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The Architecture 
of Theories 
by Charles Peirce

The two words logic and reason take 
their origin from two opposite views of 
the nature of thought. Logic, from logos, 
meaning word and reason, embodies the 
Greek notion that reasoning cannot be 
done without language. Reason, from 
the Latin ratio, originally meaning an 
account, implies that reasoning is� Regular 10/15

If we do not know how to express relations of virtue, 
honor, and love, in diagrams, those ideas do not become 
rubbish; any more than red, blue, and green are rubbish. 
But just as the relations of colors can be expressed dia-
grammatically, so it must be supposed that moral rela-
tions can be expressed. At any rate, until this is done�Medium 14/20

Diagrams have constantly been 
used in logic, from the time of 
Aristotle; and no difficult rea-
soning can be performed with-
out them. Algebra has its formu-
lae, which are a sort of diagrams. 
And what are these diagrams 
for? They are to make experi-
ments upon. The results of these 
experiments are often quite 
surprizing. Who would guess be-
forehand that the square of the 
hypotheneuse of a rightangled 
triangle was equal to the sum of 
the squares of the legs? Thou�Bold 11/17

But if logic is thus to precede philosophy, 
will it not be unphilosophical logic? Perhaps 
logic is not in much need of philosophy. 
Mathematics, which is a species of logic, has 
never had the least need of philosophy in 
doing its work. Besides, even if logic should 
require subsequent remodelling in the light 
of philosophy, yet the unphilosophical logic 
with which we are obliged to set out � Regular 9/13

All reasoning is experimentation, and 
all experimentation is reasoning. If 
this be so, the conclusion for philoso-
phy is very important, namely, there 
really is no reasoning that is not of� Bold 20/25

The object of a theory is to render 

something intelligible. The object of 

philosophy is to render everything intel-

ligible. Philosophy thus postulates that 

the processes of nature are intelligible. 

Postulates, I say, not assumes. It may 

not be so; but only so far as it is so can 

philosophy accomplish its purpose; it is 

therefore committed to going upon that 

assumption, true or not. It is the forlorn 

hope. But as far as the process of nature 

is intelligible, so far is the process of na-

ture identical with the process of reason; 

the law of being and the law of thought 

must be practically assumed to be� Italic 11/17

three questions, at least, I think it must be admitted, ought to form 

the subject of studies preliminary to the formation of any philosophical theo-

ry; namely, 1st, the purpose of the theory, 2nd, the proper method of discov-

ering it, 3rd the method of proving it to be true. I think, too, it can hardly be 

denied that it will be safer to consider these questions concerning the par-

ticular theory which is to be sought, in the light of whatever we can ascertain 

regarding the functions, the discovery, and the establishment of sound theo-

ries in general. But these are questions of logic; and thus, no matter whether 

we ultimately decide to rest our philosophy upon logical principles as data, 

or upon psychological laws, or upon physical observations or upon mystical 

experiences, or upon intuitions of first principles, or testimony, in any event 

these logical questions have to be considered first.

But if logic is thus to precede philosophy, will it not be unphilosophi-

cal logic? Perhaps logic is not in much need of philosophy. Mathematics, which  

is a species of logic, has never had the least need of philosophy in � Regular & Italic 11/17

Black 40/42
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The object of a theory is 
to render something in-
telligible. The object of 
philosophy is to render 
everything intelligible. 
Philosophy thus postu-
lates that the processes 
of nature are intelligi-
ble. Postulates, I say, not 
assumes. It may not be 
so; but only so far as it 
is so can philosophy ac-

But if logic is thus to precede 
philosophy, will it not be 
unphilosophical logic? Per-
haps logic is not in much need 
of philosophy. Mathematics, 
which is a species of logic, has 
never had the least need of 
philosophy in doing its work. 
Besides, even if logic should 
require subsequent remod-
elling in the light of philos-
ophy, yet the unphilosoph-
ical logic with which we are 
obliged to set out will surely 
be better than no logic at all.

