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Preface

The analytic-synthetic distinction has long been considered a cornerstone of
empiricism. The theses that all statements can be sharply divided into analytic
and synthetic and that all necessary truths are analytic were among the central
doctrines of the logical empiricists between the two world wars. But i the
late 1930’s some emp1r1cally—mmded philosophers began to doubt the ade-
quacy of the notion of a analyticity itself. These doubts eventually found a
striking and provocative cxpression in three papers which were published
around 1950: W. V. Guine’s “Two Dogmas of Empiricism’, M. G. White’s
‘The Analytic and the Synthetic: an Untenable Dualism’, and N. Goodman’s
‘On Likeness of Meaning’.! The three papers were the result of joint discus-
sions, and there are many similarities between them. The Quine-White-Good-
man attack on analyticity and similar notions sparked off a lively debate,
which has now lasted for two decades.?

In the midst of the debate, the situation was summed up by one plnlosopher
as follows.? The sharp distinction between analytic and synthetic truths is
a necessary condition of empiricism as it is usually conceived. There is no
sharp distinction between analytic and synthetic truths in natural languages
but only in artificial languages. The sharp analytic-synthetic distinction can
therefore be maintained only by means of conventions. But there is nothing
about conventions in either ernpiricisrn or the analytic-synthetic distinction
asitis usually conceived. Therefore empiricism has to be reconsidered.

In this paper I shall examine this argument from the analytic-synthetic
distinction. The assumption that empiricism presupposes a sharp analytic-
synthetic distinction will be examined in Chapter 1. The two following
chapters deal with the assumption that there is no sharp distinction between
analytic and syntheue statements in natural languages The charge that the
artificial language approach is mcompatlble with empiricism will be taken up
in Chapter 4. The last chapter reviews some recent contributions which seem
to me to clarify the situation considerably. Finally, in the Conclusion, I shall
try to draw some of the threads together in an evaluation of the argument
from the analytic-synthetic distinction and a general assessment of the Quine-
White-(Goodman attack and its outcome.

The first four chapters of this paper were originally written in 1960—61



and presented at the University of Gothenburg in rg6r in the form of an
unpublished fil. lic. thesis. Some aspects of the discussion may seem less
interesting and others more important now than they did ten years ago.
But the developments of the last decade have not caused me to make any
substantial changes except for a few passages in Chaprer 3, which have been
completely rewritten. Chapters 1—4 will thus give a survey of the first ten
years of the debate provoked by the Quine-White-Goodman attack on
analyticity, and Chapter 5 will review the development of the last decade.

I am grateful to Professor K. E. Trandy and Professor A. Naess for
sympathetic criticism of the first version of the paper. 1 should also like to
thank Professor Naess for the encouragement to publish this paper.

T.N.



Contents

(]

. The Epistemological Seiting ..................ccooi...

r.o. Aim of the chapter ... ... .. .. oo
t.1. The principle of analyticity .................... ...
CGradualism L
. Two qualifications ... ... .. .. .. .. . .,
. The principle of ecmpiricism  .......................
. Gradualism and the principle of empiricism .........
. Neo-pragmatisim ...
Recapitulation ... ool

18]

—_ o e e e
o V2 NN
B

. The Attack on the Analytic-Synthetic Distinction .........

2.0. Aim of the chapter ....... ... .. ... o L
2.1. The critique of the standard definitions ...............
2.2. Demands on clarifications of intensional terms ..., ...
2.3. Recapitulation ... o oo

<9

. Meaning, Synonymy and Analyticity in Natural Languages

Moo

Y mpa D

*

N R Y T AV AV Y T

=1

. The Ariificial Language Approach .................. ...

4.0. Aim of the chapter ... oo
4.1. Natural and artificial languages ............ ... ... .. .. ...
4.2. Some objections to the artificial language approach  ....... ...
4.3. Recapitulation ..o oo

. Aim of the chapter ... ... oo
. The existence of the analytic-synthetic distinction ..........
Synonymy : Goodman’s explication .................
(Quine’s characterization of logical truth .......... ...
On logical constants in natural language .............
The limitations of strict analyticity .................
Concluding remarks ... o
Recapitulation ... o



5. Logic, Linguistics and Philosopby ............ccciiiiiiiiinn. 66

5.0. Aim of the chapter ............... ... ... il 66
5-1. Katz’s theory of analyticity .............................. 66
5.2, Ostensive truth . ... .ottt e 70
5.3. BacktoKant ... 74
5.4. Recapitulation ....... ... ... . . . i 77
Conclusion ... .. e 78
N OtES o oi  e e 80



1. The Epistemological Setting

1.0. Aim of the chapter

In this chapter I shall indicate the role that the analytic-synthetic distinction
plays in the theory of knowledce and the consequences of mtroducmg a
notion of graded analyticity. Some senses of ‘analytic statement’ and ‘a prl-
ori statement’ will be disentangled. The nature of rationalism, empiricism,
gradualism, gencricism and nco-pragmatism will be indicated, and the rela-
tions berween gradualism on the one hand and empiricism and neo-pragmatism
on the other will be explored.

1.1. The principle of analyticity

Rationalism in classical epistcmology is often vaguely characterized as the
view that substantial knowledge about the world can be gained by pure
reasoning without the help of empirical premisses. What could be called
‘radical empiricism’ claims, on the other hand, that only experience can
provide us with true knowledge. Empiricism in this uncompromising form is
wrecked on the rock of logic and mathematics. Logical and mathematical
propositions seem to express absolutely certain knowledge, they are not only
true but necessarily true, and so it happens that radical empiricism has
attracted only onc outsmndmg philosopher, J. S. Mill, who thought of
mathematical propositions as highly general emplrlcal generalizations. Other
philosophers usually denominated ‘empiricists’ have chosen less drastic forms
of empiricism. Acknowledging the existence of necessary truths, they have
divided true statements into two shaxrply separated classes which are marked
by such labels as ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’, ‘a priori’ and ‘a posterior?’,
‘necessary’ and ‘contingent’, and restricted the theory of the experiential
basis of all knowledge to the second member of each pair. Empiricists then
face the task of working out a satisfactory theory of necessary truth. It was
the aim of the recent attack on the analytic-synthetic distinction to show that
empiricists have never succeeded in developing such a theory. In particular,
Quine, White and Goodman wanted to suggest that the tenet that there is
a sharp distinction to be drawn between the two kinds of knowledge has not
been substantiated and that an adequate theory of necessary truth is likely to



blur the boundary between them. Following Alan Pasch I shall call the
doctrine that there is a sharp distinction between analytic and synthetic truths
the principle of amalyticity.r This principle is one of the two theses which
according to G. Bergmann are the cornegrstones of emp1r1c1sm and according
to Quine are unfounded dogmas.? The other thesis is that evcry swmhcan
statcment can be reduced to a phenomenalistic cqulv"lent ‘some logical
construct upon terms which refer to immediate cxperience’.?

Before onc goes on to a consideration of the consequences of denying the
principle of analyticity, it is important to distinguish between some common
uses of the term ‘analytic’. In its widest use any statement which is true
because of its meaning (because of the meanings of the constitucnt terms)
is said to be analytic. In a more narrow sense any statement which is cither
a truth of logic or else reducible to a truth of logic, c.g. by substituting
synonyms for synonyms, is called ‘analytic’, and in a stll narrower sense
analytic statements are contrasted with logical statements. In Pap’s terminol-
ogy, statements which are true by virtue of the meanings of the constituent
terms are ‘broadly analytic’, substitution instances of logical truths are
‘explicitly analytic’, statements which are reducible to cxplicitly analytic
truths are ‘implicitly analytic’, and statements which are explicitly or im-
plicitly analytic are ‘strictly analytic’.* Pap males a distinction between true
statements which contain no descriptive expressions at all which he calls
‘logical truths’ and substitution instances of such truths which he calls ‘ex-
plicitly analytic truths’. The distinction is not important for the present pur-
poses, S0 the terms ‘explicitly analytic’ and ‘logically true’ will be used
svnonymouslv to refer to both groups of tmths It is perhaps also worth
pointing out that the term ‘analytic statement’ is often used to designate
both true and false statements, Throughout this paper, however, I shall deal
with analytically true statements only.

Ler me give some cxamples to illustrate: ‘p or not p’ is a logical truth,
and so are substitution instances of the formula, e.g. ‘It is raining or it is not
raining’, ‘Either he killed the man or else he did not kill the man’. ‘All
bachelors are unmarried men’ is the standard exarpplc of an implicitly analytic
statement. If the expression ‘unmarried men’ is erlJced by the synonymous
expression ‘bachelors’, this statement is turned into the c\phcmy analytic
statement, ‘All bachclms are bachelors’. The sy nthetic stacement ‘All bache-
lors are wicked men’ cannot be transformed into a logical truth in a parallel
way. All these analytic statements are both strictly and broadly analytic.
As an cxamplc of a statement which is presumably broadly malyty‘ bat not
str ;ctly analytic, I should like to mention the starenient ‘Nothmg can be both
red and green all over at the same time for the same obscrver’

Coruspondmg to the different scnses of ‘analytic stmcment’ there will
be different mtcrpretatlons of the principle of analvtlcn y. ‘“The principle of
broad analyticity’ is the principle that there is a Sh1lp “distinction berween
broadly analytic cruths and other truths (which can be called ‘broadly
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synthetic truths’), and similarly, there will be a principle of explicit analytic-
ity, a principle of implicit analyticity, and a principle of strict analyticity.

Quine, White and Goodman deal with implicitly analytic statements in
their articles, and they all want to reject the principle of implicit analyticity.
Though he does not attack it directly, it is clear that Quine also wants to
reject the principie of explicit analyticity.? Quine seems to assume that all
broadly analytic statements are strlctl)r analytic, so for him there is no
separate principle of broad analyticity to I'C]\,CL, but if there were, it follows
from his pragmatism that he would reject it too. In addition, White hints
that he has qualms about the logical-non-logical distinction.

1.2. Gradualism

Quine, White and Goodman repudiate the pnnuple of analyticity, and so
they turn out gradualists rather than genericists. The convenient terms
‘gradualism’ and ‘genericism’ are used by A. Gewirth in his study of the
controversy over the analytic-synthetic distinction.” But he uses the terms
more loosely than I want to do. For Gewirth every philosopher who has
denied that there is a sharp distinction between logic and mathematics on the
one hand and natural science on the other is a gradualist. But it is quite pos-
sible for a philosopher to be a gradualist in this sense and to be a genericist at
the same time in the sense of not admitting degrees of analyticity. Many
philosophers have held that the analytic-synthetic distinction is not ‘sharp’,
meaning that the same sequence of words can be synthetic on one occasion
and analytic on another for the same person, or analytic for one person and
synthetic for another at the same time; among these were Schleiermacher,
Trendelenburg, and many other mncte»nt‘l -century German lelosoplurs 8
In England (Jreen and Bradley held the same view. Gewirth calls them
ps*,'chologlc@l graduahsls and quotes Bradley’s dictum, ‘a synthetic statement,
so soon it is made, is at ence anaiytic’.? It would seem more apt not to call
this view ‘gradualism’ at all but to speak instead of ‘subjectivism’ or
‘refativismy’. For gradualism in this sense docs not mean that the same statement
can be more or less analytlc either it is analytic for a person P at a time T
or it is not. At any rate it is important to distinguish the two kinds of
gradualism in order to understand the position of Quine, Whitc and Good-
man. Nobody would deny that the same sequence of sounds can be analytic
on some occasions and synthetic on others, and Quine, White and Goodman
are certainly gradualists in this sense. But they are also gradualists in the
sense in which T want to use that term. They suggest that the concept of
analytic truth be explicated in such a way as to make it possible for one
sentence to be more or less or cqually as 1nalvuc as another sentence.

We have seen that the position of Qume White and Goodman differs
considerably from at least onc of the lines of thought which can be found in
psychological gradualists like Bradley. Whether there are other lines of
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thought to be found in the idealist tradition which are more similar to the
Quinean view is a question which I shall not try to answer here. Gewirth
distinguishes between two kinds of idealist gradualists, the psychological
gradualists and the logical gradualists.® The latter group includes Bosanquet
and Joseph. They both reject psychological intepretations of Kant’s defini-
tion of ‘analytic judgment’ and try to explicate the analytic-synthetic
distinction by means of the distinction between essence and accident, but
what they mean by ‘essence’ and ‘accident’ remains obscure.!

On the whole it seems that Gewirth makes a too generous application of
the label ‘gradualist’. This feeling is confirmed by a look at other philos-
ophers whom he counts as gradualists. So far we have briefly considered the
views of some gradualists in the idealist tradition. Gewirth mentions Peirce
and F. C. S. Schiller as representatives of another main type of gradualism,
‘pragmarical gradualism’.** But there seem to be no signs of gradualism in
Peirce. In the passage to which Gewirth refers Peirce declares that what
Kant called an analytic judgment is either no judgment at all because it lacks
content, or else it rests on experience, not of the outer world, but of our own
imaginations, and is thus synthetic.'® This scarcely lends support to the view
that Pcirce was a gradualist. Elsewhere Peirce draws a clear and sharp
distinction between mathematics and other sciences: ‘mathematics studies
nothing but pure hypothescs and is the only science which never inquires

what th actual facts are.’'* The views of Schiller, on the other hand, are very
close to those of Quine. Schiller rejects the traditional doctrine of the two
sources of knowledge There is no deep chasm between the a priori and the
a posteriori, between deductive and mducmve reasoning. The two methods
of knowing are not independent of each other, and conscqucndy, there are
no absolutely necessary a priori truths. The so-called ‘necessitics of thought’
are not ‘independent of the process of experience, but are its finest fruits’,
and ‘the fundamental principles of mathematics are assimilated to hypotheses
which have been verified, and differ from other hypotheses only in their
antiquity and in the amount of verification they have received’.*® This is a
good example of gradualism in my sense of that word.

1.3. Two qualifications

I said above that the principle of analyticity is one of the fundamental theses
of modern empiricism. I want now to add two qualifications to avoid mis-
understanding. The first is that a philosopher may merit the epithet ‘em-
piricist’ although he does not stick to the principle in question. ‘Empiricism’
may be used as a name for a tradition rather than a particular body of
doctrines, and in this sense Quine, White and Goodman are certainly em-
piricists.1® Secondly, it must be pointed out that many non-empiricists have
made sharp distinctions which are similar to the analytic-synthetic distinction.
Plato distinguished between the realm of ideas and the realm of things, just
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as Hume distinguished between relations of ideas and matters of fact; Leibniz
made a distinction between truths of reason and truths of fact; and similar
pairs may be found in the Stoics, St. Augustine and the Scholastics.!” The
difference between empiricisrn and other philosophical views does not lie
in the acceptance or rejection of such distinctions, it lies in the use that is
made of the distinctions. Plato and Leibniz believed that knowledge about
the realm of things can be attained by contemplation of the realm of ideas,
by reason alone, and that is what empiricism denies. In the usual Kantian
terminology, empiricism holds that there is no synthetic a priori knowledge.
This principle is usually considered as the fundamental tenct of modern
empiricism, and following Hempel and Pasch I shall call it the principle of
empiricism.*® This principle will be discussed in the next section, but before
going on, I want to point out again that there are philosophers who deny
this principle but who are usually counted as empiricists on other grounds.'?

1.4. The principle of empiricism

The a priori is a tongled web, and the relations between the a priori-a
posteriori distinction and the distinctions between analytic and synthetic,
necessary and contingent, verbal and real, essential and accidental, are a
complex subject. It will be illuminating to cast a glance at Kant’s conception
of the a priori to begin with, since the modern use of the expression goes back
to him.

Kant distinguished between pure and empirical knowledge. Pure knowl-
edge is such as can be gained independently of experience and all sense-
impressions, i.e. that can be known a priori. Empirical knowledge, on the
other hand, has its sources a posteriori, in experience.*® In Kant the pair a
priori-a posteriori is thus tied up with the doctrine of the two sources of
knowiedge, reason and experlﬂncc which has already been referred to several
times, and the terms ‘pure knowledge’ and emplrlcal knowledge’ refer
to the two kinds of knowledge which derive from these sources. There are
two infallible criteria by which pure knowledge can be distinguished from
empirical knowledge: (i) pure knowledge is necessary; (ii) pure knowledge
is strictly universal, where strict universality is contrasted with empirical
universality. Strictly universal judgments do not admit of exceptions, ex-
ceptions are not even possible. Impossibility and necessity are two sides of
the same coin, and so the two criteria are ultimately identical, as Kant pointed
out.

What Kant called ‘pure knowledge’ is often called ‘a priori knowledge’.
The Kantian account of the a priori could then be summed up as the view
that there are two criteria of apriority: (a) the joint criteria of necessity and
universality; (b) the criterion of independence of experience. To this ac-
count it ought to be added that the term ‘a priori’ is often used in other
senses nowadays. In particular the a priori is often identified with (c) ab-
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solutely certain knowledge (in contrast with irrational belief and probable,
inductive knowledge) and with (d) the broadly analytic, i.c. an a priori truth
isa statement which is true by virtue of its meaning.*

The ambiguitics in the notion of a priori and the different interpretations
of ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’ noted earlier (in section 1.1), yield a series of at
least prima facie different interpretations of the thesis that there is no synthet-
ica priori:

(1) No broadly synthetic statement is (a) necessary, (b) strictly universal;

(2) No broadly synthetic statement can be known independently of ex-
perience;

(3) No broadly synthetic statement is absolutely certain;

(4) No broadly synthetic statement is true solely because of its meaning

(5)—(8): same as (1)—(4) with ‘broadly synthetic’ replaced by ex-
plicitly synthetic’;

(9)—(12): same as (1)—(4) with ‘broadly synthetic’ replaced by ‘im-
plicitly synthetic’;

(13)—(16): same as (1)—(4) with ‘broadly synthetic’ replaced by
‘strictly synthetic’ (= the conjunction of (5) and (g), (6) and (10), and so
on).

Many philosophers would argue that this embarras de richesse is purely
verbal, and that on closer impcction many of the versions would be found
to amount to the same. Fortunately it is not necessary for the present purposes
to consider this issue. In order to give the background for an estimation of
the epistemological consequences of the rejection of the principle of ana-
lyticity, it is more important to appreciate the intentions behind the empiricist
principle than to pin down the differences and similaritics between the
various versions of the principle of empiricism. The principle is, I take it,
above all meant to deny the rationalists’, idealists’, and phenomenologists’
claim that there is a place for rational insight, intuition, or Wesensschau in
P hilosophy. In view of the intentions behind the empiricist principle one can
distinguish between interesting and uninteresting interpretations of the prin-
ciple. Some examples will help to make clear what I mean here by interesting
and uninteresting interpretations.

(i) Version (4) of the principle which was given above is not interesting
since it mcrcly expresses the tautology that all and only true statements wh.ch
are true by virtue of their meaning are true by virtue of their meaning.

(i) Kant defined ‘analytic judgment’ for sentences of subject-predicate
form only, and if this is taken to 1mp1y that all statements which are not of
sub]ca—prcdlcau form are synthetic, it follows that, for instance, Kant’s
famous qumple s+7 =121 synthptlc Yet it may plausibly be held that
‘s 47 = 12’ is a priori in the sense of being necessary, strictly universal, and
absolutely certain. The thesis that there are synthetic a priori truths in these
senses of ‘synthetic’ and ‘a priori’ is not particularly exciting from an em-
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piricist point of view — it is compatible with the intentions of empiricism as
they were formulated above.

(iii) When a phenomenologist claims, for example, that the statement
‘Nothing can be red and green all over at the same time for the same
observer’ is synthctlc a priori in the sense that only intuitive insight into
essences can reveal its truth, he denies the principle of empiricism in some
of its intcresting interpretations.??

The examples have, I hope, made the idea of an interesting version of
the principle of empiricism sufficiently clear, so let us now go on to a
consideration of the relations between the principle of empiricism and the
principle of analyticity.

1.5. Gradualism and the principle of empiricism

In this and the next section I shall discuss the epistemological consequences
of rejecting the principle of analyticity. I begin with the question whether
the principle of empiricism presupposes the principle of analyticity, and go
on to a consideration of the connections between gradualism and Quine’s new
pragmatism.

In a discussion of the relations between the principle of analyticity and the
principle of cmpiricism, A. Pasch has argued that the principle of analyticity
does not imply the principle of empiricism but the principle of empiricism
implies the principle of analyticity. I agree with the first part of the thesis,
but I de not think that the principle of empiricism presupposes the principle
of analyticity in all interesting interpretations of the former. Pasch con-
siders only one formulation of the principle of enipiricism, but that is not my
main complaint. My main complaint is that his argument misses the point of
the principle.

Pasch’s argument goes as follows. ‘Statements which are about experience
are synthetic statements; statements which are not are, if true, analytic.
Statements which are derived from or validated in terms of expe erience are
a posteriori statements; statements which are not are a priori.*® Since it is
generally agreed by empiricists and non- cmplrlusts alike that there are no
analytic a posteriori truths, the principlie of empnlcmm can be reformulated
as the pr inciple that the analytic-synthetic distinction is coextensive with the
a priori-a posterio:i distinction (in the sense that the analytic and the a priori
are coextensive and the synthetic and the a posteriori are coextensive). Now
from the supposition that there are statements which are about cxperience
and which are not validated in terms of cxpericnce it does not follow that
there is no sharp distinction between statements which are about experience
and statements which are not. The principle of empiricism is not a necessary
condition for the principle of analyticity. But the principle of analyticity
is a necessary condition for the principle of empiricism, according to Pasch.
(This will be qualified below.) He gives the following argument for his
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thesis. Suppose that the principle of analyticity is rejected. Whatever form
this rejection may take, it must be granted that there are borderline cases for
which one cannot decide whether they are analytic or synthetic. Now if it
is true that the analytic-synthetic distinction and the a priori-a posteriori
distinction are coextensive, it follows that there are borderline cases for which
one cannot decide whether they are a priori or a posteriori, and the vagueness
of the two distinctions must be systematically correlated. And if one assumes
such a correlation ‘one might as well assume the validity of empiricism to
begin with and not bother about all these details’.?* At any rate, the principle
of empiricism loses its ‘pragmatic validity’ if one assumes that there is no
sharp distinction between analytic and synthetic truths.?

