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INTRODUCTION

In the philosophicat literature cf the past century few if any philosophers present a greater
wealth of ideas or pose more important problems than W. V. Quine. In spite of the
diversity of his contributions to philosophy, it is clear that they form a systematic unity. It
is precisely the systematic unity of his thought that hias establishied Quine as the most
influential philosopher of the past century. The basis of Quine’s system lies in his revival
of “naturalism”: this is the view that there is no vantage point outside science; philosophy
is continuous with science not distinct from it or prior to it; hence, it is science that tells
us what exists and science that tells us how we know what exists. The complex system of
interlocking positions that make up Quine’s naturalism have shaped the concerns of the
phiiosophical community for the past fifty years.

As befitting a philosopher of such influence and stature, there are many recent
works on Quine. Some of these are written with great clarity, rigour and schelarship, and
more or less comprenensively cover his main positicns and arguments. What, then, is my
reason for adding tc the flood? Originally, I was motivated by questions about what |
censidered to be “realism” and “relativism” and the relation between these to
mathematics. Consequently, the combination of realist and relativist dimensions in
Quine’s philosophy appealed to me as offering a solution to some of these worries.
However, it took only a short time studying Quine to realise that my vague ideas of
“realism” and “relativism” could not have beer whatever I assumed them to be. But my
study of Quine’s brilliant and rigorous anaiysis of these concepts raised two important

questions that replaced my initial formless groping.
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First, “How are realism and relativism related in Quine’s philosophy?” 1 try to
show here that the correct way to understand Quine’s philosophical position is as a
compromise between the polarities of extreme realism and extreme relativism. However,
there is a tendency in works on Quine to emphasis either the relativist dimension of
Quine’s position to the detriment of the realist diniension, or to do thc opposite of
stressing Quine’s realism at the expense of his relativism. This is not surprising as it 1s
difficuit to reflect the subtlety of the balancing act Quine performs between these two
positions. In contrast, [ argue that the combination of realism and his relativism in
Quine’s position is not a source of tension in his philosophy; rather it is precisely what is
attractive about this position. For it is only by combining important and profound aspects
of both realism and relativism, that Quine avoids the problems associated with extreme
versions of both of these positions. This interpretation naturally raises the issue of what is
requirea tor this compromise position tc actually hold these apparenily comnpeting
tendencies together. I show here, that for Quine, the key is to take naturalism very
seriously. That is, judging as eainiestlv ana sincerely as we can from within our on-going
scientific conceptual scheme.

The second question to be considered here is, “Does Quine’s compromise actually
does work?” That is, once we have fully acknowledged both the realistic and the
relativistic sides of is philosophy is it the case that Quine actually provides a genuine
alternative from either extreme? The answer to this question is more compiicated, but
ultimately in this thesis 1 argue that Quine’s position, as he sets it out, cannot do the work
that he envisaged of it. That is, it does not provide a genuine alternative to the cpposing

polarities of extreme realism and extreme relativism.



Turring to consider some specifics, in this thesis [ characterise the opposing
polarities of extreme realism and extreme relativism in terms of the philosophy of
Bertrand Russell and Rudolf Carnap respectively. It is clear that Quine is infiuenced
greatly by each of these philosophers, and the promise held out by Quine’s approach is
that, by accepting encugh of Carnap’s relativism to avoid Russell’s extreme realism, and
enough of Russell’s realism to avoid Carnap’s extreme relativism, he can circumvent the
provlems associated with both Carnap or Russell. To begin, ] want to show how he
claims to achieve this comprormise.

In chapter 1, I characterise extreme reaiisin in terms of Bertrand Russell’s
philosophy between his break from Absolute Idealism at tne end of the nineteenth
century and circa 1914. I characterise extreme realism as a metaphysical view about
reality as it is in itself. To be precise, it is the view that reality comes to us “pre-carved
up”: that is, completely independent of our interaction with it. This view emphasises the
distinction between the question of what exists and the question of how we know what
exists. Russell holds that the metaphysical existence of reality as ir is in itselfis a
completely separate issue from any issues in epistemology or semantics. The central
point runining throvgh extreme realism is that ontology doesn’t rest on eitiier of these two;
quite the opposite in fact. Russeli holds that what can be known or can be meaningfully
said depends on what exists.

In general. Russell holds that in knowledge the mind gains direct and un-mediated
contact with reality as it is in itself. This is his doctrine of “acquaintance™. Russe!l
believes that in knowledge we are acquainted both with particuiar objects, namely — sense

data, i.e.. the appcarances of physical objects, and general objects, such as relations,



universals. propositions, and so on. For Russeii, ail of these are part or reality as it 1+ in
itself: while only the particular objects have existence, general objects “subsist” in a
separate r'ealm of being. Russell a!so develops a philosophy of language inn keeping with
this notion of acquaintance; he holds that the meaningfulness of sentences containing
proper rnames presupposes acauaintance with, and hence the existence of, the entity
named, and that the meaningfulness of a senitence presupposes acquaititatice with, and the
exislence of, a proposition that is the meaning of that sentence. Consequently, Russell
holds that analvsing language reveais the actual constituents and structure of reality as it
is in itself. Ultimately, for Russell, acquaintance provides a transcendent connection
between the knower and reality as it is in itself, allowing the knower 10 & scape from her
theory-bound, 1mmanent perspective.

Foilowing on from tkis I cutline Quine’s rejection of extreme realisia in terms of
his speciiic rebuttal of Russell’s philosophy. i argue that the basis for Quine’s rejection of
Russeil’s extrerne realism is his arguwnent that all inquiry is inevitably immersed in our
on-going conceptual scheme, and while we can change our conceptual scheme bit-by-bit
from within, there is no possibility of escaning from all concepntual schemes. This cuts
against Russell’s extreme realism because it rules out Russell’s assumed transcendent
coniection 1n acquiescence between the knower and reality as it is in itself.

I show that Quine develops this central insight of werking from within our on-
going conceptual scheme into a rebuital of extretne realism in terms of. what I call
“strong-global” under-determination. Quine holds that {ron our immanent perspective,
immersed in on-going inquiry, we must accept that ali theory is an extrapolatiou from the

emipirical chieckpoints that count as evidence for or against it, but that every theory go
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tar beyond what is direcily supported by this evidence. It £oliows that while a theory is
based on evidence, because the same evidence supports numerous radically different
theories equaliy, any theory is under-determined by the evidence that supports it. In
addition to this basic thesis, however, Quine holds that our conceptual scheme is undcer-
determined in a strong-global sense. Thar is. if we take 2ll the observation seiitence in
language used for reporting observabie everits 1n the external world, and appiy Jates aid
positions to them in all comnbinaticus irrespective of whether they were actually observed
at the place and time, those that are true by virti of the observable though uncbserved
past and future events in the world gives us the totality of possible evidence. [ have called
this ideatised situation in which the totality of all evideice hias beein coliated “end-of-
inquiry”, and the conceptual scheme that accounts for this totality ot evidence our
“idealiscd conceptual scheme™.

Quine then applies this notion of stroug-global under-determination to rebut
Russell’s version of extreme realism. Russell assumes that in knowiedge tve have
acquainance with either sense data, or universals, botii of whicn are aspects of reality as
it is in itself, and that in knowiédge we break through cur conceptual scheme to gain
access to reality as if is in itself. But, in contrast i this, Quine holds that from cur
perspective immancnt to our oil-going corceptual scheme there is no possibility, even
unto eternity, that we can formulate aiy oire systematisation of our sarface irritarions that
is vetter than 2il possible cthers: rather, he holds that countless aiternaiive conceptual
schemes will be tied for first place. Thus, strong-global under-deterimination recogrises
that ourréoncep\ uai scheme is just one of 2 series of posstbie concéptual schemes, equally

as good as one arother, but logicaiiy incompatible with one ancther. This implies that the



sense data, or ior Quine “observation sertences”, that constitute the evidence for
scientific theory is not, as Russeil assumed, part of reality as it is in itself, but is rather a
theoretical posit, constructed immanent to our on-going conceptuai scheme. Hence, in
contrast to acquaintance, in knowledge we do not escape from our immanent perspective.

In addition. I show that on this basis Quine also reiveis Russeli’s extieme realist
metaphysics. Quine argues that we must take seriously the view of reaiity that we
develop immanent to our ou-going conceptuzl scheme; but this means rejecting the
metaphysical notion of veality as it is in itself. Thiis extreme realist notion ho!ds that there
1s a reality somehow above or beyond reality as posited by on-going science, which is
sorrehow more “real” than scientific reality. However. Quine insists thai we take
seriously ihe éonceptual schere we are immersed in, and so rejects the extreme vealist
metaphysical notion of reality as if is i» izself 2s unscientific. Finally, | show that Quiie
also rejects Russell’s extreme realist account of meaning by showing that the mere
meaningfulness of language does not commit us to the existence of any entities
whatsoever.

As 1 saidl above, in this thesis ! characterise Quine as holdlng a compromise
position between the polarities of extreme reaiism and extreme relativism. Consequently,
in chapter 2, | give an account of exfreme relativism and set out Quine’s rejection ¢ this
view. Fere, Rudolf Carnap’s philosopny is taien to 1epresent the [‘Ol arity or extrem
relativism.

To begin, I characterise Carnap’s extreme relativism in terms of his reieciion of
all nietaphysical assertions as meaningiess pseudo statemerits. and his subseguent

tolerarice of radically different world-views. The starting poiat or Carnap’s extreme



relativism is his notion of a linguistic framework, and the subsequett distinction between
statements made internal or external to a framework. Carnap holds that all theoretical,
true or false judgments arise internal to some framework or other: the rules of the
framewcrk provide the rul_es that determine the true or false answer to judgments.
However, an internal assertion does not imply belief in the entities asserted; rather, the
truth or falsity of an assertion is relative to the framework or form of language thai
contains it. In contrast, staiements external to a framework are not genuine theoretical
assertions but aic pioposals about whether to adopt a framework, a forn. of language or
not. These are determined on purely pragmatic grounds, such as whether the framework
is useful, economical, simple, and s0 on; hence, a framework itseif is never troe or false.
Consequentiy, adopting a framework signifies sccepting a form of language, not ibe
belief in the existence of the erfities asserted in the framework. So. in contrast o
Russeil’s extreme realist notion of acquaintance with the object of knewiedge. Carnap
holds that nothing we say or kiiow implies an ontological commitment. Because Carnap

holds thal nore of these trameworks is taken seriously as iniplying an ontological
comimitmeni (o the entities asserted, the philoscpher should adopt a toierant or extreme
rclativistic attitude to alternative frameworks, ailowing as many to be developed as
possible.

The key to Carnap’s extreme relaiivism is his distinction betw=en internai and
external senter:ces. External sentences have a quite different epistetnological status from
all other seniences. These sentences are not answerable to evidence. and thus account for
apriority and necessity., By helding that the role of philosophy is to analyse these exviernal

enterces, Carnan secures the status of phailosophy as otffering a methedology distinct



from seience. That is. for Carnap, the philosepher does not get involved in on-going
debates, but stands aloof from all inquiry and aims to clarify these frameworks trom a

neutral perspective. Thus, for Carnap, philosophy ofters a transcendent perspective

outside of all linguistic frameworks, from where it becomes possible to adopt a tolerant,

or reiativistic, attitude to competing frameworks without baving to take anyone of them

seriousty. I conciude this acccunt of Carnap ty explaining the key rele of ihe analytic-

syuihetic distinciion in facilitating the internal-external distinction and. as a consequence,

in this ajodel of extreme relativism.

In the second part of chanter 2, I argue that Quine rejects extreme reiativism in
generai, and show how he rebuts Carnap’s version o1 extreme relativism in particular. ]
argue here, that cnce again the starting point of Quine’s rejection of Carnap is his

insistence that all inquiry is necessarily immersed in some cn-goin5 oncepiual sen

or other: there is no possibility of a transcendent persnective. This assertion that we niust

always work from within our on-going conceptual scheme cuts against Carnap’s extreme

relativism because it means that, even though our conceptual scheme is one among a
number of cther equally good conceptual schemes, we neveriheless musi take our curre

conceptual scheme seriously, and judge all other conceptual schiemes trom this

i

perspective. This meaus that in confrast to Carnap, Quine asserts that it is nct possible to

stand alocf from on-going inquiry and adopt a tolerant, relatvistic, attitude to alternative

conceptual schemes; rather, for Quine, the philosopber is in the same boat as everyone
else, taking sericusly the real debates in on-going inquiry. and getting her hand dirty
adjudicating between theory choices, asserting which of them are true and which are

false. So although Quine does not holé that there is a reality as it is i# itself for our

li



conceptual scheme to be uniquely cight or wrong about, he rejects Carnap’s exireme
relativistic view that we should tolerate all cenceptual schemes equally.

To be precise, I show here that Quine rebuts Carnap’s extreme relativism by
rejecting the analytic-synthetic distinction. Ultimately, Quine rejects this distinction
because it has no role in any scientific account of how we use language on an on-geing -
basis. In contrast, Quine holds that language ferms a holisuc web that rules out the
possibility of a sharp distinction between analvtic and synthetic sentences. The upshot of
this, for Quine. is that without the analytic-synthctic distinction Carnap cannot separate
ianguage into purely pragmatic, external sentences and purely theoretical, internal
sentences; father, Quine argues that thecretic and pragmatic factcis play a role in
justifying all sentences. Thus, Quine rebuts Carriap’s extreme relativism by rebutting the
epistemolcgical distinction between internai and external sentences that this view
presuppsses. i conclude this account of Quine’s rejection of extreme relativism by
explaining Quine’s criterion of ontological commitment. T argue that this is a prime
example of what it means for Quine to take our or-gcing conceptual scherne seriously.

It is clear, therefore, that from very carly ir his career Quine rejected both
cxircme iealism and extreme reiativism. For example, in his essay “Ideritity, Ostexnsion,
and Hypostasis” of 1950, Quine writes

The fundamental-seeming philosopinical guestion, How much of our

science is merely contributed by language and how much is a genuine

reflection of reality? is perhaps a spurious question which itself arises

wholly from a certain particular type of language. Certainly we are in a

predicament if we try to answer the guestion; for to answer the question

we niust talk about tie world as well as about language, and to talk

about e world we must aiready impose upon the world some

conceptual scheme peculiar fo our own special language.

Yet we must not leap to iie fatalistic conclusion that we ars
stuck with the conceptual scheme that we grew up in. we can change it



bit by bit, plank by plank, though meanwhile there is nothing to carry us

along but the evolving conceptua! scheme itself. The philosopher’s task

was well compared by Neurath to that of a mariner who must rebuild his

ship on the open sea. :

We can improve our conceptual scheme, our philosophy, but by

bit while continuing to depend en it tor support; but we caunot detach

ourselves from it and compare it objectively with an unconceptualized

reality. Hence it is mearingless, 1 suggest, to inquire into the absolute

correctness of a conceptual scheme as a mirrer of reality. Our standard

for appraising basic changes of conceptual scheme must be, not a

iealistic standarcd of correspondence (G reality, but a pragmatic standard.’

Here, Quine rej Qussell’s extrerme realism, dismissing the “fundamental-seemiz
Here, Quine rejects both Russell’s extrerme realism, dismissing the “fundamental-seemin
philosophical question” of the nature of reality as it is in itself as a bogus problem that
arises only by not taking sericusly our on-geing concevtuai scheme; but lie aisc rejects
Carnap’s extreme relativism by rejecting that philoscpiiy has its own distinctive
methodology giving us a form of inquiry separate irom on-going scientific inquiry. The
key guestion, therefore, becomes “How does Quine forue a coherent compremise
between these extremes?”

In chapter 3, I turn to this question of how Qitine builds his ¢compromise position
oy binding a number of strands from either polarity into a coherent. unified middle
position. Here [ argue that while it appears that becausc they express suck: radically
different philosophical viewpoints, weaving strands from these polarities together would
prove quite problematic, in actual fact Quine is unconcerned by the opposing tendencies
in his philosophical position. The key for Quine is that fiom the perspective of the
compromise position he embodies, these problems simply do not arise. Quine’s

fundameuial point :s that both extremes are based on a presupposed transcendent

perspective, somehow cutside or above our current, theory-bound view of reality;

"' W. V Quine, ‘Identity, Ostension, and Hyposiasis’ reprinted it Frore a Logicai Poini of View.
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1953), p. 78-79




however, if we reallv take seriously our carrent on-going conceptuzl scheme, then this
transcendent perspective and the extreme positions based on it are not possible. To
understand Quine’s philosophica! position, one must acknowledge Quine’s view that by
working from within our on-going conceptual scheme it is possible to combine and
reconcile realisra and relativism. This is the basis of Quine’s so cailed “robust realism”.

This concludes the first part of my thesis. In part 1, I make every eftort to present
Quine’s phijosorhical positicn in as sirong a iight as possible. In particular, 1 try to
emphasise that the attractive quaiity about Quine’s cempromise position is its openness to
developments in on-going inquiry in a non-dogmatic fashion. Both of the extreme
postticns are based on the transcendent perspective, but once disabused of this
iliegitimate vantage point one can only assert extreme realism or extreme relativism
dogmaticaily: extreme realism is based on Russell’s brute assumption that in knowiedge
we are acquainted with reality as it is in irself, while extreme relativism is based on
Carnap’s brute assumption of an aloof perspective irem where to adjudicate between
debates in on-going inquiry. By rejecting these-dogmatic positions, Quine is open-minded
towards developments in on-geing inquiry, and is willing to take seriously the
corznitments of our best inquiry, whatever they turn out to be.

