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Abstract: Since Kant’s usage of analytic and synthetic to divide propositions into
two categories, there have been many different philosophers who have used the
same distinction over time. However, this does not necessarily mean that every
philosopher who uses this distinction for their philosophical purposes actually
favors it. The most important of all is unquestionably Willard Van Orman
Quine. He defines the existence of the distinction as an unempirical dogma of
empiricists or a metaphysical article of faith. To him such a distinction does not
exist. He believes he offers enough proofs for this claim in his Two Dogmas of
Empiricism. Alternatively, Grice and Strawson strongly believe in the distinc-
tion. Therefore, they write an article, namely In Defense of a Dogma, to refute
Quine’s claims. The main objective in this study is to demonstrate that the re-

sponse by Grice and Strawson does not work at all.
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>4 Yunus Aydemir
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Felsefe Bolimii
06800, Ankara, Tirkiye | yayydemirr@gmail.com

Beytulhikme An International Journal of Philosophy


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0651-1085

662

>~
-=
=%
o
«
[«]
—
ot
-=
A~
S
(=]
—
<
=
=
=]
o
-
—
«
=
o
ot
-
<
<
=
Q
e}
=
=
=
<
(%)
g
=
o=t
=
—
=]
-
>~
o
/M

Yunus Aydemir

Introduction

It has been approximately seven decades since the world came to
know Quine’s ideas on analytic and synthetic truths. In his ‘7wo Dogmas
of Empiricisnt’ (1951) Quine, mainly argues that analytic truths and reduc-
tionism are not or even cannot be what they are meant to be. In doing so,
he follows a rather unique and queer method. It is mainly this method and
his claims that lead to some kind of uprising, so to speak. One of the most
prominent and block-busting replies was raised by H. P. Grice and P. F.
Strawson in their ‘In Defense of a Dogma (1956). Their reply was block-
busting because it was not only a relief for defending a very long tradition,
but it was also a relief for those who could not bear Quine’s radical maneu-
ver.

Now, this article does not claim to defend either Quine or Grice and
Strawson on their ideas, because as a matter of fact I do not know whether
Quine is right or not, even whether the tradition that he criticizes on cer-
tain grounds has a say or not, yet. As a fact, studies on Quine’s ideas on this
matter are generally not in favor of him. For example, Hilary Putnam, a
revisionist in the matters related to analytic vs. synthetic distinction, in his
“Two Dogmas Revisited (1983) is suggesting that Quine is actually attack-
ing the term ‘a prior?, that Quine’s first dogma should actually be taken to
stress that there is not a distinction between a priori and a posteriori in-
stead of claiming that there is no distinction between analytic vs. synthetic
(Putnam, 1983: 87-88). My aim here is not to take a side. Rather, this article
mainly claims that the reply that is given by Grice and Strawson does not
function at all, let alone having enough and sound tools to do that. While
trying to do this I leave aside the polemics on the nature of such an exist-
ence in terms of the distinction.

Charles R. Pigden in his ‘7wo Dogmatists (1987) manifests a similar’
approach, as I do in this article, with differences and some points that
might be helpful. For one thing one difference is that he finds it fit to start
his critique on the history of the analytic vs. synthetic distinction claiming

that the distinction is rather new when compared to the distinctions of

 The only similarity in both articles is the main idea that we both have; which is
what Grice and Strawson put forward is not good enough to refute Quine’s
claims. Except this the points that Charles R. Pigden stresses upon are totally
different than the points I stress in this article.
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‘necessary and contingent’, ‘a priori and a posteriori’, ‘truth of reason and
truth of fact’ on which Grice and Strawson so eagerly and hastily develop
their philosophy and take them as if they are one and the same thing as
analytic vs. synthetic. For instance, Pigden, leaning on this matter, is telling
us that “the necessary / contingent distinction goes back to Aristotle at
least, but only coincides with the analytic / synthetic in the writings of em-
piricists and their followers.”(Pigden, 178-179). The same thing goes for the
binary terms that were just mentioned and he claims that with some re-
search it is clear enough that they do not come to the same meaning with
analytic vs. synthetic which indicates to an anachronistic mistake (Pigden,
178-180)>.

That said, without making a fuss and complicate things any further, I
intend to embark on my mission at once without excluding important
parts, though. For this mission, it seems rather crucial to go through and
remember, shortly, what Quine is suggesting us in his article and then try
to show how Grice and Strawson fail to give a compact answer, if any.