From his explanation of the meaning of ‘analytic statement’ and ‘syn-
thetic statement’ it seems that Pasch has the broad interpretation of the
analytic-synthetic distinction in mind. A broadly analytlc statement is, as
was cxphmed in section 2.2 above, a statement which is true solely by virtue of
the mcanings of the constituent terms, and the force of the qualifying word
‘solely’ in this connection is often made explicit by the addition of the phrase
‘and independently of facts’. Statements which are ‘about experience’ are
thus, I take it, statements which are not true solely by virtue of their meaning,
but those the truth-values of which are dependent on facts. I agree with
Pasch that it seems plausible to assume that the principle of broad analyticity
does not imply the thesis that there arc no broadly synthetic statements which
are a priori in the sense which Pasch gives to that expression. It also seems
plausible to assume that the other versions of the principle of analyticity do
not imply any interesting version of the principle of empiricism. (Tauto-
logical versions of the principle of empiricism are vacuously irnplied by the
nrmaple of analyticity, but then the tautological versions are not interesting. )
Because of the lack of clarity of the terms in the prmc1ple of empiricism it
does not scem feasible to make more definite assertions than this about the
first of Pasch’s two theses. So let us now go on to the question whether the
principle of empiricism implies the principle of analyticity, or, in other words,
whether the principle of analyticity is a necessary condition for the principle
of empiricism.

Pasch’s argument from the existence of undecidable cases does not seem
convincing to me. First it may be noted that the argument is not dependent
on whether one adopts a genericist or a gradualist attitude towards the
analytic-synthetic distinction, There may be undecidable cascs irrespective
of whether one chooses an explication which malkes analyticity a matter
of degree or not. After this minor remark we now turn to the main part of
the argument. Pasch seems to assume that the principle of empiricism must be
established in the following way. First one classifies all statements into
analytic, synthetic and borderline cases and into a priori, a posteriori and
borderline cases, and subsequently one scans the lists to sce whether the
groups of analytic and a priori statements coincide and whether the groups
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of a posteriori and synthetic statements coincide. If they do, the principle of
empiricism is correct; if not it is wrong. (It has been assumed for the sake of
simplicity that there is a finite set of statements.) But to think that this is the
way to establish the principle seems to miss the point of the principle. The
principle of empiricism commits the philosopher who adheres to it to show
that every proposed necessary statement is either analytic and necessary or
clse synthetic and not necessary (a priori, strictly universal). In particular, it
commits the empiricist to hold that every proposed synthetic a priori truth
is either not synthetic or clse not a priori. If there happens to be a statement
which is classified as, say, analytic, but which belongs to the group of cases
which are left undecided as far as the a priori-a posteriori distinction is
concerned, the empiricist must reclassify this statement, for instance by
declaring it a priori. And similarly if there is a clearly a priori statement
which seems to be a borderline casc as far as the analytic-synthetic distinc-
tion is concerned, it is up to the empiricist to show that this statement is ana-
lytic. Thus the empiricist who defends the thesis that all and only statements
which are true because of their meaning can be verified independently of ex-
perience and that the sentence ‘Every cvent has a cause’ can be verified inde-
pendently of expericnce has to show that this statement is true by virtue of its
meaning if he is to stay an empiricist. If this is the way the empiricist would
deal Wlth borderline cascs, Pasch’s argument from the cxistence of such cases
begins to lose its force. Pasch overlooks the empiricist’s reclassification job.

The empiricist’s strategy outlined above is not dependent upon any partic-
ular interpretation of the principle of empiricism, and so my argument
against Pasch applies to other interpretations of the principle as well as to his
particular interpretation of it. For examply, the philosopher who defends the
thesis that all strictly universal statements are broadly analytic would defend
this thesis in exactly the same way, if I am right. Let us now sec what happens
to the principle of empiricism — in any of its interesting versions — when
the principle of analyticity is rejected.

Pasch says that the empiricist principle loscs its ‘pragmatic validity” if the
genericist view of the analytic-synthetic distinction is rejected. It does not
become clear what it is for a principle to be pragmatically valid — Pasch
says merely that a principle which is not pragmatically valid is ‘a strange
kind of principle’ which has lost its ‘empirical usefulness™® — but whatever
it means, I think that Pasch is wrong, since one can without contradiction
adopt the principle of empiricism and reject the principle of analyticity. For
supposing that there is a sharp distinction between the a priori and the a
posterlorl and no such sharp distinction between the analytic and the syn-
thetic, it follows from the statement ‘There are no synthemc a priori truths’
that there are no analytic a priori truths either, since the analyticity of a
statement is inversely proportional to its syntheticity. Thus the empiricist
who rejects the sharp analytic-synthetic distinction is committed to the view
that there are no a priori statements at all. Rather than reject the principle
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of empiricism he could now reject the sharp distinction between the a priori
and the a posteriori. Gradualism in the case of the analytic-synthetic distinc-
tion will thus lead to gradualism in the case of the a priori-a posteriori distinc-
tion. Perhaps Nelson Goodman was led by this kind of argument to the
position he adopts towards the end of On Likeness of Meaning, that ‘no
non-repetitive statement will be analytic . . . will be enough to convince many
of us that likewise a non-repetitive statement is never absolutely necessary,
but only more or less so’.*” Adherance to the principle of empiricism in con-
junction with rejection of the sharp analytic-synthetic distinction can thus
lead to the sharp distinction between a priori and a posteriori being discarded,
and it is hard to see what is strange about such a posmon I conclude that
Quine, White and Goodman are not committed to giving up the prmc1ple of
empiricism because of their attack on the analytic-synthetic distinction. From
the passage just cited, it would seem that Goodman does in fact defend some
version of the principle of empiricism. Whether Quine takes the same stand-
point I do not know. In ‘Truth by Convention’ (1936) he suggested that
a behaviouristic explication of the a priori-a posteriori distinction would
make apriority a matter of degree.*® Elsewhere he talks of graded analyticity.
If this means that he holds both distinctions to be of degree or that there is
only one distinction to be made, Quine’s views are certainly compatible with
the principle of empiricism. But presumably he would hold that the principle
is too obscure to warrant any definite opinions about it.** White, finally, has
made it quite explicit that he ‘docs not want to endorse the empiricist principle.
Nor does he want to deny it — he is much too impressed with ‘the com-
plexity of the doctrinal relations involved’ to do either.??

1.6. Neo-pragmatism

The element common to the two dogmas of empiricism which Quine wants
to dispense with is what can be called ‘the statement theory of meaning’.?!
The thesis that there is a sharp distinction to be made between analytic and
synthetic statements presupposes that the meanings of statements can be
determined one by one, or — avoiding talk of meanings — that a statement
can be said to be significant on its own. Similarly, reductionism, the thesis
that every statement can be reduced to an equivalent statement which
refers only to direct experience, presupposes that every statement can be
taken by itself as a significant unit, which can be shown to be reducible to
another significant umt, viz. the immediate experience statement. Both theses
are rejected by Quine, and instead of the Lockean term theory of meaning and
the Fregean statement theory of meaning he now proposes a theory which
takes the whole of knowledge as the unit of significance. According to the
resulting theory of knowledge there are no sha:p distinctions between onto-
logical questions, questions of meaning and questions of fact. There are
only blurred boundaries between logic and mathematics on the one hand
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and natural science on the other, and ontological statements differ from
descriptive statements, not in kind, but only in the degree of centrality
in the system of knowledge. Ontological and logico-mathematical state-
ments are less likely to be revised in the face of recalcitrant experience
than factual statements are, but no statement is in principle immune to
revision. In Quine’s suggestive metaphor the whole body of knowledge ‘i
a man-made fabric which impinges on experience only along the edg°s .3“
Descriptive statements may be viewed as being situated on the periphery of
the system of beliefs; they are felt to have a more direct empirical reference
than the centrally located statements of logic and ontology, and their truth-
values are more likely to be changed in the face of new experience, not be-
cause of any inward necessity, but because of our natural tendency to change
the system in the most cconomical way.

Such is in outline the picture of knowledge which has been called
‘holistic pragmatism’ (as well as ‘nco—pragmatism’ and ‘logical pragmatism’).*®
It is holistic because according to it science forms a funuional whole, a
system of interrelated parts Which help to determine each other. It is prag-
matic because the system is not uniquely determined by experience — there
is, at least in theory, plenty of room for decision in science.

Carnap has suggested that ontological questions are not theovetical
questions with theoretical answers but questions which will have to be
answered by considerations of the efficiency, fruitfulness and simplicity that
result from the introduction of the entities in question.* It is true that the
question ‘Are there numbers?’ (to take one of Carnap’s examples) can be
interpreted as an internal question, as a question which can be answered only
when the number terminology has been introduced. But the answer to this
question is analytic and trivial, since it follows from the rules which make
up the linguistic framework of numbers. There is, however, another way of
mterpretmg the question which is more interesting from a philosophical
point of view, viz. ‘Are there numbers prior to the acceptance of the frame-
work of numbers?’ Carnap suggests that this is the question philosophers
had in mind when they raised the ontological question of the existence of
numbers, and he declares that he is going to consider this quc.suon as non-
cognitive until a clear cognltlvc interpretation of it has been given.*> Quine
agrees with this, with the proviso that the same considerations which apply
to ontological statements apply also to scientific hypotheses, and indecd to all
statements.* In this scnse he adopts ‘a more thorough pragmatism’ than
Carnap; all statements have to be truth-evaluated by considerations of simplic-
ity and utility, that is, by pragmatic considerations.

We have seen that Quine’s neo-pragmatism is sapported by two main lines
of argument, the rejection of the analytic-synthetic distinction and the
rejection of reductionism. It is outside the scope of this paper to discuss
reductionism, but it is important for the present purposes to see how much
the argument from the analytic-synthetic distinction accomphshes by itself.
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In the three essays which are the main subject of this paper, Quine, White
and Goodman aim at undermining the principle of implicit analyticity
(which they seem to identify with the principle of broad and not explicit
analyticity), and so neo-pragmatism is supported only to a limited extent
by their rejection of the principle of analyticity. In so far as mathematics
consists of implicitly analytic statements and science of implicitly synthetic
statements, the rejection of the principle of implicit analyticity results in a
rqpprochement between mathematics and science, but it does not follow
from the rejection of this version of the prmc1ple of analyticity that there
is no sharp difference between logic and science. To show that there is no
sharp distinction between logical punc1plcs and scientific, synthetic state-
mients one has to show that the principle of explicit analyticity is unfounded.
There is no direct attack on this principle in the three essays, but the rejection
of the statement theory of significance implies that this version of the prin-
ciple must be abandoned as Well as the other versions.

Nor does the rejection of the prmc1ple of implicit analyticity lead to an
obliteration: of the sharp difference between ontological and factual questions
unless one assumes that ontological questions are theoretical questions with
theoretical and implicitly analytic answers. Carnap would not accept such
an assumption, since he denies that ontological statements are theoretical
when interpreted in the more intcresting way, and, being non-theoretical,
they are neither analytic nor synthetic. Now Quine seems to identify the
distinction between internal and external statements®” with the distinction
between analytic and synthetic statements, or at least to assume that the ana-
lytic-synthetic distinction is a nccessar y condition for the external-internal
distinction: ‘Carnap . . . has recognized that he is able to preserve a double
standard for ontological questions and scientific hypotheses only by assuming
an absolute distinction between the analytlc and the synthetic.’®® Elsewherc
Quine repeats: ‘It is only by ausammg the cleavage betwcen analytic and
synthetic truths that he (Carnap) is able e.g. to declare the problem of uni-
versals to be a matter not of theory but of linguistic decision.’® This is very
puzzling in view of Carnap’s opinions which were described a moment ago.
Carnap makes a double standard for questions about the existence of ab-
stract entities and ordinary scientific hypotheses by assuming a distinction
between non-cognitive, non-theoretical or pragmatic questions and other
questions, and it is only answers to questions of the latter kind which can be
analytic or synthetic at all. It seems, then, that Quine has misinterpreted
Carnap here. (The passage Quine refers to is admittedly not quite clear.
After making the distinction between acceptance of a framework and meta-
physical doctrines concerning the existence of entities, Carnap goes on to say
that Quine does not accept this distinction ‘because according to his general
conception there are no sharp boundary lines between logical and factual
truth, between questions of meaning and questions of fact, between the accep-
tance of a language structure and the acceptance of an assertion formulated in
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the language’.*° Prcsumably Carnap did not want to asscrt here that the prin-
ciple of analyticity is a necessary presupposition for the distinction between
pragmatical and theoretical questions but rather to indicate the general nature
of Quine’s views to explain why Quine does not accept the distinction in
question: it is incompatible with Quine’s thorough pragmatism. )*!

1.7. Recapitulation

In section 1.1 four different senses of the term ‘analytic statement’ were
distinguished:

(i) a broadly analytic statement is a statement which is true solely becausc
of its meaning (because of the meanings of the constituent terms) (and
independently of facts);

(ii) an explicitly analytic statement is a statement which is logically truc;

(1) an implicitly analytic statement is a statement which is reducible to
alogical truth, e.g. by substituting synonyms for synonyms;

(iv) a strictly amalytic statement is a statement which is explicitly or im-
plicitly analytic.

A statement which is not broadly analytic (explicitly analytic, ctc.) is
broadly Synthctlc (exp11c1tly synthetic, etc.).

The cxpression ‘the principle of analyticity’ was introduced to mean
the principle that there is a sharp distinction between analytic and synthetic
statements and not a difference of degree. Four versions of the principle can
be distinguished, corresponding to the four senscs of ‘analytic statement’:
the principle of broad analyticity, the principle of explicit analyticity, etc.

In section 1.2 a distinction was drawn between relativism and gradualism.
Relativism is the view that analyticity and syntheticity must be scen in
relation to the occasion of utterance of the statements. Gradualism, in the
context of the analytic-synthetic distinction, is the view which denies the
principle of analyticity. Gradualism is contrasted with genericism.

In scction 1.3 I pointed out that ‘empiricism’ is a vague term and that
a philosopher may qualify for the epithet ‘empiricist’ without cndorsing
the principle of analyticity. Also, many philosophers have made distinctions
similar to the analytic-synthetic distinction without being empiricists. Em-
piricism is characterized by the use it makes of the distinction between
analytic and synthctic statements. “The principle of empiricism’ was in-
troduced as a name for the view that there is no synthptlc a priori.

In scction 1.4 four senses of the phrase ‘a priori’ were distinguished. To
say thata statementis a priori may mean:

(1) thatitisnecessary and strictly universal in Kant’s sensc of the terms;
(i) thatit can be known independently of experience;

19



(iii) that it is absolutely certain (and not mercly probable or taken for
granted);

(iv) thatitistrue solely by virtue of its meaning (by virtue of the meanings
of the constituent terms) (and independently of facts).

The different senses of ‘analytic’, ‘synthetic’ and ‘a priori’ give rise
to various versions of the principle of empiricism. A distinction was drawn
between interpretations of the principle which are interesting from an em-
piricist point of view and other interpretations.

In section 1.5 it was argued that gradualism is compatible with the prin-
ciple of empiricism, and in section 1.6 the relations between Quine’s theory
of knowledge — nco-pragmatism — and gradualism were discussed. It was
pointed out that Quine’s rejection of the principle of analyticity lends only
limited support to neo-pragmatism.




2. The Attack on the Analytic-
Synthetic Distinction

2.0. Aim of the chapter

In the preface I mentioned an argument which runs as follows. Empiricism
presupposes a sharp distinction between amlyuc and synthcnc statements.
There is no sharp distinction between analytic and synthetic statements in
natural languages but only in artificial languages. But the artificial language
approach is incompatible with empiricism. Therefore empiricism has to be
abandoned, or at least it has to be modified. The first assumption in this
argument was examined in the foregoing chapter, and it was tentatively
concluded that empiricism does not necessarily presuppose a sharp distinction
between analytic and synthetic truths. [ want now to go on to a consideration
of the further premisses in the argument from the analytic-synthetic distinc-
tion. 1 begln with a restatement of the critique of the distinction which is
found in the three papers by Quine, White and Goodman referred to carlier
and a discussion of the demands on satisfactory definitions of ‘analytic state-
ment’, ‘synonymy’, and related terms (this chapter). Then I go on to an
cxamination of the analytic-synthetic distinction in natural languages
(Chapter 3) and in artificial languages (Chapter 4).

1. The critique of the standard definitions

Quine considers and dismisses a series of common definitions of ‘analytic
statement’. I shall give the definitions in the form of biconditionals (Quine’s
own formulations are more informal) and state the reasons for the dismissals.

(Def. 1) A statement S is analytic if and only if S is true in all possible
worlds.

This definition is a mere metaphor which can be expressed literally as
follows:

(Def.2) Sisanalyticif and only if S could not possibly be false.

The notion of a statement which could not possibly be false is as unclear
as the notion of an analytic statement itself, so this definition has small ex-
planatory value. The same holds for:

(Def. 3) Sisanalyticif and only if the denial of Sis self-contradictory.

The following definition is attributed to Kant:
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(Def. 4) Sis analytic if and only if S attributes to its subject no more than
isalready conceptually contained in the subject.

Quine objects that the notion of containment is a metaphor and that the
definition applies only to subject-predicate statements. He goes on to give
a formulation which is said to express the intent behind Kant’s definition and
which avoids the two objections levelled against Def. 4:

(Def. 5) Sis analytic if and only if it is true by virtue of its meaning and
independently of facts.

Quine construes ‘meaning’ as referring to some sort of thing, ‘obscure
intermediate entities’.2 There is no need for such entities in semantics, and the
theory of meaning is reduced to the theory of synonymy, analyticity and
some other notions which can be defined with the help of synonymy and
analyticity.®> Given the notions of logical truth and synonymy ‘analytic
statement’ can now be defined thus:

(Def. 6) S is analytic if and only if S is true and can be turned into a
logical truth by substituting synonyms for synonyms.

Synonymy turns out, however, to be as elusive a concept as analyticity
itself. Quine considers four types of definitions of synonymy: interchange-
ability in terms of definition (i), of salva veritate (ii), of analyticity (iii) and
of confirmation (iv).

(i) An expresson E; is sometimes said to be synonymous with another
espression Es if E; is defined as E.. Three sorts of definitions may be
distinguished.

(a) Dictionary definitions are reports on observed synonymy. They
cannot therefore be taken as the basis of synonymy.

(b) Another type of definition is explication. An explication of a term
changes the meaning of the term, but it is a criterion of adequacy for ex-
plications that something of the old meaning be carried over to the new: the
result of the explication should be synonymous with the old term in at least
some contexts. Synonymy cannot, then, be clarified by a consideration of
explication.

(c) Stipulative definitions create synonymy relations by fiat. This is to
Quine the clearest sort of definition, but the problem of characterizing the
natural language expressions does not depend on stipulative definitions in the
majority of cases. Therefore there is little explanatory value in the following
definition of ‘analytic statement’:

(Def. 7) Sisanalytic if and only if Sis true and can be reduced to a logical
truth by definition.

(ii) The so-called ‘salva veritate test of synonymy’ runs: two expressions
are synonymous if and only if they can be interchanged in all contexts with-
out any change in the truth-value. Two qualifications are necessary, as
Quine points out:

(a) The test must be restricted so as not to apply to occurrences within
compounds and quotations. ‘Unmarried man’ cannot replace ‘bachelor’
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in such contexts as ‘Bachelor of Arts’ and ‘““Bachelor” has eight letters’ even
if the two expressions are admittedly synonymous. Presupposing the (not
very clear) notion of ‘word’, this can be done by treating compounds and
quotations as single words and restricting the test to occurrences outside
single words.

(b) Interchangeability salva veritate is a test of cognitive synonymy and
not of what I shall call “full synonymy’. Quine seems to conceive of cognitive
synonymy as full synonymy minus ‘psychological associations and poetic
quality’.* Cognitive synonymy is vaguely explained as the sort of synonymy
which is needed for the definition of ‘analytic statement’. Altcrnatively,
two expressions are cognitively synonymous if the corresponding statement
‘Alland only ... are —— isanalytic.

The question now is: does the salva veritate test of interchangeability
outside single words give a satisfactory account of cognitive synonymy?
The answer to this question depends upon the type of language under con-
sideration. In imtensional lrqumges languages which are rich enough to
contain, for example, the expression necessarlly, interchangeability salva
veritate is a sufficient condition for cognitive synonymy. For consider the
obviously true statement:

1) Necessarily all and only bachelors are bachelors.

If one replaces the second expression ‘bachelor’ by ‘unmarried man’, one
gets the statement:

(2) Necessarily all and only bachelors are unmarried men.

Which is also true. The substitution occurred salva wveritate. But to say
that (2) is true is the same as to say that (3) isanalytic:

(3) Alland only bachelors are unmarried men.

And if (3) is analytic, ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ arc cognitively
synonymous, as stated above. The test worls here, but it does not ¢ mfv the
notion of analyticity since it presupposes the notion of necessity. But necessity
presupposes analyticity in its turn, for ‘necessarily’ may be cxphmed as an
expression which yields true statements when and only when it is applied to
analytic statements.

The interrelations between necessity and analyticity can also be used for
another definition of ‘analytic’:

(Def. 8) ‘S’ is analytic in a language L if and only if ‘necessarily & is
true in L.

Quine does not mention this definition explicitly. It is of course unsatisfac-
tory for the reasons stated above.

In intensional languages interchangeability salva veritate was found to be
a sufficient condition for cognitive synonymy, but it is unsatisfactory to
appeal to intensional languages when one is to give an account of synonymy
which is intended to clarify the notion of analyticity. Extensional languages
lack such devices as modal adverbs like ‘necessarily’. An extensional language
is explained by Quine as a language such that any two predicates which apply
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to the same objects are interchangeable without change of truth-value. By
way of illustration he mentions a language which is truth-functional and
which contains expressions of the following four kinds: (i) individual
variables, (ii) predicates which take individuals as arguments, (iii) the usual
connectives, (iv) quantifiers. Since any two terms with the same extension
are replaceable without change of truth-value in such a language, the salva
wveritate test is not a sufficient condition for cognitive synonymy in that type
of language. Thus the salva veritate approach fails to give an adequate account
of cognitive synonymy for both intensional and extensional languages.

(1) Singular terms can be said to be synonymous if the identity statement
which is formed by joining the terms by ‘=" is analytic; predicates can be
said to be synonymous if, when applied to variables, their umvcrsally quanti-
fied biconditional is analyuc statements can be said to be synonymous if
the biconditional which is formed by joining the statements by ‘if and
only if’ is analytic.? In short, two expressions can be said to be synonymous
if they are interchangeable salva analyticitate. (‘Thus, if one occurrence of
‘A’ in the analytic statement ‘A=A’ can be replaced by ‘B’ without loss of
analyticity, ‘A’ and ‘B’ are synonymous.) But such ways of defining ‘synon-
ymy’ are blind alleys, since we turned to svnonymy in order to clarify the
notion of analyticity.

