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B nacmosujem ouaioee 06yx abmopob, umerouux pas-
AuuHble 6324406 HA AHAAU3, PUAOCOPUI0 U NPUMEHEHUe
ApaviKob, Bedyuum abasemcea Bonpoc: kak caedyem noHu-
mamy BuiparxceHue «anasumudeckas gpusocogpusi»? JleBun
ymbepxoaem, umo, NOCKOAbKY He Cyujecmbyem obujenpu-
HAMbIX NPpUHYUN0B U Memodob mak HasvilbaeMol «aHa-
AUmMuYeckotl uaocopuu», 3mo Hasbarue 00AKHO ObimMb
3aMeHeHo Ha Do/ee KOHKpermHoe U o Heeo ciedyent om-
Ka3amucs. YuAvAMCOH 3aujuujaem ucnoss3obanue 5moao
cao0Bocoqemanus, ymbepxoas, umo oHo Bnoaxe npu2ooHo,
maxK KaxK OmHOCUMCA K Wupokoi mpaouyuu 63aumobau-
AHULL U npu 3mom Oaxe He mpebyem npubepkeHHocmu
Memooy anaiusa 6 ckoavko-HubYob onpedeseHHOM CMblCAe.
JleBun Bospaxcaem, umo 6 0aHHOM CAyHAe MEPMUH «AHA-
AUMUYECKAA PUAOCOPUA» CAUUKOM NYCHL. DO MOXKHO
0bL10 ObL Ucnpabums KOHUENMYalbHbIM AHAAUSOM NOHS-
mus «anaiumuveckas gpusocopus», Ho mozoa u Kanm,
014 komopoeo ¢pusocogpus no cboetl cymu aHAAUMUUHA,
cmaa Obl CIMOPOHHUKOM AHAAUMUYECKOU ¢huocodpuiL.
Hpyeoit Bapuanm — caedoBams udeary Patiaa o c6obooHom
0m ApAbIKOB, K02epeHMHOM U uecmHOM MultuieHuu. Kak
ymBepixdaem JleBun, 63215061 Yurvamcona, no menvuiei
Mepe 4acmu4Ho, coeaacyiomcs c koHyenyuei Kamma o
pasauvuy Mexoy ¢pusocogpueil u ucmopuen gpusocogpuu,
a makxe ¢ IMIUPUHECKUM AHAAUSOM U AeKAUUM 6 20 oc-
HOBe IMNUPUUECKUM PeastusMoM. Yurvamcon omBeuaen,
410 OH UCNOAb3Yer NOHAMUEe «AHAAUMUYecKas puioco-
us» 6 e2o HolHeUHeM 3HAUEHUU, KOMOpoe He CB00UMCcs K
3HAUEHUAM NOHAMUTL «AHAAUMUYECKUTL» U «PUAOCOPUA».
CobBpementoe e2o npumenrere OmMAUUALTNCA OM NPEKHUX,
u 6 amom Bude ono He npumenumo xk Kanmy. Yuarvamcon
Bvicmynaem npomub mpancyeHOeHmalLbHo20 U0eatusma U
2pyb020 pasAuteHIs AHAAUMUYECKO20 U CUHIMEMU1eckoeo,
a priori u a posteriori, mpedyrousux obHoBAeHUA.

KatoueBvie croBa: Kanm, anarumuveckasn ¢pusoco-
us, KoHYenmyasvHulil aHaiu3, AuHeBucmudeckuil ana-
Au3, memagpusocogpus, apaviku 6 gusocodpuu, usoco-
¢us gpusocogpuu, ucmopus gpusocogpuu, peaisusm, uoea-
AUM
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KANT AND ANALYSIS

M. Lewin,' T. Williamson?

In the current dialogue between two authors with
different views on analysis, philosophy, and the use of
labels, the leading question is: How should one under-
stand the expression ‘analytic philosophy’? Lewin ar-
ques that as there are no generally agreed tenets and
methods of what is being called ‘analytic philosophy’,
the name is to be replaced by a more specific one or aban-
doned. Williamson defends the use of this phrase, claim-
ing that it is quite serviceable, as it relates to a broad
tradition of influence, while it is not even required to
adhere to the method of analysis in any distinctive sense.
Lewin counters that, in this case, ‘analytic philosophy’
is too empty. One could heal this by conceptual analysis
of ‘analytic philosophy’ — but then Kant, for whom phi-
losophy is inherently analytic, would be a proponent of
analytic philosophy. Another option is to follow Ryle’s
ideal of a label-free, coherent and honest thinking. As
Lewin argues, Williamson’s views seem at least par-
tially to agree with Kant’s conception of the difference
between philosophy and history of philosophy as well
as empirical analysis and the underlying empirical re-
alism. Williamson replies that he uses ‘analytic philos-
ophy’ in its current meaning, which is not composed of
the meanings of ‘analytic’ and “philosophy’. The current
use is different from the earlier ones and not applicable
to Kant. He arques against the transcendental idealism
and the coarse-grained distinction between analytic and
synthetic and a priori and a posteriori that requires an
update.
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philosophy, philosophy of philosophy, history of philos-
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Bompoc «YTo Takoe dwiocodpua?» — oguH n3
OCHOBHBIX BOITPOCOB B 0071acTV1 MeTadvrocodpmm 1
OIIVIH U3 CaMBIX CJIOKHBIX, CO MHOXK€CTBOM B3auM-
HO HEeCOBMeCTVIMBIX OTBETOB. SIBJIeTcs I BOIIPOC
«Yro Takoe aHaymMTHUecKas duiiocodpusi?» Goree
rpocTbiM? C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH KakK OBl Cy’KaeT
O0BeKT mccilefIoBaHMs, CITpalllBasi, 4eM sIBjIseT-
Csl 9Ta KOHKpeTHasd 4yacTb dvuiocodpun. OgHako ¢
IOpPyrovi — OH J00aBJIsieT TPYAHOCTH, CBsI3aHHBIE C
OOBsICHEHMEM TOro, YTO TaKoe «aHaJIMTHUYecKas»
durtocodmst. B xaure «Putocodpms dprtocodprim»
TumoTnt YwibsiMcoH yTBepXKaeT, 4To JiroOas IIo-
IIBITKA OTOBOPUTH CMBICIT «@HAJIMTUYECKOV PuIIo-
codpum» «He IIpUBeIeT HU K YeMy, KpoMe KpaTKom
TepMMHOJIOrYeckort IyTaHuile» (Williamson,
2022, p. 23). B apiHernHeM nyasiore Muxan Jlepua
mpucoenmHsieTcs K crpemsieHnio 'vibepra Paitria
creriath pvIoCOPUIO He3aBUCUMON OT SpPJIbIKOB
(em.: Ryle, 1937) n meITaeTcs MCIOIB30BaTh MIPO-
AYKTUBHYIO CWJIY TePMMHOJIOIMYeCKOV 3aIlyTaH-
HOCTW. 3ajiava OTKPBITOM AVCKyccum Mexny Jle-
BUHBIM (Hajsiee — MJI) 1 YusbsamMcoHoM (Haiee —
TY) coctouT B TOM, YTOOBI BBISIBUTH IS UMTATEIIS
CrIocoObI OOparrieHns ¢ BbIpakeHVeM «aHaJIUTV-
ueckast pvtocodist». 17151 TOro 4To0bI IVICKYCCHS
ObII1a XXMBOVI, MBI OTKa3aJIMCh OT IIpeBapyTeIIbHO-
rO TeMaTU4ecKoro CTPYKTypupoBaHMsl Oecellbl 1
rocTapasIvch n3dexars 00beMHbIX 0TBeTOB. C yue-
TOM 3TUX I1eJIeVl MBI TaK>Ke BO3/Iep KiBaeMcsl OT 10-
CTCTPYKTYPUpPOBaHMUSL ¥ IIpeNCTaBjIsgeM IVCKYcC-
CUIO B TOM BUJIe, B KOTOPOM OHa M3Ha4daIbHO Be-
J1ach. [IyicKyccuis pa3BuBaeTCs B OCHOBHOM IIO ClTe-
AYIOMIVM BOIIpOcaM: O3HauaeT IOHSTHe «aHaIl-
TUYECK» KOHLENTYaJIbHBIV aHaIN3 VIV JIVIHT-
BUCTWYECKUII aHaI3 / HU TO, HU Jpyroe / M To,
U apyroe? cjlefiyeT JIV OTKa3aThCs OT BbIpaskeHWs
«aHayMTIYecKask pvyiocodvisi» VI 3aMeHUTb ero
B CBeTe IMOCJIEAHMX TeHIeHIMM B dwviocodpm?
ecJIV OHO He OTChIIaeT K KaKOMY-JIO0 KOHKPeTHO-
My HaOOpy IIPMHIIMIIOB, TO KaKOB ero pedepeHT?
nofijaeTcst JI TEPMUH «aHaJIUTI4decKasi ouioco-
Jus» anammsy? asigerca i KanTt ananmTide-
ckM prstocodoM, a YWIBIMCOH — B HEKOTOPOU
CTelleHV KaHTVMaHIIeM? VIV HaM BOOOIIIe CTOUT OT-
Ka3aThbCs OT VICIIOJIb30BAHMS SPITBIKOB?
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“What is philosophy?” is one of the main
questions in the field of metaphilosophy and
one of the most difficult, with a variety of mu-
tually incompatible answers. Is “What is ana-
lytic philosophy?” a simpler question? On the
one hand, it seems to narrow down the object
of inquiry by asking what a specific part of phi-
losophy is. But, on the other hand, it adds the
difficulty of explaining what ‘analytic’ means.
In The Philosophy of Philosophy, Timothy Wil-
liamson has claimed that any attempt to stip-
ulate a sense for “analytic philosophy” “
achieve nothing but brief terminological confu-
sion” (Williamson, 2022, p. 23). In the current
dialogue, Michael Lewin joins Gilbert Ryle’s
(1937) quest for a label-independent philoso-
phy and aims at using the productive power
of terminological confusions. The task of the

will

open debate between Lewin (henceforth ML)
and Williamson (henceforth TW) is to reveal for
the reader ways of approaching the expression
‘analytic philosophy’. In order to have a lively
discussion, we have dispensed with thematic
pre-structuring and tried to avoid lengthy an-
swers. In view of these objectives, we have also
refrained from post-structuring and present the
debate in the way it originally took its course.
The discussion roughly follows these questions:
Does ‘analytic” stand for ‘conceptual analysis’
or ‘linguistic analysis’, neither or both? Should
the phrase ‘analytic philosophy’ be replaced
or abandoned in light of recent developments?
If it does not refer to any specific set of tenets,
what is its referent? Is ‘analytic philosophy’
analysable? Is Kant an analytic philosopher and
Williamson partially a Kantian? Or should one
stop using labels?

ML: In The Philosophy of Philosophy, whose
primary goal was to give a contemporary pic-
ture of analytic philosophy, you have claimed



MJI: B xuure «@utocodpmst dpuiocodpnm», oc-
HOBHOVI 11€JTbI0 KOTOPOVI OBLIIO IIPeJICTaBUTh COBpe-
MeHHYIO KapTMHY aHaJIuTuUdeckon duiocodum,
Ber yTBepkmaimm, 4TO «aHaTMTHUUYeCKas (PVIIOCO-
dus» — 3TO BbIpakeHMe B KMBOM SI3bIKe 1 UTO JIFO-
Gas IIOIIbITKA OTOBOPUTE €e CMBICII «He ITpUBeJleT
HU K 4eMy, KpoMe KpaTKOV TepMMHOJIOIMYecKou
nytaHuib» (Williamson, 2022, p. 23). B pamkax
3TOV MOJIeMMKM Bbl oOcyXmaymmt Tpum IHocTysiara
aHaJIUTUYecKon duitocodpum, cdopMyspoBaH-
Hble lammuroM: (1) cTpykTypa MBICIM KaK 00b-
eKT aHa/IM3a; (2) oTHesleHMe MCCIeoBaHMs MBbIC-
JIM OT MCCIIeIOBaHMsl TICHIXOJIOIMYeCcKOro IIpoliec-
ca MbIUIeHNs; (3) aHaIM3 S3bIKa KaK eIVHCTBEeH-
Ho BepHBbIN MeTof (Ibid., p. 14—24; Dummett, 1978,
p. 458). YTBepxIeHve COCTOSIO B TOM, UTO TPeTU
IPUHIINII VICKITIOUaeT MHOrMX ¢mitocodos, cum-
TAIOMIVIX Ce0s JacThIO aHAIVTIYECKOV TPaIUIIN
nocsze dpere WM pacCMaTpUBaeMbIX B 3TOM Ka-
yvecTBe JIpyrumMn. Hekoropele dwtocodrr-ananm-
TUKIM XOTST aHaJIM3MPOBATh MBICIb HAIIPIMYIO,
OHVI OTBepraoT JIMHIBUCTUYECKNUTI TIOBOPOT ¥ 00-
XOITHOVI ITy Th Uepe3 aHaJIn3 A3bIKa. 3a4acTyio OHU
IIpeITIOYNTAIOT TOBOPUTH O MOHSTHSIX, a He O CJI0-
Bax. [IOHSTMSI B 3TOM CMBICITe SIBJISIFOTCSI COCTaB-
HBIMI KOMITOHEHTaMI MBIC/IV C OIlpelle/IeHHBIM
KOHIIENITyaJIbHBIM coflep’KaHveM. MOXHO ObITh
aHaJIUTUYeCKM puitocodoM, ecsiv TPUHMUMATh
TiepBbIe J1Ba IT0CTYJlaTa, HO OTBepraTh TPeTUTA.

Ho ecyiu cortacuThcs ¢ Barmivm yTeepKieHMs-
MM, TO He OyJeT JIV JIOTMYHBIM IIPeJIOKUTD Ile-
periMeHOBaHVe ¥ / MV TIepecTPyKTyprpOBaHe
aHayIMTHU4IecKom dpvutocodr? Mel Moryiv Obl BBe-
CTVI Ha3BaHMe «aHaJINTIYecKas JIMHTBUCTIIUecKast
dntocodrist» B TOM CiTydae, eciIu Bce TPy IOCTyIla-
Ta COOJTIOIEHBI VI IIpeJIIoiaraeTcs Memoo Aunebu-
CMuYecKo2o anaAu3a, v HasBaHue «aHaJIuTudeckas
KOHIIeIITyasIbHas prytocodmis», Korjga TpeTu Io-
CTyJIaT MOXeT ObITh OTOpPOIIIeH 1 pacCMOTpeH Kak
BO3MOYKHOe, HO HeoOsi3aTeJIbHOe YCJIOBYe ISl OCY-
IIIECTBIIEHMST KOHYenmyaivHo2o anaiusa. Eciav xe
OH TpelbyeTcsi, TO MOYKHO BBECTY JIOTIOTHVTEIIbHBIe
pasInyeHs, OpYeHTVPOBaHHbIe He Ha SI3bIK VIV
KOHIIEIITHI, a Ha YTO-TO Jipyroe. B aTom ciryyae s
BVDKY TPY BapVaHTa: Ha3BaHHBIe TaKnM oOpa3oM
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that “analytic philosophy’ is a phrase in a liv-
ing language and that any attempt to stipulate
a sense for it “will achieve nothing but brief
terminological confusion” (Williamson, 2022,
p. 23). As part of the argument, you have dis-
cussed Dummett’s three tenets of analytic phi-
losophy: (1) structure of thought as the object
of analysis; (2) separation of study of thought
from the study of psychological process of
thinking; and (3) analysis of language as the
only correct method (see ibid., pp. 14-24 and
Dummett, 1978, p. 458). The claim was that the
third tenet excludes many philosophers who
regard themselves or who are being regarded
by others as part of the analytic tradition af-
ter Frege. Some analytic philosophers want to
analyse thought directly, they reject the lin-
guistic turn and the detour through analysis of
language. They often rather speak of concepts
than words. Concepts are in this regard con-
stituents of thought with a certain conceptual
content. One can be an analytic philosopher if
one accepts the first two tenets but rejects the
third.

But if one agrees to what you say, would it
not be consequential to suggest a re-naming
and/or re-structuring of analytic philosophy?
One could introduce the title “analytic linguis-
tic philosophy’, if one keeps all three tenets and
the method of linguistic analysis is intended,
and the title “analytic conceptual philosophy’, if
the third tenet can be dropped and regarded as
a possible, but non-necessary condition for the
practice of conceptual analysis. If it is required,
one can bring in further distinctions that focus
on something other than language or concepts.
I see three options if one follows this propos-
al: the so-termed movements can be equal
members of subdivision of analytic philoso-
phy (coordination), or one suggests a hierarchy
among them (subordination), or the superor-
dinated term ‘analytic philosophy” should be
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HalIpaBJIeHVISI MOT'YT OBITh PaBHOIIPABHBIMM WIe-
HaMU Tofpasziersla aHAJIMTUYecKor drutocodum
(KooprayHaIIs), JIM00 MeXAy HUMM IIpearionara-
eTcs vepapxus (CyoopanHaiys), 1100 OT BbIIlle-
YIOMSIHYTOIO TepMMHA «aHAJINTU4ecKast pnio-
codusi» CIreryeT OTKas3aTbCs M 3aMEHWUTH €ro Ha
Gosiee TOUHBIe TepMUHBI (3aMeHa). HesicHo, moue-
MY MBI JIOJDKHBI [IepyKaThCs 3a Ha3BaHVE, KOTOpoe
OIVICBIBAET OITpefiesIeHHbIe IIPVHITNIIBL VI IIPaKTH-
KV B HesICHOVI U Iy TaloIet popme.

