On Washing the Fur Without Wetting It:
Quine, Carnap, and Analyticity

ALEXANDER GEORGE

Despiteits centrality and its familiarity, W. V. Quine's dispute with Rudolf
Carnap over the analytic/synthetic distinction haslacked a satisfactory anal -
ysis. Theimpasseis usually explained either by judging that Quine’s argu-
ments are in reality quite weak, or by concluding instead that Carnap was
incapable of appreciating their strength. Thisis unsatisfactory, asisthe fact
that on these readings it is usually unclear why Quine’s own position is not
subject to some of the very same arguments. A satisfying and surprising ac-
count is here presented that stitches together the puzzling pieces of thisim-
portant philosophical exchange and that in turn leads to an explanation of
why it is so difficult to say whether anything of substanceis at stake.

1. The natural reading and its discontents

Gottlob Frege was the first to articulate the central notions of classical
quantificational logic in al their subtlety. He did so in the attempt to find
an ultimate justification and clarification of mathematical truths, which
was to be provided by areduction of most of mathematics to logic. This
project, even so schematically described, is immediately subject to an
important doubt: Why should a reduction to logic bring about more illu-
mination than a reduction to any other part of mathematics, that is, why
cannot all one's questions about mathematics be raised about logic as
well? Frege’ sanswer isunequivocal. Logic’ ssubject matter isnot any par-
ticular range of truths, but truth itself. More specifically, logic is con-
cerned with how the truth of any statement isrelated to the truth of others;
it is concerned with the nature of inference. Logic describes no less than
the laws of thought: how one must reason if oneis to be rational. Given
this conception of logic, it is natural for Frege to hold that the questions
about justification that might be raised with respect to, say, analysis, sim-
ply could not be with respect to logic. For logic articulates what a justifi-
cation is; consequently, there is no sense in asking whether it is itself
justified. To ask intelligibly whether something is justified is to presup-
pose certain canons of justification—and thisisjust to accept logic. Out-
side logic, there is no rationality. Hence there is no vantage point from
which the correctness of logic can itself be called into question or justi-
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fied. To attempt thisis, as Frege hauntingly summed up the situation, to
seek “to wash the fur without wetting it” (Frege 1884, p. 36).

Rudolf Carnap inherited certain core aspects of Frege's conception
(directly and via Bertrand Russell’s and Ludwig Wittgenstein's work).
Onedistinctive respect in which Carnap parted company, however, wasin
his insistence that there was not just one logic, but many logics. In the
1920s and’ 30s, much important work was being done in the devel opment
of intuitionism and of intuitionistic logic in particular. Carnap was well
aware of thiswork, and it contributed to his view that there are many dif-
ferent collections of rules for the use of language; he eventually called
these“linguistic frameworks’. They correspond to (or just amount to) dif-
ferent meanings that can be bestowed on words. Correlatively, these
frameworks legitimate different principles of inference, and so different
conceptions of justification. Within each linguistic framework, a particu-
lar conception of rationality reigns.

Carnap defends a Principle of Tolerance with respect to linguistic
frameworks: he urges that scientists should feel free to adopt whichever
linguistic framework proves to be most convenient for their particular
needs. Indeed, one of the tasks of the philosopher is to facilitate this by
describing these frameworks clearly, and also by contributing to the vari-
ety from which scientists can choose. Carnap distinguishes sharply, how-
ever, between such choices of framework and choices made within a
framework. Thelatter, framework-internal choices, are subject to rational
assessment according to the laws of reason of the framework in question.
The former, by contrast, are framework-external choices and so by
hypothesis not governed by any strictures of reason. For instance, with
classical logic in place, the question whether double negation elimination
isavalid inference is a meaningful one. However, the question whether
one should adopt classical or intuitionistic logic (whether one should
assign meaningsto one’ swords so asto make double negation elimination
valid or so as not to make it valid) fails to be substantive. Framework-
external deliberations are not guided by any rules of justification—indeed,
it iseven misleading to describe what isinvolved in such choices as delib-
eration. Carnap calls the kinds of considerations that play arole in a
choice of framework “pragmatic”, and he insists on distinguishing them
from the “theoretical” reasons one might have for choosing a hypothesis
within a framework. In this respect, his view retains a central feature of
Frege' s overall conception.

One and the same question can be raised as aframework-externa query
or asaframework-internal one. What determinesthe kind of questionitis
isnot its syntactical form but rather the sorts of considerations (pragmatic
or theoretical) that are relevant when answering it. Carnap holds that
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many traditional philosophical questions are best understood as frame-
work-external ones. As such, they have no correct answer and are cogni-
tively empty—metaphysical, as the Vienna Circle would say.

Once ascientist adopts alinguistic framework, some sentences cometo
be true simply by virtue of the framework’s rules for using words. For
instance, if a framework that employs the rules of classical logic is
adopted, then all sentences of the form “P or not-P” come to be true auto-
matically; many other sentences do not. Those sentences that become true
simply by dint of the framework’ srulesareitsanalytic truths; those whose
truth must await the world' s verdict are its synthetic truths. If one views
the rules of alinguistic framework as specifying the meaning of words,
then one can say that an anaytic truth is a sentence that is true by virtue
of the meaning of its words; a synthetic truth is one whose truth owes
something to more than just its meaning.*

Enter W.V. Quine. It is natural to read him as offering arguments that,
taken on their own, tell against the intelligibility of the distinction
between analytic and synthetic truths, and so of the distinction between
framework-external assertions and framework-internal ones, between the
kinds of considerationsthat are operative when choosing aframework and
those in play when making a decision once aframework has been chosen.
Quine appearsinstead to defend “ adoctrine of gradualism” (Quine 19863,
p. 100) according to which experience bears the same kind of evidential
relation to the theoretical stretches of natural science asit does to mathe-
matics and logic: the doctrine has found elaboration in his detailed
descriptions of the web model of belief-revision.? Quine's well-known
arguments fall into two categories, corresponding to two different kinds
of responses one might make to the request for criteriafor distinguishing
between analytic and synthetic truths:

Thefirst kind of response is to provide an explication of analyticity in
terms of other notions. Quine considers many possible candidates: analy-
ses that employ the notions of synonymy, of an intensional context, of a
semantical rule, etc. Quine argues that in each case the terms used in the
purported explanations are really cognate to the term “analyticity” itself
and so of no greater clarity. For instance, though one might say that the
analytic truths of a language are the truths that hold merely by virtue of
the semantical postulates of that language, one must recognize that one
has no better conception of what this distinction between postulates

*For agood account of Carnap’ sviews, see Carnap 1963a; also valuableis Car-
nap 1956a.

