Further, no number of dyadic relations will consti-
tute a triadic relation. Therefofe, although thirdness’ in-
cludes firstness and secondness, iﬁ alsq_;nclﬁdes_aqmething

more .

Thus the three phenomenological categggiéécéféfgﬁowh7to
be woven into the texture of experiehce 1tself, in which
their comploxity and inter-connectedness érezévéfyﬁheié‘re-
vealed. The triad of categorles calls for the interrelations
of all things. Whatever is not firstness 1s secondness or
thirdness, and whatever 1s not secondness must be one of the
others, and so for thirdness. The upshot 1s that no two '
things in the Peirclan scheme can be absolutely disconnedted.
To be sure, there is relative dlsconnection. But in Peirce's
mind, to say that two things are‘discbnnéctéd”1é”ﬁhéisamé;"
as saying that thoy are connected in azwaﬁwdifféféﬂt.fromf’
the particular way we happsn to then have under contemplation.
Everytning is In some relation to each other thing. A . -
priorl there are three categorles of indecomposabls ;1eﬁehts
to be expected in the phanseron: (1) Quality~(or‘those,Whichy:
are positive totals), (2) Fact (or those Whichyinvéivg da?’
pendence but not combination), and (3)~Law (oh;those_whidh

involve combination).
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Peirce's metaphysical categories fall under two sepa=
rate headings: the Modes of Being and the Modes of Existence.
The Modes of Being are: (1) possibility, (2) actuality,'épd
(3) destiny; while the Modes of Existence are: (1) chance, -
(2) law, and (3) habit. It will be seen immediately how -
closely these two sets of categories are related to the
three phenomenological categorles we have Just-raviewed. 
Although Peirce intended the phenomenologi¢al categories to
illustrate and validate the categories of Being, it will be-
come evident that they develop much more clbsely-into‘the;g“
second set of metaphysical categories or the Modes of Exise:-:
tence. This much is clear: The metaphysical categoriagfare;,ru
the ultimate and irreducible bioad divislons into;which?the
‘phenomenological categories easily fall. -

However, there is some indication of the metaphysicgl”ﬁ
categories of Being in the phenomenological categories of

Quality, Fact, and Law. Peirce speaks of Qualihx (phénbmano~

logical Firstness) as a possibility which may or may not be

actualized, a poslitive gualitative possibility 1ﬁdeﬁendént

of the mind. Secondness (Fact) is termed "éctuality" as



—48-»

the field of opposition and reaction. ¥ While the tnird

category of the phaneron is termed "law,” and since Peirce
spoke of law as being "how an endleSS»futnre;must continué
to be," we have a kernal of the third mode_of Being,(whiéhk

he calls Destiny.

It will be seen that the metaphysical categories of
Being are wider and more general than the phenomenological
categorles, a fact which constitutes their baaic distinction.
For example, Possibility differs from Firstnass 1n two waya.
Possibility is absolutely general, while Firstness, or A@“
Quality, is not. Peirce says that although Quality lenda
itself readlly to generalization 1t ia not within itself
goneral, but the idea. of a "general™ 1nvolves within itself
the ideal of possible varlations which no multitude of exls-
tent things could exhaust, so that it would leave between any
two not merely many possibillties, but poss*b¢11ties absolutely
beyond all multitude. ? Actuality differs from: Sacondness
in that Secondness imparts actuallty to the possibility of
Firstness by 1ntroducing a field of reaction and opposition.
"The mode of being of the quality is thet of Firstness.an_
That is to say," says Peirce, it 1g g possibility.  Itjis

3 Hartshorne and Welss, The Collected Papers of Charles
Sanders Peirce, vol. 1, paragraphs 527 and 455. :

2 Ibidn’ vols Vs DD 67«8
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related to the matter accldentally; and this relatibnfdoebf
not change the quality at all, except th&t‘it impartﬁféﬁié'
tence, that is to say, this very relation of’inhérénéé,~tdﬁ
it. But the matter, on the other hand, has ho being at all'
except the being a subject of qualities. This relation of

really having qualities constitutes its existenoe. 3 Des» Tat
tiny differs from Thirdness, in that Thirdness 18 less gen-'

eral and 1s confined to law, whereas Destiny concerns both
what 1s within and what 1s without law. Evan freedom from |
law 15 as much destiny as law itself; hence again the oate~ '
gory of Being is the wlder category. It is this overlay of
generallty which pervades all three of the metaphysical cate-

gories that forms the fundamental distipction.sxw."'”“'“

Peirce further holds that the three modes (or categories);
of Beilng can be directly observed 1n whatever elements that |
happen at any time to be present to the mind 1n any way.. ,-“0
He speaks of them as the "being of positive qualitative
possibility, the belng of actual fact, and the being of: law
that will govern the fascts of the future.” Undoubtedly,
Being itself is the wldest category of all; even thhing 13

not exempt from 1t. Peirce holds that there 13 no reason

3 Ibtd., vol. i, p. 279.
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to believe that nonbeing (or nothing) has no . determination.
Nonbeing is a form of Belng. DBeilng in thls broad sense has;

meaning only with reference to the summum bonum The modea

of Being "are the elements of cooperation towarﬁ the summum

bonum."

1. POSSIBILITY is both real and objeotive, a poaitive affair

that must be dlstinguished from negative possibility. Nega~
tive possibllity, according to Pelrce, 1is subjactive and a
category of knowledge, while positive possibility, on the
other hand, is a category of Being. Nelther is to be equated

with potentiallty. Potentlal Being is concerned with thf?&
future altogether, while possibility 1s not concerned exclu~

sively with the future. i1pngeed, 1t 1s not a time oategory
1n that sense at all, but closer to what Peirce- says that
1411 nominalistically described as a "permanent posaibility.” 5
Potentiality means indeterminate yot capablo of determination
in any special case, while metaphysical possibility means
rather a "possibility by supernaturel power," a0 that the
latter 18 "nearly a potentiality" but not quite. In other
words, Potentiality signifles some 1nherent oapaoity or ten~
dency toward metuality which, 1f not thwarted, leads to gii “

final completeness of Being; whereas Possibility has no_suoh

4 Ibido’ Vol' 11, I.)v‘ 660
?Vlbid., vol. 1, paragraph 487.
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tendency. It 1s the more inclusive term, ofJWhibh’befhébé
potentiality 1s the sub-specles. ﬁetaphysical and logical
possibllity, howaver, are practically equivalent. Logical
possibility means "freedom from all contradiction," while
metaphysical possibility means possibility of existenoe." él
But possibility of existence is a thing which is free from
all contradiction. And all existing thinga are at least

partially contradictory, but thelr existence dependa upon‘
thelr having been positively possible to ‘some. extent at f

least, and not upon their contradictorinesst,,w,

2. ACTUALITY is the second category of Being. 1t 1s
closely related to possibility in that possibility always :
implies a relationship to that which exists,é of oourse,;’“”ﬂ
possibility remains actually more than the actual, for a -
possibility remains possible when it is not actual, while
an actual cannot remain actual if it is not also possible.
In other words, Existence or Actuallty, 19, in reality,
"matter of degree;" not all possibles can exist; actgality
is a selection of them. x}
"In order to represent to our minds the relétioﬁﬁhéi
tween the universe of possibillties and the universe.of

actual exlstent facts, 1f we are going to think of the '
latter as a surface, we must think of the. former as three-