TY: MbI MOXXeM BBIIEJIUTB 3/1eCh HeCKOJIBKO BO-
IIPOCOB.

Bo-rrepBbIx, cyIecTByeT IHpakTuUdeckas ITpo-
Orlema ycTaHOBJIEHVSI HOBOIO CMBIC/Ia BBIpake-
HUS — B JIAHHOM CJIy4ae «aHaJIuTu4decKas gpusio-
codms», — KOTOpoe yXKe IOIyUMJIO CMBICI B CO-
OTBETCTBYIOILIIEM pedeBOM COODIllecTBe — B JlaH-
HOM ci1y4ae cpenu dpustocodos. Hit onyH gertosek
He o0sIa/TaeT TaKMMM IIOJTHOMOYMSIMMU ISl 3TOTO,
U Jlake CKpOMHOe IIpefjIokeHue Bps[l jiv Oyner
HofJiepKaHo, yYUTBIBas CVJTY VHEPLUN U Pa3HoO-
obpasue ajIbTepHaTMBHBIX IIpeyIokeHun. [lev-
CTBUTEJIBHO, 3 PeKT oT npesioxeHns Jammura
0 TOM, KaK pasrpaHUUNUTh «aHaJIUTUUIECKYIo du-
s10codio», ObUT He3HAYMTeIbHBIM. [ IonbITKM ITe-
pedopMyIMpoBaTh 3TO BEIpaskeHe 04T HaBep-
HsIKa OKaXXyTCS TIIETHBIMIAL

Bo-BTOpBIX, COBpeMeHHBIVI CMBIC]I TepMIHa
«aHaJInTU4YecKasd uiocodpns» BIIOIHE IIPUTO-
neH. OH OTHOCUTCH K IIVMPOKOV TPagUIIUN C pas3-
TMYHBIMY nofaTpanuumsaMnu. Kak u gpyrue Tpa-
AVIIAY, OHa pas3BMBaslach CO BpeMeHeM 1 00bey-
HsJIaCh He OOIIMMV BHYTPeHHMMN YepTaMu (Ha-
HpuMep, JOKTPUHOM VJIV METOIOM), a MICTOpuYe-
CKMMM CBA3SIMM BJIVISIHUMSA (HarpuMep, OTHOIe-
HUAMI «y4YUTeIb — Y4YeHMK»). XOTs pasiimdie
MeXTy «QHAJIUTUYECKOV» ¥ «HeaHaJIMTUYEeCKOI»,
VIV «KOHTMHeHTaJIbHO», puiocoduent sBiiseT-
csl TpyOBIM, copepKalllM MHOXXECTBO ITOrpaHY-
HBIX CJIy4aeB, OHO 0DO3HadaeT 3aMeTHBIVI COIIVO-
JIOTVYeCKUI pasfesl B mpodpeccuy, KOTOPBIVT Ha
HPOTsDKeHUM IIOYTM CTOJIeTUS WIPayl BaskKHYIO
pOJIb B IOHMMaHUM dviocodamMy TOro, YeM OHU
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abandoned and completely replaced by more
precise terms (replacement). It is not clear why
we should adhere to a name that expresses cer-
tain tenets and practice in a vague and confus-
ing manner.

TW: We can separate several questions here.

First, there is the practical issue of stipu-
lating a new sense for an expression — in this
case, ‘analytic philosophy” — which already
has a received sense in use by the relevant
speech community — in this case, philoso-
phers. No one person has the authority to make
such a stipulation, and even a modest sugges-
tion is unlikely to be followed, given the force
of inertia and the variety of alternative sugges-
tions. Indeed, the effect of Dummett’s proposal
about how to delimit ‘analytic philosophy” was
negligible. Trying to redefine the phrase would
almost certainly be futile.

Second, the current sense of the phrase ‘ana-
lytic philosophy” is quite serviceable. It refers to
a broad tradition, with various sub-traditions.
Like other traditions, it has evolved over time,
and is unified not by shared intrinsic features
(for example, of doctrine or method) but by
historical connections of influence (for exam-
ple, the teacher-pupil relation). Although the
distinction between ‘analytic’ and ‘non-analyt-
ic’ or ‘continental’ philosophy is rough, with
many borderline cases, it marks an observable
sociological divide in the profession, which for
almost a century has played a major role in phi-
losophers” understanding of what they are do-
ing and its likeness or unlikeness to what their
contemporaries do; it is reflected in how they
use the pronouns ‘us” and ‘them’. A future his-
torian of philosophy in this period who ignores
that distinction will miss something in many
philosophers’ self-understanding, and to that
extent will be doing a poor job as a historian.



3aHVMMAFOTCS, VI CXOMICTBA VIJIV HECXOIICTBA 3TOIO C
TeM, 4eM 3aHMMAIOTCS VX COBPEMEeHHVIKI; 3TO OT-
pakaeTcs B TOM, KaK OHM VCIIOJIB3YIOT MeCTOVIMe-
HUS «MBl» M «OHW». Byaymmm mcTopuk pmstoco-
dum sTOTO HEpHOIA, UTHOPUPYIOIINT 3TO PasIv-
4ye, YOYCTUT HEYTO B CAMOBOCIIPUISTUI MHOTTIX
dntocopoB 1, cilef1oBaTeIbHO, OKaXXeTCs IJIOXUM
mcTopukoM. HecMoTps Ha peasibHOe CXOICTBO, s
OITacaloCh IIPVIMEHSITh 3TO pas3yIndyie PeTpPOoCIek-
TVBHO K 0OOJIee paHHIM IIepriofjaM — JI0 TOro, Kak
dwtocodms pasmenviach TakKMM o0pasoM, U 10
TOTO, KaK (pry10COBI MBICJIVIIV B TEPMIMHAX 3TOTO
pasnernenus, HaripuMep K Kanry v JlenOnmiry,
K Apucrorero vuiu I Iiarony.

B MoeM cityuae s, 04eBMIHO, IIpPMHALJIEXY K
Tpaguuuy, obo3HavaeMoVl KaK «aHaJIUTUdecKas
durocodpus». K npumepy, Marxn Jammut Obin
MOVIM HAy4HBIM PYKOBOAVTEJIEM Ha IIOCIIETHEM
rogy obyueHus B mokTopaHType B Okcdopre, a
ecyIM B3IJISTHYTh Ha Oubrmorpaduiio v KHVDKHBIN
yKasareJIb B JTIOOOVI 113 MOVIX KHWT, TO CTaHET $ICHO,
K KakuMm ¢pustocodpam s Oostblrie Bcero obpariia-
10cb. V1 Bce ke Moe PprstocopcKoe TeopeTmsnpo-
BaHIe HeJIb3S OTHECTU K «aHaJIM3y» B KaKOM-JIV-
00 TIOJIe3HOM WUIM OTIMYUTEIIBHOM CMBICTIE. S1
PEIKO MUIIy HeOOXOAMMBIEe ¥ IOCTATOYHBIE YCIIO-
BUS. Sl HaXOXy IIONBITKY pasfde/InTh VCTUHBI Ha
«aQHAINTUYECKVIe» U «CUHTETYECKMe» VIV «KOH-
LIeTITyaJIbHbIe» VI «3MIIVIPUYecKyie» IITyOOKO OIIV-
OGouHBIMIL. 5] OOJIBIIIE HE ITBITAIOCH CEPHE3HO Pado-
TaTh C TEPMUHOM «KOHIIEIIT», IIOCKOJIBKY CUUTAIO
BBIZIEJIEHVIE «KOHIIEIITOB» Oe3HAIe)KHO HEeSCHBIM.
Ecrmt cipocuts: «Korga cj10Bo B OHOM KOHTEKCTe
BBIpa’kaeT TO Ke IIOHSTHE, UYTO W CJIOBO B IPYTOM
KOHTEKCTe?», TO OTBETHI B JIyYIlleM CJIydae OKa-
KYTCSl KPYTOBBIMI. XOTS s M3y4alo KaK MBIIIUTe-
HVe, TaK W S3bIK, S OTPUIIAI0, YTO OHU VICUEPITBI-
BaloT 00beKThl prstocodpun. Tak, Harrprmep, Mo-
papHas prtocoduist 3aHMMaeTCs IPaBVUITBHBIMU
VUIVI HETIPaBUJIBHBIMM JIEVICTBUSIMY, a He TOJIBKO
CJIOBAMU «IIPABUJTBHO» VI «HEIIPaBVIJIBHO» VIV Ha-
HIVIMU TIOHSATUSIMU «NPaBusbH0» T «<HenpabuibHo».
Jaxe B JIOTVIKe MBI M13yJaeM caMoO TOX/IECTBO, a He
TOJIBKO CMMBOJI «=» VUIVI Hallle ITOHSTIE TOX/Ie-
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Despite the genuine similarities, I am wary of
applying the distinction retrospectively to earli-
er periods, for instance to Kant or Leibniz, or to
Aristotle or Plato, before philosophy had split
in that way, and before philosophers thought in
terms of such a split.

In my case, I obviously belong to the tradi-
tion labelled ‘analytic philosophy’. For exam-
ple, Michael Dummett supervised me for the
final year of my doctoral studies at Oxford,
and a glance at the bibliography and index
in any of my books will show which philoso-
phers I most engage with. Yet my philosophi-
cal theorising cannot be classified as ‘analysis’
in any useful or distinctive sense. I rarely seek
necessary and sufficient conditions. I find at-
tempts to divide truths into the ‘analytic” or
‘conceptual” and the “synthetic’ or “empirical’
deeply misleading. I no longer try to do se-
rious work with the term ‘concept’, because
I take the individuation of ‘concepts’ to be
hopelessly obscure: if you ask “When does
a word in one context express the same con-
cept as a word in another context?’, the an-
swers you get are circular at best. Although I
study both thought and language, I deny that
they exhaust the objects of philosophy. For in-
stance, moral philosophy concerns right or
wrong actions, not just the words ‘right” and
‘wrong’ or our concepts right and wrong. Even
in logic, we study identity itself, not just the
symbol ‘=" or our concept of identity. Many
younger philosophers who think of them-
selves as “analytic” accept such a broad view of
the objects of philosophy.

As an epistemologist, I think and talk about
thought, and find psychologists” studies of hu-
man thinking more relevant than Dummett
would have considered them, because they
curb epistemologists” tendency to privilege
cognitive processes accessible to conscious-
ness. Likewise, as a philosopher of language,
I think and talk about language, and find lin-
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cTBa. MHOrve mosofple pnmiocodsl, cUMUTAIOIIVe
cels «aHATUTVKaMW», IPUHMMAIOT TaKOM IIVPO-
KWV B3I7I1, Ha 00beKTHI PrjIocopmt.

Kaxk smvicTemorior, s gyMaro v TOBOPIO O MBIITI-
JIEHVVI VI HAXOXKY VICCIIeIOBaHMS IICVIXOJIOrOB O Ue-
JIOBeYeCKOM MBIIIUIeHMY Oojlee aKTyasIbHBIMY,
ueM cumTasl JJaMMUT, TIOCKOJIBKY OHW CHIep’KiuBa-
10T TEHEHIINIO 3IIVICTEMOJIOrOB CTaBUTh B IIPUO-
pUTeT KOTHUTWMBHBIE ITPOLIeCChI, JOCTYIIHbIe CO-
3HaHMIO. AHAJIOTMYHO, KaK pnstocod 43bIKa, 5 Iy-
Maro ¥ TOBOPIO O sI3bIKe ¥ HaXOXYy VCCIIeIOBaHMs
JIVHIBVICTOB O YeJIOBeUYeCKMX A3bIKax 0oJiee mosies-
HBIMM, HeXesIn JJaMMIT, Tak KaK OHM 4acTo 3aMe-
4aroT Te CJIOKHOCTU M aHAJIOTUM C APYTUMU 43bl-
KaMM, KOTOpble YHycKaioT duitocodrl. MHorme
COBpeMeHHbIe «aHaINTI4ecKye» PrIocodbl IIpo-
SIBJISIIOT QHAJIOTVYHBIV MHTEepPeC K IICUXOJIOIMU U
JIVHTBUCTUKE.

MJI: Eciin BeIpakeHUe «aHaIUTHUecKast pu-
stocodmsl» OTHOCUTCS CKOpee K WCcilefloBaTesIb-
CKOVI TpafuIIUM WJIV «MBICJIUTEIbHOMY KOJIJIeK-
TUBY», 4eM K MCCIeJoBaTeJIbCKOV ITporpaMmme C
4UeTKO CPOPMYJIMPOBAaHHBIMM VCXOAHBIMU TIO-
CBUIKaMW, SBPVCTUKaMV, TPeOOBaHVISIMU W TIeJIs-
MU, TO Hamboslee ajleKBaTHBIM OyJleT paccMaTpu-
BaTh €ro Kak MMsi coOcTBeHHOe. B cirydae mmMen
COOCTBEHHBIX TO, YTO 0OO3Ha4aeT, He BCerza JaeT
BO3MOXKHOCTD cJieJjIaTh 0OOCHOBaHHBIE BBIBOIBI 00
obo3HagaeMoM (Harpumep, cioBo «Okcdpopm» He
JlaeT IIpeJicTaBjIeHNs O COBpeMeHHOM O0JIMKe ro-
poria) 1 3a¥acTylo MOXeT ObITh 3aMeHeHO Ha JIIO-
6oe Ipyroe HazBaHMe, €CJIV 3TO He IIPOTUBOPEUNT
3aKOHaM, KOHBEHIIVAM U JIPYTUM IPpaKTUYIeCKM
coobpaxenmsaM. Ecim MOXHO mpmHajjiexarb K
TpaguIINY, Ha3bIBaeMOVI «aHaJIUTUUYecKon ¢Gu-
socodpuiert», He MpUJIEPKMBasCh KaKom-Imbo oco-
Oort TeopuM «aHaIM3a», TO M3MeHeHVe Ha3BaHIs
Ha «A-Phi» mmm gaxe «X2023» He IpUYMHUT Cy-
IIIeCTBEHHOro Bpeda. MoxHO cdopMmysmpoBaTh
IpaBuIa KOPPEeKTHOIO VCIIOIb30BaHMs 3TUX VI
JIIOOBIX APYTMX IIPOU3BOJIBHO BBIOpaHHBIX BbIpa-
xeHun. B ipemioxennmn «fI — wacte X2023» co-
BO «X2023» 03Ha4aeT «MCTOpUYecKyie CBS3W BIIVs-
Hu» (Bkinouas Ppere, Butrenmrerina, Paccera,
Kyanna, Pavuia, Jammuira v 11p.).
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guists” studies of human languages more help-
ful than Dummett did, because they often
notice complications, and points of compari-
son with other languages, that philosophers
miss. Many other contemporary “analytic” phi-
losophers take a similar interest in psychology
and linguistics.

ML: If the expression ‘analytic philoso-
phy’ refers rather to a research tradition or a
‘thought collective’ than to a research pro-
gramme with clearly formulated basic assump-
tions, heuristics, demands and goals, it is most
adequate to regard it as a proper name. In case
of proper names, the signifier does not always
allow viable conclusions about the signified —
for example, ‘Oxford” does not give any idea
of the current appearance of the city — and
could often be replaced by any other name, if it
would not conflict with laws, conventions and
other practical reasons. If one can belong to the
tradition called ‘analytic philosophy” without
adherence to any distinctive theory of ‘analy-
sis’, a change of name into “A-Phi’ or even
X2023” would not do any substantive harm.
One can give rules for the correct use of these
or any other arbitrarily chosen expressions. In
the proposition ‘I am a part of X2023’, “X2023’
stands for “historical connections of influence”
(including Frege, Wittgenstein, Russell, Quine,
Ryle, Dummett etc.).

