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1. Recap: The Two Dogmas.
Dogma One: The analytic-synthetic distinction.

Dogma Two: Reductionism.

Reductionism: The thesis that each sentence of scientific theory can be individually confirmed or disconfirmed.

· The First Part of Quine’s paper is an attack on the legitimacy of the distinction.
· The Second Part is an attack on the Logical Positivists use of the distinction—the result being that there are no analytic truths.

2. Recap: Quine’s Two Definitions.
Definition 1: A statements is analytic iff it is true in virtue of meaning alone.

Definition 2: A statements is analytic iff it is verifiable (true) no matter how the facts turn out.

3. Recap: Quine’s First Argument.

The characteristic of an analytic truth 'is that it can be turned into a logical truth by putting synonyms for synonyms'. 
Thus, the problem of explaining analyticity reduces to the problem of explaining synonymy (sameness of meaning).
But all accounts of synonymy are either empty or circular.
Hence, the traditional notion of analyticity is not a scientifically respectable notion because the notion upon which it depends (namely, synonymy) is not respectable.

(1) To make sense of analyticity we need a notion of synonymy.
(2) An extensional notion of synonymy fails to fit the bill.
(3) So we need an intensional notion.
(4) But to have an intensional notion we need the modal notion of necessity

(5) But we can only make sense of necessity via analyticity

(6) So, we have simply given a circular and so unsatisfactory account of analyticity.

· Main problem with the argument: it imposes a condition that is far too demanding—why expect all bona fide terms to have non-circular analyses?

4. Recap: Quine’s Second Argument.

Argument 2: If a statement is analytic then it is immune from (empirical) revision. But no statements are immune from revision—since the statements we take to be true form an interconnected web. Hence, there are no analytic statements.
"Our statements about the external world face the tribunal of experience not individually but only as a corporate body." ('Two Dogmas', p. 41).

· Note that the first argument is an argument against the (first) definition of analyticity (it questions the very notion), while the second argument does not question the notion of analyticity, but uses the (second) notion to argue that there are no analytic truths: the set of analytic truths is empty. 

5. Quine’s radical empiricism.

"Any statement can be held true come what may, if we make drastic enough adjustments elsewhere in the system. Even a statement very close to the periphery can be held true in the face of recalcitrant experience by pleading hallucination or by amending certain statements of the kind called logical laws. Conversely, by the same token, no statement is immune from revision." ('Two Dogmas', p.43)

6. What is the semantic and modal status of necessary truths?

(1) Do the truths of logic and maths have empirical content?
(2) In what way are they necessary?

'Take the first problem: lack of content. Insofar as mathematics gets applied in the natural sciences, I see it as sharing empirical content' ('Two Dogmas in Retrospect, 1991).
· Take the second problem:

'This is nicely cleared up by moderate holism [...] It is simply in this, I hold, that the necessity of mathematics lies: our determinations to make revisions elsewhere [in the cluster of sentences].' (Ibid., pp. 269-70)

7. Some truths are beyond revision.

Example: ‘There is a hand before me’.

· We need to distinguish what is psychologically impossible to doubt from what is epistemically unrevisable. 

Example: ~( P & ~P)
· Don’t we need this law in order to enforce consistency? 

· But if we give up on this law then all belief revision is impossible!
7. Holism is incoherent.

(Wright 1986, ‘Inventing Logical Necessity’)

· Suppose we have:

A Theory (T): Newtonian Mechanics
A Logic (L): Classical Logic

Initial Conditions (IC) : the planets are in such and such positions…

Auxiliary Hypotheses (AH): My telescope works in the following way 
Prediction (P): Mars, Earth, and the Sun will align in 2456

Recalcitrant Experience (E) made in 2456: Mars, Earth, and the Sun do not align
Belief: IC & AH & ~P
· The following are all up for revision:

(1) T ⊦L (If IC & AH) then P,
(2) IC    (3) AH 
(4) ~P, 
(5) T

· But which do we reject?
· Quine’s answer: that’s a pragmatic matter! 
Good move: that which best minimises the possibility of further disconfirmation.
Bad move: that which does not minimise the possibility of further disconfirmation.
· Suppose I further believe: Changing the logic is the right move.

· But wait! This is just a further verdict to be put in the same boat as (1)-(5): my belief that the logic should be changed is itself up for revision! 
· So, we get:
(6) Rejection of (1) is a good move.
· But wait! This is just a further verdict to be put in the same boat as above. So, we need to work out what to reject from the enlarged class of beliefs. To do that we need to know what is and what is not a good move, so we have to form a further belief. Suppose we work out:
(7) Rejection of (6) is a bad move.
· But this is just another belief on a par with all the rest. 
· Problem: in order to work out what to reject we have to form an infinite number of beliefs all of which are up for revision: Holistic belief revision can never take place. 
Moral: In order to reject something, something else must be held fixed.
· What are the judgements that are exempt from rejection? 
· Wrights says: the analytic truths of course.
· Can you see what is wrong with Wright’s argument?