On The Very Existence of Analytic vs. Synthetic Distinction: Quine’s
Uprising

In the beginning of his Two Dogmas of Empiricism, Quine claims
that the two dogmas of empiricism; namely (@) the distinction between
analytic vs. synthetic truths and () reductionism, “7he belief that each
meaningful statement is equivalent to some logical construct upon terms
which refer to immediate experience.” are ill founded. (Quine, 20). Quine
bases this bold claim on the definition of analytic which he believes can be
restated as: “A statement is analytic when it is true by virtue of meanings

and independently of fact. ”(Quine, 21). Apparently, it is the ‘meanings’part

2 Another important point that Pigden stresses upon is logical impossibility (which
I will not refer to in this article) thesis put forward by Grice and Strawson. To
him this thesis also does not work. For further insights see: Pigden, C. R. (1987).
Two Dogmatists. Inquiry: An Interdisiplinary Journal of Philosophy, 173-193.
Also, see Francis Eshemomoh who has some kind of critique towards Grice and
Strawson in terms of logical, and natural impossibility. Eshemomoh belives that
Grice and Strawson are not precise about the endavour they are in. When this is
the case, instead of solving it, he believes, Grice and Strawson moves the problem
to an even more vague level. For further information see: Eshemomoh, F. (2021).
The Metaphysics of Empricism: Two Dogmas of Empiricism Reexamined.
IGWEBUIKE: An African Journal of Arts and Humanities, 7(1). 39-40.
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that attracts his attention more, as we see throughout his writing all along.
Shortly after that, he gets to the point where analytic statements are
grouped into two. The first group consists of those statements called /ogr-
cally true in every condition no matter what. As an example, for this first
group Quine stresses upon the statement ‘/No unmarried man is married.
To him as long as ‘no, and un’ as logical particles stay the same in every
possible reinterpretation then this statement is true no matter what.
Quine, evidently, does not have a problem with this first group. To him
the problem starts with the second group in which a synonym is used for
another. ‘All bachelors are unmarried men’ is a statement for the second
group in which ‘bachelor’ is taken to be synonymous for ‘unmarried man’.
To Quine the second statement is turned into the first one by substituting
‘bachelor’ with ‘unmarried man’. Behold! We are taking ‘bachelor’ as a syn-
onymy for ‘unmarried man’ in this case by virtue of meaning and Quine
asks, ‘How do we know that?’. Quine’s queer method begins here when he
resorts to several options to decide on whether two terms we take to be
synonymous for granted do really have firm grounds or not. To Quine we
are still in need of an explanation for this kind of characterization in these
statements because we have resorted to the term ‘synonymy’ to explain an-
alyticity, however the term synonymy itself is as much in need of clarifica-
tion as the term analyticity itself. The bottom line is we are claiming that
we know what analyticity is by using synonymy as a tool to explain it while
the tool itself is in need of clarification (Quine, 23).

As I said above I will try to hinge only on important parts that are
common to both articles. That is why instead of using every detail in
Quine’s article such as Carnap’s state-description, 1 will stress upon the
points that attract Strawson and Grice. In this manner the first point is
that of ‘definition’ that Quine resorts to explain what synonymy is and de-
cide whether it works.

To Quine there are some who thinks definition is the key to turn the
second group of analytic statements into the first one and thus explain an-
alyticity in terms of synonymy. Because by definition ‘bachelor’ is taken to
be synonymous for ‘unmarried man’. However, Quine asks who defined
them as such and when? As this process is done by lexicographers who

themselves rely on antecedent facts which are related to general or
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preferred usages, then it is clear enough that there is not such a Jaw that
we lean on to define two terms as synonymous in terms of definition which
seems arbitrary rather than relying on an unchangeable or fixed law. For
this reason, lexicographers’ usage of definition for synonymous cannot be
taken as a ground (Quine, 24). Quines’ ideas on definition in the following
lines range to different areas such as mathematics and logic, but his general
claim about the definitions and synonymy is basically as sketched above.

