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Quine’s　thesis　of　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　has　invited　various

disputes　since　its　publication，　and　nuinerous　papers　have　been　written

on　it．　However，　it　seems　that，　even　now，　in　the　world　of　philosophy，　the

common　understanding　has　been　established　neither　on　argument　for

the　thesis　nor　on　the　content　of　the　thesis　itself．　Nonetheless，　this

situation　is　regrettable　because　this　thesis　of　Quine’s　not　only　denies

meanings　specific　to　linguistic　expressions　but　also　implies　extremely

significant　and　bold　theses，　such　as　the　impossibility　of　science　on

intentionality，　and　the　disqualification　of　intentional　language　as　lan－

guage　of　science．　（Hamano　1990，　383；　translated　from　Japanese　by　the

author　of　this　paper）

　　Regrettably，　it　appears　that　the　situation　has　not　improved　on　the　under－

standing　of　Quine’s　thesis　of　indeterminacy　since　Hamano　has　written　the

above　passage．　What　does　Quine　mean　by　the　indeterminacy　of　translation，

and　what　leaves　it　indeterminate？i）　ls　the　indeterminacy　of　translation

distinct　from　the　underdetermination　of　scientific　theory，　and　if　so，　in　what

points　are　they　different？　Though　numerous　commentaries　were　written　on

the　indeterminacy　of　translatjons　before　and　after　the　publication　of
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Ramano’s　paper　（see　References）　these　interpretative　issues　still　remain．

Investigating　his　lrriorcl　and　Object　（XVO）2｝　and　later　worl〈s，　this　paper

explicates　the　indeterminacy　thesis，　and　identifies　and　elucidates　its

ontological　as　well　as　confirmatory　differences　from　the　underdeterniina－

tion　thesis．　Threugh　the　process　of　this　ex．　plication，　1　point　out　the　differ－

ence　of　my　interpretation　from　the　previous　ones．　And　it　turns　out　that，

given　my　interpretation，　some　objections　to　Quine　are　misplaced　or　do　not

have　the　force　that　critics　believe　to　have．　Unless　some　evidence　or　argu－

ment　suggests　otherwise，　1　assume　that　Quine’s　tal〈e　on　relevant　issues　is

consistent　throughout　VkrO　and　his　later　works．

Episterriic　lnterpretation　and　its　Problem

　　In　N？VO，　Quine’s　wortls　often　suggest　that　the　indeterminacy　of　translation

is　an　epistemological　claim　For　exaniple，　he　says：

Yet　one　has　only　to　reflect　on　the　nature　of　possible　data　and　methods

to　appreciate　the　indeterniinacy．　Sentences　translatable　outright，　trans－

latable　by　independent　evidence　of　stimulatory　occasions，　are　sparse

and　must　woefully　underrdetermine　the　analytical　hypotheses　on　which

the　translation　of　all　further　sentences　depends．　To　project　such　hypoth－

eses　beyond　the　independently　translatable　sentences　at　all　is　to　impute

our　sense　of　linguistic　analogy　unverifiably　to　the　native　mind．　（WO，

72）

1｛owever，　this　characterization　of　indeterminacy　appears　to　nullify　the

qualitative　contrast　between　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　and　his　thesis

of　the　underdetermination　of　our　theory　of　the　world　（that　is，　for　Quine，　the

underdetermination　of　our　physical　theory）：　our　system　of　the　world　can

transcend　all　possible　observations　of　the　world，　and　the　theories　logically

incompatible　with　one　another　can　be　developed　on　the　same　observational

basis　（RIT，　179）　．3）　This　interpretation　of　incleterminacy　seems　to　be　against

Quine’s　intent．　lf　the　inCleterniinacy　of　translation　is　just　this　kind　of

　（epistemic）　underdetermination，　then　translation　theory　and　theory　of

physics　are　seemingly　entirely　on　a　par．　Quine　wants　to　establish　the

indeterminacy　of　translation　to　show　that　there　can　be　no　respectable
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theory　of　translation　or　meaning．　However，　if　our　theory　of　translation　is

thoroughly　on　a　par　with　our　theory　of　physics，　which　Quine　regards

respectable，　he　can　in　no　consistent　way　repudiate　the　theory　of　translation．

Ontological　lnterpretation　and　its　Burdens

　　Thus，　many　sympathetic　interpreters　of　Quine　take　the　indeterminacy　of

translation　as　an　ontological　claim．4）　And一　it　appears　that　Quine　hirnself

often　talks　in　that　way．　Even　in　WO　Quine　says：

The　point　is　not　that　we　cannot　be　sure　whether　the　analytical　hypothe－

sis　is　right，　but　that　there　is　not　even　．．．　an　objective　matter　to　be　right

or　wrong　about．　（WO，　73）

This　impression　is　strengthened　by　Quine’s　response　to　Chomsky，　the　first

person　in　print　to　deny　that　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　essentially

differs　from　the　under－determination　of　scientific　theory　（Chomsky　1969）．

Though　linguistics　is　of　course　a　part　of　the　theory　of　nature，　the

indeterminacy　of　translation　is　not　just　inherited　as　a　special　case　of　the

under－determination　of　our　theory　of　nature．　lt　is　parallel　but　addi－

tional．　Thus，　adopt　for　now　my　fully　realistic　attitude　toward　electrons

and　muons　and　curved　space－time，　thus　falling　in　with　the　current

theory　of　the　world　despite　knowiiig　that　it　is　in　principle　methodologi－

cally　under－determined．　Consider，　from　this　realistic　point　of　view，　the

totality　of　truths　of　nature，　1〈nown　or　unknown，　observable　or　unobser－

vable，　past　and　future．　The　point　about　indeterminacy　of　translation　is

that　it　withstands　even　all　this　truth．　the　whole　truth　about　nature．　This
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’

is　what　1　mean　by　saying　that，　where　indeterminacy　of　translation

applies，　there　is　no　real　question　of　right　choice；　there　is　no　fact　of　the

matter　even　to　zvithin　the　acknowledged　under－determination　of　a

theory　of　nature．　（RC，　303）

These　quotations　suggest　that　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　is　to　be

taken　as　an　ontological　claim　that　there　is　“no　fact　of　the　matter”　for　the

selection　of　translation　maRuals　to　be　true　or　false　of．　The　second　quotation，
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especially　the　latter　half，　suggests　that　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　is

the　view　that　translation　is　not　metaphysically　determined　even　by　all　facts，

i．e．　by　all　the　facts　of　nature　by　Quine’s　light，　as　Friedman　1975　points　out

（355）．

　　However，　this　understanding　faces　five　points　to　be　clarified．　First，　what

does　Quine　mean　by　“truths”　or，　more　strictly　speaking，　“facts　of　the

matter”？5＞　The　notion　of　facts　is　elusive，　so　we　need　to　clarify　what　it

means．6）

　　Second，　what　makes　it　the　case　that　some　theory　or　translation　is

ontologically　determined　or　not　determined　by　the　facts　of　the　matter？　Now

is　this　relationship　different　from　that　of　determination　or　underdetermina－

tion　by　evidence？

　　Third，　even　if　Quine’s　notion　of　“fact”　is　clarified，　he　still　needs　an

account　of　what　con＄titutes　“our　theory　of　nature”，　or　“the　whole　truth

about　nature．”　As　FriedmaR　points　out，　Quine　has　to　impose　some　con－

straint　on　what　can　compose　the　whole　truth　about　nature．　For　if　some

preferred　translation　is　counted　as　the　part　of　the　truth　about　nature，　then

the　（ontolegical）　indeterminacy　of　translation　by　the　whole　truth　of　nature

is　trivially　false　（Friedman　1975，　355）．　What　is　this　constraint？

　　Fourth，　as　noted　above，　in　WO　there　are　abundant　descriptions　of　the

indeterminacy　of　translation，　which　focus　on　the　evidence　and　the　methodol－

ogy　of　translation．　As　Friedman　concedes，　“ln　fact，　it　is　hard　to　find　any

passage　in　Quine’s　wr’itings　which　is　clearly　an　argument　for　the　ontological

version　of　the　indeterminacy　thesis．”　（Friedman　1975，　360）　These　circum－

stances　do　not　necessarily　falsify　the　above　ontolo．oical　reading，　but　they

must　be　somehow　explained．

　　Fifth，　even　in　his　reply　to　Chomsky，　Quine　admits　that　the　indeterminacy

of　translation　is　“parallel　but　additional”　to　the　underdetermination　by

evidence　of　our　theory　of　nature．　This．phrase　suggests　again　that　the

indeterminacy　of　translation　is　an　epistemic　claim．　lf　we　take　the　phrase

“parallel　and　additional”　seriously，　the　second　quotation　might　be　read　to

mean　that　our　theory　of　nature　is　underdetermined　by　all　possible　basic

data，　i．e．，　observations，　and　that　our　theory　of　translation　is　underdetermined

by　all　possible　data，　this　time　all　that　oztr　theo71y　of　nature　tafees　or　is　going

to　talee　as　true．　Can　this　purely　epistemic　reading　be　denied　in　order　to　make

sense　of　the　qualitative　contrast　between　the　indeterminacy　of　transiation

4



and　the　underdetermination　of　the　theory　of　nature？

Preparatory　Remarks

　　1　will　answer　these　five　questions　in　order，　occasionally　highlighting　the

difference　of　my　interpretation　from　the　others．　However，　brief　comments

are　now　due　on　how　Quine　individuates　translation　manuals，　on　what　cases

of　translation　are　indeterminate．　and　on　what　is　indeterminate．
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’

