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CHAPTER = I

ANALYTICITY

History of philosophy reveals the fact that philosophers,
while dealing with the problem of knowledge have always tried
to draw a line of distinction between truths considered as eternal
in contrast to truths considered as contingent,i.e. true for the
time being. Thus, Plato does distinguish between knowledge and
opinion, Aristotle between absolute necessity and relative necessity,
Hume between relation of ideas and matters of fact, Kant between
apriori and apostericori and so on. In the same manner, some
philosophers look at the Kang‘s use of two types of judgements -
analytic and synthetic and thereby willing to draw a clear line
of demarcation between an .analytic statement stating apriori
knowledge and a synthetic statement stating aposteriori knowledge.
Anyway, since Kant, philosophers have been very much attracted
by the different aspects of the notion of analyticity and at the
same time they have curiously observed some obscurities in Kant's
explanation of the concerned notion. It is these limitations, which
I consider liable to direct philosophers atfter kant to intetpret

analytic statements in different ways.

Among the different obscurities, first of all it can be
mentioned that in the hands of Kant the notion of analyticity has
been confined only to judgments conteining subject - predicate
form, while in reality there are number of items of knowledge to
which this particular notion can be attributed.



Secondly, when it is said that in an analytic judgment

predicate-concept is contained in the subject-concept --= difficulty

arises regarding the term *'concept?!. Generally, to have a concept
of *X' means to know something about *X'. Now the peint is that,
having a concept is not something static. The more we know about
*X* richer our concept becomes. As a result, a statement which
was not considered as analytic¢ previously may be counted as
analytic due to new discovery. Thus, only after the discovery'of
mammalian characteristic of whales - statement like *whales

are mammals' is being counted as analytic one.

Lastly, while defining analyticity, Kant*s use of law of

contradiction is not also c¢lear, All that he says regarding thie 3
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law is *negation of an analytic Judgement would be self-contradic&
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tory*s. Now, to define analyticity\philoSOPhers after Kant have §\§

explained the law from different points of view. Some wish to take\\

the law as a test or criterion of analyticity:; some acgain consider q
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the law as & mark of the necessary character of analytic statemenu

and think that an analytic statement can be defined solely in teg
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However, the above obscurlties lead philosophers after Kan

of necessity.

to interpret an analytic statement in various WaySe cOnsequently,

we come across different interpretatiOns of such statement., Amo*g

others, the following deserve special attentlon;
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1) Analytic statements are apriori statements.
2) Analytic statements are necessary statements.
3) aAnealytic statement is a statement the truth of which

follows from the meanings of the words involved.

4) analyticity of an analytic statement follows f£rom the
synonymity of the terms involved therein.

Now, regarding the abeove interpretations, a question may °
arise in the following form s How far the above interpretations
do serve the purpose for which they are proposed? In other words,
can the notion of analyticity be actuaslly explained in terms of

the notions like apriority, necessity, meaning and synonymity?

Anyway, in connection with the above questions, our discuss-
ion on the subsequent four sections would reveal the fact that
none of the above interpretations have been able to offer a
satisfactory explanation of an analytic statement. And as reason

of this failure, I would like to mention the followiﬁg three

important points:

1) The notions that have been introduced by philosophers to

clarify analyticity, themselves stand in need of clarification.

In £act, discussion on each of the notions like apriority, necessity,
meaning and synonymity would show that they are actually vague
notions and hence, attempts to explain analyticity in terms of

such vague notions can never achieve the desired result.
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2) Another reason lies in the wrong step taken by these

philosophers while considering all analytic statements as

belonging to a single class and thereby asking for a criterion

explaining all analytic statements whatsoever.

3) Since the concept of eternal truth has been jeopardised

due _to the advancement of knowledge, guestion arises regarding

the feasibility of anslytic statements themselves. Hence, any

interpretation of such statements is bound te be incomplete.

The importance of the notion of Analyticity

As a notion, analyticity does deserve detailed discussion

for the following reasonss

1) | The problem of knowledge undoubtedly seems to be a

perinnial problem of philosophy. In the history of thought,

Kant's theory of knowledge is actually a turning point. In fact,
Kant's attitude towards knowledge has been considered as Copernican.
Now, being involved as an important notion- in Kant's theory of
knowledge, analyticity rightly deserves special discussion. That

is to say, understanding of the notion of analyticity is necessary

to understand Kant's theoxry of knowledge properly.