The second option that Quine resorts to is ‘interchangeability, (salva
veritate) in Leibnizian terms, to explain synonymy and to find out if it
works. Interchangeability here basically means the usage of two synony-
mous terms in the same (all and every) context without any change in their
truth values. However, it is clear that two synonyms cannot be used in
every possible context without losing their truth values such as in, for the
term bachelor, ‘bachelor of arts”. It cannot be turned into ‘unmarried man
of arts’. It basically loses its truth value. Again, in the examples of:

1) “Bachelor has less than ten letters.”

i) “Unmarried man has less than ten letters.”

‘Bachelor and unmarried man’ lose their truth values because ‘bache-
lor’ has less than ten letters while ‘unmarried man’ has more than ten let-
ters. Interchangeability, prima facie, does not work at all3.

The other option that Quine appeals to is semantical rules. Quine tells
us that it is often hinted that the real problem with making a distinction
between analytic and synthetic statements relies on the nature of ordinary
languages which are vague to a certain amount. That is why creating an
artificial language which is precise, and which can show us exactly the state-
ments that are analytic would help, then the problem at hand would be
solved. Here by referring to Carnap, Quine suggests that let us say we have
an artificial language (L) as described and the statement S which is ac-
cepted as analytic belongs to this language. Then naturally we would be
able to construe a statement as follows: The statement Sis analytic for L.
Quine stresses that the problem for such a statement would be ‘analytic
for’, and the general problem of analyticity would still persist to exist. That

is because we would still act like we already know what ‘analytic or analytic

3 T will come back to this section further below without going into much detail
here.
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for is, but we actually do not and it was, in the first place, our main objec-
tive to expound. All we know, in such a scheme, is which statements are
under the heading of analytic and which are not. (Quine, 31-34).

As to the second dogma, the verification theory and reductionism, to
Quine it is important for two reasons: (1) It is strictly related to the first
dogma of analytic vs. synthetic distinction and (i7) Although Carnap has
given some thought on it and has given up on this project once and for all,
it has lingered in empiricism from Pierce onward. For this article, however,
it has a major role for expounding Quine’s theory as he himself, also, does
in his Two Dogmas of Empiricism. The verification theory and reduction-
ism basically is the idea that the meaning of a statement is to confirm or
infirm it empirically. Put this way an analytic statement is infirmed or con-
firmed no matter what and existence of such a statement is enough to show
us the strict relationship of the two dogmas. At this point, if synthetic
statements could be confirmed or infirmed based on empirical data, even
if on a loose germaneness, then it would be possible to have statement syn-
onymy, and thus save analyticity. In doing this, as Quine puts it, “7he
dogma of reductionism survives on the supposition that each statement,
taken in isolation from its fellows, can admit of confirmation or infor-
mation at all.”(Quine, 38). However, Quine at this point has a countersug-
gestion that he deduces from Carnap’s Aufbau which is a doctrine based
on physical world. That is, the statements related to the external world
face sense experience not individually, but as a corporate body (Quine, 38).
Because “Taken collectively science has its double dependence upon lan-
guage and experience; but this duality is not significantly traceable into the
statements of science taken one by one.”, in Quine’s own words (Quine,
39). Till now what we have sketched above is more or less Quine’s ideas on
analyticity. Now, let us have a look at how Grice and Strawson miss the
main points in the Two Dogmas of Empiricism and get lost.

Grice and Strawson: A Futile Rebuttal

Grice and Strawson, in short, has a prevailing critique among others
and a suggestion in their In Defense of a Dogma both of which are related
and both of which are cunningly construed. I define them as cunningly
construed because when the reply they have given is read for the first time

it is inevitable to find their arguments as true and well put. However, under
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a detailed scrutiny and after some critical thought given it becomes crystal
clear that their arguments actually do not add up at all, and that some of
them are easily reversible.

