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CHAPTER |

THE PREFACE AND FIRST CHAPTER OWORD & OBJECT

Introduction

The primary aim of this thesis is to provide ateipretation of Quine’s indeterminacy thesis,
primarily as it is presented Word & Object(1960). This interpretation will be based on aselo
reading of the first two chapters\&ford & Object with occasional supplementation from Quine’s
other works. The purpose of this reading is toat®the material from these two chapters that are
most important in understanding the indeterminaegis. Much of what Quine says, especially in the
second chapter, is not entirely necessary for ajneg his arguments. Quine simply found certain
concepts “worthy of treatment on their own accoypt”27). It will therefore be helpful to filter bu

the excess as much as is possible.

It is my hope that this reading can serve a twd-furpose. The first is that it will be able to
serve as an introduction to Quine’s indeterminaegis for philosophically competent readers who
have, for some reason or other, not yet becomdiamiith Quine’s work. An unfortunate side effect
of Quine’s highly systematic approach to philosoghthat it is often quite difficult to fully gradps
work when reading only a handful of selectionseAdthy and detailed study is required. This thesis,

then, can perhaps be thought of as a shortcut.

The second purpose of this thesis is to set asigiie confusions that have persisted
concerning Quine’s indeterminacy thesis, even antboge who are quite familiar with a great deal

of Quine’s work. | wish to clarify these confusiahsit seem to have been disseminated by those who
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are not open to Quine’s work. As we will see infinal chapter, even one of the most able
philosophers of our time exhibits a serious diffigin wrestling with Quine’s deeply counter-
intuitive views. It is quite rare to come acrosteipretations of Quine that are sympathetic, amhev
more rare for accounts that are accurate. | betieatea solid understanding of Quine is incredibly
difficult without an account that demonstrates baftthese qualities to serve as a guide. It is opyeh

to eventually construct such a guide, and thisyidirat step towards that goal.

Here, then, is the direction of our investigatidfe shall begin with a detailed reading of the
preface and the first two chaptersvdbrd & Object breaking down each chapter within Quine’s
designated sections. We will then consider somenwamncriticisms of the indeterminacy thesis, and
attempt to apply our interpretation to these dstits. Finally, we will examine John Searle’s
criticisms of the indeterminacy thesis, which reyars, to a certain extent, the kind of “common
sense” reaction that many readers of Quine ar§ylikehave. It is thus important to guard agaihst t

kind of arguments employed by Searle.

Preface

While the preface of many books may be somettiagdan easily be skipped or
overlooked without serious loss in understandinthefmain text, the preface Wford & Object
is not that kind of preface. In this preface, Quseés the foundation for the entire rest of the
book, and he accomplishes this task in only tret fiwo paragraphs. (The vast majority of the
preface is, of course, dedicated to acknowledgesnjefs one reads through the bodyérd &
Object it is quite difficult to avoid getting lost in éhdensity of Quine’s writing. So it may be
helpful (perhaps even necessary) to periodicaltyimd oneself of what Quine says in the preface

as one reads through the text.

Realizing the full implications of what Quine sagghe preface puts the overall

argument ofVord & Objectin a much clearer light. The preface providesmatext that makes



the seemingly "extreme" conclusions of the bookrsgrich more plausible (or, at the very least,

the conclusions arrived at don't seem quite as@agiven the starting point of the arguments).

The most important theme of the preface (and bgreskon the entire book) is stated in
the very first sentence: "Language is a social @rtix). Like a good magician, by the time you
realize that the magic trick has started, the $whigs already been made. The major points on
which Quine relies throughout his argument canrggdly be traced back to this very first
sentence. The claim that language is social seerab\sous and mundane as to hardly need
stating at all. (Just a regular deck of cards, yBs® the implications that Quine draws out from

this ordinary statement are anything but trivial.

The social and public nature of language entadsprding to Quine, that all linguistic
meaning must ultimately be learned via the envireninand observable behavior. This claim is
reminiscent of the classical empiricist thesis tilbknowledge must be ultimately traced back to
some basic element of sense experience. (Indeemltl argue that Quine's understanding of
language is essentially just a linguistic versibthds thesis, although this is not a topic thalt wi
be further investigated here.) This claim is alminiscent of the kind of psychological
behaviorism which has its roots in B.F. Skinnerskin psychology. Although Quine was
apparently a close personal acquaintance of Skihméit argue that Quine's behaviorism is not
of the same kind as Skinner's. Quine's behavossainguistic thesis, not @sychologicabne.

More will be said about this distinction later.

Quine also argues that the social nature of lagguesults in a "systematic
indeterminacy" (p. ix) of both the meanings of seiges and the references of terms. Quine's
discussion of indeterminacy largely takes placéiwithe context of his "radical translation”
thought experiment in Chapter 2. However, as llsgrglue in later chapters, the important point

to take away from this discussion is not just thattranslation of sentences between one's native



language and a radically foreign language is boglgeeh in an irresolvable indeterminacy.
Rather, it is that this inter-linguistic indeterragy reflects a deeper instability within the notion
of linguistic meaning generally, even when restdcto one's own native language. The radical
translation scenario is simply an easier scenaractept, so it is useful as an initial presentatio
What radical translation illustrates is that thare serious theoretical problems that result from
relying on an "uncritical mentalism," as Quine wibldter say. (Quine 1970a, p. 5) The radical

translation thought experiment will be discussedatail in the second chapter of this thesis.

Finally, in the preface Quine also alludes to whkatld later come to be known as his
peculiar brand of naturalism, as well as his holi$hese two ideas, combined with his unique
style of behaviorism, do all of the "heavy lifting/hen it comes to Quine's argument®\iord &
Object These views are the important points that Queasés out from his opening sentence:
"Language is a social art" (p. ix). These threavgiare obviously very important to his argument
in this text, as well as his overall philosophipedject. It is practically impossible to understand
what Quine is up to in this book without some awass of these basic positions. Thus, special
attention will be paid to them throughout the sumn@d the first two chapters &ord &

Object

Chapter 1

81

Quine begins 81 by emphasizing what may be calledpghysicality of discourse.” Words
denoting observable physical objects are the dasiésarn. Talk of physical objects is quite
clear when compared to, say, the abstract objéctmthematics. We begin with “ordinary
things,” as the title of the section indicates. §erdinary things are physical objects, and our
talk of physical objects is “about as basic as lagyg gets” (p. 3). Our physical language is the

entrance point for learning language, so it is mmaer that it is also the most clearly understood.



In 81 Quine mentions Otto Neurath’s well-known apdtor for science as a boat:

“Neurath has likened science to a boat which, ifaneeto rebuild it, we must rebuild plank by
plank while staying afloat in it. The philosophedahe scientist are in the same boat” (p. 3).
Here is where Quine establishes two of his crymaitions for his arguments throughavord

& Object Neurath’s boat metaphor, to which Quine appegdsnain this book as well as in other
writings, is an endorsement epistemological holisQuine is denying the possibility of any
kind of foundationalist structure for human knowdedOne does not build a system of
knowledge on some unshakeable foundation, for tiseme such thing. Rather, we must
continuously make piecemeal adjustments to vaaus of our knowledge base as we discover
gaps, inconsistencies, or falsehoods in our sysi@mto return to the metaphor, we plug leaks

and replace weak planks as we find them.)

Notice, though, that Quine is going one step furthan Neurath. Neurath, in agreement with
many of his logical positivist colleagues, tooktsgly anti-metaphysical position, pushing for a
reformulation of all significant language into vfeable scientific claims. Everything that cannot
be formulated in this way (i.e., metaphysical cliwas dismissed as nonsense. But Quine does
not share this view. Similar to how he rejecteddistinction between analytic and synthetic
sentences, Quine also rejected the idea of anydisttict demarcation between science and
philosophy, metaphysics included. So when QuineleyspgNeurath’s metaphor, he is not just
talking about science: “The philosopher and thergst are in the same boat.” (p. 3) Philosophy,
then, is of a piece with natural science. Quinesimars the two not as separate and independent
disciplines. Rather, he argues that philosophy “.arasffort to get clearer on things, is not to be
distinguished in essential points of purpose anthatefrom good and bad science” (p. 3-4).

Here we see Quine committing to the position tleatvbuld later refer to as hiaturalism



Quine’s version of naturalism is a rather unique.gks he presents it here, it contains two
central claims. The first, which has already beemtoned, is the insistence that philosophy and
science are continuous. The second is that altittieg, whether it leans toward philosophy or
science, must take place within some particulaorigtécal position, employing some conceptual
scheme. There is reopriori position from which the philosopher can examine appraise our
conceptual schemes, our systems of knowledge, utitheing immersed in a particular
conceptual scheme as well. The following quotesstihte this latter point well:

...our questioning of objects can coherently begity om relation to a system of

theory which is itself predicated on our interint@gtances of objects...

No inquiry being possible without some conceptudlesne, we may as well retain
and use the best one we know—right down to thetaketail of quantum mechanics,
if we know it and it matters. (p. 4)

It is due to the truth of naturalism, Quine argukat we must begin our philosophizing (and
scientific theorizing) in the “middle”: “Analyze #dory-building how we will, we all must start in
the middle. Our conceptual firsts are middle-sizeitidle-distanced objects, and our introduction

to them and to everything comes midway in the caltavolution of the race” (p. 4-5).

In an interesting bit of symmetry, Quine beginsagth a point about our language of
physical objects, and then closes this sectionrbggsing to examine this language itself as a
physical feature of the physical world: “I propasehis introductory chapter to ponder our talk
of physical phenomena as a physical phenomenomanstientific imaginings as activities
within the world that we imagine” (p. 5). Perhapisipartly due to forgetfulness of this fact that
we ever ended up with an analytic-synthetic disimcin the first place. After all, what sense is
there to be made of a distinction between truthtddanguage and truth due to empirical fact

when any truth about language is itself an emgifaa?



§2

In 82, Quine begins to discuss the importance ebthjective world in grounding even our
most subjective references. Quine uses the exarmapl@uch’ and ‘Red’, considered as one-
word sentences (the importance of conceiving offi suierances as one-word sentences and not
as referring singular terms will be made clearun discussion of Ch. 2). We are trained in the
employment of these kinds of utterances in sodatexts. We must observe our environment
and the behavior of others. Even with words likeclo, where the pain is only felt by one
person, we are trained to use this word by othéis do not share our pain; and we learn how the
word is used from others whose pain we do not share

Society, acting solely on overt manifestations, Ibesn able to train the individual to

say the socially proper thing in response everptmally undetectable stimulations.

The trick has depended on prior concomitances legtwevert stimulation and overt
behaviour, notably the wincing instinct. (p. 5-6)

A brief digression is necessary at this point tdrads an assumption on which Quine
depends in his discussion of language learningt assumption is Quine’s particular brand of
behaviorism. Many have confused Quine’s behavioristin B.F. Skinner’s behaviorism,
although it is not clear that they can be entit#gmed for this. While Quine was a close friend
and a colleague of Skinner’s, Quine did not inh@gtbehaviorism from him. Quine admits to
having been a behaviorist long before he and Skiener met. Indeed, Quine claims to have
become a behaviorist sometime in the 1920s, pgjrtitirhis undergraduate readings of John B.
Watson’sPsychology from the Standpoint of a Behaviaisi Rudolf Carnap’Bsychologie in
physikalischer Sprach&s his main inspirations (Quine 2008). Howeverséitwo sources may
not be sufficiently unlike Skinner’s understandofdoehaviorism, so more explanation is needed

to differentiate Quine’s position from Skinner’s.

Recent articles by Tyrus Fisher (2011) and Dagfighiesdal (2011) have defended Quine’s

behaviorism, arguing that his particular brandvismune to the traditional objections levelled at



Skinner and his ilk, and that it is a rather plalesand relatively innocuous doctrine in Quine’s
hands. The most important point to remember wheoudising Quine’s behaviorism is that it is

not a psychological thesis. Rather, it is a methagloal imperative for the study of language:

In psychology one may or may not be a behaviohbist,in linguistics one has no
choice. Each of us learns his language by obsemihgr people’s verbal behavior
and having his own faltering verbal behavior obedrand reinforced or corrected by
others. We depend strictly on overt behavior inepksble situations... There is
nothing in linguistic meaning, then, beyond whabive gleaned from overt behavior
in observable circumstances. (Quine 1987, p. 5)

Thus, in arguing for the indeterminacy of translafiQuine does not seek to deny the existence
of mental life. (However, in other papers unrelatethe topic of indeterminacy, he does
repudiate certain “mental entities” [Quine 1953 88%].) He is arguing that what goes on in our
essentially private mental lives is simply irreletgo any discussion of linguistic meaning. One
does not need to deny the existence of our psyglualoinner lives in order to accept the
indeterminacy of translation. Rather, one must §imgcognize the evidential (epistemological)

constraints on any empirical study of language.