Of course, this renaming suggestion has
little or no chance in the real world of going
beyond a language game or a thought exper-
iment. But it gives clues on the pros and cons
of treating ‘analytic philosophy’ as a proper
name. Above all, it points at the emptiness of
the expression. Apart from neologisms, prop-
er names and names in general have usually
received their meanings from earlier commu-
nities of speakers. These meanings can be re-



KoneuHO, B peajTbHOM MyIpe 3TO IIpeIoKeHe
0 TIepeIMeHOBaHMN VMeeT MajIo IIaHCOB BBITU
3a paMKW $I3bIKOBOVI WII'PBI VIV MBICIITEIIBHOIO
aKcrepyMeHTa. Ho OHO 10O3BOJISI€T OLIEHUTD IITIO-
CBI VI MMHYCHl OTHOIIEHUS K «aHaJIUTUYeCKOV
dwtocopmm» Kak K MMeHM cobcTBeHHOMY. [Ipe-
XKJIe BCETO OHO YKa3bIBaeT Ha IYCTOTY 3TOIO BBI-
pakeHMs. 3a VCKJIIOYEHVIEM HEOJIOII3MOB, VIMe-
Ha COOCTBeHHBIE M VMMeHa BOooDIe OOBIYHO ITO-
JIy4aroT CBOW 3HaueHMs OT ITPeXHMX COOOIIecTB
TOBOPAIIVIX. DTV 3HAaYeHMs MOT'YT OBbIThH BbIsBIIE-
HBI C IIOMOIIIBIO MICTOPMUECKOVT MOPOITOr L, STN-
Mosioruy u parmarukin’. Ho, yanrsiBas, 4to co-
BpeMeHHOe KOMMYHMKaTVBHOe cOOOIIeCcTBO 3a4a-
CTyI0 OO He 3HaeT, MO0 He 3a00TUTCS O TOM,
KaKOBO OBUIO MICXOTHOEe O3HadaeMoe, MHOrooOpa-
31e YIOoTpeOsIeHn T 1 KOHTEKCTOB VCIIOJIb30BaHMS
SI3BIKOBBIX BBIPAKEHWVI ITOCTEIIEHHO OITYCTOIIIa-
eT 3Tu IpeXXHue 3HadeHns. Yem Oosiee yaoOHBIM
CTaHOBUTCSI Has3BaHMe «aHaJIMTUYecKasi puIoco-
usi», TeM Ooslee ITyCTBIM OHO CTAHOBUTCS. A 4eM
OoJ1ee MyCTBIM CTAHOBUTCS SIPJIBIK, TEM JIeTde ero
3aMEHUTH VIJIVI OTMEHWTb.

Ecimn BRIpakeHMe «aHaIMTHYecKasl PuIToco-
dus» — 3TO BCero JIMIIb MMsI COOCTBEHHOE, TO
ero «IMBaHHBIVI» aHaJIM3 MaJIo 4To HaeT. MoXHO
yTBEpPXXIIaTh, UYTO €ro pedepeHTOM SBIISIeTCS He-
Kasi TpaJuIIvs, HO M 3TO y>Ke CIJIVIIIKOM JaJIeKui
IIyTh, Bellb «TPaJWIVs» He BbIpa’keHa JIVIHIBU-
CTVYECKVI V1 He COIEPXKMTCS aHAJIUTIIECKM B TOM
HasBaHMM. Eciii HeKOTOphle ydeHble XOTAT yCTa-
HOBUTBH HEOOXOIVIMYIO CBSI3b C 3TVUM pedepeHTOoM,
OHW [OJDKHBI CIe/IaTh ee JIMHIBUCTUYECKM SKC-
IUTAIIATHON: «TPagUIIS aHAJIUTIYECKO pviio-
copum». Kax s yke mperjiaraji B IIpeIblAyIent
JacTy, OHV JIOJDKHBI TAKXKe YeTKO yKa3aTh, IMeeT-
Cs1JIV B BUJTY aHAJIU3 SI3bIKa VJIV aHaIN3 IIOHSTUTA.

BosbMeM IIpOTMBOIIONIOKHOE — yTBEpXKIeHe:
«aHaJIMTHU4YecKas puiocodusi» — 3TO CJIOBOCOUe-
TaHVe, JIMHTBUCTMYECKN BbIpakaloIllee IIOHSTe
a"HaMTHUYecKon drtocodnn, WiV aHAIUTIYe-
cKkast pustocodusi — 3TO HOHATHE (4TO, OUeBUIHO,
SIBJISIETCS. peAyKIIVell, TaK KaK IOMVIMO TIOHSTVS

* B mpyroM TeKcTe S Ha3bIBalO 3TOT IOXOZ, «OPUIMHAIIb-
HBIM aHaIM30M» (cM.: Lewin, 2023, S. 18 —26).
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trieved via historical morphology, etymology
and pragmatics.’ But given that the contempo-
rary communication community often either
does not know or care what the original signi-
fied is, the variety of uses and contexts of uses
of linguistic expressions slowly hollow them
out. The more serviceable the title ‘analyt-
ic philosophy’ becomes, the emptier it grows.
The emptier a label is, the easier it can be re-
placed or dropped.

If the expression ‘analytic philosophy’ is
only a proper name, its analysis from an arm-
chair does not render much. One can state
that its referent is a certain tradition, but even
this goes too far, as “tradition’ is not linguis-
tically expressed or analytically contained in
this name. If some scholars want to establish
a necessary link to this referent, they should
make it linguistically explicit: ‘the tradition of
analytic philosophy’. As I have suggested in
the previous part, they should also make ex-
plicit whether they mean analysis of language
or analysis of concepts.

Consider an opposite claim: “analytic phi-
losophy’ is a phrase that linguistically express-
es a concept of analytic philosophy, or analytic
philosophy is a concept (which obviously is a
reduction, as beyond being concept it is also
a set of words). This opens a variety of possi-
ble analyses of the concepts of analysis, philos-
ophy, and analytic philosophy. If one follows
this road, definite and useful results can be ex-
pected, even if they will contribute to disagree-
ment.

In the preface to the second edition of The
Philosophy of Philosophy, you have retrospec-
tively mentioned that you did little to define
the words ‘concepts’ and ‘conceptual’ and

Elsewhere I call this approach “originalistic analysis’
(see Lewin, 2023, pp. 18-26).
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3TO eIrie ¥ Habop CJI0B). DTO OTKpBIBaeT MHOT000-
pasvie BO3MOXKHBIX aHAJIM30B ITOHATUV «aHaJIN3»,
«puiocodpms», «aHaaUTUYecKast QurTocopms».
Ecrm crieoBaTh 3TOMY ITyTH, TO MOKHO OXWIATh
OIpeieJIeHHBbIX ¥ IIOJIE3HBIX Pe3yJIbTaToB, Hake
ecJIV OHY IPUBENYT K Pa3HOIIaCHISIM.

B mpenuciiosun Ko BTOpoMy msmaHuo «Du-
socopumt dpustocopmn» Bel peTpocrieKTMBHO OT-
MeuaeTe, YTO BBl HETOCTaTOYHO OIIpenesvIv CJI0-
Ba «KOHIIENITHI» ¥ «KOHIIENTYaIbHBIV» 11 9YTO Bam
XOTeJIOCh OBl 3aMEHUTH HECKOJIBKO OTPBIBKOB, I7Ie
Bel roBopuTe 0 kKoHyenmax VI KOHYenmyaibHoLx
npakmukax, Ha cA06a VIV Aun2Bucmuyeckue npak-
muxu (Williamson, 2022, p. xxiv—xxvi). He mor-
71 OBl BBl OACHUTD pasHUILY MeX[y CJIOBaMU U
MIOHATUAMY Ha IIpUIMepe BbIpakeHUs «aHaJIUTY-
uveckas dwiocodus»? Camraere s Bel ero mme-
HeM coOcTBeHHBIM? Bpl oT™eTmsii, uto dusio-
copmusa dwiocopun — 310 «“3HaHMe-cHadaa”
snmctemorstorus dwiocodpun» (Williamson, 2011,
p- 218). B coomBemcmbuu co «3nanue-cHauara» anu-
cmemoso0z2uell, TO eCTh ueert 0 TOM, YTO KarTero-
PV 3HaAHWS He OIpaeTcsl Ha KaTeropyuio MHEHMs
U JIOJDKHA VIMETBb SIMCTEMUYECKUIT VI 3BPUCTU-
YeCKMUVI IPVIOPUTET, «3HaHVe» He SBJISeTCS KOH-
merrtoM. Bo BCSIKOM ciTydae, He B TOM CMBICIIE, UTO
OHO COCTOUT V3 MHOXeCTBa OJIOKOB, KOTOpPBIE MO-
I'yT OBITH IIPOAHAIV3VIPOBAHBI ITy TEM JJEKOMIIO3VI-
LMV Ha KOHIleNTyasIbHbIe YacTy, TaKye Kak 00o-
cHOBaHHOe VcTMHHOe MHeHMe (Ibid., p. 209— 211).
Mory Ov1 Bel yTBepKI1aTh HEUTO HOIOOHOE B OT-
HOIIIEHMV TepMMHA «aHaJIUTUdecKas uioco-
uisi», ecThb JI1 311eCh CTPYKTYPHOE CXOIACTBO?

TY: CioBocodeTaHme «aHaIMTUYeCKast u-
jocopust» — 3TO CJIOKHOE MMsl, HO He MMsl coO-
CTBEHHOe B OOBIYHOM CMBICJIe, [IJIsi KOTOPOro Ia-
paaurMbl — 3TO MMeHa Jirofient 1 MecT. TouHo Tak
JXe BbIpaykKeHVe «HeoroTndeckas apXUTeKTypa» He
ABJIsIeTCS VIMeHeM COOCTBeHHBIM ISl TpafuIInm,
sapopusierica B XIX B. Kak «Heorornueckas ap-
XUTEKTypa» He MOXeT OBITh afleKBaTHO OIIperie-
JleHa HeoOXOIVMBIMU U JIOCTaTOUYHBIMU YCJIOBU-
AMM, OTHOCAIIVIMMCSA K BHYTPeHHMM KauecTBaM
31aHWV, TaK M «aHaJIUTU4YecKas: duiocodpms» He

that you wished you had replaced several pas-
sages, where you spoke of concepts or conceptu-
al practices, with words or linguistic practices (see
Williamson, 2022, pp. xxiv-xxvi). Could you
explain the difference between words and con-
cepts using the expression “analytic philoso-
phy” as an example? Do you consider it to be a
proper name? You have remarked that The Phi-
losophy of Philosophy is a “knowledge first epis-
temology of philosophy” (Williamson, 2011,
p- 218). Following the knowledge first epistemol-
ogy — i.e., the idea that the category of knowl-
edge does not rest on the category of believing
and must be given epistemic and heuristic pri-
ority — ‘knowledge’ is not a concept. At least
not in the sense that it consists of multiple
blocks that can be analysed in terms of a de-
composition into the conceptual parts, such as
justified, true, and belief (cf. ibid., pp. 209-211).
Would you argue for something similar re-
garding the term ‘analytic philosophy’, is there
any structural similarity?

TW: The phrase ‘analytic philosophy’ is a
complex noun but not a proper name in the
normal sense, for which the paradigms are
names of people and places. Likewise, the
phrase ‘neo-Gothic architecture’ for a tradi-
tion beginning in the nineteenth century is not
a proper name. Just as ‘neo-Gothic architec-
ture” cannot be adequately defined by neces-
sary and sufficient conditions on the intrinsic
qualities of buildings, so “analytic philosophy’
cannot be adequately defined by necessary
and sufficient conditions on the intrinsic qual-
ities of works of philosophy. Replacing the
phrase “analytic philosophy” or “‘neo-Gothic ar-
chitecture” by an arbitrary label would just be
confusing. ‘Immanuel Kant” really is a prop-
er name, but replacing it by an arbitrary label
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MOXKeT OBITH a/IeKBaTHO OIlpefiejieHa HeoOXOomm-
MBIMM ¥ JIOCTATOYHBIMU YCJIOBUSIMM, OTHOCSIIIV-
MuUcd K BHYTPeHHUMM KadecTBaM (PriiocodcKmx
paboT. 3ameHa passl «aHaTIUTHYECKas PUIIOCO-
duis» VM «HeoroTmyeckasl apXmuTeKTypa» IIPOom3-
BOJIBHBIM SIPJIBIKOM ITpUBeIeT JIUIIb K Iy TaHWIIe.
«VImmanymw1 KaHT» — 3TO [eVICTBUTEIBHO MMs
coOCTBeHHOe, HO 3aMeHa ero IIPOM3BOJIBHBIM -
JIBIKOM OyieT myTaTh He MeHblIle. [TomoOHbIe Tep-
MWVHBI 00peTaloT CBOIO KOTHUTVBHYIO ITOJIe3HOCTD
He 3a CueT CTPOIuX OIperieIeHN l, a 3a C4eT TOro,
YTO aCCOLIUMPYIOTCH C OOJIBIIIMY MacCBaMM VH-
dopmarnny, BapeMPYIONINMNCS OT TOBOPSIIEro K
ropopsmieMy. Ilo mpuunnaam, o0bsicHeHHbIM Co-
sioM Kpurike B pabore «/ImeHOBaHMe 11 HEOOXO V-
MocTe» (Kripke, 1980), posb aTom mHpOpMaIimm
3aKJTIOYaeTCs He B OIperesIeHMV VIMEeHV, SKCIIV-
IMTHOM WJIV VIMIUIMITUTHOM. TepMUHBI He IIy-
CTBI, IIOCKOJIBKY OHV CBS3aHBI CO CJIOXKHOVI CEeThIO
VICTOPMYECKIIX CBS3€NL: «aHAIUTIYecKasi pvtoco-
dus» — ¢ purtocodckont TpagmIINen, «HeOroTH-
4yecKasl apXUTEKTypa» — C apXUTEKTypPHOW Tpa-
nunyent, «/immanywn Kant» — ¢ gesiopekom. Tep-
MWHBI [O3BOJIAIOT HaM IlepefaBaTh APYTUM VH-
dopmarnmro 06 1x pecdpepeHTax, 0bcyKIarTh ee, He
coryiaraTbCs C Hev U T./I.

V13 Bcero 3TOro He CIIefyeT, 4TO TaKyie TepMMU-
HBI He BbIpakKaloT OHATHT. COorylacHO IIPVBBIYHO-
MY IIpeIICTaBIeHNIO O IIOHSTUX, CJIOKHBIE TTOHS-
TV B KOHEYHOM c4eTe CTPOSTCS M3 IIPOCTHIX WIIN
aTOMapHBIX MOHATUM. TakuM 0OpasoMm, f1axe ecyn
BbIpakeHVe He IofjjaeTcs CTPOIroMY oOIlperesie-
HUIO B OOjlee IIPOCTBIX TeEPMIMHAX, OHO BCe PaBHO
MOXKET BBIpakaThb IIPOCTOe IOHsTHeE. B gacTHOCTY,
Jaxe eCJIN «aHaJIMTHU4IecKas priocodusi», «Heo-
roTuyeckasi apxmurekrypa», «/mmanywr Kant»
U «3HaHMe» He MOT'yT OBbITb CTPOro OIpesie/IeHbl
B OoJlee TPOCTBIX TepPMMHAX, MBI BCe paBHO MO-
KeM VIMeTh MOHSTMS «aHaJInTUIecKas uiIoco-
dusi», «HeoroTmUueckass apxuTeKTypa», «VIMmaHy-
w1 KaHT» 1 «3HaHMe».

Onnako g He HaxOXy TaKoe IIOCTYJIMpOBaHMe
MIOHSATUV MTH(POPMaTUBHBIM. YTO HY>KHO [IJI TOTO,
uTOOBI [IBa YesIoBeKa BbIpasnJyIv OJHO ¥ TO Xe II0-
HSITVIe TEPMIHOM «aHaJIUTI4YecKas dpriocodis»?
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would be equally confusing. Such terms gain
their cognitive utility not by having strict defi-
nitions but by being associated with large bod-
ies of information, varying from speaker to
speaker. For reasons explained by Saul Kripke
(1980) in Naming and Necessity, the role of that
information is not to define the name, explic-
itly or implicitly. The terms are not empty,
because they refer via a complex network of
historical links — “analytic philosophy’” — to
a tradition of philosophy, ‘neo-Gothic archi-
tecture’ to a tradition of architecture, and ‘Im-
manuel Kant’ to a person. The terms enable us
to communicate associated information about
their referents to others, or to discuss it, or dis-
agree about it, or whatever.

None of this immediately implies that
those terms do not express concepts. On a fa-
miliar view of concepts, complex concepts
are ultimately built out of simple or atomic
concepts. Thus, even if an expression is not
strictly definable in simpler terms, it may still
express a simple concept. In particular, even
if “analytic philosophy’, ‘neo-Gothic architec-
ture’, ‘Immanuel Kant’, and ‘knowledge’ are
not strictly definable in simpler terms, we
might still have concepts of analytic philoso-
phy, neo-Gothic architecture, Immanuel Kant,
and knowledge.

