CHAPTER II

TRANSLATION

#7 Translation: The Traditional Notion

Unfortunately, the ‘notion of tramslation is not like
the notion of analyticity in that tkanslation has never been
discussed in much detail. /Just what the translator does has
been uncritically and intuitively assumed by most thinkers,
it would seem, until very recent times. Even 1f there have
been thinkers in the past who were concerned with the process
and activity of translation, it 4= evident that thelr work has
not become part of the various mainstreams of generally accepted
and philosophically interesting themes, Translation seems to
have been looked upon @as a commonplace given. After all, translators
have been doing their business for at least as long as there hés

been intercourse between'"forelgn" cultures.

Analyticity, on the other hand, as we have seen in
Chapter I, was given-a.fairly definitive statement by Kant and
reflects a respectable history and evolution of ideas both pre=~

and post-~ Kant,

There is,'however, a close connection between the two

notions of analyticity and translation. Both make significant‘

demands upon the notion of meaning which, as we have also seen,
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Quine attacks ~ at least in its intuitive gquise. One of the
things I hope to do in this second chapter is to outline Guine's
own theory of meaning in more détail, and expand upon his

rejection of uncritical notions of meaning.

Besides the fact that both analvticity and translation
make heavy demands upon the notion of me#ning, they both do so
in confusingly similar ways® ise,, they both claim - intuitively,
at least = to reflect some Kind of "sameness™ relationship.
Analytié sentences and co?rect’translations are supposed to share
or preserve the same me@anings  Intuitively, a dood or ¢torrect
translation of a foreiga linguistic expressién "capfures" the
same meaning as the original. This is sometimes expressed by
saying that the translation “prescrves*, "carries over", or
"retains" the meaning of the originals But what is the explanation
of the translator's activity which iies somewhere behind those
picturesque but unhelpful metaphors? If translation can, indeed,
be judged "correct” or "incorrect", then there must be some
standard of judgment. A tbeory of translation, it seems would try
to,indicate that standard so as to establish a "scienge" of good
translation which would bé part of what Quine might ecall a

vgseience of second intention.”

-

Quine's main contribution seems to be his insisting
that the traditional notion of translation is un-scientific,

What Quine is saying is that translators are not doing what
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they think they are doing when they are engaged in the activity of
translation. Before going into Quine's specific objections to

the qommonly held notion of translation, I want to see if we

can give some kind of substance to this more intuitive and’ traditional

theory of translation.

As I indicated ébove, explicitly formal ‘explanations

of just what goes on in the ¢ranslational process are few and

-far between. The provision implied by "explicitly formal" is
intended to draw.attentibn to the fa¢t that much implicit and
non-formal work has been done. This work usually manifests

itself in books.andjarticles dealing with what Quine would call
nOn—radical translation. They are concérnéd with such specific
activities as trénslatign the Bible froM one particular language
'fo another. Or, perhaps, tﬁey deal with tbe translation of

poetry as opéosed to novelse. I have not, myself, gone to these works
in preparing the present section, but I would speculate that a
~careful analysis of these works would yield a moremgg iess
traditional notion’of translation muchclike csthat to'be outlined
belows 1 also hbpé éo show in later sections that the usual
tfa&itiopal theories of fion=radical) translation to be gleaned from
suchmworks suffer§'when cémpared to the more critical notlons of '

Quine.

A brief review of the Philosopher's Index will show that

most of the work concerning translation which has been done in
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the last ten years has been in response to Quine's thesis of
the indeterminacy of radical translation. Of the few works
available which deal with translation in general, I have chosen
W. Haas'® "Theory of Translation."l in order to get a clearer
jdea of the traditional notion of translation as well as some

idea of some of the weaknesses of that notion.

Before going into Hass' artiele, however, I would like
to look at the primagy réeference source for the uncritical
version of various motiens, a current dietionary. The American

Heritage Dictionaxy of thg English Language2 for 1969 defines

tranglation as Yan/act or procews of expressing in another
language, systematic€ally retaining the original sense or meaning."
D finitions in other diftionaries, seem £ be substantially the
same, This definition seéms to accord well with what most pecple
fcel is the case regarding translation, But for our purposeas

we needqa moére detailed-explanation-and explication and foxr this

.1 think the Haas article is useful.

[

Haastrarticle-1is one of_the few which tries to explain

what goes on during the activity of translating. According to
«

1w.'Haas, "The Theory of Translation," Philosophy 37 .

{1962): ppe 208 -~ 228,

2 merican Heritage Dictionary of the English Language,

{New York: American Heritage, 1969),
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Haas, the traditional notion is that translation is a triedic
process as it involves two linguistic expressions (one in each

of the two different languages) and one *meaning"” which is somehow
shared by each of the linguistic expressions in just those cases
where each expression is, in factf g translation of the other,
Each linguistiC‘expxession tegether with its meaning is called

a sign so that translation might alsc be looked upon as a diadic
relationship of signs. Bub the important polnt is that the

" meaning is separate fromsany and all particular lénguages. The
translator, traditionally, must apprehend each of the three
members separately, Moreover, according to this theory, what

is translated is not some séntence or, other linguistic expression,
but rather, the meaning whilch anderliies both expressions and
somehow lies ogtside of any particular language.. The word
>“translate", then, would carry the same weight jas the metaphors

“capture", Ypreserve!, etc., mentioned above.

This notion, like the analyticity notion, seems to carry
great intuitivg weights But the fact that 1t "does . + « accord
with some deeply ingrained habits of 1:ho'ught."‘1 does not
imply that dt 1s an accurate assessment of the situation. Indeed,
- Haas implies’ that some of the intuitive weight of this traditional
notion derives from the intuitive bias we have for the mind-body

dualismi and we are familiar with Quine's attack on that intuitive

1w. Haas, "The Thecry of Translation.”" p. 208,
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notion. Mich of the Haas article in devoted to rejecting what

he sees as the result of uncritically accepting a dualistic pres=~
upposition behind the basic triadic scheme of translation. That
dualistic presupposition is that meanings and linguistic express=

ions are "two distinct orders of thigg."1 Haas thinks that a result

of this uncritical thirking is a committment to a reference theory
of meaning. The argument, briefly put, runs thus: Traditionally,
a triadic schame of translaztdion (expression 1 : meaning :
expfession 2) presumes. @ ddalistic relationship between linguistic
expressions and thelir non;;inguistic meanings since the meaning
may be apprehended without reference to any partléular languages
Tﬁese two noticns commit one t6 a referential theory of meaning
- as an exﬁlanation of what a transiatlon,a translation is since
it is the non~linguistic meaning (or referent) which the translator

identifies and then "preserves" in a good translation.

