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Abstract

The influence of Peircian semiotics on the study of music has grown during the last two
decades due to the recognition of Robert Hatten’s achievements, a major study by Naomi
Cumming, the prolific final years of Raymond Monelle and the continued success of Eero
Tarasti’s work with the International Association of Semiotic Studies.

Peirce’s thought is extraordinarily rich and rigorous but this thesis identifies a
tendency amongst musicologists deploying Peircian thought to reinscribe a number of
ideological convictions. In broad terms these convictions can be described as the
reification and legitimization of a body of music, and more specifically as an attempt to
stabilize musical meanings whilst locating them within a ‘music-in-itself’. It is in this
sense that Peircian semiotics has been used to resist developments in popular and new
musicologies. The role of Peirce’s theory in this discourse needs careful re-examination.

The work of Robert Hatten in its search for meaning through and around the
contextual (or intertextual) relations of a ‘work’ represents the most successful

application, to date, of Peircian semiotics to music. But Hatten’s emphasis upon
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composers, structure and stylistic contexts, and his relative neglect of listeners,
subjectivity and social forces renders his project incomplete.

Through a detailed explanation of some of the central insights offered by Peirce’s
philosophical project this thesis develops a theory of musical meaning which has
listening processes and the formation of identity/subjectivity at its centre. A key tool in
developing this theory concerns the dimensions of time and their coordination with
Peirce’s universal categories.

The possibility of informing and developing the close-reading practices that still
dominate the tradition of musical analysis will be explored through a discussion and
analysis of the Allegro of Mozart’s ‘Prague’ Symphony in the light of the theories

developed in earlier chapters, with particular reference to Peirce’s concept of valency.
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Note on Sources

In referring to Peirce’s own writings this thesis follows a set of standard abbreviations:

CP Peirce, C. S. (1931-58), Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce, 8 vols.,
ed. Charles Hartshorne, Paul Weiss, & Arthur W. Burks. Cambridge, Mass.:

Harvard University Press. Reference is by volume and paragraph number.

LW Peirce, C. S. (1977), Semiotics and Significs: The Correspondence between
Charles S. Peirce and Victoria Lady Welby, ed. Charles S. Hardwick.

Bloomington: Indiana University Press. Reference is by page number.

EP Peirce, C. S. (1992-98), The Essential Peirce, 2 vols., ed. Houser et al.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press. Reference is by volume and page

number.
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The Theories of Charles Sanders Peirce

1 Introduction

Charles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914) was a genuine polymath and a triple thinker. His
thought is extraordinarily rich, but its oscillation between rigorous logic and metaphysical
speculation can lead the most determined reader to lose heart. Some sense of the scope
and rigour of Peirce’s thought, as well as the centrality of ‘triple thinking’, can be gleaned

from a passage in the ‘Minute Logic’, an unfinished project of 1902.

It would scarcely be an exaggeration to say that the whole of mathematics is
enwrapped in ... trichotomic graphs; and they will be found extremely pertinent to
logic. So prolific is the triad in forms that one may easily conceive that all the
variety and multiplicity of the universe springs from it, though each of the
thousand corpuscles of which an atom of hydrogen consists be as multiple as all

the telescopic heavens, and though all our heavens be but such a corpuscle which



goes with a thousand others to make an atom of hydrogen of a single molecule of
a single cell of a being gazing through a telescope at a heaven as stupendous to

him as ours to us. All that springs from the

A

— an emblem of fertility in comparison with which the holy phallus of religion's

youth is a poor stick indeed.

(CP4.310)
But whilst the apparently conflicting tendencies for rigorous, critical thought and
metaphysical speculation in Peirce have produced a degree of ambivalence amongst some
commentators on the success of his project (see, for example, Murphey ([1961] 1993) and
Goudge (1950)), some more recent scholarship has conceived Peirce’s thinking as not
only systematic and consistent but also highly important for modern philosophy (see, for
example, Hookway (1985) and Corrington (1993)). This thesis, whilst acknowledging
certain difficulties with Peirce’s thought, is closely allied to the latter position and draws
upon Hookway’s account of Peirce in particular. More specifically, Peircian thought is
held to be both insightful and fecund in pursuing difficult questions of musical meaning
and, because of its immense scope but quite simple foundations, allows a systematic
music analysis to be developed that takes account of wider philosophical questions.

This chapter carries out some of the groundwork for a consideration of Peircian
thought in relation to music. It looks first at the key concepts that articulate Peirce’s
triple thinking — his universal categories usually termed firstness, secondness and
thirdness — before going on to give a detailed account of the central focus of Peirce’s

philosophical inquiries: the process of semiosis. Peirce conceived the study of this area



as the proper concern of logic (expanded considerably beyond its traditional confines),
and termed this enormous field of study semeiotic (the study of semeiosis). This thesis
employs the now more common term semiotic following Hookway and Corrington,
despite the practice of adhering more closely to Peirce’s favoured terminology that
persists amongst some senior Peirce scholars (see, for example, Hausman (1993) and

Liszka (1996)).!

2 Categories

Peirce’s categories were inspired, most directly, by those of Kant.> They can be deployed
to analyze the fundamental structure of all experience. In particular, Peirce conceives of
and develops his categories in addressing reasoning, general formal relations, experience
as a phenomenon and, perhaps most importantly, the sign. Peirce also subdivided
divisions within some areas and this is particularly extensive in the case of the sign. We
see this most clearly in the 1903 typology (or interim typology (Liszka 1996, 34)) where,
to simplify a little, the sign is divided into three distinct relations (each corresponding to a
category) and then divided again to give nine components in total. This is shown in

Figure 1.1.

! For a fuller account of Peirce’s spelling and pronunciation of key terms see Fisch (1986, 321-2).

2 This is seen in one of Peirce’s early and most celebrated essays, ‘On a List Of New Categories’, which
Hookway describes as doubly Kantian because it ‘exploits a Kantian view of the function of conceptual
activity — to unify the manifold of sense. And it also links the categories to logic’ (Hookway 1985, 97).
For an introduction to Kant’s thought see Scruton (1982).



Firstness: Secondness: Thirdness:

As the sign in itself  As the relation of the As the sign’s interpretant
sign to its object represents it
First Qualisign Icon Rheme/Term
Second  Sinsign Index Dicent/Proposition
Third Legisign Symbol Argument

Figure 1.1: The three trichotomies of 1903 or ‘ ‘interim’ typology

The most common terms associated with each category are quality, possibility and
chance in the case of a first; actuality, occurrence and particularity in the case of the
second; and law, habit and rule in the case of the third. One of the greatest obstacles (but
also a vital key) to comprehending the categories is found in Peirce’s assertion that firsts
can only be prescinded from seconds and, similarly, seconds can only be prescinded from
thirds. One way to look at this is to consider that all concepts are thirds because in order
to conceptualize we must generalize in some sense and thereby employ rule or habit. We
might also consider that intelligibility is only possible through interpretation, and
interpretation is always a third. A consequence of this aspect of the categories is
described by Liszka as the first or composition rule (there are five rules in total) in the

classification of the sign; he writes:

Since a sign in order to be a sign must retain a triadic relation among sign [first],

object [second] and interpretant [third], that is its presentative, representative, and



interpretative character, then every sign in the classification will exhibit one of the
divisions within each of the trichotomies [each of which corresponds to a category
as shown in Figure 1.1].