In part 2. T try to set up a preblem for Quine’s compromise positicn. In chaptei 4,
I try to show the connection between sorne of the distinctions exrlained in Part 1. in
particular, I show that Quine’s distinction hetween real and indeterminare thecry choices

is lirked to his distinction between differcat versions of the under-deierminaticen thesis. 1

the normai, 1 e., non-strong-global, sensc; while, in contrast, any theorv chcice that is
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sirong globally vnder-determined is alsc indeterminate. As [ have argued, Quine’s
compromise position is based on his assertion, against Russell, that theory choice at end-
of-inquiry is strong-globally under-determined, ceupled with his assertion, against
Carnap. that theory choices in on-going inquiry are reai decisions. Now, given the
connecticn between the real-indeterminate distinction and the distinction between
different versions of the under-determination thesis, we can formulate the following
picturé of Quine’s so-called “robust realist” account of on-going inquiry: for Quiie,
strenig-global under-determination infects only end-of-inquiry and iilegitimate, i.e., nor-
physical science. modes ot on-going inquiry, but on-going scientific inquiry is insulated
fromn strong-global under-determination; for this reason ail theory choices in on-going
scientific inquiry are real decisions, even though theory choices at end-of-inquiry and in
illegitiinate on-going inquiry are indeterminate. fa the second part of *nis chapter, I set
out Quine explanaticn of this connection beiween physical science, the reai-indeterminate
distinction and various versions of the under-determination thesis in terins of the notions
of full-coverage, facts-of-the-matter and the reciprocal containment of epistemology and
ontology.

I chaptet 5. T show that Quine’s view cf the relaticnship between the real-
indeterminaie distinction. under-determiration, and physics reimroduces a versicn of
Carnap’s distinction between wternal and external quéestions (aibeit one thau arises
immanent to cn-going physical science rather than from Carnap’s aloof transcendent
nerspective). Quine nolds that physical scicace alone is taken sericusly, and all of
legitimate on-going inquiry is carried out immanent to this conceptual scheme. Hence, all

legitimate theory choices arise internal to physical science. and are for this reason res!
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decisions. in contrast, externai iicory choices befween competing conceptual schemes
can occur only at end-of-inquiry. or between non-scientific modes of inquiry; in thece
cases, theory choice is strong-globally under-determined and hence indeterminate. This
means that Quine’s compromise positicn is predicated upon the assumption, in contrast to
Carnap, that there is only one conceptual scheme in legitimate on-going inguiiy. . afic
hence external questions cannol arise in legitimate on-going inquiry. Coasequenily. |
argue that should Quine be forced to admit alterdative conceptual schemes into on-going
inquiry, he would be faced with external, indeterminate theory choicés between these
rival conceptual schemes, and his position would begin to look identical to Carnap’s. The
key question iut relation to Quine’s project of building a compromise between extreme
realism and extreme relativism thus becomes whether or not there arc cascs of strong-
global under-determination in on-going scientific inquiry. If there are none, then Quine is
vindicated in assuming that all of on-going inquiry proceeds internal to a single
conceptual scheme and all theory choices in on-going inguiry are real decisions, but if
there are, then Quine must accept that there are alternative conceptual schemes in on-
2oing inquiry, g:ving rise to external, indeterminate theory choices in legitirnate on-geing
scientific inquiry.

{ argue here that because he holds strong-globai under-determination at end-of-
inquiry Quine is committed tc the existence of “branching points”. Assuming that rival
conceptual scheines that, at end-of-inguiry will be both ideal conceptual schiemes, have
evolved from a common origin, a branching point is the last point in the line of evolution
cominon to both. li follows that a branching point is a thecry choice between two proto-

idealised conceptual schemes, and is, by definition, an indeterminate decision. Hence, th
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existence of a branching point wouid establish that strong-global under determination
infects on-going inquiry.

The problem raised by a branching point is that because the choice between the
branches is indeterminate, this reintroduces the internal-external distinction into on-going
inquiry. [ argue that this has a number of important consequences for Quine’s proposed
compromise position. First, it shows that Quine’s view of cn-going inquiry is in certain
general respects similar to Carnap’s. In particular, in order to accommadaté a branching
point Quins must both abandon kis view of ontology and accept moderate holism;
however, doing this brings his account of on-going inquiry much closer to Carnav than
previously thought. Indeed, I argue that the primary difference between Carnap and
Quine now is where they draw the line between real and indeterminzate theory choices.
Furthermore, because a branching point reintroduces the internal-exterrai distinction, it is
clear thar the disagreement between Cariap and Quine is not a disputs about the
epistemological distinction berween purely pragmatic sentences and pwely tlieocetical
seitences, as Quine presents it as being. The logical core of this dispute cannot be ocated
in the external-internal distinction however, since branching points mean that Quine. as
weil as Carnap, needs to maintain some form of ihis disiinction. Finally, the existence of
a branching point in on-going inquiry illustraies the deeper philosophical point that the
disagreement between Quine and Carnap is really a dispute over the nature of
philosophy, specifically, Camap believes philosophy must be distinct from science as its
role is to analyse the presuppositions underlying any branch of scientific inquiry; whereas
Quine rejects that philosophy can have this roie, and immersed ail forms of inquiry into

oN-going science.



The proviem for Quine is that whiie he rules out Carnap’s method of distinguishing
between real and indeterminate theory choices in on-going inquiry, he leaves us with no
idea of how he is going to draw this same distinction from a perspective immanent to on-
going science.

A key question here is whethei there are any genuine branching points in ou-
going inquiry. And in chapter ¢, I set out what 1 consider to be a genuine branching point
in relation to the age-old dispute over ‘whether the space-time continuum is discrete or
continuous. The discrete version of the continuuim hoids that alt continuous phenomenon
and magnitudes can be reduced to collections of separate, individual entities, such as sets
of points or numbers; whereas in contrast. the continucus version of the continuuvm hoids
that a continaous phenémenon or magnitude ic irreducible to a discrete collection. The
mathematical orthodoxy for the past number of centuries has been that the discrete. se
theoretic version ot the continuum. was the definitive victor; indeed, this dispute s
generally thought of as a paradigin examplc of a reai dispute that has been definitivetly
resoived in favour of the discrete. ! argue here that recent developients in mathematics,
in particular in category theory, provide a rigorous basis for the continuous versien of the
continuum, in which the continucus is not rzducible o the discrete.

I begin by bricfly setting out the historicei coniext of this debate from ancient
Greek mathematics up to modern analysis, Next, | give a brief presentation of the set
theoretic account of the centinuum, which reduces the continuous te the discreie.
Following on from this I expiain Category theowv and Bell’s smooth infinitesimal
analysis, which atiezmmts to puc the intuitive conception of the continuum as inhevertly

continuous on a rigorous matherpatical basis. Finally. I argue that 1t 1s more reascnabie



for Quine to accept that this is a possible branching point, than to insist that there is a real
choice between the continuous and discrete. My argument is that it 1s inconsistent with
Quine’s proclaimed openness to on-going scientific inquiry to insist that there is a real
choice here. I argue that Quine’s only motivation for asserting that there is a real theory
choice here is his dogmatic insisting on preservitg his compromise position. However,
this is at odds with his commitment te naturalism and its acceptance of developraents in
on-going inquiry, whatever they may be. Indeed, it is Carnap’s aloof stance above these
theories, accepting that there is no real debate between them, that is more open tc
progress in on-going inquiry and in keeping with the naturalistic stance Quine proclaims.
! coriclude that the only difference between Quine’s position here and Carpap’s is
Quine’s dogmatic insistence cn a real choice between competitors simply in order to
preserve a philosophical position.

In conclusion, the reasonableness of seeing the dispute between discrete and
continuous versions of the space-time continuum presents a serious problem for Quine. In
particular, it shcws that the differences between his position and Carnap’s extreme
relativism are not as great as widely theught. Morceover, it snows that the locus of the
dispute between them is not over epistemoiogical qucstions, but concerns the deeper
issue of the nature and role of philosophy. In relation to the central theme of whether
Quine achieves a coherent compromise between extreme realism and extreme relativism,
i conclude that until he provides us with a conception of how to distinguish between real
and indetetminate theory choices in on-going inquiry he has not provided us with a
coherert alternative to these extreme polarities. 2ut moreover, because :f seems that

drawing this distinction demands a conception of philosopiy similai to Carnap’s, it



seems that when the anti-realist diimensions of Quine’s compromise position are fully
appreciated, it is difficult to see that there is any substantive dispute between him aud

Carnap.



CHAPTER 1

QUINE AND EXTREME REALISM

INTRODUCTION
Tn this chapter I want to give an account of Quine’s rejection of “extreme realism:”. The
distinctive feature of extreme realism is a metaphysical thesis about the nature of reality,
namely - the belief that there is such a thing as reality as it is in itself, wholly
autonomaus from how we interact with it. My princinal aim here is to show that Quine
rejects this extreme realist view of metaphyvsics
In order to explain Quinge’s position here, | first give the account of exireme

reaiism as presented by Bertrand Russell. I characterise Russell as holding an exircine
realist view of metaphysics that asserts that reality as it is in itself exists completely free
of all interaction with it; Russell hoids that reality comes to us “pre-carved up”, as it
were, and that the task of inquiry is to locaie the pre-existing joints in reau‘y Russell’s
extreme realist metaphysics is based on the assumption of knowledge that reaches abeve
and behind what we experience immanent t¢ our oin-going conceptual scheme. This is

sseli’s epistemologicai doctrine of *acquaintance”, which holds that in knowledge the
mind comes info direct and imrnediate contact with reality as it is in itself, that is, in
acquaintance thc mind’s relation to the object of knowiedge is un-mediated by any
theoretical constructs. {t fellows that, for Russell. stariing from experience it is possible
1o acquire knowledge about that which transcends experience by raeans of ieference, and
we say something abeur reality beyond the empirical experience of a sequence of events

that exhivit a certain regularity. This epistemological intcrence cf acquaintance with
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veality avy it is in itself then provides the solid base on which scientific theories can be
built. For Russell. we are acquainted with reality as it is in itself in the form of either
individual sense datum or abstract objects such as universals or relations. I complete this
discussion of Russeil’s extreme realism by explaining the account of linguistic meaning -
that Russell develops, which is in keeping with this extreme realist metaphysics and his
epistemologicai doctrine of acquainiance.

In contrast, Quine holds that we are inevitaoly immersed within our own on-going
conceptual scheme, and he argues against Russell that we are unable to step outside of
our own skin, as it were, and know something beyond or outside of our experience.

For this reason, Quine holds that the transcendental question of whether and in how far
our conceptual scheme measures up 1o reality as it is in itself, i1s an empty demand. But
more importantly, [ show that Quine holds that the metaphysical notion of reality as i :s
in itself, completely independent of our conceptual scheme, cannot be take seriously.
Quine’s commitment to taking seriously the immanent perspective, immersed in our on-
going conceptual scheme, means taking seriously the ascriptions of reality made irom
this immanent perspective. Consequently, the idea that reality as it is in itself,
independent of out conceptual schene, is somehow more real than the ascriptions of
realitv made iimmanent to our coniceptual scheme is repudiated. In contrast, the only |
notion of reality that we take seriously is the scientific account of reality as ascribed from
within our on-going conceptual scheme. In addition to rejecting Russell’s exireme realist
metaphysics, and his epistemelogical doctrine cf acquaintairce, I show that Guine also

rejects Russetl’s account of linguistic'meaning. and instead develops a phiivsonhy off
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language in keeping with his insistence that we are inevitably bourd t» work fiom wiin

some conceptual scheme or other.

SECTION I

RUSSELL’S EXTREME REALISM

1.1 Introduction.

Russell’s early philosophy is dominated by his break with Bradley’s version of Absolute
Idealism, and his subsequent attempts to develop a coherent alternative to this position.”
It is in this context that Russell develops his version of extreme realisin. Russell does not
devise a conclusive refirtation of Abseiute Idealism,” rather he devclops a web off
doctrines around a central core of exireme reaiist principics, which, he arcues. provides a
more coherent and atiractive account of exnerience. The fundamental tenet of Russell’s
positicn is his extreme realist belief that rcality us it 15 in irself exists wholly autoromorus
from our interaction with it; Russcll believes that the objects that make up our experience
acally do exist, pre-carved up, independeiitly of us, and in inquiry we attempt to find
out where the joints in reality actually are. Russell bases this extreine iealist metaphysical
position on the assumption that in knowledge the agent comes into direct and immediate
contact with reality as it is in itself. This view is summed up as the epistemo!ogicai
doctrine of ‘acquaintance’; this is the doctrine that in knowledge the mind breais through
the theoretical conceptual scheme that organises and systematises our experience of

reality to gair a direct and un-mediated conitact with a part of reality as it is in iiseif.

? I am coilcerned with rouglily the period from 1900-1914
? Peter Hiiton, Russell, Idcaiism, and the Emergence of Analytic Philosophy, (Oxfora: Clarendon 19920)
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Russell’s project of developing a coherent realist philosophy is characterised oy
the large number of radical shifts and revisions Russell undergoes in attempting to
reconcile his antecedent philosophical commitment to realism with his acceptance of
significant developments in mathematics, from Cantor’s introduction of set theory and
transfinite numbers, to Russell’s own discovery of set theoretic paradoxes. In the course
of his development Russe!l comes to reject a number of doctrines he earlier espoused,
however, it is possible to identify a set of central doctrines that he consistently holds and
that characterise his position as a version of extreme realism. In this section, T will
concentrate on three of these in particular, namely — Russel!’s metaphysicai position. his

epistemological docteine of acquaiittance, and his philosophy or langurage.

1.2 Russeil’s realism and rejection of Absolute Idealism.
The account of Idealism that Russeli rgjects is a form of ‘monism’: it holds that, in fact,

despites appearances, the universe is an organic whoie that cannot be coherently

‘

understood as composed of separate simpler parts; rather, the whole and the part are
mutually dependent, and parts are no simpler than the whoies they beiong to. For the
Idealist only the Absolute was not self-contradictory and hence it alone is real; all parts of

the Absolute, such as numbers, space, time, matter, and so on, are self-contradictory. ard

hence not real. Russell descrilies this picture as feliows;

Hegel thought of the universe as a closely kit unity. His universe was
like a jelly in the fact that. if you touched any one part of it, the whele
quivered; put it was unlike a jelly i the faci that it couid eoi reaily be
cut up into paits.”

4 r o kel 3 4 =% : % el T
Russeli. ‘Why 1 took o Fhiiosonny™ qucwea by R. Menk, Bertrend Russe!l: The Spirit of Sglitude
(London® Jonathan Czpe 1996) p. 114




In this context, analysis is falsification: the Absoiuie Idealists hold that the conceptual
distinctions we make in characterising the world do not pick out actual differences in the’
world.

Russell argues that this type of 1dealism js predicated upon the assuimption that
every proposition attributes a predicate to a subject and that every fact consists in a
substance having a property.” More precisely, it is predicated upon the doctrine of
internal relations implied by the primacy of the sﬁbject-predicatg analysis Qf ‘pr‘oposi‘tions.
The docirine of internal relations holds that because reality is actually indivisible aid the
universe is in fact just one thing, the Absolute, apparent relations between things are an
illusion. However, Russell argues that irreducibly relational proposition, i.c., propositions
that are true but canant be pui into subject-predicate form, show that relations are
external not internal, that is, it shows that objects are related to each other, but these
objects are the same irrespective of the relations between their. Once he rejects the
doctrire of internal relaticns. Russell rejects Idealism and monism and adopts realism and
piuralism. Hence, Russeil now holds that the world consists of separate, independeit real
objects and relations between these objects.

Moreover, in rejecting tdeaiisni, Russell accepis that the part is simpler than the
whole, and that wherever parts themselves are complex they can be analysed as far as is
possible to reveal uitimately simple terms with no parts. Thus, ini contrast to the Idealisis
for whom the preposttion is & unity that deties analysis, Russe!l writes in Principles of
Mathematics.

The only kind of unity ‘o which I can attach any precise sense —
from the uanity of the absolutely simple — is ihai of 2 whole composed
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* Bertrand Russeil, My Philosophical Development, (London 1659). p. 61-63
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cf parts. But this form of unity canwot be what is called organic; for if

the parts express the whole or other parts, thicy must be complex, and

therefore themselves contain parts; if the parts have been analysed as

far as possible, they must be simple terms, incapable of expressing

anything except themselves.’

So while there are a plurality of possible ways to analyse a whole into complex parts, if
analysis is pushed as far as possiblc only one way to analyse it into its simple parts; that
is each whole admirs of 2 unique ultimate analysis. Thus, Russell wries,

A given whole is capable if it has more than two parts, of being

analysed in a plurality of ways; and the resulting constituents. so long

as analysis is not pushed as far as possible, will be different for

diiferent ways of analysmg
For Russell, then, any whole admits of a unique uitimate analysis into simple parts. This
means that, against Idealism. Russell holds that our knowledge of reality comes te us bit
by bit. and it is possible to understand the nature of a singie object iudependent of
everything else in the universe; Russel! no longer accepts that our ignorance of the whoie
of reality undermines our knowledge of a single thing. This is the case because ihe weild
is made up of individual, distinct objects, and the rature of each is independent of the
others.