With this point behind us, we can now return tar@is discussion of language learning.
We saw how observations of the objective worldvelnat unifies our language for our internal
experiences. Quine goes further in his praise pativity, noting that it is our reliance on
reference to objective features of our environnwgmth holds language together, as it were. The
establishment of a uniform language over a considemumber of speakers depends on our
tendency to focus on socially observable circuntganwhat Quine calls the “objective pull.” So
despite the “chaotic subjective diversity” (p. 8ar inner lives and personal histories which
exhibit such wild variation in how each of us, adividuals, come to learn our languages, we
nevertheless end up with the ability to communiedth one another quite easily and efficiently.

Quine closes this section with a particularly aptaphor:



Different persons growing up in the same languagdike different bushes trimmed
and trained to take the shape of identical eleghdrite anatomical details of twigs
and branches will fulfill the elephantine form @iféntly from bush to bush, but the
overall outward results are alike. (p. 8)

83

As he confronts the notion of the difference bemvkarning words and learning
sentences, Quine compares his situation with thidume when he inquired into how it is that
we learn new ideas. Since Quine is suspiciousengtientific credentials of a word like ‘idea’,
he instead offers a linguistic formation of Humpitsblem, offering that this problem “may often
be by-passed by representing the words in questioply as fragments of sentence which were
learned as wholes” (p. 9). So words like ‘ouchédt, or ‘rabbit’ can best be thought of as one-

word sentences.

Sentences are learned, Quine claims, in three:ways

(1) direct conditioning of a sentence with some norgaestimulation;
(2) “analogical synthesis” (p. 9), which consists ibstituting certain words in sentences
that were previously learned as wholes in resptmsgémulations that are similar to the
contexts in which the original sentences were ledirn
(3) the “interanimation of sentences” (p. 9), which sists in the association of sentences
with other sentences, rather than with non-vertiauation.
Of these three, (1) is clearly the most basic fofdanguage learning, and it is the starting point
for infants as well as our linguist who is engagetadical translation, as we shall see in the next
chapter. It is only after some significant tractiorthe language has been gained that one moves
up to the next two forms of sentence-learning.

It is within this third method of sentence-leathat the basic skills are developed
which we employ in the construction of theoriesin@uoffers up the idea that theories should be
conceived of as being composed of sentences. Sbthese sentences are directly linked to

9



experience (observation sentences), and some Bréniked to other sentences, such as
statements about logic, mathematics, or highlyrabsparts of physics. Still others serve to
mediate between these latter sentences, most renfitmre experience, and those that are the
simplest and most immediate reports of experieflbe.observation sentences are linked to
certain theoretical sentences, which are then din&eour patterns of response: “...the verbal
network of an articulate theory has intervenedrib the stimulus with the response. The
intervening theory is composed of sentences adsdorgth one another in multifarious ways not
easily reconstructed even in conjecture” (p. 11).

At this point we see Quine picking up where he &éfiin his 1951 paper “Two Dogmas of
Logical Empiricism.” In that essay, Quine commisathat Roger Gibson has called an “extreme
holism” (Gibson 2000, p. 81). Quine argued thabhliour statements about the external world
face the tribunal of sense experience not indivlgdrut only as a corporate body” (Quine 1951,
p. 38). This formulation of Quine’s holism was filgttaken as a strange and obviously false
view. After all, how can we seriously suggest inagry single mundane experience of our daily
lives essentially serves as a potentially devamgdgst of our entire wealth of scientific
knowledge? It does not seem plausible, for instaified an observation of an ordinary rabbit in a
field on a summer afternoon could be connectedlgyr@levant path of linked sentences to
statements about quantum mechanics. Quine wadigernsiobjections of this kind, so he
adjusted his view accordingly, arriving at what b calls “moderate holism” (Gibson 2000, p.
82). Moderate holism accounts for the fact thatevalry single piece of knowledge is potentially
called into question in the event of some unexpgkoteservation. Rather, only a certain “chunk”
of theory is threatened. However, Quine remainsmited to the holist view that, at least in
principle, every single sentence of the entiretpuf knowledge is a possible candidate for
revision in the event of some possible recalciteserience:

In an obvious way this structure of interconnecsshtences is a single fabric

including all sciences, and indeed everything wereay about the world; for the

logical truths at least, and no doubt many more monplace sentences too, are

10



germane to all topics and thus provide connectibtwyvever, some middle-sized

scrap of theory usually will embody all the connaas that are likely to affect our

adjudication of a given sentence. (p. 12-13)
Note that in this section, Quine is also clarifyhlig use of the term ‘theory,” emphasizing that he
is not only referring to what may be strictly calle ‘scientific theory,” but also to what we might
call knowledge, broadly construed:

Theory may be deliberate, as in a chapter on chism@s it may be second nature, as

is the immemorial doctrine of ordinary enduring digtsized objects. In either case,

theory causes a sharing, by sentences, of sengoppids.

84

This section includes material that is importamt@uine’s overall project iVord & Object
but it is not necessary for understanding the eweihacy of translation. Thus, we can move on
to the next section.

85

Quine spends the first half of this section dismgspoints that reiterate his behaviorism and
holism. He uses these points as the foundatiomsalibcussion of considerations for how
evidence for our theory should be weighted anduatall. These evidential considerations, once
again, are not necessary for understanding theédmdaacy of translation. However, it may well
be worth revisiting behaviorism and holism again.
...words only mean as their use in sentences is ttondd to sensory stimuli, verbal and
otherwise. Any realistic theory of evidence mustirseparable from the psychology of
stimulus and response, applied to sentences. {p. 17

This is a crucial passage\ord & Object despite the fact that it appears, at first glataee
be not much more than a passing remark in a tagpgiaragraph between more substantial
discussions of learning words and weighing evideBeg a careful reading of this chapter
reveals that this is Quine’s first mention of limglic meaning. Meaning, as we shall see next
chapter, is the central focus of Quine’s discussidiine indeterminacy of translation, just as it
was the central focus of Quine’s discussion ofathalytic-synthetic distinction in “Two
Dogmas”.

11



As we break down this remark, we notice that Qisrteeating the sentence as the primary
vehicle of meaning, rather than the individual wakd noted earlier, this is an important point
for the next chapter. We shall see that keepirgyrthtion in mind can help us to avoid a very
common misunderstanding of the conjecture of inddteacy of translation, a misunderstanding
that is largely due to a lack of clarity and praarisin Quine’s early discussions of this issue.
Quine seems to have perceived this problem iralés Fe-visitations to indeterminacy (Quine
1970a, p. 178; Quine 1987, p. 8-9).

Returning to meaning, then, we can see that Qbin&g that a word gains its meaning by
being used in a sentence, and a sentence gameatsing by being a part of the “single fabric”
(p- 12) of our total system of knowledge (via hidi$m). How we construct our total theory of
the world, in turn, depends on what weight we giveertain evidential norms, such as simplicity
and conservatism. However we rank these considesgtQuine argues, what is most important
is that our theory of evidence respect the methagchl constraints imposed by the linguistic
behaviorism he has been developing throughouttiapter.

86
In this final section of the first chapterWford & Object it is important to notice a
particular passage, which will help us guard agansther potential misunderstanding of
Quine’s views that seems, once again, to be thdtrelsQuine’s own somewhat ambiguous
writing.

After spending some time explaining the under-geteation of theory by evidence, Quine
uses this concept to introduce us to the indetexayiof translation. The problem with this choice
is that it seems to have led some philosopherslieve that the indeterminacy of translation is
simply a special case of the under-determinatiaimedry by evidence, where entire languages
are treated as separate chunks of theory (See Rarg; Chomsky 1969, and also Gaudet 2006).

Quine also further exacerbated this misunderstgrgyragain relying heavily on under-

12



determination in his illustration of indeterminaayhis 1970 paper “On the Reasons for
Indeterminacy of Translation.”

If we set aside most of the discussion of undeemaination in this section, however, and
simply focus on one particular passage, it may aptheat Quine is trying to differentiate the
indeterminacy of translation from the under-detaation of theory by evidence:

If there were (contrary to what we just concludad)unknown but unique best total

systematizatio® of science conformable to the past, present, atuld nerve-hits of

mankind, so that we might define the whole truthhed unknowry, still we should

not thereby have defined truth for actual singleteeces. We could not say,

derivatively, that any single senten8eés true if it or a translation belongs b for

there is in general no sense in equating a sent@naetheoryd with a sentenc&

given apart fromé. Unless pretty firmly and directly conditioned &ensory

stimulation, a sentenc& is meaningless except relative to its own theory;

meaningless intertheoretically. (p. 23-24)

When one recalls that Quine uses the term ‘thqaywell as ‘science’) in a quite broad sense, it
becomes clear that this is essentially equivatehig statement of the indeterminacy of
translation in the next chapter. We can regard €sinse of the term ‘theory’ as referring to a
language. After all, Quine has already committeth&éoview that a theory is composed of
sentences, just as a language is. Thus, in the gbolve, Quine is saying that there is no
uniquely correct translation of a sentence in amgliage to a sentence in another language.
Furthermore, by contrasting this concept with tdfainder-determination, Quine is attempting to
show how we should not regard one as a specialatdbe other (even though, historically
speaking, he seems to have failed in that taslenEwve had a unique, complete, and perfect
global scientific theory, capable of predictingeaplaining any and all observations at any point
in time, this would still not be sufficient for ekllishing a unique translation of a sentence from

one language into another. In other words, evéreife were no under-determination at all, there

would still remain indeterminacy.
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CHAPTER Il

THE SECOND CHAPTER OWORD & OBJECT

Now we must turn to an examination of Chapter ®ofd & Object It is here where the bulk of
the material that directly concerns Quine’s argunfienthe indeterminacy of translation
apparently resides. But this is merely apparent. &saphasized in the commentary on the
preface, the pieces of the argument have all bssgnabled prior to this chapter. Quine’s only
real task in this chapter is to tease out the icafilbns of what has already been said, and to tidy

up a few potential loose ends.

For Quine, it is a commitment to philosophizingaiscientifically respectable way that
ultimately leads to the indeterminacy thesis. Smetells us that as human beings, we only have
five senses. Thus science establishes empiricisofadr as there is no evidence for any as of yet
undiscovered form of extrasensory perception. Eluhat we know, or take ourselves to know,
must ultimately be rooted somehow in our sensorgggions, or “stimulations” as Quine calls
them throughout this chapter. Quine would latemfgiate his empiricism as follows:

“...whatever evidence thers for sciencas sensory evidence” and “...all inculcation of

meanings of words must rest ultimately on senseigemce” (Quine 1969a, p. 75).

Thus, recognizing the truth of empiricism requitteat we accept a behavioristic account
of linguistic meaning, since there is no way timé&ints and toddlers could begin to learn
language except, ultimately, through connectinga@®isensory stimulations with others via basic

stimulus-and-response conditioning. The complexitshese connections, of course, increases

14



greatly over time, as language-learners transdemtdsic method of ostensive direct

conditioning (See §3).

The way that these connections are structured gev@uine’s holism comes into play.
The way that one systematizes experience is nquety determined by those sensory
stimulations. There are vastly different ways afistoucting our theoretical sentences such that
they are equally faithful to our sensory experieticey explain all our past and present
stimulations, and they predict all the same fusiiaulations. But they are incompatible in terms
of content of the more theoretical sentences. Thispurse, is holism in the global sense. Holism
also shows itself locally. When a particular expemt does not produce the predicted result, we
know that some assumption relevant to this sitnagavrong. We do not know immediately
which one, and we could, if we wished, pick oneaadom from this pool of relevant
assumptions and deny it. Then we simply make adjsts elsewhere among our assumptions to
accommodate the new changes to fit our systemiatizat past, present, and future stimulations.
Quine’s focus on under-determination of theory fglence in the first chapter seems to have
been his way of illustrating his holism, ratherrthesing it to directly argue for indeterminacy of
translation. Holism is only a part of the overatj@ment for indeterminacy. Rather, it primarily

stems from his naturalism.

