CHAPTER V

Quine, Logical Positivists and Kant's Thesis

L7

" The question 'Does synthetic a priori propositians
exist 2! ma; be restated as 3 Are all a priori propositions
analytic ? Both Klant and the logical positivists recognise
a relation between the concept of ‘'analyticity? ax?d that of
‘a priority'. Again, they admit another relation, a relation .
between necessity and analytig:ity. Inspite of their
recognition of these relations, we find Kant asserting a
thesis which is opposed by the positivists. We may naturally’

ask about the relations between 3

(1)  necessity and analyticity; and

(11) a priority and analyticity, .



Three possible answers are 3

(a) The first and the second conjuncts in each case, i.e.,

(1) and (ii) are co-extensive.
(b) The second conjunct implies the first in each case.
(c}) The first conjunct implies the second in each case.

Among‘these possible answers Kant accepts only (b), a
logical positiv}st all the three and Quine none, for Quiﬁe
does not think that there are analytic propositiocns. As
Kant accepts (b), he 1s entitled to admit synthetic a priori
propositions and he, in fact, asserts that there are such
propositions. By accepting (a) and (c) a positivist loses
his'right to recoynise synthetic a priori.prOpositions and
in fact he d;nies that thers are such propoéitions. For
Quine the question whether some synthetic pEOpositions are
a priori does not arise, since for him there is no absolute
analytic or synthetic proposition at. all. Herw lies an
important differ.nce between a positivist and Quine. The
positivists have an absolute conception of analytic or
synthetic propositions. Judging by that conception théy
identify or reject some judgﬁents to be synthetic., They
reject, e.g.,'the propositidn '7 +5 = 12*' to be synthetic,

but by applying their own standard they characterise it as
analytis, '



A.J.Ayer writes, "a proposition is analytic when its
validity depends soley on the definitions of the symbols it
contains, and synthetic when its vélidity is determined by
the facts of experie;ce. Thus, the prOposition, t There are
ants which have established a system of slavery' is a
synthetic proposition, For we can not tell whether it is
true or false merely by considering the definitions of the
symbols whiah constitute it, We have to resort to actual
observation of the behaviour of ants. On the other hand,
the ﬁrOposition ‘Either some ants are paraslistic or none
are' is an analytic proposition. For one need not resort
to observation to discover that there either ére or are not

ants which are pérasistic"l.

Quine, on the other hand, refuses to call the judgment'’
'7 +5 = 12' synthetic or analytic, for he doss not recognise
any ‘'analytic-synthetic' distinction among propositiaons.
This theory of Quine, of course, may be interpreted as an
opposition to Kant's thesis that some prOpos}tions are

synthetic a priori.

L 1L 7

Let us take up logical positivism first, Logical

positivism is a brand of the Philosophy of Analysis, It



owes its origin to, what is more popularly known as, the -
the Vienna Clrcle whicp'consists of Some students and
teachers of the Univefsity of Viennaz. The philosophy of
the vVienna Circle, logical positivism, is also characterised
as logical empiricism; and the fact that it is a combination
of 'the empiricism of the nineteenth century and the loéical'
methods that were AeveLOped, since that time' is quite clear
from this characterisation. The function of philosophy,
logical positivism holds, is the logical analysis and
clarification of meaning. It may be noted that the
positivists' dissatisfaction with Kant's distinétion between
synthetic and anaiytic propositions lies on their analysis
of the notion of ‘necessity‘'. The major motive behind their
philosophy of analysis is the elimination of metaphysics, the
checking of the unlimited victory of speculative philosophy.
The principle that helped them in this elimination is called
‘the principle of verificaﬁion'Awhich means that a sentence’

to be meaningful must be empirically verifiablie,

‘The principle of verification has ‘sometimes been used
in the 'strong' sense and at some other times in the 'weak!
sense, ‘A proposition is said to be verifiable, in the strong
sense of the term', says A.J\Ayer, 'if, and only if, its truth
coulé be conclusively established in experience., But it is
verifiable, in the weak sense, if it is possible for experience

