CHAPTER I

ANALYTICITY

#41 The Analytic-Synthetic¢ Distinction

Analyticity is supposed to be that feature of sentences,
statements, propositions or judgments which renders them true,
come what may, by virtue of the meanings of the terms or lin-
guistic expressions imvolved in those sentences, statements,

propositions, or judgments.

A typical example of analyticity is

(1) A bachelor is an unmarried man,

Syntheticity, on the other hand,; is supposed to be that
feature of sentences, etc., whiéh renders them true, if, indeed,
true they be, by virtue of (i) the meanings of the terms involved
in these sentences, etc., and (ii) the way things are in the |

world, i.e., byovirtue of empirical fact.

A typical example of syntheticity is

(2) The cat is on the mat,

) According to many thinkers who accept this distinction,

there may be at least two other kinds of sentences, etc.: the

meaningless and/or the'metaphysical, which may respectively be
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exemplified in the following:
(3) Quadruplicity drinks procrastination.

(4) God is good.

If (3) and/or (4) is seen as meaningless, then it can
have no claim to truth and so is considered neither analytic

nor syntheticl

. Analytic sentences, besides being held to be true by
virtue of the meanings ©f ‘the terms involved, or, perhaps,
because of thét feature, are cbmmoniy held to possess the fole
1o¢ing related, and philosogphically interesting, characteristics:
(i) pure formality of non-informativensss; (ii) necessity; and

(iii) a prioricity or rafionality.'

1Some philcsephersy such-as Asds Ayer; consider all

metaphysical sentences meaningless, and, I presume, viceversa,
and so would not necessarily distinguish between (3) and (4).
qther thinkers, usually_ empirical liﬁguists, such as Néam
Chomsky, ﬁistinguish between (3) anad (&) by declaring-éuch

sentences’as \(3) selection mistakes, (Gf. Chomsky's Aspects of

the Theory of Syntax, (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.Te Press, 1965)).
Such thinkers may or may nbt consider such sentences as (4) as
meaningful. If so, and if they accept the analytic-synthetic

distinction, they would then classify sentences such as (4) as

either analytic or synthetic.
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(i) Analytic sentences are considered to be purely formal
or non~informative., That is, they tell us nothing about the
world outside of the narrow confines of the analytic sentences
themselves, and the terms which are its components. They are,
in the words of Ayer simply a recofd of "our determination to
use symbols in a certain fashio_n.'"1 ‘Analytic seﬁtences are,
then, "contentless.," They contain no material reference to the
treal? world outside of+the sentence itself. They make mo dif=-
ference to possible experdence and are therefore considered
grivially true, As suCh, they are held te be related to logical
formulae such as

(5) If if p then q &nd p then q.
or ‘ ‘

(6) A is A.

Now (5) and (6) are two predications of similar, but not
the same form. The astute cbserver might see that (6) is ob-
viously purely formally true, whereas to make a gimilar c¢laim
for (1) is less than lobvious. .. Rather, we are tempted to reduce
(1) to some such formula as

(7) A is'B (or maybe; © ALL A®s ‘are!B).

which is clearly not obviously true by virtue of its form alone.

1A.J. Ayer, language, Truth, and lLogic, (Middlesex:
Penguin, 1946), p. La,
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The propoments of the analytic-syntheéic disfiﬁction
are, however, prepared for this objection. They argue that
(1) can be reduced to (6) by means of the substitution of
synonyms for synonyms. In the case of (1) nunmarried man® is
heid to be a synonym for "bachelor® and so (1) translétes to

(8) A bacelor is a bachelor.
which is clearly of the same form as the obviously purely for-

mally true (6).

Besides substifution of synonyms for synonyms, there are
other methods of reducing Ness obvious examples of analyticity

to the more obvious, most dmportant being definition of terms

and equivalént translatione.

This characterization of analytic¢ sentences as purely
formal and uninformative carrieé with it & eertain amount of
intuitive weight, Sentences (5) and {(6) seem to be obviously
true and sem to _be justias obviously mot at all concernad with
the "real" world, which, after all 4s made up| of J'facts',
nevents",.or Mthings", and not p's, gtscor A's. (5)sand (6) are
forms or formulae, which when'we £ill them out with meaningful
terms, s0 the theory goes, instantly become meaningful as well

as true by virtue of the meanings of those very terms.

“(ii) The second characteristic of analytic sentences,

~

according to proponents of the distinction, is that of necessity.
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The notion of necessity, of gourse, necessitates cla:ification.
But the main relevant feature of necessary statements'ié that
their denial always and everywhere results in a self-contradic-
tions Analytically true statements, then, are true once and for
all, coﬁpletely independent of all other considerations of mat-
ters of fact. Each analytic statement stends in glorious isola-

tion and independencey meccssarily true by virtue of meaning

-

mione: 0053353
Analytic sentences afe supposed to be true at all times,
in all places, and for all peoples)- such is the force of Ycome
what may" in the formulatien of énalyticity given above. Leibniz
and others have used the equally evocative phrase "in all possi-
ble worlds" to convey the same notions. So, for example, here
in this world of oufé or in any other part of/the universe, for
Cchristians, Islamics, Democrats and Communists, it is, has been
and alwajs will be true according to the defenders of the analy~-
tice-synthetic distinction that no) married mancis-a bachelor, or

that the square’of the hypotenuse of a right triangle is equal

to the sum|of squages of ‘the other two sides of that griangle.

Whether the statements of mathematics in general, and/or
the statements of geometry in.particular, are necessary oxy not
be dealt with in more detail below at various places. However,
it has long been understood (some would say misunderstood) that

mathematical statements, perhaps including those of geometry, are,

1
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in some sense that is relevant, necessary. 1t would appear that
both Hume and Kant were concerned with reconciling the apparent
necessity of mathematics and certain scientific principles (such
as the principle of causation) with the empirical methods of the
natural sciences. If logical truths are purely formal {conven=-
tional) and if mathematics can be reavced to logic, then we have,
some would hold, a convenient way of explaining necessity. The
necessity of analytic statements conld be explained in some
analagous fashion. Somey however, have been liberal enough to
include.the statements of logic.and mathematics among the anély~
tic truths. This would, @&pparently, solve the problem at one

i

stroke.

(iii) The final characteristic of analytic sentences is
that they are a priori or rational, Analytic sentences are
those whose truth need not depend upon experiences They are
known "before" expérience, or are learned through reason.
pefenders of the distinction frequently,;nvoke the faculty of
nintuition" (in. a Cartestian sense) %o explain how we come to

know the truths.expressed by>analytic sentences.

The arguments in favor of this rational character of
analytic sentences are, again, very powerful in an intuitive
$ense.' In this case the tradition is long and noble~extending
at least as far back as Plato's epistemology and metaphysics.

Lines, by definition, are the shortest distances batween two
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points énd have neither height nor breadth but‘only length. How,
then, is it possible for us to learn‘anything at al} about lines,
since that which is one dimensional cannot be seen with the eyes.
Therefore every '"line" which we ean, indeed, see is, in fact,
merely a threeedimensional picture or symbo) of one~dimensional
length. But we do, indeed, know much about lines and linear
figﬁres such as trianglesy squares and circles. The solution

is intuitively clear: we.léarn of these things through the use
of reason; before experieénceés Sentences which express such

rationalistic or a prioristic truths are analytic.

Not only are thé truths of mathematics learned tbrough

reason, Other supposed truths such as
'(9) All men are mortal

cannot be learned through the sensest no one has ever had any
experience of "all" men. Yet ho one would, normally, deny the
truth of (9). How thén do we learn (9)% Again, through reason..
Is then (9) an analytic- sentence? Here we have a slight problem e
but it is instructive in learning the theory';f the defenders of
the analytic-synthetic distinctione. Whether (9) is anélytic 6r
not, it is'clearly not learned through sepse experigmces So it
must be rétionally‘leagned. But we must not forget, the defen-
ders of the distinction would urge, that {eason may be deductive-
or inductives. When the defendei of the distinction claims . that
‘analytic sentences are rationalistic he is specifically referring

to deductive as opposed to inductive reasonings. It, then, (9) is
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deductively learned or known to be true, then it may be held to

be analytic; if, however, it is learmed through inductive reason,

it is synthetic.

' Synthetioc sentences are, of course, just the opposite
from the analytic onesj they are (i) material {though not purely?
and sé informatives (ii) they are contingent, i.ce, maybe. true,
maybe false, maybe true today and false tomorrow, etc.; and
(iii)lsynthentic sentencés are a \posteriori or empiricai, ieCey
learned or known to be ftrueg if true theylbe, after and th?oush
experience or inductive reasonings The truth of synthetic sen-
tences is "discovered" while the truth of amalytic sentences is

tunderstood” or intuited (in a Cartesian gense)e

One final observation worth neting is Gilbert Har@an'e
division of the theory of amalyticity into tio versions, the
weak and the "fullblooded" versions. The weaker'version of
analyticity is, according to Harman, the #ersion "that idehtifies
the analytic truthé as thése/that are/either explicity or impli=-
¢itly truths of 1ogic."1 The fulblooded version holds that
analytic sentencds are true by ‘virtne of meaning alone and‘finds
its ultimate defence in neoessitj or a prioricity. The argument,

aceording to Harman, is that

1Gilber£ Rarman, "Quine on Meaning and Existence, I,".

P 131,

L]
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. . . all necessary or a priori truth must be analytic,

truth by virtue of meaning or knowable by virtue of meaning
. « » because . « o a sentence expresses a necessary truth

if, given the meaning of the sentence, it must be true no
matter what; and a sentence expresses an a priori truth if
knowledge of its meaning can suffice for knowledge of its

truth.

Such then, in broad perspective is the theory of the

analytic-synthetic distinction as most commonly held by suppor-

ters of the distinction.



#2 Historical Background

Inmanuel Kant was the first modern philospher- to use the
words 'tapalytic* and "synthetie'" as we have been gonsidering
them. 1In Part IV of the Introduction to his Critigue of Pure
Reason, Kanf writes:

In all judgments wherein the relation of a subject to the
predicate is cogitated o + » this relation is possible in'
two different ways., ~Eijther the predicate B belongs to the
subject A, as somewhat which contained (though covertly) in
the -conception Ay or.the predicate B lies completely out of
the conception A, although it stands in connection with it.
In the first instance I term the Jjudgment analytical, in the
second synthetieals Apalytieal judgments » « + are therefore
those in which the counection of the predicate with the sube
Ject is cogitated through identity; those in which this
connection ig cogitated without identity, are called syn-
thetical judgments s + . the former add in the predicate
nothing to the conception of the subject, but only analyse

it into its constituent conceptions, which are thought
already in the subject « . < the latter add to our gonception
of the subject a predicate which mis not contained in it, and
which no apalysis could ever have discovered therein. For
example « o » JA11 bodies are heavy? o <6 i8 « « » 2 Syn=
thetical judgment.

« In the §resent section I would like to show thaf, al~
though Kant'soformulation of the analytic-synthetic distincgion
was part of an overall effort to»reconcile the Rationélists with
the Empiricistsy 'and thereby answer Hume's scepticiem and explain

causal and mathematical necessity, it was, in fact largely res-

ponsible for a perpetuation, even unto contemporary times, of

11mmapuel Kaqt, Critigue of Pure Reason, JeMeDe Meikle~

john, trans.,-{New York, 1969), pp. 30=31.
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the rationalist-empiricist controversy, as well as an uncritical
family of dualisms which merely have the appearance of doing

away with the Humean scepticism,

. The rationaiist-empiricist controversy began when Des-
- cartes tried to discover an indubitable foundation for all know-

ledge. ‘'His ;olution, the cogito, was'subjective and mentalistic
and left the problem df how to relate the mental to the physieal,

the mind to the body.

From Kgnt'ﬁ point 'of view, Hume had the last epistemo-
logical word; and that was scepticisms. Hume's theory of méaning
was to explain everything soley in terme of sense impressions;
But Hume's theory of truth, though it could validate somé parti-
cular assertioﬁs regﬁrding physical objects, could make almost
no sense of general statements. Specifically, the Humean posi-
tion could not account for the necessity which seemed to be a
pért of mathmatice as well as of the physical sciences* appeal
to the necessity of causation.  Humel!s strict impressionism
poséd aJserious problem for him and also for Kaﬁt who tried to
resolve the probleme about incipient scepticism which Hume left
in hié wake. - The problems arose when Hume turmed to consider
~and account for the principles of science (causal necessity) as
well as the statements of maéhematics. As Schuldenfrei puts it:

"It was the necessity in these areas that seemed to present the

difficulty, since knowledge of necessity is presumably not
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empirical knowledge."1 Since the time of Plato, of course,
mathematics had held a special position as the paradigm of cer-
tain and necessary knowledgé. The beginning of the scientific
re§olution in the 15th and 1633 centuries led not only to a
confirmation of this notion ingofar as the seeming necessity of
the physical sciences could be guantitatively specified, but
also led to the (still wide-spread) popular belief in some kind
of physical or natural necessity which the statements of the
sciences somehow reflecfed and embodiess Humet's position was
an attempt to sclve the problem of how to give an empirical ,

explanation for these two areas of apparent necessity.

Tha£ Hume held mathematical trutha to be necessary can
be seen from his unequivocal declaration in Appendix B of his
Treaties:

Though there never were -a circle or {riangle in nature, the
truthstdemonstra?ed by guclid would forever retain their
certainty and evidence.

Hume's acgount of mathematical necessity.dovetails with
his account of physical necessity: it's all, so to say, in the
mind. His aoluéion les dn hisjacceptance) of, ideas as| the basic

unit of epistémological significance wherein those ideas are

1Richard Schuldenfrei, "Quine in Perspective,® p. 7.

2David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Book One,

DeG.Ce Macnabb, ed., (London: Fontana, 1962), p. 354,
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derived from sense impressions. 1In this way Hume accounts for
all necessity in terms of a relation of ideas which are distinct

from matters of fact:

Thus, as the necessity which makes two times two equal to
four, or three angles of a triangle equal to two right ones,
lies only in the act of the understanding, by which we con-
sider and compare these ideas;j in like manner the necessity
of power, which unites causes apd’ effects, lies in the deter
mination of the mind to pass from the one to the other.

_That is to say: Mo « o necessity is something that exists in

the mind not in objects.' This. of course, goes contrary to the
pppularlnlief {(and ome would also suspect contrary to the belief
.Of some sophisticated thinkers also) that necessity, be it phym
sical or logico-mathematical, 45 somehow independent of the mind
of individual man. The reduction of necessity to the subjective
tribunal of psyehological'associations is an open invitation to
scepticism if one begins with impressions and ideas. A more
sophisticated theory of meaning.-as.well as a ‘batter understanding
of the process of experience and the relation 5etween experiencef

N

and theoreticity can overcome the threat of scepticism.

The truths, then, of mathematics-as welllas the fundae
mental principles-of;science were anprovéble and therefore, for
. Hume, illusory. The net fesult: scepticism which the scieﬁtista!
fortunately, chose to igﬁdge or scoff at (as did Johnson in hisiz

refutation of Bishop Berkeley's idealism by kicking a stone).

1David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Book One, Pe 217.

1
A
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The main goal of Kant's philesophical efforts was to

ﬁi?%ﬁ%ﬁ%hﬁgﬁg‘aﬁgﬁgifiﬁ of science and yet perserve the autonomy

DL

n:;f"mc:u:‘ai‘.lgr.».‘*’-il The tremendous influencé of Kant on dlmost all
modern and contemporary philosophers is pgrtial indication of
thé'degree of his success in achieving that goal., But Kant,
along with his immediate predecessors, began with an uncritical
assumption that mind is mindj body is body; and never the twain
shall meet, This is the element of cartesian dualism which has
survived Kant's attempted compromise and come, down to us today
almost unchanged and unchallenged so that many people would
readily agree that mind and bedy are two clearly distinct, -
separate énd independent sorts of entities, each giving rise to
clearly distinet and independent sorts of knowledges analytical

tor rational) and synthetigal f{or factual),

But Kant did much more +than mexely introduce the analye
tic=synthetic distinction. He also identified that distinction
with two other distinctions which he inherited from his prede-

cessors (along with the mind-body dualism).