Three questions, 
at least, I think it 
must be admitted, 
ought to form the 
subject of stud-
ies preliminary to 
the formation of 
any philosophical 
theory; namely, 
1st, the purpose of 
the theory, 2nd, 
the proper meth-
od of discovering 
it, 3rd the method 
of proving it to be 
true. I think, too, 
it can hardly be 
denied that it will 
be safer to consid-
er these questions 

The two words logic and rea-
son take their origin from two 
opposite views of the nature of 
thought. Logic, from lo´goV, 
meaning word and reason, 
embodies the Greek notion 
that reasoning cannot be done 
without language. Reason, 
from the Latin ratio, originally 
meaning an account, implies 
that reasoning is an affair of 
computation, requiring, not 
words, but some kind of di-
agram, or abacus, or figures. 
Modern formal logic, especially 
the logic of relatives, shows 
the Greek view to be substan-
tially wrong, the Roman view 
substantially right. Words, 
though doubtless necessary to 
developed thought, play but a 
secondary role in the process; 
while the diagram, or icon, 
capable of being manipulat-
ed and experimented upon, is 
all-important. Diagrams have 
constantly been used in logic, 

Regular Italic 72/92

Good reasoning 
is concerned with 
visual and muscu-
lar images. Auric-
ular ideas are the 
source of most un



In progressZenon 2013–Riccardo Olocco

But if logic is thus to precede philosophy, 

will it not be unphilosophical logic? Perhaps 

logic is not in much need of philosophy. 

Mathematics, which is a species of logic, has 

never had the least need of philosophy in 

doing its work. Besides, even if logic should 

require subsequent remodelling in the light 

of philosophy, yet the unphilosophical logic 

with which we are obliged to set out will 

surely be better than no logic at all. The 

object of a theory is to render something 

intelligible. The object of philosophy is to 

render everything intelligible. Philoso-

phy thus postulates that the processes of 

nature are intelligible. Postulates, I say, 

not assumes. It may not be so; but only so 

far as it is so can philosophy accomplish its 

purpose; it is therefore committed to going 

The two words logic and reason take 
their origin from two opposite views 
of the nature of thought. Logic, 
from lo´goV, meaning word and 
reason, embodies the Greek no-
tion that reasoning cannot be done 
without language. Reason, from the 
Latin ratio, originally meaning an 
account, implies that reasoning is 
an affair of computation, requiring, 
not words, but some kind of dia-
gram, or abacus, or figures. Modern 
formal logic, especially the logic of 
relatives, shows the Greek view to be 
substantially wrong, the Roman view 
substantially right. Words, though 
doubtless necessary to developed 
thought, play but a secondary role 
in the process; while the diagram, or 
icon, capable of being manipulated 
and experimented upon, is all-im-
portant. Diagrams have constantly 
been used in logic, from the time of 
Aristotle; and no difficult reasoning 
can be performed without them. 
Algebra has its formulae, which are a 
sort of diagrams. And what are these 
diagrams for? They are to make ex-
periments upon. The results of these 
experiments are often quite surpriz-
ing. Who would guess beforehand 
that the square of the hypotheneuse 

The object of a theory is to ren-

der something intelligible. The 

object of philosophy is to render 

everything intelligible. Philosophy 

thus postulates that the processes 

of nature are intelligible. Postu-

lates, I say, not assumes. It may not 

be so; but only so far as it is so can 

philosophy accomplish its purpose; 

it is therefore committed to going 

upon that assumption, true or not. 

It is the forlorn hope. But as far as 

the process of nature is intelligi-

ble, so far is the process of nature 

identical with the process of rea-

son; the law of being and the law 

Regular Italic 72/92

If we do not know how to express 
relations of virtue, honor, and 
love, in diagrams, those ideas do 
not become rubbish; any more 
than red, blue, and green are rub-
bish. But just as the relations of 
colors can be expressed diagram-
matically, so it must be supposed 
that moral relations can be ex-
pressed. At any rate, until this is 
done, no use can be made of such 
conceptions in the theory of the 
universe. Good reasoning is con-
cerned with visual and muscular 