to render it probable'.
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This principle of verification is beliéved to owe 'its
origin to L.Wittgenstein who holds that 'to understand a
proposition means to know'What is the case if it is true'3;
Meaning is treated to be spmething not different from
truth-value, and the logicai positi#ists refer only to
extensional logic in their arguments.. The prinéiple of
verification, the positivists believe, compel them to admit
only two kinds of propositions, viz, analytic and empirical,
In other words, they had to reject Kant's thesis of synthetic

a priori propositions.

With reference to Kant'; thgsis 'somg judgments are
synthetic a priori' the discussion of positivism is very
much relevant, though 1t is, perhaps, true that there is no
form of empiricism which does not go agalnst Kant's thesis
of 'synthetic a priori'. Pasitivism does not present just
an alternative thesis to that of Kant, it rather goes to
the extreme position that synthetic a priori propositions
are logically impossible. M.Schlick, a leading member of
this brand of empiricism holds"... as a matter of principle,
all propositions are either synthetic a posteriori or
tautologous; synthetic a priori éropositions seem to it to
be a logicalcilmpoésibility"'f.- Thus 1f logical empiricism

is true, Kant's thesis loses all possibility of survival.
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For the sake of conveniende we may split up thg thesis °
of logical positivism into four sub-thesis, as done by
B.Blanshard, viz, (1) all necessary statements are reports
6f linguistic usage; (ii) tﬁey represent conventions;
(111) they are analytic and (iv) they do not say anything

about fact, .

These sub-theses are inter connected and they are, 1
think, 80 much inter connected that anyone of them may be

derived f£rom the rest,

(1) To gee that a necessary proposition is a report
of linguistic usage let us consider the proposition 'all
bachelors are unmarried' which will be recognised by all as
necessary, though not as analytic., Quine, for example, is
not ready to characterise this proposition as analytic.
Unlike the rationalists, the positivists hold that n§cessary
propositions do not reveal relations between things, bgt
between our own ideas or meanings. In the proposition 'all
bachelors are unmarried' we do not claim, the positivists
hold, o have any insight ofr'o'a re].‘ati.;:n between two attri-
butes, referred by the expressioms 'bachelor' and ‘unmarried’,
What the proposition realiy declares is that -we are using

these two expressions with ﬁhe same reference, This will be



clear if we universally quantity this proposition as
¢ (X) (Bxyux)', which means that if there is anything ‘X' to
which we apply 'B' then we should not deny the application

of 'u' with reference to that ‘X',

In the same way, the positivists hold, the proposition
'A material thing can not be in two places at once' expresses
the conditions under which we should be prepared to use the
words 'material thing' and ﬁot 'a profound and universal
insight' into what being a materiasl thing entéilg. ‘The
quest.;ion, "what is the nature of a material thing 2" says
Professor Ayer, 'is, like anyother question of ghat form,
a linguistic question. An&‘the prOpoéitions wﬁich are set
forth in gnswer to it are linguistic propositions, even
though they may be expressed in such a way that.they may
seem to be factual. They are propositions about the relation-
ship of symbols, and not about the properties of things which
the symbols denote's. Thus a necessary prbposition states

about the usage of lingulstic expressions.

(11) The necessary propositions are linguistic
conventions. A necessary prgposition, as stated above, does
not express a relation bet ween things, but a relatioﬂ between
symbols or linduistic expressdions. As symbols have no
meaning of their own, ;:he relations between the symbolslcan

not be something unalterable or fixed., The relation between,
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say, ‘bachelor’, and ‘unmarried' will hold good so long we
stick to our determination to use these symbols in the
fashion we now actually do, 'Tus if we try to deny the
proposition ‘all bachelors are unmarried' without altering
our determination or convention regarding the use of these
exXpressions, we wiil be contradicting ourselbgs. and it is
to this fact, the positivists hold, that the necessary
propositions owe their necessity., anventions.ha;e no
infrinsic necessi*y of their own, they are man-made, The
necessary propositions are conventions and this is true, so
the positivists believe, even about the principles, of logic *
and mathematics', ‘'The principles of logic and mathematics’®,
Ayer holds, 'are true universally simply because we never

allow them to be anything else's.