2For an extended articulation, see the final section of Quine 1953.
*The central texts by Quine are Quine1953 and Quine 1960.
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amounts to than one does of what the original distinction between truths
does.*

The second kind of response is to articulate observable behaviora cri-
teriathat will resolve whether a given sentence of a speaker’slanguageis
analytic or not. For instance, one might hold that a sentence isanalyticin
a speaker’s language if there are no experiences that would lead the
speaker to abandon it, and synthetic if there are. Quine arguesthat all such
attempts founder upon the rock of holism. Nothing short of a theory—a
collection of interconnected statements—can yield observational conse-
guences. Experience may or may not accord with those predictions; but,
either way, experience does not point afinger at aparticular statement and
hold it responsible for the result. Once it is appreciated that sentences
taken oneat atime havein general no empirical import, it will be seen that
any sentence—even onethe traditional philosopher considers synthetic—
can be maintained come what may, and likewise that any sentence—even
one considered analytic—can ultimately bejettisoned. The way a suppos-
edly analytic truth contributes to the organization and prediction of expe-
rienceisin principle no different from the way asupposedly synthetic one
does. The one might be implicated more extensively in the generation of
observational results, but the difference is merely one of degree, not of
kind.

These arethe considerations, then, which Quine offersagainst Carnap’s
view andin favor of hisown. Or so it seems. Y et whileit isvery natural to
set their debate in this manner, this reading isinadequate. We can begin to
see why by inquiring into the source of their disagreement. What isit that
Carnap believes which, from Quine's perspective, leads him astray? We
can approach this most fruitfully by examining Carnap’s reasons for his
apparent rejection of Quine’s arguments.

Why does Carnap reject Quine’ s first argument about explanatory cir-
cularity? Might it be because Carnap holds that the notion of analyticity

+Quine (1936) offers an argument that can be taken as follows. The logical
truths of alanguage areinfinite and so cannot all belisted explicitly. We arethere-
fore constrained to isolate afinite set of such truths (“axioms”) and to say that the
logical truths comprise just the axioms and any truth derivable from them. In put-
ting the matter thisway, we are assuming that the distinction between what counts
asalogical rule of inference and what does not is aready understood. We can, of
course, specify aset of logical rules of inference, but in doing so we will still have
to assume that the distinction between how those rules are to be applied to the ax-
iomsand how they are not is already understood. We can, in turn, specify rulesfor
the application of theoriginal rules, etc. At every point inthisregress, adistinction
will have to be taken as understood between how we should go on (if we are to
remain faithful to the conventions regarding logical truth being described) and
other ways of going on. Quine’ s point can be taken as the complaint that we have
no better conception of what such distinctions between ways of going on consist
in than we do of what the original distinction between truths does.
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can be explicated by reference to a concept that is not cognate to it? In
fact, he does not hold this: he is in complete agreement with Quine's
observation that there existsawhol e family of interdefinable notions (ana-
Iyticity, synonymy, necessity, etc.). What Carnap rejectsis Quine’s con-
tention that this bears negatively on the notion of analyticity. If
interdefinability were itself an argument against an entire family of inter-
locking naotions, then, Carnap suggests, one should likewise reject the
concept of truth—which neither he nor Quineis prepared to do.s In short,
Quine sfirst argument is accepted by Carnap, but its relevance to the ten-
ability of the analytic-synthetic distinction is denied.

Turning to Quine’'s second argument, we might ask whether Carnap
rejectsit because he holdsthat anal ytic truths could never be given up, that
one could not intelligibly imagine a rational agent abandoning such a
truth. More basically, we might wonder whether Carnap holdswhat Quine
calls the dogma of reductionism, and so believes that statements taken
individually have empirical content.® Quine rejects reductionism in favor
of holism, the doctrine that only collections of statements yield observa-
tional consequences. Perhaps, then, this forms the basis of their disagree-
ment. Infact, neither of these speculationsis on the mark. For Carnap, one
can always choose to employ a different linguistic framework. As a con-
sequence, one can always ater the truths that count as analytic. For
instance, if one were to move from a framework that included classical
logic to one that incorporated intuitionistic logic instead, one would
thereby go from treating “Either Goldbach’s Conjecture is true or it is
false” as an analytic truth to not treating it as a truth at all. Carnap thus
agrees with Quine that revision can strike anywhere:

No rule of the physical language is definitive; al rules are laid
down with the reservation that they may be atered as soon as it
seems expedient to do so. This applies not only to the [physical]
rules but also to the [logical] rules, including those of mathemat-
ics. In this respect, there are only differences in degree; certain
rul eje aremore difficult to renounce than others.” (Carnap 1934, p.
318

Relatedly, Carnap holds that any statement can be safeguarded from revi-
sion: “1 agree [with Quine] that ‘ any statement can be held true come what
may’. But the concept of an analytic statement which | take as an expli-
candum is not adequately characterized as ‘held true come what may’”
(Carnap 1963b, p. 921 quoting Quine 1953, p. 43). Finadly (and again

s See Carnap 1963b, pp. 918-9.
¢ Quine has claimed that the anal ytic-synthetic distinction and the dogma of re-
ductionism “are, indeed, at root identical” (Quine 1953, p. 41).

7 See also Carnap (1963b, p. 921), where he declares that “With all [Quine's
observations on belief revision] | am entirely in agreement”.
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relatedly), it iswrong to think that Carnap embraces reductionism. Carnap
isexplicit that an empirical “test applies, at bottom, not to a single hypoth-
esis but to the whole system of physics as a system of hypotheses (Duhem,
Poincar€)” (Carnap 1934, p. 318). In sum, if Carnap disagrees with
Quine' s second argument, it is not because he fails to embrace holism or
any of its consequences with regard to belief revision that Quine draws.
What, then, leads Carnap to reject Quine's argument that no observation
of aspeaker’s behavior can tell uswhich of hislanguage' struths are ana-
Iytic and which synthetic?

The correct answer is, again, that Carnap does not reject this argument.
Carnap insists that the existence of analytic truths should not be expected
to have any empirical consequences. After noting that “ The main point of
[Quine' 5] criticism seems rather to be that the doctrine is ‘empty’ and
‘without experimental meaning’”, he says that “With this remark | would
certainly agree, and | am surprised that Quine deems it necessary to sup-
port this view by detailed arguments’ (Carnap 1963b, p. 917). Carnap
rejects not this conclusion but rather its bearing on the tenability of the
thesis that experience is irrelevant to the justification of some truths but
not others. For to view thisthesis as having observational consequencesis
toview it asinvolving anempirical claim. But, from Carnap’ s perspective,
the assertion that some but not al truths hold in virtue of the meaning of
wordswas never meant to beitself synthetic. Carnap insiststhat the thesis
is a philosophical one about language, and consequently not one amena-
ble to empirical test.

