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Abstract

This paper introduces a distinction between three
types of philosophy for which “Asian analytic philosophy”
may be an apt label: (i) engagement with Asian philosophy
through the lens of analytic philosophy, (ii) cross-linguistic
or cross-cultural analytic philosophy where one part of the
comparison is an Asian language or culture, and (iii) Asian
language-driven analytic philosophy, i.e., analytic phi-
losophy driven by philosophical analysis and discussion of
expressions in Asian languages. The paper provides
examples of each type of Asian analytic philosophy and
then proceeds to discuss the philosophical significance of
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some of them. On the assumption that there is cross-
linguistic or cross-cultural disagreement with respect to
philosophical terms, it is discussed whether—or to what
extent—this might lead to philosophical fragmentation,
with philosophical theorizing being semantically rela-
tivized to language or culture. It is likewise discussed what
significance semantic fragmentation might carry for the
normativity of philosophical theorizing, intellectual hu-
mility, and the prospects of philosophy exhibiting any kind
of substantive unity. The paper concludes by identifying
certain kinds of value that might be realized by the three
types of Asian analytic philosophy. Specifically, the paper
suggests that these types of philosophy might serve to
broaden the horizon and scope of analytic philosophy;
may serve to decrease linguistic injustice (a certain species
of epistemic injustice); and may help build the philo-
sophical community in Asia.

Key Words: Asian analytic philosophy, analytic philosophy,
cross-linguistic ~ philosophy,  cross-cultural
philosophy
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I. Three Questions
The starting point of this article is the following question:

Q1. Is there any type of philosophy for which “Asian
analytic philosophy” might be an apt label?

I suggest that the answer to this question is affirmative and
identify three types of philosophy for which the label “Asian analytic
philosophy” seems appropriate. Analytic philosophy is taken to be
characterized by a certain style and methodology: an emphasis on
rigor, systematicity, clarity, and a gravitation towards arguments,
definitions and characterizations of concepts, and discussion and
development of frameworks and theories on the basis of these. My
affirmative answer to Q1 thus involves introducing three types of
philosophy that bear a significant connection to Asia and possess the
aforementioned characteristics.

Against this background I proceed to investigate two further
questions:

Q2. What is the potential philosophical significance of
Asian analytic philosophy?

Q3. What is the potential value of Asian analytic philos-
ophy?

This paper offers neither a particularly systematic nor a
particularly comprehensive investigation of Q1-3. Nonetheless, my
hope is that our three leading questions will be deemed interesting
and that the considerations offered here can serve as an invitation
and encouragement to do more work on the topic of Asian analytic
philosophy.

I1. On the Nature of Asian Analytic Philosophy:
Three Types

Let us turn to our first question:
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Q1. Is there any type of philosophy for which “Asian ana-
Iytic philosophy” might be an apt label?

Yes, there are. In response to Q1, I introduce a distinction
between three types of Asian analytic philosophy and then proceed
to present what I consider to be exemplars of these types of
philosophy. This article offers no rigorous account or charac-
terization of Asian analytic philosophy. Thus, while I propose to
answer Q1 in the affirmative, this article will offer no exhaustive or
complete characterization of Asian analytic philosophy. Accord-
ingly, for all that is said here, there may be several other types of
Asian analytic philosophy in addition to the ones that I introduce
and discuss.

I suggest that the following three types of philosophy may be
aptly labeled “Asian analytic philosophy”:

Type 1: Asian philosophy studied, discussed, and re-
searched through the lens of analytic philosophy.

Type 2: Asian cross-linguistic or cross-cultural analytic phi-
losophy.

Type 3: Asian language-driven analytic philosophy. (Pedersen
et al., 2024: sect. 4)

Consider Asian analytic philosophy of Type 1, i.e., Asian philosophy
studied, discussed, and researched through the lens of analytic
philosophy. This type of philosophy corresponds to what Yasuo
Deguchi calls “analytic Asian philosophy” and characterizes as
philosophy that “interprets Asian thoughts such as Buddhism,
Confucianism, Daoism, Hinduism, Kyoto school & etc. through
perspectives of analytic philosophy in a broad sense and
contemporary classical or non-classical logic” (Center for Applied
Philosophy & Ethics [CAPE], Graduate School of Letters, Kyoto
University, 2012). He takes it to aim at shedding new light on Asian
thoughts and “revive them as viable philosophical options, to
enhance contemporary conceptual apparatuses, and finally to create
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novel philosophical systems” (CAPE, 2012). What I call “Asian
analytic philosophy” subsumes what Deguchi calls “analytic Asian
philosophy.”

There is a massive philosophical literature on classical Asian
texts or doctrines such as The Five Classics and Four Books of
Confucianism and the Abhidharma Doctrine of Two Truths. In the
course of the past several decades a considerable number of authors
have discussed such classical Asian texts or doctrines through the
lens of analytic philosophy, emphasizing detailed discussion and
examination of arguments, characterizations of concepts (including
definitions), theses, and principles.

As an example of Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy, consider
“Abhidharma Metaphysics and the Two Truths” by Kris McDaniel
(2019). The teachings of Buddha seem to be inconsistent: People
should act with compassion and people will be reincarnated—and
yet, the teachings of Buddha also tell us that people do not exist.

The doctrine of two truths draws a distinction between
conventional truth and ultimate truth. The distinction provides the
resources for a consistent reading of the teachings of Buddha: It is
conventionally true that people should act with compassion and that
they will be reincarnated. And it is conventionally false but
ultimately true that people do not exist. A parallel story can be told
at the level of metaphysics: People exist conventionally but not
ultimately.

The theory of two truths has drawn a great deal of attention.
One immediate, fundamental issue is how to construe conventional
truth and ultimate truth. McDaniel’s (2017) favored account draws
heavily on his work on ontological pluralism—a view defended and
developed in a series of articles, culminating in the monograph The
Fragmentation of Being. Very roughly, ontological pluralism is the
view that there are different fundamental modes of being and that
these are expressed by semantically primitive restricted quantifiers.
In addition to the fundamental modes of being, there is a generic,
non-fundamental mode of being that subsumes everything there is
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and which is expressed by an unrestricted quantifier. The
semantically primitive restricted quantifiers are semantically
primitive because they cannot be characterized or defined as the
result of restricting the unrestricted quantifier through some
predicate or operator, and they are restricted because each of them
ranges over a proper subset of what there is.

McDaniel (2019) uses ontological pluralism as a framework
for construing Buddhist metaphysics. Conventional existence is a
generic, non-fundamental mode of being. Ultimate existence, on the
other hand, is a restricted, fundamental mode of being. Ultimate
existence implies conventional existence but not vice versa.
Everything that exists ultimately exists conventionally. However,
some things exist conventionally but not ultimately. They possess
mere conventional existence. McDaniel understands the distinction
between conventional and ultimate truth in terms of the distinction
between conventional and ultimate being (sect. IV). This makes the
ontological distinction more fundamental than the semantic
distinction.!

The framework of ontological pluralism, as developed by
McDaniel, exemplifies the style and methodology characteristic of
analytic philosophy. In particular, key concepts and distinctions are

1 McDaniel (2019: sect. IV) likewise engages critically with other accounts and shows
how one can account for the distinction between conventional and ultimate truth
by grounding it in the ontological distinction between conventional and ultimate
existence. The example just discussed pertains to classical Indian philosophy. As
someone living and working in Korea I have wondered whether there are any
examples for classical Korean philosophy such as Korean incarnations of
Shamanism, Buddhism and (neo-)Confucianism. There has certainly been Western
influence on thought and philosophy in Korea (for a brief account of this influence,
see, e.g., Pedersen et al., 2024). However, it appears that the arrival of analytic
philosophy has yet to merge with—or have a significant impact on—classical
Korean philosophy. In the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy entry for Korean
philosophy, Halla Kim (2022) observes that analytic philosophy—and several other
Western philosophical traditions—did not take “root in Korea and developed a
distinctively Koreanized form of thought as a school” (35). Even so, this does not,
of course, mean that there will be no developments in this direction in the future.
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rigorously characterized. I take McDaniel’s article on the two truths
to be a good example of Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy because
it uses the framework of ontological pluralism to conceptualize and
interpret the doctrine of two truths and does so very much in a way
that preserves the style of McDaniel’s work on ontological
pluralism. Another example of Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy is
found in “The Way of the Dialetheist: Contradictions in Buddhism”
by Yasuo Deguchi, Jay Garfield, and Graham Priest (2008). The
article presents nine passages from Buddhist poetry or theoretical
writings which all appear to feature contradictions. The main
objective of the article is to argue that, while the contradictions of
some passages may plausibly lend themselves to metaphorical or
otherwise non-contradictory readings, the contradictions in certain
passages should be taken literally and accepted as true. This includes
the following passage from Nagarjuna’s Malamadhyamakakarika:

Everything is real and is not real,

Both real and not real,

Neither real nor not real.

This is Lord Buddha’s teaching. (as cited in Deguchi et al.,
2008: 3995)

The passage addresses the fundamental nature of reality. Since
the contradictory passage should be taken literally and accepted as
true, Nagarjuna’s Madhyumaka Buddhism involves—at its very
core—a commitment to dialetheism, the thesis that some
contradictions are true. Dialetheism has been discussed extensively
in analytic philosophy for the past several decades, with Graham
Priest being the most prominent proponent.? The article by
Deguchi, Garfield, and Priest proceeds in a rigorous, systematic
manner and with an emphasis on argument. As such, it exemplifies
Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy.®

2 Please see, e.g., Priest (2002, 2006a, 2006b).
3 The article by Deguchi, Garfield, and Priest was published in Philosophy East and
West in 2008 and, after five years, a special issue of the journal was published with
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A third example of Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy can be
found in the works of Bo Mou. His book Semantic-Truth
Approaches in Chinese Philosophy: A Unifying Pluralist Account
introduces and develops what he calls the Jointly Rooted
Perspectivist Theory of Truth (or “JRPTT” in short)—a compre-
hensive framework for conceptualizing and theorizing about truth
(Mou, 2018). The theory is organized into three levels. Level 0
incorporates the thesis that the nature of truth consists in capturing
how things are, and the related thesis that different types of truth-
bearers (statements, sentences, beliefs, etc.) are true only if they
capture the way things are. At level 0, JRPTT also includes the
principle that elaboration of perspectives on truth should be
sensitive to its various purposes. Perspectives on truth may be
elaborated to place emphasis on certain dimensions or aspects of
truth—which in turn may make for a better or worse fit with a given
purpose. At level 1, JRPTT posits the following principle: for a given
purpose, the understanding of the fundamental thesis regarding the
nature of truth (i.e., capturing the way things are) can be elaborated
for the sake of the purpose—say, characterizing logical validity,
regimenting meaning and reference, theorizing the epistemic and
normative roles of truth, setting standards for moral guidance, or
explaining the success of science. Level 2 of JRPTT draws an
intimate connection between truth and explanation: truth plays an
indispensable role in philosophical inquiry and theorizing (see Mou
[sect. 1.7]).

