THE ANALYTIC TRADITION

General Introduction

I. The Analytic Tradition: Its Origin and Neighbors
Philosophy first began to separate itself clearly from other forms of theoretical and practical endeavor in ancient Greece a little over 2,500 years ago. Yet many of the questions that philosophers puzzle over today are the same ones that were first posed by the ancient Greeks. This is not to say that nothing has changed. Many of the ways in which these questions are now posed, many aspects of the answers they now receive, and many further questions to which these answers have in turn given rise, are all of remarkably recent vintage. Thus an ancient Greek philosopher, if he were able to time-travel across the centuries and transplant himself in the present, would have difficulty recognizing much of what passes today as philosophy. If our ancient philosopher were transported into the middle of a contemporary philosophical conference, he would struggle to orient himself in the professional formalities of the proceedings, not only because of the cultural and linguistic differences between his world and ours, but also because of specifically philosophical differences – ones that reflect the depth of the transformation that philosophy has undergone in the intervening twenty-five centuries.

 What does it mean for philosophy to become part of our contemporary intellectual landscape? Indeed, what place could there be for this venerable ancient pursuit in our contemporary fast-moving, high-tech, market-driven, culturally heterogeneous world? Is it still possible to practice philosophy as Socrates did – or even, for that matter, as Descartes did? Have the accomplishments of modern science, or the transformations of late capitalism, or the pressures of globalization, or some other specifically modern development, rendered the aspirations of philosophy altogether obsolete? Has philosophy a role to play in a liberal, pluralistic, post-industrial society? What can and should it mean to be a philosopher in the 21st century?

These questions are among some of the central ones that lie at the heart of any attempt to inherit the tradition of Western philosophy today. Philosophers in the West have in fact been preoccupied with questions like these since the nineteenth century, and have developed two rather different philosophical traditions, each of which extends the legacy of Western philosophy into the present. This volume collects major writings of one of these two traditions, the “analytic” tradition, while its companion volume represents the other, “interpretive” tradition. The distinction between these two traditions is itself complex and by no means unproblematic. It is a philosophical task of considerable magnitude in its own right to articulate the characteristic features of each tradition in a manner that does justice to the full range of achievements within them, while also offering a balanced treatment of their peculiarities and genuine differences. One of their deepest differences has to do with their respective ways of understanding their own relation to the previous history of Western philosophy, and seeking to inherit that history and to carry it forward in the modern world.
The “analytic” tradition has been comparatively dominant for much of the twentieth century in the United Kingdom, and since the middle of that century in the United States, other English-speaking countries, and most of the Scandinavian nations; whereas the “interpretive” tradition has until recently been dominant in France, most parts of Germany, and virtually all of the remaining parts of Continental Europe. Thus many strands of the latter intellectual tradition are sometimes brought under the intellectually uninformative and awkwardly geographical rubric of “Continental” philosophy (reflecting an initially British perspective on the matter). A host of difficulties necessarily attend any effort to deploy a pair of classificatory terms which are as orthogonal to one another as are the categories “analytic” and “Continental”. On the surface, this would appear to be no more promising a principle for classifying forms of philosophy into two fundamentally different kinds than would be the suggestion that we should go about classifying human beings into those that are vegetarian and those that are Romanian. (For this and other reasons, we will refer in what follows – as our companion volume does -- to the “interpretive” rather than the Continental tradition. For further justification of this terminology, see the General Introduction to that volume, After Kant: The Interpretive Tradition.) 

As we shall see in more detail below, the employment of the term “Continental Philosophy” in part evolved historically in order for there to be some single thing to which analytic philosophy as a whole could be opposed – while leaving unclarified (and perhaps unclarifiable) what the unity of “Continental” philosophy is supposed to be. As a matter of practice, this meant that the unity of “Continental” philosophy was in fact construed by most analytic philosophers through recourse to a via negativa: Analytic philosophers specified for themselves what Continental philosophy was, in effect, by thinking of it as an enormous garbage bin into which any outwardly apparently non-analytic form of post-Kantian philosophy was to be dumped. As with the contents of any garbage can, so too with this one: After a great many items came to be tossed into the can, it was no longer possible to discern what united them all, without reference to something not to be found among the contents of the can – namely, an appreciation of the aims and interests of those doing the tossing and why, relative to these, the items in question might all appear to be useless.

Whatever original appearance of neatness and appropriateness may have attached to the respective geographical locations of the two traditions has largely dissipated over the past several decades. There are many philosophy departments in the United States and the United Kingdom now specializing in so-called “Continental” philosophy. Some of the leading academic positions in the Francophone world are held today by French analytic philosophers, and the German Society for Analytic Philosophy now attracts a level of attendance at its conferences of which it can and does proudly boast. These and other developments have rendered it increasingly difficult to specify these two traditions via anything as superficial as a principle of geographical location. 
This has come to be the case for a host of reasons. First: there has come to be a growing appreciation among Anglophone analytic philosophers of the basic historical fact that many of the leading originators of their own tradition were themselves from the “continent” in question – that is Europe, and more specifically German-speaking Central Europe – and that they were responding to and building on philosophical developments initiated on that side of the English Channel. Second: the aims, methods, and concerns of each of these traditions have gained an ever stronger following among practitioners of philosophy located in the supposed geographical stronghold of the other. Third: some important adherents of each of these traditions have become increasingly interested in the relation between their own aims, methods, and topics and those of practitioners in the other tradition. Fourth: recent philosophical developments have increasingly prompted each to draw upon the other, issuing in forms of simultaneous inheritance that erode what once were comparatively sharper differences between them. 

The aim of this volume is to acquaint the reader with the central narrative of the analytic tradition as a whole, beginning with the exemplary achievements of its major founding schools and authors, tracing the arc of its history through an intervening period of relatively integral and homogeneous development, and following its trajectory to the emergence of the vibrant and variegated manifestations which characterize its comparatively heterogeneous contemporary phase of transition. The Introduction to each separate Part of this volume provides an overview of the philosophical movements and themes that are encountered in each of the major stages in this history. The headnotes (which are devoted to the particular authors represented within each Part) provide an orientation to each individual thinker’s life and work. Readers who wish to acquaint themselves immediately with the writings of various figures within the analytic tradition can turn directly to the selections of their work. 

The purposes of this Introduction require that it abstract from most of that wealth of detail. Its task is threefold. First: it undertakes to place the analytic tradition within the broader context of Western philosophy before, during, and especially since the nineteenth century. Second: it seeks to give the reader a sense of some of the distinctive features and problems of the analytic tradition. Third: it attempts to indicate why each of these first two aspects of this task is necessarily fraught with difficulty, raising questions that are best answered not through schematic formulae, programmatic slogans, or sweeping generalizations, but rather through a careful study of the various texts collected in this volume.

II. The Context of Analytic Philosophy 


Before we turn to the analytic tradition itself, it will be helpful to focus on some of the broader aspects of modern life in Western societies that have shaped the development of Western philosophy in general since the sixteenth century. Consider two very general developments that are especially significant: first, the emergence, since the nineteenth century, of an increasingly comprehensive and autonomous scientific worldview; and second, the formation of modern societies that lack a widely shared religious or cultural consensus. These developments are of profound significance for every aspect of modern Western culture. But for philosophers they have a particular significance, because each of them, in its own way, would appear to undermine a certain traditional picture of humanity that has long been cherished within Western philosophy. (Not all earlier philosophers agreed with all aspects of this picture, but in the eyes of many philosophers today it continues to represent a dominant aspect of the legacy of earlier philosophy.) 
According to this traditional image, human beings live within a social and natural world, but they are also set apart from that world in two fundamental ways. First, human beings possess powers and capacities – especially the capacity for reason – that differ in kind from any capacities possessed by other animals. These distinctively human capacities are traditionally thought to be at the center of many of humanity’s most significant abilities, including our ability to gain objective knowledge and our ability to exercise free will. In these ways, the traditional image presents humanity as set apart from what we might call “mere” nature. In the same way, it also presents humanity as set apart from what we might call “mere” culture. On this view of the matter, human beings are in no way solely products of their particular cultural environment (let alone their biological lineage and specific inheritance). Their thinking is beholden to standards of truth and logical consistency that are not up to each culture to determine, and their conduct is subject to standards of morality that transcend mere local custom. 


Developments in the various sciences presented deep challenges to this traditional philosophical image. Beginning in the sixteenth century, a scientific revolution took place in physics, astronomy, chemistry, and anatomy, among other disciplines. Older scientific traditions, based on ideas inherited from Aristotle and other ancient and medieval thinkers, were replaced by revolutionary ideas of Copernicus, Vesalius, Galileo, Kepler, Newton, Harvey, Lavoisier, and others. One way of understanding the significance of this shift is that it moved the sciences away from conceptions that were distinctly a product of our standpoint as human beings situated on the surface of the Earth, and replaced them with conceptions suited to a more removed, radically external standpoint – from whose vantage the traditional image of humanity can appear to represent a quaintly parochial perspective on the nature of the universe and our place within it. 
Thus Copernicus, for example, argued that the Sun merely appears to move around the Earth because of our position on the Earth, and that properly understood the cycle of day and night that we experience is actually a result of the Earth’s movement around the Sun. Following Copernicus’s lead, many further advances in modern science have had the effect of encouraging us to adopt a similarly “external” standpoint on our traditional conception of ourselves – a standpoint that forces us to reconsider the deliverances of our ordinary experience, both from the vantage of a much wider angle view on the nature of reality and with a renewed sense of the partiality of our initial perspective on that reality. Following the lead of these scientific advances, many philosophers have found in such achievements a model for what philosophy should also strive to do – namely, to furnish some form of an analogue to a Copernican revolution within philosophy itself.

Beginning in the nineteenth century, this scientific revolution was continued and extended so that it gradually came to pose a more and more direct challenge to human beings’ traditional ways of understanding themselves. One particularly disruptive challenge came with the emergence of evolutionary biology. Ever since Charles Darwin published his Origin of Species in 1859, philosophers – along with Western culture as a whole – have struggled to come to terms with the implications of Darwin’s work for our understanding of our nature as human beings. Darwin’s theory of evolution was the first account to provide a scientifically plausible framework for explaining how the extraordinary diversity of species we find on Earth could have emerged by purely natural processes. This was a major step forward in the emergence of biology as a rigorous science – one that could not only identify and classify the various forms of life, but also uncover the mechanisms responsible for their appearance, variation, and extinction. 
But Darwin’s theory did much more than just revolutionize biology. It also raised a profound challenge to the traditional idea that human beings have capacities that are categorically distinct in nature from those of other animals. Darwin’s work held out the possibility that all of the distinctive features of human beings might, in principle, be explicable in terms no less rigorously scientific than those that he employed to account for the features of non-human animals. To many, Darwin’s work thus seemed to place into question the very idea that human capacities were as fundamentally distinct from those of other animals as the philosophical tradition had supposed. 


Subsequent developments in the sciences continued to raise difficulties for the traditional image of humanity. During the twentieth century, the sense that reason represents a uniquely human endowment was further eroded by the development of electronic computing, and with it, the ambition to create “artificial intelligence.” Provoked and prompted initially by Alan Turing’s revolutionary 1950 essay “Computing Machinery and Intelligence”, philosophers began to wonder how the emergence of increasingly sophisticated computers ought to reshape our understanding of the human mind. The subsequent development of computers able to perform mathematical calculations, play chess, and even convincingly simulate an ordinary conversation, led some philosophers to reconsider such fundamental questions as: what does it mean to think? If computers can think, what does that show us about the nature of human thinking? If we want to continue to maintain that even the most sophisticated modern computer is unable to think, then must we not provide a new form of answer to the question: what is thought?


At the same time that the sciences were raising this series of challenges to the traditional image of humanity, parallel developments in society and culture were beginning to challenge the traditional image as well. The traditional picture of humanity as transcending both nature and culture had been powerfully supported by Christianity, with its conception of the individual human soul as standing in a special, personal relationship to an almighty and person-like God. But, beginning in the eighteenth century, many Western societies underwent a process of “Enlightenment” in which the public role and authority of religion became increasingly limited and its supposed monopoly on certain forms of truth came to be challenged. This process came to a crucial head in the year 1789 due to a remarkable pair of simultaneous developments. In that year, the First Amendment to the U. S. Constitution was proposed (though not actually ratified until 1791). In that amendment, the establishment of an official national religion was explicitly prohibited and the position of the state comes to be understood (partly through a series of judicial decisions interpreting the amendment) as religiously neutral. On the other side of the Atlantic, in that far bloodier series of episodes known as the French Revolution, the traditional power of the clergy was rejected (along with that of the nobility). After the revolution had spent its initial energy (returning for a period to being an empire), this central ambition of the revolution continued to be respected and the secular character of public life eventually came to be strictly enforced.  
During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Western societies increasingly developed pluralistic forms of public life that tolerate and even prize religious and cultural difference. At the same time, a deepening awareness of variations in cultural practices, gained through the investigations of history, anthropology, archeology, and other disciplines, served to shed light on the extraordinary extent to which human behavior is culturally specific, raising the question of the extent to which it is also culturally determined. The combined effect of these developments was to cast doubt on the traditional idea that human beings are able to transcend their culture in ways that were previously deemed to be self-evidently possible. In some circles, claims to objective knowledge or to universal moral standards came to seem nothing more than the brute assertion of one culture’s superiority over others – thus representing, at best, the expression of a naïve, parochial perspective on the realities of cultural relativity, and constituting, at worst, an unpardonable violation of the norms of toleration and diversity that a liberal society ought to uphold.

These two large developments – the emergence of a scientific image of humanity, and the formation of pluralistic societies – have been at the heart of the challenge of modernity as philosophers have experienced it. Though modern philosophers do not always explicitly address these features of their broader historical context in their writings, having this context in mind will often help the reader to understand the assumptions and the aims that shape many of the texts collected in this volume. (For much more detail about the historical context for the works collected here, see the Timeline below.) 
In the face of these challenges to the traditional philosophical image of humanity, modern philosophers have been centrally preoccupied with a series of fundamental questions. How much of the traditional image can be saved? How much is worth saving? Is objective knowledge still possible? Is there a conflict between our everyday and scientific images of the world? If so, can they be reconciled? If not, should one of them be jettisoned in favor of the other? Should all of our knowledge form part of a single internally commensurable system? Can one justify a universal morality? If not, what form of vindication of moral or political claims should take its place? In sum: Is there a fundamental conflict between the central legacies of the earlier philosophical tradition and the realities of modern life? 