　　Quine　does　not　distinguish　translation　manuals　by　their　meanings　as　the

sets　of　propositions，　for　he　is　questioning　the　reality　of　propositions．7）　To

avoid　mal〈ing　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　trivial，8）　Quine　often　distin－

guishes　translation　manuals　by　whether　they　are　“incompatible　with　one

another”　（e．g．，　WO，　27）．　1　am　unsure　whether　Quine　can　define　incompatibil－

ity　without　presupposing　（the　determinacy　of）　meaning　or　its　cognate，　and

whether　he　can　otherwise　individuate　the　translation　manuals　without

trivializing　the　indeterniinacy　of　translation．9）　But　1　leave　behind　this

problem．

　　Now，　any　arbitrary　case　of　translation　一　even　a　domestic　case，　for

example，　the　translation　from　your　English　to　my　English　一　is　said　to　be

indeterminate　（WO，　78）．　Quine　mal〈es　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　so

wide－ranging　that，　he　thinks，　it　will　not　become　a　mere　triviality：　indeter－

minacy　is　neither　the　mere　consequence　of　the　ambiguity　of　ordinary

sentences，　nor　the　mere　coexistence　of　different　translations　of　a　language

with　vocabulary，　syntax　and　use　different　from　those　of　the　translating

language．io）

　　But　Quine　does　not　contend　that　for　all　sentences　of　a　given　language，

their　translation　is　totally　indeterminate．　ln　WO，　he　concedes　that　some

sentences，　such　as　observation　sentences，　can　be　translated　definitely，　and

that，　for　some　pairs　of　sentences，　though　there　is　no　single　correct　transla－

tion，　some　translations　are　incorrect　（68）　．”）　Quine　says：　“［T］he　conformity

of　a　translation　manual　to　speech　dispositions　is　decidedly　a　matter　of　fact．

k　is　only　the　choice　between　certain　rival　manuals　that　lacks　factuality．”

（RPR，　459－460）　One　might　question　whether　this　limited　indeterminacy

can　avoid　becoming　trivial，’2）　underlie　the　eliminativism　of　（sentence）

meanings　and　of　propositional　attitudes　that　have　them　as　their　objects　（see

Wright　1997）　and　support　semantic　holism．　But　1　again　put　asjde　this
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questton．

Tlte　Facts　of　the　Matter

　　NTow，　fix’st　of　all，　what　is　Quine’s　notion　of　“the　facts　of　the　matter”？

Quine　rejects　the　notion　of　a　thing－in－itself　（Ding　an　sich）　（TPT，　22）．

Quine　also　rejects　the　view　that　a　true　sentence　is　one　that　fits　the　facts

（VITD，　39）．　Ke　embraces　no　transcendental　notion　of　facts　or　truths；　his

notion　of　facts　is　immanent：　“Factuality，　like　gravitation　and　electric

charge，　is　intemal　to　theory　of　nature．”　（TPT，　23）

　　1｛owever，　things　become　less　clear　when　it　comes　to　Quine’s　concrete

account　of　“truth”　or　“the　facts　of　the　matter．”　Specifying　the　facts　of　the

matter　is　particularly　troublesome　for　Quine，　an　empiricist　who　holcls　the

underdetermination　of　the　theories　of　nature．　As　R．　Gibson　puts，　“For　what

further　requirement　for　the　truth　of　a　theory　could　such　an　empiricist　want

besides　its　ability　to　make　all　possible　true　（and　no　false）　predictions？”

（Gibson　1988，　115）　Suppose　that　there　are　two　logically　incompatible

theories　of　nature　that　make　all　the　predictions　right　（in　addition　to　mal〈ing

sticcessful　explanation　of　all　present　and　past　events）；i3）　these　theories　are

underdetermined　by　ail　the　possible　observations．　Then，　do　both　or　none　of

the　theories　state　the　facts　of　the　matter？　lt　is　intuitively　absurcl，　but　on

what　ground　can　such　an　empiricist　as　Quine　claim　that　just　one　of　the

theories　state　the　truths？　ln　fact，　as　Quine’s　analysis　and　understanding　of

the　underdeterniination　of　a　theory　progresses，　he　vacillates　between　the

sectarian　position　and　the　ecumenical　position：　where　the　unclerdetemiina－

tion　of　two　competing　theories　happens，　the　sectarian　Quine　takes　only　one

of　them　to　be　trvte，　an（i［　the　ecumenical　Quine　takes　both　of　them　to　be

true．i‘｝　1　do　not　have　space　to　discuss　this　issue　further　here．’5）

Ontological　Determination

　　Now　we　should　consider　the　second　question：　what　makes　translation

ontologically　determined？　1　agree　with　Friedinan，　who　takes　Quine’s　thesis

of　the　（metaphysical）　indeterminacy　of　a　theory　of　translation　to　claim　the

impossibility　of　the　reduction　of　the　theory　to　physics．．　Friedman　talks　about

two　forins　of　reduction　to　physics．　A　theory　is　reducible　to　physics　in　the
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strong　form　“if　each　［primitive］　predicate　of　the　theory　is　coextensive

with　a　predicate　of　physics　and　the　laws　of　physics　constrain　the　corre－

sponding　physical　predicates　to　satisfy　the　theory．”　（Friedman　1975，　357）　A

theory　is　reducible　to　physics　in　the　wea1〈　form　if　each　primitive　predicate

of　the　theory　is　coextensive　with　a　set　of　predicates　of　physics　and　the　laws

of　physics　constrain　the　corresponding　physical　predicates　to　satisfy　the

theory　（Friedman　1975，　358－359）．i6）　Put　in　another，　metaphysical　way，　the

strong　form　of　reduction　of　a　theory　to　physics　requires　the　identity　of　each

property　in　the　theory　with　a　physical　property　while　the　weal〈　form

requires　only　the　supervenience　of　each　property　in　the　theory　on　physical

properties．　lt　is　clear　that　Quine　takes　physics　as　the　only　base　of　reduction，

and　that　he　tal〈es　the　vLreal〈　form　of　reduction　（in　Friedman’s　sense）　to　be

not　only　as　legitimate　as　the　strong，　but　also　the　more　plausible．　He　talks

of　his　physicalism　as　follows：

It　［physicalism］　is　not　a　reductionist　doctrine　of　the　sort　sometinies

imagined．　lt　is　not　a　utopian　dreain　of　our　being　able　to　specify　all

mental　events　in　physiological　or　microbiological　terms．　lt　is　not　a

claim　that　such　correlations　even　exist，　in　general，　to　be　discovered；　the

groupings　of　events　in　mentalistic　tei”ms　need　not　stand　in　any　system－

atic　relation　to　biological　groupings．　What　it　does　say　about　the　life　of

the　mind　is　that　there　is　no　mental　difference　without　a　physical

difference．．．．　lt　is　a　way　of　saying　that　the　fundamental　objects　are　the

physical　objects．　lt　accords　physics　its　rightful　place　as　the　basic

natural　science　without　venturing　any　dubious　hopes　of　reduction　of

other　disciplines．　（FM，　163）

As　the　last　sentence　suggests，　Quine　does　not　call　the　weal〈　form　of　reduc－

tion　“reduction．”　E［owever，　it　is　a　mere　terminological　question．　The　weak

form　of　reduction　in　Friedman’s　sense　is　tantamount　to　the　claim　that　there

is　no　real　difference　without　a　physical　difference，　and　this　is　what　Quine

says　above．

　　Gaudet　2006　criticizes　Friedman　for　taking　the　indeterminacy　of　transla－

tion　as　the　irreducibility　of　translation　to　physics，　because　Quine　does　not

endorse　reductionism　（92－97　＆　！8－19）．　However，　Gaudet　does　not　notice

that　Friedman　and　Quine　use　the　words　“reduction”　and　“reductionism”
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differently：　if　Quine　agreed　with　Friedman　in　the　extension　of　“reduction”

