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AGAINST INDETERMINACY

NIRMALANGSHU MUKHERJI

‘I would .like to thi_nk that many people would agree with the follow-
Ing reading of Quine’s “Two Dogmas of Empiricism’:

. (1) Quine argues against the notions of Analyticity and Syntheti-
mty.. Perhaps spme other pieces of Quine’s doctrines, e.g. those con-
cerning necessity, conventionalism, anti-mentalism, etc., seems to
upset his balanced attack against both. But I shall not be concerned
with these areas of tension in Quine’s general programme.

(2) The rejection of the Analytic-Synthetic distinction shows much
more than just that ‘Analytic’ and ‘Synthetic’ are vague predicates
or that they can be explained in a closed circle. Notwithstanding
Quine’s hesitant responses to the problem of the status of logical
truths in subsequent literature, I assume that the rejection of the
Analytic-Synthetic distinction is a rejection of the distinction between
revisable and non-revisable truths as well. To that extent, Quine
questions the entire tradition involving classical rationalists and em-

piricists alike.

How far-reaching are the consequences of this initial rejection?
Quine,! it seems, recommends a considerable shift in classical think-

ing along the following route:
(i) rejection of the Analytic-Synthetic distinction entails a view

of language as a total articulated structpre;
(i) this view of language entails a rejection of the theory-langu-

age distinction;
(iii) a rejection of the theory-

tual relativism; o . |
(iv) conceptual relativism entails indeterminacy of translation.

In other words, beginning with the' rej'ectlog of dt:: 3‘1&?}1{2& xiyzi
thetic distinction, we must end up rejectxpgdt :fl oplo “mss b
invariant conceptual connections 10 t@c mxr‘lt ;c idlza D e ‘
munities and ages. Let us call t.hls idea e e no | 8 antfens
scheme’ (US, for short). For Quine then there 81

language distinction entails concep-
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res of conceptual thinking outside the programmatic —
lOna

tu

of psychology. . ., |
Perhaps this way of looking at Quine’s arguments ig Some

stronger than what Quine actually claims. But, since any talk thv> "
US must be fashioned within a theory and since we do p ot entertm-lt
a distinction between theories and languages, the status of s Saln

b b at
least as vaccuous as Kant’s noumenon. This may be a 2004 et

for denying US. . .
Some people have objected to the preceding story by a TeStructy,,
ing of the preceding route as follows:

(iii)* from an empiricist point of view, a ‘behaviouristic’ accoung
is the only available account for the learning of languages—home or
alien; :

(iv)* a ‘behaviouristic’ account entails indeterminacy of trangj,.
tion; .
(v)* indeterminacy of translation entails conceptual relativism,

There are several passages in both “Two Dogmas’ and the book
Word and Object which tend to support this restructuring of Quine’s
argument and, I suppose, most discussions of Quine’s philosophy
of language follow this version. It has the additional merit that one
can simply ignore (v)* and restrict atttention up to (iv)¥, thereby
avoiding the problematic doctrine of conceptual relativism. David-
son, for example, agrees with the Quinean argument up to (iv)* but
denies conceptual relativism.?

Given this restructuring, it is now possible to argue that since a
‘behaviouristic’ account of language is untenable, the indeterminacy
thesis does not follow. However, I have several related objections to
this procedure.

(a) Except on a tortuous reconstruction, the connections betweet
(i) and (iii)* are not easy to appreciate.

(b) It seems to me that a ‘behaviouristic’ account is not at al
essential part of Quine’s argument. As a constructive philosoPE
Quine might volunteer to explain how, in spite of indeterminacy "'s
given that we can make sense of indeterminacy otherwise), thef:h;s |
S0 much translational agreement among people. If onc takes UP e-
task., then a *behaviouristic’ account seems a natural steps ?‘ncchco.
havioural data have the typical property of under-determining tl 0

. T ¢ |
ries (translation-manuals_ in the nrecant case). Thus, an PP %
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bchavioural da
'1dctcrminacy, o |
" Looking 2t Quine’s strategy in thig wq
ability Of the ‘be.haviouristi_c’ account wj
‘f the indeterminacey thcslS_- It will sh
toranslation remains Unexplained. As fa

. - 2 1
ta explains on going trans]ation whil iy
¢ Preserving
¥, it followsg that the unten.

0livnot show the Untenability
> at most, that On-going

Kant's story 18 reinforced by Newton’s,

(©) While almost no attractions are left now fo
qccount of language in .th.e context of recent discussions, the doct-
cine of conceptual rela.ttmsm, though problematic, continues to be
interesting. To me, this doctrine seems to Capture neatly two of the
recurrent themes in contemporary philosophy of science, viz. found-
ations of human knowledge are historical in character and theories
can be tested only globally. One of the great contributions of “Two
Dogmas’ is a demonstration of the conceptual urgency of these the-
mes. It is important to examine, therefore, whether the indetermin-
acy thesis obtains via the doctrine of conceptual relativism as well.

In this paper, I shall argue that the rejection of Analytic-Synthetic
distinction does not compel us to give up the idea of a Universal
Scheme; US is compatible with a restricted and interesting version
of conceptual relativism, though incompatible with indeterminacy of
translation.