III. The Common Kantian Inheritance of the Two Traditions

In order to understand how modern philosophers have approached this set of questions, it will help to begin by considering how they sought to inherit the previous history of philosophy, and in particular, how they sought to draw on the philosophical legacy of Immanuel Kant. Kant’s work traditionally marks the dividing line between “early modern” philosophy, beginning with Descartes, and running through the rationalists and empiricists to Hume – and what can quite properly be termed “post-Kantian philosophy” – that is, the various forms of “recent modern” philosophy that are more or less continuous with philosophy as it is practiced today. Kant has been a seminal figure for both the analytic and the interpretive traditions, and accordingly both this volume and its companion begin with selections from his writings. As a starting point for understanding the analytic tradition, it is useful to see how that tradition has been shaped by Kant’s achievement, and in particular, how his work has provided analytic philosophers with a model for the philosophical task of responding to the modern challenges laid out above.


Like many of his contemporaries, Kant profoundly respected the traditional image of humanity, according to which our reason allows us to transcend both nature and culture. And along with many of them, he was deeply discomfited by the way in which this image seemed to be threatened by the emergence of a modern scientific worldview. In particular, Kant worried that the deterministic outlook of the modern sciences might leave no room for the kind of free will he thought necessary to morality. At the same time, he was a great admirer of the sciences, and a firm believer that earlier modern thinkers such as Galileo and Newton had made a necessary and decisive advance over the scientific thought of pre-modern times. Kant’s great originality lay in the philosophical strategy he proposed for responding to the apparent conflict between the traditional image of humanity and modern scientific progress. He contended that the appearance of conflict was based on a conceptual confusion, and that once the confusion was overcome, the seeming conflict would disappear along with it.


Kant argued that the basic principles of modern scientific knowledge, including determinism, were fundamental and necessary principles for one sort of genuinely valid description of all of our experience, and thus for one dimension of all of our theoretical knowledge. At the same time, he proposed that those principles have no wider validity than this – they are not applicable to anything that lies outside the realm of our theoretical understanding of the world of nature. Thus their necessity is a constrained one – limited to the sphere of what we can possibly experience as perceptual observers of that world. That limitation, for Kant, leaves open the possibility that there may be dimensions of reality that we cannot experience in such terms, and that are not bound by deterministic laws. His proposal was the original (and, indeed, continues to be the most influential) prototype of a “Copernican revolution” within philosophy: one in which we come to see the appearance of a certain form of necessity in our experience (such as that of a universal determinism operating within the realm of nature) as an effect of our standpoint rather than as a necessary feature of all reality. In a famous contrast, Kant argued that certain principles (such as the deterministic relation between an efficient cause and its effect) were necessarily true as regards “appearances”, but that we have no grounds to affirm or deny that they hold for “things in themselves”. 


In this way, Kant set out – as he explained in the Preface to the second edition of his great work The Critique of Pure Reason (1787) – to “deny knowledge in order to make room for faith.” That is, he proposed that we can hold on to such traditional ideas as human free will by regarding them not as things we can know – with which scientific discoveries might potentially conflict – but as things we can be entitled to believe on grounds that do not admit of scientific proof or disproof. In particular, Kant thought that our faith in free will is grounded in its being required, as a practical matter, in order to make sense of our capacity for rational agency. Thus he resisted what he regarded as the twin mistaken tendencies that had hampered all of his philosophical predecessors: on the one hand, a “dogmatism” that vainly tries to arrive at a special sort of theoretical knowledge concerning the human soul and other matters transcending our experience; and, on the other hand, a “skepticism” that denies the existence of any such transcendent realities precisely because they do not admit of empirical proof. 
In order to avoid the interminable oscillation between dogmatism and skepticism that had up to then characterized the history of philosophy, Kant called for what he dubbed a “critique” of human reason – that is, a rigorous determination of its real powers and limits. The conclusion of this critical project is a position that he calls “Transcendental Idealism”. In using this label, he meant to express the idea that the necessary conditions of our experience (such as the determinism of cause and effect in nature) are “empirically real”, i.e., hold for all possible objects of our perceptual experience, but at the same time are “transcendentally ideal”, and thus from a higher point of view turn out to be compatible with our practical experience of ourselves as genuinely free agents.

Kant’s project presents one kind of model – about which philosophers have been arguing ever since – of a response to the challenges of modernity. Kant undertook to preserve much that he thought was essential in the traditional image of humanity by removing the appearance of conflict between it and the achievements of a modern scientific understanding of physical reality. He acknowledged that, as a matter of experience, as well as from a scientific point of view, human beings are constrained by their animal nature and by their contingent upbringing. But he argued that the insights of this empirical point of view cannot undermine the legitimacy of our belief in God and the human soul, since these things by their very nature transcend the conditions of our experience. 

To put the crucial point here in the opposite way, Kant argued that the material conditions of our animal nature and social upbringing should be understood as causally antecedent enabling conditions that constrain but do not define the actual nature, development, or exercise of our distinctively human capacities for theoretical and practical knowledge. Moreover, in a series of publications subsequent to the Critique of Pure Reason, he went on to provide detailed accounts of the nature of a whole range of judgments possessing forms of validity beyond those that could be accommodated within the framework of early modern mathematics and post-Newtonian natural science.  In these writings he attempted to demonstrate that moral, juridical, aesthetic, teleological, and theological judgments each constituted a separate category of judgment in its own right – no one of which should be assimilated to any of the others, nor to any of the forms of judgment already satisfactorily treated within the Critique of Pure Reason or any of his other writings on logic, mathematics, and natural science. 
Kant thus sought to teach philosophers to appreciate certain differences. He sought not only to show how each of the further forms of judgment he distinguished differed radically in its logical character from that of each of the others, but also to provide, for each case, an independent account of the sort of claim to objectivity peculiar to each. In this way his philosophical corpus, when viewed as a whole, aspired to do justice to the singularity and magnitude of the early modern revolutions in the natural sciences, while at the same time vindicating the legitimacy of the whole range of forms of thought whose intellectual standing had come to seem questionable in the light of those accomplishments.
IV. Some Contrasts between the Two Traditions

 The analytic and interpretive traditions represent different ways of continuing, extending, and revising the legacy of Kant. For both traditions, Kant’s attempted reconciliation of the traditional image of humanity with modernity is a paradigm of philosophical achievement that philosophers may ultimately reject, but with which they must come to terms in one way or another. Each of these two traditions has featured a considerable number of major figures on either side of a philosophical dispute for and against the continuation of some form of post-Kant idealism. One helpful way of getting the distinctive features of the analytic tradition into view is by contrasting the ways in which Kant’s legacy is characteristically taken up by its practitioners with those in which it has been characteristically taken up in the interpretive tradition. 


It is relatively uncontroversial to assert that our two traditions began to diverge at the moment in the history of philosophy when philosophers after Kant had to face the task of deciding how to assess and inherit his achievement. But it is difficult to say anything substantive that is both helpfully schematic and historically accurate regarding the nature of this divergence. Any attempt to capture the differences in a series of broad brush strokes will inevitably result in caricature. This is not necessarily a bad thing, as long as the inevitably simplifying and overly generalizing nature of the exercise thus attempted remains firmly in view throughout the course of the attempt. With that caveat, we shall venture to engage briefly in such an exercise.

The interpretive tradition – including, as it does, such diverse figures as G. W. F. Hegel, Friedrich Nietzsche, Martin Heidegger, and Michel Foucault – presents an extraordinary variety of philosophical methods and projects. But as a general matter, one can say that with some notable exceptions (such as Nietzsche) the interpretive tradition tends to inherit Kant by repeating, revising, and transforming (and thus, to some extent or another, in some way or another, also rejecting) his architectonic ideal of philosophical systematicity. Figures in the interpretive tradition have often admired his aspiration to determine the limits of human reason, to forswear its excessive pretensions, and to decide, once and for all, what philosophy should—and should not—aim to do. To say that they admired this aspiration is not to say they necessarily agreed with Kant on how to carry it out. They have often proposed in one way or another that Kant failed properly to draw the limits of human reason, and have even argued that he himself flirted with the very sorts of dogmatism or skepticism that he set out to reject. 
Within the interpretive tradition, Hegel is often held up as the standard-bearer for this form of philosophical response to Kant. On this reading of him, while still following Kant in aiming to overcome the previous history of philosophy through a fundamental reconsideration of the conditions of human reason, Hegel saw Kant as falling prey to disguised versions of the very shortcomings that he had so effectively diagnosed in other philosophers. According to this fairly standard narrative of how the interpretive tradition unfolded, Hegel rejected Kant’s Transcendental Idealism, and with it, his distinction between “appearances” and “things in themselves”, on the grounds that Transcendental Idealism attempted to draw a limit to human understanding in a way that illicitly presupposed the ability to take up a transcendent point of view. 

For those who sought to follow Hegel (and who operated with such an understanding of how Hegel’s project related to that of Kant), the Kantian notion of a “thing in itself” was itself to be regarded as a relic of the misguided philosophical tradition that Kant had set out to overcome, in which philosophers vainly set out to surpass the boundaries of the human mind. In place of Kant’s flawed Transcendental Idealism, Hegel was viewed as having proposed an “Absolute Idealism” free of such flaws, in which the idea of a reality that is in principle alien to human consciousness is systematically critically assessed and rejected. Such Hegelian and neo-Hegelian responses to Kant form just one among the various ways in which Kant’s legacy has been taken up in the interpretive tradition, but they embody features which went on to characterize a great many of the other most influential developments within that tradition. Interpretive philosophers have often sought to extend and complete Kant's critical task of reforming philosophy so that it could finally overcome its long-standing temptation to suppose that the very idea of a transcendent realm is so much as intelligible.
Kant claimed, with the publication of The Critique of Pure Reason in 1781, to have placed philosophy on a secure path for the first time – so that, in a sense, the true history of philosophy, as a mature discipline, could be said finally (with him) to have properly begun. Here is how he put his claim:

It sounds arrogant, conceited, and for those who have not yet relinquished their old system, belittling, to assert: that before the advent of the critical philosophy there had been no philosophy at all.

 A quarter of a century after Kant claimed that the history of philosophy had just begun, Hegel claimed to have brought it to an end, and to have done so by having set forth the definitive system of philosophy. In 1806, in a lecture on developments in the history of philosophy culminating in his own system, he summed up the situation in a single sentence: “Herewith, this history of philosophy comes to an end.” Philosophical gestures this grand are fairly rare in the analytic tradition. It is, however, precisely this aspect of the German Idealist tradition that set the tone for philosophy during the succeeding generations of the interpretive tradition. For many of the figures in this tradition, it was taken for granted that serious philosophy ought to undertake the pursuit of ambitions of this magnitude – such as setting philosophy on a secure path once and for all, or bringing philosophy to a satisfying and final completion, or demonstrating definitively that and why such undertakings are hopelessly doomed to fail. Variations on these philosophical gestures, along with equally grand reactions to them, have animated most of the landmark contributions to the interpretive tradition. 
Thus the interpretive tradition has tended to unfold as a series of ambitious and divergent philosophical programs. One sort of philosopher in the interpretive tradition has addressed questions about the tenability of the traditional philosophical image of humanity – with its claims to objective knowledge, free will, and the like – by tackling, as a part of a single interconnected undertaking, the whole of the very large topic of what in that image should be retained, what discarded, and how all such claims are to be vindicated. Another sort of philosopher in that tradition has reacted to the very idea of such a project with a counter-project of a comparable order of ambition – but in which the task instead is to show why all such endeavors fail (for example, because of the nature of human thought, language, society, or something else). Yet a third sort of figure within this tradition has sought to adjudicate, once and for all, between these two standpoints of seeking definitively to complete or overturn the entire previous tradition of philosophy. What all three of these types have in common is that they all are parties to a single grand conversation, unified by a single overarching topic, in which the intellectual stakes are as huge as they possibly could be – in which the outcome of their whole dispute can appear to hang in the balance at every moment, and in which each party to the dispute can only succeed at all if he succeeds in having the last word.  


Philosophers in the analytic tradition have tended to respond to Kant’s achievement in fundamentally different ways. Analytic philosophers have on the whole been less eager to declare that they have pronounced the last word on a topic. Some of them have understood this form of modesty itself to mark their break with the Kantian legacy in philosophy, while others have seen in it a form of continuation of that very legacy. This is just one among a number of ways in which the differences in the ways in which these two traditions have moved on from Kant have tended to have less to do with their degree of admiration for his philosophical accomplishment as such and more to do with which aspects of his project have typically struck them as most worthy of admiration. It is a notable feature of Kant’s achievement that it could strike his successors in one of its aspects as unprecedented in its degree of philosophical hubris, and in another as unprecedented in its degree of philosophical modesty. 

It is an overstatement, but perhaps a helpful one, to say that those in the early interpretive tradition who most admired Kant sought to inherit the former of these aspects (hence the frequency with which the term “Absolute” is invoked to characterize the fashion in which these figures strove to complete the Kantian project, and why the philosophical stakes involved for them were those of “all or nothing”). In contrast, those in the early analytic tradition who most admired him tended to lay stress on the latter of these aspects (hence the frequency with which phrases such as “drawing limits” and “setting bounds” occur in characterizations of a putatively Kantian dimension to this or that episode in analytic philosophy, and why even the most ambitious of these contributions tends to sound a note of how much “unfinished business” remains to be done in its wake). 

Conversely, what was regarded by some figures in the early interpretive tradition as a form of misplaced philosophical modesty on Kant’s part was just the aspect of his thought that served for them as a central point of departure for a critique of him. In the analytic tradition, on the other hand, it was more often the opposite aspect of Kant’s undertaking that was taken to be symptomatic of what was most wrong-headed in his project. This is one among several reasons why, superficial commonalities in their attitude towards Kant notwithstanding, the respective pro- and anti-Kantian strains within each of these traditions are often able to resemble one another far more than their respective pro- or anti-Kantian counterparts in the other tradition. 