6 Ipid., vol. 11, paragraph 538; vol. vi, paragraph 371.
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" dimensional space in which any surface would represent =
all the facts that might exist in one existential uni- o
verse. R s

Although the actual world cannot contain pure possibility,,“
it 1s governed by 1t; the actual world 1ls in’ fact an off-;p
shoot of the Platonic world which is the world of possibility.f
The relationship between actuality and possibility 1s seen
again when we remember that, in Peirce's system, the exist-’
ence of things consists in their regular behaviour, and x
regularity is an affalr of generality. Again, all that" we
perceive, or think, or that exists is general and (although
it 1s also infinitely determinate) 1t could not exist at all
without the generality which 1t posseasas.'_Thns, 1ts.¢ii§~
tence 1s dependent upon 1its ganerality; which is onlyagn§ther
name for possibility. Actuality and Possibllity, 1n'otﬁ§r
words, have to be 1hterrelated, for actuality conéidgred:_vv
alone and by itself would ignore the distiﬁctioﬁ of essegceﬂ
and existence, which, in Peirce's mind, is the fall&cj’bff

nominalism.

Peirce says that he learned from Kant that no genérdi
description of exlistence is possible. ActugliﬁyfisAthéﬁ§§~‘
tivity of the real. It is closely related to the phenomeno-
logical Secondness, regarded as the fieid bf individual  j
things. ZExistence 1s an affair of blind fbrces; the pQSina

7 Ivid., vol. iv, p. 401.
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condition of capability of actlion which consists in the func-»
tion of reaction or resistance is what 1s meant by actuality
To be actual 1is to be the subject of qualities, to be. stimu~
lated to action by some object!'s crowding out a- place for
itself 4in the universe; 1t lles in the possibility of an "
identical opposite, or of belng indeterminately over aga;nst
1tself alone, with a determinate opposition,for over-égainst~
ness, besides. Opposition is that which gives actuality.

Any complete desoription of actuality, . Peirce saya, must
appeal beyond actuality to the fleld of generality or possi-
bility. '

3. DESTINY is the third category (or'moda)'étheiﬁg;v Une .
like Actuality and Possibility, 1t 1s aub~div1ded and has ’
two parts: (1) destiny as Necessity, or Daterminism, and

(2) destiny as Freedom. Destiny as freedom can be described
as "Freedom from Destiny," since the affirmation or negation
cf Belng is equally relevant to it. Hence, poth Destiny

and Freedom are aspects of Destiny.

Necesgsity itself 1s sub-divided into posaible and actual
necessity. Possible {or logical) necessity 1s univeraal and

tautological truth. Peirce says, "The essentially or log1~

cally necessary 1s that which (a person) knows is true. For

instance, he would not know whether or not there was " or waa

not such an animal as a basilisk, or whether there are any
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‘Ffsuch things as eerpentsa cocks, and eggs; but he would know
3ffthat every basilisk there may be has been hatched by a ser-
‘tfpent from a cock's egg, That ie essentially neeesaery; bﬁ“

1:"ceuse that 13 what' the’ word basiliek means." 8 Actual necessi~j
ty 13 termed "fate-' It 13 that apecial kind of destiny o

by which events are supposed to be brought about under defi-
nite eircumetancea which involve no necessitating cauee for

Vthoee occurrancea. Peirce saysz

e “I also think that, in. addition to actuality and
=ﬁ_'poseib111ty, a 'third mode of reality must be recognized

in that which, as_ the gipsy fortune-tellers express . -
it, is t'sure to come true,! or, as we may say, is 7
destined, although I do not mean to assert that this is. 9
affirmation rather than negation of this Mode of Reelity."

KT LIS (T take 1t that anything may fairly bve said
-,.to be destined which is, sure %o come  about, although there
~ 48 no necessitating reason for- it. "Thus, a pair of - dice,
thrown often enough, will be.sure to turn up sixes some .

time, although there is:no necessity that they should.
The probability that they will. s 1l: that 1s all.--Fate,
is that special kind of “destiny by which events are .
supposed to be brought about under definite circumstances
which invo%ge ne neeeesitating ceuee for those ‘occur=
rences)." ) ‘ RSP

ifeThie is about as mueh light as he gives on the subjeet,
Q{leeving us to 1nfer for oureelvea exaetly what he had 1n

affmind. It would seem. that Fate, or actual destiny, will
 prove 1tself to be blind destiny, without any. necessitating

8 Ibm,, vol. 1v, pp. 4:5-4.

9 Ibide, po 453. o

10 Ibid., (footnote)

oy
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" cauee, although, in using the term Peirce warns us eoundly

:3that we are not to think of it as absolute (as though every
f'single fact 1n the universe is precisely determined by law
« s wor that the etate ef thinge existing at any time, to~
gether with certain 1mmutable 1aws, eompletely determine |
the state of things at every other time) for there 13 an

undeniable element of chance 8live in the world which would

f*deny any such superstitious £olly. o 0 oot

’ The second part of Destiny is Freedom, whlch ehares
fi;with aetual necessity (or Fate) the control ef Actuality.
%?It 1s.in the ciscrepaney between lew end real faet that
ivfreeaom is discovered. Altheugh phenomena epproech very
ﬁfelosely to satisfylng general lewe, we have not thie emalleet

'ﬁﬁreeson for suppoeing that they setiefy them precisely. We

;q{are prone to exaggerate the part thet law hae to play 1n

. the universe. It 1s by meens of regnlarities that we under~
}afetend what 1ittle we do underetend of the univeree, hence
'Vfthere 13 a- eort of- mental perepective whieh brings regular
*:fphenomena to the foreground. But uniformity, eaye Peiree,
isa highly exceptional phenomenon. 7 l' -

i "We say that every event that 1s determined by causes
according to law. ‘But’ apart from the fact that thls:
must not be regarded as absolutely true, -1t does not
mean so much as it seems to do. . We do not mean, for ex-

ample, that if a man and his antipode both sneceze at the
same inetant, that that event comes under any general
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law. That i1s merely what we call a coincidence. s o'
The doctrine is that the events of the physlcal uni-

- yerse are merely motlons of matter, and that these

dbey the laws of dynamics. But this only amounts to
saying that among the countless systems of relatlonships -
existing among things we have found one that 1ls universal
and at the same time 1s subject to law. . There 1s nothing
except this singular character which makes this particu~
lar system of relationships any more important than the
others. From this point of vliew, uniformity 18 ﬁien to
be really a2 highly exceptional phenomenon. . oM

Sonehow, Peirce says, we pay little attention to 1rregular‘
relationah&ps, a8 though they were: of no 1nterest to us.’
But irregularity is a vital element within the making of
1aw and, a8 such, haa its own: part to play whthin the

category of Destiny.