(iv) In terms of the verification theory of meaning, two statements could
be said to be synonymous if and only if they are verified or confirmed in the
same way. But the verification or confirmation theory of meaning presup-

oses reductionism or the statement theory of meaning, which Quine rejects
as unfounded dogmas of empiricism.® Elsewhere, Quine gives another ar-
gument for the view that the confirmation theory is a shaky basis for
analyticity: the concepts of the confirmation theory are inadequately under-
stood today, and it may turn out that an account of confirmation must
ultimately rest on such notions as synonymy and analyticity.” Appeal to the
theory of confirmation is, therefore, not satisfactory when one is to clarify
the notion of synonymy.

‘Analytic statement’ could also be defined directly in terms of the con-
firmation theory:

(Def. 9) Sis analytic if and only if S is vacuously confirmed (confirmed
‘no matter what).®

But to define ‘analytic’ in these terms is no more satisfactory than to define
‘synonymous’ in terms of this theory.

And so synonymy remains unclear, and cannot be used to clarify
analyticity. So far no adequate definition of ‘analytic statement’ has been
found. Let us now turn to artificial languages to see if they can afford any
help. Def. 1 has been explicated by Carnap in terms of state-descriptions:

(Def. 10) S is analytic in a language L if and only if S is true under all
state-descriptionsin L.

A state-description is a conjunction which contains for every statement
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in the language either the statement or its negation. A state-description is thus
in an obvious sense a description of a possible world. Quine points out that the
definition presupposes that the atomic statements of the language are mutually
independent. For suppose that a language contains the two atomic statements
‘John is a bachelor’ and ‘John is married” which are not independent.
Then if the conjunction ‘... & John is a bachelor & John is married & .. .
describes a possible world, the statement ‘All bachelors are unmarried’ turns
out to be synthetic, and not analytic as it should be in English. Therefore,
Quinc argues, Def. 10 is at best an explication of ‘logical truth’, but not of
‘analytic truth’. The natural way of obviating this objection is to lay down
some restrictions on permissible state-descriptions, such as defining ‘permis-
sible state-description’ as ‘state- desulptlon which is not excluded by the
semantical rules of L’. (This suggestion will be considered in Chapter 4
below.) ‘Analytic statement’ can also be defined directly in terms of semanti-
cal rules:

(Def. 11) S is analytic in a language L if and only if S is true by virtue of
the semantical rules of L.

To appeal to artificial languages with semantical rules is, according to
Quine, ‘un feu follet par excellence’.? He takes three types of semantical rules
into consideration.

(i) The semantical rules of the language L specify, for example, by re-
cursion, all the analytic statements of L. The analytic statements of L are,
then, the statements which fulfil the conditions laid down by rules of the
type ‘A statement S is analytic if and only if .. .’. But in order to understand
what it is that these rules attribute to the statements in question we must
first understand the world ‘analytic’ which is used in the rules. Appeal to
semantical rules for an artificial language cannot make us understand the
notion of analyticity. And since a definition of ‘analytic in L’ does not shed
any light on the notion of analyticity, one could just as well and less mis-
leadingly replace the phrase ‘analytic in L’ by some simple symbol, e.g. ‘K.
In order to understand the phrase ‘analytic in L’ we must first understand
what it means in general for a statement S to be analytic in a language L
where ‘S’ and ‘L’ cover all statements and all languagcs A definition of
‘analytic’ for a particular language fails to fulfil this condition of generality.

(ii) The semantical rules are rules of truth. What distinguishes an analytic
truth from other truths is, then, the fact that it appears under the heading
‘Semantical Rules’. But an appeal to an unexplained notion of semantical
rules does not explain what analyticity is, any more than an appeal to an
unexplained general notion of analyticity does.

(ii1) The semantical rules are rules of translation into ordinary language.
An analytic statement in L is, then, a statement which can be translated
into an ordinary language statement which is analytic. And so we are back at
the sarting point, viz. the problem of explaining what it is for a statement in
a natural language to be analytic.
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The negative upshot of the examination of the usual definitions of
‘analytic statement’ is that there exists no satisfactory definition of the
term. Some definitions were found to be no more than metaphors, and the
more promising ones were found to be circular, to rely on notions which
stand in the same need of clarification as the notion of analyticity itself or
to evade the problem without solving it. From the lack of satisfactory
definitions of ‘analytic statement’ and related notions, Quine tends to draw
the radical conclusion that there is no distinction at all between analytic and
synthetic statements. ‘That there is such a distinction to be drawn at all is
an unempirical dogma of empiricists, a metaphysical article of faith.'® This
radical denial of the analytic-synthetic distinction is opposed to another
tendency in ‘T'wo Dogmas of Empiricisny’, viz. the tendency to hold that
the distinction can be maintained as a difference in degree betwecen state-
ments which are more or less readily given up in the face of contradictory
experience.!!

The gradualist tendency and the opinion that there exists no satisfactory
definition of ‘analytic statement’ arc reinforced by the considerations
brought forward by White and Goodman. White can be said to discuss three
definidons of ‘analytic statement’: Def. 3 (the definition in terms of self-
contradiction), Def. 6 (the synonymy definition), and C. I. Lewis’s improve-
ment on Def. 4 (Kant’s containment definition).'? Lewis’s definition can be
stated roughly as follows:

(Def. 12) S'is analytlc if and only if S is true by virtue of a reladon of
inclusion between criteria in mind.

E.g. ‘All men arc rational animals’ is analytic if and only if the criterion
in mind of ‘man’ includes the criterion in mind of ‘rational animal’. In
order to find out whether there is a relation of inclusion or not one has to
make an ‘experiment in imagination’: if one cannot consistently think of a
man that is not a rational animal the inclusion relation holds. White suspects
that the criterion of conceivability is likely to be private, intuitive insight,
and finds ‘this early retreat to intuition’ unsatisfactory.'® He hints that he
finds other difficulties with Lewis’s ‘intensionalism’ as well. He observes
that Def. 3 uses a broad notion of self-contradictoriness which depends on the
sense of the terms involved, but reference to the sense is not helpful. There
are various difficulties connected with behaviouristic criteria of sclf-contra-
dictoriness in terms of horror or discomfort evoked by sclf-contradictory
statements, but they can perhaps be overcome. Such criteria would make
the analytic-synthetic distinction a matter of degree. The view that the
distinction is likely to turn out to be of degree rather than of kind is supported
by a consideration of the synonymy approach to analyticity. White finds
that no satisfactory account of synonymy in natural language exists and
adduces partly the same arguments as Quine. Appeal to dictionaries is of no
avail. Nor is appeal to rules helpful. White says that he understands fairly
well the expressions ‘analytic in Ly’ and ‘analytic in L¢’, where L; and Lz are
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artificial languages, and he also understands what it is for something to be
a rule in an artificial language. But he cannot understand those who say that
users of natural languages behave as if they had made rules for their languages
which are like those for Ly and Lo, until criteria have been formulated for
finding out whether a group of people obey such rules. To say that two ex-
pressions are synonymous if there is a rule to the effcct that they can replace
each other or to say that people behave as if there were such a rule is not
enlightening. Moreover, the term ‘as if’ is in as much need of clarification
as the notions of synonymy and analyticity. Another approach to synonymy
and analyticity is to say that two expressions E and F are synonymous if the
following condition is fulfilled: if we were presented with something which
is not an E, we would not call it an F. This condition is not sufficient, how-
ever, for it is fulfilled as soon as E and F are coextensive. Besides, little can
be gained by appeal to counter-factuals since no adequate analysis of this
device has yet been made. White goces on to suggest two criteria of synonymy
which both make synonymy a matter of degree. (i) Two expressions E and
F are synonymous for a person P if P fecls more certain in concluding that
something is an F from the fact that it is a G where G is coextensive with F.
(ii) E and F are synonymous for P if P 1mmed1ately withdraws the pledlcate
F as soon as he has learned that somethmg is not an E. By such criteria of
synonymy there is only a difference in degree between cointensive and co-
extensive predicates and, consequently, only a difference in degree between
statements which are analytically true and statements which are (merely)
true.

Goodman’s critique of tradidonal accounts of the synonymy relation
supplements the discussions of QQuine and White. Quine and White were
found to reject at least the following definitions or criteria of ‘synonymy’:

(i) the definition in terms of the notion of definition;
(i1) the salva veritate test;
(iii) the definition in terms of analyticity;
(iv) the definition in terms of the confirmation theory;
(v) the definition in terms of criteria in mind;
(vi) the definition in terms of what would be said in certain situations;
(vil) the definition in terms of rules.
(Most of these definitions or criteria can be construed in various ways, as
we have seen.)
Goodman examines briefly five other approaches to the problem of
sameness of meaning:1*

(viii) the Platonic theory: two terms are synonymous if and only if they
stand for the same Platonic idea;
(ix) the image theory: two terms are synonymous if and only if we cannot
imagine (have a mental picture of) anything which satisfies one term
but not the other;
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(x) the concept theory: two terms are synonymous if and only if we
cannot conceive of anything which satisfies one term but not the
other;

(xi) the possibility theory: two terms are synonymous if and only if there
is nothing possible which satisfies one term but not the other;

(xii) the extensional theory: two terms are synonymous if and only if 1hf’y
have the same extension.

All five criteria or ‘theories’ (this is the word Goodman uses) are found
to be inadequate. Sameness of Platonic ideas is not any clearer than sameness
of meaning as long as no criterion is supplied for finding out when two
terms stand for the same idea. Nor is it clear what we can and what we cannot
imagine or conccive. The image theory comes up against a further dif-
ficulty with terms to which there is no corresponding image, for example,
‘clever’ and ‘supersonic’. The possibility criterion relies on the notion of
possible but not actual things, which belongs to the sct of notions which
Goodman does not accept without clarification. The extensional criterion is
also inadequate since there are non-synonymous expressions with the same
extension, e.g. ‘centaur’ and ‘unicorn’, which (presumably) have null
extension. (By the extension of a term is meant the class of all past, present
and future things to which the term applics. Clearly only an omniscient God
could know for certain that ‘centaur’ and ‘unicorn’ have the same extension,
hence the qualifier ‘presumably’.)

Goodman’s own suggestion is an amended version of the extensional cri-
terion which makes synonymy a notion of degree. (Goodman’s criterion
will be discussed below in section 3.2.)

It is time to sum up the critique of the traditional explanations of synonymy
and analyticity. This can be done very briefly in the form of three theses
which have been defended by Quine, White or Goodman:

1. The traditional explanations of synonymy and analyticity are all un-
satisfactory.

2. There is no distinction at all to be drawn between analytic and synthetic
truths.

3. Synonymy and analyticity in natural languages will turn out to be notions
of degree when adequately explicated.

2.2. Demands on clarifications of intensional terms

It is not quite clear what Quine demands of a satisfactory elucidation of the
notion of analytic truth. Again and again he emphasizes that the notion has
to be clarified, but a clarification may take several forms. There are two inter-
pretations of Quine, both of which seem plausible. The first and stronger
interpretation of Quine is that he demands a fo.mal definition of ‘analytic
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statement’ which is general in the sense that it defines ‘analytic statement’ for
all languages and which at the same time avoids all suspect notions. ‘Analytic’
belongs to a family of interdefinable terms which includes such terms as
‘synonymous’, ‘self-contradictory’, ‘not possibly false’, ‘necessarily’,
‘meaning’, ‘intension’ and ‘semantical rule’. All these members of the
analyticity family — which can also be called ‘intensional terms’ because of
their connections with ‘intension’ — were rejected as unclear by Quine,
White and Goodman along with counter-factuals, possible but not actual
things, Platonic ideas, criteria in mind, images and concepts. From the con-
dmons that the definition of analytlc statement’ should have the form ‘S
is analytic in L if and only if . . > and that it should avoid suspect notions, it
follows, then, that the definition should be non-circular. The second and
weaker interpretation of Quine would be that he demands, not a formal defini-
tion of ‘analytic’, but only a criterion which may be used for sorting out
analytic statements from among other statements. There is a tendency in
Quine which has become more and more strong to demand behaviouristic
criteria of synonymy and analyticity. In ‘Notes on Existence and Neces-
sity’ (1943) he said that the relation of synonymy ‘calls for a definition or
criterion in psychological and linguistic terms’; in “Two Dogmas of Em-
piricism’ (1g951) he declared that ‘the mental or behavioural or cultural
factors — whatever they may be’ should be taken into account in clari-
fying analyticity; in Word and Object (1960) he asks for ‘no more, after
all, than a rough characterization in terms of dispositions to verbal be-
haviour’.’> Behaviourism, the view that the intensional terms should be re-
placed by behaviouristic explicata, is thus a dominant feature of Quine’s theory
of meaning.

White does not demand a definition of ‘synonymy’ but only a criterion
of synonymy which can be used for sorting out synonym pairs from among
other pairs of expressions and for distinguishing analytic statements from
synthetic statements. Like Quine, he is suspicious of introspective and intuitive
methods in semantics, and finds it likely that a suitable criterion will be
behaviouristic.

Goodman shares the non-mentalistic, non-intensionalistic attitudes of Quine
and White, but shows no signs of behaviourism. A prominent feature of
Goodman’s paper is its nominalism, the view that one should not allow
irreducible references to abstract entities like Platonic ideas, meanings and
types. Like Quine (also a nominalist), he does not admit meanings as entities
into his ontology, and sets out to give an account of synonymy in terms of
inscriptions and extensions avoiding not all, but the more distressing, aspects
of mentalism and intensional terminology.'® White and Goodman do not
demand a clarification of ‘synonymy’ and ‘analyticity’ for all languages but
only for natural languages.

To sum up, there are tendencies in Quine, White and Goodman to demand
a definition or criterion of analyticity/synonymy which
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(i) is general;
[(ii) hasthe form*...if and only if — — —;
(iii) avoids suspect notions;
(iv) isnon-circular;
(v) 1is behaviouristic;
(vi) is nominalistic.

My own views on these demands are briefly these. The first demand, that
a definition should be given of the phrase ‘S is analytic in L., where S
and L cover all statements and languages, seems unduly exacting con-
sidering that no such general definition has been given for any semantical
term.’” (ii) and (iv) taken together are also a very stringent demand, so
strong that it seems likely that it cannot be met. For suppose that ‘analytic’
is defined in terms of some predicate F:

(Def.) Sisanalyticif and only if Sis F.

This definition would hardly be regarded as satisfactory if it were possible
for ‘analytic’ and ‘F’ to apply to different statements, that is, ‘analytic’
and ‘F’ have to be cognitively synonymous if the definition is to be satis-
factory. But if ‘analytic’ and ‘¥’ are synonymous, ‘F’ belongs ipso facto
to the analyticity family, and the definition is circular.!® It seems, then, that
formal definitions are bound to remain circular. That does not imply that
they are worthless. Circular definitions map out relations within a conceptual
family, and formulation of such definitions is likely to enhance our under-
standing of the terms involved, as Mates has pointed out.*?

In the precedmg pages there has been much talk of what is clear and
what is not clear. But the distinction between what is clear and what is not
clear is itself not quite clear. Nelson Goodman has explicitly refused to try
to justify his particular selection of what is not clear. Every philosopher has
to decide for himself what to accept as sufficiently clear and what not to
accept without clarification. In Goodman’s metaphor, every philosopher has
to rely on his own ‘philosophic conscience’.?’ It would be easy, then, to
discard the demands listed above as too stringent and declare that the notions
of analyticity and synonymy are sufficiently clear. Easy, but not very satis-
fying. For although one may not sympathize with all the motives behind the
Quine-White-Goodman attack on intensional notions, it must be admitted
that much of their criticism is justified. Synonymy holds a central place
both in philosophic and linguistic semantics (such linguistic notions as
‘phoneme’ and ‘morpheme’ are often defined in terms of meaning and
synonymy; synonymy is the concern of lexicographers), but little is known
about synonymy in view of its importance. And it cannot be denied that
introspective methods have been much misused in semantics. Nor can the
importance of the pragmatical aspects of intensional notions be denied. No
criterion has ever been given for deciding when a statement in use is
analytic.
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Though Goodman refuses to justify his list of unclear notions, the list does
not seem wholly arbitrary. There seem to be two main ideas which provide
a rationale for it. The first is non-mentalism, discontent with the use of in-
trospective methods in semantics. The second is a predilection for the frame-
work of modern logic. Counter-factuals, dispositions, intensional notions
cannot be accommodated within the extensional languages of formal logic
which Quine and Goodman seem to regard as the paradigm of clarity. It is
a good thing that analysis using the restricted means of such languages should
be pursued, for when reduction to notions within such languages can be
accomplished it simplifies matters, and when the programme fails, it has
at least heuristic value. Similarly such programmes as nominalism and be-
haviourism have in my opinion great value in philosophy. But there is one
way of using such programmes towards which I do not feel unreservedly
sympathetic When a philosopher finds that the apparatus with which he
sets out to investigate some field does not yield the desired results, it often
happens that he declares those notions whlch he has not been able to clarlfy
to be illusory, ungrounded, worthless, and so on. But in such a case it is
very likely that the fault lies not in the field which has been investigated but
in the apparatus with which the field has been investigated. Thus, if it is
found that intensional terms cannot be reduced to behavioural terms, I do
not want to conclude that the intensional terminology is ‘baseless’ and
‘empty’ as Quine does,?! but rather that a more careful analysis has to be made,
perhaps within a more powerful framework of analysis. In this spirit I shall
now go on to a discussion of the notions of meaning, synonymy and
analyticity in natural language.

2.3. Recapitulation

Quine, White and Goodman find the usual explanations of analyticity and
synonymy unsatisfactory. They reject the following twelve definitions of
‘analytic statement’:

A statement Sis analytic (in a language L) if and only if

1) Sistrueinall possible worlds;

2) Scould not possibly be false;

3) the denial of Sis self-contradictory;

4) Sattributes to its subject no more than is already conceptually contained
in the subject;

5) Sis true by virtue of its meaning and independently of facts;

6) Sis true and can be turned into a logical truth by substituting synonyms
for synonyms;

7) Sistrue and can be reduced to a logical truth by definition;

8) ‘Necessarily S’is truein L;

9) Sisvacuously confirmed;
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10) Sistrue under all state-descriptions in L;
11) Sistrue by virtue of the semantical rules of L;
12) Sistrue by virtue of a relation of inclusion between criteria in mind.

Most of these definitions can be construed in several ways. Thus, three
types of definition and three types of semantical rules were considered, and
no less than twelve approaches to synonymy were discussed and rejected by
Quine, White and Goodman.

The definitions were found to be unsatisfactory because they were meta-
phorical (1 and 4) or circular (z, 3, 6, 8, 11) or make use of notions which are
as unclear as analyticity itself (5, 9, 12) or evade the problem without solving
it (7 and 10).

There is a tendency in Quine to deny that there is any distinction at all
to be drawn between analytic and synthetic statements. All three authors tend
to think that adequate explications of synonymy and analyticity will make
the notions matters of degree.

Between them, Quine, White and Goodman demand a definition or criterion
of analyticity md/or synonymy which (i) is gpmml (11) has the form *. . . if
and only if — — —, (iii) avoids suspect notions, (iv) is non-circular, (v) is
behaviouristic, (vi) is nominalistic. My views on these demands can be sum-
marized as follows: (i) and the conjunction of (ii) and (iv) are too stringent
demands. Circular definitions are of value because they map out relations
within conceptual families and help to enhance our understanding of the
terms involved, but carefully worked out criteria and practical procedures
are also needed in semantics. Such programmes as behaviourism, nominalism
and analysis with the help of extensional languages are of value in philosophy,
but dogmatic uses of the programmes should be rejected.



3. Meaning, Synonymy and Analyticity
in Natural Languages

3.0. Aim of the chapter

Is there a distinction to be drawn between analytic and synthetic statcments
in natural languages? If so, what is the nature of the distinction? In particular,
is it a distinction of kind or of degree? These are the questions which will be
raised in this chapter. I shall begin with a consideration of the denial of the
existence of the distinction and go on to a critical discussion of Quine’s
characterizations of analytic and logical truth: an analytic statement is a
statement which can be reduced to a logical truth by substituting synonyims
for synonyms, and a logical truth is a true staternent which remains true under
all reinterpretations of its components other than the logical constants.
Synonymy, reinterpretations and logical constants will be discussed in turn,
and it will be questioned whether all statements which can reasonably be
claimed to be true by virtue of their meaning alone are reducible to logical
truths.

The relevance of natural languages — i.c. historically given languages
which are used in actual spcech communities, languages of the type which is
studied by linguists — to philosophy is a controversial question which is
best discussed in connection with the question of the relevance and clarifica-
tory power of artificial languages, i.c. constructed language systems of the
type which is studied by Carnap among others. This question will be post-
poned until Chapter 4.

3.1. The existence of the analytic-synthetic distinction

A radical line of thought to be found in “T'wo Dogmas of Empiricisny’ is
that there exists no distinction between analytic and synthetic statements.
Many would feel that this is to throw the baby out with the semantical bath-
water. In defence of the analync synthetic distinction philosophers have
appealed to (i) the uniformity in philosophers’ application of the distinction;
(ii) the ordinary use of terms which are interdefinable with ‘analytic’, e.g.
‘having the same meaning as’; (iii) the peculiarities of ‘the analytic atti-
tude’. To this a fourth argument could be added, which rests on the fact
that the distinction has been explicitly recognized outside the philosophical



tradition, apparently independently of the philosophical theory of analytic
statements (iv).