The book applies JRPTT to early Chinese philosophy: Yi-Jing
philosophy, Gongsun Long’s philosophy, later Mohism, classical
Confucianism, and classical Daoism. To give just one illustration,

critical engagement by Constance Kassor (2013), Mark Siderits (2013), Koji Tanaka
(2013), Tom Tillemans (2013), Takashi Yagisawa (2013), and Brook Ziporyn
(2013) and replies by Deguchi et al. (2013a, 2013b, 2013¢, 2013d, 2013e, 2013f).
The special issue is an illustration of how work on Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy
can serve as a platform for substantial philosophical discussion. For more work on
logic, analytic philosophy, and classical Asian philosophy, see Deguchi et al. (2021)
and Tanaka et al. (2015).
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consider classical Daoism (Mou, 2018: chap. 6). Mou takes the
Daoist pursuit of truth to be the pursuit of the dao—which, in a
metaphysical sense, is a fundamental, universal, unifying, eternal,
organizing principle or order of the universe. The dao is the origin
of the universe and manifests itself in all particular things in nature.
It is never exhausted and is the power inherent in nature. In short,
the dao is “the universe as nature . . . and its way” (199).

At level 0, the Daoist incarnation of JRPTT has the thesis that
the nature of truth consists in capturing the way things are—a
commitment shared with other incarnations of JRPTT. However,
commitments specific to Daoism start emerging at level 1. At this
level we get the following principle (somewhat simplified): Within
a Daoist framework, for the sake of capturing the way things are via
the dao-capturing perspective, the fundamental nature of truth can
be elaborated as consisting in capturing the dao. This is reflected at
level 2 where pursuit of the dao is accorded the status of an
explanatory norm that regulates and explains a central goal of
philosophical inquiries—the pursuit of truth—in terms of the dao
(as the way things are).

According to Mou (2018), the fundamental thesis that truth
consists in capturing how things are is shared across all the traditions
investigated in the book (chaps. 2-6). Indeed, according to Mou, the
thesis goes beyond early Chinese philosophy: It is both pre-
theoretical and cross-cultural (chap. 1). The world-directed
character of truth makes incarnations of JRPTT align with
substantivist rather than deflationist theories on the issue of the
fundamental metaphysical nature of truth. For other traditions in
early Chinese philosophy, the details are filled in differently than for
Daoism. We can thus see that the guiding theses and principles of
JRPTT play a dual role. On the one hand, they provide unity: They
constitute a theoretical and conceptual basis that any eligible
perspective on truth must respect. As such, the guiding theses and
principles make eligible perspectives on truth jointly rooted. On the
other hand, since the guiding theses and principles are formulated
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at a certain level of abstraction, they do not amount to a full-fledged
perspective on truth and are compatible with different paths of
elaboration. Thus, while the joint conceptual roots of eligible
perspectives provide unity, they also allow for a plurality of diverse
elaborated perspectives on truth. The book spells out such a plurality
of perspectives for the six philosophical traditions mentioned.

Mou’s book is an instance of Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy.
It offers a comprehensive, detailed engagement of questions and
issues regarding truth in early Chinese philosophy through the lens
of analytic philosophy. The emphasis on the explanatory role of
truth and the discussion of its basic metaphysical nature are very
much framed in the manner known from contemporary analytic
philosophy. Theoretical machinery from key figures of analytic
philosophy—e.g., Alfred Tarski and Donald Davidson—likewise
play a role in the book. The style is systematic, with an emphasis on
rigorous statements of theses, principles, and arguments throughout
the book.*

Before proceeding to Type 2 Asian analytic philosophy, it is
worth noting that some works in classical Asian philosophy arguably
are instances of analytic philosophy. Support for this point in
relation to certain works of classical Indian philosophy is provided
by Jonardon Ganeri (2023). Rather than going into detail on this
point, let me use it to suggest that a modification of the
characterization of Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy may be apt.
For, above I characterized Type 1 as “Asian philosophy studied,
discussed, and researched through the lens of analytic
philosophy”—a formulation that loses sight of the possibility—and
actuality—of certain works of Asian philosophy being works in
analytic philosophy. Thus, the following, more inclusive

4 For other major works by Mou that engage classical Asian philosophy and analytic
philosophy, see his two books Cross-Tradition Engagement in Philosophy: A
Constructive-Engagement Account (2020) and Cross-Tradition Engagement on the
Laws of Logic: Approaching Identity and Reference from Classical Chinese
Philosophy to Modern Logic (2024).
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characterization of Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy might be called
for: Asian philosophy in the style of analytic philosophy or Asian
philosophy studied, discussed, and researched through the lens of
analytic philosophy.

Consider now Type 2 Asian analytic philosophy, i.e., cross-
linguistic or cross-cultural analytic philosophy. The last couple of
decades in analytic philosophy have seen a very considerable
increase in cross-linguistic and cross-cultural works. Within this
category of works, if one of the languages or cultures in the
comparison is Asian, the relevant work is an instance of Type 2 Asian
analytic philosophy. A widely discussed example of Type 2 Asian
analytic philosophy is the cross-linguistic and cross-cultural work on
the so-called Gettier intuition, i.e., the judgment that subjects in
Gettier cases fail to possess knowledge although they have a true,
justified belief (Gettier, 1963).

In “Normativity and Epistemic Intuitions” Justin Weinberg,
Shaun Nichols, and Stephen Stich argue that there is significant
variation with respect to judgments about Gettier cases across
cultures. They used the following vignette for their study:

Bob has a friend, Jill, who has driven a Buick for many
years. Bob therefore thinks that Jill drives an American car.
He is not aware, however, that her Buick has recently been
stolen, and he is also not aware that Jill has replaced it with
a Pontiac, which is a different kind of American car. Does
Bob really know that Jill drives an American car, or does he
only believe it?

REALLY KNOWS ONLY BELIEVES
(Weinberg et al., 2001: 443)

Subjects were asked to choose one answer, indicating whether
they think that Bob knows that Jill drives an American car or
whether he merely believes it.

The vignette presents a standard Gettier case. According to the
orthodox view in epistemology, Bob has a justified, true belief that
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falls short of knowledge. Bob’s belief that Jill drives an American car
is true because Jill does, indeed, drive an American car—a Pontiac.
It is also justified because Bob infers it from the belief that Buick is
an American car and that Jill drives one—a belief for which he has
good evidence. He is familiar with American car brands and Jill is a
friend whom he has seen drive a Buick in the past.® Nonetheless,
despite being both justified and true, Bob’s belief does not qualify as
knowledge. One popular diagnosis of this failure is put in terms of
epistemic luck. Bob’s belief is true as a matter of luck. Bob’s belief
that Jill drives an American car is based on his belief that she drives
a Buick and that Buick is an American car brand. However,
unbeknownst to Bob, Jill no longer drives a Buick, as it was stolen.
Now, it so happens that her new car is a Pontiac, and hence, that
Bob’s belief is still true. But this would appear to be a matter of luck
and knowledge is incompatible with luck!®

For the case under consideration Weinberg, Nichols, and Stich
report that the majority of subjects from East Asia and the Indian
subcontinent, respectively (India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh) judges
that the subject knows while the majority of Westerners judge that
the subject can only be attributed a belief. They take this empirical
data to support the hypothesis that, while the Gettier intuition is
prevalent among Westerners, East Asians and people from the
Indian subcontinent do not share it. They further take this to raise

5 Strictly speaking, neither the vignette nor other parts of the article explicitly
specifies that Bob has seen Jill drive her Buick. However, the occurrence of “Bob
therefore thinks” in the vignette does imply an inferential connection between Jill’s
being Bob’s friend, her driving a Buick for many years, and Bob’s thinking that she
drives an American car. Since inference happens at the level of thought, the vignette
also suggests that Bob believes that Buick is an American car and that Jill drives a
Buick. I assume that subjects who considered the vignette filled in details—taking
the basis of the belief implicitly attributed to Bob (i.e., that Buick is an American
car and that Jill drives a Buick and that) to be that Bob has seen Jill drive a Buick
in the past or that she told him that she drives one.

There are different ways of cashing out epistemic luck—e.g., in terms of safety or
sensitivity. See Duncan Pritchard (2005) for a comprehensive investigation of
epistemic luck.

6
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the issue of what kind of role intuitions—or judgments about cases—
can play for philosophical theorizing. In particular, they maintain
that if one attributes normative significance to judgments about
cases, then one should bite the bullet and accept philosophical
fragmentation. They remark, “If these results are robust, then it
seems that what counts as knowledge on the banks of the Ganges
does not count as knowledge on the banks of the Mississippi!”
(Weinberg et al., 2001: 444).7

Weinberg et al. (2001) has prompted considerable critical
engagement. One very fundamental criticism is that the experiments
do not appear to replicate. Commentators have presented data sets
larger than that of Weinberg, Nichols, and Stich for which it is not
the case that a majority of subjects from East Asian or the Indian
subcontinent judge against the Gettier intuition. Instead, as for
Westerners, a majority of subjects judges in a way that aligns with
the Gettier intuition. In light of this data some critics merely draw a
negative conclusion: Weinberg, Nichols, and Stich have not
provided an adequate basis for any conclusions regarding cross-
cultural variation with respect to the Gettier intuition (Kim & Yuan,
2015; Nagel et al., 2013; Seyedsayamdost, 2015).