Inlinewith Wittgenstein’ s basic conception, we agreed in Vienna
that one of the main tasks of philosophy is clarification and expli-
cation. Usually, a philosophical insight does not say anything
about the world, but is merely a clearer recognition of meanings
or of meaning relations. (Carnap 1963b, p. 917)

Again, we find that Carnap agrees with Quine's argument, but that he
does not take it as entailing any difficulty for the analytic-synthetic dis-
tinction.?

¢ Readers of Carnap will know that he has tried to formulate behavioral tests
for determining which sentences of a speaker’ s language are (in some sense) an-
aytic (e.g. Carnap 1956b). It is easy to misunderstand what Carnap is attempting
to accomplish here. The pre-systematic concept of analyticity is, for him, suffi-
ciently clear to be an acceptable explicandum. And, moreover, Carnap considers
it to have been adequately explicated in terms of the semantical concept of analy-
ticity (understood as characterized by reference to meaning postulates for a for-
malized language), a concept which he has shown fruitful in the development and
study of linguistic frameworks. Carnap believes that Quine does not find the pre-
systematic concept of analyticity clear, and so he seeks to specify, in away that
Quine will understand, another concept whose grasp he hopes will facilitate
Quine' s appreciation of the value of the semantical concept of analyticity.
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No doubt some will take al this as something other than a problem for
the natural reading. For them, Quin€'s arguments just are unconvincing,
and that is the end of the matter. For others, his arguments do cast doubt
on the notion of analyticity, and Carnap’ s failure to recognize this betrays
hisinability to understand them properly. Isthere no way to interpret their
dispute that allows both Quine to have argued correctly and Carnap to
have understood him rightly?

That something more needs to be said is at any rate suggested by the
fact that the natural reading saddles Quine with a position that, as it
stands, is self-refuting. On this interpretation, Quine argues that Car-
nap’s analytic-synthetic distinction is unintelligible on the grounds that
the world would look just as it does even if experience did bear the
same kind of evidential relation to all statements. But this argument is a
double-edged sword, and by symmetry one should be able to conclude
from the fact that the world would look just as it does if there existed

Thus Carnap appeals to behavioral criteriato characterize what he calls a*“ prag-
matical concept” of analyticity. This pragmatical concept is certainly not to be
identified with the semantical concept of analyticity: “the concept of analyticity”,
Carnap insists, “has an exact definition only in the case of a language system,
namely a system of semantical rules, not in the case of an ordinary language, be-
cause in the latter the words have no clearly defined meaning” (Carnap 1952, p.
427). Furthermore, the pragmatical concept is not needed to legitimate the seman-
tical concept, which has aready proven its value: “1 do not think”, Carnap says,
“that asemantical concept, in order to be fruitful, must necessarily possessaprior
pragmatical counterpart” (Carnap 1956b, p. 235; see also Carnap 1963b, p. 919).
Rather, Carnap’ s proposal isborn from the desireto facilitate communication with
those, like Quine, who claim not to see the point of, or not even to understand, se-
mantical concepts. “Many of the concepts used today in pure semantics’, Carnap
explains, “were indeed suggested by corresponding pragmatical concepts which
had been used for natural languages by philosophers or linguists, though usually
without exact definitions. Those semantical conceptswere, in asense, intended as
explicata for the corresponding pragmatical concepts’ (Carnap 1956b, p. 234).
Carnap holds that “The existence of scientifically sound pragmatical concepts of
this kind provides a practical motivation and justification for the introduction of
corresponding concepts in pure semantics with respect to constructed language
systems’ (Carnap 1956b, p. 247); though, again, this “practical” legitimation is
not necessary in his view.

Carnap’s hope, then, is that by specifying pragmatical counterparts to seman-
tical concepts, he might facilitate an understanding and appreciation of the latter.
In particular, he hopes that

If an empirical criterion for analyticity with respect to natural languages
were given, then this [pragmatical] concept could serve as an explican-
dum for areconstruction of apurely semantical concept of A-truth. (Car-
nap 1963b, p. 919)
Aswe shall see, the hopeisin vain: Quine s reflections on the relevant pragmati-
cal conceptsin no way incline him to movein Carnap’ s direction.
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analytic statements that the doctrine of gradualism lacks intelligibility as
well.® Again, it might be concluded, so much the worse for Quine's
argument. A better responseis to reject the natural reading.

2. Philosophical temper

The natural interpretation goes wrong at the very outset when it takes
Quine' s arguments to tell directly against the tenability of the analytic-
synthetic distinction and in defense of the doctrine of gradualism.
Rather, the arguments scouted above lead directly to a conclusion
about epistemology, in Quine’'s sense of this term, not to one about
truth or meaning. What they purport to show is that there is no evi-
dence that can distinguish between the view that truths are divisible
into two different kinds (corresponding to the role language plays in
their truth) and the view that there is no such division. The arguments,
taken on their own, cannot adjudicate in any way between these two
competing positions; rather, what they immediately purport to estab-
lish is that, from an evidential point of view, these positions are not
competing, in that they are not empirically distinguishable from one
another.

Asalready noted, Carnap finds all this so obvious asto obviate the need
for argument at al. Why then do they disagree? The answer is that the
broader context in which Quine considers these conclusions differs cru-
cialy from the context in which Carnap does.

Carnap, we saw, takes the claim that there are analytic truths to be a
philosophical one—not philosophy in any of its metaphysical (and so
nonsensical) guises, but rather scientific philosophy (or, as Carnap often
cals it, the logic of science). “That part of the work of philosophers”,
he says, “which may be held to be scientific in nature—excluding the
empirical questions which can be referred to empirical science—con-
sists of logical analysis’ (Carnap 1934, p. xiii). Such analysis, of which
the distinction between analytic and synthetic truths is one important
component, is part of “a strict scientific discipline” (Carnap 1934, p.

°One might think that considerations of simplicity enter to render the situation
asymmetrical. The world would look the same whether there are analytic state-
ments or whether the doctrine of gradualism is correct; sincethe latter isasimpler
hypothesis (apparently), it should be adopted and the other hypothesis rejected.
But on the natural reading, Quine's arguments are directly to the conclusion that
the analytic-synthetic distinction is not fully intelligible—and in this context con-

siderations of simplicity have no roleto play. For ahelpful discussion, see Kripke
1982, pp. 38-9.
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332) which studies the nature of science itself, albeit without any
“empirical investigation of scientific activity” (Carnap 1934, p. 279).
Quine' s arguments to the conclusion that claims about anayticity can-
not be empirically tested merely establish the obvious, namely that they
are meant as contributions to scientific philosophy, and not to empirical
science.