2) In the history of philosophy it has been hoted that from
time immemorial philosophers have been very much concerned with

truths considered as eternal in comparison to truths which are
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mere;y contingent. Thus, Plato's account of kpowledge as distine-
guished from opinion, Leibnitz's account of trqths of reason as
distinguished f£rom truths of facts, Hume's relation of ideas as
distinguished from matters of fact have attracted philosophers
from time to time. And from this point of view clarification of
analytic truth as distinguished f£from synthetic one is duly needed.
in fact, clarification of analytic truth is required to understand
the universe. In order to get an adegquate global view of the world
of thought, of language or of anything that is necessary foi us

is to become clear about tﬁe roles playéd in our conceptual

system by different kinds of truth such as, logical truth,
physically neééssary truth in natural sciences etc. aAnd for this,
what is required is to clarify the statements expressing such
truths. In other words, clarification of analytic statement is

of utmost importance in order to appreciate and to understand the
univerée. And since understanding and appreciating of the universe
is the sole task of philosophy, the notion of analyticity undoubtediy

goes to the very centre of philoéophy.1

Now, prior to discussion on the above interpretations of

analyticity I think it is necessary to mention the attribution

l. Hilari Putnam, Mind, Language and Reality, Cambridge
University, 1986, pe 41.
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to which the notion of analyticity would be ascribed in the
present topic. Kant, in his theory of knowledge introduces the
notion of analyticity in course of talking about judgment. He
defines a judgmnt és analytic when the predicate repeats the
subject either in whols or in part without any addition to the
subject; while in a synthetie judgment, the predicate stands
outside the subject concept and adds something to the subject.
According to Kant, '

“If T say, for instance *all bodies are extended' == this
is an analytic judgment. For I do not require to go beyond
the concept which I connect with body in order to f£ind
extension as bound up with it. To meet with this predicate
I have merely to analyse the concept, that is, to become
conscious to myself of the manifold which I always think
in that concept. The judgment is therefore analytich.l
Phi_loséphexs after Kant appiy enalyticity to others ~-= such

as to proposition, truth and statement. Some of these philosophers
reject judgment as an attribution of analyticity on the ground
that a judgment which basically does refer to mental agt can in
no way be free f£rom psychological influence.

Any way, in the. present topic the notion of analyticity
would be discussed as attributed neither to propesition, nor

3.. Kant, Immanuel, Critique of Pu;:e Reason t.fansiated‘by Norman
Kemp=Smith, Macmillan and Company, London, 1964, pp. 48=49
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to truth but to statements only. Now, some philosophers may not
admit statements as proper attribution of analyticity by‘pointing
out that as a notion, analyticity should ke attributed to 2 certain
non linguistic entity, such as proposition and so on and hence,
linguisﬁic entity like statement can in no way be regarded as
proper attribution of analyticity. In the face of the above
argument it can be said that any reasonable discussion should not
be concerned with aay non-linguistic entity, rather with a linguis—
tic expression by which such entity is stated clearly. And from
this point of view it would ke quite justified to attribute the

notion Qf analyticity to a linguistic expression called a statement.

SECTION - I

In order to show that the notion of apriority does help
little to explain analyticity and consequent;y, interpretation
like *analytic statements are apriori statements' f£alls £ar short
of the desired result, I would like to point out the major

difficulties uncerlying the notion of aprioritys.

One of the most important notions involving in Kantts
theory of knowledge is the notion of apriority. Although,
etymolocdcally the term apriofi means 'from what is prioxr!', as

a concept apriori has been used in somewhat different senses and
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received varied treatments in the hands of philosophers since
Kante. Some such interpretations ares

i) apriori means independent of empirical facts,

ii) apriori means independent of experience,

iii) apriori means independent of empirical verification.

A little reflection would show that each of the above

explanations is confronted with some difficulties.

In case of (i) difficulty arises regarding the term *fact’.
A guestion may arise that in what sense the particular term *fact*
should be considered? Should it be considered as something external?
or, something internal? Now, in connection with apriori statements
it is said that such a statement does not correspond to anything
in the external world. Hence, if apriori statement is considered
as a statement independent of external fact then its concern must
be an internal one i.e. an idea. And the problem is that an idea
is something private. According to Frege,

"Every idea has only one bearexr; no two men have
the same idea".1

However, if apriority does depend on an idea 1t would loose one

of its essential characteristics of universality. Moreover, in

1. Frege, Gottlob, “The Thought : A logical Inquiry® in
Philosophical Iogic, ed. P.F. Strawson, Oxforé University
Press, 1967, p. 28.
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whatever sense the particular term *fact' is used, can we really
speak of an unexperienced fact at all? If not, would it not be

difficult to distinguish between apriori and aposterioriz

Regarding (ii) the use of the expression 'indepenéent of
experience® is not clear at all. According to P. Sen, knowledge
as independent of experience does not definitely point to a
knowledge derived from any particular source, rather knowledge
derived from any source other than 'exp‘ez:ience;1 and in that
case aprioril knowledge may mean knowledge derived from ihtuitiéh,
knowledge derived from apprehension and so on. Again, in connection
with the expression 'independent of experience' question may_a;ise
in the followiné forms: Can knowledge be acquired without any
experience at all? In fact, some philosophers think that in order
to know a statement as apriori one, what is required is to have
certain experience. Thus, according to Kripke, to consider the
apriori statement 'The standard metre rod is 1 metre long! one
should know the way in which the reference of the word *metre*

has been fixed.2

1, Sen, Pranab, *The Concept of the Apriori! in logie, Induction
and ontology., The Macmillan Company of India Ltd., 1980, p. 4.