a) The Prevailing Critique

The first point to delve into is the point of cognitive synonymy, on
which Grice and Strawson base their critique related to Quine’s ideas. This
point seems to be a huge mistake, if not a well-designed and cunningly con-
strued escape door. The point that Grice and Strawson make about cogni-
tive synonymy seems to be their best formulated critique throughout all
the paper. Once read, it seems inevitable to applaud them for their victory.
However, shortly after that, it leaves the reader with some sort of incon-
venient mental struggle. It is an inconvenient mental struggle because
when the two texts are compared on the subject matter of cognitive syn-
onymy it is really difficult to end up with the conclusion of skepticism in
meaning unlike Grice and Strawson who do. It is important to understand
Quine’s approach on this matter, all he does in the section of cognitive
synonym and interchangeability is to stress upon extensionality, only
through which he seems to accept that there might be a chance to solve
the problem of synonymy* and thus that of analyticity. Of course, at the
end of the discussion Quine, once more, demonstrates us that two terms
can reach an agreement extensionally, however, this does not necessarily
mean they are synonyms such as it is in the case of ‘creature with a hart
and ‘creature with kidneys, and even one example that does not work in
terms of interchangeability is enough for him to show us that defining an-
alyticity is impossible. The reason he is using some statements such as
‘Necessarily, all and only bachelors are unmarried men.’ in the section of
cognitive synonymy is to draw the reader’s attention to the term ‘neces-

sarily’ which in its nature is not extensional, but which is intensional. He

+ Pigden on the term synonymy has some sort of a suggestion. I do not know if it
is worth noting, but it goes like this: “/No doubt ‘bachelor’ and ‘unwed man’ mean
much the same. But if analyticities can be reduced to logic via substitution of
synonyms, there must be more to synonymy than this- at least it ‘analytic’ is to
retain its fifties range. To accept this account of analyticity, but stick with every-
day synonymy, would leave us with a very restricted analytic...So synonymy is used
in extended, theoretic sense. But no theory of extended or philosophic synonymy
exists... In these circumstances we may feel that synonymy ‘stands in need of clar-
ification.” (Pigden, 187-188).
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needs to get rid of the term ‘necessarily’ which to him is generally used to
describe what analyticity is, but again to him, which is in need of explana-
tion as much as analyticity is. That is why eliminating the terms intensional
and referring to the terms only extensional surfaces as an option worth in-
quiring (Quine, 27-31). Put this way, it is okay to say that Quine’s main claim
here focuses on the synonymy problem with a different approach which is
just one among the others preceding it.

However, for Grice and Strawson the skepticism in meaning reaches
to such amounts that it becomes impossible even to have a language at all,
let alone being able to make a distinction between what is analytic and
what is synthetic. Their main argument for this goes as such:

“If talk of sentence synonymy is meaningless, then it seems that talk
of sentences having a meaning at all must be meaningless, too. For if it
made sense to talk of a sentence having a meaning, or meaning something,
then presumably it would make sense to ask, “What does it mean?’. And if
it made sense to ask, “What does it mean?’ of a sentence, then sentence
synonymy could be roughly defined as follows: Two sentences are synony-
mous if and only if any true answer to the question “What does it mean?’
asked of one of them, is a true answer to the same question, asked of the
other.” (Grice & Strawson, 147).

To remember again, Quine’s main problem is with analyticity, not
with the first group of analyticity called logical truths such as ‘No unmar-
ried man is married’, but with the second group of analyticity in which one
synonymous term is used for another such as ‘All bachelors are unmarried
men.’; bachelor for unmarried man here. As it is seen clearly enough the
general argument is on the possibility of two terms being synonymous or
not. One implicit aspect of reiterating Quine’s ideas on the two groups of
analyticity is that he wants to draw our attention to the fact that logical
truths are impenetrable, unchangeable, and fixed laws in a sense; while, in
the second group where two different terms are used synonymously, there
is not any law indicating that the two so-called synonymous terms are nec-
essarily synonymous based on an unchangeable or a fixed law. That they

are merely products of general or preferred usage and as data they have
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been recorded by lexicographers’, which in a sense means they are arbi-
trary. This is a spike for the skepticism in meaning critique put forward by
Grice and Strawson in that it clearly shows us that Quine’s problem is not
with meaning in general, but with the general account that two arbitrary
terms taken as synonymous in an effort two expound analyticity is based
on shaky grounds, not on firm grounds or any laws. Although Quine did
claim that there is not sentence or statement synonym in the section of
interchangeability, if I be bold enough to a take a step further, I am still
not sure whether this would lead to some kind of skepticism in meaning in
general as Grice and Strawson argue. After all, it is possible to have state-
ments built up on synonymous terms and yet accept that the synonyms
used in the statements are arbitrary® in nature. That they are not based on
any kind of law and that we could still have a language or sense. The most
paramount point that Grice and Strawson miss in this argument is the
claim that we cannot expound the second group of analyticity based on so-
called two synonymous terms which are not originating from or based on
a faw, but, on the contrary, which are merely based on general or preferred
usages. Yet, another point that needs our attention is one specific state-
ment that Quine uses in his article. He is explicitly telling us that:

“I do not know whether the statement ‘Everything green is extended.’
is analytic or not. Now, does my indecision on this example really betray
an incomplete understanding, an incomplete grasp of ‘meanings” of ‘green’
and ‘extended’. I think not. The trouble is not with ‘green’ or ‘extended’,
but with analytic.” (Quine, 31).