By contrast, Quine draws no such distinction between empirical sci-
ence and scientific philosophy. For Quine, thereis nothing beyond empir-
ical science that counts as “scientific activity”.* Consegquently, to show
that claims about analyticity are unsupportable by empirical investigation
isto show that they are unsupportable period.

It should be clear by now why both Quine and Carnap can accept
Quine's arguments and yet draw radically different conclusions from
them. It is not because Quine’ s arguments are weak or, alternatively, mis-
understood by Carnap, but rather because those arguments do not by
themselves ground Quine’ s conclusions about the analytic-synthetic dis-
tinction. Carnap was quite right to suggest that “Quine's critical argu-
ment [in ‘Carnap and Logical Truth'] is not meant as a refutation”
(Carnap 1963b, p. 917).% Quine's arguments instead make a point about
evidence, namely that the distinction is an empirically empty one. When
conjoined with Quine's other beliefs, this leads to a rejection of the dis-
tinction. But when conjoined with Carnap’s, the point functions instead
as ratification of his conception of the distinction.

© Thisiswhy Quine cannot be led to Carnap’s semantical concepts by reflect-
ing on the pragmatical concept of analyticity. Because sensory evidence bearson
thejustification of all of science—whichisto say, because all of scienceisempir-
ical—no scientific explication can consist in analytic truths involving semantical
concepts. Thus, in aletter to Carnap written on January 5, 1943, Quineinsiststhat
synonymy “is arelation whose full specification, like that of designation, would
be the business of pragmatics (not that thisexcusesusfromit!). [...] Thedefinition
of thisrelation of synonymity, within pragmatics, would make reference to crite-
ria of behavioristic psychology and empirical linguistics’ (Quine 1943, p. 298).
Carnap, on the other hand, believes that there is a non-empirical wing of science
which can sometimes provide explications for pragmatical concepts and which
\;jvill, in particular, provide a“full specification” of the pragmatical concept of an-

yticity.

1 |t is natural, though quite incorrect, to read this remark as evidence of Car-
nap’ s failure to grasp Quine's point. For instance, Daniel |saacson says & propos
this comment that “ The difference between [Carnap and Quine] is so subtle (or
perhaps so radical) that Carnap seems here to fail to engage with Quine's actual
argument, brushing it aside, rather than replying to it” (Isaacson 1992, p. 112).
Likewise, if one agrees with Michael Friedman (1997, p. 15) that “Carnap’s re-
peated attemptsto fashion an explicit logical characterization or explication of the
distinction between apriori and empirical truth haveindeed fallen prey to Quine's
penetrating attack on the analytic/synthetic distinction”, then such remarks by
Carnap will naturally be taken to revea hisfailure to appreciate what Quine was
saying.
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What accounts for the difference between Quine and Carnap regard-
ing the possibility of a non-empirical yet scientific philosophy? In ask-
ing this, we should be clear about what this difference comes to. For it
really consistsin just their disagreement over the analytic-synthetic dis-
tinction. To accept that there are analytic truths is just to accept that
there are truths that are evidentially disconnected from experience,
truths that (as Carnap puts it) say nothing “about the world, but [ar€]
merely a clearer recognition of meanings or of meaning relations’. And
to rgject the analytic-synthetic distinction isjust to reject that there are
any truths beyond those to be gleaned in the course of systematizing
experience.

In sum, Quine has no conception of analytic truth, and so his arguments
to the effect that claims about analyticity lack empirical content are per-
ceived by him to establish their unintelligibility. Carnap, on the other
hand, begins with a conception of analyticity, and so arguments showing
that semantical claims have no empirical substance are instead taken by
him to reveal their place within scientific philosophy.

Just as Quine believes that if Carnap were true to his empiricism he
would abandon talk of analyticity, so Carnap thinksthat if Quine were to
reflect on the implications of his arguments, he would see that they actu-
aly lead him to locate such talk within the logic of science. Carnap sug-
geststhat “alarge majority of philosophers’, actually accept the notion of
analyticity even though they may “not explicitly acknowledge the distinc-
tion in these terms or even regject it”. Then, referring playfully to Quine,
he continues:

Asan example, let merefer to aphilosopher whose work | esteem
very highly, although I cannot agree in al points with his views.
This philosopher once undertook to destroy a certain doctrine,
propounded by some other philosophers. He did not mean to as-
sert that the doctrine was false; presumably he regarded it astrue.
But his criticism concerned its particular kind of truth, namely
that the truth of the doctrine was of the analytic kind. To be sure,
he did not use the word “analytic”, which he did not seem to like
very much. Instead, he used other expressions which, nonethe-
less, clearly seem to have essentially the same meaning as “ana-
Iytic’. What he showed was that various attempts to assign an
experimental, empirical meaning to this doctrine remained with-
out success. Finally he came to the conclusion that the doctrine,
even though not false, is“empty” and “without experimental sig-
nificance”. (Carnap 1963b, p. 922)

According to Carnap, Quine has, unbeknownst to himself, made roomin
rational inquiry for anon-empirical logic of science within which the doc-
trine of analytic truth finds its home.
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It isameasure of the depth of this debate that each side can accommo-
date Quine’' s arguments about evidence in a self-supporting manner. One
is naturally tempted to dig alittle further, to try to ground Quine's gradu-
alism, his rejection of the analytic-synthetic distinction, in something
particular about the web of belief within which he operates—say, in
something about the austere science that he calls home.> Here we reach
bedrock, however. We may, if we like, say that those sciences “ground”
his rejection of the distinction, but this means nothing more than that a
rejection of the distinction figures amongst those beliefs. How could it
be otherwise? The claim that some truths are analytic has no empirical
content: it is not intended to commit one to the existence of any kinds of
entities, or to the truth of any assertions about reality. It is, to repeat what
Carnap has insisted upon, “a philosophical insight [which] does not say
anything about the world”. Consequently, no matter how austere the
physics within which Quine finds himself, it will be compatible with the
existence of analytic truths. (Unless, of course, one includes within
“physics’ the belief that experience bears the same kind of evidential
relation to dl truths.)

Likewise, one cannot look to differing loyalties to empiricism to
explain their disagreement about analyticity, for both Carnap and Quine
consider themselves to be unwavering empiricists. In fact, it is the other
way round: only given their positions on analyticity can one understand
what their respective empiricistic commitments cometo. Thus, in the con-
text of Carnap’s acceptance of the analytic-synthetic distinction, empiri-
cism isthe doctrine that the justification of any synthetic truth must make
reference to experience. But against the background of Quine'srejection
of that distinction, empiricism consistsin the view that all truths are to be
justified in terms of experience.