!

The theory that necessary propositions are.linguistic
conventions admits of two verslons, an extreme and a
moderate. According to the extreme vefsion, a deceséary
proposition states just the rules for the transformation of
one set of symbols iqto another. The necessary propositions,
are werbal propositions and this surely amounts.to saying
that the necessary propositigns are empirical statements about
how words are §ctually used.‘ This is definitely a major
defect of this version of the linguistic thesis. It abolishes
the distinction between the necessary and.thé empirical

prOpositions, a distinction that is asserted by the positi-

vists themselves. Ayer, when he first expressed his linguistic



theory of necessary propositions, was a supportar of this
extreme version., But latte: on he modifies his earlier
version and adopts a moderate one instead. He now holds
that necessary propositions are not themselves linguistic
rules but are rather consequencesof lihguistic rules, i.e..
conventiohs. 'Just as it 1s a mistake to idgntify a priori
prooositions with empirical propositions about language’,
Ayer holds, 'so I now think that it is a mistake to say that
they are themselves linguist;c rgles'7.

This linguistic thesis of the positivists is an attack
ofLKant;s theslis that same a priori propositions are .
synthetic; But any philosopher who attacks Kant's thesis
does not necessarily entertain this linguistic thesis of
necessary propositions. Lewis, for example, denies the
existence of syﬁthetig'é priori propositions but he holds
that the necessity of an analytic proposition is not grounded
in linguisticconventions, for if the truth-value of a
statement 1s affected by the change of linguistic rules,

the statement is not necessary but empirical.

?

(1i1) The necessary propositicns, the positivists hold, -
are ahalytic. By characteriéing necessary propositions as
analytic they ivant to mean that such propositions do not
state anything new but simply explicate what we already mean.
Here tho expression 'nothing new' refers to logical novelty

and so psychological novelty is beside the pointe. The
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conclusion of a deductive inference is Psychol ogically new
to the person who makes the inference, for otherwise he would
not need infér at all. But this does not mean that the
conclusion is not contained in the premises., But what is
the test of this lack.of logical novelty, i.e., of
analyticity ? As the positivists are conscious of the facf
that all‘ propositions are not of the subject-predicate form,
they generally prefer to say that a proposition is analyﬁic
if its truth follows simply from the meaning of the terms.
But a more formal test of analyticity, used by them, is that
a pr0posit;dn is analytic if the denial of it results in a
self-contradiction. This test, it may be noted, has been
used by Kant also. We can not deny an analytic proposition,

Says Kant, wilithout self-contradictio:,

Being influenced by Wittgenstein, the positiviéts
identify analytical propositions with tautologles. a&s
distinguished fram a ‘synthetlic sentence'!, which communicate
a state of affairs 'an analytic sentence, or to put it ﬁore
clearly, a tadtolog&', writes Schlick, ‘has &« qulte different
functipn; it represents only a purely formal transformation
of equivalent expressions, an@ serves, therefore, only as a

technical device within a proof, a deduction, a calbulus'g.