Over the course of history, the non-lingulstic referent
of a linguistic expression has assumed many guises. The early

empiricists located fmeaning” in ideas or internall entities or

1w. Haas, "The Theory of Translation," p. 211l.

zw. V. Os Quine, "Philosophical Progress in Lancuage

Theory," Metaphilosophy, 1y 1, (jan., 1970}, p. 4.
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which externalized meaning for the empiricists and upon which
Quine places much emphasis and Importance. For a time, there

was a tendency to ecredit physical objects with this role of
meaning referent. This lattér theory might be referred to as

a nalve reference theory ¢f meaning, Disenchantment with these
various intuitive theories has led some to attempt to reformulate

them in various ways,

-

Quine seems to feel that many of Eoday's positivists are
cdﬁmitting themselves to the untenable position of a reference
theory of meaning, even/though it is clothed in more respectable
and theoretical languagee [This committment is obvious when those
positivists insist that an explanation of linguistic behavior,
including translations, demands the postulation of propositional
attitudes.l A propositional attitude is the apprehension of a
'"non-linguistic" referent of a linguistic expression. A propositicn
is a non-linguistic referent because it is an entity which stands
apart from all and any linguistic expressions, but which "gives"®
that linguistic expression its meaning.' Propositions are meaning
vehicles which stand under (or sometimes behind or above)
individual se&tences or étatements; The clearest statement of

the propositional attitudés is by one of its firmest proponents,

1Gilberf Harman, "Quine on Meaning and Existence, 1",

Pe 144 f.
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* As J. Ayer in the introduction to the second edition of his
Lanquage, Truth and Logic. There hyer tries to show that it is
philosophically respectable to insist on a distinction between

sentences, statements and propositions.

Quine, on the other hand, holdg that linguistic behavior,
including translation, can be fully and adeguately explzined
simply in ‘terms of sentential attitudeg; I think that this cone
clusion of Quine's can . be appreciated more fully by referring

‘back to his positivisti€ and béhavioristic background as outlined
in the Introduction. Im the first place, the historical develop~
ment of eﬁpiricism (or positivism) parallels the development
‘n what is seen as the basic.unit of empirical meaning. From
the idea (or word) of Hume's day, there was a development to
regard first the sentence and then the theory as the unit of
meaninge. dn this point Quine seems to -be in agreement with other
positivists including Carnap and Hempel, although there is evidence
that Quine would even go.so far as to _regard the totality of

theories as the meaningful unit.?

I cenclude, therefore,~that, Quine's major departure
from his contemporaries is basically on an interpretation of the-

psychology or episfemology (seec # 6) of translation and/or of

1w. Vs, O, Quine, "Two Dogmas", section VI.
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the theory of meaning. Quine feels that all the rclevant and
philosophically interesting features of language can be adegquately
accounted for by observing individual's behavior when confronted
with sentences. Quine is emphatic on this point: "there is
nothing in meaning that is not in he'ha\h’t.m':."’1 And behavior here

means response to Sentential stimulationss

But Quine has othery and more challenging objections to
the presupposition of propsitional attitudes as a means of
explaining meaning and ¢ranglation. Quine beging his argument
by noting the intuitiwe dcsire for propositionsE “"pPart of what
encouraged admission of propositions was a wish for eternal
truth-value vehicles independent of particular 1anguages.“2
Quine then goes on to point tel the mos£ obvious difficulty
with such é theory:

The trouble with propesitions, as cognitive meanings of
eternal sentences, is individuation. Given two eternal
sentences, themselves visibly different as linguistic

forms, it is not sufficiently clear under what circum~
stances to say that they mean the same proposition.

1w. V. O. Quine, "Philosophical Progress in Language
Theory," pe 14.

2W. V. O« Quine, Wc;d and Object, p. 246,
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Itris on this score that thi sentences are less dubious
entities than propositionse
If my above analysis is correct, then what Quine is

rejecting here, besides propositional attitudes, 1s one of
the foundation blocks of the traditicnal notion of translation,
namely, a reference theory of meaning which supposes a dual=-
istic relationship between linguistic expressions and prope
ositions: Haas rejects this traditional notion, even in its
‘propositional guise, by arqguing that “*whaf a word means‘
is not a word=less ideas Nop is it a word-less physical fact."
nuine himself rejects anfuneritical  notion of fact as connotating
"unvarn;sbeg objectivity pilus a certain accessibility to observa-

tion“3 as an entia non grata. it would seem that the traditional

notion of translation, for all its intuitive weight, does not
stand up under close serutiny. Any notion of translation, we
can see, then, is only as strong as its own thkeoty of meaning.
Traditional or intuitivé notions of meaning élearly fail fé ade=
cquately or accurdtely| dol justice |to) thellinguisticirealities
when we ﬁry to usé those notions in an explanatory waye. In the

next section|I will Degin to examinel Quineé's specific)counter=-

2W. Haas, "The Theory of Translation," p. 214.

3w. V. Os Quine, Word and Object, ps. 247.
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proposals to this inadequate traditional notion of translation

and its underlying theory of meaninge.
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#8 Radiecal Translation

and the Stimulus Theory of Meaning

Quine presents us with his theory of meaning withisd
the context of what he calls radical trans}ation. Radical
translation is philosophically inte:estiné because it lends itself
to a certaih indeterminacy which is something above and beyond
the simple underdetermination of physical theory and/or the
mere inscrutability of termss Radical translation is also
significaﬁt because, 1 bglieve, it seems to be often overlooked
by people writing in rea€tién fo Quine's theory of the indeterminacy
of radical translation. For exaﬁple, Young1 and Kirkz, to name
only ‘two, speak almost exclusively in'terms of simple translation
and I wonder if they and others den'ft tﬁink that not-radical

translation might be indeterminate, which is not Quine's thesis,

It is, therefore, important to have a clear understanding
of just what radical transiation is and what itsrrole is in the
overall philosophy of Quines In this sec@ion I want to examine
this notion of radical stranslation in ,separation from Quire's
thesis of indeterminacy of radical translation which is, concep-~

tually, distinct from duine's ﬁheory of meaning, the main topic

1Julian Young, "Rabbits," Philosophical Studies, 23

(1972), ppe 170=-185.

2R. Kirk, vynderdetermination of Theory and Inde-

terminacy of Translation,” Anal sis, 33; No. 6, June, 1973.
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of the present sections

In Chapter two of Weord and Object, Quine writes that

radical translation is the “"recovery of a man's cnrrent lang=-
uage fom his current observed responses « » » unaided by an
interpreter."1 Radical translation, a& thus formulated, has two
interesting aspects: it ié based upon a behavioristic methodo=-
logy of the observation of.a stimulus~-response situation and

it depenﬁs upon no collateral/  information, iﬂe., it s |

"unaided by an interpreter.,”