However, I don’t find such a postulation
of concepts illuminating. What would it take
for two people to express the same concept by
the term ‘analytic philosophy’? If that requires
them to associate the term with exactly the
same information and inferential dispositions,
then a shared concept is not needed for com-
munication and disagreement with the term,
and concepts start to look like idle wheels. If
they are required only to share a privileged
core of information and inferential disposi-



M.P. JleBun, T. YunpsaMcon

Ecimm 1 aToro HeodXommMmMo, YTOOBI OHM acCOLIVI-
VIPOBaJIM 3TOT TEPMUH C COBEPIIIEHHO OMHAKOBO
vHpopMaren 1 MHPepeHIIaIbHBIMN IVICIIO3V-
LVISIMM, TO I KOMMYHVKALIUV ¥ HEeCOIIacus C
TEePMVHOM He TpebyeTcsi oOIIero MoHATHS, a Mo-
HSTVS HAYVHAIOT BBITVISZETH KaK HepaboTarorie
korteca. Ecrv xxe oT Hux TpeOyeTcst TOIBKO pasie-
JIATh NPUBWIETMPOBaHHOE AP0 MHQPOpMALN U
VHQepeHIIMaIbHbIX AVICTIO3VIINTL, TO MBI (paKTH-
UecKy MPOBOOVM pasjiMdave MeXOy aHaIUTide-
CKMM ¥ cuHTeTndYeckuM. B kHure «®uiocodms
Jrrtocodr» st ToIpoOHO JOKa3bIBALO, UTO JII00as
ITOITBITKA ITPOBEIEHVIS I0JIE3HOT'O PasrpaHMIeHIS
I10 TAKOMY IIPVHIIVITY TEPIUT IIOpakeHVe.

MJI: Ecyin Ol «aHaymmTHU4YecKas dpustocodpms»
He ObUIa VMMeHeM COOCTBEHHBIM, ITPVICBOEHHBIM
TOJIPKO OLHOVI KOHKPETHOVI TPaaVLIVV BIIVISTHUV,
TO OHa ODO3Hauajla Obl MHOXECTBO aHaJIUTIIUe-
ckmx dputocodpunt. Ho «anammTmdeckast dpuioco-
¢usg» HU BBIpaXkaeT B JIMHIBVUCTMYECKOM IIJIaHe
yKasaHMUs Ha OIlpefe/leHHYIO OVCHUIUIMHY, Ha-
IpaBJleHVe VIV TPaJWIINIo, HU II03BOJISET Cre-
JlaTh KaKOVI-IMOO OIpeie/IeHHBIV BBIBOIL O eu-
HUYHOCTY MJIVI MHOXXeCTBEHHOCTV Ha CTOpOHe pe-
depenTa. B cooTBeTCTBIUM CO CTAaHIAPTHON CEMMU-
OTWYEeCKOV TPUAJION I'PaHUIIbI JIMHIBUCTNYECKOTO
aHaJIM3a TepMIHa «aHaJUTI4decKas dprtocodpns»
IIPOCTUPAIOTCS 10 IIperesioB CUHTaKCYeCcKOro,
CeMaHTWYeCKOro ¥ IparMaTiyeckoro aHaIM30B.
Hedwtocodpckmt HacTpOeHHBIVI JIMHIBUCT MOXKeT
BBIBECTV 13 BBIPaKeHUs «aHaJIUTH4decKas: pulo-
codmst», 4TO cyIecTByeT dpustocodusi ¢ mpeayKa-
TOM «@HAJIMTUYECKUTI», "I VICKaTh 3HaYeHWs 3TVX
cJ10B B crioBapsix. dutocodpckast ceMaHTMKa M KOH-
LIeNITya/IbHBIV aHa/IN3 IIPeIOCTaBIIIIoT Oosiee 00-
IIVPHBI 00beM MHPOpMatmi. 3ammicu B puto-
codpcKMX ciIoBapsiX M SHUMKIIONEANN copep’Kar
errfe Oojlee MacIITaOHbIe pe3yJIbTaThbl MBICIIVTEIb-
HOW JeATenbHOCTU. VIX pasHooOpasme mobykia-
€T MBICJIUTh CAaMOCTOSTEIbHO, TO €CTh CaMOCTOSI-
TeJIPHO aHaJIM3MpPoBaTh OOBEKT Hry1ocodpcKoro
VMHTepeca, a He IIPOCTO ONMPAThCA Ha yXKe TOTOo-
BbIVI aHAJIV3. COBOKyHHOCTb MBICJIEVI, OTHOCSIITX-
csi K OOBeKTy mccileioBaHMsl, 10 IIpaBy 0OO3Ha-
YJaeTcsl MCKOHHO JIATMHCKUM CJIOBOM «KOHIIEIIT»
(conceptus — OT J1aT. «IIOMBICJIEHHBIVI BMECTE»).

tions, we are in effect making a distinction be-
tween the analytic and the synthetic. In The
Philosophy of Philosophy, 1 argue at length that
any attempt to make a useful distinction along
such lines breaks down.

ML: If ‘analytic philosophy’ were not a
proper name that was given to only one spe-
cific tradition of influence, it would denote
multiple analytic philosophies. But ‘analyt-
ic philosophy’ neither linguistically express-
es a reference to a certain discipline, direction,
or tradition, nor allows any certain conclu-
sion about singularity or plurality on the side
of the referent. Following the standard semi-
otic triad, the limits of linguistic analysis of
the term “analytic philosophy” go as far as the
limits of syntactical, semantical, and pragmat-
ical analyses. The non-philosophical armchair
linguistic analyst can derive from the expres-
sion “analytic philosophy’ that there is a phi-
losophy with the predicate ‘analytic” and look
up the meaning of these words in dictionaries.
Philosophical semantics and conceptual analy-
sis provide a more extensive body of informa-
tion. Entries in philosophical dictionaries and
encyclopaedia contain further reaching results
of thinking activity. Their diversity motivates
one to think for oneself, i.e., to analyse the ob-
ject of philosophical interest on one’s own,
not simply to rely on the ready-performed
analysis. The sum of thought related to an ob-
ject of inquiry has been rightfully signified by
the originally Latin word ‘concept’ (conceptus,
thought together).

Let us take the Kantian method as an ex-
ample, which is close to what you refer to as a
“familiar view of concepts”. Kant would clas-
sify the concept of analytic philosophy (the
referent of the linguistic expression ‘analytic
philosophy’) as a problematically given con-
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BosbMmeM B KadecTBe IpriMepa KaHTOBCKUIT Me-
TOf, ONMM3KMIT K TOMY, 4TO Bbl HasblBaeTe «IIpu-
BBIUHBIM B3IVISZIOM Ha NOHATHS». KaHT oTHec Obr
MOHSATHE aHaIUTIYecKo prstocodpum (pedepeHT
SI3BIKOBOT'O BBIpaKeHM «aHaJIUTIYecKas (PrIoco-
Jus») K unciTy TIpodrieMaTaecKy 0aHHbLX TIOHS-
Ty, DTO BasKHBIV ITIaT, KOTOPBIV MIMeeT [Ba OC-
HOBHBIX CJIeZICTBIUA. Bo-TiepBhIX, TO, 4TO 3adpmKCcy-
POBaHO KakK 3a/JaHHOE VI OrOBOPEHO KaK OOBEeKT
KOHIIEIITYaJIbHOTO aHaIn3a, He MOXeT ObITh M3-
MeHEeHO B IIpoliecce aHaIM3a. AHa/IM3 — 3TO MHas
3ajlada, 4eM aHaAU3 NOHAMUS AHAAUMUYecKoil pu-
s0copuu. Bo-BTOPBIX, JAaHHOCTh O3HaYaeT, YTO He-
UTO SIBJISI€TCS y>Ke TOTOBBIM, paKTOM (factum), Tem,
YTO 3MMUCTeMIYecKye areHThl HaOJTIo/IaroT Kak I1e-
JI0€e 10 TOro, KaK y3HaloT ero yactu. IliaHera, va-
COBOVI MexaHW3M, IIoHsTHe driocodmm IIpecTa-
IOT KaK JaHHbIe eIVHCTBa — eCJIV YeJIoBeK He CO-
37aJ1 WV He M300pesT X CO3HATeJIbHO U3 YacTerl
VIV He HPUCYTCTBOBAJI IPW MX CO3TAHUN VIIN
1M300peTeHNI (CTaTyCOM COOTBETCTBYIOMIVIX IIO-
HATUI 9yYBCTBEHHBIX 11 HEUyBCTBEHHBIX OObeKTOB
ObUI0 OBI «CIe/TaHHbIe IOHATIS»). POPMYyIIMpPOBKa
3TVIX IBYX CJIEACTBUI B BUIIEe IIPABUII BBIIIsAZIEIIa
Ob1 crremyromym obpasom: (1) He M3MeHATH IIpo-
M3BOJIBHO VICXOHBIVI OOBEKT aHasIM3a B IIpoliecce
aHa/In3a; (2) IeKOHCTPYMpOoBaTh TOTOBOE 1iejIoe Ha
YacTy IS ero II03HaHWs, eciIV Bbl He SBjIsieTech
ero nsobpeTaresieM, TBOPIIOM, BB MIIIVIKOM ¥ T.JI.

Ecimm o pwtocodpeckmm Borrpocom «Hro Ta-
Koe aHaJmTudeckas dwiocodpus?» IOHMMATh
«KakoBa Tpaguius aHaJIUTUYECKOV UIIoCco-
dun?», To 370 Hapyiaer mpasuio (1), a ecn K
TOHSTUIO aHaIUTHU4YecKon dwuiocodpmm moda-

* JlaHHBle NHOHSATMS SBJIIOTCSA JIMOO SMIIMPUYECKUMU

(IBETOK, IUTaHeTa, CTOI), JIMOO YMCTBIMU (JJOOpPOIIETEND,
dwrtocodusi, opucHpydeHIns, OecKOHeYHOCTh Bce-
JIEHHOVI); KOHIleNTyaJ/IbHble 3HaKM IIePBBIX SKCIUINIIV-
PYIOTCSI, BTOPBIX — 3KCIIOHMUPYIOTCA. B cilydae maHHBIX
HOHATUM «I1leJI0e IIpe/IIecTByeT JacTam» (AA 24, S. 845).
Dwtocodns st Kanrta — 3T0 «OCHOBaHHOEe Ha pasyMme
Io3HaHMe... 13 noHsTui» (A 837 / B 865; Kanrt, 2006a,
c. 1049). ObbexToM ee MeToa, KOHIIENTYaJIbHOTO aHa-
JIV3a, SIBJISIOTCS TaHHble NoHsATHsS. OHM MOofyIeXxaT Ipo-
Oremarmsanun. OruTocodbI He «CO3IAI0T» KOHIIEIITHL: HI
VIHTYWUTWBHO, B YVICTOVI VHTYUIMN (HaIIpVIMep, TPeyToilb-
HVIK), H1 1300peTas Bely 1 COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE IM KOH-
LIENITHI (HarpuMep, jleTaTeslbHbIN arapat). Cv.: (Lewin,
2021; 2022; McAndrew, 2022; Cicatello, 2018; Beck, 1956).

M. Lewin, T. Williamson

cept.* This is an important step that has two
major consequences. Firstly, something that
is captured as given and stipulated as the ob-
ject of conceptual analysis cannot be altered
throughout the process of analysis. The analy-
sis of the concept of tradition of analytic philoso-
phy is a different task than the analysis of the
concept of analytic philosophy. Secondly, ‘giv-
en’ means that something is ready-made, a
factum, something that epistemic agents ob-
serve as a whole prior to knowing its parts. A
planet, a clockwork, and the concept of phi-
losophy appear as given unities — if one has
not consciously created or invented them out
of parts or has been present during their cre-
ation or invention (the status of corresponding
concepts of sensual and non-sensual objects
would be ‘'made concepts’). A formulation of
both consequences in form of rules would look
as follows: (1) Don’t arbitrarily alter the initial
object of analysis during the process of analy-
sis. (2) Deconstruct the ready-made whole into
parts to cognise it, if you are not its inventor,
creator, fictioneer etc.

If by the philosophical question “What is an-
alytic philosophy?” one means ‘What is the tra-
dition of analytic philosophy?’, one breaks the
rule (1); and if one adds the predicate ‘tradi-
tion” to the concept of analytic philosophy, one
synthesises and breaks the rule (2). Imagine a
situation, where a philosopher designates a cer-

* Given concepts are either empirical (flower, planet,

table) or pure (virtue, philosophy, jurisprudence, infinity
of the universe) — the conceptual marks of the former
are being explicated, of the latter: expounded. In case of
given concepts, “the whole precedes the parts” (V-Lo/
Wiener, AA 24, p. 845; Kant, 1992, p. 299). Philosophy,
for Kant, is “rational cognition [...] from concepts” (KrV,
A 837 / B865; Kant, 1998, p. 693). The object of its method,
conceptual analysis, are given concepts. They are to be
problematised. Philosophers do not ‘“make” concepts: they
neither intuit concepts in pure intuition (e.g., triangle)
nor invent things and corresponding concepts (e.g.,
flying machine). See Lewin (2022) and (2021), McAndrew
(2022), Cicatello (2018), and Beck (1956).
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BUTbH Ipe[IVKaT «Tpagullis», TO 3TO CMHTe3 U Ha-
pyirenue mnipasmia (2). Ilpencrasbre cee cutya-
LVIO, TIpU KOTOpom uitocod HasblBaeT HEKYIO
KOMOWVHAIIVIO MBICJIEV «aHaJIUTIYeCKO (PVIIOCO-
Jueir», «peHOMEHOIOTVEV» IV «TpPaHCIIeHIeH-
TasIbHOVI prtocodpmert». Tlpenmkar «Tpagniiyis»
He sBJIgeTCsd HeoOXOMMMOV aHaJIUTUYecKo dYa-
CTBIO 3TMX MOHATHUI. VITOr KaHTOBCKOIO aHaJIV-
3a TIOHATUS «aHaJIMTU4YecKas dpuiocodus» Oyaer
CJIeTYIOIIVIM: COTJIaCHO ITpaBWITy (2), eMHCTBEHHO
BEpPHBIN CII0CO0 3aHMMaThC prstocodpmernt — 3To
aHasm3. 3agada dumstocodpa — CTaBUTH BOIIPOCHI,
pobsieMaTn3MpoBaTh 1 00CYKIaTh OOBEKTHI, KO-
TOpbIe IPeICTABIISIOTCS KaK IaHHOCTD, a He Hau-
BHO IIPYHMMAaTh X TaKMMM, KaKyie OHU eCTb, VI
IIPOM3BOJIBHO 1300peTaTh, KOHCTPYMPOBATh, 3a-
HVIMaTBCS «I1033V1eVl IOHATU», KaK B M3peueHnn
Kapnamna. ®wtocodmsi HeoOXOAIMO I HEOTHEM-
jeMo aHanuTudHA. [TosTOMY BBIpakeHIMe «aHa-
mTHYecKas duocodns» SKCIUIUIMPYeT IIpu-
cyiee dpumocodum CBOVICTBO M HUYETO HOBOIO B
noHsATHe dpriocodpum He BHOCUT. OT HEro MOXXHO
OTKas3aThbCsl.

PasymeeTcsi, MOXXHO OIlpaBlaTh SIBHO€ VICIIOJIb-
30BaHMe IIPWIAraTeJIbHOrO  «aHaJIUTUYeCKUi»
VICTOPUYECKM ¥ COITVOJIIOTMYEeCKN: OIlperiesieH-
HBIVI MBICJIUTEJIbHBIV KOJUIEKTVB TI0 Pas3/IMYHBIM
NpUYMHAM JIOJDKeH ObUI YIOMSIHYTb «aHaJIUTU-
YecKMM» B KauecTBe JieMapKalMoHHoro 3Haka. C
3TOVI TIepCHeKTVBBI MOXKHO ObUTO ObI Ha3BaTh aHa-
JINTUYECKYI0 (PMI0cOPUIO «IIPOCTBIM HOHATU-
eM», Kak Bbl mpemjiaraete. I mpepjiaraio BbIpa-
JKeHVe «YIIPOIIeHHOe IMOHSATHE», ITOCKOJIbKY IIO-
HSTMe caMo 1O ceDe He BJISeTCS MPOCTBIM WIIN
CJIOKHBIM (OTKy[a MBI 3HaeM, SIBJIZeTCs JIM «aHa-
TuUTUYecKass uocodus» IIPOCTBIM VIV CIIOXK-
HBIM IIOHATVIEM?), HO UCHO04b308aH1e TIOHSTVISL MO-
JKeT acCOLMMPOBATHCs C OOraThIM MIIM peayLnpo-
BaHHBIM HabOpPOM MBICJIEV. DTO MOXeT 3aBMCeThb
Y OT KOHTeKCTa KOMMYHMKAIV: B BBOTHBIX KY]p-
cax o pustocodum yrpoIieHHble IIOHSATS 4acTo
OKa3bIBaIOTCs OOJIee YMEeCTHBIMV, YeM YCIIOKHEeH-
HBIe V3JI0KeHVsI IOHSATUVIHOTO cofepkaHms. Pas-
JIYeHVie YIIPOIIEHHBIX M CJIOXKHBIX IOHSATUT aHa-
JIUTVYeCKON pvyTocodmit MOXKeT OBITh TI0JIe3HO U
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tain combination of thoughts by ‘analytic phi-
losophy’, “phenomenology’, or ‘transcendental
philosophy” — the mark ‘tradition” is not a
necessary analytic part of these concepts. The
upshot of the Kantian analysis of the concept
of analytic philosophy would be the follow-
ing: According to the rule (2), the only correct
way to do philosophy is analysis. The task of
the philosopher is to question, problematise
and discuss objects that appear as given, not to
naively accept them as they are or arbitrarily
invent, construct, or perform ‘concept-poetry’,
as in Carnap’s dictum. Philosophy is necessari-
ly and inherently analytic. Hence, in the expres-
sion ‘analytic philosophy’, “analytic” explicates
an intrinsic feature of philosophy and adds
nothing new to the concept of philosophy. It
can be dropped.