A tautology has been taken by the positivists to mean
a statement which is composed of some simpler statements in

such a way that its truth-value is not affected by the
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truth-values of those simpler ones., The proposition ‘either
it is raining or it is not raining' is a tautology in this
sense, and this is an analytical proposition also. But this
definition of tautology does not adequately apply to ali
analytical prbposi£ions recoghised by them, e.g., to the
§r0p0§ition ‘all bodies are extended', But the positivisﬁs
never say that some analytical propositions are not tauto-
logies. They rather use the term 'tautology' in ancther sense
also to make the expressions 'analytic' and ‘tautologous’
co-extensive, In'this second sense, a §r0position is a
tautology if it is true under every possible circumstance, o
In other words, the truth-value of a tautology is not

affected by any possible change in the circumstances,

The positivists hold that if any proposition is réally,
a priori, it must be analyfic or tauéologous., A proposition
is a priori if its truth-value can be determined without any
appeal to experience. And we are not required to appeal to
experience in determining the validity of that proposition
which does not state any fact of experience., The proposi-
tiong that do not state any fact of experience, i.e., which
are true under all circumstances are tautologies. Thuas the
positivists magntain that all a priori propositions witlhout

exception are tautologies or analytic.

The positivists argue that "while it is true that we

have a priori knowledge of necessary propositions, it is



100

not true, as Kant supposed, that any of these necessary
propositions are synthetic."They are without exception

1
analytic propositions, or, in other words, tautologies" 0.

(iv) Necessary propositions, the'possipivists assert,
are non-factual, they‘state nothing about the realm of
existent things and events. NO necessary propoéition, Aye;
holds, 'provide any information about any maﬁ:t‘.er of fact.
In’other words, they are entirely devoid of factual content.
And it is for this reason that no experience can confute
them‘ll. From the last statement of Ayér it;is clear that
he can n&t think of any explanation of the fact that ‘the
necessary brOpositions are not confuted by experience' other
than the hypothesis that such propositions are factually
vacuous. But what can or can not be that can not be settled
by what the posi;ivists'can or can not, think, We may, for
example, say that a given necessary prOpositionAis not
confuted by experience for the simple reason that it is ane
of the conditions that make experience possible, This, of
course, does not mean that thg thesls that the naecessary
propositions ;re non-factual can not be justified by other

means. »

L v

Both Wittgenstein and the positivists are of the

opinion that no a priori propositions are synthetic, i.e.,



)

101l

all a priori propositions are analytic. Let us present’
their argument in a series of four statements, all of which

are shared by them, |

(1) Aall a priori propoaitiéns are necessary.

(2) All necessary propositions are faétuaily vacuous, i.e.,
lack in factual content,

(3) No propositions which lack in factual content are

. synthetic.

. (4) No a priori propositions are synthetic, which may be

restated as 'all a priori propositions are analytic',
provided we accept the expressions 'adnalytic' and

'synthetic' to be contradictory terms.

The premises of this argument and the way in which they are
arranged are sucﬁ that anyboay who accepts the premises is
driven theréby to accept the conclusion also., The sécon@
point to be notgd about this argumeut is that Kant accepts
all the premises save’(2), and ultimately he affirms a
statement which is not simpiy different from (4), i.e., the

conclusion but contradictory to it.

- Thus the second premiséipf the above argument, ‘all
necessary préppsitions are f‘a.ctually vacuous' creates a
major difference between Kant and the positivists. In
connection with this proposition we may ask two relevant

questions s
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(a) The first question is about the status of the
proposition., 1Is thi% bropqsitipn (1) analytic a
'priori, (ii)»synthetiq a priori, (1i4) synﬁhetic a’

'posteriori or (iv) simply an arbitrary convention ?

(b) The second question concerns the justification or
basis Oof it. Why should we accept it to be true ?
If we can not justify it, it can not be used to
‘justify the conclusion also. But why do we accept it
to be true ?

Let us take the second question first. The logic of
the positivists is this. If a proposition séates any
situation or state of affalrs, a change in the state of
affairs or facts will make a’'change in the truth-value of
the proposition also. But the truth-value of a necessary
proposition, say, 'it is either raining or not raining’
remains unaffected in,éil circumstances., Hence, it states

nothing at all about the circumstances.