to　include　the　xveak　form　of　reduction，　Quine　would　agree　with　Friedman　in

tal〈ing　the　iRdeterminacy　of　translation　as　the　failure　of　its　reduction　to

physics．

　　Mamano　1990　apparently　mal〈es　the　opposite　niistal｛e．　Hamano　claims

that　“Quine　strongly　asserts　the　difference　between　the　underdetermination

of　physical　theories　and　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　on　the　basis　of

there　being　no　real　fact　that　entirely　determines　the　truth　and　falsity　of

incompaeible　translation　manuals，　that　is　to　say，　on　the　basis　of　the　impossi－

bility　of　reducing　semantic　properties　physically．．．”　（Hamano　1990，　146；

translated　frorn　Japanese　by　the　author　of　this　paper）．　And　Hamano　tal〈es

reductionism　as　the　clairn　that　three　is　a　type－type　identity　between　a

certain　non－physical　property　and　a　physical　property　（Hamano　！990，　156

and　159）．　Thus，　it　seems　that　Llamano　takes　Quine　to　hold　thatthere　is　no

fact　that　determines　the　truth　and　falsity　of　incompatib｝e　translation

manuals　if　and　only　if　there　is　no　type－type　identity　between　semantic

properties　and　relevant　physical　properties．　However，　as　we　have　seen

above，　Quine　does　not　hold　this　view．　Quine　holds　another　claim，　i．e．，　there

is　no　fact　that　determines　the　truth　and　falsity　of　incompatible　translation

manuals　if　and　only　if　semantic　properties　even　fail　to　supervene　on　rele－

vant　physical　properties．　This　claim　is　quite　plausible，　so　critics　should

rather　accept　it　and　try　to　show　that　semantic　properties　in　fact　supervene

on　relevant　physical　properties．

What　Leaves　Translation　lndeterminate

　　The　contrast　betvLreen　the　indeterininacy　of　a　theory　or　translation　and　its

unclerdetermination　novgT　becomes　clearer．　X］Vhile　the　latter　is　the　thesis　of

tmderdetermination　by　evidence，　the　former　is　the　thesis　of　irreducibility　to

physics．　So，　to　answer　the　third　question，　what　leaves　translation　indetermi－

nate，　we　have　to　1〈now　what　Quine　takes　as　physics．　i’｝

　　When　Quine　talks　of　physics　in　the　strict　sense，　he　distinguishes　physics

from　biology　or　psychoJogy　in　that　physics　uncovers，　or　is　supposed　to

uncover，　the　laws　of　nature　while　biology　or　psychology　at　best　discovers

local　generalizations．　“Physics　investigates　the　essential　nature　of　the

world，　and　biology　describes　a　local　bump．　Psychology，　human　psychology，
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describes　a　bump　on　a　bump．”　（TT，　93；　cf．　Hookway　1988，　98）　Thus，　the

universality　and　the　fundamentality　of　the　objects　of　the　study　are　what

characterizes　Quine’s　notion　of　“physics．”i8｝　The　important　thing　is　that

according　to　this　characterization，　linguistics，　the　studies　of　meaning　or

translation　in　particular，　does　not　count　as　physics　since　they　do　not　study

universal　laws，　but　at　best　study　local　generalizations　about　human　beings．

When　it　comes　to　translation，　Quine　often　talks　of　speech　dispositions　as

the　relevant　facts　of　the　matter．’9）　However，　as　far　as　the　consistency　of　this

with　his　view　of　physics　is　concerned，　there　is　no　problem．　Even　when　Quine

talks　about　translation，　he　does　not　take　speech　dispositions　as　basic

physical　facts；　speech　dispositions　are　（strongly　or　weakly）　reducible　to　the

distributions　of　microphysical　states．

My　thesis　of　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　is　that　mutually　incom－

patible　manuals　of　translation　can　conforni　to　all　the　same　distributions

of　speech　dispositions．　But　the　only　facts　of　nature　that　bear　on　the

correctness　of　translation　are　speech　dispositions．　Thus　inutually　in－

compatible　manuals　of　translation　can　conform　to　all　the　same　overall

states　of　nature，　hence　all　the　same　distributions　of　microphysical

states．　Yet，　being　incompatible，　both　manuals　can　scarcely　be　right．

Which　one　is，　if　either？Isay　there　is　no　fact　of　the　matter．　This

illustrates　my　identification　of　facts　of　the　matter　with　distribution　of

microphysical　states．　（RKP，　429）

　　Nonetheless，　there　remain　questions：　are　speech　dispositions　（or　that

portion　of　the　distribution　of　microphysical　states　to　which　they　are　reduced）

the　only　facts　relevant　to　the　correctness　of　translation？　And　why？　This

constraint　on　relevant　facts　seems　to　be　unreasonably　severe，　so　1　will

explain　what　grounds　it　and　how　much　more　inclusive　it　is　than　appears　to

be．

Censtraint　on　Relevant　Facts

　　The　limitation　is　placed　presumably　because　Quine　takes　the　relationship

between　meaning　and　translation　as　follows：　“For　meaning，　supposedly，　is

what　a　sentence　shares　with　its　translatjon”　（WQ，　32）．　lf　there　were　such　a
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thing　as　the　meaning　of　sentences，　the　correctness　of　a　translation　would

depend　on　whether　it　preserves　the　meaning　of　the　original　sentences．20）　By

Quine’s　light，　the　respectable　notion　of　meaning　is　that　of　“stimulus　mean－

ing，”　which　is　defined　in　terms　of　the　classes　of　stimu｝ations　individuated　by

speech　dispositions　to　assent　and　to　dissent　to　sentences．2’｝　This　is　vLrhy

Quine　limits　the　relevant　facts　for　translation　to　these　speech　dispositions．

But　why　should　we　take　“stiixiulus　meanings”　as　sentence　meanings　or　the

contents　of　the　original　sentences？

　　One　of　Quine’s　central　tenets　is　his　verification　theory　of　meaning：　“the

meaning　of　a　sentence　turns　purely　on　what　would　count　as　evidence　for　its

truth　［．］”　（EN，　80）　Evidence　is　gained　only　througla　the　triggering　of　our

sensory　receptors．　Thus，　Quine　defines　the　meaning　of　sentences　in　tenns　of

sensory　stimulations．　Ho“r　are　sensory　stimulations　to　be　distributed　to

ea．ch　sentence？　Quine　thinks　that　the　proper　way　of　the　distribution　is　to

assign　a　set　of　sensory　stimulations　to　a　sentence　when　there　is　a　speech

disposition　to　assent　or　dissent　to　the　sentence　given　that　set　of　sensory

stiinulations．　Quine　replies　to　Choiinsky’s　quarrel　that　he　arbitrarily　limits

the　kind　of　speech　dispositions，　as　follows：　“1　am　free　to　pick，　frona　that

totality　［of　speech　dispositions］，　whatever　dispositions　are　favorable　to　my

purpose　of　distinguishing　ostensive　meanings．”　（RC，　307－8）　So，　the　verifica－

tion　theory　of　meaning　is　the　basis　for　tal〈ing　“stimulus　meanings”　as

sentence　meanings．

　　Even　given　the　verification　theory，　however，　we　may　still　wonder　why

speech　dispositions　are　the　only　（physicaD　facts　relevant　to　translation．

For　it　seems　that　the　classes　of　stimulations　can　be　properly　individuated

and　assigned　to　each　sentence　not　（only）　by　speech　dispositions，　but　also　by

something　else，　say，　the　speaker’s　mental　states．　“ihy　does　a　native）s　mental

structure　not　constitute　part　of　the　facts　relevant　to　the　translation　of　her

language？

　　Quine　gives　the　most　proinising　reply　in　Pi・trsifit　of　Trztth　（PT）：22）

Each　of　us　learns　his　language　by　observing　other　people’s　verbal

behavior　ancl　having　his　own　faltering　verbal　behavior　observed　and

reinforced　or　corrected　by　others．　We　depend　strictly　on　overt　behavior

in　observable　situations．　As　long　as　our　conmaand　of　our　language　fits

all　external　checking－points，　where　our　utterance　or　our　reaction　to
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someone’s　utterance　can　be　appraised　in　the　light　of　some　shared

