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Ynapyxel (akOpa) n diakpion avapeoa oc HnelpwTikn Kai
AvaAuTikn ®i1doocoodia; Eival avaykaio va yepupwOei n
AvaAuTiKn - HnelpwTIkA d1aKpion; - M.A

Avadepduevn oTnv ocLPPIKVWON TNG EMPEEONG TNG PAOCOPIAC OTO POVTEPVO KOOWO, N Hannah
Arendt €ypade TwG «oL GINGCODOL Eyivav €T EMMOTNUOVOAOYOL (...) 1} bpyava Tou Zeitgeist»
(The Human Condition, 1958). >10 onueio mou aAnBelEl AUTOC O OXETIKA ATMAOUCTEUTIKOG
lOXUPIOUOG, Ba pmopoloaue va TMOVPE TTWC AVTAVAKAA TO ATTOTEAEOHA ECWTEPIKWY IOTOPIKWY
kal GAOCODIKWY TIETTOIBrCEWV Ol oTTole¢ dnulovpynoav &va xaoua (auotnEo f AlyoTepPo EeKA-
Bapo) otov KAASO TNE Pprhocodiag, pe Eykupa arTuata oTic SUO TTAELPEC TOU. To ApxIKO BEpa
elval n évvola tng dlag NG drhocodias Kat 0 TEOTOC e ToV OTTolo EKTUACCETAL. OETOVTAG TO
amid, eQv N EMIOTNHOVIKA TTPOCEYYIoN BewpnBel 0 TTIo 0TEVOS ETAIPOC TNG PrAocodiag, Teivoupe
TIPOG VAV AVOAUTIKO TPOTIO OKEPNG. Av BEWPNOCOLUE OTI TIPOKELTAL VI EQUNVEIQ EVVOIOAOYIKAC
dLoNG, Bpilokoupe TNV NIEIPWTIKA TAPASOoN TIO EAKLOTIKY. ESW, duoikd, Ba cuvavtnooupe
eVOTAOEIG Kal TPOoRANuaTiopd: oe ol amd TG V0 Katnyopieg evrdooetal o Wittgenstein;
Onuwe TiBeTal kat and To MiAto Oeodoaiou, oe Tt aKPIBWE XPNOIKEVEL N KATNYOPIOTTOINCN AUTH
Yla TNV Katavonon evog €pyou Kal yia TN dnuioupyia evog VEOU;

To epWTNUA YIO TO KATA TTOCO LTIAPXEL (AKOUA) N SIAKPION AVAPESA OE AVOAUTIKY KAL NTIERWTIKA
dnoocodia, kal eav N yedLpwon TNG eival avaykaia, TOeTal yia pia clyxeovn amoTiyion, pa
kataypadr okePewv and GAocOdoUS pe SIaPoPETIKA evOIAPEPOVTA KAl EEEIBIKEVOEIC, UE OTOXO
™ peyailTepn duvatr Katavonon Tou (NTAPATOG, KABWGS ATTOPAETTOLE OTOV GINOCODIKO TTAOL-
PAAOPO Kal TNV evBAapuvon Tou SIaAdyou. Mmopet ol eKTpOoWTTOL SIAPOPETIKWY TAPASOTEWV KAl
KATELOULVOEWV VA AVTATTOKPIVOVTAL UE CUYKEKPIUEVOUC TPOTTIOLG OTA EQWTHUATA TTOL KAAODVTAL
va eEETACOLY, OUWC TO ONUEID EKKIVIONG ) 0 OTOXOC TTAPAPEVOLY WC €va Babud Ta idla, Kat
autog eival évag AOyog yia ToV OToio N EMKOVWVIa JETAED TOUG Umopet va BewpnBet Bepttn.

Ot amavtnoelc mou dexThKape avTipeTwriCouv To Beua pe SlAadGopouC TPOTTIOUG: TTPOTENVOVTAC
AVCELG, TIPOEIBOTIOIVTAG YIa evdexdUevec mayidec ) umooTnpifovtac T dilathpnon dladope-
TKWY opapwy. O Graham Harman ekdpalel TNV avaykn avTikataotaong avti yia yepupwong
Twv dLO pevpaTwWY, eV N Shannon Dea avadEpeTal oTNV MPOOTIABEIA EVAANAYAG HAOCOPIKOV
«kWoIKa». H D’Agostini mpoeldomolel mwg TETOEG MPOOTIABEIES TIPETTEL VA ATTOGUYOLV TIIBAVEG
«apolBaieg HOAUVOEIC» KOBWGE Kal ot SV0 TTAELPEC EXOLV EAATTWHATA, VW O Marconi avadpepel
Tiwe N e€eldikeuon Mo ouxva anartel N GNocodikh SpactnEoTnTa dev Mpoadidel TN duvaTtdTNTA
EMEKTAONG €W MO TOV AUECA OXETIKO XWEO 6pdong. Akdun, n Mélika Ouelbani avadépel mwe
Ol HEBOSONOYIKEC SladOPEC €xoLV onUAcia, Kat y'autd To Adyo n Slbkplon &g Pmopel va amop-
pdBel. E€icou evbiadepouoa eival N mpoaceyyion tou Critchley: av TeEAKA N drAocodia adopd
TN SNUIOLPYIKNA OKEPN KAl OXL TOV EKTEVH OXOAACHO ) TNV «QTTAY TEXVIKN YIQ TOV AKOVIOUO TNG



M. Al Is there (still) a Continental - Analytic divide in philosophy?

Is there (still) a Continental - Analytic divide in philosophy?
Is it necessary to bridge the Analytic - Continental divide?
-M.A

Referring to the shrinking influence of philosophy in the modern world, Hannah Arendt wrote
that ‘philosophers became either epistemologists (...) or the organs of the Zeitgeist (The
Human Condition, 1958). To the extent that this somewhat reductive claim is true, we could
say that it reflects the result of internal historical and philosophical convictions which created
a gap in the field of philosophy (strict or less clear), with valid claims on both sides. The initial
issue is the meaning of philosophy itself and the way in which it takes place. Putting it simply,
if the scientific approach is considered to be the closest partner to philosophy, we tend
towards an analytic way of thinking. If we consider philosophy to be conceptual interpretation
we find the continental tradition more attractive. Here, naturally, we can find objections and
puzzlement: to which of the two categories does Wittgenstein belong? As expressed by Miltos
Theodosiou, what exactly is the use of such categorisation for the understanding of a piece
of work and the creation of a new one?

The question as to what extent there (still) is a divide between analytic and continental
philosophy, and whether its bridging is necessary, is posed for a contemporary appraisal,
a recording of thoughts by philosophers with different interests and specialisations, with the
purpose of the greatest possible understanding of the issue, since we aim for philosophical
pluralism and the encouragement of dialogue. Even though representatives of the different
traditions respond in a specific way to the questions they mean to examine, the starting point
or the goal are to an extent the same, and this is a reason why communication between them
might be considered desirable.

The responses we received deal with the matter in various ways: suggesting solutions,
warning against potential traps or supporting the keeping of the different spheres. Graham
Harman expresses the need for a replacement instead of bridging the two currents, while
Shannon Dea talks about the attempt for philosophical ‘code-switching’. At the same time,
D’Agostini warns that efforts for dialogue should avoid potential ‘mutual contaminations’ since
both fields have flaws, while Marconi argues that the level of specialisation often required by
philosophical activity does not give the possibility for expansion outside one’s most relevant
space of action. Moreover, Mélika Ouelbani mentions that the methodological differences
are important, and for this reason the distinction cannot be deposed. Critchley’s approach
is of equal interest: if philosophy is about creative thought and not extensive commentary or
a ‘technique for the sharpening of common sense’, then this effort can continue its course,
overcoming sectarianism but simultaneously recognising the cultural ‘habitats’ and learning
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KOWNG AOYIKNG», TOTE AUTA N MPOCTTABEeIa PToPEel va cuvexioel TNV Topeia TNG, EEMEPVWVTAC
TOV OEXTAPIOPO, OAAG TAUTOXPOVA avayVwPICOVTAG TOUC MOAITIOTIKOUG «BIOTOTTOLG» Kal pabai-
VOVTQG VA PINGEL «TN YAwooa TG GLUAAG». To Béua onwe Biyetal and Tnv Matar, éev eival av
TEAKG Kepdilel kamola ‘pdxn’ n emoThpovag f o AoyoTtexvng. Kat ot SU0 epImTWoEelg KpLBoLV
e€vav evoeXOUEVO CLVTNENTIOPO TTIOL CLXVA TTPOCOTTABE! va SAPACEL TTPOOTIABEIES, KAAWVTAG
TOV évav va yivel To AANO, KAl EEXVWVTAG TOV TIPAYHATIKO OTOXO, O OTTOI0G €XEL TTAVTA VA KAVEL
pe Tnv katavonon. To Gavagai, onmwe ekdpalel GAMwWOTE KAl TO OVOPA Tou, aKOAOUBEL pla
mapopola KateBLVOoN TOCO WC TIEPIOOIKO OO0 KAl WG PINOCODIKH KOWVOTNTA N OTTola eVTACOEL
SlLAPOPETIKEC amOYElG Kal PINocodIKG evoladEpovTa. H pocodikh dpactnpldtnTa pmopei va
ouvexioel To €pyo TNG aveEaptnTa and SladpopES, Kal olyoupa TPOOTTABWVTAG va EEMePAOEl
kaxuroiec kal exBpikr diaBeon.
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to speak ‘the language of the tribe’. The point, as expressed by Matar, is not whether some
battle is won by the ‘scientist’ or the literary writer. Both cases conceal a potential conservatism
which often tries to tame efforts, inviting the former to become the latter and vice versa,
forgetting the real goal which is always related to understanding. Gavagai, as its name
expresses, follows a similar course both as a journal and a philosophical community which
includes different opinions and philosophical directions. Philosophical activity can continue
its work independent of differences while trying to overcome suspicion and hostility.
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Santiago Zabala

ICREA Research Professor
Department of Humanities
Pompeu Fabra University

Analytic Philosophy’s Fire Alarm

Anyone who questions or raises doubts over analytic philosophy’s
role or significance today indirectly pulls a fire alarm in our framed
democracies, our culture, and our universities. The doubter will im-
mediately be attacked theoretically, academically, and probably also
personally. This has happened to me (and many other continental phi-
losophers) on several occasions. It does not bother me at all. It’s
just a pity things are this way. The books, essays, and articles
that set off the alarm are not meant to dismiss analytic philosophy
but simply to remind everyone it’s not the only way to philosophize.
My concern is educational (given the prevalence of analytic programs
in universities), political (given its imperialistic approach), and
also professional (for the little space given to continental phi-
losophers in academia). The point is that we are not even allowed
to generalize or be ironic, an essential component of philosophy as

Gianni Vattimo and Slavoj Zizek show in their practice.

The problem is not that John Searle was honored by George W. Bush

in 2004 (with a National Humanities Medal) or that the research of
other analytic philosophers is often funded by government grants

but rather that these grants are not always distributed among other
traditions. After all, philosophers are not supposed to simply ana-
lyze concepts in their university offices but also to engage with the
political, economic, and cultural environments that surrounds them,
as Judith Butler, Peter Sloterdijk, and Simon Critchley have done so

well for years.

Sure, one must defend one’s philosophical position, but it’s not a
matter of truth or honor. In philosophy and the humanities in gen-
eral it has never been about being correct or on the right side of
history but rather interpreting differently in order for the “con-

’

versation to continue,” as Richard Rorty used to say. This conversa-
tion is probably also what drove another great American philosopher,
Arthur Danto, to stress the “value of letting go.” After all, “phil-
osophical disagreement,” he said, “is not so important” because the
“important thing is to be able to start over again someplace else.”

But in order to start over someplace else, it’s necessary to over-


http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2013/02/2013224152730294977.html
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2012/12/20121224122215406939.html
http://www.neh.gov/content/2004-national-humanities-medal-winners
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2012/06/20126492317318691.html
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2013/10/danto-end-art-20131029864954814.html
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come not only metaphysics, which some analytic philosophers have
managed to do, but also its “imperialistic approach,” as Jacques
Derrida once said. It should not come as a surprise that the French
philosopher, who was among the first to point out analytic philos-
ophy’s political ambitions, often set off this fire alarm with his
deconstructionist approach. This is probably why in 1990 a group of

analytic philosophers attempted (without success) to convince Cam-

bridge University that honoring the French master was a mistake.

The positive aspect of this alarm is that it indirectly gathers to-
gether people concerned with philosophical education, plurality, and
style. When any of these three features are ranked, restricted, and
imposed we can see the analytic/continental divide emerge. Those

of us who share the concern that ranking departments and imposing
certain philosophical styles harm the discipline are relegated, as

Michael Marder correctly pointed out, “to the margins of the pro-

fession” and are seen as concerned with insignificant philosophical
problems. But marginalizing these continental academics in favor of
a scientific training in problem-solving approaches in formal and
symbolic logic not only restricts students’ interest in the plurali-
ty of philosophy but also permits the value of the discipline to be
determined by universities rather than the philosophers who teach in
them.

Following this corporate ranking approach, students interested in

feminist theory, hermeneutics, or animal studies are not as like-

ly to study with such specialists as Amy Allen, Georgia Warnke, or
Mathew Calarco because they don’t teach in top-ranked universities.
But how can students become protégés of other philosophers (as Kant
was of Martin Knutzen, Hans-Geog Gadamer of Martin Heidegger, Judith
Butler of Maurice Natanson) if the relation is determined by univer-

sity ranking rather than by student interest?

The same problem affects professors, who, instead of being asked to
engage in research to publish books (as most philosophers have done
throughout the history of philosophy), are now pressured to expose
their results in articles (like scientists). Just as Adorno, after

the Second World War, became alarmed that music had to be cut in or-
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der to fit the temporal limits of the industrially produced LP, today
we should also be alarmed that philosophers are forced to cut books

into articles to fit the requirements of the ranked journal industry.

But this is not simply a matter of education and research; it’s

also about style. After all, when Danto was asked why he began to
study Nietzsche in the sixties his response touched not only on
Nietzsche’s philosophical insights but also on the fact that “he
didn’t write like an accountant, the way most analytical philoso-
phers did.” If recalling this ironic statement sets off a fire alarm
today, then the gap between analytic and continental philosophers

is still alive, and anyone in agreement with Danto (as I am) will be
attacked.