Carnap, like Quine, cleaves to empiricism; furthermore, he might well
embrace precisely those scientific theories Quine does. The differenceis
just that Carnap accepts al this together with the analytic-synthetic dis-
tinction, whereas Quine takes them along with the doctrine of gradualism.

2 For instance, Friedman (1997, p. 10) says that
Quine sattack on the notion of truth in virtue of meaning, his correlative
rejection of the Carnapian distinction between a priori truth and empiri-
cal truth, and his consequent articulation of philosophical naturalism,
thus rests, in the end, on a starkly physicalistic conception of modern
natural science as the standard and measure of al truth as such.
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The difference is one of surd “philosophical temper” (Quine 19814, p.
31).8

3. Linguacentrism

This reading resolves most of the difficulties that beset the natural inter-
pretation of the debate between Quine and Carnap. Thereis still the seri-
ous matter, broached at the end of 81, of Quine’ s hoisting himself with his
own petard. Thisremains an apparent consequence of the present reading.
Quine sarguments are to the conclusion that no empirical evidence could
support the existence of analytic truths over adoctrine of gradualism. And
to Quine (given his rejection of the analytic-synthetic distinction), this
amounts to saying that there is no substance of any kind to the notion of
analyticity. But by parity of reasoning, then, there can be no substance at
all to the claim that gradualism is to be adopted over the view that some
truths hold purely by dint of language.

In “Carnap and Logica Truth”, Quine says: “I do not suggest that the
linguistic doctrine [of logical truth] isfalse and some doctrine of ultimate
and inexplicable insight into the obvious traits of redlity is true, but only
that there is no real difference between these two pseudo-doctrines’
(Quine 1960, p. 113). Readers may have been misled into thinking that
what makes the second doctrine a pseudo-doctrineisthat it involves some

1 Quine al so uses this phrase, in hisletter to Carnap of January 5, 1943, to de-
scribe the “ hard-headed, anti-mystical philosophical temper” they share. In spite
of this kinship, there remain differences, and in this letter Quine makes it clear
that, from his perspective, “in accepting the notion of ‘analytic’ we take on an un-
explained notion to which we were not committed hitherto” (Quine 1943, pp.
295-6). By contrast, Carnap is aready in possession of the concept of analyticity:
“we have an understanding of the notion of analyticity, in practice clear enough
for application in many cases, but not exact enough for other cases or for theoret-
ical purposes’ (Carnap 1952, p. 430).

A comparison to the debate between classical and intuitionistic logiciansisin-
structive here. In discussing it, Quine isolates what he calls “verdict functions’:
“These are more primitive than the genuine truth-functional conjunction and al-
ternation, in that they can be learned by induction from observation of verdictive
behavior”. The verdictive behavior of a speaker forces neither a classical nor an
intuitionistic construal of his connectives. Verdict functions, Quine says, “arein-
dependent of our parochial two-valued logic, and independent of other truth-value
logics’. Scientists of one philosophical temper favor classical logic. On the other
hand, “ Some theorists, notably the intuitionists, favor another logic, and thereis
nothing in the observabl e circumstances of our utterancesthat need persuade them
to assign meaning to our two-valued scheme” (Quine 1974, p. 78). Verdict func-
tions can be compared to Carnap’s pragmatical concept of analyticity, which
fc;:ges neither the analytic-synthetic distinction nor its rejection in favour of grad-
ualism.
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form of “ultimate and inexplicable insight into the obvious traits of real-
ity”. But thisis not so: if one replacesit with Quine’ s doctrine of gradual-
ism (as articulated, say, in the final section of “Two Dogmas of
Empiricism”), one still gets a pseudo-doctrine, that is, a doctrine which
presentsitself asin conflict with Carnap’ s position and yet which isempir-
icaly indistinguishable from it. With Carnap in mind, Quine has asked
“why al this creativereconstruction, all thismake-believe” (Quine 19692,
p. 75). But his gradualism is itself no less a piece of creative reconstruc-
tion: if one assumesthat the only relevant facts are those about the observ-
able use of language (e.g. the stimulus meanings of speakers sentences),
then gradualism pretends to go beyond all the facts there are—at leadt, it
must so pretend if it is taken to differ from the doctrine of analytic truth,
since the two doctrines agree on all these facts. How can Quine reject the
doctrine of analytic truth in favor of gradualism, and simultaneously offer
argumentsto the conclusion that “thereisno real difference between these
two pseudo-doctrines’? In fact there is a way of understanding how this
can be, and it hinges on afundamental feature of Quine’ sposition. We can
approach it helpfully by considering Quin€e’s views on ontology.

Quine s argument for the indeterminacy of reference proceeds by con-
sidering a permutation of the extensions of the words of a speaker’s lan-
guage. For instance, instead of our usual homophonic tranglation of a
fellow English speaker S one could take Sto be referring to the cosmic
complements of whatever one previously took him to be referring to; for
instance, one might take “Neptune” to refer to everything in the universe
except the planet Neptune. One can accordingly readjust one’ sinterpreta-
tion of all of S spredicates; for instance, “planet” istrue of something just
in case its cosmic complement is a planet. According to Quine:

The apparent change is twofold and sweeping. The original ob-
jects have been supplanted and the general terms reinterpreted.
There has been arevision of ontology on the one hand and of ide-
ology, so to say, on the other; they go together. Y et verbal behav-
ior proceeds undisturbed, warranted by the same observations as
before and elicited by the same observations. Nothing really has
changed. (Quine 1981b, p. 19)

He concludes that there is no fact of the matter regarding which of these
two hypotheses about Sis correct.

Quine recognizes that someone could engage in the same reinterpreta-
tion of his, Quine's, speech. And he acknowledges that there is no evi-
dence that might lead a translator to select the one hypothesis about
Quine slanguage over the other. In spite of this, Quine does not draw the
conclusion that thereis no fact of the matter regarding what heisreferring
to by the word “planet”. This has struck many readers as arefusal to rec-
ognizethat hisown views lead to a paradoxical conclusion and so must be
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rejected. It is not always appreciated, however, that Quine's resistance,
whether ultimately tenable or not, reflects a central aspect of his philoso-
phy.