Quine regards his naturalism as a result of somefseientific findings (See 81 and 86).
We must always theorize from within the standpointne particular theory or other. There is no
a priori standpoint from which we can evaluate and judgepaiing theories, since all
judgments, whether they are of the most highly técal statements or of the most direct reports
of experience, rely osomeconceptualizations or assumptions. It is imposdiblcompletely
separate ourselves from our inherited (or chosengeptual scheme, construed in the broadest
possible sense. We must always start “in the midufléhings, making adjustments to our

conceptual scheme as needed. All of these contimesabove naturally lead us to the point that
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there is no sense at all to the idea of some kinigter-linguistic meaning, a meaning that

transcends any particular language and which isioegh by a correct translation.

Chapter 2

87

Quine begins §7 by setting the agenda for thipteaand then providing the first few
formulations of the indeterminacy thesis: “In thisapter we shall consider how much of
language can be made sense of in terms of its Istsnconditions, and what scope this leaves for
empirically unconditioned variation in one’s contteggd scheme” (p. 26). First Quine considers an
“uncritical way” of representing the indeterminamfymeaning (I say ‘meaning’ here since only
one language is involved in this formulation.):

...two men could be just alike in all their dispasits to verbal behavior under all
possible sensory stimulations, and yet the meanorggleas expressed in their

identically triggered and identically sounded wteres could diverge radically, for
the two men, in a wide range of cases. (p. 26)

Quine then notes that this formulation may be vidae meaningless: “one may protest that a
distinction of meaning unreflected in the totabifydispositions to verbal behavior is a distinction
without a difference” (p. 26). So Quine reformutatbee point using terms from set theory:

...the infinite totality of sentences of any giveneaker's language can be so

permuted, or mapped onto itself, that (a) the itytalf the speaker's dispositions to

verbal behavior remains invariant, and yet (b)rtfeping is no mere correlation of

sentences with equivalent sentences, in any pleusénse of equivalence however
loose. (p. 27)

Finally, Quine paraphrases this idea in termsanidiation:

...manuals for translating one language into anatharbe set up in divergent ways,
all compatible with the totality of speech dispimsis, yet incompatible with one
another (p. 27)
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It is worth noting that in the sentence that folfotlis one, Quine further clarifies the
indeterminacy thesis by saying that it implies tad (or more) translation manuals will produce
translations of a given sentence that “stand th e#tter in no plausible sort of equivalence
however loose” (p. 27). The word ‘equivalence’ appdn both of the latter formulations of the
indeterminacy thesis. Since the problem that ulilyaunderlies the indeterminacy of translation
is our lack of an account of synonymy, or samepnésseaning, it might seem that Quine is, in
effect, relying on something like a synonymy ralatin his explication of indeterminacy. Quine
himself apparently noticed this potential problesrha was writingVord & Object “I disliked
having to appeal thus to equivalence, however ggtically, in the very formulation of a thesis
that casts doubt on the notions of translatioryoosymy or equivalence” (Quine 1969b, p. 296-
297). But Quine also points out that later in tbelg he manages to formulate the indeterminacy

thesis without having to appeal to a notion suchcsvalence:

...rival systems of analytical hypotheses can confeomall speech dispositions
within each of the languages concerned and yeatgicin countless cases, utterly
disparate translations; not mere mutual paraphrdmgstranslations each of which
would be excluded by the other system of transta{jp. 73)

Next, Quine specifies how we should understandiggsof the term ‘language’
throughout the radical translation thought expenimé&Ve are concerned here with language as
the complex of present dispositions to verbal bamain which speakers of the same language
have perforce come to resemble one another; nbttiut process of acquisition, whose variations
from individual to individual it is to the interesbf communication to efface.” (p. 27) This
definition of language naturally leads to questiahsut drawing a distinction between what goes
into learning language and what counts as “coléieformation” (p. 27-28), but Quine
postpones considerations of this kind for now. ii@w, Quine is content to consider “present
dispositions to verbal behavior,” where our maina@n is how to construe thendbdulusof the

stimulation” (p. 28, italics in the original), dne duration of time of the stimulation which is to
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count as relevant to the speaker’s response. @aiygthat we can simply “consult our
convenience” when setting the modulus, likely beeathe length of the relevant stimulation will

vary dramatically depending on what it is the liiggus trying to translate.

Finally, we arrive at the thought experiment afical translation, which Quine uses as a
helpful way to illustrate the indeterminacy of te&ation (for an interesting historical study of the

evolution of this thought experiment, see Quiné%37] and [1953] essays):

The recovery of a man’s current language from hisently observed responses is
the task of the linguist who, unaided by an intetgr, is out to penetrate and translate
a language hitherto unknown. All the objective da¢ahas to go on are the forces
that he sees impinging on the native’s surfacesthadbservable behavior, vocal

and otherwise, of the native. (p. 28)

Here as well as throughout the rest of Quine’sudision of radical translation, he intentionally
avoids direct reference to the environment fromphiespective of the native. This is for two
reasons. The first is that Quine is staying withia limits of the behaviorism that he espouses.
Behavior is the only game in town when it comekinguistic meaning. The second is that the
linguist, if he wants to create the best possitaediations of the native’s language, will have to
try to eliminate, as much as is possible, any thiashe might inadvertently bring into the process
of translation via the intrusion of features of bvgn conceptual scheme. By focusing only on the
objective data available to him, the linguist i¢eaio build an understanding of the meaning of
various native utterances on the only secure faimtavailable: direct conditioning to

experience.

The easiest kinds of utterances to translateharéones keyed to present events that are
conspicuous to the linguist and his informant’4®). Hence we arrive at the well-known
‘gavagai’ example. The field linguist and the natwitness a rabbit running nearby, and the

native volunteers the phrase ‘Gavagai.’ The lingugsords the phrase, and guesses that ‘Rabbit

or ‘Lo, a rabbit’ are possible suitable translationhe linguist will later utter ‘Gavagai?’ as a
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guestion to the native (assuming the linguist igéd out the native’s interrogative inflection)
under varying circumstances looking for assengati§ or neither reaction (again, assuming the
linguist has figured out the native’s verbal andwverbal signals for assent and dissent; Quine
offers ‘Evet’ and ‘Yok’ as the native’s words fores’ and ‘No’.). The linguist will then have to
try to make systematic sense of his results, elitmg intruding information in the environment
as much as possible. If the linguist’s results seemirror situations in which an English speaker
would correspondingly assent or dissent to theyqirRabbit?’, then the linguist is gathering

encouraging inductive evidence for ‘Rabbit’ asam$iation of ‘Gavagai.’

It is important to note two things at this poinhéeTfirst is that “instead of speaking
merely of stimulations under which the native walsent or dissent to the queried sentence, we
speak in a more causal vein of stimulations thétpsompt the native to assent or dissent to the
gueried sentence” (p. 30). Whabmptsthe native’s utterance of ‘Gavagai’ (or his asgerihe
query ‘Gavagai?’) must be the “rabbit-presentingnstations” and all others must prompt
dissent. Quine then distinguishes between prompatigeliciting for our discussion of the
radical translation: “What elicits the native's &\or "Yok' is a combination: the prompting
stimulation plus the ensuing query "Gavagai?"3@. The second point here is that Quine
implicitly distinguishes between quotations of tfaive’s words and the native’s sentences
through capitalization. Thus, ‘Gavagal’ is a senterand ‘gavagai’ is a term. As noted earlier,
indeterminacy of translation applies to sentensiege sentences are the primary bearers of
meaning. Indeterminacy of reference applies to$atone. A failure to account for this subtle
difference can lead to a serious misunderstandi@uie’s use of the ‘gavagai’ example

throughout this chapter. We will return to thisgdater.
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88

Quine spends much of 88 developing the notionsifmaulation. Quine has been using
this term throughout the book up to this point withreally developing the concept in great
detail. Since stimulations are the foundation af$iation, of linguistic meaning in general, then

it is appropriate to spend a good amount of tim¢hem.

First, Quine follows up on a point that closed It section. What prompts a native’s
utterance of ‘Gavagai’ must be thought of as tiawdation, and not the rabbit itself. This way
we can account for situations in which the nats/priompted to utter ‘Gavagai’ when there isn'’t
a real rabbit present (e.g., hallucinations, actigtpresentations, etc.), and also for situations

which there is a rabbit present but the nativestome reason or other, fails to notice it.

Next, Quine provides a definition of visual stirtibn as a “pattern of chromatic
irradiation of the eye” (p. 31). Quine is a stpttysicalist (see Quine 1953 & 1985), and
ultimately identifies all mental states as physatates. So if we really do grasp such things as
meanings in our minds, in our brains, then one tridghtempted to draw on the resources of our
internal neurophysiology to explain linguistic maan But this would be missing the point of the
very first sentence aiVord & Object “Language is a social art” (p. ix). In learniranbuage, we
do not have access to another person’s privatgtiiswr neurophysiological states. These things
are thus irrelevant to linguistic meaning. Only lixlp observable evidence can possibly factor
into meaning. In any case, even if such statesiofiforain were accessible, they would not be
useful to the translator, since it is essentidhtmuage that individual idiosyncrasies in how
language is learned and habits are formed are wasite Communication must be uniform, but

neurophysiology need not.

Still, we are left with this problem: how is itthwe can compare stimulations between

persons? How is it that the irritations by variphysical forces on the sensory surfaces of the
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native are supposed to be socially observable?e3uiasponse is that such stimulations are
“intersubjectively checked to some degree by sp@atl linguist alike, by making allowances for
the speaker’s orientation and the relative dispwsibof objects” (p. 31). In his later writings,
Quine expands on this brief comment, citing the aflempathy in translation, and language
learning generally. (Quine 1992, p. 42ff.) The lirgg is trying to project himself into the
situation of the native without bringing along bign forms of concepts and biases. And it does
not seem unreasonable that the linguist, who redgtg right next to the native throughout his
task of radical translation, would be able to reawty guess how the physical forces would be
affecting him if he were occupying the native’sdton. (In Quine’Pursuit of TruthandFrom
Stimulus to Sciencamong other various articles, he made considedjlstments and updates
to his concept of stimulations. Furthermore, inpheface to the 2013 edition Wford and

Object Dagfinn Follesdal briefly describes some of Qugnerealized plans for a revised edition
of the book, which involved significant change€doine’s original understanding of

stimulation.)

The modulus of visual stimulations should not Esved as “momentary static irradiation
patterns”, but rather as “evolving irradiation patis of all durations up to some convenient
limit... Furthermore we may think of the ideal expeeintal situation as one in which the desired
ocular exposure concerned is preceded and folldyexdblindfold” (p. 31-32). In addition to this
temporal window, Quine also specifies that a vistiahulation should be treated in its “spatial
entirety” (p. 32). Sometimes the subject’s entisual field is relevant for a given stimulus.
Additionally, not all impacts of light on the resirwill register a response, since many visual

details are not actually processed outside of téa an which one is focused.

With these details about stimulations in placein@says that we have the ingredients
needed to formulate a “crude concept of empiricgdning. For meaning, supposedly, is what a

sentence shares with its translation; and traosiati the present stage turns solely on
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correlations with non-verbal stimulation” (p. 38uine then defines the affirmative stimulus
meaning of a sentence as “the class of all theusditions... that would prompt... assent” for a
given speaker, and the negative stimulus meanirgsehtence as the class of all the stimulations
that would prompt dissent for a given speaker 2. Stimulus meaning, then, is defined as the
ordered pair of the affirmative and negative stuisuheanings. So for the linguist to translate
‘Gavagai’ as ‘Rabbit’ is to say that they have shene stimulus meaning. Stimulus meaning,
Quine notes, must be contextualized not only tarbdulus of the stimulations in question, but
also to a given speaker at a given time, sincecépeatterns have a tendency to evolve, not only
between individuals, but also within the same irdilial over time. “Fully ticketed, therefore, a
stimulus meaning is the stimulus meanmgdulo nseconds of senten&for speaken at timet”

(p. 33). Of course, this account of stimulus meatias only been explicitly laid out for visual
stimulus meaning. An account of global stimulus nieg would require similar accounts for

each of the other senses, such that the stimulasingeof a sentence for a speaker at a time
would include the total set of stimulations onddlthe speaker’s sensory surfaces for the duration
of the set modulus. Quine does not see the neactually lay out this entire account, for its

absence here will not affect his philosophical pairthis chapter.