Others take a step further and push the positive conclusion that
the Gettier intuition is shared across diverse cultures. Edouard
Machery et al. (2017a) presents data from Brazil, India, Japan, and
the USA and suggests that the convergence exhibited “may be a
reflection of an underlying innate and universal core folk
epistemology” (652). Another article by Machery et al. (2017b)
presents data involving 2,230 respondents from 24 sites in 23
countries and across 17 different languages. They take the more
comprehensive set of data to provide further evidence in favor of a
core epistemology: “The Gettier intuition is robust across cultures

" The Weinberg, Nichols and Stich article has played a key role in the emergence of
experimental philosophy—or as it is often called, “x-phi.” The distributions of
judgments for respectively Westerners, East Asians and subjects from the Indian
subcontinent are reported on pp. 443-444.
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and languages, suggesting that it is part of a core epistemology”
(532).8

The study of Weinberg et al. (2001) is cross-cultural but intra-
linguistic. It was carried out in English with subjects from different
cultural backgrounds.® As an example of Type 2 cross-linguistic
Asian analytic philosophy, let me mention Masaharu Mizumoto’s
(2022) “A Prolegomenon to the Empirical Cross-Linguistic Study of
Truth.” As suggested by the title, the key goal of the article is to
carry out—or lay the foundation for—cross-linguistic studies of
truth. Mizumoto presents data concerning the use of “is true” by
English speakers and shin da and hontou da by Japanese speakers
(100 subjects in each group). Both shin da and hontou da are used
as Japanese translations of the English “is true,” with the former
being a formal, dictionary translation (applicable, e.g., in the context
of logic and mathematics) and the latter a colloquial counterpart.

Study 1-1 in Mizumoto (2022) features the following vignette
in English and its Japanese counterpart:

8 As someone who lives and works in Korea, I have also looked for Korean cross-
linguistic or cross-cultural analytic philosophy. The comprehensive study by
Machery and collaborators includes 73 respondents from Korea, and as such,
counts as Korean analytic philosophy of the second type. However, there are also
works that are less comprehensive and include Korea as one of the groups studied.
One recent example is “Knowledge and Assertion in Korean” (2018) by John Turri
and Yeounjun Park. The article aims to test whether findings regarding knowledge
and assertion for (American) English speakers can be replicated for Korean. For
English speakers there is evidence that knowledge functions as a norm of assertion.
The data collected by Turri and Park provide evidence that knowledge plays the
same role for Korean speakers (in Korea, as well as Mandarin speakers in Taiwan
and Mainland China). Another recent example of cross-linguistic or cross-cultural
Korean analytic philosophy is Yuan and Kim (2023). In this article, Yuan Yuan and
Minsum Kim test whether three effects of knowledge attributions found with
English speakers can be replicated for Korean. One of the three is that English
speakers are less willing to attribute knowledge in cases where true belief is based
on probabilistic evidence than in ones where true belief is based on perceptual
evidence. Yuan and Kim (2023) found that this effect, plus the other two, are
replicable.

More specifically, all subjects were students at Rutgers University. See Weinberg et
al. (2001: 439, 443).

9
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Suppose there is utterly no correlation between the
appearance and the intelligence of a person. Susan is smart
and beautiful. Tom says about Susan, “She is beautiful, but
still smart!” (1258)

English-speaking participants were asked to answer the
question: Is what Tom said true? Japanese-speakers were asked two
questions: Is the content of Tom’s utterance hontou? Is the content
of Tom’s utterance shin? 93 answers were recorded for “true,” 95
for hontou, and 99 for shin.1® The distributions were as follows:

ENGLISH (N = 93) JAPANESE (N=95) JAPANESE (N =99)

| "true" "false" B true (hontou) not true M true (shin) false (gi)

95% Cl: 84%-96% 95% Cl: 63%-80% 95% Cl: 33%-52%
Source: pie charts from Mizumoto (2022: 1259).

Figure 1 Distributions of Judgments for “True,” Hontou, and Shin

With these distributions, the effect size (w) for “true”
vs. hontou is 0.24 (small to medium) and 0.52 for “true” vs. shin
(large). Thus, if sound, Mizumoto’s data suggest significant
differences in case-based judgments concerning “is true” among

10 «Trye» pool: N = 93, age M = 32.1, SD = 10.2, females 38. Hontou pool: N =
95, age M = 39.3, SD = 8.4, females 47. Shin pool: N = 99, age M = 40.1, SD
= 10.6, females 55.
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English speakers and shin da and hontou da among Japanese
speakers.!!

The works of Weinberg, Nichols and Stich, their critics, and
Mizumoto all exemplify Asian analytic philosophy of Type 2. All of
these works engage in comparative philosophy, seeking to shed light
on expressions and concepts of philosophical interest through
discussion of cross-linguistic or cross-cultural data concerning case-
based judgments.

Before we move on to the third type of Asian analytic
philosophy, let me highlight and briefly discuss three issues.?

First, one might wonder whether “Asian analytic philosophy”
is an apt label for what I have called “Type 2 Asian analytic
philosophy.” It seems that neither cross-linguistic nor cross-cultural
investigation of a concept of philosophical interest can by itself
sustain the idea that there is a philosophical theory of the concept in
the cultures or languages involved in the investigation. Users of the
different languages or cultures featured in the investigation may
never have given any consideration to the nature or characteristics
of the relevant concept. So why use the label “Asian analytic
philosophy”? In response to this question, it is worth keeping in

11 The examples I have just given of Type 2 philosophy are cross-linguistic or cross-
cultural in a very direct way. They are all works that contain a body of data that
has been collected for the work and which serves as the basis cross-linguistic or
cross-cultural comparison. However, I intend Type 2 to include other kinds of
works. For example, suppose that someone has read a lot of the literature on
blameworthiness in English, including empirical work on patterns of use of
“blame,” “blameworthiness” and cognate expressions. Now, suppose that this
person also reads philosophical work on counterpart notions in Japanese.
However, the person reads no empirically oriented work—just pure armchair
conceptual analysis. If this person produces work that compares the concept of
blame in English and counterpart concepts in Japanese, I would take this to count
as cross-linguistic (and depending on the details, perhaps also cross-cultural)
philosophy. This is so even if the work does not present any data of its own and if
the sources relied on do not present data concerning both sides of the comparison
either.

I am grateful to a reviewer for raising the first and second issue and to another
reviewer for raising the third.

12
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mind one kind of role that data plays in cross-linguistic and cross-
cultural investigations of concepts of philosophical interest. The use
and deployment of certain expressions may reveal features of the
concepts associated with these expressions by users of different
languages or members of different cultures. In turn, from a
philosophical point of view these features may be interesting and
significant—indeed, cross-linguistic and cross-cultural data about
use or deployment often help articulate folk theories of concepts of
philosophical interest across languages and cultures. If Asian
languages or cultures are included in the investigation, some of these
theories will be Asian philosophical folk theories.

Second, even if the above line of response is granted, one might
wonder whether “Asian analytic philosophy” is an apt label. For, this
type of philosophy is significant merely in virtue of the linguistic or
cultural data it provides for general and abstract philosophical
inquiry. Thus, “Asian” is not an apt label. While I agree that Type 2
philosophy facilitates general and abstract philosophical inquiry, it
is important to keep in mind its diverse linguistic or cultural basis—
often in the form of data concerning different languages or cultures.
As such, it is relevant to have markers that reflect the kinds of
languages or cultures that are included in a given investigation.
“Asian” is such a marker.

It might be objected that using a label such as “Asian” for
comparative cross-linguistic and cross-cultural philosophy mis-
leadingly places a greater emphasis on one part of the investigation.
In response to this consideration, I note that applying “Asian
analytic philosophy” to a given cross-linguistic or cross-cultural
philosophical investigation is not meant to be incompatible with
applying, say, “European analytic philosophy” to it as well. The
languages or cultures that are part of a cross-linguistic or cross-
cultural investigation are on a par in this regard. Using a label such
as “Asian” or “European” is a way to highlight one part of the
linguistic or cultural basis of the investigation. This can serve to
make a specific part of the investigation salient. Given the global
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state of analytic philosophy, this strikes me as apt in the case of the
label “Asian.” Due to its origin and history, analytic philosophy has
been—and, to a considerable extent, is still-—very much oriented
towards Western figures, ideas, frameworks, and theories. English is
the lingua franca. At this point, cross-linguistic and cross-cultural
work involving Asia or other parts of the non-Western world has
gained a foothold in English-language analytic philosophy. Until
fairly recently—just a few decades ago—this was not the case. The
label “Asian analytic philosophy” thus serves to reflect that analytic
philosophy is undergoing a gradual transformation.

Third, the considerations offered regarding Type 2 Asian
analytic philosophy might seem to suggest that languages and
cultures are completely separate and independent from one another.
However, neither cross-linguistic nor cross-cultural independence
can be assumed. Languages and cultures do not live and develop in
isolation. They interact and influence each other. One illustration of
this fact is the introduction of gendered pronouns in Asian
languages—a Western influence. This point applies in the cases of
Chinese, Japanese, and Korean. Another illustration is the significant
influence that American culture and language have had globally
since World War II. The possibility of cross-cutting influence is
relevant to the discussion of the significance of cross-linguistic and
cross-cultural data. In the case of linguistic or cultural convergence
it cannot be assumed that this reflects significant similarity or unity
between two independent languages or cultures. I agree with this
point. At the same time, it also cannot be assumed that linguistic or
cultural convergence is explained by cross-linguistic or cross-cultural
influence. How to identify and test for cross-linguistic or cross-
cultural influence in relation to specific expressions discussed by
philosophers is a substantial matter. It goes beyond the scope of this
article to discuss it further.

Turn now to the third type of Asian analytic philosophy: Asian
language-driven analytic philosophy. This type, as its label suggests,
is analytic philosophy driven by a focus on features or characteristics
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of some Asian language. The part of Mizumoto’s work related to the
data concerning shin da and hontou in Japanese—mentioned just
above—constitutes such an example. For, according to his analysis
of the relevant data, judgments for shin da and hontou da exhibit a
medium effect size (w = 0.31), and hence, significant differences
with respect to case-based judgments. This invites a discussion of an
intra-linguistic nature: Focusing just on Japanese, how should its
truth predicates be characterized? What are their key differences,
and what roles or functions do they serve? These are questions that
Mizumoto (2022) discusses and approaches through the lens of
analytic philosophy and which can be sensibly raised by focusing just
on Japanese. Thus, we have the materials for analytic philosophy
driven by a focus on expressions in Japanese, an Asian language.

Let me offer three additional exemplars—two pertaining to
Korean and one to Chinese.

First example: uri manura (5-21 vFr2}). Uri manura is
Korean for “our wife.” Daihyun Chung (2009) asks why a collective
possessive determiner (“our”) is used to refer to one’s own spouse.
The general issue driving Chung’s question is why a collective
possessive determiner is deployed in cases where a singular
possessive would seem apt. This phenomenon is not restricted to
spouses (“our husband,” “our wife”). It likewise occurs, e.g., when
children refer to their mother (“uri eomma”/“our mother”) or father
(“uri appa”/“our father™).