(i)—(ii). The first two arguments can be dealt with rather briefly. As
Grice and Strawson have pointed out, it cannot be denied that there is somze
distinction to be drawn between the statements philosophers usually call
‘analytic’ and the statements they usually call ‘synthetic’. For philosophers
manage to divide statements into the two classes with considerable consis-
stency, hesitating over much the same cases, in spite of the fact that there arc
no closed lists of what to call ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’, and this is sufficient
for saying that there are two kinds of statements marked by the labels
‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’.? This argument from the uniformity in philoso-
phers’ usc of the words ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’ is supported by an argu-
ment from the ordinary use of such phrases as ‘has the same meaning as’ and
‘is synonymous with’. For if there is no distinction between analytic and
synthetic statements, it follows that there is no distinction between pairs of
expressions which are synonymous and pairs which merely have the same
extension, the difference between the analytic statement ‘All and only A
are B’ and the synthetic statement ‘All and only C are I>’ being that A and
B have the same meaning, whereas C and D only happen to apply to the same
things. But it is paradoxical to deny that there is a difference betwcen the
property of having the same meaning and the property of having the same
extension, for then it would always be senseless or absurd to say two expres-
sions apply to the same things w ithout being synonymous. And, Grice and
Strawson add, it is still more paradoxical to deny that translatxons can be
correct and incorrect, which denial would follow if there were no use for
the notion of interlinguistic synonymy.? In view of these arguments it can-
not be denied that some distinction is denoted by the terms ‘analytic’ and
‘synthetic’. Now the Quinean thesis could be reinterpreted to mean that the
accounts philosophers have given of the difference between analytic and
synthetic statements are mistaken. But then the radical thesis that the qnalytl(:«
synthetic distinction does not exist has been abandoned in favour of another
of the theses to be found in Quine, White and Goodman, viz. that there arc
no satisfactory explanations of synonymy and analyticity.*

What is the nature of the distinction whose existence has just been
established? An answer to this question lies in a consideration of the analytic
attitude, and we now turn to this subject.

(iti) It is sometimes claimed that there is a felt difference between analytic
and synthetic statements. Thus one feels, accmdmg to Pap, that the state-
ment ‘\Tobody knows what is not the case’ is true by virtue of the very
meaning of ‘to know’, and according to Quine ‘sentences like “No un-
married man is married”, “No bachelor is married” and “2 4 2 = 4” have a
feel that everyone appreciates’.” Now deciding how far people have intuitions
about analyticity is an empirical question. The results of one such investiga-
tion by Apostel, Mays, Morf and Piaget suggest that the semantical intui-

3+



tions of semantically untrained persons are not very reliable. For example,
when 30 subjects were asked to classify 17 sentences as analytic (‘énoncés
dont on connait la vérité par la signification méme de leurs termes’) and
synthetic (‘énoncés dont on ne peut connaitre la vérité quen allant voir’),
23 held that ‘Une table est une table’ and ‘Ce qui est rouge, est rouge’ are
analytic, 5 that they are synthetic, 2 that they are ambiguous and nonc
that they arc intermediate cases.® A previous investigation where the subjects
were given no instructions to guide the classification gave results which
point in the same direction. Contrary to Quine, I do not think that the ex-
periment suggests that there is a difference of degree between intuitively
analytic and intuitively synthetic statements’ — the only conclusion that
can safely be drawn is that reports on analyticity intuitions by semantically
untrained persons are not reliable, and this does not say much about the
analytic attitude.

It should be noted that the sentences in Apostel’s experiment were pre-
sented out of context. Apostel and his associates rightly stress this inadequacy
and point out that it may have increased the number of intermediate cases.
But probably the isolative method also distorted the investigation in other
ways. The two sentences mentioned above were not classified as inter-
mediate by anyone, but not everyone considered them analytic. It is some-
what surprising that so few held the sentences to be ambiguous. For ther
are good reasons for not classifying repetitive sentences like ‘Une table
est une table’ as straightforwardly analytic. Repetitive sentences are often
used to make suggestions which are by no means analytically or trivially
true. One may say, ‘A Nyasa is a Nyasa’ to suggest that Nyasas are in-
efficient, ‘A line is a line’ to suggest that a line cannot be made to rep-
resent anything, and so on. If one wants to, one can say that such repet-
itive sentences contain ambiguous words or play upon the connctations
or suggestions of words, though it secems rather unpalatable to say
that ‘twenty years’ or ‘4/5’ arc ambiguous when they happen to be
used in non-trivial repetitive statements, and the connotation view is true
only if the term ‘connotation’ is stretched to include all contextual features
which help us to see the point of a sentence.® But clearly this is not the whole
story. When we translate a sentence like ‘A line is a line’ into ‘A line
cannot be made to represent anything’, we lose the persuasive aura of trivial
truth which is presumably the reason why the repetitive sentence is used
instead of the more explicit equivalent. Ordinary repetitive sentences could
be said to be parasitic upon trivial repetitive sentences. But whether this
division into primary and secondary or parasitic uses is found convincing or
not, it must be admitted that there are two types of uses of repetitive sentences
which justify the view that repetitive sentences in natural languages are am-
biguous.

The intuitively discernible feel of analytic statements is only one of the
factors which help to form the difference between analytic and synthetic
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statements in natural Janguage, and it is not the most important of them.
Suppose that we meet somebody who defends the thesis that freedom is
possible only in Christian countries. No matter what counter-instances we
manage to bring up against his thesis and no matter what empirical evidence
we adduce, he does not abandon his thesis and succeeds in making distinc-
tions and evasions which somehow make our objections ineffective. In such
a case it is very likcly that we have come upon a statement towards which
the person in point has the analytic attitude. It is clear from his behaviour
that cmpirical considerations are not relevant for the determination of the
truth-value of the statement, the person feels absolutely certain that the
statement is true, and perhaps he is also awarc of a certain analytic fecl that
the statement has, though it seems to be more usual that such statements as
‘Freedom is possible only in Christian countries’ and ‘Art is significant
form’ when treated as analytic are not recognized as analytic by the persons
who defend the statements. These three features — empirical irrelevance,
certainty and the felt quality — may characterize analytic statements, but
they are not distinctive features of analyticity. Rehglous ethical and meta-
plu sical statements may be held to be true or false 1rrespecmc of empirical
considerations, they may be felt to be absolutely certain and they may have
the same intuited quality as the usually adduced examples of analytic state-
ments, but that does not usually make such statements analytic. An analytic
statement is a stacement which is true by virtue of its meaning alone, and
the distinguishing feature of the analytic attitude is the defence of a statement
by having recourse to suitable meanings of the expressions involved.?

The mechanism of the analytic qtmmde can be illustrated with the help
of an example which has 1nc1dcntally been claimed — wrongly, in my
opinion — to be a borderline casc which is neither clearly analytic nor
clearly synthetic:'®

(1) Isee with my eyes.

What is the difference between the view that (1) is analytic and the view
that it is synthetic? Let us call the two views ‘the A-view’ and ‘the S-view?,
and let us also talk of ‘A-holders’ and ‘S-holders’. Supposc now that the
following happens. We come upon a man who seems to sce with his nose.
When he turns his nose towards something, he says that he gets the same
sense- hnpressions as when he looks at it with his cyes; he cannot get those
sense-impressions when his nose is turned away from the thing, nor when
it is complctely dark, he cannot ‘se¢’ things round corners, and so on. That
is, the curious creature says that he gets visual impressions via his nose, and
he behaves in a way which casts absolutely no doubt upon what he says. What
would the A-holder and the S-holder say in such a case? S-holder: ‘He sees
with his nose, and so it is false that you can see only with your eyes.’
A-holder: “The man seems to see with his nose, but smce you can only see
with your eyes, he does not really see with his nose.” Or, alternauvclv, the
A-holder could reply: “The man seems to see with his nose, but then his
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nose is a sort of eye after all, for it is impossible to see with anything but
eyes.” Which of the two alternatives he chooses will depend upon what he
means by ‘eye’ and ‘see’. One can define ‘eye’ ostensively anatomically
and ‘see’ in terms of the function of the anatomical eye, but one can also
start from secing and define ‘eye’ as ‘sense organ with the help of which
we see’. In either case the two terms are interdefinable, and the A-holder’s
attitude rests on the assumption that the interdefinability must be preserved.
The A-holder’s moves are often used in arguments in ordinary life to defend
statecments against counter-instances, and Waismann scems to have over-
looked this fact when he classifies (1) and several other statements as ‘on
the border-line between necessary and contingent, the @ priori and the em-
pirical’, the analytic and the synthetic.??

The A-view docs not presuppose that the meanings of the crucial terms
have been absolutely fixed in advance for all future uses. (1) does not ex-
press a categorical decision about the future use of the words ‘sec’ and
‘eye’, it only records the decision that if the range of situations to which
‘see’ is applied is stretched, then the range of situations to which ‘eye’ is
applied will be stretched in the same way, and vice versa. Similarly, to say
that ‘All and only bachelors are unmarried men’ is analytic is to make
a conditional asscrtion about the future use of ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried
man’; the sense of ‘bachelor’ will be changed if and oaly if the sense of
‘unmarried man’ is changed, and both scnses will be changed in the same
way.

Consideration of the analytic attitude thus leads to the use of intensional
terminology. A statement like ‘All bachelors are unmarried men’ is true
becausc of the senses of the components of the statement; ‘I sce with my
eyes’ is true because the crucial terms in the statement are z7zterdufmable if
somcbody denies an analytic statement, he must use the statement to make
some special point or clsc we do not understand what he intends — he docs
not know the correct meaning of the statement, cte. It seems undeniable
that such assertions are true on some interpretations of them, and it is the
task of semantics to clarify the sense in which the assertions are true. That
some analyscs, e.g. the Platonic and the image theorics of meaning, arc un-
satisfactory is no reason for rejecting intensional terminology; it is a challenge
to provide better analyses.1?

(iv) The upshot of the discussion of the first thrce arguments is that there
is a distinction to be drawn between analytic and synthetic statements, and
that there is such a thing as an analytic aititude. This has also been recognized
in linguistics, apparcntly independently of philosophical theories of ana-
lyt1c1ty There is a linguistic tradition which can be called ‘the semantic
field theory’ which has attracted considerable attention latcly 13 The semantic
field thoory is an attempt to apply stcuctural considerations in the semantics of
natural languages and it may be viewed as a reaction against traditional
lexicography. Field theorists have declared that all expressions in a language
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belong to systems of expressions which delimit ‘fields of meaning’ and that it is
impossible to explain the meaning of any expression without reference to
the place which it occupies in the system it belongs to. Perhaps the most
well-known work in the tradition, Jost Trier’s treatise on intellectual terms
in Middle High German, is marred by an obscure metaphysics where
semantic fields are conceived as mosaics consisting of the hypostatized
meanings of the terms which delimit the field.!* One of Trier’s critics, Walter
Porzig, objected that the intellectual field was determined by extra-linguistic
criteria and suggested instead the idea of ‘elementary fields of meaning’
which are purely linguistic in character.'® Porzig said that an elementary field
of meaning consists of terms which have an ‘essential meaning relation’
to each other and instanced the relations between ‘eye’ and ‘see’, ‘foot’
and ‘walle, ‘tongue’ and ‘lick’, *horse’ and ‘neigh’, and so forth. ‘It is im-
mediately clear that we have here a necessary relation between words that is
generated solely by the meaning, he declared, and he went on to give a
Kantian account of essential meaning relations in terms of content, ap-
parently without being aware of the affinity with Kant. Porzig gave a lot of
examples which consist of expressions which have an elementary meaning
relation to each other, e.g. ‘Man kann gar nicht anders gehen als mit den
Fissen’, ‘Bellen kann nur ein Hund’, ‘Greifen kann man nur mit der Hand’.
It is obvious that these statements are claimed to be analytic, and it is also
obvious from Porzig’s article that he claims that the statements are analytic
only on some standard interpretations of the essential terms. Consider the
last example, ‘One can only grasp with the hand’. ‘Grasping with the
mind’ can be explained away as a metaphor, and, as Porzig points out, meta-
phorical and ironical uses of a word do not provide counter-examples to
the thesis that there is an essential meaning relation between the word and
some other word. On the contrary, such uses confirm the thesis, for the
effect of such uses depends on the existence of some primary use where the
analytic relation holds. But still there arc exceptions to the statement in
question. Apes can grasp things with their feet, and there are animals with
prehensile trunks and tails. Now Porzig seems to claim that such uses do not
exemplify the primary sense of the woid ‘grasp’, the central or paradigmat-
ical meamng of the word. It may be doubted whether there is some such
sense of ‘grasp’ of which users of English (and similarly users of German)
are aware and by virtue of which they would hold the statement ‘One can
only grasp with the hand’ to be analytic, but that is an empirical question
which can be decided only by investigation of people’s verbal dispositions
and semantical intuitions, their Sprachgefizhl. But I am ahead of myself. I shall
return to the subject towards the end of this chapter, but before appealing
to such phenomena as Sprachgefiibl and semantical intuitions, we must
examine how far one can get along with the restricted means of the Quine-
White-Goodman programme, I shall now turn to a discussion of their ap-
proaches to synonymy and analyticity.
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3.2. Synonymy: Goodman’s explication

That two terms are true of the same object is not a sufficient condition for
two terms to be synonymous, but, Goodman observes, the extensional
criterion of synonymy can be amended by taking compounds of the terms
into consideration. If ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ are synonymous,
then it is true not only that ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ apply to the
same things but also that such compounds as ‘picture of bachelor’, ‘de-
scription of bachelor’ and ‘thought of bachelor’ apply to the same things
as ‘picture of unmarried man’, ‘description of unmarried man’ and ‘thought
of unmarried man’. Goodman calls the extensions of the compounds of a term
‘secondary extensions’ of the term in contrast to the primary extension of the
term which comprises only the things the term itself is true of. Avoiding
such terms as ‘thought of . . .’ for reasons which were stated earlier (in
sections 2.1 and 2.2), Goodman restricts himsclf to terms and compounds
which apply to physical things, classes of physical things, classes of classes
of such things, etc. Such expressions may be called ‘P-terms’, and the ex-
tension of a P-term may be called a ‘P-extension’. Goodman’s explication
of synonymy — which I shall call ‘G-synonymy’ — can then be formulated
thus:

(Def. 1) Two terms are G-synonymous if and only if they have the same
primary and secondary P-extensions.

Is G-synonymy an adequate explication of synonymy? The answer will
depend on the demands one puts on explications. Obviously G-synonymy
must have something (but not everything) in common with the unexplicated,
intuitive notion of synonymy, if it is to be an explication of synonymzy at all,
and it is also obvious that one’s judgment of the adequacy of the explication
will depend on what one considers to be clear and not clear. Thus an ex-
plication has to meet standards of two types in order to be satisfactory:
(1) internal criteria of clarity and theoretical adequacy and (z2) external
criteria of correspondence with a given explicandum.

(1) The conditions that an explication must fulfil in order to be internally
adequate for Goodman have been discussed earlier (in sections 3.1 and 3.2).
He demands a nominalistic explication which avoids mentalistic and in-
tensional terms such as ‘thought of’, ‘concept of’, ‘criteria in mind’, etc.
Since G-synonymy is defined in terms of physical entities (terms construed
as inscriptions or sound sequences) and their extension only, the explication
fulfils these criteria of adequacy and is internally satisfactory so far. But
there are vaguenesses in the notion of secondary extension which plays such
a crucial role in the definition of G-synonymy. The secondary extensions of
a term T are the extensions of the compounds of T, but what is a compound
of T? Goodman gives only vague explanations to the effect that an expression
is a compound of a given term T if it is the result of combining certain
words with T or making an addition to T.!® The intended meaning of ‘com-
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pound’ is more evident from the examples Goodman gives of compounds
than from the explanations: ‘thought of’, ‘concept of’, ‘attribute of’,
‘meaning of’, ‘description of’, ‘picture of’, ‘diagram of’ all give rise
to compounds of T when placed before T. These phrases are such that the
existence of referents of the compounds consisting of such a phrase and a
term T is independent of the existence of referents of T, i.e. the phrases are
not relation terms proper.*” For expressions which consist of a relation term
like ‘foot of or ‘uncle of followed by some term, T can be true of
something only if the term T is true of something. Nothing can be the foot
of a unicorn if there are no unicorns, but there can be pictures of unicorns
in spite of the non-existence of such creatures. The intended sense of
‘compound’ seems to be, then, ‘phrase of the form “U of T” where “U”
and “T” are terms and “U” is not a relation term’. (Goodman restricts
himself to the use of those compounds which are P-terms.) It may be noted
that Goodman’s term ‘compound’ differs considerably from the notion of
compound known to linguists. Examples of compounds in the linguistic
sense of the word are ‘blackblrd’, ‘greenhouse’, ‘altogether’, ‘nevertheless’.
Such compounds are obviously not intended by Goodman to be included in
his set of compounds.

The definition that compounds are phrases of the form ‘U of T* where
U and T are terms and U is not a relation term delimits the set of
compounds in a general way, but it is not sufficient to determine the
secondary extensions of a term T. The secondary P-extensions of a term T
are the extensions of those compounds of T (in the sense of ‘compound’
just defined) which are P-terms. What is nceded in order to get a precise
delimication of the secondary P-extensions of T are, therefore, rules which
determine the extensions of every P-compound ‘U of T’ in an exact way.
Many critics have drawn attention to vaguenesses in the notion of description
and demanded that rules for determining when a phrase is and is not a
description of something should be worked out, and similar rules are needed
for all other P-compounds.

Def. 1 of G-synonymy has the consequence that two terms which are not
replicas of each other can never be G-synonymous.'® For it is always possible
to makea description ‘a Ty whichisnota Ty whichisa T;—description but not
a Te-description. Therefore every two distinct terms have different secondary
P-extensions, and so they are not G-synonymous. In order to disprove the
idea that two terms can ever be synonymous (and G- -synonymy is the only
satisfactory synonymy concept known to Goodman) it is thus by no means
necessary to delimit all P-extensions of all terms in an exact way." But Def. 1
can bu .cplaced by another definition which would seem to make G-
Synonymy a matter of degree:

(Bef. 2) Two terms are G-synonymous in so far as, and only in so far as,
they have the same primary and secondary P-extensions.

Def. 2 makes it necessary to determine all P-extensions precisely, for
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otherwise detailed comparisons between pairs of terms concerning degree
of synonymy will not be possible.

Let me begin the discussion of rules for P-compounds by dispelling an
ambiguity in the phrase ‘picture of’. It is often not difficult to tell whether
a picturc of the planet Venus is a morning star picture or an evening star
picture. The light and the shadows are not the same in the morning as in the
evening, the sun is differently situated in relation to well-known buildings,
there may be a church tower with a clock somewhere in the picture, and
so on. But it may also happen that the only thing which decides whether
a Venus picture is a morning star picture or an evening star picture is
the intention of the artist. The word ‘picture’ is sometimes used in such
a way that the intentions of the artist are relevant for deciding what
the picture is a picture of. But there is also a use of the word which
is such that the artist’s intentions arc irrelevant for the determination
of what the picture is a picture of. For this use of the word there must be
something in the picture which decides whether it is a picture of something
x or not. If a German draws a series of car pictures and says that some of
them are Auzo pictures and the rest Kraftwagen pictures although there are
no differences between the pictures which could be used for dividing them
into two scts, one would probably disregard the intentions of the artist and
consider all the pictures as pictures of Autos as well as of Kraftwagen (the
two words being synonymous). Goodman, who wants to avoid mentalistic
terms, would probably decide for the last use of ‘picture of’. There must
be, then, somerthing within a picture which shows that it is a picture of x for
the picture to be an x picture. Senders’ intentions are not relevant for a
picture’s being or not being a picture of x in this use of ‘picture’, and
similarly titles inscribed on the frame or given in a cataloguc would probably
not be considered relevant for the picture’s being or not being an x picture.
To define ‘picture’, ‘description’ and other P-compounds precisely
would be difficult, but, as Goodman points out, in practice it suffices that
there are clear cases and that anomalous and borderline cases can be dealt
with by reasonable rules.?® The discussion of pictures has illustrated what type
of rules will be needed. As a second example I shall take the notion of
description. It is in agreement with ordinary usage to say that any term of
the forms ‘x’, . . . x’, ‘x that (who, which) is (are, were, etc.) ... is an
x description, and I am tempted to say that only such phrases are descriptions
of x. This use of the word ‘description’ makes it easy to decide whether
a given expression is or is not an x description. But Goodman wants to
use the word in a wider sense, probably because he thinks that the ordinary
usc of ‘description’ is wider than is indicated by the rule just given. Good-
man wants to say that any phrasc of the form ‘x which is y’ is both an x and
a y description, and, further, that ‘triangle which is not trilateral’ is a triangle
description but not a triiateral description, whereas ‘triangle which is not
a triangle’ is not both a triangle description and a not-triangle description.
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Further, he wants to say that the last-mentioned description is both a
triangle description and a not-triangle description. Rules which cover this
usage may be formulated thus: (i) any phrase of the form ‘x which is y’
is both an x and a y description; (ii) any phrase of the form ‘x which
is not y’ is both an x and a not-y description; (iii) if a description
D is a not-y description and ‘y’ is not identical with ‘X, then it also holds
that D is not a y description.?! Such rules lead to the desired results, but they
are complex and there seems to be no reason for adopting them. (Even if
they are supported by ordinary usage — which I doubt — they are not
sacrosanct.) The simple rule proposed earlier leads to the result that no two
different terms are wholly synonymous, since it is always possible to form
a description of the form ‘x which is (not) y’ which is a description of x but
not of y, but the same holds for the more complex rules. (Such cases will be
excluded on the amended definition of G-synonymy which will be presented
shortly.) And neither the simple nor the complex rules seem to exclude
synonymy of replicas.

This discussion of pictures and descriptions has illustrated what kind of
rules will have to be worked out in order for the notion of G-synonymy to
fulfil strict conditions of internal adequacy. But even without explicit rules
it seems to me that G-synonymy is considerably clearer than the usual
conceptions of synonymy. I have, however, become more doubtful now
about the value of shlftmg the load from meanings to plctuxes statues,
descriptions and so on. Is picture identity really a clearer notion than meaning
identity?

(2) It remains to be seen to what extent G-synonymy fulfils the external
conditions on adequacy, and to this question we now turn.

G-synonymy may be held to be inadequate as an explication of the
intuitive notion of synonymy (a) because the range of G-synonymy is too
limited; (b) because the definition of G-synonymy leads to the paradoxical
result that two terms cannot even in theory be wholly synonymous; (c) be-
cause this explication misses the nature of synonymy; (d) because it leads to
graded analyticity which is counter-intuitive. The four objections will be
discussed in turn.