Quine takes a brief detour from his account ehstations to ponder a particular word
choice used in his definition of stimulus meanitig: strong conditional ‘would’. Quine explains
that he uses this term in the sense of a disposgiach as when we explain the concept of
solubility in water. Quine then identifies this serof disposition as being “some subtle structural
condition,” which Quine later clarifies as meanagind of not fully understood physical
mechanism (Quine 1973, p. 8-15). So to say thatrsom would assent or dissent to a given
sentence is simply to refer to whatever causalsigihygical process occurs between stimulus and
response. The exact details of this process, ase(nas stressed in the first chapter, are not

directly relevant to accounting for linguistic méam
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Returning to the discussion of stimulations, Quiags that stimulations should not be
understood as unique, particular events in timerddher as “a universal, a repeatable event
form” (p. 34). Hence we do not compare the qualitasimilarity of two different stimulations,
but rather identify two stimulations as the sanawiation, occurring twice. Quine cites the
presence of the strong conditional in his defimitod stimulus meaning as the primary reason for
this construal of stimulations:

For, consider again the affirmative stimulus megrofh a sentenc& the clas< of

all those stimulations thatould prompt assent t&. If the stimulations were taken as
events rather than event forms, ti@rwould have to be a class of events which
largely did not and will not happen, but which wibgrompt assent t§if they were

to happen. Wheneved contained one realized or unrealized particulanidatory
evento, it would have to contain all other unrealized likgies ofc; and how many
are there ofthes@ Certainly it is hopeless nonsense to talk thusuroealized

particulars and try to assemble them into clasBesealized entities have to be
construed as universals. (p. 34, italics in orijina

Thus, for considerations that are both ontologaeal pragmatic, Quine adopts an understanding

of stimulations as universals. (See also Quine 3948

Finally, we return to the notion of holism, an& $®w it connects with this account of
stimulus meaning. In Quine’s “Two Dogmas”, we sawéxtreme holism, which located the
empirical import of scientific claims in the enticerporate body of science. Here we see Quine
explaining how he modified his view to a more maderholism. Quine points out that the notion
of stimulus meaning for sentences offers us a waya foreign theory (i.e., language, conceptual
scheme), since the stimulus meaning provides usavduitable behavioral criterion for
establishing some semblance of empirical meanirgjvés us a wedge for entering a language
without being familiar with the language as a wh&e even though for a great deal of a given
language, the meanings of sentences are dependéntirer sentences for their meaning, and so
on, we can seek firm ground on this “basic leveithout having any knowledge of the “higher

level.”
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89

Quine begins this section by explaining the detton between occasion sentences and
standing sentences. Occasion sentences are tlasedimmand assent or dissent only if queried
after an appropriate prompting stimulation” (p. 3y: Standing sentences can be prompted by
certain stimulations as well, but more importantihey can occur independently of any current
stimulation, completely unprompted. This distinotion true Quinean fashion, is not a rigid or
absolute one. Rather, it is relative to the modulda occasion sentence moduiseconds can
be a standing sentence moduale 1” (p. 36). The stimulations that belong to heitthe
affirmative nor negative stimulus meaning of anasion sentence are those that would inhibit a
response to the query. The same definition appbesell to stimulations that belong to neither
the affirmative nor the negative stimulus meanihg standing sentence, except that this class of
stimulations would also include irrelevant stimidas, “which neither prompt nor inhibit” (p.

36).

The stimulus meaning of an occasion sentencefiisetieas a “full cross-section of the
subject’s evolving dispositions to assent to oselig from a sentence” (p. 36). Standing
sentences, since they are less affected by a gieenpting stimulus, do not have their “intuitive
meaning” reflected well in stimulus meaning. Thilg rest of this section is primarily focused on

occasion sentences alone.

Occasion sentences, though their stimulus meaiairgga closer approximation to our
intuitive concept of meaning, still fall short adtablishing a synonymy relation. The problem is
that the subject’s response can often “depend six@dg on prior collateral information as a
supplement to the present prompting stimulus” @#). 3r'he subject might have just witnessed
something earlier that sways his verdict. For eXae may have recently heard another native

utter ‘gavagai’ without having had the same stimatathat prompted the other native’s
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utterance. Quine offers the example of the “rafipjt-an hypothetical creature that is known for
being in the presence of rabbits. The native may Im@t gotten a clear sight of an animal
scurrying by, but he does clearly spot a rabbit$ych a stimulation would belong to the

affirmative stimulus meaning of ‘Gavagai’ for thative, but not that of ‘Rabbit’ for the linguist.

An ideal affirmative stimulus meaning for ‘Gavagaould include stimulations that
would prompt assent based on an understandingeafitind alone, and would not be affected by
collateral information, unlike the above exampkgt our problem is precisely that we have no
way of drawing a strict distinction between colfaténformation and linguistic meaning:

...we have made no general experimental sense dtiaalion between what goes
into a native’s learning to apply an expression aitht goes into his learning
supplementary matters about the objects concern€lere is no evident criterion
whereby to strip such effects away and leave Justteaning of ‘Gavagai’ properly
so-called—whatever meaning properly so-called may. What we objectively have
is just an evolving set of dispositions to be préedpby stimulations to assent to or
dissent from sentences. These dispositions mayoheeded to be impure in the

sense of including worldly knowledge, but they @imtit in a solution which there is
no precipitating (p. 38-39).

Thus, Quine appeals to essentially the same gesemtiment that motivated his arguments
against the analytic-synthetic distinction. Ther@d behavioral criterion for distinguishing
between facts purely about language and empirdcasf The only prospects for such a criterion
appeal to mentalistic notions, and therefore cabaatlevant to an account of language, which is

an essentially public phenomenon.

The considerations in the section serve Quine'pgee of demonstrating that stimulus
meaning is not equivalent to the ordinary, int@tivotion of meaning. Nevertheless, stimulus
meaning is all that our field linguist has to gowdlmen he engages in radical translation. Quine
also clarifies that the linguist in this case aslating “not by identity of stimulus meaningst bu

by significant approximation of stimulus meaninggs.’ 40).
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810

The stimulus meanings of words are subject tcatian due to collateral information,
some stimulus meanings varying more than othermgompares ‘Red’ with ‘Rabbit’, noting
that ‘Red’ will show extremely little variation, salting in a stimulus meaning that is quite
similar to an ordinary understanding of the meamhgred’. ‘Rabbit’, as the examples
throughout this chapter suggest, will tend to Hgext to a great deal of variation due to intrusive
information. ‘Bachelor’ will show even more suchriedion:

An informant's assent to it is prompted genuinelgugh by the sight of a face, yet it
draws mainly on stored information and none onpitwanpting stimulation except as
needed for recognizing the bachelor friend conakrAes one says in the uncritical
jargon of meaning, the trouble with "Bachelor' igttits meaning transcends the

looks of the prompting faces and concerns matteas dan be known only through
other channels. (p. 42)

Thus the stimulus meaning of ‘Bachelor’ will be swaore unlike its intuitive meaning than the
stimulus meaning of ‘Rabbit’. While every Englighesiker knows the meaning of ‘Bachelor’
well enough, only those who share certain acquateswill also have similar stimulus meanings

for it.

So we find that stimulus meaning will tend to rabée intuitive accounts of meaning as
the sentences in question are less subject tatiearidue to collateral information (such as with
‘Red’). Quine thus arrives at his definition of @mservation sentence:

Occasion sentences whose stimulus meanings varg oader the influence of
collateral information may naturally be called atvséions sentences, and their

stimulus meanings may without fear of contradictiensaid to do full justice to their
meanings. (p. 42)

Given Quine’s tendency to deny absolute distinagithmoughout much of his work, one might be

puzzled by this definition, seemingly drawing alimetween sentences whose stimulus meanings
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vary due to collateral information, and those th@anot. However, Quine is quick to improve this

language to something more behaviorally appropriate

...we may speak of degrees of observationality... Wirathave is a gradation of
observationality from one extreme, at ‘Red’ or aboto the other extreme at
‘Bachelor’ or below... For, in behavioral terms, artasion sentence may be said to
be the more observational the more nearly its sdtismuneanings for different
speakers tend to coincide. Granted, this definitéls to give demerit marks for the
effects of generally shared information, such & tibout the rabbit-fly. But, as
argued in 8 9, | suspect that no systematic exmgeriah sense is to be made of a
distinction between usage due to meaning and ushge to generally shared
collateral information. (p. 42-43)

All that is necessary for being an observationesesd, then, is simply for that occasion sentence

to be on the higher end of the scale of observalityn

Quine’s definition of observationality implies thais a social concept. It requires a
community of speakers so that we can compare sismakanings. Stimulus meaning itself,

however, requires only one speaker, and the nekibgenvestigates this notion.

8§11

Quine begins this section by noting a curious amsginy between the stimulus meanings
of ‘Bachelor’ and ‘Unmarried man’ when consideraceither between two speakers or within
only one speaker. In the former case, the stimmeanings of the two sentences are not
identical. In the latter case, however, we find tha stimulus meanings are identical. For a
single individual, the stimulus meanings of ‘Badrehnd ‘Unmarried man’ are the same; the
stimulations that would prompt assent or dissenttfe one would do the same for the other.
Thus we find that “stimulus synonymy, or samendsgimulus meaning,” works equally well for
non-observational occasion sentences (such aséBathas it does for highly observational
occasion sentences (such as ‘Red’) if we restuictelves to considering one speaker (p. 46).

‘Bachelor’ and ‘Unmarried man’ are stimulus synomys for one speaker, but Quine rejects that
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the two sentences are synonymous on an intuitiveusnt of meaning (or, rather, he rejects that
there is any sense to such a claim). “Very wellehs a case where we may welcome the

synonymy and let the meaning go” (p. 46).

Additionally, we can say, in a sense, that ‘BachHeind ‘Unmarried man’ are stimulus-
synonymous for the whole community, since it igtfor each and every speaker within it. The
same could also be true of a bilingual speaker wieexpand the hypothetical to include two
communities speaking two different languages. (Quises a Spanish example: ‘Soltero’ as
stimulus-synonymous with ‘Bachelor’.) This wouldadurse need to be checked by confirming
that the bilingual speaker’'s communication betwientwo communities is fluent and

comparable to that of other bilinguals.

Quine then reminds us that even this kind of stlgective stimulus synonymy is not
immune to the intrusion of collateral information:
...consider the Himalayan explorer who has learnedpiply "Everest' to a distant
mountain seen from Tibet and "Gaurisanker' to @endrom Nepal. As occasion
sentences these words have mutually exclusive ktimmeanings for him until his
explorations reveal, to the surprise of all conedrrthat the peaks are identical. His

discovery is painfully empirical, not lexicographicmevertheless the stimulus
meanings of "Everest' and "Gaurisanker' coincidéifo thenceforward. (p. 49)

In an endnote, Quine admits that this example iseuhnically geographically accurate, but this

is beside the point, since our entire discussiaadical translation is speculative anyway.

Quine’s point is to highlight the idea that “twartes can in fact be coextensive, or true of the
same things, without being intrasubjectively stinsdbynonymous as occasion sentences” (p. 51).
Intrasubjective stimulus synonymy, it seems, wilt iprove the situation of the field linguist

significantly beyond where he found himself usiig driginal methods.
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8§12

In this section, Quine presents in more detailrifmous ‘gavagai’ example. As Quine
would later note, it is precisely this example testeived more attention than it should have, and
it had the effect of contributing to a fairly commmisreading of Quine’s intentions in this
section, and consequently in this chapter as aaviol'On the Reasons for Indeterminacy of
Translation”, Quine says:

My gavagaiexample has figured too centrally in discussidihe indeterminacy of
translation. Readers see the example as the groumige doctrine, and hope by

resolving the example to case doubt on the doctfihe real ground of the doctrine
is very different, broader, and deeper. (Quine 29p0178, italics in original)

It will be helpful, then, to keep this point in nias we examine the ‘gavagai’ example, and try to

sort out exactly what it is that Quine was actualbyto in this section.

The central point of this chapter is rather exfiicstated in the first paragraph of this
section: “Stimulus synonymy of the occasion sergé@@vagai’ and ‘Rabbit’ does not even
guarantee that ‘gavagai’ and ‘rabbit’ are coextemserms, terms true of the same things” (p. 51).
There are two things to take notice of in thisestant. The first is that Quine has begun this
section with an inversion of the point he usedhasconclusion of the previous section. At the
end of 811, Quine said that coextensiveness isuf@itient for stimulus-synonymy. In the
beginning of 812, Quine says that stimulus-synonysmyot sufficient for coextensiveness. The
second is that Quine is using capitalization asg @f distinguishing between words and
sentences. Failure to keep track of this distimctian lead to a serious misreading of Quine’s

arguments in this book.

Quine would later adopt a distinct terminology floe indeterminacy of reference of
terms, which is the subject of §12, as opposetdadrtdeterminacy of translation of sentences.