I

' 2e Sen, Pranab, “The Neeessary and the Apriori® in ilogic,
Induction snd Ontology, The Mecmillan Company of India Ltd.,
1280, p. 221.
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In fecing the above difficulties regarding the expression
' indepencent of experience', some philosophers intend to use
! independent of experience' as 'independent of empirical verie
ficetion'. According to John Hospers, speaking of apriori is not
referring to the way of coming by the piece of knowledge in

question but to the way in which it must be verified.l

, Hence, to know an apriori statement like ttable is table
these philosophers think that one has te experience what table
is and what word is used to refer to it. And the point is that
‘the above sﬁatement would be considered as an apriori'only in
the sense that he is not required to investigate any instance of
table to see whether it is really a table. In other words, there
is no need to await the verdict of experience to find out whether
the state 'table is table' always holds true and this is what

is meant by the expression 'incependent of empirical verification’.

~ Now, the peint is thaﬁ difficulty arises regarding the
term *verification', This particular term verification as used
here, has been derived f£rom the 'verifiability theory of meaning'
advocated by the logical positivists. aAccording teo this theory.,
to be meaningful, a statement should be emperically verified. Now,

it is to be noted here that the lcgical peositivists themselves have

1.Hgspers, John, an Introduction to Philosophical Analysis,

Allied Publishers Private Ltd., Calcutta, 1977, p. 181,
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used the term ‘*verification® in more than one sense, such as,
sometimes in the sense of complete verification, scmetimes in

the seﬂ@e'of possibility of verification and so on. Eence, the
exact sépse of tverification' in case of apriori statement remaihs
unspecifiéd;-moreover. a large numbér of statements, such as
evaluative-statements, belief-statements,etc. are beyond the reach
of vérificatiep. Therefore, if *independent of experiencet would
be the mark of apriority, the above-mentioned types of statements

would undoubtedly come under the perview of apriori statements.

SECTION ~ IL

In this section, I would like to show how various explana-
tions of the concept of necessity in the hands of different
prhilosophers at different times, instead of explaining thé concept,
have turned it more obscure. As a result of which'the above~mentioned
interptetation, Yanalytic statements are necessary statementé' would

actually explain little about the so=called analytic statements.

As a concept, 'necessity’® was used'by many philosophers
before Kant. 2ristotle used necessity in tw§ different senses -
absclute and relative. Absolute necessary truths are those which
express insight into the essences of things whereas relative
necessary truths are treated by him as necessary only in relation

to a given hypothesise.
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According to Ieibnitz, necessary truths are truths of
reasdn and such truths rest on the principle of contradiction.
Necessary truth, for example, expressed by *'an eguilateral triangle
is a rectangle® cannot be denied without being involved in contras
diction in comparison to truths of facts or contingent truths
which c¢an be denied without logical contradiction. Now, despite
making this distinction, ILeibnitz does not admit any real contin-
gencys. According to him, in every true proposition the predicate
is contained in the subject. That is to say, ieibnitz thinks that
everything that is true of a thing is part of that Thing's essence
and it is sc for God. It follows therefore, that accgrding to
Leibnitz nothing simply happens to a thing i.e. there is no real
contingency. Now, the point is that due to his metaphysical
standpoint leibnitz®s account fails to distinguish between necessary
truth and contingent truth properly and thereby stands on the

way to grasp the exact nature of the concept of necessity.

In the Treatlies, Hume distinguishes twoe types of rélations
by which ideas are connected with one another - natural relation
and philosophical relation. aAccoxding to Copleston, in case of
natural relation ideas are connected with one another by natural
force of association. Hence, one tends naturally to recall the
other, for example *'water flows downwards'. In ‘Philosophical
relations' we can compare at will any objects, provided that there

is at least socme similarity of quality between them. In such
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comparison, he thinks that the mind is not impelled by a natural
force of association to pass £rom one idea to another; it does

so simply because it has chosen to institute a certain comparison.1
An example of philosophical relation is a mathematical proposition
'two plus two four'. Tﬁe truth of the above proposition depends
simply and solely on the relations between ideas, - it cannot
possibly be refuted by experience. Neow, the problem is that between
these two types of necessities -= natural §nd philosophical, which

one would be counted as a defining characteristic of analyticity?

In his theorxy of kpowledge Kant does'not‘offer any positive
definition of necessitys rather he defines it negatively as a
concept the opprosite of which is inconceivable. According to Kant,
experience cannot afford the smallest ground for necessity. That
is to say, XKant thinks that a necessary statement can in no way be

derived from expeirmmce.