(Liszka 1996, 45)

The notion of precision in making fundamental distinctions is not new in Peirce
and is derived in part from scholastic philosophy and Aristotle (see Hookway 1985, 95).
The most commonly cited example, with regard to precision, is that of colour, which
cannot be found apart from its embodiment in an object. For example, redness has no
existence outside its occurrence in relation to things that are red. But, by the process of
abstraction or precision, we can consider red as a separate entity, a quality that can be
brought to cognition apart from the objects that embody it. Divorced from the multitude
of its instances, a quality may be conceived as unified and monadic, but without actuality
it is a pure possibility. Like firsts, seconds, although existent, cannot be experienced
apart from the process of interpretation; it is a third. Thus we again need to employ a
process of abstraction to distinguish that which we conceptualize (thirds) from what we
might term the obstinate facticity of existence (seconds). The separation of an objective
reality from an interpretation of that reality is not a particularly difficult concept and may
be familiar to readers from Kant’s notions of noumena and phenomena. But Peirce’s
notion of thirds and seconds does not follow this pattern. Seconds are not the
unknowable noumena of Kant; they are the brute reality we come up against in
experience. They must, however, be separated from the rules and habits employed in

their interpretation if we are to understand them as seconds. The difficulty in



understanding this is not so much the distinction of law from reality but the mental
contortions involved in distinguishing the abstract notion of law (thirdness) from the
already abstracted notion of quality (firstness), as both seem to exhibit the characteristics
of universal form. There is, then, a degree of ambiguity between firstness and thirdness,
which will be discussed at various points in this thesis.

Having introduced the process by which we are able to distinguish between the
categories, each of them will be considered in turn before considering the central role

they occupy in Peirce’s semiotics.

(a) Firstness

Firstness is monadic and is closely bound up with the notion of a quality that an object
may possess. But, as we have seen, it would be wrong to construe firstness as a concept
or predicate, e.g. the concept of redness. Firstness, in a sense, precedes the
conceptualization of quality; it is the unitary sensation experienced when perceiving
redness. Thus Peirce presents firstness not as the concept red but as a ‘feeling’ of red.
The word feeling can be misleading here, however, as it implies a degree of certitude that

is already too great. In ‘A Guess at the Riddle’ (1887-88) Peirce writes of firstness:

It cannot be articulately thought: assert it, and it has lost its characteristic
innocence; for assertion always implies a denial of something else. Stop to think
of it, and it has flown! What the world was to Adam on the day he opened his

eyes to it, before he had drawn any distinctions, or had become conscious of his



own existence — that is first, present, immediate, fresh, new, initiative, original,
spontaneous, free, vivid, conscious, and evanescent. Only, remember that every
description of it must be false to it.

(CP 1.357)

Firstness can be applied to reasonably complex situations despite its slipperiness
as a phenomenological category. Because the categories can be applied on different
experiential levels, firstness is found in interpretative relations and even at the level of
complex reasoning. In the case of interpretative relations, it is helpful to consider
Peirce’s formal classification of the categories as monadic, dyadic and triadic, which he
developed around 1885. At the level of interpretation, terms or rhema® (singular: rheme)
are firsts because they involve only one component. Abstract or common nouns viewed
from a particular perspective can exemplify this. Such cases exhibit firstness to the
extent that they form a single concept that focuses the attention of any interpretation on
the qualitative aspect of the sign in question. It is only when they are employed to form a
proposition (a second) that rhema refer with some specificity. For example, cat as a
rheme, when used to form a proposition, moves from being the characteristics that
constitute what we might term ‘catness’ to an actual specific cat in the case of a
proposition such as ‘my cat chased the bird’.

Firstness at the level of complex reasoning is of particular interest, as much of
Peirce’s work was focused upon the development of logical categories in relation to their

role in the process of inquiry. It is also arguably the area in which he has had the most

> See Figure 1.1 for the place of the rheme in the interim typology.



influence (with perhaps the exception of the relatively young subject of semiotics), since
he independently developed, in the United States, many of the central ideas of modern
quantificational logic at the same time as Frege in Germany. Firstness is exemplified in

reasoning by the following syllogism:

All men are mortal MisP
Socrates is mortal or SisP

therefore

Socrates is a man SisM

If a syllogism of this form is true (and the example above happens to be so) it is because
the character or predicate (P) in both premises holds as a means of connecting M and S.
Clearly the character or predicate (P) above is unlikely to yield reliable results (the
syllogism is, of course, invalid) but if it were to be extended (giving say: is mortal, uses
tools, employs language etc.) then it becomes more reliable. Crucially, it is the character
or predicate in the syllogism that has this grounding role. Thus this syllogism represents
firstness on the level of reasoning and is labelled abductive. We can also say of this

syllogism that its premises are an icon of its conclusion.



(b) Secondness

Secondness is dyadic and is closely bound up with the concept of actuality and the object.
As we have seen, it must, like firstness, be prescinded. Thirdness is the only category to
engender conception proper. Secondness is prior to conception, is relatively unmediated
and can be conceived as the raw or ‘brute reaction’ between object and consciousness.
Secondness is experienced in the way in which we knock against the brute reality of
objects, which in some sense resist our will.

These points are brought together in Peirce’s example of ‘ putting your shoulder to a
door and trying to force it open against an unknown, unseen and silent existence’ (CP
1.24). As the door resists our will we are aware of both the efforr employed and the
resistance encountered, and in this sense the experience is dyadic. We may, from this
experience of secondness, infer a rule, i.e. a third, but through the process of prescinding,
Peirce asserts, we can consider the simpler dyadic relation of self and other (or door in
this case), which is a second. Similarly, causal relations, once prescinded from the
interpretation that makes them intelligible, are seconds. One of the most commonly cited
examples here is that of a bullet hole, which can be conceived through precision as a
direct, unmediated relationship between bullet hole and bullet. Thus we have a dyad:
bullet and bullet hole, grounded in the brute reaction of one and the other. On this Peirce

writes:

The idea of second is predominant in the ideas of causation and of statical force.

For cause and effect are two; and statical forces always occur between pairs.



Constraint is a Secondness. In the flow of time in the mind, the past appears to act
directly upon the future, its effect being called memory, while the future only acts
upon the past through the medium of thirds ... In the idea of reality, Secondness is
predominant; for the real is that which insists upon forcing its way to recognition as
something other than the mind's creation. (Remember that before the French word,
second, was adopted into our language, other was merely the ordinal numeral
corresponding to two.) The real is active; we acknowledge it, in calling it the
actual.
(CP 1.325)
A notable point, touched upon here, concerns the way in which the categories correspond
to the dimensions of time, with secondness in this case corresponding to the past
(firstness relates to the present and thirdness the future). This aspect of Peircian thought
forms a cornerstone for the theories of listening developed in this thesis (see Chapter 5).
Secondness is also found in interpretative relations and at the level of complex
reasoning. At the level of interpretation, seconds are called dicent signs, dicisigns or
propositions and involve two components, as for example in the formula ‘a hits b’ or in
the sentence ‘my cat is black’.* Furthermore, they exhibit secondness because they focus
the attention of any interpretation on an actual existent object, through the correlation of
the object with a character (or attribute in the case of hitting). In both cases (‘a hits b’

and ‘my cat is black’) there is a sense of bringing together breadth (secondness) and

It is important to note here that each of these dicents have a different valency — a point of considerable
importance later in this thesis. They both involve the meeting of two sign types. In the case of ‘a hits b’
the sign types are ‘() hits ()’, which is an icon and ‘a’ and ‘b’ which are indices. The point that there are
two slots for indices in the icon means that the valency of this dicent or dicisign is two. In the case of ‘my
cat is black’, we again have two sign types: the icon ‘() is black’ and the index ‘my cat’. Here, however,
the valency of the dicisign is one as there is only one slot in the icon for a single index. See chapter 5 and 6
for a further explanation of these points.
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depth (firstness), and this is done in relation to, or by focusing our attention upon, an
actuality: ‘I define a dicent as a sign represented in its signified interpretant as if it were
in a Real Relation to its Object’ (LW 34).