After rejecting Idealisni, Russeil developed what 1 shall call “extreme realism”™.
Exrreme realism holds that, in contrast to Igealism, all the things that make up our
experience actually do exist — aumbers exist in a Piatonic heaven, noints in space and
instances i iime are actually existing entities, matter is composed of the actual entit:es

just as physics teil us. Moreover, he now holds that any wrue synthetic propositios is true

in virtue of its relation tu a fact; and facts, in gereral, are independent of experience.

* Bertrand Russell,. The Principles of Mathematics. 7o, Cambridge: Cambridge University Precc. (1927)

(rnrst Published 10\3) n 466
" Russell, Principles of Mathematics, p. 7
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While he espoused Absolute idealism Russeil hed heid that there are degrees of (ruth and
degrees of reality; something may be-true from one perspective but faise from another;
likewise an object m;y be one thing from one point of view and something else from
ancther point of view. In contrast te this, as an exireme realist Russell now holds that a
propositicn is either true or false absolutely, and a thing is what it is, irrespective of our
point of view.

In this project of devising a coherent alternative to Absolute 1dealism. Russcll is
initially not concerned with the nature of thought, mind or experience; his concerr,
rather, is about the truth of any particular field of study; he originally holds that the
question of whether that truth can actually be known is a separate, non-philosophical
question. While he is not initially concerned with the presuppositions for knowlcdge, his
extreme realist metaphysics ciearly assumes a very specific picture of the mind and its
capacities. In the next section I will explain the account of knowledge that Russell’s
extreme rcalist metaphysics is bredicatcd upon, namely — his epistemological doctrine of

acquaintance.

1.3 Russell’s epistemolegy — acquaintance.

While Russell to begin with has little to say about the nature of knowledge, his account of
the objects of kriowledge has some obvious and sigrificant implicatiors tor the nature of
knowicdge. To be precise. his extieme realist metaphysical view irnplies that the mind 1s
in direct contact with the objects of knowledge. Russell wnds o describe ihis type of

knowiedge as “acquaintance”.



Fundamentally, acquaintance is an immediate relation between the mind and the
object of knowiedge. By an “immediate relation” Russell means that knowledge by
acquaintance is both presuppositionless and unproblematic: acquaintance means that we
de know the objest of knowledge in a direct and un-mediated way, nothing more can be
said about how we know this object. Fer Russell, however, acquaintance does not imply
that the object of knowledge 1s necessarily menta!; rather, Russell insists on a distinction
between the mental, subjective act of knowirng and the non-méntai, externai objécl of
knowledge. Indeed, more generally, this distinction applies in judgments other than
knowledge, such as imagining, believing, perceiving, and so on. In these cases, the mind
is in contact with some object that is not mental, and is completely unchanged by the
ninds contact with it. Thus in 1910 Russel! writes,

In all cognitive acts, such as believing, doubting, disbelieving,

appleneud ing, perceiving, imagining, the mind has objecrs olhcr than

itself to which it stands in some one of these various relations.

For Russell, therefore, in acquaintance the mind comes into an un-mediated contact with
seme actual object external to the mind.

For Russell, however, we are not acquainted with any physical objects. such as
my mouse, my keyoonard, and my desk; in conirast, he holds that the particular objects of
acquaintaice are sense data, i.e., the appearances of physival objecis.” Thus, Russell
WIS,

Althcugh I believe the table is ‘reaily’ of the same colour all over, the
parts that reflect the light look much brighter than the other parts, and
some parts look white because of reflected light. I know that, if [ move,
the parts that reflect the light wiil be different, so that the apparen
distribuuon of colours on the tabie wiil change. It foilows that if several

* B. Russell. “On the Nature of Truth and Fuaisehood™, wriiten esp. for the vol. Philosophical Essave
'London Alten ¥ Unwin, 1966; 1™ edn. 1910) p. 150
? Initially, Russeli held that we can be acquainted with physicel objcct_, — such as Mr. Aubhur Bzifour
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people are locking at the tabie at the sarre moment, no two cf them will

see exactly the same distribution of celours, because no *wo see it from

exa}crly the same poict of view.'’
d"he perception of a table, the way it sounds when tapped, and so on, shows ihat the real
tabie, if indeed it exists, is not what we immediatcly experience by sight or touch; rather
it is sense data that are immediately krow/n to us in acquaintance — these are colouis,
sounds, smells, hardness, smoothness, and so on. Morecver, sensory 1llusion mears that
knowledge of nhysical ovjects cannoi be certain, but is open to doupt — [ may be
dreaming right now. or under the influence of hatlucinogenic drugs, delusional, and so ¢n
— bat this type of dubitatle knowledge cannot come from acquaintance. Hence, the real
tabie is not immediately known to us but must be inferred from sense data that are
immediately known to us. Russell holds that the sense data we know directly are caused
by physical obiects, and he argues that because this conjecture simpliﬁes and
svstematises our account of experience, it is pragmatic for us io accept that the exterrnai
world of ordinary physical objects actually does exist."

It is clear that the sense data I am acquainted with depends on both the external
circumstances, and the sense organs usea o perceive them; for example, if I put my
fingers in my ears [ alter the sense data available to me right now. In this serse, sense
data are privaie, and so do not exist independently of us. Russell wriies,

Berkeley was right in treating the sense-datz which constitute onr

perception of the tree as more or less subjective, in the sense that they

depend upon us as much as upon the tree. and would not exist if the tree
were not being perceived.'?

* Russel!, Preblems of Philosophy 2™ ed., (Oxford: Oxford University Press (1967) (originaily published

1912)) p. 2
"' Russell, Probiems of Philosophy 2™ ed., pp. £-12
"2 Russcll. Problems of Philosophy, 2" ed.. p. 21
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tHowever, Russeli argues that the faci that they are private does not imply that serse data
are mental entities, as they weie for Berkeley. In contrasi, Russell holds that while the
sense data arve causally dependent on thé sensc organs, nerves, brain, and so on, of the
percipient. the percipient’s mind adds awareness cf this physical stimulation irom the
exterral world.

Whiie sense data provide the most obvious exzmple of an object that we are
acquainted with, it is clear that Russell sees no problem is being acquainted with abstract

objects. such as universals." For example, in the Preface to Principles of Mathematics,

Russell illustrates how this form of knowledge can be used in relation to the indefinables
of logic, he writes,
* The discussion cf indefinabies — which forms the chief part of

philosophical logic — is the endeavour to see clearly. and to make others

see cleariy, the entities concerned, in order that the mind may have that

kind of acquaintance with them which it has with redness cor the taste of

i 4

a pineapple."'
This passage shiows that, for Russeli, we have direct and immediate knowledge of
abstract entities in addition to sense data. Moreovei, for Russell, because we mus:
gistinguish the mental act of knowing from the object of knowledge. we must also
distinguish the mental state of knowing an abstract entity from the abstract entity that is
the object of knowledge. For this reasen he assumes that abstract entitics, such as
prorositicns, ciasses, relations, and so on, are non-imental entities that are also part ot
reality as it is in itself, completely independent of us.

In additior: to giving us direct access (o reality us it is in irself, Russell argues that

the mere acquaintance with objects provides s with knowledge of specitic self-evident

Ak Rl SV > ps : A N
" Russeli, Frinciples of Matiiematics, chapter X
' Russell, Principles of Mathematics, p. xv

30



truthis about that object. In general, Russell distinguishes ‘knowledge of thinies™ from
*knowledge of truths’, and he holds that as knowledge of truth is propositional in nature
only propositions can be true or faise, whereas a thing is neither true nor faise.’® Thus, he
writes,

The actual sense-data are neither true nor false. A particular patch cof
celour which I see, for example, simply exists: it is not the sort of thing
that is true or false. It is true that there is such a patch, true that it has a
certain shape and degree of brightness, tme that it is surrounced by
certain other colours. But the patch itselt. like everything else in' the
world of sense, is of a radically different kind from the thinogs that are
true or false. and therefore cannot properly be said to be true.'

Knowledge by acquaintance is essentially simpler than knowledge of truths, and is
logically independent of knowledge of truths, hence, Russell argues that while
acquaintance gives us certain knowledge, it does not necessarily give us knowledge of
truths about the object. However, because in acquaintance the mind is in un-mediated
contact with the object of knowledge, and can concern only things arout which it is
impossible to be mistaken, Russell thinks that the perceiver immediatelv knows certain
self-evident truths about the object of acquantance.'’ First, Russell holds that it is self-
evidently true that what we are acquainted with exists. Thus, Russell writes,

We shall say that we bave acquaintance with anything of which we are
directly aware, without the intermediary of any process of inference or
any knowledge of truths. Thus in ihe piesence of my table 1 am
acquainted with the sense-data that make up the appearance of my (zble
- its colour, shape, hardness, smoothness, etc.; all these are things of
which I am immediately conscious when | am seeing and touching my
table. The particular shade of colour that I am seeing may have many
things said about it — 1 may say that it is brown, that it is rather dark, and
so on. But such statements, though they make me know truths about the
colour, do not make me know the colour itse!f any better than I did
verore: so far as concerns knowledge of the coicur itself, as cpposed to

" Russeil, Problems of Philosophy 2™ ed p. 65

T‘;Russcil, Preblems of Philosephy 27 ed. p. €5
7 Rassell, Probicins of Fhilosophy 2'?” ed. P. 25




knowiedge of truths about it, I know the colour perfectly and completely

when [ see it, and no further knowledge of it itself is even theoretically

possible. Thus, the sense-data which make up the appearance cof my

“table are thing with which I have acquaintance, things immediately

known to me just as they are.'®
For Russell, because acquaintance is an actual reiaticn between the mind and the object
of knowledge, it cannot occur without the existence of both the mind and the cbject of
knowledge, therefore simply being acquainted with an object gives me the knowiedge
that it exists."® In addition it is a self-evident truth of perception that if acquainted with a
sense datum that is red and round. I immediately krow the truth that this sense datum is
red and round. Thus, Russell writes

If. for instance, we see a round paich of red, we may judge ‘that paich of

red is round’. This again is a judgmerit of perception, but [here]... we

have a single sense-daturm which has both colour and shape: the colour

is red and the shape is round. Our iudgment analyses the datum into

coleur and shape, and then recombines them by stating that the red

cciour is rcund in shape... in this kind of judgment the sense-datum

contains constituents which have some relation to each other. and the

judgment asserts that these constituents have this relation.*’
It is clear that while Russell accepts that we are operating from within the conceptual
scheme of physical objects, assumed to exist on the basis of our direct experience ot
sense data, he alsc holds that in knowledge we are acquainted with reality as ii is in itself,
and that we can immediately know some self-evident truths about reality as it is in itself
Thus, for Russell, acquaintance breaks threugh the coaceptual schems we arc immersed
in to provide a direct and immediate contact with reality as it is in itself.

In the next section I want to show how Russel! incorporates this extreme realist

metaphysics intc his account of linguistic meaning.

'8 Russell, Protleras of Philosophy 2" ed. P. 2
Y Russell, Problems of Philosonhy 2™ ed. P. 2

“0 Russell, Probicms of Philosonhy 2% ed p. 66
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1.4 Russel!l’s philosophy of language.

So far we have seen that Russell holds an extreme realist view of metaphysics, according
to which reality exists “pre-carved un”, compietely independently of our interaciion with
it. Ii addition, I have argued that Russell bases this extreme realism on the
epistemological doctrine of acquaintance, which argues that though we are immersed in a
conceptual scheme, in knowledge the mind has a direct and immediate relation to reality
as it is in itself. In this section I want to show that Russell develops a philosophy of
langaage in keeping with this exireme realist view of metaphysics and the
epistemological doctrine of acquaintance.

The central idea in Russell’s philosophy of language is his view that the
proposition expressed by any sentence is a non-linguistic, non-mental entity. Russell’s
insight here is that since a proposition can be an object of thought or knowledge, it must
be independent of the mental act of judging or knowing. Propositions, ther, are cbjzctive
and independent entitics, completely separate from the mind that succeeds or fails o
know them. Thus, Russell wriies,

W ords all have meaning, in the simplc sense that they are symbois

which stand for something other than themselves. But a prepesition,

unless it happens to be linguistic, does not itself contain words: it

contains the entities indicated by words. Thus meanmfr in thc sense in

which words have meaning is irreievant to logic.”

For Russell. propositions not sent=nces are true or false, and hence logic concerns

propositions, not sentences. 1lowever, Russeli takes sentences to be a move or less

transparent medium through which propositicns can be perceived. That 1s. whil

' Russel!, Principies of Mathematics, p. 51
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sentences and their constituent words are .ot what we are talking about (unicss the
pronosition is linguistic), there is fairly accurate relationship between a sentences and its
constituent words on one hand, with the proposition and the constituent entities expressed
by that sentence on the other.”” Moreover, usually, the object that a proposition is about is
a constituent of that proposition. Thus, in a letter to Frege on 12" December 1904,
Russeli readily asserts (to Frege’s incredulity) that,

Concerning Sinn and Bedeutung, | see rothing but difficulties which 1

cannot overcome. I explained the reasons why I cannot accept your view

as a whole in the appendix of my book, and 1 still agree with what I

wrote there. [ believe that in spite of all its snowfields Mont Blanc itseif

is a component part of what is actually asserted in the proposition “Mont

Blanc is more than 4000 metres high’. We do not assert the thought, for

this is a private psycnological matter: we assert the object of thought,

and this is, to my mind, a certain complex (an objective proposition, one

might say) in which Mont Blanc is itself a component part. If we do not

admit this, then we get the conclusion that we know nothing at all about

: 23

Ment Blanc.”
Here Russe!l cheerfully admits that the proposition “Mont Blanc is more than 4000
metres high” is abour the object Mont Blanc, and this object is a constituent of that
proposition.

Russell is committed to this view because his notion of acquaintance implies that
in order to understand a proposition one must be acquainted with the object that that
proposition is about. As we have secn, this means coming into direct contact with that

object; hence, understanding a propositicn thus means coming into direct centact with the

constituent object that that proposition is about. Thus, Russell writes,

2 Russe!l is forced backtrack from this idea when censidering general sentences about objects we cannot in
principie be acquainted with. I address this point later in this section. )

2 . . . . .

“ Russell’s Istter to Frege 12 December 1904, in G. Frege, Philosophical and Mathematical
Correspendence, trans., Hans Kaal (Oxford: Biackweil. 1980), p. 169

L OI7esPC: b1




|

Every proposition which we can undersiand must be composead wholly cf
constituents with which we are acquainted.”

This means that whatever preconditions there are on knowledge, these are not
preconditions on prepositions or other objects of thought themselves, as these exist
independently of us; rather, what prepositions there are is determined by what objects
there are. This implies that the fact that one can think of X, or that X can be the subject of
a proposition, presupposes that X is an entity that we are acquainted with. Russell sums
up this extreme realist view of language by saying that ail knowledge must be recognition
of pre-existing entities and pre-existing relations between entities, on pain of heing mere
illusion. Russell writes,

Arithmetic must be discovered in just the sense in which Coiumbus

discovered the West Indies, and we no more create the numbers than he

created the Indians. The number two is not purely mental, but is an

entity which may be thought of. Whatever can be thought of has being,

. . . o 8 . ® 1 25

and its being is a pre-condition, not a result, of its being thought.
However. Russell denies that everything that is, exists. He distinguishes between what
exists and what has being in order to ensure the objectivity of things that cannot exist in
space and time, such as the objects of mathematics. Russell argues that this distincticn is

recessary if we are to avoid faliing intc psychologism, i.e., the view that numbers,

relauons, ana so on. are mental. Thus Russell writes,

Misied by neglect of being, people have suppesed that what does not

exist is nothing. Seeing that numbers, relations, and many other objects

of thought, do not exist outside the mind, thzy have supposed that the

thoughts in which we thing of these entities actually create their own

objects. Everyone except a phiiosopher can see the difference between a
post and my idea of a post, but few see the difference between the

' Russeli, ‘Knowiedge by Acquairtance and Knowledge by Description’, in Musticism and_Logic,
(Londor: Longmans, Green ana Co.. 1919) p. 219
25 Russell, Principies of Mathematics, section 427
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number 2 and my idea of the number 2. Yet the distinction is as
necessary in one case as in the other.”

Here Russell assumes that something can be objective only if it is an object — or more
precisely, a non-mentai object. Clearly. these objects cannot be physical, as then they
would be particular and could not exist in two minds at once. Hence, as they de net exist,
but are niot mental, Russell says they “have being”. Russell says,

Numbers, the Homeric gods, relations, chimeras and four-diimensioual

spaces all have being, for if they were not-entities of a kind, we could

make no propositions about them. Thus being is a general attribute of
everything, and to mention anything is to show that it is.*’
Consequentiy, every constituent of a proposition, everything that can be an object of
ihought or can be mentioned has being; in cenirast, only those objects that gre have
existence.