Of course, one can justify the explicit use of
the adjective ‘analytic” historically and socio-
logically: a certain thought collective had for
various reasons to mention ‘analytic’ as a de-
marcation mark. In this perspective, one could
consider calling analytic philosophy a ‘simple
concept’, as you suggest. I propose the expres-
sion ‘simplified concept’, because a concept is
not simple or complex per se (how do we know
whether “analytic philosophy’ is a simple or a
complex concept?), but the use of a concept can
be associated with a rich or reduced variety of
thoughts. This may also depend on the context
of communication: In introductory courses to
philosophy, simplified concepts are often more
in place than complex expositions of conceptu-
al contents. The distinction between simplified
and complex concepts of analytic philosophy
may also be useful for classificatory purpos-
es. One cannot subsume Kant’s critical philos-
ophy under analytic philosophy, if ‘analytic
philosophy” expresses a simplified concept and
refers to a tradition of influence. In this light,
your wariness in the first response is justified.



11 1iertent Kilaccudukaiiun. He crout orHOCKTD
KpuUTHdecKyto driocodpmro KaHnrta K aHammTde-
ckout dprtocodpurm, eciv «aHaJIUTIYecKast pvto-
codusi» BeIpakaeT yIIpOITIeHHOe ITOHSITHE U OTChI-
J1aeT K TpaauInmy BIUsSHM. B 3ToM cMbIciie HacTo-
POXXeHHOCTB, BbICKa3aHHasi BaMu B mleppoM oTBeTe,
ornpasranHa. Ho «aHammTudeckasi dpustocodpuis»
MOXKET MCTIOJIB30BaThCS M KaK CJIOKHOE JaHHOe I10-
HSTHUe, cofepyKalliee OoraTyio KOMOMHAITMIO MBIC-
nent. KaHT maet sicHOe coniepkaTesIbHOe OIvicaHve
aHasms3a 1 puIocodum 1 CTPOro cieayeT aHaIu-
TUYeCKOMY MeTO[ly, HO HU TO HY JIpyroe He SiBJIs-
eTcs HeOOXOAMMBIM [1JIs1 TOrO, YTOOBI OH CTaJI VIV
Mor ObITh KiTaccnduIMpoBaH Kak drtocod-aHa-
JIATYIK. ] TOXXe — ¢ HEKOTOPBIMU MoaydUKaIs-
MW — B CBOMIX VICC/IEZIOBAHMSAX YaCTUYHO ITpVIMe-
HSII0 KaHTOBCKMVI MeTOJI, V1 JIOTIOJIHSIIO €ro JIVTHIBU-
CTMYeCKVIM aHaJIM30M, HO 1 He SBJISIOCh PryIoco-
dom-aHarmTrKOM. He siBisiercst mm 3T0 TIapamok-
CaJIbHBIM 1 HECKOJIBKO HeCITpaBe/IBbIM?

TY: Moe 3ameuaHme O TOM, UTO «aHAJIUTU-
yeckas dpwiocodus» He SBIISETCS VIMEHEM CO0-
CTBEHHBIM B OOBIYHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBa, HOCUT Y-
CTO IpaMMaTUYeCKUN XapaKTep. DTO BbIpakeHue
BCe ellle 0OO3HadaeT OfHY KOHKPeTHYIO ¢uIo-
cOpCKyIO TpaguIINIO. DTO MAMOMa, B TOM CMBIC-
Jle UTO ee CTaH[JapTHOe 3HaueHVe He CKJla/lbIBaeT-
Csl U3 CTaHAAPTHBIX 3HAaYeHWUV CJIOB «aHaJIUTIJe-
CKUI» U «dustocodpusi». B aToM oTHOIIEHUM OHa
IOXOXKa Ha TeXHWYeCKU TePMUH «COBpeMeHHast
dwtocodrist», 3HaUeHMe KOTOPOro He CKJIazlbIBa-
€TCsl U3 CTaHAAPTHBIX 3HAaYeHWVI CJIOB «COBpeMeH-
HBIV» 1 «priocodmisi», MOCKOJIBKY OH He IIpyMe-
HsieTcs K prytocodpmyt HBIHEIITHeTo BeKa; Y MeHs
Ha CcTosle JIeXUT KHura «[losmHss coBpeMeHHast
dwtocodms: BakHBIE Marepragbl ¢ KOMMEHTa-
pusamm» (Late Modern Philosophy..., 2007), B xo-
TOPOVI TpeJICTaBJIeHbl TeKCTHI OT [I>koHa JIokka 1o
Mspu Yoscronkpadt. Korpma g mcrnosnbsyro ciio-
BOCOUeTaHMe «aHaJIMTUYecKasd duiocodpus», s
He VI3MEHSIO ITPOV3BOJIBHO VIV MHBIM OOpa3oM
TeMy VICCIIe[IOBaHVs, s IIPOCTO VCIIOJIb3YIO 3TO Bbl-
pakeHVe B ero HbIHeIlIHeM 3HaueHuM. Bosppariie-
HMe K TOMy 3Ha4eHWIO, KOTOpoe OHO MMeJIO, CKa-
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But ‘analytic philosophy’ can also be used as
a complex given concept that contains a rich
combination of thoughts. Kant gives a clear
substantive account of analysis and philosophy
and strictly follows an analytic method, while
both are not necessary to become or be classi-
fied as an analytic philosopher. I also — with
some modifications — partially apply the Kant-
ian method in my inquiries and complement it
with a linguistic analysis, but I am not an an-
alytic philosopher. Is not this paradoxical and
somewhat unfair?

TW: My point that “analytic philosophy’ is
not a proper name in the usual sense is just a
grammatical one. The phrase still designates
one particular tradition of philosophy. It is an
idiom, in the sense that its standard meaning is
not composed from the standard meanings of
the words ‘analytic’ and “philosophy’. In that
respect it is like the technical term ‘modern phi-
losophy’, whose meaning is not composed from
the standard meanings of the words ‘modern’
and “philosophy’, since it does not apply to the
philosophy of the present century; I have on
my desk a book titled Late Modern Philosophy:
Essential Readings with Commentary (Radcliffe, et
al., 2007), in which the readings run from John
Locke to Mary Wollstonecraft. When I use the
phrase “analytic philosophy’, I'm not altering
the topic of inquiry, arbitrarily or otherwise,
I'm simply using the phrase with its current
meaning. Reverting to the meaning it had in
the 1930s, say, would be changing the subject.
If one wanted to discuss Kant’s understanding
of analysis — which was not even what most
of those who self-identified as ‘analytic philos-
ophers” in the 1930s had in mind — it would
be best to do so directly, not by hijacking the
phrase “analytic philosophy’.

Perhaps we can make more progress by dis-
cussing the analytic/synthetic distinction.
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xeM, B 1930-e T, OpUIO OBI VI3MEHEHIEM ITPeIMe-
Ta. Ecjiit KTO-TO XOUeT oOcyIuTh IMOHVIMaHVe aHa-
nm3a KaaToM — a Belib OOJIBIIMHCTBO U3 TeX, KTO
B 1930-e rr. Ha3bIBasI cels «dustocodpamm-aHaIN-
TUKaM», BOBCE He 3TO MIMeJIN B BUAY, — TO JIyY-
ITIe BCero cfleJIaTh 3TO HaIIPSIMYIO, a He IlepexBaThl-
BaTh pasy «aHaIUTHUecKas Pprocodris».

BepositHO, MBI MOXeM IOOMTBCS OOJIBITIVIX
yCIIexoB, 00Cy>kasl pasyimarie MeX/1y aHaJIuTude-
CKMM VI CMHTETUYeCKIIM.

MUJT: Tot daxT, 4To 5 He SABJISAIOCh aHAJIUTIYe-
cknM pmstocodpom, He eraeT MeHsS KOHTMHEH-
TaJILHBIM (prstocodoM — MOV MHTYMLIVU U apry-
MeHTBI IIPOTVB HaBeIlVBaHMs SAPJIBIKOB CXOXM C
nosutven ['ibepra Paria B padore «[ IpuHsTIe
cTopoH B dustocodpum» (Ryle, 1937). Ilo mHeHMIO
Parza, KoTopoe HeIaBHO IIOABEPr COMHEHVIIO
I'mok (Glock, 2008, p. 5—9), parmonabHbIe CTaH-
HapPTBI K02ePeH1nHO020 U HeCTH020 MblldAeHUA — TO
HeoOXO[IMIMbIe U JIOCTaTOYHbIe YCJIOBUA 115 3aHs-
T putocoduent. IIpuBepkeHHOCTh «M3MaM» U
IIIKOJIAM SIBJISIETCS «MMU30COPCKOV» TI0 Py Hpu-
UMH, TaKMX KaK HesSCHOCTh IIPVHIIUIIOB 1 JI0TMa-
TOB, 3HAYMMOCTb COMHeHMs B prstocodui, JIOru-
yJecKass 0OOCHOBAaHHOCTB dacTeVl, a He 11eJI0ro, He-
00XOIMMOCTb 00OCHOBaHWS, UTO ITO3BOJIET OT/Ia-
BaTh apryMeHTaM IIpUOPUTET Iiepe] TIo3UIIMeN 1
nernaeT mI0codoB «coablOTaHTaMI B CIIOpe»
(Ryle, 1937, p. 327). Yem Oosiee yOenymTesbHBIMU
dwtocod cumTaeT 3TU MOJIOKEHMS], TeM MeHblIle
eMy xoueTcs HOCUTB Ha ceOe OpeMmsi sipjIblKa «aHa-
TUTUYecKon dpurtocodm» MM JI000ro gpyroro
SapIiblKa, Oyap TO «KaHTMaHeIl», «(peHOMEeHOJIOr»,
«KOHTMHEHTAJIbHBIT  (PUIT0cod», «PeIITUBICT,
«3KCTePHAJIVICT» U T.JI,.

Ecrm aHams BeIpaXeHMS «aHaIMTHUYeCKast
dmtocodrist», CTaBIlero MOMYJISSPHBIM C KOHIIA
1940-x rr. (Glock, 2008, p. 44), He BOCIIPOM3BOINT
€ro COBpeMeHHOT'0 3HaueHsi, TO 3TO ellle OIVH Be-
CKUTI apr'yMeHT IIPOTUB ero McIosib3oBaHms. Pac-
CMOTPMM, K IIpUMepy, ellle OIHy YacTO U VHep-
LIVMIOHHO 3aKpeIlIgeMyl0 3TUKeTKY — «HeMeILKU
ueaym3M». VIpoHMYHO, HO OH ObUI IpuayMaH
IPOTMBHMKaMM Maeas3Ma mpumepHo B 1840 r.
(Hiltscher, Breitenstein, 2011, S. 70—71). I[Tprmere-
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ML: That I am not an analytic philosopher
does not also make me a continental philos-
opher — I have intuitions and arguments
against labelling, which are similar to Gil-
bert Ryle (1937) in “Taking Sides in Philoso-
phy”. On Ryle’s view — recently questioned
by Glock (2008, pp. 5-9) —, the rational stan-
dards of thinking coherently and honestly are
the necessary and sufficient conditions for do-
ing philosophy. Cleaving to ‘isms” and schools
is ‘misosophical’” for a number of reasons,
such as: unclear tenets and principles, impor-
tance of doubt in philosophy, logical valid-
ity of parts rather than of the whole, and the
need for justification, which enables one to
give arguments priority over position-taking
and makes philosophers “coadjutors in dis-
pute” (Ryle, 1937, p. 327). The more one finds
such points persuasive, the less one wants to
the bear the burden of the label “analytic phi-
losophy” or any other label, be it ‘Kantian’,
‘phenomenologist’, ‘continental philosopher’,
‘relativist’, “externalist” etc.

If analysis of the phrase “analytic philos-
ophy’, that has become popular since the late
1940s (see Glock, 2008, p. 44), does not render
its current meaning, it is a further valid argu-
ment against its use. Consider, for example,
another frequently and inertially affixed eti-
quette: ‘German Idealism’. Ironically, it was in-
vented by adversaries of idealism around 1840
(cf. Hiltscher and Breitenstein, 2011, pp. 70-71).
It is an example of intellectual crudity to ap-
ply it to ]J.G. Fichte, who argued for a mixture
of realism and idealism — yet he is a German
philosopher, and idealism is part of his doc-
trine. However, if one does not even have to be
a ‘champion in analysis™ to be an analytic phi-
losopher, the label is utterly misleading.

> In analogy to Ryle’s formulation “champion of an
‘ism’”” (Ryle, 1937, p. 322, ¢f. pp. 318 and 324).



Hue ero K VLI. duxTe, BBICTyIIaBIIEMY 3a CMellle-
HVle peaIv3Ma U rjeasinsMa, sIBJIgeTcs IprMepoM
VMHTEeJJIEKTYaIbHOV IPyO0OCT — ¥ TeM He MeHee
OH HeMeLIKUTI PUI0cod, YacThI0 YUeHMsl KOTOPO-
ro sBisgercs naeanvsM. OmHaAKO ecy IJIs TOro,
4TOOBI OBITH aHAJIUTUUECKMM PUIIOCOPOM, Jaxe
He 00s3aTeJIbHO OBITh «JeMITVIOHOM II0 aHAJIU3Y»,
TO 3TOT APIIBIK BBOAWUT B 3a0iTy KAeHe.

OTKa3 OT TaKmX SPJIBIKOB, KaK «aHaJIMUTIIUe-
ckuit pustocod» M «TpaHCLeHAeHTaIbHbIN Hu-
j0cod», MOXeT TakXke IPUBECTV K YIVBUTEIIb-
HBIM ¥ IUIOHOTBOPHBIM OTKpBITMSM®. B pabo-
Te «3aHuMasACh dwiocodpuer» Bel yTBepxkiaere,
YTO B HEKOTOPBIX (PMIIOCOCKIX paboTax pasMbl-
Ta rpaHb MEXy M3JIOKEeHVEM VCTOPIYECKON II0-
3UIIUM ¥ YTBEPXKIEHMEM ee B KauecTBe UCHIUH-
nou: «Korma Bl umTaere: “Mbl He CIIOCOOHBI IIO-
3HaTh Belly-caMiU-TI0-cebe”, TO ocTaeTcss Hesic-
HBIM, yTBepXXHaeT Ji1 aBTop, uTto Kawm cuumaaz,
YTO MBI He MOXXeM II03HaTh Bellly-caMU-II0-ceOe,
WIN Xe OH Ha caMoM [iejle IOfepXKuBaeT TOY-
Ky 3peHus: KaHTa, yTBepXiasi B cBoell cOOCTBEeH-
HOVI pedyl,, 4TO MBI He MOXXeM IIO3HaTh Bellly-Ca-
Mu-1io-cebe» (Williamson, 2018, p. 99). Ha camom
neste KanT pasmernnt Ovl Bartie OeCIIOKOVICTBO: Uli-
CTO MCTOpUYecKoe II03HaHme dwiocodnm Ipu-
BeJIO OBl K «T'MIICOBBIM ciieniKam» (A 836 / B 864;
KanT, 2006a, c. 1047) cymectBytomux gpusocod-
ckux duryp. Hanmporus, puocodckoe nozHaHme
u dwtocodekast ncropus dpuocodpun (Kanrt Ha-
3bIBAaeT ee Takxke «(PrIocodPCKOM apxeosorern
(AA 20, S. 341; cMm. Lewin, 2022, p. 343—345) — B
vcTopry PrI0codVt MOXKHO HaTV MBICIIVITEITh-
Hble apTedaKThl, KOTOPbIe MOIJIV OBITH TTOPOXKIe-
HBI COOCTBEHHBIM pa3yMOM) IIpearioiaraoT Kpu-
TUYeCKOe OCMBICIIEHIe 1 TIePEeOLIeHKY CYIIeCTBY-
IOIIVX TIOHATUI 1 1X aHaau30B. CieoBaTesIbHO,

> Tlo anamorum ¢ dopMynmpoBKon Parmta «deMIioH
“m3ma”» (Ryle, 1937, p. 322, cp.: p. 318, 324).