(a) The question which Goodman sets out to answer is, ‘Under what
circumstances do two names or predicates in an ordinary language have the
same meaning?’?? Natural language expressions which are not terms (names or
predicates), e.g. conjunctions and adverbs, are thus excluded from con-
sideration. But expressions which are not terms are often said to be synony-
mous, so G-synonymy is an explication of synonymy only for a limited
class of expressions. The definition of G-synonymy is also framed so as to
apply only to coextensive terms, and this is a further limitation in comparison
with the ordinary use of the term ‘synonymy’. Nouns are often listed as syno-
nyms in dictionaries, not because they are true of precisely the same things, but
because they are true of similar things. The referents of such synonyms are
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species of a commun genus. (Roger’s Thesaurus contains many lists of such
synonyms. For instance ‘shoe’ is said to be synonymous with ‘pump’,
‘sneakers’, ‘boot’, ‘slipper’, ‘moccasir’, ‘galosh’, etc.) Finally, G-synonymy
cxplicates cognitivc synonymy and not full synonymy.** Two such words as
‘negro’ and ‘nigger’ may have practically all secondary P- extensions in
common but all the same differ cons1derably in accompanying associations,
feelings and attitudes. G-synonymy is thus an explication of cognitive
synonymy of coextensive terms only. Because of these limitations of G-
synonymy it is not adequate as an explication of synonymy for all philo-
sophlcal and linguistic purposes. G-synonymy will have to be supplemented
with other explications. But it should be emphasized that G-synonymy ex-
plicates a very important part of the intuitive notion of synonymy.

(b) The question remains whether G-synonymy is adequate as an cx-
plication of cognitive synonymy of coextensive terms. We have seen that the
definitions of G-synonymy lead to the result that no two terms can be
totally G-synonymous. But this is counter-intuitive, for though there may
happen to be no absolute synonyms in natural language,® synonymy is
usually conceived in such a way that absolute synonymy is not theoretically
excluded. Goodman replies that the usual demands on synonymy are in-
compatible. A definition of synonymy is required which will make some
terms wholly synonymous and which will also make synonyms interchange-
ablc in all non-intensional contexts without change of truth-value. But no
two terms can replace each other within all compounds, and therefore one
of the two demands has to be given up. In his original article Goodman
rejected the first demand and construed synonymy as a degree of inter-
replaceability. I have no serious quarrel with this, but I agree with those
who have felt that it would be better to give up the second demand instead.?®
This can be done by excluding those compounds which are such that the
secondary extensions of any two terms are different, as Goodman pointed
out in his reply to the critics of ‘On Likeness of Meaning’.? The remaining
compounds may be called ‘I-compounds’ (to suggest that they are interest-
ing in connection with synonymy). The extensions of I-compounds which
are P-terms may be called ‘Pl-extensions’. The amended definition of G-
synonymy can then be stated thus:

(Def. 3) Two terms are G- -synonymous in so far as, and only in so far as,
they have the same primary extension and the same secondary Pl-extensions.

This definition allows for the existence of absolute synonyms and there-
fore it agrees better with our intuitive idea of synonymy than the earlier
definitions of G-synonymy. The demand for mt:crchangeablhty in all non-
intensional contexts may be g1ven up the more readily as there is reason to
doubt that this is a common requirement for synonyms. Even if intensional
contexts are taken to include not only those contexts in which such phrases
as ‘necessary’, ‘possible’, ‘attribute of and ‘thought of’ occur®™ but also
contexts in which expressions are mentioned rather than used (quotations),
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there remain contexts in which synonyms would probably not usually
be held to be interchangeable salva veritate. For even synonyms would
probably not be held to be interchangeable within all compounds.

(c) An objection which has been raised to Goodman’s explication is that
it somehow misses the nature of synonymy and deals with concomitant
propcrtles of synonymy only. G- -synonymy is a trick which cannot be taken
quite seriously. This type of criticism seems to be based on the conviction
that the essential feature of synonymy is not substitutability but identity of
meanings construed, for example, as intuited properties of linguistic ex-
pressions. Without denying the value of phenomenological investigations,
I should like to retort that substitutability is the feature of synonymy which
isimportant for linguistic and eplstemologlcal purposes.

(d) The problem about synonymy and analyticity which worried Quine,
White and Goodman most was the twin problem of dnferentxatmg between
terms which are merely coextensive and terms which are cointensive and
differentiating between those universally quantified statements which are
merel) true and those which are analytlcally truc. It seems to me that Good-
man’s notion of G-synonymy in its amended version gives a solution to this
particular problem. G-synonymy gives an effective criterion for differ-
entiating those statements of the form ‘All and only A are B’ which arc
analytic from those which are synthetic.

But does this mean that G-synonymy leads to graded analyticity? I was
once inclined to think so. If Goodman’s explication leads to the result that
synonymy is only a matter of degree, then obviously the corresponding
concept of analyticity (which could be called ‘G- analvucuv ) will also be
a matter of degree. I did not, however, attach too much importance to this,
since gradualism does not seem to necessitate rejection of the principle of
empiricism (cf. section 1.5 above). Nor would the existence of intermediate
cases obliterate the very real differences between those statements which are
absolutely analytic and those which are absolutely synthetic. But I now think
that this standpoint depends upon a confusion. Goodman’s explication
of synonymy does not seem to lcad to the result that synonymy is some-
how a matter of degree. Fither two terms are synonymous ‘and have the
same extension, and in that case all thoughts and pictures and statues and
diagrams of the first thing will also be thoughts and pictures and statues and
dlaorﬂms of the second thing; or else the two terms are not synonymous, and
then no thoughts, pictures, statues or diagrams of the first thing will be
thoughts, pictures, statues or diagrams of the second thing And if G-synon-
ymy is not a comparative concept, then G-analyticity is not a comparative
concept. The idea that G-synonymy leads to (rmded analyticity seems
to rest on a confusion bctween unclear or mdetcrrmnable cases and
intermediate cases. There are probably many cases where our semantical
intuitions are not clear enough for us to decide whether A and B are co-
intensive or merely coextensive, but this does not show that somehow there
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is a continuum between cointensiveness and coextensiveness. My reply to
the objection that G-synonymy leads to a counter-intuitive conception of
graded analyticity would therefore now be that G-synonymy does not lead
to graded analyticity atall.

Goodman’s explication of synonymy may be viewed as an elaboration of
the salva wveritate test for a restricted but important class of expressions. The
examination of the explication has led to the conclusion that the explication
fulfils both internal and external criteria of adequacy to a high degree and
that it may be said to have solved the problem about synonymy and analy-
ticity which seems to have bothered Quine, White and Goodman most. The
explication will, however, have to be supplemented with accounts of synon-
ymy for other types of expressions. Another restriction of the explication is
that it accounts only for cognitive synonymy. This is what is needed for
epistemological purposes, but noncognitive aspects are of course important
in other fields of inquiry. And flmlly, the explication rests on the somewhat
dubious assumption that the notions of picture identity, description identity
and so forth are clearer than the notion of meaning identity itself. Many
philosophers might well feel obliged to part company with Goodman at this
point.?®

3.3. Quine’s characterization of logical truth

Many, though perhaps not all, statements which deserve to be called ‘ana-
lytic’ can be reduced to logical truths substituting synonyms for synonyms.
The problem of finding a definition of ‘analytic statement’ can therefore be
reduced partly at least to the problem of fmdmg adequate definitions of
‘synonymy’ and ‘logical truth’. In the foregoing section, the notion of synon-
ymy was discussed. Now we turn to the other crucial notion in the definition
of ‘analytic statement’ (or, more precisely, ‘implicitly analytic statement’).??
A promising approach to logical truth in natural language is offered by the
characterization made well known by Quine: a logical truth is a true state-
ment which essentially contains only logical constants®® or, in other words,
which remains true under all rcintcrpretations of its components other than
the logical constants.* In this section an improvement on Strawson’s version
of thJS definition will be p;es;mcd and in the next section we shall consider
the question: what is a logical constant in natural language?

The definition ‘a logical truth is a statement which is true and remains
true under all reinterpretations of its components other than the logical
constants’ presupposes certain conventions about what is to be counted as
a reinterpretation. Strawson has discussed those conventions in an article
which ends with an amended version of Quine’s definition of ‘logical truth’.??

Strawson shows that typographically identical components must be re-
placed by typographically identical components in the reinterpretations. For
consider:
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(1) If Socrates is wise, then Socrates is wise.

The substitution of ‘Plato is dead’ for the first instance of ‘Socrates is wise’
and ‘Russell is dead’ for the second instance has perhaps changed the truth-
value of (1). But that does not show that (1) is not a logical truth.

Nor is the possible falsity of the following statement a counter-instance
to the logicality of (1):

(2) If he (referring to one person) is sick, then he (referring to another
person) is sick.

This example shows that referential identities must also be preserved under
the reinterpretations. And so must semantical identities. The sentence.

(3) If Russellissick (= depressed), then Russell is sick (= physically ill).
is not logically true, and the possible falsity of (3) does not have any in-
fluence on the logicality of (1).

It would not do to amend the definition of ‘logical truth’ simply by adding
the proviso that typographical, semantical and referential identities must be
preserved under the reinterpretations. For then both

(4) If the king is deceased, then the king is dead.
and

(5) If Walter Scott was a snob, then the author of Waverley was a snob.
would be counted as logical truths. But (4) is analytically true but not logi-
cally true, and (5) is an empirical truth. And so Strawson is led to the follow-
ing amendment of Quine’s definition:

A statement is a truth of logic if it is true, and remains true under all reinter-
pretations of the components other than the logical particles, provided that, in
any reinterpretation of propositional components (clauses), all those propositional
identities which are represented in the original statement by typographically
identical clauses are preserved in the reinterpretation, and in any reinterpretation
of non-propositional components all those identities of sense and reference which
are represented in the original statement by typographically identical predicate
expressions and referring expressions are preserved in the reinterpretation.

This definition leads to the desired results, but it appears somewhat opaque
and queer as it stands. The conditions on typography seem especially
capricious in a definition of ‘logical truth’. As a first step towards a simpli-
fication and amendment of Strawson’s definition the word ‘typographically’
in the definition may be replaced by ‘phonemically’ which seems to cover
what Strawson aims at. For written language is a way of representing spoken
language, and two expressions in spoken language are said to be phonemically
identical if and only if they are repetitions of each other.** Phonemical iden-
tity does not guarantee synonymy, since there are ambiguous words like ‘sick’
in statement (3) above, and synonymy does not guarantee phonemical iden-
tity, as statement (4) shows.?> Phonemical identity is of course also indepen-
dent of referential identity, and so it can safely be given the role that typo-
graphical identity plays rather unsuccessfully. (After all, many languages are
never written.) In practice typographical identity can be used as a criterion of
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phonemlcal identity, since our typography is not wholly capricious. But if,
for instance, there were a rule to the effect that ‘sick’ should be written
‘sicc’ when it appears in the antecedent of a conditional and ‘sick’ when it
appears in the consequent, we would certainly disregard typography and
keep to the phonemical representation of the word.

Strawson’s definition deals explicitly with propositional identities and
identitics of predicate expressions and referring expressions. It scems, how-
ever, unnccessary to frame the definition in that way, thus presupposing a
certain type of analysis of natural language statements. When the definition
is generalized, it is necessary to add a further restriction on the reinterpreta-
tions, viz. that they must be made without loss of meaningfulness. The pos-
sibiliby of replacing, say, ‘wise’ in (1) by ‘or’ must be excluded. I shall
call a reinterpretation which preserves the significance of the statement
‘a significant reinterpretation’. It also scems unnecessary to say anything
about the kind of relation which is thought to hold between phonemlcal or
typographlcal identity and referential and semantical identity (‘represen-
tation’). Weare then led to the following definition of ‘logical truth’:

(Def.) A statement is a logical truth if it is true, and remains true under all
significant reinterpretations of the components other than the logical particles,
provided that all identities which are both semantical and phonemical as well
as all identities which are semantical and referential and phonemical in the original
statement are preserved in the reinterpretation.

This version of the definition has the merit of bringing out clearly the
fact that logical truth is a special case of analytic truth (in the broad sense of
analyticity). For ‘analytic truth’ may be defined in a parallel way by drop-
ping the condition on phonemical identity:

(Def.) A statement is an analytic truth if it is true, and remains true under all
significant reinterpretations of the components other than the logical particles,
provided that all semantical identities and all identities which are both semantical
and referential in the original statement are preserved in the reinterpretation.

This definition of ‘analytic truth’ leads to correct results when tested on
the examples (1)—(5). Statement (35), for example, turns out not to be an
analytic truth. For since there is no both semantical and referential identity to
be preserved, the following reinterpretation isallowed:

(6) If Platois dead, then Molotov is dead.

Statement (6) is false if ‘if — then’ is interpreted as the connective o and
therefore (5) is not analytically true.

The definition of ‘analytic truth’ needs an amendment, however, to take
care of examples like

(7) All bachelors are unmarried.

There is no meaning identity in (7), only a meaning inclusion. The
phrase ‘semantical identities’ in the definition should therefore be replaced

4. Tore Nordenstam -
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by ‘semantical identities and inclusions’. The resulting definition is, I repeat,
intended to stress the similarities between logical truth and analytic truth, but
I do not want to claim that it is less objectionable than most of the definitions
discussed in section 3.1 above. Talk of semantical identity and semantical in-
clusion certainly needs an explication.

Why do we speak of logical truths only when the typographical condition
is fulfilled? Strawson asks, and answers that the truth of statements like (4)
and (5) rests on accidental matters of language and fact, whereas the truth
of logical statements depends on a general linguistic convention: when two
typographically identical expressions occur within the same sentence it is
generally assumed that they will have the same sense and reference.®® And
what is true of typographically identical expressions is, of course, also true of
phonemically identical expressions. Strawson’s observation seems correct, but
I do not believe that it is the whole story. Especially when ‘analytic truth’
is defined as above, the typographical or phonemical condition in the defini-
tion of ‘logical truth’ looks odd, and it could justifiably be said that analytic
truth is the more general notion. It seems to me that one clue to the pecuhar
place awarded to logical truths is the fact that logical truths are casier to
recognize than other analytic truths and prov1de an avenue to many other
analytic truths. It is generally assumed that phonemically (typogmphlcally)
identical expressions with the same reference have the same meaning. This
general rule for ascription of meaning together with the fact that the notions
of referential and phonemic theory are relatively clear in comparison with
the notions of semantical theory makes logical truths unusually clcar cases
of analytic truths. Provided that additional information is available on sy-
nonymy relations between natural language expressions, other less clear cases
of analyticity can in many cases be reduced to loglcal truths by means of the
definition that an analytic statement can be turned into a logical truth by
substituting synonyms for synonyms. The above-mentioned rule for ascrip-
tion of meaning can perhaps also help to make the notion of logical truth
more acceptable to non-intensionalists. For if the rule is correct, semantical
identity can be reduced to phonemic and referential identity as far as phone-
mically identical referring expressions are concerned. Goodman has re-
duced part of the theory of meaning to the theory of reference. The rule
just discussed may be regarded as another reduction of meaning to the
presumably clearer terms of referential and in this case also phonemic theory.*?
However, the task of clarifying semantical identity between other ex-
pressions remains, so it can by no means by ciaimed that Strawson’s objection
to Quine’s definition of ‘logical truth’, that it presupposes intensional notions,
has been wholly dealt with.®
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3.4. Onlogical constants in natural language

One of the philosopher’s tasks is to give explications of old terms which are
considered unclear. But sometimes it happens that the old term — the ex-
plicandum — is so unclear that one does not know where to start. The notion
of a logical constant in natural language is a case in point. It is by no means
clear what could be meant by the phrase ‘logical constant in natural
language’, and therefore it is unclear what could be meant by the phrasc
‘logical trath in natural language’. One suggestion would be that the
natural language counterparts of logical truths in artificial languages arc
logical truths. Then there would be no unique set of logical truths in natural
language, and thcre would be no way of characterizing the set of logical
truths in a natural language except by comparison with some consitructed
language system. But this suggestion is not very satisfactory for those who
take the vicw that the notions of logical and analytic truth in artificial lan-
guages are intended as explications of some corresponding notions in natural
language. It may be felt that the logician’s selection of logical constants
cannot be wholly conventional and that there must be some reason for our in-
tuitive feeling that the words that are usually counted as logical constants have
something in common which distinguishes them from other words. Alan
Pasch has put the dilemma thus: ‘If I am presented with a list of logical words
— words like “or”, “and”, “all” and “not” — I understand perfectly well
why thesec words are on the list and why words like “green”, “jump” and
“Indmnapoh“” are not. However, when thc attempt is made to formulate the
difference between the two kinds of wor d§ the difference becomes blurred.”®?
Is there, then, somcmmg in a natural L..lgu{og like anlxsh which may
expLun the intuition about logicality and which warrants a sharp distinction
between logical constants and other words? This question is of some im-
portance for the gradualist-genericist issue, for if it can be answered in the
affirmative, the pr1nc1plc of explicit amlytlut}, can be maintained; if not,
both this principle and the principle of implicit analyticity will fall, and
gradualism will have turned out correct as far as at lcast some natural
languages are concerned.*?

Before considering attempts to explicate the difference between logical
constants and other expressions, it will be useful to make a list of the expres-
sions which are usually counted as logical constants. The usual truth-function-
al conncctives ‘not’, ‘and’, ‘or’, ‘if thew’, ‘if and only if> and expressions
which are interdefinable with those connectives, e.g. ‘un-’, ‘neither-nor’
and ‘unless’, belong to the list, and so do the quantifiers ‘all’, ‘some’, ‘the’
and ‘a/an’. The connectives and the quantifiers are the expressions most
often mentioned as logical constants. The sign of identity ‘=" (‘is identical
with’, ‘is the same as’) and the sign of class membership ‘e’ (‘is’, ‘is a mem-
ber of') are sometimes added to the list along with expressions which
are definable exclusively in logical terms. If the logicist thesis is accepted,
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the list of logical constants will thus include also the numerals ‘one’, ‘two’,
‘three’, ete. Parentheses and similar devices for grouping are sometines
counted as logical signs though perhaps not as logical constants.*! Let it
finally be noted that logical constants are sometimes contrasted with logical
variables which roughly correspond to the pronouns of such a language
as English and with descriptive constants which would comprise the rest
of the vocabulary of the language. A list of logical constants for English
can thus be made by selecting the English equivalents of the logical con-
staits of some of the standard logical calculi, and some w ould feel that
this is all that can be done in order to account for the difference between
logical constants and other expressions.** But many philosophers have felt, like
Pasch, that logical constants are not just the words onc chooses to call ‘logical
constants’ and that there is something which logical constants have in com-
mon which provides a rationale for the list.

The usoal attempts at drawing the line between logical constants and other
expiessions arc not very satisfactory. Some of them are circular, others are
vague or unilluminating and do not warrant a sharp distinction between
logical and non-logical expressions. Let us have a brief look at soric of these
characterizations of logical constants and the criticisms which have been
levelled against them.

(i) Logical constants are somctimes said to lack descriptive content. It may
be objected that some logical constants seem to have descriptive content, e.g.
‘some’ and ‘all’, but the decisive objection is that the term ‘descriptive
meaning’ is so unclear that little can be gained by appealing to it.*

(1) Th° lase ob]ecnon applies also to the characterization in terms of in-
dependence of meaning which has been proposed by Carnap. Independence
of meaning is highly subjective, and it is more or less a matter of convention
where to draw the line between logical and non-legical expressions, since
independence of meaning isa matter of degree.**

(ili) ‘Logical constant’ may be defined in terms of logical form as a ‘purely
formal constituent of a statement §. But what is a ‘purely formal constitu-
ent’ of a statement? (To have recourse to independence of meaning and
lack of descriptive content is of little help, as we have already seen.)*d

(iv) Logical constants can be contrasted with descripive terms and a term T
could be said to occur as a descriptive term in an argument A if A is valid
and would remain valid if any other syntactically admissible term were
substituted for T in all its occurrences (and similarly for invalid arguments).*$
But then one faces the task of characterizing valid inference without having
recourse to the notion of logical constant, and this has proved difficult. Little
seems to be gained, thzrefore, by reducing the problem of logicality to the

roblem of validity of inferences.

(v) A logical constant may be said to be an expression which cannot be
substituted for a variable. But if it were asked why connective variables are
not allowed, the answer would probably be that connectives are not de-
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scriptive terms, and so we are back at the obscure notion of descriptive
meaning.?

(vi) Reichenbach has suggested that a logical sign should be defined as an
‘indispensable, merely cxpressive sign’. A merely cxpressive sign is a sign
which has no denotative meaning component, and a sign is denctative ‘when
it stands in the place of an argument variable, a functional variable, or a prop-
ositional variable’. An cxpressive sign is indispensable when its elimination
would lead to the introduction of another cxpressive sign.*® It may be ob-
jected that the explication does not apply directly to natural language and
that whether a sign is indispensable or not depends on the purpose onc has in
mind.*®

(vii) Logical constants can be characterized in terms of their universality
as ‘those terms which are mdlspcnsablc for loglcal discourse about any
sub}ch matter’.%” Pqp objects that ‘or’, for example, is not indispensable
since it can be replaced by ‘not (nmther nor)’. This objection can be met
by amending the characterization to include those terms which belong to
some family of interdcfinable terms some members of which are necded for
logical discourse about any subject matter. A more scrious objection would
be that the universality criterion is too vague as it stands to be able to il-
luminate the notion of logical truth.

There scems, then, to exist no satisfactory characterization of logical
constants in natural language. Some of the characterizations have scemed to
some philosophers to lend support to the gradualist thesis that the distinction
between logical and non-logical constants in natural language and thus also
the distinction between Jogical tiuth and facewal truth is a distinction
of degree.®” But the terms involved seem to e to be so uncivar that 1t
is difficult to take a stand on the gradualist-genericist issue until the
notion of logical constant in natural language has been given 2 more definite
meaning. The characterizations which were mentioned above give clues for
further clar rification of the notion of logical constant, Particula tly the last

suggestion, to the effect that logical constants are needed for discourse about
any subjcct matter, scems to me to be worth pursuing.