The above account of necessity cannot be accepted for morxe
than one reascn. Firstly, difficulty arises regarding the term
* Inconceivablet. On the one hand, it may mean ipconceivable to
this or that individual or it may mean inconceivable to all possible
worlds. In the first case, Kant would be accused of psychologism

and in case of the secogﬁ he would be accued of intrcducing

1. Copleston, Frederick, A History of Philosophy, New York,
Doubleday Co. international, 1967, Vol. 5, p. 75.
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metaphysical concept in his theory of knowledge or epistemologye.

Secéhdly, it'is controversial whether a necessary statement
can never be derived fﬁom experience. Soul Kripke, Whé classifiés
necessary statements as epistemically necessary and'metaphysicallf
necessary, hélds that whereas metaphysically hecessary statements
are true in all possible wbrids. epistemically necaessary statements
are rationally unrevisable, aAnd Kripke thinks that property of being
epistemically necessary is gulte independent of the property of
being apriori. Thus, the statement *The standard metre rod is I
metre long* asccording to Kripke, although a mecessary statement

does depend on experience.

leaving aside the metaphysical realm, concept of necessity
receives new dimensions in the hands of logical positivists. Ayer
does ideﬁtify neceggity with allied concept apriority. He thinks
that being universally true, necessary truths'should in no way
be depencdent on experience. Propositions of logic and mathematics
are considered by him as necessary truths, Now difficulty arises
regarding the ways in which aAyer has tried to explain necessity.
dnce he said thét although necessary propositions of logic and
mathematics may be discovered through inductive procedure, once
we apprehené them, we see they are necessarily true, that they holé

good for every cbnceivable-instance.1 Elsewhere he said that

1. ayer, A.J., Language, Truth snd Io ic, Penguiln Books, 1973'
e 100, l . '
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propositions of logic and mathematids are necessary -=— simply
beéause we never - allow them to be anything elsee. aAnd the reason’
for this is that we cannot abandon them without contradicting our-
selves, without sinning against the rules which govern the use of
language, and so making our utterances self-stultifyinQLI; These
two different explanations of necessary truths, instead of
explaining necessity, make the concept more confused. Moreover,
difficulty arises regerding the terms *gpprehended' and *‘rules

of language' as used by Ayer. The term *apprehend® may be used

in different senses. It may mean the . act of arresting, antici-
pation of evil, power of understanding and so on. Now, the exact
sense in which the particular term *apprehend’ has been used here
is not clear. Moreover, iﬁ whatever sense it may be used,. would it
be proper to consider necessity simply as a matter of apprchene-

sion?

- A number of difficulties arlse regarding the expression
*rules of language® alsos Rules of language may mean rules of
artificial language or it may mean rules of ordinary languages
The above account does not clearly state whether *rules' should
be referred to rules of artificial language or rules of ordinary
language. Moreover, question may arise regarding the very exis-—

tence of rules in ordinary language. Since, the rules of an

1. Ayer, A.J., Language Tmuth and Logi_c_, Penguin Books, 1978,
Pe 103,
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artificial language are explicitly wriltten down at the time of
‘constructind’such language, no question arises regarding the very
existence of rules involving in such language. Now, it is not the
case in connection with rules of ordinary language. And the
problem becomes eritical when a group of philosophers do admit
the existence of rules in orxdinary language while others deny
theme Philosophers denying the very existence of rules in case of
ordinary language have argued that since people using ordinary
language héd not conStructed-any_rulés by making a linéuistic B
contraét at the dawn o0f history «~ there cean be no such rules of

P ©

languagé at all. Moxton G. Wﬁite writess

¥ = natural languages have no rule~books

and the question of whether a given statement
1

is analytic in them is much more difficult¥.’
Quine rejects the empirical view that, like rules of
lagic and rules of mathematigés, there are also rules of language.
According to Quine, if there is any such rule at all, it would
be rule of artificial language only. In this connection, Hilary

Putnam writess:

1. Morton é‘ white : "The Analytic and the Synthetics an
" Untenable Dualism® in Semantics and The Philosophy of
Language, edited by Linsky, l., University of Illinois Press,
1952, p. 277.
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Yesses there are no further rules of language beyond
the . garden variety of rules which a lexicographer ox
a grammarian micht discover, and which only the
philosopher can discover“,1

On the other hand, philosophers admitting the very existence of
rules of ordinary language differ among themselves regarding the
nature of such rules, Thus, while Ayer considers rules of language
as necesgary kruths, later wittgensteints opinion in this respect
is quite different, According to Moore, Wittgenstein who always
compares rules of language with rules of game, seems to use *rule!?
in two difference senses — (1) stating the rules of a game and
{2) talking regarding the_appiication of.a rules Now, Moore
rethinks(that, to wittgenstedin, sentences stating the rules of a
game cannot by themselves be true or false, while sentences by
which deronstrations are given regarding the application of rules

may be true or false,

Now, in whatever sense rules of language are considered;
reference to guch rule would reduce necessity and thereby analy-
ticity only to a matter of convention; or only a matter of human
Geclsion. If£ so, iﬁpossibility'of falsificatién whicﬁi%ha:acteris«

tic of necessary truths is not a brute ontological fact according

l. Hilary Putnam : "Mind, Languadge and Reality" Cambridgé
University Press, 1986, pPe 38.
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to Quinton. Rather it is brought about by our refusal from the

start to let any falsification occpr.1

Carnap defines necessary truth in terms of state -
description. A state-description, according to Carnap is a.class
of sentences in Sq which contains for every atomic sentence either
this sentence or its negation, but not both, and no other sentences.