situation，　so　long　all　is　well．　Our　natural　life　between　checking－points

is　indifferent　to　our　rating　as　a　master　of　the　language．　There　is　nothing

in　linguistic　meaning　beyond　what　is　to　be　gleaned　from　overt　behavior

in　observable　circumstances．　（PT，　38）

The　affluence　of　such　words　as　“checking，”　“appraised，”　“well”　or　“a

inaster　of　language”　suggests　that　Quine　here　says　the　standard　of　whether

and　what　we　mean　by　language　is　provided　solely　by　observable　behavior．

We　learn　language　through　observing　the　speech　behavior　of　others，　and

having　our　speech　behavior　reinforced　or　corrected　by　others’　approval　or

disapproval．23）　An　utterance　type　has　a　certain　meaning　as　long　as　tol〈ens　of

that　type　pass　the　check　provided　by　the　verbal　behavior　of　others．2‘）　Then，

it　seems　that　there　is　no　meaning　over　and　above　the　stimulations　classified

by　“what　is　to　be　gleaned　from”　speech　behavior．25）

　　Quine　thus　selects　the　relevant　facts　of　the　iintatter　一　the　reduction　base

　　　　for　translation　on　the　basis　of　physicalism，　the　verification　theory　of

meaning，　and　the　view　thatthe　standard　of　what　we　mean　is　provided　solely

by　“what　is　to　be　gleaned　from”　observable　behavior．　Still　there　is　a

question　about　the　way　in　which　Quine　expresses　his　thesis　that　“what　is　to

be　gleaned　from”　speech　behavior　or　dispositions　are　the　relevant　facts　of

the　matter．　Quine　says　in　another　place，　“Froin　the　point　of　view　of　a　theory

of　translational　meaning　the　most　notable　thing　about　the　analytical

hypotheses　is　that　they　exceed　anything　imp｝icit　in　any　native’s　dispositions

to　speech　behavior．”　（WO，　70；　cf．　OR，　27）　（Analytical　hypotheses　are　hypoth－

eses　the　translators　make　in　the　process　of　constructing　translation　manuals

（WO，　68）．）　What　does　Quine　mean　by　anything　imPlicit　in　speech　disposi－

tions　that　these　hypotheses　exceedP　I　think辻means“anything　in　speech

dispositions　accessible　to　language　learners　in　the　natives’　environment．”　ln

p．　75　of　WO，　we　encounter　the　passage　that　suggests　“all　theoretically

accessible　evidence”　is　relevant；　and　evidence　for　translation　is　speech

dispositions．　Further，　the　above　argument　for　limiting　the　fact　of　matter　of

translation　in　turn　suggests　that　anything　in　speech　dispositions　accessible

to　speakers　can　in　principle　set　forth　or　acconamodate　a　（standard　of）

meaning　for　a　sentence．　lf　so，　any　information　language　learners　in　the

natlves’　environment　can　get　from　speech　dispositions　is　relevant　to　transla一
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tio臓．

　　This　interpretation　mitigates　one　of　the　permanent　objections　to　Quine’s

argument　for　the　indeterminacy　of　traRslation：　Quine　restricts　the　class　of

relevant　facts　too　narrowly．　Critics　note　that　Quine　argues　that　the　contents

of　linguistic　expressions　are　determined　by　public｝y　observable　behavior

because　people　leam　a　language　on　the　sole　basis　of　publicly　observable

behavior．　1－lowevei’，　they　argues　that　“．．．even　if　the　data　we　rely　on　in

learning　a　language　are　based　on　the　data　of　behavior，　it　does　not　directly

follow　from　this　that　the　materials　we　are　given　in　learning　a　language　are

only　the　data　of　behavior．”　（Hamano　1990，　151；　translated　from　Japanese

by　the　author　of　this　paper）　The　above　investigation　shows，　however，　that

actually　neither　Quine　nor　his　argument　restricts　relevant　facts　to　the　data

of　linguistic　behavior，　or　of　the　dispositions　of　linguistic　behavior．　Any　fact

that　language　learners　can　access　through　the　dispositions　of　observable

speech　behavior　in　the　natives’　enviromnent　is　relevant　to　translation．

　　Even　if　the　relevant　facts　get　that　inclusive，　you　might　still　question

whether　al｝　relevant　physical　facts　are　taken　into　account．　Many　commenta－

tors　have　argued　that　there　are　other　potential｝y　relevant　physical　facts：　for

example，　the　tendency　to　find　certain　aspects　of　similarity　in　presented

material　salient　and　other　aspects　not　so；　a　native’s　language　learning

history　（e．g．，　whether　the　native　masters　the　word　in　question　through　verbal

explanations　or　through　paradigmatic　examples）；　the　mal〈eup　of　her　environ一

’ment　including　how　the　words　are　introduced　into　the　language　（e．g．，

whether　the　word　in　question　is　introduced　into　language　by　verbal　definition

or　ostensive　illustration）；　the　causal－historical　relationship　between　her　or

their　words　and　external　objects；　and　her　neurology　（Cf．，　Wright　1997，　399－

40e　and　Soames　2003，　241－242）．　Actually，　perhaps　some　of　these　facts，　e．g．，

people’s　language　learning　history，　might　be　accessible　to　language　learners

through　speech　dispositions．　Quine　will　adi：nit　thatthese　accessible　facts　are

relevant　to　translation，　but　will　deny　that　the　remaining，　inaccessible　facts

are　relevant．　The　critics　need　to　refute　Quine’s　reason　for　restricting

relevant　facts，　i．e．，　the　verification　theory　of　meaning，　or　the　view　that　the

standard　of　whether　and　what　we　mean　by　language　is　provided　solely　by

what　is　implicit　in　speech　dispositions．　They　must　a｝so　provide　us　with　a

reason　to　think　that　any　of　the　above　facts　is　actually　relevant．　For　exam－

ple，　as　for　the　relevance　of　neurology，　commentators　might　point　out　that
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as　far　as　we　know，　only　creatures　with　normal　human　neurological　endow－

ment　can　learn　（human）　language　when　exposed　to　the　relevant　behavior．

　（Bylton　2007，　221．26）　See　also　Gaudet　20e6，　58－61．）

Puzzle　about　Argumentative　Strategy

　　Let　me　move　on　to　the　fourth　question．　ln　WO，　there　are　abundant

descriptions　of　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　that　focus　on　the　evidences

and　the　methodology　of　translation．　lt　is　hard　to　find　any　passage　in　Quine’s

writings　that　is　clearly　an　argument　for　the　ontological　indeterminacy　of

translation．　Why？

　　Through　the　previous　investigation，　it　has　turned　out　that　what　can　be

gleaned　from　speech　dispositions　is　both　the　evidence　for　the　correctness　or

incorrectness　of　translation　and　the　only　fact　of　the　matter　that　determines

its　correctness　or　incorrectness．2’｝　The　evidence　for　the　ascription　of　a

meaning　一　hence　a　translation　to　a　sentence　一　is　what　is　impiicit　in

natives’　speech　dispositions；　and　that　meaning　一　hence　the　correcttrans－

lation　一　is　determined　by　the　same　fact．　So，　if　there　is　no　possible　fact

that　can　serve　as　evidence　for　a　choice　of　two　competing　translations，　then

there　is　no　fact　of　the　matter　for　that　choice；　nothing　determines　the

correctness　of　one　translation　over　the　others：　that　is，　the　‘fact’　about

translation　is　not　reducible　to　（i．e．，　supervenient　on）　the　relevant　facts　of

the　matter．　Thus，　if　Quine　succeeds　in　showing　the　anteeedent，　he　simultane－

ous｝y　establishes　the　consequent，　the　ontological　indeterminacy　of　transla－

tion．　Then，　it　seems　that　the　abundance　of　the　reference　to　the　lack　of

evidence　for　translation　in　WO　is　understandable．　The　lack　of　evidence　in

the　case　of　translation　is　the　lacl〈　of　the　fact　of　the　matter．　Further，　the

apparent　lack　of　an　argument　specifically　for　the　ontological　thesis　is　taken

to　show　Quine’s　recognition　that　if　the　lacl〈　of　evidence　is　shown，　then　the

lack　of　the　fact　of　the　matter　is　also　shown．

　　　　　　Methodological　Disparities　between

Theories　of　Physics　and　Theories　of　Translation

　　Quine’s　methodological　remarks　in　WO　are　made　to　destroy　the　firm

preconception　that　the　correct　translation　can　somehow　be　determined　with
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additional　constraints　on　traRslation．　One　of　the　translation　manuals　might