Quine employed many different terms to describartleterminacy of reference, including
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ontological relativity and inscrutability of referee (Quine 1969a). We can treat all three
expressions as naming the same thesis (and Quenesge have thought so as well [Quine 1986,
p. 459]). But for the sake of clarity as well aBoéncy, we will reserve the term ‘indeterminacy’
for referring to the indeterminacy of translatidrsentences, and the term ‘inscrutability’

exclusively for the indeterminacy of reference.

Quine begins this section by stressing that stisigi/nonymy of theentence&Gavagai’
and ‘Rabbit’ is not sufficient for establishing tbeextensiveness of therms‘gavagai’ and
‘rabbit’. (Throughout much of this section, Quir@etimes uses the misleading phrase
“synonymy of terms”. This is strange, since Quias karlier stressed that terms only have
meaning by virtue of their use in sentences. Wé# sisdead speak of coextension to ward off any
potential confusion.) So even if we assume thahae established the sameness of stimulus
meanings of ‘Gavagai’ and ‘Rabbit’, we still havat established that the term ‘gavagai’ refers to
a “whole enduring rabbit”, as the field linguist wd be naturally inclined to suspect. The term
‘gavagai’ could just as easily refer to rabbit-stagemporal segments of a rabbit, undetached
rabbit parts, the “single though discontinuous gotf the spatiotemporal world that consists of
rabbits”, or the recurring universal of “rabbithddgd. 52). Quine considers the natural objection
that all we need to settle this “imagined indecisifp. 52) is just a little more precision in our
pointing and indicating along with the promptingratlation. But Quine argues that this cannot

solve the problem:

Point to a rabbit and you have pointed to a stdgerabbit, to an integral part of a
rabbit, to the rabbit fusion, and to where rabhithés manifested. Point to an integral
part of a rabbit and you have pointed again torémeaining four sorts of things; and
so on around. Nothing not distinguished in stimuluganing itself is to be
distinguished by pointing, unless the pointingas@nmpanied by questions of identity
and diversity: Is this the same gavagai as thdd®,we have here one gavagai or
two?'. Such questioning requires of the linguisbenmand of the native language far
beyond anything that we have as yet seen how tuatdor.” (p. 52-53)
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The reason that we cannot assume the construelesEnce of the term ‘gavagai’ that is most
natural to us is that how we conceive of rabbiws eculiar feature of our own conceptual and
referential apparatus:
...our own various auxiliaries to objective referencer articles and pronouns, our
singular and plural, our copula, our identity poede. The whole apparatus is
interdependent, and the very notion of term israsipcial to our culture as are those
associated devices. The native may achieve the sameffects through linguistic
structures so different that any eventual consgrush our devices in the native
language and vice versa can prove unnatural agdiiearbitrary. (Cf. § 15.) Yet the
net effects, the occasion sentences and not thesteran match up in point of

stimulus meanings as well as ever for all that. &8mmn sentences and stimulus
meaning are general coin; terms and referenceoaed o0 our conceptual scheme.”

(p- 53)
The native can conceive of objects in the world tompletely strange and radically different
way. The native can employ a referential apparttaisis incapable of direct translation into our
own language term for term, phrase for phrase,auitBignificant interpretational decisions on
the part of the linguist. These interpretationalisiens would necessarily impose some kind of
conceptual scheme onto the native, thereby goingeigond any evidence present in stimulus

meaning.

At this point it may be useful to recall Quine'seuof the term ‘ontological relativity’ to
describe this situation. Although the native’s agptaal scheme may be radically different from
our own, and we can still manage to come up witleptable translations of sentences of the
native’s language into sentences of English thatlevoot hinder communication. We could also
speak in an intuitive, uncritical way and say tihase translations would retain the meaning of
the original sentences, despite varying refereftiseocomponent terms. The idea is that our
translation manual would systematically offset agferential incompatibilities of particular pairs
of sentences by making changes elsewhere in thaahan

We could equate a native expression with any ofltegarate English terms ‘rabbit’,
“rabbit stage', ‘'undetached rabbit part’, etc.,sdifid by compensatorily juggling the
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translation of numerical identity and associatedtiglas, preserve conformity to
stimulus meanings of occasion sentences. (p. 54)

The reason that we see the same general kindlefarminacy affecting the translation of
sentences as well as terms is that when “otheubsges than our own are involved,
coextensiveness of terms is not a manifestly ctaaton than synonymy or translation itself”

(p- 54). When restricted to our own language, ca@sibn has a relatively simple definition,

though we shall not be concerned with the detdiisteere.

A final important part of this section is Quindgroduction of his definition of stimulus-
analyticity: “I call a sentence stimulus-analytiz & subject if he would assent to it, or nothing,
after every stimulation (within the modulus)” (f£)5Quine notes that this definition has an
analogous definition for terms rather than sententkis requires a prior translation of logical

particles such as ‘all’, ‘are’, and ‘=", which ikd subject of the next section.

§13

Quine offers three “semantic criteria” (p. 57) foe translation of truth functions from

the native language. The addition of the term &gaiion will change a short sentence to which
the native would assent into one from which théveatould dissent. The conjunction function
creates a compound that prompts assent alwaysrdyaben each individual component also
prompts assent. The alternation function createsrgound that prompts dissent only when each
individual component also prompts dissent. Quims thotes:

When we find that a native construction fulfills eoror another of these three

semantic criteria, we can ask no more toward arenstanding of it. Incidentally we

can then translate the idiom into English as ‘nathd’, or ‘or’ as the case may be,

but only subject to sundry humdrum provisos; foisitvell known that these three

English words do not represent negation, conjunctand alternation exactly and
unambiguously. (p. 58)
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So by translating truth functions, we are not neasly finding native equivalents of the English
words ‘not’, ‘and’, or ‘or’. Further truth functi@ncan also be constructed using the same basic

method for negation, conjunction, and alternation.

Quine takes a brief digression into the problefrthis approach when applied to an
hypothetical culture with a “prelogical mentaliti. 58). If we suppose that the natives accept
sentences of the fornp and nofp’ as true, then how can we go about translatinty sentences?
Quine seems to take the view that we should, irtramslations, impose our own logic upon their
utterances. As a general maxim of good translatienshould interpret patently absurd sentences
as being due to some unknown difference betweayubeges, rather than a fundamental logical

failure.

Returning to our original case, let us supposewleahave completely translated the
native’s logical laws as far as truth functions emacerned. The natural next step in translating
logic, Quine suggests, is to move on to the categiar(i.e., All x are y; No x are y; Some X are
y; Some x are not y). The problem with translatimgse kinds of statements, however, is the
same as what we saw in the previous section wihgvagai’ example:

The difficulty is fundamental. The categoricals eeg for their truth on the objects,
however external and however inferential, of whibh component terms are true;
and what those objects are is not uniquely detexdhby stimulus meanings. Indeed
the categoricals, like plural endings and identitye part of our own special
apparatus of objective reference, whereas stimoleaning is, to repeat § 12,
common coin. Of what we think of as logic, the hrfitinctional part is the only part

the recognition of which, in a foreign language, se&m to be able to pin down to
behavioral criteria. (p. 61)

8§14

In this section, Quine revisits the intuitive mots of synonymy and analyticity, picking

up where he left off after “Two Dogmas” and applyihe lessons learned from the discussion of
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the scenario of radical translation. Synonymy stidod distinguished between a broad and a
narrow type. Synonymy in the narrow sense is
...what Carnap calls intensional isomorphism, inuvadyvicertain part-by-part
correspondences of the sentences concerned... Bht\ar@nt versions can be
defined on the basis of the broader one. Synonyhpads is defined by appeal to

analogy of roles in synonymous wholes; then syngnymthe narrower sense is
defined for the wholes by appeal to synonymy of blmgous parts. (p. 62).

Thus we can simply focus on the broad sense, ave lhe narrow sense behind.

The broad sense, Quine says, is such that “twesees command assent concomitantly
and dissent concomitantly, and this concomitancleiésstrictly to word usage rather than how
things happen in the world” (p. 62). Quine acknalgles that the standard expression of this type
of synonymy would refer to truth values rather thasent and dissent, but if we are to make

sense of the notion in terms of verbal behavi@ntthis formulation should be preferred.

When considering occasion sentences, stimulus sympdoes fairly well in realizing
synonymy in the broad sense, as we saw abovetim@3dgh §11. The same is true of standings
sentences when the variability of assent and dissemt significantly different from that of
occasion sentences. As this variability decredsmsever, so does the resemblance of stimulus
synonymy to synonymy in the broad sense. We carsatlje modulus of the stimulations in an
attempt to “tighten the relation of stimulus synomy, but lengthening the modulus to very long
periods can adversely affect the usefulness adtihmilus meanings in question (p. 63).
“Lengthening the modulus enriches stimulus meanamgktightens stimulus synonymy only as it
diminishes scrutability of stimulus synonyms.” §3). A very long modulus will leave open the
possibility that new intrusions of collateral infiaation could occur, or changes in the meaning of
the subject’s language (if we may speak uncriygallhus, stimulations that are likely to give us
at least some clue toward stimulus synonymy wiflegally need to have a modulus that is longer

than an instantaneous moment, and shorter thana sagnth.
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Holism again rears its head, which should be nprige in a section titled ‘Synonymous
and Analytic Sentences’. A major component of Qsiegument against the analytic-synthetic
distinction in his ‘Two Dogmas’ was that theory stmction (in the broadest possible sense)
proceeds holistically. As we've noted above, Quadeanced an “extreme holism” in that classic
essay, but weakens that view to a more “moderdienhibin Word & Object

The trouble lies in the interconnections of sengéandf the business of a sentence can
be exhausted by an account of the experiencesvthdtl confirm or disconfirm it as
an isolated sentence in its own right, then thdesme is substantially an occasion
sentence. The significant trait of other sentemeésat experience is relevant to them
largely in indirect ways, through the mediationaskociated sentences. Alternatives
emerge: experiences call for changing a theory,dounot indicate just where and
how. Any of various systematic changes can accorateothe recalcitrant datum,
and all the sentences affected by any of thoseilpesalternative readjustments
would evidently have to count as disconfirmed kgt hatum indiscriminately or not

at all. Yet the sentences can be quite unlike withpect to content, intuitively
speaking, or role in the containing theory. (p. 64)

Quine then digresses into a brief response togbam essay by H.P. Grice and P.F. Strawson,
“In Defense of a Dogma” (1956), which itself waseaponse to Quine’s ‘Two Dogmas’. The
details of Quine’s remarks here are not importanofir purposes. However, it is intersting that
in Grice and Strawson’s essay, part of their arqurappears to be that it iseductio ad
absurdumof Quine’s view on meaning if it implies that talk “correct or incorrectranslatiori

is meaningless (Grice and Strawson 1956, p. 146)indsight, this is rather humorous. It is as if
Quine read this response, completely agreed wighirtiplication, and then drafted his thought
experiment of radical translation to show thasiit'i really the problem that Grice and Strawson

thought it was.

Having compared intuitive synonymy with stimulymenymy, Quine then does the same
with analyticity, which is commonly regarded asinkefinable with synonymy (or, at least, it
was around the time &%ord & Objecj. Quine identifies analyticity as an intuitive ampt,

which states that an analytic sentence is “truelgury meaning and independently of collateral
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information” (p. 65). Quine points out that philgdacal tradition has sometimes regarded
analytic truths as coextensive walpriori and necessary truths. Quine is not concerned with
whether this is true. Instead, he comments tha¢ mbthese three categories of truths have been
defined in terms of observable behavior. Quine glages on what such a definition of analyticity
may look like: “the analytic sentences are those We are prepared to affirm come what may”
(p. 66). But this definition needs some cleaning@pines argues, with respect to ‘what may’. It
may be objected that we would give up the anatytioi ‘No bachelor is married’ if we found a
married bachelor. Quine sees no way of answeri@@biiection without at least implicitly

relying on analyticity itself. So Quine suggestsdifiging ‘come what may’ as ‘come what

stimulation may’, which is “virtually the definitio(812) of stimulus analyticity” (p. 66).

We saw with stimulus synonymy that we could saggait, and thereby improve its
scope. Quine suggests that we can do the samgnoiss-analyticity, taking sentences as
socially stimulus-analytic if they are “stimuluseadytic for almost everybody” (p. 66). But this
definition would apply equally to sentences suchragere have been black dogs’ or ‘2+2=4". So
we find, unsurprisingly, that social stimulus an@iyy does not approximate its traditional
intuitive counterpart any better than stimulus symy did. Quine recognizes them as “not

behavioristic reconstructions of intuitive semasitiout only a behavioristic ersatz” (p. 66).