. "We are brought then to this. conformity to law .ﬁfx
" gxists only within a limited range of events and oven’
-ithere is not perfect, for an element of pure spontaneitxv
" or lawless originality minglea, or at least must be -

j faupposed to mingle, with law everywhere. "l
Hance, within the category of Destiny, freedom, as seen- 1n-
this element of pure spontaneity or 1awlesa originality,w

;{fhas its own particular role; This free ingredient Withiﬁ :

;;Dastiny provea to be one of Pairee's leading 1deaa= that
éia, that the universa 18 not a mere meohanioal result of
" the operaticn of blind law. In hia way of thinking, ai-sfm
ff varsity is just aa primitive as law itself, 1eav1ng the

11 Ibido’ VOl i, pDo 222"'3.

2
Ibido, pc 2239
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*universaﬁQPGh to the daétiﬁdefffreedom'as well as fate. -

oy Obviouely, there is a certain vagueness with regard to ;
fthis free element of Destiny in-Peirce. When'he epeaks of
~Man element of pure spontaneity or "1awless originality

‘in the category of Thirdness, ‘he is in faot ueing language
we have found to be descriptive ‘of both phenomenological
.and; ontological Firstness (as Quality or Possibility)

How far chance or freedom can be considered logioally as a
‘part of Thirdness remains obscure. At any rate, according 5
to the 1aws of 1ogic Peiree has laid down for himself, it W
Eseems quite ineonsistent to hold that any spontaneity or

,novelty should be found in the third mode of Being.__p

_4. 'THE MODES OF EXISTENCE. "Actuality,' ,or'f‘ejtistence,r,wae
ﬂeeen inithekmetdphyeioalhcategories'of”the modes of Being
{tt be anheffair of blind force. Blind force, in its pheno-
imenologieal aspect of Secondness, is an effort of resistance,
fopposition, and reaction. But the repetition of such effort
;in the course of aetuality leads to. certain patterns whioh
fcan be deteeted._ Resistance can only be erfected, Opposition
Toondueted, and reaction exerted in terma of further cate—"
gories. These categories’ are the MODES oF EXIST}:.NCE. They
are: (1) Chance, (2) law, and" (3) Hablt, and ere closely.

related to the phenomenologieal categories of Firstness,
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Secondness, and Thirdness, as will beeeeeh from what foi;oﬁes

GHANCE'is the first oategory of existenoe., Pelrce eaye:«
"The very firet and most fundamental element that we have to

assume 1is a Freedom, or Chance, or Spontaneity, by virtue

- of which the generel vague nothing~in~partioular~neee that

preceded the chaos took a thousand definite qualities - 13

- Not everything within. the univeree can be explained by ‘3$1
o causation. Chanee, ‘he explaine,'"is a mathematioal term to

- OXpress with accuracy the charaoteristice of freedom or epon-'f

o 14 Conformity to law exiete in only 8 1imifed

taneity.
- range of evente, whereas uniformity 18 a. highly exceptional

phenomenon., An element of pure spontaneity or. lauleee
originality minglee with law everywhere it hepnens to be
obsorved. Nature 1tse1f ie a living expreesion ef spontan~
eity. | - o

"Those observations which are generally adduced in.
favor of mechanical causation simply prove that there’ 18"
an element of regularity in nature, and have no bearing
whatever upon the question of whether such regularity
is exsct and universal or not. -Nay, :in regard to this '’
exactitude, all observation is directly opposed to. it-
and the most that can be sald 1s that a good deal of
this observation can be explained awey. Try to verify
any law of nature, snd you will find that the more. preul
cise your observations, tho more certaln they will ehew

13 m14., vol. v, pe. 137.

14 Ibid., p. 188.



irregular departures from the law. We are accustomed
to ascribe these, and I do not sey wrongly, to errors:
of observation; yet we cannot usually account for. such
errors in any antecedently probable way.: Trace: their -
causes back far enough and you will be forced to admit
they are always due to:arbitrary determination or . Vi
chance. , L T o _ L .

i; Chance or irregularity is seen to be the absence of any
f;ycoincidence, 1t 1a- that" diversity and variety of: thinge and
fi'events which law cannot prevent. The sensea give testimony
 T‘to the reality of chance, while variety 18 the- predominating
:';charaeterlstic of the universe.’ The 1nfin1te diversity ‘of
}fthe universe (chance) mey bring ldeas 1nto proximity which
- are not associated ‘in one general idea. Variety, then, :
| "’muat be admittec, tndeed," Peirce feels, it cannot be denied.

f'i“The theory of chance," he eaye, merely consists in suppos-

'ﬂ ing this diversificauion (chance, freedom, snontaneﬁty)

?:'doea not antedate all time. ﬁ16 Exactly what Peirce means
'by variety not antedating all time is dif¢1cult to rcnder‘

- He merely allows this cryptic thought to explode upon the

‘reader with the close of the paragraph and nowhere, as far
as I can see, continuee the train of thought for rurther
clarificatien. This much, however, 1s sure; it would be

inecnsistent for Peirce to ‘make such e eubjective eseumptiongﬁf'

&

15
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lif:pertaining to the first category of exiatenae (secondness )
11 without resting his argument upon the discipline of obaerva~
zﬁftion. And how far brute fact can help him here in meking

ljsuch a pronouncement remains a mystery and a logleal 1n-p

‘cons¢stency in this phaae of his categoriology.

It 1is 1nteresting, however, to obsarve that, bafore
;Peirce, chance had usually baen oonsidered to be a aubjec«
~tive affair, a thing confined to the realm of hnman error

» -and 1gnorance, under the assumption that, 1f our minds wore

;fully developed and ¢apable of. Lnowing all the data and facts,
chanee would:- fade away 1nto non-existence. But Pelrce 11fted
"chance out of” thig subjective 1evel to a hlghar objective
cgtegpry. According to Peirce, chance is a genuine consti;
;tﬁént ;f the actual world. The chance component of en event

Zmay be reduced someahat, but it can never be eliminated a1~
:together.; This means that everything that happens happens

dat leaut partly by chance, since actuality Ltself is seen to

;be essentially a chance affair. Hence, our Lnowledge of |

Lchanca comes to us from tha objective and actual world, 1n

;other words, we know subjectively about the existenca of . an
"ob;ective chance.L "But it is not our knowing that puts
chance into the objective world, it is a fact already thera,