be　selected　by　certain　methods，　such　as　the　principle　of　charity　（WO，　69）

or　the　projection　of　the　structure　of　one’s　mother　tongue　（WO，　70）．　How－

ever，　Quine　argues　that　these　methods　would　not　be　the　kind　of　methods

used　in　science　to　establish　the　facts　of　the　matter；　rather　they　are　directed

to“the　holistic　objective　of　communicatioバ（FSS，82）Such　unscientific

methods　do　not　detect　but　project　the　correct　translation　（OR，　34）．It　should

be　note（i［，　however，　that　even　putatively　scientific　methodology，　such　as

simplicity　and　conservativism，　is　irrelevaRt　to　the　determinacy　or　indeter－

minacy　of　translation　when　it　is　used　to　select　a　translation　manual　only　and

not　to　determine　facts　in　general．28）　The　indeterminacy　of　translation

consists　in　the　failure　of　its　reduction　to　（i．e．，　supervenience　on）　physical

facts，　which　have　been　already　determined　by　scientific　methodology．　Once

physical　facts　are　determined，　what　counts　as　facts　is　limited　to　those

reducible　to　physical　facts．　lf　at　that　point　a　translation　manual　is　deter－

mined，　i．e．，　reducible　to　physical　facts，　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　will

be　false．　However，　provided　that　it　is　not　determined，　the　indeterminacy

will　be　true　even　if　one　can　choose　a　translation　manual　by　using　the

methodology　once　again．

　　The　critical　commentators　of　Quine，　for　example，　Rorty　1972，　argue　that

if　the　same　methodological　principles　are　applied　to　the　choice　of　transla－

tion，　a町significant　indeterminacy　will　be　excluded．　However，　this　argu－

ment　might　fail　to　refute　the　indeterminacy　thesis　for　the　above－mentioned

reason．　Kirl〈　2eO4　makes　a　similar　point　if　I　understand　him　correct｝y　（174）．

　Emphasizing　the　methodological　disparity　between　physics　and　translat－

ing，　1　am　probably　in　disagreement　with　R．　Gibson，　who　says　that　in　Quine’s

view　“physics　and　translation　are　on　a　par　methodologically．”　（Gibson　1988，

109）　My　line　of　interpretation　is　similar　to　Hookway　1988，　135－136，　and

E｛ylton　2007　criticizes　Hookway　as　mal〈ing　Quine’s　position　arbitrary：　“A

physicist，　on　this　account，　is　entit｝ed　to　use　“pragmatic”　factors　to　come　up

with　the　best　theory，　without　our　impugning　the　truth　of　that　theory．　Why

is　the　linguist　not　e｝ititled　to　the　same　latitude？”　（Hylton　2007，　223）　1　thinl〈

Quine　would　answer　that　it　is　because　the　methodologies　used　by　physicists

　　　　simplicity，　conservativism　and　so　on　一　are　not　merely　pragmatic　but

also　condtlcive　to　discove血g　truths，　but　the　methodologies　used　by　lin－

guists　are　merely　pragmatic，　i．e．，　instruirLental　to　facilitating　“fluent　Clia一
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logue　and　successful　negotiation”　with　the　speakers　of　the　translated　lan－

guage　（FSS，　80）．29）

Ontological　Disparity

　　Now　we　can　address　the　fifth　and　last　problem，　i．e．，　Quine’s　apparently

perplexing　admission　that　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　is　“parallel　but

additional”　to　the　underdetermination　by　evidence　of　our　theory　of　naeure．

Quine　tries　to　clarify　this　point　in　PT：

There　is　an　evident　parallel　between　the　empirical　underdetermination

of　global　science　and　the　indeterminacy　of　translation．　ln　both　cases　the

totality　of　possible　evidence　is　insufficient　to　clinch　the　system　unique－

ly．　But　the　indeterminacy　of　transiation　is　additional　to　the　other．　lf　we

settle　upon　one　of　the　empirically　equivalent　systems　of　the　world，

however　arbitrarily，　we　still　have　within　it　the　indeterminacy　of　trans－

lation．　（PT，　101）

　　We　are　perhaps　tempted　to　read　the　above　quotation　to　mean　that　our

theory　of　nature　is　underdetermined　by　all　possible　basic　data，　i．e．，　observa－

tions，　and　that　our　theory　of　translation　is　underdetermined　by　all　possible

data，　this　time　all～Vza～f　ou7’tlzeo7ツρ／nature　talees　oγis　8りing　to　talee　os　t7tue．

However，　this　reading　does　not　get　at　the　crucial　difference　between　the

indeterminacy　of　translation　and　the　underdetermination　of　natural　science．

The　indeterminacy　of　translation　and　the　underdetermination　of　natural

science　are　parallel　in　that　they　both　imply　that　the　totality　of　possible

relevant　evidence　is　not　enough　for　the　choice　of　a　single　theory：　speech

dispositions　are　insufficient　for　the　choice　of　a　single　translation　manual

while　observations　are　insufficient　for　the　choice　of　a　single　theory　of　the

world．　However，　the　indeterminacy　is　‘additional’　to　the　underdetermina－

tion　in　that　even　if　a　theory　of　nature　is　not　underdetermined　but　deter－

mined，　the　choice　of　translation　is　not　determined　within　the　ontology　of　the

theory．　Actually，　the　term　‘additional’　is　misleading，　for　the　former　use　of

‘determined’　is　merely　epistemological　一　uniquely　warranted　一　whi｝e

the　latter　use　is　primarily　ontological　一　reducible　to，　i．e．，　supervenient　on

natural　things．　lf　we　do　not　take　Quine　this　way，　he　fails　to　contrast　the
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indeterminacy　of　translation　with　the　underdetermination　of　natural　sci－

ence．

Recapitulation

　　Vi　fany　sympathetic　interpreters　of　Quine　tal〈e　the　indeterminacy　of　trans－

lation　as　an　ontological　c｝aim，　but　many　of　them　fail　to　identify　what　the

indeterminacy　amounts　to．　1　follow　Friedman　in　taking　it　to　consist　in　the

failure　of　supervenience　on　relevant　physical　facts．　Quine　takes　the　facts　of

the　matter　as　being　iiatemal　to　the　theory　of　nature　though　his　concrete

accotmt　of　factuality　invo｝ves　ambivalence．　Quine　regards　physics　as　inves－

tigation　into　the　tmiversal　and　the　fundamental　aspects　of　nature．　He　does

not　count　linguistics，　the　studies　of　iineaning　or　translation　in　particular，　as

part　of　physics　because　they　at　best　study　local　generalizations　about

human　beings．　That　is　why　linguistic　facts　exist　only　if　they　supervene　on

the　relevant　facts　that　physics　studies．　1　tal〈e　Quine　to　argue　tlaat　the

physical　facts　relevant　to　the　correctness　of　translation　are　any　（physical）

facts　that　language　leamers　can　access　through　the　dispositions　of　observ－

able　speech　behavior　in　the　natives’　environnient．　This　characterization　of

relevant　facts　is　more　inclusive　than　many　critics　of　Quine　have　thought，

and　it　somewhat　deflects　their　objection　that　he　restricts　the　class　of

relevant　facts　too　much．

　　For　Quine，　what　is　implicit　in　speech　clispositions　is　both　the　evidence　for

the　correctness　of　traRslation　and　the　only　fact　that　determines　its　correct－

ness．　That　is　why　he　thinks　that　the　lack　of　evidence　shows　the　lack　of　the

fact　of　the　matter　about　translation．　Vgrhile　Quine　admits　that　evidence

Lmderdetermines　not　only　the　correct　translation　but　also　the　correct　theory

of　pliysics，　he　rejects　the　view　some　commentators　attribttte　to　him，　i．e．，　that

physics　and　translating　are　methodologically　on　a　par．　Linguists　might　need

and　use　specialized　naethods　like　the　principle　of　charity，　the　projection　of

the　structure　of　one’s　mother　tongue，　or　simplicity　and　conservativism

applied　exclusively　to　linguistic　theories　（distinguished　froin　simplicity　and

conservativism　app｝ied　to　physical　theories　in　general）　．　Butthese　are　unlike

the　naethods　of　physics　in　that　the　former　are　mere｝y　pragmatic　and　not

conducive　to　the　discovery　of　facts．　So，　despite　what　critics　like　Rorty

argues，　linguists　might　need　ztnscientific　methods　to　choose　one　translation
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among　others．