Quine has insisted that nonsense awaits if one fails to recognize that
one must work from within, that one cannot leap outside language and all
systems of belief to evaluate these as from a distance. The view bears a
great affinity to Frege' sposition on the unintelligibility of awholesalejus-
tification of logic. Harry Sheffer called this“logocentrism” (Sheffer 1926,
p. 228), and generalizing we might label Quine' scentral view “linguacen-
trism”. It so happens that, in Quine’'s case, among his presently held
beliefs those of natural science figure prominently. This specific manifes-
tation of linguacentrism is often called “naturalism”, but it is useful to
treat naturalism as just one particular form that linguacentrism can take
and a so to remember that naturalism so described encompasses many dif-
ferent positions.*

On Quin€e sview, theinsight that thereis no fact of the matter regarding
the reference of another’ swords cannot intelligibly be used to impugn the
beliefs that led to the insight or the determinacy of the language in which
theinsight is couched. If | am to understand my question “Does my term
‘planet’ refer to planets?”’, then | must know what | mean by “planets’;
likewise, with respect to my assertion that “ No empirical evidence can set-
tle whether by ‘planet’ | am referring to planets or to their cosmic com-
plements’. | can, in turn, raise questions or make an assertion about what
I mean by this word, but they must themselves be formulated in a lan-
guage the reference of whose terms must, at least provisionaly, be taken
for granted. Because there is no languagel ess perspective from which one
can get a fix on what on€’ sterms really refer to, at any given point one
must accept the intelligibility of the language that one usesto frame ques-
tions and the correctness of the theory that leads to one's answers—
including answers to the effect that there is no empirical content to dis-
putes regarding the reference of one' sterms. Thus Quine insists that

To recognize [indeterminacy of ontology] is not to repudiate the
ontology in terms of which the recognition took place.

“ Earlier, | argued that what isresponsiblefor Quine’ srejection of the analytic-
synthetic distinction is not helpfully described as his naturalism, for Carnap un-
derstands himself to be working within science aswell (the logic of science, after
al,is“astrict scientific discipline”). Nor isit determinative that Quine takes him-
self to operate within the most austere physical sciences, for those sciences cannot
adjudicate the issue between gradualists and defenders of analyticity, that dispute
being empirically empty. Rather, the crux isno more and no lessthan that Quine's
world view, hisscienceif you will, includes the rejection of the analytic-synthetic
distinction. In this potentially misleading sense, the sciences within which Quine
and Carnap locate themselves are different, and so too their respective natural-
isms.
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We can repudiate it. We are free to switch, without doing vio-
lence to any evidence. If we switch, then this epistemological re-
mark itself undergoes appropriate reinterpretation too; nerve
endings and other things give way to appropriate proxies, again
without straining any evidence. But it is a confusion to suppose
that we can stand aloof and recognize al the alternative ontol o-
giesastrueintheir severa ways, all the envisaged worldsasreal.
It is a confusion of truth with evidential support. Truth isimma-
nent, and there is no higher. We must speak from within atheory,
albeit any of various. (Quine 1981b, pp. 21-2; see also Quine
1969, pp. 47-51)

We can cometo judge that all the“alternative ontologies’ are evidentially
on a par without abandoning the ontology of the theory on the basis of
which we arrived at this epistemological judgment. Quine's linguacen-
trism leads him to affirm that two theories could be empirically indistin-
guishable even though only one of them is correct.

By way of further discussion, let us return to the above referential dis-
pute. According to my theory of theworld, theword “ Neptune” in my lan-
guagerefersto Neptune, “ planet” refersto planets, and so on. From within
my theory, | can see that there is no empirical dispute between it and one
identical toit but for the other’ sclaimsthat “ Neptune” refersto the cosmic
complement of Neptune, and so on. Despite their empirical equivalence,
the two theories appear to be inconsistent with each other. Quine is moti-
vated to dismiss such apparent inconsistency as an illusion, however, for
his empiricism militates strongly against allowing matters of truth or fal-
sSity to transcend all possible experience. He proposes the following:

Take any sentence Sthat the one theory implies and the other de-
nies. Since the theories are empirically equivalent, Smust hinge
on some theoretical term that is not firmly pinned down to ob-
servable criteria. We may then exploit itsempirical slack by treat-
ing that term as two terms, distinctively spelled in the two
theories. Sthus gives way to two mutually independent sentences
Sand St Continuing thus, we can make the two theorieslogically
compatible. (Quine 1992, pp. 97-8)

Following Quine’ s suggestion, then, we can say that the onetheory (mine)
holdsthat “Inlanguagel, ‘ Neptune' refersto Neptune”, and the other that
“Inlanguage L, ‘Neptune' freresto the cosmic complement of Neptune”;
and so on. “So we are imagining”, Quine continues, “a globa system
empirically equivalent to our own and logically compatible with ours but
hinging on alienterms’, such as“freres’ (Quine 1992, p. 98). Now, led by
his linguacentrism, Quine recommends that we “simply bar them [the
alien terms] from our language as meaningless”:

After al, they are not adding to what our own theory can predict,
any more than “phlogiston” or “entelechy” does, or indeed “fate”,
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“grace’, “nirvana’, “manna’. We thus consign all contexts of the

alien termsto the limbo of nonsentences. (Quine 1992, p. 98)*
From within one’s theory, one can appreciate that it is empirically indis-
tinguishable from another one, and yet judge one’'s own to be correct and
the other not fully intelligible.

Quine's view is very suggestive, and easier to sustain than perhaps
some of his critics recognize. Here, however, | neither wish nor need to
defend it. Rather, | havetried to sketch the contours of the kind of position
to which Quine’ slinguacentrism leads him, for its structural features char-
acterize also his debate with Carnap over analyticity.

Quine agrees that his own doctrine of gradualism is empirically indis-
tinguishable from a theory that adheres to the existence of analytic
truths: they both yield the same predictions with regard to language use.
(Indeed, | have argued that this is the direct upshot of Quine's argu-
ments.) If Quine were to view this dispute as from a distance, then he
would conclude, symmetrically, that the assertion of the one doctrine
over the other is without any meaning, there being no fact of the matter
regarding the dispute. (This is just the conclusion he takes with respect
to a disagreement about what another speaker is really referring to.) But
Quine' s perspective is not as from a distance; rather, it is that of some-
one who is a party to the dispute.®* From Quine's engaged point of view,
Carnap’s theory contains “irreducibly alien terms’ that are “meaning-
less’, while his own remains both intelligible and the basis for deciding
what the facts of the matter are. In the previous section, we saw that
Quine’'s commitment to the doctrine of gradualism is what permits him
to move from a claim about empirical evidence (on which he and Car-
nap agree) to the negative conclusion (about which they disagree) that
insistence on the existence of analytic truths is without any meaning.”
And now we see that this commitment at the same time blocks any like
conclusion about gradualism itself: Quine's adherence to gradualism
shapes the limits of meaning and truth so as to include that doctrine. It
does not follow that gradualism cannot be abandoned, for everything is

 See aso (Quine 1986b, p. 157), where Quine says that “Our own system is
true by our lights, and the other does not even make sensein our terms’.