_perfectly real and obvious.qf__‘

LAW, as‘théxéecdnd categofy of existence, is restricted
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" to metaphysically contingent law. Law as an active force 1is
;"second;" order and 1egielation are "third," and it is law
e "eeoond" ‘that Peirce means by "metaphysically contingent
| law." : Law and chance, however, are correlatives; law is
not explicable 1n torme of ohanoe alone, nor can we say that
they eprang into belng of a sudden by fiat. That would be
to make the laws of nature blind and 1nexplioable. But we
ean say that they have a natural history, that 1e 6he result
of evolution, and to auppose tbis ie to euppose them to be
imperfect. The dieorepaney between the absolute generality
which we might euppoee 1aw to have and the limited generality
of aotual 1aw 13 acoounted for by the faot that law 1e not

8 mere uniformity but a oomnulsion (an idea cloaely relatea

to. the phenomenological oonoept of eecondnese) ) In other o
worde, a 1aw 18 not a etatio thing of mere uniformity, ite |
funotion is to aot and operate upon something olae, and in

the prooese we have its evolution. Hence, genuine lawe are

those which will "govern facts 1n the future w 17 and this
vgives‘them their significance, for the'futurexnecesaary'con~

‘sequent of & present state of things is as real and as true .
;as that preeent state of things itself. Thua, since a 1awﬂ

vie ‘how an endlese future mnet oontinue to be, 1t followe

&
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;;that a. law never can be embodied in 1ts character as a law

| ”ﬂexcept by determining a hsbit.: Habit itself is a continua-

:tion and a ccmpletion of our understanding of the category

;of law.

HABIT is the third mode of existence.; In some ways it
48 the most 1mportant, as it both characterizes existence
and gives it direction{ It can be seen in ‘logle in the
notion of s,symbo;.» It 15 derived from chance; there is a
*”ioéicsl pnocess'which‘we may suppose takes place in things,
says Peirce, in which the generalizing tendency builds up ’
'snew habits from chance occurrences. thn ‘accident acquires”
‘Tfsome staying quality, some’ tendency towards consistency, '
‘fthsn the beginning of a habit hes beecn formed. Habits are
 formed by the passing from certain states to certain others,
‘nct only in the biological and- peychic realms but as well,
“land perhaps moreso, in the realm of the earliest spatial

extension. Hence, psirs of states begin to tske on’ habits. '

It must be Bseen that Peirce does not mean. the wcrd
v"hebit" in the ordinary psychological rendering of the word.
.. - He 15 dealing with something much broader.- In the narrower

" sense of’ the word we usually think of an acquired habit,

" but in its wider (and, according to Peirce, perhaps still

i more usual) sense it denotes sueh a specialization, original,

P
b L
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Clor acquired, of the nature of ell things, that they behave,

‘Qﬁor tend to beheve, in a way desoribable in general terms "

Meupon every oooaeion that may present 1tself of a generally
Jﬁeeoribable character. In this eenee ‘of the word, habite
;are charecteristio of ell aotual things, animate es well as

: x

ﬁ inanimate, entirely unconscious ‘within themselves.

. Peiroe eays that. ". 5 ; according to my view,‘there are
three categories of being. ‘ideas of feelings, aots of reac»r
* tion, and habits. Habits are either habite about ideee or
feelinge or hebits about acts of reaction. The ensemble of
all hebite about 1deas of feeling constitutee one great habit
which is a World; and the ensemble of all habits and eets of
reaction constitutes a seoond great habit, whioh is another
World.t The former is the Inner World, the world of Plato's

forme. The other is the Cuter World, or univerae of exis—'
tence n 18 It s the performenoe of & certain 1ine of be»

”=heviour, throughout an endlese suoceseion of oocaeione, with»

;jout exeeption, which . constitutes a habit. Further, the laws

”"to whioh we find no exoeption eeem to. be the reeulte of long

[_,periode of habit taking. Uniformities come about by their

;taking on habits. ‘It ES the tendency to obey 1ewe whioh
?f has always been and alwaye will be a growing‘thing. Henee,

" Peirce seys that law i3 an outgrowth of ‘two neeessary in-f-»s

18 114., vol. v, pp. 134-5.
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gredients. the growth of habitutaking, plus the element of

chance; thirdnesa and firstness make for secondnesa.-

How this can be is anothér[apparent'1ncpns;stency»in‘
Peirce's system. That habit-taking and chance togetherfﬁro%

- vide an explanation for the evolution of 1aw 13 1ncontestable.

- But, 1n the.Peircian scheme of existence (aacondness), law

B TR secondness and habit is the "third." 'How Thirdness can
N 1og1cally combine with Firstnesa to make Secondness 1s8 1n-
1. conceivable, acoording to the,pattern we have.established.
fviﬁ'seems‘thatvPeirce could have greatly improved his.cate-

 gories of existence 1f he had regarded law as "thirdness" ..

 _~(1natead of "secondness") and hablt as the second: term...:

 Certainly, there would be as much ground for holding - =
fhabit-taking" as secondness as there was for either: "faot"

{in the Phenomenolbgy) or for "actuality" (in the specula=-

 tive ontology). As a matter of fact, "law". is thirdness in,

the phenomanological categories. This is a declded weak:
- polnt in the modes of existence, granted that laws evolute

and become habits.

Peirce says that, 1f law 1is a‘rééﬁiﬁhof é§6iu€ioh; |
which is a process lasting through all time, it follcws that
no law is absolute. That 1s, we must suppose that the pheno=~
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T,fme@éLthemaélves.involve.departures‘fromAlaw analogouSﬁto
7ierrors of 6ﬁserVation. Yeﬁ hébits"prbduce sﬁatiétical ﬁnin
ﬂfformities, and when these are high enough in number there
are at 1east no departures frcm the 1aw which our senses can

‘take cognizance of. The only bridge that can span the chasm
of the chance medlej of chaos and the cosmos of order and

«:1aw is a. principle of habit or this infinitesimal chanca

‘ tendency toward habit-taking. ‘Q T -

‘Before Peirce, hablt was regarded as almost. altogether
& psychological category. Habits were Seenvto{be_entirely
human’ affairs end the tem"héd 1ittle meaning outside of “the
hﬁman'province;~ Now Peirce did not deny the psychological
validity of the category of hablt (just ms he:.did not deny
the subjective valmdity of the element of chance) but he
did add‘to habit as a psychological categoryythg,conception
‘of habit as a cbéﬁbloéicalfone;. In other words, he stressed
the: truth that habit was not merely a subjective actiVLty
Jand a mere function 09 the h;gher organ;sms, but also a -
characteristic of . the ‘real and objective world, a realm 1n
‘which Peirce always had such. a profound interest.‘ He saw
both habit and chance as perfectly valid objective ané sub-
ijective conceptione. Physical events, he held, repeated
'aufficiently, reveal 8 tendeney to take habits, whether there
fis 8 hnman mind to taka notice of that fact or not. Habit