Some analytic philosophers have presented themselves as fundamentally anti-Kantian – most notably Moore and Russell, who (after they had themselves given up their early idealist views) wanted no part of any form of Idealism, transcendental or otherwise. Other analytic philosophers have quite explicitly wanted to take up and appropriate Kant’s banner of critique and to signal their sympathy for his transcendental and/or Idealist leanings. Early Wittgenstein spoke of a critique of language; the early logical positivists represented themselves as inheriting what was best in German neo-Kantianism; and postwar figures such as Sellars and Strawson self-consciously elaborated their own philosophical programs as ways of refashioning Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason. Yet if we consider the most direct instances in the analytic tradition of an unabashed inheritance of Kantian strands of thought, we can see further marked differences between such philosophical projects and what is typically to be found among their cousins in the neighboring interpretive tradition.  
These rather measured responses to Kant on the part of analytic philosophers were made within a context tempered by some of the distinctive tendencies of the analytic tradition – tendencies to accord tremendous respect to the authority either of everyday experience and ordinary language or of the most recent findings of the natural sciences (or, more rarely, of both). What most excited analytic philosophers about Kant’s work therefore tended to lie in other aspects of his philosophical authorship than those which most attracted attention and enthusiasm among their philosophical brethren in the interpretive tradition. Analytic philosophers have tended to be far less interested in (and sometimes positively repulsed by) the ideal of a definitive philosophical system and its related aspirations of architectonic comprehensiveness and historical finality. And many have been attracted by various comparatively local aspects of Kant’s work – such as the richness and complexity of his account of ordinary empirical consciousness or the philosophical rigor of his attempted vindication of the achievements of natural science (or, more rarely, both). 

Rather than beginning with a frontal attack on the question of how to overcome the aspiration to transcend experience, or some related question of equally grand scope, the early and formative generations of analytic philosophers typically started by focusing on the philosophical implications of taking up a perspective firmly rooted within the purview of experience, placing the spotlight on this or that aspect of it. And the generally sought to work their way gradually and methodically to conclusions no more ambitious than those to which the immanent character of their philosophically local point of departure could entitle them. Thus, for example, the German mathematician and philosopher Gottlob Frege—one of the great early figures in the analytic tradition— began his Foundations of Arithmetic, not with a general investigation of the conditions of human knowledge, but with close attention to how number words are used in ordinary language—for example, in saying how many of something (apples, pebbles, playing cards, and the like) we happen to have before us. And P. F. Strawson, in his celebrated essay “Freedom and Resentment”, approaches the problem of free will, not by asking whether free will would violate natural laws, but rather by asking what kind of free will our ordinary moral and legal practices – such as punishing people for their actions – commit us to. 
Thus within the analytic tradition the emphasis for the most part has been on the extent to which traditional philosophical commitments can be defended within the terms of ordinary experience or within the terms of some discipline of mathematical or scientific practice, or both, while fully respecting the complexity and internal variety of each of those sets of terms. Philosophers in the early stages of the analytic tradition often criticized Kant. In doing so, however, they tended to frame their critiques not in terms of a failure on his part to properly identify the conditions of human knowledge as such, but rather in terms of some specific failure to understand the role that a given category or form of understanding plays in our judgments. 

This pattern is related to, and perhaps even helps partially to account for, one way in which the outward character of many of the classic writings of analytic philosophy (such as Frege’s The Foundations of Arithmetic or Strawson’s  “Freedom and Resentment”) can seem much less akin to the classic treatises of traditional philosophy (such as Descartes’s Principles of Philosophy or Spinoza’s Ethics) than do most of the classic texts of the interpretive tradition (such as Heidegger’s Being and Time or Sartre’s Being and Nothingness). Measured by a certain prior conception of what is to be accomplished by a philosophical text, and thereby viewed through the lens of a set of philosophical expectations belonging to a different tradition, the analytic philosopher’s selection of topic and delimitation of approach can appear to the philosophical outsider to be at best deplorably timid and at worst laughably myopic – akin to trying to fathom the arrangement of the furniture in one’s immediate environment by peering at it through the lens of a microscope. 
This common trait is connected to a further notable difference in the two traditions that has become particularly pronounced over the past century – namely, the difference in the preferred primary modes of publication in the two traditions. The central form of philosophical expression in the interpretive tradition has long been and continues to be the book – and not infrequently a book purporting to undertake some sort of radical reconsideration of the fundamental questions of philosophy, such as Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit or Heidegger’s Being and Time. The breathtaking ambition of such works has helped them to arouse the curiosity and interest of a broad readership, both in their own time and ours, and so to attract an audience extending well beyond the narrow precincts of professional philosophy. By way of contrast, many of the most celebrated paradigms of analytic philosophical writing have not found a wide readership outside of strictly philosophical circles. Russell’s classic essay “On Denoting” has been repeatedly singled out, over the course of the history of analytic philosophy, as a paradigm of philosophical analysis. But it is also a paradigm instance of an essay that cannot be understood, let alone appreciated, apart from some initiation into the problems, methods, and logical tools of analytic philosophy.  

In this respect, and several others, “On Denoting” is representative of many of the classics of the analytic tradition. For example, most of these classic texts are not books at all, but rather are essays or journal articles, often exhibiting a remarkable compression of thought – sometimes only a handful of pages long. The most famous such publications are often regarded as exemplary by analytic philosophers as much for their virtues of argumentative rigor, straightforwardness of purpose, singularity of focus, and concision of exposition, as they are for any particular philosophical conclusions they might happen to reach. To this very day, the preferred unit of publication in the analytic tradition continues to be the journal article. Indeed, many of the most famous so-called “books” by analytic philosophers are not really books at all in the monograph sense of the term, but rather are collections of essays. This is not to say that analytic philosophers never compose books in that more usual sense seeking to address the philosophical layman, thus hoping to elicit a wider audience for their brand of philosophy (and perhaps to excite the admiration of a broader reading public), or even the occasional monograph intended primarily for the consumption of their peers. Some of those represented in this volume have done so. In contrast to the interpretive tradition, however, with the exception of a few notable cases, there has been almost no correlation at all between those works of analytic philosophy that have thereby managed to command at least some wider readership and those that have exercised any genuinely formative influence on the internal development of the analytic tradition itself.


This evident outward difference in the form of publication is connected to yet a further difference – one which can cause many of the central inaugurating documents of the analytic tradition to appear to a beginning student in philosophy to make for forbidding reading. Figures in the interpretive tradition often launch their philosophically systematic or anti-systematic projects with long prefatory statements that seek to orient the reader and situate the project to come within the author’s overall project as a whole, as well as within the wider frame of the history of philosophy. These opening statements turn the question of the approach to the philosophy they seek to introduce into an object of philosophical reflection in its own right, accentuating what is unprecedented in the forms of self-reflection which they practice and drawing attention to other aspects of their own originality. Such prefatory writings often proclaim that without the proper prior orientation to their subject no reader can ever hope to understand what follows. Thus much of the philosophical reception of the interpretive tradition is inevitably accorded to texts concerned with philosophical preliminaries. Indeed, the problem of the preface – or, more broadly, the problem of how philosophy is to begin and whether it can have a proper beginning – itself arguably constitutes one of the central philosophical topics of the interpretive tradition. This means that in a certain sense such prefatory texts seek to place their readers in the position of the beginner. This can serve to help the true beginners in philosophy to feel, even if often only mistakenly, that they are no less qualified as interpreters of the text than any other readers and students of the subject.  
Certain notable exceptions notwithstanding, the writings of analytic philosophers tend to dispense with long-winded preliminaries altogether and to get right down to matters of philosophical detail, often assuming prior acquaintance with the issues addressed. Even when some authors do indulge in a set of orienting prefatory remarks of a general methodological character, they may for this very reason feel (as J. L. Austin evidently does, towards the end of the prefatory remarks in one of his essays) that they should apologize for having taken up so much of the reader’s time with (as Austin dismissively puts it) an opening “cackle”. They do not seem to feel that they are really in their element until they roll up their sleeves, get down to business, and plunge into a consideration of the nitty-gritty intricacies of the topic at hand. 
This has the consequence that when students acquainted with a more traditional sort of philosophical classic first undertake to read a classic of analytic philosophy, they may feel that the text before them is somehow missing its beginning. If they expect a work of philosophy to start by seeking to justify its claim to the reader’s attention, then the author may strike them as strangely nonchalant about earning an entitlement to it. Many an influential essay in the analytic tradition, indeed, reverses the terms of the traditional relation between a consideration of philosophical detail and a justification of the enterprise as a whole: vindicating its entitlement to a claim on the reader’s attention by, in effect, insisting instead that the proof of the pudding is to be found only in its eating and only by a reader who knows how to wait for it. For the author will have finished serving it up only by the end of the essay, and even at that point, it will be ready for delectation only by readers who have already digested every preceding course of the meal. They must be willing to work their way carefully through each and every intricacy of the argument contained within the essay before any appreciation of the power and charm of the enterprise as a whole can be achieved. 

Analytic philosophers have thus often prided themselves on the extent to which their approach to a particular topic is workmanlike. They are not discomfited at all by the thought that their exiguous manner of conducting philosophical business is liable to exclude countless readers unwilling to invest the initial labor required to see the point of the enterprise in the first place. Wittgenstein was famous for not wanting to deliver lectures to students at Cambridge University until he had first managed to clear the room of any “tourists” (as he would derisively refer to those who wanted to see what the fuss regarding this new way of doing philosophy was about, but who seemed unwilling to engage in any painstaking philosophical work themselves). 

In a rather different vein, but in an equally pointed manner, A. J. Ayer sought to formulate a fundamental difference between those deemed by him to be properly analytic philosophers and the various other sorts by distinguishing between two fundamentally different philosophical types: pontiffs and journeymen.  The pontiff, according to Ayer, is given to high-minded but largely vacuous philosophical proclamations, while the journeyman is the true “manual laborer” of philosophy, concerned only to clear the ground for subsequent genuinely scientific work, never squandering energy in an overhasty effort to erect a grand edifice unable to stand the test of time.
In all of these ways – in the character of its ambitions, in the dimensions of the undertaking prosecuted within the scope of a single work, in its primary forms of publication, and in its mode of address to its reader – the interpretive tradition can appear to be more of a piece with much of the earlier history of philosophy than is the analytic tradition. Yet these generalizations regarding the differences between these two traditions admit of myriad sorts of counterexample. For example, some of the great works of the pre-Kantian philosophical tradition (such as Descartes’s treatise on geometry or Leibniz’s logical writings) are no less highly specialized and technical than those of the analytic tradition. Moreover, their capacity to attract the superficial interest of a wide readership notwithstanding, many of the most influential classics of the interpretive tradition are esoteric and forbidding works in their own quite distinctive ways, often featuring proprietary forms of method and terminology. 

There are also numerous exceptional figures within the analytic tradition, many of whom have sought to put pressure on the above generalizations from the opposite direction. Some analytic philosophers have explicitly sought to inherit the systematic ambitions of traditional philosophy. (Wilfrid Sellars is perhaps the most notable example of such an analytic philosopher represented in this volume.) Others have sought to take up the mantle of the public intellectual and to criticize analytic philosophy for having abdicated its social obligations. (Richard Rorty is a vivid case in point.) Yet even when all of these exceptions are duly noted and each accorded the appropriate degree of respect, the generalizations outlined in the previous paragraphs retain some non-trivial degree of validity. They are (as was admitted in advance) caricatures of the differences between the two traditions here under discussion. A caricature, however, can be useful if it manages to bring some aspect of the truth to the light, by exaggerating and calling attention to tendencies that might otherwise be misunderstood. Our caricature of the differences between the analytic and interpretive traditions has been meant to do just that: to call attention to some distinctive features of philosophical writing in the analytic tradition in order to prepare readers more accustomed to other forms of philosophical writing for what they will encounter in much of this volume.
V. The Peculiarity of the Analytic Tradition

For the reasons indicated above, writings from the analytic tradition can seem quite peculiar. Readers new to it, whose conception of philosophy derives solely from introductory courses or classics in the history of ancient or early modern philosophy, often find that – at least at first – analytic philosophy does not much correspond to their expectations of what philosophy should be. The analytic tradition does have some major figures— Frege, Russell, and Wittgenstein, for example—who continue to be widely read and carefully studied by succeeding generations. But even in the cases of these highly original and ambitious writers, a proper appreciation of their thought often requires close consideration of their immediate intellectual context, and it is often not easy to place their arguments and concerns within the broader arc of the history of philosophy without such a proper prior orientation in their context. 
The chapter of intellectual and philosophical history in which these and other analytic philosophers have participated involved a great many authors reacting to one another simultaneously, each sometimes contributing one small part of a larger structure that was jointly developed by a considerable number of figures, often in interaction with each other. A narration of even just the primary events of the analytic tradition is thus a tale that cannot be told without the mention of a good many names and contributions. This volume, accordingly, not only contains selections by a great many more authors than does its companion volume on the interpretive tradition, but also a great many more very brief excerpts—often responding to, extending, or rebutting a line of thought advanced in a prior, often no less brief, excerpt by a different author. 

This is not to say that the analytic tradition has no major, revolutionary figures of its own, whose most important works are the products of highly distinctive individual sensibilities; nor is it to say that none of these individuals ever thought of themselves as doing more than contributing a few bricks to the construction of the edifice of philosophy, one upon another. Some were out to overturn an entire previous tradition of thought, every bit as much as were Descartes or Kant or Hegel or Heidegger. It is only to say that their projects do not always outwardly bear the stamp of their revolutionary aim in as easily discernible a fashion as do the works of the latter.  
The prose of some major analytic philosophers may outwardly appear to be prissy, mannered, and donnish (as is, for example, the tone and cadence of the writings of J. L. Austin), and devoid of any revolutionary fanfare and drumroll. But that outward appearance at times masks a latent intention towards the prior tradition (including the prior tradition of analytic philosophy) no less adversarial than the one Descartes harbored towards medieval scholasticism.  Thus the understated intellectual manners of many a major figure in the analytic tradition may disguise philosophical zeal of imperial proportions – a desire to do unto their intellectual adversaries as Rome did unto Carthage.

 The preliminary strategy of authors in the analytic tradition often involves a Trojan-Horse strategy, in which the purpose of the exercise initially appears to be innocent of any ambition to conquer major tracts of philosophical territory. At first, the author seems merely to wish to quibble with certain predecessors or contemporaries regarding this or that detail about how best to phrase a thought or shape an argument on some minor topic. Closer inspection of the wording or argument, however, may reveal it to be the tip of an underlying iceberg of significant philosophical assumptions, whose controversial character is initially screened from view by the apparently innocuous matters through which the author first approaches them.
There are exceptions here. Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosphicus, for example, quite overtly seeks to lay waste to an entire prior tradition of philosophy – even though it is not easy to discern just what sort of revolution it seeks to effect, or even by what means; and the same is true, though in a quite different way, of his later Philosophical Investigations. Within the history of analytic philosophy, however, Wittgenstein’s work is more the exception than the rule. Frege’s Begriffsschrift constitutes an example of the opposite sort. It not only sought to effect a revolution in mathematics and philosophy, but also contributed to altering the landscape of both of these subjects and several others, inaugurating several new branches of inquiry (including that of what became computer science). But it did so while devoting hardly a word to why its contributions should be thought to be revolutionary. Like many subsequent analytic philosophers, Frege – at least in most of his writings – simply gets straight down to business. The revolutionary character of the endeavor is to be discerned in the fruits of the labor, not from any grand claims made on behalf of the undertaking in a prefatory declamation.