A state~description, Carnap sayss

¥ e.es gives a complete description of a possible state
of the universe of individuals with respect to all

| properties and relatidéns expressed by predicates of
the system. Thus the sﬁate-description represent
leibnitz? possible worlds or Wittgenstein's posgible

state of affairs“,z

Hence, to Carnap necessity means logical necessity and

he writes:

1. Quinton, Anthony s “"The Apriori and The Analytic® in
Philosophical'Logic-ed. P.F. Strawson, Oxford University
Press, 1967, D. 116,

2, Carnap, Rudolf, Meaﬁing and Necessity, University of
- Chicago Press, 1947, DPe. %.




“thé concept of logical necessity as explicendum,
seéms to be commonly understood in such a way that
it applies to a propositioh P if and oply if the
tru;h of P is based on purely logical reasons and

is not dependent upon the contingency of £actss in
other words, if the assumption of not P would lead to
logical contradiction t independent of facts. Thus we
see a close similarity between two explicanda, the
-idéical necessity of a proéosition and the logical

truth of a sentence”,l

Carnapt*s attempt to explain necessity although very much
promising, does really help little te get a clear picture of the
concerned notion. Among others, the following ere the main objec—

tions that can be raised against Carnape

(i) Attempt to explain necessity in terms of semantic rules
is of no avail at ail, In fack, the notion of semantic rules is
not a clear notion and stands itself for clecrification. Heuce,
any such attempt to define necessity in terms of these rules
which age explicitly stated in an artificial language'wouid back

ourselves in the same place from where we have started,.

1, Carnap, Rudolf, Meaning and Necessity, University of Chicago
Press, 1947, De 174a
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(ii) as Carnep identifies necessary truth with analytic
truth, it follows therefore that all necessary statements would
be counted as analytic statements. In that case there would be

no room for synthetic apriori,

(1i1) cernap's explanation of logical necessity is not at
all clear, He himself admits that '

%.ss the concept of logical necessity is not sufficientiy
clear s it ecan, for instance, be conceived in such a way
that the sentences mentioned are true, but also in another

way such that they, or some of them. are :Ealse";1

{(iv) Carnap*s version that the concept of logical truﬁh
and necessary truth are identical cennot be accepted in all
cases. For example, the truth of a logically true statement,iike
*either it is raining or not* is known only if the meaning of
the logical constants *=ither-or* are known, whereas to determine
the truth of a necessary stétement *if John is a bachelor.ghen
he is uymayried! depends not,onl& on logical constants *if-then*

but on the meanings of *bachelor' and *unmarried man'.

The most extreme version of the linguistic theory of
necessity considers necessity only as a matter of linguistie
conventions In fact, the conventionalists attack the ontological

theory of necessity on the ground thet @ philosophical

i, Carnap, Rudolf, Meaning and Necessity, University of Chicago
Press, 1247, p. 174,
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theory presented in the ontclogical form of speech tends <o
create an illusion and thereby conceals what is being done with
language. Hence, they propose to explain necessity in terms of
‘language and hold that it is only a linguistic convention that
makes a form ¢f words expressing & necessary truthe Thus, accord=
ing to the conventicnalists,necessary propositions are only verbal

propositions.

Now, regarding the above version of necessity difficulty

arises in the following pointss

1) If necessity is not something objective rather a mattex
of human decision, how can a line of distinction be drawn between

necessary truth and contingent truth?

2) That necessary propostion can in no way be treated as
merely a verbal proposition can be shown by the fact that the
negation of a true verbal proposition is not a seliecontradiction
while negation of a necessary proposition involves self<contraw .

diction.

3) The question of *true' or Yfalse* does not arise in case
of a necessary proposition, where as a verbal propositions méy
be *true' or *faise?,

4) if a proposition reports the existence of a linguistic

cdnvention)it can in no way be regarded as & necessary onces



28

5) Iastly, in the sbove version the use-of the term fverxbal®

is not clear. Although'different philosophers have offered different
explanations t6 clear the use of the term 9vérhal', the explanations
'actually help a little in this respect. Thus, Wittgenstein's
explanatidn of two different uses of 'verbal! = one, original

use describing the néture'of p&oposiﬁion and the bﬁhe:, regarding
the grammatical point of the concerned proposition creating the

- impression that the true nature of necessary preoposition is being

revealed == does not seem to be very much promisinges

‘From the above égcount‘it‘follaws that philosophers since
Aristotle have looked at the concept of necessity from different
points of view and consequently, we come across several kinds of .
necessity such as logical, psychological, natural znd so one Hence,
in connection with the particular copcept, questions arise in the

-folliowing foxrmss

{8) In which sense ‘necessity' as a defining characteristic
of analyticity should be taken .~ logical or psychological or
naturaly .