The syllogism exemplifying secondness is that of the inductive syllogism:

Socrates is mortal SisP
Socrates is a man or SisM
therefore

All men are mortal Mis P

In this case, if this form is true it is because the sample of men, Socrates (S), is
representative of the wider class, men (M), with regard to mortality (P). In the same way
that extending the characteristic or predicate (P) in the abductive syllogism gave a more
reliable connection between S and M, so the statistical augmentation of the sample (S)
will give a more reliable connection between M and P. The reliability of the inductive
syllogism rests then with the sample (S) and its actual or real connection to the wider
class or population represented by M. It is the actuality of this connection that marks it
out as a second. We can say of this syllogism that its premises are an index of its

conclusion.
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(c) Thirdness

Thirdness is triadic and is closely bound up with notions of mediation, rule and habit. It
is the only genuine sign as it does not need to be prescinded. Thirds, then, are
themselves intelligible, unlike firsts and seconds, which, as we have seen, can only be
prescinded. In genuine thirds there is a mediating component that makes intelligibility
possible, as it allows one thing to be related to another by means of a third. This
mediating component can, in some sense, be abstracted as a generalizing principle or, to
look at it another way, it is the act of generalizing that makes mediation possible and

generates thirdness. Hausman puts this succinctly:

On the basis of mediating connections, phenomena can be given predicates, which
are identifiable through general terms that express the repeatable mediating
connections among phenomena.

(Hausman 1993, 12)

Thirdness, then, is in some sense the very act of cognition. By virtue of it we
make predictions (although these can never be identical with actual occurrence) and
abstract rules. Thirdness allows us to make predictions because it exemplifies law-
governed transformational processes. It is here that we begin to see some indication of
the scope of Peirce’s categories, for it is through these transformational processes that we
attain an understanding of reality, and even the process of evolution is an exemplification

of thirdness. However, it must be emphasized that thirdness, like firstness, is an

12



abstraction. It does not simply apply to the process of evolution up to the present; it is the
abstracted rule of evolution and can be recognized in a multitude of other processes
which are bound by rule or habit.

As well as considering the vast scope of thirdness it will also be helpful, as with
firstness and secondness, to examine its manifestation in interpretative relations and at the
level of complex reasoning. Peirce labels thirdness in interpretative relations arguments,
and the paradigm case is that of the syllogism. All syllogisms, then, exemplify thirdness
as they involve an extractable rule which we have observed in both the abductive and
inductive syllogisms. The syllogism that demonstrates thirdness most fully, however, is

the deductive syllogism:

All men are mortal MisP
Socrates is a man or SisM
therefore

Socrates is mortal SisP

This syllogism relies for its accuracy upon the truth of the premises. S and P are
connected in the premises by the concept man (M), and if we accept the application of
certain rules to M in relation to reality — that it contain the subclass Socrates and always
possess the character of mortality — then the syllogism will be accurate. It is the rules

inherent in the connecting concept man (M) that are key here, and the central importance

13



of rule or law to the deductive syllogism marks it out as the syllogism that most

adequately demonstrates thirdness.’

3 Semiotics

The categories permeate all of Peirce’s thought, but his semiotics can be allocated a
similarly foundational role, for there cannot, in Peirce’s view, be thought without signs.
The importance attached to semiotics is clearly articulated in his correspondence with

Lady Victoria Welby:

Know that from the day when at the age of 12 or 13 I took up, in my elder brother’s
room a copy of Whately’s “Logic,” and asked him what Logic was, and getting
some simple answer, flung myself on the floor and buried myself in it, it has never
been in my power to study anything, — mathematics, ethics, metaphysics,
gravitation, thermodynamics, optics, chemistry, comparative anatomy, astronomy,
psychology, economic, the history of science, whist, men and women, wine,
metrology, except as a study of semeiotic ...

(LW 85-86)

> We have noted that the categories are manifest as rheme, dicent sign and argument at the level of
interpretative relations. Some focus has been placed here upon the subdivision of the argument in
accordance with the categories to give abductive, inductive and deductive arguments. This means of
introducing the categories is also employed by Savan (1988), and this can be justified by the importance of
the syllogism in the development of Peirce’s theory of the categories (see Fisch 1986, 115). But itis
notable that the rheme and dicent sign can also be subdivided in accordance with the categories. Rhema
can be classed as iconic, indexical or symbolic, and dicent signs can be classed as having a valency of one,
two or three.

14



We acquire from this passage some sense of the intimate relation between logic
and semiotics (or semeiotic) in Peircian thought. The connection between the two is most
marked in Peirce’s work, such that the distinguished Peirce scholar Max Fisch has
asserted that by 1903 Peirce conceived logic and semiotics as synonymous (Fisch 1986,
339).° It should be emphasized, then, that Peirce’s idea of the sign is bound up with

logical considerations and conforms to his theory of the categories.

(a) The sign-complex

The sign, for Peirce, consists of a tripartite relationship between three components each
corresponding to one of the categories: the sign or representamen (sometimes called a
ground, although the definition of a ground is subtly different and potentially the source
of considerable debate), which is a first; the object, which is a second; and the
interpretant, which is a third. At different points in his work Peirce emphasizes different
aspects of the relations within the sign. For example, the interpretant is commonly
described as mediating between sign and object,’ but the first and second are also
allocated a mediating role at other points. Thus Savan’s portrayal of Peirce’s position

with regard to this matter is probably the safest:

% In Peirce’s early theory logic is a subspecies of semiotics (Fisch 1986, 338-9).

7 On this point Murphey cites what he takes to be the fourth draft of Peirce’s ‘On a New List of Categories’:
‘It will be found that every comparison requires, besides the related thing, the ground and the correlate, also
a mediating representation which represents the relate to be a representation of the same correlate which
this mediating representation itself represent. Such a mediating representation, I call an interpretant...’ (in
Murphey [1961] 1993, 83). Savan also cites this passage in defining the interpretant (Ibid., 1988, 44)

15



|A] sign is a First-mediating-between-a-Second-and-a-Third. ... [I]Jt would also be
correct to say, in another sense, that in a sign the Third mediates between First and
Second; and yet another sense, the Second mediates between First and Third.

(Savan 1988, 16-17)

If mediation is not peculiar to any single component of the sign-complex, the question
arises as to what distinguishes the different components from one another. But just as the
categories cannot be easily separated from one another (they have to be prescinded) so
the components of the sign-complex are interwoven in such a way that their recognition
is a complex and subtle process. In attempting to understand Peirce in this important area
we might start with one of his better-known descriptions of the sign, or sign-complex,

from ‘Sundry Logical Conceptions’ (1903):

A Sign, or Representamen, is a First which stands in such a genuine triadic relation
to a Second, called its Object, as to be capable of determining a Third, called its
Interpretant, to assume the same triadic relation to its [the First’s] Object in which
it stands itself to the same Object. The triadic relationship is genuine, that is its
three members are bound together by it in a way that does not consist in any
complexus of dyadic relations.