This preference for outwardly modest demeanor is connected to a further difference: A handful of epoch-exploding and school-busting exceptions notwithstanding, the history of analytic philosophy is largely a history of periods and schools rather than a collection of individual geniuses out to dazzle us with their own special way of doing philosophy. Its achievement of intellectual momentum over time has often involved a far wider array of joint contributors than has been the case in the interpretive tradition. A considerable number of these contributors set out, at least originally, to make only a piecemeal contribution to an ongoing conversation – one whose cumulative progress was to advance the discipline as a whole in a way that no individual contribution could. 
One concrete illustration of the different ways in which authorship functions in the two traditions can be gleaned by simply comparing the table of contents of this volume with that of its companion. Each volume covers roughly the same amount of time, from the late eighteenth century to the late twentieth. But in the interpretive tradition that span of time is amply represented by 35 writers, whereas in the present volume, the analytic tradition is represented by almost twice as many (61). The reason for this is not that the present volume is longer or more comprehensive. It has to do rather with the very different ways in which contributions have been made in each of these two traditions. 

The typical analytic philosopher’s contribution has tended to be a timely and targeted intervention – usually in essay form – in a current debate. Though the work of analytic philosophers often exhibits a certain continuity and coherence over the course of their various writings, the classic analytic philosophical article is written – and read – as a self-contained task, whose context within the various authors’ disciplinary communities is much more essential than its context within their overall oeuvre. And the tailoring of such essays to the latest developments in ongoing debates among their intended specialized readership is arguably one of the primary reasons why the achievements of the analytic tradition have rarely found a broad reception outside of professional philosophy, either in other disciplines or in popular literary circles. 
VI. The Beginnings of the Analytic Tradition
These peculiarities of the analytic tradition are related to yet others that have marked it from its beginning. One aspect of the difficulty here at issue can be seen if we consider the seemingly simple question: When did analytic philosophy begin? There is no single towering post-Kantian counterpart to Hegel, who may fairly be said have launched the interpretive tradition, and with whom all subsequently had to come to terms. The beginning of the analytic tradition was a far more dispersed affair. If you think of analytic philosophy as a tradition of thought, know a bit about it, and were to be asked to make a list of plausible candidates for the title of “Founding Father” of the tradition, the following four names would quite probably occur on your list in some order (depending upon what you think characterizes the most important strains of the tradition whose beginning you are seeking to mark): Frege, Moore, Russell, and Wittgenstein. But part of the problem here has to do with the question of what it is that we are trying to date the beginning of. One possible answer would be the introduction and demonstration of analysis as a powerful new way of making progress with philosophical questions. So let us begin by asking: When and by whom was philosophical “analysis”, in some special relevant sense of the term, first invented or discovered? 

There are difficulties that attach to any attempt to answer this question that are not unlike those that often attach to an attempt to specify the date of a scientific discovery. (In this, as well as in some other ways, we will come to see below that there are some respects in which the difficulties faced by the historian of analytic philosophy resemble those faced by the historian of science.) When were X-rays first discovered? Well, first, there is a date when Roentgen became puzzled by something no one had previously noticed or wondered about; second, there came the date when it dawned on him that he had discovered something whose significance exceeded his wildest initial expectations regarding what he might have uncovered; third, there came the date when fellow scientists began to appreciate that Roentgen had indeed discovered (what we now call) X-rays; not to mention the much later fourth date, when the scientific community as a whole began to grasp not only the existence but also the underlying character of the phenomenon in question (and thus to understand what it means to have discovered such a thing in the first place). On which of these dates did the discovery take place? When Roentgen first noticed something anomalous on a photographic plate? When the concept of an X-ray was first introduced to explain what he had thus noticed? When the fact that there actually were such phenomena was demonstrated to the satisfaction of most physicists? Or when a proper understanding of these phenomena was achieved and shown to be consistent with their conception of the physically possible? 

There are reasons for preferring each of these answers to the others as the consideration that matters most. But then there are the demands of the business of telling the Promethean tale of the unfolding of the great moments in the history of science. This latter – partly ideological – task requires that one specify the date of the discovery. In order to be able to mark such occasions and celebrate them, the convention in retrospective narrations of such (in actuality rather protracted) episodes in the history of science is generally to identify “the moment of discovery” with the earliest possible serious candidate for being such a moment: to mark the event of the new beginning at that moment when at least one scientist justly has the sense of being on to something significant. 
Following this sort of convention for narrating the history of thought, we could with considerable justification declare that analytic philosophy began in 1879 in Jena, Germany. (If one accepts this claim, then Jena has a claim to being the birthplace of both the analytic and the interpretive traditions—since this is where Hegel first taught, and wrote his seminal Phenomenology of Spirit in the first decade of the same century.) 1879 is the year of the publication of Frege’s Begriffsschrift – a work that attracted very little notice upon its publication, and basically none from philosophers. But his philosophical contemporaries can hardly be blamed for this; for the work consisted largely of proofs presented in an entirely new form of logico-mathematical notation. The ratio of symbols to prose in the work would have led any casual contemporary inquirer immediately to suppose that the work in question could not possibly be a work of philosophy. Can the tradition be said to have come into existence in 1879 if no one else noticed? (This is a version of the problem of dating Roentgen’s discovery.) 

Frege was a mathematician and the primary aim of the work was to introduce a new form of logical notation – one that he thought would, among other things, enable mathematicians to carry out more rigorous forms of mathematical proof. Yet he had philosophical motives in fashioning his notation as well, one of which was to disprove Kant’s claim that the truths of mathematics are synthetic, rather than analytic, a priori truths. Frege also announced in the preface of the work that he thought it ought to be of interest to philosophers for other reasons as well. If philosophers would master the employment of this new tool that he was placing at their disposal, it could help them (he proclaims) “to break the domination of the word over the spirit”, enabling them to unshackle philosophical thought from various forms of captivity and entanglement in our everyday modes of speech and writing. But why or how his notational innovation was supposed to be able thus to further the aims of philosophy was at the time by no means apparent to any working philosopher. 
For this reason as well as others, one might therefore instead consider dating the beginning of analytic philosophy in 1884, the date of the publication of Frege’s The Foundations of Arithmetic – the work in which he first attempted to address a philosophical audience and to explain in prose, via arguments more evidently seeking to make some contact with the previous history of philosophy, why his new discoveries hold open the promise of transforming the philosopher’s understanding of a number of central topics. If we go with 1884 as our date, this would keep the location of the birthplace of analytic philosophy in Jena, but would postdate it to the year in which Frege first sought to join battle in print with some of the leading philosophical schools of his time, engaging them in a number of issues pertaining to the relation between language and thought, as well as the relation between logic and mathematics. 

Yet there are reasons to pause over this date as well. Frege’s second book begins by asking a question that most philosophers – indeed, most mathematicians, too – would have had difficulty regarding as a promising starting-point for taking on the prior tradition of philosophy. Frege begins his now classic treatise with the following seemingly simple question: What is the number one? Even if his philosophical contemporaries managed to excuse this remarkable way of seeking to engage with their problems, they were bound to be disappointed by the way the book ends. For it eventually becomes clear that Frege, even in this second book, considered any entitlement he might have to having satisfactorily answered his own opening question (and, along with it, many of the other central philosophical questions treated within the pages of the book) to rest and depend ultimately upon something nowhere furnished within the pages of the book itself. That missing cornerstone was a formal demonstration of a sort that he intended to provide in a later work, the first installment of which was published only in 1893 – as Volume I of his The Basic Laws of Arithmetic. 

More puzzling still to most philosophers at that time (and subsequently as well) was the idea – common to all three of these treatises – that the answer to his opening question (and, along with it, to many of the other central philosophical questions treated in his work) could not be expressed in prose, but rather had to take the form of a kind of mathematical proof. Stranger still, that proof was to be given through a demonstration that certain propositions expressible in Frege’s logico-mathematical symbolism could be derived from other propositions expressible in that symbolism through recourse only to the forms of derivation permitted within the system of that symbolism. Thus Frege’s approach to philosophical questions was, first, to translate them into a notation whose original design allowed one to carry out certain sorts of proofs; second, to answer them through the execution of the appropriate form of logico-mathematical proof within that notation; and then, third, to interpret the significance of the demonstrated technical result to mathematically unsophisticated philosophical practitioners, so that they could appreciate that, appearances possibly to the contrary, his questions had actually been answered.

To many of Frege’s philosophical contemporaries, especially within the interpretive tradition, the idea that this method offered a promising new way to do philosophy was more likely than not to appear to them as evidence of a new form of intellectual lunacy. Bertrand Russell, however, devoted an appendix to his 1903 classic The Principles of Mathematics to Frege’s contributions to the philosophy of logic and mathematics. Russell did not study Frege's work carefully until after having completed the original manuscript of his book. To Russell’s great credit, however, he not only openly acknowledged the kinship between his and Frege’s respective projects and deeply appreciated the subtlety and depth of Frege’s reflections on their topics of mutual interest, but also selflessly labored to bring Frege’s own contributions to the attention of a wider audience. And Russell certainly succeeded in this aim, for soon thereafter Frege’s work began to be studied more widely by both the German- and English-speaking philosophers. 

Russell’s own understanding of the revolution he sought to introduce into philosophy – and specifically his understanding of the concept of philosophical analysis upon which he initially regarded that revolution as resting – was influenced by some slightly earlier writings of his Cambridge University colleague, G. E. Moore. Russell expresses considerable indebtedness to these writings in his preface to The Principles of Mathematics (1903). If we wish to continue our effort to tell a Promethean tale about the unfolding of the great moments in the history of analytic philosophy, then we can with no less justification mark the beginning of at least the Anglo-American tributary of that tradition as having its inception in manuscripts penned by G. E. Moore as a young student of philosophy in Cambridge, in 1888 – excerpts from which were published in 1899 as a journal article entitled “The Nature of Judgment”. 

Yet if one looks at this article of Moore’s, part of it reads simply as a critique of some of the central ideas of the British Idealist philosopher F. H. Bradley, and much of the rest of it would appear to be an exploration of what exactly is right and wrong about a handful of claims found in the writings of Kant. When perused without the benefit of philosophical hindsight, this fairly turgid essay may easily strike an uninformed reader as little more than a commentary on and criticism of two philosophers whose significance is far greater than that of the author himself. It is only if read with eyes schooled to recognize what is important and original in the piece that it can be seen to mark a significant contribution to the inception of a new tradition of philosophy.  


Russell followed his 1903 The Principles of Mathematics with a series of writings that were far more self-consciously and overtly programmatic than anything that Frege and Moore themselves ever wrote (or ever would have wanted to write). Intended for an international community of thinkers, they were fervent and eloquent accounts of why a certain body of ongoing work (by figures like Frege and Moore, taken together with that of other contemporaneous philosophers, logicians, and mathematicians) was inaugurating a new way of doing philosophy. Russell proclaimed that it held the promise of transforming the entire discipline of philosophy – turning into something almost unfathomably new (in that it would soon become almost unrecognizably different from its recent former incarnations) while also enabling it at last to be just what it was always supposed to be. For this new form of philosophy would finally be able to satisfy the deepest aspirations—or, more precisely, the legitimate aspirations, properly understood and reformulated—of the past philosophical tradition. 

Russell sought to show how his own and Moore’s conceptions of philosophical analysis could be combined with Frege’s understanding of the illuminating power of a perspicuous logical notation, as well as with various other breakthroughs in logic and mathematics. And this, for him, was no mere intellectual exercise. He was passionate in his conviction that the fusion of these developments into a novel form of philosophical practice would breathe new life into philosophy, restoring it, in his eyes, to the status of something it had long ceased to be: namely, a properly scientific discipline – truly peer to the admirable logical, mathematical, and natural sciences of its day, and capable of holding its own with them. This accomplishment was a considerable one, according to Russell, particularly if one really appreciated (as he felt most of his philosophical contemporaries did not) the epoch-making character of the revolutions that had recently taken place in those sciences, such as those due to the contributions of Peano and Frege in logic, Dedekind and Cantor in mathematics, and, slightly later, Einstein and Planck in physics. Philosophy so transformed was to take its rightful place among them, second to none (even if no longer the supreme intellectual discipline it once had taken itself to be). 

So one might argue that analytic philosophy was actually born only at this later moment, in the early years of the twentieth century – when it first emerged as something like a self-conscious movement, forming behind and around the path-breaking work of at least a handful of representative practitioners (including, minimally, Frege, Moore, and Russell). Under Russell’s banner it began to acquire the aspect of a development within which one could trace the intellectual connections between the interrelated figures associated with it. If one were to want to think of the beginning of analytic philosophy in this way, and to associate it with the efforts of some dominant leading figure, Russell nicely fills the bill. He was someone who had an interest in giving a name to the movement, thereby gathering its practitioners together under a common aim and indicating the self-conception of this new way of doing philosophy. And he was able to articulate this new vision of the subject with sufficient power to attract a philosophical following – not only for his own writings, but also for those of his comrades in arms and recruits. 

There was a great deal more to Bertrand Russell’s intellectual career over the first quarter of the twentieth century than this (he was, among other things, a social activist, a political pamphleteer, and a conscientious objector to the First World War, who was jailed for his outspokenness), but it certainly involved just this sort of effort to create a new sort of scientific philosophy. He issued a great many proposals regarding how to conceive of this movement, how to understand his own role in advancing its aims, and how to situate those aims in relation to other recent intellectual events on the frontiers of philosophy, logic and mathematics. He devoted considerable thought to the question of the rubric under which this movement ought be conceived and even of just what its name should be: “Logical Analysis”, “Logical Atomism”, “Scientific Philosophy”, and “Analytic Empiricism” are among his more influential proposals along these lines – each representing variations on the common theme of what this new kind of philosophy is and how it should be practiced.  Arguably the first major work in which he embarked upon this grand campaign is his aforementioned Principles of Mathematics. So along with 1879, 1884, 1893, and 1898, we might, as a further candidate for dating the inception of analytic philosophy, choose to opt instead for the later date of 1903.

A further reason for regarding Russell as a central founding father of analytic philosophy is that he not only discerned the philosophical relevance of the German mathematician Frege, and followed the lead of his very English philosophical compatriot Moore, but also recognized and championed the philosophical talent of a young Austrian engineering student named Ludwig Wittgenstein. He might well at some stage have seen and set himself against the young Wittgenstein as a rival—but, to his credit, he did not do so. On the contrary, he immediately and unstintingly supported the latter’s highly idiosyncratic early work in logic and philosophy, even entertaining the idea for a time (around 1913) of handing over his most cherished logico-philosophical projects to this young prodigy to finish for him. 