{b) In whatever sense necessity is used, would it imply

abgsolute necessity or necessity relative to a system?

Without the proper answers of the above questions the
interpretation 'amalytic statements are necessary' would actually

explain nothing=.
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SECTION - I1I

In this section, discussion would be based on the justifi-
cation of the claim *analytic statement is a statement the truth
of which follows from the meanings of the words involved!, The
proporien;ts of this linguistic version of analytic statement put

forward the following arguments:’

1) Since some sentences may express an analytic statement. at

one time and not in another, there i1s no other way than to depend

on the meaning of i:he terms involved in orxder to determine a
statenent as analytic one. Thus, *All bars serve alccholic beverages?
is analytic if *bar* means the same as 'place where alcoholic
beverages are sold'; but if *bar® means what it does in the

phrase *chocolate bar' or in *bar examination', of course the

proposition is not analytic in these senses.

2) . That meaning is a factor of understanding analyticity,

in other words, that analyticity of a statement does depend on
the meaning ¢f the words involved c¢an be shown by the fact that a
man who does not know the meaning of *oculist®, the statement *an
oculist is an eye~doctor' would not be treated by him as analytic

onee



39

3) Owing to the novel discoveries, a statement which was not
regarded as analytic in one time,may be regarded as so at another
time. Thus, according to John Hospers, the sentence 'whales are
mammals' was formerly not used to express an analytic broposition
rather, the sentence would have been thought to express a false
propositions. Now, since the mammalian characteristic of whales has
keen incorporated into the definition of whale, 'whales are mammals®

as used today would be analytic.

Now, in connection with the above version objectiernis may

arise in the Eollowing forms:

(1) It may be pointed out that the linguistic version
actually fails to distinguish betweenha.sentenge and a statement.
It overlooks the important fact that meaning of words is a concern
of a sentence and not of a statement which a sentence actually

stateas.

(ii) All that can be said regarding the asbove version is
that it would actually be wrong to think that meaning of a texm
is a concern exclusively for analytic statement. In £act, none.
empirical statement: like *All men are featherless bipeds* does

also depend on the meaning of the terms involved.

(i1ii) one of the fundamental questions raised againstthe
linguistic version of analytic statement is that if an analytic

statement like all other empirical statements is subject to revision
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or change, it would be really difficult to draw a line of distince
tion between analytic:statemenﬁ and empirical statement and as a.
result, question would arise on the possibility of the so called
analyticesynthetic distinction. In this connection Quine points
out that the total field of our knowledge is so underdetirmined by
experience that there is every possibility to reevaluate a statew

ment in the light of a single contrary experience. Quine writess

" eee it becomes folly to seek a boundary betwyeen
synthetic statenents, which hold contingently on
experience, and analytic statements, which hold

come what may“.1

Besidés the above limiﬁations, the linguistic version
suffers from a further limitatioh arising in connection with the
notion of meaning, In fact, the notion of meaning as used by this
versioﬁ with a view to explain the notion of analyticity is itself
a vague notion. Philoscophers at different times have tried to
explain *meaning' from different angles. Truely speaking, problem
of meaning has been considered as a perennial problem of philosophy.
Thus, one of the fundamental questions of philosophy is : *what

is exactly meant by“meaning"of an expression®? Hence, philosophers’

1. Quine, W.V.Q,"Two Dogmas of Empiricism in From a lLogical Qgint
of view, Harvard University Press, 1953, p. 43.
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attempt to explain analyticity in terms of meaning cannot achieve

the desired resulte.

SECTION - IV

This section contains discussion on the interpretation
*Analytic statement is a statement, analyticity of which follows

from the Synonymity of the terms involved therein.’

Some logical positivists trying to explain analyticity of
a statement in terms of sYnonymity of the ﬁerms involved, think

that analyticity oi tﬁe following statements

1) Bachelors are unmarried men
2) Oculist .is an eye~doctor

3) Procrastination is putting things off,

do follow from the fact that 'bachelor® and 'unmarried man',
im (1), *oculist® and 'eye~doctor' in (2); 'procrastination’

and 'putting things off*' in (3):; are but synonymous expressionse.