Rassell distinguishes between terms on the basis of the roles they can perform in a
propaosition. First, Russell points out that everything can play the role of a subject in a
proposition; hence, everything is a term. Thus he writes,

Whatever may be an object of thought, or may occur in any true or false

proposition, or can be counted as one, I call a term. This, then, is the

widest word in the philosophical voc¢abulary. I shali use as synonymous
with it the words unit, individual, and entity. The first two emphasize the

fact that every term is vne, while the third is derived from ine fact that

cvery term has being, i.2. is in soine sense. A man, a moment, a nuiiber,

a class, a relation, a chimacra, or aniyihing else that can be mentioned, is

sure to be a term; and to deny that such arud such a thing is a 1erm nuust

2
always be false.”

For Russell, whatever can perform the roie of the subject in a propesition is an cbject. So,

for example, because a concept of a horse can occur as a logical subject in a proposition.

26 Russel!. Principies of Mathematics. section 427 -
7 Russell, Princinles of Mathematics, section 427
** Russell, Principles of Mathematics section 47
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such as “The concept horse is a concept”, the concept horse must be an object.

However, Russell does distinguish between things and concepts on the basis of the roies
they can perform in propositions. Russell explains this distinction as follows,
Among terms it is possible to distinguish two kinds, which I shall call
respectively things and concepts. The former are the terms indicated by
proper names, the latter those indicated by ail other words. Here prf‘per
names are to be understood in a somewhat wider sense than usual.”
The distinction here is that whereas a concept can perier either the subject or the
pred:cate role in a proposition, a thing can play the subiect role but not the predicate role.
He illustrates this by contrasting Socrates witii humanity:
Socrates is a thing, because Socrates can never occur otherwise than as a
term in a preposition: Socrates is not capable of that curious twofold use
which is involved in human and humanity.”’
Socrates is a thing because it cannot perform both a subject and a predicate role i

lc»

propositiow; in contrast, thought the words “human™ and “humanity” are different, the
concept humanity can perform both the subject and the predicate roles in a proposition.
As there are both particular and universal propositions, Russell holds that we must
be acquainted with both particular and universal objects. For Russell. the only particulars
we can be acquainted with are sense data; hence, the orly singular prepositions we can
understand. are about sense dara. This means thal becavse sense data are ficeting and
private and are knowi through experience, singular propositicns are aiso fle~ting, private

and are known a posteriori. In addition. since in being acquainted with a sense datum. we

know it completely and indubitably, in knowing a singular proposition we immvediately

*® This is in contrast t0 Frege who holds that because 2ny concept is incomplete or unsatvrated a concept
cannot be an object. See ‘On Concept and Object’, reprinted in Translation from the Philosophical Writings
of Gottlob Frege. ed. P. tieach and M. Biack (Oxiord: Basil Biackweil, 1952), pp. 42-55

k)

* Russcll, Principles of Mathematics. section 48

! Russeil, Pisricipies of Matiiernatics section 48
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and fully know what it is about. Therefore, Russetl believes that in simply understaiiding
a. singular proposition we know something about the cbject it is about, and sincc this
object is a part of reality as ii is in itself. independent of the mental, in understanding a
singuiar proposition we know some truths about reality as it is in itself.

The situation with regard to universal prepositions is mere complicated, hewever.
Pricr to 1900 Russell holds that there is no entity that we cannot in principie be
acquainted with, and cor‘..s'cquently holds that we can apprehend any proposition.
However, after meeting Peano at the International Congress of Philosophy in Paiis in
1900, whicl: Russell describes in his autobiographical essay ‘My Mental Development’
as the most important event in the most important year of his inteliectual life’’, Ruzsell
accepts Cantor’s theory of transiinite numbers, and is immediately faced with the
preblem of explaining how we can taik of transfinite numbers, wiich for Cantor are
completed infinite sets, when clearly these are entities that we cannoi be acquainted with.
[n response to this problem Kussell devises his theory of denoting concepts. For example,
Russell wriies,

ludeed it may be said that the logical purpose that which is served by

the theory of denoting is, tc enable propositions of finite complexity to

deal with infinite classes of terms: this cbject is effected by all, any,

ana every, and if it were not effected, every general proposition about

an infinite class would have to be iafinitely complex.™
Russell holds that definite descriptions of the forin ‘ali Fs’, ‘every F’, “any F’, ‘an F~,
‘some f°. and ‘the F’, are denoting phrases. In contrast to a proper name, which

contributes the entity it designates to the proposition, if a dencting concept is a

constituent of a proposition, the propesition is not about that entity, rather 1t is about the

2 Rertrand Russell, “My Mental Development”, in The Fhilosophy of Bertrand Russel!, (eds.) L. E. Hahn
& P._a. Schiipr, (La Salle: Open Court 1944) p, 12

o red : '
" Russell, Principles ol Mathematics., p. 145
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entity denoted by the denoting concept. Thus, we can understand and think about cntities
that we cannot be acquainted with. Russell argues that deroting phrases are the
grammatical subjects of general sentences. He says,

A concept denotes when, if it occurs in a proposition, the proposition

is not about the concept, but about a termi connected in a ceitain

peculiar way with the concept. If I say “I met a man,” the proposition

is nct about @ man: this is a concept which does not walk the streets,

but lives in the shadowy limbo of the logic-boaks. What | met was a

thing, not a concept, an actucl man with a tailor and a bank-account or

s Sk R

a2 public-house and a drunken wife.**

So, for Russell, we can understand general sentences about entities that we cannot in
principle be acquainted with, such as transfinite numbers, because sentences containing a
denoting phrase express propositions that contains denoting concept as a constituent, and
this denoting concept designates the object that the sentence is about.

However, Russell later comes to revise this theory of denoting concepts i a
sigrificant way. In the paper *Cn Denoting,”*” Russel! introduces an important new
approzch to definite descriptions. In contrast to his earlier view, here he argues that a
definite description does not express a denoting concept, and does not designate an cbject
that the sentence is about.

ussell’s theory in “On Denoting™ is based or the idea that definiie descriptions
and proper names function differently. That is, a prcper naine contributes the object it
designates to the factual content expressed by the senience, but a definite description does
not contriute the object it denotes to the factuai content of the sentence it occurs in.

Russell overcomes the problem of how a sentence containing an empty denoting phrase

cait be both meaningful and have a tiuth-value, by analysing gencral sentences into

* Russell, Principles of Mathemarics., p. 53
% Russell, ‘On Denoting’ reprinted in Logic and Xnowledge. ed., Robert C. Marsh.
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quantificetionai notation. The important step here, for Russell, comes it accepting that a
quantificational translation of a sentence gives a fuli analysis of that sentence, a claim
that he had earlier denied. He now accepts that the sentence
The Fis G

ig givena ccrnplete analysis as the sentence

(IX)(Fx & (Vy)Fy > y = x) &Gx).
This quantiricational sentence is both meaningfui and has a truth-value irrcspéctive of
whether ‘the F’ is an empty denoting phrase or nct. In contrast to his carlier acccunt,
then, if there is not even one F then this sentence is false.

However, once he accepts quantificational translations of general sentences
Russell must show what entities we must be acquainted with in order to understand ihese
sentences, and what these sentences are about; that is. he must set out the constituents of
the factual and conceptual centent of these sentences. Russell’s solution is to accept that
propositional functions are real entities. Propositional functions are similar to denoting
concepts in that they are non-iinguistic entities that occur as a constituent of the
conceptual content expressed by a sentenice. However, in contrast to the theory of
denoting concepts, Russell ‘hollds that when a propositional function is the subjéct of the
conceptual content expressea by a sentence, the sentence is about that prepositional
function itself, not any entity designated by the propositional function. This means that
for Russell, general sentences are about propos;tional functions, and we must be
acquainted with these propositional functions if we are to understand the general
sentence. Russell also makes this point by saying that general sentences are about

universals. And he argues that many sentences that appear to be about particulars are in
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fact about universals. By saying tnis, Russell claims that the entity that a general senten
is about is a constituent entity of the propositional content expressed by that sentence.
Moreover. we must be acquainted with that entity if we are to understand this sentence.
Thus, Russell writes,

One way of discovering what a proposition deals with is to ask
ourselves what words we must understand - in other words, what
objects we must be acquainted with — in order to see what the
proposition means. As soon as we see what the proposition means,
even if we do not yet know whether it is tiue or false, it is evident that
we must have acquaintance with whatever is really deait with by the
proposition. By applying this test, it appears that many nropositions
which might seem to be concerned with particulars are really
concerned only with universals. *®

in contrast to the theory of denoting concepts, here Russell hoids that the entity tha

general senterice is about is also the entity that we must be acquainted with 1n order to

CcC

understand a general sentence. The general sentence ‘any collection formed 5f two twos

i5 a collection of tour™ is-about the universals ‘two,” ‘four,” and ‘collection’, and these 2
the cntities that we must be acquainted with in order to understand 'thc‘ sentence; we do
not need to be acquainted with all the couples in the world. as if this were necessary we
wouid never understand the proposition. Fer Russell, then, general sentences are about
universals and atoniic sentences are about particilars. In either case, the entity that the
senterce is about exists, and is what we must be acquainted with in order to undersianc

the sentence.

* Russell, Problems of Ph‘ilosophy. p. 90
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1.5 Conciusion.
In this section I have set out Russell’s extreme realist view of metaphysics. Russell’s
centra! idea here is the belief that reality as it is ir: itself exists completely independent of
our interaction with it. Russell’s metaphysical position here is supported by the
epistemciogical notion of acquaintance: it is because he believes that acquaintance
provides a means to break through our conceptual scheme to reality as if is in itseif, that
Russe!l can infer the extreme realist viev: that our subjective expericices of sensc-data is
an immediate connection with reality as it is in itself. This means that the fact that we are
immersed in our own conceptual scheme does not prevent us from breaking through to
reality as it is in itself. In addition, I argued that Russell developed an account of
linguistic meaning in keeping with this extreme realist metaphysics and epistemological
notion of acquaintance.

In the next section [ show that Quine rebuts Russell’s epistemological doctrine of

acquaintance, and consequently rejects his extreme realist view of metaphysics.

SECTION 2

STRONG-GLOEBAL UNDER-DETERMINATION

z.1 fntroduction.

[in this section 1 show that Quine repudiates Russell’s extreme realism. I argue that the
origin of Quine’s rejection of Russeli’s extreme realist metaphysics lies in Quine’s
acceptance of the epistemological point that all inquiry is iminanent to some conceptual

scheme or other. Russell’s extreme realism is predicated on his view that acquainiznce
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prevides the means to break through the conceptiial scheme we are immersed in io reality
as it is in itself. Quine rejects the possibility of this transcendent perspective, and insists,
in contrast, that there is no possibility of breaking out of our conceptual scheme to reality
as it is in itself. The point of dispute between Quine and Russell is epistemological in the
sense that Quine’s naturalism rules out Russell’s assumption that in knowing a pariicular
sense datum, or a universal, the mind is acquainted with reality as it is in itself.

Quine argues this point by developing and defending the doctrine that theory is
under-determined by the totality of available evidence. I show that Quire’s ander-
determination thesis cuts primarily against Russell’s epistemological doctrine of
acquaintance; but because Russell’s metaphysical doctrire of extreme realism is
predicated upon his epistemological notion of acquaintance, by rejecting acquaintance

Quine correspondingly rejects the basis of Russell extreme realist metapoysics.

2.2 The view from within.
A commitment to the belief that all inquiry necessarily proceeding immanent tc scme
Y
conceptual scheme or other is the dominant leitmotif throughout Quine’s entire
philosophy. For exampie. Quine writes iti “On What There s’ (1948),
judged within some particuiar conceptual scheme — and how else is
judgment possible? — an ontoiogical statement goes without saying,

standing in need of no separate justification at all.’’

In Word and Object (1960),

The philosopher’s task diifers from the others’, then, in detaii; but in no
such drastic way as those suppuse who imagine for the phiiosopher a

3 : 1 -~ ’ " . e Y Y .
a# Quine, ‘On what There Is’, From a Logical Point of View, 2™ rev ed. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard

Uriversity Press (1953) p. 10




vantage point outside the conceptual scheine that he takes in charge.
There is no such cosmic exile. Ile cannot study and revise the
fundamental conceptual scheme of science and common sense without
having sorie conceptual scheme, whether the same or another no less in
need of philosophical scruiiny, in which to work. He can scrutinise and
improve the system: from within.*®

And, in ‘“Things and Their Place in Theories™ (1680),

It is a confusion to suppose that we can stand aloof and recognise all the

alternative ontologies as true in their several ways, ali the eunvisaged

worlds as real. It is a confusion of truth with evidential support. Truth is

immanent, and there 1s no higher. We must speak from within a theory,

albeit any of various.”
In these passages Quine denies the possibility of “cosmic exile”: the possibility of
standing outside of all conceptual schemes, and inquiring about reality or the
preconditions for human knowledge or language without taking seriously our own views
on reality, knowledge or language. In contrast, Quine has continuaily stressed that
judgment is possible only from within some conceptual scheme or other. That is, we must
speak from within some conceptual scheme, albeit any of numerous conceptual schemes,
and must judge from this immersed perspective. However, Neurath’s famous figure of
rebuilding a boat at sea, Quine says,

Yet we must not leap to the fatalistic conclusion that we are stuck wiih

the conceptual scheme that we grew up in. we can change it bit by bit,

nlank by plank, though meanwhile there is nothing to carry us aloiig but

the evolving conceptual scheme itselt. The philosopher’s task was wel

compared by Neurath to that of a mariner who must rebuild his ship on
the oper: sea. *

** Quine Wuid and Obiect, (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press 1960) p 275-6

*? Quire, “Things and Their Place in Theories’, reprinted in Theories and Things (Carnbridge, MA: Harvard
University Press 1681), p. 21-22

“* Quine, ‘Identity, Ostension, and Hypostasis’, in Frem a Logical Point of View., p. 78-79
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Quine’s point 15 that the philesepher is in the same boat with al! others; she does not have
a vantage point outside of the conceptuai scheme that she is examining, but must assess
her conceptual scheme from within.

Furthermore, because there can be no “detached” or “external” position from

which to philesophise, Quine argues that we must start from the conceptual scheme we

No inquiry being possible without some conceptual scheme, we may
as well retain and use the best one we know — right down to the latesi
v . . . . 4

detail of quantum mechanics, if we know it and it matters. *'
However we choose to revise our conceptual scheme on an on-going basis, we inust
always start in the middle of some conceptual scheme, and for us, we begin with middle-
sized obiects, middle-distance away from us, mid-way through the cultural evolution of
the race. This is our scientific heritage which has been evolving siuce the beginping of
the race conditioned by the survival forces of needing to predict and coping with the
environment. Quine writes,

The conceptual scheme in which we grew up is an eclectic heritage, and

the forces which conditioned its evolution from the days of Java man

onward are a matter of conjecture.
The conceptual scheme we begin from is characterised by this inherited scientific lore
and the continuing barrage of seusory stimulation. On-going inquiry, then, is that attenmipt
10 bend this scientific heritage to tit the corntinuing sensory promptings. Quine describes

»®_or “the evolving lore of the ages™:

this starting point our “scientific keritage
Let us therefore accept physical reality, whether in the manner of
unspoiled men in the street or with one or another degree of scientific
sophistication. In so doing we constitute ourselves recipients and carriers

2 : T T e apen v . . o Sy
* Quine, ‘Iderntity, Ostension, and Hypostasis’, From a !ogical Point of View., p. 77
* Quire. ‘Two Dogmas of Emipiricisti’, From a Logical Fouit of View, p. 46

I Quine, Word and Object, p. 4-5
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of the evolving lorg of the ages. Then, pursuing in detail our thus
accepted theory of physical reality, we draw conclusions concerning, in
particular, our own physical selves. and even concerning ourselves as
lorebearers. One of these conclusions is that this very lore which we are
engaged in has been induced in us by irritation of our physical surfaces
and not otherwise. Here we have a little item of lore about lore. It docs
not, if rightly considered, tend to controvert the lore it is about. On the
contrary, our initially uncritical hypothesis of a physical world gains
pragmatic support from whatever it contribuies towards a coherent
account of lorebearing ot other natuiai phenomena.44
We accept the physical reality that has come to us as an evolving lore of the ages, we
scrutinise it in detail, and pursue our own placc as physical objects in this physical world.
As a culture we pass on this lore of physical reality to further generations as their
scientific heritage.
Here Quiae is simply describing the position he embodies, and is not trying to
give some independent argumer:t to justify this position. Indeed, because there is no

possibility of

cosmic exile” the coniceptual scheme we are immersed in dees not stand in
need of any separate justificaticn; that is, one must presuppose som# coucepiual scheme
within which to work, so the philosopher can scrutinise her own conceptual scheme only
from within. And, because Quine is not attempting to justify physical science from a
niore secure perspective, but aims 1o expound the view of reality from a perspective
immersed in physical science, it follows that, unlike the Cartesian project of justifying
science from a neutral perspective, we can employ our own science in this projeét of
describing knowiedge, reality, and truth. Quine says

Unlike Descartes, we own and use our beliets of the moment, even in the

midst of philosophising, until by what is vague&v called scientific
method we change them here and there for the better.™

* Guine, ‘The Language and Scope of Science’, The Ways of Paradox and other essavs rev cd.
(Cambridgs, MA: Harverd University Press 1976) p. 230
* Quine, Word and Object, . 24-25



Hence the starting point for Quine’s philosophy is acceptance that we are immersed in the
conceptuai scheme of physical science; there is no more basic or more fundamental
position from which to begin, and from which to validate this conceptual scheme. Thus,
Quine writes,

My stance is naturalistic. By sensory evidence I mean stimulation of

sensory receptors. | accept our prevailing physical theory and

therewith the physiclogy of my receptors, and then preceed to

specuiate on how this senscry inout supports the very physical theory

that 1 am accepting. [ do net claim thereby tc be proving the pnysical

theery, so there is no vicious circle.*
From his perspective immanent to this scientific heritage Quine accepts the prevailing
physical theory, and consequently he accepts both that the sensory evidence for our
theory of the external world is the stimulation of sensory recepiors, and that our account
of the external world supports the phvsical theory he is accepting as basic. The circularity
here is intrinsic to Quine’s position; because he is not offering an independent
justification for his acceptance of physical theory, he can employ science to give an
account of reality, knowledge. language, and so on. More importantly, however, Quine

argues ihat a scientific self-refiection on our current science confirms that current science

is under-determined by the totality of available evidence.