As it can be clearly seen he is not lost in a kind of oblivion in terms of

meaning in general. That his only problem is with the traditional

5 Quine, in his Two Dogmas in Retrospect (1991), puts it clearly that the repudia-
tion of the analyticity dogma is based on empirical criteria (referring to the ab-
sence of any sort of impenetrable laws on this matter) for the semantic concepts
of synonymy and meaning; while the repudiation of the reductionism dogma is
holism. See: Quine, W. V. (1991). Two Dogmas in Retrospect. Canadian_Journal
of Philosophy, pp. 272.

¢ It might do good for the sake of the argument to remember Ferdinand de Saussure
on the arbitrary nature of the sign. For further information see: Saussure, F. d.
(2011). Course in General Linguistics. (P. Meisel, & H. Saussy, Eds.) New York:
Columbia University Press, pp: 67-70.

7 Italic is mine.
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explication of the second group of analyticity which he believes is unsolv-
able and it is on the grounds of this reason that he gives up on the distinc-
tion of analytic vs. synthetic and finds it illusory.

b) The Suggestion

As to the suggestion that Grice and Strawson have for Quine’s ideas
on refusal of the distinction of analytic vs. synthetic, the situation is not at
all heartwarming just like it is in the critique they put forward which shows
Quine guilty of leading to some kind of skepticism in meaning in general.

Their suggestion mainly amounts on the section that is related to the
second dogma, the dogma of verification theory and reductionism, but it
is related to the overall reply they give. Their suggestion is what they call
conceptual revision. They lay this suggestion on two assertions that Quine
has: () There is “no statement immune to revision” and () “An individual
statement taken in isolation from its fellows, cannot admit of confirmation
or disconfirmation at all.” (Grice & Strawson, 154). They are, basically,
claiming that the first assertion is not at all at odds with analytic vs. syn-
thetic distinction, while the second assertion “/eaves the way open to just
the kind of explanation which Quine thinks it precludes.” (Grice & Straw-
son, 154). I will continue this paper starting with the second assertion as
Grice and Strawson do in their paper.

Grice and Strawson, just like what Quine claims, are aware of the
close relationship of these two assertions. Because, as Quine puts it well
enough, when the second assertion stands and is successful, this naturally
leads us to the first assertion that there is no statement immune to revision.
However, the case with Grice and Strawson on this matter is simply deni-
alism in mild terms, they do not seem to accept the reality Quine forges.
What they do is to put forward a counter claim and tell us that Quine is
not at odds with the tradition at all and they go further and claim that what
Quine puts forward simply indicates a kind of amendment in his theory.
They do this by overlooking at Quine’s claim that statement synonymy, as
it is strictly related to our experiences and our experiences are related to
the world as a whole, cannot be either confirmed or infirmed by isolating
them from their fellows. Quine tells us that the two dogmas are identical
at root by referring to Carnap’s Aufbau as we stated above. That “Our

statements about the external world face the tribunal of sense experience
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not individually, but only as a corporate body; that the truth of statements
depends on both language and extralinguistic fact.” (Quine, 38). Quine, in
another sense, tells us that the verification theory leads us back to the first
dogma in that “As long as it is taken to be significant in general to speak
of the confirmation and infirmation of a statement, it seems significant to
speak also of a limiting kind of statement which is vacuously confirmed,
ipso facto, come what may; and such a statement is analytic.” (Quine, 38).
Quine maintains that, as we clearly see, in the verification theory and re-
ductionism the problem with the distinction of analytic vs. synthetic per-
sists to exist. Quine continues with the suggestion that:

“My present suggestion is that it is nonsense, and the root of much
nonsense, to speak of a linguistic component and a factual component in
the truth of any individual statement. Taken collectively, science has its
double dependence upon language and experience; but this duality is not
significantly traceable into the statements of science taken one by one...
‘What I am now urging is that even in taking the statement as unit we have
drawn our grid too finely. The unit of empirical significance is the whole
of science.”® (Quine, 39).