The first distinction was that between what Leibniz

1W.H- Walsh, "Immanuel Kant," Encxélogedia of Philosophy
Collier-Macmillan - 4(1967): 306, '
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called "truths of reason" and “truths of fact"! and which Hume
called Y"relation of ideas" and "matters of fact."z According

to both Leibniz and Hume, to deny a truth of reason or a relation
of ideas was to involve one;elf in a logical contradiction.
Pherefore, these truths of reason are logically true, whersas
matters of fact are not., Morcover, &nalytic sentences were
therefore seen as being necessarily true, by virtue of their
relati&nship to logic; whith was also seen as being necessarys

. By this token, synthetic truths were seen as being merely con-
tingeAtly true and therefore their deniale, though perhaps

false, were not self-contradictory.

Secondly, Kant agsociated the analytic-synthetic dis-
.tinction with the a prieri =.2 posteriori distinction wherein
the one distiﬁcticn cut neross the other yielding three distinct
types of sentences or truths: (i) enalytic a priori;-(ii) sSyn-
thetic a postériori; and (iii) synthetic a priori. (Thé fourfh
possibility, anaiytic a posteriori, was seen as being impossible

and therefore unfilled, by Kant,) The last cldssification, the

'1Gottfreid Leibniz, Monadology, # 333 in TLeibniz Philo-

sophical Writings, GeHeRe Parkinson, ed., and trans., (London:
1973), pe 18k | | '

2David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Book One,

Pe 35“‘.
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synthetic a priori, was Kant's solution to the rationalist-empi-
ricist controversy and Hume's scepticism as well as the problem

of the validation of morals.

Analytic a priori and synthetic a posteriori truths were
commonly enough recognized and accepted by Leibniz, Hume and
otﬁers. Kant*s innovation and attgmpted compromise, the syn-
thetic a priori, though interesting enough ig its own right has
found few supporters. . Buf’ at first, it seemed to work. Accord-
ing to this theor&, some senténces ~ namely mathematical truths
and the principles of physieal science - are informative and
,noﬁaempirical; necessary while  their denials,do not result in
self-contradictions. Thﬁs, for example, Kant held that arith=-
metic involved an intuition (i.e., aecording to Kantian usuage,
"pure sense perception') of time, and geometry involved an intui-
tion of space. When these intuitions were applied to various
categories of reasony they delivered the synthetic a priori
truths of mathematicse ~In a similar way, the rational category
of cause-effecty when applied to sensed physical objects,‘
resultedy or)Eould resultsy- in the seientific principles that

all eventsiare caused.

In this way Kant hoped to show that both reason and '
experience, mind And body, analysis and synthesis were necessary
for any complete explanation of knowledge, including, mathema

tical and scientific knowledge of necessity: "“Thoughts without
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content are void; intuitions without concepts, blind.“1

From almost the very beginning, Kant's attempted compro=-
mise was challenged and questioned. Its almost universal rejec-
tion left the empiricists, and their modern descéndents, the
positivists, with the enbarrassing problem of explaining, in
empirical terms, ieeey in 2 poéteriori and contingent terms, the
apparent heceésity of mathematics and induction (or sciencel.
 The struggle was long.@nd difficult, but when it ended, it so0
happened that the positivists, against whom Quiﬁe is most directly
reacting, would end up witeve Kant began: at_the analytic-syn-
thetic distinction based on a theory of necessity without mediat-
ing compromise of the synthetic a prioris The unique contribution
of the positivists was theiy theory of meaning: the principle

of verification..

Kant's theory of the synthetic a priori was, as we have

seen, partially intended to acéount for the agggrept necessity
of science and mathematics, . Now.in.considering the a priori it
seems that we must make a distinction between kinds of necessity.
The necessityowhich is.said to bé characteristic-of-analytic
statements is logical necessity, i.e., the denial bf'an-analytic

statement is equivalent to & self-contradiction.

1Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p.‘62.
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In the Critigue of Pure Reason (B, 3) Kant wrote that

necessity is a sign of a prioricity. But, unfortunately, it
gseems that he did not mean that kind of necessity which chare
acterizes analytic statements or judgments.:

The criteria of a_priori character in a judgment are less
clear than the definition of {; "2 priori judgment'. It is
very clear, however, that the necessity which is in all

a priori judgments accordin§ to Kant is not the logical
necessity of analytic ones.

A
It seems that” the'négessity of a prior judgments accord-

ing to Kant, is a kind of psychological necessity, if we take
tpsychological! in térmg of physiologically specifiable behavior.
In other words our phyéiological structure determines what we ¢
can sense and/or thinke [This understanding of the synthetic a
priori nature of thé truth of Buclidean geometry does not in the
' least preclude the possibility of nem - Euclidean geometries.

" Indeed, it seems to invite sﬁch Inon-neGoEEaTY systems.r\("Non -
necessaiy" in the semse that they go beyond = cpntrafy to - the

-

tnormal! way -of looking.at spacetimé.}

An interesting question is whetheér or not Schuldenfrei
is aware 6f0this @hefi We writes) 'nineteenthrcontury work in non-
Euclidean ‘geometries had weakéned its {Eudlidean geometry'é} :

claim to be both synthetic and necessany.2 It may be that -

»

1s. Korner, Kant, (Middlesex: Penguin, -1955), Pe 2k,

2
“Richard Schuldenfrei, "Quine in Perspective,” ps 7.
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Schuldenfrei is representative of a common misunderstanding

about the nature of the necessity of a priori judgmentse.

Although Kant intended to apply his theory of the syn-
thetic a priori even to statements of basic arithmetic, it would
seem that arithmetic and other non-geometric areas of mathematics
continued to be interpreted as necessary in an analytical or
logical sense. So although geométry-was no longer seen as being
necessary, arithmetiecal necessity étill needed accounting for,
and this secemed to come with Frege's, Russell!s and Whiteheadts
reduction of arithmetic #o logice Arithmetical necessity was,

therefore, explainable in terms of logieal necessitys

-

The necessity of physical causation was accounted for
when Comte suggested that causal necessity, among other notions,
was just a remnant of'mataphfsical or pre-positivist (i}e., pré-

scientific) thinkings

The final stepsfacing the positivists in the early part
of this century was to account for the logical necessity and
this was done by evoking the principle of verificétion:

The theory of meaning told  the positivists that sentences
that couldn't be verified had mo. content., It also told
them that, of the sentences without content, some were true
{or false) by virtue of linguistic convention or meanings
‘of their terms. Causal statements couldn't be verified and
were not true (or false) by convention; so they were meta=
physical, just as the positivisis wanted. Necessary state-
ments couldn't be verified, but were true by linguistic
convention, hence empty and not real knowledge. Thus the
fact that there were a priori, did not imply that they were
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a pirori knowledge. Thus the theory of meaning tied up all
the loose ends of empiricism = or seemed to + « o the fact
that the theory of meaning solved such age-old problems

counter-balanced the apparent demeaning of philosophy to an
aspect of the theory of meaning. :

f

The positivists' theory meaning, the principle of veri-
fication, has been identified, by Quine; as simply another facet

of the analyticesynthetic distinction.2

The situation, then, does not seem to have progressed
_much since the time of Kant, ' ¥e have a distinction of sentences
or kin?a of truth and gho/criteria for deteréining whether a
given candidate is an example of analyticity or‘nots (1) the
soncept of the predicate is inciuded in the concept of the
subject - the criterion of méaning; and (ii) the denial of the
analytic-Sentence results in & self=contradiction = or the

criterion of logical necessity or logical truthe.

I have tried to ehow, in this section, that the analytic-
synthetic distinction, is in large measure, traceable to the
earlier Cartesian dualism or distinction between mind and body.

lAnd we have seen that thera-are many other dualisms or distinc-

tions which have becone firmly attached to the analytic-synthetic

TRichard Schuldenfrei, Ibid.

ZWQV.O.‘Quiﬁe,-"Two Dogmas of Empiricism." in From a

Logical Point of View, Pe b,
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-

one including the a priori - a posteriori; the necessary and the

contingent; and truths of reason and truths of fact (or relations
of ideas and matters of fact). Once we allow these distinctions

and dualisms, 2 host of others will ¢oﬁe flooding in very easily;
form-matter; essence-accident; spiritual-physical (or mental-

physical); deductive-inductive; proposition-sentence and so on.

Although they are all closely related, I do noi think
that they are logica;lz related, Indeed, from a_Quinian point
of view, nothing is strdicltly speaking, logically related, since,
striétly speaking there is no one correct logic. One could
1bgically construct a theo;; or systems of beliefs wherein he
held the analytice-synthetic distinction yet rejected all other
distinctions mentioned abovg. But, I would like to suggest,
even a casﬁal réading of the contemporary literature on the
problem wiil indicate that there is a tendency for the person
who accepts the analyticesynthetic distinction to accept many,
if not all, of the other_distinctions also. This, according to
Quine, is bad s¢ience ahd-philosophy. 1

Fér Quine, '2ll jof the distinciions listed above are
intuitive and uncritical theoretical points of view. But most
important, from the point of view of this thesis, Quine denies
any kind of dualism or distinction or difference in knowledge;
to hold that some knowledge has content and other knowledge does

not, or that some knowledge is necessary and other knowledge is
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contingent, or that some is true by virtue of meaning and some
by virtue of fact, or that socme comes from the reason and some
comes from the senses, or that some kinds of knowledge are more
 certain than‘othEr kinds of knowledge is definitely contrary to
the epistemology which Quine is suggesting. It is, Quine would
hold, intuitiv? and uncritical and s¢iéntifically unenlightening.
It is not self-contradietory to hold those distinctioms. It is

merely bad philosophys.

In the past twe sections T have tried to present the
andljtic-synthetic distinctiﬁh as most commonly presented by
those who accept it. Obviously Ehere will be many variations
in the way the distinction is presented depending on individual -
thinkers' different theories, Iﬁ the sections that foilow I
will present some theories offered by contemporary thinkers in
support of the distifiction. But mostly I will be conceined with
pointing out the weakhesses and difficulties of the di;@inction
as well as Quinels at#acklon then distinction, which I hold,

derives primarily from his broader epistemologye.
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#3 Analytic Sentences as PurelyFormal and Non-Informative

Quine's attack on analyticity is on two distinct levels.
On the first level he holds that the arguments for the distinc~
tion ére not cqnvincing‘or satisfactory enough. What is supposea
to be explained is left unexplained. What is supposed to explain
does not explain. These argumehts follow from Quine's position
that the wsual formulati®h of the théory ofanalyticity, "true,

by virtue of meaning and indépendent of fact,C}commits one to

explanation and clarifications But, Quine insists again.and
again, all such attempts tolexplain and clarify the analytic-
synthetic distinction leawe the boundary between the two far from
clear., One reason for this state of affairs is that the attempted
explanations #ré frequently made in terms 6f a closed family of
notions = €.5e, Synonymy, entailment, inconsistency, etc. = which
merely render the proposed definiens in need of as much clarifi- .
cation and explanation as the definiendum. Quine admits that |
his attacks on this levéi are "in a somewhat formalistic and un-
sympathetic -spirit"1 #lthough a. perféctly lacceptable philoso- |

phical spirit,

The second level of Quine's attack is more serious and

wore basic. He claims that there is simply NO distinction.

1W.v.o. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, pP. 138.




34

It is & non=-distinction such as that betwen witches and non-
witches.1 Quine, when he denies the very analytic-synthetic
distinction feels that the notion itéelf springs from an uncriti-

cally accepted world view: "My guess is that that Weltanschauung,

is more or less attenuated holdever of phenomenalistic reduc-
tionism.“2 And this world view, according to Quine, perpetuates
a misunderstanding about the relationship between language and

the world.

In this and the mext seetion, I will examine Quine's
replies to various attempts teo explain the analytic-synthetic
distinction. Aftei that I will present Quine's case against
this world view that seces such a distinction as possible and

nis own world view which leaves no room for the distinction.

Analyticity as logical truth: Quine allows for two

senses.of the word Yamalytic' - a narrow sense which Quine iden~
tifies with his own theory (i.e., 2 non=linguistic theory) of
logical truth, and'a wide |sense which Quine identifies with
essential predication, i.e. those true sentences whicﬁ supposedly,

can be turned into dogical truths by subsituting’ syhonyms for

1Gilbert Harman, “Quine on Meaning and Existence, I,"

p. 125.
2

W.V.0. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, p. 138,
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synonyms. Quine has much to say about both senses of the word

4

tanalytic."

In the first place, Quine does not accept whatlha calls
the linguistic doctrine of logical truth held by Carnap and
others.1 The linguistic doctrine of logical truth is that a
sentence is logically true soley becaus® of the logical language
or grammatical structure o6f the sentences That is, it is trué
by virtue of meaning, ©Or by virtue of language, only, without:
-any reference to the way things are in the world. The naﬁure

of the world, "factss' has nothing to do with the truth of

logical truths.1

The linquistic doctrime of logical truth is attractive
because of a certain intuitive appeal to the position which cqn-
tonds that even such factual sentences such as "Napoieon won ﬁhe
vattle of Austerlitz! are composed of both a factual and a li#—
quistic element. If Ywon" did not have the sense of win, but
say of lose, of if,Min fact " |Napolean, did not defeat his
enemies at Austérlitz, then, obviously, 'Napolean won the battle

of Austerlitz! ‘would ‘not be trué.

_ 1See, for example, W.V.0. Quine, nppruth by Convention,®
PP 77=106, and “Carnap and Logical Truth," DpDe 107=132, in

The Ways of ParadoxXe

?w.v;o. Quine, Philosophy of LogicCy Pe 95 f.

"y

\ 17817 b7
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The defenders of the analytic-synthetic distinction then
, continue the argument by pointing out that the logically true
sentence "Napolean won the battle of Austerlitz or Napolean did
not win the battle of Austerlitz" is true furely because of the
way we use {mean) our logical words - in this case "or" and
"not," and their structural or grammatical (Carnap would say '

syntactical) relationship.

In “"Carnap and Logical Truth"1 Quine suggests that the
intuituve appeal of the linguistic‘doctrine of logiéal truth
is strengthened by the possibility of alternative logics as
well as the unacceptability of the theory of pre-logicality
(iee., an illogical culture gannot be distinguished from a

poorly translated culture)s

Quine himself, formulates the notion of logical truth

as those true sentences which essentially involve only logical
) .

words - e.g., "ort', "not", "if", "all', etc. - and so which will
be trué for all re-interprétations-of the  non-logical words.
Quine admits that logical truth depends on the linguistic
characteristic of grammatical structuré but insiste that this
in no way commits one to the doctrine that loglcal truths, are,

.therefor, true solely by virtue of language or meaninge. As

Quine points out, if we admit that grammatical structure_is

1

1W.V.O. Quiné, The Ways‘8faParadox, ppe 1084109,




37

linguistic, so then we should also admit that lexicons are linw
guistice If we admit that lexicons are used in talking about
the world, we should not forget that grammatical structufes are
similarly so used:

A logical truth, staying true as it does under all lexical

substitutions, admittedly depends upon none of those features

of the world that are reflected din lexieal distinctions;
but may it not depend en other Teatures that our language
reflects in its grammatical censtiuctions rather than its
lexicon? o+ « o Perhaps the logical truths owe their truth
to certain traits of reality which are reflected in one way
by the grammar of our language, in another way by the grammar
of another, and in a'third way by the combined grammar and .
lexicon of a third lasguage.' '
There is no reason, Quine argues, to explain logical
truth sole@, essentiallyy in terms of language or meaning or in
terms of no reference to MWreality." Or, perhaps, we could sdy.
there is just as much reason to assert the non-linguistic doce
trine of logioal truths Indeed, with a behavioristic mechanism
we find it possible to keep a workable sense of logical truth

without having to adopt the analytic-synthetic distinction;j

without baving to appeal to meaning ‘alone as an explanation.