According to the logical positivists in case of each statee
ment as mentioned above the word !synonymous'® is here used in such
a way that two symbols belonging to the same language can be said
to pe synonymeous if, and only if, the simple substitution of one
symbol for the other, in any sentence'in:which'either can signi-
ficantly occur, always ylelds a heﬁ sehtence thch is equivalent

to the old. It follows therefore, that the logical positivists try
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to account synonymity in{terms of interchangeability. Now, quesﬁiqn
may be raised :'Does‘interchangeability"as used here, also pree:
supposes interexplainability?’lﬁ so, that is to say, if interx-
changeabillity is used in the sensé of intefexplainability. then no
two teims in each of the above pairs are interexplainable as well

as interchangeable due td'the folloﬁing reasonsSa

1) In each of the above statements the two terms used as
the subject and the predicate are not of the same status 4 rather
the predicate term is more fundamental than the subject one. Thus,
‘unmarried man' is more fundamental than the term *bachelor*,
'eye~doctor? is more fundamental than ‘oculist’, *putting things
off!' is more fundamental than 'procrastination®’, That they are
different in status and that the relation of synonymy does not
hold between each of the appve pairs 1s further justified by the
fact that we can défine"bachelor‘ in~terms‘o£ *unmarried mant,
toculistt in terms of 'eye-dccior‘, *procrastination' in terms of

*putting things off* and not bonversely.

2) That the two terhs *bachelor’  and *unmarried man* are
not of the same status can also be shown with the help of a l
mathematical analogy. In a certain mathematical equation such "
as 2X=-4 = 0, when the variable X is éssigﬁed constant value 2, '
we equate the variable X to that constant value 2 = only in the
perspective of the aforesaid condition. Similarly, the term

*bachelor® in the statement 'bachelors are ummarried men® has
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been used like & variable symbol on which the meaning of
* ynmarried mah' has been assigned. From this it does not follow
that *bachelor' would be equated with the meaning of *unmarried

man® in all contexts.

3) That *Bachelor' has been used like , a variable symbol
in the statement 'bachelors are unmarried men'! can further be
Justified by the fact thét in the expressions Ybachelor of artst,
tbachelor of science', the particular term ‘'bacheior! is used to
denote graduaté'deéree;holders and not unmarried men. Hence, in’
the above two expressions a different meaning i.e. 'graduate

degree holders® has been assigned te Ybachelor', -

4) According to Kant *negation of an analytic state&ent

" would bé self-contradicﬁory‘. Now, it anélyﬁiéity is explained in
terms of'synonymity it would result in some éynonymous statemehts.
That the above statements are not analytic and hence not:synonymous
can be shown by the fact that negation of each statement does not
involve contradiction at all. Rather, person using negative state-
ment like *It is not the case that bachelors are unmarried mén{aor.
*it is not the case that oculists is én eye~doctor*, would be
accused of not knowing the meaningsof *'bachelor' and toculistt
respectively. It also points out that meaningsof *unmarried man'
ané *eye~doctor® have been aééigned to the less fundamental terms

*bachelor’ and *oculist' in course of the development of language.
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- In reply to the above objections agaipst the relation of
synonyny holdipg between eaqh of the above pairs involving in
the above~mehtioned statements, lodical positivists may argue
that the question whether the above statements are synonymoﬁs
or not does not»arise at all as in English language each of the
above pairs are-commbnly used as synonymous expressions. Now, the
point is that, this reference to use turns the notion of synonymity
only as a matter of resolution. Hence, if ané‘yticity is exglaiﬁed
in texms of synonzgitz and szgonzgitz is a matter . of resolution

then analyticity would be reduced merely to a kind of resolution.

SECTION = ¥

From thé aBOVe discussion it is ¢lear that eech of the
above interpretaﬁioné fails'te explain analytic sﬁatements as such.
At best, each can'explain oﬁiy a limited number of such statements.
And as underlying reason of this failure,l weould like to point out
a common limitation shared by éll the interpretations, in addition
to the above-mentioned limitations peéuliar'to esch interpretation.
Now, the task of pointing out this cemﬁon limitétion would be

easier if we go through the following analytic statementss

8) No unmarried man is married.
b) Either it is raining or note.
¢) Bachelors are unmarried mene

d) Procrastination is putting things off.
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A little_reflection_shows that although each of the above
statements has been considered as analytic one, actually they do
not belong ﬁo the same category and the following points of difference
among-them can easily be markede.
(i) Analyticity of the statements (a) and (b) follow clearly
from the law of contradiction,while analyticity of (c) and (4)

follow from the fact that the terms involved in the statements are

but synonymous.

(ii) Being logically true., (a) and (b) are necessary statements. -
the denial of which would involve self-contradiction. Now, the casé
is not the same in respect of (c) and (d). Following Quine, it
~_can be pointed out that (c¢) and (d) can only be tunred into logi-
cally true statements“by putting synonyms for synonyms.1 Hence,

in order to turn (c) and (d) into logically true statements what

is required is empirical investigation of linguistic usage.