In sum, I do not believe, as Gary Gutting (a philosopher whom I tru-
ly respect) recently pointed out, that the “continental-analytic gap
will begin to be bridged only when seminal thinkers of the Continent
begin to write more clearly,” but rather that it will happen only
when the imperialistic approach of analytic philosophy is left aside
to allow other styles to emerge and educate without being attacked,

dismissed, and, most of all, marginalized.

First Published by Columbia University Press Blog in http://www.cupblog.org/?p=13906.



http://www.aphex.it/public/file/Content20100621_Dantoconpagine.pdf
http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/02/19/bridging-the-analytic-continental-divide/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_php=true&_type=blogs&_php=true&_type=blogs&_php=true&_type=blogs&_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=4&
http://www.cupblog.org/?p=13906
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David West

Adjunct Associate Professor

Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis
University of Canberra

The distinction between continental and analytic traditions in
philosophy is by now familiar, although any brief explanation is
risky and liable to be unhelpful. Even to introduce continental
philosophy with a single book, as I have done, is a challenging and
perhaps foolhardy enterprise. Like many concepts, most of us know
how to employ the analytic-continental distinction in most cases,
even though it is difficult if not impossible to supply (as analytic
philosophers once insisted we should) both necessary and sufficient

conditions for its application.

The difficulties are obvious. A geographical identification of philos-
ophers and philosophical traditions is generally of limited useful-
ness. Analytic philosophers acknowledge the important contributions
of Kant, Frege and sometimes even Husserl, to say nothing of ear-
lier thinkers from Plato and Aristotle to Descartes. Analytic phi-
losophers can be found in ‘continental’ Europe, just as continental
philosophers are by no means rare in the English-speaking countries
where analytic philosophy is usually thought to have begun. Nor is
it difficult to identify philosophers, like Wittgenstein, Habermas or

Charles Taylor, whose ideas transcend the division.

Ironically, both the difficulties and the usefulness of the analyt-
ic-continental distinction reflect its polemical and quasi-ideolog-
ical origins. John Stuart Mill recognized that what he called con-
tinental thinkers were doing philosophy in a register that diverged
substantially from his own empirical, scientific and utilitarian
concerns. Twentieth-century developments - including the formaliza-
tion of symbolic logic and work in the foundations of mathematics,
logical positivism and ‘ordinary language’ philosophy (predominant-
ly ‘English-speaking’ but with important contributions from Auguste
Comte, the Vienna Circle, Frege and Wittgenstein among others) laid
the foundations for a polemical rejection of continental approach-
es. Heidegger, in particular, was singled out for condemnation (as
Derrida would be later) as a perpetrator of ‘meaningless’ utterances
concerning unanswerable and therefore pointless questions. The re-
jection of continental approaches was then applied retrospectively

to other disapproved figures in the history of philosophy.
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Continental philosophy was, in other words, first named as the ex-
cluded and devalued ‘other’ of analytic philosophy. However, like
radical responses to excluded or devalued social identities, eth-
nicities and sexualities, the term continental philosophy was sub-
sequently (from the 1970s) adopted as a positive term. This move
helped to rescue areas of philosophy neglected by the analytic tra-
dition. From this perspective, thinkers like Hegel, Nietzsche, Marx,
Freud, Heidegger, Husserl and their followers and exponents were
seen to explore questions and offer insights that could not simply
be dismissed as meaningless or ‘unscientific’. By the same token,
logical and conceptual analysis and enquiries modelled on the natu-
ral sciences (the methods favoured by analytic philosophers) seemed
unlikely to provide satisfactory answers to questions in aesthetics,

ethics, politics and other fundamental questions of human existence.

The analytic-continental distinction will remain useful, according-
ly, as long as this ideological division in philosophy persists. Ac-
ademic journals and departments are, in fact, still usually aligned
to one or other pole of this opposition. Work associated with the
opposing tradition is routinely rejected or, given the ever increas-
ing demands on the time of researchers and teachers, ignored entire-
ly. Increasingly specialized and compartmentalized, philosophers are
(with notable exceptions) familiar mainly with the work of their

collaborators and sub-disciplinary colleagues.

That said, the analytic-continental distinction should not be ac-
corded rational or intellectual authority. In other words, it can
never justify dismissing other thinkers, arguments and ideas with-
out serious engagement or hermeneutic effort. It should not be al-
lowed to prevent fruitful interactions between different approaches
and thinkers. When a particular set of assumptions or disciplinary
practices, thought to define a ‘correct’ analytic or continental ap-
proach, 1is treated as beyond question, then we are no longer dealing
with philosophy. Philosophy surely implies unconditional reflection,

reflection with no absolutes or unquestionable assumptions.
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This question splits into two: on the one hand, is there in fact a
‘continental-analytic’ divide?; and on the other, if there is, is it

a good or a bad thing? I will take each question in turn.

In relation to the first question: It is clear that there once was
such a divide, in the sense that philosophers took themselves to be-
long to traditions that were not only distinct (in the way that the
traditions of western and non-western philosophy might be said to be
distinct, for example), but positively hostile to one another. This
divergence was marked by their respective canons, where both tradi-
tions broadly followed the same line as far as Kant, but then ana-
lytic philosophers largely skipped the nineteenth century (with the
possible exception of J. S. Mill) and Jjumped to Frege, then the holy
trinity of Russell, Wittgenstein and Moore, and then on to Quine and
beyond. By contrast, continental philosophers took Hegel seriously,
as well as Nietzsche, Marx and maybe Kierkegaard, and so were in a
position to make sense of Heidegger, Sartre and Adorno and then lat-
er figures such as Derrida and Deleuze, who could only appear utterly
baffling to analytic philosophers who lacked any understanding of the
background to these thinkers. (Husserl is an interesting cross-over
case, who was close enough to Kant and far enough from Hegel to fig-
ure in both canons, but read in rather different ways. And while the
Pragmatist strand in analytic philosophy goes by a somewhat distinc-
tive route, officially at least it is rather scornful of Hegel, with

the exception of Dewey.)

If this is the right way to characterise the divide as it once was,
we can now ask if it is the case now - does this kind of bifurcation
in the canon still hold? Doubtless it still does in many places; but
I think it is less starkly marked than it once was, as the ‘missing’
nineteenth century figures such as Hegel and Nietzsche have come to
be assimilated within the analytic canon as well, thereby making it
possible to render their successors more intelligible. Of course,
there are possible dangers in this process, as some may feel that
this assimilation amounts to appropriation and even outright distor-
tion - but still, it must be helpful in building bridges.

Which brings us to the second question: is it a good thing that the
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divide is broken down? I would argue it is, as it has always seemed
to me to be based on a false assumption, namely that if one engages
in philosophy by taking Hegel seriously, one is engaged in an en-
tirely different discipline than if one does not, as the sorts of
questions, methods and issues one will then be drawn into are no
longer the same as what went before. In my view, this is to exagger-
ate the ‘otherness’ of Hegel, and to wrongly cut him off from the
rest of the tradition. Once he is put back in his right place, then
‘analytic’ philosophers will be able to make sense of the Hegelian
background needed to understand many of the issues that drive de-
bates within the ‘continental’ tradition, thereby overcoming this

artificial obstacle to dialogue and mutual comprehension.
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In the texts, there is no analytic-continental divide, if we un-
derstand the divide as important for the explanation, understanding
and, most importantly, continued interpretation and application of
those texts. So anyone approaching interesting problems in philoso-
phy is ill-advised to think of them as analytic or continental. It
is much more constructive to follow lines of research to pieces that
challenge and improve current responses to a given problem. To close
off or judge part of the library because of its tag is harmful and

rather sad.

For example, I’'m currently working on the counter-intuitive idea of
an egalitarian sublime. Can the experience of the sublime lead to
an egalitarian politics, or must it always be divisive in some way?
Analytic commentators on Kant, continental critics and researchers
on empirical theories of the sublime have important points to make
about the definition of the concept and about the role it might play
in political and ethical arguments. The nomenclature ‘analytic’ and
‘continental’ is dispensable - mere chitchat - when compared to the

detail of what Guyer, Strawson or Adorno have to say.

If that’s true for the texts, is it also true for the academy? It is
still the case that some Jjobs, philosophers, societies, journals and
departments are labelled analytic or continental. It is also true
some think that it is significant that they are. I’'ve already ex-
plained why I do not consider it important from a research point of
view. However, I am certain that from the standpoint of particular
careers, publications and departments it still matters a lot; for
instance, for employment or for the survival of a department. Given
my views on research, you can see that I don’t think that it should

matter, but it does.

We need constructive and far-sighted philosophy, not continental or
analytic philosophy. Where labels get in the way of good appoint-
ments, it is important to fight for those who suffer wrongs on the
basis of prejudice. This means that political and social organisa-
tion around politically meaningful tokens is worthwhile. However, at
present, positive action for better gender and racial representa-

tion, greater diversity of subjects and methods, and resistance to
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political interference, are more important than traditions.

To get down to the microcritique that underpins research, when re-
flecting on the philosophers I have done most work on, and on the
philosophy of signs, it is clear to me that it is unhelpful to think
of Deleuze, or Whitehead, or the philosophy of language as analytic
or continental. We certainly do not need to think in that way. For
example, there is currently interesting work on how to renew prag-
matism and semiology. The research draws resources from philosophers
and texts taken from both sides of the so-called divide. The inquiry
does not mention the divide as important at all, because fine-grained
analysis and interpretation requires resources that bridge the di-

vide.
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It’s less vituperative, certainly. There’s less anger and invec-
tive, fewer outright dismissals and pointed insults. The Continen-
tal-Analytic divide is much less of an open warfare today than it
was in, say, the 1930s or ‘80s. One doesn’t hear people say that the
other side is fundamentally irrational or irredeemably incompetent
as often, that they should not be practicing philosophy, or in actu-

al fact are not.

But has this subsidence of belligerence happened because the di-
vide no longer divides? Has a mutual respect now developed based on
greater knowledge and understanding of each other? Is it now common,
or at least unremarkable, to have ambidextrous scholars who draw
insights, use approaches, and work on figures from both sides, phi-
losophers who “don’t see Continental (or Analytic)?” Probably about
as much as Americans no longer see race after the election of Obama.
As someone who tries to engage with philosophers of both stripes and
bring a diverse range of thinkers into dialogue, I still find it a
rather lonely specialization, with few practitioners and few aficio-
nados. There are more people doing this than ever before, yes, but
that’s a pretty low bar to clear. There are exceptions, of course,
scholars whose work that has broken through to a broad audience
—e.g., Dreyfus’ interpretation of Heidegger, Clark’s work on Ni-
etzsche, the Pittsburgh school’s Aufhebung of Hegel and Sellars— but
that’s just what they are: exceptions. Regardless of its philosoph-
ical content or merit, the divide is still firmly settled into the
profession of philosophy, sociologically embedded regardless of the
conscious beliefs and professed claims about its obsolescence that
abound. How often do you see an advertisement for an AOS in Analyt-

ic-Continental dialogue?

This disinterest is somewhat surprising given all the low-hanging
fruit here, with so few pickers working the field. I see this topic
as a real growth area, with lots of work just waiting to be done.
Thinkers from the two sides have been evolving independently for so
long that cross-breeding could hatch some impressive and innovative
ideas, assuming they haven’t diverged so much that cross-fertiliza-
tion is no longer possible, an idea I wholeheartedly reject and have

tried to disprove. I suspect that one reason for this scarcity is



Lee Braver

that the buy-in is rather high. While there is a great deal of work
to be done once one has the basic layout of both traditions, achiev-
ing that overview requires quite a bit of work. One must read a

great deal of difficult writing, which poses a particular difficulty.

The great works of each tradition are in conversation with peers

and predecessors on their side, relying on and investigating intel-
lectual achievements of their forbears and colleagues. Both sides
employ short-hand references in the course of larger arguments —
off-hand mentions to, e.g., withdrawing hammers or differance, or

to the theory of descriptions or indeterminacy of translation. Such
abbreviations facilitate discussions among those in the know, but
hinder access to outsiders, making reading a single text like eaves-
dropping in on the middle of a conversation. This is one source of
the common Analytic complaint that Continental writing is willful-
ly obscure and only discusses previous philosophy; both impressions
are largely artifacts of looking in an on-going conversation from
the outside, long after it started. Continentals get similar impres-
sions from Analytic philosophy, despite its famed clarity, which is
largely a matter of familiarity. We do not hear our own jargon, Jjust
as we do not hear our own accent; it simply seems like the way words
are pronounced or philosophy is done —until we encounter a foreign-
er. To read a single work presupposes considerable familiarity with
a long, intricately interrelated series of works, each of which in
turn presents the same issue, but some degree of jargon and quick
allusions is the price we pay for expertise. Vast opportunities open
up once one has passed this barrier, but it is a steep and forebod-

ing summit to cross.

So, while there is less opprobrium today than in the past, I fear
that this lessening is not the result of greater understanding and
fruitful interaction between the two, but because they’ve simply
stopped paying attention to one another. We have moved from scornful
denunciations to apathetic mutual disregard. Some may see this as a

kind of progress, but I consider it a terrible, terrible loss.
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In Defense of Divides

Although some philosophers see the discipline as organized
around an “analytic-continental divide,” this distinction has
never really made any sense. There are no deep philosophical and
methodological similarities that unite those commonly placed in
the “analytic” category, and the same hold for those identified as
“continental.” And this should come as no surprise. Philosophy
itself is a motley of idioms, ideas, debates, methods, puzzles, and
aspirations. It would be utterly astounding, unbelievable in fact,
were all of the philosophical activity over the past century to
have produced but two “schools” or “traditions.” And a moment’s
reflection demonstrates how absurd it all is. Can anyone really
point to a significant and deep “divide” that separates Davidson
from Gadamer into wholly distinct philosophical traditions that
doesn’t also place Sellars and Hegel into the same tradition? Can
anyone identify deep features of the Foucault/Derrida debates and
the Searle/Derrida debates that render the former an internecine
dispute and the latter a cross-traditional division? Or consider
Rawls, Habermas, Ranciere, Nussbaum, and Honneth; to be sure, these
figures disagree mightily about issues in political philosophy. Cut
can anyone take seriously the idea that they are each pursuing a

different kind of political philosophy?