Let us take this argument for granted. Here the
posiFivists are affirming two propositions to be always
true. One is that ‘a necessary proposition does not change'
and the other one is that 'c}rcumstanges maY;change'. The
second proposition is expected to cover all possible
circumstances, and thus it is always true, no matter what

circumstance it is we are referring to. In otlier words,



this is a necessary proposition, but about circumstances,
But this is self-defeating; for the second premise, i.e.,
(2) asserts that all necessary propositions are factually
vécﬁous. Thus the argument does ﬂot establish what it

intends to establish. ; - '

-

It 1s, of course, to be noted here that in case of
cavgal relations it seems reasonable to holdu£hat if a
proposition states any situation or state of aifairs, a
change in thestate of affairs or facts will make a change
in the truth-value of the proposition also. A supposed
cause of a given event is re&ected in favour of another on
tl.e plea that the absence or presence of that event does

not make any corresponding change in that supposed cause.

But what is true in conn.ctioh with causal relations
may not hold good with reference to necessary propositions.
And the empiriciéts, in fact, do not identify causal
relations with the necessity of necessary propositioins,
which are, as statedlbylthe positivists, identical with

analytical propositions,

Let us take up the first question now, the question
regarding the status of the ;ropqsition 'All necessary
propositions are factually vacuous'., This proposition'
should not be an afbitrary convention, for ... arbitrary
convention, lacking in truth-value, can not be put in

support of any truth, <Thus 1f the second premise is an
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arbitrary convention, the conclusion of the argument will. be

rendered unwarranted,

The proposition can not be synthetic a péstgriori also;
for in that case it 1s admitted that it may not be always
true, and with such a premise, if we can at all arrive at
any truth, 1t can not be more than a contingent proposition,
But the conclusion of the above argument is intended to be

always true.

It can not be analytic a priori, too. Because in that
case it 1s useless in establishing the desired conclusi.on,
An analytic a priori proposition, according to the
positivists, is uninformative, but the conclusion of this
argument has been intended to'convey information., A
proposition which itself does not convey information can not

make any proposition, sustained by it, any more informative.

We are thus, left with the last.alternative that the‘
proposition in question is synthetic a priori. If I am not
mistaken in including all the possible alternatives, we are
to accept this last alternative, whether we like it or not.
But it will be sulcidal for the positivists to accept it,
for this is what they try tneir best to avoid. They can not
expect to eséablish the coaclusion 'no a priori proposition
is synthetic' by nlready recognising the existence of, at

least, one such proposition.
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The difference of opinion between Kant and the iogical

. positivists regarding the existence of synthetic a priori
propositions seems, t; same extent, due to an ambiguity in
the meaning of the expression 'to know', Unlike the
synthetic-analytic distinction, the a priori-a posteriori
distinction is an epistemological cne. To know a propési-
tion a priori is to know it to be true independently of
expe;ience. But what do we mean by 'to know' ? To know
and to imply are not exactly the same. If any proposition
'P' implies another proposition ‘'q', the implication
certainly holds good whether we know it to be the case. Can
we not claim to know something without knowing all the
implications of it ? Do we know the meaning of '7 + 5!
without knowing that it implies '12' ? If we do not then
the positivists seem to be justified in asserting that the
proposition '7 + 5 = 12' is not synthetic a priori. ﬂBut if
we answer the question af;ifmatively, Kant's thesis will be
more plausibley and there are philosophers, Iiké Ewing, who
accebts Kant's thesis that some prOpos_itions are synthetic
a priori. Ewing? does not Epcept it to be true that all a -
priori propositions are ba;se.d on lingﬁistic conventions and
so are analytic in character, He criticises the positivists
by holding that the very assertion that ‘there are no

synthetic a priori propositions' can convey any information
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only i1f it is not a mere consequence of certain linguistic °

conventions, only if it is synthetic a priori.