8. Back to intensionalism versus extensionalism.
· In a famous early paper of 1953, Quine draws an important distinction:

When the cleavage between meaning and reference is properly heeded the problems of what is loosely called semantics become separated into two provinces so fundamentally distinct as not to deserve a joint appellation at all. They may be called the theory of meaning and the theory of reference [...] The main concepts in the theory of meaning, apart from meaning itself, are synonymy (or sameness of meaning), significance (or possession of meaning), and analyticity (or truth by virtue of meaning). Another is entailment [...] The main concepts of the theory of reference are, naming, denotation (or truth of), and extension. Another is the notion of values of variables ('Notes on the Theory of Reference', From a Logical Point of View.)

9. On the negative side: Meaning Eliminativism.

· Quine is a meaning sceptic: there are no meanings.
· At other times. Quine seems more concessive: we can dispense with talk of meaning (for scientific purposes).
· At other times, he seems more radical: talk of meaning is incoherent.

· Recall that he is motivated by:
Naturalism: The methodology of philosophy should mirror that of best science.

Ockhamism: Don't posit more types of object than you need to.

Behaviourism: Meaning is primarily a property of behaviour (cf. Dewey)
· Together these doctrines lead Quine to a Negative Thesis: eliminate meanings.

10. On the positive side: ‘empirical semantics’.

· His Positive thesis: replace talk of meanings with talk of use
‘We can take the behavior, the use, and let the meanings go'(Quine 1981).
· Note Quine resists the equation meaning = use
· Quine does not want to eliminate the theory of meaning (with its attendant commitment to meanings) and leave nothing in its place.
· He wants to replace the theory of meaning (as traditionally practised by philosophers and linguists) with 'empirical semantics'.
· Empirical semantics will then be tasked with giving an account of significance, synonymy, and analyticity.
11. Behaviourism: anti-mentalism.
Language is a social art which we all acquire on the evidence of other people's overt behavior under publicly recognizable circumstances. Meanings, therefore, those very models of mental entities, end up as grist for the behaviorist's mill. Dewey was explicit on this point: "Meaning [..] is not a psychic existence, it is primarily a property of behavior" (Ontological Relativity, pp. 26-7).

Mental entities [...] are pointless or pernicious in language theory. [...] Earlier linguistic theory operated with an uncritical mentalism. An irresponsible semantics prevailed, in which words were related to ideas much as labels are related to the exhibits in a museum. To switch languages was to switch the labels. (1970, 'Philosophical Progress in Language Theory'.)  

· Behaviourism: 'thought is simply silent speech' (Skinner).

· The mind is just a concatenation of behaviours--to think otherwise is posit 'the ghost in the machine' (Ryle).
· Quine is an overt behaviorist: it is not scientifically respectable to invoke mental entities of any sort.

12. Quine on: signification, synonymy, and analyticity.

· In his (1960, ch.2), and particularly his (1981), Quine is clear that he doesn't want to dispense with the notions of significance, synonymy, and analyticity altogether. He merely wishes to argue against the traditional conception of these notions.

We may persist, then, in the old routine of giving meanings by citing synonyms. The behavioral doctrine of meaning does not oppose that. What the behavioral doctrine contributes is theoretical: it purports to explain this synonymy relation itself, the relation between the word whose meaning is asked and the more familiar word or phrase that we cite in reply. The behavioral doctrine tells us that this relation of synonymy, or sameness of meaning, is sameness of use (1981, p.47). 
[...] We can cut through all this if we limit ourselves to the cognitive equivalence of sentences; [...] Cognitively equivalent sentences will get matching verdicts, at least if we keep to the same speaker (ibid., p. 48). 

· So, a sentence has significance (possesses a meaning) if it has use.
· Two sentences are synonymous if they have the same use.

· A sentence is analytic if it can be reduced to a logical truth by replacing synonyms for synonyms (same use for same use).
13. Two immediate questions
(1) Quine has made the notion of analyticity acceptable, but does he believe that there are any analytic truths?
(2) Can we employ his behaviourist distinction between analytic and synthetic in epistemology?

14. Two immediate answers.

· Answer to (1): The existence of such truths is possible, but there are few, if any, examples.
Example: The terms 'gorse' and 'furze' are near but not complete synonyms.
· So, we get the distinction back, but there are no analytic truths. 
· Answer to (2): 

A standing sentence is analytic 'if everybody learns [i.e. comes to know] that it is true by learning its words. [...] Even so, we have here no such radical cleavage between analytic and synthetic sentences as was called for by Carnap and other epistemologists. In learning our language each of us learns to count certain sentences, outright, as true; these are the sentences whose truth is learned in that way by many of us, and there are sentences whose truth is learned in that way by few or none of us. The former sentences are more *nearly* analytic than the latter.' (Quine: The Roots of Reference, pp.79-80).

15. Epistemic Analyticity.

· But wait! It looks like Quine is offering something close to an epistemic notion of analyticity:

Epistemic Analyticity One: Known in virtue of the way learnt.

Epistemic Analyticity Two: Known in virtue of being understood.
· In other words: the mere understanding of S entails that S is known. 

· And also: the mere understanding of S entails that S is true.

· But wait: can’t we use this for epistemological purposes!  
16. An epistemological distinction?
Is Apriori knowledge back in the picture?
· Understanding requires knowledge of meaning.

· For Quine this just becomes: understanding requires being able to use language correctly.

· But if knowing how to deploy words correctly involves (tacit) knowledge concerning the world, then we certainly haven’t got apriori knowledge back!

· At best, we have got a cleavage between knowledge through understanding and knowledge through inspecting the world.  
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