The “analytic-continental divide” is a myth, a fabrication of mid-
to-late 20th Century professional philosophers. To be sure, some
myths and fabrications are worth preserving. But not this one. The
“divide” between analytic and continental philosophy does not need
to be “bridged.” Rather, the myth needs to be dispelled.

Here’s why. The myth of the divide now serves to constrain
philosophical thinking. It does so by enabling philosophers

to easily (all too easily) dodge philosophical disagreement

by ascending to metaphilosophical diagnoses which posit deep
methodological differences that in turn serve to explain away the
disagreements. So, rather than pursue disagreements between, say,
Nozickians and Foucauldians, the myth of the divide allows each

camp to evade the other, while also enabling them to both insulate
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their ideas from criticism, and yet carry on condemning the other
“tradition” as philosophically defective. This is philosophically
retrograde. The myth of the analytic-continental divide obstructs
examination of the actual philosophical divides and disagreements

that matter most.

Given the current state of the world, the need for outright and
unhampered philosophical argumentation is paramount. That the
discipline has erected its own blocks to all-in engagement is
tragic, and that is spends so much time monitoring, policing, and
fortifying these blocks is irresponsible. 1In dispelling the myth
of the analytic-continental divide, we open the space of reasons
to broader engagements. It is for the sake of confronting those

divides that the mythological one needs to go.
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A few years ago, I participated in a workshop that brought to-
gether pragmatists and phenomenologists. After two days of scholarly
discussions, we had a final opportunity to discuss the state of the
profession for pragmatists and phenomenologists. It quickly became
very clear that members of the two groups felt a real affinity for
each other because they felt similarly marginalized by analytic phi-
losophy, which is certainly the dominant mode of philosophizing in
North America.

While I sympathized with them, their experiences didn’t align with
my own. Throughout my career, I have felt well-supported as I have
moved back and forth between traditions. I started out as a very
analytic undergraduate philosopher. During my M.A., I had shift-

ed to a more continental approach. I wrote my thesis on Gadamer’s
hermeneutics, and my first conference talk was on Gadamer. I start-
ed my PhD intending to do continental philosophy. My new department
was quite analytic and colleagues warned me that my continental work
would be diminished there. On the contrary, some of the most ana-
lytic philosophers in the department attended my first departmental
talk - on Heidegger - and were really supportive and interested. My
work ultimately shifted away from continental philosophy - but not
because anyone discouraged me from doing it. I just became interest-
ed in other things, and I followed my curiosity. These days, my work
borrows elements from both the analytic and the continental tradi-
tions. I continue to feel welcome and respected in my philosophical
community whether I’'m working on analytic metaphysics or 1’écriture
féminine. I guess I’ve been lucky to have avoided marginalization as

a sometime-analytic, sometime-continental feminist pragmatist.

Part of how I’ve gotten away with my continental aspects is code
switching - being able to flip back and forth between speaking to an-
alytic philosophers in their terms and to continental philosophers
in theirs. My wide-ranging philosophical background makes me a good
code-switcher. Code-switching is a lot like switching between lan-
guages in multilingual settings. And, as with multilingualism, I
think there are huge advantages. I like to say that I read continen-
tally and write analytically. I think that’s a quite good approach,
and one that has really supported my philosophical work.
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Another big part of whether one is accepted as a continental (or
pragmatist or feminist, etc., etc.) philosopher is which depart-
ment or region one works in. Some departments (like my own) culti-
vate environments in which colleagues respect and value each other’s
methodological and subdisciplinary differences. Some departments,
though, seem to disvalue (or even punish) divergence from the norm.
From my perspective, there are probably more pluralistic departments
in North America (I know less about other parts of the world) than
there are narrow, non-pluralistic ones. The trouble is that some of
the non-pluralistic departments are quite famous and influential.
Even if there are lots of pluralistic little departments, if the
big, powerful departments in general reject continental philosophy,
then that sends a really discouraging message to the philosophers
working in that tradition.

Whatever the reasons for the continued marginalization of continen-
tal philosophers, I think it’s really crucial that philosophy as a
discipline start doing a better job of embracing a wide range of
philosophical approaches. As Kristie Dotson points out, characteriz-
ing scholarly work at the margins of philosophy as “not really phi-
losophy” or as “not good philosophy” not only excludes alternative
philosophical methods; it also has the effect of excluding women,
racialized people and other under-represented groups from philos-
ophy. Lack of (demographic) diversity is one of the biggest prob-
lems (perhaps the biggest problem) facing philosophy today. I think
that we are going to need generous, optimistic, supportive pluralism
about philosophical approaches if we have any hope of solving that
problem. And if we don’t, it’s not clear to me how much longer phi-

losophy as a discipline will last.

Shannon Dea

University of Waterloo (Canada)
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MiAtog¢ @®godoociou
Ecole des hautes études en sciences sociales
YnegObuvoc Epyotafiou Idedv

H 6éon pou eival 6Tl n dLAKPLON AVOAUT LKAC KOl NIELPWT LKAC @LAO—
coplag e€lval Unapkth, OAAX TO @LAOCOPLKSO gvdLlapépov yLI/ oauthv €lval

K&TL 1O avOuyLeLvo.

Katapyxdg, dev BAénw modc umopel xovelc va apvnbel tnv Unopén tng —
Vi T €AANVLIKE dedopéva, Ol OXeTLKEQ gpyaoleq TOoU TTEALOU BLpRLd&xD
delyxvouv 61l autn n diLdxkption dev amotelel amdd kol pdvo éva texvntod,
TOALTLKO 1) OTevA aradnualkd (ATNUR, GAAX éva yvHo Lo «X&opo» peTafy
dUo mapaddboewv orkéyng, &pbpwong Adyou Kol YPUEHC: 1 omoTiunon, Ouwg,

TNG QLAOCOQLKAGC TNG onuoaciog amoteAel B&ua evieAdc dlopopeT LK.

Kuplwg via Adyoug BLoypa@lKoUg, O @©LACCOQLKOCG MPOoRANUAT LopdS yUpw
and 1n dLdrplLon dev KATAQPEPE VO IPOCEAKUCE L TNV IPOCOXH pou: Efexivn-—
O HEAETOVTIAC QLACCOPIA TV MaOnuot LkOV Kol @LAoco@ia 1ng dUoLKAHC:
otnv meplintwon auth, n Ld&a pLog oVT (MOANG «NIELPWT LKAGC» @LAoocoplag,
m.X , vio tn Teviky Oswpla tng IxetirdéINTAg, TNV KBaviounyow lkn o

n Gewpla TV ApLOudvV, Kol O oUVenakOAOUBOC TEPLOPLOT LKOC XOPUKIN-—
pLoudc TV 60wy dLdPfala g omAd Kol pOVo «Epya AVOAUT LKAC @LAOCOO(—
ag», pou NTav TPaKTILk& adlavénTtog. Me tov Wittgenstein apydtepa wg
10 KUpLO Béua peAétng, m&AL dev éPRAsma mOG n IPOONAWON OTn OLAKPL-—
on pe BonBoUoes vo eufabive: dUOKOAN €VTIACOOVINL TX BLTTYKEVOTXIV LKA
VoI T& amokAE€ LOTLKY oTn pilo f tnv &AANR mAeupd 10U XAOUXATOC — KL O&v
enedlwéa kov va 1o emixelphow. Emimiéov, dUo epyoaciec pe eliyxov meli-
oel LrovomolnTLk& OTL TO UEPOVOUEVO €VvOLapépov yia Tnv (dita tn &L1é&-
Kplon Atov, and BLTITYKEVOTALV LKA OKOILA, ONXTAAN TOAUT LUOU XPoVvou:
éva xelpevo 1tou Koot KwRoalou —Tou mLo €pydT LKOU BLTTYKEVOTALV LKOU

@ LA0COPoU otnv EAA&Da— OTo omolo ol H&VTIECQ KATNYOPOUVIOV VIA «ue-—
TAEUOLKEG Xlpalpeg», eite autol mpoépyxoviav omd TNV OVAAUTLKN €lte
ad TNV NIELPWT LK @LAocopiar kol pla epyacia tou Jim Conant yia TO
Tractatus («The Search for Logically Alien Thought: Descartes, Kant,
Frege, and the Tractatus»), oInv omola Ol «AVOAUTLKO(» mpoRAnuoTtL-
opol tou PBLPBALOU €vTAOCOVIOV PE OUYKAOVLOTLKO Tpdmo oInv Lotopia Ing
eLhocopliag, avolyoviag dpduoug mépo amd omoLladNmoTe TOAWON £QEPVE I

QVOAUT LKA—NIIE LPWT LKA O LAKPLON.

H mpdtn oop& mou éviwoo 6Tl 1 dLdxkplon dev elval pla aenpnuévn Ldéa
N plo meplbwplaky ovt iANUn, oAA& k&TL To (oviovd Kol OpaCcTApLO péoa

OTO TVeUPAT LKO HouU meplLPaAAOV, oUVvEPn xatd meplepyo TPOIO WG €EAQ:
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og pla dL&AeEn yia 1o €UpU KoLV, Axouoa &vav yvootd EAANva peAeInth
NG apxalag €AAnvikNg eLAocopiag va dnidvel dnuooliwg, pe éva efoalpe-
TLRY AILO OAAX AKPWC TATEPVOALOT LKSO Upog, 61l «Euelic ol ovaAuTtilkol
katodofBaivoune tov IMAdTOVA — Ol NUELPWTLKOl ocuvddeipol pog dev 1OV
kaTohoBaivouv, mdg va 1o x&vouues»! MéxplL 1d6Te, dev elyxa povitaotel
6Tl &vBpwmol pe TOAU TLO OTEVH KL €E€LOLKEUPEVA QLAOCOP LKA €VvdLa-—
eépovia and péva, Ba xotadlxralov pe TETOLEC AEOPLOTLKEC dNADOELC TNV

aVAYVOON TV «NIELPWT LKAOV» @LAOCOP LKAV KELPEVOV .

H avaxdiuln outlh dAlofe pL{Llxk&d Tnv mopela Pou O1n @LAOCCOQ(o: TPOKRA—
A€0€ PLO AXXTHOA VIO TIELPUUXT LOPS Kol OLeUpuvon IOV ©LACCOQLKOV UOU
opLlo6VviwVv, TOAU meplLoocdtepo am’ 6,1l €lxa BLdocel &g 16Te. H avayve-
on tou O voug kL O koouog tou John McDowell evioyxuoe 1n AoXt&pa pou
auth, odnydvioac pe amd tov Davidson kol Ttov Quine otov Heidegger xot
Tov Gadamer, kot and tov Kant tou Peter Strawson otov Hegel tou Rob-
ert Pippin xal tov Teppavixkd IdsoAilopd. H mopela auth pe €pepe o1

eaLvoupevoloyia, Tnv oamoddunon, In AoKOV LK TUxov&AUOCTn, TNV NIELPETL-
KN} TOALT LKL @LAoco@{a kol tov Zizek. MoAovodtl ta meplRPAAAOVIO QUTIX

dev ratdpepoy TeAlkd va pe Kpatnoouv, autd dev OUVEPRN Adyw TAXA ING
EANAeLlnG emixeLlpnuoatodoylag f Adyw BewEenT LKAV OUVEIE LOV Toug (Onwg
O meplipeve rovelc olpewva pe tn dLdxkpLlon) « amevovt {ag, OUVERN YVLIX

Tov (dLo Adyo mou evkatodeimel kovelg évov omoLodAmote ©LAOCOQPO 1 TO
omo LOdATIOTE OXNUX OKEYNC: Ue KOUpOOoEe HIVEUUNT LKA 1 adldkonn emav&Anln

KO L OVOKUKA®ON TOV RBACLKOV LO€OV QUTOV TOV ®LAOCOQ LKAV XOOWV.

Se kovéva onuelo auing tng mopeloag dev olobdvOnka 61Tl oupPLPalduouv
e KATL Alydtepo 1) OTL éKOVA EKITOOELC OTn OKEYn pou. Amevovtloag,
dlLaniotwva k&Be 1600 OTL 1 CUCTNUAT LKL OEOUEUCH OTO «XAOUA OVAAUTL-—
KNG KXl NIELPWTLKAG @LAoco@lac» dev pe Ponboloe Vo KATAVONOW KOAU-—
Tepa autd mou dLdPoala 7§ vo euRablive mepLocdtepo oe autd. MAAANOV TO
avT{6eTo ocuvéPalve: OTLg meploTdoelg erelveg 6mou n dLAKpLOn yLIvoO—
TV aLoONTh, Tm.X., €YELPOVINC €PWIAUATN YLl TO OUYYPu®Llkd moldV TOoU
@LAOCOPOU TO €pyo TOU omoilou elxe méoel ota XéplLa pou (ypdopel rabBapd
o Derrida; éxel emixelphuota o Adorno; eival ovaAUTLKOGC 1) NIE LPW—
T1k6G¢ 0 McDowell;) 1 0€TOVING OLANUUATO YL TN AOY LKL CUVEINE LA TV
YPAITOV TOU, €m)pXeTo OLACTAON INCG MIPOCOXNC UOU KL pla aufoavduevn
KOUOTEPNON OTNV OPAYPATEUOH TV (NTNUATOV Pe Ta omolo €lxo KATAILo-—

otel. Tia map&delyud, ov ue €vdLépepe 1N €VVOLX TNGC KOVOVLOTLKOTNTACQ
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(6mota kL ov elval outyh), Kol n mpoaypdteuon pe odnyouoe, A.x., omd
tov Davidson otov Fichte 7 tov Hegel, dev amokdullo amoAUTwC Timote
EILYELPOVING Vo melow Tov goautd pou 6Tl o Fichte kot o Hegel eival
(4 dev eglval!) «nuelpwTtlroli» ral 6Tl yxpel&letal €voag mPOANIT LKOC
eupBoAlaoudc mpotoU aPooLwbd oTnv oavdyvwon Tou £pyou Toug. OuoAoyou-
LEVWC, ouvovtoUoa ueyoAUtepeg OUCKOAlec oTOo €pyo TV HIELPOTI LKAV, TO
AefLAOYLO TOUG evioTe pe £évile evd n RabUTepn PEQLUVA TWOV YOAIITOV
Toug dev pou Htov ndviote EerAOopn — aAAX aUTA poU CUuVERXLVOVY O dL-—
apopeT LkO Pabpd pe xk&be @LAdcOPo, oveldptnta amd TOV MIPOCHAVATOALORd
TOU ®GC IPOC TO «XAOUX OVOAUT LKAC KoL NIELPWOT LKAC @LAocopliag». H AUon
Htov va dlLafdow meplLocdtepo, vo AdPw un’ oYLy coPfapdbrtepa 1O LOTOPLKO
nAa{oclto, vo ameubuvid dLad LKTUakd Og KATOLOV €1dLKOTEPO OTO Béua amd

LéVO KOl QUOLKA v avTANow PBonbeila amd 1n deutepelouca BLRALoypapia.