2.3 Under-determination.
Turning to the epistemologicat question of our scientific account of the external werld,
any imimanent, scientific account of the relation between theory arnd evidence wili

corclude that theory is undei-determined by the totality of evidence that suppours it.

¥ Quine, ‘Empirical Content’, Theories and Things., p. 24



To say that a theory is under-determined by iis evidence means that the evidence

that supports this theory does not support it uniquely: rather, this evidence equally

supports alternative, logically incompatible theories. This means that while the scientist

formulates general laws on the basis of experience; the inference from evidence to theory

is deductively invalid. In science. then, the reiation between theory and evidence is

‘asymmetric’

: a theory implies the cbservations but the observations do not imply the

theory. In this passage, taking “‘cbservation categoricals” as the supporting evidence and

“theory formulation” as scientific theory, Quine makes the case for under-determination

as follows:

The observation categoricals implied by a theory formulation constitute,
we may say, its empirical content; for it is only the observation
categoricals that link theory to observation. If two theory formulations
imply all the same cbservation categoricals, they are empviricaily
equivzlent.

A theory formulation merely implies its observation categoricais,
and is not implied by them, unless it is trivial. Two theory formulations
inay thus imply all the same observation conditionals without implying
each other. They can be empirically equivalent without being logically
equivalent.

In fact, they can be empiricaily equivaient and yet logically
inconsistent. incompatible... Thus imagine an exhaustive encvclopaedic
termulation of our total scientific theory of the world. Imagine ancther

just like it except that the words ‘molecuie’ and ‘electron’ are switched.

The fermulations are empirically equivalent: all the implicative
connecticns between the observation categoricals and the sentences
containing’ the words ‘molecule’ or celectron’ in the one theory
formulatior are matched by the same implicative connections in the
other theory with the two words rewritten. The observation categoricals
remain identical, for they lack those werds. Yet the two theory
formulations are logically incompatible, for the one attributes properties
to molecules that the other formulation denies of molecules and
attribates to electrons.”’

[f we imagine scicnee as a who'le to form afield of force whose boundary conditions are

smpirical experiences, a contlict at the periphery will lead to a readjustiaent in ihe

7 Quine, ‘Empirical Content’, Theories and Things. n. 28-29
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interior of the field, and revaluating one stateriient in the interior will lead to the
revaluation of others. Then to say that the total field is under-determined by the evidence
at its boundaries implies that there is extensive latitude of choice as to which statements
to revise in the interior in order 0 accommodate the recalcitrant experience.” Indeed, so
long as the edge of the field remains squaie with experience, the interior is open to
arrangement in any number of ways. ever in incompatible ways.*’

It is safe to say that this general idea of theory being under-determincd by data
trades on its clear intuitive appeal: scientific laws, as universal generalizations,
necessarily outstrip the evidence-on which they are based, and so it is uncentroversial that
curreni scientific laws are empirically undei-determined.” However, Quine holds a much
more extreme version of the under-determination thesis than this uncontroveisial view of
current science. In particular, Quine needs to show that science is under-determined “in
principie”; that is, he needs to show that there are rival conceptual schemes that no
cvidence can adindicaie. "' Thus, Quine writes,

Consider all the observation sentences of the language: ali the occasion

sentences that are suited for the use in reporting observable events in the

external world. Apply dates and positions to them in ali combinations,

without regard to whether observers were at the piace and time. Some of

these placed-time sentences will be tiue and others false, by virtue

simply of the observable though unobserved past and future eventis in

the world. Now my point about physical theory is that physical theory is

undevdetermined even by all these truths. Theory car still vary though

ail possible observations be fixed. Physical theories can be at odds with

each other and yet compatible with all possible data even in the broadest

sense. In a word, they can be logically incompatible and empirically
equivalent. This is a point on which ! expect wide agreement, if cnly

** Quine, ‘Two Dogmas of Empiricism’, p 42-43

42 Quing, “Two Dogmas o” Empiricism’, p. 45
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because the observational criteria of theoretical terms ars commonly so
flexible and fragmentary.>

Here Quine argues that even were we to collate the totality of all possible evidence, any
conceptual scheme that could account for this totality of evidence would be empiricaliy
under-determined. That is, even were one to accumulate all possible observations repoits
that are true of the world - all reports true in the past, present or future — there would stili
be alternative scientific theories, logically incompatible with each other, that account for
this totality of data equally well.

I shall cali this much more extrenie version of the under-determination thesis
“strong-global” under-determination. Strong global under-determination holds that ii is
not possible, even unto eternity, to formulate a systematisation of our empirical evidence
ihat is uniquely supported by that evidence. Thus, Quine writes,

W=z have no reason to suppose that man’s surface irritations even unto

eternity admit of any one systematisation that is scientifically better or

simpler than all possible others. It seems likelier, if only on account of
symmetries and dualities, that countless alternative theories would be

tied for first place. Scientific method is the way to truth, but it affords

even in principle no unique definition of truth.*

[t is important to remember that for Quine strong-gioval under-deteimination is a
scientific account of the relation between theory and evidence. Hence, he does not see
himself to be advancing independent arguments for strong-global under-determination;
rather, he argues that science teils us that should we ever achieve the stage where no

turther experience could falsify our total theory of the worid. the evidence would support

numerous equally good but logically incompatible total theories.

%2 Quine, ‘On the Reasons for the Indeterminacy of Transiation’, p. 179
** Quine, Word and Object, p. 23



In contiast 10 the refatively unconiroversial thesis about current science, strong-
global under-determination is contentious and most philosophers whe write in support of
under-determination do not have the strong-global thesis in mind. It is perhaps a iittle
disingenuous of Quine to state that he expects “wide agreement” among philosophers and
scientisis on this thesis; certainly there is wide agreement on current under-determination,
but not on strong-global under-determination. Indeed, 2 number of philosophers reject
this characterisation of science completely, and Quine recognizes that a number of
qualifications are necessary to make the strong-global thesis coherent, if not more
convincing to those who reject it.

First, as the strong-global thesis is not about current evidence but about ail
possible evidence, it foilows that this is a thesis about complete conceptial schemes.
Thus, Quine writes,

Ii" all observable events can be accountzd for in one comprehencive

scientific theory — one system of the worid, to echo Duhem’s echo of

Newton — then we may expect that they can be accounted for egualiy in

another, conflicting system of the world. Such is the doctrire thai natural

science is empirically under-determined.”

Second, in general, two complete conceptual schemes are logically incompatible if the
rival conceptual schemes posit entities that possess incompatible properties, however,
Quine specifies fwo important requirements that conseptual schemes must fulfil it they
are to be genuinely logically incompatible. First, if two apparently incomparible theorics
can be rendered compatibie tirough a “reconstrual of the predicates” of one, then they are
actually expressions of the same theory.”® Thus, Quine characterises two logicaliy

incompatibie theories as,

<

* W. V. Quinc, “On Empirically Equivalent Systems of the World™, @rkenntnis 9(1975) 313-328&; p. 313
 Gine, “On Empirically Equivalent Systems cf the World”, p. 313.
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two theories ... such that ... we see nc way of systematically converting one into
. . 56
the other by reinterpretation sentence by sentence.

For example, if T| employs the thecretical terms ‘molecule’ and ‘electron’ to name what
T, calls ‘electron’ and ‘molecule’, then by a recenstrual of the predicates ‘molecule’ and
‘electron’ maps them to the open sentences ‘x is en electron’ and ‘x is a molecule’
respectively.”” Thus, for Quine, two theories are irreducible to one another if and only if
one cannot te conv;rted into the other through a reinterpretation of the predicates of
one. And theories are different in the relevant sense if and only if they are irreducibie to
one another. In addition, Quine’s second requirement is that rival thecries be “tight’: that
is, one rival theory must not be a gratuitous extension of one another.™ By "a gratuitous
extension of a theory’ Quine means an ancillary terin or hypothesis that is added to the
theory but has nc effect on the overall theory: the theory is just as good withcut it. It is
clear that any two theories car. be incompatible if we add gratuitous extensions;
therefore, only logical incompatibility among tight theories is philoscphically
interesting.””

Even with these qualifications strong-global under-determinaiion remains a
contentious thesis. But for Quine there can be vo independent argument either for or
against it. There 15 no possibiiity of cither justifying or disproving it withoiit stepping
into “cosmic exile™; rather, Quine is cffering a description of theorv from the
perspective immanent to physical science. Thus, Quine writes,

Mighi another culture, another species, take a radically different line of

scieniific development, guided by norms that differ sharply from ours
but that are justified by their scientific findings as ours are by ours? And

* Quinre,Pursuit of Truth, p. 97

*7 Quine, “On Empiricaily Equivalent Systems of the Worig™, p. 513
* Quine, *“Cm Empirically Equivalent Systems of the World”, p. 323
B Quine, ‘Relativisin and Absolutism™ T7ie Monist 67 1584 p.294




might these pcople predict as siiceessfuliy and ihrive as well as we? Yes,

I think that we must admit the possibility in principle; that we must

admit it even from the point of view of our own science, which is the

only point of view [ can offer. 1 should be surprised to see this

nossibility realized, but I cannot picture a disproof.60
Quine accepts that another culture or species may have taken a radically different line of
scientific development to achieve their overall conceptual scheme of the world; and he
argues that we must accept this claim because there is ino way to disprove it withcut
adopting the transcendent perspeciive of cosmic exile. Properly understood, then, for

Quine from the perspective immersed in the physical sciences, we must admit that our

theory is under-determined in the sirong-global sense.

2.4 Streng-global urnder-determination and acquaintance.

Having explained Quine’s notion of strong-global under-determination, I want next to
argue that strong-global under-determination rebuts Russell’s epistemological doctrine of
acquaintance.

The key point here is tliat accepting that we are always working immanent to our
on-going conceptual scheme entails a subtle but fundamental shift in how cne views the
epistemological notion of evidence for theory. As was pointec out above, Russell holds
that we are a‘cquéinied with sense data and hence we know sense data immediately, but as
we are not acquainted with physical objects their existence is inferred froin sense data:
hence, the existence of ordinary physical objects is a theoretical construct devised tv us

to systematise end simplify experience, and we accept their existence on a pragmatic
Y : v

% W.V. Guine “Resj onses”, in Theories and Things, n. 1R
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basis.®' 7t is ciear that Quine holds a view of the relation between theory and evidence
that is quite similar to this. To begin, like Russell, Quine holds that science is a
conceptual bridge of our own making that links sensory stimulation to sensory
stimulation; it is a conceptual apparatus that helps us foresee and control the triggering of
our sensory recepters in the light of previous triggering of sensory receptois. This
triggering of our sensory receptors is all we have to go on in forming our account of
reality: there is no extrasensory perception. For Quins, then, ordinary physical objects are
theoretical. like Russell, Quine views our talk of ordinary physicai things as a way to
allow us to organise, control and predict the triggering of sensory receptors. Thus, Quine
writes

To call a posit a posit is nct to patronize it. A posit can be unavoidable

except at the cost of other no less artificial expedients. Everything to

which we concede existence is a posit from the standpoint of a

description of the theory-building process, and simultaneous!y real from

the standpoint of the theory that is being built. Nor let us lcok dewn cn

the standpoint of the theory as make-beiieve; for we can never do beiter

than occupy the standpoint of some theory or other, the best we can

muster at the time.®
So, both Quine and Russell agree that the stimulation of sensory receptors cannot account
for immed:ate experience, and bcth hold that we must introduce physical things to bing
together our coriception of reaiity. While the physicai objects we posit give us cur
primary continuing access to past sensations, considered relative to our sensory receptors
physical objects are posits that we introduce in order to help us in developing systematic
connections between our sensory stimulations.

The difference between Quine and Russel! is in terms of their contrasting

understanding cf sensz data and scientific evidence. For Quine, observation is the basis

®' Russell, Problems of Philosophy p. 62
(’7'Quil-e, Word.and Obiect., p. 22
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for scientific theory. However, Quine clarifies the notion of observation not in terms of
sense data, but by shifting to the triggering of sensory receptors. Quine writes,

It is common usage to say that evidence for science is observation, and

that what we predict are observations. But the notion of observation is

awkward to analyse. Clarification has been sought by a shift to

observable objects and events. But a gulf yawns beiween them and our
immediate input from the external world, which is rather the triggering

of our sensory receptors. I have cut through all this by settling for the

triggering or stimulation itself and hence speaking, oddiy perhaps, of the

prediction of stimulation. By the stimulation undergone by a subject ou a

given occasion [ just mean the temporally ordered set of all those of his

exteroceptors that are triggered on that occasion.

Observation then drops out as a technical notion. So does
evidence, if that was observation. We can dea! with the questicn of
evidence for science without heip of ‘evidence’ as a technical term.

5 . . L . 6

We can make do instead with the notion of observation sentences.”

[n contrast to Russell, Quine does not make use of sense data, nor does he develop a
theory of evidence; instead Quine deals with the question of the eviderce for science
solely in terms of cbservation sentence, i.e., the sentences most directiy connected with
sensory stimulation. These are not sentences about observation or sense data, but are
sentence that a speaker wiil consistently assent to in the presence of certain sensory
stimulation, and dissent from in the absence of this stimulation.**

Cn its face, it looks very ruch as if Quine has the same picture of evidence and
thecry as Russell, but has simply replaced Russell’s sense data with observaticn
sentences. However, this apparent similarity hides a key difference betwecn Russell’s and
Quine’s view of the existence of physica! objects. namely - for Russell, sense-data is a

bruie given, 1.e., a part of reality as it is ik itseif that we have direct acquainiance with,

and from which we deduce our account of reality, but for Quine this is the wrong picture;

% Quine. The Pursuit of Truth (2™ edition), p. 2
* Quing, ‘Cmpirica! Content’, in Theories and Things., p. 25
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in contrast. Quine hclds that the evidence for science is itself immanent to science. Thus,
Quine writes,

So the notion of pure sense datum is a pretty tenuous abstraction, a
good deal more conjectural than the notion of an external object, a
table or a sheep. It is significant that when we try to talk of the
subjective we borrow our terminology from the objective: I feel as if 1
were falling, I have a sinking sensation, I feel cni top of the world, I sec -
pink elephants (better: ! feel as it' | were really seeing pink elephariis),
etc. Even the terms which we have come to regard as strictly and
immediately sensory, like ‘red’, are obviously objective in reference in
the first instance: we learn the word ‘red’ by being confronted with ar
external object which our parents call red, just as we learn the word
‘sheep’ by heing confronted with an external object which our parent
calls a sheep. When, at a certain stage of epistemological
sophistication, we transfer the word ‘red’ to an alleged datrum of
immediate subjective experience, we are doing just what we do when
we have a sinking sensation: I feel as if I were really, externally
falling, and 1 feel as if ! were really corfronted by an exiernal red

3

object.”
Quine argues that we are not immediately aware of our neural intake, and we do not
deduce anything from it. Rather, he helds that we have learned to assert certain sentences
in reaction 10 specific ranges of neural intake, and these sentences constitute the basic
expeiimental evidence for science. The notions of sensory receptors, neural intake. and
conceptual scheme, are all a scientific concepts, devised immanent to our concepinal
scheme that make sense only on the assumption of a prior amount of sophisticaied
scientific theory. The distinction between coiceptual scheme aind evidence is itsel{a
scientific description of how science comes about, but is not a justification for science;
that is, science tells us there is a werld wholly independent of our conceptual scheme.
that this world causes the stimulation of our sensory receptors, and that the stimulation of

sensory recentors is the basis for a!l knowledge.”® But even if this is true, this accouat of

% Quine, “On the Very Ideal of a Third Dogina” in Theories and Things., p. 39




how we acquire knowledge does rot imply that the triggering of one’s sensory receptors
1s the ﬁrst thing that one is aware of. Thus, Quine writes,

Nobody could suppose that 1 supposed that people are on the whole

thinking or talking about the triggering of their nerve endings; few

people. statistically speaking, know about their nerve endings... |

assume no awareness of the firing or any interim contemplation of sense

data. I treat of stimulus and response. The response is assertion of the

occasion sentence or assent to it.

So, while Quine hoids that observation sentences are thP basic evidence for science, 1r\ »
contrast to Russell, he argues that the notion of obsewétion sentence, like the'notion of
ordinary physical objects, is not an immediaute given, but is itself a theoreticai notion that
arises immanent to sophisticated physical science.