Quine ends this section with some speculatiorhenrttuitions that enforce our sense of
the traditional picture of analyticity and synonyriye details here are not important for our
purposes, but there is one important statemenhtips to clarify Quine’s position on
analyticity: “The intuitions are blameless in thesy, but it would be a mistake to look to them
for a sweeping epistemological dichotomy betweealydit truths as by-products of language and
synthetic truths as reports on the world” (p. @His quotation is important because Quine is
trying to clarify his arguments in ‘Two Dogmas’.taf reading “‘Two Dogmas’, it is easy to come

away with the sense that Quine was arguing that tis@o possible wayo draw a distinction
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between analytic and synthetic sentences. Butghiset what Quine had intended to say. His
point was rather that there is no way of drawirgg thstinction that would be able to do the kind

of epistemological workhat the logical positivists had wanted it to #tylfon 2007, p. 68-74).

815

Quine begins this section with a summary of thesfide kinds of results that our field
linguist can achieve, given his methodologicalatitn:
(1) Observation sentences can be translated. Thercertainty, but the situation is
the normal inductive one. (2) Truth functions canttanslated. (3) Stimulus-analytic
sentences can be recognized. So can the sentdribesopposite type, the "stimulus-
contradictory” sentences, which command irrevegsilissent. (4) Questions of

intrasubjective stimulus synonymy of native occasieentences even of non-
observational kind can be settled if raised, bet $entences cannot be translated.”

(p. 68)
These are quite obviously very limited results. Tihguist cannot do much toward gaining an
understanding of the native language based on thekealone. So how does the linguist
progress from here? He constructs analytical hygsat: “He segments heard utterances into
conveniently short recurrent parts, and thus caespl list of native "words." Various of these he
hypothetically equates to English words and phraeesich a way as to conform to (1)-(4). Such
are his analytical hypotheses” (p. 68). Although ¢tbncept of analytical hypotheses is only being
introduced now at the tail end of the chapter atical translation, it should not be thought that
analytical hypotheses can only be constructed #feework in (1)-(4) has been completed.
Indeed, Quine points out that (4), intrasubjectitrmulus synonymy, will be practically fruitless

if not guided by tentative analytical hypotheses.

Quine notes that our field linguist need not beohlisly strict in making sure his
analytical hypotheses conform universally to (1)-(the neater the analytical hypotheses, the
more tolerance” (p. 69). For example, if a nativeially stimulus-analytic sentence is translated

as ‘All rabbits are men reincarnate’, the transglatost have had considerable reason for this. If
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no stimulations would prompt the natives to dis$earh this sentence, then our linguist would
have had to make significant adjustments elsewdm@@ng his analytical hypotheses to allow for
an English translation that is also socially stinss@nalytic. Considerations of simplicity (and
reliance on Quine’s holism), then, allow for toleca in this kind of situation. In the average
case, however, Quine argues that “the more abswgatic the beliefs imputed to a people, the
more suspicious we are entitled to be of the tediwgls; the myth of the prelogical people marks

only the extreme. For translation theory, banalsages are the breath of life” (p. 69).

Analytical hypotheses, as defined above, shouldbaseen as forming a list of
translations, word for word, phrase for phrase.r&msay be cases where a native word may be
translated as an English phrase, or a native plasaae English word, depending on the context.
An implication of this, however, is that we will waneed additional instructions to explain these
kinds of choices of translation.

Since there is no general positional correspondbatgeen the words and phrases of
one language and their translations in another.esanalytical hypotheses will be
needed also to explain syntactical constructioriees€ are usually described with
help of auxiliary terms for various classes of vatwords and phrases. Taken
together, the analytical hypotheses and auxili@fndions constitute the linguist's
jungle-to-English dictionary and grammar. The fotimey are given is immaterial
because their purpose is not translation of wordsoastructions but translation of

coherent discourse; single words and constructcmmse up for attention only as
means to that end. (p. 70)

In addition to the considerations above, anoth@soe why these auxiliaries are necessary is
because throughout the process of radical traoslafiuine has made “no essential use of a
distinction between word and phrase” (p. 62). Thigartly because Quine is suspicious of
finding an acceptable criterion of identity for ang (p. 13-14), which is in line with Quine’s
well-known dictum: “No entity without identity” (Qoe 1958, p. 20; or Quine 1969, p. 23).
Furthermore, the methods available to the fielddist in his elicitations of the native provide

relatively meager results: “stimulus meanings newdfice to determine even what words are
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terms, if any, much less what terms are coexteh§ive’0). Thus, our field linguist must go

beyond the immediate behavioral evidence and aartstnalytical hypotheses so that he can

construct a fuller and more coherent account ohtitese’s language:
The method of analytical hypotheses is a way adpadting oneself into the jungle
language by the momentum of the home languages & way of grafting exotic
shoots on to the old familiar bush-to recur to teacluding metaphor of § 2-until
only the exotic meets the eye. From the point eiwbf a theory of translational
meaning the most notable thing about the analytigpabtheses is that they exceed
anything implicit in any native's dispositions tpegch behavior. By bringing out
analogies between sentences that have yieldedrslation and others they extend

the working limits of translation beyond where ipdadent evidence can exist.” (p.
70)

Recall the three methods of learning sentence<hate presented in 83. Here we see the field
linguist transcending direct conditioning and emgpig analogical synthesis in order to construct
analytical hypotheses. Once these have been thusocgnstructed, the linguist can presumably

move on to the interanimation of sentences.

The possible yield of the linguist's methods lisebove in (1)-(4) does not exhaust all
possible evidence. As Quine mentioned in 811, itiguist can take the time to become bilingual,
and then resume the construction of a translatianual. In such a case, (1)-(4) above would be
amended as follows: “(1") All occasion sentenceslmtranslated. Point (4) drops as
superfluous. But even our bilingual, when he briafigranslations not allowed for under (1')-(3),
must do so by essentially the method of analytigabtheses, however unconscious” (p. 71).
Thus, while the bilingual linguist may gain someuwnd with respect to non-observational

occasion sentences, he is not significantly befffaihan our original field linguist.

Finally, we arrive at Quine’s formulation of thadl product of our hypothetical field

linguist’s labors—the translation manual:

[T]he linguist's finished jungle-to-English manuahs as its net yield an infinite
semantic correlation of sentences: the implicitcgation of an English sentence,
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or various roughly interchangeable English sentenfoe every one of the infinitely

many possible jungle sentences. Most of the semantrelation is supported only

by analytical hypotheses, in their extension beytimel zone where independent
evidence for translation is possibl€hat those unverifiable translations proceed
without mishap must not be taken as pragmatic eaelef good lexicography, for

mishap is impossibl€p. 71, italics added)

This final sentence is a crucial one, for thishs point that distinguishes the indeterminacy of
translation as a distinct and separate idea frenutider-determination of theory by evidence. In
translation, there is no “fact of the matter”, asir@@ would put it in later works (Quine 1979).
While evidence for our scientific understandingha physical world may not establish one
unique theory that fits that evidence (as is implg Quine’s holism), there is nonetheless a fact
about how the physical world actually is. Only dfieal” scientific account of the universe can
actually be true to the facts. It just so happbaswe are in an epistemological situation that
prevents us from ever demonstrating that we haatesttcount, even if we do. Translation, on the
other hand, is not like this. The problem is noteheepistemological, it is ontological. If we
assume that we have all of the physical facts abeery feature of the universe, this would still
not suffice to determine a uniquely correct tramstaof a native sentence into an English
sentence (provided that the native sentence ia highly observational occasion sentence).
There will be multiple equally good translationsloé native sentence, in that they equally match
all of the behavioral and dispositional evidendeere will be at least two such translations,

which Quine refers to here as “incompatible” (p).72

Quine would later reformulate this way of explamihe two rival translation manuals in
response to his misgivings, mentioned earlier, atimbehavioral import of notions such as
“equivalence”. In his reply to Gilbert Harman’s agsn Words and Objectionuine 1969b),
Quine accepts Harman'’s suggested formulation, gatiat for a given native sentence, two
translators using two manuals that both matchigfiasitions to verbal behavior may disagree on

how that sentence should be translated. This wapdmt is put in terms of dispositions to
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behavior, rather than relying on the notion thattihio manuals are somehow inherently
incompatible, which seems to be just an inversioth® equivalence notion that Quine was
uncomfortable with in his original formulation. Rursuit of Truth(Quine 1992), Quine explains
this incompatibility as saying that if we transthge paragraph of native sentences into English
using two rival translation manuals, alternatingnsen manuals with each sentence, the resulting

translation would be incoherent.

Quine closes this section with a point that hasegamoticed or uncomprehended by
many commentators on the indeterminacy thesis: “e. lwas only to reflect on the nature of
possible data and methods to appreciate the indietacy” (p. 72). As | emphasized in the
previous chapter, all of the real work in Quineg’guanent for the indeterminacy thesis was over
with before he even presents the radical transiao@nario. That thought experiment is but an
illustration. The real argument begins with Quinednmitment to science, as | stressed at the
beginning of the present chapter. Empiricism artdnaism are themselves findings of science.
Empiricism implies linguistic behaviorism, and natlism implies holism. Together, behaviorism

and holism imply the indeterminacy of translation.

§16

The final section of this chapter is spent guagdigainst anticipated objections to the
indeterminacy thesis. We will not be concerned \aitly of these specific objections. Instead, in
the next chapter, we will examine and evaluateratbgections that appeared after the

publication ofWord & Object
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CHAPTER IlI

ASSESSING COMMON CRITICISMS

Now that we have established a basis for intempgefiuine’s indeterminacy thesis, we can begin
to assess criticisms. We shall begin by analyzorgescommon objections and attempting to
employ our interpretation of indeterminacy in tksalution of these problems. Then, we shall
examine two cases where confusions surroundingritler-determination of theory by data have
affected arguments against indeterminacy. Finaleywill turn to an argument by John Searle,
which attempts to defend our intuitive conceptiahsut meaning and reference from Quine’s

pernicious indeterminacy.

Four Widespread Criticisms

Roger Gibson provides an account of “some of theemadespread criticisms” (Gibson

1998, p. 28) of Quine’s indeterminacy thesis. Giblssts four such criticisms as follows:

(a) The indeterminacy thesis is not proven deductively.
(b) Linguistics is under-determined, but not indeteretén
(c) The indeterminacy thesis is unintelligible or selfuting.
(d) Actual translation has more evidence to go on thdical translation.
Let us see how our reading\Word & Objecthelps us to explain why these objections rest on

misunderstandings of Quine.
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The indeterminacy thesis is not proven deductively.

This particular objection may very well be concetletle true, but it doesn't affect
Quine’s argument. The thought experiment of radi@alslation was never intended to serve as a
deductive proof of indeterminacy. It is, after alhly a thought experiment. In the beginning of
Chapter 2 oVord & Object Quine says that he will “try to make the poirdysible” (p. 27),
which would be quite a strange choice of wordsstimeone attempting to provide a deductive
proof. In his later writings, Quine began referrtoghis indeterminacy thesis as a “conjecture”
(Quine 2000, p. 419). He even explicitly contrastieterminacy of translation with inscrutability
of reference, which he says can be so easily pragda be trivial (Quine 1992, p. 50). So
Quine’s arguments for the indeterminacy of tramsfashould not be read as if they were

providing an absolute proof the thesis.

Linguistics is under-determined, but not indeteraien

Some critics grant that science is under-determinyeal possible evidence, and since
linguistics is a part of our overall scientific trg, then it too shares in under-determination. But
these critics are not willing to grant that thesesome kind of unique indeterminacy that goes
beyond the usual under-determination. Now, notie¢ these critics have at least avoided the
mistake of confusing under-determination with idetinacy. But they have failed to grasp the
background argument for indeterminacy, which hanloketailed over the past two chapters. As

mentioned before, it all starts with taking sciesedously.