Quine holds that elementary logic consists of truth- '
function theecry, gquantification theory, and identity theory.
These three, Quine contends, are characterized by Yobviousness" .

which means fhat~most speakers.of the language community would

1

.V. Quine, Philosphy of Logic, ps 95.
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accept the truths of those theories as true, or, failing that,
be subject to the accusation of using (meaning) words in straﬂge
ways. This obviousness may characterize the logical truth
directly or indirectly through the medium of a number of deduc-
tive steps, each of which is obviouslf true in itself, The fact
that a person's denial of such obvicus logical truths can be
explained by the fact that that person is using words in a way
different from the rest.of the language cemmunity does not,
Quine insists again ahd aghin, in any way ifiply that such truths
are true due to meaning or language alones, Obviousness may as
well be aseribed to the way thipgs are in the world as to the
ways we use our words. /And so the arguments in favor of the
linguisiic doctrine of logical truth which we mentioned above ~
alternative logics and the myth or pré-logicality cease to carry
any special weight as they can be explained away as Jjust another
obvious aspect of the world, Quine neatly sums up his position
in the following passage:

Consider, howaveér)| thellogical 4ruth 'Everything is self

jdentified,? o (%) (x=%).'| We gan say that it depends

for 3ts truth on traits of the language (specifically on the

usage of '=*'), and not on traits of subject matter; but we

can alzo gay, alternatively, that it depends on an [obvious

trait, viz., self-identify, (of ‘the subject matter, ViZa,

everythinge. The,tenden*y of our present reflection is that
there is no difference.

1

W.V.0s Quine, The Ways of Paradox, ps 113,
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At this point, Quine is still not of fering a counter
theory. He is not suggesting that some version of a non-linguis-
tic doctripe of logical truth is somehow more ultimately true or
a more accurate picture of the way things are, ises., the way
language and the world are., He is merely saying that it makes
no difference, no real sen#e to insieb that some sentences are
true only in terms ?f language or meaning and completely apart

from the way things argein the world.

Some defenders of the analytic-synthetic dis?inction have
" tpied to show that the ldnguistic doctrine of logical truth is
corre;t by arguing that all logical truth (as well as mathemati-
eal truth) is truth by coavention = i,e., truth by agreement on
how to use language. Quine attacks this thesis most thoroughiy
in his "Truth by Convention." The genéral conclusion of this
?ather tochnical essay is that the truths of logic presume the
truths of logic for théir formulation and deduction from the
supposed linguistic conventions. Quine argues that this is s0
because the logical'truths are.infinite in numberfand s¢ only
general, as npposéd to single Or particular, conventions can
serve as the source of such a'conventional logice! ‘Such generai'
coﬁventions, and the logical truths deduced from them, présume
the truths of logic ox metalogle

Inaword, the difficulty is that if logic is to proceed

mediately from conventions, logic is needed for inferring

logic from the conventions . . « It is important to note
that this difficulty besets only the method of wholesale
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truth assignments, not that of definition. + « o«

If the truth assignments were made by one, rather than an

infinite number at a time, the above difficulty would dis-

appear . . « This course was seen to be closed to us, however,

by the infinitude of the truths of 1ogic.1

Another element of logic, according to Quine, is set

theory. Set theory is different from other parts of elementary
logic insofar as it is noty like them; obvious. In other words,
if someone were to deny a~Scatence in set theoxy it might be due
to the fact there are 'many' different versions of set theory
each depending upon a wider backgroung scheme or purpose for
which that set theofy is intended, The logical truths of sef
théory, then, are not obvicus. In determining which of the
sentences in set théory to count as true we conme ve;y close .to
-something which might be called pure and simple convention. If
this is so it would imply that at least part of logic is true
purely by virtue of 1anguage or meaning, and so, apalyticity,
albeit in a very restricted sense, may be saved. This aspect
of conventionality fof (set theory derives| from thecuse of postu-

lates which, stated at the outset, determine which sentences to

count as true.

Quine‘'s answer to this explanation is to distinguish

between legislative and discursive postulation, TLegislative

= A

1

WeV.0s Quine, The Ways of Paradox, pp. 104-105.
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postulation "institutes truth by convention“1 wherg;f.convention
must be interpreted in a fairly literal and simple-minded way.
Discursive postulation simply selects some truthé from a given
body of truths, to serve as postulates. It is legislative pos-
tulation which poses the problem, since it seems to be what the
conventionalists "mean" when they say Wtrue by convention."
But, Quine goes on, the distinction,between legislative and
discufsivei- ‘
éefers to the act, /ard not to its enduring consequence
. s« « SO conceived, fouventionality is a passing trait.
significant at the/moving iront of science but useless in
classifying the sentences behind the lines. It is a trait
of "events and not of sentences.
The truth of sentences postulated legislatively passes immediately
into the body of the theory as a whole. What was conventional
for a moment at one point, disappears, .so to speak,lto add sub=
stance and form to the theory as & whole. Codvention, then,
applies to the current events of set theory "hut only as attach-
ing to a process of adoption."3 The truth so postulated is not

a lasting charatteristic of/any cone-sentencey but-of the theory

as a whole.

In sectiom VI of "Carmap-and Logical FruthM Quine goes

1W.V.b. Quine, The VWays of ParadoX, D 118.

2W.V.O. Quine, The Ways of ParadoX, P. 119.

3W.V.O. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, pe 127,
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on to argue, mMOreover, that the characteristic of legislative
postulation, and hence the conventional truth it establishes,
is generally observable in the theory construction of all
sciences, not just logic and/or. mathematicse So, if one were
to ineist upon the conventional nature of truth in set theory
as proof of either analyticity or the languistic doctrineﬁof
logical truth, the net result would be to thereby declare even
the sentences of the physical geiences as analytic truths! The
tyuth of sentences which are true by wvirtue of legislative pos-
tulation ceases to beg'a feature of any one sentence but passes
into the interior of the theory and so sueh appeal to "truth by
convention" ceases to have any explapatory of clarificatory
sense in the matter of analyticity since one of the significant
features of the theory of analyticity is that an analytic'senp

tence, true by virtue eof meening-alone, retains its truth in

igolation from all other sentences for all time. Subsequent

isolation of such sentences does not help the matter any for
such subsequent postulation is clearly a case of discursive

postulation.

It'is sometimea wondered whéthpr it 'is possible that
some sentence or statement e unznformative yet meaningfule
Presumably this is meant to imply that some statement, while
meaningfpl, could fail to inform, and if such a statement were

true, it might be a good candidate for analyticitye.
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The intuitive answer to the guestion is "No." If some
statement is uninformative then it can tell us nothing - old or
new. But the reason for this answer is not that "inform" and
"tell somethiﬁg" or Ybe meaningful" mean the same thing so that
t+o deny one and assert the other wonld result in an inconsis~
tency or contradiction. Assuming, the strict behavoristic start-
ing point of Quine, we'find -that the crux of this particular
.problem is whether any sentence at all can be uninformative.

Is it possible for some Benténce, say a new theorem in logic,

to be uninformative yet tell us something new? This new logical
sentence has, presumablys been formuléted by someone. Let us
also presume that he knows that he has formulated a new theorem
in his logtc. Now, following Quine's theory of inference or
evidence, this simply means that the person who formulated this
theorem has extended, according to given rules and postulates,
a given lexicon. The new sentence (theorem) informs us, at the
least, that it has certain theoretic¢.connections with oéher sen~
tenceé in that logi¢.- The logical sentence #1so tells us some-
thing new because no other sentence in the logié has./just the
connections with the rest of 'the logic 'as does- the sentence
under éonsideration - unless it is just another token of the
same sentence. It might be said; in a loose way, that the new
theorem is uninformative in so far as we might not know of any
‘use or application for it. That is, it might be what some people

call 'trivially true'. But triviality for all its triteness is

ks
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gtill informative.

There can be, according to the Quinian philosophy, no
uniformative and meaningful sentence. A sentence which exhibits
a selection mistake, e.g., Carnap's "This stone is thinking of
Vienna," might be seen as being uninformative; but then, usually,
it will also be éeen as.meaningless, lotey however, that there
are fwo, At least, circumstances under which such a sentence can
be made both informative and meaningful. First, it might be
seen as an example of sébme’ particular theoretical considerationg
as in the present discussione. Its meaning, and therefore infor-
mativeness, as with all mon-ohservational sentences, derives from
the background collateral information of the accompanying theory.
Secondly, it might be interpreted in the light of some theory
which gives actual significance to that particular‘concatenation
of symbols. Thus the.recent fad of Ypet stones' might give rise
to such a sentence. Beware, however, the scieﬂce-fiction syn-

drone., (Cfo #’-l-).

Analyticity as .essential predication: What has been

said so far concerning logical truth still leaves the wider
sense of analyticity ag essential predication unaccounted for.
It is in this wider sense of aﬁalyticity that we come face to
face with the problem of sameness of meaning - synonymy. Prior
to addressing this aspect of the problem of analyticity, I think

it might be convenient to indicate a point of usage: Quine' tends
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to reserve the term Wlogical truth'" for the narrow sense of
analyticity examined in the first part of this section: namely,
in the sense of those true sentences in which logical words
(only) appear essentially. Quine then tends to reserve the term
tgnalyticity? for those true sentencés in which it is not the
case that only the logical words appear essentially - that is,
essential predicationgwhich & will examine in this second part
of the present section. Carnap and others tend to use the terms
"logical truth® and Manadlyticity" interchangeable»- i.e., all
logiecal Fruths are séen/ag being analytic, and all analytical
truths are logical truths either in themselves or through sub-
stitution of synonyms for synonymse Again, we can see that these
formulations of analyticity tend to center around the notion of

true "by virtue of meaning or langusge' alone.

The keystqne of the argument for analyticity as essential
predication is sameness of meaning. "“Synonymy", as ﬁe have seen,
is one of the family of rélated wordsy allrequally in need of
clarification, none of which, according to Quine, can satisfac~
torily be called upon to explain any of the) gthers: I will
exémine some attempts to clarify the notion of synonymy after
examining the notion of definition as an attempt to explain

sameness of meaning and, thereby, anaiyticity.

Before I begin to consider definition per se, I would

1ijke to make a few gemeral remarks about meaning in general.
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To begin with, meaning is not to be confused with naming.
Russellts theory of descriptions has clearly shown that although
two terms may name the same thing they need not have the same
neaning as in the example "Scott' and the author of Waverly,"
I contemporary termihology, meaning and naming are frequently

referred to as intensicn and extensioOhe

Quine indicates that the contemporary notion of meaning
(intension) is a carrjsover from the'Arispotelian doctrine of
.essence and accident which underiﬁé%the notion of essential
predication.

A real definition, according to, the Aritotelian_traditioﬁ,
gives the essence Of the kind of thing defined. This de=-

fining prgperty is part of the essence of each thing of
the kind. ; '

To give a definition {or meaning) of a term (or a thing) is
often seen as simply suppiying that term's synonym (or that
RS

thing's essence). Two terms! being synonymous implies that one

can be essentially prediated of the other.

The point of these preliminary remarks is to dispense
with meaning as)an eatity - an intensional robject:

Once the theory of meaning is sharply separted from the
theory of reference, it is a short step to recognizing as
the primary business of the theory of meaning simply the
synonymy of linguistic forms and the' analyticity of state~

1W.V¢0. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, pP. 5.
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ments; meanings themselves, as obscure intemediary entitites,
may well be abandoned.

Quine, then, begins his attack on analyticity as essen-
tial predication by’pointing out that the analytic distinction
between essential and accidental traits of a given subject is a
relative and not an absolute matters ".-. + it makes no sense
to say of the actual individual, who is at once a man and a
biped, that his rationality ds essential and his two-leggedness
~accidental or vice versa."2 This particular confusion arose
from the fact that, for Aristotle;, thing% had essences. But
since the time of the geventeenth and eighteenth century epis-
temologists, it has been words or ideas that have been considered
to have meanings. "meaning is essence divorced froﬁ the thing

and wedded to the word."3

Deapite thls siippery nature of the traditional notion
of meaning, many have felt that they could catch and isolate it
through the medium of definition. Many, indeed, are wont to
assert that analytie truths, for example "All bachelors are
unmar?ied mgp,“ are true because ‘'bachelor® is eduivalent in

meaning to' "unmarried man" by.definitions and so the above

1W.\‘r.t'). Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p.‘22.

2W.V.0. Quine, Ibid.

BW.V.O. Quine, The Ways of ParadoX, Pe 51,
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example is translatable into the logical truth "A11 bachelors
are bachelors® by substitution of synonyms for synonymse What,

then, does Quine have to say about the notion of definition?

In section 2 of "Pwo Dogmas of Empiricism," Quine
enumerates three kinds of defimition: (1) lexicography; (ii)
explicetion and (iii) explicit convention. Only the first two

deﬁénd upon an antecedent synonymous USAEE.

(i) Lexicographieal definition: This sort of definition
is clearly a blind alléy if it is supposed to serve as & possible
explanation of linguistic gameness| of meéning and, thereby, of
analyticity, because the work of the lexicographer is basically
that.of an emﬁirical seéientist, The truths of his research =
the dictiona?y definitions he publishes are synthetic truths,
They are scientific nypotheses. The lexicographer merely reports
upon accopted usage, as ﬁe haz observed it, within a given
language community; hé reports what he discovers to be sameness
of usage (meaning) between terms, This is not a clarification
of the notion of synenymy but_rather an appeal to its antecedent

usage.

Quine holds, moreover, that even when the philosopher
or the scientist is involved in lexicography, when they 'define"
or clarify problem terms by paraphrasing them into more accep~
table and familiar formulations, they also make use of antece~

dent synonymous usage rather than exXxplain synonymy.
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(ii) Explication: Explication, which Quine refers to as

Man activity which philosophers are given, and scientists also
in their more philosophical moments"1 is different from lexi-
cographical definition in that it is not merely an attempt to
report an antecedent synonymous USAZE, but a conscious effort

to improve upon the definiendum. Explicative definition is,
perhaps, the clearest example of Quinian position that "Definire

2
est eliminare." Indeed, in Word and Object, Quine writes:

"explication is elimination."3 Although explication is not a
mere report of antecedent synonymous usage between definiendum
and definiens, it does depend upon other antecedent synonymous
usage, to a certain degree, while allowing hew connﬁtation or
formﬁlation never before considered in,connection with the expli-
candum, 1In this way we are able to draw a parrallel between the
metaphilosophy of Quine and Wittgenstein wherein Wittgenstein
holds that philosophy is the therapéutic elimination of pseudo
problems (and eventually of jtself)es Explication is the thera-
peutic elimination of unfavorahle lcontéxts of ‘the explicandum. .
What is claimed in explication is not that the expliéans reflects

the antecedent synonymous usage of the explicandumy, but that the

1

WeVeOs Quine, From a Ldgical Point of View, ps 25.

ZW.V.O. Quine, Ontological Relativity, DP. 78.