I a ‘behaviouristic’

I

As a preliminary to the somewhat ‘roundabout argument :Eat. (;v;
propose to develop later, let us examine how we can relate the ice
of a Universal Scheme to the analy'ﬂc's}’n'fhe'“c distinction. ced

Under a naive and intuitive understanding, as we have l;?nilasr he
earlier, US refers to a set of invariant cpnceptual ;On“:; iﬁought-
effects of which we hope to find in every mstanc.e }?fh;? come what
Now, since analytic sentences are sentences Whliin (exhibiting, of
may, we might think of these sentences a° reﬂecl c(;gnﬂections. Thus,
otherwise pointing to) some invariant conceptud

; ntly of language:
unless we want to talk of concepts per € independently

i : iection of
a rejection of analyticity entails 2 rejectio

since Frege, it is no longer interesting me
. . ,
However, T do not think Quine's arg:o make ap
tonclusion. Quine forbids us, at most, |
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142 NIRMALANGSHU MUKHERJI

of the following statements: ‘there are (analytic) sentences in langy.
ages which hold (or do not hold) come what may’ and ‘there are
(synthetic) sentences in languages which hold (or do not hold) ge.
pending entirely on particular experiences’. Thus, we can say ejthe,
that, if we want to continue with the old terminology, though no
sentence of a language is analytic par excellence, all sentences of ,
language are, to a degree that is less than absolute, analytic since
no sentence of a language is, individually, entirely open to revisjon:
or, we can say that, though no sentence of a language is synthetic,
par excellence, all sentences of a language are, to a degree that js
less than absolute, synthetic since no sentence of a language is, indi-
vidually, entirely immune to revision. While the first option depends
on the rejection of the synthetic-side of the story, the second depends
on the rejection of the analytic-side. The slogans for the two options
are, respectively, ‘no sentence is open to revision’ and ‘no sentence
is immune to revision’. It would be a surprising stand if someone
did not recognize a substantial difference of philosophical motiva-
tion involved in the two slogans. It is important that none of the
options uniquely follow solely from a rejection of the analytic-syn-
thetic distinction. For this reason alone, I would like to think that
there is no interesting choice between the two options.

Empiricist philosophers, including Quine, however, think other-
wise. Thus, from an initial rejection of the analytic-synthetic distinc-
tion, it had been a facile step to the further thesis that no sentence
of a language is devoid of empirical content in the sense that every
sentence is liable to revision in the face of recalcitrant experience
(which, in effect, is the same as the second option above), though
empirical content cannot be allocated on a sentence-by-sentence
basis. If we grant this, then there is no reason why we should not
grant as well that the set of analytic sentences is such that each
element of the set is entirely devoid for empirical content. In the
empiricist conception, of course, this set is null; but this null set
defines ‘analyticity’ which we wanted to avoid in the first place:’ ,

Nevertheless, a reasonably uncontroversial consequence of Quine’s
arguments is that, since neither the analytic nor the empirical con-
tent of sentences can be allocated on a sentence-by-sentence basis,
the sentences of a language face the ‘tribunal’ of experiencg or the
constraints of the mind as a whole. Language then is an articulated

structyre that we employ in totality. Let us call this ““‘?O"tmvers‘al . ,
Scanned by CamScanner
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AGAINST INDBTERMI NACY 143

core of Quine’s proposals the ‘Network Theory of Language’ (NTL

for short).!

Given NTL, we can still say that some conceptual connections
(now deeply embedded in language) are more assuring than som
others, and that there is almost no limit to the degree N
In earlier writings, Quine himself speaks of sentences as ‘peripheral’
or ‘centrally-embedded’ with respect to the total field. What it is that
makes such differences in the location of sentences within the net-
work of language? Can we say that the sentences of a language are
still permeated with US to a greater or lesser extent, albeit, now, in

a less recognizable way? But to say that is to depend on the first op-
tion above.

of assurance.

In sum, then, if we want to adopt strict neutrality with respect to
Quine’s argument, the story of US is neither confirmed nor discon-
firmed by the rejection of the analytic-synthetic distinction, while the
question of the uneven distribution of sentences with respect to
revisability remains open. At this stage of the argument, therefore,
if we want to dispense with US, we are equally committed to the
dispensibility of indeterminacy and drop the issue. Otherwise, the
route to indeterminacy requires that we can view indeterminacy as
a consequence of NTL such that the question of unevenness is
answered without any appeal to US. This requirement, we shall
see below, involves the doctrines of conceptual relativism.

II

The theory that language is a total articulated structure leads, in a
well-known way, to a rejection of the distinction between theories
and the languages in which they are expressed. This rejection leads
to the further rejection of the related distinction between conceptual
schemes as our ways of thinking about the world and the languagcs
that embody them. I shall simply assume tha.t these theses along with
their connections with NTL are well appre‘clatcd.5 g
Given that schemes are SO associated with languages, we wfotu :
expect differences of conceptual schemf:s among the 1speakcri3 So fnv)vm
distinct languages. The 1greatf:'r tthef (:il;ggf}?:; (c))tr'e ztllrllegl;:iakers »
each other at a particular point © , . e
articular languages think unlike eac.:h other, given t
garticular languages am; thgt \,tvh:ga?l:;;iief::lgfegﬁiggt]clra;nguagcs
¢ , led to the Vi€ . o
m:clvt:’;:)\‘/l r\:ez’xstttll; sdiﬂ'crent conceptual schemes for their respective Pi¢
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144 NIRMALANGSHU MURHERIJI

tures’ of the universe, as Whorf puts it:" This is the doctr;
ceptual relativism in its synch'romc version, .
There is as well a diachronic version of' the doctrine w
that conceptual schemes, as:somated with a particular ];;mgUage
might change radically with time. I guess some recent philOSODher;
of science urge this version more than the synchronic one, There ap,
interesting mutual feed-back relations between the two., Thus, the
extent that I find diachronic relativism more interesting Concept.
ually, I am sympathetic to the doctrine of synchronic relativigy
under certain restrictions. However, I am not sure that diachronic
relativism plays too significant a role in Quine’s argument.” There-
fore, I shall restrict'myself primarily to synchronic relativism,