Three questions, at least, I think it must 
be admitted, ought to form the subject 
of studies preliminary to the formation 
of any philosophical theory; namely, 
1st, the purpose of the theory, 2nd, the 
proper method of discovering it, 3rd the 
method of proving it to be true. I think, 
too, it can hardly be denied that it will 
be safer to consider these questions con-
cerning the particular theory which is 
to be sought, in the light of whatever we 
can ascertain regarding the functions, 
the discovery, and the establishment of 
sound theories in general. But these are 
questions of logic; and thus, no matter 
whether we ultimately decide to rest 
our philosophy upon logical principles 
as data, or upon psychological laws, 
or upon physical observations or upon 
mystical experiences, or upon intuitions 
of first principles, or testimony, in any 
event these logical questions have to 
be considered first. But if logic is thus 
to precede philosophy, will it not be 
unphilosophical logic? Perhaps logic is 
not in much need of philosophy. Math-
ematics, which is a species of logic, has 
never had the least need of philosophy 
in doing its work. Besides, even if logic 
should require subsequent remodel-
ling in the light of philosophy, yet the 
unphilosophical logic with which we are 
obliged to set out will surely be better 
than no logic at all. The object of a the-

When we make a mathemat-
ical experiment, it is the 
process of reason within us 
which brings out the result. 
When we make a chemical ex-
periment, it is the process of 
nature, acting by an intelli-
gible, and therefore ration-
al, law, which brings about 
the result. All reasoning 
is experimentation, and all 
experimentation is reasoning. 
If this be so, the conclusion 
for philosophy is very impor-
tant, namely, there really is 
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But if logic is 
thus to prece-
de philosophy, 
will it not be 
unphilosophi

Modern formal logic, especially the log-
ic of relatives, shows the Greek view to 
be substantially wrong, the Roman view 
substantially right. Words, though 
doubtless necessary to developed tho� Black 18/23

The object of a theory is to 
render something intelligi-
ble. The object of philoso-
phy is to render everythin�Black 26/30

Reason, from the 
Latin ratio, origi-
nally meaning an 

Black 50/50

Black 85/82
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The object of a theory 
is to render something 
intelligible. The ob-
ject of philosophy is to 
render everything in-
telligible. Philosophy 

But if logic is thus to 
precede philosophy, will 
it not be unphilosophical 
logic? Perhaps logic is not 
in much need of philoso-
phy. Mathematics, which 

The two words log-
ic and reason take 
their origin from two 
opposite views of the 
nature of thought. 
Logic, from lo´goV, 
meaning word and 
reason, embodies 
the Greek notion 
that reasoning can-
not be done without 
language. Reason, 
from the Latin ratio, 
originally meaning 
an account, implies 

Three questions, at least, I think it 
must be admitted, ought to form 
the subject of studies preliminary 
to the formation of any philosoph-
ical theory; namely, 1st, the pur-
pose of the theory, 2nd, the proper 
method of discovering it, 3rd the 
method of proving it to be true. I 
think, too, it can hardly be denied 
that it will be safer to consider 
these questions concerning the 
particular theory which is to be 
sought, in the light of whatever 
we can ascertain regarding the 
functions, the discovery, and the 
establishment of sound theories in 
general. But these are questions of 
logic; and thus, no matter whether 
we ultimately decide to rest our 
philosophy upon logical principles 
as data, or upon psychological 

Regular Italic 72/92

Good reasoning is 
concerned with 
visual and muscular 
images. Auricular 
ideas are the source 
of most unsound 

Reason, from the Latin ra-
tio, originally meaning an 
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Who would guess beforehand that the square 

of the hypotheneuse of a rightangled triangle 

was equal to the sum of the squares of the legs? 