In another placeé, Quine puts the matter in this way:
"Imagine a newly discovered tribe whese language is without
known affinities, The linAguist has to learn the language directly
by observing what the natives say under observed circumstances,
encountered or ccmtrived.“2 That.is to_say thét radical
translation is translation in a vacuum, i.e., without .2ny:
general background scheme of translation to serve as a guide to
the translatore. ‘Such general schemes of translation exist, from
time immemorable, betWeén, say English, German, and Frisian on
a rather basic level since tﬁ¢5e language even share cogﬁate word

forms which help in translation from the one language to the

4. V. 0. Quine, Word and Object, P. 28.

2w. V. 0. Quine, Ontolégécal Relativity, pe 1¢°
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other. Hungarian and English may share few, if any, cognate

word forms as part of a general scheme of translation, But
translation proceeds determinately because they do share a common
cultural background which serves well enough as a scheme of
translation, Quine also indicates that, although extreme radiccl—
ness may be approached from time to time, "The task is one that

is not in practice undertaken in its extreme form, since a chain
of interpreters of a sort c¢an be recruited of marginal persons

across the darkest archipelago,."1

Whether or not the radical translation situation has or
ever will actually be encountered is, I'believe, beside the
point, Presley seems to fcel otherwise: YAs radical transe
lation is not known ever to have been undertaken, the absence
of incompatible manuals of translation does not count against

" the principle of indeterminacy, Nevertheless, it might well
be contended that until there aré more conclusive arguments
for it, the principle is to be taken as the incredible conse-
quence of unsound p-remises,"2 Rathery than see radical transla=-
tion as the consequence of unsound premises, it must be taken

as an explanation (premlse) whose soundness, in accordance with

the Quinian theory of eV1dence (see #6), is established by

4. V. 0. Quine, Word and Object, p. 28,

2

Ce Fu Presleyy "Willard van Orman Quine" Encyclopedia

of Philosophy Collier-Macmillan 7 (1967): 54.
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the pragmatic value of the conclusions it allows us to drawe.

I think that we may profitably compare radical trénélation

to the notion of social contract which was so much a part of
political thought during the Enlightenment. Whether any group
of people ever actually did come together and set up any form
of a contract to govefn their lives is entirely beside the
boint. What is relevant is. the explanatory value of such an

hypothesiso,

The radical tranglation situation, like the social
contract situation, is an "ideal"™ or extreme geference point
which allows us to enter dnfo areas of speculation hitherto
unévailable, This is perfectly well accomodated by a scientific
method as formulated within the scope of a pragmatic positivism
as_expounded_ﬁy Quine, which, as we have seen, Quine feels is
perfectly adequaté for'accogntiné for all that neéds accounting
fore Other; more convincing parallels, from the physical sciences,
‘are not hard to find. Ideal gases, absoclute time and/or space,
absolute rest, motion, étc., serve' the same theory building
function as. does.radical translation., . The impoftant thing is
té discover what might'happen if 'such a situation 'were—to. arise;
and from that speculation we may be able to explain what éctually
does happen. In the case at hand that means what would héppen

when we attempt to translate some foreigner's language without

any general background scheme of translation.
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Rather than try to show that radical translation may

actually oceury such as in the recent case’ of the dis OVery

of a totally hitherto isolated tribe in the remote interior
of the Phillipines, I would like to suggest that, even inifhe
case of meeting a Martian or some such scilence-fictional cre=.
ature} radiqalutranslation would not oceur so long as the
linguist assumes that translation is at all possible. For
such an assumption is, actualiy, a general background scheme.
The %uote from Quine above referring to the dérkest archi-
pelagb, indicates ghat gchemes of translation and, therefore,
radicalness of translation, among other things, is a matter
of degrees The greater or lesser the degree of tadicalness,
the greater or lesser the precideness of the backgréuhd scheme

(and the greater or lesser the degree of indeterminacy).

Indecd, the most interesting example. of radical transe-
'lation comes from a highly theoretical, complex; and, in some
sense, unnathral situations the translation of number theory into

set theoryo1

As in the | case of the explication of -ordered pairs,
there are many po#sible alternatives to choose from when we
desire to YiranslatcV fumber theory/into set theorys The

weorrectness” of any given translation depends upon the general

lsi1vert Harman, "An Introduction te *Translation and

Meaning' Chapter Two of Word and Object,” in Words and Objections,.

Donald Davidson and Jaakko Hintikka, eds., (Dordrecht-Holland:

Reidel’ 1969’, PPe 14264

1



131

scheme of translation., In the case of number theory this scheme
would depend upon the particular method of the ngranslator®. 50,
if, for example, one were to follow Von Neumann and identify each
natural number, including zero, with the set of nuymkers smaller
than it, then the sentence "Three is a member of Fivu® would be
_true., But the same sentence would be false if one f¢llowed
Zermelo and identified zéro with the fuldl set and all other nate

\
ural numbers, n, with the set whose member is n<ls

Por all its drawbacks, this particular example is

most valuable in showing that there is no asking whether three
is a member of five until one has specified the particular
scheme toc be used. Unkil such specification has been made a
radical translation situation holds and translation must be
jndeterminatee In such a situation, there is no question of
correctness or incorrectness in any givenjtranslation of
number thebry into set theory as long as the translation pre=
serves the theorems of nuﬁber theorys There is no objective

matter to be correct or ‘incorrect abouts

The notion of radical translation.is importent for
ét 1east,two reasons: 'In the first place; asl we have already
seen, a traditional theory of translation and its supportersy
would insist that correct translation, like analyticify, is
entirely a matter of meaning which is not dependent on any.

particular general scheme of translation. If Quine can meke
7
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a good case for his theory of radical trmnslation and its
indeterminacy then a serious threat is posed to those who would

develop a Wscience of intenti.ons“1 that is a science of mental

entities.

In the second place, Quine writes, "Thinking in terms of
radical translation of exotic languages has helped make factors
vivid, but the main lesson tg Dbe derived cencerns the empirical
slack in our own beliefs."? "Empirical slack" here refers to either
the underdetermination-of physical theory or the inscrutability
of reference. These two arc used.to press the thesis of indeter-
minacy or radical translation frem above and below, respectively.3
This crucial empirical'slack is explained in terms of Quinets

theory of meaninge

The stimulus. theory of meaning grows out of Quine's
notion of radical translation with itz emphasis on the me=
thodology of behaviorisme By observing 2 man's dispositions
to assent or dissent to eor from sentences accompained by
non-verbal stimulation, the linguist/is able td make an entry

into the language of the native even if he has no guide or

. M. V. 0. Quine, Word and Object, Ps 221.

.ZW. V. Os Quine, Word and Object, P 78

73W. V. O. Quine, "On the Reasons for Indeterminacy

of Translation," Journal of Philgsophy, LXVII (1970): 183.
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general scheme of translation to help him; i.e., even if it is

a radical translation situation.