However, as I stated above, Grice and Strawson do not seem to be
pleased with this claim and they claim that Quine is not at odds with tra-
ditional distinction, and they claim that the only thing that such an ap-
proach indicates is some sort of amendment in the traditional explication
of the analytic vs. synthetic distinction which they call conceptual revision.
They open up by stating that:

“More generally, Quine wishes to substitute for what he conceives to
be an oversimple picture of the confirmation-relations between particular
statements and particular experiences, the idea of a looser relation which
he calls ‘germaneness’. But however loosely ‘germaneness’ is to be under-
stood, it would apparently continue to make sense to speak of two state-
ments as standing in the same germaneness-relation to the same particular
experience. So, Quine’s views are not only consistent with, but even sug-
gest, an amended account of statement synonymy along these lines...Now
for the doctrine that there is no statement which is in principle immune

from revision, no statement which might not be given up in the face of

8 Ttalic is mine.
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experience. Acceptance of this doctrine is quite consistent with adherence
to the distinction between analytic and synthetic statements.” (Grice &
Strawson, 156-157).

Thus, by forming the relationship between the two assertions with
their own terms, they continue with conceptual revision. They claim that
any set of words held to express something true at one time may end up
expressing something false at another time. This is what they call as a shift
in the meanings of words as a consequent of a change of opinion only as to
matters of fact and it is in part as a result of a shift in the sense of the
words. When this kind of a shift takes place, there must be a necessary
condition for the change in the truth-value. In such a case, they claim, it
can be simply summarized as: To explain the analytic vs. synthetic distinc-
tion on better grounds, this change is out of necessity, and now with some
new concepts it is possible to make a distinction between analytic vs syn-
thetic distinction much better. If we can explain analytic vs. synthetic bet-
ter as a result of deploying new concepts or with a shift of meaning in the
already existing concepts then there is no use in giving up on the distinc-
tion, but to expect some conceptual revision. That is why Quine must be
wrong in his radical decision on giving up on the distinction (Grice &
Strawson, 157-158).

However, it is eminent to remember Quine on this matter. In the sec-
tion on the Empiricism Without Dogmas in his Two Dogmas of Empiri-
cism, Quine explains his general ideas empiricism related and how science
and experience are in a kind of duality. To him, “7The totality of our so-
called knowledge or beliefs is a man-made fabric which impinges on expe-
rience only along the edges.”. The total science, in this sense, is a system
with a periphery and a center. Taken this way, to Quine, “7otal science is
like a field of force whose boundary conditions are experience.”and a con-
flict with experience at the periphery leads to new adjustments in the in-
terior or the center of the field. Truth-values known to be applied in a cer-
tain way have to be re-evaluated and re-applied to some of our already ex-
isting statements. These re-evaluated statements will naturally cause other
fellow statements to be re-evaluated as well, because they are intercon-
nected in the totality of the system. Thus, what was once periphery in the

system has the potential to be the center and what was once the center has
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the potential to be periphery (Quine, 39). After all this has happened all
throughout the history of science as Quine puts it: “Revision even of the
logical [aw of the excluded middle has been proposed as a means of simpli-
fying quantum mechanics; and what difference is there in principle be-
tween such a shift and the shift whereby Kepler superseded Prolemy, or
Einstein Newton, or Darwin Aristotle?” (Quine, 40). Now, based on what
Quine claims here, are we really ready to be naive enough as to accept that
there would not be any conceptual revision in line of this argument? That
conceptual revision of any kind did not take place when Kepler superseded
Ptolemy, or Einstein Newton? I think it did. That is why the suggestion of
conceptual revision put forward by Grice and Strawson must fail.