s Actually, the particul ar distanced perspectivejust imagined might beillusory
for this reason: it must be one which takes no position on the dispute about ana-
Iyticity (so as to preserve distance) and yet one which a so rejects the notion of
analyticity (in order to allow the inference from empirical indistinguishability to
indeterminacy).

v Recall that Quinewrites of the “ un-understood word ‘analytic’” and of itsbe-
ing “nonsense, and the root of much nonsense, to speak of alinguistic component
and afact;JaI component in the truth of any individual statement” (Quine 1953,
pp. 34, 42).
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revisable.’* But what one reaches standing on something cannot con-
vince one that there was really nothing to stand on after all.*

4. Different differences

We have touched on the contrast between intuitionism and classical logic.
It seems that Carnap and Quine would disagree about how to represent it.
For Carnap, there are no factual issues at stake. The two positions repre-
sent, rather, two different proposal s regarding which linguistic framework
to adopt, which meanings our logical words (“al”, “not” and so on) areto
have. Philosophical progresswould consist in locating a meta-perspective
from which one can neutrally describe these two proposals, and perhaps
even describe their respective conveniences and drawbacks.? The choice
between the two, however, is not a substantive one about the natural
world. Rather, it is a choice regarding which system of representation to
adopt for empirical scientific inquiry. Substantive talk is possible only
once such a system is in place; a representational system, “alinguistic
framework”, provides the background against which correct or incorrect
claims can be made. Furthermore, these systems might not be commensu-
rable with one another: for instance, within the intuitionist’s framework
the word “al” might have a particular meaning which corresponds to
nothing in the classical mathematician’s framework. Thus, communica-
tion is not guaranteed. “It seems obvious’, Carnap says

that, if two menwish to find out whether or not their views on cer-
tain objects agree, they must first of all use a common language
to make sure that they are talking about the same objects. It may
be the case that one of them can expressin his own language cer-
tain convictions which he cannot trandlate into the common lan-
guage; in this case he cannot communicate these convictions to
the other man.

s For example, Quine has extensively revised his views on observation; for a
discussion of theserevisionsand of their impact on hisother doctrines, see George
(forthcoming).

© Again, acomparison with the debate about logic might prove helpful. Just as
Quine's recognition that there is nothing in verdictive behavior that could settle
the disagreement between intuitionists and classical logicians does not shake his
adherence to classical logic, so his recognition that there is nothing in verbal be-
havior that could adjudicate the dispute about analyticity does not imperil hiscon-
fidence in the doctrine of gradualism.

2 Whether Carnap succeeded in sketching a meta-perspective appropriately
neutral to these two approachesto logic is an issue passed over here. (See George
(1993) for)skepticism about one such attempt, that found in the work of Michael
Dummett.
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Carnap then explicitly addsthat “a classical mathematician isin this situ-
ation with respect to an intuitionist” (Carnap 1963c, pp. 929-30).

On the other hand, for Quine, who lacks Carnap’s distinction between
change of language and change of theory, the choi ce between intuitionism
and classical logic is on a par with any other in science; it is to be made
using just the canons of reason that are appealed to in any inquiry about
the natural world. Given the linguacentric predicament, this choice can
only be made from within one’s present views about the nature of reality.
Asit happens, Quine's present view is one that embraces classical logic,
and from this perspective “intuitionistic logic lacks the familiarity, the
convenience, the simplicity, and the beauty of our logic” (Quine 19863,
p. 87).2 Someone of adifferent philosophical temper, in particular some-
one who had aready adopted intuitionistic logic, might not concur with
these judgments—although Quine's recognizing this cannot intelligibly
be grounds for his abandoning them.

Wethushavean origina difference between proponents of distinct log-
ics (for instance, over which logical inferences are correct) and another
difference, a second-order difference, about the nature of the original dif-
ference. Do we then also have a third-order difference that concerns the
status of Quine and Carnap’s second-order divergence over how to view
the original debate between intuitionistic and classica logic?

Thisquestion pointsto the difficult issue of how we are even to take the
debate between Quine and Carnap about analyticity. They appear to bein
disagreement, but we might still wonder how substantive the dispute actu-
alyis. Thus, Carnap saysthat thereisasemantic distinction between ana-
Iytic and synthetic truths, while Quine says that he rejects this. Above, in
the hope of making sense of an otherwise puzzling exchange, certain
structural features of the dialectic were uncovered in order to explain why
Carnap and Quine come to these apparently different conclusions. But no
attempt has yet been made to assess whether anything is at stake in this
difference.

By analogy with the manner in which Carnap viewed the debate
between intuitionist and classical mathematician, let us call a Carnapian
perspective on the Quine—Carnap dispute one from which the latter lacks
substance, there being no question of a correct resolution to it. Carnap,
then, would plausibly be a Carnapian, that is, he would have adopted the
same stance toward his debate with Quine as he did toward the dispute

2 Unintentional support for Quine's admission that he findsintuitionistic logic
unfamiliar is that he sometimes makes mistakes about it. Thus he says that, ac-
cording to the intuitionist, “Fermat’s Last Theorem still qualifies as true or false,
even though nobody knows which, because we could mechanically check a
counter-instance of it if one were presented” (Quine 1987, p. 55). Thisisincor-

rect: pending an intuitionistically acceptable proof or refutation of Fermat’s Last
Theorem, the intuitionist would not assert excluded middle with respect to it.
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between intuitionist and classical mathematician: whatever else might be,
no facts are at issue. What makes it possible for Carnap to adopt a Carna-
pian perspective isthat he embraces the anal ytic-synthetic distinction: the
realm of the logic of science, where choice of representational apparatus
takes place, providesalocusfor akind of disagreement that is beyond the
bounds of the factual. Carnap’s endorsement of the notion of analyticity
allows himto judge the difference between himself and Quineto beinsub-
stantial by virtue of being rooted in different choices of conceptsto usein
the formulation of scientific judgments; such choices make judgment pos-
sible and so questions of correctness do not hang in the balance.

A Quinean analysis of the debate appears quite different. It holds that
substantive issues arise regarding choice of conceptsin just the samekind
of way that they do with regard to decisions about judgments themsel ves.
There is no quadlitative distinction between, say, disputes about whether
the Earth is flat and those about whether to employ the concepts phlogis-
ton, nirvana, or analyticity in one’ saccount of reality. Onthisanalysis, the
difference between Quine and Carnap is a substantive one—or at least, it
is a difference comparable to any other, there being no real distinction
between a difference over the facts and one over how to talk about the
facts.