It is clear that this strictly immanent view of cbservation senterices, when coupled
with the strong-global under-determination thesis. undermines Russell’s epistemological
doctrine of acquaintance. The significant point here is that because observation sentences
are tieraselves theoretical consiructs that comie after not before physics, physiology,
psychology, and so on, this means that different cohceplual schemes will posit different
observation sentences as the evidence for science. Consequently, as strong-globai under-
determination holds that there are equally legitimate but logically incompatible
conceptual schemes, it follows that each of these will posit sets of observativii sentences
that are different, perhaps incompatible, trom eack other. but which are equally
legidmate. Consequently, if Russell’s belief that in acguaintance with sense data, cr
universals, the mind breaking through the conceptual scheme to the ultimate constituents

of reality as it is in iiself, were true, then because there is no possibiiity, even unto

eternity, of coming up with a uniquely iustified conceptual scheme, eachr conceptual

7 Quine, ‘On the Very Idea of a Third Dogma’, p. 40



scheme would be immediately and directly connected with incompatibie sets of sense
data. and thus incompatible versions of reality as it is in itself. Hence, there is no reason
to believe that any one of these conceptual schemes comes into direct contact with reality
as iris in itself. -
Ultimately, taking seriously the idea that we are necessarily working from within
some conceptual scheme or other undermines Russell’s epistemological notion of
acquaintance. While Russell accepts that we are immersed in soine conceptual scheme or
other, his assumption that the percipient gains direct and immediate contact with reality
as it is in itself is seen to be illegitimate on two counts. First, the notion of a sense-datum,
or an observation sentence, is a notion that arises immanent to our cn-going conceptuai
schemne, and presupposes a significant chunk of sophisticated scientific thecry: hence, i
sense data is not an immediate given, and is not the first thing we are aware of. Second,
the strong-global under-determination thesis shows ithiat, even unto eternity, there will not
be one uniguely justified conceptual scheme. And as each of these conceptual schemes
posits their own set of observation sentences as evidence for theory, there is ro basis ior

assuminrg that any one of these amounts te acquaintance with reality as it is in itself.

v

2.5 Siroung-global undei-determination and extreme realism.

As has been explained, the strong-global under-determination thesis is, strictly speaking,
an epistemological thesis, and as such 1t undermines Russell’s epistemological nictiou ot
acquaintance. In this section. however. | want to show that strong-global under-

determination also nas significant metaphysical implications, ruling out Russell’s extrerne



realist metaphysics; that is, his assumption that reality as if is in itsclf is pre-cerved up
independent of us.

For Quine, it is a misunderstanding to suppose we can stand aloof from our
conceptual scheme to assess how it measures up to reality as it is in itself. And without
this transcendent point of view any account of reality will be under-determined in the
sirong-global sense. For example, Quine writes,

Transcendental argument, or what purports to be first philosephy,

tends generally to take on rather this status of immanent epistemology

insofar as I succeed in making sense of it. What evaporates is the

transcendental question of the reality of the external world — the

question whether or in how far our science measures up to the Ding an

sich.%®
In this passage Quine says that strong-global under-determination rules out the
transcendental question of the extent to which our conceptual scheme is an accurate
mirror of reality as it is in itself. However, Quine’s ciaim here can be interpreted in either
of two ways. First, if we interpret strong-global under-determination as a pureiy
epistemological thesis, then the above claim amounts to asseiting that our attempis to
devise a unique account of reality as it is in itse!{f will inevitably fail. On the other hand,
however, we can interpret strcng-global under-determinaticn as implying, in addition to
this epistemological claim, a further metaphysicai thesis, namely — as rejecting the netion
of reality as it is in itself, independent of all conceptual schemes. While the former
interpretation rules out Russell’s extreme realism as unattainable, the latter argues the

stronger point that extreme realism doesn’t make any sense whatsoever. I think there are

good reasons for rejecting the former and adopting the latter interpretation.

% Quine, ‘Things and Their Place in Theories’ Theories and Things., p. 22
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The important consideration to take stock of in this context is that should we
interpret strong-global under-determination as a purely epistemological thesis, i.e., as
asserting that we can never devise a uniquely justified account of reality, then it implies a
form: of radical scepticism. That is, the epistemological interpretation is compatible with
accepting that reality us it is in itself exists, and had we the perspective of “cosmic exile”
we could say the extent to which our conceptual scheme measures up to reality as if is in
itself, but, because there is no “cesmic exile”, it is impossible know whether or riot our
everall conceptual scheme is a good fit for reality as if is in itself. Hence, on this
interpretaticn strong-global under-determination presents a type of Kantian picture of the
relation between reality and theory; it implies that reality as it is in itself exists forever
beyond the reach of our theory, and even were we to devise a perfectly accurate account
of reality as it is in itself we would not know that we had. Consequently, when interpreted
asa purely epistemological thesis about our knowledge of reality as it'is in itself, strong-
global under-determination would imply a radical, transcendent scepticism.

But, in contrast to this, I think it is obvious that Quine does not accept that this
type of radical, transcendental scepticism is a coherent nction. Because Quine holds that
all inquiry proceeds immanent to some set of beliefs, or conceptual scheme, he is
committed to the view that all ascriptions of reality come from within one’s own
conceptual scheme, and are of a piece with scientific inquiry.®® However, it is clear that
the idea of reality as it is in itself. absolutely independent of scientific inquiry, is not a
scientific notion; rather, this is tﬁe notion of @ more real type of existerice out beyond the
ascriptions of reaiity we make, and take seriously, from within our conceptual scheme.

Thus, Quine writes

" Quine, ‘On what There is’, From a Legical Point of View.,p 16-17
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Our talk of external things, our very nation of things, is just a conceptual
apparatus that helps us to foresee and control the triggering of our
sensory receptors in the light of previous triggering of our sensory
receptors. The triggering, first and last. is all we have to go on.

In saying this [ am talking of eternal things, namely, people
and their nerve endings. Thus what I am saying applies in particular to
what I am saying, and is not meant as sceptical. There is nothing we
can be more confident of than external things — some of them. anyway
— other people, sticks, stones. But there remains the fact — the fact of
science itself — that science is a conceptual bridge of our own making,
linking sensory stimulation to sensory stimulation; there is no
extrasensory perception.—"0

Here Quine asserts that ascriptions of reality from within our conceptual schem, i.e..
reality immanent to science, are as real as it gets; there is no extra-scientific reality that
we can take mcre seriously than the reality we ascribe from within science.

For Quine, having an immanent view on reality does not amount to a form of

scepticism; in contrast, Quine holds that nothing is more certain than the independent

existence of things such as other people, sticks, stones, and so on. For Quine, scepticism

is ccherent only if it arses immanent to our on-going conceptual scheme: he accepts that

our account of reality can and does go wrong, that science is vulnerable to iiluzion. and

that our success in predicting observations may waver, however, he insists that this type

of scepticism is a scientific thesis arising immanent to our en-going inquiry. Indeed, for

Quine, even radical scepticism — doubting the existence of the external werld — is not
incoherent so long as it arises as part of the on-going scientific project. Thus, Quine
writes,
Radical scepticisim... is not of itseif incoherent. Science is vulnerable to
illusion on its own showing, what with seerningly bent sticks in water

and the like, and the sceptic may be seen nierely as overreacting wiien
he repudiates science across the board. Experience might still take a tiirn

" Quire, “Things and Their Place in Theories” Theories-and Things., p. 1-2




that would justify his doubts about external objects... but our doubts
would still be immanent, and of a piece with the scientific endeavour.”’

What Quine does not accept, however, is the scepticism that questicons the transcendental
connection between our conceptual scheme and reality as it is in itseif. This notion that
our theory does or does not measure up to reality as it is in itself, completely independent
of science, is not of a piece with scientific endeavour. In fact, it amounts to a vefusal to
iake scientific endeavour seriously, and makes our theory subject to a fundamentally
unscientific form of scepticism. Thus, Quine writes,

Our scientific theory can indeed go wrong, and precisely in the familiar

way: through failure of predicted observation. But what if, happily and

unbeknownst, we have achieved a theory that is conformable to every

possible observation, past and future? In what sense could the world

then be said to deviate from what the theory claims? Clearly in none,

even if we can somehow make sense of the phrase ‘every possibie

observation’. Our overall scientific theory demands of the world only

that it be so structured as to assure the sequences of stimulation that our

theory gives us to expect. More concrete demands are empty.’*
Thus, for Quine, the type of radical scepticism based on a demand for a more secure
perspective from which to justify science, is unscientific and incoherent.

1t follows, 1 argue, that Quine’s strong-global under-determination thesis should
be taken to imply a rcjection of the metaphysical notion of reality as if is in itself, whoily
autenomous of all scientific inquiry. I conclude that rather than exemnlifying radical,
transcendental scepticism, as the purely epistemological interpretation suggests, strong-
global under-determination shows that radical transcendental scepticism is incoherent; it
shows that the notion of reality as it is in itself. independent of scientific inquiry, is not

taken seriously as a part of science but is a fundamentally unscientific notion. Herce,

adopting strong-global under-determination undermines both Russell’s epistemological

4 Guine, ‘Things and Their Place in Theories’, p. 22
~ Quine, ‘Things and Their Place in Theories’, p. 22
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notion of acquaintance and his metaphysical assumption in the existence ot 1eality as it is

in itself.

2.6 Conclusicn.

in this section I have argued that Quine rejects Russell’s extreme realism. The
fundamental poini of difference between them is that Quine rejects Russell’s assumption
that in acquaintance the mind comes into direct and immediate contact with reaiity as if 1s
in itself. In contrast, Quiiie insists that we are always, inevitably, immersed in some
conceptual scheme or other, and as a consequence, we cannot escape a theoretically-
tainted, immanent perspective. Quine argues turther that from this imimanent perspective,
scientific theory is under-determined in a strong-global sense; that is, there is no
possibility, even unto eternity, of devising a uniquely justified systematisation of
empitical data. T argued that the thesis of strong-global under-determinatica cuts against.

.

both Russe!l’s epistemological doctrine of acquaintance, and his extreme realisi view of
metaphysics. The conclusion, for Quine. is that Russell’s extreme realisi metaphysicai
notion of reality as it is in itself is based on centusion and is a source of rauch confusion,
rather, it is by thinking within this unitarv conceptual sckeme itself, thinking about the
processes of the physical world, that we come to appreciate that there is no sensz of

reality that is more real than reality as ascribed from within our on-going cenceptual

scheme.

N
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SECTION 3

THE MYTH OF THE MUSEUM

3.1 Introduction.

In the final section of this chapter, I want o show that in keeping with his rejection of
Russell’s metaphysical notion of reality as it is in itself, pre-carved up independent of us,

and his epistemological notion of acquaintance, Quine also rejects Russeli’s extreme

realist philosophy of language.

Quine’s fundamental objection to Russell’s philosophy of language is that it
conceives of the meaning of an expression as a non-linguistic, mental state, beyond the
speaker’s disposition to overt behaviour. He views Russell’s approach to language as
exemplifying the “myth of the museum™ expianation of meaning. The myth of the’
muscum metaphor runs as follows: the alleged non-linguistic meanings are exhibits on
display in the speaker’s mental museum, and the words expressing those meanings aie
labels on edch exhibit: it follows that two woids are synonymous wher: thev are both
iabels for the same exhibit/meaning, and transiating a language means switching the
Jabels on the exhibits/meanings. The myth of the museum thus implies that understanding
language involves knowing both the verbal noises or written symbols — through
observing and imitating the physical and phonetic behaviour of speakers — and
understanding, or being acquainted with, ihe mental entity that the physical werd “is the

label of”.
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For Quine, this is an inherently unscientific account of language, aind he holds that
this lack of rigour manifests itself in the unwanted ontological commitments that arise
from the myth of the museum. On Russell’s account of language, the mere
meaningfulness of an expression implies the existence of certain entities. To be precise.
there aie two separate ways that it does this: first through the problem of asserting non-
being - the myth of the museuim ontologically commits to the entity named in any
sentence that denies the existence of that thing; second, through the idea that the meaning
of a generai expression is a universal and the meaning of a sentence is a proposition.
Quine rejects both of these. Quine adopts a twin strategy to rebut Russell’s account of
language; first, he argues that pesiting an entity as the referent of a proper name. or
anpealing fo hyposiatised entities, such as propositions, universals, as the meaning of an
expression, offers only the iliusion of an explanation; and second, Quine develeps a much
more economical expianation of meaning purely in terms of the speaker’s observable

behaviour

3.2 The elimination of ail proper naines.

Tn general the “myth of the museum™ approach generates the old Platonic riddle of
asserting non-being: non-being must in some sense exist, otherwise what is it that is not?
The idea is that for the sentence asserting the non-being of an entity to be meaningful, we
must presuppose the existence of this entity named. For example, Pegasus must in some
sense exist, because otherwise it would be nonsense to assert “Pegasus is noi”. This 1dea

S % |
1

has led to a slew of suggesticns for the type of thing Pegasus can be — an idea, a possible



object, and so on. However, even the most cogeiit of these notions comes undone upon
considering the sentence that asserts the non-being of an impossible entity such as “the
round square cupoia on Berkeley College™.”

Russell. of course, initiates the approach to selving this problem through his
theory of descriptions in “On Denoting”; here he shows how we can meaningfuily use
apparent names without presupposing the existence of the entity apparently nanied.
Russeil’s theory applies directly to complex descriptive names, such as “the present King
of France™, “the author of Waverley”, or “the round square cupola on Berkeléy College™.
His approach is to analyse any complex name systematically as a fragment of the entire
sentence in which it occurs, i.e., as an incomplete symbol. According to this theory the
sentence “There is the author of Waverley” is explained as “Soimneone (or, something)
wrote Waverley ard nothing else wrote Waverley”; similarly, the sentence “The aathor of
Wuverley is not”, becomes the false but meaningful alternation, “Either each thing failed
io write Waverley or two or more things wrote Waverley”. In this alternation n.o
expression purports to name the author of Waverley, hence the meaningfulness of this
statcment does riot presuppose the existence of the entity whose being is in question. By
analysing this complex name in context as an incomplete symbol, the senience as a whole
is stili meaningfu!, and is true or false, but there is no unified expression as an analysis of
the descriptive phrase. Russell’s theory shcws that where descriptions are conccrned,
there is no longer any problem in asserting or rejecting existence.

However, because Russeli aims to preserve his assumption that analysis of

language reveals the actual structure of reality, the aim of his theory is to distinguish
2 3 g

& Quine, "On What There Is’, p. 4-5
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genuine from spurious proper names, i.e., definite descriptions, and te show that genuine
proper names refer to objects, and are learned by acquaintance. Thus, Quine writes,

Russell did not take the further step of treating all names as descriptions

and thus eliminating them too. He preferred to preserve an

epistemoelogical distinction between names that were short for

descriptions and names that were irreducibly proper, !earned by

- 4

acquaintance.’
tlowever, because Quine rejects Russell’s notien of acquaintance on which his view of
proper names is based, so he also rejects the aileged epistemological distinction betweer
names that are short for descriptions and names that are irreducibly proper. Consequently,
from his perspective Russell’s method of paraphrasing away definite descriptions can be
applies to all names; all names can be paraphrased as definite descriptions and elimirated
from ali contexts,

Now what of ‘Pegasus’? This being a word rather than a descriptive

phrase, Russell’s argument does not immediaiely apply to it. However,

it can easily be made to apply. We have only io rephrase ‘Pegasus’ as

a description, in any way that seems adequately to single out our idea;

say, “the winged horse that was captured by Bellerophon’. Substituting

such a phrase for ‘Pegasus’, we can then proceed to analyse the

statement ‘Pegasus is’, or ‘Pegasus is not’, precisely on the anaiogy of

Rucsell’s analysis of “The author of Waverley is’ and ‘The author of

r . < B X >

Waverley is not’.”
The general concept behind Russeil’s method was the replacement of specitic definite
descriptions by quantifiers, predicaies ana truth functions. Quine’s suggestion now is to
treat every proper name as an undivided general term.