　　Disparity　between　physics　aiid　translation　is，　however，　mainly

ontological：　there　are　physical　facts，　but　there　is　no　fact　about　translation

because　it　is　neither　the　subject　of　physics　nor　supervenient　on　the　facts　that

physics　studies．　While　the　underdetermination　of　physical　theories　is　an

epistemological　doctrine，　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　is　primarily　an

ontological　thesis．30｝

1）　This　paper　concerns　the　indeterminacy　of　the　translation　of　complete　sentences

rather　than　the　inscrutability　of　reference．　The　latter　thesis　claims　that　even

provided　the　deternained　translation　of　complete　sentences　in　a　language，　there　is

still　no　definite　referent　of　sentence　parts．　Many　commentators　do　not　distinguish

　the　two　theses　clearly　（e．g．，　Evans　1975；　Hamano　1990）　，　perhaps　because　they　focus

on　lil／ord　and　Object．　Orenstein　explains　hovtT　Quine　eomes　te　distinguish　the

　indeterminacy　of　translation　froni　the　inscrutability　of　reference　（Orenstein　2002，

　142－146）．

2　）　ln　the　following，　Quine’s　texts　are　indicated　by　capitalized　abbreviations．　Other

authors’　texts　are　indicated　by　their　names．　See　References　in　the　end　of　this　paper

　to　understand　what　they　stand　for．

3）　As　Friedman　1975　suggests　（357），　Quine　sometimes　puts　the　doctrine　of　the

underdetermination　of　theories　in　the　stronger　form：　there　can　be　incompatible

　theories　that　are　not　oRly　respectively　compatible　with　all　possible　data，　but　also

　equally　in　line　with　“the　ideal　organon　of　scientific　method．”　（“rO，　22）　However，

this　difference　does　not　matter　much　in　the　following　discussion，　so　1　will　let　his

　underdetermination　thesis　remain　ambiguous．

4）　For　example，　Gibson　1988，　le9－113；　Friedman　1975；　Hookway　1988，　137；　Oren－

　stein　2eO2，　141－2；　and　｝lylton　2007，　202－203．

5）　Quine’s　considered　view　concerning　truth　is　disquotational　（see，　for　example，

　PT，　sec．　33）．　So，　strictly　speaking，　Quine’s　theory　of　truth　is　an　account　of　the　term

　“be　true”　and　not　of　what　truth　is．

6）　Actually，　we　should　rather　ask　what　“factuality”　means　for　Quine．　Quine　is

　against　reification　of　facts　in　that　facts　have　no　proper　criterion　of　individuation，

　Thus，　if　we　take　“facts”　literally，　trivially　there　is　no　fact　about　the　choice　of

translation　manuals，　or　about　anything．　But　surely　Quine　means　something　more

substantial　by　the　indeterminacy　of　translation．　See，　for　example，　the　following

passage　from　Quine’s　reply：　“Barry　startles　me　by　asking　how　1　individuate　facts　of

　the　matter．　Ever　since　iny　1940　review　of　Russell，　or　earlier，　1　have　lashed　against

　reification　of　facts．　ln　my　recent　writings　1　should　perhaps　have　forgone　the　breezy
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　vernacular　of　“fact　of　the　matter”　and　written　of　factuality．”　（Barrett　and　Gibson

　l990，　334）　1｛owever，　because　this　point　is　not　crucial　to　understanding　the　indeter－

　minacy　thesis，　1　stick　to　the　phrase　“fact　of　the　matter”　in　the　text．

7）　Quine　says　in　Orenstein　＆　1〈otatko　200e：　“My　thought　experiment　in　radical

　translation，　in　1，Vorcl　and　Obiect，　was　meant　as　a　challenge　to　the　reality　of

　propositions　as　meanings　of　cognitive　sentences．”　（417）

8　）　lf　translation　manuals　are　individuated　finely，　the　indeterminacy　of　translation

　ebtains　trivially．　For　instance，　consider　the　translation　of　the　Latin　utterance

　“Cogito，　ergo　sum”．　Translation　mantial　A　translates　it　as　“1　think，　so　1　exist”；

　manual　B　translates　it　as　“1　am　thinking，　and　therefore　1　am　being”；　manual　C

　translates　it　as　“As　1　think，　there　is　1”．　lf　the　criterion　of　individuation　distinguishes

　between　A，　B　and　C，　and　if，　as　it　seems，　these　translations　of　“Cogito，　ergo　sum”　are

　equal｝y　good，　then　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　obtains．　However，　this　indeter－

　minacy　is　trivial　一　it　casts　no　doubt　on　the　existence　of　meanings　or　propositions，

　for　these　translations　intuitively　mean　the　same　proposition．

9　）　See　Kirl〈　20e4，　177n2　and　Hylton　2007，　201　for　Quine’s　struggle　to　express　the

　idea　that　one　translation　manual　excludes　another．

le）　Kirk　2004　emphasizes　the　importance　of　domestic　cases　for　avoiding　trivializa－

　tion　（167－168）．

11）　i．e．，　pairs　of　stimultis－synonymous　sentences，　pairs　of　stimulus－analytic　sen－

　tences　and　pairs　of　stimulus－contradictory　sentences．　Tanji　1997　notes　that　these

　results　inight　not　be　achieved　if，　as　Quine　later　admits　in　PTF，　even　observation

　sentences　are　theory－laden　（158－159　＆　168）．

12）　On　the　question　of　triviality，　see，　for　example，　Davidson　1986，　313　and　its

　criticism　by　Tanji　1997，　182．

13）　lf　you　tal〈e　Quine’s　underdetermination　thesis　in　the　stronger　form　（see　note　3）　，

　then　also　suppose　that　these　two　theories　of　nature　are　equally　in　accordance　with

　the　ideal　organon　of　scientific　methods．

14）　The　terms　“sectarian”　and　“ecumenical”　are　Quine’s　own．　See　RG，　156－7，　where

　you　can　also　find　Quine’s　own　sumniary　of　his　arguinents　for　and　against　each

　POSitiOll．

15）　See　Gibson　1988，　113－127　for　the　elaborate　follow－up　of　the　transition　of　Quine’s

　position　on　this　issue．

16）　For　a　more　precise　formulation　of　the　strong　and　weal〈　forms　of　reduction，　see

　Friedman　1975，　357一一359．

17）　To　understand　the　sigizeYicance　of　the　indeterminacy　of　translation，　we　also　have

　to　know　what　reasons　Quine　has　to　believe　physicalism．　For，　unless　there　is　a

　compelling　reason　to　believe　physicalism，　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　can　be

　tal〈en　to　show　just　that　translation　gives　an　irreducible－to一一physics　but　）’eal　descrip－

　tion　of　a　portion　of　the　world，　which　is　squarely　against　Quine’s　intent．　However，
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　this　paper　only　purports　to　elucidate　what　the　indeterminacy　of　translation　is，　and

　　also　there　is　no　space　to　discuss　such　a　big　issue　as　the　legitimacy　of　physicalism，

　so　1　just　leave　behind　this　problem．　See　Hool〈way　1988，　71－4　and　Gaudet　2006，　15－