A point of discussion in the debate started by Chung’s article is
whether the use of “our wife,” “our husband,” etc. is attributive or
referential in the sense of Keith S. Donnellan (1966)—that is,
whether use of the expression aims at attributing a feature to
whoever fits the description or whether it aims at picking out a
particular individual. Chung’s line is that use of the target range of
uri expressions is referential. Sungho Choi and Jinho Kang, on the
other hand, hold that such expressions are used attributively.

When it comes to the explanation of the deployment of
collective possessive determiners, contributors to the debate take
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different paths. Chung argues that the use of collective possessive
determiners is grounded in an underlying collectivism that de-
emphasizes the individual, favoring deployment of collective rather
than singular possessive determiners. Joongol Kim suggests that
deployment of collective possessive determiners is grounded in the
influence of Confucianism on Korean society. Confucianism places
value on courteous behavior and means of expression. Since “our”
(uri, $-2]) is a polite form of “my” (nae, 4l), “our” is the
expression typically deployed in Korean. Kang suggests that “our
wife”—or “our husband”—is shorthand for “one of the members of
the family” (Choi, 2016, 2017a, 2017b; Chung, 2009, 2017; Kang,
2010; J. Kim, 2020).

Second example: sseom tada (PAE}T}). Sseom is a Korean
expression used for the status of a relationship at a stage somewhere
between casual dating and a committed relationship. Jeonggyu Lee
offers the following philosophical analysis of sseom:

a and b have sseom if and only if a is romantically
attracted to b, and b is likewise romantically attracted to
a. In addition, a has some positive evidence that b is
romantically attracted to a, although that evidence is
insufficient to establish this conclusively; and the same
holds for b with respect to a. Moreover, the evidence
through which a apprehends b’s attraction is evidence
manifested in a way that presupposes b’s awareness that
a may come to possess evidence concerning b’s attraction;
and likewise for the evidence through which b
apprehends a’s attraction. Furthermore, both a4 and b
expect that they will be able to obtain additional evidence
of this sort in the same way. Finally, either no appropriate
speech act making their romantic relationship explicit has
been performed between a and b, or, if such a speech act
has been performed, it is no longer effective. (Lee, 2019:
75)
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A core feature of Lee’s account is epistemic uncertainty. Responding
to Lee, Choi (2020) offers an alternative account according to which
it is a core feature of “sseom” that each of the two people is
volitionally indecisive about his/her/their own liking the other
person.

Lee and Choi’s accounts call for further elucidation:
Explanation of their clauses and core concepts as well as discussion
of cases and alleged counterexamples. However, I refrain from
going into further detail with the debate between Lee and Choi here.
For present purposes, let me merely make a very simple observation:
Both Lee and Choi approach the discussion of “sseom” in a style
well-known from analytic philosophy—namely, by seeking to pin
down application conditions for the relevant notion. Since this is
done for an expression in Korean, I take their philosophical
endeavors to be a good example of the third type of Asian analytic
philosophy: Asian language-driven analytic philosophy.

Third example: In Chinese philosophy the translation of
“logic” into Chinese has been subject to extensive discussion. In the
1910 essay “On the Meanings of Names in Translation” (“Lun Fanyi
Mingyi,” Gmti¥4 %) ), Shizhao Zhang (1910/2000) argued in
favor of translating “logic” into Chinese as “luoji” (i##1f). The
proposal was subjected to much scrutiny and critical discussion, but
eventually “luoji” established itself as the standard translation.

It is very common to adopt a semantic approach to translation.
On this approach, given an expression e in language L, the task for
translating e into another language L’ is to find an expression (or
combination of expressions) ¢” in L” with the same meaning as e or
as close as possible. Zhang argues against a semantic approach to
translating “logic” and instead advocates a phonemic approach,
suggesting that “logic” be transliterated as “/uoji.” Zhang’s main
point against the semantic approach is that the meaning of proposed
translations is rarely the same as the meaning of the original term.
Even when it is acknowledged that exact match may not be a
reasonable standard for semantic translation, Zhang points out that
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proposed translations often differ in crucial respects from the
original. As such, they are at best partial translations.

Zhang offers further considerations in support of the main
point by drawing attention to the nature of Chinese as a written
language. Chinese is a logographic language. Unlike European
languages, Chinese does not have an alphabet—that is, it does not
have a relatively small stock of characters that each represents a basic
sound unit. Instead, Chinese has thousands of characters that
represent words or morphemes, i.e., units of meaning. Zhang
emphasizes that it is difficult to find a combination of Chinese
characters that adequately capture the meaning of “logic” and argues
this point in connection with translations that had been proposed
previously by Chinese scholars. Against this background, Zhang
endorses the phonemic approach—opting for the translated “luoji”
that phonetically signals the connection to “logic” but which, with
respect to Chinese characters, remains neutral in terms of meaning. 13

The third example of Asian language-driven analytic
philosophy is worth highlighting because it takes root in the
logographical nature of Chinese. Zhang’s discussion of the
translation of “logic” is thus grounded in a fundamental feature not
shared by European languages. Given the explicit discussion of
translation between languages, Zhang’s discussion can aptly be
regarded as an example of Asian language-driven analytic meta-
philosophy.

13 My discussion of the third example follows Beaney and Liang (2023). I am grateful
to a reviewer for highlighting Michael Beaney and Xiaolan Liang’s discussion. I
agree with the reviewer, as well as Beaney and Liang, that there are interesting
issues unique to logographic languages (such as Chinese) that do not emerge in
relation to alphabetic languages (such as English and other European languages).
I am also grateful to Beaney for introducing me to some of his work at the World
Congress of Philosophy in Rome in 2024.
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[1l. On the Philosophical Significance of Asian
Analytic Philosophy

Having offered a distinction between three types of Asian
analytic philosophy and given examples of each of them, let me now
discuss their potential significance and value. This section focuses on
the issue of potential significance while the next section is dedicated
to the issue of potential value.

Let us understand cross-linguistic difference and intra-
linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement in the following manner:

Cross-linguistic difference:
Subjects Sp1 and Si.’s assertions “s;” and “s;” in languages L,
and L,, respectively exhibit cross-linguistic difference if

>

(i) sentences s; and s; are commonly used as good
translations of one another, and

(ii) sentences s; and s> do not express the same semantic
content.

Intra-linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement:
Let subjects S; and S, be members of different cultures who
speak the same language, L. Then S; and S, are in intra-
linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement over the semantic
content expressed by a sentence “s;” of L if

(i) Si1and S hold incompatible attitudes towards the
semantic content expressed by “s;,” and

(ii) the explanation of (i) is that S; and S, belong to different
cultures.

Cases of cross-linguistic difference are ones in which speakers of
different languages do not talk about the same thing, despite using
expressions in their respective languages that are commonly used as
good translations of one another. Cases of intra-linguistic, cross-
cultural disagreement are ones in which, for a single language,
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speakers disagree over the semantic content expressed by a sentence
in the language.'* Cross-linguistic difference is located at the level
of content, while intra-linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement is
located at the level of attitudes towards content.

Cases of philosophical cross-linguistic difference and intra-
linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement are of particular interest to us
here. Such cases feature expressions of the kind that philosophers
are typically interested in, employ, and theorize about. For (claimed)
examples of philosophical cross-linguistic difference and philo-
sophical intra-linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement we need only
look to the studies reported in the previous section.

If sound, the investigation carried out in Mizumoto (2022)
suggests that sentences featuring “true” in English and sentences in
Japanese featuring either hontou da or shin da exhibit cross-
linguistic differences. Although the Japanese sentences featuring
hontou da or shin da are common translations of the English
sentence, “What Tom said is true,” their semantic content appears
to be different. This difference is reflected by the significant
differences in the distributions of, respectively, “true” vs. hontou da
and “true” vs. shin da.'®

The main Gettier case-related claim of Weinberg, Nichols and
Stich (2001), if sound, would be an example of intra-linguistic,
cross-cultural disagreement. As noted in the previous section,
according to their data the majority of Westerners share the Gettier

1 In cases of cross-linguistic difference there will typically be (at least) a pair of
expressions EL; and EL, where EL; features in Sy and EL, in S; and where EL; and
EL, do not have the same semantic content. Other configurations of “cross-,”
“intra-,” “-cultural,” and “-linguistic” than the two characterized may be of
interest. However, for the purposes of this section and the next, discussion of
cross-linguistic difference and intra-linguistic disagreement will suffice. For
discussion of cross-linguistic disagreement, see Pedersen and Jeremy Wyatt (2023).
It is relevant to note that Mizumoto (2022) also reports a follow-on study to
eliminate the hypothesis that the differences observed for judgments involving
“true,” hontou da, and shin da are explained by pragmatics rather than in terms of
differences with respect to semantic content. See the section on Study 1-2
(Mizumoto, 2022: 1260-1261).

15
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intuition whereas the majority of East Asians and subjects from the
Indian sub-continent do not. While subjects in their Gettier case
study belong to different cultures, the study was conducted in
English. Thus, the contention of Weinberg, Nichols, and Stich is that
the majority of Westerners reject the content expressed by the
sentence “Bob knows that Jill drives an American car” while the
majority of East Asians and subjects from the Indian sub-continent
endorse this content. This amounts to intra-linguistic, cross-cultural
disagreement.

I have introduced cross-linguistic disagreement and intra-
linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement because they are relevant to
the second of our three questions:

Q2. What is the potential philosophical significance of
Asian analytic philosophy?

As a partial response to Q2, below I make a case that Type 2
Asian analytic philosophy may carry a certain kind of meta-
philosophical significance.

For the sake of exploration let us suppose that there are
philosophical cross-linguistic differences or intra-linguistic cross-
cultural differences. This might be taken to carry meta-philosophical
significance along a number of dimensions. Let me discuss some of
them.

The fragmentation of philosophy?

Here is one kind of impact that might result from significant
philosophical cross-linguistic difference and intra-linguistic,
cross-cultural disagreement:

Cross-linguistic fragmentation of philosophy:

Let D be some philosophical area or domain (ethics, meta-
physics, semantics, epistemology, etc.). Given significant
cross-linguistic difference regarding D-expressions in
languages Li and L, philosophers working on D in
respectively L; and L; have no unified subject matter to
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study and theorize about. Rather, there is a range of
expressions or terms in their respective languages that are
taken to be good translations of one another but which
exhibit significant cross-linguistic difference (i.e., differ-
ence with respect to semantic content). Hence, D is
fragmented across languages: Philosophers working on D
in L; and L; talk, think, and theorize about significantly
different things.