The key point, for Quine, is that Russell’s method of singular descripiions can be

tailored 10 fit werds other than definite descriptions. For most proper names no undivided

general term wili stand out as obvious, but we can generate the general terms by

"'W.V. Quine, Methods of Logic, {New York: Hait 1950) 0.234
a Quine, ‘On What There Is’, From a Logica: Point of View., p. 7
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paraphrasing the name as a verb: for example, the name ‘Pegasus’ becomes ‘tte thing that
Fegasizes™ or ‘the thing that is-Pezasus’. And, given any sentence that contains a singular
term. this sentence can be regimented into quantificational notation and each constituent
singular term paraphrased into a definite description; after this, all definite descriptions
can be eliminated through Russeil’s method of singular descriptions. Thus, in Phiiasophy
of Logic7 ® Quine argues that names are expendable; he writes,

Chief among the omitted frills is the ‘'name. This again is a mere

convenience and strictly redundant, for the following reason. Think of

‘a’ as a name, and think of ‘Fa’ as any sentence containing it. But

clearly ‘Fa’ is equivalent to (3x)(@ = x . Fx).’we see from this

consideration that ‘a’ needs never occur except in the context ‘a=". But

we can as well render ‘a=" always as a simple predicate ‘A’, thus

abandoning the name ‘a’. Fa’ gives way thus to ‘(Ix)(4x . Fx)’, where

1 4 3 8 B 2 s ° 7

the predicate ‘A’ is true solely of the object ‘a’.”’
For Quine, each singular term can be replaced by a predicate such that, if there is an object
that the name stands for, this predicate applies to that object. Quine says,

We need no longer labour under the delusion that the meaningfulness of

a statement containing a singular term presupposes an entity namnied by

the term. A singular term need not name to be significant.”®
For Quine, therefore, Russell’s selution to the problem of the intelligibility of affirming
non-being ultimately points the way to the eliminability of all singular terms.”’

ror Quine, the supposition that we could not meaningfully aftirm the non-being of

an entity uniess the entity named exists, is now seen to be completely grcundless since the

name of the object in question caii be expanded into a singular description and analysed

® W.V. Quine, Philosophy of Logic, 2™ ed. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press1986)

" Quine, Philosopky of Logic, p.25

7 Quine, “on What There Is”, Fromi 1 Logical Pairit of View p. 8-9

™ Quine, Msthods of Logic, p. 232 Hers. Quinc sets out formally his application of Russcl!'s theory of
descriptions to ail names. He says, if we take the gerieral form for the singuiar term “there is such a thing as
' as ()(Fx), in Russell’s method this is paraphrased as (Zx)(x)(Fx <» x = y) which is devoid <r the
singular term (ix)(¥x). However, (ix)(Fx) can be eiiminated from other contexts aiso. ['o take two examples:
(a) if ‘G’ represents any predicate, then *G(ix)(Fx)’ which attributes ‘G’ to ‘the thing that is F’, can be
parsed as (3x); CyA(x)(Fx <>x = y)).: and (b), if (xx)(Fx) does not exist, then ‘(x)(Fx <> x =y)’ is false.
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away a la Russell’s theory of denoting. But, more generally, Quine conciudes that we do
not commir ourselves ontelogically by the mere use of a name. Because ail names can be
eliminated from language without affecting our ability to refer to objects, Quine concludes
ihat names are not part of the referring apparatus of language.®® Thus, in contrast to
Russell’s myth of the musewm account of language, it is now clear that, for any sentence,

mere meaningfulness does not presuppose the exisience of the object named.

3.3 The elimination of “meanings”.
There is, of course, a second way in which the myth of the museum imputes ontological
“commitment on us by our mere use of language, nameiy — through the idea that the
meanings of the terins we use have being in a realm of subsistence, rather than exist in
space and time. That is, according to the myth of the museum we are cntologically
committed 1o propositions as the meanings of sentences and universals as meenings of
general words. For Quine, however, the risk in hypostatising obscare entities such as
“meanings” is that one then reads into them an explanatory value that is noi thers. Thus,
Quine writes

The explanatory value of special and irreducitle intermediary entities
called meanings is surely illusory.®’

Becausc it creates the illusion of having explained something, the myth of the museum is
worse than useless in linguistics:
An object referred to, named by a singular term oi denoted by a general

term, can be anything under the sun. Meanings, however, purpott to be
entities of a special sort: the meaning of an expression is the idea

] o 5 . . i s g
O discuss Quine’s criterion of ontologicai commitinent in the next chapter.
' Quine, ‘On what There !s’, From a Legical Peint of View. p. 12




expressed. Now there is considerabie agreement among modern linguists

that the idea of an idea, the idea of the mental counterpart of a linguistic

form, is worse than worthless for linguistic science. I think the

behaviorists are right in holding that talk of ideas is bad business even

tor psychology. The evil of the idea idea is that its use, like the appeal in

Moliére to a virtus dormitiva, engenders an illusion of having explained

something.*?
Quine proposes a twofold response to the myth of the museum account of meaning: fitst
he rejects the notion that abstract entities do any work in explaining how language is
meaningful; and, second, he develops an alternative, behaviourist mode! of language that
does not rely on positing any such abstract entities.

Quine’s first step is to show that Russell’s hypostatised propositions are “useless

lumber’”®?

that add nothing to our understanding of language. One way to iilustrate this
point, Quine thinks, is in connéction with the propositional calculus.** Quine holds that
the calculus of propositions can therefore be divided into; (a) a st of logical principles of
deductions governing the manipulation of sentences, which functions antezedent to and
are seen a3 concerning (b) Russell’s alleged set of abstract non-linguistic propositions.
Quine notes that there is widespread agreement concerning the operation of the calculus
taken as a series of techniques for manipulating sentences; but while there is little
essential disagreement concerning the logical properties of propositions, the question (;f
the intrinsic chacacter of propositions has been a constant source of iliusicnary

85 it il .
probiems.” However, as we never talk about propositions in contexts other than

discussions of logic, but engage in the manipulation of sentences themselves and not of

%2 Quine, ‘The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics’, From a Louical Point of View., p. 47-4%&
¥ W.V. Quine ‘Ontological Remarks on the Propesitiona! Calculus’, Ways of Paradox, p. 269
" W.V. Quine, ‘Oniclogical Remarks on thc Propositional Calculus’, p. 265 - 271

% Quine, ‘Ontolagical Remarks on the Propositional Calculus’, p. 265



the postulaied propositions, Quine suggests that there is no reason to take these types of
questions seriously. Thus Quine writes,

Outside discussions of logic we never bestow consideration upon

ropositions, in the sense of non-sentences whereof sentences are
symbols, but engage only in the manipulation of the sentences
themselves. We de not, ¢.g., have cccasion to observe that ‘Boston is
east of Chicago’ and Chicago is west of Boston’ are (or are not) two
names ior the same proposition; indeed. whercas we may havc
occasion to reflect that *Beston’ is the name of a city, we do not lave
occasionr 10 regard ‘Bosten is east of Chicago’ as a name of anything
whatever Thus it is that in the theory of deducticns, as a forma!
systematisation of certain aspects of the ordinary use of language and
exercise of reason, there is no call to consider what manner of entity a
proposition may be or to formulate the conditions under which
propositions are identical. Propositions are hypostatised entities,
inferred denotations of given signs.*

The boitom line. for Quine, is that we can sweep away all talk of propositions and retain
the theory of deducticns as a manipulation of sentences; that is, propositions are ultimately
redundant in the explanation of language.

Indeced, Russell’s own strategy for explaining language shows that propositions are
superfluous. Had Russell posited propositions in the belief that they contribute to the best
explanation of our language, then the fact that they explained language would b= the right
tvpe of reason io support belief in their existence. But, as Guine poinis out, this is noi the
type of argument that Russell proposes; rather, Russell appeals to propositions affer all the
explaining has been done. That is, Russell himself explains the propesitional calculus by
treating it as a set of sentences, positing non-linguistic entities adds nothing to the
explanation. Thus, Quiné writes,

From this point of view all speculation as tc the nature of propositions

drops out. The theory of deductions becomes a paradigm depicting the

use of the connectives ‘or’, °‘if-then’, etc., with a view tc the
truthfulness of the sentences which they generate. There are no interred

% Guine, ‘Onivlogical Rernarks on the Propositional Caicuius’, p. 266
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entitics, no tlight of abstraction beyond the realm of everyday uses of
R o)
V/Oras.

First and foremost, the logical calculus is about sentences; it is only once we have
postulaied abstract entities do the logical principies for manipulating sentences become
rules for manipulating vprop()sitions. Thus, the iogical calculus is te be interpreted a
theory of deductions. i.e., as a formal grammar for manipulating sentences, and drop all
talk of hypostatised propositions.

In a similar fashion, Quire argues that the strictures against propositions apply
with equal force against attributes, relations, or universals. Again, Quine’s strategy is to
show first that the myth of the museum offer only the illusion of an explanation, and then
‘o show that we can make do without the posited non-linguistic entities. Quire holds that -
the varicty of ways in which meanings are invoked boil down to two, namely - having
meanings, which is significancc, and sameness of meaning, which is synonymy. The key
once again is that the fact that expressions are significant or are synonymons comes first;
the so-cailed meanings are then concocted in order to explain this irreducible fact.
However, Quine makes it quite plain that one can talk of meaning without talking of
meanings: rather, the meaning of any sentence can be explained without appealing to this
mysterious third dimension.®® Thus, we can speak directly of expressions as significant
or insignificant, as synonymous or heieronymous with one another; the explanatory vaiue
of positing interrhediary entities is illusionary. So, similar to his argument that names can
be eliminated from language without diminishing our ability to refer 1o the external
world, here he argues that abstract semantic entities can b2 eliminated without

diminishing the meaningfulness of language. Thus, Quine writes,

¥7 Quine ‘Ontolegical Remarks on the Propositional Calculus’. p. 269
* Quiine. ‘Use and Its Place in Meaning’. Theories and Things., p. 45
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[ feel no reluctance towards refusing to admit meanings, for ! do not
thereby deny that words and statements are meaningful... 1 remain
free to maintain that the fact that a give linguistic utterance is
meaningful (or significant, as 1 prefer to say so as not to invite
hypostasis of meanings as entities) is an ultimate and irreducible
matter of fact; or, I may undertake to analyse it in terms directly of
what people do in the presence of the linguistic utterance in question

and other utterances similar to it.*’
Quine t2kes the meaning of an expression to be an ultiinate and irreducible fact, but
argues thai we are no better off in point of real explanatery power for all the occuit
entities that are posited as the meanings of these terms. For Quine, these occult entities

are the inherited baggage of Aristotle’s metaphysics; he describes them to be the ghost

2]

of departed essences, saying

Meaning is what essence becomes when it is divorced from the object of

reference and wedded to the word.”

In contrast, for Quine, words are human artcfacts, meaningless apart from how we
associate thein with experiences to bestow them with meaning; that is, meaniig is
primarily a property of behaviour, namely — the use of the term. Consequently. Quine

argucs that we can make do with the use, the behaviour, and jettison the meaning.”*

3.4 Conclusion.

To conciude, it is clear that Quine’s uitimate point against Russell’s myth of the museum
account of linguistic meaning is that it is simply not a scientific account of how language
actually works. Russell’s assumption that meaningful expressions presuppose the

existence of entities either as the referents of genuine names, or as the meanings of

" Quing, “cn What There Is”, From a Logical Point of View p. i1
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Y Guine. ‘Two Dogrmas of Empiricism’, From a Logical Point ¢t View, p. 22
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"I Quine’s behaviourism will be discussed in more detail in a lafer chapter.




significant express:ons, offers no real explanation for how we use [anguage on an ori-
going basis. In contrast, these hypostasised objects enter the theory only after Russell’s
real attempt at explaining language has been given. For Quine, in contrast, it is clear that
any account of language must be a scientific account; that is, one that acknowledges our

immanent perspective immersed in our on-going conceptual scheme.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I have first set out Russell’s exireme transcendent realism. [ argued that
this view is essentially a metaphysical thesis, which claims that reality as it is in itself is
wholly autonomous from our thinking or theorising about it. However, as I have stressed,
Russell’s arguments for this thesis are based primarily in his epistemological doctrine of
acquaintance, which holds that in knowiedge the mind comes into direct contact with the
object of knowledge. Russell believes that acquaintance enables us to break through our
on-going conceptual scheme and to understand something of reality as it is in itself,
above and beyond our on-going experience of patterns of environmental stimulation. in
particular, he believes that there are self-evident truths that can be immediately devived
from the sensc data we are acquairied with, and that we can know that abstract entities
such as relaticns, universals, and propositions, subsist in the realm of being.”” In
addition, I explained Russell’s myth of the museum account of linguistic meaning, which
was deveioped in keeping with his extreme realist metaphysics and his episteimological

doctrine of acquaintance.

°2 B. Russell, Thie Probjenis of Philosophv. (2™ ed.} pp, 25, 65, 66



Following on from this, I argued that Quinre rejects Russell’s extreme realist
metaphysics, his epistemological doctrine of acquaintance, and his myth of the museum
accouht of linguistic meaning. | argued that the key point in Quine’s rejection of
Russell’s extreme realism is Quine’s insistence on the inevitability of always working
froin within some conceptual scheme or other. I argued that this insight cashes out most
importantly as the doctrine of sirong-global under-determination. This is Quine’s
argument that because all modes of inquiry proce=d immanent to our on-gcing conceptual
scheme, any account of the relation between theory and the evidence that supports it wiil
be given from a perspective immanent to on-going theory. And Quine hoids that, from
this perspective, we must acknowledge that theory is under-determined in the strong-
global sense; that is, there is no possibility, even unto eternity, of devising a theory that
accounts for all possible evidence that is uniquely supported by that evidence. [ argued
that this thesis of strong-global under-determination at end-of-inquiry is the basis tor both
Quine’s rejection of Russell’s epistemological doctrine of acquaintarice and his extrere
reaiist metaphysics. On this basis, Quine argueé both that Russell’s inference from
experience 10 reality as if is in itself is unjustified and unscientific, and that Russell’s
metaphysical notion of reality as is in itself is an inherently un-scientific notion, which, if
adopted, would transform all of scientific inquiry into a form of radical, transcendental
scepticism. To conclude, T showed that Quine’s insistence on working from with our on-
going conceptual scheme also rules out Russell’s myth of the museum account of
meaning. In contrast, Quine argues that the postulation of non-linguistic entities as the
referents of names, or as the meanings of significant expressions, offers merely the

illusion of an explanation for language, and furtherinore, he argues that postuiating nen-
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linguistic entities 1n addition to physical objects, when we can make do with physical
objects alone, gives us an inherently unscientific account of language.

The upshot of this critique is that Quine clearly rejects extreme realism, and this, |
argue, is the basis for the first dimension of Quine’s compromise position. In the next
chapter I show that Quine also rejects extreme relativism, specifically, that as developed

by Carnap.
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CHAPTER 2

QUINE AND EXTREME RELATIVISM

INTRODUCTION

In the previcus chapter we saw that Quine rejects Rusgell’s extreme realism. I argued
there that Quine rejects Russell’s metaphysical assumption of reality as if is in itsclf, his
epistemeicgical docirine of acquaintance, and his philosophy of language, cn the grcunds
that they are all predicated upon the assumption of a transcendent connection that breaks
through the conceptual scheme we are immersed in, to allow direct contact with reality as
it is in itself. In contrast, Quine insists that we are inevitably immersed in some
conceptual scheme or other, and musi take this immanent perspective sericusly.

In this chapter, [ want to show that Quine also rejects extreme relativism. Here !
give the account of extreme relativism as presented by Carnap. The central claim in
Carnap’s extreme relativism is his rejection of all metaphysical assertions as meaningless
pseudo-statements. Carnap holds that metaphysical questions about what exists are
“practical” questiors aboui which proposed “iinguistic framework™ to acont, and are not
“theoretical” questions leading to assertions that are true or false. Theoretical questions.
made internal to a framework. are determined by the rules of that framework and 5 not
imply any commitment to ontcicgy independent of the iramework. Moreover, as the
practical questions of whether there are numbers or things are asked external to ali
frameworks, they are decided on purely pragmatic grounds about whether it is to cur
advantage to adopt a particular framework. Consequently, Carnap holds that we are not

ontologically committed by anything we say as ncthing we say asserts a belict'in tiie



existence of'thc objects talked abouy; rather, for Carnap, to accept a certain type of entity
means nothing more than accepting a certain way of speaking.

Herein lies Carnap’s extreme relativism. Because there are never any ontological
consequences arising from what we say, there is nothing to preclude us from developing
as many different forms of language as possible. Carnap believes we shouid adopt a
tolerant attitude to alternative linguistic frameworks; each of these is true from its cwn
perspective and brooks no higher ciiticism. For this reason, the role of philoscphy is not
to arbitrate between alternative frameworks, but is to provide a neutral position from
which the philosopher can stand aloof from on-going inquiry and clarify the rules
constituting each framework. In addition, Carnap develops an account of language that is
in keeping with this rejection of metaphysics and attitude of extreme realism. This view
of language is central to Carnap’s overali project because it provides for the distinction
between analytic and synthetic sentences, which in turn is crucial to his general
distinction between proposals made external to, and assertions made internai to a
framework.

Following on from this account of Carnap’s positicn, I show that Quine rejects
Carnap’s extremc relativism. To begin, I argue that, as with his rejection of Russeil’s
extreme realism. Quine’s rejection of Carnap’s extreme relativism is based :n his
insisience on the ichitability that all inquiry proceeds from a perspective immersed in
our on-going cohticeptual scheme. In this case, working from withia cuts against Carnap’s
assumption that philosophy provides a transcencent position from which w conduct
neutral inquiry. This point targets the logical core of Carnap’s extreme relativism: in

rejeciing the transcendent perspective alcof from on-geing inquiry. Quine confounds the
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wlea that we can be tolerant of competing linguistic frameworks, or conceptuea! schemes,
without having to take any of them seriously. Rather, for Quine, because all inquiry is
immanent to our on-going conceptual scheme, we have no option but to acknowledge and
take scribusly the conceptual scheme we currently embody.