　　17　for　Quine’s　reasons　for　physicalism．

18）　Of　course　this　characterization，　especially　“universality，”　needs　clarification，

　and　it　might　well　be　doubted　whether　it，　even　if　clarified，　is　an　appropriate　criterion

　of　objects　in　physics．　Many　putatively　physical　laws，　for　example，　Boyle　and

　Charles’s　law，　are　apparently　neither　universally　applicable　nor　fundamental．

　Geophysics　studies　a　particular　oblect二Earth．　However，　I　will　leave　behind　this

　problem　again　becattse　it　is　beyond　the　scope　of　this　paper．

！9）　1　think　that　Quine　does　not　mean　to　exclude　writing　dispositions　from　“speech

　dispositions．”　Quine’s　above－mentioned　reasons　for　the　limitation　to　speech　disposi－

　tions　do　not　seem　to　have　any　bearing　on　them．　Hereafter　1　take　Quine　to　mean

　both　speech　and　writing　dispositions　by　“speech　dispositions．”

20）　This　claim　is　expressed　as　a　counterfactual　because　in　WO　Quine　is　going　to

　argue　that，　strictly　speaking，　there　is　no　such　thing　as　the　meanings　of　sentences．

21）　“XVe　may　begin　by　defining　the　affirmative　st・imztltts　meaning　of　a　sentence　such

　as　‘Gavagai’，　for　a　giveR　speaker，　as　the　class　of　all　the　stimulations　．．．　that　would

　prompt　his　assent．　．．．　We　niay　define　the　negative　stimulus　meaning　similarly　with

　‘assent’　and　‘dissent’　interchanged，　and　then　define　the　stimztlus　meaning　as　the

　ordered　pair　of　the　two．”　（WO，　32－33）　This　definition　neglects　the　disposition　to

　withhold　a　verdict，　which　is　supposed　to　constitute　part　of　the　relevant　facts．

22）　Another　reason　Qtiine　seems　to　give　for　the　exclusion　of　internal　factors　is　this：

　they　do，　or　may，　radically　vary　among　us　even　though　we　not　only　share　the

　conditioned　relation　between　our　speech　dispositions　and　sensory　stimulations　but

　also　communicate　naturally，　so　internal　factors　cannot　be　the　facts　that　determine

　the　correct　translation．　lf　we　use　Friedman’s　vocabulary，　it　means　that　（the　fact

　about　correct）　translation　is　not　reducible　to　these　internal　factors．　“lnternal

　factors　may　vary　ad　libitztm　without　prejudice　to　communication　as　leng　as　the

　keying　of　language　to　external　stimuli　is　undisturbed．”　（EN，　81）　“Different　persons

　growing　up　in　the　same　language　are　like　different　bushed　trimmed　and　trained　to

　tal〈e　the　shape　of　identical　elephants．　The　anatomical　details　of　twigs　and　branches

　will　fulfill　the　elephantine　form　differently　from　bush　to　bush，　but　the　overall

　outward　results　are　alike．”　（WO，　8）　However，　as　Friedman　points　out，　such　inter－

　personal　differences　might　show　that　translation　is　not　strongly　reducible　to　inter－

　nal　physical　factors，　but　fail　to　show　that　translation　is　not　weakly　reducible：　a　set

　of　multifarious　internal　factors　might　determine　a　correct　translation　（Friedman

　1975，　367－368）　．　Besides，　Quine　in　later　works　admit　that　stirnulations　caused　by　the

　same　cue　might　vary　from　one　person　from　another　（see，　for　example，　PT，　sec．　15；

　1　thank　Steven　James　for　pointing　this　out）．　lf　Quine　exclucles　internal　factors，　he
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　must　exclude　stiinulations　related　to　speech　dispositions，　too．

23）　The　1’eason　Q磁ne　frequently　refers　to　the　process　of　acquisition　of王anguage　in

　defense　of　his　behaviorism　（e．g．　OR，　26－7）　is　probably　to　mal〈e　it　vivid　that，

　through　haviRg　our　speech　behavior　corrected，　we　come　to　‘naean’　something　by

　language．

24・）　Unless　Qtiine　abandons　his　characterization　of　relevant　facts　as　dispositions　to

　assent，　dissent，　approve　or　disapprove，　his　belaaviorisin　cannot　be　a　strict　one．　For

　assent　and　dissent，　and　approval　or　disapproval　over　them，　cannot　be　defined　in

　terms　of　behavior．　As　Soames　2003　says：　“To　assent　or　dissent　is　not　just　to　utter

　the　English　words　‘yes’　or　‘no’，　for　there　are　other　ways　of　assenting　and　dissenting，

　and　there　are　other　languages　in　which　one　can　assent　or　dissent．”　（244－245）　Quine

　needs　a　version　of　behaviorism　which　is　relaxed　enough　to　make　sense　of　assent　and

　dissent，　and　of　approval　and　disapproval　over　them，　but　whicla　does　not　asstime　the

　existence　of　sentence　meanings　or　the　attitucles　that　have　them，　such　as　beliefs．　This

　is　not　an　easy　task．

25）　Hoxvever，　notice　that　Quine　here　recognizes　that　language　learning　relies　on　not

　only一　the　dispositions　to　assent　or　dissent　to　statements　but　also　other　speech

　dispositions，　notably　the　dispositions　to　endorse　or　correct－approve　or　dis－

　　approve　of－such　assent　er　dissent．　Then，　the　latter　speech　dispositions　can

　affect　the　proper　distribution　of　stimtilations　to　each　sentence　and　hence　be　part　of

　the　relevac　nt　facts　ef　the　matter　about　translation．　Further，　actually　Quine　admits

　that　what　goes　into　language　learning　is　not　onl｝r　having　certain　speecla　dlspositions

　to　assent　or　dissent，　bttt　also　having　certain　non－verbal　responses　to　heard　language

　　　（PR　45－46）．　So　these　non一一verbal　dispositions　can　affect　the　appropriate　assign－

　meltt　of　stimulations　to　eftc　ch　sentence　and　hence　count　as　relevant　facts　（Cf．　Kirk

　2004，157－158）．On　Quine’s　considered　view，　relevanゼspeech　dispositions’might　well

　inclucle　these　diverse】）ehaviorftc　I　dispositions　that　bear　on　people，s王anguage至earn－

　illg．

26）　Hylton　himself　does　not　argue　that　neurology　is　relevant，　and　explains　how

　Quine　rebtits　this　view　（Hylton　2007，　223）．

27）　As　is　apparent，　1　do　not　ascribe　to　Quine　the　conceptual　confusion　of　evidence

　with　the　fact　of　the　matter．

28）　Quine　endorses　simplicity　and　conservativism　as　the　methodological　principles

　of　science．　See，　for　exaniple，　“rO，　20一一25　ancl　RR　137ff．

29）　Of　course，　whether　this　answer　is　plausible　is　another　question．

30）　1　thank　Steven　James　for　reading　and　cemmenting　on　a　draft　of　this　paper．

　Thanks　also　to　two　anonymous　refrees　at　7γ～e／b～trnal（ゾP配10sρρ1z～cal　Stttdies　for

　heip魚亙commellts．

20



References

Worl〈s　by　W．　V．　Quine

EN　“Epistemology　Naturalized．”　ln　Ontological　Relativity　and　Other　Essays，　69－

　　90．　NY：　Columbia　UP，　1969　（Partially　Translated　in　Japanese　by　N．　lte　and

　　Published　in　Gendai－shiso　in　July　of　1988）．

FM　“Facts　of　the　Matter．”　ln　Essays　on　the　PlzilosoPlay　of　HZ．　V．　Quine，　ed．　by　R．

　W．　Shahan　＆　C．　V．　Swoyer，　155－69．　Hassocks：　Harvester，　1979．

FSS　From　Sti．mztlzts　to　Science，　H　arvard　UP，　Cambridge，　Mass．　and　London，

　England，　1995．

OR　“Ontological　Relativity．”　ln　Ontological　Relativily　and　Other　Essays，　26－68．

　　NY：　Columbia　UP，　！969．

PT　Pursuit　of　TmtJz．　Harvard　UP，　Cambridge，　Mass．　and　London，　England，　1990

　　　（Translated　in　Japanese　by　H．　lto　＆　K．　Kiyozuka　and　Published　by　Sangyo－tosho

　　in　1999）．

PTF　　“Progress　on　Two　Fronts．”ノbttrnal（ゾP媚osρヵ勿93，1996，159－163．

RC　　‘‘Rep夏y　to　Chomsky．”In　PVo　i・4s　andαゾections：Essのfs　on漉θW∂フ尭（ゾ碓レl

　　Quine，　ed．　by　D．　Davidson　and　」．　Hintikka，　302－11．　Dordrecht，　Holland：　D．　Reidel

　　Publishing　Col皿pany，1969．

RG　　　‘‘Reply　to　Roger　F．　Gibson，　Jr．”In　Tlze　Philosoplay（ゾW．　y：Quine，　ed．　by　L．

　　Hahn　and　P．　Schilpp，　155－7．　Open　Court，　1986．

RIT　“On　the　Reasons　for　lndeterminacy　of　Translation．”　lournal　of　PhilosoPJry　67，