Intra-linguistic, cross-cultural fragmentation of philosophy:

Let D be some philosophical area or domain (ethics,
metaphysics, semantics, epistemology, etc.). Given intra-
linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement regarding the
semantic content expressed by sentences concerning D in
language L, philosophers working on D in L have no
uniform set of attitudes to analyze and theorize about
when considering attitudes held towards philosophical
claims by subjects belonging to different cultural
demographics. Rather, philosophy-of-D-in-L is frag-
mented: Members of different cultural demographics tend
to hold incompatible attitudes towards key claims
concerning D.

If, for some philosophical area or domain, cross-linguistic
difference or intra-linguistic, cross-cultural disagreement results in
fragmentation—either at the level of content or at the level of
attitudes—it would seem this would have an impact on the character
of the philosophical landscape of the domain in question. In either
case a species of pluralist relativism about D might seem natural.

For cross-linguistic fragmentation we would seem to end up
with the following type of relativism: There is no such thing as
philosophy of D as such; instead philosophy-of-D is relativized to a
given language L; (philosophy-of-D-in-L)). And we would get
pluralism because there is a plurality of languages to which
philosophy-of-D is relativized. If Mizumoto (2022) is right, instead
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of truth studies as such it may be that we should have truth-studies-
for-English and truth-studies-for-Japanese (and similarly for other
languages, provided that there are significant cross-linguistic
differences with respect to the relevant range of expressions).

For intra-linguistic, cross-cultural fragmentation we would
seem to end up with the following type of relativism: There is no
such thing as philosophy of D as such; instead philosophy-of-D is
relativized to a given cultural demographic C; (philosophy-of-D-for-
Ci). And we would get pluralism because there is a plurality of
cultural demographics to which philosophy-of-D is relativized. If
Weinberg, Nichols and Stich (2001) is right about Gettier cases,
instead of epistemology as such it may be that philosophers should
do epistemology-of-the-West, epistemology-of-East-Asia, and
epistemology-of-the-Indian-subcontinent (and similarly for other
cultural demographics, given the presence of cross-cultural dis-
agreement with respect to the content expressed by substantial
philosophical statements).1®

Philosophical egalitarianism and normativity:

Having pluralist relativism in the picture raises the issue of what kind
of normativity philosophical arguments and conclusions carry. If we
have pluralist relativism due to cross-linguistic fragmentation, many
philosophical arguments and conclusions would be relativized to a
given language. In the absence of supplementary generality-inducing
considerations, the normativity or force of such relativized
arguments and conclusions would thus be restricted to the language

16 Q2 asks about the philosophical significance of Asian analytic philosophy. I have
pointed to the issues of fragmentation, relativism, and pluralism in addressing this
question. These issues emerge in light of comparisons between different languages
and cultures. It is thus comparative philosophy that carries the kind of significance
discussed. As should be clear, given how the term “Asian analytic philosophy” is
used here it covers certain brands of comparative philosophy. Note also that what
many cases of cross-linguistic or cross-cultural Asian analytic philosophy are
equally cross-linguistic or cross-cultural North American analytic philosophy if
one side of the comparison features data about judgments of philosophical interest
made by North Americans.
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whose philosophical expressions served as their focus. If we have
pluralist relativism due to cross-cultural fragmentation, the force or
normativity of culture-specific philosophical arguments and
conclusions would be restricted to the target cultural demographic.

Even with language-relativized or culture-relativized
philosophy-of-Ds, one might wonder whether, among the language-
relativized or culture-relativized philosophy-of-Ds, some are more
philosophically interesting than others. Here philosophical
egalitarianism might seem like the default position: Among the
plurality of language-relative philosophies-of-D no single
philosophy-of-D-in-L; is more philosophically interesting, im-
portant, or significant than the others. Rather, the wvarious
philosophies-of-D are equally philosophically interesting, im-
portant, and significant. Similarly for the plurality of culture-relative
philosophies-of-D.

According to the egalitarian stance, no particular natural
language or culture should by default be prioritized as a guide to
good, interesting, important, or significant philosophy. In
particular, English should not by default be prioritized as the most
philosophically important, significant, or interesting language for
analytic philosophy. Ditto for Western culture.

Two things are worth noting.

First, the adoption of philosophical egalitarianism does not
imply that, at present, English is not in some ways more convenient
as a vehicle for analytic philosophy than most other languages.
Given the history of analytic philosophy, the majority of influential
or prominent frameworks have been articulated and developed in
English. For this reason, at present most other languages may not
match the stock of philosophical terms and expressions readily
available in English in terms of comprehensiveness or coverage.
However, this is a point about current convenience of expression
rather than a principled reason for thinking that English should
enjoy the status as the uniquely best or most interesting language for
philosophical theorizing.
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Second, the adoption of egalitarianism as the default stance is
compatible with the possibility that, in some cases, reasons are
available for thinking that there can be specific practical or
theoretical purposes or tasks for which philosophy-of-D-in-L; may
be better suited than other languages.

Philosophical humility:
Intellectual virtues have attracted a great deal of attention in
contemporary epistemology. Philosophical humility is a specific kind
of intellectual humility: Intellectual humility exhibited when
engaging in philosophical theorizing or other philosophical
endeavors.

Machery (2023) takes cross-linguistic and cross-cultural
variation to bear on the issue of philosophical humility. In an article
titled “Why Variation Matters to Philosophy” he writes:

variation in judgments of philosophical interest suggests
either that we should be much less certain about what we
believe or that we might not be thinking about what really
matters. Comparative experimental philosophy is thus an
exercise in philosophical humility. It can teach us that we
are overconfident or that we might be chasing wrong leads.
What’s more, it might help us address these problems. It
might lead us to calibrate properly our confidence, or it
might reveal new topics for our philosophical theorizing,
similar to, but at the same time importantly different from
what we have already been theorizing about. With respect
to the last point, we might discover that our focus might be
slightly, or less than slightly, off. (16)

To apply Machery’s point about humility to Mizumoto’s study of
“truth” in English and hontou da and shin da in Japanese, awareness
of cross-linguistic differences with respect to these terms may lead
to calibration of one’s views about the nature or character of truth.
Cross-cultural disagreement or differences—e.g., with respect to
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Gettier cases and their bearing on the character of knowledge—can
lead to the same kind of calibration.’

Global philosophy and philosophical unity?

The last issue that I would like to discuss pertains to the big picture—
to the nature of philosophy as a whole. If philosophy is fragmented
in the ways discussed above, it is natural to wonder whether there is
such a thing as a global philosophy-of-D (ethics, metaphysics,
semantics, epistemology, etc.), or whether, instead, there are just
philosophies-of-D relativized to certain languages or cultures.

It might be tempting to go disjunctivist. Of course, there is such
a thing as global philosophy-of-D. It is simply philosophy-of-D-in-
L, or . . . or philosophy-of-D-in-L,—and, in the case of cultures,
philosophy-of-D-in-C; or . . . or philosophy-of-D-in-C,! This dis-
junctivist line amounts to the idea that global philosophy is the sum
of all the “local” philosophies-of-D, whether for languages or
cultures. However, even if the use of the label “global philosophy-
of-D” is granted for the disjunction of local philosophies-of-D, a
substantial issue immediately surfaces: the issue of unity.

On a strong conception of globality, global philosophy-of-D
properly so-called is characterized by significant unity. However,
whether the disjunction of the local philosophies-of-D exhibits this
kind of unity is a non-trivial matter. Disjunctive properties and
features come on the cheap. To illustrate, consider the monadic
properties of being an even number, being left-footed, being Danish,
being concrete, being red, being tasty, being funny, and being
abstract. Given this list of properties it is straightforward to
introduce the property of being blih-blah, characterizing it
disjunctively as the property of being an even number, left-footed,

1 For Gettier cases and knowledge, it is worth noting—if only in a footnote—that
Machery and collaborators push in the opposite direction of the 2001 paper by
Weinberg, Nichols, and Stich. (As seen in Secion II.) Thus, Machery would take
this particular case to be one of cross-cultural convergence rather than one of
divergence.
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Danish, concrete, red, tasty, funny, or abstract. Blih-blah is global in
the same way that the disjunction of local philosophies-of-D is
global: It subsumes its disjuncts. However, it is not clear that there
is any substantial unity to be found amongst all the things that are
blih-blah. The case of the disjunction of philosophies-of-D may not
be as extreme as blih-blah, but the issue of unity does seem like a
reasonable one to raise.

Let me offer six considerations that appear relevant to further
discussion of the question of unity.

First, it is worth observing that significant cross-linguistic and
cross-cultural differences would appear to be compatible with
significant unity. Even if judgments concerning cases involving
philosophy-of-D terms or expressions differ significantly across
languages or cultures, there may be one or several unifying features
across local philosophies-of-D. This opens the door for the
possibility that there is a core of universally—or at least widely—
shared features across local philosophies-of-D. In the case of truth,
e.g., one might think that something akin to the T-schema (“S” is
true if and only if S) is universally shared even though there is
significant variation across languages or cultures with respect to
other features or principles.

Second, claims concerning cross-linguistic difference or cross-
cultural disagreement are made on the basis of data sets regarding
judgments about cases. Hence, in order to make progress on the
question of unity for a range of philosophies-of-D, comprehensive
data should be collected for each philosophy-of-D in the range.
Whether the collected data suggest any principles or features that
are shared across all (or most) local philosophies-of-D is an empirical
matter—one to be settled as relevant data become available.

Third, investigation of cross-linguistic and cross-cultural
variation typically proceeds by zooming in on a specific expression
or a cluster of related expressions. Accumulation of data suggesting
that, say, knowledge-in-English, knowledge-in-Korean, knowledge-
in-German, knowledge-in-Hindi, and knowledge-in-Arabic share a
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core of features or principles would not by itself support any
analogous conclusion about blame-in-English, blame-in-Korean,
blame-in-German, blame-in-Hindi, and blame-in-Arabic—or any
other philosophical term.

Fourth, instead of thinking that global philosophy-of-D
properly so-called requires unity across the board, one might instead
think of global philosophy-of-D in terms of Wittgensteinian family
resemblance (Wittgenstein, 1953). On the family resemblance
model global philosophy-of-D need not exhibit global unity. Rather,
every member of the family of philosophies-of-D should exhibit
significant similarity with at least some other member(s) of the
family.

Fifth, one might not consider the totality of local philosophies-
of-D, supplemented by comparisons between them, as the end of the
story. Instead, after divergence and convergence have been mapped
at the level of content as well as the level of attitudes, this
information is used as a platform for formulating a theory that seeks
to cover all philosophies-of-D.