éis an authentio ontological category.
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It 1s not easy to criticize a thinker of the stature
of Peirce. One stands before his ar¢h1tectbhic~as¥£hdugﬁi
standing before a Gibraltar. Yot perhaps it is not‘the»f
might of the system that is mcst frightening, for the points*-:
of weakness are obvious. It is mostly the mystery of what
might be lurking behind the nidden fortress walla, perhaps
never to be seen, that causes the reader's hesitation.}
Peirce's writings are so sketchy and without aystem and e
pattern that one has a moment's;hesitaéionﬁﬁefcre'standigé-
in judgement of his scheme. There is the feeling thét’éﬁme—
" where within those fragmentary paragrapha'énd“aisjoiht;d‘
essays thers 1s an answer, but 1t 1s only to be found by
inference. That is not to say fhatTPeirce?ié‘gﬁiity~of' “
philosophical obscurantism. He 1s far from' that in both
thought and expression. Yet the sentences are so brief and -
cryptlc that on some points we do wish that he had labored
on for the sake of clarity and 11lustrations - :

- s ‘N‘:

To be sure, the phenomenolbgical eategories of firétF
ness, Secondness, and Thirdness. (Quality, Pact, and Law)
are all that he clalmed them to be. A mora careful and “
penetrating analysis of the phaneron and its a11~1nclusive
characteristics could not be desired. ,In phenomenology,

Firstness is a true first, Secondness a true second, and:



Thirdness a true third. The development»is altogeﬁher_

logical and reasonable.

Yet, when we reach the categories of Existence, the’
development is not so clear and according to reason. For .
example, in the scheme of Chance, Law, and Habit (the modes
of existence), on the surface it would seem more 1ogioal to
make Habit the category of Secondness and Law the wider catew”
gory of Thirdness, into which "hablt- taking" seems more
naturally to evolve. Pelirce himaelf says that Law 18 an R
outgrowth of two necessary ingredients‘ (1) ‘the 5rowth of
habit-taking (Thirdness) and (2) the element of Chance (or
Firstneas). But how, according to the plan of the specula-
tive ontology, can Thirdness and Pirstnesa combine to make
a "Second?" Certainly, Law would seem to be the ‘more general
of the three categories, and generality 18 a basic feature o
of Thirdness. Peirce speaks of habit as "that which charac?
terizes existence and gives it direction," which is almost

the same as saylng that there 1s a certain purposiveness

or end toward which it reaches. Of course, he never does-
exactly what that end might be, apart from a rather indeter-
minate "making for general reasonableness," but, granted

that this is all that he could say, would not Law f1t that
characteristic more accurately than mere."blind habit-taking?"
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Apain he states that Habit 1s derived from Chanoe, but
Chance is Firstness; how can Thirdness (Habit) be derived
directly from Firstness? These queations are not answored

within the text, or, at laast,nyhe>£régmentéry and disjointed

paragraphs of the Jollected Papers leave no hint of a posi~-

tive answer.

Again, in the modes of Being, ‘the designation of Freedom
as a phase of Destiny seems greatly out of place. Freedom
as spontaneity, originality, and novelty 15 Firstness (accord—
ing to the phenomenological categories), yet ho uses these z
same words‘tofdéscribe the ontologleal sategory of Third=
ness or Fate;"Granted that Chance is an obvious ingredient
within the evolﬁtion of Law (there being no ultimate scale
of determinaténeés whereby we can ascertain whatever twist
all future events shall take), is it not too much to say that
this same Chahée shares equally with Fate the role of Third-

‘ness in the realm of Being?‘

These questions are not ralsed, nor is there any
apparent hint at a suitable answer, within the text. And
it 1s thils silence which seemé[to indicate a fundamentel -
weakness in the categoriolbgy; particularly in the third
categories of both the modes of Beilng and Existence. Of
'coursa, 1f Peirce had been mofe‘Hegelian in his thinking
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" than he claimed to be, 1% would be an easy matter to read
'Thirdness back 1nto Firstness or Secondneas, singly or together.
But Peirce'e eystem 18 neither closed nor all- inclus*?e. It |
“iis strictly evolutionary and builds 1tself toward a state

of generality. According to 1ts fundamental assumptions

there can be no evidence of Thirdneas in either Firstness B

or Secondness, 80 that when he states that Thirdness (Deeov
tiny) takes on the attributes of Firstnees (Quality) as
"free spontaneity” we are 1eft with an 1nconsistency un- e“d

‘ explained.
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Vi

ifican be séen from wﬁat has goﬂé‘ﬁefore-that‘the key

to the uncerstanding of Peirc's metaphysical system, indeed
to all ‘of Peirce's philosophical thought, rests in his cate-
goriology. Everything is analyzed into the three-step waltz
;.of Firstness, Secondnesa, and Thirdneae, based upon the dis-
;ciplines of 1ogic and obsarvation. Phenomenology draws up.

. an 1nventory of appearances without going into any. investi-
”i gation of ‘their truth, stucying the kinds of elements unl-
versally present in the phenomenon, meaning-by the phenomenon
whatever is present to the mind at any time and:in any way,
and emerges with the three categories of Quality, Fact, and-
Law as the phenomenologioal fundamentals. Ontology, in ex-
amining~the realm of Belng and Existence, relying upon the

; ’iEgidél‘categories of Firstness, Secondness, ~and Thirdness
fifan& observational fact, emerges ‘with Possibllity, Actuallty,»_
ﬂJ;and Destiny as the three fundamental modes of Being, and
E;Ghanoe, Law, and Hablt as the three fundamental modes of -

?iExistence-" Epistemology also involves the categories. .

%&Firstneas 1s seen 1in percsption, in ‘that perception is the
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experience of a Quality. Secondnees is involved in the 2
surprise element &n the experience of phenomena (the ego .
taken in surprise by the nonego) and is seen'in»the'"resis~
tance“ which the surprise entails;‘ And, since Thirdness 1s
the general, the perceptual Judgement, whioh always contains
general elements, is seen to be a type of Thirdneas.v The
“knowing orocess is one of percept, Judgement, and generality
. e e Firetnees, Seeondnesa, and Th*rdness.” Gorreeponding

to the three categories of faot, Peirce aleo found three
aspeots of reality. Corresponding to Firstness ie the. pr1~
‘meval chaos, the treatment or theory of which he called .
Tychism. Corresponding to Secondnesa, ie determinate par-x
ticularity with its mathematical distribution of an infinite
number of instances, the theory of which he ealled Synechism,
.or continuity.\.CorreSponding'torThirdnese“is"“1nterpretation"
or "evolutionary love," the theory of which he called
Agapism. From the beginning to the end of his career, he
devoted hie enefgies to developing and applying the doctrine
of the three”basio, irreducible categoriesy Being, Opposition,
and Reason,‘or:Immediacy, Aotion, and Hediaﬁion;‘or,«as:he
preferred to call them: Firstnese, Secondness, and Third-
ness. Eventually they became the olue for him to the claesi~
fication of the sclences, the fundamental,divisions of .