Now, let us accept that Grice and Strawson are right in what they are
suggesting for a second, and think of it in terms of Quine’s claims, by taking
into account their reply to Quine as a whole. In this case we have a new set
of concepts or a shift in the meanings of already existing concepts. Now,
we have a question that logic imposes on us by force. The question is clear,
and simple: Is there a guarantee that that new set of concepts are going to
be the last?, Is there a guarantee that they will be able to explain the dis-
tinction on better grounds? If not so, would not that naturally lead to the
expectation for new sets of concepts without a guarantee again, ad infini-
tum? Now, how is this really different than what Quine claims? Where do
these arguments put forward by Grice and Strawson take them to? Back to
Quine, I suppose. These mistaken or confused arguments that Grice and
Strawson put forward ‘rest squarely’ on themselves. It seems Quine is inev-
itable. The periphery changes on the face of our experiences by leading to
new changes in the interior, making the ground more of a shifting kind
rather than a fixed and a static one. In this sense, the shift of any kind has
the potential to change the already existing concepts which will be applied
to the freshly changed periphery. In addition, basing a claim on the expec-
tation for the arrival of some new concepts, or some kind of a shift in their
already existing meanings, and believing that such an arrival will consoli-
date everything, or solve the problem by demystifying seems to be a matter
of much concern. It is even ridiculous. Instead of playing the role of proph-

ets and promising prophecies, accepting the reality Quine mentions seems
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to be more appropriate by staying in our present day knowledge we already
have.

More to the general argument in this article, I think, Grice and Straw-
son’s claim that “Philosophers are notoriously subject to illusion, and to
mistaken theories.”(Grice & Strawson, 143) has something to say. That not
just one philosopher, but a line of philosophers in a tradition also might be
subject to illusion, and to mistaken theories, if we are at liberty of likening
it to the case of Darwin and Aristotle. This basically leads to the claim that,
on the grounds of what Grice and Strawson tell us, it is a possibility that
the philosophers in the tradition who take refuge in the analytic vs. syn-
thetic distinction might be subject to an illusion, and to mistaken theories,
as well.

Conclusion

Quine creates a huge impact on philosophy by claiming that the dis-
tinction between the second form of analytic propositions and synthetic
propositions is rather blur, and that it is rather unconceivable. To him the
second form of analytic propositions is impossible, and thus claiming that
there is a distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions is noth-
ing, but a metaphysical article of faith.

Grice and Strawson, however, believe in the existence of this distinction
and they claim that Quine is wrong in his claims. For this they have a pre-
vailing criticism and a suggestion both of which somehow support the idea
that the distinction stands. In this study, as the first step, I tried to show
that their criticism of skepticism they formulate against Quine does not
work by stressing on some points such as the arbitrary nature of the syno-
nyms. As the second step, I mentioned about the suggestion or the amend-
ment which they think Quine needs to apply to his claims. In doing this, I
argued that Grice and Strawson are in a kind of denialism, and that they
simply do not want to see the reality Quine forges. I tried to demonstrate
that the conceptual revision they suggest for Quine is actually what Quine
claims, and instead of refuting Quine, they somehow contribute to his

claims.
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Oz: Kant'in 6nermeleri iki farkli gruba ayirmak amaciyla ilk defa kullandigs ana-
litik ve sentetik ayrimindan bu yana, kendinden sonra zamanla ayni ayrimu kulla-
nan bir¢ok filozof olmugstur. Ancak bu ayrima kendi felsefi amaglar1 dogrultu-
sunda deginen her filozofun zorunlu olarak bu ayrimdan yana bir tavir sergiledigi
soylenemez. Bu ayrimdan yana tavir sergilemeyen en 6nemli filozof siiphesiz Wil-
lard Van Orman Quine’dir. Quine, bu ayrimin varligini ampiristlerin ampirik ol-
mayan bir dogmasi ya da inancin metafizik bir tirtinii olarak tanimlar. Ona gére
boyle bir ayrim var degildir. Quine, Ampirizmin Iki Dogmas: adl eserinde bu
iddiasina yonelik yeterince kanit sundugunun kanisindadir. Ote yandan Grice ve
Strawson bu ayrimun varligma dair gii¢lii bir inanca sahiptirler ve bu amaca y6ne-
lik Quine’m iddialarma cevap niteliginde bir makale ele alirlar. Bu amagla yazdik-
lar1 Bir Dogmay1 Savunmak adli eserlerinde Grice ve Strawson Quine’in iddiala-
rini ¢iiriitmeye ¢alisirlar. Bu baglamda bu ¢alismadaki amag Grice ve Strawson’un

verdigi cevabin islevsiz oldugunu géstermeye ¢alismaketir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Analitik ve sentetik ayrimi, analitik 6nermeler, sentetik

onermeler, ampirizmin iki dogmasi, bir dogmay1 savunmak.
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