One immediate consequence of synchronic relativism is that there
comes a point demanding ‘radical translation’ when two sufficiently
distinct languages cannot be ‘calibrated’. Hence, there will be an al-
most total failure of translation between the two languages. Since ;
this possibility obtains, in principle and in varying degrees, between |
any two distinct languages, an indeterminacy of translation prevails
between any pair of languages.

Some people, including Quine, will object to the preceding charac-
terization of the indeterminacy thesis. Quine characterizes indeter-
minacy as follows:

ne of con.

.. .alternative manuals of translation can exist, incompatible with
each other, and both of them conforming fully to the disposition
to behaviour on the part of the speakers of the two languages. . .
each manual, being a manual of translation, purports to specify
the equivalence relation between sentences and their translations,
and neither manual is right to the exclusion of the other. . .
indeterminacy means that there is more than one way.b

O ————

Notwithstanding the great influence of this characterization it ;
contemporary philosophy, I find it uneasy in several respects. There
18 0 Space here for going into them in any detail. Briefly, they Tun B
as follows, First, Quine’s characterization depends on a rather nar-
row response to the question ‘what sort of criteria decide the €O
rectness of translations?” While behavioural data represent the e‘(’j’:
fl'ence Mmany other sorts of criterja might be available.® ThUS'» accor
Ing to Katz,'* encyclopedic information, heuristic assumptions an1' |
the like are involveq in the construction of translation-manu_als' Oz-,
yersion of indeterminacy pervades any such criteria since it 15 2 w

o ] ke 3 Wi g1
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AGAINST INDETERMINACY 145

econdly,
rough in
anguages

sequence of the rejection .of theory-language distinction. §
the suggestion of alt'crnaFlve manuals is difficult to carry th
the light of preceding discussions. Suppose we have two |
A and B which demanq radical translation. How do we place the
suggestion of alternative manuals? Is there a sort of translational
assymetry between A—B and B—A? Or, is there a reference to g
third language, C, such that there is ‘incompatibility’ between 4—. B
and 4—C? It is easy to see that both these suggestions assume trans-
lational determinacy for A—B, B—A and A—C? Alternatively,
Quine might want to insist that there are alternative manuals with-
in A or B. This seems to be the suggestion involved in Quine’s
‘Gavagai’ example: ‘Gavagai’ can be translated into English either
as ‘Rabbit’ or as ‘Rabbit time-slice’. But then we must give up the
scheme-language association in principle. In that case, the strength
of the indeterminacy thesis depends entirely on the merits of behav-
iourism. Thirdly, it is clear from the ‘Gavagai’ example that Quine’s
version of indeterminacy depends antecedently on the idea that the
schemes of the native and the field-linguist must be radically differ-
ent; otherwise, the question of alternatives will not arise in spite of
the Duhemian principle of under-determination. Thus, our version
is already fundamentally involved in Quine’s.

Returning, then, to our statement of indeterminacy, itis clear that
the significance of the thesis depends largely on the question whether
there are distinct languages such that this form of indeterminacy
obtains. The statement itself does not say anything about it. This

might be brought out more clearly if we rewrite the indeterminacy
thesis in symbolic form,

(P) (x) (y) (Lo Ly x#y —> —Sa:y)

where L, : x is a language, S, : x can be successfully translated to y.
P, as it stands, is empirically vaccuous since it is possible for some-
one to accept P and still reject that indeterminacy obtains for any
pair of human languages, simply because no two human languages
are distinct in the required sense. P, thus, requires to be substantiat-
ed with the further claim that there are two such languages. Quine,

to my knowledge, except the fictitious ‘Gavagai’ example, never pur-
sued this line. However, Whorf did.

III
The Whorf-Sapir hypothesis says that, in general, men’s minds are
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neuages they speak. Since this wag
shap-i‘ilﬂl h;::gtll?es?s if anthr0p010gi0‘a1 PS}"_’hO‘inguis}:;:Sp‘t)i"d .
ol i vestigation of this hypc.Jthesrs carries some inter’es: Xper;
psycholinguists D found it more convenient to arra;n
eneral hYPtheSiS mto’three separate V°f51°“82 Strong, weaf]ie the
eakest. The strong version of the hypothesis states that the 5y,.
lity of cognitive categories are c.orrelated with particular e ilab;,
The rest of the versions emphasize the effect of language on es.
non-linguistic behaviour. We shall see that this arrangem SOme
ences for Quine’s theory. It is clear that th:TSIttr ha
On

important consequ ,

yersion comes closest to the doctrine of synchronic relativism Th

relate the evidence that has been offered with us,
Ies.

we might want to
pect to the strong hypothesis as evidence for (or against) synchrop;
ic

relativism.
e into the details of the series of psycholiy

We cannot enter her
ducted on this issue 0
ver the years.11 Ip sum,

guistic experiments con
however, with respect to the strong version, not only has no experj

ment produced unequivocal results, it is not even clear, understand.
ably, how a proper test for the strong version would look—a test
that would produce unequivocal results. The same, then, can be sajd
for synchronic relativism.