Though involved in the axioms of geometry and 

the law of mind, this property is as occult as that 

of the magnet. When we make a mathematical 

experiment, it is the process of reason within us 

which brings out the result. When we make a 

chemical experiment, it is the process of nature, 

acting by an intelligible, and therefore rational, 

law, which brings about the result. All reasoning 

is experimentation, and all experimentation is 

reasoning. If this be so, the conclusion for philos-

ophy is very important, namely, there really is no 

reasoning that is not of the nature of diagram-

matic, or mathematical, reasoning; and therefore 

we must admit no conceptions which are not 

susceptible of being represented in diagrammatic 

Three questions, at least, I think it must 

be admitted, ought to form the subject 

of studies preliminary to the formation 

of any philosophical theory; namely, 

1st, the purpose of the theory, 2nd, the 

proper method of discovering it, 3rd the 

method of proving it to be true. I think, 

too, it can hardly be denied that it will 

be safer to consider these questions con-

cerning the particular theory which is 

to be sought, in the light of whatever we 

can ascertain regarding the functions, 

the discovery, and the establishment of 

sound theories in general. But these are 

questions of logic; and thus, no matter 

whether we ultimately decide to rest 

our philosophy upon logical principles 

as data, or upon psychological laws, 

or upon physical observations or upon 

mystical experiences, or upon intuitions 

of first principles, or testimony, in any 

event these logical questions have to be 

considered first. But if logic is thus to 

precede philosophy, will it not be un-

philosophical logic? Perhaps logic is not 

in much need of philosophy. Mathemat-

ics, which is a species of logic, has never 

had the least need of philosophy in doing 

its work. Besides, even if logic should 

require subsequent remodelling in the 

light of philosophy, yet the unphilo-

sophical logic with which we are obliged 

All reasoning is experimentation, and 
all experimentation is reasoning. If this 
be so, the conclusion for philosophy is 
very important, namely, there really is 
no reasoning that is not of the nature of 
diagrammatic, or mathematical, rea-
soning; and therefore we must admit no 
conceptions which are not susceptible 
of being represented in diagrammatic 
form. Ideas too lofty to be expressed 
in diagrams are mere rubbish for the 
purposes of philosophy. If we do not 
know how to express relations of virtue, 
honor, and love, in diagrams, those 
ideas do not become rubbish; any more 
than red, blue, and green are rubbish. 
But just as the relations of colors can be 

The object of a theory is to render 
something intelligible. The object of 
philosophy is to render everything 
intelligible. Philosophy thus pos-
tulates that the processes of nature 
are intelligible. Postulates, I say, 
not assumes. It may not be so; but 
only so far as it is so can philoso-
phy accomplish its purpose; it is 
therefore committed to going upon 
that assumption, true or not. It is 
the forlorn hope. But as far as the 
process of nature is intelligible, so 
far is the process of nature identical 
with the process of reason; the law of 

The two words logic and reason take their 

origin from two opposite views of the nature 

of thought. Logic, from lo´goV, meaning 

word and reason, embodies the Greek notion 

that reasoning cannot be done without 

language. Reason, from the Latin ratio, 

originally meaning an account, implies 

that reasoning is an affair of computation, 

requiring, not words, but some kind of dia-

gram, or abacus, or figures. Modern formal 

logic, especially the logic of relatives, shows 

the Greek view to be substantially wrong, 

the Roman view substantially right. Words, 

though doubtless necessary to developed 

thought, play but a secondary role in the 

process; while the diagram, or icon, capable 

of being manipulated and experimented 

upon, is all-important. Diagrams have 

constantly been used in logic, from the time 

of Aristotle; and no difficult reasoning can 

be performed without them. Algebra has 

its formulae, which are a sort of diagrams. 

And what are these diagrams for? They are 

to make experiments upon. The results of 

these experiments are often quite surpriz-

ing. Who would guess beforehand that the 

square of the hypotheneuse of a rightangled 

triangle was equal to the sum of the squares 

of the legs? Though involved in the axioms of 

geometry and the law of mind, this property 

is as occult as that of the magnet. When we 

make a mathematical experiment, it is the 

process of reason within us which brings out 

the result. When we make a chemical exper-

But if logic is thus to precede 
philosophy, will it not be unphil-
osophical logic? Perhaps logic is 
not in much need of philosophy. 
Mathematics, which is a species 
of logic, has never had the least 
need of philosophy in doing 
its work. Besides, even if logic 
should require subsequent re-
modelling in the light of philoso-
phy, yet the unphilosophical logic 
with which we are obliged to set 
out will surely be better than no 
logic at all. The object of a theory 
is to render something intelligi-
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