It is important to remember that this entry is made
through sentences; not words or propositions which are some
kind of extra-linguistic entity giving substance to lingulis-
tic expressionshy The sentences which provide the means of
entry into the forgign language must, moreover, be responses
to non~verbal stimulaticns beqausa only in that way can one
achieve any degree of objegtivity in determining what the
stimulus ﬁeaning is. Thisfipsistance on the non-verbal stim-
ulation as the starting boin; is ‘invoked in order to tle the
linguist tb observational situationss A Martian could cer=-
tainiy come to the conclhsioﬁ that "Bachelor" and "Unmarried
man® were "equivalenkt" exprezgiohs, But if his examination
of the Engiish language were entirely restricted to situations
whereln only these two sentences were uttered and affirmed
or denied, he would never be able to come to an understanding

of the stimulus-meaning of those expressionss

The affirmative stimulus meaniné for a sentence is
"the class of all stimulations & & .»that would prompt . +
assent « « o Wé may define thé negative stimulus meaning sim~
ilarly with 'éssentf and ‘dissent' interchanged, and then de~

fine the stimulus meaning as the ordered pair of the two."1

1

1y, V. O. Quine, Word and Object, PPe 32-33.
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So defined, stimulus meaning is subject to change with pere
son, time, or modulus, The modulus is the "bound, a working

standard of what €o count as specious pr-:ee\ient."‘l

Immediately, it can be seen that Quine's theory of
stimulus meaning has no need to make appeal to meanings as extra=-

linguistic entities,

Cne reason for this-situation is that stimulus mean-
ing "isolates a sort of 'net'empirical import of each of various
single sentehces without pegard to the containing theory, . « «
without loss of what the sentence owes to that containing theory."2
And so the entry intec a language 1s made at £he'1evel of occasion
séntences of high observatieonaiity as opposed to gtanding'séntences

of low observationallty.

Occasion sentences such as "Red™ or "Rabbit® are those
sentences which call for aésent or dissent énly in those cases
where the linguist makes a query after an appropriate stimulatlon.
Standing sentences are. those which may continue to evoke assent
or dissent, upon query, even in“the absence of appropriate
stimulatione auch would be the case, in"He /has, a-new car.” We
might extend: this temporal relation of a sentence to appropriate

stimulation te the degree of "eternal sentences" which are

1W. V. O, Quine, Word and Object, p. 28.

2w. V. O. Quine, Word and Object, PP. 34-35,
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always assented to or dissented from as in the case of "Copper

is a metal,"

Now, all sentences, from the extreme occasion and to the
extreme "eternal™ end "contain" stimulus meaning. But, obviously,
the sentences on the occasional end of the continuum are more
susceptible to prompted assent and disﬁen; and so the stimulus
meaning of highly occasional sentences 48 closer to the intuitive

notion of meaning.

Quine gives a hypothetical situation wherein the linguist
comes to "learn" the stimulus meaning of native occasion sentences,
such as "Gavagal" which the linguis£ has observed the native utter-
ihg upon being confronted with the stimulation te which English
speakgp8 would respond "Rabbit¥  There: are many incidental matters
about the length of the modulus of the stimulation, the center
of focus, the native &erms for assent and dissent, and so on.

But having dealt with /these in cbmmon—place behavioral ways, Quine
goes on to make the important observation that sameness of
stimulus meaning_.is, not the same thing as synonymy-because "an
»informant's assent to oY dissent from "Gavagai?" can depend
excessively-on prior, cellateral information as & supplement to

the present prompting stimulus."l

This situation helps clarify why Quine insists on
rejecting the sameness of meaning relationship as presumed in

both translation and analyticity: "My rejection of the analyticity

1W. V. Os Quine, Word and Otject, pe. 37.



136

notion just means drawing no line between what goes into the
mere understanding of the sentences of a language and what else
the community sees eye-toeye on. I doubt that an objective
distinction can be made between meaning and such collateral

information as is community-wide,"1

The more occasional a sentence i€, the less susceptible
it is to collateral information. "Red"™ is more susceptible than
"Rabbit" and "YRabbit" is more susceptible than "Bacheler', which
~ means thét more collateral information 1s likely to be a part ‘
of the stimulus meaning of the latter than of the former, Therefore,

sameness of stimulus meaning for "Red" comes closer to our intuitive

notion of synonynmy. ;

Cecasion sentences can be further specified in terms of
‘observationalitye. OBservation sentences are:ocEasion sentences
which "wear thelr meanings on their sleeves - ».» . . whose stimulus
meénings vary none under the influence of collateral information.“2
But observationality, like soAmuch, is .a,matter.of degree and it
stretches out to embrace even some standing sentences such as
"The tide is oﬁt." FProm .the-point, of view of radicalltranslation,

the important thiné is to remember that the higher the degree of

1w. V. Os Quine, Ontological Relativity, p. B6.

zw; V. O« Quine, Word and Object, p. 42.
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observationality the more determinate will be our translation

in terms of stimulus meaning.

Two important comments on observationality: (i)
stimulus meaning is & strictly subjective and private matters:
Observationality, on the other hand is objective and public.
Hence it is in terms of observation sentences that we can ex-
" pect. determinate translaéion, even in a radical situation,
because there 1s an ohjeéctive matter to be right or wrong
abéut. {i1) The second point is that an observation sentence
is not to be cons&dered as implying_any kind of sense datalsm
or phenomenalisme Quine, as behaviorist and physicalist,
1n;ists that observation sentences begin with ordinary things

not with unvarnished sense data.

Now, on the.end away from observational sentences we
find first non-observational sentences and thén theo}etical
sentences;»e.g., "Bachelor# and "Momentum", respectively.
These sentences, like all SEnten&es, have a stimulus meaning.
But tﬁé stimulus meaning(ils increasingly é subjective and
private matter as the degree of observationality deéreases.
Quine indicates two intercsting ‘factors &f all-non-observation
sentences which contribute to the random character of the
stimulus meaning of these sentences from speaker to speaker.
The fdrst factor is that non~observation seﬂtences are learn-
ed derivatively through sets of sentence-to-sentence connec-

tions. (See the section on definition, especlally contextual
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definition, in chapter I, above.) The second factor is that
each individual has a private personal history of language

learning which differs from all othex individuals,

It is for these reasons that samehess of stimulus meaning
is adequate for an intuitive nction of synonymy -only intrasube
jectively. It is for these same reasons that deter=
minate radical translation 45 confined to the highly obser=
vational sentences where' safeness of stimulus meaning accords
well with our intuitive/notion of synonymy?

Translation of 'Solterc! as 'Bachelor' manifestly cannot
be predicated identity of stimulus meanings between
speakirs; nor c¢an synonymy of 'Bachelor' and *Unmarried
manet

So far we have been concerned with sentential attitudes.
Quine holds that erds or terms are learned only through a process
of abstraction or éeneralizatioﬁ from sentenceés which have alreaﬁy
been learned in ways outlined above. 5timulus synonymy of f'one
word" sentences, such as™WRabbit" afid "Gavagai" dces not guarantee
either the stimulu$ synonymy of thelterms."rabbit" and *gavagalr
nor even the co—exteﬁsiveness of those teérms' referents. It
is at this point that we éncounter the' inscrutability-of terms
in all its f@rce.' Having decided to treat "gavagai” as alterm,

there is no way we can determine, on the basis of observation
\

of native responses to appropriate stimulation, whether 'gavagail

1W. Ve Ou Quine’ Word and Ob.ect’ Pe 46,
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refers to a rabbit, a rabbit stege, rabbithood, or ah undetatched

rabbit parte.

wWwhen learning stimulus meanings of sentences, we depend
upon prdmpbedlasaent-mt dt.ssante When learning the reference of
terms we depend not upon prompted responses but upon questions
of identity, divérsityg concepts of *Pelonging to", etc. In
English, tge tools to accomplish this reference are the articles,
pronouns, singular and plural appratus,-the copula, and the
identity predicate. Togmake any sense of term synonymy it is
necessary to master the apparatus of reference in a given
language. In the’radical translation situation, mastery of such
apparatus comes after the detérminate-translatlon of the stimulus
meanings of highly observational occasion sentences, Such
apparatus, moreover, is gained only after the linguist has formed
what Quine calls analytical hypotheses, and, for this reason, the

translation of that édpparatus.is indeterminate.