(iii) Wittgenstein has pointed out that logical propositions

which are apriori can neither be confirmed nor refuted by experience.2

1. Quine, W.V.D., "Two Dogmas of Empiricism” in From A Iogical
peint of view, Harvard University Press, 1953, p. 23.

2, ‘wittgenstein, L., Ixactatus logico —— Philosophicus
translated by Pears, D.F., Mc Guluness, B.F. Routledge and
Kegan Paul, London, 1971, p. 213,
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Now following wWittgenstein, {a) and (b) can easily be marked as
aprioxrl statements. They can neither be confirmed nor be refuted

by experience, while in cése of (c) and (d) we cannot say so.

In fact, (¢) and (&) requiring empirical investigation of linguistic
usage can in no way be regarded as apriori or independent of

experiencee.-

(iv) That the sbovee~mentioned four statements do not belong to
the same order can be proved-ﬁy,the fact that while (a) and (b)
are themselves logically true statements,{c) and (d) are not the
like. In fact, in respect of (¢) and (d). beiﬁg logically true is
subject to a.further condition l.e. coﬁditicn of putting synonyms

foxr synonyms.

Prom the above account the following two important peints
emerge.

(1) There are more than one type of analytic statements.

(2) & single criterion can in no way explain analytié

statements as such.

Hencé, gquestion may arise s If there are different classes
of analytic statements i.e., if classification of analytic state-
‘ments be admitted, would any attempt to ekplain all such statew
i ments by a single criterion be justified at all?
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SECTION - VI

In order to show that no interpréfation is sufficient to
explain the so=called analytic statement, we can concentrate on
our conceptual system of knowledge. Since the sole task of philo~
sophy is understanding and appreciating the universes; we have no
other way but to think over the totality of the so~called know-
ledge. However, the totality of knowledge is nothing but & massive
alliance of beliefs facing the tribunal of. experience off and one.
As & result, revision in our. ccnceptual system is inevitable,

This possibility of revision ;s a b;g ques;iqn mark before the
concept of analytic truth or eternalftruth;:lt‘may ba noted that
concepts which were considered as eternal in the field of science
have been subjected to alteration_and;;éjectibn. In this context,
we can cite the example of,tims. Timé is»ﬁnddubtedly-a very funda-
mental concept and has been consiégred aé ag~igdependent physical
guantity till the early part oiithis éentury; Now, the sbove concept
of time has been shattered folldwing Einsteih’s.general,theory of
relativity. Instead of an'independent physidélfquantity,.time is
now consi@Gered to be an observer depenéent guantity. Time has been
accepted to be conditioned by observer'é‘ﬁoéition and speed. Hence,
it follows that no physicalAthgéry;shohla be considered as final.

Stephen W. Hawking writess:

\
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“any physical theory is always provisional, in the
sense that it is only a hypothesis 3 you ¢an never
prove it. No matter how’many iimes the reéults of
experiments agree with some theory. you Can never
be sure that the next tlme the result will not contra-
dict the thecry. On the other hand, you can disprove
a theory by finding even a single-observation that

disagrees with the predictions of the theox:y““a1

Some philosophers may argue that possibility of revision .
would not be concern of analytic truth if such truth be determined
solely by an analysis of the meaning of the words in the sentences
expressing it. According to them, in that case, one need not
investigate anything in the world apart from language to discover
analytic truthe. Hence, knowing the meaning of the word *bachelor'
is all that one requires to determine the truth of the statement

*a bachelor is an unmarried man'.,

in reply. it can be pointed out than these philosophers,

wnile arguing, 1gnore following two important po;nts.

1) Meaning is a concern of both analytic and non~analytic

statements, In fact, without being involved with the meaning of

1. Hawking, S.W., A Brief History of Time, Bantam Books,
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the corresponding words *poets® and *philosopherst we cannot make
the non-analytic statement *All poets are philosophers*; just as
by an analysis of the word ‘bachelor® -- we make the analytic

statement 'A bachelor is an unmarried man'e.

2) Meaning of an individual word can in no way be determined
without taking into account the context. Any change in context is
bound to be reflected in the meaning of the individual word.
Admitting the monolithic character of our conceptual system as

advocated by Quine, Hilary Putnam writess

#1 should like, with Quine, to stress the extent to
which the meaning of an inaifidual word is a
function of its place in the network, and the
impossibility of separating, in the actual use of a
woxrd, that part of the use which reflects the *meaning?
of the word -and the part of the use which reflects

-

deeply embedded <:'0.'.i.la.’c.eral':l.m‘.c;\:cxn.a.t::’t.cm.”.‘L

Anyway, possibility of revision in our conceptual system

is a factor that stands on the wax ﬁo clarify the notion of analy-
ticity and thareby tb make a clear ﬂistinction between analytic

,and\non-analytic statements whatsogver.

lw Hilary, Putnam, Mind, Language zand Realit s Cambridge
¥niversity, 1986, pp. 40«41,