Aev éxw xopla évdelén 6tL o mepLocdtepog kOIOC, N €KTeVHG oulntnon
KXl N ouotnuotlkéTepn avdyvwon dev amnod(douv kaprnoUg, TAXX €IeLdn
K&mo Lol @LAOCOPOL €{Vval «OVOAUTLKOI» KL KATOLOL &AANOL «NIIELPWTL-—
kol». AviifeTa, n TmPOKATUPROALKN €ypHYyOPOoH OTOUC UMNOT LOEUeVOUC KLVOU-
VOUQ, OTOoUG omoloug n mopayvoplon tng dLdxplong ¢épetal O6TL €rOétTel
TOV QLAOCOQLKO VOU, amodelkvUudTayv TAVIOTE OVOOTUAT LKA KAL ©LAOCO® LKA
axopran. H @Liocopla, Beswpd, e€lval éva moAU dUOKOAO Kol QuolIntLko
eyxelpnua — mpémet Aotmdv koavelc va déxetal Bonbela amd OmoUu KL AV

IpoEpXETAL .

Mia mapduola oTdon amévoavil otn @LAocopla xapaxtneilsel xrol Tov Td-
IO TIOU JLOuopeOV® To mpdypauua Ing oelpdc oulnitnoewv Epyotdéio Idedv
O0TO KEVIPO Tng ABnvag €dd xal £&L xpdvia. Qortdoo, oto miaioLo autd,
N €ILAOYN ORLANTOV Kol OeudTov okovidetel TOAU OUXVA O1n O LaQopo-—
molnon tng @LACCOPLOC O QVOAUT LKA KOL NIELPWT LKA: I KAVOAUT LKN»
Oepatoloyia dev éxel mépoon OTo €AANVLIKS KOLVO, €VQO I «KNIELPWT LKA
Bploxkel m&vtote eupela avtamdxkplon. EvioUtolg, dev Bewpd O6TL ouUuth 1
KATHOTOON AVIOVOKAX PLO OUVELONTH €TLAOYH: OIAQC OTNV €AANV LKLY TIPXY-—
BaT LKOTNTA, I GVOAUT LKA @LAocoplia dev eival €flooUu yvwoTIn pe 1NV
NIeLPWT LKA, O Tétolo Pabud pdAiota, ®Gote 1 Unopén xol Ol IPORANuO—
Tiopol TNG mEAOTNG Vo AauoTeA0UV £va KOAG KPUPPEVO PUOTLKO IIOU HEQL-—
Hével Tov EAANVA ovayv@oTn vo TO ovakoAUyel. AANG outd dev onuaivel
61l mpémel xavelg povopepdg vo ddoel mpoTepxldINTA €(Te OTNV AVAAU-—

TLKA €lTe OTNV NOELPWT LKA @LAOCOQ (.
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SUPMEpOOPAT LKA, OPOAOY®D TNV aduvaplo pou vo KATOVONOo® TN @LAOCOPL-—
K} onuooci{o Tou X&OUATOGC OVOAUTLKAGC KL NIELPOTLKAC @LlAocopliag. Emi-
TAéOV, TLOTeUw OTL, av TIPOKeLTHl KATOLOGC VO KATAILXOTE [ OUoTnUOT LKA
He €mLPEQPOUC QLAOCOP LKA TPOPBANUXTN, II @LAOCO®LKN mopela Tou dev Oa
weeAnBel ov éxel xout& vou TLC OUoKOoAleg Kol To OLANUUATH TIOU YEVVA 1)

IPOCHAWCN OTo X&ouo outd.
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The Enduring Importance of the Analytic/Continental
Split

As a former sportswriter I was fascinated by the case of
basketball player Ben Wallace, who enjoyed a solid career in the
NBA. Mr. Wallace acquired a reputation among cognoscenti for being
the most underrated player in the sport. Yet there came a point
when even casual fans began to call him “underrated,” and thus it
was complained that he had actually become overrated. Whether or
not this conclusion was fair, we easily recognize the possibility
that something gains such a reputation for being undervalued that
we begin to rate it too highly, forgetting the grain of justice in
its previous neglect. But the opposite also occurs: something comes
to be so widely regarded as overrated that we lose sight of why
it was ever esteemed. This is now the case with the split between
analytic and continental philosophy, which organized our view of the
discipline for several decades, but has become an object of growing
professional contempt.1 I have encountered at least four different
reasons for this disdain:

’

1. “The distinction is merely sociological.” This assumes that the
existence of different subcultures in a field reflects nothing more
than the sad dynamics of prejudiced group solidarity or cligquish
in-group behavior. Yet there are often good reasons why one group
emerges through commitment to certain axiomatic principles and
another through allegiance to different ones. Rather than assuming
that one of the groups has disreputable motives, we ought to

consider the respective merits of their assumptions.

2. “It is ridiculous that there should be more than one kind of
philosophy.” Though no one finds it absurd that there are 914 bird
species in North America rather than just one, it will be said

that this is a different case, since knowledge ought in principle

1 Though I am not sure who originally coined the terms “analytic” and “continental,” I
first encountered them early in graduate school in a book by the (continental) philosopher
of technology Don Ihde, Consequences of Phenomenology. (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1986.) The
Preface and First Chapter wrestle with the distinction directly.
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to be unified. But at best this is a goal, not a starting point.
Competing approaches exist even in physics, and insisting that just
one prevail would risk premature exclusion of the most fruitful

alternative.

3. “The other side are just fuzzy, self-indulgent historians /
narrow-minded logic choppers with no historical or literary sense.”
Such insults are often exchanged, though we should not forget a
built-in asymmetry: analytic philosophers are currently the dominant
party in philosophy departments, and thus have more to gain from
unification than continentals, who as a rule are less apt to decry
the split.

4. “There is no split, because I personally embody the overcoming

of it.” In analytic philosophy we find those who think that since
they or their friends work on such emblematic continental figures as
Hegel, Nietzsche, or Heidegger in elite analytic departments, those
who work on them elsewhere must simply not be very good; the blogger
Brian Leiter is a shining example of this attitude. In continental
thought we find Alain Badiou, an important thinker whose pride is not
unequal to his talent: for him, the analytic/continental distinction
is null and void, since he himself uses set theory notation but

also writes about poetry.? Here Badiou forgets that he still belongs
squarely to the tradition of continental philosophy, barely read by

analytics.

If there is a genuine distinction between analytic and continental
philosophy, what is it? As I see it, the most powerful clue is found
in an important lecture of the 1890s by Franz Brentano, one of the
last major figures appreciated by both camps.3 As Brentano sees it,
philosophy has two different aspects: in one sense it is like the
natural sciences, making discernible progress over time by increas-

ing our knowledge of whatever topics it investigates; in another it

2
3

Alain Badiou, Being and Event, trans. O. Feltham. (London: Continuum, 2013). Page xiv.

”

Franz Brentano, “The Four Phases of Philosophy and its Current State,” which can be found

in English in Bal&zs M. Mezei & Barry Smith, The Four Phases of Philosophy. (Amsterdam: Ro-
dopi, 1998.)

161



162

gavagai / ykaBaykxdai | letters

is more like the fine arts, with periods of ascendance dominated by
classic figures and eras of decadence filled with epigones, with no
pattern of continuous improvement. Though Brentano’s translators Me-
zei and Smith try to do justice to both aspects in their commentary,
they openly favor the “science” model of philosophy over the “fine
arts” model, and are quick to dismiss such important continental fig-
ures as Heidegger and Derrida as degenerate obscurantists. If Mezei
and Smith were typical continental philosophers instead, they would
simply have done the opposite. But as I see it, the key to forward
movement in philosophy is to do justice to both impulses described
in Brentano. And given that analytic and continental philosophy are
both too beholden to just one of Brentano’s model, it is likely that
both need replacement, rather than bridge-building synthesis or the

final triumph of one.
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Sapere aude:
The exhaustion of theory and the promise of philosophy

It 1is agreeable to 1imagine a future 1in which the tiresome
‘analyticContinental split’ is looked back upon as an unfortunate
temporary breakdown of communication - a future in which Sellars
and Habermas, Davidson and Gadamer, Putnam and Derrida, Rawls and

Foucault are seen as fellow-travellers on the same journey
Richard Rorty

I think that it is at least arguable that the present state
of philosophy is interestingly marked by the exhaustion of a
whole series of theoretical paradigms. Analytical philosophy,
as I mentioned above, has happily achieved some historical self-
consciousness and become interested in its own tradition, as well as
realizing that there is indeed a compelling story to be told about
Germanophone philosophy between Kant and Frege. But one wonders
whether this is too little too late, and whether the interest in
the origins, the history, or indeed the Hegelian prehistory of
analytic philosophy, as well as the current vogue for post-analytic
philosophy, are simply attempts to shut the stable door after the
horse has bolted.

In the German context, the Frankfurt School after Habermas’s
retirement is rather uncertain about its present agenda and future
direction, and it is often difficult to see what now distinguishes
it from broader mainstream movements in Anglo-American moral and
political philosophy and social theory. Of course, this was the
implicit point of much post- war German philosophy: normalization
after the catastrophe of National Socialism. More widely, Germany is
philosophically somehow becalmed, and the great post-war generation
of Habermas, Karl-Otto Apel, Ernst Tugendhat, Michael Theunissen,
Dieter Henrich, and Niklas Luhmann are almost all either deceased
or retired, and their successors have not yet reached their
intellectual heights.


http://www.newschool.edu/nssr/philosophy/

Simon Citchley

165

And let’s face it, Paris is not what it was. The collapse of
neo-Kantianism in France in the 1930s and the rise of what the
French called ‘les trois H’ (Hegel, Husserl, Heidegger) produced
two generations of stunning intellectual brilliance. In the first
generation, one thinks of Levinas, Sartre, de Beauvoir, Merleau-
Ponty, Lévi-Strauss, Lacan, Bataille, and Blanchot. In the second
generation, one thinks of Althusser, Foucault, Derrida, Deleuze,
Lyotard, and Kristéva. But while Derrida is still very much going
strong, and there is plenty of interesting philosophical work going
on (in particular the renaissance of French moral and political
philosophy) and an intriguing renewal of phenomenology, one has

the impression that none of this is exactly going to set the world
alight.

Of course, this poses problems for the usual idea of Continental
philosophy. The once-justified professional insider rationale was
that there was a philosophical tradition extending from German
idealism and romanticism, through to phenomenology, hermeneutics,
and the Frankfurt School, which was either forgotten, suppressed,
or simply ignored by the dominant analytic approach. In this

sense, and with a gesture that is utterly English, and which can
be traced back to Mill and Arnold, it is a question of importing
foreign prince(sse)s from over the water, of illuminating the dour
utilitarianism of the island with a little Continental sweetness
and light. But Continental philosophy itself, as I understand it
and have tried to explain it, faces two substantial problems: first,
as already indicated, there is not that much interesting work going
on across the Channel; and second, much of the tradition that was
ignored is now being interestingly read and used by analytically
trained philosophers who are working on the ground prepared by

philosophers like Taylor, Cavell, and Rorty.

To one ruminating in a millennial mood, it is unclear quite what
the future holds philosophically, if anything at all. But to look
on the bright side, I would like to conclude the book with a
couple of possible remedies for the present situation. Let’s go
back to where my story started, with Kant. Kant summarized the

project of Enlightenment in the words sapere aude, which might be



166

gavagai / ykaBaykxdai | letters

freely rendered: dare to think for yourself. That is, Continental
philosophers cannot, and in my view, should not, expect any new
prince(sse)s from over the water. We cannot expect to import the

next grand Continental paradigm from Frankfurt, Paris, or wherever.

We have to think for ourselves philosophically, which is, of course,
an extremely hazardous business. But I think such work is beginning
and I would even say that there is emerging, in Britain and
elsewhere in the English-speaking world, a genuine and non-sectarian
recurrence of interest in deep philosophical issues informed by both
major traditions, and a sense that these issues must be addressed

to local conditions and learn to speak the dialect of the place and
the language of the tribe. Part of the problem is that Continental
philosophy has been reduced to a list of proper names, with various
competing methodologies attached, that one could survey with
enthusiasm, bewilderment, or indifference during one or a series of
introductory courses, or by reading books like this one. In my view,
it is no longer a question of worshipping a series of proper names,
but of doing something with what they left behind; doing creative,
inventive thematic work and not restricting oneself to translation

and commentary.

Philosophy must be clearly argued conceptual creation in critical
relation to given traditions of thinking, and not a melancholic
mourning for missed opportunities or a mere technique for sharpening

one’s common sense.

As I have tried to show, the current divisions in the study of
philosophy are a consequence of certain more or less inadequate
professional selfdescriptions. Both Continental and analytic
philosophy are, to a great extent, sectarian self- descriptions that
are the consequence of the professionalization of the discipline,

a process that has led to the weakening of philosophy’s critical
function and its emancipatory intent, and to its progressive
marginalization in the life of culture. As such, to borrow Rorty’s

word, the distinction has become tiresome.

The story I have tried to tell in this book is how this distinction
can be related back to a more interesting historical picture

where analytic and Continental philosophy can be viewed as vital
expressions of the problem of ‘the two cultures’: scientific

explanation versus humanistic interpretation, empirical- scientific-
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Benthamite-Carnapian versus hermeneutic-romantic-Coleridgean-
Heideggerian. My claim has been that when this cultural situation
is not properly understood, then we risk getting stuck in a rather
fruitless, and indeed pernicious, stand-off between scientism on
the one hand, and obscurantism on the other. To understand aright
the two-cultures problem in philosophy we have to understand the
divergent paths that philosophy took after Kant and the different
problems that came to define it. I have tried to sketch the
Continental side of the story by focusing on the theme of the crisis
of reason after Kant and describing the problematic of nihilism that
this provokes. My hope is that once this story has become clear and
we have learned to overcome any lingering sectarianism, then we
might begin to move on philosophically and face up to issues of deep
and enduring intellectual interest, such as those concerned with the

gap between knowledge and wisdom.