' Again, there are philosophers, like Quinton, who will
argue against Kant, Quin?ohl3 holds, that synthetic
propositions can not be a priori. He explicitly states that
if g proposition is true, it must be true either by virtue
of definition or by virtue of experieﬁce. 8yn£hetic
propositions are, he holds, non-analytic propositions, and
as an analytic propgsition i1s true by virtue of its meaning
or definition, a synthetic proposition is true'only by
virtue of experience. A&galn, an a priori proposition is
non-empirical and as non-empirical propositions.are true
independently :of eiperience; no ' a priori proposition can be
true by virtue of experience, Thus an a priori proposition,

so Quinfon believes, can never be synthetic.

We may not agree with Quinton on the point that any
proposition is true either by virtue of its meaning'or by
virtue of experience, for this point has not been established
. by him. But one thiﬂg is clear enough. Once we give our
consent to it, Kanf's thesis can not but be rejected, since
his synthetic a prlori prOpgsit%ons are neither true by
definitions nor by experience, Kant's thesis may, however,
survive if he no more claims that his synthetic a priori

propositions are really propositions. Walsh, for example,
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holds that synthetic a priori judgments are not judgments
at all, for they are prescriptive in nature and so they are

neither true nor false.

We may at this point, however, note Blanshard's objection
against positivisml4. He argues that if all logical .laws are
linguistic conventions and so arbitrary, we shall fail to’
explain why we do follow one kind of logic fatk'xer than 'anotﬁer.
Modern logic, I think, is not an alte;native to the
Traditional one, though it is more general thaﬁ the latter
in application., There cén be different alternative linguistic
rules but not different alternative logic, The law of
contradiction, for example, 1s a condition of £he possibility
of intelligibility itself. .We can have an alternative to

it only at the cost of intelligibility.

L i
Kant makes the distinction between analytic and synthetic
propositions in such a way that a priority ceases t. be the
monopoly of analytic propositions. The positivists £ind
fault with this way of makihg the distinction and consequent-
ly they discapd Kant's thes}s that there are synthetic a

priori propositions.

W.Quine goes a step further., He finds fault not only

with the Kantian way Of making the distinction but with any
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possible effort in this direction. If, as Quine holds, no
satisfactory distinction can be made between analytic and

<

synthetic propositions, the question of subscribing to the
thesis of 'synthetic a priori propositions' does not arise

at all, Let us see how Quine proceeds,

|
Quine attacks the,notion of analyticity. To make his

poiﬁf clear he makes a‘distinctién bétween t;o types of'

analytic statements. Some analytic propositions are such

that they are true and remain.true under all reinterpretations

of their camponents, other than loglcal particles. In other

words, the truth-value of these propositions remain

unaffected in all possible interpretations of the consti-

tuents. These analytic propositions are logically trug.

The proposition 'No unmarrigd man ;s marr§ed' or the

proposition 'All birds are birds' i3 an example of this

type.

Analytic statements, Quine writes, 'fall into two classes.
Those of the first class, which may be called logically true,

are typified by

]

(1) No unmarried man is married.
The relevant features og this example 1s that it is not
merely is true as it stands, but remains true under any and

all reinterpretations of "man" and "unmarried", ...

®
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But. there is also a second class of analytic statements,

typified by 3
(2) No bachelor is married.

The characteristic. of such a statement is that it can be
turned into a 10gicaljtruth by putting synonyms for synon&ms;
thus (2) can be turned into (1) by putting "“unmarried man"

for its synonym "bachelor".‘15

-+ The first type of analytic propositions is not a problem
to Quine because it is explaihed by him with reference to
J.ogic,;l truths, and he derives the notion of logical truth
simplf fram a list of logical particles and the notion of
truth itself. But the analytic prOpQSitions of tﬁe second
type, Quine hold, are not by themselves logical truths, though
it is possible to turn them into logical truths by simply
substituting synonyms for synonyms., The proposition ‘No .
bachelor is married' is an.example of this type. ‘e
p;ob;em concernlng the notion of 'gnalyticity' crops up
at this point, How is this concept of ‘'synonymy',i.e.,
cognitive synonymy, which 'depends on’ words having the same
meaniﬂg for thought rather'tgan oh words havi;g simply the
s ame denota;ion, to be explaiﬁed ? In-order to clarify the
notion of anal;tic prOpOSiFiLn we must explain the notion
of 'synonymy'. But how are we to determine that the
expressions, e.g., 'Lachelor! and 'umnarried' are