It is a finding of science, according to Quine tthipiricism is true. Human beings only
have five sensory modalities which serve as thimate source of all of our knowledge of the
world. Thus all that we know has been observeaferied based on what has been observed.
Applying this point to language, we naturally cotaghe conclusion of linguistic behaviorism:

all facts about language must be learned througkrebble behavior. Additionally, throughout
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his various writings, including the first chaptéiord & Object Quine has advocated his own
understanding of naturalism, which Quine also viaws finding of science (Hylton 2014, p.
150ff). Naturalism, again, is in part the idea thiapirical science is the best path to knowledge
thus far devised. There is agriori standpoint that the philosopher occupies from tvisice can
evaluate, free from any theoretical biases or piesly adopted conceptual schemes, our system
of knowledge. There is no sense to or hope foCiwesian quest for a certain foundation for
human knowledge. Thus naturalism naturally lead® @scept holism: the idea that our
knowledge is a unified “web” of interdependent bfdi Certain beliefs are on the edges of the
web and can be directly tested in experience (agdhose represented in observation sentences),
while others are more central (such as beliefs @bgic, mathematics, or highly theoretical
physics) and can only be tested via indirect cotimes to the beliefs on the edge of the web.
When we combine behaviorism and holism, the natorplication is the indeterminacy of
translation. Behaviorism, again, implies that aif thguistic knowledge depends on observable
events. Holism implies that there are multiple wafysonstructing our “web” of knowledge that
are equally consistent with our observations. Thardjnguistic meaning that is far removed

from experience, there simply is no fact of thetarahat determines it. This is an ontological
point. There is no physical (i.e., behavioral) estat affairs that could possibly ground the
meaning of such statements. This is in contraghisical theory, which is under-determined, but
nonetheless there is some physical state of affdirsh determines the facts of physics. Under-

determination of physical theory is epistemologitadieterminacy of translation is ontological.

The indeterminacy thesis is unintelligible or gelfuting.

This objection attempts to identify a contradictiorQuine’s own presentation of the
indeterminacy of translation. As we just saw in pinevious response, the point that Quine wishes
to make with the indeterminacy thesis is ontologi€here are no such entities as meanings (or

propositions, etc.). What sense can there be, thesaying that we can create two translation
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manuals of the native’s language that assign @iffeincompatible meanings to the respective
translations of a certain native sentence? What daeean to say that the translations are unlike

in meaning if, as Quine argues, there is no suidly ths sameness of meaning?

This is a serious objection, and it is one whiclin@uappears to have concerned himself
with while he was writingVord & Object as we saw earlier in our discussion of §7. Asvated
there, Quine does eventually find, wittford & Object a formulation for the indeterminacy
thesis that doesn’t rely on appeals to the notfaneaning at all. Additionally, in one of the
many later writings where Quine revisits the con@#pndeterminacy, he finds another way of
explicating the issue which appeals strictly todébral terms. In his 1992 bodtursuit of
Truth, Quine says that indeterminacy can be understeath@lying the existence of two
translation manuals, equally correct (i.e., theafsather manual results in fluent dialogue),
cannot be used in alternation on a sentence-bgisemtasis without resulting in incoherent

dialogue (i.e., verbal behavior that causes confusactions in the native speakers).

This objection, although relatively easy to avaides highlight a point that is worth
discussing further. Quine, in many of his workskegacasual appeal to notions that he has made
explicit arguments against, such as meaning, pri@as, properties, attributes, or the
propositional attitudes and other mentalistic digse. It is important to recognize that in most
cases Quine employs these concepts for a heupigtiose, similar, perhaps, to Wittgenstein’s
ladder. Quine uses problematic notions to highlgloblems contained in them, and then we can
cast them aside. In some cases, however, suchssitivolving reference to propositional
attitudes, Quine even recognizes that such tabs®lutely indispensable, not only in our
personal lives, but also in the social sciencesn@uL992, p. 72-3). Quine will sometimes invoke
the notion of meaning even within the same chapggrargues against it, but it should be
understood that such references do not in thenmsetygicate Quine to an ontological

commitment to the existence of meanings as entitigfsict, the most important point Word &
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Objectis his proposed system of the regimentation ofahguage of science, in which we can
rephrase sentences that casually appeal to protatemadions such that they are no longer

implicit in our ontology. But that system is notrqaresent concern.

Actual translation has more evidence to go on tiafical translation.

This is another objection which may be conceddakttrue, to a certain extent at least.
When translating sentences of more familiar langsaguch as French, German, or Chinese,
there is another avenue of behavioral evidencdadlaito the translator: the established tradition
of translation made possible by a history of calkimteraction. Quine acknowledges this point,
even adding that the “resemblance of cognate wamdd” (p. 28) between languages within the
same language family aids in determining transtati®ut this objection fails to recognize the
scope of the indeterminacy of translation. As Gibsotes, we could, in principle, devise an
alternate system of analytical hypotheses for tatios between French and English, for
example, that would still be consistent with thadogoral evidence. In his later works, Quine
even points out that indeterminacy infects one’s oative language: “For given the rival
manuals of translation between Jungle and English;an translate English perversely into
English by translating it into Jungle by one mararad then back by the other” (Quine 1992, p.

48).

Confusions Due to Under-Determination

As has been mentioned before, some readers havprietied the indeterminacy of
translation as just a special case of the undemaénation of theory by data. Others have
recognized that Quine intends to present indetexayims something additional to our ordinary
notion of under-determination, but they cannot gaize in Quine’s writings any argument for
this thesis that isn’t solely based on under-deitgtion. There critics are then left wondering

why Quine apparently thinks that because lingusssaunder-determined, just like the rest of our
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global scientific theory, then linguistics exhibdisme additional kind of indeterminacy. If these

critics are right, then it seems hard to disagritle them.

Michael Dummett, for example, has advanced jush sugiew: “All | claim is that the
under-determination of theory is the sole posite&son Quine has given for believing that
indeterminacy of translation actually occurs, dmat it is not in fact a cogent reason.” (Dummett
1974, p. 416). Charles Chihara, likewise, has subed to this confusion, despite avoiding the

tempting confusion of indeterminacy with inscrutiyzi

Many philosophers have thought that Quine’'s reasdois espousing the
indeterminacy thesis are to be found in his disoassof the ‘Gavagai’ example. But
Quine tells us that the ‘real ground of the doeria very different, broader, and
deeper’ [(Quine 1970a, p. 178)]. The real grountjently, is to be found in the fact
(if it is a fact) that one can have two physicadhies P and P* that are incompatible

with each other and yet compatible with all possitdita. (Chihara 1987, p. 44)

Chihara goes on to search for additional consiagersibeyond a mere argument from under-
determination to indeterminacy, rightly recognizthgt such an argument displays “an enormous
gap in... reasoning” (Chihara, p. 45). He analyzes&s remarks on the nature of evidence,
which puts him in the right direction. However, dpets sidetracked with considerations on
confirmation and falsification. These issues aredpecific, however, for Quine’s background
argument for indeterminacy, as we have seen, pdgsaaeich more generally. It is Quine’s
understanding of the nature of science as a whaldlee scientific findings of naturalism and

empiricism that bear the weight of Quine’s argument

It is worth investigating, at this point, what aoats for this trend of confusion over
Quine’s argument for indeterminacy. What led thasiéosophers to think that a philosopher as

distinguished as Quine would commit himself to sanlobviously weak argument? The answer,
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surprisingly, appears to be Quine himself. Sinceumilerstandings of Quine’s arguments were
guite common after the publication\Word & Object Quine decided to revisit the issue of
indeterminacy in an article titled “On the Reasforghe Indeterminacy of Translation” (Quine
1970a). (We saw above that Chihara quoted thislaiti his essay.) In this essay, Quine
considers the scope of under-determination of glays$neory, and then applies this notion to the
radical translation scenario. Just as it is withuimn own case, the native’s chosen physical theory
is under-determined. This under-determination “redu second intension” (Quine 1970a, p.

179) when we are attempting to translate the natpteysical theory into our own language. All
we have to go on are the translations of the natiseservation sentences, and then we must
construct the remaining physical theory by projagtrarious analytical hypotheses. So the theory
that the linguist is attempting to translate is emdetermined by the possible observations of the
native, and then our translation itself is likewiseler-determined by the possible observations of
the native’s utterances. This compounded effeahdir-determination, it seems, is somehow

supposed to result in the indeterminacy of thestedion of the native’s physical theory.

Unfortunately, Quine does not make his point meielarer in this essay. He does go out
of his way a couple of times to emphasize the pbiat “the indeterminacy of translation is not
just an instance of the empirically underdetermiclearacter of physics”, that it is “additional”
(Quine 1970a, p. 180). He goes on to say:

Where physical theories andB are both compatible with all possible data, wehhig
adoptA for ourselves and still remain free to transl&ie foreigner as believingy or
as believingB... The question whether... the foreigmeally believesA or believes

ratherB, is a question whose very significance | would jputloubt. This is what |
am getting at in arguing the indeterminacy of thatien. (Quine 1970a, p. 180-181)

Despite Quine’s efforts, there still seems to lgaain reasoning here. The gap is filled in, |
suggest, by Quine’s naturalism, which is left untimared in this essay. The reason that we are

able to definitively assign one theory to ourselNmg not to the native, is because we are always
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operating from within one theory, one conceptuaksee, or another. When operating from
within our own home language, we are taking sehjoile conceptual scheme that comes along
with it. This is how we can say that we know what mean when we utter some sentence of our
own theoretical physics. The same can be saideofdiive. But when it comes to bridging the
gap between the two conceptual schemes, thereliasis for inter-theoretical meaning (beyond
stimulus meaning, that is). Similar to how theradssense in asking what entity in our
contemporary physics is identical to, say, phlagigir the ether, likewise there is no sense in
asking if a certain sentence from our physical théoidentical in meaning to a sentence from
the native’s physical theory. There just is no fafdhe matter, since the concepts originate from

wholly alien conceptual schemes.

The proposed argument from under-determinationdeterminacy thus seems
insufficient without supplementary consideratiore portions of what | have referred to as
Quine’s background argument. Thus it seems moee®&fE to simply proceed from that
argument to begin with, and cast aside the undemaénation argument. It only invites more
confusion than it is worth. In any case, as Petgtod has pointed out, the argument from under-
determination seems to have fallen into disfavoJaine in his later writings, so it would be

best not to regard this as his primary argumeninideterminacy (Hylton, 2007, p. 218).

Searle and “Common Sense” Confusions

Finally, we turn to John Searle’s criticisms of Qeis indeterminacy thesis as they are
presented in his 1987 paper “Indeterminacy, Emgimi¢cand the First Person”. Searle was
educated at Oxford, and it is no mere coincidehathis work often bears a strong resemblance
to that of the so-called “ordinary language” phapkers. Searle’s work, in many cases, supports
positions that he takes to exemplify “common semseéhtuitively obvious views. Searle’s

criticism of indeterminacy is just such a casesti-wve shall identify some basic
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misinterpretations by Searle. Then we will lay 8efarle’s main arguments, and show how it fails

to refute Quine’s position.

Searle makes a few errors in his essay that aagvally independent of his main
argument, but are worth correcting nonethelesst,Fearle incorrectly equates Quine’s
“linguistic behaviorism” with the psychological kehorism of B.F. Skinner. Thus, Searle
believes that Quine’s entire thesis was refuted/éae beforaVord & Objectwas even
published, in Chomsky’s well-known review \6érbal Behavio(Skinner 1957). As we saw in
our discussion of 82, however, Quine’s behaviossiould not be identified with that of Skinner.
Quine’s behaviorism is purely linguistic, and does necessarily have any implications for
psychology. Curiously, Searle even acknowledges&siiclarification that his brand of
behaviorism does not necessarily repudiate all $asfrmental entities, and that it is only
intended to apply to accounts of linguistic mearand language learning. Yet he still does not
recognize the difference between Quine and Skirharall of this is really beside the point
anyway, since Searle will ultimately argue thati@gé behaviorism is eeductio ad absurdurof

itself, and we need not depend on Chomsky.

Searle also appears to exhibit a fundamental mesgtehding of the indeterminacy
thesis itself. He formulates the thesis as sayiag ‘Wwhere questions of translation and, therefore,
of meaning are concerned, there is no such thirggtisg it right or wrong... because there is no
fact of the matter to be right or wrong about” (24987, p. 127). This is a clear
misrepresentation of the indeterminacy thesis. Whadgterminacy implies is not that there is “no
such thing as getting it right or wrong” when inoes to translation. Rather, indeterminacy of
translation implies that there a leastmore than one way of correctly translating a laggu
Indeterminacy only denies that there igréquely correctranslation. There are in factany
ways of getting translation either right or wroSgarle’s remarks here seems to suggest that

indeterminacy implies that translation is impossilBut this is far from the case.