Let me begin with a linguistic observation which may help to account for
some of the felr differences berween logical constants and other expressions:
all the English words which Pasch intuitively grouped together as logical
constants belong to a class of words which C.C. Fries has called ‘funcrion
words”.5* The class of functicn words comprises those words which do not
belong to any of the four big word classes which Fries finds in English and
which roughly correspond to the traditional classes, noun, verb, adjcctivc
and adverb. Out of a thousand differcnt words (types, not tokens), 93 ¢
were found to belong to these four classes in the material investigated bv
Fries, and the remainder werc scattered over fiftcen groups which LOthhCr
included 154 items (types). Most of the words usually adduced as examples
of logical constants (‘all’, ‘some’, ‘no’, ‘the’, ‘a/an’, ‘not’, ‘and’, ‘cither-
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or’, ‘if-then’, etc.) are function words, but so are pronouns, numerals, ad-
verbs like ‘really’, ‘rather, ‘even’, just’, auxiliary verbs, prepositions and
some other words like ‘obv, ‘well’, ‘please’, look’. ‘Is’ (‘is a member of’,
‘is identical with’) is, however, not included among the function words in
Fries’s investigation. The class of function words is wider than the class of
logical constants (and variables), and so one would need some criterion which
could be used to make further divisions within the sct of function words.

Traditionally word classes and parts of spcech have been distinguished
on both semantical and formal grounds. A ‘noun’ is traditionally explained
as ‘the name of a person, place or thing’, and ‘adjective’ is said to be
‘a word which modifies a noun or pronoun’, etc. But ‘red’ is classified as a
noun in ‘This red is the shade T want’, and ‘there’ is not always counted as
an adjective in the sentence ‘Some of the officers there are my friends’.”® As
an alternative to the tradidonal criteria, which do not lead to unequivocal
results, it has been suggested that word classes — or more generally, ‘position
classes’ — should be set up on the basis of what linguistic contexts the words
or expressions can occur in. Linguistic expressions which occur in identical
or similar environments and which therefore have the same or a similar
‘distribution’ may be said to belong to the same position class.”* Now it is
obvious that the number of position classes one sets up for a given language
will depend upon how many and which environments one requires to be
identical or similar in order for two expressions to belong to the same position
class. ‘John’ may be counted as the sole member of a position class whose
members occur in the environment ‘——— the Baptist’. In practice, how-
ever, there is limited room for disagreement on which position classes to set
up. The linguist will choose those classes which he finds most revealing, that
is, which lead to the best grammar and account for the native speakers’ in-
tuitions in the best way.

It may be noted that Fries’s class of function words is a residual class where
all those items are thrown in which do not belong to any of the other word
classes. It might, therefore, perhaps be cxpected that further distributional
studics will be able to give a rationale for dividing the class of function words
into sub-categories in such a way that one of the sub-categories will comprisc
just those words which are intuitively felt to be logical words. In the mean-
time, one could distinguish between those function words which play an
essential role in cognitive discourse and those which do not. Such words as
‘oh’ and ‘well’ would belong to the latter class. The remaining class of
function words could then be divided into variables (pronouns) and con-
stants. On this suggestion, a logical constant in natural Janguage would be an
essential function word which is not a variable. This would seem to be at
least an approximation of what is usually intended by the term ‘logical con-
stant’, which could be further refined if necessary.

It might be added that the class of function words ought to be widened to
include parts of words which have a function similar to function words, e.g.
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morphemes like ‘un-’ and ‘in-, inflectional endings, etc. The resulting class
might be referred to as ‘function expressions’. Logical terms (constants and
variables) could then be characterized as essential function expressions.

The function expressions of English and other natural languages are gener-
ally members of position classes which are small and closed. The commonly
recognized large position classes are productive in the sense that new mem-
bers are continually being added to them, but the sub-categories of function
expressions are likely to contain the same few members over long stretches
of time.% Such closed classes have the distributional feature of occurring in
many environments; they may be said to have unusually rich distributions.
Since there are few function expressions, this means that most of them are
bound to appear very often. These features may be used to give a formal
definition of the term ‘function expression’ on the following lines:

(Def.) An expression E in a language L is a function expression if and only
if E belongs to a position class P such that (i) P is highly closed, (ii) P is small,
(iii) most members of P have a rich distribution, (iv) most members of P
occur frequently.

None of the conditions (i)—(iv) draws a sharp boundary between func-
tion expressions and other linguistic expressions when taken by itself, but
taken together they would seem to delimit a class of expressions which differ
considerably from other expressions. Now, if logical constants are one type
of function expression, this would seem to indicate that the distinction be-
tween logical constants and other expressions in English and other natural
languages is a fairly sharp one. It would seem, therefore, that these distri-
butional considerations support the genericist standpoint rather than the
gradualist view.

To the distributional properties of rich distribution and frequent occur-
rence corrcsponds the semantical feature of logical constants that they can
be used for discourse ‘about any subject matter’, which we considered be-
forc (p. s51). They are highly ‘topic-neuatral’, to use Quinton’s term.
Quinton proposes that loglcal terms are ‘purely syntactical’, that their func-
tion is ‘to arrange or organise discourse, not to refer to anything in the
extra-linguistic world’, and that logical terms may be defined as terms whose
meaning is ‘wholly specified by implicit definitions’, in contrast to non-logical
terms which are introduced by some kind of ostension.’” It is not clear
whether definability by implicit definition alone really fits the set of terms
we want to include among logical constants,”® and the phrase ‘to arrange or
organisc discourse’ is so vague that, for example, the function words ‘oh’
and ‘well’ might well be said to have that function. Suppose, however, that
all and only logical terms are definable solely with the help of implicit de-
finitions. Then one could still ask: what is it about such terms that accounts
for the quite special place that we tend to accord to them in our conceptual
apparatus? What is it about topic-neutral terms that gives them their special
importance? Why should non-descriptive, purely syntactical terms be con-
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sidered to have a privileged position? These questions lead us back to the
starting point for this discussion: logical constants belong to that core of
language which is needed for discourse about any subject matter. The essen-
tial point is, then, not that a certain set of terms be definable in a certain way
(viz. non-ostensively, by implicit deflmtlon) but that it is necessary to have
a set of terms that are definable in this way. In order to be able to speak
meaningfully at all, we must have a linguistic framework, and logical con-
stants belong to that framework. The topic-neutrality, discourse-organizing
function, lack of extra-linguistic relevance, and definability by implicit defi-
nition alone which characterize logical constants can be seen as so many
aspects of the transcendental character of logical constants.3® To have a set
of expressions of that kind is a necessary presupposition of cognitive dis-
course; it is a Bedingung der Mdglichkeit of linguistic communication. It
would seem, therefore, that analyses of the necessary conditions of linguistic
communication will help to shed more light on the nature of logical constants.

At this point we have to break off the discussion. As to the genericist-
gradualist issue, it would seem that the available evidence, such as it is, tends
to support the genericist position rather than the gradualist one. The condi-
tions for the possibility of linguistic communication may not form a fixed
set, but there scems to be no reason for thinking that in some way there is
a difference of grade between the conditions of discourse and discourse itself.
In so far as logical constants belong to the realm of transcendental conditions
of discourse, there would seem to be a sharp difference between logical
constants and non-logical, descriptive constants.

3.5. The limitations of strict analyticity

Quine’s favourite definition of ‘analytic statement’ is that an analytic state-
ment is a statement which is true and which is reducible to a logical truth
by interchanging synonyms. The standard examples of analytic statements
are statements like ‘A bachelor is an unmarried man’, ‘No spinsters are
married’” and ‘All spinsters are unmarried” which are reducible to tautologies
by interchanging synonymous terms. Statements like ‘If you do anything
reluctantly, then you are disinclined to do it’ and ‘If you love somebody,
then somebody is loved by youw’, the truth of which depends on synonymy
relations between non-substantive expressions and on constructional syn-
onymy, can be accounted for by allowing for sy nonymy of expressions
longer than terms (clauses and statements), But there remain several types of
statements which can reasonably be claimed to be true by virtue of their
meaning alone but which do not seem to be reducible to logical truths in the
Quinean way. In the terminology of Chapter 1, strict analyticity does not
seem to exhaust the range of broad analyticity. To those statements, which
are probably broadly but not strictly analytic, belong (i) what Leibniz
called ‘disparates’, e.g. ‘Heat is not the same thing as colour , ‘Red is not
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blue’, ‘A man is not a horse’;® (ii) statements the truth of which depends
on the structural properties of some predicate, e.g. ‘If A is longer than B
and B is longer than C, then A is longer than C’; (iii) negations of category
mistake statements, e.g. ¢4/ 7 is not green’, ‘You cannot make it a
practice to believe seven new things every morning’, ‘Recognition is not
a process’; (iv) statements with ostensive predicates like ‘Nothing can be
red and green all over at the same time for the same observer’; and (v) such
statements as ‘There are red surfaces’ and “There is at least one rod which is
exactly one metre long’ which have been claimed to be indubitable existential
statements.®!

Here I shall discuss only one example to make good the claim that there
are broadly analytic statements which are not strictly analytic, and I select
for discussion the statement

(1) Nothing can be red and green all over at the same time for the same
observer.

Similar considerations apply, however, to other statements which contain
ostensively defined expressions in non-vacuous positions. I shall try to show
that it is reasonable to regard statement (1) as true ex vi terminorum and that
the difference between a statement like (1) and other analytic statements
like the bachelor example depends on the peculiarities of ostensively defined
expressions.®?

What would it be like to defend the view that (1) is analytic and what
would it be like to hold that it is synthetic? Let us consider an odd case as
we did carlier in the discussion of the statement ‘I see with my eyes’, and
see what A-holders and S-holders would say.%® Imagine, then, a w: orld in which
people get sense impressions which are rather hkc our visual impressions but
which differ from our ordinary visual impressions in one respect: there are
ob]ccts in that world which are such that they cause two distinct types of im-
pressions at the same time and those impressions are considered to originate
from the same surface.®* When people in that world look at some of those
things they see that the things are both what they call ‘red’ and what they
call ‘green’ all over. In such a case the S-holder would say something like
this: ‘You sec that there are things which are both red and green all over at
the same time for the same obscrver; so sentence (1) is false after all.” The
A-holder would retort: ‘Well, the beings you imagine certainly get in com-
patible sense impressions from the same susrface, but since nodun'r can be red
and green all over, what they see is not really rcd and green.” T h'- A-holder
would thus take refuge in one of the typical analytical moves, precisely as
he did in the story of the nose man. In this case he will have only one move
to make, since statement (1) does not contain two terms which are such that
one of the terms can be stretched if and only if the other is stretched. The
statement ‘“I'see with my eyes” is analytic’ makes a conditional assertion about
the use of the crucial expressions, the statement (1) is analytic’ makes a
categorical assertion about one feature of the meanings of the essential terms.
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The disagreement between the A-holder and the S-holder concerns the
meaning of ‘red’” and ‘green’: is the incompatibility between red and
green essential to the meaning of ‘red’ and ‘green’ or not? The disagree-
ment over (1) is thus a purely semantical issue. It is of some importance
to note this, since it has sometimes been maintained that the problem which
(1) gives rise to is at least partly phenomenological, physiological or physical.
To get an answer to the question whether speakers of English are usually A-
holders or S-holders in the case of (1) we will thus have to discuss the
question: what is the meaning of the colour predicates ‘red’ and ‘green’? The
best way of explaining the meaning of colour words is to point at things which
have the colour in question. The clue to the status of statement (1) seems to
lie, then, in the nature of ostensive definition.

The S-view rests on a distinction between meaning and collateral informa-
don in the case of colour words. ‘That colours are incompatible is an acci-
dental fact and no part of the meanings of colour words. All red things in our
world happen to have the accompanying characteristic of being not-green,
but being not-green is not one of the defining characteristics of red things.’
The distinction is, however, a peculiar one to draw in the case of colour
words and other ostensive terms. On the S-view one can know what ‘red’
and ‘green’ mean without knowing that red and green are incompatible
propertics. But is it possible to learn first what ‘red’ and ‘green’ mean and
then go on to learn that the properties those words designate happen to be
incompatible? Consider the following case. You want a child to learn the
colour words, and you give him a pack of cards with different colours. One
card is red all over, one is green all over, etc. The child is then trained to say
‘red> when the red card turns up, ‘green’ when the green card turns up,
etc. The child will also have to learn to classify the cards into red cards and
other cards, into green cards and other cards, ctc., and he will have to learn
that every card is either red or not-red, either green or not-green, etc., for
such is the pack. And you would not be satisfied that the child has learned
the ordinary meaning of ‘red’ and ‘green’ if the child said, ‘I can think of
cards which are both red and green all over at the same time, though there
arc no such cards in this pack’. Even if the child were a very clever Smartian
child that could develop its thesis in a satisfactory way, you would have to
point out to it that you have explained the words ‘red’ and ‘green’ by refer-
ence to the cards in this pack, so it is impossible for anything to be red or
green and yet have other colour properties than the cards in the given pack
have. ‘Red is the colour of such cards as this,’” you say, and show h1m the red
card, ‘and this card is red all over and has no other colour all over, so it is
impossible for any card to be red all over and at the same time be, for in-
stance, green all over in the sense in which I have used the word “red”.” Now
it scems fha.t colour words are usuallv learned in ways similar to this card-
pack game, and their meaning is explamed by reference to the purely visual
propertics things of various sorts happen to have in our world. And since
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things in our world happen to be such that their colours arc incompatible,
it scems natural to say that the incompatibility forms part of the mcmmg of
colour words. Ostensive definitions of colour words consist of pointing, per-
haps accompanied by some such phrase as ‘like this from the colour point
of view’. Why, then, should one of the colour features of the ‘this’ be
sorted out and labelled ‘accidental’, ‘cmpirical’, ‘merely factual’, ‘col-
lateral’?

Quine has argued that the distinction between meaning and collateral in-
formation can never be drawn in a sadsfactory way. “The distinction is il-
lusory’, according to him.% But it scems easy to draw the distinction in the casc
Quine discusscs. buppose that there is a certain type of fly which always
accompanies rabbits in certain districts. How should one, then, decide
whether the native word ‘Gavagai’ denotes rabbits or rabbit-flies or both?
It would not be sufficient to observe actual, unprompted uscs of the word
since all rabbit situations will also be rabbit-fly situations and conversely.
But one can investigate the meaning of the word by making some simple
experiments. One presents a rabbit in isolation in a cage and sees what the
native says, onc holds up a rabbit-fly in a glass and notices the verbal reaction
of the native, onc asks the native to draw a ‘Gavagai’ and to explain what
the word means, and so on. But in the case of the colour words there seems
to be no way of drawing the distinction rationally. Every instance one can
actually produce of red surfaces will also be instances of not-green sur-
faces, and cvery defining instance of red will be incompatible with, for
cxample, green instances. How should the child that has learned the sound
sequences ‘red’ and ‘green’ decide whether instances of redness are sup-
posed to exemplify the expression ‘red’ or the expression ‘red and not-
green’? Similar considerations apply to ‘red pictures’ and other such com-
pounds. In the terminology of section 3.z, the expressions ‘red’ and ‘red
and not-green’ have the same primary cxtension and also the same secondary
Pl-extensions, and thus they are G-synonymous. It scems natural, therefore,
to count incompatibility of colours as part of the mecaning of colour words
and to regard the statement ‘Nothing can be red and green all over’ as
analytic. The natural course to take in such a case as Smart has presented is
to say that ‘red’ and ‘green’ are used in new senses when applied to his
world. The defender of the view that the statement about red and green is
synthetic invites the charge of gratuitousness.

Two remarks remain to be made. The first is that my solution of the se-
mantical problem of incompatibilities of colours develops an old idea which
has been hinted at in several articles, for example, by D. F. Pcars and Hans
Hahn*® {My arguments, incidentally, scem to be particularly close to
the standpoint suggested in a brief passage of Hahn’s.6") My sccond
remark concerns the conditions which must be fulfilled in order that the state-
ment about red and green should be recognized as analytic. If the argument
from the openness of ostensive definitions is right, learning to distinguish
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between red and not-red things involves learning that nothing is both red
and not-red all over. The child that knows what ‘red’ means will therefore
know that a surface that is red all over has no other colour all over, provided
that it knows what ‘colour’ means. But the child need not know that a red
surface cannot be green all over in order to know the meaning of the word
‘red’. That is, it is not sufficient to know the meaning of ‘red’ in order to
grasp. the meamng and truth of (1), one must also know something about the
meaning of ‘green’ as well as the other words in the statement. Now if a
clever child knows the meaning of ‘red’ and knows what a colour is and
further knows that green is a colour, perhaps without having scen anything
green, it will see that (1) is analytic. And, alternatively, if the child knows
what red is and what green is, perhaps without knowing what colour in
general is, he will understand that statement (1 1) is true by virtuc of its
meaning. For it seems correct to say that though a person may know the
meaning of ‘red’” without knowing the meaning of ‘green’, it is im-
possible to know the meaning of both ‘red’ and ‘green’ without knowing
that green things are not-red and red thmgs are not-green. Colours form a
system, and learning colour words involves learning to scc the relations
within the system. But it is not necessary to learn to see all relations within
the system in order to learn the meaning of one of the terms which belong to
the system.®

3.6. Concluding remarks

I shall first summarize the results on gradualism and then make some com-
ments on methods in semantics.

(a) Is there a sharp distinction between analytic and svathetic statements
in English? We have found that there are reasons for thinking that the
distinction between logical constants and other expressions in English is a sharp
distinction. If ‘logical truth’ is defined in terms of logical constants, it would
therefore scem that the distinction between logical and non-logical truths in
English is a sharp one. (In other words, there is a sharp distinction between
explicitly analytic truths and other truths in English.) We have also found
that Goodman’s explication of synonymy does not make synonymy a matzer
of dchee If one accepts this explication of synonymy and defines ‘analyti-
city’ in terms of reducibility to logical truth by replacemcnt of synonyms, as
Quine proposes, then there will be a sharp distinction between analytic state-
ments in this sense and other statements. (In other words, there is a sharp
distinction between implicitly analytic truths and other truths in English.)
The principle of strict analyticity does, therefore, receive suppo:t from the
foregoing analyses. The evidence is against the gradualist position.

(b) Goodman’s explication of synonymy will have to be supplemented
with further accounts of synonymy in natural language, and the synonymy
approach to analyticity does not exhaust the range of analytic statements in
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natural language. Another and perhaps even more serious limitation of the
present discussion is that nothing has been said about the pragmatic aspects
of analyticity. A language may be studied from a syntactical point of view
in abstraction from the meaning of the expressions and the users of the ex-
pressions; it may be studied from a semantical point of view in abstraction
from the language users; and it may be studied from a pragmatical point of
view, taking both the expressions and their interrelations with each other, the
referents of the expressions and the users of the expressions into account.®?
The division into syntax, semantics and pragmatics has proved convenient for
many purposes, but ultimately it is not possible to abstract from the prag-
matic aspects when the analytic-synthetic distinction is apphed to a language
in use like Lnghsh English consists of sentences in use, and it will be neces-
sary to take uses into account in order to decide which sentences in use are
analytic and which are synthetic. Ironical and metaphorical uses must be
sorted out, and some method must be given for distinguishing such parasitical
uses of repetitive sentences as were mentioned earlier in section 3.1 and really
analytic uses. Quine’s and White’s behaviouristic substitutes for the intensional
notions are much too crude to accomplish this. To give an illusiration, the
behaviouristic notion of analyticity which Quine proposcs in Word and Object
does not even differentiate between analytic statements on the one hand and
firmly believed trivialities on the other hand. (‘I call a sentence stimulus-
analytic for a subject,” writes Quine, ‘if he would assent to it, or nothing, after
every stimulation’ (Word and Object, p. 55). But not only sentences like
‘No spinsters are married’ and ‘All bachelors are unmarried men’ could
be assented to after every stimulation but also sentences like ‘I am here
now’, “The world has existed for more than five minutes’, and ‘The distance
between London and San Francisco is greater than three miles’.)

It is perhaps unnecessary to emphasize again that I do not sharc the opti-
mism of those philosophers who think that meaning investigations can prof-
itably be conducted by reference to unguided semantical intuitions. I am
much too impressed with the vicissitudes of semantical revelation. But the
alternative to semantical revelation would not seem to be behaviourism. The
alternative to undisciplined semantical intuition is disciplined semantical
intuition. To illustrate what I have in mind I should like to refer to the work
of J. L. Austin in introspective semantics and A. Naess in descriptive seman-
t1cs.

3.7. Recapitulation

A preliminary description of the analytic attitude was given in section 3.1,
and it was argued that there is a distinction to be drawn between analytic
and synthetic statements in natural languages.

Quine’s characterizations of analytic and logical truth were examined in the
following sections (3.2—3.5). According to Quine an analytic statement is a
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true statement which is reducible to a logical truth by substituting synonyms
for synonyms, and a logical truth is a true statement which remains true under
all reinterpretations of the constituents other than the logical constants.
Synonymy, reinterpretations and logical constants were discussed in turn, and
the exhaustiveness of the Quinean definition of analytic truth was questioned.

In section 3.2 Goodman’s explication of synonymy was restated and
discussed. The explication was found to be highly satisfactory as an account
of cognitive synonymy of coextensive terms, but it will have to be supple-
mented with accounts of synonymy of other types of expressions and with
a theory of non-cognitive aspects of synonymy.

In section 3.3 the conventions governing permissible reinterpretations were
discussed. A simplification of Strawson’s results was proposcd as well as a
definition of ‘analytic statement’ which stresses the parallels berween
logical and analytic truth. A rule was proposed to the effect that phonemically
identical expressions with the same reference have the same meaning, and it
was suggested that this rule might help to make the notion of logical truth
more acceptable to non-intensionalists.

In section 3.4 it was argued that the notion of logical constant in natural
language is very unclear. Attention was drawn to certain linguistic prop-
erties of logical constants in English, and it was suggested that the peculiarity
of logical constants is that they belong to the transcendental framework
presupposed by all meaningful discourse. The transcendental character of
logical constants as well as their linguistic properties suggests that there is
a sharp boundary between logical constants and other expressions, and not
a difference of degree.

In scction 3.5 it was argued that there are statements which can plausibly
be held to be true by virtue of their meaning alone but which are not reducible
to logical truths by interchanging synonyms. The statement that nothing can
be both red and green all over was taken as an example, and its analyticity
was defended by an argument from the openness of ostensive definitions,

The implications for the gradualist-genericist issue were summarized in
section 3.6. The available evidence supports the principle of strict analyrticity.
The foregoing analyses therefore support the genericist rather than the
gradualist position. Finally, the limitations of behaviourist approaches to
semantics were noted.



4. The Artificial Language Approach

4.0. Aim of the chapter

In this chapter I shall first comment briefly on the distinction betwcen arti-
ficial and natural languages and then consider some objections to the artificial
language approach, including the objections that this approach lacks ex-
planatory value and that it is incompatible with an empiricist outlook.