　　1970，　179－83．

RP　“Reply　to　Hilary　Ptitnam．”　ln　T12e　PhilosoPhy　of　liY．　V．　（？uine，　ed．　by　L．　Hahn

　and　P．　Schilpp，　427－31．　Open　Court，　1986．

RPR　“Reply　to　Paul　A．　Roth．”　ln　Tlie　PJtilosoPhy　of　141．　V．　（？uine　（expanded　edn），

　ed．　by　L．　Kahn　＆　P．　Schilpp，　459－462，　Open　Court，　1998．

RR　Tlze　Roots　of　1？eference．　La　Salle：　Open　Court，　1974．

TPT　“Theories　and　Their　Place　in　Theories．”　ln　T12eories　and　Things，　1－23．

　　Canabridge：　1｛arvard　UP，　1981．

TT　Theoiies　and　Tlzings．　Cambridge：　Harvard　UP，　198／．

VITD　“On　the　Very　ldea　of　a　Third　Dogma．”　ln　Theories　and　Tlzings，　38－42．

　　Cambridge：　Harvard　UP，　1981．

WO　VVord　and　Object，　1960．　Reprint．　Cambridge：　M．1．T．　Press，　1970　（Translated

　　in　japanese　by　A．　Oide　＆　M．　Miyadate　and　Published　by　Keiso－shobo　in　1984）．

Secondary　Works　on　Quine

R．B，　Barrett　and　R．　Gibson（eds），施得ρ66げ勿6s　on（？uine．　Oxford：Blackwel王，1990．

N．　Chomsky，　“Quine’s　Empirical　Assumptions．”　ln　1｝Vords　and　Objections，　ed．　by　D．

　Davidson　＆　」．　Hintikl〈a，　53－68．　Dordrecht：　D．　Reidel，　1969．

D．　Davidson，　“A　Coherence　Theory　of　Truth　and　Knowledge．”　ln　Truth　and　lnte7Pre一

21



　　tation：　PersPectivtzs　on・　T12e　Pld／osoPJ？」，　of　Donald　Davidson，　ed．　by　E．　LePore，　Basll

　Blackwell，　3e7－319，　1986　（Translated　by　NT．　Tanji　in　Japanese　and　Published　in

　　Gendai－shrlso　June　1989）；　Reprinted　in　his　Subjective，　lnte｝sttbjective，　and　Objective，

　　137一一153．　Oxford　UP，　2001　（Translated　in　Japailese　and　Published　by　Shunju－sha　in

　2007）　．

G．　Evans，　“ldentity　and　Predication．”　／ournal　of　PhilosoPlay　72，　1975，　346一・363．

tM．　Friedman，　“Physicalism　and　the　．lndeterminacy　of　Translation．”　Notts　9，　1975，　353

　－74．

EGaudet，　Qttii・～e　on　A・dleai・ii・i・～g：Tlie伽♂θ’ε17｝z痂αのノq〆T》’anslcttion．　Continuum，2006．

R。F．　Gibson，　Jr．，エ動’匁ゐte・1～ecl　E7nf）iγicisin’An　Exanzi7・zat～071（～〆　14ノニτろ　（？1・ti7・le’S　7フzeo7：y

　　げノ〈nozvledge．　UP　of　Florida，　U　of　South　Florida　Press／Ta粗pa，1988．

K．　｝lamano，　“Quine’s　Behavioristic　Physicalism　and　1iis　Thesis　of　the　lndeterminacy

　of　Translation．”　Tlie　lournal　of　PliilosoPhical　Shtdies　556，　1990，　137－162　［Published

in　Japanese］．

C．　Hookway，　Quine：　Language，　Ebe’Pefience，　and　Reality．　Polity　Press，　1988　（Translat－

　ed　by　K．　Hamano　in　Japanese　and　Published　by　1〈eiso一一shobo　in　1998）．

P．　llylten，　Quine．　Routledge，　2ee7．

R．Kirk，‘‘Indeterminacy　of　Translation．”In　Tf～eα～刀tb？idge　Comψaltio」・～to（？i．伽θ．　ed．

　by　R．　Gibson，　151－18e．　Cambridge　UP，　2004．

A．　Orenstein，　PV．　V．　Qui77e，　Acumen　Publishing，　2002．

A．Orenstein＆P．　Kotatko（eds），　Knowledg〔ろLai・zg～‘卿，　andゐα9’‘J　Q～testio7・zsプ「or

　　Quine．　Kluwer　Academic　Publishers，　20eO．

R．　Rorty，　“lndeterminacy　of　Translation　and　of　Truth．”　Synthese　23，　1972，　443－462．

S．Soalnes，“The　Indeterrninacy　of　Translatiolゴ’In　his　Pl～ilosof）hical／17－za！ysis加〃～e

　　：rtventieth　Ceo・lt’～〃．y琉）lttme　2’Ti～e∠4ge（ゾA4eani7・zg，　Ch．10：223－258，　Pr｛nceton　UP，

　2003．

N．　Tanj　i，　Ve（illard　V．　O．　Qifine：　Holistic　PhilosoPhy．　Kodan－sha，　1997　［Published　in

　Japanese］．

C．　VgTright，　“The　lndeterminacy　of　Translation．”　ln　A　ComPanion　to　tJze　PI2ilosoPlay　of

　Language，　ed．　by　B．　1－lale　＆　C．　Wright，　397－426．　Blacl〈well　Publishers，　1997．

22



The　concept　of　Hannah　Arendt’s　“the　Public”，　Part　1

　　　　　　　　　　　glad　tidings　of　our　times

Toshihiko　IMADE

Part－time　Lecturer

　Kyoto　University

　The　present　situat．ion　of　ffannah　Arendt　study　shows　increasingly　elaborate　and

cliverse　aspects．　｝lowever，　1　think　that　there　is　common　understanding　about　her

originality．　That　is　her　effort　to　treat　each　human　birth　as　an　invocation　of　new

beginning　to　the　world　and　fix　this　“Birth”　on　the　central　category　of　her　political

thinking．　’1’he　aim　of　this　study　is　to　clarify　the　center　position　of　Arendt’s　thought

by　surveying　the　concept　of　her　“the　Public”　which　is　recognized　as　her　contribu－

tion　to　contempo｝”ary　political　theory．　To　begin　with，　we　analyze　the　basic　struc－

ture　of　her　“the　Public”．　Seconclly，　we　appreciate　tlae　difference　between　her　“the

I’ublic”　and　the　concept　of　modern　Ptiblicness．　Then　we　demonstrate　that　the

today’s　significance　of　Arendt’s　thought　consists　in　her　vantage　point　of　viewing

Christianity．

「翻訳の不確定性」を理解する

　　　鈴　木　　真

爾山大学祉会倫理研究所研究員

　陪葉と対象1・Vo］’d　and　ObiectA以来、　W．　V．クワイソは翻訳の不確定性を支持

する議論をしてきた。この主張は文の意味などというものがないという含意をもつと

されていたので大論争の的になったが、この翻訳の不確定性テーゼでクワインは実の

ところ何を意味しており、何がどのように翻訳を決定しないというのだろうか。翻訳

の不確定性は、科学理論の非決定性と質的に異なるのだろうか。もしそんな相異があ

るとしたら、それは何に存するのだろうか。翻訳の不確定性について数多くのコメン

タリが書かれてきたけれども、こうした解釈上の論点は未だに残っている。この論：文
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は、『雷葉と対象」やクワインのその後の著作を検討し、これまでの解釈との異同を

指摘しながら、翻訳の不確定性テーゼを解明し、翻訳理論と科学理論の間に認識論的

身分の違いと存在論的身分の違い（とクワインにみなされたもの）を特定する。その

際、いくつかのクワイソに対する批判に問題があることを示唆する。
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