Some experiments, nevertheless, e.g. those of Brown-Lenneberg
and Lantz-Steffire, have tended to support a weak version of the
hypothesis—the effects of language on colour perception being a case
in point. I take it that it would not be too incorrect to say that ex-
perimental confirmation of the weak hypothesis shows the possibility
of genuine but partial failure of translation in the required sense
though, of course, this recognition itself is highly theory-laden®

Supposing this to be the experimental situation, it would be inter-
esting to see whether Quine’s theory explains this. As far as I can
see, tl.lere are two options for Quine. Either his theory explains the
ertuf;xon—lq particular, the possibility of partial translation-failuré
th;t t ;eitpacrr;rtnrz!:lt;ll results are ifrelevant for his theory- I shall arsllg
options. es for Quine’s theory on both the (incompat!

At thi )
distinction, I tried tlng with the rejection of the analyle Syo '
sequences fail to preq §how, stage by stage, th_at the Chamindctﬁf‘
minacy and US. A cipitate a non-arbitrary cholce betwecndrop the

- At every stage, therefore, we arc free t0 |
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issue. I think this freedom obta; J 147
indeterminacy are maintained
nobody would disagree th

! : : theory of m
i dcter{nmacy“"' while Katz srgtiog th:t , izar:;:;g tI)I‘llu.st preserve
semantlc14 theorist to exhibit the necessary connection:]?fxsi o e
th(l)\;ght. We c?lnnot maintain both; yet how do we decide? e
y strategy, therefore, consists in | i :
. > 4 } locating some relatively unprob-
lematic empirical domain where we can pull the abstract proposals
down to the ground level and the

: n see which one of the competing
proposals handles the situation better. I believe the i
results on the Whorf- e dein

Sapir hypothesis does provide such a domain.
I would go t}.le extent of suggesting that the results confirm what
had been intuitively obvious from the beginning: it makes no sense
to talk about complete failure of translation but it does make sense
‘'to talk about partial failure. Even without entering into the details
of psycholinguistic experiments, we can easily locate various ways in
which communication breaks down between the speakers of, at a
first approximation, geographically distant languages. Such common-
place observations concern variations in perceptual reports, unexpec-
ted responses to observations, dependence on the bilingual speaker
and so on. If we want to include these observations in a theory, the
theory should allow partial translation-failures and, therefore, partial
translation-successes. In doing all these, I am not, as some .peo;.)le
tried to do earlier, trying to relate the Whorf-Sapir hypothesis with

' i I er. As we have seen, these
Quine’s proposals 1n any direct mann

:as are logically very different. _ o
th;c;‘);llless " cangbe argued that the indetermmacy thesis, instead of

. : i Whorf-
being refuted by the experlmenta? dlsconﬁrrll:atlxr(:életzintllilsacy e
Sapir hypothesis, can indeed cxp.lam the resu .d o ransiation-
say that, in spite of our adopting 2 .rf)ugh'an t.rl:e r?ﬂed out that
manual to our satisfaction, the possibility cam:;c e al evidence.
the alien speaker thinks diﬁ'ere;;ltly atEZrtStl:lcehSi oncgpiual differences
N fj(')esllnoﬁcflctazt‘clelclf.‘o.Tu(;zvthe opposite. Wt_lile pOt,h v?li?r‘;'
can be emplrl'ca ghe ossibility of failure of ‘callbrat.lon., et
and Whort ralset thatpthere are non-linguist?c determxgat;gntmry’
o i ide S}}ggfesl res of ‘calibration’. Quine’s ideas, (?nt :ally verify
;Zule(:::tzn:\lre};l salllcl;h determinations. One cannot experimente |

0 . ferm
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the differences between two language-scheme complexes, for, the
indeterminacy of translation pervades any such experimcntation_
Hence, ‘we talk so inveterately of objects . . . not because our objecti.
fying pattern is an invariable trait of human nature, but becayse ¢
we are bound to adapt any alien pattern to our own in the very
process of translating the alien sentences’15 Given that our assess- ]
ment of the alien scheme is pre-experimentally biased by our own, ‘
it is no wonder that an experimental investigation of the strong hypo- ‘
thesis would fail to establish unequivocal results. |
Translation proceeds by imposing one’s scheme as effectively as one
can. Thus, paradoxically, translation must succeed; there is simply
no other way. How is it then that some weak version of the Whorf-
Sapir hypothesis is indeed verified experimentally, so that we can
sometimes locate, even if on a lesser scale, the failure of ‘calibration’
between languages?
I think it is possible to reconstruct a part of Quine’s elaborate
behavioural machinery to handle this objection. Notice that, at this
stage, we are not drawing on the behavioural machinery to explain
indeterminacy; indeterminacy is already presupposed in connection y
with the strong hypothesis. Now we want to see whether, along with
this presupposition, the behavioural machinery can handle partial
translation-failures. I said earlier that I find behavioural machinery
to be intrinsically uninteresting. But my requirements, at this stage,
are very weak. I am prepared to allow the use of behavioural .machin- ‘
ery provided it would offer some explanation, however uninterest-
ing, of partial translation-failure. o o
I cannot go into the projected reconstruction in any det.all. Briefly, c
it might run somewhat like this. Consider the ‘Gavagai’ example.
Given that the field-linguist is armed with the mechanism of query
and assent/dissent, he cannot isolate the (possible) alternatiye indg-
viduating patterns governing the native solely on the bami of hfs
query, since, in any case, the native would assent to the query if his
current individuation involves a rabbit at all. Stenius,'® argues that |
even this last assumption might be impermissible undpr t1'1c circum- {
stances. It would be a remarkable good guess if the linguist is able
to relate ‘Gavagai’ to ‘rabbit’ at all beginning with a mfll set of assump-
tions. If, however, we grant the linguist this pre-experimental gssump;
tion, what prevents us from granting him a furthc.r eleporatc lf: .
that ends with ‘such objectifying patterns are ind.ce'd .u?vanablg.trald S
of human nature’? Thus, if Quine’s programme is initially unbiased,
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., -annot begin to get implemented;
. C‘n abandonment of the entire pro
t)(:l: rc‘ason why I find behav‘im.lral ¢xplanatiopg u
But it might be gqod heunst.lc move to grapt
but not all, assumptions especially when we have
determinacy obtains in the present Case. Hence,