Finally, this is what I want to offer as the promise of philosophy,
as a promise that can hopefully be kept: that philosophy might
form an essential part in the life of a culture, in how a culture

converses with itself and with other cultures.

Philosophy is that moment of critical reflection in a specific
context, where human beings are invited to analyse the world in
which they find themselves, and to question what passes for common
sense in the particular society in which they live by raising
questions of the most general form: ‘What is justice?’, ‘What is
love?’, ‘What is the meaning of life?’. Even more crudely stated,
the hope is that the various considerations to which such questions
give rise can, through enquiry and argumentation, have an educative,
emancipatory effect. As Stanley Cavell notes, philosophy is the
education of grown-ups. But this should hardly be news, as it is a

description of philosophy that would not have surprised Socrates.

First Published in Continental Philosophy: A Very Short Introduction, New York: Oxford
University Press, 2001, Chapter 8, pp. 123-127.

The excerpt is being republished with the authors consent.
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Academic philosophers tend to work with an implicit philosophy
of mind when they address their own intellectual production. They
presume that ideas, or at least their own, are forged in an inde-
pendent thoughtscape untainted by the sullied struggles of material
history, social conflict or the sordid aspects of their own psycholo-
gies and private lives. Freely generated within the established pro-
tocols of logic, argumentation, hermeneutics or historical analysis,
philosophic ideas are thus assumed to be the products of pristine

and rigorous minds.

This top-down view of professional philosophers’ theoretical produc-
tion favors a specific set of responses to the gquestion of the re-
lationship between continental and analytic philosophy. Individual
thinkers often presume that they can or should simply define these
terms and the true nature of their relationship, either by asserting
that they are essentially different, fundamentally compatible, or
that particular differences or similarities should be either over-
come or maintained. Relying on the metaphilosophical presumption of
a privileged intellectual vantage point from which these two ‘ideas’
of philosophy and their relation can be definitively defined, such an
approach turns a blind eye to the ways in which these terms func-
tion as contested social signifiers embedded in concrete theoretical
practices and deep material histories, which are not susceptible to
suddenly changing due to the bombastic, self-aggrandizing fiats of

individuals.

What, then, if we were to take things the other way around? Instead
of having philosophers survey the theoretical landscape from their
purportedly elevated vantage point and myopically lay claim to the
supposed nature of ongoing practices and fraught struggles, what if
we began with the latter in order to demonstrate the extent to which
the former was, in fact, only a resultant, a historical residue that
has all too quickly forgotten its own historicity? This would mean
that ‘analytic’ and ‘continental’ philosophy—rather than being cate-
gories for a free and independent mind to define and compare—would be
understood as theoretical practices inscribed within the deep his-
tory of institutions of knowledge production, which have actually

forged the supposedly free and independent minds of philosophers.
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This does not mean in the least that we are destined to perpetu-

ate these practices. On the contrary, it is precisely by unearth-
ing their socio-historical, cultural and political constitution that
we can denaturalize them and gain leverage over them. Indeed, the
transformation of theoretical practices requires a long and ardu-
ous descent from the privileged tower of the isolated mind, with its
apparently expansive visibility, into the dark dungeons of thought
upon which it was built. This anti-Platonic descent into the cavern-
ous underworld of the foundations of ‘pure thinking’ is part of what
I have undertaken in books like Logique de 1’histoire and Interven-

tions in Contemporary Thought.

Since this is not the place to enter into details, let us simply
note that what is today generally called ‘continental philosophy’
can perhaps best be understood—at least for the purposes of this
heuristic preliminary sketch—as a theoretical practice that emerged
with the institutionalization of philosophy in the modern European
university since approximately the end of the 18 century. In the
context of the rising power of the natural sciences, and later the
social sciences, as well as the partial demise of certain metaphysi-
cal givens and social hierarchies, philosophy turned to its own tex-
tual past in order to legitimate itself as a university discipline
with a unique set of hermeneutic and historical skills. In the time
stretching approximately from Hegel to Heidegger, it established and
consolidated what is now known as the canon of European philosophy,
with its purported birth in ancient Greece, its characteristic mod-
ern turn around Descartes, and its contemporary moment defined by the

Whiggish gaze of the author telling the story.

What is called ‘analytic philosophy’ emerged approximately a century
later. In an institutional endeavor to align itself on the natural
sciences, it sought, among other things, to transform philosophical
analysis into a scientifically rigorous discourse. Distancing itself
from the intricate complexities and ambiguities of textual and his-
torical interpretation, it has attempted to elevate itself through
the constitution of a pristine world of exact positions, transparent

descriptions, logical arguments and rational reconstruction.
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Material practices such as these are not reducible to simple ideas

that could be the private property of individual philosophers who

define them for themselves. They are the common property of those who
have inherited them, as well as the institutions of which they are a
part. It is only by subjecting the illusion of the private property
of ideas to critique, and descending into the cavernous underground
of material history, that we can begin the arduous labor of concrete

understanding and material transformation.

Gabriel Rockhill is a Franco-American philosopher and cultural critic. He is Associate

Professor of Philosophy at Villanova University and founding Director of the Atelier

de Théorie Critique at the Sorbonne. His books include Counter-History of the Present:

Untimely Interrogations into Globalization, Technology, Democracy (2017), Interventions

in Contemporary Thought: History, Politics, Aesthetics (2016), Radical History & the

Politics of Art (2014) and Logique de 1’histoire (2010). In addition to his scholarly

work, he has been actively engaged in extra-academic activities in the art and activist
worlds, as well as a regular contributor to public intellectual debate. Follow on twit-

ter: @GabrielRockhill
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Lors de mon cursus de philosophie a la Sorbonne dans les années
1990, j’avais été étonné de voir que le programme de philosophie
était largement basé sur une sorte de canon d’auteurs classiques -
Platon, Descartes, Kant notamment a qui 1’on pouvait ajouter Aris-
tote, Spinoza ou Hegel - mais qu’une partie non négligeable de la
philosophie (que je ne connaissais pas encore sous le nom de « phi-
losophie analytique ») y était fort peu enseignée. J’ai progressive-
ment décidé de transformer cet étonnement initial en enquéte sur les
réceptions de cette philosophie en France. J’'y ai été guidé par la
lecture de Jacques Bouveresse, auteur de référence pour moi (cf. Why
I am so Unfrench and Other Essays, Collége de France Edition, 2013).
Mon sujet s’est brutalement incarné lors d’un échange assez violent
avec un anthropologue d’un certain age, agrégé de philosophie, qui
m’avait déclaré qu’a son époque « on n’avait pas besoin de lire
Russell ou Wittgenstein pour savoir que ¢a n’avait aucun intérét ».
J’y ai vu le fil rouge de mon travail : comment pouvait-on avoir une

telle certitude.. sans méme ouvrir un de leurs livres ?

J"ail parcouru des archives, réalisé des entretiens, je me suis
beaucoup appuyé sur les travaux de Pascal Engel aussi, et j’ai pe-
tit a petit découvert a quel point les logiques disciplinaires de

la philosophie en France (autour d’un groupe restreint d’auteurs
canoniques) tendaient a construire une sorte d’habitus intellec-
tuel national (Norbert Elias) particulierement rétif aux principes
de la philosophie analytique (cf. « La difficile réception de la
philosophie analytique en France », Revue d’Histoire des Sciences
Humaines, n°11, 2004, p. 69-99). J’y décrivais comment la formation
philosophique, encore de nos jours, me semblait en tres forte adé-
quation avec ce qu’écrivait Halbwachs dans son introduction a L’évo-
lution pédagogique en France d’Emile Durkheim : « Comme 1’a remarqué
Durkheim, les hommes de la Renaissance, par hostilité vis-a-vis de
la scolastique, n’ont pas retenu de 1’enseignement médiéval ce qui
méritait d’en étre conservé, le souci d’une forte culture logique,
et ont ainsi frayé les voies a une culture purement littéraire, gré-
co-latine, qui cherche & former surtout des écrivains diserts, des

maitres d’éloquence, des causeurs mondains ».
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Est-ce toujours le cas aujourd’hui ? On ne peut nier que des évolu-
tions ont eu lieu : Russell et Wittgenstein font a certains égards
partie des auteurs dorénavant classiques, mais il n’en demeure pas
moins que la marque de la « grandeur philosophique » reste toujours
attachée a des figures intellectuelles capables de disserter avec
brio (mais tout ce qui brille n’est pas d’or) d’a peu prés tous les
sujets, notamment politiques. La fascination pour les auteurs obs-
curs me semble toujours aussi grande. Pour ne prendre qu’une figure
particulierement antithétique par rapport aux idéaux analytiques de
clarté démonstrative, Heidegger reste un auteur majeur aux yeux de
nombre d’intellectuels francais ce qui justifie que le Seuil en pro-
pose de nouvelles traductions. Or comme le soulignent des journa-
listes qui les interrogent sur ce choix : « Longtemps, celui-ci a
jouil d’une influence considérable aupres d’auteurs aussi variés que
Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Levinas, Foucault, Derrida et tant d’autres.
Mais depuis trente ans, son nom est entaché par le débat sur son

nazisme et son antisémitisme » (https://bibliobs.nouvelobs.com/

idees/20170419.0BS8205/pourquoi-nous-publions-heidegger-aujourd-hui-

le-seuil-s-explique.html). Je crois que le cas Heidegger est emblé-

matique et symptomatique de la fracture entre les deux cultures phi-
losophiques, analytigque et continentale, qui perdure en France (cf.
Michel Baudouin, « Heidegger selon Arendt, ou le portrait d»>un nazi
en penseur post-moderne », Biens Symboliques, Symbolic Goods, n°l, a

paraitre) .
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According to a popular saying, people who deny that any dif-
ference remains between the political right and the political left
always turn out to belong to the political right. Similarly, in my
experience, philosophers who say that the continental/analytic di-
vide is far behind us usually reveal continental, rather than ana-
lytic sympathies. Aside from that, it seems to me that it is still
quite easy to tell an analytic philosophical text from a continental
one, not just on the basis of “external” features (hosting publica-
tion, originating institution, form of presentation, etc.) but on
grounds of philosophical content and style. To be sure, some conti-
nental philosophers have been mentioning and occasionally discuss-
ing, more often than they were -say- 40 years ago, views originating
in analytic philosophy (the reciprocal is much less frequent). This
may be an effect of increased presence and prestige of analytic phi-
losophy on the European continent, and more generally in continen-
tal-dominated geographic areas. However, in continental literature
analytic views are rarely taken seriously. Sometimes, they are made
the subject of deliberate “misreading” or metaphorical interpreta-
tion; or they are quoted in support of some philosophical thesis
that has entirely independent origins and motivation; or they are
challenged, not on argumentative grounds but as the expression of
some despicable attitude or conception (often on the basis of ut-
ter misunderstanding). This is why continental discussion or criti-
cism of analytic-originated views is seldom of interest for analytic
philosophers (symmetrically, analytic use of continental materials,
while infrequent, is mostly regarded as childish, based on oversim-

plification, and lacking depth and context).

This already provides part of my answer to the second question. I
shall interpret it as “Is it possible to bridge the analytic/con-
tinental divide? (and, if so, is it a good idea to try?)”. For it
seems to me that “bridging the divide” is certainly not necessary.
Both communities are thriving, each in its own way: continental
philosophers are selling a lot of books (comparatively, of course),
and have much greater influence (again, comparatively) on the rest of
culture, the media, and the educated public. Analytic philosophy, on
the other hand, has been spreading in the academia more than ever

before: while preserving control of the most prestigious profession-
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al journals and of many important departments in the Anglo-Ameri-
can world, it is now well represented in continental Europe, in the
East, and in Latin America. On the other hand, there is no denying
that, in principle, both analytic and continental philosophers could
profit from reading one another: philosophy is being done on both
sides, and it would be silly for both the analytic and the continen-
tal to rule out the very possibility that any of it may be good phi-
losophy. The reason they don’t read one another (and probably won’t
- not in the immediate future, anyway) is, in a sense, the same in
both cases. It is connected with the intense professionalization

of analytic philosophy. Analytic philosophers are simply too busy
keeping up with the ever more exacting demands of their profession;
furthermore, such demands prominently involve specialization, hence
the narrowing of each philosopher’s philosophical focus (and compe-
tence). Continental philosophical writings are generally too broad
in scope to contribute to hyper-specialized research; moreover, most
of their content lies beyond the (severe) limits of each analytic
philosopher’s competence. On the other hand, obviously, hyper-spe-
cialized research is hardly accessible to the average continental
philosopher (indeed, it is hardly accessible to anybody but the spe-
cialists themselves). I believe hyper-specialization to be a problem
for analytic philosophy itself, not just for continental philoso-
phers who might be interested (see D.Marconi, Il mestiere di pensare
["Thinking as a Trade”], Einaudi 2014). If we succeeded in address-

ing it, then perhaps some sort of cross-fertilization might develop.
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Dans un livre intitulé Philosophie contemporaine (Presses uni-
versitaires de France, Paris 2008), je fais reposer la distinction
entre philosophie continentale et philosophie analytique sur deux

séries de caractéristiques

Philosophes analytiques Philosophes continentaux

Primat de 1’argumentation Primat des « visions »

) ) Caractere oblique et historique des
Caractere direct des problématiques )
problématiques

o ) ) Profondeur, largeur de vue et globa-
Clarté, précision et minutie 1
ité

Recours a la métaphore, effort sty-
Littéralité des formulations
listique

o o i i Visée interprétative de la philoso-
Visée aléthique de la philosophie

phie

Cette distinction recouvre des prétentions philosophiques distinctes
des philosophes, et des attitudes intellectuelles opposées de leurs
auditeurs, en particulier les étudiants, et de leurs lecteurs. Elle
n’est ainsi ni géographique ni linguistique ; et il existe autre
chose en philosophie que ces deux pdles : de la philosophie ni
analytique ni continentale.