Within a gilven_ language, howevef, where the functlons
n511", "are", and "='"have been settled already, it is, in=
deed; possible to make sense oflthe notioﬁ of term synonymy
in terms of sfimulus.synonymy. But this falls far short of the
intuitive notion of term synonymy wﬁiCh upholders of a more

traditional view would expect or eveﬁ demand.1

1y. V. Oe Quine, Word and Object, Ppe 54~55.
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With the background material now at haﬁd, it is possible
for us tc make sense of the common intuitive appeal of sameness
of meaning as it appears in traditional notions of translation,
syncnymy and even analy;icity. Quine would say this intuitive
bias is a matter 6f how we learned our language, both sentence
and term; language of high observatienality is learned in a
different way than the way we learn sentences,‘and terms abstracted
from them, of low ohservationaliéy. In the former case we learn
the sentences through ostension or what Russell would call acquain-
tance, 1In the latter case we learn sentences derivatively,
contextually, or, in Russ€ll's terminology, descriptively.
Sentences, and terms abstracted from them, of the second sort
are linguistically anchored, perhaps very indirectly, to observa-
tion sentences. We have come to explain this as a samehess of
meaning, and have allowed ouxselives to slip into uncritical ways
of thinking and speakings In fact, the connection between the
former and the latter is established through a normal process

of transference of learned response patterns to new stimulus

patternse

Finally, with this background, we .are able to make
more compléete sense of Putnam's  theory of cluster and noh-
cluster terms mentioned above in Chapter I, Quine himself
states that Putnam!s theory is in basic accord with his own
£hoﬁgh not as detailéd. According'to Quine, there are three

sorts of terms: (i) observational, e.g., "rabbit"j (ii) non -
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observational, c.g., ™bachelor*; and (iii) theoretical, e.gs,
"momentum“.1 Quine fecls that Putnam's cluster terms include
both (i) and (iii), whereas his non-cluster terms cover what
ouine calls non-observational terms. In this way Quine hopes
to show that Putnam's attempt to justify a limited sense of
analyticity (and, therefore, by implicatlon, a limited fcrm of
determinate radical translation above the level that Quine is
willing to allow) is on the right track, but lacking in detall

and empirical supports

An interestingsgusstion is whether such terms as
"justice" are theoretieal or non-observational or what. In
all of his works, Professor Quine is notably silent concern-
ing matters of ethics or value theory. One reason for this
is_thathuine feels that, intuitively, it is notoriously diff=-
icult to come to any sort of broad agreement in axiological
matters.2 ProfessoriQuine does, however, express hope thatf
with the tools of behaviorism and philbsoph&; d4s we have been
explicating it, we can render ethics into a more exact sci-
ence deriving mueh) of) its methodology tand substance from
.biology, sociology and psycﬁolbgy. Professor Quine feels
that_one ef the higﬂlights of | Wil son' s \thedry of socicdbiology

is the hope it offers in such matters',2

w. V. O« Quine, Word and‘Object, note, pe 57,

2Private conversation with wWilard Van Orman Quine,

Professor of Philosophy (retired), Harvard University,

22 November 1978,
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Such terms as *"justice", then, would best be taken as
theoretical terms which are part of the as yet developing science

of ethics.

one final nétion and we can summarize Quine's radical
translation theory as well as his theory of meaning. This noticn
is that of a stimulus-analvtic sentehce, which is a sentence
= person would assent toy if he would assent to anything, after
every'stimulation, withinfthe moduluss. #in example of such a
sentence would be: "Thexé have been black dogs.™ It is immediately
obviocus that stimulus-analyticlity does no justice to the

intuitive notion of analyticity we discussed in Chapter I.

With that notion in haﬁd, we can now go on to the major
results of the linguists efforts upon confronting a native in
a radiecal translation situation. We find that there are three
areas worth noting: (i) Cbservation sentences can be translated;
(11) Stimulus-&nalytic sentences can be recognized; (iii) |
"Questions of intrasubjective, stimulus, synonymy of native
occasion Sentenges evén of non-observatidnal kind can be settled

if raisedy, but the sentences cannot be t;anslated."1

In Word and object, Quine did, in fact, allow . for

[}

1w. V. 0. Quine, Word and Obiject, p. 68B.
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the determinate translation of logical truth functions. 1In
later works he came to admit that there were difficulties with
the truth functional conective31 and so it would be both

more convenient and consistent to eliminate consideration of

them at this time,

We can say, then, in brief Summary, that determinate
translation of occaslon sentences in a radical situation can
be achieved if it is possible to establish an approximate
identification of stifulds meaningss This task, Quine feels,
is wholly within the €apability of any proficient linguist in
his role of physical sclentists ﬁnything beyond this level ‘

is subject to indeterminacys.

what lies beyond this level? Well, besideé the log=
ical connectives, we also have quantification theory and, of
course, almost all theoretical discourse, Siuch discourse is
indeterminate because it is entered only after one establishes
what Quine calls analytical hypotheses which have not enough
objectivity aboutithem to ‘allow for determinate %ranslation.

But more of them in the next section.

To conclude this section, I would like to dare to

give a brief explication of meaning ln Quinian terms: Meaning

.

1W. V. 0s Quine, "Philosophical Progress in Language

Theory," Metaphilosophy, 1 (January 1970): 12.

Y
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is the perceived linguistic relationships and interconhections
for those terms or linguistic expressions learned derivatively
and stimulus meaning for those terms and linguistic express—
ions learned through ostensions This "definition" 1s brief
and inadequate only if the reader take it in isolation from
the rest of this section and, indeed; dn isolation from the

rest of this thesis,



#9 Underdetermination of Physical Theory,
Indeterminacy of Radical Translation,

and Inscrutability of Reference o

We have already seen that the indeterminacy of rédical

translation is something beyond the mere underdetermination
of physical theory and/or the inscrutability of reference.
Quihe is clear about this, though manynof his c?itics a;g even
his supporters seem to be'unaware of this additional aspéct of
the indeterminacy of trénslation thesis or unaware of its
significances In his "Reply to Chomsky" Quine says:

Though linguistics is of course a part of the theor;

‘of nature, the indeterminacy of transiation is not just

inherited as a special case of the underdetermination

of our theory of nature. It is parallel but additicnale
In respect to the inscrutability of reference, Quine writes
the followings "The gavagai example was at besf an example

of the inscrutability of terms, not of the indeterminacy of

translation that was unique to sentences."2

The questiohinow is whether or not this claim can be
supported and sustaineds I feel that Quine has madega strong

enough positien for himself' that (those interested in refuting

1w. Vs Os Quiney "Reply to Chomsky," in Words and

Objections, pe 303,

24, v, 0 Quine, “on the Reasons for Indeterminacy

iz

R PR S S
of Translatlong” p. 182,
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him have a sizable project before them. I would like now to
clarify the relationship between these three notions and Quine's
X .

overall philosophy.