the linguist comes up with a set gf stimulus-meanings for the native
speech. Moreover3 we c01,11d distinguish doubtfulness of assent and
dissent’ by ‘reaction time’ and ‘elaborate our definition of stimylyg
meaning in easily imagined ways to include this information .7

At this point, we might want to relate this machinery of stimulus-
meaning, reaction time, etc. to grades of ontic commitments a.nd
grades of theoreticity. Thus, we might assume wit.h. Quing that, begu’l-
ning with a ‘pre-individuative phase’, ‘entxﬁcatlc?n begins at arm_s
length . . . the things in sharpest focps.arc the things that are public
enough to be talked of publicly . . , it ig ?o these that wo;d_s apply
first and foremost.”® By stages the talk shl_fts to abstract entities lead-
ing up to the theoretical concepts of science or myths,'as fthc casg
may be. Since we can assume that such gradatIOI?S obtain hor eli;:ic
language, the facility of translation is closely .hnked to the pg ”
character of stimulus-conditions, both for t.he alien language afnrther
home. As the truth-functions and theoretical concegt;dazcinaone,s
away from public contexts, they ars more deep'ly.l‘_?m ef aelternatives
parﬁcular e e thety Fes}sieii?tiiisi?ltgg i(:lcrease of re-

’s point of view, g _

grc(i?c]nf :iﬁelii%uiieerifior:ta decrease in tran sla.tab’ility. We Ca?i It:emi]:
that, since, in t;le ‘Gavagai’ example, the natxv: sthr:alcl:g;; charac-
least likely to be anything but Instantancous dllllfl \(;)vrite pstraightawa)’a
ter of the context concerned, the linguist wo )

149

biascd, it leads

argument exhibits

mntcresting.

the linguist Some,
assumed that jp.

We can aliow thyt

if, however, jy
gramme, Thig

‘Gavagai’="Rabbit’

: inguist would
With reduction of ‘sharp focus”_ we ?in, ttl}:l?llz;atvl;c]ilne,gmore wavy
Progressively replace the non-hesitant *="W ¢ in reaction time. The
lines and so on, depending on the mcreast artial failure of ‘cali-
S€quence of wavy lines would thus represen vp Jines would model the
bration’, Moreover, the amplitudesl of: the Wi‘lez’le- Here we have then
uneven distribution of sentences within a s

. 1 S

. lation-failure

: artial trans ake

4 single answer to both the questions of pDoes this procedure mak
and .
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1A

Instead of trying to answer this question directly, I would like to
relate it to an observation which questions the very idea of indeter.
minacy itself. Somebody might argue, drawing on an analogy of
Qu.in.e’s own arguments concerning skepticism (i.e. skepticism is
legitimate only if there is already an agreed framework that s not
open to skepticism),' that general indeterminacy does not make
sense. We can talk legitimately about—in fact sometimes evep
locate—a partial failure of translation only if there is an agreement
about a framework. By the very conditions of Quine’s argument, it
cannot be allowed that there could be an agreed framework that is
immune to indeterminacy. We have remarked already, in the context
of Stenius’ argument, that this would be detrimental to the entire
story. It follows, then, that since Quine is committed to maintain
global indeterminacy, his argument is illegitimate.

Of course, the above argument holds only if we grant that we can
sometimes locate partial translation-failures which are instances of
the general indeterminacy; just as the skeptic would argue that illu-
sions and hallucinations are but instances of the general fallibility of
knowledge. Whatever be the merits of the skeptic’s argument, Quine
would simply deny that his own argument has the same form; he is
not offering instances in support of the indeterminacy thesis. Perhaps
this explains Quine’s lack of interest in the empirical consequences of
his theory. Quine would say, presumably, what we take to be partial
translation-failures are not examples of general indeterminacy at all.
Therefore, granting that we can sometimes locate partial translation-
failures, there is no assurance that we have had an agreed framework.

Quine writes:

(the) initial indeterminacy (in the recognition of assent/dissent)
... carries over into the identification of stimulus meanings. In
addition, there is in the identification of stimulus meanings the nor-
mal uncertainty of induction, though . .. this is not what.th’c
indeterminacy thesis is about . . . finally, there are the linguist's
later adoption of analytical hypotheses, undetermined still . .. the
indeterminacy of translation comes in degrees.?’