® BaXHO He TO, UTO UEJIOBEK C IIPEAVKATOM «aHaJIV-
THaecKun  pwiocod», «TpaHCIeHIeHTAIbHBI (IIIo-
cod», «Ppumocod-myxumHa», «PuIocod-KeHIIHa»,
«mtocod XVIII B.», «pmtocod ¢ mprHaIeKHOCTBIO K
X B crpane Y», «HedwIocod» U T.J. BbICKa3asl BaXHYIO
MBIC/Ib, BaYKEH XOPOLINV, YeCTHBIV U I10C/Ie/I0OBaTeIIbHBIV
BKJIaJ] B KOHKpeTHbIe pallioHasTbHBIe IVICKYpChl. MHe Ka-
JKeTCSI, UTO 3Ta Myies 110 KparHell Mepe YacTUIHO COIIacy-
€TCsl U C TeM, YTO MOXKHO HawnTy B Barmmx paboTax.
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Dropping such labels as ‘analytic philoso-
pher’ and ‘transcendental philosopher’ may
also lead to surprising and fruitful discoveries.®
In Doing Philosophy you hold that there is a line
between putting forward a historical position
and putting it forward as true, which is blurred
in some philosophical writings: “When you
read, “We cannot know things in themselves’, it
is left unclear whether the writer is just claim-
ing that Kant thought that we cannot know
things in themselves, or is actually endorsing
Kant’s view by claiming in his own voice that
we cannot know things in themselves” (Wil-
liamson, 2018, p. 99). In fact, Kant would share
your worry: a merely historical cognition of
philosophy would lead to “plaster casts” (cf.
KrV, A 836 / B 864; Kant, 1998, p. 693) of ex-
isting philosophical figures. On the contrary,
philosophical cognition and philosophical his-
tory of philosophy (Kant also calls it “philo-
sophical archeology” (FM/Lose Blitter, AA 20,
p. 341; Kant, 2002a, p. 417; ¢f. Lewin, 2022,
pp- 343-345) — one finds thought artefacts in
the history of philosophy that could have been
produced by one’s own reason) involves criti-
cal examination and reassessment of existing
concepts and their analyses. Consequentially,
the ideal philosopher establishes a philosophy
according to an individual plan, and accepts
only such concepts, terms, premises, and con-
clusions that were personally developed or
proven and recognised as true. A follower of
‘transcendental philosophy” or “analytic philos-
ophy” may benefit in different respects from the

¢ Whether or not a person with the predicate ‘analytic
philosopher’, ‘transcendental philosopher’, ‘male
philosopher’, ‘female philosopher’, ‘a philosopher
from the eighteenth century’, ‘a philosopher with the
affiliation X in the country Y’, ‘non-philosopher’ etc.
has had a great thought is not what matters — what
matters are good, honest, and coherent contributions to
particular rational discourses. I think this idea is also at
least partially compatible with what one finds in your
works.
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yaeasbHBbIN dpriocod cos3maeT PprIocopuio TIo
VIHAVBUYaJIbHOMY IUIAHY W IIPUHMMAaeT TOJIb-
KO Te TIOHSATVSI, TEPMVHBI, IIPEIIOCBUIKI ¥ BBIBO-
IIbI, KOTOpBIe OBUIV MM JIMYHO pa3paboTaHbI VIV
IIOKa3aHbl ¥ IIpu3HaHbI McTMHHBIMI. [locirenosa-
TeJIb «TPaHCHeHeHTAIIPHON dvuiocopmm» v
«aHAJIMTUYIECKOV (PryIocodpmm» MOXET MOoJTy4daTh
Ppa3IMYHyIO IOJIb3y OT COOTBETCTBYIOIIEro KOJI-
JIEKTVIBA MBICJIMTEJIEVI CO CJIOKMBIIIMMCSI CTUJIEM
MBIIIUIEHNS VI TIPY 3TOM VICIIBITBIBATh VMHTEIIIEK-
TyaJIbHYIO HEeYIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTb.

Kax yxe ormeuasiocw Bblllle, 11t Kanrta dpu-
s1ocodusl IO CBOeVI CyTM aHaJUTUYHa — 3aj7ada
dmtocoda cocToUT He B CUHTe3e, a B VCCIIeI0Ba-
HUM OaHHBIX [TOHATUI. TeM He MeHee OH He Ha-
3BaJI CBOVI IIPOEKT «aHAJIUTU4IecKon duitocodpm-
eVi» WIN «TPpaHCILEeHIeHTaIbHOV aHaJINTINYeCKO
dwocodmer», BOSMOXHO, II0 IIPUYMHAM, CXOf-
HBIM C TeMW1, KOTOpble Bbl IprBOIMTE B HaIllel Te-
KYIILIe OVCKYCCUM U B cBOMX paboTax. ITporosn-
umsa «Mapc Bcerga O6bU1 100 CyxmM, 1100 Hecy-
XVIM», KaK Bel mmiiere B «@ustocodpumt pustoco-
dum», oTHOCUTCA K dpakTy, a He K c108y «Mapc»
v nonamuto Mapca (Williamson, 2022, p. 25—
49). D10, KaK MOXXHO yTBepXXJaTh, TO, O UeM Heo0-
XOOVIMO HAIIOMMHATh JIMHIBVCTUYECKMM ¥ KOH-
LIeNTyaJIbHBIM aHaIUTMKaM. Eciam mpomnosumims
He COIep)XMT HUKAKNMX 3HAKOB, OIIPaBIbIBAIOIINX
HeMeJ[JIEHHBIVI ITepexoy], K MeTaIVHT BUCTIYeCKIM
VIV MeTaKOHIIeIITyaIbHBIM WCCIIeZIOBaHMSM, TO
HeOOXOIMMOCTh TaKOro Ilepexoa MOYKHO ITOCTa-
BUTbH I107], COMHeHIe. I He Jymaro, 94TO 3TO IIPOTH-
BOPEUNT 00HOU U3 CHOPOH KAaHTOBCKO SIIVICTEMO-
JIOTUNL — SMNUPUUECKOMY peasusmy’. AHaIuTIge-
CKOe Cy>KIeHVe «30JI0TO — JKeJITBI MeTaJUl» (CM.:
AA 04, S. 267; KanTt, 1994, c. 19) oTHOCUTCS B TIep-
BYIO Oo4epesib K 30JI0TY U €TO CBOVICTBY <«KeJITBIN»,
aKTyaJIbHOMY IIJIs XVMWKOB, IOBEJIMPHOV 1 Me-
TaJUTy PrM9YecKOV IIPOMBIIIUIEHHOCTH, a He K IIO-
HSTVSIM Y SI3bIKOBBIM BBIPasKEHVISIM.

7 C orom nosuryent KaHT cBsg3bIBaeT cilemyIoIiye IpyH-
LIUITBL: IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMsi — (POPMBI MHTYWIINI
paccynka, HeIIOCPeNCTBEHHOCTh BHEIIHEro BOCIIPI-
TUSL, pealn3M B OTHOIIEHWN SBJIEHWUV, a He Belller-ca-
Mux-110-cebe (cm.: A 370; Kant, 20060, c. 465). 51 He Oymy
BCTyIIaTh B OOJIBIIIYIO 9K3€reTMUEeCKYIO IMCKYCCUIO, II0-
CKOJIBKY 9TO He COOTBETCTBYET 11eJIN JAHHOW CTaThIA

corresponding thought collective with an es-
tablished thought style, and yet be intellectual-
ly dissatisfied.

As mentioned above, for Kant philosophy
is inherently analytic — the philosopher’s task
is not to synthesise, but to examine given con-
cepts. Nevertheless, he did not label his pro-
ject “analytic philosophy” or ‘transcendental
analytic philosophy’, perhaps for reasons that
are similar to the ones you present in our cur-
rent discussion and in your works. The propo-
sition “Mars was always either dry or not dry’,
as you have claimed in The Philosophy of Philos-
ophy, is about the matter of fact, not about the
word ‘Mars’ or the concept of Mars (cf. William-
son, 2022, pp. 25-49). This is, as one may ar-
gue, something that linguistic and conceptual
analysts need to be reminded of. If a proposi-
tion does not contain any indicators that legiti-
mate an immediate transition to metalinguistic
or metaconceptual investigations, the need for
such a transition can be questioned. I do not
think that it stands in conflict with one side of
the Kantian epistemology: empirical realism’.
The analytic judgement “gold is a yellow met-
al’ (see Prol, AA 04, p. 267; Kant, 2002b, p. 62) is
about gold, in the first place, and the property
‘yellow” that is relevant for chemists, the jew-
ellery and metal industry, not about concepts
and linguistic expressions.

Kant classifies ‘gold is a yellow metal” as
an analytic a priori judgement (cf. ibid.). A prio-
ri does not mean experience-free in this case, it
just means that I need no further experience to
analyse it, because experience that I already pos-
sess is sufficient for my logical operation from
an armchair. Whether the material of my judge-

7 The tenets that Kant associates with this position
are: space and time are forms of sensible intuitions,
immediacy of outer perception, realism about
appearances — not about things in themselves (cf. KrV,
A 370; Kant, 1998, pp. 426-427). I will not engage in large
exegetical discussions as it does not correspond to the
purpose of the current article.
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KaHT OTHOCUT «307T0TO — JKEJITHINT MeTaJI» K
aHAJIUTUYECKVM allpuopHBIM cyXaeHMsM (Ibid.).
ATIpMOpHOCTE B JTaHHOM CJIy4dae O3HauaeT He CBO-
Gomy OT oIIbITa, a JIMIIB TO, YTO JIJIS €r0 aHasIn3a
MHe He HY>XeH 0010/HUNeAbHbLI OIIBIT, IIOCKOIIBKY
171 MOVIX IVBaHHBIX JIOTMYECKUX Orepaluit Jg0-
CTATOYHO TOTO OIIbITA, KOTOPBIN 5 Yxe umerw. SIB-
JISIeTcsl JIV MaTepyajl MOero CY)XKIeHWs SMIIPU-
YeCcKMM VIV HeSMIMPUYEeCKMM, He VMeeT 3Hade-
HVUS J171 TIPUYNCTIeHNs] CYXKIeHMs K aHaJIUTHJe-
CKMM allpMopHBIM (TaM xe; A 8 / B 11—12; KaHr,
20064, c. 61—63), — KpuTepreM BBICTYIIaeT IIPUH-
LIWIT IPOTUBOpeUNs. DTO comiacyeTcs ¢ Bammmm
B3IVIAaMM (pa3BMBaeMbIMU B IJIaBax O MeTadusu-
YeCKMX VI SIMCTEMOJIOITYeCKIIX KOHIIEIIIIVISAX aHa-
mm3a, cM.: Williamson, 2022, p. 50—74 un 75—135),
YTO aHAJIUTUYECKNe VICTUHBI, TaK JKe KaK 1 CHHTe-
TUYecKHe, TPeOyIOT JIMHIBUCTIYECKON ¥ KOHIIEeTI-
TyaJIbHOV KOMIIETEHIIVI, OCHOBAHHOV Ha OIIBITE,
I B 3TOM OTHOIIeHUM Pprytocoduisi He OTIINYaeTcs
OT JIPYTMX HayK.

HecmoTpst Ha TPyIHOCTM, KOTOpble BjledeT 3a
cobovt pasrpaHUYeHNe aHAJIMTUYECKOTrO ¥ CUH-
TEeTUYEeCKoro (kak 00 3ToM ropoputcs B «Duioco-
v pustocodpmm»), Bel monaraete, uTo Bo3pake-
Hu Kyarina (cm.: Kyarin, 2000) HefrocTaTOUHBI 118
TOTO, YTOOBI TIOAOPBaTh «aHAJIMTUUECKYIO u-
socodmro». Bo-miepBblx, dustocodckme MCTUHBI
«OOBIYHO He SIBJIAIOTCA VICTMHAMM O CJIoBaxX WJIN
noHsATIsX>» (Williamson, 2022, p. 50), a BO-BTOPBIX,
aHaJIMTIUYeCcKye VCCiIefIoBaHM He OTAEJISIOT yue-
HOTO OT 00JIacTV OIbITa. AHAJIMTUKO-CMHTeTIYe-
CKOe pasrpaHM4eHVe IIepeOCMBICTITeTCH KaK BaXk-
HBIVI MHCTPYMEHT B apceHasle aHaJIUTUYEeCKOro
dmtocodpa, KOTOPBIVI MOXKHO IPVUMEHSTh OT CIIy-
yag K CJIy4alo, a He KaK He4To, McUepIIbIBaloIiee
MeTOIOJIOTMIO aHaIUTIYecKom dpumstocodpunt. DTo
IIOXOXKe Ha Ipollelypy B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO
durtocodpmn. MoXXHO UMTaTh METOIOJIOTTYeCKe
3ameuaHmns KaHra, «Ydyenwne o Metone» 13 nepBovt
«KpuTHnkm», perysspHo mocerarb JIeKI 10 JIO-
T'MIKe, YTOOBI IIOHSTDH €ro TeOPUIO aHasIV3a IOHS-
TUV U YMETh €0 NI0J1b30BaThcs. OIHAKO 3TO «3Ha-
HVIe 9TO» He IIPUCYTCTBYeT SIBHO, KOI/ja OH ITPOBO-
IWUT aHaIN3 TaKMX IOHATUI, KaK pa3yM, KaTero-
pudeckuit nMmIiepaTtus, dpviocodpus. boree Toro,
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ment is empirical or non-empirical is irrelevant
for the classification of a judgement as analyt-
ic a priori (cf. ibid. and also KrV, A 8 / B 11-12;
Kant, 1998, 131) — the touchstone is the prin-
ciple of contradiction. This is in line with your
views (developed in chapters on metaphysical
and epistemological conceptions of analysis —
cf. Williamson, 2022, pp. 50-74 and 75-135) that
analytic truths, just as synthetic ones, require
linguistic and conceptual competence based on
experience — philosophy is not different from
other sciences in this respect.

Despite the difficulties that the analytic-syn-
thetic distinction entails (as discussed in The
Philosophy of Philosophy), you suggest that the
Quinean objections (cf. Quine, 1951) do not suf-
fice to undermine “analytic philosophy’. Firstly,
philosophical truths “are not generally truths
about words or concepts” (Williamson, 2022,
p- 50) and secondly, engaging in analytic in-
vestigations does not separate a scholar from
the realm of experience. The analytic-synthetic
distinction is reinterpreted as an important in-
strument in the toolbox of the analytic philos-
opher that can be put to use occasionally, not
something that exhausts the methodology of
analytic philosophy. This is similar to the pro-
cedure in transcendental philosophy. One can
read Kant’s methodological remarks, the “Doc-
trine of Method” of the first Critiqgue, and reg-
ularly hold lectures on logic to understand his
theory of conceptual analysis and be able to
use it. However, this ‘knowledge that” is not
explicitly present when he performs analysis
of such concepts as reason, the categorical im-
perative, and philosophy. Furthermore, one can
find equivalents to the topics that constitute the
wider picture of philosophical knowledge that
you give in The Philosophy of Philosophy (modal-
ity, thought experiments, evidence, knowledge
maximisation) in Kant’s works. They are, nev-
ertheless, at least mediately related to the ana-
lytic-synthetic distinction.