Sixth, our discussion above has moved at the level of content
expressed by sentences and attitudes towards such content.
Accordingly, the kinds of cross-linguistic differences and cross-
cultural disagreements that have featured in our discussion induce
fragmentation at the level of content or the level of attitudes.
However, even if there is fragmentation at the level of content or
attitudes, one might think that local philosophies-of-D are still
unified at the level of style or methods. Perhaps there is a certain
style or a core of methods that are shared by philosophies-of-D
across languages or cultures. Another possibility is that philosophies-
of-D are unified across languages or cultures in virtue of focusing on
a shared core of questions or issues.

Concluding remarks concerning potential philosophical significance:

The discussion of fragmentation, relativism, pluralism, egalitar-
ianism, and the issue of unity (or lack thereof) proceeded on the
assumption that there is considerable variation across languages or
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cultures—in the form of significant cross-linguistic difference or
cross-cultural disagreement. This might be taken to suggest that
cross-linguistic philosophy and cross-cultural philosophy are not
philosophically significant unless they reveal language-based or
culture-based variation, either at the level of content or at the level
of attitudes. I do not think so. It is the comparative nature of cross-
linguistic philosophy and cross-cultural philosophy that make them
significant. Revealing fragmentation and a lack of unity, supporting
relativism and pluralism, and making the issue of egalitarianism
salient are ways for this significance to be manifested. However,
revealing convergence and unity is likewise philosophically
significant. Indeed, as highlighted above, Machery and collaborators
take convergence regarding the Gettier intuition across languages
and cultures to support the idea of a universal core epistemology—
a very substantial, significant thesis.*8

The discussion in this section has very much proceeded against
the background of cross-linguistic and cross-cultural philosophy.
Most instances of this type of comparative philosophy fall squarely
under the rubric of x-phi—or, at the very least, empirically informed

18 1 et me offer a few words on the matter of relativism and pluralism. Suppose that
there was complete convergence both at the level of content and the level of
attitudes—that is, that expressions and sentences of philosophical interest had the
same content across languages and that subjects belonging to different cultural
demographics had the same attitudes towards sentences expressing the same
content. Where would that leave relativism and pluralism? Conceptually, for a
given philosophical domain (ethics, metaphysics, epistemology, etc.) one could
still relativize philosophy-of-D to languages and cultures. And there would still be
a plurality of language or culture-relativized philosophies-of-D. The crucial
difference is that, as stipulated, there would be no difference between languages
or cultures in terms of the content expressed by expressions or sentences treated
as good translations of one another and attitudes held towards contents expressed
by sentences of philosophical interest. What this would show is that subjects
belonging to different linguistic or cultural demographics talked about the same
subject matters when using expressions of philosophical interest and that they
aligned (or were in agreement) with respect to their views regarding these subject
matters. In that case philosophy would be highly unified, both at the level of
content and the level of attitudes.
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philosophy. Also, most works in cross-linguistic and cross-cultural
x-phi discuss data concerning folk judgments—and hence, these
works are arguably best regarded as giving us information about folk
epistemology, folk metaphysics, folk ethics, and so on for different
languages or cultures.

Not all philosophers are on board with the methodology of
assigning great weight to empirical data—perhaps even letting such
data drive philosophical endeavors. This reluctance is often related
to the other observation made just above, i.e., much of the data in
x-phi (or empirically oriented philosophy) concern folk judgments.
A good number of academic philosophers think that folk judgments
have nothing to do with their theorizing—with the frameworks,
accounts, principles, and theories that they articulate and develop as
professional philosophers. (Or at least their actual ways of working
are not influenced in any significant way by data about folk thinking
or judgments.)

This is not the place to get into an extensive discussion about
the role of empirical data in philosophy and the related issue of what
significance, relevance, and status folk theories might have in
relation to theorizing done by professional philosophers. However,
let me say this much: The chief aim of this paper is to explore a
number of foundational issues and questions related to Asian
analytic philosophy—a kind of analytic philosophy that bears an
intimate connection to Asia. A crucial part of the account of why
Asian analytic philosophy bears an intimate connection to Asia has
to do with language, culture, and intellectual heritage. (More on this
in Section IV.) The same point applies if we consider African analytic
philosophy, Middle Eastern analytic philosophy, South American
analytic philosophy, or analytic philosophy for any other region for
which analytic philosophy is an imported rather than native
philosophical tradition. (More on this in Section V.) In order to
understand regional analytic philosophies—and compare them to
one another—it is thus relevant to look at languages, cultures, and
intellectual heritage. One component of achieving this kind of
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understanding is to consider and analyze language use, thought, and
kinds of behavior that might reflect or manifest significant features
or characteristics of languages, cultures, or intellectual heritage. This
exercise is bound to be empirically informed, where relevant
empirical data includes both data pertaining to folk judgments or
behavior and data about judgments or behavior of professional
philosophers.

IV. On the Value of Asian Analytic Philosophy

In this section we focus on the last of our three questions:
Q3. What is the potential value of Asian analytic philosophy?

Let me start by making a few observations and comments about
the focus and history of analytic philosophy. They will serve as
background for the considerations I wish to offer in addressing Q3.

Analytic philosophy, as an explicitly identified philosophical
tradition, has its origins in Europe. Accounts of the origins of
analytic philosophy typically cover (at least) Gottlob Frege, Bertrand
Russell, Ludwig Wittgenstein, and members of the Vienna Circle
(including Rudolf Carnap, Moritz Schlick, and Otto Neurath) as
well as the Society for Empirical Philosophy (such as Carl Gustav
Hempel and Hans Reichenbach). Besides Germany, the UK and USA
have played key roles in terms of consolidating the standing of
analytic philosophy, shaping the field, and bringing about further
growth. In the UK philosophers at Oxford, Cambridge, and
London-based institutions have been especially influential. After
analytic philosophy crossed the Atlantic, waves of prominent,
influential figures have emerged (and continue to emerge) in the
US—Willard Van Orman Quine, Hilary Putnam, Saul Kripke, Ruth
Barcan Marcus, John Searle, Davidson, and Ruth Millikan, just to
mention a few.

The main hotspots and epicenters of analytic philosophy are in
Europe and North America and have been so for more than half a
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century. These regions are home to the vast majority of prominent
figures in analytic philosophy and the institutional powerhouses of
the tradition.

I take the following to be facts about analytic philosophy
today:

F1. Analytic philosophy has been predominantly ori-
ented towards Western figures and theories,
frameworks, topics, ideas, and debates with Western
origins.

F2. English is the main language of analytic philosophy
globally. It is the lingua franca of analytic
philosophy.

One reflection of F1 is the contents and coverage of major
works on analytic philosophy—e.g., The Oxford Handbook of The
History of Analytic Philosophy (Beaney, 2013a) and The Analytic
Tradition in Philosophy, Vol. 1: The Founding Giants and Vol. 2: A
New Vision (Soames, 2014, 2017).1°

Now, even if F1 and F2 are indeed facts about analytic
philosophy today (and have been so for quite some time), the nature
of analytic philosophy does not seem to be inherently bound to
certain geographical regions.

19 1 want to emphasize that, in noting this, I in no way intend to be critical of Beaney
or Scott Soames. Indeed, Beaney (2013b) observes that “Analytic philosophy is
now generally seen as the dominant philosophical tradition in the English-speaking
world, and has been so from at least the middle of the last century. Over the last
two decades its influence has also been steadily growing in the non-English-
speaking world. One sign of this is the proliferation of societies for analytic
philosophy around the world” (3-4). In a footnote he gives examples of societies
in non-English speaking parts of Europe, as well as Latin America and Asia (Japan
and China) (4, n. 2). Relatedly, I wish to lament neither the course of the history
of analytic philosophy nor its present state. I am offering observations about the
history of analytic philosophy and its present state in order to use these
observations as a platform for our discussion of the value of Asian analytic
philosophy. I hope that this is clear in the main text.
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Core characteristics of analytic philosophy include a certain
style and a certain methodology. The style of analytic philosophy
puts an emphasis on rigor, systematicity, and clarity. The
methodology of analytic philosophy gravitates around argu-
mentation (providing reasons or constructing arguments for or
against); rigorous definitions and characterizations of concepts;
analysis of concepts, principles, theses, definitions, and arguments;
and rigorous development of theories and frameworks on the basis
of the aforementioned.?

Taking style and methodology to be individuating features of
analytic philosophy—i.e., a part of what makes it what it is—ties
analytic philosophy to no particular geographical region. Hence,
while Facts 1 and 2 are understandable and unsurprising given the
history of analytic philosophy, there is nothing about the nature of
analytic philosophy (at least as far as style and methodology go) that
dictates that it be predominantly oriented towards figures, theories,
frameworks, and ideas with Western origins and that it be conducted
in English—or only focused on expressions or concepts of English.

Against the background of this observation, let us now turn to
the issue of the value of Asian analytic philosophy. I would like to
suggest that there are at least three potential grounds of value for
the three types of Asian analytic philosophy discussed above:

20 Clarity should not be conflated with (or be taken to imply) ease of understanding.
Some texts are clearly written but difficult to grasp. This can happen when the
material covered is very advanced or technical. One feature that clarity should
eliminate is obscurity. In emphasizing style and methodology I align myself with
Beaney (2013b: 24). As Beaney points out, some characterize analytic philosophy
in genealogical terms—i.e., asa type of philosophy that has its origins in the works
of certain figures (say, Frege and Russell or Wittgenstein and his followers—
different starting points have been proposed by scholars who endorse genealogy
as a part of the characterization of analytic philosophy). While I am inclined to
think that genealogy can help understand specific characteristics of particular
instances of analytic philosophy by providing background or context, I am inclined
to think that genealogy is not what makes them analytic philosophy.
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V1. Asian analytic philosophy of Types 1-3 may broaden
the horizon and scope of analytic philosophy.

V2. Asian analytic philosophy of Types 1-3 may decrease
epistemic injustice and thereby increase epistemic
equality in analytic philosophy.

V3. Asian analytic philosophy of Types 1-3 may help
build the philosophical community in Asia.

Let us consider V1-3 in turn. For present purposes I allow
myself to offer a partial discussion of V1-3, in the sense that I shall
not discuss all of Types 1-3 in relation to each of V1-3.

V1. Asian analytic philosophy of Types 1-3 may contribute towards
a broadening of the horizon and scope of analytic philosophy.