I have cited this passage to show as well that I am not n'nssmg the
so-called ‘double indeterminacy’. How do we square up th1§ extrcme;
ly stimulating passage with the explanation dcve!oped in ths lia:
section? Apparently, it seems to relate nicely to the issue at hand, L€.
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hether Quine’s argument is similar 151
whether Quine can simply den.y the analogy. A far g skeptic’s; o,
primary (Duhemian) fndeterm@acy is carried over in S I can see, the
question o'f the final mdetermmacy about the analyt any case, The
is just the 1ssue. Th'erefore, Quine ca Ical hypotheses
failures of translation on ‘normal y nl;;len.of actual
we take to be th.e partle}l translation-failygeg are, in factu ztlon ; What
‘normal uncertam.ty of induction’. Perhaps this js a co;r::ttances o
assessing translation-failures. Perhaps translations do impro\\lazv (t)lt;
time and energy on the part of the translator, | am not sure butIii

not want to argue the point. &

Th?s, ins'fances of i,ndeterminacy, Wherever they are and even if
they ‘come 1n d'cgrees. > are forever hidden from human observation,
for, the ways -1n w?nch indeterminacy comes about are involved in
the very ways in whn.:h we read each other’s thoughts. We cannet, so
to speak, ‘step outside’ indeterminacy and observe its instances,
though we can observe ‘normal uncertainties of induction’ by, say,
repetition. The procedure of the last section—involving stimulus-
meaning, reaction time, etc.—just describes the ways in which we
read each other’s thoughts; it has nothing to do with the (alleged)
instances of indeterminacy since there are no such instances to be
-encountered.

The above response would be a puzzling velte face. We assumed
earlier that Quine’s machinery seemingly explains a weak Whorf-
Sapir hypothesis. The above response, instead, precipitates the follow-
ing options. (1) If the weak Whorf-Sapir hypothesis is a weaker form
of the strong hypothesis, i.e. if the weak hypothesis concerns genuine

failure of ‘calibration’, then Quine’s machinery fails to explain it. (2)
If the weak hypothesis is an altogether different hypothesis from the
strong one, i.e. if the weak hypothesis concerns merely th.e ‘norm‘al
uncertainty of induction’, then Quine’s machinery explains 1t—'—albe.lt.
indirectly—by showing how we reach an agreed framework in SP;,e
of indeterminacy. This option (2), however, can be rephrased as—(2)"

' : i out
Given that there is general jndeterminacy, there is agreement ab

: ings; hence-
a framework i non-hesitant) stimulus-meanings,
rk in terms of ( lained by ‘normal un-

forth, actual failure of translation is to be €xp
Certainty of induction’.

What, then, is the ‘cash difference’ between th
and the following counter-suggestion? _
~ (3) There is no indeterminacy of translation,

i form to gp,

0 throw the bu
Ncertainties of j

e above res ponse
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ment in terms of a universal conceptual scheme; henceforth, actual
failure of translation is to be explained by ‘normal uncertainty of
induction’.

The net result of this roundabout exercise is that while (2) preci-
pitates once again the failure of a non-arbitrary choice between US
and indeterminacy, (1) exhibits precisely the failure of indeterminacy,
It can now be seen fairly quickly that the weak Whorf-Sapir hypo-
thesis has an explanation in terms of US.

US guarantees, in effect, an area of translation-success, i.e. an area
of agreed framework between any pair of human languages. Yet, we
can conceive of the universal scheme narrowly enough to make way
for a large area of translation-failure. This is one of the advantages
of US over indeterminacy. While indeterminacy must be maintained
globally for the entire breadth of languages, US can be restricted to
a small area. I can even see that US need not be located within lan-
guages in any direct manner at all. I shall return briefly to some such
speculation in the final section.

Vv

I shall now try to relate the preceding argument to the question of
distinctness of languages raised earlier in section II. Quine, presum-
ably, can argue that synchronic relativism does entail general indeter-
minacy since synchronic relativism forces that we must restrict our
talk to specific, i.e.community-wide, language-scheme complexes. Even
if we may not have a strict criterion for the identity of communities,
communities do differ. If and when communities differ, there would
be, in the extreme case, differences in the entire complexes. Hence,
there ought to be a case for indeterminacy. It is a bad reasoning to
infer from the lack of a strict criterion to the absence of one. Notice
that this line of reasoning requires not only that communities differ,
but also that they could differ to the extent of compelling radical
translation,

Crucial to this line of reasoning is the assumption that there is 3
multiplicity of community-wide complexes. Elsewhere?* Quine argues
tha:c we can manipulate the crucial parameter, viz. community-width-
Quine does not elaborate what it is to manipulate this parameter.
Apparently, Quine wants to maintain some distinction between theo-
ries and languages, or, for that matter, between meanings and beliefs,
although these distinctions do not obtain in the context of the fbntiff3
language-scheme complex. The parameter of width, then, is maBi-
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Jlable within 8 COMMURILY and no 3o 1y,
poses, 88 the community in which all digjqg Particyl