(CP 2.274)

It is already possible here to detect something of the tensions encountered in

analysing the sign-complex as Peirce conceived it. This is detectable in the apparent
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reference to two dyadic relations in the first sentence (i.e. representamen to object and
interpretant to object), followed by the assertion that these relations are triadic and cannot
therefore be framed in dyadic terms. This tension between the insistence upon the triadic
and yet the seemingly unavoidable implication of the dyadic when attempting to describe
the sign-complex highlights the problems encountered when looking to schematize the
Peircian sign as a ‘semiotic triangle’, an example of which can be seen in Figure 1.2.

The implication here is that each line represents a relationship. Thus we have three

relationships between three different entities and each of these relationships is dyadic.

i. representamen | ii. object |

iii. interpretant ]

Figure 1.2: The Peircian sign as a ‘semiotic triangle’

This interpretation of the scheme is further emphasized by the use of the dotted line
between i and ii to indicate that these two components are not necessarily observably or
directly related. By contrasting the relationship of i to ii with those of i to iii and ii to iii
the sense of three distinguishable dyads would seem unavoidable. Furthermore, the

dotted line within the triangular scheme would also seem particularly ill-suited to the
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passage from ‘Sundry Logical Conceptions’ quoted above, as it seems to contradict

Peirce’s emphasis upon the relation of i to ii as that which ‘determines’ the interpretant.

i. representamen . | ii. object |

7”7

process of determination

l iii. interpretant J

Figure 1.3: The Peircian sign as a ‘semiotic triangle’ with process of determination indicated

By this account, Figure 1.3 might be a more successful schematization of Peirce’s words.
Furthermore, if we are to add the proviso that ii will determine i. Such a scheme holds
reasonably well for another of Peirce’s pithy descriptions of the sign-complex given later

in his life:

I ... define a sign as anything which is on the one hand so determined (or
specialized) by an object and on the other hand so determines the mind of an
interpreter of it that the latter [the mind of an interpreter] is thereby determined

mediately, or indirectly, by that real object that determines the sign.

(LW 80-81)

Figure 1.3, however, still does little to resolve the difficulty of conceiving all relations

within the complex as exclusively triadic. By retaining the triangular scheme we still
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have the implication of three dyadic relations within a tripartite structure, a view of the
sign which Peirce specifically rules out.

In order to clarify this difficulty we might consider Savan’s explanation of
Peirce’s use of the term genuine in relation to the triadic nature of the sign-complex.
Savan writes that the triad ‘is genuine because no one of its three members can be
understood or defined without reference to the other two’ (Savan 1988, 16).

To grasp this principle it is useful to consider a simple example employed by
Hookway in his book Peirce, a book that has been recognized as one of the most
successful general accounts of Peirce’s philosophy (Hausman 1993, xvi). Hookway gives

an example of what might be called a natural sign — an index in Peircian terminology:

We observe freshly stripped bark on a tree, and we treat it as a sign of the recent
presence of deer. We observe the bark, and we learn of the presence of deer from
this observation ... The stripped bark, here, is the sign; as its object we can take the
deer or fact that there have been deer nearby; and the interpretant is our thought that

there are deer nearby.

(Hookway 1985, 122)

Hookway’s example is a good starting point, as each component of the sign is
clearly associated with one of three different entities: the stripped bark, the deer and our
thought of deer. But how can we rule out dyadic relations in this sign situation? Surely
the deer and the bark have a straightforward dyadic relation rather like the example of a

person who puts their shoulder to a door discussed in relation to secondness. This is, I

19



think, undeniable, but we might begin to approach Peirce’s understanding of this situation
if we consider again the notion of prescinding so crucial to the categories. The deer and
stripped bark do, for Peirce, have a dyadic relation, but this can only be prescinded from
the sign situation, which must involve the interpretation of this relationship in order to
function as a sign. Or, to look at it slightly differently, signs are only signs by virtue of
the potential for their interpretation, and because all dyadic relations have the potential to
be interpreted they must always entail a third and thereby a triad (cf. Hookway 1985,
123). Bear in mind that of the categories only thirds are intelligible, with all thoughts
being classed as signs. So, if we look again at Savan’s definition of a genuine triad, we
might assert that the nearby deer and stripped bark cannot be ‘understood or defined’
apart from one another and, furthermore, that this dyadic relation is only conceivable
when prescinded from its interpretation, that is from a genuine triadic relation.

Returning to the schematization of the sign-complex, one possible improvement
upon the variations of the semiotic triangle employed so far is offered by Carl Hausman
in his book Charles S. Peirce’s Evolutionary Philosophy. Here Hausman avoids some of
what we might term the over suggestion of dyadic relations by conceiving the sign ‘as a
whole unit that has three tails, or places for subjects that are related’ (Hausman 1993, 72)

to give the altogether different scheme in Figure 1.4.®

® Note the resemblance of this scheme to the example of a ‘trichotomic graph’ cited from Peirce’s ‘Minute
Logic’ at the beginning of this chapter.
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OBJECT INTERPRETANT

GROUND

Figure 1.4: The Peircian sign as a ‘whole unit’ with ‘three tails’

‘Ground’ in this scheme refers to another key concept in Peirce’s conception of
the sign. The ground is most easily understood in negative terms. Take, for instance, the
example of a child’s game where one child is chased through the woods by a group of
other children with the first child constructing arrows or pointers to show the direction of
their route. The arrows are made from whatever is to hand: twigs, fallen leaves, stones
etc. In this case the specific material from which the arrows are constructed is not
relevant to the group of children doing the chasing: it is the shape made from them and
the direction thereby signified. It is these more significant aspects of the arrow that form
the ground of the sign. The ground, then, is that aspect of a sign-complex by virtue of
which an object may be related to a representamen in the creation of an interpretant.’

We might usefully read Hausman’s scheme, I think, in two ways. Firstly, we
might consider the sign to be constituted by the intersection of the three named
components: ground, object and interpretant. The disadvantage of such a reading is that

the ground then appears less as an ‘aspect’ (or respect to use Peirce’s favoured term)

° Hookway’s definition of the ground differs considerably from that given by Savan, Hausman and Liszka.
This is seen most clearly when Liszka and Savan assert that the tripartition of the ground gives us the
qualisign, sinsign and legisign; whereas Hookway suggests the same division gives us the icon, index and
symbol — rather than suggest that Hookway has got it wrong I would put this discrepancy down to the
ambiguity in Peirce’s position over the distinction between the first and second trichotomies of the 1903

typology.
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through which object and sign (and thereby interpretant) may be related. The ground
appears instead more as an entity with its own relation to the sign.

The second reading, and the one that Hausman seems to favour, is one in which
all three components and their relation to one another constitute the sign. This has the
advantage of encouraging a concept of the sign as process, which seems to be Hausman’s
intention, whilst avoiding any real implication of dyadic relationships. The disadvantage
with such a reading is that each component appears to have no identity apart from its
participation in the sign. This is particularly problematic in the case of the object.
Peirce’s thought is often summarized as progressing from nominalism to realism (Fisch
1986, 184). Whatever one’s interpretation of this he is rarely characterized an absolute
idealist, although some of his more esoteric claims might be construed in such terms (see,
for example, Hookway 1985, 2). Furthermore this reading seems at odds with Peirce’s
repeated reference to the sign (or representamen) in relation to its interpretant and in
relation to its object. This does not exclude its usefulness, however, for, as we saw
earlier, Peirce’s references to such relations (thereby implying some dyadic aspect in the
sign-complex) causes, I would suggest, much of the tension from which this discussion
springs.