semiotics, metaphysies, and loglc, and each suggested to him
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;@?thetnatﬁfe;offthe_objeot‘of esthetio‘inquiry.’

o Peirce held that each of the categoria8 m“St be viewed

:Jfas'prior to and explanatory of the others. The 1mmediate 18

thej boriginal, the first 1n the order of evolution,v"the

most primitiva, eimple, and original of the oategoriea.
The existential or active is first in the order of faot, the

1oeus of both the immediate and the rational. Existence ie
'?seen a8 being dyadic, and as present is a firet, while ae

’ ’;intelligible, it must embody a third. The third 1s seen to
rbe first in meaning, relating and completing the othere.,»

"f;Each category, Peirce reasoned, oan be seen to be something |

within itself' ‘each is dietincb from and contrasted with
- the othere, and each 1s intrineically 1ntellig1b1e.- i

T

This categorial eyatem of Firstnees, Seoondness, and
EfThirdneee in some ‘ways eeems to be an eoho of Hegel'a o““ 
'T_theeis, antitheais, and syntheaie, ‘yet there are some pro; :
 found diﬁferencas. Both reeort to analytio methodology, &
but the Hegelian method 1e to study historio method and ,
not scientifie analysie founded upon ‘the prinoiplee of the
laboratory. Peirce himself speaks of the profound contraet

1l
Hartshorne and Weiss, The Colleoted Papers of Charlee .
Sanders Peirce, vol. 11, P so.kq




. vetween' the two eyetems. He holds that Hegel attributed far
’:;;too much to originality, was ' deficient in mathematics, and
- erred in accusing the philosophers of not taking thirdnese
y‘“into account. He olaimed that Hegel supplemented synthesis
_-.for analyeie, using the mind to analyze a thing 1nto false

parts and not according to reality. 2

-« ."Hegel. » » formulates: the general procedure 1n too
" narrow a way, making it use no higher method than dilemma,
- instead of. giving 1t an.observational essence. The:real
formula 1s this: a conception i1s framed according to a
" certain precept (then), having so obtalned 1t, we proceed
~'to notice features of 1t which, though necessarily involvedk
 1in the. procept, di1d not need to be taken into account.. P
“'4n order to construct the oonception. These. features“”
., ~we percelve take radically different’ shapes; and .these .
‘shapes, we rind, must be particularized, or decided between '
bofore we can gain a more perfect grasp of.the original 0
conception. It is thus ¢pgat ‘thought is urged on ina . .-
prodestined path. Thils is the true evolution of thoughb,
of which Hegel's dilemmatic method 1s only a special .
oharacterawhioh the evolution 1s sometimes found to: [ e
. assune . : : B S e STE A

:};Yet, despite the rather rough treatment of Hegel 1n this :
:;?quotation, it 18 quite evident that Peirce was a far greater
'debtor to Hegel than he wae ready to admit. In. one 1netance
:f;he writes: '"Had Hegel 1nstead of regarding the first two
;i%etagee (oategories) with his smile of contempt, held on to

" them as independent or distinet elements of the Triune mb}*

??Reality, pragmatiets might have looked up to him as. the

2

5 Ivid., p. 262.

Ibid., vols 1, paragraphs"eee;and 384,
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great vindicator of tneir truth." % To ve sure, Hegel, did

) dwell within the realm of Thirdneee, yet Peirce himself,
‘deepite his argument, seemed to lay a greater stress upon
Thirdnees than he aid upon the other two categories. At
\least it seems obvious thab Thirdneee (1.7 0., Continuity)
gives him the greatest cause for philosophicel Jubilation.
Gertainly, he must have- shifted his emphasis from time to-
time, and as the years went on found more and more features
whioh differentiated ‘his views from othere, but, throughout,
hie doctrine seems to be marked ofr by ite recognition of
the basic role whieh rationality, order, coninuity, and habit
(all of which are Thirdnese) play;in the interpretation of ‘a
.oonoept.‘ Paul Welss’ saye thatx "Moet of Peirce’s 1imitationa
 Cetie e follow from the faot that he never aaequately saw. that
'the firet and eecond categories were as basic and ae revela-

" SA Thie would seem quite understand-

tory as the. third.
“fiable once we can see how Peiroe held the general (or me-
5diating) term as the key to reality, yet the fact °eeme to
remain that both Peiroe and. Hegel were abeorbed in "Third-
ness., An intereeting study could be made oomparing the

;oiea,ofeeyntheeisland'thirdneee'in the two systems. Both

4 Ibid., vol. v, Pp. 290-2.

.B Paul Weise;v"The Eeeence of Peirce's System" in the -
Journal of ‘Philosophy, vol. xxxvii, no. 10, p. 262.




have much in common. Both serve as . 1netruments of relation
and mediation; both have to do with the general and more
inclusive. The basic difference porhaps would be in the faot
that, for Hegel, synthesis 1is more 1ntimately rolated to

. the other two terms, whereas,‘in Peirce, Thirdness remains

. somewhat remote in the evolutionary process. Then, too,

o Peirce has always to contend with that:bealm of Secondness
‘1and "brute faet"- - -regardleee of his streee upon the: '

 ,reasonab1e and continuous.

Paul Weiee claims that Peiree was both. a naturalist
, and an 1dealist, owing to his 1nterpretation or the nature'
~ ‘of laws as’ evolutionary, ehanging and growing.; Peirce held
that his philosophy "resuscitated Hegol" and that matter wae
"habituated ming" 6 which obviously put him 1n the 1dealiat
:,camp. But, since he also held that matter exieted and that
it was subject to efficient caueation and that laws were
immanent in things, he was obviouely a naturaliet as well.
He reeonciled the two by showing their 1nterdependenoe, jﬂ

while leaning mostly towards an 1dealietie eolution of the '

matter: ! - - e

Ibid., vol. vi, paragraph 25; vol. 1, paragraph 42.

7 Paul Weiss, op. oit., pp..261-2.



«7Gw

‘ “"Pinal causation without efficient causation is -
helpless. . . Efficient causation without final causa-
tion, however “is worse than helplese, by far, 1t 18 i

mere chaos." 8 -

"Physlcal evolution works towards ends 1n the same
- way that mental action works towards ends, and thus in
. . one aspect of the matter it would be perfectly true to .
. ‘say that final causation alone is primary.. Yet, on the -
.. other hand, the law of habit 1s a simple formal law, a v
< law of efficlent causation; so that'elther way of regarde
_ing the matter is eguelly true, although the former is
”-more intelligent. - .