If the question of the true beginning of analytic philosophy is approached from yet a different direction, it is with the appearance of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus – completed in 1918, and known to Russell and a few philosophical intimates soon thereafter, although actually first published only four years later – that the analytic tradition may be judged actually to have gotten substantially under way. For it was only at that point in its history that a work emerged that met a non-analytic philosopher’s expectations regarding the proper scope and ambition of a major philosophical accomplishment. The Latin title it presently bears in its English translation, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, though accepted by Wittgenstein, was originally proposed by Moore. Partly through its overt allusion to Spinoza, the title itself is suggestive of the work’s dense and self-conscious austerity. Indeed, it was declared some years later by Wittgenstein, to Moore’s and Russell’s faces, to be a work that neither of them would ever understand!

In Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, many of the features typical of major works in the interpretive tradition are to be seen, but in refigured form, inscribed within the pages of a work dotted with logical symbolism. It is a work evidently concerned at least as much to complete central aspects of a philosophical project that Frege and Russell initiated as it is to re-inherit Kantian ambitions and Schopenhauerian themes. Indeed, in its ambition (to draw limits to what can be said), in its highly unusual form (outwardly resembling Spinoza’s Ethics far more than any journal article), and in its radical reconception of the nature of philosophical writing (so that one must first understand what kind of work it is before one can begin to read it), the Tractatus more naturally invites comparison with the central works of Hegel, Kierkegaard, or Nietzsche than with those of Frege, Moore, or Russell. 

In any event, if one approaches the analytic tradition with a traditional conception of what it is for philosophical work to embody intellectual maturity and appropriately self-reflective form – a conception in terms alien to those in which the analytic tradition initially sought to define itself – one might well be inclined to conclude that the analytic philosophical tradition did not begin in earnest until 1918. To think this is the right conclusion to draw about when the analytic tradition properly begins, however, is one way of revealing that one is not an analytic philosopher.
VII. Some Analytic Philosophers on the Nature of Analytic Philosophy

So let us ask: What is analytic philosophy? And, correlatively: what is an analytic philosopher? We shall call these our guiding questions. The remainder of this Introduction will be concerned with them. One way to try to answer them is to look at the writings of philosophers who, for one reason or another, have been called analytic philosophers, and see what they say, when they attempt to say it in their own words, what they think philosophy is. 

In order for this to be a useful exercise for our present purpose, it is necessary to sift the statements thus made by analytic philosophers with our particular orienting interest in the character of the tradition in mind. Otherwise, if one simply looks more or less randomly to descriptions of what analytic philosophers say they take philosophy to be, a great many of the self-characterizations of their practice amount to statements that many a non-analytic philosopher might also be pleased to embrace (even if the non-analytic philosopher might never have thought to put the matter in quite that way). Indeed, one could easily assemble quite a long list of vivid and striking statements by leading analytic philosophers that would lead one to conclude that analytic philosophy, whatever else it may be, is fundamentally a species of philosophia perennis, since each such statement could serve equally well as a description not only of analytic philosophy per se but of philosophy tout court.

One example will suffice. Consider the following characterization of philosophy from a venerable practitioner of analytic philosophy, the American philosopher Wilfrid Sellars: 

The aim of philosophy, abstractly formulated, is to understand how things in the broadest possible sense of the term hang together in the broadest possible sense of the term…. To achieve success in philosophy would be, to use a contemporary turn of phrase, to 'know one's way around' … , not in that unreflective way in which the centipede of the story knew its way around before it faced the question, 'how do I walk?', but in that reflective way which means that no intellectual holds are barred. 

Characterizations such as this one, offered by analytic philosophers of their own understanding of the form of inquiry of which they take themselves to be practitioners, do helpfully bring out the extent of the continuity between the analytic tradition and the rest of the history of philosophy. It is a real continuity – and one that obtains not only between analytic philosophy and what preceded it historically, but also (albeit more controversially) between analytic philosophy and other traditions of philosophical thought that have unfolded contemporaneously with it. If one were to assemble a lengthy collection of such statements from analytic philosophers, it would serve the useful purpose of making it clear that (its oft-repeated insistence upon its own distinctive and revolutionary character notwithstanding) the analytic tradition forms an integral part of the history of philosophy as a whole, inheriting many of its concerns, albeit often in significantly altered form. 
Precisely because such remarks seek to sum up what philosophy is in the most general and noncommittal possible terms, however, they are of little help in bringing out what makes it appropriate to regard the kind of philosophy the authors of these remarks practice as illuminating instances of analytic philosophy. Characterizations like the one Sellars offers thus do not provide any insight into what makes analytic philosophy the distinctive kind of philosophy it is. In pursuing our guiding questions, our concern is to try to see and say what becomes of philosophy when it becomes analytic philosophy. What happens to the prior tradition’s conceptions of its methods and its understanding of its problems, when they are placed in – and reshaped by – the intellectual landscape of analytic philosophy?  
If we wish to make progress with our guiding questions, therefore, we need to look at very different sorts of statements from analytic philosophers regarding what philosophy is – ones that are better suited to bringing out what is distinctively analytic about the sort of philosophy in question. But there is a difficulty we encounter here. Philosophers concerned to issue anything resembling such a proclamation often also take the occasion to try to prescribe what analytic philosophy should be, as they conceive it, as a matter of philosophical doctrine. Consider the following three representative cases: 

(1) 
At the outset of the tradition, the early Moore and Russell each understood what was distinctive in their new philosophical point of departure to lie not in their new method of analysis, but equally in the power of that method to demonstrate that the philosophical doctrines of holism and idealism which they opposed were false and that philosophical doctrines of atomism and realism which they sought to champion were true. 

(2)
In a second major phase of the tradition, Carnap thought that the analytic philosophy of his day partly reached its maturity not only by practicing a new method of philosophical elucidation, but by showing, through its application, that a comparatively resolute form of empiricism (according to which most truths were a posteriori) was true, while also revealing that the empiricist must make one crucial concession to the rationalist (namely, that the truths of logic and mathematics were a priori, after all). 

(3)
In its most recent phase, many a representative of the analytic tradition today thinks that anyone who has appropriately internalized the canons of rigor which analytic philosophy seeks to uphold ought to concede (even if it requires one to issue a great many philosophical promissory notes which we at the moment have no idea exactly how to cash) that some form of scientific naturalism is the only intellectually respectable position open to a serious analytic philosopher.

Despite the predominance of these very specific doctrinal commitments at each of these three phases, at that very same moment in the history of the analytic tradition there were other philosophers (whom we today regard as belonging no less to that tradition) who were determined to contest these very doctrines. Moreover, even if one restricts oneself to the three phases of the tradition mentioned above, it is worth noticing how dramatically different the supposed doctrinal upshot of a commitment to (something nominally referred to at all three of these phases in the tradition as) “the analytic method in philosophy” was taken to be. What this shows is that doctrinal categories such as realism, empiricism, scientific naturalism, and the like, are simply inadequate terms for specifying what unifies and distinguishes the analytic tradition as a whole. The nature of analytic philosophy simply cannot be captured in terms of a shared assent to anything having the form of a philosophical “-ism”. Peter van Inwagen has recently put this point well:

 [B]eing an analytical philosopher does not involve commitment to any philosophical doctrine. An analytical philosopher may be a platonic realist or a nominalist, may affirm or deny the freedom of the will, may believe in or deny the existence of an immaterial soul, may make the most dogmatic claims to knowledge or may embrace a thoroughgoing scepticism. An analytical philosopher may regard metaphysics as an illusion or be the most determined and ardent defender and practitioner of metaphysics imaginable. A philosopher may take any position on any philosophical question and still be an analytical philosopher in good standing.

To be an analytic philosopher, van Inwagen argues, is not to be someone who assents to any particular doctrine or adopts any particular philosophical attitude. This suggests that what it is to be an analytic philosopher has more to do with a certain conception of how one ought to do philosophy than it does with what one ought to conclude on the basis of so doing it – with the character of the activity of philosophizing rather than with the body of doctrine in which it issues. 

Attempts by analytic philosophers to articulate their conceptions of what is distinctive about analytic philosophy generally also express a particular attitude toward the traditional questions of philosophy and which of them are worth answering – thereby usually also furnishing clues regarding how this particular analytic philosopher would go about answering some of these questions and why she would reject others (or, in the case of certain figures, why she is determined to unmask them all as based on either confusion or nonsense). So in the cases of a great many authors, it would be artificial to attempt to separate what they deem to be matters of method from matters of doctrine. But even if these two aspects of what they consider analytic philosophy to be are often inextricably intertwined, it remains possible to select representative quotations that help to highlight what various of them at their particular junctures in the tradition have taken to be distinctive about the manner in which they think philosophy ought to be practiced.

Such statements tend to be produced under the felt pressure to ward off some alternative conception of how philosophy ought to be practiced. Thus they are akin to bulletins from the front – statements written in the heat of a contest to determine what analytic philosophy is to be, in which each contestant attempts to carry the day for what she is seeking to initiate, or inherit, or redirect, in undertaking to do analytic philosophy in her own distinctive way. Here are some characteristic statements of this sort:

(1) “A proposition is composed not of words, nor yet of thoughts, but of concepts…. They are incapable of change; and the relation into which they enter with the knowing subject implies no action or reaction…. It seems necessary, then, to regard the world as formed of concepts. These are the only objects of knowledge…. From our description of a judgment, there must, then, disappear all reference either to our mind or to the world…. The nature of the judgment is more ultimate than either, and less ultimate only than the nature of its constituents—the nature of the concept or logical idea.” (G. E. Moore)

(2) “Modern analytical empiricism [...] differs from that of Locke, Berkeley, and Hume by its incorporation of mathematics and its development of a powerful logical technique. It is thus able, in regard to certain problems, to achieve definite answers, which have the quality of science rather than of philosophy. It has the advantage, as compared with the philosophies of the system-builders, of being able to tackle its problems one at a time, instead of having to invent at one stroke a block theory of the whole universe. Its methods, in this respect, resemble those of science. I have no doubt that, in so far as philosophical knowledge is possible, it is by such methods that it must be sought.” (Bertrand Russell)

(3) “Philosophy is not one of the natural sciences. (The word “philosophy” must mean something which stands above or below, but not beside the natural sciences.) The object of philosophy is the logical clarification of thoughts. Philosophy is not a theory but an activity. A philosophical work consists essentially of elucidations. The result of philosophy is not a number of “philosophical propositions”, but to make propositions clear. Philosophy should make clear and delimit sharply the thoughts which otherwise are, as it were, opaque and blurred.” (Early Wittgenstein)

(4) “In most cases future philosophers will have to be scientists because it will be necessary for them to have a certain subject matter on which to work - and they will find cases of confused or vague meaning particularly in the foundations of the sciences…. I am convinced that our view of the nature of philosophy will be generally adopted in the future; and the consequence will be that it will no longer be attempted to teach philosophy as a system. We shall teach the special sciences and their history in the true philosophical spirit of searching for clarity and, by doing this, we shall develop the philosophical minds of future generations.” (Schlick)

(5) “Logic is the method for doing philosophy. [...] There is no such thing as philosophy in the shape of a theory, i.e. a system of distinct propositions separate from science. Doing philosophy means nothing else but this: to clarify the concepts and propositions of science through logical analysis.” (Carnap)
(6) “It was true to say that our considerations could not be scientific ones. It was not of any possible interest to us to find out empirically 'that, contrary to our preconceived ideas, it is possible to think such-and-such'—whatever that may mean…. And we may not advance any kind of theory. There must not be anything hypothetical in our considerations. We must do away with all explanation, and description alone must take its place. And this description gets its light, that is to say its purpose, from the philosophical problems. These are, of course, not empirical problems; they are solved, rather, by looking into the workings of our language, and that in such a way as to make us recognize those workings: in despite of an urge to misunderstand them. The problems are solved, not by giving new information, but by arranging what we have always known. Philosophy is a battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of language.” (Later Wittgenstein)

(7) “This book offers what may with reservations be described as a theory of the mind. But it does not give new information about minds. We possess already a wealth of information about minds, information which is neither derived from, nor upset by, the arguments of philosophers. The philosophical arguments which constitute this book are intended not to increase what we know about minds, but to rectify the logical geography of the knowledge which we already possess.” (Gilbert Ryle)

(8) “In view of the prevalence of the slogan ‘ordinary language’, and of such names as ‘linguistic’ or ‘analytic’ philosophy or ‘the analysis of language’, one thing needs specially emphasizing to counter misunderstandings. When we examine what we should say when, what words we should use in what situations, we are looking again not merely at words (or ‘meanings’, whatever they might be) but also at the realities we use the words to talk about: we are using a sharpened awareness of words to sharpen our perception of, though not as the final arbiter of, the phenomena. For this reason I think it might be better to use for this way of doing philosophy, some less misleading name than those given above – for instance, ‘linguistic phenomenology’, only that is rather a mouthful.” (J. L. Austin)
(9) “Metaphysics has been often revisionary, and less often descriptive. Descriptive metaphysics is content to describe the actual structure of our thought about the world…. How should it differ from what is called philosophical, or logical, or conceptual analysis? It does not differ in kind of intention, but only in scope and generality. Aiming to lay bare the most general features of our conceptual structure, it can take far less for granted than a more limited and partial conceptual inquiry. Hence, also, a certain difference in method. Up to a point, the reliance upon a close examination of the actual use of words is the best, and indeed the only sure, way in philosophy. But the discriminations we can make, and the connections we can establish, in this way, are not general enough and not far-reaching enough to meet the full metaphysical demand for understanding. For when we ask how we use this or that expression, our answers, however revealing at a certain level, are apt to assume, and not to expose, those general elements of structure which the metaphysician wants revealed. The structure he seeks does not readily display itself on the surface of language, but lies submerged.” (P. F. Strawson)

(10) “I have … an unswerving belief in external things – people, nerve endings, sticks, stones…. I believe also, if less firmly, in atoms and electrons and in classes. How is all this robust realism to be reconciled with the barren scene that I have just been depicting? The answer is naturalism: the recognition that it is within science itself, and not in some prior philosophy, that reality is to be identified and described.”  (W. V. Quine)
The first of these statements is from Moore’s aforementioned essay, “The Nature of Judgment”. Though it expresses the essential conviction that Moore took to distinguish his philosophical project from that of his predecessors, and though it seeks to show how that conviction is to be secured through a different approach to philosophical problems, it still retains much of the flavor of traditional philosophy. The second quotation is one of the later of Russell’s many attempts to define and call for the continuation of the movement he considered Moore, Frege and himself (among others) to be initiating. At the center of this conception of it is the idea that philosophy should take the mathematical and natural sciences as a model. Russell’s original conception of the way in which this was to proceed took it for granted that, even while doing so, philosophy would remain in some respects importantly distinct from science. The third quotation is from Wittgenstein’s Tractatus – the first of many influential works within the analytic tradition concerned to take up a position toward the prior chapters of that tradition akin to that which Kant had assumed with regard to the early modern tradition. Like Kant, early Wittgenstein sought to show how the entire collective enterprise had taken a wrong turn and hence why a new beginning is now required. Here, as with Kant, an insistence on the sharp difference between the character of the questions treated by the philosopher and those treated by the natural sciences comes again to play a central role. 