50



Additionally, Searle appears to conceive of thelawbility of reference and ontological
relativity as two distinct theses. In fact, he Ksnthat ontological relativity is best seen as “an
unsuccessful maneuver to rescue [Quine’s] theam tthe apparently absurd consequences of
[indeterminacy of translation and inscrutabilityreference]” (Searle 1987, p. 127). However, the
idea that inscrutability and ontological relativéye two distinct theses is one that Quine has
disputed (Quine 1986, p. 459). Additionally, Se#des identified the inscrutability of reference
as the “crux of the indeterminacy argument” (Se&€87, p. 132). But this is mistaken. Quine
argues that it is the indeterminacy of translathmt is the “serious and controversial thesis”
(Quine 1992, p. 50). Additionally, as we saw in cesponse to the first objection of this chapter,
Quine thought of inscrutability of reference asi#i, and capable of easy proof. The simplest
such proof is Quine’s example of proxy functiondgahhinvoke what he calls “cosmic
complements” (Quine 1995, p. 71-73). These proxgtions are one-to-one mappings which
reinterpret all references to physical objectsefsrences to cosmic complements of those
physical objects (i.e., everything in the univetfsa isnot the object originally referred to).

Quine notes that verbal behavior and even truthtfons would all be preserved under this
reinterpretation. Even though Quine finds this itteaal, Searle seems to find it quite

threatening to our understanding of language.

Now, we can proceed to Searle’s main argumentbiise line of his argument is that by
simply entertaining Quine’s assumptions and folluyvihrough with logical implications of the
radical translation thought experiment, we find th& consequences are so absurd that Quine’s
entire position must be rejected. Searle argudsttisain fact Quine’s behavioristic assumption
that is solely responsible for indeterminacy arstiatability, and hence also for the absurd
consequences of these doctrines. On this poingaogunt would grant that he is partially right.
Behaviorism arguably may be the most importanhefgremises in what | have identified as the

background argument for indeterminacy. But it nalsb be combined with holism to render the
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conclusion plausible, and we must also reflect am&s naturalism in order to fully appreciate
the coherence of the indeterminacy thesis. How&egarle also makes the mistake of identifying
behaviorism as a meessumptiorof Quine’s, whereas my account suggests that thenefact

an argument for behaviorism implicit in Quine’s tivigs leading up to and including the first

chapter ofWord & Object

According to Searle, “[i]f behaviorism were trukeh certain distinctions known
independently to be valid would be lost” (Searl82,%. 124). Searle cites as an example the
“distinction between [a speaker’s] meaning rabbi ais meaning rabbit stage or undetached
rabbit part” (Searle 1987, p. 124). Searle referthis example as a distinction that “we all know”
(Searle 1987, p. 124). Searle provides no explamati how it is that we all know this
distinction, but rather takes it for granted. Mostiously, Searle’s use of the phrase ‘known
independently’ is never explained, either. It i$ aall clear fronwhatwe are supposed to be
independent as we know these distinctions. Sinoajar aspect of Quine’s position rests on his
naturalism, which states that we are in faeterindependent of some conceptual scheme,
working theory, or theoretical standpoint, it is@al that Searle be quite explicit in explaining
what it is that he claiming when he says that wavkithese distinctions “independently”.

Otherwise he appears to be simply begging the iquestiainst Quine’s naturalism.

As Searle reflects on the behavioristic mechanisstimulus and response employed by
Quine’s field linguist, he finds it insufficient &xplain our everyday semantic abilities: “...if all
there were to meaning were patterns of stimulusrasygionse, then it would be impossible to
discriminate meanings, which are in fact discrirbieaThat is the reductio ad absurdum” (Searle
1987, p. 125). Again, Searle does not offer anyamgiion on how it is that meanings are
discriminable, which is rather a shame. Given Qsipelicy of “no entity without identity”,
some specific insight on how it is that we discriate meanings could meet Quine’s challenge, at

which point he would have to admit meanings agieatiand the entire problem of indeterminacy
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would simply vanish. Rather, Searle appears tahbsfied that our common sense intuition that
we can individuate meanings as absolute mattefieecofvill vindicate his position. But Quine is
discussing a scientific approach to the study ndlege. The history of science is riddled with

“‘common sense” ideas that have turned out to bplyllawed. Intuition alone is not enough.

Searle illustrates higductioagain in a slightly different form. First, he dedfs
behaviorism as follows: “The objective reality oéaming consists entirely of correlations
between external stimuli and dispositions to veladdavior” (Searle 1987, p. 126). He goes on to
say, then, that “[i]f behaviorism were correctibuld have to be correct for us as speakers of
English as well as for speakers of Gavagai-talldaf® 1987, p. 126). At this point, Searle
introduces the “first person case”. We know in own cases what we mean when we say
‘rabbit’, as opposed to ‘rabbit-stage’, or ‘undéted rabbit part’. If this is true for us, then itst
also be true for the natives. Therefore there fpestome fact of the matter. But behaviorism
implies that there is no such fact of the mattéwug, behaviorism is false. And if behaviorism is

false, then our background argument for indeterayircdearly fails.

The “first person case” continues to be the prinfacys of Searle’s argument
throughout the rest of the essay. He developsagipsoach further by focusing on the absurdity
of the consequences of inscrutability. The primtansion is this: we know, in our cases, what we
mean when use terms such as ‘rabbit’. We know wieadre referring to, and it is a plain fact.
But if inscrutability is true, the reference is myien fixed in one’s own case. There is no real
difference between one’s meaning rabbit, rabbijestar undetached rabbit part when one uses
the term ‘rabbit’. The absurdity of this conclusieays Searle, is that if it is true, then theneds
way that anyone could have possibly understoogtbgious sentence. If inscrutability is true,
then there is no coherent way of communicatingltbsis:

If the indeterminacy thesis were really true, wauldanot even be able to understand
its formulation; for when we were told there was ‘faxt of the matter’ about the
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correctness of the translation between rabbit adbit stage, we would not have
been able to hear any (objectively real) differermtween the two English
expressions to start with. (Searle 1987, p. 131)

Searle recognizes the response that Quine has @ivhis objection. Quine argued by
way of analogy with the theory of relativity:
It is meaningless to ask whether, in general, @mm¢ “rabbit,” “rabbit part,”
“number,” etc., really refer respectively to ralsbitabbit parts, numbers, etc., rather
than to some ingeniously permuted denotations.sltmeaningless to ask this
absolutely; we can meaningfully ask it only relatiw some background language.
When we ask, “Does ‘rabbit’ really refer to rabBitsomeone can counter with the
guestion: “Refer to rabbits in what sense of ‘rédBi thus launching a regress; and
we need the background language to regress inbd@bkground language gives the
query sense, if only relative sense; sense relativeurn to it, this background
language. Querying reference in any more absolug would be like asking

absolute position, or absolute velocity, rathemtipasition or velocity relative to a
given frame of reference. (Quine 1969a, pg. 48-49)

So, just as there is no empirical sense in castiogit for absolute position in space, likewise
there is no empirical sense in asking what the imgaof a word or sentence is independent of
any particular language or theory. That is to ag,notion of language-transcendent meaning is
itself meaningless. All meaning is relative to teguage being utilized at the time. The same
applies for questions of reference as well. Hehedd¢rm ‘ontological relativity’. Thus when we
take ourselves to be referring to rabbits when seethe term ‘rabbits’, we are simply

“acquiescing in our mother tongue and taking itsdsat face value” (Quine 1969a, p. 49).

Searle rejects this response, however, arguingttiverely “repeats the problem without
solving it” (Searle 1987, p. 132). His objectiorthat this solution does nothing to affect the
arbitrariness of our selection of which languagtate at “face value”. This is the same problem,
Searle argues, with the indeterminacy of transtatide can only arbitrarily select one translation
manual over another, since both are equally cofleatiith all the possible empirical evidence.

It is this arbitrariness, apparently, which is @sgible for the absurdity of Quine’s thesis.
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Searle constructs a thought experiment to illtstnés point. He imagines that he is
driving with two French friends, Henri and Piergearle sees a rabbit along the road and
announces, “There’s a rabbit”. Henri and Pierreratefamiliar with the English term ‘rabbit’.
They each attempt to translate this term into tbein language. Henri settles stade de lapin
while Pierre choosgzarti non-détachée d’'un lapirSearle asserts, first, that based on certain
assumptions about what the phrases mean in Frimedg are obviously bad translations. He
asserts that it is “just a plain fact about me thia¢n | said ‘rabbit,” | did not meastade de lapin
or parti non-détachée d’'un lapir{Searle 1987, p. 133). If those assumptions abmimeaning

of those French phrases are wrong, however, then

Henri and Pierre are just right. That is, if, faeaeple, Henri means tstade de lapin
what | mean byapin, then he understands me perfectly; he simply hascaentric
way of expressing this understanding. The importiiniy to notice is that, in either
case, whether they are right about my original rimgaor | am right in thinking that
they are wrong, there is a plain fact of the matidbe right or wrong about. (Searle
1987, p. 134)

Once again, Searle makes several “common senseftiasis about linguistic meaning
without much by way of support for these assertiésthermore, Searle is so incapable of
separating himself from his intuitive conceptiomaéaning that he cannot even consistently
formulate his own thought experiment. If we actyghant for the sake of argument that Searle is
wrong about the meaning of Henri and Pierre’s chdsenslations, then it makes no sense to turn
around and say that “if... Henri meansdigde de lapinvhat | mean byapin, then he
understands me perfectly” (Searle 1987, p. 134is iBrsimply to once again grant the original
assumptions about the meanings of these FrencBgshrahere is no basis for supposing that
these phrases are in fact synonymous without thes@mptions about French meaning.
Ironically, Searle’s inability to coherently preséas thought experiment here actually illustrates

the relativity of meaning and reference quite well.
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Searle then returns to the analogy with relatithigory, and enlists the aid of Henri and
Pierre once more. While they are again out drivitgnri estimates that the car is driving at 60
miles an hour, while Pierre estimates that theydairéng at 5 miles an hour. Resolving this
disagreement requires recognizing that Henri wagjube frame of reference of the road, while
Pierre was using the frame of reference of a tthakthey were passing. Thus their estimates
were actually quite consistent, once the backgrassdimptions have been identified. Searle
accepts this kind of relativity, but he does na& #& analogy successfully carrying over into
semantics: “...are they analogously both right alloetranslation of ‘rabbit’ once the coordinate
systems have been identified? Is it a case of ngaairdifferent semantic speeds relative to
different linguistic coordinate systems? It seemse that these absurdities are just as absurd

when relativized” (Searle 1987, p. 134).

Why, precisely, does Searle feel that the absupditsists? For two reasons: first, he
continues to maintain that “the problem we arenigyio deal with is that we know independently
that both of their translation manuals are jusinplerong” (Searle 1987, p. 135). Once again, an
explanation of how it is that we know this, anduhat sense this knowledge is “independent”, is
not given. Second, Searle thinks that the analoggkds down because meaning is not relative to
language in the same way that motion or positioelaive to a frame of reference or coordinate

system:

In physics the position and motion of a body cansigirely in its relations to some

coordinate system; but there is more to meaning jast the relations that a word
has to the language of which it is a part; otheswiiee question of translation could
never arise in the first place. We can’'t detachgpecific motion or position of an

object from a reference to a specific coordinatgesy and translate it into another
system in the way we can detach a specific mednimg a specific linguistic system

and find an expression that has that very meaningnother linguistic system.

(Searle 1987, p. 135)

The last sentence of the above quotation is atedine, for it reveals that Searle is not so

much arguing against indeterminacy as much as $iejgy repeatedly asserting, in various
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paraphrases, that the indeterminacy of translasiaise. To say that we can “detach a specific
meaning from a specific linguistic system and famdexpression that has that very meaning in
another linguistic system” is just to admit measiag language-transcendent entities within our
ontology. But this is merely the denial of the dois@on of Quine’s argument. Other than Searle’s
consistent appeals to common sense, “independaottliedge of one’s own meaning, he has
given no argumentative support for the conclusiat the indeterminacy thesis is false. Rather, it
seems that Searle’s examptiependon the falsity of indeterminacy, rather than agpéng to

support it.

If Searle could be more specific about how exasttydetach these meanings and find
synonymous phrases in other language, or aboutiwisghat we are doing when we “know in
our own case” what we mean by our words, or abdw#tw means to know such things
“independently”, then his argument might actuallyvé some force. Unfortunately, the only
further details that Searle offers is that “whenuméerstand someone else or ourselves, what we
require—among other things—is a knowledge of iriteratl contents” (Searle 1987, p. 146).
Searle does not tell us what he means by thigreitither than that it isot equivalent to a
behaviorist account of meaning. Searle’s arguntbat), appears to be not much more than a

tautological assertion: the indeterminacy of tratish is false because it is false.
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