Qu’attend-on de la philosophie ? Des arguments, des raisons claires,
discutables, des vérités ? On est alors plutdét du cdté analytique.
Attend-on des visions, des perspectives historiques, des interpréta-
tions globales ? On est alors plutdt du cété continental ? Que veut-
on en faisant de la philosophie ? Mieux comprendre des idées correc-
tement définies et fournir a un auditeur ou un lecteur des raisons
contrdlables, méme si le résultat est finalement limité on est analy-
tique. Cherche-t-on a offrir une profondeur de pensée, un émoi lit-
téraire, voire un frisson métaphysique ou, tout au contraire, radi-
calement sceptique ? On est continental.

L’alternative se retrouve a chaque époque. Aristote, saint Thomas,
Duns Scot, Descartes ou Kant sont des philosophes analytiques. Une

liste de philosophes continentaux, en comprenant de chaque époque,
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pourrait aussi étre établie. Nos attentes philosophiques nous font
nous tourner vers des philosophes d’une liste ou de 1’autre. Notre
facon de comprendre les philosophes du passé place aussi un philo-
sophe sur une liste ou sur une autre. Aprés tout, on peut lire Plo-
tin comme un philosophe analytique ou Aristote comme un philosophe

continental.

La philosophie analytique peut étre aussi caricaturale et creuse que
la philosophie continentale. Elle joue avec les theéses et les argu-
ments, comme on se contorsionne et fait des acrobaties. La technici-
té analytique, parfois vaine, est cependant moins trompeuse que la
fausse profondeur.

Du reste, ce qui caractérise la philosophie, depuis cent ans, c’est
n’est pas la distinction entre analytique ou continental mais 1’ac-
croissement exponentiel du nombre de philosophes : toujours plus
d’étudiants, de professeurs, d’écrits, dans toujours plus de livres
et de revues, avec un « grand public » a séduire qui s’accroit. La
philosophie est devenue un sport de masse. On la trouvait dans des
cénacles choisis et dans des bibliotheques, elle a aujourd’hui des
magazines, des émissions de radio et de télévision ! Et la philoso-
phie continentale, mieux a méme de plaire aux amateurs, a sur 1l’ana-

lytique un net avantage de diffusion.

Y a-t-i1il1 (encore) une distinction entre la philosophie continentale
et la philosophie analytique ? Oui, elle existe encore. Elle n’est
pas historique, mais correspond a ces deux sortes d’attitudes intel-
lectuelles, inconciliables, s’agissant de savoir « ce que veut la
philosophie et ce qu’on peut attendre d’elle », pour parler comme
Jacques Bouveresse. Est-il nécessaire de dépasser cette distinction
entre les deux attitudes ? Non. On peut craindre gqu’une prétendue
conciliation, recommandée parfois au nom de la tolérance ou de 1’ou-
verture d’esprit, ne ferait finalement qu’ajouter a la confusion des

esprits.
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The Analytic-Continental divide has no doubt narrowed since the
end of the twentieth century and is currently much more blurred and
nuanced than it was. Some Continental philosophers no longer ignore
the major contributions to metaphysics and the philosophy of lan-
guage coming from within the Analytic tradition. A vibrant trend in
America reintroduces such traditionally neglected or scorned phi-
losophers as Hegel and Heidegger into the core curriculum, and as a
result, the (implicit or explicit) background of contemporary phil-
osophical writing in English is presently being reshaped. Indeed,
inner changes within each tradition, regarding the content of the
questions asked and the methods applied for answering them, are in
the course of creating a new space, in which the issue of the di-
vide would probably seem irrelevant, obsolete. It has already become
harder to label some new efforts as either ‘analytic’ or ‘Continen-
tal’, and the classification may simply reflect an automatic instinct,

based almost entirely on geographical and linguistic identities.

However, I believe that we can locate two areas where the divide is
still strongly felt. The first is actually no area at all; it is a
meta-area. I am thinking here mainly of questions about the limits
and margins of philosophy: the natural manner in which sociological,
psychological, theological and aesthetical theories find their way
into some of the contemporary Continental writings is still total-
ly foreign to the Analytic conception of philosophy as a discipline.
This meta-philosophical difference is expressed also in the style
of writing. While contemporary Analytic philosophers cling, by and
large, to the traditional insistence on a what they conceive as a
“clear” style, some Continental philosophers still keep the liter-
ary gist that characterized so strongly French writing in the second
half of the twentieth century - the style of writing which, in the

footsteps of Deleuze and Guattari, we can label ‘minor literature’.

The other area where the divide persists is political philosophy.

A kind of radicalism that characterizes some Continental political
writing is totally absent from the Anglo-American scene. I am think-
ing, e.g., of the philosophies of Agamben and Virilio, and before
them, those of Ranciéere and Badiou. Although Marxist or anarchist

traits are salient and important for the philosophers I have just
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mentioned, and this is not incidental, the breech does not concern a
particular position in political philosophy, but rather the overall
approach to the topic. One could say, perhaps, that such Continen-
tal philosophers think of political philosophy as First Philosophy,
whereas a similar stand can nowhere be seen in the Analytic scene.
This position is crucial, for it entails significant consequences for
the kind of truth sought by philosophers, the way judgements are
reached, and philosophical responsibility and commitment are formed
and expressed. Thus, the two “areas” I am referring to here are
actually intimately linked and express the same refusal to be dis-
solved, or translated, into the conservatism characterizing Analytic

language.

Sadly, it is my impression that this kind of radicalism - in content
and in style - is gradually being washed away and that contemporary
European philosophers tend more and more towards conservatism in

both respects. But I am not writing my contribution in the capacity

of a prophet. I certainly hope I am wrong. Time will tell.
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Personne ne pourrait nier sérieusement 1’existence de la dis-
tinction, appréhendable a de multiples niveaux : celui de la lutte
pour les positions universitaires, des réseaux scientifiques, des
auteurs considérés comme classiques, du style d’écriture philoso-
phique voire de la langue utilisée. C’est un fait qu’on doit bien se
résoudre a constater : il existe au moins deux communautés qui, tout
en ne se parlant pratiquement pas entre elles, revendiquent pour
elles 1l’exercice de la philosophie. Et pourtant, malgré la force de
cette évidence, elle reste un point aveugle de la réflexion philoso-
phique, un pur faktum, dont aucune des deux communautés ne parvient
a rendre raison, comme si 1’écart entre les deux traditions était
devenu tel que non seulement on ne pouvait plus s’entendre sur la
bonne maniere de faire de la philosophie (ce qui, sans doute, est
une constante dans l’histoire de la philosophie), mais qu’on ne pou-
vait méme plus comprendre ce qui nous séparait exactement, ni for-
muler précisément les termes de 1l’opposition (il ne s’agit pas des

objets de recherche, pas non

Un tel état de fait, pourtant, devrait étre comme une écharde dans
la chair du philosophe : comment la philosophie, discipline réflexive
par excellence, science des principes, pourrait-elle accepter de
reposer sur une telle contingence ? La vérité philosophique peut-
elle étre au bout du compte affaire de tradition, de culture voire
de préférence personnelle (rigueur et scientificité des “analytiques”
contre profondeur et sensibilité littéraire des “continentaux”) *?
Des tentatives existent bien pour délimiter les compétences de 1’une
et de 1l’autre de ces branches philosophiques, mais parce qu’elles
émergent toujours d’un cété, elles ne satisfont jamais entierement
1’autre, qui ne s’y reconnait pas. En outre, la diversité interne a
chacune de ces traditions est bien plus grande que ne le soupc¢onne
17autre : c’est seulement pour les “analytiques” que la philosophie

continentale existe comme unité, et vice-versa.

Que faire ? Sans doute n’a-t-on d’autre choix, aujourd’hui, que de
ne pas accepter les termes du problemes tel qu’il est posé, de ne
pas partir du fait de la distinction et de s’intéresser aux pro-

blemes philosophiques, a la chose, en suivant la voie de ceux que

Bergson appelle les «grands optimistes”, qui est de “commencer
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par supposer résolu le probleme a résoudre” (Les deux sources de
la morale et de la religion, p. 306). Cette époke méthodologique
d’un fait pourtant indubitable est peut-étre la condition de toute
ambition philosophique universelle. Elle n’est pas une exigence
seulement négative, puisqu’elle suppose aussi de croire qu’il
existe une communauté plus basique et plus unitaire des problémes
philosophiques, 1l’unité non pas de nos questions, mais des choses,
et des questions qu’elles nous posent et que nous avons a formuler.
Dans cette confrontation aux choses, cette exigence méthodologique
implique de se familiariser avec les textes, le style voire les

outils logiques de la tradition adverse.

Elle suppose aussi de ne pas décider a priori du critere de la
scientificité d’un texte philosophique. Il s’agit la d’un point au
ceeur du malentendu. Il est de fait, me semble-t-il, que lorsqu’ils
prennent la peine de lire quelques analytiques, les continentaux
sont plus enclins a les prendre au sérieux qu’ils ne le sont eux-
mémes par leurs collégues de 1’autre bord. A quoi cela tient-il ?
Sans doute a ce que la philosophie analytique s’entoure d’un appa-
reil formel plus conséquent et plus codifié que la philosophie conti-
nentale. La conséquence de cela, c’est que ne fait pas de la philo-
sophie analytique qui veut : il faut avoir des notions de logique,
et parfois de logique formelle. L’entrée en philosophie analytique
est plus coliteuse qu’en philosophie continentale, et la technicité
est un rempart solide contre 1’imposture. Certains articles de phi-
losophie analytique ne disent pas grand chose, mais au moins disent-
ils toujours quelque chose, parce que l’armature logique de leur
argumentation les protége de ne parler de rien (depuis les critiques
de Carnap contre Heidegger, la tradition analytique est hantée par
ce danger). Il faut reconnaitre que ce n’est pas le cas en philoso-
phie continentale : parce qu’elle met un point d’honneur & conser-
ver, pour la philosophie, le langage naturel, rien ne la préserve
immédiatement de la supercherie. Il nous arrive en effet de parler
pour ne rien dire. Toutefois, 1’absence d’un criteére a priori ou
d’un seuil nettement délimité, permettant de faire le départ entre
bonne et mauvaise philosophie, ne signifie pas qu’il n’y ait pas de
critere du tout, ni de différence entre bonne et mauvaise philoso-

phie continentale. L’argument sorite est tout aussi sophistique en
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philosophie qu’ailleurs : du caracteére nécessairement vague de la
limite, on ne peut pas déduire 1’absence de limite. Inversement,
ce n’est pas parce que la limite est bien nette, que tout ce qui
se trouve du bon cdté vaut la peine d’étre lu : d’ou le décourage-
ment de certains continentaux devant la vacuité de certains articles
d’auteurs analytiques reconnus. Il faudra donc admettre de ne pas
posséder a priori les criteres de la bonne philosophie, accepter
le risque de la supercherie, et 1l’effort de la démasquer autrement
qu’en lui appliquant, de 1l’extérieur, des catégories logiques aux-

quelles sa rationalité propre lui demande de rester étrangere.
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ZtéALo¢ BLppLdarng
Kabgnyntng @LAocoolog

184 TuAuo Iotoplag kot ®LAocopliagc tng EmiLothung
EOvikO kol Kamodiotplakd Moavemlothulo ABNvOV

HopatnpeltTol ouxvd nwg €ivol oAU dUOKOAO VA IPOCdLOPLOTOUV
QOPOAN KPLTAPLY VLI TNV ool dLa@oporoinon tng ovoAUuT LKAG omd Tnv
NIeLPWT LKA @LAocOopia. Oa umopoUooue, OXNUATOMOLOVIAG O onuovtLkd Boabud
nv Bedpnon tng Lotoplag Tng @LAocoplag amd Ta TEAN tou 19° aldva uéxpl
TLC pépeg pog, va ouvolliooupe Ta OUVABWG XPENOLUOMOLOUPWEVA KPLIAPLX 1
opddec xpLinplev wg £&Og:

I. YEQYPUP LKA Kol LOTOPLKY OTOLXELlQ IMOU ava@épovIol OTNV oVAITUEN
KoL OTNV €EEALEN OPLOPEVOV OLACCOQLKOV T&Oegwv, aeevdC OTLC
AyyAopuveg xhpeg, fexlvoviag and tn MeydAn Bpetovia, kol otn
SrovdLvapia, apetépou otnv Tepupavia, tn TodAla, oAA& Kol TNV
Itaiia.

IT. {NTAPXTA @ LAOCOQLKOU TmeplLeEXOUévou, Oewpleg KAL OUYKEKPLUEVECQ
TomoBeTAOE LG, €VOLAQEPOVTIN, OeuaTLlKEQ TPOoTepaldINTEC KAL
vevikdTepeg otdoelg, 6nwg, PetoéU &AAwV, TPEOHOL AVILPETIOILONG
NG PETUPUOLKAC mapddoong Kol TV Oxéoewv PeTtall ¢@LlAocopliag
KXl Lotoplag tng @LAocopiac, kol Ofécelc O6mwg pegallopdg Kol

AVT LPEOALOUOC, QUOLOKPOTIO KoL U QUOLOKPAT LKEC VT LAQYELC.

IIT. oL uloBeToUpeveg pébodol, upe tnv gupltepn Kol Tn otevdTeEPD
onuocia tou 6pou, OmWC SLAPOPETLKEC CUAAAPELG KAl HIpooeyyloeLg
@©LAOCOQ LKOV mpoPAnu&twv, aflomoinon 1, aviibeto, unotiunon
KOl OIIOQUYT LOTOPLKAOV Tpooeyylioewv, éuoacn oTn XENHON AOY LKAV
TEXVLIKOV KAl QOPUAALOPOU OTnv avaoUuykpOTINon INg @©LAOCOQ LKAGQ
eLXeLlpnuatoloylag B, oamd tnv &AAnR mAeupd, KPLTLKH 1nC
unepPBoAlkic €&&ptnong omd TNV AOY LKL, OUCTNUATLKY eunldiwén tng
IPOCEKT LKAC avAAUONG TNG YAMOOOC, He avaywyl o xdmolo PBobLd
Souf) N KoL OTLC TMOLKIAEQ KOLVEG XPNOELC TV AffeV YVIX TNV
neXNéTn NG OxkéYyng, o ovilmapdbeon pe TNV eaLvousvoloylia,

TNV €PUNVEUT LKL, TN yeveadovyia kol tnv omoddunon Oewpldv Kol

EVVO LAV .