In the fdrst place, to fully understand the indeter-
minacy of radicalltraneletioh, we must _introduce one final
notion within Quinets theery of meaningt? analytical hypothesis.
Analytical ﬁypotheses are_the hypotheses ef'second intentions
i They concern themselves aboet language whereas '"non-analytical"
hypotheses councern themselﬁes with extra-linguistic (extﬁa—
theoretic) smatters of fagt," Analytieal hypotheses are what
‘the fieid lingulst uses toigain entry into the areaslof
theoretical speculation:which 1ie abave and beyond the déter=
minate realm which he mastered through observation and stime
ulus meaninge. In_aqrathe? over—schematiC'fashion, we might
begin by saylng that the'linguist firse isolates convenient
segments of the native 1anguege end declares these to be
.'"words" These are then hypothetically equated with certain
English ‘words and/or 'phrases so that alllthe sentences they
- imply include\those'onﬁervation sentepces determinately trange
~ lated through approximate identif;cation of 'stimulus meaning.
Moreover, these analytical hypotheses should give rzse to
stimulus analytlc ;entences in the native language which,
within certain‘liﬁits'of'toleranca, translate into stimulus
analytic santencee in English.- Finally, the analytic'hypoﬁhe-
ses should carry palrs of sentences that are stimelus synon-

“ymous in the native language inteo English sentences that are
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also stimulus~synonymousa.

Actually, Quine tells us, the analytical hypotheses
begin almost at the very outset of the radical translation
process, It is the# that éravide a tentative general scheme
of translation. Analytical hypetheses do not have an equa-
tional form and may be accompanied by additional information
or instructions to refer to eertain noteworthy contexts. It
is also through analytical hypotheses that the linguist ldenw

tifies grammatical construgtions and word categories in the

native languagea.

Nows how do these analyticél hypotheses go beyond
underdetermination of physical theory? The undérdetermin—
ation of physical theory siwply statés that various theories
could all agree with the available, or evén possible, data

you yet disagree with éach other in essential points,.

“AS we have seén, radlical translation begins with obe
servatione The lifigulst equates varioué sénterices’ of the two
languages by meafis of an approximate identification of stim-
ulus meanings At €his levely |the linguist s stillla (physical
scientist and so his theory, inductively arﬁived at is sube
ject to the normal underdetermination of all theory., But
now, to get beyond this basic level of observation sentences,

the linguist begins to make analytical hypotheses,
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whose ultimate justification is substantially’ just that
the implied observation sentences match ups But now the
same old empirical slack, the old indeterminacx between
phvsical theories, recurs in second intension.

We can see, then, that indeterminacy is sort of like
underdetermination "squared", that is, ralsed to the second
power, It recurs in second intension. The native is already
underdetermined in his physical theorye That underdetermin-
ation not only carries over into our Linguist's language<’ .}
but it is deepened by the hypothetical nature of his ana-
lytical hypothesess The linguist hypothesizes about language
which reflccts hypothegization about reality. This radical
translation is, therefofe, twice removed from reality and
hence the indeterminacy ©Of radical translation. The deter=
mingte translation made at the observational level offers no
help becausé nour translation of his observation sentences no .
more fixes our tranzlation of his physicél theery than our own

possible observafions £fix our own physical theory.“2

The conncction bétween underdetermination and indee
terminacy has ong other interesting aspeckts the dégree of
underdeterﬁination'"determines" the degrée of indeterminacys.

To the extent that you see physical theory underdetermined, to

it st it

1y, V. Os Quine, "On the Reagons for Indeterminacy of
Translation," ps 179
zw. Ve Oe Quine, "On the Reasons for Indeterminacy of

Translationg" pe 180s "
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. . \;ﬂf) i \\\“-:q,b
that extent will you see radical translation as ’inderterminate,

The “gavagal" example, as we have seen, is an example
of the inscrutability of reference., Indeterminacy of trans-
lation arises when we try to settle that inscrutability of
reference, In this case, the analytical hypotheses are not
hypotheses about other hypotheses (i.€.4 the hypotheses of
physical théory) but rathex-hypotheses about the apparatus of
reference, The relationships,'therefore, between underdeter=
mination and indeterminacy and inscrutability and indetermine
acy are not the same, / Indeed, Quine,says, inscrutability
may, sometimes, lend igself to deéterminate translation:

This whole effort of £he "gavagai®' example was aimed
not at proef but at helping the reader to reconcile the
indeterminacy of translation imaginatively with the cone
creke reality of radical transiation. « » o the inscrut-
ability of terms need not always brinq indeterminacy
of sentence translation in its train,

It is because of thls difference tetween underdetere

mination and inscrutability that Quine says that the one

presses from ahove but the other from below.

One, £inal, ohservation.about. the indeterminacy‘of

radical transiatlons like so many other notions within Quine's

1w. Ve Os Quine, "On the Reasons for Indeterminacy

of Translalion," p. 182,
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pragmatic positivism the indeterminacy of radical translation
is a matter of degree. The following quotation brings out
that feature as well as the relation between indeterminacy
and underdetermination in a fairly clear fashions

“Phe linguist's decision as to what to treat as native
signs of assent and dissent is on a par with the ana-
lytical hypotheses of translatien that he adopts at later
stages of his enterprise; they differ from those later
ones only in coming first, necded as.they are in defining
stimulus meaninge This initial indeterminacy, then,
carries over into the identificaticn of stimulus meanings.
Tn addition there is'infthe identification of stimulus meaningse
meanings the normal uncertainty of induction, though, as
stressed in my reply o Chomsky, this 1s not what the in-
determinacy thesls is about. And finally there are the
linguist's later adoptieons of analytical hypothesed, un-
determined still by what he tkes to be the native signs

of ossent and dissenty and undetermined still by all the
stimulus meaningse As Dreben Has well remarﬁed, the in-
determinacy of translation comes in degreecse

Well, presuming a case has been made for the inde-~
terminacy of radlcal, translation, what is its significance?'
In the overall philosophy of Quine the indetérminacy thesis is
most important for its role in combatting the science of the
mental, Indeterminacy is. one of Quinet's ways of trying to
show that there is no-extra-iinguistic entity such as a meaning
or a proposition which stands beyond sentences. Ifideterminate

- N R -
translation in the radical’ situation is actually |

e

P *

1W. Ve Os Quine, "Reply to Hintikka," in Words and

Objections, pe 312
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possible, then it must be so because of those meaningse.
Moreover, if those meanings exist in the uncritical and in-
tuitive sense which Quine so strongly denies, then ana-
lyticity will become a viable alternative. Indeterminacy of
radical translation is, theny, a kind ©f natural outcome of
Quine's pragmatic, positiwistic, and behawvioristic background:
experience, observationg ordi?ary things are the touchstones
of all scientific inquirye Appealvto such mentalistic and
extrg-linguistic entiticg as meanings and propositions is,

for Quine, bad science and bad philosophy.