On balance, however, I would suggest that Hausman’s scheme throws up as many
problems as it resolves, and the scheme in Figure 1.3 is, I think, more useful. It does
need to be qualified, however, by the point that any dyadic relations implied are not
genuine and can only be prescinded from the triad as a whole.”® There are two further

points that need to be considered before looking at how Peirce further subdivides the

"It will also be remembered that the process of prescinding only allows seconds and firsts to be prescinded
from thirds and firsts to be prescinded from seconds.
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components of the sign-complex. The first concerns the generality of the sign and the
second its commutability.

In his essay ‘Just How General is Peirce’s General Theory of Signs’ Max Fisch
asserts that ‘whatever anything else may be it is also a sign’ (Fisch 1986, 357). This
leads to the rather surprising conclusion that for Peirce all thoughts are signs. This at first
seems counterintuitive, for the process of interpretation would seem to require more than
Jjust a single mind. To take one of Hausman’s examples, if we have the thought of
Abraham Lincoln the sign or representamen would be the thought and the once existent
object Abraham Lincoln would be the object. But what is there to interpret here, since
representamen and interpretant would seem to be inseparable? The difficulty of
separating firsts and thirds is a common criticism of Peirce’s thought,'' but we might
better understand Peirce if we consider the example employed by Hookway following his

discussion of the stripped bark:

Suppose that [ wish to communicate to someone that Peirce was an American
philosopher ... I wish to produce something that he [another person] will interpret
as a sign of Peirce’s nationality, something that will lead him to have thoughts
about Peirce. Therefore, I produce a sign that will produce further interpreting
signs with the same object: if it did not produce signs with the same object, I
would revise my practice and try a different sign. We have here the triadic

production of a sign which will produce an interpretant in the same triadic fashion

1 See, in particular, Murphey ([1961] 1993, 308) and Savan (1988, 24). See also Chapter 3, section 5 of
this thesis.
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(Hookway 1985, 124)

This example is more useful here than the indexical stripped bark, as both sign and
interpretant are thoughts. It does not entirely explain, however, how a thought in itself
can be a sign. In Hookway’s example we have two minds: that of the sign utterer and
that of the sign interpreter. To understand how all thoughts can be signs, then, it must be
possible for these two minds to be one. It is precisely this that Peirce proposes in his

dialogical conception of thought:

[Sligns require at least two Quasi-minds; a Quasi-utterer and a Quasi-Interpreter;
and although these two are at one (i.e. are one mind) in the sign itself, they must
nevertheless be distinct. In the Sign they are, so to say, welded. Accordingly, itis
not merely a fact of human Psychology, but a necessity of Logic, that every
logical evolution of thought should be dialogic. "2

(CP 4.551)

Once this is clear, Hausman’s example of the thought of Abraham Lincoln can be

construed in itself as a sign. Thus Hausman writes:

The interpretant that the sign [the thought of Abraham Lincoln] determines is the

thought, human being, which stands for Abraham Lincoln just as the interpretant

2 The notion quasi-mind is employed because Peirce conceived semiosis as a process operating throughout
the universe not just in relation to the human mind. He described his restriction of his definition of the sign
to those processes involving minds as a ‘sop to Cerberus, because I despair of making my own broader
conception understood’ (LW 80-1); see also Fisch (1986, 342-4).
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thought of being a president does. The interpretant, being human, may be further
developed into another interpretant, the thought of being male, and in turn this
may be further developed by the thought of being a believer in the abolition of
slavery. Thus the first interpretant and the further interpretants assume the triadic
relation to the object of the determining interpretant as did the first.

(Hausman 1993, 68)

This explanation of the generality of the Peircian sign also introduces the notion
of the sign’s commutability. All thoughts are signs because they may be ‘developed’ by
interpretants that are themselves also signs (note again the ambiguity between firstness
(the sign) and thirdness (the interpretant)). In order for a sign to function as a sign it must
be capable of producing an interpretant, which will produce a further interpretant and so
on. One of Peirce’s clearest explanations of this is given in the latter part of the

paragraph from ‘Sundry Logical Conceptions’ quoted earlier:

The Third [the interpretant] must indeed stand in ... a [genuine triadic] relation, and
thus must be capable of determining a Third of its own; but besides that, it must
have a second triadic relation in which the Representamen, or rather the relation
thereof to its Object, shall be its own (the Third’s) Object, and must be capable of
determining a Third to this relation. All this must be true of the Third’s Third and
so on endlessly...

(CP2274)
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Although the status of the object in the second sign complex is not entirely clear in this
quotation, at other points Peirce is quite clear that it is the same object that partakes of
both sign complexes. This has lead to schematizations such as that given by Savan
(1988, 47) in Figure 1.5 and that of G.-G. Granger (reproduced in Monelle (1992, 194))

given in Figure 1.6.

———
——
-—

—
——
———
-—

Signified

Figure 1.5: Savan’s scheme showing the commutability of the sign

Figure 1.6: G.-G. Granger’s diagram showing the commutability of the sign

In Figure 1.5 Savan emphasizes the flip side of the commutability of the sign: that is, the
point that just as each interpretant develops another interpretant/sign, so each sign must
be developed from another sign. Savan is schematizing an infinite regressus rather than

an infinite progressus; in both cases the object is fixed.
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In certain respects Peirce seems to have been unhappy with the way in which his
semiotics embraced the infinite regress, and his development of the idea of secondness
(haeccity) was one means by which he was able to address this issue (see Murphey 1961,
301-11). The presentation of the object as fixed in both schemes would seem, in part, to
be derived from this later development where the process of ‘semeiosis’ is, given the

right conditions, capable of fully explicating reality."

(b) Typologies of the sign

Peirce’s theory of the sign became more and more complex as his thought developed. All
his theory is routed in the categories, but from this he develops four typologies, which
Liszka terms the original, the interim or 1903, the expanded and the final. The original
typology posits the three types of sign (corresponding, of course, to each of the
categories): icon, index and symbol. These have remained the most commonly cited and
adopted terms in Peircian semiotics: Hookway, for example, discusses only these in his
summary of Peircian thought (Hookway 1985). The 1903 typology, discussed briefly
earlier in this chapter (see Figure 1.1), also receives considerable attention and involves
trichotomizing firstness (in terms of the sign in relation to itself), secondness (in terms of
the sign in relation to its object) and thirdness (in terms of how the sign’s interpretant

represents it).

13 For a full discussion of this area see Short (2004).
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The three trichotomies of this 1903 typology engender ten signs. These are
produced by applying the notion of degeneration, a notion bound up with that of
prescinding. Just as secondness and firstness can be prescinded from thirdness, and
firstness from secondness, so thirds have two degenerate forms and seconds have one

degenerate form. This can be schematized using the table in Figure 1.7.