I given
those purposes runs smoothly and ., . , effectively, 22 BCOncemed with
that there is a limit to such ‘practica’ demarcati' Ut What defines

notion community-wide obtain? It seems that f:rn 8? When does the
Janguage defines the limit of manipulability, » 10T Quine, the engjre
This answer is not immediately circular,
form of a ‘closed curve in space’, Language
each other, and a multiplicity of language-
humanity into a mUItiI‘ﬂiCity of communities. This suggestion involves
a confused notion O_f lapguage’ to which I shall return in a moment.
Yet, there is nothlpg In our, and Quine’s, arguments so far that
entails that the notion ‘language-scheme complex’ obtains for a
multiplicity of communities. There is no ground for this assumption
either in NTL or in the conception of synchronic relativism. Indeed,
NTL, and to an extent, synchronic relativism, does not require this
assumption. Thus, we can always conceive of a single scheme-lan-
guage complex that is as wide as the entire human community. There
is nothing in the argument so far that could prevent us from such a
conception. If there are additional arguments against the proposal of
a single complex—and I believe there are—then these arguments
must be extra-NTL. _ .
However, it is clear that the assumption of multiplicit}-' is cmcxz}l
for the indeterminacy thesis. In the absence of mul_tiplicuy, there is
no question of radical translation and the indetfzrmmacy of tr?rllvs.zl;
tion collapses. Quine cannot argue from the l_oglcal. strength 0 -
to the compulsions of indeterminacy. Beginning with NTL, we ¢a
1Y < g _ ception of
now think of several routes one of which involve the con

a universal scheme. iected,
The burden of coherence thus shifts on U S. It wogﬁ;;: tzj:;;ex
of course, that the conception of a single langu?gi-;e point of talk-
is dubious on at least two grounds. First, wha' ?sh human thinkiog
ing about ‘relativism’ when there is nothing Wl;(;nt to talk about &
is relativized to? Secondly, how is it that “;ethc diversity of human
~1W'ng1e language-scheme complex in the face © y
anguages? , ially W2™. .
These are extremely important qucsm?slssjlrt}:;tic dis"‘[.'cuo:;:
C()nnectiolls with the rejection of the analyti€ » t1on

bt, the co8
1oL,
Clearly appreciated. In some 1espects; no do

yet it seems to have the
$ and communitjes define
scheme complexes divide

B |
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he case against indeterminacy,
* We

onception to a conception of Ug thay

ith respect to NTL. But I do not thjpy
he issue of indeterminacy ig any

is relative t copen ¢
/ stions
(hat the above que e ,
. herent conception of universal scheme, I can repjy

way. Pending & co

to these questions a8 '
First, the conception of a sin

than the conception of general inde

tial translation-failure is an instanc - |
what is the point of talking about general indeterminacy when there

;s nothing which human thinking is generally indeterminate about?
In any case, as we have indicated above, the conception of the

single complex need not exhaust the entire story of human thinking
while the conception of indeterminacy does. Suitably conceived, US
ich we can make intelligible some talk

is, at best, a prop against wh
about interesting relativism. What we deny, at most, is the triad of

notions that either reinforce each other or collapse together. These
notions are global relativism, radical translation and indeterminacy of

translation.
Secondly,

gle complex is no more uninteresting
terminacy. If no instance of pa;.
e of general indeterminacy per se

. b

the notion of diversity of languages originates from the

diversity of verbal behaviour, from the diversity of ‘tongues’, so to
speak. In these matters, Quine is no exception to the wide-spread
assumption, which goes by the name of ‘Boas Tradition’ in linguis-
tics,2s about the identification of language with (dispositions to) ver-
bal behaviour. However, it is enormously difficult to work this
assumption out to a logical criterion of languagehood. What is it
that isolates one set of verbal behaviour from another—syntax, pho-
nology, vocabulary, accompanying gestures or conventions? If, how-
ever, we want to insist on geographical criteria, how far does a parti-
cular set of verbal behaviour stretch—to what water-shed of linguistic
communities? What is the status of dialects and language-grouPS?
Z:::Z ;n; <t)}tll;er related qugstions do not admit of clear, non-circular
| y are framed in terms of verbal behaviour alone.**

VI

i ;};i]el ipnrer?:ir:ltdh;re only the briefest sketch of the sort of alte

at the current s'ta ZOnfc.ede t‘hat th? alternative is not easy 1o SP

work that, even i%“(,) ér‘lqu"Y It is one of the chief merits O'fQ

inhibits the f ¢ disagree with pieces of his doctrines, it 8
ormulation of alternatives as a whole.

rnative
ell out
uine’s
eatly
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The alternafive T'have in mind emerges ;. . 155
gassure's distinction between langye a‘I;dm 2 Well-knowy . |
o dissociate language as ‘underlying systep i Once we leany
Jarious  tyPes of behaYlour’ from the ‘actug] ICh majeg Possible
pehaviours the conceptlf)n of diversity of langu ;nstances’ of such
diversity of vcrb.al behgvnour begins to lose force (%?S On account of
Jeparture. @ series of interesting possibiljties fol.lo 1VeD this point of
chomsky urges, following this route, a distinc w.
istic competence and linguistic performance, the
of grammar and the conception of a Univer’sal
decades of debate on the notion of descriptive priority of
(alternatively known as ‘Autonomy of Syntax’) hasylgd géiglggs
0 a very i i - . y
;gifonvsls)f t y nteresting conception of sentence grammar as

with

tion betweep lingu-

descriptive priority
Grammar. Qver two

B T SR-1
Sentence Grammar: —> IPM —— SS —- LF
SR-2
Other Systems: LF —-  ‘meaning’?®