BW.VzQ. Quine, Word and Object, p. 260,
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explicans reflects an antecedent synonymous usage of the expli-
candum ip certain, specified, desirable contexts. Therefore,

it is not to be wondered at that two different explicata, both
equal to their task, way not be synonymous with one another
although they are derived from the same ekplicandum. A paradigm
case of explication in thig sense is offered bj Quine: the case
of ordered pairs. There may be many theoretical explications of
ordered pairs which conflicé with |each other in some contexts
but which agree in other nore essential areas.‘I The essential
aspect of ordered pairs is that they were introéuced as a means
of treating pairs of objegts as Af they were onees Also they
were introduced subject to the postulate: If <;,3> = <}.@>
then x=2z and y=w, which Quine calls the law of ofdered pairse
But, and this is the important point for this illustration of
the process of explieation, the normal occurences of " <x,3> "
or "ordered pair" is limited by those contexts where the law

of pairs can be employed. Quine expresses this deficiency of
"<<x,i> n and "ordercdlpaify) by ealling|them ) 'tdefective terms.™
The way to overcome this defective aspect is to add a convention
determining dasirda usages So, for example, if ‘One were dealing
with pure number theory one might adopt Kuratowski's convention
and identify x,i>> with igx, gx,#}} » Then again, for

work with complex numbers, Wiener's identification of (:x,y>>

1w.v.o. Quine, Word and Object, Dpe 259=260.
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with {{x} s ty, /\R might be a more useful explication. Note,
howevaf, these two would conflict with each other (as well as
with any number of other explications) while remaining faithful
to the law of pairs., This leads to the significant point that
all of these formulations satisfy the law and so it is senseless

to ask which formulation is the corrcetl formulation of (ix,yi) .

In all explicafion, according to Quine, there is a term
or linguistic expression which is worth keeping although it is
problematic in some aspegts of its usage. Explicatioh singles
out what is subjectively seen as worth while from the problem=
atical aspects, relegates the lattenr to the category of "don't
cares" and proceeds to elarify = explicatively define ~ those

cases of interest for the matter at hand.

In Word and Object, Quine claims that such explicative

Activity is paradigmatic of the philosophical spirit of fanalysis.
The subjective aspect mentioned above is important to emphasize

the fact that explicatioh does not Mexpose hidden'meaning."ﬂ

This is important in metaphilosophy. It is not the philosopher's
task to discovery sAy, wwhat-Platorreally thonght® or “what
tfreedom' Yreally means." Such jntuitive explications of "analy-
sis" and/or thé explicative function of thé philosophic activity

are impossible to achieve, according to ‘Quine, because they

W.v.0. Quine, Word and Object, P. 258.
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demand an unprofitable committment to essentialisme

Another instructive example of explication that Quine
notes is Russell's theory of singular descriptions:

In the case of singular descriptions, the initial problens
are the inconvenience of truth-value gaps in the paradoxes
of talking of what does not exist; Russell disolves these
problems by showing how we can dispense with singular des-
criptions, in any problematic sen?e, in favor of certain
uses of identity and guantifiers.’

Explication, then, is cleariy not preservation of meaning in any

+

intuitive sense. »

(i3i) Explicit Cényeption: Explicit convention as

definition does not presume an antecedent synonymous usage. It
is the outright equation of one linguistic form with another for
the sake of convenience and abbreviation:
. o« o the définiendum beccmes synonymous with the definiens
simply because it has been created expressly for the purpose

_ of heing synonymous with the definienss s.. o would that all
species of synonymy were as intelliglble.

when Ayer declares that analytic statements indicate our deter-
mination to use symbols inid given way, T think he is expounding

5,
~

a theory of explicit conventional definition.

Well, ‘theny if (this s a.case of conventionalism, pure

and simple, doesn't that indicate that such definitions are

T§4.V.0. Quine, Word and Object, pp. 259-260.

zw.v.o, Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p. 26.
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wepue by virtue of language! only, and hence analytic, logically
true (according to the linguistic doctrine of logical truth),

as well as synonymous? No. Because what applied to postulation
applies also to definition, Explicitly conventional definition
is a case of legislative, 2as oppased to discursive éefinition.
Both, or rather, all definition is & matter of act and not of
enduring consequence. The truth which results from the expli~-
citly conventional definiti®n ceases to adhere to the definition
itself as soon as the aet of adoption is completed; that trﬁth
then becomes shared by the' theory {for which the explicitly con-
ventional definition was ifnvoked) as'a whole including those

sentences with no apparent direct connection with the act of

explicit convention.

_ How then are we #o aceount for the apparent gsacred in-
violability of definidien which has such great intuitive appeal
when talking abodt meanings and so on? Quine feels that this
intuitive certainty that accompanies definition is a result of
the formal use of definition in légiq and mathematics. One such
formal use of definition is to equate different vocabularies,
each fulfulling a certain economys While one vocabulary is
economical on grammatical notion, another is economical on lexi-
con entries. Formal definition, here is a set of translation
rules which allows one to join the two vocabularies in a sort of
unified field. As such, formal definition will take one of the

three forms of definition listed and explained above.-
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Another Klnd of formal definition i eit definition
which Quine defends in "Implicit Definition Sustained"1 In this
essay Quine identifies the formal definition of mathematics with
axiomatization or postulafion. It serves its purpose in.the
fOreffont of mathematics without giving recourse to any analytic-
syntBetic distinction. 1t is, of course, another example of

leglslative postulatione

In a brief and Vezy readable essay, "Yagaries of ﬁefi-
hition"z Quine ddvides definition into eliminative and non-
oliminative'and regerves the term ndefinition," properly speaking,
for the former case. #&n example of eliminative definition is to
define "'gorsge" as "furze' or “"bachelor" as ﬁunmarried man." An
exanple of non-climinative deiinition is to define "gorse' as
vany of several spiny, thickeet shrubss" This is not eliminative
becanse it is more ganerie and-so-cannct, satisfactorily, stand

in place of "gorse".

Eliminative;definition, oOr définition properly speaking,

is divided intoctwo main sorts by Quine: (i) simple definition,

1w.v.o. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, P« 133,

2W.V.O. Quine, The Ways of ParadoX, DPe 50 £f.
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and (ii) contextual definition.1 Simple definition is mere
equaticn of one linguistic form with another. Many lexicographi-
cal entries and almost all explicity‘conventional definitions
fall into this category. Other, and alsoc many, lexicographical
entries as well as most explication fall into the second category
of contextual definition. I Wili have more to say about contex-

tual definition in later sections.

Having dispensed with definitions as a serious obstacle
to Quinet's rejeétion of the analytic-synthetic distinction, we
come now face to face with syhonymy itlself, Sameness of mean-
ing, most frequentiy, isfexplained as interchangeability'ggégg

veritate. What does Quine make of this theory?

In the first place, Quine would insist that the problenm
of substitutivity or interchangeability does not presume only

the mode of salva veritate. Rather, the problem of interchange-

ability cannot be anewered until one has answered the question
salva guo.2 Another.question which is presupposed by the problem
of substitutivity is""In just what sorts of ‘contextual position,

if not in-ally ,are, the-twe forms to,be interchangeable?3

1W.V.O. Quine, and J.J. Ullian, Web of Belief, (New York:

Random House, 1970), Chapter II.

2W.V.O. Quine, From a Logical Point of View, pe 56,

3W.v.0. Quine, Ibid.
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In "Two Dogmas" Quine answers the second question by
begging the question in favor of an undefined sense of the
notion "word". In a latter section I will argue that Quine
holds that the proper unit of "meaning™ is neither the word
(term) nor the sentence, but rather the systematic whole of all

aeientific theorys For now I will attend to the problem of in-

terchangeability salvo guos

Now the type of synonymy we are trying to isolate is
cognitive synonymy; that ds, a iype of substitutivity which
would allow us to tranglate Sentences of essential predication
into sentences of logical truths Thus, we need, Quine arguecs,
interchangeability salva verdtate., Is this kind of interchange-
ability available to us?. Quine answers that it is - but only
in an extensional language = that is a language based on an
extensional logics “/Quine outlines such an extensional language
in his "New Foundations for Mathematical Logic"1 and in "Two
Dogmas" he gives ms a brief, summary of .its basic elements:

e s o an indefinitely large stock of “one-place predicates
(for example, 'F' where 'Ex' means that x is a man) and

many=place -predicates(for example, 'G*, where 1Gxy! means
x loves ¥), mestly having to do with extralogical subject
matters The rest of the language is logical, The atomic

gentences consist each of ‘a predicate followed by one or
more variables *x¥, 'y', etc.; and the complex sentaences

1WQV.O, Quine, From a Logical Point of View, ppe 80 ff.
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are built up of the atomic ones by truth functions ('not',
tand?!, fort, etc.) and quantifications’
In "New Foundations" Quine uses only one predicate, the

two-place predicate of class membership, "€ ",

This language, Qniﬁe claims is sufficient to deal with
descriptions, singular terms, abstract singular terms, classical
mathematics and general seientific discourée, texcept insofar-
as the latterlinvolves debetable devices such as contrary=to=-

fact conditionals or médal adverbs like 'neccssarily’."

Such a language will be perfectly adequate for inter

changeability of terms salva veritate, if those terms have the

same extension, that isy if they are true of the same objectse.
‘Phus not only will "bachelors'" and funmarricd men'" be seen as
Bynonymous; but so will "ecreatures with hearts' and "creatures
with kidne&s," which no ordinary defender of the theory of an&-
lyticity would be willing to accept because then the true sen-
tence, “All creatures with hearts are crédtures-with kidneys"
Iwould be seen as analytical since, by substitution of synonyms
for synoayms, we could translate it ‘to VALl ‘creatures with

hearts are creatures with hearts." But, obviously, the truth

1W.V.O.‘Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p. 30.

2W.V.O. Quine, Ibid.
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of “All creatures with hearts are crecatures with kidneys" is a
clear cut example of synthetic truth, that is, truth discovered
through empirical eéxperimentation and investigation and not

through analysis of the terms involved.

Quine argues that the only way to avoid this problem is
to allow for ?he modal adverb "negessarily''s If we do this then
| weAget "Necessarily all credtires with hearts are creatures with
hearts" which is trge and analytic. We also get, by subétitution
of synonym for synonym'"Nécessarily all creatures with hearts
are creatures with kidneys! which is false and so, seemingly,
the distinction between the analytic and the synthetic is saved.

But what is the price to be paid?

Theé* distinction has been savgd by presumigg the very
thing we have been trying to explain - analyticity in terms of
S&nénymy} For such, accérding to Quine, is the force of “"neces-
. garily"™. To explain analyticit& in terms of synonymy, which
;synonymy presumes analyticity, is what Quine calls an argument
which "is not flatly circular... . . It has the form, figura-
tively speakiné. of a closgd . curye in space."1 (In the next
section I will devote more spéce to Quine's arguments against

necessity per se.) Quine concludes that to explain, thus, synony-

mous intorchangeability ir tercs of the modal adverd "necessarily"

1WQV-O. Quine, Ibid.
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leads to interchangeability salva analyticitate, not veritate,

We are left, then, with an gxtensional sense of salva vertitate

which renders no sentences as analytic, and such sentences as

1411 bachelors are unmarried men" as merely true.

Some opponents of Quine have apﬁroached the problem of
sameness of meanﬁng a bit differently wnder the heading of
“eguivalencei" Grice and Strawson; inm their paper YIn ﬁefensg
of a Dogn:z.aL“"l argue that:

two sentences are symonymous if and only if any true answer
to the question 'What does it mean?! n:ked of one of them
is a true answer to the sameé guestion; asked of the other.
e s s if we are to give up the potion of sentence-~synonymy
as senseless, we must  give up the notion of sentence-signi-
ficance (of a sentence having meaning) as senseless too.
But thsn perhaps we might as well give up the notion of
sense. ' .

Quine's response to thie argument for sentential equiv-
alence as opposed to berm syneanymy is in &wo parts: First of
all, equivalence, as Grice and Strawson present it, is merely

stimulusesynonymy (See Chapter II #8) and therefore hardly counts

as a case of "true by'virtde of meaning". Secondly, Qﬁine

1H.F. Grice and P.F. Strawson, "In Defense of a Dogna.'

in Analytaicity, James F. Harris and Richard H. Severens, eds.,
PPa 56=75.
aH.P. Grice and PeFe Strawson, "In Defense of a Dogma,"

PPs 61 62 .
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accuses Grice and Strawson of the fallacy of subtraction.1 To
‘argue falliciously in this way assumes that all meaningful sen=-
tences must have a meaning; and sentences which have meanings,
may, obviously, share the same meaning, i.e., have the same
meaning, Now Quine argues, just because one denies such notions
as "having meaning" and "“sameness of ‘meanings" does not give

sufficient reason to reject meaningfulness althoghter., Quine's

reply to those who argue thus i5%

I remain free to maingain that the fact that a given lin-
guistic utterance is mgapingful «(or significant as I prefer
to say so as not te invite hypostasis of meanings as enti-
ties) is an ultimate and irreducible matter of fact; or, I
may undertake to analyze it in terms directly of what people
do in the presence of the 1inguistig utterance in guestion
and other utterances similar to its

Another approach to sameness of meaning is to distine
quish,\as Harmén does,3 between ordinary talk and philosophical
talk about sameness. of meaninge Ordinarily, when we talk about
'samenesé of meaning, Harman argues, We tend, in fact, to be
talking about similarity as opposed Lo strict sameness. This

similarity depends upen shared backgroﬁnd information, whereas

philosophical talk of strict sameness of“meaning depends solely

1§.V.0s Quine, Word and Object, pe 206.

24 .VeOe Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p. 11.

3Gilbei-t Heman, "Quine on Meaning and Existénce,'I,"

PP» 135 ££.
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upon the notion of meaning. Thus we can easily talk about the
similarity in meaning between A and B and between B and C where
4 and C are seen as not being similar in meaning. This theory
seems to receive much support from the behavioristic mechanisms
which Quine favors and would adequately cover most ordinary,
but not scientific (i.e., philosophie) talk about "sameness' of
meaningi

.Conveivably the mechanisn of such recegnition of simil-
arity when better understood, might be made the basis of
a definition of synemiyuy end ahalyticity in terms of line
guistic behavior,  Onithe other hand such an approach might
make sense only of something like degrees of synonymy and
analyticitye.

What Quine is saying here harks back to his holistic
theory of meaning as presented in "Two Dogmas," et ale True
gsentences which are linguistically anchored to the very center

of the fabric of knowledge have a more legitimate claim to Mana-
lyticity" Jjust as thoBe sentences on the very edge of experience
have a more legimate ¢laim to "meaning". But. the absolutes of

F

tapnalyticity" and !meaning', ane merely, conveniences.

Hilary Putnam, in his paper "The Analytic and the Syne

thetic"2 preseénts an interesting notion which, in some respects

1W.V.d. Quine, The Ways of ParadoX, Pe 129.

2Hilary Putnam, "The Analytic and the Synthetie," in
Minnestoa_Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Ve IIIs PP.
358=397.
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come close to Quinets theorye Putnam feels that the analytic-
synthetic distinction is a real distinction, although very
grivial. He feels that the Quinian denial of the distinct%on
is philosophically more useful than those defenders of the
“distinction who give it too much weight. In the next few parae

graphs I would like to introduce these notions of Putnamt!s which

will be resolved when I presént Quine's theory of stimulus-mean=

ing in Chapter II #B.

Putnam begins'by dntroducing the notion of a law—gluster
concept, ©.Qey '"CNErgy: which "eenters into a great many lawse.
It plays a great many roles, and these laws and’inference_roles
congtitute ité meaning collectively, not individually.“l Putnam
indicates that most of the theoretical /terms of the sciences are
such law-cluster concepts and that we should be waxy of anyone
who claims that all sentences.containing such. terms are analytic
sentencess So far, 30 good, from the Quinian point of views.
Such law=-cluster terms_ would be similar-to what Quine cal%s
theoretical terms (e.gs "momentum”) aswell as observational

terms (ee.ge, "Indian nickel)e Like Putnam, Quine feels that
the use of such terms, which may enter a_theory throﬁgh
"definition, could change in therface Af recalcitrant experience.