. #10 Towards a Theory of Translation

Quine}s attack on analyticity and determinacy of
translation iz less important in itself than in its consece
guences, ©One of the chief conseguences is an undermining of
the "museum mythv. According to this notion, meanings are
unchanging entities which may be taggéd or labelled, much
like museum exhibits, differently in different languagesSs.
Another important result which is frequently overlooked is a
change in traditional mgfaphilosophical theory - a change in
what is seen as the business of being a philosopher, Quin;'s
theory of the indeterminacy of radical translation is a parae
digm of the scientific Philosophier's activity: challenging une
criticél and intuitive ways, ©f conceptualizing and verbalizing.
Quine does not deny the "reallty' of translation, nor does he
deny the possibility of “good" or "correct" translationse
In this section I hope to offer some of the insights and oute
looks which an adoption ¢f the Quinian theory allows us to
‘make and which are, I feel, 'of.distinct scienﬁific (and there=
fore philosophic) value bécause they-help in_explaining the
past and predicting the 'future'= 'that is they help us in
theory building, especially theory building concerning meaning

and translations

Quine is an admitted pragmatiste And though he does

not think that this s the only way to organize experience
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and build a theory, he realizes that it helps to solve one "&£
the great controversles in the history of thought: namely the
nature of sc¢lentific standards of judgments, The controversy
s a manifestatlion of the dualistié tension that results from
an uncritical acceptance of market-place languagee It is 2
ﬁension betwéen.internal and ignately subjective ideas, and
external and learned objective behaVifle  Once language was
seett to be a soclally-dfculeated behaviorg.an "objective!
science df'meaning becamé much more yiables Although Dese
cartes! innate ideas were rejected by Locke and his positive
istic descendents, including Quine, our locking at language
through behavioristicaliy colored glasses allowg and even
postulatés innate - i;eii genetic or biclogically specifiables
apparatus for 1anguage learning. The major difference bew
£ween innate ideas .and innate learning apparatus is that the
latter can be, to @ certain degree, 6bjective1y, dafineds BY
utilizing and monitoring the instinets ror mimicry, babbling,
and an- innate "quality space" (i.edpan innate faculty for
determining similarities and'differencesl, we are able to
learn language and learn how Wwe learn Yanguage., Having done
s0, we come to see that' language is/ a/complex structure of
dispositions to verbal behaviox ih'the presence of appropriate
and public stimulationse All this is to underline the Quinian
poéition already stated in previous sections that there is
nothing in meaning that 1s not aleo in behavior. That is to

say that there would be no way of achieving an objective
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theory about meaning if they were fgnchan@ing;;.v - states
or entities as the museum myth would have ite All this is to
say that translation must be somfhihg other than the idene
tification and preservation ¢f some non=linguistic entity,

call it a meaning or a proposition or whatevere

This tension between the subjeckive and the objective
becomes most significantly obwvious in the radical translation

‘situation, which, Quine admits, has the status of merely a

Gedankenexperimento The radical translation situation is alsé
important in that even those who agree with Quine in rejecting
ﬁncritical notions of ideas and/or propesitions, still seem

to have a tendency to spéak uncr;tically of determinate
translation, which Quine equates with the acceptance of thosé

very ideas and/or propositionSo2

Because the gtatus of the radical translation situation

is that of a Gedankenexperiment, one comes clearly to realize

that there 1s 4 need for approaching the matter of semanthS

with the empirical spirit of natural science.

-1W. Ve Oe Quine, "Philosophical Progress in Language
Theoxy,™ Pe ‘Se
-ZWo,V. O« Quine, The Roots of Reference, (La Sallet

Open Court, pes 36

«
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Now the fact of the matter is that Quine allows for
determinate (nonwradical or critical) translation and wants
to furthar facilitate thls very necessary and valuable act-
ivity. We have also seen that it is not inaccurate to say
that the radiqal translation situation never really does occur
andthat the heart of radical transiation are the analytical
hypothesess If we agree, tgen, that radical translation
does not really occury we.are, in effect; saying that we
don't really form analytical hypotheses in the every-day
business of translating./ And to say that is simply to say
that we already assume a gendral scheme of translation to
' be.gin wlithe In developing a theory of translation that ié
determinate (non-radical and c¢ritical), then, we must indicate
what such general schemes ©f translation are like, and how

they differ from analytical hypotheses,

I would like to suggest that, in general, a gecneral
gcheme of translation‘differééﬂfrom analytical hypotheses in
ghaé the genefal''scheme)is | systematic| (mofe or “less), tested
by‘long uge, and the product of a long and remote history
of the dpecies. In'a pfevious seciion I compared the notion
of ‘radical translation to the notion of social contract. The
comﬁarison is interesting also because it is very piausihle
lin light of contempérary anthxopoabgltax.thanrien‘gcvsuppese
‘thag‘once, long ago, there were distinct groups of speaking

homifidds each living in separation from some or all of the

other groupse It is also possible to conceive of something
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very much like the radical translation situation occuring

when two of these groups of different speaking hominids evént-
ually came into contact. It might even be possible that '
neither group had even the very general scheme of translation
that the other group could also speak and communicate since
each group may never have had experighce with other groups of
speaking hominids while hav;héﬁ‘much experience with other
groups of non-speaking hominids. This would be a more or

less "classic" example of the radical translation situation as
well as the remote history ©f modern human languages and their
general schemes of translation that accompany them, The pur=

pose of this Gedankenexperiment is to show that even if transe

lation historically began in such a radical situatioﬁ and had
to depend upon analytical hypotheses fo get going at all, once
these analytical hypotheses had been established and translation,
indeterminate though it was, begun, the long and continued
association of the groups would eventualiy lead to the accep-
tance of those analyticél hypotheses as tested and true, if

only as a matte¥ of convenience. These original ‘analytical
hypotheses would eventually become more systematic, unquestioned,
: uncritical and intuitive until we have, as nowadays, general

schemes of translation.

But, within the limits of this Gedankenexperiﬁent, we
'might speculate that there would never even have beerr the
necéssity for any analytical hypotheses because at the time

of the meeting of the two groups of speaking hominids, neither
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had developed beyond the observational level of speaking.

This treatment of analytical hypotheses and their re-
lation to determinate translation is of a plece with Quine‘'s
theory of evidence? ‘

Just as we may meaningfully speak of the truth of a
sentence only within the terms of some theory or con-
ceptual scheme . » . S0, On the whele we may meaning=-
fully speak of interlinguistic synonymy only within the
terms of some particular svstem of ‘anzlytical hypotheses.