Sign in relation to itself: Sign in relation to its object: Sign interpreted to represent:
Qualisign, Sinsign, Legisign Icon, Index, Symbol Rheme, Dicent, Argument
1 1 1 Rhematic Iconic Qualisign *

1 1 Rhematic Iconic Sinsign
22— 1 Rhematic Indexical Sinsign

2

2 Dicent Indexical Sinsign

1 1 Rhematic Iconic Legisign
1 Rhematic Indexical Legisign

2 Dicent Indexical Legisign
1 Rhematic Symbolic Legisign
3 2 Dicent Symbolic Legisign
3 Argument Symbolic Legisign

*When deploying this typology, Peirce uses only those words in bold to designate each type of sign.

Figure 1.7: Schematic account of the 1903 typology developed from Savan (1988, 13)

We see here that a first can determine only a first. A second can determine a first and a
second (degenerately). A third can determine a third, a second (degenerately) and a first
(degenerately).

The expanded typology is developed from Peirce’s theory that objects can be

immediate or dynamic and interpretants can be immediate, dynamic or final. This leads
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to the addition of three more trichotomies to give six in total: one stemming from
firstness (the sign in itself), two stemming from secondness (the immediate object and the
dynamic object), and three stemming from thirdness (the immediate interpretant, the
dynamic interpretant and the final interpretant). The final typology expands the number
of trichotomies to ten. The rationale for the ten trichotomies can be mapped onto that
employed in distinguishing between the ten signs of the 1903 typology shown in Figure
1.7 to give the table in Figure 1.8. This final typology yields sixty-six signs, which are
not labelled or discussed at any length by Peirce. Weiss and Burks do provide a schema,

however, in their 1945 article Peirce’s Sixty-Six Signs, and Lieb provides a similar outline

in LW (162-6).
1 1 1.1 Nature of sign in itself (A%) [int]
l 2. 1 Nature of immediate object (B) [exp]
2 — 2.2 Nature of dynamic object (C)
2
2.2.1 Relation of sign to dynamic object (G) [int]
1 3 1 Nature of immediate interpretant (D) [exp]
3 2 Nature of dynamic interpretant (E)
3 2

3.2. 1 Relation of sign to dynamic interpretant (H) [exp]
33 Nature of the final interpretant (F)

3 33 1 Relation of sign to final interpretant (I) [int]

3 . 3 2 Relation of final interpretant to object (J)

*The capitalized letters refer to the annotations employed by Weiss and Burks (Weiss 1945, 386); it has
been included here as it shows another means of ordering the ten trichotomies. Mine is given some
legitimacy by the point that Peirce himself appears to employ it in a letter to Victoria Welby dated
December 1908 (EP 2.483ff). The suffixes ‘int’ and ‘exp’ indicate which trichotomies appear in the interim
or 1903 typology and which were then added to form the expanded typology.

Figure 1.8: The ten trichotomies of the final typology
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The mapping of the rationale for deriving the ten trichotomies onto that of the ten-
fold classification of the sign is, I think, informative, but it does not appear elsewhere in
the Peirce literature. Liszka and Weiss et al. frame the development in Peirce’s thought
in terms of simply adding four trichotomies to the six in the expanded typology. This
reluctance to draw, as I have, the clear parallel between the ten-fold classification of the
sign and the ten trichotomies (indicated by relating the tables in Figures 1.7 and 1.8) is
understandable, as there are certain anomalies in Figure 1.8. Most notably the division of
each component in the final column is not realized by clearly applying firstness,
secondness and thirdness to each. We have instead a situation where some divisions
made in the second column are left undivided in the final column (labelled with two
digits, e.g. 1.1, 1.2, 2.2 etc), whereas other components (labelled with three digits) are
considered in relation to firstness (e.g. relation of sign (a first) to immediate object) and
another in relation to secondness (e.g. relation of final interpretant to object (a second)).
There is clearly a pattern here, albeit a different one from that which might be expected
from Peirce’s other typologies. But in spite of this degree of inconsistency I think it
implausible that Peirce did not consider the ‘degenerative’ process indicated in Figure 1.8
in developing the final typology and suggest, therefore, that the comparison of Figure 1.7
and Figure 1.8 is both instructive and of considerable interest.

Further anomalies in the final typology are discussed by Liszka (Liszka 1996, 35,
n. 29), and as a result he suggests that ‘although the final typology is an interesting
experiment, it is rather undeveloped and tentative in Peirce’. He therefore proposes that,
‘focus on the 1903 typology might be the most fruitful’ (Liszka 1996, 35). I will follow

Liszka in this respect, to the extent that I will not look at the ten trichotomies in detail. I
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will look instead at the 1903 typology and then consider the distinctions between
immediate and dynamic objects along with those between immediate, dynamic and final

interpretants, as these have gained some currency in the application of semiotics to music.

(c) The 1903 typology

Chapter 5 gives a detailed account of how the 1903 typology develops out of the initial
typology. These points will not be fully rehearsed here. Instead a general account of the
1903 typology is given, with some anticipation of the more complex discussion in
Chapter 5. An outline of the 1903 typology is given in Figure 1.1.

The first trichotomy of the 1903 typology is the main aspect that distinguishes that
typology from the initial typology. The three signs in this trichotomy are labelled
qualisign, sinsign and legisign, but at other points after 1903 Peirce also uses the labels
tone, token and type (for example, in ‘Prolegomena to an Apology for Pragmaticism’ of
1906 (CP 4.537)). The trichotomy is described when it appears in ‘Nomenclature and
Divisions of Triadic Relations, as far as They Are Determined’ of 1903 as a division
‘according as the sign in itself is a mere quality, is an actual existent, or is a general law’
(EP 2.291). One way to approach this, then, is to consider again the sign situation of the
stripped bark in the woods that brings to mind the presence of deer. We can then
prescind from this sign situation the interpreting idea of a deer and the actual deer to
leave just the stripped bark. We might then reduce further so as to leave only that aspect
of the sign by virtue of which it can act as a sign. The precise length and depth of the
stripped area, or the colour of the wood, can be seen to be of less significance than the

existence of that stripped bark at that particular time and place. In this instance, then, the
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sign best exemplifies a sinsign because it is its actual existence that is of primary
importance in the functioning of the sign in itself when prescinded from the sign
complex. If we were to conceive this sign in more general terms, apart from any
particular instantiation, it would best exemplify a legisign, because the sign is serving as
a general rule — we are thinking now not of a particular tree with stripped bark but the
generalized idea of stripped bark.

Explaining the qualisign in these terms is rather more difficult. Savan gives the
example of a colour chip, which is used to indicate the paint I wish to buy. Here the most
important aspect of the sign in itself in functioning as a sign is its quality — its colour.
Clearly, though, the showing of a colour chip to a paint seller at a particular time is also
important to the functioning of the sign, and Savan goes on to highlight certain
difficulties with the notion of the qualisign when he asserts that ‘a qualisign is sharply
distinct from a sinsign only if the quality is taken as a non-occurrence’ (Savan 1988,23).
Savan certainly has a point here, and his subsequent argument that qualisigns and
legisigns are scarcely distinguishable again suggests an ambiguity between firstness and
thirdness in Peirce’s system. But Peirce is mindful of the status of the qualisign as a non-
occurrence, stating that the qualisign has to be embodied (by a sinsign) in order to act as a
sign (EP 2.291). The notion of prescinding is again useful here: we may not encounter a
qualisign apart from occurrences (i.e. sinsigns), but we might be able to prescind that
occurrence so as to gain some sense of the quality that is the most important aspect of its
functioning as a sign in itself.