synohymous ? It is, of course, true that these two expre-

ssions are used as ilnterchangeable expressions. But
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synonymity, Quine-holds, can not be explalned as
inte;changeability. Interchangeability is a wider expression
than synonymy. The eXpressions ‘creature with a heart! and
'areature with kidneys' are interchangeable but they are
interchangeable not because of any sameness Of meaning but
because of an accidental factor that they happen always to .
apply to the same thing, ‘But the notion. of snyonymy or,
more precisely, cognitive synonymy does not‘depend on
accidental factors. If the synoaymy of 'bachelor' and
'unmarried' were dependenp on accidental factors, the analytic
proposition 'No bachelor 1s.married"could not have been

turnéd into a logical truth.

It might be suggested that the two expressions 'bachelor’
and ‘'unmarried‘’ are synonymous if the proposition 'No
bachelor is married' is an analytic proposition. Synonymity
may‘be'eXplainqd, Quine holds, with reference to anglyticity,
but in that case ocur explanation will be something like
circular, for we have taken the notion of synonymy to
explain that of analyticity. fhua Quine is of the qpinion
that no.satisfactory distinction can ever be made between

: n
analytic and synthetic propositions,

o .
Quine's second thesis in connection with analyticity is
that even if a distinction is made between analytic and

synthetic propo;itions; the distinction could not be made
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absolute. A proposition is analytic or synthetic only with
reference to é particular system, certain contexts. Thus a
prOposition, as such, is neither analytic nor synthetic.
This thesis is based on Quine s repudiation of the dogma of
reductionism, which makes a sharp distinction between
statements, There are no statements, it is said, 'that
depend for‘their truth on a direct confrontation with
experience'. An& distinction between different kinds of

statements dan, at best, be relative,

VAR 2

A similar view is also held by Waismann., The
proposition 'I see with my eyes'; he maintains, may be.
interpreted as an -analytic proposition and it may also be
interpreted, with equal plausibllity, as a synthetic one.

If whatever I see with are called ‘eyes', the proposition
becomes an analytic one. A4Again, as it is a matter of fact
that we see with our eyes and not with any other organs, the
proposition shoul:i be taken to be synthetic. Thus walsmann
denies any sharp distinction between analytic and synthetic

k4

propositians,
! .

If Quine is right, we can no more extent support to the
theéis that there are synthetic a priorl propositions.: If

no proposition is absolutely synthetic or 1f the analytic

°
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-synthetic distinction is not at all tenable, Kant's thesis
that some judgments are both synthetic and a priori can not
be sustained.,

. It is, of course, not the case that Quine's theses have
received general acceptance. Against both the theses of'
Quine objections may be raiséd."His first.tpésis is based
on the failure to define the notlon of synonymy. This
failure, grice and Strawson hold, is due to Quine's réfusal
to understand, ’i‘he notions of analyticity, necessity and
cognitive synonymy, they maintain, belong to the same .
family of terms. As we can not adequately explain any of
these terms with reference to ancther term belonging to a
separate famlily, we must take recourse to another term of
the same family. But Quine will not accept 'as explanations
of any one of them, accounts whiéh involve reference to

other members of the family'1§.
(-]

l.\sxregards Quine's second thesis it may be said that
the rejection of the dogma of reductionism, by itself, does
not make a sharp distinction between analytic and Esynthetic
propositions impossible. Even if we -accept the view that
there is no staterﬂent which dpe‘pends for ‘its truth on a direct
confrontation hllith experiencé, statement in which the factual.
_component is everything, it does not follow that there is no

statement in which the linguistic component is everything.
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