One way that Type 1 Asian analytic philosophy (i.e., Asian
philosophy studied, discussed, and researched through the lens of
analytic philosophy) can carry value is by broadening the horizon
and scope of analytic philosophy. This type of philosophy adds a
massive body of material—texts in Asian philosophy—to explore,
discuss, and integrate into the stock of source material of the analytic
tradition.

However, the study of Asian philosophy through the lens of
analytic philosophy serves not only to push the boundaries of
analytic philosophy. It also creates a platform for potential
philosophical cross-fertilization or symbiosis. The style and
methodology of analytic philosophy may provide new tools and
fresh perspectives that can be employed in the study of texts in
classical Asian philosophy. Conversely, ideas and concepts from
classical Asian philosophy may inspire new, fruitful developments in
parts of analytic philosophy previously disconnected from Asian
philosophy. Perhaps interesting, synthesized frameworks or theories
emerge.
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Type 2 and Type 3 Asian analytic philosophy can also serve to
broaden the horizon and scope of analytic philosophy. However,
they do so in a different way. Type 2 Asian analytic philosophy may
broaden the horizon and scope of analytic philosophy by being
comparative in nature. It incorporates data concerning Asian
languages or cultures into the body of data that serves as the basis
for philosophical comparison, discussion, and theorizing. In virtue
of doing so Type 2 philosophy makes cultures and languages across
the globe philosophically relevant. Type 3 Asian analytic philosophy
can serve to broaden the horizon and scope of analytic philosophy
in virtue of generating philosophical studies and discussion of (parts
of) languages that have not yet been subject to extensive study and
discussion by analytic philosophers.

V2. Asian analytic philosophy of Types 1-3 may decrease epistemic
injustice and thereby increase epistemic equality in analytic

philosophy.

Epistemic injustice has grown to be a prominent theme in
analytic philosophy since the publication of Miranda Fricker’s 2007
book Epistemic Injustice: Power and the Ethics of Knowing. I would
like to suggest that Asian analytic philosophy of Types 1-3 may help
decrease a species of epistemic injustice that I shall refer to as
“linguistic injustice.”?

According to Fricker (2007: sect. 1.3), epistemic injustice is a
form of injustice that occurs when a person is wronged in their
capacity as a knower. Fricker draws a distinction between two kinds
of epistemic injustice: testimonial injustice and hermeneutical
injustice. For present purposes I focus on the former. Testimonial
injustice occurs as a result of a certain form of testimonial
dysfunction, viz. when a speaker’s testimony is regarded as lacking

2! There may be certain kinds of other inequality—epistemic or otherwise—that the
three types of Asian analytic philosophy may help mitigate. However, I shall
refrain from discussing this issue here.
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credibility or being less credible due to a prejudice rather than on
the basis of features of its content (say, that it is wildly implausible
or non-sensical). When testimonial injustice occurs, epistemic
equality is undermined. For, in such cases the epistemic playing field
is not even. Speakers do not participate in the epistemic practice of
testimony on equal terms.??

Let linguistic injustice be testimonial injustice that occurs due
to language-related facts. The kind of linguistic injustice I am
interested in here occurs when

(i) someone offers testimony in a language that is not their
native language and does so in a way that activates a
credibility-eliminating or credibility-reducing prejudice in
the hearer,

and so,

(ii) the speaker’s testimony is judged to lack credibility or is
attributed less credibility because of how the testimony was
delivered rather than on the basis of what was said.

This situation can occur when, say, a Japanese, Hindi, Mandarin, or
Korean speaker engages in philosophical discussion in English.

22 Fricker (2007: 28) takes the central type of case of testimonial injustice to involve
an identity-prejudicial credibility deficit. A paradigmatic example of this type of
testimonial injustice is when a black person’s testimony is disregarded or attributed
less credibility due to a prejudice against people of color which categorizes them
as untrustworthy or unreliable. In this kind of case the speaker is wronged as a
knower because the person suffers a credibility deficit in virtue of belonging to a
certain demographic rather than on the basis of the content delivered or accurate
information about the person’s level of competence or knowledge. Fricker also
discusses cases of credibility excess. Such cases can in principle qualify as cases of
epistemic injustice—only, however, when the speaker the attribution of a
credibility excess amounts to an epistemic wrong. Often this is not the case. See
Fricker (2007: 17-20). Fricker’s view regarding credibility excess and deficit has
changed compared to her earlier work. In Fricker (1998) both credibility excess
and deficit are treated as default cases of testimonial injustice.
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Suppose that such a speaker is a highly competent philosopher and
very eloquent in their native language—and they have offered
testimony that bears significantly on the discussion in English. In
some cases we can further suppose that the non-native English
speaker has acquired a level of philosophical competence, mastery,
and understanding of philosophy in English that matches that of
every, most, or many English-speaking participants in the
2 However, perhaps the speaker delivered their
testimony with a strong accent, slowly (as it is more difficult to
communicate in their non-native language), with several gram-
matical errors, or with a perceived sense of hesitation or as if they
seem unsure of themselves (because they do not feel comfortable
speaking in English). In that case a prejudice may be triggered in the
hearer, and as a result, the speaker is accorded no, or less, credibility
because of how the testimony was delivered rather than because of
what was said.?* If so, we have a case of linguistic injustice. The
speaker is wronged as a knower because they suffer an unwarranted
credibility deficit in virtue of belonging to a certain demographic—
the group of non-native speakers of English (or, more precisely, the

discussion.

23 This might be because some combination of items in the following list applies in
the case of the non-native English speaker: The person has spent a considerable
number of years studying in an English-speaking environment; the person has
spent a considerable number of years working in an English-speaking environment
or using English as a working language; the person has spent a considerable
number of years researching and publishing in English.

24 Francesco Chiesa and Anna Elisabetta Galeotti (2018: 165-166) offers a brief
discussion of the significance of accent, with references to two articles from the
management and psychology literature. It seems to me that the psychology
literature is relevant when it comes to shedding light on the operative prejudice in
cases of epistemic injustice. One interesting issue is how much of the credibility
deficit is due to accent alone and how much might be explained by features that
are sometimes present for native speakers—e.g., speaking slowly or seeming
hesitant or unsure of oneself. In order to draw any conclusions about the impact
of accent these other factors have to be controlled for.
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group of people not capable of expressing themselves in English
without an accent or with relative ease).?®

I do not want to say that this kind of linguistic injustice always

occurs when non-native speakers of English engage in philosophical
discussion in English. However, my impression is that it does occur

sometimes.

26

25

26

For discussions of linguistic justice, injustice, and related issues in the context of
academic philosophy, see Saray Ayala-Lépez (2018), Chiesa and Galeotti (2018),
Filippo Contesi and Enrico Terrone (2018), Peter Finocchiaro and Timothy
Perrine (2024), and Hans-Johann Glock (2018). While Yael Peled and Matteo
Bonotti (2019) discusses accent bias in political life, many of their considerations
and points apply in the context of academic philosophy as well. See also the
Barcelona Principles for a Globally Inclusive Philosophy (https://contesi.wordpress.
com/bp/). A principal aim of these principles is to reduce linguistic injustice. The
Linguistic Justice Society is a related initiative (https://hiw.kuleuven.be/ripple/
research/linguisticjusticesociety). It is worth noting that Fricker (2007:17) ob-
serves that a speaker’s accent may carry considerable significance—not just in
terms of what background the speaker is perceived to have in terms of social class,
region, or education, but also epistemically in terms of credibility excess of deficit.
Cases of accent-induced, prejudice-based credibility deficit fall under what I have
labeled “linguistic injustice.” However, while T have considered cases featuring
multiple language groups, Fricker’s remark concerning social class, regional and
educational background may be taken to suggest that her intended range of
“accent cases” involves native speakers of a given language. Let me also note that
there does not seem to be just one single notion of linguistic justice (and injustice)
in the literature but rather a cluster of different notions. Finocchiaro and Perrine
(2024) are primarily concerned with distributive epistemic justice and injustice.
Fricker (2007: 19-20), however, maintains that the epistemic wrongs exemplified
in cases of testimonial injustice are not distributive in nature—which is because
credibility deficits are not best thought of in distributive terms. Yet others argue
that injustice is not even on the table. While there is inequality due to linguistic
factors and this is regrettable and leaves ample room for improvement, there is no
injustice (see Glock, 2018: sect. 7).

I should emphasize that there may be alternative explanations for credibility
deficits. For example, upon hearing someone speak with a Korean accent, the
hearer may believe that the person studied in Korea. Now, the hearer might also
believe that there are no good universities in Korea—because, if there were, they
would have heard about them and they have not heard of any good universities in
Korea. Given these beliefs, the hearer thinks that the speaker has a poor
educational background, and for this reason, attributes no credibility to their
testimony. This is a case where the credibility-reducing factor is the presence of
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The suggestion I want to make regarding linguistic injustice is
this: All three types of Asian analytic philosophy may serve to reduce
the likelihood of linguistic injustice.

Consider Asian language-driven analytic philosophy—
i.e., Type 3—first. Recall our examples from Korean, uri manura
and sseom tada. Suppose that native Korean-speaking philosophers
discuss these Korean expressions as participants in a discussion that
is conducted in English and which also features native speakers of
English as participants. I venture the guess that the Korean speakers
would not suffer any credibility deficit—even if they speak with a
Korean accent, speak slowly (because it takes longer for them to
formulate themselves in English), make grammatical errors, or seem
uncomfortable speaking. Why? Because the key terms of the
discussion derive from their native language and pertain to life in
Korea and patterns of language use from social contexts that they
are familiar with. Given the subject matter under philosophical
discussion, there is thus a clear sense in which they possess relevant
competence and knowledge.?’

explicitly held false beliefs (about institutions of higher education in Korea) rather
than a prejudice.

It is worth noting that, unless native English speakers participating in the
discussion have spent time studying Korean or have acquired information about
the target Korean expressions in a language they understand, they will lack
relevant knowledge and competence possessed by Korean speakers. Thus, there is
(typically) no credibility excess in giving credibility to Korean speakers
participating in the discussion—and even in many cases treating their statements
with deference. For, in the circumstances described there is a factual difference
between English speakers and Korean speakers with respect to the target Korean
expressions in terms of relevant knowledge and competence. Still, if an English
speaker made a significant and relevant contribution to the philosophical
discussion of Korean expressions and suffered a credibility deficit simply in virtue
of not being a Korean speaker, this would be an instance of linguistic injustice. It
is also worth noting that the point concerning linguistic authority is compatible
with disagreement. For example, in the discussion concerning the Korean
expression sseom tada Jeonggyu Lee and Sungho Choi offer significantly different
accounts of the target phenomenon.