4.1. Natural and artifical languages

The usual examples of so-called ‘artificial’, ‘symbolic’ or ‘formalized’
languages differ in several respects from ‘natural’ languages like English,
Chinese and Swahili.! Natural languages are historically given and there are
no explicit rules laid down which governed their use from the start. They
change continually — diachronically English is a scries of overlapping
language systems, and synchronically it is a family of related languages (dia-
lects) rather than a single language system. (The different states and dialects
belong to the same language only in the sense that adjacent states and dialects
are murually understandable.) Expressions in natural languages are often
vague, ambiguous and emotively loaded, and they are used for all sorts of
purposes. They are sometimes used metaphorically or ironically or put to
other secondary uses which depend for their effect on the existence of some
primary use. The result of all this is that natural languages arc very complex.
Formalized languages, on the other hand, are very simple. They are intended
to be used only for cognitive purposes if they are intended to be used at all
and not designed only as illustrative models, and such complications as
secondary uses, vagueness and ambiguity are not permitted in such
languagus There are explicit rules which determine in an exact way which
exprcssmns belong to the language (fommatlon rules), what they mean (des-
ignation rules) and when they are true or false (rules of truth), and there is
only one such set for each language and not a serics of similar sets. The
artificial languages described in the literature arc usually intended to scrve
very specific purposes and therefore they have specialized and restricted
vocabularies,

Because of the differences between artificial and natural languages they
present very different problems, and it is advisable to follow Carnap’s lead
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and divide the study of language — ‘semiotics’ in Carnap’s terminology —
into two main parts: descriptive semiotics which investigates natural
languages and constructive semiotics which investigates artificial languages.”
The division of semiotics into syntax, semantics and pragmatics which was
mentioned earlier (in section 3.6) will be similarly bifurcated: descriptive
syntax will be distinguished from constructive syntax, and descriptive seman-~
tics and descriptive pragmatics will be contrasted with constructive seman-
tics and constructive pragmatics.? The terms ‘constructive’ and ‘descriptive’
are intended to emphasize an important difference between artificial and
natural languages: explicit rules are stipulated for artificial languages, whereas
rules for natural languages have to be found out. Students of artificial
languages, make up rules for their languages, and there is no question of the
rules being right or wrong (unless ‘right’ is taken to mean ‘suitable for
the purpose in hand’). Students of natural languages do not invent rules,
they discover them, and the rules are correct or incorrect as descriptions of
the language in question. The other differences between the usual types of
artificial language and natural language seem more or less unimportant in
comparison with this difference. The artificial languages one encounters in
the logical literature today are simple, but there is no reason why more
complex languages should not be constructed in the future in order to illum-
inate aspects of language other than those which have interested students of
artificial languages to now.*

4.2. Some objections to the artificial language approach

One of Carnap’s explications of logical truth is formulated in terms of state-
descriptions:®

(Def. 1) A statement S in a language L is logically true if and only if S
holds in all state-descriptions in L.

The definition presupposes that the vocabulary of L has been specified,
that formation rules are give for L and that semantical rules are laid down
which determine for every statement whether or not it holds in a given state-
description. The semantical rules are of the following kind:*

(SRr1) An atomic statement holds in a given state-description if and only if
it belongs to it;

(Skz2) —S holds in a given state-description if and only if S does not hold
mn1t;

(SR3) S1.5; holds in a given state-description if and only if both S; and S»
hold in it;
and so on for other types of compound statements.

As we saw earlier (in section 2.1), Quine has objected that Def. 1 is not a
definition of ‘analytic truth’ (except in the narrow sense of explicitly
analytic truth) and that some amendment is needed to account for analytic
truths which are not logical truths. This can be done by laying down
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restrictions on permissible state-descriptions with the help of meaning
postulates. Meaning postulates are rules which state as much of the meaning
of the predicates concerned as is essential for analyticity, i.e. they are rules
which state that relations of incompatibility and logical implication hold
between the predicates. Thus if B and M are predicates in L correspond-
ing to the English words ‘bachelor’ and ‘married’, a meaning postulate
can be laid down which states the incompatibility of B and M:

(MP1) (x) (Bx —Mx).

The notion of analytic truth can now be defined as follows:

(Def. 2) S is analytic in L if and only if S holds in all permissible state-
descriptions, i.e. in every state-description which is not excluded by any
meaning postulate

The notion of analytlclty defined by Def. 2 is broader than the notion of
strict analyuaty, since meamng postulates can be laid down for ‘structural
properties’ like transitivity and irreflexivity, e.g. the following two for the
predicate W corresponding to the English phrase ‘warmer than’:

(MP2) (x) (y) (z) (Wxy.Wyz.> . Wxz)
(MP3) (x) — (Wxx).

Most, perhaps all, broadly analytic statements can thus be accounted for by
the device of meaning postulates. (Def. 1 defines the notion of logical truth
or explicit analyticity, Def. 2 defines broad analyticity. Parallel definitions
can be given for implicit and strict analyticity by imposing restrictions on the
type of meaning postulates involved.)®

The introduction of meaning postulates solves one of the difficulties
which Quine found with Carnap’s explications of semantical notions. The
criticism that such explications as Def. 1 and Def. 2 of this section are not
general in the sense of ranging over all languages has already been dismissed
as unduly strong,? but several objections to explications of semantical notions
for artificial languages remain to be discussed. The objections I am going to
consider are of two kinds, (i) claims that such explications lack explanatory
value, and (ii) claims that the artificial language approach commits one to a
non-empirical view of knowledge.

(i) Explications of analytic truth in terms of, for example, meaning
postulates may be held to be unable to give the kind of 1ndersta11d1ng of
analyticity for the sake of which the clarificatory task was undertaken, since
they use notions which are as incomprehensible as the notion of analyticity
itself.10 The obvious counter- -objection is that explication does not aim at
giving understanding of a previously totally incomprehensibie notion but at
sharpening the meaning of a given unclear notion of which we have some
understanding. For instance, an explication of analyticity eliminates some of
the vagueness and ambiguity of the traditional idea of analymc truth for
some contexts, and it states the relations between the given notion and related
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notions explicitly. An explication of ‘analytic truth’ for some language Ly
must preserve the relations within the analyticity family, and for this reason
one can justifiably call the new notion ‘analytic in Ly’ instead of inventing
some new designation like ‘K’, as Quine has claimed that one should do.™
But the counter-objection paves the way for another criticism of such ex-
plications as Carnap proposes in ‘Meaning Postulates’. That such explications
cannot give us understanding of a previously unknown notion but only of
notions of which we have already some understanding means that the ex-
plications are incomplete: they presuppose some aspects of the notions
concerned which remain unchanged and unstated under the explications,
while other aspects of the notions are sharpened. What is left out is the prag-
matical aspects of the intensional notions, that is, all reference to language
users. We are thus once more led to the conclusion that investigations of the
pragmatical aspects of language are needed in order to give a full analysis
of intensional terminology.!? This conclusion is reinforced if criteria of
adequacy for explications are taken into account. In order to be Qdequatc
an explication must fulfil internal criteria of clarity as well as external criteria
of correspondence with some given explicandum. It would scem, then, that
investigations of explicanda will help to give the basis for proper verdicts on
the adequacy of explicwtions as well as to suggest amendments of the ex-
plicata. One reason why descupmve semiotics may be philosophically
relevant secms to be that investigations in this ficld may suggest new develop-
ments within constructive semiotics.

In a critical examination of Carnap’s vicws on logical and analvtic truth,
Quine has suggested that the belief in meaning postulates depends on a series
of misevaluations of the role of postulates and the nature of postulation.'®
Whether or not Quine’s diagnosis is correct, there seems to be no reason why
a satisfactory account of intensional notions should not be given in due time.
(It must be admitted that existing accounts are at least incomplete.) The
situation may be illuminated by a comparison with the parallel case of
stipulative definition. Inconsistently enough, Quine once considered that
synonymy created by stipulation is clearer than other tvpes of synonymy,
but it was soon pointed out that our understanding of stupulative synonymy
depends on our previous familiarity with non-stipulated synonymy
relations.™ Similarly understanding of analyticity by stipulation rests on pre-
vious acquaintance with non-stipulative analyticity, i.e. on acquaintance with
the usual type of analytic statements in natural languages.

(ii) The claim that the artificial language approach is incompatible with
empiricism*® is another matter. This is not a general objection to all sorts of
explications within the context of an artificial language but an objection to
the particular languages which have been adopted by some reconstructionist
philosophers, notably G. Bergmann. Philosophy is, accordmg to Bergmann,
the simultancous solution of all traditional philosophical problems within the
context of an ideal language, and the only likely candidate for the ideal
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language is some amended version of Principia Mathematical® The ideal
language is thus presumably an extensional language, and so the ideal language
philosopher faces the well-known difficulties of extensionalism (the problems
of analysing causal necessity, disposition pledmatu, counter-factuals and so
on, within an extensional framework). This is one of the objcctions which
have been raised against Bergmann’s epistemology by A. Pasch.17 The other
objections have to do with Bergmann’s selection of descriptive constants for
the ideal language. As a phenomenalist, Bergmann admits as descriptive con-
stants only terms which refer directly to sense-data or which can be shown
to be equivalent to some logical construct of sense-data. Now if the existence
of sense-data is thought to be a psychological qucstion it may be argued that
sense-data psychology is a very questionable piece of psyc mlogv, and it
is not in accord with empiricist prmclples to rely on scientific hypotheses
which are not well cstablished. And if it be held that sense-data have some
kind of non-empirical, cpistemological existence, it may be objected that
sense-data are considered to be the objects of direct expericnce, and it would
be strange for an cmpmclst to hold that we dircetly experience some sort of
cmpmcaﬂy non-existent objects.!® It may also be :Lrgucd that phenomenalism
does not give an adequate view of the nature of philesophy, science and
mathematics, but enough has perhaps been said to show that the objections
we are considering now are not of the same kind as the general objections to
all artificial languages which were considered above. The present objections
attack phenomenalism and extensionalism rather than artificial languages as
such. But artificial languages as such do not commit one to any particular
position in epistemology.

4.3. Recapitulation

Some differences between natural fanguages and the artificial or formalized
languages common in logical literaturc today were listed in section 4.1. The
most important difference was found to depend on the difference between
making a rule and finding a rule, and accordingly a distinction was drawn
between constructive and descriptive studies of language.

In section 4.2 Carnap’s explications of logical truth and analytic truth in
terms of state-descriptions and meaning postulates were stated, and some
objections to this kind of explication were considered. Quine’s objection that
explications within the context of artificial languages lack explanatory value
misses the point of such explications but draws attention to their incom-
pleteness: they will have to be supplemented with accounts of the pragmatical
aspects of intensional notions. The ob]ectlon that the artificial l-momgL
approach is incompatible with empiricism was found to be an objection not
to the artificial language approach as such, but to particular features of some
languages which have been adopted by some reconstructionists.



5. Logic, Linguistics and Philosophy

5.0. Aim of the chapter

‘The grand debate’ on the analytic-synthetic distinction which was initiated
by Quine, White and Goodman around 1950 may be said to belong to the
1950’s." But a number of important contributions to the debate have also
appeared in the last decade (e.g. the proccedings of a Salzburg seminar
on ‘analyticity and the foundations of science’ which took place in 1964;
papers by Hackett, Kemeny, Putnam, Quinton, Stenius and others; book-
length contributions by Delius and Katz; and the Schilpp volume on the
philosophy of Rudolf Carnap).? In this chapter I shall review threc con-
structive contributions which appeared in the mid-sixties and which seem
to me to shed considerable light on the Quine-White-Goodman controversy.
The three contributions are of rather different character: one is an attempt
to analyse analyticity in linguistic terms (Katz); the second is a monograph
on one particular type of statement whose logical status has been discussed
since the beginning of this century, viz. ostensive truths (Delius); and the third
is an analysis of analyticity from a logician’s point of view (Hintikka).?

5.1. Katz’s theory of analyticity

The philosophy of language of the logical empiricists had the virtue of being
systematic and theoretically oriented, according to Katz, but it lacked em-
pirical controls. The philosophy of language of the ordinary language
philosophers, on the other hand, took full account of empirical semantical
facts but contained no Systemattc theory of language.* Katz’s cwn thco1y is
designed to combine the virtues of the appro.lchw of logical empiricism and
ordinary language philosophy while avoiding their faults. The solution, as
he sees it, lies in the direction of a general theory of language ranging over
all natural languages. One part of this general theory of language is a semanti-
cal theory intended to account for those aspects of linguistic ability which
cannot be handled within the framework of syntax and phonology. The
semantic theory developed by Katz (and Fodor) contains amongst other
thmgs an explication of analyticity, which Katz hopefully presents as a ‘solu-
tion to Quine’s problem’.® In other words, he claims to have found a criterion
of analyticity which meets Quine’s demands.

66



Katz’s definition of analyticity, which I shall refer to as ‘K-analyticity’, is
an explication of the Kantian idea of vacuous predication: a subject-predi-
cate statement is analytically true if the predicate concept is included in the
conceptual complex expressed by the subject of the statement. The expli-
cation is developed in the following way.® The grammar (syntax) of the
language we are dealing with enables us to specify the grammatical structure
of any well-formed sentence in the language. The dictionary specifics the
meanings of the words in the language. A system of special rules (‘pro-
jection rules’) enables us to compute the meaning of any meaningful combi-
nation of words in the language. In order for the machinery of projection
rules to work, the entries in the dictionary must be given in some standard
form. Katz proposes the following standard form for dictionary entries:
(1) the phonological (or orthographical) representation of the word; (2) a
set of ‘syntactic markers’ specifying the syntactic properties of the words; (3)
a sct of ‘lexical readings’ or ‘semantic markers’ specifying the meanings of
the words; and (4) ‘selection restrictions’ specifying the conditions under
which given readings can combine with other rcadings to form derived
readings. Each lcxical reading is supposed to provide a breakdown of the
meaning in question into its atomic components. A dicticnary entry for the
word ‘bachelor’, for instance, should specify the syntactic properties of the
word (that it is a noun, of a certain kind), give breakdowns for the different
meanings of ‘bachelor’ and state the restrictions on possible combinations.
As an example, Katz proposes the following lexical readings for the word
‘bachelor’:

.(i) (Physical object), (Living), (Human), (Male), (Adult), (Never mar-
ried).

(ii) (Physical object), (Living), (Human), (Young), (Knight), (Serving
under the standard of another).

(iii) (Physical object), (Living), (Human), (Having the academic degree
for the completion of the first four years of college).

(iv) (Physical object), (Living), (Animal, (Male), (Seal), (Without a mate
at breeding time).

K-analyticity can then be defined in following way for declarative copula
sentences:?

(Def.) Sis K-analytic on the reading Ry 0 if and only if every non-complex
semantic marker in Rg also occurs in Ry; for any complex semantic marker
((Mp) U (M) U...U (M,;)) in Ry, thereisan (M;), 1 =~ 1 << n, in Ry; and
the reading Ry does not contain any antonymous semantic markers;
where

R; = areading for the subject of S;

Rz = areading for the predicate of S;

Ry2 = the reading for the whole sentence S which results from the
combination of R; and Ro.
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(The clause on antonymous markers is intended to rule out cases like ‘A
female king is male’, which would be both analytic and contradictory on
Katz’s definitions of these terms if the restriction were to be dropped. Such
cases are classified as ‘indeterminable’ on Katz’s theory.)

This definition defines the notion of analyticity on a reading. A sentence
may then be defined as fully K-analytic if (and only if) it is analytic on all
readings.

Othf‘r semantical notions like syntheticity, contradiction, semantic anomaly
and synonymy can be similarly defined. Two constituents are K-synonymous
on a reading if and only if the set of readings assigned to the constituents have
at least one member in common; they are fully K-synonymous if and only
if the scts of readings assigned to them are identical; and so on.® Given appro-
priate dictionary entries for ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried’, it is easy to see that
‘All bachelors are unmarried’ should turn out K-analytic on some but not
all readings of that sentence. ‘All bachelors are unmarried’ is not fully K-
analytic, which is clearly in agreement with our semantical intuitions.

The machinery described so far could then be develo pcd further to account
for the analyuaty of such sentences as ‘A man who is a bachelor is an un-
marricd man’ and ‘The sweating man sweats sometimes’.?

This brief description of K-analyticity will, I hope, suffice to give an in-
dication of the nature of Katz’s approach to the problem of analyticity. For
further details, the reader is referred to the original publicarions.

Let us now turn to the question whether K-analyticity is a satisfactory
solution to Quine’s problem about analyticity and, more gencially, whether
itis an adequate explication of the traditional notion of analyticity.

Earlier we found that Quine, White and Goodman tended to demand a defi-
nition of ‘analyticity’ which is general in the sense of ranging over all natural
languages, has the form . .. if and only if — — —, avoids suspcct notions
and is non-circular. They also tended to ask for behaviouristic and nominal-
istic definitions. (See section 2.2.) The definition of K-analyticity no doubt
gocs a long way to meet these demands. The definition of "K-anal yticity is
part of a theory of language which aspires to account for all natural
languages. The definition states both necessary ard sufficient conditions for
being K-analytic, and so it has the required form (.. .if and only if — — —).
It also breaks out of the narrow family of mtcrdchmble semantical notions
— analyticity, synonymy, contradiction, definition, etc. — which Quine,
White and Goodman found suspect 1clymg instead on such notions as
lexical reading, selection restriction, projection rule and the whole assembly
of syntactical constructs. And this kind of non-circularity is, as we found
before (section 2.2), the only kind of non- circularity one can reasonably
ask for. Finally, the demands for behaviouristic and nominalistic explications,
which may reasonably be expected to be of heuristic value for the empizicist
task of reconstructing our everyday and scientific knowledge, would simply
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make linguistics as an empirical science impossible, and may thercfore be
discarded as unduly strong in the present context.

It is obvious that K-analyticity has many advantages which many other
definitions of analyticity sadly lack. But to get a clearer picture of the ade-
quacy of K-analyticity as an explication of the traditional concept of ana-
lyticity, we must go further. K-analyticity derives its strong points and its
weak points from the same feature, viz. the way in which it is embedded in a
general theory of language. It is, for instance, this feature which accounts for
the fact that K- analyticity manages to avoid the crude circularity as well as
the aura of ad hoc-ness with which so many exp lications of semantical notions
are afflicted. But this also means that the advquacy of K-analyticity becomes
closely linked to the adequacy of the general theory of language of which it
is a part. K-analyticity will partake of whatever weaknesses the general theory
of language happens to have, and it will ultimately have to be judged in rela-
tion to the general aims and achievements of the cmpl'“lcal science of linguis-
tics.

What, then, are the general aims of linguistics and how far have these aims
been reached at the present stage of research? Following Chomsky, Katz
sees the aim of a description of a particular language as an explication of the
lmgmstlc competence that fluent speakers of the language have and which
enables them to construct and understand sentences which they have never
encountered before. In doing this, linguistic descriptions should also account
for native speakers’ intuitions about their language. This applics also to seman-
tics: ‘In general, a scmantic component for a given language is under the
cmpirical constraint to predict the semantic properties of sentences in cach
case where the speakers of the language have strong, clear-cut intuitions
about thz semantic properties and relations of those sentences.”'® The theory
of language, on the other hand, is a complement to descriptions of particular
languages which tries to formulate what is common to ail natural languages
and provides a model for descriptions of particular languages.!*

The theory of language in the sense of the study of universals of language
is still in its infancy. The semantical theory suggested by Katz and Fodor is
based primarily on studies of English, and its applicability to other languages
isan open quesiion, as they pointed out when they first presented the theory.'
And gcncrally speaking the Katz-Fodor theory must be said to be of a lmhly
programmatic character. A number of objections have been raised to the
details of the Katz-Fodor thzory, for example, to the sharp distinction between
syntax and semantics which the theory assumes.’® In the present context,
the absznce of an account of what it is that semantical markers and lexical
readings stand for is noteworthy. Semantical markers and lexical readings
obviously stand for meanings or concepts or ideas in some sense which
remains to be explicated. But this means that the notion of K-analyticity relies
on p 601sdy those terms which Quine, White and Goodman found intolerably
unclear. It is also an open question how far meanings can be analysed along
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the lines suggested by Katz and Fodor. The word ‘bachelor’ is an ideal
case for their purposes; it is 2 word whose meaning can be exhaustively speci-
fied by some simple breakdown into conceptual components. The meaning
of the word is closed and fixed. But many terms in science, law and
morals, for instance, are characterized by their semantical openness (‘open
texture’). (Consider such cascs as ‘kinetic energy’, ‘dangerous article’
and ‘dignity’.)!* In the circumstances, it would scem apt to characterize
Katz’s theory of analyticity as a promising sketch rather than a solution to
the problem of differentiating between analytic and synthetic statements in
natural language.1®

We have seen that the notion of K-analyticity is part of a theory which is
intended to account for the linguistic abilities and intuitions of native speakers
of natural languages, including their semantic abilities and intuitions. The
linguistic relevance of K-analyticity is therefore beyond dispute, but one
may well wonder about its relevance to philosophy. Philosophical discussions
of analyticity have no doubt often had a linguistic side, and the partlcular
case that Katz uses to illustrate his theory — ‘All bachelors are unmarried men’
— is indeed the standard example of analytic truth in recent philosophy.
Now, in so far as analyticity has a linguistic side, it should of course be handled
linguistically, and Katz indicates one way of doing this. In spite of the fact
that the linguistic side of analyticity has been prominent in recent philosophy,
it would, however, scem historically incorrect to elevate this aspect to the
status of the only or even the most important side of the philosophical notion
of analyticity. Quine’s main concern was not with semantics for its own sake;
his interest in the analytic-synthetic distinction derived from its epistemolog-
ical significance. It may be observed that Katz’s theory sketch does not seem
to shed any light on the epistemo og1cal problem that concerned Quine,
White and Goodman, viz. the question whether there is a sharp difference
between analytic and synthetic truths in a natural language like English or
whether there is only a difference of degree. Nor does Katz consider the
question how far the system of constructs and procedures which he proposes
can be accommodated within an empiricist framework. It seems clear that
on the whole the intentions of the linguists who account for the linguistic
abilities and intuitions of fluent speakers of natural languages do not coincide
with the intentions of the philosophers who have been concerned with
analyticity. We shall return to this issuc towards the end of the chapter
(section 5.3).