Another approach to conceiving qualisign, sinsign and legisign is to consider their

role in a document probably written in 1904 soon after the formulation of the 1903
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typology. In this essay entitled ‘New Elements’ Peirce refocuses his attention on the
central trichotomy of the initial typology: icon, index, symbol. Peirce takes the dicisign
‘Socrates is Wise’ and analyzes it in terms of an icon: ‘() is wise’, and an index:
‘Socrates’.'* In order to differentiate these signs as generalized ideas from a specific
instance of their deployment hic et nunc, Peirce appeals to the distinction between
legisign and sinsign (or the closely related replica).'> Through the part played by the first
trichotomy in forming the ten sign types, Peirce is able to construe three different sinsigns
(the rhematic-iconic-sinsign, the rhematic-indexical-sinsign and the dicent-indexical-
sinsign), the first two of which can be theorized as instantiating the central trichotomy of
the initial typology icon, index and symbol (now termed rhematic-iconic-legisign,
rhematic-indexical-legisign and rhematic-symbolic-legisign) — see Figure 5.4. The
qualisign is again best conceived as a further abstraction — as the quality that must inhere
in a rhematic-iconic-sinsign but which can only be made out through precision.

The trichotomy of the sign in relation to its object is that retained from the
original typology, which gives the classes icon, index and symbol. These have proved
particularly useful in the study of sign relations, and they continue to be widely

employed. An icon exhibits firstness in that its representamen is connected to its object

" This simplifies Peirce in line with the account of Peirce’s semiotics given in Hookway (1985) and the
ideas developed in this thesis. Peirce’s conception of his system is so integrated that he will conceive a
dicisign or proposition as an index (both seconds) or a rhema as an icon (both firsts) without clearly
marking one out from the other. Thus what I term here an icon Peirce calls, at one point in ‘New
Elements’, a rheme, and in ‘Sundry Logical Conceptions’ Peirce states that ‘a Dicisign necessarily
represents itself to be a genuine Index, and to be nothing more’. (EP 2.276). In ‘New Elements’ the more
complex account of this area given by Peirce seems to be that the joining of the rheme ‘() is wise’ with the
indexical symbol ‘Socrates’ (or a symbol functioning as an index — see Chapters 5 and 6) is an index, but
that this connection or joining is signified by an icon (EP 2.309-10).

157 Sinsign is conceived as different from a replica in that it is entirely individualized whereas a replica is
an instantiation of a legisign. For Peirce ‘the replica is a sinsign ... But these are not ordinary sinsigns,
such as are peculiar occurrences that are regarded as significant. Nor would the replica be significant if it
were not for the law which renders it so’ (EP 2.291).
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by shared qualities (e.g. a figurative painting); an index exhibits secondness in that its
representamen is connected to its object by a casual or existent link (e.g. the stripped bark
discussed earlier); and a symbol exhibits thirdness in that its representamen is connected
to its object by a rule or law (e.g. a common noun). As with all examples of firstness,
secondness and thirdness, all classifications will always be to some extent present (recall
the notion of prescinding) but the examples given exhibit one of the categories more
clearly than the others. In this thesis some consideration is given to the kinds of
examples discussed here in relation to the icon, index and symbol, but greater emphasis
will be placed upon the role these signs play in constituting propositions or dicisigns. An
icon in this instance is still conceived in terms of its qualitative aspect, such as that found
in a painting or a diagram, but it will be considered most often in its guise as a rhematic-
iconic-legisign (usually simply called an icon) which brings indexes into a diagrammatic
relation with one another. An example of this is the formulation ‘() is wise’. Similarly,
discussion of the index will focus upon rhematic-indexical-legisigns (or indices), which
make reference to the actual world, as in the word ‘Socrates’, and can saturate the icon to
give the dicisign ‘Socrates is wise’. Both of these examples of icons and indices are
symbolic, as they rely upon rule to operate as signs. Thus the theories developed in the
thesis draw heavily upon the notion of the symbol, but some symbols will function as
icons and others as indices.

The third trichotomy in the interim or 1903 typology is derived from considering
the sign in relation to its interpretant. This gives the classes rheme (or term), dicent (or
dicisign, or proposition) and argument. These were discussed at some length in defining

the categories, so I will only summarize them briefly here. When a sign is interpreted in
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such a way as to draw attention to the qualities of the object in question it is a rheme (e.g.
a cat or some cat). When a sign is interpreted in such a way as to draw attention to the
actual existence of the object in question it is a dicent (e.g. my cat or this cat). When a
sign is interpreted in such a way as to draw attention to the generality or regulative rule of

the object in question it is an argument (e.g. a syllogism).

(d) Immediate and dynamic objects

The bipartite division of objects can be explained in terms of Peirce’s notion of
degenerate forms. That is that a first has no degenerate forms, a second has one and a
third has two (see Figures 1.7 and 1.8). Thus objects (which it will be recalled are
seconds) can be divided into two types: dynamic (active, or real) objects and immediate
(or passive) objects.'® One way in which Peirce distinguishes between immediate and
dynamic objects is by referring to a sign’s ‘object as it is represented and its object in
itself’ (CP 8.333). The immediate object then involves representation but not
interpretation, for then it would be a third.

Immediate objects are often discussed in relation to intellectual signs or signs that
have abstract objects. Thus Peirce discusses increases in temperature as a sign (an
indexical sign to be more precise) of fever in his explanation of immediate objects (CP
5.473). The object of such a sign — fever — is a mental entity, which is produced in the

mind of the interpreter and understood as an index. Itis this that forms the immediate

'¢ Both of these types of object have a trichotomy associated with it in the final trichotomy. For the
immediate object the trichotomy consists of the descriptive, denominative and copulative, and the dynamic
object consists of the abstractive, concretive and collective. The division of the sign into icon, index and
symbol in the 1903 typology is labelled in the final typology as the relation of the sign to its dynamic
object.
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object. This sounds remarkably similar to an interpretant, but the difference here is that
the immediate object is considered to be uninterpreted or, as Savan puts it, ‘apart from
any critical appraisal or critical interpretation’ (Savan 1980, 31). It is, in the case of the
fever, the representation of the index, which is necessary for an interpreter, say a
physician, to make a subsequent interpretation. Some kind of mental entity has to be
posited (a positing caused by both the real or dynamic object and the mind of the
interpreter), which can then serve as an object for interpretation. It is only when
interpretation takes place that a tripartite relation is produced (immediate object,
indexical sign and interpretant), and thus a genuine sign or sign-complex comes into play.
The notion of an immediate object allows Peirce to account for signs whose
objects are falsely construed. Thus if I take the stripped bark discussed earlier to be a
sign of humans vandalizing the forest or the rise in someone’s temperature as a sign of a
ghostly presence I may well be mistaken. The immediate object may well not correspond
in any real way with the dynamic or real object, but a genuine sign has been produced
nonetheless. In this way Peirce is able to assert that the ‘real is that which is not whatever
we happen to think it, but is unaffected by what we may think of it’ (CP 8.12). The real
does, however, exert an influence upon ‘whatever we think it is’ because the dynamic
object plays a part in causing the immediate object. This real or dynamic object is
defined by Peirce as that referred to by the final interpretant, which will be arrived at by a
community of investigators if they follow a proper line of inquiry: ‘the opinion which is
fated to be agreed to by all those who investigate, is what we mean by the truth, and the

object represented in this opinion is the real’ (CP 5.407).
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The distinction between immediate and dynamic objects, then, plays a
considerable role in articulating Peirce’s wider philosophical project of understanding
how knowledge can progress towards the truth.'” As we will now see it is also intimately

tied to his tripartite division of the interpretant.