27
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This point carries over to Type 2 of Asian analytic
philosophy—if not completely, then at least to some extent. Type 2
philosophy is cross-linguistic or cross-cultural analytic philosophy
where some Asian language or culture is part of the comparison. For
this reason at least a significant part of the philosophically relevant
data will pertain to the linguistic or cultural home territory of Asian
philosophers with that language or culture. Just like I ventured the
guess that Korean philosophers will not suffer any credibility deficit
when discussing uri manura or sseom tada in English, I venture the
guess that, say, Japanese philosophers will be in the same position in
discussions of hontou da and shin da. For Type 2 philosophy, since
we are dealing with cross-linguistic or cross-cultural analytic
philosophy, their domain of authority does not exhaust the full area
of study. However, cross-linguistic and cross-cultural work in
philosophy is driven by a strong interest in comparisons. Since
comparisons rest on the local data sets that go into them, I venture
the guess that someone who belongs to one of the comparison-
grounding demographics is unlikely to suffer any credibility deficit
as a participant in the discussion.

V3. Asian analytic philosophy of Types 1-3 may help build the
philosophical community in Asia.

The analytic philosophy community in Asia is an emerging,
growing community. All three types of Asian analytic philosophy
discussed above might help build this community. For this reason
they may realize academic-sociological value.

Asian analytic philosophy of Types 1-3 can help build the
analytic philosophy community in Asia because they bear intimate
connections to different aspects of life for analytic philosophers who
are speakers of Asian languages or members of Asian cultures.

Type 1 philosophy is Asian philosophy studied, discussed, and
researched through the lens of analytic philosophy. Hence, it bears
an intimate link to Asia in virtue of focusing on philosophy that
belongs to a philosophical school or tradition of Asian origin and
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heritage. Analytic philosophers in Asia may thus recognize
philosophical traditions or works that they are familiar with
(through studies in school or at university; or maybe they are still
reading these works) and which are part of their cultural-intellectual
heritage.

Type 2 philosophy is cross-linguistic or cross-cultural phi-
losophy, with at least one language or culture in the comparative
investigation being Asian. This means that a significant part of the
body of data studied is tied to Asia through language or culture.
Members of the relevant linguistic or cultural demographic thus
recognize that data regarding their language or culture constitute a
key part of a philosophical cross-linguistic or cross-cultural
comparison. Type 2 philosophy thus bears an intimate relation to
Asia through language or culture.

For Type 3 Asian analytic philosophy the target expressions or
terms—the ones that drive the philosophical discussion—belong to
some Asian language. Speakers of the relevant Asian language will
recognize and be intimately familiar with the target expressions and
patterns of language use in which they feature. Type 3 philosophy
thus bears an intimate relation to Asia through language.

The three types of analytic philosophy can help give the
analytic philosophy community in Asia a distinctive profile because
of the connection they bear to Asia. Both internally and externally—
i.e., both inside and outside Asia—these types of analytic
philosophy can be recognized as species of philosophy that bear an
intimate connection to the region. As such they can serve as a
meaningful banner for the region.

This suggestion might raise concerns. For, philosophers from
Asia—native or heritage—are not the only philosophers who live
and work in Asia. Indeed, there is an increasing number of
professional philosophers in Asia who do not speak any Asian
language (at least not fluently or well) and who are not immersed in
or are otherwise intimately familiar with Asian culture and
intellectual heritage. Does the suggestion that Asian analytic
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philosophy can serve as a meaningful banner for the analytic
philosophy community in Asia—and serve to give it a distinctive
profile—not carry the unfortunate consequence of excluding these
philosophers from the analytic philosophy community in Asia?

No. Asian analytic philosophy can potentially do a lot for the
analytic philosophy community in Asia. However, even if it were to
become the face of analytic philosophy in the region, there is no
suggestion to the effect that Asian analytic philosophy would be the
only kind of philosophy that should be pursued or that everyone in
the region must do at least some work within this rubric. Having
Asian analytic philosophy as a banner for the community in Asia
should not pose a threat to philosophical diversity. Even if Asian
analytic philosophy were to enjoy a special status as a regional
banner and play a leading role in shaping and defining the
community, all kinds of analytic philosophy should be
accommodated, promoted, and researched by philosophers in the
region.

Another kind of concern confronts the idea that Asian analytic
philosophy can serve as a meaningful banner for the region. Asia is
very big. The idea that Asian analytic philosophy can serve as a
meaningful banner for the region would be much easier to realize if
Asian analytic philosophy was characterized by a high degree of
unity. However, it is not. What has been labeled “Asian analytic
philosophy” in this paper is very diverse.

There are many philosophical traditions and schools of
thought in Asia, major ones including Buddhism, Confucianism,
Daoism, and Hinduism, among others. This means that Type 1
philosophy—Asian philosophy engaged through the lens of analytic
philosophy—divides into a variety of sub-types that see significantly
different traditions or schools of thought engaged through the lens
of analytic philosophy. (And the sub-types can be divided further
into sub-sub-types—e.g., Indian versions of Buddhism and versions
from East Asia.)
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There is a considerable range of languages and cultures in Asia.
This means that Type 2 philosophy—i.e., cross-linguistic or cross-
cultural Asian analytic philosophy—can take many different shapes.
It can involve cross-linguistic or cross-cultural comparison of
judgments of philosophical interest made by subjects from Japan,
Korea, India, Taiwan, Thailand, Tibet, Malaysia, China, Indonesia,
Pakistan, or any other place in Asia and subjects from other linguistic
or cultural demographics (within or outside Asia). This leaves a lot
of room for variation, as there is a very considerable spread of
languages and cultures in Asia. This observation is also relevant to
Type 3 philosophy, i.e., language-driven Asian analytic philosophy.
As already noted, this kind of philosophy may be driven by
discussion of expressions in Korean or Japanese. However, it may
also focus on Mandarin, Cantonese, Malay, Indonesian, Javanese,
Thai, Vietnamese, Tibetan, Hindi, Urdu, Bengali, Punjabi, Tamil, or
Telugu—or, yet other languages spoken in Asia.

Granted, Asia is big. It is the biggest continent both in terms of
area and population. Accordingly, it is not surprising that it spans
widely both in terms of languages and cultures. I am not sure,
however, that this means that the three types of philosophy that have
been labeled “Asian analytic philosophy” in this paper cannot serve
as a philosophical banner for the region, and relatedly, that they
cannot serve the purpose of building and shaping the community in
the region.

For the sake of explicitness let me note that there is no analytic
philosophy community for the entire region at present. However,
what I have said above pertains to potential, not what is currently
the case. One might hope that a critical mass of analytic philosophers
in Asia will be genuinely interested in various incarnations of the
three types of Asian analytic philosophy, even if they do not all
pertain to their language, culture, or any philosophical tradition or
school that they are familiar with. This would be a good starting
point, as genuine interest tends to underwrite a willingness to
engage, learn, and build together.



280 EURAMERICA

V. Global Analytic Philosophy

In this paper I have identified three types of analytic
philosophy and suggested that “Asian analytic philosophy” is an apt
label for each of them. Examples were provided of the three types
of Asian analytic philosophy and I discussed what kind of
significance they might carry and why they might be valuable.

While the focus of this paper has been on Asia, I want to
suggest that the key ideas and considerations point beyond Asia.
They apply in relation to other regions too. One might talk of
African analytic philosophy, Middle Eastern analytic philosophy,
South American analytic philosophy, and so on.

Taking on board the distinction introduced in Section II one
might distinguish between three types of African analytic
philosophy: African philosophy engaged through the lens of analytic
philosophy (Type 1), cross-linguistic or cross-cultural analytic
philosophy where one part of the comparison is an African language
or culture (Type 2), and African language-driven analytic philosophy
(Type 3), i.e., discussion of expressions from African languages in
the style of analytic philosophy. Similarly for other regions.

Looking at the considerations offered in Section III regarding
the significance of Asian analytic philosophy, it would appear that
analogues of these considerations can be given for other regions as
well. Suppose that comparative analytic philosophy involving
linguistic or cultural demographics from Africa, the Middle East,
South America, or other regions revealed cross-linguistic or cross-
cultural difference or disagreement. Then, as with Asia, the issues of
relativism, pluralism, egalitarianism and normativity, philosophical
humility, and unity would emerge. However, as suggested at the end
of Section III, convergence would likewise carry significance.

Additionally, recalling the considerations offered in Section IV
concerning the value of Asian analytic philosophy, it would appear
that African, Middle Eastern, and South American analytic
philosophy have the potential to realize the same kinds of value.
They may broaden the horizon and scope of analytic philosophy;
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they may decrease epistemic injustice and inequality in analytic
philosophy; and they may help build the philosophical community
in the respective regions.

Taken collectively, these regionally focused analytic
philosophies—together with analytic philosophy in Europe, North
America, and Australasia—could constitute what we might call
global analytic philosophy. Global analytic philosophy is analytic
philosophy for the world. Global analytic philosophy accom-
modates, registers, and reflects on regional differences and
similarities while, at the same time, it is unified by style, key
characteristics, and methodological orientation. Global analytic
philosophy invites comparative studies and investigations and can
promote multi-faceted, mutually enlightening perspectives on
questions and issues of shared interest across philosophical
traditions. At this stage, it might be apt to say that we are working
towards globalized analytic philosophy. The use of the past
participle “globalized” here instead of “global” is meant to
emphasize that global analytic philosophy will be brought about
through a process of globalization of analytic philosophy.

Expanding the linguistic and cultural boundaries of analytic
philosophy has been a discernible trend in analytic philosophy in the
past few decades. The Geography of Philosophy Project is a recent
example of a major collaborative research project aimed specifically
at this kind of expansion. The project description states that

The question that motivates our project is whether
fundamental philosophical concepts—concepts that play a
central role in the world-view of contemporary Americans
and Western Europeans—are religious and cross-cultural
universals that are used by people around the world, or if
there is diversity in these concepts. Our focus is on the
following concepts: understanding, knowledge, and
wisdom. (Geography of Philosophy Project [GPP], 2018)

The project included teams in eight different regions or coun-
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tries: Eastern Europe, Ecuador, India, Japan, Morocco, Peru, South
Africa, and South Korea (GPP, 2023).

To what extent—and at what pace—analytic philosophy will
become globalized remains to be seen. I hope—and trust—that
philosophers across the globe can work together to get there. For,
whenever the boundaries of analytic philosophy are pushed, the
potential for the kinds of philosophical significance and value
discussed above will be there.
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