Such change in usage could be interpreted as a change in belief

lHillary Putnam, "The Analytic and Synthetic," p. 379
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as well as a change in meaninge

Putnam goes on to indicate that such terms as "erow"
and 'man® differ from law-cluster concepts in that they unite,
not a cluster of law, but a cluster of properties, none of which
is seen as egsentiale. Again, this seems to parallel Quine's
discussion pf non~theoretic but highly gbservational terms sugh

as "rabbit" or "red'.

Putnamts divergence from the Quinian position.is in his
treatment of "bachelor"_which_Putnam considers a non=-cluster
concepts Unlike Nenerpgy', "bachelor? is immune from ¢efinitional
revision because

» o « there are no laws underiying our use of the term
thachelor' « » o there age no exceptionless laws of the
form YAll bachelors are s - « ' except 'All bachelors are !
unmarried?, 'All bacheloxs are malet, and conseguences '
there ofe « » o« preserving the interchangeability of
'bachslor; and Woamappied mant in ail extonsional contexts

Putnam!s relation to Aristotelian essentialism is seen
when he declares that there is one singlé aspect,) the legal
sociological one, governing the use of "bachelor”. _But this

is just not the case. |That there is-one. single aspect gdverning

the use of the term "bachelorﬁ cen be questioned on at least two

A}

1Hillary Putnam, "The Analytic and the Synthetic,"'

pe 384,
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counts. First of all, the single legal sociological aspect may
be seen as governing the use of the term ''bachelor" precisely
when 'bachelor” is used to refer‘to unmarried males, and not
hoiders of an academic degree. Seccondly, I contend, that there
may be other aépects governing the use of the term beyond the
legal sociological one. Thus, for example, although, legally,
a celebate priest is a bachelor, we da not frequently refer to
priesés as bachelors beczuse ﬁbachelor" carries with it the

weight of ‘'open to marriagell, / Thus witness the term WConfirmed

bachelort,.



#4 Analyticity as Necessity or a Prioricity

in my treatment of analyticity, I have been following
Harman in dividing the theories of analyticity into the weak and
the "full-blooded." In the previous section I considered the
weaker version of the theory under the heading of logical for-
mality, and in the present section I will consider what Harman
calls the strohger versions06i the theorj under the heading of the

notions of necessity and a /prioricity.

Ever since Kant and his attempt to assert tpe existence

of a class of propositions which were both synthetic and a
priori, there has been mucﬁ debate &s to whether a prioricity
presumes necessity or viee wversa, From the Quinian point of
view, of course, the whole debate resembles that over whether
oy not some witches are, indeed, good as opposed to evil; that
ig, it is a debate resulting from an over zealous distinction.
Quine's summary of the contemporary aifuation regarding this
matter comes out in what appears t6-ve|501¢ reference to the a

priori in his major work, Word and Object:

philosophical tradition hints of three nested categories

of firm truths: the analytie, the a priori, ‘and the neces«
sary. Whether the first exhausts the second, and the second
the third, are traditionally matters of disagreement, though
none of the three has traditionally been defined in terms of
detectable features of verbal behavior, Pressed nowadays

for such a . clarification, some who are content to take the
three as iden“ical have responded in this vein: the analytic



66

sentences{ are those that we are prepared to affirm come
what may.

This view has been confirmed in my researches on the
_subject and Ayer goes so far as to identify a prioricity and
necessity: ". . o to speak of & proposition as being a priori
will come to the séme as saying that it is true or false by one

or other form of logical necessitye"a

So, since the thrée notions of analyticity, necessity,
and & prioricity are éo closely associated, and since if is not
my intention to defend either the notion oi analyticity or its
association wiﬁh the fotheg: two notione, I will, in this present
section, confine myself mostly to & consideration of necessity
and hope thereby to further clarify Quine's position in reject-~

ing analyticity altogether.

'S

The argument for analyticity in terms. of necessity or
a prioricity hinges-around the notion of meaning. Again, Quine
insists that all.such, appeals  to,"‘true, by wirtue. of meaning"
fail to explain what‘the theory sets out to explain.. To say
that a sentence is necessary usually-meanssy according to the

defendersiof the analytic-synthetic distinction, that given the

1

1W.V.O. Quine, Word and Object, p. 66.

. 2A.J. Ayer, Some Central Questions of Philosophy,

(middlesex: Penguin, 1973), p. 200.
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. meaning of the sentence alone, that sentence must be true come
what may or no matter what. In other words its denial is a
gelf=contradiction. The c¢rux is the phrase “come what may".

A sentence is seen to be a priori if simply the knowledge of
the meaning of that sentemce caan account for the knowledge of
its being true, The crux here is the phrase "simply the know-
ledge of the meaning of “the sentence' which implieglthat no

reference to the way things are in the world need be made.

The most frequently advanced test for the necessity or

a prioricity, and therefore anelyticity, of a sentence, is
whether or not one can conceive of its not being true. Theor-
etically, if one can 50 conceive of ‘a situation which would
imply a sentence's being false, then that sentence is synthetic
or non-analytice Quinets position is simply that we can con-
ceive of any sentenceé &8 Tailing to be trucs

Any statemen* can be lheld true come what may, if we make

drastic enough adjustments elsewhere in the systems + » o

Conversely, by the same token, mo statement is immune to

revision. [Revision even (ofithe logicallaw of the excluded

middle has been proposed as a means of simplifying quantum

mechanics; and what difference is there in principle between

such a shift and the shift whereby Kepler superceded Ptolemy,
or Einstein Newtony or Darwin ‘Aristotle? ’

If we insist, in other words, that "No bachelor is a
married man" is true, come what may, Quine will respond ""What

do you say of the truth of that statement in the situation

1W.V.O. Quiney "Two Dogmas of Empiricism," p. L3,
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where you meet a married bhachelor?" Grice and Strawson hold
that to ask such questions along with the rejection of attempts
to explain "analyticity", "necessity", "a prioricity", etec. in
terms of each other constitutes a refusal ;o understand the dis~
tinction between the purely verbal and the merely empirical -
the analytic and the synthetic. This appears to me to be a
clear example of an ad homimen argument, and like all such

arguments, it need not delay us longers

However such dnsistence on the ''come what may' aspect
of necessity, has led fo another more wasteful trend among con-
temporary thinkers, especially those taken up with the cogency
of the Quinian position, and that is& the trend which 1 call the
Wscience fiction syndrome" which Quine, rightly, I féel, inveighs
againét.1 An example of this kind of argument can be found in
Edward S. Shirley's YPutnam on Analyticity":

Suppose that super-intelligent, man~like, but non-human
beings from, say, Mars pay the Earth a visit, and that
some of oupr women find themattractives ) Then we would,

I believe, undérstand the guestion of a young lady was
raising if she asked whether one of them was a batchelor.
We can even assume that they have atsocial institution
similar'to our institution ‘of ‘marriage. 'One dight argue
that in sach & case she 'would not bé using *batchelor! in
$ts literal sense, but figuratively. But HRow can we know
this? how can we know that she has changed the meaning of

}

¢ ' -

1W.V.0. Quine, review of Milton Ke Munitz, ed., Iden-

£ify and Individuation, in Journal of Philosophy, LXIX 16,

197«
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thatchelor' rather than simply agandoned the belief that all
batchelors are men (i.e. human)?

So much for "true, come what may"}

We saf in the previous section that attempts were mnade
to explain anélyticity in terms of the linguistic doctrine of
logical truth by making an appeal to fgruth by conventione.®
Some thinkers make a similar appeal to convention in order to
support the notion of Xogieal necassity. ‘The arguments of Quine,
as outlined previously, stuffice in the present situation alsos
But thgre is a‘further aépect of conventionalism which is worth
notinge. Even\if it were frue that the Qon#entional assignﬁent
of truth values determined meaning, that iz, even if a sentence
is “true by 6onvention," it does not follow that the sentence
is, indeed, true, This is So, Quine argues, bééause the notion
of convention cannct, practioally speakingy be distinguished
from that of postulation. Just as we postulate meaning in the
phyéicgl sciences ( *momentun', "neutrinOﬂs etce) ﬁOt all Ekyéiééiﬁ
theories are true, and what was postulated at ome lpoint may be
revised at a latter point without making appeal to a change in i
meaninge Likeéwisey Quine, insists, for logieal| and metamathemm

atic truth or postulation.2 To attempt to explain '"necessary

1Edward S, Shirley, '"Putnam on Analyticity,"” Philoso-
Phical Studies, 2’4" I’l" J“ly’ 1973.

aW.V.O. Quine, "Truth by Convention," pp. 101-102.
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truth® by an appeal to convention or postulation is to fail to
make the distinction between legislative and discursive postus
lation, as well as to fail to notice that postulation is a passe
ing trait of the act of adoption and not a lingering trait of

any given sentence.

It should not be terribly surprising that the connéﬁtion
between analytic truth and mecessary truth, namely meaning,
derives from the confu@ioa of the Aristotelian doctrine of
essentialism and the ™mepaphysical jungle"1 which accompanies

it.

Aristotle, in fact,.drew two parallel distinctions be=-
tween the essential and the contingent on one hand, and tﬁe
necessary and possible on the other. The first distinction was
held, by Aristotle, to be absolute, whereas tie second distince

tion was merely relative.

The first distinction, so the theory goes, derives from
‘the ways things are in the '"real! world, that is to say the
world of "natural kinds". According to this theory, things are,
naturally, gro;ped into objective kinds according to the essences
- of the yarioﬁs kinds. The essehcerof a thing is its "whétness“,

that which makes it what it is and not something else of a

1w.v.o. Guine, The Ways of Paradox, Pe 176.
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different kinds It is, in effect, nothing more than the Platonic
Form or Ydea taken from the realm of the Platonic heaven and
inmeshed in the "inner reality" of each kind of thinge That
which did not pertain to the essential aspect of a given kind,
pertained to its properties or its coatingent accidental aspect.
Thus, man, the class, is essentially distinguished from other
animals because of its esssabtizl trait of ratiomality, whereas
such qualities as "being 2ble to laugh" or !fat" are seen to be
merely contingent. The logical art of definition, i.e., the
clagsification of things acgording to their categories énd Qiégg;ﬁ
fying predicates (ﬁhe theory of predicébles), would enable one

to isolate the essence of any given kinds, In this way, so the
theory goes, one could gain objective knowledge of the world;

the resulting truth of statements reflecting such knowledge was
absolute, undeniable truth, A fine theory as far as theories

go except for one thing: it dosen't work.

On the other handy the ngcessary-possible distinction
was seen to be a_relative tréit of related statements. More
specifically, .the relgtion between 2 premise and a conclusion
of a logically valid deductive argument was considered-necessaryj

of an invalid'argument, only possible.

As we saw in the previous section, the real modern pro=
‘blem of meaning began when, in the seventeenth and eightteenth

centuries, the rationalist and empiricist epistemologists

13
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divorced essence from the external “objective! world of natural
kinds, and applied it, instead to the realm of ideas, concepts,
or what nowadays we call meanings. This change caused a con-
fusion, and now necessity, not essence, was opposed to contin-
_Eency, and the distinction was absolutely interpreted. This
absolute distinction was then emhanced by Kant with his doctrine
of the analytic-synthetic distinction and its relationships to
. the necessary-contingent and é priori = & posteriori distince
tions. It has come down Lo contemporary times as '"fan unempiriecal

dogma of empiricists, & metaphysical article of faith."1

How does Quine amalysefexplicate the problem of neces=-
sity? First of all, he grants, for the sake of argument, that
there are two types of necessity: (i) physical or mnatural

necessity, and (ii) logical or mathematical necessity.

Physical necessity can be explained in terms of general<
ity or regularity of experience: Hume's uniform ﬁatﬁre. On
this point, als0, Quifé and Hume! are in dgreement: There is no

lnecessify in matters of fact. "Nec¢essarily", as it is used in
thé realm of 'the physical ‘sciences, reduces to MIf ol e then

; e o'y according to Quines The conditional.,, for example, "If
this is a2 leopard, then it has spots," is supportéd by the

antecedently accepted generalization “All leopards have spots,’

1W.Vo0- Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p. 37.
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and the conditional is merely an instance of the generél truth.

~ If Quine's analysis of natural necessity at this level
is correct, we can see immediately that such necessity does not
properly refer to events or states, but rather to conditioned
connections. In other words,'Quine is denying the theory of
Aristotelian essentialisme !'"Necessarily” is a condensed way
of saying that a sentence follows from or is compatible with

some fixed premise understood as background."1

A special case of physical necessity is that of dis~
position. Dispositional cénditionals -~ if this lump were placed
ip water it would dissolve = demand Ya necessity that goes heyond

, . 4 2
mere generality over times"

?he necessity of the disposition terms, @sge, Hisoluble,f
depends ﬁpon a background of "full-blown theory"3 as opposed to
mere generalization. The theoretical background of the physical
necessity of disposition terms takes the form of an explanation, *
a mechanism, uswtally in terms of physical structure. In the
case of "goluble'" this mechanical explanation takes the'explicit

shape of the atomig| structure of the chemicals invalved: 'sub-

TW.V.0. Quine, Word and Object, ps 195.

2W.V.O. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, ps 71.

3W.V.O. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, Pe 72e
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stances with a particular atomic structure react in a certain
sort of way when placed in water. Thus, we can see, that dig=
positional conditionals, ultimately, also rest upon an observed

generality or regularity, but demand, in addition, & theoretical

explanation.

Quine calls disposition terms promissory notes"1 which
posit an explanatory mechanism as a general or regular background
feature to support thesdispositional necessitys The explanatory
mechanism may not be apparent, as in the case of wintelligent?,
or may change and develop depending upon the current state of
.stience a8 in“the case of the diépoaition of metals to conduct
heat which was at one time explained by the false theory of
phlogiston but is now explained by the, presumable, true mechanism

of electrons,

In general, when Wwe say ‘I % were treated thus and so, it
would do such and such', we are attributing /to x some theo-
retical explanatory trait of cluster of traits. Typically
these would be traits of microscopic structure of substance.
Sometimes analytically discernable in all explicitness, by
specialists if .not by us, as in the case of solubility.
Sometimes they are envisioned only as some day describable,

The+ second Mind .of snecessity which Quine examines is
logical or mathematical necessity, which is usually explained

as that feature of making sentences true by virtue of definition

H4.Ve0e Quine, Ibid.

BWOVOQ. Quine, The Wals of Paré.dox, ﬁo 73
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e

or meaninge It is here, supposedly, that analytic sentences
come in. AR example of such a truth by definition is that

momentum is proportional to velocity.

According to Quine, the weakness of this position is the
. fact that in the face of recalc;trant experiénce, the scientist
is confroated with the falsity of his theory as ; whole and no%
with the falsity of any one sontence or definitioh, He is free
to choose where to modify the theory in ordexr to account for the
recalcitrant experience. /We have geen how the tyuth of legis=-
lative definition passed dnto the body of the theory. RNow, when
faced, say with an unrealized piediction. the sqientist may
decide to save the bulk of his theory by changing a sentenée

" which was, upon its adoption inte the theory as a Qhola, seen

éa being '"necessary" by virtue of definition. And so, for
expmple “he makés moméntum propor£ional instead to, say,,velocity
dlvided by one minus the ratio of that velocity to the speed of

light . . o

Here we have a crystal clear case of a change in defi-~
nitién which (is mormally interprete&, by ghe scienéiéts, as a
change in belief and not in meaning. The same situatioﬁ holds,
Quine asserts, throughout the whole of science - logic and

pathematics included, and not excepting supposed analytic fruths

1W.V.0. Quine, The Ways of ParadoxX, Pe. 74,
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about bacheloré, or supposed synthetic sentences about rabbits.