?Naturalism might however, be defined as the view which
;attempts~to explain"everythingby,the eperation of,force, |
feombination or aggregation.‘/lf this is 1ts meaning, waiés
Jeuggests, then it is true that Peirce not only eunplements
1t with an objective idealiem which insists on the presence
‘of an element of law, mind, or rationality. in.the universe,?
fbut with a subjective idealism or empiricism ‘which- etreeses"
the element of immediacy.v Peirce, he feels, 1neisted on

all three and thereby reeuscitated Hegel, but 1n a rather .

fgtrange coetume "

'l‘he.t preference on the part of Peirce for generals

. (or "Thlrdnees") can be underetood onoe we remember that hie

® Hartshorne and Welss, ons cit., vol. 4, paragraph 220.

° Ib1d¢, vols vi, paragreph 101



”~¥eystem was developed upon the basis of an out and out rejec-

'Egtion of the nomineliem that -was rampant 1n his day. Nominal-
'iem eonsists in the denial of the reality of general terms.
| ; Realiem (to which Peirce 1mmediately went for refuge) con-
;sists simply in the assertion of the reality of general e
;;terme or laws, a reality equal to that of objective things -
‘{:and subjective minds. He had found a great stimulue in -
 the writings of Duns Scotus and a study of medleval loglc,
ﬁkfand felt that Seotus would ‘e a.sound corrective for mueh of
'Sthe nominalistic nonssnse which was thon appearing on. the

;etage of philosophic thought. Descartes, Locke, " Berkely,

léﬂartley, Hume, and even Reld, were regarded by Peirce as

~neminaliets. Kant and Hegel, too, were considered nominal«
1sts. He ‘spoke of Hegel as a "nominalist with realietic

0 1041110 Leibniz was regarded as an extreme

i iyeerninge,
Enominaliet. As early as 1871,,Peiree says that he mede ‘his
declaretion for realism,ll saying that the. heart of tbe die-
;:fpute seemed to 1ie in the fact that the modern philosophers,

ffone and all, unless Schelling could be taken as an excep- .

WA%}tion, recognized but one mode of being, ‘the being of an in-

10 Ibid.; vol. i, paragreph 19.‘
11

Ibid., paragraph 20.

:
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ff?dividual thing or fact, against all other things. Peirce

"“claimed that he would not doubt the importance of faot

'«'but would relegate it to the category of secondnees or.

1'"Exietenoe," in a middle position between the other two.ww
E There are but three modes of being: (1) positive qualitative
‘poesibility, (2) the being of actual fact, and (3) the being
q of lew that will govern faote 1n the future. In his mind,
”“there had. to be at leaet ‘these three in any proper rendering
of Being or the nature of Reality 1n the universe.. All '
'varietiee of nominalism are, 1n his mind, foolhardy attempts
ito render the universe expliceble on the basis of only one

for_twomoategories.

Perhaps it was Pelirce's knowledge and baokground in the

;‘;?waye of modern science which motivated him most in hie revolt.

iNominaliem was conetantly rendering and aeeuming thinge to

ibe absolutely inexplicable, . whereas ecienoe, 1n order to

}1fprooeed at all, had to suppose that explanation was at. 1eaet

?fpossible, 1f not already attainable. Nominaliem failed to

'Lifdistinguieh between regularity and 1aw, eupposing that 1aw

vtffis nothing but a mere regularity. But law,vPeiroe held,

Hficould not be reduced to mere uniformity or a mere "name.

Peirce olaimewthat«itgis,avname~but not "mere". . . 1awa

are nameezfor something real: real possibilities.
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-Peirce's Reallism or Objective Idealism deliberately
1nelsts upon the being of an "1deal"world of which the. real"
world.is but a fragment. It 1s a world. in which the real 1s
composed: of both the potential and the actual together.l?l

. ™We must suppose that the existing universe, with o
all 1ts abbitrary secondness, 1s an offshoot from, or an
arbitrarz determination of, a world of ideas, a . Platonic
world. .-

e v o W eannot ‘suppose ‘the process of derivation,
a.process which extends before time and from before .
1ogic, we cannot suppose that it began elsewhere than in

..the utter vagueness of completely undetermined and. dimen-
slonless potentiallity. . . The evolutionary process is,.

.~ therefore, not a mere evolutlon of the existing universe,

* but rather a process by which the very Flatonic forgg

‘*gthawailvee have. become or are becoming developed.”

.The fundamental difference between the Platonic world of

Ideae and Peirce's seems to lie in the fact: that, ‘in the;;“
latter, evolution explains both. the world of 1deas and the
world of existence, which 1s a partial actualization of the

former. i

"In ehort, if we are to regard the universe -as a

" . pesult of evolution at all, we must think that not merely
the existing universe, that locus in the cosmos to which.

" our reactions are,limited, but the whole Platonic. world,
which in itself is equally real, is evolutionary in 1ts.*
origln, too." 14 (

Plato's world of ideas, on the other hand, i3 eternal and

changeless, far from being "evolutlonary end “changing._}

18 Ibid., vol. vi, p. 134.-,e
13 Ibid., p. 136, “

14 Ibid., pp- 136-7.
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It forme a system of absolute truth under the idea of the
Good. Every idea mutually 1mp11es every other 1dea, with
1ogica1 nacessity, and every idea is a form of the Good,_
being a means toward the reality and value of all the other
ideas, and of the whole system. Peirce, of couree, would
not go this far.’ Ha did hold that the’ Platonic Ideae might
be consiéefed as‘being the wholes of whicthhe'actual things
are. but the fragments, but in his mind, to suppose them to
‘be absolute exemplars would be ‘to adopt a position of ex»_

Ftreme nominalism

Peiree eomethmes called his fPletonieﬁQ;@eaepgnivereals,'
but more ueuallegeherale.-lﬁe spatee-:up@her_thet$eltheﬁgh
generality is en;ind;speneible;ieg:eqienﬁ_ofvpeelipy;en”the
greﬁnds that actuality without any regularity whatever is a
nullity, ‘absolute universality muet be regarded as, 1mpossible
»of attainment. A universal or general :efere$po.something
real: that 1s, to the regularity~of a co&monfreiaﬁionship;_
it 1s neither exclusively actual nor an. inventlon of the

minda of men.