5.2. Ostensive truth

Delius presents empiricists with the following dilemma. Empiricists want to
divide true statements into two mutually exclusive classes, the analytic and
the synthetic, which together exhaust the set of true statements. But on the
usual definitions of the terms ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’, the classes of ana-

70



lytic and synthetic statements are not mutually exclusive, and specifications
of the terms are likely to lead to the result that the analytic-synthetic distine-
tion will no longer be exhaustive. From this he concludes that it is necessary
to work out some more satisfactory classification of statements than the
usual division into analytic and synthetic. The same applies, according to
Delius, to the a priori-a posteriori distinction. !¢

These claims are supported by a detailed examination of such statements as
‘All coloured thmgs are extended’, ‘All red things are coloured’ and
‘If A is red, then it is not green’. The peculiarity of such statcments is that
they contain essential occurrences of words which can only be defined
ostenslvely (cf. section 3.5 above). They can therefore be referred to as
‘ostensive truths’. The peculiarities of ostensive truths constituted one of the
main sources of the phenomenological doctrine that there exists a particular
domain of essences which it is the task of philosophy to investigate through
the method of phenomenological insight or Wesensschau. The logical em-
piricists, on the other hand, vehemcntly denied the existence of such essences
and used the doctrine that all truths are cither analytic and a priori or else
synthetic and a posteriori against the phenomenologlsts’ claim that ostensive
truths represent a third alternative, viz. so-called material a priori truths.'?

Delius argues that both phcnomenologists and logical empiricists went
wrong about the nature of ostensive truth because of their assumption that
all statements are either analytic or synthetic (but not both) and cither a
priori or a posteriori (but not both). This assumption is untenable, according
to Delius, because ostensive truths cen be shown to be both analytic and
synthetic at the same time, or, alternatively, to be neither analytic nor
synthetic; and similarly for the a priori-a posteriori distinction. The state-
ment ‘Everything which has colour has extension’ may reasonably be held
to be analytic because one can know the truth of the statement solely on the
basis of the meanings of the words and constructions in it (cf. my similar
argument in section 3.5 above). But it is also reasonable to regard it as syn-
thetic, writes Delius, ‘because onc can only see its truth on the basis of
acquaintance with non-linguistic, perceptual data’.'® The statement is thas
both analytic and synthetic at the same time. But if one accepts that an
analytic statement is not synthetic and that a synthetic statement is not
analytic, then the statement may also be said to be neither analytic nor syn-
thetic.

It is tempting to object to the details of this argument. One could, for
example, put forward more careful definitions of ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’
which would avoid the paradoxical conclusion that Delius draws. But such
terminological moves would miss the point of the argument, which is to
draw attention to the fact that ostensive truths differ significantly both from
the statements which are usually adduced as examples of analytic truths and
from the statements which arc usually adduced as examples of synthctlc
truths. Any terminology which assimilates ostensive truths to ordinary
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analytic truths or to ordinary synthetic truths would therefore be misleading.
Assimilating them into ordinary synthetic statements would be to underplay
the fact that in a way ostensive truths are true because of their meaning;
assimilating them into ordinary analytic truths would be to underplay the fact
that they are not true because of their meaning in exactly the same way as
other analytic truths. It is therefore immaterial whether one prefers to call
ostensive truths like ‘All coloured things are extended’ analytic in a special
sense of the word ‘analytic’, as Delius first did, or whether one prefers to
classify them as a special kind of truth which falls outside the analytic-
synthetic distinction, as he did in his second publication. The important thing
is to pinpoint the peculiarities of the statements in question.

Delius’s starting point is the observation that such terms as ‘red’,
‘coloured’ and ‘extended’ can only be defined ostensively. Now what
ostensive definitions accomplish is that they draw attention to correlations
between words and non-linguistic ‘perceptual contents’. If one defines
‘meaning’ in such a way that one knows the meaning of a word when one
knows what perceptual contents the word is used to refer to, then the meaning
of ‘coloured’, for instance, must be the contents designated by that word.
But it is a fact that the contents that are designated by the word ‘coloured’
have extension; colour contents are ‘given to us’ in a certain way, viz. as
spatially extended. It is also a fact that such words as ‘coloured’ and ‘ex-
tended’ are used to designate certain types of contents as well as the way in
which those contents are given to us. The necessity expressed by the state-
ment ‘All coloured things are extended’ is a linguistic necessity, since it can
only be formulated or thought linguistically; it would not arise for a creature
without language.'® It is statements of this kind that Delius refers to as ‘ma-
tcrmlly anﬁlytlc statements® (‘analytic’ because they are true because of
their meaning, ‘material’ in contrast to the ‘formal’ analyticity of logical
truths and statements which are reducible to logical truths with the help of
substitution rules) or, alternatively, as ‘ostensive truths’.*! (J. L. Austin once
proposed the term ‘ostensively 1mlvt1c for a similar type of statement,*?
and Delius notes towards the end of his book that this might have been a
better term. )2

Delius’s term ‘formally analytic’ corresponds to our term ‘strictly
analytic’, and his term materlally analytic’ corresponds to our ‘broadly but
not strictly analytic’ (cf. sections 1.1 and 3.5 above). In the terminology of
this paper, Delius may therefore be said to have argued the view that strict
analyt1c1ty does not exhaust the range of broad analvtlcxtv

Delius observes that Qume and White limited their efforts to a ‘critique of
the common usz of the traditional terms’ ‘analytic’-‘synthetic’ and ‘a
priori’-‘a posteriori’ without attempting to give a ‘systematic revision and
extension of the classifications in question’,** and proposes to do precisely
what Quine and White did not do. Having established that ostensive truths are
broadly but not strictly analytic, he accordingly sets out to divide the set
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of materially analytic truths into sub-categories. I shall conclude my discussion
of Delius’s work on ostensive truth with some critical comments on the sub-
categories that he proposes.

Delius suggests that ‘All coloured things are extended’, ‘All red things are
coloured’ and ‘If A is red, then it is not green’ illustrate three different types
of materially analytic statements, which he refers to as ‘real analytic’, ‘no-
minal analytic’ and ‘not-intensionally analytic’. The real analytic and the
nominal analytic are two types of mtensionally analytic’ statements.* The
reason for this sub-categorization is the differcnces that Delius sees between
the relations of the key terms of the three statements: ‘red’ is not related to
‘coloured’ in the same way as ‘coloured’ is related to ‘extended’, and the
relation between ‘red” and ‘not green’ is different from the first two rela-
tions. The words ‘coloured’ and ‘extended’ belong to the ‘intension’ of
the word ‘red’, according to Delius, where the ‘intension’ of a word f in
a language N is defined as ‘the class of those verbal signs of which it holds
good that, in accordance with the designation rules of N, they can be applied
to that or something of that which f designates and necessarily connotes’.*®
The expression ‘necessarily connotes’ is defined in such a way that a per-
ceptual content is said to be necessarily connoted by f if its absence disquali-
fies a given perceptual situation (Bestand) from being an ostensive definiens
of £.*7 But the term ‘not green’ does not belong to the intension of ‘red’,
according to Delius, and therefore it would be appropriate to call ‘All
coloured things are extended’ and ‘All red things are coloured’ intensionally
true, w hmcaj ‘If A is red, then it is not green’ should be classified as not-
intensionally true. I agree that it seems correct to say that ‘coloured’ and
‘extended’ do belong to the intension of ‘red’, in the given sense, since
colour and extension cannot be removed from a red situation without making
the situation unsuitable for an ostensive definition of ‘red’, but surely
exactly the same applies to ‘not green’. If the situation did not include the
feature of not being green, then the situation would presumably include
cither the feature greenness or else the feature colourlessness, and in neither
case could the situation be used to define ‘red’ ostensivcly 28 Jt seems, there-
fore, that statements of colour incompatibility like ‘If A is red, then it is not
green’ should also be classified as intensionally true in Delius’s terminology.
This leaves it an open question whether the set of not-intensional material
analytic truths is empty or not.

The distinction between real analytic and nominal analytic statements
hinges on a distinction between the intension of a term and its connotation.
The ‘connotation’ of a term, in Delius’s special sense of the word, is roughly
that sub-set of the intension of the term which consists of words which are
names of higher classes.® (An example: ‘plant’ designates a higher class than
the class of flowers, and so it belongs to the connotation of th: word
‘flower’.) A real analytic statement is then defined as a statement where the
predicate term belongs not only to the intension but also to the connotation
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of the subject term, and a nominal analytic statement is defined as a state-
ment where the predicate belongs to the intension but not to the connotation
of the subject.?® Whether ‘All coloured things are extended’ is real analytic
depends, then, upon whether ‘extended’ belongs to the connotation of ‘col-
oured or not. According to Delius, it does. But ‘coloured’ belongs only to the
intension (and not to the connotation) of ‘red’; ‘All red things are col-
oured’ is therefore not real analytic but nominal analytic. The reason for:
dlfferentmtmg in this way between ‘coloured’ and ‘extended’ that Delius gwcs
is that ‘extended’ de&gnates something ‘in’ or ‘about’ (‘an’) the situation
referred to by ‘coloured’, whereas ‘coloured’ designates the very thing that,
for example ‘red’ is used to designate.?! The point that Delius is trying to make
here does perhaps not emerge as clearly as one could have wished. It might
have been more rewarding to have introduced a concept ‘dimension’
which would have enabled one to say that red and coloured belong to the
same dimension and that coloured and extended belong to different
dimensions. This would, by the way, have provided a rationale for assigning
‘If a is red, then it is not green’ to the same category as ‘All red things are
coloured’; they would both turn out nominally analytic on this suggestion.

Finally, it should be noted that the conceptual apparatus which Delius in-
troduces — intension, connotation, real analytic, nominal analytic and so on
— is ad hoc in the sense that it is constructed in order to cater for a few
selected examples. Whether the suggested concepts will have any wider
applicability can only be decided through further research. There would
seem to be many broadly but not strictly analytic statements which remain
to be explored. Such typically phenomenological and existential statements
as ‘Jede Wahrnchmung ist in sich Wahrnchmung von etwas’ (Husserl)
and ‘Dasein ist In-der-Welt-Sein’ (Heidegger) will perhaps turn out to
belong to yet another category of the materially analytic, as Delius suggests.**

5.3. Backto Kant

Throughout this paper we have assumed that ‘analyticity’ in its widest sense
is equivalent to ‘truth by virtue of meaning alone’. The reason for this
assumption is simply that this is the way the notion of analyticity has been
taken in recent philosophy. There are, however, reasons for doubting that
this modern conception of analyticity can really serve the purposes for
which Kant used the notion of analyticity, as J. Hintikka has shown in a
series of papers.33

Hintikka maintains that the modern approach to analyticity as conceptual
truth or truth by meaning is misguided. In particular, he thinks that Quine’s
characterization of analyticity as reducibility to logical truth by the substitu-
tion of synonyms for synonyms is ‘scriously mistaken’.?* By going back to
Kant’s use of the notion of analyticity in his philosophy of mathematics,
Hintikka tries to show that the modern approach has overemph351zed one or

74



two of the less important aspects of the Kantian notion, overlooked the more
important aspects of it and neglected to analyse the relations between the
different aspects of analyticity.

Hintikka starts with the observation that analytic truths are truths that
can be established solely by means of analysis. Applying this to a step in an
argument, he arrives at the following basic sense of analyticity:

(o) Anargument step is analytic if and only if the conclusion is obtained by
merely analysing what the premisses give us.

Different senses of ‘analyticity’ may then be had by explicating the vague
phrase ‘what the premisses of an argument give us’. Hintikka proposes four
main directions of explication.?®

(a) The premisses of an argument may be thought to give us some inter-
related ideas or concepts. This leads to the idea of analyticity as conceptual
truth:

(1) A sentence is analytically true if and only if its truth can be established
solely by means of conceptual analysis.

Variations on this theme include inter alia the idea that analytic truths
are based solely on the definitions or meanings of the terms they contain
(which I have referred to as ‘broad analyticity’ throughout this paper), the
idea that analytic truths are those truths that can be proved solely by means
of general logical laws and definitions (Frege) and Quine’s favourite def-
inition in terms of reducibility to logical truth by the substitution of syno-
nyms (‘implicit analyticity’ and ‘strict analyticity’; cf. section 1.1 above).
A number of objections can be raised against definitions of analyticity of
type (1), according to Hintikka. First, he notes that such definitions deviate
from the classical use of the term ‘analytic’, for instance, in Kant’s philosophy.
Kant maintained that judgements where the concepts require us to ‘join in
thought a certain predicate to a given subject’ may be synthetic, which indi-
cates that he did not identify analyticity with conceptual truth.?” Secondly,
definitions of this type depend on the assumption that propositions are
‘bunches of concepts’, which is ‘perhaps not so much wrong as over-
simplified’.3® Thirdly, it may be objccted against Frege’s and Quine’s defini-
tions that for instance the laws of dcontic and epistemic logic, which can be
held to be true by virtue of the meanings of such terms as ‘knows that’,
‘believes that’, ‘ought to’, ‘4s permitted to’, cannot be reduced to logical
truths with the help of definitions or by the replacement of synonyms. (Broad
analyticity is a wider concept than strict analytlatv, cf. sections 3.5 and 5.2
for another type of illustration of the same point.)

(b) The second direction in which analyticity may be explicated dcvclops
the idea that the conclusion of a valid argument is somchow ‘contained in’
the premisses. If this metaphor is replaced by a technically defined term
‘sub-sentence’, the definition can be formulated as follows:
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(2) An argument step is analytic if and only if the conclusion is a sub-
sentence of one of the premisses.

A proof of a sentence may then be said to be analytic if and only if all the
sentences which occur as intermediate stages of the proof are sub-sentences
of cither the conclusion or the premisses of the proof (sense (27)).

(c) The third group of definitions elaborates the point that an argument
step is analytic if it does not take any new individuals into consideration:

(3) An argument step is analytic if and only if it docs not introduce new
individuals into the discussion.

In Kant’s philosophy of mathematics, sense (3) is the dominant aspect of
analyticity, according to the interpretation suggested by Hintikka. Kant
emphasized that pure analysis does not enable us to establish the existence
of new individuals:

(3") Ananalytic step of argument cannot carry us from the existence of an
individual to the existence of a different individual.

(d) The fourth type of definition of analyticity expiicates what it means
to say that the conclusion of a valid argument ‘adds nothing new’ to our
knowledge:

(4) An argument step is analytic if and only if the information contained
in the conclusion is no greater than the information contained in the prem-
isses.

The importance of distinguishing clearly between at least these different
senses of analyticity is obvious, since the same argument or argument step may’
be analytic in some senses but not in other senses. All quantificational proofs
are analytic in sense (2”), but not all logical truths of quantlﬁcmonal theory
are analytic in sense (3), to take Hmukkas example. The main interest of
Hintikka’s analysis of analyticity (which has only been outlined here) in
the present context lies in the light it sheds on the Quine-VWhite-Goodman
controversy. “The current notion of analyticity’ is a compound of the first
and fourth senses, according to Hintikka, and it is obviously the first
sense which has dominated the Quine-White-Goodman debate. But if Hin-
tikka is right, the intentions of traditional philosophers like Locke and Kant
‘are not very well served by an explication of the notion of analyticity
along the lines of sense 1.3 Kant’s notion of analyticity, for instance, was
rather a mixture of the third and fourth senses of analytlc:lty 40

Hintikka’s series of papers is probably the most serious challenge to the
Quine-White-Goodman approach to analyticity that has appeared so far.
Against the background of his analysis of analyticity, the relations berween
the linguistic and philosophical aspects of the analyt1c1ty cluster begin to
emerge more clearly. Katz’s theory of analyticity develops one aspect of the
linguistic side of the cluster, and Hintikka seems to me to show convincingly
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how little an explication on such lines can contribute to the philosophy of
logic and mathematics. But it is hardly to be expected that any particular
direction of explication of the notion of analyticity will be able to do
justice to all the different intentions of the philosophers who have employed
the analytic-synthetic distinction. Hintikka’s favourite lines of explication
would seem to be of little relevance for the controversy between phenom-
enologists and analytical empiricists over the nature of ostensive truth
which we considered in the foregoing section. It would secm safe, therefore,
to conclude that a number of different explications — and probably more
than those which have figured explicitly in the discussion so far — will be
needed to handle the range of problems for which the notion of analyticity
has been found relevant.

5.4. Recapitulation

Katz’s explication of analyticity was examined in section 5.1, The exph-
cation was found to represent a promising line of development in linguistics,
but in its present shape it can hardly be considered as a solution to Quine’s
problem. The explication does not seem to shed any light on the gradualist-
genericist issue, and its relevance to cpistemology and philosophy of science
seems marginal.

Delius’s claim that the analytic-synthetic distinction is not exhaustive was
considered in section §.2. His claim was found to be partly a tcrmmo]eglcal
issue. The important point which emerges from Delius’s study of ostensive
truth is the need for detailed analyses and comparisons of different types of
broadly analytic statements.

Hintikka’s analysis of four main senses of analyticity was briefly reviewed
in section 5.3. His investigations throw considerable suspicion on the
relevance of the Quine-White-Goodman approach to analyticity for the
philosophy of logic and mathematics. It was concluded that a number of
different concepts of analytlaty will be needed to clarify the problems in
philosophy and linguistics for which the notion of analyticity is relevant.



Conclusion

The Quine-White-Goodman attack on analyticity and the contributions
prompted by that attack have done much to clarify the cluster of problems
associated with the notion of analyticity. The following points seem to me to
emerge from the controversy with some degree of clarity.

(1) The two theses originally suggested by Quine, viz. that there is no
distinction to be drawn between analytlc and synthetic in natural language and
that, if there is such a distinction, then it is a distinction of degree rather than
of kind, have not been vindicated. The debate has shown, as clearly as one
can reasonably demand, that there is not only one but many distinctions to
draw between the analytic and the synthetic, and the available evidence
suggests that these distinctions are sharp distinctions. Quine’s favourite
definition of analyticity relies on the notions of synonymy and logical con-
stant. It seems possible and natural to delimit the notion of logical con-
stant in natural language in such a way that the difference between logical
and descriptive constants turns out to be a sharp distinction, and the idea of
graded synonymy would seem to lose its attraction when it is distinguished
clearly from indeterminateness or vagueness. Unclear cases apart, the strict
analytic-synthetic distinction seems, therefore, to mark a difference in kind
rather than in degree. And no evidence has been forthcoming for the view
that broadly but not strictly analytic statements differ only in degree from
synthetic statements.

(2) There may be good reasons for reconsidering empiricism, but the
argument from the analytic- synthetic distinction does not seem to be one¢
of them. The weight of evidence is against the premisses of that argument.
The sharp distinction between analytic and synthetic truths does not seem
to be a necessary presupposition for emp1r1c1sm the gradualist thesis that
there is no sharp analytic-synthetic distinction in natural language does not
seem tenable; and the artificial language approach does not seem incompat-
ible with ernpiricism. That artificial languages are constructed, and therefore
‘conventional’ in a sense, does not mean that they are arbitrary, and
artificial languages as such do not imply any pntlcular theory of knowledge.
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(3) The Quinean definition of analyticity as reducibility to logical truth
through replacement of synonyms has turned out to be too narrow for an
adequate treatment of the problems traditionally associated with the analytic-
synthetic distinction, and will have to be supplemented by a number of
other concepts of analyticity.

(4) The linguistically relevant aspects of the analyticity cluster are begin-
ning to be more clearly separated from the logically and phenomenologically
relevant aspects of the traditional notion of analyticity.

As to further work in the field of analyticity, it would seem beneficial to
break out of the narrow framework suggested by Quine, White and Goodman.
Non-circularity should not be expected, except in the sense that crude circu-
larity should be avoided, and behaviouristic explications of semantical
notions seem to hold little promise, except perhaps as heuristic devices.
An explicit confrontation with the continental hermeneutic and phenom-
enological traditions would probably be fruitful.

Finally, the notion of the a priori seems to stand in dire need of a critical
examination similar to that which the notion of analyticity has been subject-
ed to in the last two decades. Until that has been donec, the idea of the
synthetic a priori will linger on in all its vagueness in spite of the refinements
of the notion of analyticity. The growing interest in transcendental questions
in analytic philosophy and elsewhere gives some hope of progress in this
area as well.

6. Tore Nordenstam
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ion and pp. 3-5.
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1966 (with contributions by R. Haller, H. Feigl, H. Delius, J. Hintikka, G. Frey, P.
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dealing with the analytic-synthetic distinction and related subjects (by R. Carnap,
Y. Bar-Hillel, H. G. Bohnert, C. G. Hempel, W. V. Quine, W. Sellars and others).

Quine answered many of the criticisms in his Word and Object and stimulated further
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in Linguistics, Vol. 1ll, The Hague and Paris, 1966 (especially pp. 397—416).
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22 J. L. Austin, Sense and Sensibilia, Oxford, 1962, p. 123.

23 Untersuchungen . . ., p. 328.

24 Untersuchungen . . ., p. 29.

25 See the diagram in Untersuchungen ..., p. 287,
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out, it is by no means necessary to know the intension of f in order to understand the
meaning of f. Cf. Delius, Untersuchungen . . ., pp. 284f., 246f.

29 Delius, Untersuchungen . . ., pp. 255£f.

30 Delius, Untersuchungen . . ., p.272.

31 Delius, Untersuchungen . . ., pp. 258 f.

32 H. Delius, Die Unvollstindigkeit der Disjunktionen ‘analytisch-synthetisch’ und ‘apri-
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33 J. Hintikka, An Analysis of Analyticity, Are Logical Truths Tautologies?, Kant
Vindicated, Kant and the Tradition of Analysis, in P. Weingartner (ed.), Deskription,
Analytizitit und Existenz, pp. 193—272; and Are Logical Truths Analytic?, The
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Begreppen ‘analytisk’ och ‘syntetisk’, pp. 97—121.

34 Are Logical Truths Analytic?, p. 179, note 4.

35 An Analysis of Analyticity, p. 195.

36 An Analysis of Analyrticity, p. 195.

37 An Analysis of Analyticity, p. 198. The quotation is from Critique of Pure Reason,
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38 An Analysis of Analyticity, p. 201. Cf. U. Weinreich’s complaint that the projection
rules of the Katz-Fodor theory ‘destroy the semantic structure and reduce the words
of a sentence to a heap’ (Explorations in Semantic Theory, in T. A. Sebeok (ed.),
Current Trends in Linguistics, Vol. 11l, The Hague and Paris, 1966, p. 410). Cf. section
5.1.

39 An Analysis of Analyticity, p. 199.
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