M.P. JleBun, T. YunpsaMcon

B paborax KaHTa MOXHO HalTV SKBMBAJIEHTHI
TeM, COCTaBJISIONINX OoJlee IIMPOKYIO KapTUHY
dmtocodpckoro 3HaHMS, KOTOPYIO Bbl mpmsonm-
Te B «Dwocodpum dprtocodpum» (MogaIbHOCTE,
MBICJIUTEJIbHBIE 3KCIIEPVMEHTHI, [JOKa3aTesIbCTBO,
MakcuMm3anys 3HaHMs). TeM He MeHee OHU VIMe-
IOT KaK MVHVIMYM OIIOCpeIOBaHHOE OTHOITIeHVe K
AHAJIMTUKO-CHTETYECKOMY Pa3/IfIeHMIO.
HecMoTps Ha 3TO CXOCTBO, S BUXKY IIPOTUBOpPE-
ume ¢ 0pyeoil cnmopoHoil KAaHTOBCKOV SITVCTeMOJIO-
TUW — MPAHCyeH0eHMasbHbIM ((hopMabHbiM) Ude-
asusmom (A 490—491 / B 518—520; KanT, 2006a,
c. 681). KanT omposepraer mgeasnnsM, yTBepXKia-
oIV HecyIlleCTBOBaHMe BHEIIHero Mupa («Ma-
TepUaJIbHBIV MaeansM» — cM.: Tam xe; B 274 —
279; Kanr, 2006a, c. 369) vt IpOoTsKeHHBIX B IIPO-
CTPaHCTBEe ¥ BpeMeHU BeIel («3MIMPUIecKU
nmeansM» — cM.: A 490—491 / B 518 —520; KanT,
2006a, c. 679—681), ocyxIaeT IJIAaTOHOBCKMUIL MH-
TYUTUBUCTCKUI  «MeUTaTeIbHBIVI  VeaIn3M»
(AA 04, p. 294; KanT, 19%4a, c. 143), HO mpuAepXN-
BAEeTCs TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIHOTO MJIeasIn3Ma Kak J10-
ITOJTHSIOIIEVT CTOPOHBI SMIIMPUYECKOrO pearis-
Ma. Ecjiit He cyIiecTByeT IpsIMOTO JIOCTyIIA K Be-
aM-caMMM-II0-ce0e, TO SHMCTEeMMYeCKMM areH-
TaM J[IOCTYIIHBI TOJIBKO SBJIEHMS. [JOCTYITHOCTB
O3HauaeT, uTo SIBJIEHNS CYIIeCTBYIOT B VX CO3Ha-
HUM B BUJIe pelpe3eHTalni (OIyIIeH 1, MHTYW-
LIVVL Y TIOHSTUW) VI He MOTYT OBITh IIOHSTHI MHaUe.
Ho He Bce perpeseHTary OTHOCATCS K SIBJIEHVI-
gaM. YTo-To B peasIbHOM MUpe COOTBETCTBYeT pe-
IIpe3eHTallVsIM IUIaHeThl Mapc 1 MeTasiia 30710Ta,
Torfia Kak bor, 6eckoHeYHOCTh BCeJIeHHOW, pasyM,
ven gpy>KObl, JoOpomeTe, cBOOOIBIL, MYIPOCTH,
dprocodrt He «SIBIISIOTCS» (IPAKTITYECKIe Ven
IIPOSIBJISIFOTCS. JIVIIIb YaCTUYHO dYepe3 HeVICTBUS
cyOpekTa, cm.: A 328 / B 384—385; Kaut, 2006a,
c. 495). Ilostromy KaHT BBOOUT yueHMe O «IIpegMe-
Te BOOOIIIe», VJIV «TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM ITpeIMe-
Te» (CM. B HallleM KOoHTekcTe: A 494—477 / B 522—
525; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 653—655), KoTopoe oOBeny-
HSeT KaK SMIIMPIYecKrie TIOHSITUS, TaK U YVCThIe
IIOHATVS, OTKa3bIBasiCh OT TPa/IVIIVIOHHOV OHTO-
jgormy. YmcTele MOHATHUSA TIOOJAIOTCS aHaIN3Y,
JaXke ecyIVl X OOBEKTHI He [JaHBI B OMIYIIEHMSIX,
TaK ke KaK VI SMIIVPIIecKyie TIOHS TS TOIaloTCs
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Despite these resemblances, I see a tension
with the other side of the Kantian epistemology:
transcendental (formal) idealism (cf. KrV, A 490-
491 / B 518-520; Kant, 1998, p. 511). Kant re-
futes idealism that claims non-existence of the
outer world (‘material idealism” — cf. ibid. and
KrV, B 274-279; Kant, 1998, pp. 326-329) or of
extended things in space and time (‘empiri-
cal idealism” — cf. KrV, A 490-491 / B 518-520;
Kant, 1998, p. 511), and denounces the Platonic
intuitivist ‘dreaming idealism” (cf. Prol, AA 04,
p- 294; Kant, 2002b, p. 88), but holds to tran-
scendental idealism as a complementary side
to empirical realism. If there is no direct access
to things in themselves, only appearances are
available to epistemic agents. Being available
means that they are entertained in their minds
as representations (sensations, intuitions, and
concepts), and could not be made intelligible
otherwise. But not all representations concern
appearances. Something in the real world cor-
responds to representations of the planet Mars
and the metal gold, while God, infinity of the
universe, reason, ideas of friendship, virtue,
freedom, wisdom, and philosophy do not “ap-
pear’ (practical ideas appear only partially
through the subject’s actions — c¢f. KrV, A 328 /
B 384-385; Kant, 1998, p. 402). Hence, Kant in-
troduces the doctrine of the “object in gener-
al’ or ‘transcendental object” (cf. in our context
KrV, A 494-477 / B 522-525; Kant, 1998, pp.
513-514), which unites both empirical concepts
and pure concepts and renounces the tradition-
al ontology. Pure concepts are analysable, even
if their objects are not given in the senses, just
as empirical concepts are analysable, because
they represent appearances and not things in
themselves. Pure concepts require different
heuristics and analytic method, which Kant
calls ‘exposition” (intensional and extension-
al analysis of conceptual marks) in contrast to
‘explication” or ‘clarification” (the method val-



aHaJIM3Y, TIOCKOJIBKY OHV OTOOpa’KaloT SIBJIeHVIs, a
He Bely camu 110 cebe. YnicTble TIOHATISA TPeOy-
IOT VIHOVI SBPVICTUKIU ¥ aHaJIMTUYECKOrO MeTOIa,
KoTopbIvi KaHT HasbIBaeT «3KCHO3UIIVeN» (MHTeH-
CVIOHAJIBHBIV M SKCTE€HCVMOHAJIBHBIV aHaJIVN3 TTOHSI-
TUVIHBIX 3HAKOB) B OTIMYME OT «3KCIUIMKAIIVVD»
WIN «IIPOSICHEHUS» (METOMI, IIPVMEHNMBIV K 3M-
nprYecKmM NoHATISAM)®. TToxoxe, 4To 3TO OOIIB-
movt poOern B pertenmiiy KanTta panamnMm dn-
jocodpaMm-aHaIMTUKAMY, 1 s He HaXOXYy CJIeZIoB
JlaHHOV Teopuu U B Barent pabore.

TY: Bel mpaBEI B TOM, UTO B CBOMX paboTax s He
3aHMMarch KanToM. Y MeHs HeT >kellaHWUS yIiTy-
Or1aThCs B OecKOHeuHBble N1e0pV KaHTOBCKOV rep-
MEHEBTUKW; s C YHAOBOJIBCTBUEM IIPeIOCTaBIIIo
npyrum Omyxzars B Hux. Hackoirbko MHe m3BecT-
HO, MeHs HMKOI/ja He OOBMHSUIN B TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOM Uleayim3Me. Uro kacaeTcs Gostee oO1riert
UIen O TOM, UTO «3MUCTEMUYECKUM areHTaM JI0-
CTYIHBI TOJIBKO siBJIeHMs» (110 Bammm ciioBam), TO
OHa HaxO[IUT OTTOJIOCKM B paboTaxX HEKOTOPBIX CO-
BpeMeHHBIX aHaJIUTUYeCKMX SITVICTEMOJIOTOB, CUM-
TAIOIIVIX, YTO HaIV MepIeNTVBHbIe CBUIETesIb-
CTBa COCTOAT TOJIBKO 13 SBJIEHWII, KOTOPble MOT'YT
OBITH KaK [JOCTOBEPHBIMM, TaK ¥ HeT. Sl KpUTHKy1o
3Ty TOYKY 3peHus B paboTe «3HaHMe U ero Ipe-
IesTbl». BueTs, UTo KOIIKa JIeXKUT Ha KOBPUKE, —
3TO0 (popMa 3HAHMS O TOM, YTO KOIIKA JIEKNUT Ha
KOBpUKe, a He IIPOCTO 3HaHMe O TOM, UTo Bam ka-
Jkemcs, 94To KOIIIKa JIOKUT Ha Kospuke. [Toka kor-
Ka JEeVICTBUTEIIEHO He JIEXUT Ha KOBPUKE, BbI He
3HaeTe, YTO OHa JISKUT Ha KOBPUKe.

Kareropum «xorka» 1 «KOBPMK» OYeBUJIHO,
Hajgekn oT ¢yHIaMeHTaJIbHBIX. YroTpebieHve
HaMW CJIOB «KOIIKa» M «KOBPWK» 3aBVUCUT OT MHO-
I'MX CJIy4YalTHOCTEV 4eJI0BeYeCKOV KyJIBTypbl. Mel
BIIOJTHe MOIJIM OblI He JleJiaTh KOBPUKM U He Jiep-
KaTb JoMalIHmx Komlek. Ho 3To He o3HaudaeT, uTo
KOIIIKY VI KOBPUKMW HepeaAbHbl. DTO JINIIIb O3Hava-
eT, uTO Teopuu PyHIaMeHTaIbHON (PU3MKN VI

8 O reopumn ompenerternyt Karra cm.: (Beck, 1956). He-
TIaBHIOI0 KPaTKYIO0 PeKOHCTPYKImio cM.: (McAndrew,
2022, p. 11—16), a IOIILITKYM IIPUMEHNThL METOJ], SKCIT031-
LMY K KAHTOBCKMM HOHATUAM pasyMa 1 pustocodum cm.:
(Lewin, 2021; 2022).
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id for empirical concepts).® It seems to be a big
gap in the Kant reception by the early analytic
philosophers and I do not find traces of this
theory in your work either.

TW: You are right that my writings don’t en-
gage with Kant’s. I have no wish to be drawn
into the endless maze of Kant hermeneutics; 1
happily leave others to wander there. To my
knowledge, I've never been accused of tran-
scendental idealism. As for the more gener-
al idea that ‘only appearances are available to
epistemic agents” (in your words), it has echoes
in work by some contemporary analytic epis-
temologists, who hold that our perceptual evi-
dence comprises only appearances, which may
or may not be veridical. I criticise that view in
Knowledge and its Limits. Seeing that the cat is
on the mat is a form of knowing that the cat is
on the mat, not just of knowing that it appears to
you that the cat is on the mat. Unless the cat re-
ally is on the mat, you don’t know that it is on
the mat.

The categories of cat and mat are obvious-
ly far from fundamental. Our use of the words
‘cat’ and ‘mat’ depends on many contingen-
cies of human culture. We could easily not
have made mats or kept pet cats. But that does
not mean that cats and mats are unreal. It just
means that theories of fundamental physics or
metaphysics won't talk specifically about cats
or mats. The claim that there merely appears to
be a cat on a mat entails that there is no cat on a
mat, which is false.

Naturally, illusions sometimes occur. It
could have looked just as if there were a cat
on a mat even if there was no cat and no mat.
But that does not show that we do not actually
see, and know, that the cat is on the mat. Some

8 For Kant's theory of definitions see Beck (1956). For a
recent short reconstruction see McAndrew (2022, pp. 11-
16), and for attempts to deploy the method of exposition
to Kant’s concepts of reason and philosophy see Lewin
(2021; 2022).
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MeTapu3UKM He OyAyT TOBOPUTH KOHKPETHO O
KOIIIKax MJIV KOBPUKax. YTBepKIeHle, UTO KOIIIKa
Ha KOBPUKe 1M04bK0 A61eHue, TIOpasyMeBaeT, 4YTO
HMKAKOVI KOITIKY Ha KOBPUKE Her, 4TO JIOKHO.

EcTecTBeHHO, WUIIO3MM WMHOITIA BO3HMKAIOT.
Hawm morsio Obl Ka3aTbCs, UTO Ha KOBPUKE JIEKUT
KOIIIKa, Ja’ke ecjIv Obl He ObUTIO HY KOIIKY, HY KOB-
puka. Ho 3T0 He 03HauaeT, 4TO MBI Ha caMOM Oe.e
He BUVIM ¥ He 3HaeM, 4TO KOIIIKa JIEKUT Ha KOB-
puke. HekoTopsle dustocodrl 110 cux rop TpeOy-
10T 0a30BOro ypOBH:I IOKa3aTeJIbHOCTY, TPV KOTO-
POM WJIITIO3UTI He OBbIBaeT, a BUIVIMOCTH COBITIajaeT
C peasIbHOCTBIO. Takovt Ga30BBINI SMVICTEMITIECKUT
ypoBeHb ObUI ObI IIpo3padeH 11t areHTa. VIHOrIA
B 3TOVI POJIV BBICTYTIAIOT CaMW SIBJIEHW, yTBepPX-
Ilasi, 9TO OHMU SIBJIAIOTCA TeM, 4yeM KaxXyTcs. OmHa-
KO B KHUTe «3HaHMe U ero Ipeiesibl» g Hoapoo-
HO JIOKa3bIBao, YTO TAKOI'O ITPO3pavHOro ypOBHS
He cyllecTByeT. Jlake sBjIeHUs He BcerJia TaKo-
BBI, KaKMM KaxxyTcst. OHm He 00J1afaroT ocoOov
sMvcTeMIUYecKovt puButerveit. Kakosa Obiia Ob
nosuums KanTa o stmm Borpocam, st He Gepych
OIIpeNesINTb.

[pyrom BOIpOC KacaeTcs pasindud Mexay
aTlIpYOPHBIM U allOCTEPVIOPHBIM, KOTOPOE, KaK 13-
BECTHO, SBJISIeTCS LIEHTPaJIbHBIM B MBIITUIEHUN
Kanta. Kak Bel oTMeuaeTe, arrpriopHoe cyXeHne
BOBCe He IIpe/IIIecTByeT JII0OOMY OIIBITY — OIIBIT
Hy>X€H, YTOOBI IIOHATH CJIOBa, B KOTOPBIX OHO
cdopmymposano. Ho 1j1s aHayisa aHaamTHUYe-
CKOTO aIlpMOPHOTO CYXXIeHMs U, cilefloBaTeIbHO,
IUIs TIO3HAHMS ero VICTMHHOCTY, KakK Bel yTBep-
XKJTaeTe, HUKAKOTO 0a.1bHeliliee0 OIbITa He Tpedy-
etcs. IIpoBepuTh 3Ty MBICJIb MOXXHO Ha IpyMe-
pe. AHITIMVICKMe CJIoBa furze [Mpok]| u gorse [yTec-
HUK| — 3TO CUHOHUMDL, 1B €CTeCTBeHHbIX TepMMU-
Ha, 00O3HayYaroIIe OAMH ¥ TOT e BUI KycTap-
HMKa, He IMeOIIT/ie pa3JIMIuil B COITY TCTBYFOIIIVIX
onvicaHusix. Eciiv yrojgHo, T [1Ba cjioBa BeIpaka-
IOT OTHO ¥ TO ke IOHsITHe. Terreph MBI MOXXeM BBe-
CTV HOBBIVI TepMUH — flurze, MICTIONIB3ysl OIIperie-
nenue flurze — furze in flower [flurze — 310 IpPOK B
1BeTYy| (B OHM Ce30HBI KyCTAapHMK IIBETET, B APY-
rme — HeT). Takum o0OpasoM, IO KOMIIO3MIIVOH-
HOVI ceMaHTVKe [1Ba mpepjioxenuns Flurze is furze
[flurze — 5T0 mpok] m Flurze is gorse [flurze — sTo
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philosophers still demand a base level of ev-
idence where illusions cannot occur, and ap-
pearance must coincide with reality. Such an
epistemic base level would be transparent to
the agent. Appearances themselves are some-
times cast in that role, with the claim that they
are just what they appear to be. However, in
Knowledge and its Limits, I argue in detail that
there is no such transparent level. Not even
appearances are always just as they appear to
be. They have no special epistemic privilege.
Where Kant might stand on those issues is not
for me to determine.

Another issue concerns the distinction be-
tween the a priori and the a posteriori, famous-
ly central to Kant’s thinking. As you note, an a
priori judgment is not prior to all experience —
one needs experience to understand the words
in which it is formulated. But no further experi-
ence is needed, you say, to analyse an analytic
a priori judgment, and so, presumably, to know
its truth. We can test that picture against an ex-
ample. The English words ‘furze’ and ‘gorse’
are synonyms, two natural kind terms for exact-
ly the same kind of shrub, with no difference
in associated descriptions. If you like, the two
words express the same concept. Now we can
introduce a new term, ‘flurze’, by the defini-
tion ‘flurze is furze in flower’ (in some seasons
the shrub is in flower, in others not). Thus, by
compositional semantics, the two sentences
‘Flurze is furze” and ‘Flurze is gorse” are syn-
onymous, since they differ only by a substitu-
tion of synonymous constituents. For friends of
analyticity, ‘Flurze is furze’ is trivially analytic,
since it just means ‘Furze in flower is furze’, so
‘Flurze is gorse’ is analytic too, since they have
the same meaning and the analyticity of a sen-
tence is supposed to be a function of its mean-
ing. But a competent speaker of English could
understand the words ‘furze” and ‘gorse’ by
normal standards without realising that they
are synonymous, or even that they co-refer.