Iv. 10 Upog, mou umopel va oxetiletal pe Tnv dLA0EAALON ING
auotnEdINING, TING OUVOXNG KAL ING CAPHVELAG, HE OTOXO TOV
KOAUTEPO EAEYXO ING €YKUPOTINTING KXL TNG opBdINIAC TWV
enixelpnu&dtewv, 1§, and tn oxkomld TNG NIELEETLKAC Bgdpnong,
ne Tnv ovoalhtnon Ing  Rablinrog, ITNG OPWIOTUIN(XG KAl TING
dNuLovpyLKOTNTAG.
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V. n ov&detén enmLOTNULKOV/YVWOTLKOV 1) olovel €mLOTNULKOV apXOdV
TOU @LAoCOQelv, Og aVTLOLAOTOAN pe olodNTLKEG KoL, €L1dLkOTEPA,
AOYOTEXVLKEC KAVOVLOTLKEC apXég mou ealvetal voa rabopllouv o

onuovt LkO PBabpd kol TNV €mLAOVH uedddwv kol TEOUC.

Efetdloviagc autd T kplthpla, dev apyel ravelg va rataidfel mwg gival
p&taln n ovalHTnon avoaykaleov Kol €mopKOV oUuvONKOV mou 6o VT LOTOLXoUoov
og kK&molx oucla TNG OVOAUTLKAGC [ TNV NIELPWTILKAC avIAnyng Tou
@eLhocopeiv. Zeg r&Oe meplintwon, oxdun KoL ov TA dLAPOPET LKA KPLTHPLA SEV
TOPUIEUIIOUV O ovaykoleg xal enopkelc ouvOnkeg pmopel Vo OIOKOAUITOUV
OLKOYEVELAKEQ ONOLOTNTEC TIOU OUVIEOUV TO UEAN PEPLKOV OAAX OX L OADV
AVEEXLPETWG TWV OXOADVY N TACEWV TV dUO QLAOCOPLKOV «OTPATOMEdOV». Ol
opoLldINTEC AUTEQ HMPOKUNTOUV KL KAOLEPOVOVTIAL WG DLAKPLT LKA yveplopaTto
néoa amd Tnv mepimlokn Lotopia ouykpdINOoNg opddwv KAl oUvouaddoewv
@LA0COpwV. T outd kal eival vopullw eUotoxn n npdétoon Tou Xovg-I'Ldyxov
TKAOK VO €VVONOOUUE TA XUPAKINOLOT LKA TNC OVOAUTLKAC O LAOCOQIOC wg éva
TAEYUX OLKOYEVE LOAKOV OUOLOTHTOV KXL LOTOPLKOV deopdv emidpocnc mou

OUVOEOUV OUYKEKPLPEVOUC ©LAOCOPOUC 1E dLaPopeTLKOUC TpPdIOUC.

[IoAAo{ OTLC Hépeg pog mapatneoUv mwg n diopdxn teivel va fegmepootel
KXl TIOC UNAPXEel MPOCEYYLON TV EKIPOOHIOV Twv dUo mapaddceswv. ILotelw,
Kot/ apxhv, 6Tl umopoUue vo exAdPoupe 1o UPOC KAl TO [OOC TV dUO
napaddoewy avT{OToLXX ©G €vde KT Lk& OtolXela TOV PUBULOT LKOV LDedV
SLAPOPET LKAV, VYVOVIUWY TPOIOV TOU @LAOCO®Ee (v mou umopoUv va OUyKAl{vouv.
Ynootnellw mwg n oavoduT Lk napddoon, vooUpevn umd plLa eupela évvola,
éxel ovantUfel onuovilkég opeTég, ol omolieg ouvoylilovial OTn AOyLKN
auotnEdOTNTIO OTNV E€mLXELlPpnuaToAoyia, TNV axpifela Kol Tn CUPAVE LX

oto Upog ypapnc kol kUplwg Tnv mIpoohAwon ot RabUTepeC KAVOVLOTLKEQ
apxécg opBoroyLlkoéTNTHg Kol €AeyEipdintac. And ouUutéc TLQ APeTéC pmopouv
vopidln va snoeeAnboUv kol ol oaviinmodol tng otoav 6&Aouv va ovadelfouv
KOAUTEPA, VO KATHOTACOOUV dlauyelc ral va vnootnpiéouv 11g (dlLeg ToOUC
TLC¢ tomobeTnoeLlc. Aev gival tuxaio 611t o Pltoapvi Pdptu, évag @LAdO-
coQoC avabpepupévog PEca  OTNV AVOAUT LKL nop&doon, Tnv HOAEUd OoIOoTe—
Agopat Llkdétepa and GAAOUC pe 1a OLKA 1ng SmAo. Qotdoo, dev ap@ L BEAAD
O6TL KL ol avoAUTLKOl éxouv va d1daxboUv moAA& amd TOUC NIELE®T LKOUCQ,
epunAovut i {ovtag Tov Beguatird Toug opllovia, oUVELdINTOHOLOVING TNV

LOTOP LKA & L&CTOON TNC HPORBANUAT LKAC TOUG, KAL avanTUooovIag HEYOAUTEPED

UIOPE LOKY, TOALTLOULKA KOL TOALT LKA esvualobnola mou mpoodeut k& Oa
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AVTAVOKAOVTOL OAO KoL MeploodTepo KAL OTLC dLKEC ToUug ovalnthoeLg.
Exel{vo mou €fakoAouBd va SUOKOAeUOUAL VA E€KTLUAOW £l{val 1 ®LAOCOQ LKA
afla Tnc mpdopaTng «KHETAUOVTEPVAC» €EEALENC TNC NIELPKMT LKAC nopddoong,
KOOOC KOUL 1 AELTOUPYLROTNTO KeLlPévev Xapakinplloéupevov amnd &va okote Lvd
Kol vnmepPBoALlxr&d pnrtoplkd Ueog mou mpoomnoleltal 1n Pablinta. dLAdcOQOL,
6mwg o AAXLV MmovtLoU kol o ZAxROT Zilex amoTeAoUv KT Tn yvOun pou
npbTUNN TIPOC AIoEUYH!
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La philosophie dite analytique est issue d’une tradition inau-
gurée, en particulier, par Frege, Moore et Russell, puis Wit-
tgenstein, suivis par Carnap et bien d’autres, au début du siecle
dernier. Il est vrai qu’elle s’est distinguée d’une autre tradition
dite continentale issue de Hegel, Heidegger ou Nietzsche. Nous gar-
dons a 1l’esprit les propos de Russell au sujet de 1’idéalisme alle-
mand qui «l’étouffait» ou encore ceux de Carnap dans ses critiques
de Hegel, Heidegger ou méme Descartes, ainsi que la mise a 1’écart
par Wittgenstein dans le Tractatus des discours sans attache empi-

rique.

Le qualificatif de «analytique» revient a Frege et concerne sa mé-
thode logiciste qui consiste a analyser le discours arithmétique
pour en montrer le fondement logique. Cette méme méthode a été éten-
due par Russell aux mathématiques, puis a la théorie de la connais-
sance sous la forme du réductionnisme. Wittgenstein avait critiqué
Frege, Russell et Peano pour avoir limité leur méthode au logicisme
sans songer a lrappliquer a drautres discours en rapport avec le
réel. C’est par la logique qu’il résolut les problemes du Tractatus
concernant la maniere dont le langage représente le réel. Carnap
présenta pour sa part une méthode permettant de construire logique-
ment le monde. Ces deux auteurs peuvent étre considérés comme étant

les représentants les plus orthodoxes de la philosophie analytique.

Le terme «analytique» n’est toutefois pas percu comme étant le plus
satisfaisant, i1l trace juste les perspectives d’une philosophie ex-
trémement variée et évolutive et qui consiste a travailler sur le
langage par le moyen d’une analyse rigoureuse en se distinguant a

la fois de la phénoménologie et de la linguistique. La philosophie
analytique se caractérise d’une maniere tres générale par son refus
des discours a caractére spéculatif, par sa distinction des sciences
tout en se voulant scientifique et par 1’application de la méthode
d’analyse du discours. Elle serait alors censée s’opposer a la phi-

losophie dite continentale par ces caractéristiques.

I1 faut tout d’abord remarquer que le qualificatif de «continental»
comme opposé a «analytique» n’est pas tout a fait justifié étant don-

né que bien des philosophes dits analytiques viennent du continent,


https://www.google.gr/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0ahUKEwiQsKH-ke7VAhVHBcAKHTErBnUQFgguMAE&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.fshst.rnu.tn%2Ffr%2Fteam%2Fm%25C3%25A9lika-ouelbani&usg=AFQjCNGCQhhEwEzboakvImsTXtgSkoblHg
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y compris, Frege a qui on doit le nouvel usage du terme en tant que

signifiant «fondé logiquementy».

Mais Hegel et surtout Kant n’étaient-ils pas également en quéte de
fondements? Par ailleurs, la phénoménologie de Husserl n’a-t-elle
pas pris racine dans l’antipsychologisme de Brentano tout comme Fre-

ge, Moore.., leurs chenins ayant divergé par la suite?

Selon Austin (1950), malgré quelques points communs au départ, les
deux philosophies «ont les pieds sur des sols différents» et il est
peu probable qu’elles puissent se rejoindre. « Peut-étre le temps
aidant, réussirons nous a nous rapprocher peu a peu». Le temps a-t-

il réussi a rapprocher les deux philosophies?

La distinction entre philosophie d’inspiration analytique et la
philosophie continentale doit étre maintenue mais peut-étre avec

un nouveau regard que Wittgenstein a permis de Jjeter dans ses ré-
flexions post-Tractatus. En effet, la philosophie analytique est
devenue moins «idéalisée» dans le sens wittgensteinien du terme,
c’est-a-dire que les regles régissant notre langage ne sont pas
«stipulables» a la maniére dont le sont celles de la logique, d’une
part et qu’elle s’intéresse a toute sorte de probléme philoso-
phique, d’autre part, en pratiquant une méthode qui privilégie

1’analyse rigoureuse, la discussion et 1’argumentation.

La distinction entre les deux pensées, issues de traditions diffé-
rentes, ne peut étre évincée. Elle consiste en deux méthodes diffé-
rentes d’approche des questions philosophiques, dont la plus efficace
a plus de chance d’étre partagée et retenue, comme c’est le cas pour

les théories scientifiques, .
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Although the boundaries between analytic and continental phi-
losophy are sometimes fuzzy (both originate in Austrian and German
philosophy), there is indeed a distinction between their respective
problems, styles, methods and focus, which anyone can verify by e.g.
applying to university jobs. It would be desirable to overcome it,
if philosophers could be aware of what goes on in the other side.
But it is not desirable if it means producing a kind of philosophy
which is sloppy, scornful of the ideals of reason, and mostly an-

ti-theoretical.
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Analytic philosophy is a tradition that philosophers belong to
in virtue of taking certain texts to be canonical (such as those of
Frege, Russell, Kripke, and so on), certain patterns of citation to
be mandatory, and certain aims or values as central (such as argu-
mentative rigor, clarity of writing, and so on). Membership in the
analytic tradition is a matter of degree, as is membership in any
philosophical tradition. But “continental philosophy” does not a
label a single tradition of philosophy, but rather indiscriminate-
ly groups a variety of different traditions of western philosophy
whose main commonality is that they are not the analytic tradition.
Since “continental philosophy” is not a label for a single tradition
of philosophy, there really is no single thing as the analytic-con-
tinental divide. Rather, there are many such divides, corresponding
to the different traditions of continental philosophy. These divides
exist as reifications of patterns of citation and writing style.
(Like all such reifications, they exist, but they exist only in the

most superficial way.)

There should be no expectation that each of these divides is equal
in width. And it is not clear that each divide is equally important
to bridge. The divide between analytical philosophers of mind and
phenomenologists is narrow and many bridges crossing it have been
already been built. The divide between analytical philosophers of
logic and so-called postmodernists is vast, but I see little profit

in bridge building here.

In general, what does it mean to ask whether bridge building is nec-

essary? Necessary for what purpose? Necessary for whom?

No one knows for sure what the proper methodology for philosophical
inquiry is. Given this, it is probably a good thing that there are
different distinctive traditions in philosophy that pursue not only
different ingquiries but pursue in different ways inquiry. In order
for different traditions to thrive, they must exist at some space
from each other, and hence it is to be expected that there should be
a divide between these traditions. In order for a given tradition to
thrive, there must be a critical mass of individuals working pri-

marily within that tradition. In order for progress in philosophy
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to stem from this diversity of traditions, some individuals must be
willing to carefully and critically examine works from traditions
other than their home tradition.

Although I was trained in the analytic tradition, learning from
other traditions of philosophy, specifically German Idealism, An-
glo-American Idealism, and phenomenology, has greatly improved my
own work. However, many philosophers will produce excellent work
even while operating wholly within a single tradition. I would be
surprised if David Lewis had read deeply any work of philosophy
outside of the analytic tradition. Obviously, that did not stop him

from producing an exceptionally impressive philosophical system!
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Unfortunately, I think there is still an analytic-continental
divide, at least in the Anglophone philosophical world and especial-
ly in certain areas of philosophy. The most entrenched aspect of the
divide is institutional: the overwhelming majority of universities

”

and journals that are generally regarded as “top tier,” especial-
ly in the United States, are almost exclusively analytic, and many
of them still regard continental philosophy as something other than
“real philosophy.” The more interesting question may be whether it
is necessary to bridge this divide. And here, my answer would be:

“it depends.”

During a campus visit for a job in the early 1980s, a very fa-

mous analytic historian of early modern philosophy said to me that
when he read Descartes, he treated Descartes’ writings as if he was
talking to him in his office; Descartes’s problems with the Church,
his radical scientific views, and his challenges to scholastic or-
thodoxy were not, in his view, philosophically relevant. All that
mattered was whether the arguments were sound. Needless to say, I
didn’t get that job. But fortunately, such a view is now as phil-
osophically anachronistic as it was the orthodox view during much
of the 20% century. There are many areas within the history of
philosophy where the best scholars appreciate and are familiar with
research coming out of both the analytic and continental traditions.
This is true, for example, of Spinoza scholarship and for many
scholars working in ancient philosophy. This is, unfortunately, less
true for one of my own areas of expertise - Nietzsche scholarship

- where the analytic-continental divide is much more divisive than
it was forty years ago. I think this has been unfortunate for both
students and scholars interested in Nietzsche’s philosophy, and I
think scholars on both sides of this divide would be well-served if

they were more open to engaging with each other’s work.