(e) Immediate, dynamic and final interpretants

Just as the notion of degenerate forms or the ‘qualification rule’ entails a bipartite
division of the object (a second), this same rule entails a tripartite division of the
interpretant (a third). Each division corresponds to one of the categories.

In any particular sign situation the immediate interpretant is the initial
understanding of a sign before further interpretation or development of that sign takes
place. If we think again of the stripped bark, the immediate interpretant in such a
situation might be the presence of deer and all the complex of signs involved in such a
conception: that is, all the sign-complexes that are contained in our understanding of the
sign-complex deer—ruminant quadrupeds with deciduous branching horns or antlers etc.
We may then recall that red deer are commonly sighted roaming the forest in which we
are walking, and thus our initial interpretation of the stripped bark is developed. The

interpreting thought that produces this more developed sign is the dynamic interpretant

' Peirce’s view in this area is opposed to that of Locke and others in the British empiricist tradition who
argued that any organizing of sense data involves interpretation. For Peirce, sense data such as colours are
qualities that can only be prescinded from the objects of signs. They are not like building blocks that are
pieced together in the process of cognition but abstractions that are established by intellectual means.
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(recall that all signs are interpretants: the label chosen depends entirely upon perspective,
as shown in Figures 1.5 and 1.6)."®

The immediate interpretant in this example needs to be viewed as an uncritical,
unanalyzed impression. Once the process of critical reflection is recognized the
interpretant is thereby developed and should be understood as a dynamic interpretant.
The final interpretant, as mentioned earlier, is the understanding that would occur should
the process of dynamic reflection continue whilst adhering to proper rules of inquiry. If
this process of inquiry continues, it would come to correspond to the real or dynamic
object in the long run. We can and do attain final interpretants, but we can never be sure
that we have because further experience might always refute our conclusions,
engendering further inquiry. This final interpretant is, Peirce insists, that which is meant

by the word ‘truth’.

3 Wider system

It should be clear from these discussions that Peirce’s theory of the categories and his
semiotics are intimately bound together. The categories inform the structure and
character of Peirce’s various sign typologies at every juncture. But the scope of the
categories is in no way restricted to the details of sign interaction; Peirce’s thought can be
seen to expand in such a way as to posit a universe governed by the categories and, in that

sense, semiotic relations. Constant reference to the categories allows Peirce to develop a

'® Savan neatly explains this by considering the concept uncle. Iam an uncle and I have an uncle who also
has an uncle. The label uncle applies to different individuals in this chain depending upon the subject we
choose to consider as a nephew. The same is true of signs and interpretants.
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highly systematic approach through which he traces, in Corrington’s words, ‘the process
of judgement and reasoning from the most simple forms of sensation to the most
elaborate forms of semiotic musement’ (Corrington 1993, 44). The more elaborate forms
of semiotic musement concern the deployment of arguments which can be abductive,
inductive or deductive.

Deductive arguments allow us to check propositions in relation to others. If we
are convinced of one proposition, it must be consistent with others. I cannot hold that
Socrates is immortal if I accept that Socrates is a man and that all men are mortal.
Inductive arguments allow us to check propositions in relation to actual experience. I can
observe men in the world and see whether the statistical tendency is to exhibit mortality
or immortality. Peirce recognizes something extraordinary in abductive arguments. They
can be conceived as sophisticated guessing and introduce thereby an element of chance
into the process of reasoning. By connecting qualities such as the quality of mortality
prescinded from any rule or instance we are somehow able to make progress in our
understanding of the universe. The extraordinary point for Peirce is that despite the
enormity of possible guesses humans somehow have the ability to guess correctly.

This last point begins to indicate Peirce’s expansion of his categories beyond
human reasoning. For Peirce the chance aspect of reasoning is a reflection of the world
of nature that is external to the arguments we employ when we interact with that world.
In much the same way the aspect of rule that dominates the deductive syllogism is not
limited to human thought but a part of the very universe our thoughts engage. Such
expansive treatment of the categories also allows Peirce to map his categories onto key

areas of philosophical inquiry, with aesthetics exemplifying firstness, ethics secondness
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and logic (or semiotics) thirdness. Something of the interconnection of these points is
found in one of Peirce’s 1903 Lowell Lectures (the same series from which the 1903

typology is derived):

unless a man had a tendency to guess right, unless his guesses are better than

tossing up a copper, no truth that he does not already virtually possess could ever

be disclosed to him, so that he might as well give up all attempt to reason; while if

he has any decided tendency to guess right, as he may have, then no matter how

often he guesses wrong, he will get at the truth at last. These considerations

certainly do take into account the man's inward nature as well as his outward

relations; so that the ideals of good logic are truly of the same general nature as

ideals of fine conduct.

(CP 1.608)

There is clearly an idealist dimension in Peirce’s system and this has led some scholars
either to regard his project as ill-advised or to disregard his wider system in favour of the
more easily defended work on first principles. But much can be lost by ignoring the
broader sweep of Peircian thought, and Corrington clearly shows concern for this point
when he asserts that Peirce’s system ‘can gain greater strength and resourcefulness when
it develops a grounding in metaphysics’ (Corrington 1993, 169).

This thesis does not pursue Peirce’s metaphysics at length, but it does attempt
throughout to remain sensitive to the broad sweep of Peircian thought by returning
continually to the implications of the categories and their rigorous definition alongside

their wider application. This sensitivity to Peirce’s broader system, it is hoped, will fuel a



thorough critique of the main applications of Peirce to music. It will also inform the
theories developed in Chapters 5 and 6 with particular focus upon the tight

correspondence between the categories and the dimensions of time.
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II

Peircian Semiotics and Musicology:
Application and Ideology

1 Introduction

Two aspects of Peirce’s thought, in particular, tend to be pursued by musicologists and
are, at times, explicitly emphasized as advantageous to musical study.! The first aspect
concerns the trichotomy of the sign and the dynamic series (or web) of interpretants it
generates, and the second concerns the conception of the categories as a hierarchical

means to model musical structure and/or meaning.

! The terms musicology and musicologist are used here in a broad sense simply to mean the study of, or
one who studies, music. As Cook and Dibben note, such a definition of musicology °is still common
British parlance’ but, partly due to its narrower definition in American usage, there remains ‘no single,
universally accepted definition of the discipline’s scope’ (Cook and Dibben 2001, 45). Other difficulties in
defining the term musicology are historical, because the notion of a musicology before about 1800 is
problematic, and political, in the sense that the scope of the term, particularly in relation to a perceived
high-art/low-art divide, is contested. The focus in this thesis upon applications of Peircian semiotics to
music means that the problem of defining musicology in historical terms is not directly encountered. In
relation to the political dimension outlined here, this thesis insists upon a broader definition of musicology
and addresses critically those applications of Peirce that appear to reinscribe assumptions regarding the
inherent worth of particular musics and their transcendence of social forces. The writings of Kerman in this
area are generally considered a key factor in recognizing and intensifying the contested nature of the term
musicology. His book Musicology (published in the US as Contemplating Music (1985)) remains an
important summary of certain key arguments. See also Beard and Gloag (2005), Hooper (2006), Kramer
(1990 and 2002), McClary and Walser (1990), Tagg (2003), and Tomlinson (1993).
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