Quine, therefore, refuses to acknowledge any special
sense of “necessity" for the realms of logic and mathematics
because he attaches '"no relevance to the status of definition.™
To dispense with definition and return to the redundant, e«gey
"mass times velocity is proportional o velocity," does not save
the situation. It merely brings us face to face with what we
have been trying to expléin a1l along, analyticity. Quine indi-
cates that the tendency to' interpret such sentences as necessary
is partly a result of a tendency to meke another distinction
parallel to the analytic-syntheticy namely, that between the
theoretical and the practical or empiricals We tend to make 2
sharp division between pure mathematics on the one side and
physics and the other natural sciences on the other. This,
Quine argues, is & matter of nomenclature:

Boundaries between disciplines are useful for deans and
librarians, but let us not overestimate them - the bound-
aries. When we abstract from them, we seeé all of science =
physics, bBi0lOgY, écondmicsy mathematicsy logic, and the
rest - as a single sprawiing system, loosely connected in
some portioms but disconnected nowheres Parts of it -
logic, arithmetic, game theory, theoretical parts of physicse
are farther from the observational orexperimental edge than
other .parts. * But 'the oveérall system, with all its parts,
derives its aggregate empirical content from that edge; and
the theoretical parts are good only as they contribute in

their varying degrees of indirectness to the systematizing
of that content. o -

4

1W¢V.O. Quine, The Ways of ParadoX, Pe 75«
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In principle, therefore, 1 see no higher or more austere
necessity than natural necessity; and in natural necessity,
or our attributions of it, I see only Hume's regularities,
culminating here and there in what passes for an explanatory
trait or the promise of ite.

-

.‘W.V.O. Quine, The Ways of ParadoxX, Pe 76.




#5 Analyticity as Reductionisnm

In tﬁa previous two sections I was concerned with various
attempts to'explain the analytice-synthetic distinction and with
how those attempts have faiieﬂa But this alone is not enough to
establish the Quinian positién that fmére is no distinction at
alle It just might be th#t although the-distinction does in

_fact exist, no one hasy to.date, been able to formulate it satis-
factorilye If Quine's ;egative attack on the failure of proposed
explanations were all tHere/to his position, it would, indeed,
be a tenuous - albeit an interesting = paggfgég. But there is a

more positive side to the Quinian poasition.

- This present section will be a sort of'turning point
between the negative.and the positive aspects of Quine's attack
on the.doctrine'of analyticitye. The theory of reductionisnm is
still another attempt at éxplaining the distinction. (More
accurately, we might say that it presumes the distinction; as
welshall see, Quine fecls that analyticity andg reductionism are,
at heart, one and the sames) In responding to the theory of
reductionisem, for the first time we get alélear iddication of

= the deeper philosophy of Quine and to which I have alluded in
previous sections. In the next section 1 will pursue that philo-
sophy directly so as to give greater plausibility to Quine's

attack on the apalytic=synthetic distinction.
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The verification principle: Reductionism, simply put,

is nothing more than the contemporary logical positivist prin-
ciple of verification, especially as espoused by such thinkers

as Carnap, Ayer, and Hempel.1

Historically speaking, reductiopism goes back at least
as fér as Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, the seventeenth and eighe
teenth qentury,empiricists who-held that all knowledée must be
reducible to sense experience. In more contemporary, and less
radical, parlance thinkers are wont to say that for a statement
to be considered meaningfuly, it must be able to be translated,
ultimately, into a statement about some immediate experience.
This is what Quine calls radical or naive reductionism.2 But
cOntemporary reductioniste alse admit of another class of meaning-
ful, though non-informative, statements or sentence, namely,'the
analyti¢ truths including the truths of logic and mathematicse
Contemporary reductionism, then, demands the analytice-synthetic

distinction.

1One must be careful to distinguish between this doctrine
of the verification principle and the pragmatic doctrine of the
verification theory of meaning mentioned above on pages 4a5,
These two are similar but ﬁot the same. The pragmatic doctrine

makes no claiﬁ concerning the analytic-synthetic distinctione.

' 2W.V.O. Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p. 38.

-
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Since we are concerned with an explanation of analyticity
in terms of sameness of meaning, Quine suggests that we examing
the relationship between the verification principle and synonymye
The first thing to note is that the verification principle is
applied to statemepts and not to terms. Quine considers this
no major problem since sufficient sense can be made of the notion
of term synonymy for the meeds of the verification of principlee.
However, the distinction between term-synonymy and sentence or
statementesynonymy is interesting both historically and because
Quine's own position as & wholg as we shall see when I present

Quinets own theory of meaning.

According to the Werifigation principle, two statements
_ére the same in meaning if their empiviecal verification (or
falsification).is the sames @Quine argues that it is less than
obvious what the notion of sameness of confirming og disconfirme
ing expefience for two given statements implies. According to
Quine, this is the normal §tate of affairs; hypotheses come
before the tribunal of [evidence not as single sentences or state-
ments, but as whole groups of interconnected and inter-supporting
sentences even incluling thellaws of logic whicﬁ underlie all
the various sentences. Are we then to infer that all those difQ
ferent hypotheses mean the same? This is a problem that the

reductionist must explain away.

Redical reductionism would reduce all noneanalytic
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meahingfql sentences to bare reports of sense eXperience which
would or could be then verified (or falsified) by making a direct
appeai to the evidence of immediate experience. This theory is
by no means new. It goes back to Hume's theory of sense im-
pressionisms everything could be reduced to sense impressions =
everything that was ''real! or meaningiul, at least, So, for
example, when Humeé came to consider the physical sciences, he
answeféd the conceptual probiem (the theory of meaning) concernw
ing physical bodies by an outright identification of physical
objects with sense impressions.1 Man, for Hume, is a "bundle of
impressions.® From sense=impressionisihy it is only a short step
to either pﬁenomenalism or scnse~dataisme All of these forms

of radical reductionism, as well as the more contemporary less
radical versions are held, by guine, to. be inadequate because

of the basic position! that our knowledge of thé external world
is'underdetermined by sense experience. This piece of-paper is
more than white to theé sight, erackly to the ear when crumpled;
and smooth to thel touch, (and more)than)its odor and taste for
those who seek complete ;ensory knowledge of the paper). There
is time=space to beé considered alsode| Andeveén Carnzp%s |qua=
druples of real numbers used to identify spatio-temporal point
xinstanﬁs seem to fail-to{justify reductionism. Sensory under-‘

déterminationAis the deeper meaning of Quiﬁe's ¢all that we

1W-V.O, Quine, Ontological Relativity, Pe e
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begin with ordinary things - middle-sized objects. We don't
begin, ,as Hume and even Carnap in his Aufbau would have us begin:
w1th an exhaust1ve specification of sensory experience. And

even if we did, we would not be able to get very far in our task
of seeking knowledge, scientific knowledgee Indead, such exhaus-
tive specification is, according to Quiney impossible; there is

no "fancifully fancyless medium 6f unvarnished néws."1

Quine,'of courseq i# mot rejecting his empirical or
positivist starting poidt s /Rathery like all pood positivists,
he insists that we tie down all our sentences, our entire theore-
tical éystem (including dogic and mathematics) to experience.
But he also insists that the task of reductionism must always
fall short of perfection and that no sentences confront experience
jpdividually (with the excéption of observation sentenceé, which
afé fewer than most people would tend to thinkj. We might
obgerve that, for Quine, all good philosophyy like all good
epicsjbegins in mediés res; iseé,lwith middle~-aized physical
objects of common everyday experience, not with bare color,

sound, odor,.taste and texture.

‘There is no presuppositiqnless philosophy or science or

knowledge. DPure objectivity, Descartes! jgnis fatuus, is an

incommunicable, and therefore non-cognitive,‘goal,’if, indeed,

1W.Vg09 Qﬁiné,.Word and Objecty Be 2o



it is possible at all. In philosophiiing, or in any other sys-
tematic conceptualizing or theorizing, we find ourselves already
on Neurath‘é ship which we must rebuild while afloat, It is no
use asking how we got there and it is no use trying to specify
the final form of that repair. We caunot say what science is
and then do it, Rather we do science flpst and then stepping
back say what we have dones. Then utilizing our new insight we
undertake a continuation” of the same task. And so science
evolves over the agese Repair of the'ship while it is afloat,
improvement in the scieéncesy beginss like a dream or an epic,
in the middle of an already dimly, but not completely, under-
stood stoiy: our presuppositionés As philosophers -and scien-
tists, we try to improve this'germinal understanding fully
realizing, if we are honest with ourselves, that no matter how
well we do our job, bthere will still be more work tc be done
when we have done all we can do. MNo matter how much we streng~
Ithen and explain our initial pre=-suppositions, we can never fully
prove‘or explaiw them without some recourse to sﬁill more basiec
hypotheses. Quiné is no strénger to the Aristotelian dictum
that it is’the sign of a foolish person to hopg to prove every=-
thing. The so=called synthetic sentences cannot be fully ex~
plained by an appeal to ekperience; science is not fully objective:
e o o it 15 meaningless » « + to inquire into the absolute

correctness of a conceptual scheme » « « Our standard for
appraising basic changes of conceptual scheme must be, not
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a realistic standard of correspondence to reality but a
pragmatic etandard.’

Quine is explicit: what confronts experience is mnot the supposed
synthetic sentence in solitary splendor but the conceptual scheme,
a group of sentences including the supposed analytic truths of
logic and mathematics which make up the conceptual scheme stand
togethers. There is, then, no distinction between analytic and

" synthetic.

Historiecally, one of ‘the problemé with the sensedataist
formulation of empirical verification, i.€., radicai reductionism,
was that it tied down the process of verification to terns.

This condemns us to the §rison of &he ideationa} theory of mean-
ing. strengthens the intuitive and uneritical acceptance of the
mind-body dualism, and poses such insuperable problems as finding

a sense verification foir such terms 2s ligalcatl gnd Ythan',.

The situation first began to improve with Bentham's
theory of fictions which Quine refers to frequently as the be-
ginning of the use of contexts to defines “According to this
theory, termsimeed notpbe, treated in, isolation but may be seen
as syncategoremata.2 Quine sees this as the historical~beginning

of a shift away from the term or the word as the basic unit of

1W.V.O.'Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p. 79.

2

WeVeO. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, Pe 5k,
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meanings Quine traces the history of contextual definition
from Bentham to Frege; where, Quine claims, it appears expli-
citly, down to when "it attained its full flower in Russell's
doctrine of singular descriptions as incomplete symbols."1 The
sentence had thus been shown to bé the basic unit of meaninge
Indeed, many of the formulations of the werification prineiple

were made in terms of seditences. However, even as late as 1956,

Carnap, in the second edition of Meaning and Necessity; continues

to place the emphasis onsthe term.

Quine feels that tha most serious and suoceésful (though
ultimately inadequate) atfempt éo radically reduce meaningful
statements to reports of sense experienée. while retaining the
analytié-synthetic distinetioh, was done by Carnap in his Aufbau,
(1928), Carnap's starting point was more than mere sense ex-
perienqe in that it igciuded a host of legical notions which
led .7 Quine to comment, "Empiricisfs there are who would boggle
at such prodigality."a It was in this work that Carnap utilized
his quadruples of real numbers to pinpoint spatio=temporal
instantse But despite a certain initial success in defining
certain sensory concepts, Quine,tells us that in the,end even

Carnap realized the futility of his efforts:

1

WeVaOe Quine, Ontological Relativity, Pe 72.

2W.V.O. Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p. 39.
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e s o in his later writings he abandoned all notion of the
translatiability of statements about the physical would into
statements about immediate experiencee Reductions in its
radical form has long since ceased to figure in Carnap's

philosophy. '

In Logical Syntax {1934), according’ to Quine, Carnap

of fered a milder version of the theory eof analyticity based on
the notion of meaning postulates. But as we have seen Quine
has offered serious objectioans to this proposed solution and so
we still remain far from cliecar on the matter of analyticity
itself, and the theory of reductionism, ie©ey the verification
prineciple, as a means of dsolating the none-analytic from the

synthetic statementss

It has been held by scme that the verification principle
is no longer considered a seriouns altérnative. EVen s0 staunch
a supporter of the principle, AeJs Ayer, conelides a summary of
the principle in the followiné plaintive manner: "Attempﬁs have
since been made to emend the criterion + + o but none of them .
has so far been successful."2 Howevery  if [ the verification |
principle has beén shunted to one side, reductionism gtill haunts
us in more.subtle formsy | The notilon 1ingers-on in the) intui-

tively accepted doctrine of empiricism that for each synthetic

-1W.V.O. Quine, From a Logical Point of View, pe 40,

2A-J. Ayer, The Central Questions of_Philosophy, Pe 226
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sentence or statement there are two groups of significant sense
experiences. One group of experiences adds to truth of the
statement and one group of experiences detracts from the truth
of the statement, The important notion here is that sentences
or statements face experience singly:

The dogma of reductionism survives in the supposition that
each statement, taken in isolation fpem its fellows, can
admit of confirmation or infirmation at alls My counter
suggestion, issuwingesentially from Carnap's doctrine of .
the physical world im the Aufbau, is that our statements
about the external world face the tribumnal of sensd gxper-
ience not individually bul only as a corporate body.

In this Quine, admittedly, follows the theories of Duhem.

On the relationship between reductionism and analytiecity,
as well as a summary of Quine's position; I would like to quote
at length from the conclusion of part 5 of "Two Dogmas™:

e o o a8 long as. it is taken to be significant in general
to speak of the confirmation and infirmation of a statement,
it seems significant to speak also of a limiting kind of
statement which is vacuously confirmed, ipso facto, come
what may; and such a statement is analytic,

The two dogmas are,’ indeed, at root identicale. We lately
reflected that'in/general the 'truth of statements does
obviously depend bothiupon langudge and upon eéxtralinguistic
faect; and we ‘noted that this obvious circumstance carries in
its train, not logically but all too‘haturally, & feeling
that the truth efa statement is somehow analyzable into a-
linguistic ‘component and ‘a’'factual component. ' The -factual
component must, if we are empiricists, boil down to a range
of confirmatory experiencess In the extreme case where the
linguistic component is all that matters, a true statement
is analytics But I hope we are now 1mpresses with how stubw=
bornly the distinction between analytic and synthetic has

1w.v.b. Quine, From a Logical Point of View, p. 41,




83

resisted any straight-forward drawings. I am impressed also
e o o with how baffling the problem has always been of
arriving at any explicit theory of the empirical confirma=-
tion of a synthetic statement, My present suggestion is
that it is nonsense, and the root of much nonsense, to
speak of a linguisti¢ component and a factual component in
the truth of any individual statement, Taken collectively,
science has its double dependence upon language and exper-
ience; but this duality is not significantly traceable into
the statements of science taken one by one.

The idea of defining a symbol in uSe Wwas, as remarked, an
advance over the impossiblie term-by-term empiricism of Locke
and Hume. The statement, rather than the term, came with
Bentham to be recognized as the unit accountable to an
empiricist cirtiques But what I am now urging is that even
taking the statements@s tinit we have drawn our grid too
finely, The unit ©f empirdgal significance is the whole of
science.

Empiricism without the dogmas: We are by no means

finished with analyticity and its mirror image, reductionisme
The constrast between term-synenymy and Sehtence—synonymy has
not yet been dealt with., Furthermore there are arguments.in
favor of analyticity which-ecan be best dealf with in terﬁs of
Quine's theor&rof,stimulus—meaning. which I will present in
section #8. For the present I would like to make a few remarks
‘about some of the implications of a theory of knowledge which;

does not admit of the analytic-synthetic distinetion.