Itisnatural to suppose that Quine' s perspective on his debate with Car-
nap, like that on the debate between classical and intuitionistic mathema-
ticians, isthat of a Quinean: because of Quine's regjection of the analytic-
synthetic distinction, there is nowhere for any dispute to locate itself
beyond the arena of factual disagreement. For one who embraces gradu-
alism, as Quine does, all disputes are on the same footing, and conse-
quently the dispute between himself and Carnap is of the same kind as
disputesin the natural sciences; if we deem those substantive, then so too
is the one about analyticity.

We arethusled to the view that one’ s position on the analytic-synthetic
distinction conditions how one views the debate about the distinction.
Upon reflection, thisis only to be expected: for this distinction between
kinds of truth is of a piece with one between kinds of difference, and so
differences over analyticity must affect how those very differences can be
conceived. Thisis no doubt a source of the difficulty in obtaining a satis-
factory perspective on the dispute between Quine and Carnap: for there
appears to be no way even to judge what kind of dispute it is without
thereby taking asideinit. Totry to determine the nature of adisagreement
over the nature of disagreements without taking any kind of position on
that disagreement is just to try to wash the fur without wetting it.
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5. The call of empiricism

What is Quine's own view of his differences with Carnap? It is natural to
expect that his own analysis would be Quinean, as understood in the last
section: because Quine rejects the concept of analyticity in favor of the
doctrine of gradualism, he must view his dispute with Carnap as compa-
rable to any disagreement within science. What complicates the matter,
however, isthat Quine sand Carnap’ spositionsareempirically equivalent
(or so they both agree): the world would look the same whether the doc-
trine of gradualism holds or the doctrine of analytic truth does.z In the
context of hisrejection of the notion of analyticity (and hence hisrejection
of alocus of discourse comparable to Carnap’slogic of science), Quine's
empiricism makesit difficult for himto maintain that thereis asubstantive
choice between empirically equivalent theories: any intelligible assertion
should be one on which empirical evidence could bear, however indi-
rectly.

Quine can resist this difficulty in so far as he leans heavily on the lin-
guacentrist leg of his position: for it is linguacentrism that moves Quine
to judge that two theories can be empirically equivalent, and yet the one
(that which he holds) true and the other unintelligible. Led by his lingua-
centrism, Quine could still maintain a Quinean perspective on the debate,
namely that the choice between the two theories, his and Carnap’s,
involves matters of substance.

As just indicated, however, this stance—which Quine dubs “ sectar-
ian”—seems in tension with his empiricist scruplesin so far asiit treats
differently (as regards truth or meaning) theories which are empirically
indistinguishable and “equally economical” (Quine 1992, p. 99). And
Quine acknowledges that doing total justice to his empiricism would
demand amore“ ecumenical” approach that would “account both theories
separately true, the truth predicate being understood now as disguotation
in an inclusive and theory-neutral language in which both theories are
couched” (Quine 1992, pp. 99-100). Thus, if Quine were to approach his
disagreement with Carnap in the spirit of ecumenism, he would be led to
the conclusion that both his account and Carnap’s are “separately true”,
and that there is no sense in asking which theory isreally the correct one
or redly theintelligible one. They represent, he would then conclude, two
“various defensible ways of conceiving theworld” (Quine 1992, p. 102).

2 Furthermore, | assume that the two views are equally simple, or perhaps in-
commensurable as regards economy. This is in contrast to the debate between
classicdl logiciansand intuitionists, at least as Quineviewsit: for he entertainsthe

possibility that achange of logical |aws might simplify one soverall scientific the-
ory (e.g. Quine 1953, p. 43).



On Washing the Fur Without Wetting It: Quine, Carnap & Analyticity 21

It is striking that Quine's ecumenical perspective on this disagreement
is well-nigh indistinguishable from the Carnapian one discussed in the
previous section. In thelight of Quine' s complaint that Carnap’ s embrace
of analyticity is a betrayal of his empiricism, it is especially ironic that
Quine, if he were completely faithful to what he takes the demands of
empiricism to be, would find himself acknowledging truth on all sides.
Theirony is somewhat explained, if not fully ironed out, by the fact that
Quineis moved both by linguacentrism, to adopt asectarian stance toward
empirically equivalent accounts (and so to take his own theory to be true
and Carnap’ sto be not fully meaningful), and by empiricism, to favor an
ecumenical approach (and so to take hisand Carnap’ s theoriesto be “ sep-
arately true”).

But only somewhat. For what one wants to know is whether the two
motions can be sustained, that is, whether thereisagenuine conflict at the
root of Quine's position, namely that between his sectarian and his ecu-
menical impulses. |s there a substantive disagreement between these two
responses to empirically equivalent theories that are logically compatible
but mutually irreducible?

The question is a slippery one. For if one imagines that the sectarian
suggestion regarding such empirically equivalent theories isitself empir-
ically equivalent to the ecumenical one (asis plausible, in so far as these
abstract speculations have any meaning at all), then one’s answer to this
guestion may well depend on whether one is sympathetic to sectarianism
or ecumenism. We have here another lesson in fur-washing.

It seemsthat Quine, for his part, cannot assert that thereis a substantive
disagreement between ecumenism and sectarianism on pain of acknowl-
edging a substantive conflict within his view, ultimately a conflict
between the pressures of his linguacentrism and his empiricism. And
indeed, he suggeststhat he sees no substance to the apparent disagreement
between sectarians and ecumenists over how to describe empirically
equivalent theories: “the cosmic question whether to call two such world
systemstrue [simmers] down, bathetically, to aquestion of words’ (Quine
1992, pp. 100-1). He opts, as it were, for an ecumenical approach to the
dispute between the sectarian and the ecumenist.?

It seems then that if Quine were asked which view, ecumenical or sec-
tarian, it isreally right to adopt with regard to his dispute with Carnap, he
would judge the question contentless, “a question of words’. At the end
of the day, Quine appearsto find no substance in the question whether one

= Thereisaparadoxical flavor to this: if Quine adopts an ecumenical approach
to the dispute between sectarianism and ecumenism, then it seemsthat heissiding
with ecumenism—and so being sectarian after all. At thevery least, thereisanin-

teresting form of constitutive instability at work here that would deserve further
reflection.
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should take Carnap’ stheory to betrue (adefensible way of conceiving the
world, alongside his own), or in fact only partialy intelligible. Debate
about whether their dispute is empty or instead substantive is, for Quine,
itself lacking in content. No doubt, this provides another explanation for
thedifficulty inarriving at aclear conception of Quine’ sdisputewith Car-
nap. For Quine's considered position is that the question we have most
recently been worrying—whether there are matters on which he and Car-
nap substantively disagree, whether to adopt a Quinean or a Carnapian
perspective on their disagreement—is a question on which nothing hangs.
And so perhaps at this level, where the very substance of Quine's dis-
agreement with Carnap is at issue, they are one.
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