A general scheme of transiation is; then, am accepted
system of analytical hypotheses, — Why, or in what sense,
accepted? In the samel sense that we accept any theory or
explanation: because it workse Analytical hypotgéses, of
course, lack "strict inevitability".? But‘as we acceft more
and more of those analytical hypotheses and form them, gfad-
ually, into a system, our choice of future analytical hypotheses
becpmes more and more limited unless we are willing to
make changes and rewlsions of those already accepteds. The
general scheme.of, translation is_ an induyctively bullt theory '

about how we and othérs use language. It is'sublect to the

usual underdetermination.and inscrutability so long as we

do not posit eternal and extra-iincuistic_entities under-

lying our language or other languagesSe

N

1w, V. O. Quine, Word and object, ps 75.

zw. V. 0. Quine, "Philosophical Progress in Language

Theory," pe 10
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At first analytical hypotheses are accepted for the
flimsiest of reasons: they are short and convenient (the "Gestalt
law"), or because they satisfy the rule of simplicity and
conservatism, or maybe even because they occured to us before

any others did,

But, it may be objected, all of this is rather subjective.
General schemes of translaticn are adopted only insofar as
"we" can make sense, in Mour" terms, of what “"they" seem to be
. sayings To say this seems tc be saying that there is no
sense to alk of an “objective" meaning of the matter which,

of course, is what Quine has been saying right along,

‘ Having given up the myth of the museum, we can deal
with such subjectivity and @dequately explain how it is that
we do,_in fact, come to transiate the foreigner's languages
Firét and foremost, of course, are observation sentences,
stimulus analytic sentences, and stimulus synonymous sentences.
These act as the most basic cheek points in determinate
translations Another|checkpoint for: the determinacy (i.e.,
écceptability) of translation is the logicél connective of
negation, which isinot to be cenfused Qith the g?ammatical
ruie. In learning to translate logical negation we get a
good idea of how_déterminate translation 1le& achieved, acce
ording to Quine. Take, for example, the negative English
responée to the question "Did he go?", namely “No, he .

didn*t." Only lovers of paradox or those with too little
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experience and observation of English speakers would insist
upon adhering to the logical rule of double negation and intere=
pret that answer affirmativelye. To answer "No, he wente" is,
in fact, much closer to logical notation, but manifestly
“ungrammatical® Englishes The conclusion: one of the features
of a good scheme of translation is that it preserves our logice
Quine is clear on this again:

That a fair translatién preserves logical laws is implicit
in practice even whexe, to gpeak paradoxically, no fore
eign language is imvVolveds Thus when teo our querying

" of an English sentence an English speaker answers 'Yes
and no', we assume/that the queried sentence is meant
differently in the affirmation and negatien; this rather
than that he would be =0 silly as te affirm and deny the
same thinge. Again, when scomeone espoused a logic whose
laws are ostensibly contrary to our owrn, we are ready to
speculate that he is just giving some familiar old
vocables ('and', for', ‘nott, ‘*all!, etc.) néw meanings.
This talk of meaning is- intuitive, uncritical and un-
defined, but it is a piece with translation: what it
registers is our reluctance under such circumstances to
‘translate' the speaker's English into our English,by
the normal tacit-method of homophonic translation.

We can conclude, then, that strange translations are
a matter of différericés Ainlanguagecwhich) we havernot yet
been able to grasp rather than differences among strange

ontological) entities which we)must somehow’setﬂéﬁ@zto discovere

"Other thirigs being equal, the more literal translation is

4. Ve 0. Quine, Word and Object, pP. 59,
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seen as more literally a translation."1

But logic is not the only thing that we are to pre=
serve in determinate translation, We are also to preserve the
"homliness™ of our own languages that is we are to preserve
our own world view insofar as that i3 possible: "The linguist
has to assume that the native will see.the main distincticns

that we dc."2

i

But what if the native has a radically different

world view? How can wg tuen ihnnslate his language correctly
and still preserve any sense of homeliness? In light of what
has been s&ld above, these questions make no sense. How are

to learn of the natives world view except through translating
hiéllanguage. And if we insist in translating extreme
strangeness we manifest our own stubborness rather than the
nativets strangenesss

« o » one reflects again in method and recalls that ime
plausibility of native doctrine systematically detractse
from plausibility of translationa . . . If we find a ,
languagé hard to translate, if we find very little worde
by=word Asomorphism with' genuine'and idiomatic English,
then we already have right there. « « 2 kind of measure

of remotenesse e o-2ut, if, as a second. step.a translation
ifito funny 'or compromise English is undertaken in order

'1w. Ve Oe Quine, Word and Object, pe. 75.

1

2w. V. 04 Quine, ﬁPhilosophical Progress in Language

Theory, " pe 16+
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to reveal the exotic native Welttanschuung, then no
conclusion deserves to be drawn until some method-
ological account is taken:of, how the Engligh compromise
was strucke .

rd - 1

All this is not to say that there can be no strange
native world views, What it says is that those world views,
whatever they be, will accord with public observations (the
undetdetermiqation of phfsical thecry) and not do violence to
the basic fundamentals of elementary logice We will expect,
then, to find less strangeness among the observation senten=
ces, and more possibility of such strangeness the deeper into
‘theory we movee - Moreéover, a good translator will realize
that theories are groups of sentences which hang together
and which face the tribunal‘of experience as a group, unlike
observation sentences which fact that tribunal singlye. For
this reason the_good translator will not make the mistake of
assuming that thedretical sentences can be translated singlye.
We must never forget that "strangeness® is relative énd
subjective, and that “we" must appear just as strange.to

"then® as "they" do to "us%.

Making a good translationy theny, is)matter of, mastering
the general scheme of translation for the subject matter to
be translated, First of all, that means a famillarity with

the standard manuals of translation for the two languages

Ty, ve 0. Quine, "Philosophical Progress in Language

Theory,” pe 16e
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under consideratlon {presuming them already to exist), Here
consideration must be given for temporal relevancy: uming
grammars and dictionaries from the previous century will

not assure a good translatione Ideally, this means that the
translator should be bi=lingual, K Since bi~lingualism is

a skill capable of greater eri lesser degrees of perfectién,
we ¢an then say.that the more bi=linguail one 1s the more
likely he 1s to produce a good translations Secondly, if the
translator is working with a deeply theoretical subject
matter, he will be a better translator the more famlliarx hé
is with the theory inVOIVed. Bi=lingual philosophers should
translate philosophy, and bi-lingual doctors translate medw '
| ical works, 'The philosopher and the.doctor should not transe
late each otherts materialy all else being equal, Fihally,
since bi=lingualism is rarely equally balanced, that is, since
most bi~-linguals are more proficient in one or the other of
the languages they speak ~ if merely on points of stylistic
aceeptability = all other things being equal, we can expect
that franslatiqn to be better which:is done by the "owner" of
a language, We would expect, ‘then, therbest fesults by
having a Thai who!4s 'fluest 4a English translate from English

*

into Thai and not vice=versae

Thése conclusions may seem common-place, and the
"‘question may arise as to how they differ £rom intuitive
theories of determinate translation. They differ only in

thelr theoretical background = the observational results
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remain the samés The difference is that what Quine sees as
being preserved during the activity of translation is not
'an idea or a propositien but rather the general scheme of
the translator himself. And if I were to make a dividing
1ine between the good and the vexry good translators, I would
ssy that it was a recognition of this fact of the nature

of the translation activity,
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