In brief, this .schema szfys that a sentence grammar generates, un-
der the constraints of Universal Grammar, what is known as a ‘logi-
cal form’ of sentences. A logical form is a ‘certain system of mental
representation provided by the rules of the grammar, analogous to
representation of phonetic form . .. (m)any of the questions that are
regarded as ‘‘semantic’ can be understood . . . as questions about the
syntax of LF.’? What the LF represents, under this conception, are
some abstract structures (S—structures) as the final output of the
grammatical system. These structures are not yet senfences of a langu-
age, in the full sense of ‘sentences’. Thus, some further rules, which
are outside the scope of grammar, determine the semantic interpre-
tation of sentences. These rules may be contained in some mental
Systems other than the language faculty (grammar). It is conceiv-
able, then, that

The system of conceptual structures t
ence . . . thematic structures, aitiationa it
might be distinct from the language faculty, though rdated‘ totlllc.
(This) possibility relates in obvious ways t© recent debate mbclie
Philosophical literature about the theory of meanind - n;uential
Systems, in part an outgrowth of Quine’s imPOr e

Critj g .
c ;:‘qlle of empiricist semantics . - >
omsky speculates, tentatively, that tW0

hat involves object-refer-
1 factors, and the like

of these other systems

D
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may be ‘commonsensc-undc?rstanding’ and ‘écijencellf?rming capa.
city’. I have serious reservations about both Chomsky’s nomenc];.
ture and his initial descriptions of them; these systems, for Chop,.
sky, really mean what they are called. _ o

Nevertheless, one important feature of this gonceptxon is that it
allows us to view language as a phenomenon wh{ch resglts out of the
interaction of several mental faculties. Thus, it is possible to distr;.
bute the question of ‘meaning’ of sentences over several systemsg,
This idea, initially, enables us to avoid the Universal Semantic Cop.
ponent of Katz’s conception, which clearly violates the requirements
of NTL. '

Thus, we might conceive of US as one of the mental systems that
represents some features (possibly, features of neural circuits) of
conceptual connections, but not the conceptual connections them-
selves (since the latter obtain only in the context of language). We
can conceive of these features to be invariant for the member of the
species in the sense that these features obtain invariably so long as
the species retains its identity.

US, under this conception, represents the necessary core of sent-
ence-meanings. The sufficient condition, we might conceive, is
achieved when US interacts with some other system. This latter sys-
tem might have the property of altering, under general constraints,
the initial invariant system in the context of current experience.
This ‘revised’ system now interacts with grammar to generate langu-
age. We might think of the property of intermediate system as a
‘recursive’ property such that it alters any system at hand, not only
the initial system. Thus, no invariant conceptual connections would
obtain in any corner of language at any time. In sum, the language
generated obeys NTL. Sentences of a language, under this concep-
tiOl.l,. are neither entirely immune to revision nor entirely open to
revision. The question of revision per se just drops out of the con-
ception, and, with it, the question of indeterminacy.

I shall.lcave the matter here and turn to another connection bet-
:izzﬁsgz;negid Cho;nsky Whi.ch might be of some in.tetest.for our
minacy as'rclati(:]mi p g?ess Quine fc?rmulates the question of indeter-
the memben ot thg 0 1ﬁ'ere1.1t species, e.g. men and martians. For
to ‘approximate ;ame lSP§CICs, the question becomes less acute duc
account, Quine ap o . il 'nerve-cFldmgs’.zs Thus, i one

’ peals to a biological basis of translation. Similarlys

156

Chomsky poses the problem of Universal Grammar for providing an E

]

!
!
i
i
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NOTES

1.

10.
11.

12,

13,
14,
15,
16,
17,
18,
19,
20.

21,
22,
23,
2,

ollows, I simply report the results of my search for colierence in
In what f . ' . .
Quine’s works. There might be disagreements over my interpretation of
Quine. Yet I do not want to avoid the issue by addressing myself to some
fictitious Quine*.
Davidson (1973). o .
See Dummett (1974) for a similar observatlon.- . .
We refrain from calling this view of language simply ‘Qume’s view of lan-
uage’ because of its neutrality from the empiricist point of view.
%or a lucid discussion of these connections, see Davidson (1973).
6), p. 55. o .
’vl}iii;rf iclzcg:jll) (Il)uine’s conservatism in this matter when he agrees with
Neur,ath’s ship-repairing metaphor.
i - . 90. - ' )
gum: c(lischLlss;i;npon the confusion between behavioural evidence and cri
or n
teria, see Chomsky (1980),p. 48.
Katz (1979).

. . w
" On the experimental consequences of Whorf-Sapir Hypothesis I follo
n the e

ill: i and McNeill (1975). .

G.A: iler an'd Dé\?:sbi:til’;;:si:iii;’r of genuirie but part.ial fﬁ:it'ii
Dawdsqn d enle?Davidson (1973). However, I think tha’f hzsogzg
i,r;:escia;ﬂ’ti:ry of intérpretation which is too narrow in scope.

dal (1975). tocts.
Ilz'iﬁci::srecei\tly ii1 Language and Other Abstract 0bj
Quine (1969-a) p. 1.
Stenius (1969).
Quine (1964).
Quine (1969-a).
Quine (1975-b).
Quine (1969-b).
Quine (1969-c).
Quine (1969-c).
Chomsky (1972), p. 77.

p. 117-19.
For some discussion of this issue, s¢¢
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25. Chomsky (1975), p. 105,
26. Chomsky (1980), p. 169.
27. Chomsky (1980), p. 58.
28. Cited in Féllesdal (1975).
29. Putnam (1967).
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