?fbﬁ'this 1t follows quite readily how Peirce came to
kput 80 much empbasis upon Thirdness, or the general. He
fheld that qualitiee were general, ,although no one 1s more

fgeneral than the‘other.'»Reaetieqw(Secogdqeee),,tee,_hae 1ts
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’aspect of generality, but reaotion 1nvolves at 1easn TWO.
" ‘things and 'a general relation between them, for the ‘being of
1a‘thing-oonsists in some other,faot. But if qualities and
reactions are general, relation, Peirce believed, 1is of the
very*essenco of generality._’ﬁoglity 1s an affaif of modio-
tion between quality and reaction. And everything is in .
some ‘relation to some other, which leads us to the conoluoion
that all truths form a system, the proposition of a total o
relatednese. Furthermore, there are 1deas in nature which
.aétermino the existence of objects. Hence, 1t is, accordingfﬁﬁ
to Peirco, 1mpossible to escape theﬁoonclusion that general
principles are real, at 1oast as real as actual objecta,'
whloh is the controlling tenet of realism. that things thnt )
are real are whatever they really are independantly of any
assertion about them. The general 1s not capable of any o
full realization in the world of action and reaotion but is
-of thefnoture of what is thought, but our thinking only
.approhondo‘and does not create thought. . Logis may and does

oéxmucn'govern outward things as 1t does our thinking.. -

..Hence, the 'method of Attaiﬁiﬁglﬁb i;‘éaﬁ{;{ 13"‘1;5;5'“
an 1ndefin1tely prolonged series of inductions, CL that a
sufficiently long series of inferences from parts to wholetu
will lead. us to 8 knowledge of 1t. Thus, it follows that
reality 1s "something which is constituted by an event in-
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definitely future." 15 And reality will be a real faot whlch
will correspond to the idea of probability, 1t 1s something
Ewhioh is hypothetical, for there are real poesibilitiee 1n
the realm of Being. Also, there is nothing to prevent our
‘knowing outward things as they reallx are, and 1t probably
follows from the hypothetioal nature of reality that we not
-only oan but do know them (things ‘as they really are) 1n
~numberless cases, although we ‘can never be absolutely certain
: 7of doing so in any speclal caee. However, this uncertainty
: ﬁof knowledge does not mean that reality is a subjective affair.
?The real world is 1ndependent of whatever we might think 1t
”to be.v Reality is not only wider than opinion;. it is also
«;wider thgn truth. The real might be defined as the immediate
-'f‘objeot of that which 1s true, although this ean: never e an
adequate ‘definition. of reality, since reality.is wider than
truth. The real world 1s objective and can be known, 1n the

”generality of its relationships.',

; Peirce's thesia,then, was that objectivity 1n philosophy
l"is reached through dlagrammatic thought, denotation, and
fpragmatic specification of meaning (which brings with 1t
‘social agreement) by the use of the 1con, ‘the 1ndex, and

the token. (Although) this objeotivity.>.,. 1s not absolute

15 Ibié;,“tolqlv;fpar&éraph'SSI.‘w



f%iél « 1t expresses a relatively stable bellef about a real
vworld n 16 In other words, the categories of Firstnose, .c,
-Secondness, and Thirdness give us the- clue to obJectivity
'and our knowledge of 1t. . The three categories are . simply
objectifications of the three elemental relations of: symbolic
;logic, and thus every instance of Firstness, Secondness,‘and
‘Thirdnees may be disgrammed as the occurrence of a monadic,
’dyadic, or triadic relation respectively. ‘These diagrams,f
Peirce held, are not GXpressions of a superficial or acci»
dontal character of the categories, but express their in-
most essence. The objectivity derived from these diagramstx
fis that of precise communication, in an unambiguous ideo—
'graphic form, of the logical meaning of the categories.}
VThe metaphysical categories of Chance, Law, and Continuity
Jare adaptations of the three basic inferential processes .of
. iabduction, deduction, and inouction. The power, growth,
‘and, self-corrective nature of logic,iand particularly of A
}induction, are the clue to his view that all the' eloments
{of the universe are being gradually solidified into a single
frational whole. ‘

e "Synechism (continuity) is founded on the notion
hat the coalescence, the becoming continuous, the become

...ing governed by laws, the becoming instinct with general
ideas, are: but phases of . ono ‘and the. same  process. of the

IR

16

EugeneYEfeenan;,ThehCategories of Charles Peirce,
“p. 34 (parentheses mine).



84-

? growth of reasonableness. iTﬁis is first shown to be trne
- with mathematical exactitude: in the fleld of loﬁii¢ and-
is thence inferred to hold good metaphyeioally.

Induction 1s a form of thirdness, making intelligible the

'effioient reasonableness of the universe.

, Thue, it can be seen throughout this brief etudy ‘that
it was . Peiree'e aim throughout the cetegoriology to make
metaphysics the sclence of reallty. Reelity consists in
regularity and real regularity is active law. Thue, the
olose interplay of metaphysioe and logio. But, elthough
Peirce based hie metaphysics. -upon logic, he would never hold
to the reverse of that proceee as being true.\ Perhape he
fwould have found even more to objeet to in Dewey'a echeme to
found it on biology or the practioes of the ecientiste.
Logic, for-Peiroe, was abstract, formal, with its own laws
end oonditione: ‘he could see no rationality in making it
dependent upon the concrete, the specialized, the contingent,
and the fallible in this manner. He would have commented
on Dewey'e work probably to the effect that pragmatism or
instrumentaliem cannot determine, but must- presuppose, a
logio,(and that the attempt: to deal with logio in any but
ite own terms would be to destroy 1ts valuc 65 a support

of the exaot eoiences.

17 Hertshorne and Weiss; op. cit., vole. ¥, Do 3
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I think we can safely say that Peirce's metaphysical
categories rendered philosophy (and particularly. metaphysica)
' selentific and formed the baeis for a system of_thought g
which could‘fittingly'analyze?ﬁhe‘realm of existence and
being into the logieal parts necessary for an understanding
of‘reality. Although Peirce never brought his ideas within
ihe,pattern of one,grand systematic treatise, we cen,,nevern
thelese, infer from his scattered papers tbe general struc-
ture:of. nhat that system might be. Perhepe Peirce was nOt
t;conoerned with founding a system at all, much 1ese making

‘yit‘audible to the rest of the world.. In all probabllity,
:1t was the categorlal scheme that was his greatest concern,

'based upon logical discipline and observational fact.

‘“ﬁa:atande'1n>the stream of our phllosophical heritage
as a great seminal mind, but morse than that: a transition
zbetween American transcendentalism and Hogelianism on the
'one hand and contemporary pragmatism and realism on the
other.v Hie major contribution lies in a study of his cate=-
'géeiblogy and its objectivity: Firstness as sheer totality
and pervading unity of quality in everything experienced;
Seoondness aa existentiality or singular occurrence (the
chief merit of whioh is in ite rendering a thoroughly
realistic interpretation ‘of philosophy); and Thirdness, the
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f pz;innipla ‘of Contimuity or Hedlation,

o Thirdness, or generality, does: not altogether consti-
tute reality, although it 1s an essential ingredient. To
deny this would be to err in the direction of the nominalism
Peirce 80 brilliantly fought against. It must be- understood
in terms of doing, or action (secondness); while secondness
cannot exist without 1mmed1ate feeling or firstness, on whioh
'to act. There is ample reason to underatand the author's
;fascination concerning his "Triune Rhapaody.” It is a'réJ
/turn to the great central theme of philosophy}whioh, for

lack of a better name, we may call the Platonlic.:
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