The fourth and fifth quotations – from Moritz Schlick and Rudolf Carnap respectively – are representative of a number of the thinkers in the succeeding generation who struggled to incorporate the critical edge of Wittgenstein’s apparently devastating, tradition-exploding ideas into an undertaking retaining the overall outline of Russell’s programmatic, tradition-inaugurating ambitions – thereby introducing considerable internal tension into their conception of philosophy. They are eager to retain Russell’s idea that philosophy has a special kinship with the natural sciences, and yet also want to agree with Wittgenstein that the propositions of philosophy must be sharply distinguished from those of the natural sciences – and indeed from empirical propositions in general. 

In the second half of the above collection of quotations, we have to do with reactions to the first generations of analytic philosophy. The task at that point had become one of redefining an ongoing tradition. In the sixth quotation, we have a characteristic reflection on the nature of philosophy by the later Wittgenstein. Here we encounter a thinker who is in equal measure concerned to do three things. One is to repudiate the inheritance of his early work by Schlick and Carnap (and thus to insist that philosophy must be conducted in a spirit completely alien to that of the natural sciences). The second is to move beyond that work itself, on the grounds that it failed to live up to its aspiration to fully break with the preceding tradition (and thus to repudiate that work in a very different way from that of its most outspoken critics). And the third is to retain and extend the philosophical aspirations at the heart of that early work (and thus to emphasize that the later work can only be understood against the background of the earlier). 

In the final four quotations, we encounter four alternative proposals for alternative new beginnings for analytic philosophy – each of which seeks to offer a new form of positive program for philosophy, and each of which draws inspiration from sources that come from outside analytic philosophy. The first three of these quotations (from Ryle, Austin, and Strawson) share with the later Wittgenstein the idea that philosophy ought to do justice to the most fundamental aspects of our everyday understanding of ourselves, the world, and the medium-sized dry goods (as ordinary objects were nicely referred to) and other persons we find there. Ryle hearkens back to Frege and Wittgenstein; Austin’s affinity is especially to Moore. Both Ryle and Austin were trained as scholars of ancient philosophy and both strove, albeit in very different ways, to reincorporate into the analytic tradition certain neglected insights they find in Plato and Aristotle. Austin, Ryle, and Strawson all belonged to a generation of analytic philosophers who had begun to become suspicious of an over-reliance on technical tools in philosophy. 

Paul Grice later offered a diagnosis of the waning enthusiasm among certain members of the post-war generation for inventing new forms of logical notation (along with an increasing interest in ordinary language) in the following terms: 
I have little doubt that a contribution towards a gradual shift of style was also made by a growing apprehension that philosophy is all too often being squeezed out of operation by technology; to borrow words from Ramsey, that apparatus which began life as a system of devices to combat woolliness has now become an instrument of scholasticism.
Others, however, in that same post-war generation strongly dissented from this burgeoning consensus and deplored the depreciation of formal logic that had become so fashionable in the work of many of their contemporaries. Perhaps the most influential of these dissenters was W. V. O. Quine. Carnap and others had viewed the tools of logic as providing the instruments for an articulation of the aim of philosophy that would allow it to continue to differentiate itself from natural science. Quine championed the position that philosophy and science should be regarded as two aspects of a single enterprise – intertwined partners caught up in a single form of pursuit: the pursuit of truth. While his contemporary Strawson looked back especially to Kant for philosophical stratagems designed to vindicate our ordinary conceptual scheme, Quine looked sideways to developments in empirical psychology and physics to overturn that scheme. Whereas Strawson sought to recover the Kantian project of reconciliation in philosophy (making room again for the idea that we can, without contradiction, conceive of ourselves as both material bodies and free agents), Quine sought to revivify the Humean project of debunking the ordinary view of the world (breathing new life into something akin to the very sorts of naturalism that Frege and the early Wittgenstein sought to exorcise from philosophy). Indeed, much of postwar twentieth-century analytic philosophy can be seen as involving a contest between this standard analytic conception of what it is to be a Humean (debunking our ordinary view of the world in the light of a properly naturalized understanding of what it can contain) and the opposed standard analytic conception of what it is to be a Kantian (seeking to respect both the natural-scientific understanding and our everyday understanding of the world). 

Each of the ten statements on the list above was made by an important analytic philosopher at a very particular point in his career. Each gives expression to a conception of analytic philosophy that proved to be influential for a time, thereby affecting the trajectory of the analytic tradition as a whole. Taken together, they bring out certain characteristic features of the tradition. No one of them, however, suffices as a summary of what “analytic philosophy” as such is. None of them articulates a conception of philosophy – let alone of analytic philosophy – that they would have expected the other nine authors and most of their contemporaries to endorse, at least not without considerable qualification. Each is speaking for himself, attempting to give voice to his own distinctive conception, at the time of writing – a conception that, in many of their cases, underwent one or more dramatic shifts over the course of their careers. Each statement offers a characterization of what philosophy is that is simply far too distinctive, too idiosyncratic, and too historically indexed to a particular moment in the unfolding of the analytic tradition, to serve as a blanket characterization of what makes analytic philosophy as a whole something that might plausibly be considered a unitary intellectual movement.


The statements above appear in roughly chronological order. With respect to at least the first five of them, at the time of their writing, there was not yet anything they were aware of and to which they could have thought of themselves as contributing that exhibited the outline of the tradition with which this volume deals – and which it calls (when seeking to designate it in its entirety) “the analytic tradition”. The very possibility of discerning anything of the sort requires the attainment of some historical distance from its beginnings, and of a standpoint from which one is able to compare and contrast an extended stretch of this development in philosophy with other philosophical traditions, such as those to which the early analytic philosophers were reacting – such as German Neo-Kantianism, Austrian Realism, British Idealism, and American Pragmatism. 

The history of the relations between analytic philosophy and these neighboring traditions is no less tangled than that of analytic philosophy itself. Analytic philosophy arose partly as a reaction to these other forms of philosophy – and, yet, as so often in the history of philosophy, it bears deep traces of the very traditions it sought to resist and replace. No less significantly, some later practitioners in the analytic tradition sought to reincorporate insights from those same traditions – insights they thought their analytic predecessors had either unduly neglected or too hastily rejected. This subsequently gave rise to the emergence of developments in the analytic tradition that would have astonished many of its earlier figures, bearing such labels as Analytic Kantianism, Analytic Hegelianism, and Analytic Pragmatism. Russell and Moore understood the tradition they were seeking to inaugurate in philosophy to be a revolt again Idealism – and against Kant, Hegel, and the British Idealists in particular. A half century later, Sellars and Strawson saw themselves as trying to recover insights from Kantian Idealism and to reincorporate them into the analytic tradition; while some contemporary analytic philosophers, such as John McDowell and Robert Brandom, in the generation thereafter, have become no less concerned to recover and revive what they regard as philosophically valuable and vital in Hegel. While Russell and Moore sought to distinguish themselves sharply from American Pragmatists like William James and John Dewey, and while the pragmatists of the next generation (such as C. I. Lewis) often tended to distinguish themselves sharply from their analytic contemporaries (such as Hans Reichenbach and Carnap), many recent analytic philosophers (notably Hilary Putnam and Richard Rorty) see no essential tension between the best insights of analytic philosophy and Pragmatism, and seek to develop philosophical syntheses of elements drawn from each.

But these are all relatively recent developments, of which an early analytic philosopher could not have had any inkling. It is a historical truism to say that the early analytic philosophers themselves did not yet have (because they could not have had) a historical consciousness of their own work as forming the first chapter in a more extended intellectual adventure – an adventure that would eventually become what we now call “the analytic tradition”. Thus they could hardly have reflected on that tradition, or compared and contrasted it with other equally sustained philosophical traditions. This important point, upon a moment’s reflection, is an obvious one; but it is often overlooked or at least underappreciated. The founding fathers of analytic philosophy did not take themselves, and could not have taken themselves, to be founding what we today think of as the analytic tradition. 

This is not to say that the authors of our first five quotations – G. E. Moore, Bertrand Russell, the early Ludwig Wittgenstein, Moritz Schlick, Rudolf Carnap – had no interest in opening up a new chapter in the history of philosophy. They each wanted to change philosophy in a way that would affect how everyone after them who might venture to practice it would (or at least should) do so. Each sought to transform philosophy; and each ended up figuring in a cumulative development that, as a whole, did transform philosophy – or at any rate philosophy as practiced in the Anglophone mainstream of the discipline – into something new. So, in one sense, each can be said to have contributed materially to a revolution in philosophy. But, in another sense, none of them can simply be said to have brought about that revolution, not only because the transformation in question was a collective effort to which they all contributed, but also because none of them would have regarded most of what followed as realizing their original conception of what they sought to initiate. The so-called “founders of analytic philosophy”, in this sense, did not know what they were actually founding. They could not have foreseen – nor, at least in some instances, would they even have been willing to endorse – many subsequent developments within that tradition. In some cases, they would have had difficulty even comprehending how what followed could be supposed to represent an inheritance and continuation of their own endeavors.

 The experience of being unable to comprehend a later stage in the development of the tradition is something that a number of major figures experienced in a fashion that was devastatingly immediate and personal. The sense of having been betrayed by a member of the next generation, or even of one’s own, sometimes played out very painfully between pairs of individuals who were initially as intellectually close to one another as one can imagine – sometimes standing to one another in the relation of teacher to student, or that of master to disciple, or that of comrades in arms. Indeed, a pattern of this sort, of initial intellectual proximity giving way to subsequently unbridgeable tradition-splintering differences, came to be a recurring feature of the analytic tradition. Some of the most dramatic cases included such pairs as Russell and Wittgenstein, Carnap and Quine, Quine and Donald Davidson, Austin and Paul Grice, and Putnam and X (where, to mention only some of the important instances, X at different points equaled Reichenbach, Quine, Fodor , and Rorty ). Ideological statements about the nature of analytic philosophy often seek to give the impression that philosophical personality plays a much lesser role in the practice of this sort of philosophy, and that the respective temperaments of its practitioners are fully subordinated to shared philosophical methods and canons of argument. In point of fact, however, some of the most riveting moments in its history have involved dramatic clashes of personality – between initially apparently likeminded individuals, starting out with common sets of aims and concerns and ending up gravely at odds with each other, at least philosophically and sometimes even personally.

Some might say that this historical fact is merely a bit of trivia having no real significance for an understanding of the nature of the analytic tradition in philosophy. Others might want to claim that it is an important fact that reveals something fundamental about the nature of analytic philosophy. We need not decide this question here. Its relevance to our present purpose is simply that the early analytic philosophers themselves were in no position to have a view about the matter; for in order to be able to assess the possible significance of any such factual feature of a tradition, the larger shape of that tradition must already be in view. None of the first five philosophers cited above were in any position to assess how their own contributions would bear on and be further subsumed by the efforts of the later five authors quoted above – let alone to be able to apprehend the cumulative efforts of these ten philosophers (along with those of the many others whose writings are also collected in this volume), each of whose work makes up only a small part of the overall mosaic of the analytic tradition.

That overall image at least begins to come into view with the addition of the contributions of the generation of midcentury thinkers who are the authors of our five later quotations. They were writing at a time when something like our contemporary idea of this tradition was beginning to emerge. There was at that point already a substantial tradition of some sort well underway – one whose physiognomy could be discerned in any number of overlapping yet divergent ways. Nevertheless, as in the case of the first five quotations, we do not take these five later quotations, either individually or collectively, to stand as or add up to a characterization of “analytic philosophy as such” (whatever that might mean). Rather, we see them each and all to be expressions of particular conceptions of philosophy, each of which stands in some sort of significant continuity with some of the statements presented in our first five quotations. That is a difference; for unlike the first set of authors, these authors all see themselves as continuing something inaugurated by at least some (though not necessarily all) of our five earlier authors. Yet each such instance of significant continuity is folded within a discontinuity, which each author takes to be potentially transformative for the tradition that they all seek to continue. 

But none of the ten quotations can serve as an adequate or satisfactory answer to our guiding questions. Yet this collection of partially overlapping, crisscrossing and occasionally sharply diverging statements, taken together, does begin to reveal some of the shape of the tradition. It certainly displays some of the most characteristic features of the tradition’s images of itself – self-images that have vied with one another over the course of its history. The sheer diversity of these statements, however, may still (rightly) leave the reader feeling that we have yet to arrive at anything like a useful (let alone succinct) answer to either of our guiding questions. Where else might one look for such answers?
VIII. Some Aspects of the Ideology of Analytic Philosophy

There is another kind of philosophical author to whom one might turn – one who is concerned to reflect on the thought and achievements of the major figures cited above, rather than seeking directly to extend that achievement. So, for example, there are countless philosophy textbooks and encyclopedias in which members of the discipline deemed qualified to do so undertake to tell theirs reader just what analytic philosophy is. These accounts are often written by the sort of author one might call an ideologue of analytic philosophy. The sorts of answers such texts provide are not without interest. They, too, in a rather different way, tell us something about what analytic philosophy has been, or is now, or at least is now declared to be and always to have been. 

In the account of an ideologue of analytic philosophy, we typically are confronted with the views of an author who is reasonably well acquainted with analytic philosophy and has an interest in practicing it (according to a certain understanding of what that means), but who on this occasion is standing back from this practice and delivering a programmatic statement regarding its nature. The sort of programmatic statement here in question purports to provide a valid general description not simply of one individual’s own ongoing practice of philosophy (as do our ten quotations above), but of something much broader: namely the conception of philosophy that animates an entire tradition.