yTeCHVK| CMHOHVIMMYHEBI, TaK KaK OTINYAIOTCA
TOJIBKO 3aMEHOVI CMHOHVIMWYHBIX COCTaBJISIOIIVIX.
g gpysen ananmvtmaMa Flurze is furze [flurze —
3TO JIPOK| TpMBMAIBHO aHAJIVTUYHO, ITOCKOIBKY
o3HauaeT mpocto Furze in flower is furze [BeTy-
IITUVI IPOK — 3TO OPOK], Tak uto u Flurze is gorse
[flurze — 3TO yTecHWMK| aHATUTIYHO, TaK KaK OHU
VIMEIOT OIIHaKOBOe 3Ha4eHVe, a aHaJIMTUYHOCTh
MIpeIJIOKeHNs, KaK CYMTAeTCs, 3aBUCUT OT ero
3HaueHMs. Ho rpaMOTHBINI HOCKTEIb aHTJIUVICKO-
IO s13bIKa MOXKET IIOHSTB CJIOBa furze [poK] u gorse
[yTecHMK] 1TO HOpMasIBHBIM CTaH/apTaM, He 0CO3-
HaBasl, 4YTO OHU SBJIAIOTCS CMHOHVMaMU VTN fake
YTO OHV COOTHOCVMBI. B IeTCTBe roBOpSIIII BBIY-
YT 3T CJI0Ba HE3aBVICKIMO JIPYT OT JIpyTa, B pas-
HBIX CJTydasiX, KOI7Ia eMy ITOKa3bIBaJIV IIPUMEPEHI.
Bo B3pocsioM Bo3pacTe, 3a0bIB OOJTBIIHCTBO eTa-
JIeVi IIpoliecca 0OydeHMsl, TOBOPAIINI COXPaHWII
JIIIBb TOYHO TaKMe e IepIelTUBHO-pellenTB-
HBbIe OIIIINV [IJI5 CJIyYaeB, CBSI3aHHBIX C STVIMU CJIO-
BaMV1, I Te JKe CBsI3aHHbIe C HMMV HeMeTaJIVTHT BYI-
cTUYecKye onvicaHs. EnyHcTBeHHOe ocTaBIeecst
pasiuume — 4nucTo (popMaIbHOe, MeX/Iy CaMyMU
cJIoBaMI. B cooTBeTCTBMY ¢ HOPMaJIbHBIM JIVIHT -
BUICTMYECKVIMY CTaHapTaMV TOBOPSIINIL BIIazle-
eT obovmu crtoBamu. Tem He MeHee y HeTro MOXeT
BO3HVIKHYTBH COMHEHVIE: a UTO, eCJIV BUI, KOTOPBIV
eMy IIOKa3asIu IIpy OOyUYeHUN CJIOBY furze [IpoK],
XOTSI VI BBITJISIINT B OOIIIeM TakK e, KaK KyCTapHUK,
KOTOPBIVI eMy IIOKasaJy IIpy OOyuYeHUW CJIOBY
gorse [yTeCHVK], HEYJIOBUMO OT/IMYAeTCs OT Hero?
BBty 3TOro coMHeHvIsI TOBOPSIITNTL He COTTIacyT-
cst ¢ yrBepaeHueM Flurze is gorse [flurze — 3TO
YTeCHVK|, TIOCKOJIBKY He COIJIACUTCSI C YTBEpPXK-
nenueM Furze in flower is gorse [Ipok — 3To IiBe-
Ty yTecHUK]. YToOBI paspemmTs 3TO COMHe-
HUe, eMy IOoTpedyeTcs 00MOAHUMEeAbHbLI O0Nblin,
HarprMep oOlleHte ¢ SKCIlepTaMi-O0TaHMKaMA.
Ho Flurze is gorse [flurze — 3T0 1mpok] Bce paBHO
aHaJIMTUYHO JlaXe B MVOJIeKTe HeBeXXeCTBeHHO-
'O TOBOPSIIIIETro, [IOTOMY UYTO CeMaHTIYeCKOro pas-
s MexXay furze [pok] u gorse [yTecHUK] HeT u
B ero mawuorekTe. ITpocTast KapTrHa aHaIMTIde-
CKVIX CY KJI€HWV KaK aIlpYOPHBIX CJIVIIIKOM YIIPO-
IIleHa, 9TOOBI paspellaTh IOIOOHbBIE TPYIHOCTIL.
DnucTeMydecKasi IpO3pavHOCTb Ha Y POBHE TTOHSI-
T He 0oJtee IIOCTYIIHA, YeM Ha YPOBHE SIBJIEHVL.
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As a child, the speaker learnt the words inde-
pendently of each other, on separate occasions,
by being shown examples. As an adult, hav-
ing forgotten most of the details of the learning
process, the speaker retains only exactly similar
perceptual-recognitional capacities for instanc-
es of the kinds associated with the words, and
the same associated non-metalinguistic descrip-
tions. The only residual difference is purely for-
mal, between the words themselves. By normal
linguistic standards, the speaker is competent
with both words. Nevertheless, they might har-
bour a doubt: what if the kind they were shown
when taught ‘furze” was subtly different from,
though of the same general appearance as the
shrub they were shown when taught ‘gorse’? In
view of this doubt, the speaker will not assent
to ‘Flurze is gorse’, since they will not assent to
‘Furze in flower is gorse’. To resolve the doubt,
they would need further experience, perhaps of
interaction with expert botanists. But ‘Flurze
is gorse’ is still analytic, even in the ignorant
speaker’s idiolect, because there is no seman-
tic difference between ‘furze” and ‘gorse’ even
in their idiolect. The simple picture of analyt-
ic judgments as a priori is too simple to resolve
such difficulties. Epistemic transparency is no
more available at the level of concepts than it is
at the level of appearances.

I've already expressed scepticism about the
distinction between the analytic and the syn-
thetic. Examples like that with ‘furze’ and
‘gorse’ reinforce such scepticism. They also re-
inforce my scepticism about the distinction
between the a priori and the a posteriori — not
so much about its coherence as about its depth.
In a series of exchanges with Paul Boghossian
of New York University, Debating the A Priori
(Boghossian and Williamson, 2020), I develop
an argument that the a priori — a posteriori dis-
tinction is superficial, failing to cut at an epis-
temological joint, because some clear cases of a
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1 y>ke BBICKa3bIBajl CKeIITUYECKOe OTHOIIIeHVe
K PasJIvamIo MeX/y aHAJIMTUYECKM VI CMHTEeTV-
uvecknM. Takme mpuMepsl, Kak C furze v gorse, ycu-
JIMBAIOT 3TOT cKerrTmim3M. OHM Takke yCuInBa-
IOT MO€e CKeIITMYecKoe OTHOIIEeHVe K PasJIN4uio
MeXXIy allpyopy 1 ariocTepyiopy — He CTOJIBKO B
OTHOIIIEHWVI €T0 K02epeHMHOCIU, CKOIIBKO B OTHO-
IIIeHN ero 24y0unsl. B cepum oOMeHOB MHeHMs-
mu ¢ [Tosom Borocsitom n3s Hero-Vopkckoro yHu-
BepcuteTa «/lebGarbl 00 ampuopm» (Boghossian,
Williamson, 2020) s pa3BuBaio apryMeHT, 4TO pas-
JMavie MeXAy alpyopy M alloCTepViopy SBJISeT-
Csl TIOBEPXHOCTHBIM, HECIIOCOOHBIM ITPeoI0sIeTh
SMVICTEMOJIOIMYECKUTT y3€eJI, TaK KaK HeKOTOpbIe
SIBHBIE CJTy4ay allpVOPHOTO 3HAHWS VIMEIOT Ty XKe
SMVICTEMOJIOIMYECKYIO CTPYKTYPY, UTO U HEKOTO-
pBle SIBHBIe CJIyday alloCTePVIOPHOrO 3HaHUS, —
TOYHO TaK ke, KaK pasjIndre MeXAy KpacHBIMU
Y HeKpacHBIMY BeJIOCUIIe[IlaMU SIBJISIeTCS TIOBepX-
HOCTHBIM C TOYKM 3peHMs MHXXeHepa, ITOCKOIIb-
Ky HEKOTOpBIe SIBHO KpacHbIe BeJIOCUIIETBI IMEIOT
Ty JXe MHXeHepHYIO0 KOHCTPYKIIMIO, UTO ¥ HeKO-
TOpBIE SBHO 3eJIeHble BeslocuIensl. B smmcremo-
JIOTVTYEeCKOM CJIy4ae TaKas CUTyalysl BO3HMKaeT
IS CYXKIIeHUVI, KOTOpble MBI jiejlaeM, ITPUMeHsis
K TUIIOTeTUYECKVM CJIy4YasiM pacro3HaBaTelIb-
HbIe CIIOCOOHOCTM, OTKaJIMOpPOBaHHBIE IIPEIbIITY-
IIIM OIIBITOM; CJTy4ariHble OCOOeHHOCTU CyXKIle-
HWVI IeJIal0T OIHV M3 HUX allpUOPHBIMY, a ApPY-
r'vie — aroCTePUOPHBIMU C TOUKM 3peHus Tpay-
LIVIOHHBIX JIOIYIIIeHNV, HeCMOTPsI Ha OOIITyTO KOT-
HUTVBHYIO CTPYKTYPY.

DTu ABa pasInums (QHaJIUTUYecKoe — CHUHTe-
TUYEeCKOe ¥ allpyopHOe — arioCTePUOpPHOe) ObLIN
JIOCTaTOYHO ITPOYHBIMY, YTOOBI CIIOCOOCTBOBATH
nporpeccy Bo BpeMeHa KaHTa 11 B TeueHMe HeKo-
TOPOro BpeMeHM 110cyIe Hero. Ho 3T0 He 03Hauaer,
YTO OHV JIOJKHBI OBITH OCHOBOITOJIATAOIITVIMM Ha-
BCeria.

3aK/II0unTeIbHOE Pa3MBIIIUIeHVIe: TPY AVICIIV-
IUIVHBI, O/In3KMe K o0cyk1aeMoyt HamMu IIpo0iie-
MaTVKe, — 3TO JIOTMKa, JIMHIBUCTMKA ¥ IICYXOJIO-
rus. Kaxpas m3 Hux co BpeMmeH Kanta mperep-
Iiejia IIporpeccBHbBIe M3MeHeHNs, He VIMerolye
aHasioros. Pa3e He ObUIO OBI CTPAHHO ¥ IeYaTb-
HO, ecyiit OBl TOJIIBKO (prytocodmss He IPOIBUHY-
J1ach BIIepen?

priori knowledge have the same epistemologi-
cal structure as some clear cases of a posteriori
knowledge — just as the distinction between
red bicycles and non-red bicycles is superficial
from an engineer’s perspective, because some
clearly red bicycles have the same engineering
structure as some clearly green bicycles. In the
epistemological case, this situation arises for
judgments we make by applying recognition-
al capacities calibrated by earlier experience
to hypothetical cases; incidental features of the
judgments make some look a priori and others
a posteriori on traditional assumptions, despite
the shared cognitive structure.

The two distinctions (analytic — synthetic
and a priori — a posteriori) were robust enough
to facilitate progress in Kant’s day and for some
time thereafter. But that does not mean that
they must be foundational forever.

A concluding reflection: Three disciplines
close to the issues we have been discussing are
logic, linguistics, and psychology. Each of them
has been transformed in progressive ways out
of all recognition since Kant’s day. Would it
not be both strange and sad if philosophy alone
had made no such progress?

Conclusion

The purpose of the discussion was to lay
bare different ways of approaching the phrase
‘analytic philosophy’. As the discussion has
shown, the presented terminological op-
tions are dependent on answers to the broad-
er question: “‘How should we do philosophy?’
Lewin and Williamson hold different views
on that.

Lewin believes that philosophy is best done
from the standpoint of a radically autonomous
epistemology, which includes striving for in-
dependence from existing labels, traditions,
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3aK/IroueH1e

Llesrb 2TOV AMCKYCCUM COCTOsIa B TOM, YTOOBI
U3JIOKUTD PasjIiuHble BapyaHTHI IIOAX0Aa K BbI-
paXXeHMIO «aHajMUTUUecKas duiocodpmsa». Kax
IIoKasasla JVCKYCCHsl, IIpesicTaBIeHHble TePMIHO-
JIOTMYecKyre BapyaHThI 3aBUCAT OT OTBeTa Ha 0o-
jiee MMPOKMit Borrpoc: «Kak CTOUT 3aHMMATBCS
drtocopmen?». Jlebun m YusibsaMcoH npuaepxu-
BalOTCs Pa3HbIX B3IJIAI0B Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC.

JleBuH ybexrieH, uto dpriocodmert Iy diiie Bce-
rO 3aHMMAThCS C TIO3MLNN PaiVKaJIbHO aBTOHOM-
HOVI 3IMCTEMOJIOTMY, ITpeIioyiararolieri CTpeM-
JIeHVe K He3aBVCUMOCTV OT CYIIeCTBYIOIIVX sIp-
JIBIKOB, TPafMIINI 1 aBTOpUTeToB. HNt onwa Bin-
ATeJILHBIV YUeHBIV, HU OflHa rpymma ¢gpuiocodos,
HpeyIararomyxX ¥ CO3HAIOINX IIIKOIbL U SPIIbIKM,
He MOXeT IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha oOJiajiaHVie eIVHON
Y OKOHYATEJIbHOV (PVIIOCOCKOT MeTOHOJIOTIE.
KanTraHcKas Touka 3peHns UCIIOIb3yeTcsl He KaK
TIocyleTHee CJIOBO, a KaK Iar K OCO3HaHMIO ajIbTep-
HaTVBHOV II0CIIeZIOBaTeJIbHOV METOHOJIOrMI pabo-
TBI CO CJIOBOM M TToHsITMeM. OOII1asi cTpareraecKkast
11eJTb COCTOsUTa B TOM, YTOOBI ITOKa3aTh, YTO OTKa3
OT CJIOBOCOYeTaHMs «aHaInTIIecKast dpmsiocodist»
VIV eTO TpaHCOpMaIysl — 3TO II0JIe3HBIV IIar Ha
Iy T K pafiKaJIbHO aBTOHOMHOMY MBIIIIIEHWIO.

YWiIBsSIMCOH He corylaceH C IO3UIIMeV, YTO OTKa3
OT BbIpakeHMs «aHaJIMTHU4YecKas dQuitocodis»
VIV ero TpaHcdopMariys HeooxonmMbl. OH oTae-
JIseT BOITPOC O JISTUTUMHOCTY 3TOrO CJIOBOCOYeTa-
HMsS OT BOIIPOCa O TOM, KaK 3aHMMaTbCs PrII0Cco-
duert. YWIbsIMCOH yTBepXKIIaeT, UTO «aHaIUTIye-
ckagd dwiocodusi» OTchbUIaeT K IIMPOKOV Tpaiy-
LIV BJIVISTHUS M TIOJIy4daeT CcBoe 3HadeHue OT CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIIETO peueBoro coobiectsa. Vcropmk
durtocodpum, KOTOPBIVI WIHOPUPYET pasindie
MeX]ly «aHaJUTU4YecKon dusiocodmern» 1 «KOH-
TUHeHTaJIbHOM dwiocoduert», yIycTusl Obl He-
YTO, OTHOCSIIIeeCs: K CaMOCO3HaHMIO MHOTMUX pu-
710cOPOB, ¥ TJIOXO CITPaBUJICs OBbI C POJIBIO MICTOPU-
Ka. TeM He MeHee IIpVBEP)KEHHOCTH BBIPakKEHIIO
«aHaymMTHU4YecKas gpviocodms» He 00s3bIBaeT dpu-
jocodpa MpUIIEPXKUBaAThCs OIpefielIeHHOro Habo-
pa HIPUHIIAIIOB MJIM MeTOHOJIOTMM, KOTOpasl MO-
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and authorities. Neither any particular influ-
ential scholar nor any group of philosophers
who propose and establish schools and labels
can claim to be in possession of one ultimate
philosophical methodology. The Kantian per-
spective is not used as the last-word-speaking
position, but as a move to make us aware of an
alternative consistent methodology of working
with words and concepts. The overall strategic
goal was to show that dropping or transform-
ing the phrase “analytic philosophy’ is a benefi-
cial step on the way to a radically autonomous
thinking.

Williamson does not agree that dropping
or transforming the phrase ‘analytic philoso-
phy’ is necessary. He separates the question of
legitimacy of the phrase from the question of
how to do philosophy. Williamson argues that
‘analytic philosophy’ refers to a broad tradi-
tion of influence and has received its meaning
from the relevant speech community. A histo-
rian of philosophy who ignored the distinction
between ‘analytic philosophy’ and ‘continen-
tal philosophy’ would miss something that
belongs to a self-understanding of many
philosophers and would do a poor job as a his-
torian. Nevertheless, holding on to the phrase
‘analytic philosophy” does not oblige a philoso-
pher to cleave to a specific set of tenets or to a
methodology that can be classified as “analysis’
in any distinctive sense. The analytic-synthet-
ic and the a priori-a posteriori distinctions — al-
though they may have been good enough in
Kant’s day and for some time thereafter — are
far from being clear enough to serve as corner-
stones of contemporary epistemology or phi-
losophy of language.
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XeT OBITh KJTacCHUITPOBaHa KaK «aHaJIN3» B Ka-
KOM-TO OIIpeJieJIeHHOM CMBbICiIe. AHaJIUTUKO-CUH-
TeTVYeCKOe VI allpYOPHO-aIIOCTEPVIOPHOE pasJivi-
YeHWsI — XOTSI OHM, BOSMOXKHO, ObUIV BIIOJIHE XO-
port Bo BpeMeHa KaHTa 11 B TeueHVIe HEKOTOPOTO
BpeMeHM I10CJIe Hero — JjajieKo He TaK SICHBI, YTO-
ObI CJIy)XUTh KpPaeyroJIbHBIMM KaMHSIMU COBpe-
MEHHOVI 3IVICTEMOJIOT MY VTN PVyIocOpmM A3bIKa.

Bbaazodapnocmu. Viccaedobanue Muxaura Jle-
Buna 6vi10 noddepxkarno PedepasvHotl npo2pammon
«[Ipuopumem 2030» 6 Baamuiickom cpedepasvHom
yuubepcumeme um. M. Kanma.
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