Science, or'knowledge;'or belief, is a vast unified
whole held together by logical and casual relations. Onily along

the periphery of experience = the edge of the fabric of know-

1

WeVeO. Quine, From a Logical Point of View, pp. 41=42e
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ledge -~ does any statement, by itself, come into immediate ton-
tact with experiences But a recalcitrant experience along the
edge will have an influence upoﬁ the fabric as a whole = perhaps
even to the laws of logice. But Quine is careful to point out
that this fabrie¢ is man-made and therefore when confronted with
. recaleitrant experience the scientist ox philosopher has the
freedom 6f choosing where to make the necessary readjustmentss

" A8 we have seen above, thoughy there are no statements imwmune

to revisiqn, if we are willing ‘to -meke enough.change elsewhere
in the sysfem. Whether ssugh wholesale change is called for will
be consi&ered in the next section, for now we can simply observe
that tHe tendency is to disbﬁrb the systemlas a whole as little
as possibles What this gemerally means is that sentences which
!staﬁd close to the edge of experience which confront recaleitrant
A-experience are, most normally, accomodated by revising these
-statements themselvea.rather than delving deepexr into background
Vtheory for an explanation. We can, then, imagine a graded
s;ries of sentences exteénding) from/the (odge| of the fabric into
the ﬁightly knit'interio}. The former are those with higher
empirical contént; thei%iﬁé%with 4 (highe?, thedretical (content.
A quick or superficial glance might lead us to the conclusion
that the former are synthetic and the latter analytic; but that
would simply be inexact and unprofitable thin@iﬁ@g =« guitable

" for the market place of daily life but out of place in the

laboratories and arm-chairs of scientists and phllosophers.
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Even the conceptual scheme as a whole may Ye tossed out
in some grand copernican revolution of sciences This is so be=-
cause, as we have seen, the conceptual scheme, as a whole, is
objectively underdetermineds In fact, éccording to Quine, the
conceptual scheme is primarily a tool used to explain the past
and predict the future of experiences Lpistemologically, the
difference between Homerie gods and physical objects is only a
matter of degrees Function@lliy speaking they are the same,
Praématically speaking they @iffer din that physical objects seem
to work better in explaiming and predictingi but that is so only
for the physical scientist and the philosopher, How many are
those who "pray" to the little god in their automobile fo ensure
that it will start on a coid morning'father than force them to

fumble around with something they know nething aboutl

Godg and physical objects of a.middle sized variety.are
not the oﬂly posité made in the name of usefulness. We also
posit macroscopic and micrescopic entities and even abstract
enfities of mathematios and smantics in order to simplify theory
and therefore enhance explanation and pfédiction. But in all
this positing we can work perfectly adequateiy without making .
any appeal to meanings as an extralinguistic entity or analytic
seﬂtences true by virtue of such meaningse.

Epistemdlcgically these are myths on the same footing with
physical objects and gods, neither better nor worse except
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for differences in the degree to which they expadite our
dealings with sense experience.

We can see, then, that there are two major resulis in
rejecting the analytic-synthetic distincti;n: (i) thefe is a
greater emphasis upon pragmatic principles of selection, and
(ii) the division between aatural sience and speculative meta=-

physics becomes, less distincts The result is, then, to give it

a name, Pragmatic Positivisms

1W.V.O.'Quine. Ffrom a logical Point of View, p. 45,



#6 Explanation

-Qp to now we have seen Quine's many rebuttals against
proposed explanations of the analytic=synthetic distinction,
and the beginnings of a positive theory of explanation which
wouid aliow for an adequate theory of knowledge without having.
to make recourse to meanings as entities nor a distinction |
between kinds of knowledge or kinds of linguistic expressions
such as is manifest in the analytice-synthetie distihction. In
this section I will examine Quine's theory of explanation and
evidence more thoroughly and thereby I hope to show, in more
positive terms, why‘Quine feels that the analytio=-synthetic dis-

tinction can be dispensed withe

In a sonse, expianations may be seen as hypothesess To
the extent that we oan talk of an hypothesis Looking to the past
in order to give an account of what has happened, we can call
the hypothesis an explanation. In 80 far as an exblanation |
looks to the future and nakes predlctlons, we-can call that
explanation an hypothe81s. The truth or falsity of an explana-
tion=-hypothesis depends upon its ev1dence, whilcly ultimately,
.and usually, means immediate sensory experience of m;ddle-szzed

objectss The plausibility of an explanation-hypothesls is based
on more fundamenté% considerations that juéﬁify'the evidence
under consideration, and Quine lists six "virtues" of any hypo~

‘thesis which help us to determine one hypothesis! degree of



93

plausibility in comparison to another hypothesis when those two

hypothesées are offered to account for one and the same state of

affairs.

Quine's full explanation of analyticity lies within his
theory of language which I will present in Chapter 1I. In this
present section I want to generally summarize what has élready
‘been said and turn towapds the»matter of language, meaning, and
translations This ismnot ;eally putting the horse %ehind the
cart because, we musb’ remembery Quine does not really explain
analyticity - since he denies that the;e ig any such thing.

What Quine does is account for how we inbtuitively come to accept
the notion of analyticity and then he expiains the ;ggg of ite
Anaiyticity, as we shall segy is a suffieient condition for
determinate transliation within the radical translation situations
If it can be shown, then,'thét sueh determinate translation is
impossible, & good case will have been made against the theory

of analyticity. This is.why most of the first part has been
negative, isesy denying the supposed explanations and/or other
difficulties in assuming the annlytic-synthetic distinction.

The poéitive element ' which I have been»considering since the:
previous section, is to bé foupd in Quine's éverall epistemology-
esﬁeoially his theory of evidehcg‘and explanation, Epistemology
ﬂaturaliZed, for Quine, in nothing more than a chaptgr in (be-

_havioristic) psychologye That includes, to be sure, the language
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learning process vhichwe will see in more detail in yhe next
chapter. Buf‘central to all of Quinets philosophy is his theory
of evidencgi explanation; hypothesis and theory. It is for this
reason that I choose to deal with it here, the turning point

between analyticity and translation.

AS we have seenj Quine's opptnents who defend the analye
tic~-synthetic distinction have béen wmuitted to explaining it
in terms of meaning, if.they accept the most usual formulation
of the notion of analyticitys This leads to the tendency %o
réify meaningi ie.ceq B0 scE mesning as somehow apart from parti-
cular languages and/op other phenomena of the sensed world.
Méaning} haﬁing been so ossified, becomes the pivotl point or
the ﬁoint of unchanging reférence in the probleﬁ of sameness
(not similarity) of meanings Lnis deads to the maneuver of

¥,

appeéling to correct translation (preservation of meaning) as
"the paradigm case of sameness of meaning, and, presumably, of
enalyticity. Since Quine proposes a theory of knowledge which
denies analyticity) chis explanation of that denial becomes most
clearly manifest in his théory of language which denies deter=
minate translaticn.( Quitie's theory of ~language- learning is |
merely a part or fragment of his larger pﬁilosophic:endegvor of

epistemological analysis which begins with considerations of

" evidence, explanation, hypothesis, and theorys

As we havevalready seen, epistemology, according to
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Quine, is composed of the theory of meaning and the theory of
truths. To date we have been primarily concerned with the fheory
of meaning and have sen how Quine analyses somle of the historical
trends that have manifest themselves iﬁ contemporary orthodox
positivistic theories of meaning, Most notably we saw the subtle
influence of Aristotelian éssentialism which still lingers on in
the thought of the logical positivistss "AYso we noticed the
development of the notiem of the bhasic uﬁit of meaning from the
term kidea) to the sentenge and finelly to the theory or, even
more ihéldsivelyg the whole /system of knowledges. Quine considers
this development in the'tﬁeory of meaning as positive = that is,
it is.a‘series of progregssively nore aatisfactory explanations

concerning meaninge

As regards the theory of truth, Quine feels that no
real advances have bgen made sinca the time ©f Hume: "The
Humean predicament is the human prédiéament."1 That is to say,
knowledge, as & whole, i& less thanopurely objective. If we
want to be perverse about it we canrcall ourselves skeptica and
absolutely deny.the possibility of knowledge. Thisotactic,
however, does mis-=service to Quine's starting points of prag-
matism, positivism, and behaviorisme Iﬁdeed, the notions of

npeality" and Yevidencel, and therefore of "knowledge', derive

1WgV,09_Quine, Ontological Relativity, p. 72.
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their significance from primitive common sense and not.sophis-‘
ticated theory. To turn the results of scientific epistemology
against those notions is to cut the very foundations out from
under scientific epistemologye It is an attempt to do what
Quine considers impossible: pgive & purely objective account of
reality. In this way Quiqe is able to cbunter the skepticism

of the early empiricistss

Quine's explamatien 6f the analytic-synthetic distinction
(ieesy his dismissal of $he disﬁinction) is, he insists, suffi=-
gient to account for whab ﬁeeds sceounting fors Qunie feélé
that his theory has as just a claim to "correctness“ as do any
of the other theories which depend on the distinction and whlch
account for what needs accounting for.. However, Quine also
feels that to accept the distinction, as it is’usuallybformulated,
is often a case of bad empiricisms which; ultimately,Jleads_one
tolan inadequate account of the relation between language and
the world and so which tends aot to adequately account for what
ﬁeeds accounting fore  Those theorlea which admit of the dls-
tinction are limited an their explanatory power and, therefore
useful on only limited levels.of disgcourses This i8 an important
point to remember because on the unsophisticated level of; sayy
the market-place, the analytic-synthetic distinétiou might b; a
ferfectly adequate tool of explanation. But, Quine suggestsy
when we begin to deeply énd systematically analjse language and

the world, in other words, when we begin to do science and philo=-

»
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sophy, the distinction tends to be more oif an obstacle than an

aid,

Quine denies the possibility of directly correlating our
knowledge of the external world to a simple enumeration of sense
data. Howevery Quine does not reject the two basic tenets of
empiricism: (i) "Whatever evidence Lthére is for science is
sensory evidence.!" and (ii)-"ail inculeation of meanings of
. ‘words must rest ulitmately on gensory evidence."i Quine affirms

these tenets of empipdcism within his bfoadgr theory which I
have been presenting in this and the previous sectionse. it is
-worth while to note three features of the breoader framework in

reference to these evmpirical tenciss

~

In the.first place "sciencé" ic conceived of’as a unified
whole = sciencé is co-axtensive with knowledge - including logi~
 cal and mathematical knowledge. The second point is that
aithough sensory evidence iz the touch stone of knowledge, éhat
‘ knowledge isy nonetheless, underdetermined by that evidences
The third point is that the basic unit of sxgnlflcxance is the
'theory or~thessystem @s-a-whole; this.déspite the fact that
term-significance is.inculcated by ueans of 'sensory evidence.

But this inculcation of term-significance is a matter of deri-

‘vation from observation~sentence significance through the

1W.V.O.,Quine, Ontological Relativity, De 75.
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processes of definition, abstraction and generalization.

Sensory evidence is subﬁective. gcience tends to the
objective. The tension set up by these contrary pulls results
in urncertainty, on a common-sense level, and skepticism on a
sophisticated levels ‘Shunning these undersirable features of the
tension we, both as ihdividuals and 258 race, have long tried '
to convince ourselves that konowledge can and must be absolutely
objectife. Phis self=degeption has been aided and abetted by
the fact that obse:vation plays, an jnsignificant part in language
learning when contrasted to the derived processes of definition,
abatraction and generalizations HMoxreovesy the objective pull is
' necessary sinée all scienge (and language) is socially inculcated
which means that there pust-be- some intersubjective shariﬁg of
stimulus patterns. - But sharing is not-a matter of identity nor
of sameness; rathexr it is a matter of similarity. If knowledge
acquisition were, in fact, a matter of identity or sameness of
stimulus patterns, we could delete the ntends to" and simply
say that science is objectives. But  this is not'the case., Inter=
subjectively, shared stimulus patterns always are subjective no
matter how much they tend (to pull towards-the objective. This
tendency or disposition to objectivity is a matter of survivalj:
without it there could be no learning at alle If, in order to
Jearn the meaning of "Séuare." both teacher and puéil had fo see
an equilateral qua@rangle, the notion of squareness wouid probably

not arise at all.
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In denying the analytic-synthetic distinction,. Quine
harks back to the Peircian verification theory of meaning which
must be distinguished from the logical positivist principle qf
verifications In so doing, Quine feels that he out-verifies
the verificationists. He feels, indeed; that the verification-
ists of Vienna sell themselves short.1 Yerification means
appealing to the relevant evidende. And, as we have seen, for
.Quine, and Quine would.say for all empiricists, the only relevant
: evidence is sensory ewidencg. /How then can some sentences be
held to be meaningful j&nd therefore, true or falsé unless we are
able to verify them, ultimately; by a reference to sensory_ex—-
periences But that is what the logical bositivists claim to do
wi£h a seemingly infinite array of sentences - the anal&tic
onese They are true solely by virftue 0f their meaning and with~-
out any reference to-the way the world is, that is, without any
reference to sensory evidence; If that is the case then Quine
would simply classify them outside the scope of science {(which
means outside the scope of knowledge and philosophyfisoso Before
we found ourselves calling all_sentences analytics now we find
- ourselves fcalling all seﬁtences syntheﬁic. Such are the ex-—

. tremes we are led to when we allow the distinctione

The meaning of & sentence depends upon what would be

1W.V.O. Quine, Ontological Relativity, D» 8o.




100

counted as evidence for its truth. Non-observational sentences

find their evidence not singly, but in grdups or in theories.

fo admit these points is t0 deny that some sentences are analy-
tic and to admit that all sentences are gsynthetic insofar-as

they can claim to be connected, elther dlrectly or indirecly,
with observable experiences But to/ pub’ the matter this way is
not to dismiass those gentences usually cailed analytic as mean—
ingless, But 1f this ie"the case, then there is not any distinc-
tion at all, and it is not-necessary to characterize any sen- |

tences as either analytic'br synthetice -

Scienge is Onee ThHereforey all sentences which purport
to have meaning and to be true sre candidates for belief and
knowledge and are of a klnd except for the ways in which they
are learneds And it is this difference in learning that has
led to the uncritical mxsconceptlon that some sentences are
qualitatlvely d;fferent from others,; €e¢&s+y the sentences of
logic and mathematics are seen as somehow béing different fron
those of pﬁysics and-chemistrys Drawing upon a foundation of
now famildan concepts, Qu;ne £ypies to account for this histori-

cally real dualisem between the Yogical and non-logical on three
ccunts:' (i) the logical sentences are apparently obvious;
(ii) the logical sentences are -applicable to all the sciences =
jncluding mathematics; and {(iii) the iogical sentences lack

‘apparent content = they are formale. Sibce mathematics shares
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to a certain degree in (i) and (ii) mathematical sentences are
frequently lumped together with the logical in order to differen-
tiate them from all other sentences of the so called physié&l
sciencese. But this, Quinelholds, is merely a matter of currie
culum clagsification; it is a matter of degree and conveniencej
it is not a clear cut distincﬁgén which can be adequately eX~
plained without tremendous coaté to otHer parts of our systematic
explanation of gcience., . dbgical and mathematical sentences,.
like the theoretical sentences of| any physical soience; nust

make an appeal to £he relévant evidence for their élaims to
truth. The fact that the theoretical sentences of the sciences
are quite far removed from the périphery of experience (ie.cey
sensory evidence) does not render them any mere exceptional than,
say, the sentences of direct observation. 1f we can‘allow for
this, then why not, |Quine is asking, allow for the.even more
“remotey but nonetheless experientiaily connected, position of

the sentences of logic and mathematics.