 In the earlier phases of the tradition (before the proliferation of textbooks and encyclopedias of analytic philosophy), analytic philosophers were not often to be found making such pronouncements. They tended to do so only when particular sorts of circumstances seemed to call for them. One such kind of circumstance is a pedagogical setting, in which a more experienced practitioner seeks to teach a relative novice the hallmarks of one way of doing philosophy as opposed to another. A related but different context is a polemical confrontation between two experienced philosophers belonging to differing traditions, especially when these two traditions have come to regard one another as standing in a relation of competition.  This sort of statement of what one takes analytic philosophy to be carries the further burden of displaying the superiority of one way of doing philosophy over another. This requires that one attempt to articulate what is distinctive about the one way, and why the absence of its characteristic virtues vitiates its supposed competitor. A further such context is an occasion on which one analytic philosopher views another reputedly analytic philosopher as failing to live up to the standards of practice inherent in their shared intellectual tradition, and resolves to say so – for example, in a critical review. (We will consider one such case below.) This, too, can prompt an effort to deliver up a programmatic statement purporting both to describe the intellectual norms inherent in a fairly substantial strand of shared intellectual history and to advance a particular conception of how philosophy ought to be practiced now, if it is to be what philosophy should be. 

Such programmatic statements of what analytic philosophy is tend to take the form of persuasive definitions. They purport to define what analytic philosophy is; but they also promote the very way of doing philosophy that they purport to describe. In recent years a great many cases in point have appeared in print. If one seeks to take one’s bearings from this array of ideological pronouncements made by analytic philosophers on behalf of analytic philosophy regarding what analytic philosophy really is, the first thing that ought to strike one is how profoundly their pronouncements differ from one another. Here are some definitions of the sort that one will find in this literature, purporting to tell you what you ought to think philosophy is if you want to count yourself as an analytic philosopher. Unlike the items in our first list, these are not quotations from actual particular authors. They instead are paraphrases of kinds of accounts that are to be found in the ideological literature on analytic philosophy, each of which articulates the general methodological self-consciousness of one or another prominent strand within the analytic tradition: 

(1) The solution of philosophical problems is to be found in the analysis of propositions or sentences, also known as philosophical analysis. Just as chemistry consists in the practice of analyzing matter into fundamental constituents, so philosophy consists in analyzing propositions or sentences into their fundamental constituents.

(2) Philosophical problems are continuous with, or subordinate to, those of mathematical logic and are to be clarified, and solved once and for all, by translating them into the appropriate logico-mathematical notation.
(3) The problems of philosophers, though radically different from those of the working mathematician, are nonetheless genuine and interesting problems in their own right which admit of a special sort of clarification and resolution through a distinctive modified form of application of the methods and techniques of mathematical logic; the tools of the mathematician and the logician must thus first be transformed before they are serviceable for the purposes of the philosopher.

(4) Philosophical problems are not genuine problems at all, but rather disguised forms of nonsense which can be revealed to be such, and dissolved once and for all, through the application of logical methods and techniques. 
(5) Philosophical problems are indeed disguised forms of nonsense and can be revealed to be such, and hence dissolved once and for all, but this is primarily to be achieved by coming to appreciate how the workings of ordinary language are very unlike the workings of the sorts of calculi and notations studied and perfected by the logician and the mathematician.

(6) Philosophical problems are not nonsensical – they express perfectly meaningful forms of perplexity – but at bottom these have to do not with the nature of reality, or the nature of thought, but rather with the nature of language, and thus their resolution requires the prior development of a proper theory of language.
(7) Philosophical problems are not nonsensical – they express perfectly meaningful forms of perplexity to be overcome by coming to recognize how the sources of philosophical puzzlement do in fact stem from a failure to command a clear view of the workings of ordinary language, where coming to do this is not a matter of providing a theory, but rather a matter of knowing our way about in language.

(8) The problems of philosophy are continuous with, or subordinate to, those of the natural sciences, and hence philosophy should take the natural sciences as its model, seeking to approximate its methods and practices as far as possible, while respecting the differences which necessarily obtain between philosophical and scientific problems.
(9)  The problems of philosophy, in so far as they represent intellectually serious problems at all, are at bottom nothing more than problems of natural science and hence the task of the philosopher is none other than to clarify and reformulate each genuine philosophical problem so as to allow for the relevant branch of natural science to then be brought to bear upon its solution.

(10) The problems of philosophy represent a sui generis form of intellectual perplexity – sharply to be distinguished from those which properly characterize scientific problems – and therefore require a sui generis technique of inquiry or elucidation, which, in revealing the true nature of the problem, simultaneously reveals why the problem in question must resist solution through the application of the methods of any other theoretical or scientific discipline.

Since these idealized programmatic statements are in no small measure derivative of the views of various earlier major figures in the analytic tradition, there is a non-trivial degree of overlap in spirit and aim, along with other sorts of parallels, between the more nuanced and crafted statements that figure on our first list of ten quotations and the relatively baldly programmatic pronouncements that figure on this second list. The latter formulations attempt to liberate the conceptions of philosophy informing the first set of quotations from their trappings within the peculiarities of the thought of this or that analytic philosopher (thereby also stripping them of most of their elegance of expression), seeking to transform them into generalizations about what the practice of analytic philosophy more generally consists in, as it supposedly figures in the work of a wide range of authors. 

Each of the statements on the second list gives voice to one conception of what analytic philosophy is that has for some non-trivial period of time shaped what many analytic philosophers have thought it is, at various junctures in its history, with varying degrees of prevalence and duration. These ten statements, when arrayed together in this manner, can serve collectively to display certain overlapping aspects of the range of philosophical outlooks and points of thematic emphasis that have animated the analytic tradition in the course of its history. As in the case of our previous list of ten statements, this list too, as an array of intertwining statements, is informative in a way that no single item on the list by itself (nor any more general characterization attempting to synthesize them) could possibly be.

This second list is also by no means complete. It is simply meant to display some representative ideological declarations concerning what analytic philosophy is. Moreover, each of the above ten candidate definitions of analytic philosophy is itself very schematic. Each could be, and has been, rendered more determinate through various forms of further elaboration to which it has been subjected by particular practitioners of analytic philosophy. For example, much more can be and has been said, at various phases in the history of analytic philosophy, about what sorts of formal methods or logical tools are relevant to the solution of philosophical problems, and about precisely how those should be brought to be bear and to what end. Similarly, much more can be and has been filled in, at various stages by various philosophers, regarding which branch or branches of natural science can and should (or alternatively: cannot and therefore should not be taken to) illuminate this or that previously puzzling aspect of the nature of mind, or of language, or of reality.  Some of the above ten statements overlap one another in a fairly straightforward sense: while differing in points of emphasis, they share an underlying spirit, standing in a relation of fairly immediate intellectual continuity with one another. Others do not. Indeed, some directly conflict with each other, in some cases representing conceptions of what analytic philosophy ought to be that could have arisen in the first place only through the rejection of a prior conception of what analytic philosophy is. Yet all ten of the above statements represent the commitments of important swathes of the analytic tradition. 

If we wish to do justice to the full breadth and depth of this tradition, therefore, across the various forms it has assumed since the late nineteenth century, it will be futile to attempt to capture what that tradition comes to in anything like a definition – or even a minimally internally consistent summary statement – that would provide a coherent and meaningful characterization of what philosophy is or how it should be done. There has been far too much internal diversity (and sometimes outright disagreement) within the analytic tradition on these matters for it even to make sense to speak of its having a nature or essence that might be captured by a formula of that sort. Indeed, it is arguably in no small part on account of its lively tradition of fundamental disagreement and controversy throughout each of its major phases that the analytic tradition as a whole has managed for so long to remain a dynamic and fertile repertoire of historically interrelated yet methodologically diverse ways of doing philosophy.


One recurring theme across a number of the items in the list above is the idea that analytic philosophy bears a close relation to the natural sciences, or should take the natural sciences as its model, or perhaps even should come to regard itself as neither more nor less than one more – albeit unusually self-reflective and abstract – branch of natural science. This aspect of the ideology of analytic philosophy has had a number of very concrete institutional effects that have, in turn, occasioned various sorts of heated disagreement among analytic philosophers about the shape their own discipline should strive to assume. As analytic philosophers have self-consciously adopted methods of publication and other forms of institutionalization that characterize the sciences, it has inevitably developed in the ways those forms of publication and institutionalization promote. Moreover, like the sciences, it has become increasingly stratified into ever multiplying sub-disciplines of philosophical research (such as the philosophy of language, the philosophy of mind, the philosophy of perception, and the philosophy of action). Each of these, in turn, has spawned its own increasingly esoteric sub-literature of puzzle cases and niche controversies, published in professional journals addressed to an increasingly exclusive form of professional readership. 

This has led to a situation in which if someone wishes to claim professional competence in a given “area” of philosophy, she has to wonder whether this requires that she forfeit the better part of her philosophical life to staying on top of the growing body of journal literature devoted to that “area”. On a certain conception of what it is to have a suitably developed professional conscience, such a narrowing of one’s philosophical focus has come to appear to be a compulsory feature of what it now means to be a serious analytic philosopher. This has significant consequences. The sheer amount of time and energy required thus “to professionalize oneself” in one of these sub-disciplines increasingly precludes the possibility of a single philosopher contributing significantly to several areas of philosophy at once. Yet the capacity to do just this was frequently held up, throughout much of the history of the tradition, as one sign of a genuinely philosophical mind. 

These forms of institutionalization and professionalization within analytic philosophy have provoked a variety of counter-reactions. They have led some major figures during their later years – perhaps most notably, Hilary Putnam – to push back against this development and to press the argument that the very possibility of doing path-breaking work in philosophy requires (what the Germans call) an Übersicht – a synoptic overview – of the whole of the subject. Other have argued that this tendency towards an ever-increasing speciation of sub-disciplines obscures from view something essential to the very nature of the philosophical enterprise itself: its underlying unity. Paul Grice, in the last phase of his career, became a forceful advocate for this point of view: 
[I]t is my firm conviction that despite its real or apparent division into departments, philosophy is one subject, a single discipline. By this I do not merely mean that between different areas of philosophy there are cross-references, as when, for example, one encounters in ethics the problem whether such and such principles fall within the epistemological classification of a priori knowledge. I

mean (or hope I mean) something a good deal stronger than this, something more like the thesis that it is not possible to reach full understanding of, or high level proficiency in, any one department without a corresponding understanding and proficiency in the others; to the extent that when I visit an unfamiliar university and (as occasionally happens) I am introduced to, 'Mr Puddle, our man in Political Philosophy' (or in 'Nineteenth-century Continental Philosophy' or 'Aesthetics', as the case may be), I am immediately confident that either Mr Puddle is being under-described and in consequence maligned, or else Mr Puddle is not really good at his stuff. Philosophy, like virtue, is entire. Or, one might even dare to say, there is only one problem in philosophy, namely all of them.
Some contemporary analytic philosophers view Grice’s remarks above as getting at something essential to the very nature of the philosophical enterprise that is in danger of being lost through its present form of institutionalization and professionalization, while others look upon them as vestigial traces of a vanishing philosophical era that we can leave behind without great intellectual cost to anything in philosophy about which we should care. This disagreement itself constitutes a significant crossroads at the heart of contemporary analytic philosophy, at which the very soul of analytic philosophy – what it is, what it wants to be, and what it shall become – is itself at stake.


IX. The Analytic Style of Philosophy

Some ideologues of analytic philosophy, who have wished to be able to sum up what analytic philosophy is in a slogan, while also doing justice to the internal diversity of the tradition, have sought to do so by speaking of a characteristically analytic style of philosophy – a single consistent style that supposedly cuts across the many differences in analytic philosophers’ conceptions of philosophical method. Here, again, the attempt to capture the entire breadth of analytic philosophy in a single formula – in this case one pertaining to its style – runs into problems not unlike those we have encountered above. This way of trying to get at the essence of analytic philosophy is no less beset than the others by the twin dangers of total vacuity or inaccurate partiality. [It is easy to come up with statements of what is alleged to be distinctive about the style of analytic philosophy that few non-analytic philosophers would want to disown – such as any one of the countless definitions available on the internet resembling the following:

Analytic philosophy distinguishes itself from other forms of philosophy through its emphasis on clarity and rigor.

It is equally easy to adduce wonderful statements by influential analytic philosophers about what the specific style of philosophy is or ought to be that end up being too idiosyncratic to count as representative of a broad swathe of the tradition. Consider, for example, the following remark by Grice:

[I]t is my belief that doing philosophy ought to be fun. I would indeed be prepared to go further, and to suggest that it is no bad thing if the products of doing philosophy turn out, every now and then, to be funny. One should of course be serious about philosophy; but being serious does not require one to be solemn.

Laughter in philosophy is not to be confused with laughter at philosophy; there have been too many people who have made this confusion, and so too many people who have thought of merriment in philosophical discussion as being like laughter in church.]

The list below – our third list (this time about the style of analytic philosophy) – seeks to offer some statements that fall somewhere between these two extremes of emptiness and idiosyncrasy.  