Another area where one can see the value of bridging the divide is
in the recent turn in cognitive science and neuroscience to works in
classical phenomenology, primarily those of Merleau-Ponty and Hus-
serl. When cognitive science began as a separate area of philosoph-
ical research, its practitioners were almost exclusively analytic

philosophers, and while they saw the need to know the science in-
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volved in thinking about the workings of the mind, they saw no need
to explore the philosophical inquiries into consciousness that were
at the foundation of continental philosophy in the early decades of
the twentieth century. This is increasingly no longer the case, as
analytically trained cognitive scientists and phenomenologists now

frequently read and engage with each other’s research.

Where I am less enthusiastic about bridging the divide, and this re-
turns to the institutional reality of the divide, is that for more
than a few philosophers and philosophy departments and journals,
bridging the divide means that continental philosophers must become
more like analytic philosophers: they must spend less time address-
ing historical context and more time providing arguments; they must
cleanse philosophical writing of stylistic excess and bring it down
to its logical core; they must publish in the prestigious analyt-

ic journals if their work is to be taken seriously and considered
worthy of tenure and promotion. If this is what bridging the divide
means, then not only is bridging the divide not necessary; it is not
even good for philosophy.

I should confess that I am solidly on the continental side, but I
should also confess that I received my degrees from universities

(Brown and Purdue) that were analytic and pluralist, respectively.
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Gilbert Hottois
Académie Royale de Belgique
Professeur émérite

Université Libre de Bruxelles

Pour répondre si brievement a une question aussi vaste je
préfere adopter la forme du témoignage dont j’assume la part de

subjectivité et le caractere synthétique.

Lorsque j’ai commencé a pratiquer la philosophie de maniere
professionnelle au début des années 1970, il y avait tres peu

de présence de la philosophie anglo-américaine dans les pays
francophones. J’y étais sensible car aprés avoir travaillé dans le
cadre de la philosophie allemande et francaise - spécialement la
phénoménologie et 1’herméneutique - j’avais adopté une approche

de plus en plus critique de celle-ci et je m’étais tourné vers la
philosophie anglo-saxonne avec un premier livre sur Wittgenstein
(1973-76) . A 1’époque seuls G.-G. Granger et J. Bouveresse en
France s’intéressaient & Wittgenstein. Dans ma these de doctorat
publiée sous le titre L’inflation du langage dans la philosophie
contemporaine (1976-1979), je développe une critique des courants
philosophiques continentaux dominants prolongeant de facon ambigué
1’idéalisme et 1l’essentialisme. En méme temps, je constate que
1’obsession langagiére de la philosophie se retrouve - mais en

une grande diversité - chez les philosophes créateurs du XXeme
qu’ils soient anglo-saxons ou européens continentaux (Wittgenstein,
les philosophes analytiques Quine inclus, Heidegger, Gadamer,
Habermas, Ricoeur, le structuralisme, Derrida, Foucault, etc, etc.
Cfr Pour une métaphilosophie du langage, 1981). M’intéressant
ensuite de plus en plus aux questions éthiques suscitées par les
technosciences - en particulier la bioéthique - j’ai retrouvé les
mémes différences d’approche entre le monde anglo-saxon et le
monde européen continental. Bien str, les choses ont évolué et

le panorama philosophique dans les pays francophones est devenu
beaucoup plus pluraliste avec des tentatives de rapprochements
entre des phénoménologues et des analytistes par exemple. La
Belgique a d’ailleurs toujours été plus ouverte aux divers courants
philosophiques que la France et on percoit méme une différence
entre la Belgique flamande plus proche du monde anglo-saxon et la
Belgique francophone dépendante de la philosophie francaise elle-
méme influencée par la philosophie allemande (du moins au XXeme
siecle). Sans doute l’opposition entre le monde universitaire

anglo-saxon et le monde universitaire francais remonte-t-elle au
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Moyen Age lors de la création des premiéres universités : Oxford
et Cambridge plus mathématiciennes, plus expérimentalistes et
empiristes, plus nominalistes d’une part et, d’autre part, la
Sorbonne plus portée sur les arts du langage, la dialectique, la
rhétorique, et les mondes spéculatifs naissants du langage, plus
« réaliste » donc au sens de la querelle des universaux. Depuis
quelques années Jje m’intéresse a la problématique transhumaniste
(cfr Le transhumanisme est-il un humanisme ?, 2014 ; Philosophie
et idéologies trans/posthumanistes, 2017) d’origine anglaise et
davantage représentée dans le monde américain et australien. Et
je retrouve les mémes différences et oppositions de sensibilité
et de conceptualisation : d’un cdété, 1l’ouverture pragmatique
expérimentaliste avec un sens de 1l’évolution, de 1’autre le poids
de 1'’héritage idéaliste, spiritualiste, essentialiste hostile a
la perspective transhumaniste. Tout cela concerne non seulement
1’épistémologie mais aussi 1’éthique et la politique, ainsi que
1l’arriere-plan métaphysique et religieux. Mais la diversité n’est
pas un mal contrairement a ce que peuvent penser des philosophes

essentialistes et idéalistes.
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Franca D’ Agostini

Visiting Professor,

Department of Political, Economic and Social Sciences,
University of Milano

In our globalized and specialized philosophy, we cannot speak of an
«A-C divide» in the sense intended in the central decades of the
last century any more. And yet, the distinction still survives,
because the underlying problem is still unsolved. Said in a very
preliminary way, the problem in my view is that there is something

wrong or something is lacking in each tradition. So it is not

the case of preferring one or the other, because both are - for
different reasons and to different degrees - ‘bad’, incomplete
philosophy.

In this perspective, some bridge-building might be useful, but we
should pay attention, because not any bridge is good: the risk of
combining faults and dropping merits cannot be excluded. Dialogue
and integration are generally profitable processes; less profitable
are mutual ‘contaminations’, so that one part learns from the bad

habits of the other, and ignores the good ones.
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Manolis Simos
(Hughes Hall) University of Cambridge

Bal masqué simpliciter. A pragmatist critique of the an-
alytic-continental divide

In a 1978 interview, Michel Foucault described the philosophical ho-
rizon within which his thought was formulated, and his Nietzsche-in-
spired attempt to overcome it.! This horizon was delimited by two
poles: the philosophy of the subject, dominated by phenomenology and
existentialism, and the philosophy of history, dominated by Hegel.
Quite independently, Richard Rorty attempted to explicate Foucault’s
Nietzschean stance (to which he himself ascribed) in very similar
terms.? According to Rorty, modern philosophy appears in one of two
variations. The first, that of Cartesian metaphysics, is character-
ised by the attempt to ground things, rules and values (ontological,
epistemic and moral) in an ahistorical structure of the subject. The
second, that of Hegelian metaphysics, shares the same metaphysical
features as the Cartesian viewpoint, despite constituting a critique
of it. The founding subject and the world it represents are replaced
by a series of successive discourses produced by history. However,
since history is now considered to be governed by ahistorical rea-
son, the Hegelian viewpoint amounts to the replacement of one set of

metaphysical categories with another.

From Rorty’s radically anti-metaphysical, Nietzschean or pragmatist
perspective, modern philosophical discourse, despite its self-proc-
lamations to the contrary, must be fundamentally identified with met-
aphysics. His diagnosis enables us to understand philosophy as, what
I would like to call, the hypostatisation of the particular. Roughly
put, philosophy gqua metaphysics proceeds as follows: it takes par-
ticular things, as objects of inquiry, as they are at a specific his-

torical moment, usually the present; it removes their specific, his-

1 “Entretien avec Michel Foucault” in Dererr, Daniel, Ewaip, Francois and Lacrance, Jacques (eds.)
2001 (1994), Michel Foucault, Dits et écrits II, 1976-1988, Gallimard (1980, n°® 281), 860-914.
The interview, a locus classicus, was conducted by Trombadori in Paris at the end of 1978.
It was first published in Il Contributo (January-March 1980, 4% year, n° 1), 23-84, entitled
“Conversazione con Michel Foucault”.

2 Rorry, Richard 1986, “Foucault and Epistemology” in Hov, David Couzens (ed.) 1986, Foucault:
A Critical Reader, Oxford: Blackwell, 41-49.
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torical context; it engages in further abstractions; and it finally
considers the result of this process as non-contingent, ahistorical,

or transcendental.

If Rorty is right, it may be more productive to substitute the ana-
lytic-continental distinction with a different one, the distinction
between metaphysical and pragmatist philosophical practice. Needless
to say, I do not wish to claim that the analytic tradition corre-
sponds to the Cartesian pole, while the continental corresponds,
perhaps more appropriately, to the Hegelian. Rather, it seems that,
whatever criterion we employ to draw the distinction,® the two tradi-
tions will again map on to the two—Cartesian and Hegelian—poles al-
ready described. From Rorty’s vantage point, both analytic and con-
tinental traditions, if they are engaged in the hypostatisation of
the particular, amount to variations of metaphysics, and overcoming
the distinction would require the pragmatist abandoning of philoso-

phy qua metaphysics.

A historicist and contextualist pragmatism could be the therapy. For
example, a philosophical approach (in the pragmatist sense) to the
topic of, say, friendship would have to proceed bottom-up rather
than top-down. Instead of a conceptual analysis that would attempt
to specify its ahistorical, necessary and sufficient conditions,

it should start from the concreteness of a historically-situated
case. This can include the fictional, such as an analysis of the
relationship between Levin and Oblonsky in Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina.
One would need to specify its characteristics, situate it in the
context of the nineteenth-century Russian society, compare it with
other relationships described within the narrative, and relevant

cases in other contexts.

3 For an excellent discussion of this issue, see Vrirvipakis, Stelios 2005, “AVaAUTLKI KoL
NIe LEPWT LKA @LAocopla: KpLthnpia oavayvopiong kol dildxpiong” in Neusis 14, 3-47, and 2016, “On
Bridging the Analytic Continental Divide” in Sarsa-Awnanp, Suwanna, Siricean, Kanit, and Sxagr,
Lowell (eds.), Proceedings of the International Symposium, Philosophies in Dialogue: Bridging
the Great Philosophical Divides, Department of Philosophy, Faculty of Arts, Chulalongkorn
University, Bangkok, Thailand, 71-84.

201



202

gavagai / ykaBaykxdai | letters

It goes without saying that many criticisms can be voiced against
the pragmatist picture, both its diagnosis and its therapy: the
pragmatist has simply substituted one form of metaphysics with an-
other (let’s call it nominalism); or it is far from self-evident
that the pragmatist Ubersicht of a phenomenon, like the example of
friendship above, exhausts its meaning. A third criticism—that this
approach turns out to be irrelevant to philosophical practice since
it situates itself outside of philosophy as we know it—may entail
the previous two. It seems, in any event, that by answering the

third criticism one would also answer the first two.

I take the pragmatist stance to be clearly relevant to philosophy
when it offers an internal critique: when it encourages fellow phi-
losophers to see that she is engaged in one or the other variation
of the hypostatisation of a particular. And, even if it does not
lead the interlocutor to give up her position, it may lead to bet-
ter (analytic or continental) arguments in support of a position.
At least, the conversation continues. The Nietzschean and pragma-
tist stance carries on as the murmur of a constant reminder: where
the philosopher gqua metaphysician (analytic or continental) all too
often aims to uncover the real face behind the mask, the pragmatist
tries to show that beneath the mask has been yet another. Jusqu’au
bout.
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Petar Bojanié

Professor

Director of the Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory, University of
Belgrade

Center for Advanced Studies, University of Rijeka

There probably still is a Continental - Analytic divide in
philosophy, but it is entirely irrelevant and therefore completely
unnecessary to “be bridged.” Although bookstores in New York and
London do not hold two sets of philosophy, nor have separate labels
for Continental and Analytic, the first of these two really is an
introduction and preamble into the latter. If we ignore some radical
and trivial suggestions about the abandonment of the ‘historical
element in philosophy’ or the erasure of Anglo-American philosophy
from some imaginary ‘European philosophy’, so-called continental
philosophers are today mostly aging or are to be found outside the
walls of universities. They rarely if ever lecture at philosophy
departments in Europe and the US, publish in philosophy journals,
and their heirs and followers mostly cannot find work in departments
and research institutions of philosophy. Not only can a young
philosopher specializing exclusively in Deleuze or Heidegger not find
work today, but she is aware that her task is to uncover and resolve
problems of the community and that philosophy is a public and
communicative endeavor. The analysis and comparison of texts, study
of context and knowledge of historical models does not represent an
advantage. The young philosopher, regardless of whether English is
his first or second language, reads and studies philosophy in this

language. It is closer to him than other philosophies.

My talk, remember, is entirely about Galen Strawson’s 1978 stay in
Paris, just before beginning his doctoral studies at Oxford with
Derek Parfit (“I attended the Ecole Normale Superieur as an auditeur
libre and French government scholar, joining Jacques Derrida’s Groupe
de Recherche pour 1’Ensegnement de la Philosophie and his seminar
for Yale students in Paris - trying (without success) to understand
what he was talking about”). More than twenty years later, when

I arrived, I certainly did not encounter the same Derrida - this
late Derrida was very clear and concise - nor was I interested in
whether what he did was in philosophy or on its margins. I wished to
learn to use his “method without method,” although really part of
any methodology. And I held Derrida a priori responsible for never
constructing a dialogue with (for example) Putnam, for not bridging
the Analytic-Continental divide. Regardless of the fact that Derrida

spent 1957 at Harvard, as a so-called special auditor, recipient
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T it seems to

of a year-long “Augustus Clifford Tower Fellowship,”
me that it was his love for literature that determined his great
resistance and distance to philosophy as such (and not even only the
analytic kind). This resistance weakened over time, and it would

appear that we have lost it entirely.

1 Jacques Derrida, along with Roger Martin, translates the English manuscript of the Quine’s
“Les frontieres de la théorie logique,” Les études philosophiques, n. 2, April-June 1964,
191-208. This text is preceded by a text by Nagel (who had just obtained his doctorate at
Harvard), also translated from the English manuscript, by Derrida’s wife, Marguerite Derrida.
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