Evidence is sensory éxperience offered in support of a
belief. The value of that belief, anrd hence of its'supporting
evidence, is thg extent to which it allows us to organize
 experiencef
Having noted tﬁat man hag no evidence for the existence
of bodies beyond the fact thdt their assumption helps him

organize experiencey we should have done well, instead of
disclaiming evidence for the existence of bodies, to con=-



clude¢ such, then, at bottom, is what &vidence is, both for
ordinary bodies and for moleculess

And, we might add, such is evidence for the truths of logic and
mathematicss The conclusion should not come as a surprise to

those who remember Quiné's jteration of the under-determinafion
of knowledge by experience and tne fact that all science begins

with presuppositions of one sort or anothers

In treating evidefige in this Way, Quine is at variances
though only slightlygwith £né positionra&optéd by Carnap in his
paper nEmpiricism, Seflantics, and Ontolegys' There Carnap states
that the fact that our explanations help to organize.experience
is not sufficient reasén For accepting the existence of the
postulated entities:

The thing language in the cuztomary form works indeed with
a high degree of effieiency for most purposes of everyday
life. This is 2 matter of fact, based upon the content of
our experiencese Howevery it would be wrong to describe
this situation by saying: tThe fact of the efficiency of
the thing language is confirming evidence for the reality
of the thing worldtj we should rather &say instead: ‘This
fact makes it advisable to accept the thing language!.

For Quines to accept language is to acceptan ontologye.

To e ispto he the JaTuetofa variables and variablea are simply

A .

4

1W.V.O. Quine, The Ways of Paradoxy Pe 207

2Rudolf Carnaps "'Empiricisf, semantics, and Ontology,"'

in Philosophy of Mathematics, Benacerraf and Putnam, edSe y

(Englewoéd Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 196H)y Do 236,
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the basic element of regimented linguistic expressions which
preserve the link between the world and language:
Carnap maintains that ontological questions, and like-wise
questions of logical or mathematical principles, are guese
tions not of fact but of choosing a convenient conceptual
soheme or framework for science, and with this I agree only -
only. . if_ the same be conceded for every scientific hypho=
thesidi
Evidence is not merely a maiter of induction (as opposed
to deduction)e Indeed, the inductive-deductive dualism is merely
another fact of the apflytic-synthetic distinction. Evidence is
also a matter of systematig simplicity and integration as well

as pragmatic applications ‘There is'no indubitable evidence

which can lead to indubitable knowledge a=la-Degcartes.

All this is not to/deny the importance of language as
a means of acquiring further knowledges Indeed, it results from
what Quine feels fto be a more accurabe analysis of the role of
1anguage in learning. However, the gontribution which linguistic
meaﬁing makes to knowledge and the contribution(whiéh sens;ry
evidence makes fo knowledge are,.according to Quine{ too inextri-
cably intertwined to admit offthe cognitive separation of one
sentence from another save for observafion sentencés. This
empirical and pragmatic theory of evidence is the base for Quine's

epistemological holism which leads him, finally, to deny the

4

1W.V.o. Quine, The Ways of Paraddx, Pe 211,
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family of dualisms of which the analytic-synthetic distinction
is the most intuitively entrenched. This theory of evidence is
perfectly adequate for theorizing about things totally removed

from immediate sense experiencey €e¢8ey molecules and neutgﬁﬁg;

PP
e

as well as for those other still more distantly removed p}in-

ciples, namely, those of logic and mathematics.

Evidence offered im .support of belief is called explana-

tione.  Some explanatioh, though, may totally lack evidences
Such explanations can gais strength from the fact that they
support a supposed truth. Conversely, a supposed truth may gain
 strength if an explanation is availabie - even one lacking
evidential support. Although all evidence maé serve as an
explanation for that belief which-it supports, not all explana-~
tions or supposed beliefs can serve as evidenee for that belief.
Indeed, a putative ekplanation may be a guide din s;eking out the
lacking evidence. This is how the search for knowledge proceeds:
any hypothesis.or explanation is

« +» » poodscience insofar merély as-it helps us formulate

our laws - laws whose ultimate evidence lies in the sense

data-ofythe, past, and.whose ultimate evidence ldies in the

anticipation of\sense data of the future.

From one point of view an explanation is a general law,

i.es, an hypothesis, because general laws or hypotheses can be

1W.V.0. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, Ppe 250.
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seen as explaining what they imply, and explanations can be seen
as implying what they explaine But to stop here is to stop
short of the philosophically interesting: we want, and need,
an éxplanation of explanation: The reason this is so is because
of the indentification of evidence with sensorylexperience. Now
all people share sensory experiences But that is not to say
that all people's explanations are equally worthwhile. We can't
treat of one man's picture ©f the world as being equally plau-
E sible as the next mants p;cture; e must give more weight to
the evidence of sci;noe ae @& /discipline becaunse, as we have‘seen,
according to Quine, science is self-conscious common sense =
le€ey a,eelf-conscioué appeal to evidence. Science is better
than common sense because sc¢ience is systematics
| If the scientist sometimes»overrules something which a super-
stitious layman.might have called evidence, this may simply
be because the &cientist has other and contrary evidence,

which, if patiently presentid to the laymen, bit by bit,
would be conceded superior.

To systematically weigh thegmos and cons of offered
evidence is one aspect of sciences [ ToO systematically yeigh the
pros and cons of what could plausibly censtitute evidence and/or
explanations is a part of pﬁilosdphy; | |

1

The search for an explanation centers on the search for a
credible hypothesis. We seek a hypothesis from which,
perhaps, with help from our other beliefs, what we want

1w.‘_J.O. Quine, The Ways of Paradox, Pe 233,
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explained is deducible. The more plausible the hypothesis
the more plausible the explanation.t
The value of explanations is that they help us advance

the limits of our knowledge. To explain explanations, then,
would, be a signifiecant contribution to the store of scientific
and philosophic knowledges: Quine suggests that an explanation
of explanation is to consider explanation-as explaning not events
or actions, as is commondy cbpnsidered to be the case, but rather
as explainiﬁg’the trutél of sentences. Explanatién issisenﬁential
attitude because partieular events are infinitely complex and so
when calling for an.explanation of lan event, we are, accqrding
'to Quine, actually characterizing some parﬁicular aspect of that
event, Those characterizations can be presented as simple
declarative sentencess Thusy if I say “Napoleon won the battle
of Marengo" you might ask me to explain (i) why I said that, or,
(ii) why I believe that Napoleon won the battle of Marengo. Only
in the second case would I be explaining an event as commonly is

held to be thecase.

‘An explanation 15, in ‘effect, actheory, is8es 2 group of
sentences which, faken togethery act = premlses allowzng us to
‘duduce, validly, what it is that we are trying to explain. 1In

the actual presentation of our explanation, we may omit many of

1WOVQOQ QUine’ The Yeb 70f Belief, Pe 7‘{'0
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thege sentences as being common background knowledge. These
wynderstood” premises are every much a part of the explanation
as the less obvious ones which are stated explicitly. This con=-
stitutes the first important feature of an explanation according
to the theory of Quine: an explanation must imply what 1t ex—

Plains.

However, there is & possibility of triviality here: if
we are not careful the gentences we want to explain or other
arbitrary truths might e made / part of the éxplanation. To
guard against this possdbility/it is neceséary to assume or
stipulate two special fegatures ofvany good explanation:- M. o o
the e#planation must imply more than what was to be explained,
but.each part of the explamation, short of the whole, must fall

short of implying what was to be explained.“1

Finally, if we are going to be scientific (i.e., system-
atic) in our philosophizing, we need & baSis for distinguising
between the plausible hypotheses and thé not so plausible, Hefe
lQuine appeals to what he éalls the six virtues of an hypothesis,
which taken- together give us a pragmatic @riterion for choosing

one explanation over anothers

The six virtues are matters of degree both individually

and taken as a groupe It is perfectly possible that a given

1W.V.O. Quine, The Web of Belief, p» 76,
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theory or explanation rates low or not at all on some or possibly
even most of the virtues but so high on one or some of them that
the scientist decides to accept it as plausible, at least until
more conclusive evidence come to lighte These hypothetical
virtues are not absolutes - taken together they can be seen as
the elements of a skill-whigh. when developed, mark the scientist

and the philosopher apart:tom-the laymans

The first virtugsofran hypothesis is Conservatism or

Faﬁiliaritx. An explanation o¥ hypothesis rates -high in this
 virtue if it rejects no orl tew past beliefs. This is not to

| éay, of course, that Wwe @®ver réject or question past beliefs.

The demand for an explanation or hypothesis is, indeed, often
initiated'by recalcitrant experience = i.e.,.the failure of the
past belief structure to account for présent gxpectations.
Generally and normally speaking, though, the fewer past beliefs
discarded by an hypothesis, the better case we @ave for accerting

that hypothesis.

The second and third virtues go together. They are
Generality (or regularity.'or unilfornity) dnd Simplicity. As
Harvard Sociobiologist Wilson puts it. %The eleganCé, we caﬁ
fairly say the beauty, of any particular scientific éenergli;

zation is measured by its simplicity relative to the number of,
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phenomena it can explain."1 Simplicity gves substance to general-
ity since, with enough complexity, we can generalize any explana=

tion ad infinitum., Moreover, generality is a species of simpli-

city.2 A general explanation has width of application as, for
example, & theory of motion which has the virtue of explainﬁég
both micro - and macro-cosmic motiops Lt is the virtue of
generality vhich draws contemporary physicists towards the notion

of a unified field theory,

‘Simplicity is léssleasily explained because of its highly
subjective natures A graphie account is given in the case of
plotting a curve. In this jcase, it always remains a fact that
ﬁo matter how few or how many points we plot, we can draw an
| infinite number of curves through them. Instinctively we tend
to draw the simplest)curve and acceﬁt‘th&ﬁ curve as the function
of the varisbles under consideration even though the net result

may leave some pointswnaccounted fore

The account of simpligity leads to a secondary consider-
ation of what'Quine calls quality space. Quality space is a

genetic disposition to notice similarities among stimuli and

1Edward 0. Wilson. On Human Naeture, (Cambridge, Mass;z'

Harvard University Press, 1978), pe 1.

ZW.V.O¢ Quine, The Ways of ParadoX, Ps 253
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hence to be able to rank, generally, in order of simplitity or
_complexity. Quality space is an observable and measurable ‘
behavioristic trait of both humans and animalse It is geﬁeti-
cally inheritied {(although it may be improved upon), and has,

through a process of natural selection, reached a high degree

development in humans, It dis a sine ‘que_mon of all learning,

including language learninge it is non~-rational in the double
.sense of (i) bheing a presreguigite for all reasoning (induction)
and (ii) being logically péphignant; that is, guality space is
known through our ability to ﬁqtice hierarchies or similarities
and set up categories of kinds. But neither the ﬁotion of simie
1aiity nor of kind can be sgatisfacterily explidated ip terms of

logic 01

From the point of view of this paper this is important
because (i) it is a counter theory to Aristotelian essentialism
and (ii) it reaffirms the “synthetic' mature of the notions of
logic in the sense that %hey, too, derive their strength from
their ability to. organizéd experience and do not somehow stand
apart énd alocf from that-experiencé. It is also impo:tant
because, as we shall see, when the notion of quality space is
brought to bear on the language learning process it allows us to

do away with propositional entities as meanings as well as

1W;V.O. Quine, Ontological Relativity, pe 117 f.
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apalytic sentences as a breed apart from other sentences.

As a final remark about quality space which is subjective,
we might do well to recall that knowledge as & whole is not
objective but merely tends to the objective, Thus there is no
problem in positing a subjective starting point for the "objec~

tive! sciencess

The fourth virtugsof an hypothesis 1is Refutability.

The purpose of this viztue i3 to temper excessive generality
"and the possibility of ad hoe hypotheses which tend to meke 2
theory so strong as to be anbelicvables A given hypothesis must
be refutable, at least im the imagination, because that which
explains everything explains fothings . This virtue also guides
against the tondency to.search for absolutely objgctive explaﬁ-

ations.

| .
The fifth virtue is Modestye Modesty is,e in some ways,y

similar to simplicity,cespecially insofar as it is supjectively.

- determined. But itican also be seen asl a species of conserva=
tism; the better explanation has the less story to offer;

Modesty simply means that the hypothesis junder ccnsideration
should not be more elaborate than called for by any other virtue.
An example is explaining receiving a phone call from a party who
excuses himself for reaching the wrong pumber. A modest explan-
ation would say that the phoning party misdialed. An immodest

explanation would say that the caller was a burglar checking to
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see if anyone were home before breaking into the house.

The final virtue of an hypothesis is Precisione Pre-
cision is largely a matter of measurement and so only recently
has precision become the noticeable landmark of the sciences
that it is and -that seems to be what the layman is mostlconsdious
of when he thinks,of the Beiences,, One of the most valuable
rorms of precision measurcuent is that which indiocates dependent
variation. That is when e &re able to ‘show that a change in
one quantity or variable 15 4 measuvable function of a change in

“znother quantity or variables . The strength of precision derives
from the improbability of goincidences. The more exact we can
become the more likely it is that our measurements and predic-
tions,isplate the relevant évidence and that the correctness of

those explanations is not simply & matter of coincidence.

Precisi;n can also-be achieved through regimentation of
languagq. And, as with pﬁysical measurement; if is only in
recent philosophical history that we have been able to detect
ncticable advgn;es in this area. The ancient Greek word ;gggg
is usnally translated as "word®, but'there is sufficient evidence

st hand to indicate that it also served to cover the notions of

" ipeason’, Haccount", and "speechi. Such imprecision today would

be unforgivable. As the art of definition and as our under-
standing of language have advanced so have we been able to fore-

mulate what we wamnt to say ia more and more precise ways. The

\
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process of explication, which we saw in a previous section, is
clearly a precisian-enhancing instrument. It is largely in
precision of formulation that the scientist and the philosopher

differ from the layman.

Such then aré the six virtues of an hypothesis, and the
nature of a satisfactory explénation. How does this apply Eo
" the problem at hand, apalyticity? As we have seen, Quine insists
that the usual formulfitiefi ©f the amalytic-synthetic distinction
commits one to explanatione We have seen some of those explan-
ations: analyficity ekplains Togical, mathematical and physical
necessitye. Analyticiity explains the purely formal and contenf
tless nature of logice Analyticity explains why certain "'truths”
are eternale. Analyticily éxplains why there is a qualitive dif=
ference betwéen certain branches of knowledge (i.e.y the logical.
and mathematical branches of knowledge are guaiitatively dif-

ferent from the physical and social sciences)e

The first feature;of;a goed explanation is that if im=
plies what it eéxplains, If it can be shHown that what is implied

is, indeed, falst; then by viztue,of a reductio .ad absurdum,

it can,ﬁe shown that the proposed explanation is also false.
That has been the purpose of this first sectiomn and of Quine's
negative attacks: to show that the supposed conclugions =
‘necessity, formality, objectivity, and difference of knowledge

are untenable notionse.
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The second feature of a good explanation is that it must
not violate the anti-triviality stipulationss - On this ground
I do not think tﬁat the defenders of the analytic-synthetic dis-
tinction can be faulted. This is primarily a matter of linguistic
regimentation; and if Quine's opponents are anything, they are
lﬁgical. Remember, Quine never accouses Lkis opponents of con-
tradicting themselves. If he didy he would, indeed, be contra=-

dicting himself.

The final featupe of & good explanation is its virtue.
But since virtue is & matter of degree, & matter of relativity
T leave it to the reader to judge the virthe of the hypothesis
of analyticity. Moreover, I feel that when I have presented
éuine's theory of meaning and transiation in Chapter II, there
will be a more solid basis upon which to judge . the virtue of the’
aﬁalyticity notione . Thereforey, I end my treatment of analyticity,

er se, and turn now to translation.
ber S
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