Here again, no single statement on the list, taken by itself, is satisfactory and accurate as a differentiating characterization of the style of this entire movement in philosophy. Yet the list taken as a whole provides a useful overview of certain intertwining aspects of the tradition’s various understandings of itself.  Here too, as in the case of the previous list, the understandings of the analytic style articulated in these statements have all been actively entertained over a significant stretch of the history of that tradition (often up to the present day). 
(1) Its style is the very one which has always characterized any good philosophical and scientific work throughout the ages. It has simply cultivated this ancient ideal to a new and radical extreme. Thus, though not in itself striving after something new, it is correct to say that its distinctive mark is the resoluteness of its emphasis on clarity, rigor, and argument and the thoroughgoingness of its desire to avoid imprecision, vagueness, and wooliness.
(2) Its style is characterized by the introduction of distinctively philosophical yet genuinely novel forms of clarity and rigor, along with novel methods for avoiding confusion – methods that had been unavailable prior to their development by analytic philosophers. These new philosophical tools may have been inspired by formal innovations in other areas of inquiry (such as mathematical logic, the analysis of language, or the methods of the natural sciences) but, even where that is the case, these were radically modified to suit the needs of the philosopher. Their introduction into philosophy fundamentally transformed both the nature and style of the discipline.
(3) Its style is piecemeal. It issues from a desire to differentiate itself from the style of all prior philosophy in the following respect: analytic philosophy seeks to eschew any sweeping general (metaphysical) claims about the nature of thought, reality, society, or human nature and to put in their stead well-defined problems of a more modest nature which admit only of a bit-by-bit solution through the application of the formal techniques of mathematical logic, the analysis of language, or the methods of the natural sciences, or any other techniques, which allow us to break up what were once hopelessly oversized and intractable problems into manageably-sized, tractable ones.
(4) It resembles all prior philosophy, in seeking to vindicate large sweeping general metaphysical claims about the nature of thought, reality, society, or human nature; but it differs from all previous philosophy in seeking to do this through introducing into philosophy methods already developed in other disciplines – in particular, the formal techniques of mathematical logic, the analysis of language, and methods drawn from the natural sciences. So neither its problems nor its techniques are new, but what is new is the application of the new techniques drawn from elsewhere to the old problems of philosophy. The distinctive style of the analytic tradition results from the way in which it (despite its differences from them) outwardly comes to resemble the rigorous sciences in a manner it never previously had. 
(5) What is characteristic about its style is the way in which it relies on ordinary language and common sense. It seeks to avoid the esotericism, obscurity, and emptiness of much past philosophy by simply avoiding all pseudo-scientific jargon and false technicality, speaking and writing in straightforward prose of a sort that anyone can understand, developing arguments in a perspicuous manner that anyone can follow, and introducing novel terminology or methods of demonstration only where these are absolutely necessary. The distinctive style of the analytic tradition thus results from the way in which its scrupulousness with regard to the terminology and concepts it deploys protects it from lapsing into pseudo-technical jargon and pseudo-science in the ways in which previous philosophy so often previously had.
(6) Its style is technically esoteric in a way that of previous philosophy was not, because it has become highly stratified into professionalized areas of research, and thus necessarily partakes of the difficulties of any highly developed, specialized intellectual discipline. Thus its style is new because the internal development of philosophy has required the speciation of the discipline into sub-disciplines, each of which has its own proprietary problems, methods and terminology.
(7) Its style is primarily a function of the manner in which it seeks to tackle the traditional questions of philosophy while resolutely seeking to avoid, cut through, and dissipate all forms of bullshit. Bullshit arises when the desire to say things which have an aura of profundity or importance outstrips our commitment to saying only things that are true or at least fully intelligible. The point of analytic philosophy is to develop ways of doing philosophy which make bullshit no longer possible within philosophy. This can, but need not, and often does not, involve the introduction of special technical tools. 
(8) Its style is inherently dialogical. It seeks to respond to the confused utterances of others and show where certain speakers have unwittingly failed to give meaning to certain of their expressions or suffer from certain forms of confusion or obscurity in their modes of speech or thought. It is therefore best practiced as a mode of conversation. That is the pure form of analytic philosophy. Yet even when it is forced to assume the form of writing, as in an essay or a book, its dialogical character must still be inscribed within it: interlocutory voices must be introduced and concrete examples of philosophical confusion displayed in order that the mode of criticism in question may continue to be properly displayed and practiced.
(9)  While seeking to retain its distinctive identity as philosophy, the analytic tradition emulates the scientific style of inquiry, by proposing hypotheses and theories and testing them in the light of data, thus achieving a form of cumulative philosophical progress, only possible through collaborative cooperation and mutual criticism. It is thus the rightful contemporary philosophical heir of the Enlightenment. 
(10) Its style is that of the scientific publication. The model of analytical philosophical prose is simply that of the scientific journal article. Unlike prior philosophy, it seeks as closely as possible to adhere to the conventions of presentation, the standards of rigor, the impersonality of argument, and the methods of peer review which characterize the modes of publication of the most rigorous sciences. Its style increasingly resembles that of the social and natural sciences (which originally pioneered such practices of publication) not because of anything distinctive about its problems or methods, but simply due to this feature of its increasing professionalization and institutionalization.

As in the cases of our previous lists, some of the above statements stand in conflict with one another and yet, again, this collection of statements, as a whole, reveals something about analytic philosophy that no single statement does (or could). 


The increasingly felt pressure to sum up – as each of the above statements try to do -- what analytic philosophy is through concentrating  merely on aspects of “the analytic  style” is the product of the increasingly apparent impossibility of summing up what analytic philosophy is in terms of its content. Yet it seems difficult to deny that the differences in the above conceptions of the desirable form of philosophy turn in large part on disagreements about what its matter ought to be. The tensions between these various statements reflect existing tensions within the ongoing practice of analytic philosophy itself – tensions regarding not only how it should be done, but also regarding what it should be doing. 
One evident source of these tensions is tied to the question of analytic philosophy’s desired degree of similarity to or difference from natural science. At one extreme, some analytic philosophers today think that philosophy should attempt to conceive of itself as part and parcel of natural science. At the other extreme, some analytic philosophers today think that the central task of philosophy is to reveal the intellectual integrity and importance of certain forms of inquiry – including philosophical inquiry – that cannot be accommodated within the model of the natural sciences. Another, sometimes related, no less evident source of these tensions, has to do with analytic philosophy’s relation to contemporary modes of instutionalizing and professionalizing the activities of learning, research, and publishing.  At one extreme, some analytic philosophers today regard the resulting transformations of their discipline – such as the increasing speciation of sub-specialties, the gradual entrenchment of the system of peer-review journal-article publication, and the growing impossibility of achieving any form of overview of the discipline as a whole – as all signs of philosophy’s increasing intellectual maturity. At the other extreme, some today deplore these very same developments, seek ways to try to reverse them, and in some cases even regard them as threatening the eventual death of philosophy as the distinctive form of intellectual pursuit that it once was.  Such disagreements about the analytic style are therefore, at bottom, not really disagreements over matters of mere style at all. 
These various dimensions of disagreement notwithstanding, one aspect of the above list that ought to stand out is the following: the statements on it, even more than those on our two previous lists, overlap to some degree in their (albeit inchoate) conviction with regard to what analytic philosophy is not. This is not entirely surprising. Philosophy since the beginning of its history has partially sought to define itself through a conception of its “other” (or even its enemy). For Socrates and Plato, in an important first step in that history, philosophy’s other, or opposite, was deemed to be sophistry. The above characterizations of analytic philosophy’s alleged virtues similarly operate, in each case, with some implicit conception of what bad philosophy is and the style (or lack thereof) that characterizes it – a style to which the analytic style and its virtues are then to be favorably contrasted. 
Thus, on this view of the matter, a full unpacking of what any such a conception of the supposed style of analytic philosophy comes to would require an in-depth exposition of what the philosophers who extol the virtues of analytic philosophy in the above ways are concerned to shy away from or shun – of what it is of which they are afraid. This is a topic upon which some figures in the analytic tradition have been moved to reflect (perhaps most notably, in their somewhat different ways, the later Wittgenstein, Iris Murdoch, Bernard Williams, Stanley Cavell, and John McDowell). Those who have so much as broached this topic thoughtfully and judiciously (rather than abruptly or polemically), however, have been a distinct minority. 

Until recently, the tendency within the analytic tradition has been to hold other ways of doing philosophy at arm’s length, and to regard them (and to teach one’s students to regard them) as not what we do, without really knowing very much about what it is that we do not do. This was not the case in the early phases of the tradition. Moore and Russell had a very definite picture and a fairly intimate acquaintance with the sort of British Idealism from which they sought to differentiate themselves. Their early writings were directed, above all, not to other “analytic philosophers” (as these had hardly come into being), but to the British Idealists (such as Bradley), as well as to the Austrian Realists (such as Meinong). Carnap, Schlick, and the other members of the Vienna Circle had been educated as neo-Kantians before breaking with this tradition. Their early intended audience, therefore, included members of that wider philosophical community as much as it did one another. 
However, by the mid-twentieth century, thinkers such as Austin, Ryle and Strawson, though they read and drew upon the work of authors whom no one would now classify as analytic philosophers, tended to direct most of their philosophical writing (including their individual characterizations of what they took to be distinctive about their way of doing philosophy) to fellow analytic philosophers. They had come to be far more concerned to differentiate their own conceptions of philosophy from others within what they were now able to regard as a shared, ongoing tradition. By the time the analytic tradition entered the third quarter of the twentieth century, most practicing analytic philosophers’ understanding of what is distinctive about their tradition had come to involve hardly any sense (let alone a rich and informed one) of what could constitute a serious way of doing philosophy that represented a genuine alternative to their own.  
This tendency to identify “what we do” (and “how we do it”) with what it is to do philosophy seriously (and therefore as “real” philosophy) contributed, among other things, to the development of peculiar forms of demarcating terminology, such as the expression “Continental philosophy” discussed at the outset. Such ways of thinking and speaking reflected the increasingly felt need among some for there to be something to which analytic philosophy – conceived now as a unitary whole – could in toto be opposed. Thus, during the third quarter of the twentieth century, the term “Continental philosophy” became for many analytic philosophers a version of what the term “sophistry” was for Socrates – a name for the very kind of thing that serious philosophy is not. This tendency sharply to mark off analytic philosophy from other kinds of philosophy is no longer as pronounced among analytic philosophers as it once was. This change, in turn, has been accompanied by a further equally significant alteration in the self-understanding of analytic philosophy: a gradual transformation in its attitude towards the history of philosophy more generally, as well as towards its own history in particular – allowing its history to come into view as that of one tradition of philosophy alongside others. These recent changes in analytic philosophy’s attitudes towards its others – its philosophical neighbors, the philosophical past, and its own past -- are discussed in the Afterword to this volume.
X. How to Use the Volume
In concluding this General Introduction, a few words are in order about how to use this volume. This volume reflects a large and comprehensive vision of the analytic tradition. That vision is broader than that of most standard presentations of the tradition in two major respects. First, standard accounts of the analytic tradition tend to focus almost exclusively on a particular set of figures and movements, beginning with Frege in the late nineteenth century, followed by Moore, Russell, and Wittgenstein in the early twentieth century, continuing with the philosophers of the Vienna Circle and kindred movements in the 1920’s and 30’s, and then ending with British and American philosophy in the decades following World War II. While this volume amply represents all of these figures and movements, it also seeks to place this standard narrative within a broader historical and philosophical context. Accordingly, it opens with a Part dedicated to a range of nineteenth- and early twentieth-century “background” figures, such as Kant and John Stuart Mill, as well as lesser known figures who have played a special role in the subsequent development of the analytic tradition, such as the German philosopher and psychologist Franz Brentano and the British moral philosopher Henry Sidgwick. This volume also contains a Part devoted to American Pragmatism – a philosophical movement whose concerns and fate are deeply connected with those of the analytic tradition, but whose role in shaping that tradition has not always been properly acknowledged.


Second, this volume aims to present the central achievements of the analytic tradition across a broad range of philosophical topics. Standard narratives of the tradition tend to focus on its achievements in theoretical philosophy – in such areas as the philosophy of logic, mathematics, science, language, and mind – and to neglect those in practical areas of philosophy such as ethics, philosophy of action, and political philosophy. Without diminishing the central importance of theoretical topics to the analytic tradition, this volume seeks to restore balance to our understanding of the tradition by providing an overview of the main contributions of analytic philosophers to practical thought as well. In particular, this volume contains a Part dedicated to the extraordinary blossoming of analytic moral and political philosophy that began after World War II, the legacy of which continues to exert an influence on a variety of aspects of the analytic tradition today. In addition, practical texts appear alongside theoretical ones in almost every Part of the volume. The selection of texts has been guided by the conviction that the analytic tradition generally is one of rich dialogue and overlap between theoretical and practical investigations.


In these two major respects, this volume aims to present a comprehensive vision of the overall development and enduring philosophical legacy of the analytic tradition. Yet choices have had to be made, resulting in omissions that some may consider unfortunate. Perhaps the most significant of these is Wittgenstein’s early masterpiece Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. It is the only work mentioned frequently in the other readings included in this volume of which we have included no part. This choice rests on the conviction that the Tractatus should be read and studied in its entirety alongside the other readings included in this volume. A second kind of omission concerns certain areas: this volume does not contain a comprehensive presentation of writings in all areas of philosophy to which the analytic tradition has made significant contributions. Some are not represented at all: for example, the philosophy of art and the philosophy of religion. These omissions are not intended to disparage the accomplishments of analytic philosophers in these areas. But again, choices had to be made. We have chosen in favor of areas (and texts in those areas) that have been more at the center of analytic philosophers’ attention and have stimulated more fruitful interchange across philosophical specialties. 
Teachers and students are encouraged to supplement the texts included here with others we have not included, both in conjunction with the classroom use of this volume and on other occasions. It should be kept in mind that the aim of this volume is to provide an overview of the analytic tradition, and that the texts included here are far from exhausting all that the tradition has to offer. It is and can be no more than an introduction, not only to this tradition but to the thought of the individual figures encountered in it as well.


In addition to these major omissions, there are throughout – sometimes within a given selection – various sorts of lesser ones. It is impossible to put together a volume as comprehensive in scope as this one is without being selective not only with regard to what is selected, but also with regard to how much of each item is selected. Though this volume does contain some shorter pieces in their entirety, many of the readings are excerpts – in some cases very brief (but important), and hence only a small fraction of a much longer essay or book. Where considerations of space made excerpting necessary, we have sought to make selection that will permit the reader to gain a sense of the most characteristic, notorious or otherwise influential aspects of the works in question. 

In such cases, readers should bear in mind that what they are reading are only selections, which can never adequately substitute for the works in their entirety. The point of providing this smorgasbord of readings is not to suggest that any of the tastes of analytic philosophy it affords should ever be adequate to satisfy a reader’s appetite with regard to this or that author or topic. Especially in those cases in which a text has been excerpted and compressed into a fraction of its actual self – but even in those cases where we have been able to include the entirety of text– our aim throughout has primarily been one of seeking to arouse the reader’s curiosity. This volume therefore will fulfill its intended purpose most completely only when the selections it contains have become superfluous duplications of well-read items in its owner’s library.  Short of that, the hidden agenda behind each of our choices is to spur the reader to go outside this volume and read further in the texts these selections sample.  

Even if all of its selections do become superfluous in this way, this volume as a whole may still continue to warrant a place in its owner’s library. For in addition to the primary texts, it contains Introductions and notes that may remain useful. The editors have striven to be accurate in their facts, and careful in their interpretations. But the reader should of course bear in mind that the editorial writing below (like the introductory writing above) includes admittedly controversial claims about the meaning and significance of individual texts, as well as about the tradition as a whole, and that these claims represent the editors’ judgments rather than indisputable fact or the consensus of any philosophical community. 

It has, above all, been our aim to construct a volume that is not only useful but also interesting – a volume that does not merely replicate the presentation and selection to be found in other such collections, but rather strikes a balance between the familiar and the surprising, with a view to prompting further reflection by the reader on what the analytic tradition is and how it should be conceived. It is for each reader to consider and assess – through reading and reflecting on the primary texts collected here – wherein the true legacy of that tradition lies. 
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