I show here that, for Quine, the key to carrying out this attack on Carnap’s
extreme relativism lies in rejecting the analytic-synthetic distinction. For Quine, this
distinction is arbitrary, vague, and has no bearing on how we actually use language; in
contrast, Quine proposes a holistic account of language that does not facilitate the
anaiytic-synthetic distinction. Following on from this, I show that rejecting the analytic-
synthetic distinction is important because it establishes that Carnap cannot draw a sharp
distinction between purely pragmatic decisions and genuine theoretical judgments And,
as a consequence, Carnap cannot maintain the distinction between staternents made
internal and those made external to a linguistic framawork. Ultimately. this rules out
Carnap’s extreme relativism. I conclude this chapter by showing that, in contrast to
Carnap’s account of language, Quine develops an account of language where, rather than
pretending to escape the consequences of our assertions by claiming to mereiy adepting a
form of language. we take seriously the ontological commitments of senterices we asseit

9
as true. .

” My purpose in this chapter is to present Quine’s reading of Carnap. Consequently, | will not coasider the
validity of that reading or how accurately it reflects Carnap’s actual views. I return to this Guestion iater in
the thesis.

~l
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SECTICN 1

CARNAP’S EXTREME RELATIVISM

1.1 Introduction.

Jn this section I give an account of Carnap’s extreme relativism. To begin, I show that
with Quine, Carnap rejects Russell’s belief in reality as it is in itself, wholly autonomous
from our g_:opceptual scheme; however, in contrast to Quine, Carnap goes on to deny that
metaphysica! assertions have any meaning whatsoever. Carnap’s rejection of metaphysics
turns on the concept of a linguistic framework, and his subsequent distinction between
questions asked internal or external to a framework. Carnap argues that all meaningful
assertions are made internal to a framework: these alone are real, true or false, theoretical
judgments. In contrast, statements made external to a framework are proposals not
assertions; thiat is, these are suggestions about adopting a form of language, which are
decided on a pragmatic basis and cannot be true or false. Carnap argues that internai
assertions do not imply any commitment to the existence of the entities spoken about;
while external prcposals are not true or false so do not imply any ontological
commitments either. Consequently, Carnap adopts an extreme relativistié attitude to
alternative frameworks, insisting that we toleraie all frameworks and do not make the
mistake of demanding any one of them to be true cr false. Following on from this, I show
that Carnap’s account of language is in keeping with his rejection of metaphysics and |
notios of linguist frameworks. I show that this account of meaning providges foi the
analytic-synthetic distinction, which I argue is the basis for Carnap’s distinction between
imernai asserticns and external proposals; and hence, is the basis for his extreme

refativism.
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1.2 Carnap'’s rejection of metaphysics.
In contrast to Russell’s extreme realism, Carnap’s general position is characterised by his
rejection of metaphysics. Carnap is a strict empiricist, who accepts logical analysis as the
only legitimate form of philosophy. He writes,

In our ‘Vienna Circle’, as well as in kindred groups... the conviction has

grown, and is steadily increasing, that metaphysics can make no claim to

possessing a scientific character. That part of the work of philosophers

which may be hzld to be scientific in its nature — excluding the empirical

questions which can be referred to empirical science — consists of logical

e

anaiysis.
Empiricists are in general apprehensive of any kind of abstract entity, such as properiies,
classes, numbers, relations, and 50 on, and usually feel more sympathy te nominalism
than realism. This distrust meaus that, as far as possibie, empiricists try to avoid reference
{0 abstract entities and to restrict themselves to nominalistic language. The residual
problem with this approach, however, is that in many contexts there is no option but to
refer to abstract entdities; and in these cases the empiricist is likely to dismiss that part of
scicnce that refers to abstract entities as un-interpreted language. Thus, Carnap writes,

A phaysicist who is suspicious of abstract entities may perhaps try to

declare a certain part of the language of physics as uninterpreted and

uninterpreiable. that part which refers to real numbers as space-time

coordinates or as values of physical magnitudes, o functions, iimits, etc.

More probably he will just speak about all these things like anybody else

but with an uneasy conscience, like a man who in his everyday life does

with qualms many things which are not in accord with the high moral
orinciples he professes on Sundays.”

" R. Carnav, Logical Syntax of Language, trans. Amethe Smeaton (London: Routledge 2000) viii
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Ulrimately, the question facing the erapiricist is whether the meaning and truth of these
sentences commits the scientist to a metaphysical ontology of the Platonic kind, thus
violating the pasic principles of empiricism.

For Carnap, the solution to this problem lies in recognising that existence claims
must meet the standard of meaningfulness set for all sentences; and, for Carnap, this
means that exisience claims must be subiect to a set of rules for testing, accepting, or
rejecting them. These rules for forming sentences about particular entities constitute what
Carnap terms a “linguistic {framework™. In order to talk about a type of eniity one must
have in hand a framework that states how to speak about this entitv; and in order to
introduce a new type of entity one must introduce a new framework. The acceptance of
any kind of entity is represented in language by the introduction of a framework of new
ways of speaking to be used according to a new set of rules. There are two essential steps
in the initoduction of the framework:

First, the introduction of a general term, a predicate of higher levei, for

the new kind of entities, permitting us to say of any particular entity that

it belongs to this kind (e.g., ‘Red is a property’, ‘Five is a number’).

Second, the introduction of variables of the new type. The new entities

are values of these vartiables; the constents (and the closed compound

expressions, if any) are substitutable for the variables. With the help of

the variables, general sentences concerning the new entities can bc

p 9

formulated.”

The question of whether properties, classes, numbers, propositions, ordinary physica!
things, and so on, exist, can only be understood by clarifying two kinds of questions
concerning reality or existence.

To begin, once these new linguistic torms are introduced into the language it is

possible to formulate and answer questions interral to the framework. Caraap holds that

o

* Carnap “Empiricism, Semantics and Oniology”, p. 214 (footnote omitted)
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depending on the framework, internal questions can be either empirical or logical,
making a true answer either factually true or analytic, i.e. true purely in virtue of the rules
of the language. Thus, Carnap writes,

If someone wishes to speak in his language about a new kind of entities,

he has to introduce a new ways of speaking, subject to new rules; we

shall call this procedure the construction of a linguistic framework for

the new entities in question. And now we must distinguish two kinds of

ques'ions of existence: first, questions of the existence of certain entities

of the new kind within the framework; we call them internal questions;

and second, questions concerning the existence or reality of the system of

entities as a whole, called external questions.97
Ornce we have decided to accept a particular framework, we can posc and resolve

uestions internal to that framework. For example, once we have decided to accept the
‘thing language’, which is Carnap’s term for the language that deals with the simplest
kind of everyday entities, we can raise and answer interual questions, such as ‘Is thers a
key board on my desk?’, ‘Did Dinosaurs really walk the Earth?’, *Are Leprechauns real
or imaginary?’, and so on. These questions can be answered by empirical investigation.
The results of observations are adjudicated according to the rules for confirming or
disconfirming evidence for possible answers set out in the thing language. Internal
questions are theoretical, i.e., true or false, because the framework specifies what counts
. . . G

as a genuine answer to the question.”®
The various branches of science are constituted by questions asked internai to

various different frameworks, and these types of questions exhaust all meaningful

questions that can be asked of any given type of ¢ntity. However, the concept of reality

7 Carnap, ‘Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology”, p. 206

% |2 contrast %o the thing language, the framework of naiural numbers is logical rather than factual in-
nature, and here answers to questions are found nct by empirical investigation based on cbservarion but by
logical analysis of the rules for the expressions in this framewerk. For this reasen, statements in the system
of natural numbers are anaiytic, i.e., legically true.

ox
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occurring in these questions and answers internal to the thing language is a scientific,
empirical and non-metaphysical concept: internal to a framework, something is real if it
can te incorporated into the system of things at a particular space-time position, so that it
cotieres with all other things recognised as real, according to the rules of the framework.
Tliiis, Carnap writes,

it is clear that the acceptance of a linguistic framework must not be

regarded as implying a metaphysical doctrine concerning the reality of

the entities in question.
For Carnap, this internal notion of existence is clearly distinguished from the traditional
mefaphysical notion of the existence or reality of the total system of entities: to assert the
existence of certain entities internal to a particular framework means no more than -
accepting of that framework, and dees imply an ontological commitment to these entities.

I addition to internal questions, this mode! also identifies external questions: that
is, the question of the reality of things in themselves independent of the framewark used
to speak about them. This type of question purports to inquire into the basic categories of
reality as it is in itself, independent of all frameworks. Traditionally, philosophers had
regarded questions of this kind as ontclogical questions answered before a linguistic
framework talkirg about these ertities could be iegitimately introduced. They assumed
that intrcducing a new framework is legitimate only if there is a prior ontological insight
arfirming the existence of the entities in question, and justifying the introduction of the
framework. However, for Carnap. philosophers have been led to view ontological

questions in this erroneous way because ontological questions are invariably framed

incorrectly. Carnap writes,

“* Carrap, ‘Crapiticism, Semantics and Ontology’ p. 214



To be real in the scientific sense means to be an element of the sysiem;
hence this concept cannot be meaningfully anplied to the system rself.
Those who raise the question of the rcality of the thing world itself have
perhaps in mind not a theoretical question as their formulation seems to

- suggest, but rather a practical question, a matter of practical decision
concerning the structure of our language. We have to make the choice
whether or not to accept and use the forms of expressions in the
framework in question.'®

While the question of the existence of things prior to the adoption of any particular
iramework locks like a genuire theoretical question, Carnap argues that it cannot be

formulated internal to a scientific language, and has no cognitive content; hence, any

-

answer to this question will aiso lack cognitive content. Without supplying a clear
cognitive interpretation of this question it must be regarded as what Carnap calls a
‘pseudo-question’, i.e., a non-theoretical question disguised as a theoretical question. In
contrast, what this question actually presents us with is the practical problem ef whether
to incorporate the linguistic framework of things. However, this is a matter of deciding
whether to continue to use the thing language, or to restrict ourselves to the phenomena
language of “sense data’, or construct some other alternative. Thus, Carnap writes,

If somecne decides to accept the thing language, there is no otjection
agairst saying that he has accepted the world of things. But this must not
be interpreted as if it meant his acceptance of a belief in the reality ot the
thing world; there is no such belief or assertion or assumption, because it
1s not a theoretical questicn. To accept the thing world means nothing
more than to accept a certain form of language, in other words, to accent
rule for forming statements and for testing, accenting or rejecting them.
The acceptance of the thing language leads, on the basis of observations
made, also to the acceptance, beiief, and assertion of certain statemcats.
But the thesis of the reality of the thing world cannot be among these
statements, because it cannot be formuiated in the thing language or, it
seems, in any other theoretical language.'’

'?0 Carnap, ‘Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology’ p. 267
! Carnap, ‘Empiricism, Seinantics and Ontology’ p. 207-2C8



[» accepting the thing language, one accepts the world of things, 1.e., one accepts a
certain form of language or rules for forming statements, testing, confirming and
disconfirming them, but it must not be interpreted as referring to a belief in the reality of
these eintities, in the traditional metaphysical or ontological sense. Thus, Carnap writes,

An alleged statement of the reality of the system of entities is a pseudo-

statement without cognitive content. To be sure, we have to face at this

point an important question; but it is a practical, not a theoretical

question; it is the question of whether or not to accept the new linguistic

forms. The acceptance cannot be judged as being either true or false

because it is not an assertion. It can oniy be judged as being more or iess

expedient, fruitful, conducive to the aim for which the language is
intended. Judgments of this kind supply the motivation for the decision

of accepting or rejecting the kind of entities.'”

The decision to accept the thing language, though influenced by theoretical knowledge, is

t of a cognitive nature; rather, the key issue concerns the purpose for which the
language will be used, and the decisive factors here will consist of purely pragmatic
concerns such ag the efficiency, fruitfulness, and simplicity of use of the thing language.
Congsequently, the fact that the thing language is highly efficient for most purpeses in
everyday life, is not confirming evidence for tae reality of the thing world, bt ic a reason
that makes it advisable to accept the thing language.

For Carnap, neither internal assertions nor external proposals cominit one to the
metaphysical reality of the entities in question. Hence, Carnap reiects as absurd the idea
that even a strict empiricist who rejects Platonistic metaphysics but who accepts the
language of physics with its real number variables would be committed to a Platonistic
ontology. For Carnap, in contrast, both the thesis of the real ity or the ‘externa! world and

the tiiesis of its irreality are rejected as pseudo-statements. Thus, Carnap concludes that

the impiications of the acceptance of a language reterring to abstract eatities are not

12 Carnap. ‘Erapiricism, Semantics and Ontology’ p. 214



prcblematic for the empiricist; using suci:-a lunguage does not imply embracing a
Platonic ontology but is perfectly compatible with empiricism and strictly scientific

thinking.

1.3 Carrap’s extreme relativism.

So far, we have seen that like Quine, Carnap rejects Russell’s extrems realist
metaphysics. Continuing on from this, in this section [ show that, again like Quine,
Carnap rejects Russell’s epistemological notion of acquaintance as a meaningless pseudo-
theory. However, I show that having rejected acquaintance Carnap goes on to develop an
extreme version of relativism, based on his atiitude of tolerance to alternative
frameworks.

We saw in the previous section that in rejecting metaphysics as meaningless
pseudo-statements, Carnap holds that all statements thai assert something factuai are
internal, and, if true, belong to empirical science. This raises the question of what remains
for philosophy. For Caruap, what remains tor philosophy is not factual statements, or
theory, but is only method, narmely — the method of legical analysis. This method of
logical analysis has both positive and negative applications: the negative application
leads te, among other things, the rejectioni of Russell’s epistemolegical dactrine of
acquaintance; the positive application of this meihod generates Carnap’s pﬁnciple of
tolerance and his extreme relativism.

First, for Carnap, the logicai analysis of language pronounces the meaninglessness

cf any siztemciits that claim to reach above or beyond experience. We saw in the



previous section that this conclusion applies in the first place to specutative metaphysics,
and accordingly it applies to Russell’s claim that reality as it is in itself exists
independent of all linguistic frameworks. However, this judgment similarly applies to the
equally metaphysical claim that starting frotn experience we can acquire knowledge
about what transcends experience, by mears of inference from what is experienced; in
particular, it applies to Russell’s epistemological doctrine of acquaintance that in
kriowledge the mind is in direct and immediate contact with reality as it is in itself. For
Carnap. Russell’s claim that the sense-data we are immediately acquainted with are of a
piece with reality as it is in itself is either an internal assertion or an externai proposal, but
in neither case does it imply the metaphysical importance Russell assumes.
Consequently, Carnap holds that Russell’s notion of #acquaintance with reality as it is in
itself is a meaningless pseudo-statement.

In addition to the negative application of this method, Carnap takes it tc have
pesitive applications in serving to ciarify meaningtul concepts and propositions, and to
set out the logical foundations for linguistic frameworks. For Carnap, then. philosophy
provides a methodology distinct frori emipirical science. For Carnap, philosophy is “first
philosophy™ — it is a mode of investigation that offers a neutral perspective on all on-
going inguiry, and 4 means to stand alcof from all linguistic frameworks in order to
investigatc them from an unbiased position. The philosopher’s task, for Camap, is 10
stand aloof from on-going inquiry, and to show where apparently ieal disputes are in
actuality a dispute over which framework to choose. Therefore, while all genuine

scientific questions are internal questions, resolved by the rules constituting that



tramework, philosophical analysis. as an inquiry into the nature of a framiework. fizelf, is a
non-scientific mode of inquiry.

For Carnap, obscurities frequently arise in philosophy because philosophers often
find themselves talking at cross-purposes. This, Carnap believes, is in large part due 1o
the use of the material rather than the formal moce of speech. In particular, tire materiai
mede of speech gives rise to obscurities by employing absolute concepts instead cf
syntactical concepts that are relative to language. Cacnap holds that with regard to every
philosophical sentence, if the language or kind of language to which it is to be referred is
not given, the sentence is incomplete and ambiguous. In contrast, if the formal syntactical
mcde of speech is used, it becoines quite clear that linguistic expressions are being
discussed. Thus, Carnap writes,

The use of the material mode of speech leads... to a disregard of the

relativity to language of philssophical sentences; it is responsible for an

erroneous conception of philcsophical sentencés as absolute.""
In particular, the use of the material mode of speech obscures the fact ihat philosephical
staterents are proposals not assertions. However, when stated in their correct formal
mode, it is clear any dispute about the truth or falsehood of a philosophical thesis is
misiaken. For Carnap, traditional philosophical disputes are invariably a mere empty
battle of words that arjse because the disputants do not realise that they aie operating in
difterenit frameworks; in contrast, the correct approach is to examine the pragmatic utility
of the proposals, by focusing on consequences.

This dynamic is seen most clearly the debate within the Vienna Circle itself
between Neurath and Schlick over the nature of protocol-sentences. Neurath argues that

sciénce is a unitary system within which there are no fundamentally diverse object-

"% R. Carnap, Logica! Syntax of Language, p. 299
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domeins. Consequently, he demands a universal language of science — which includes the
domains of science, the protocol-sentences and the sentences about sentences. He argues
that every language of any sub-section of science can be translated into this universai
language. Here the laws of nature are treated as equally privileged proper sentences of
science, even though they have unrestricted universality. Hence, for Neurath, both
universa! and particular sentences are admitted as protocol sentences. In contrast to this,
Schlick hoids that every sentence. if it is to be significant, must be completeiy verifiable;
this means that every sentence must be a molecular sentence composed of elementary
sentences. According to this view, the laws of nature are not among the sentences of
science. This is because either these laws must be stripped of their universality. and be
interpreted as merely sentences reporting particular experiences, or they are left with their
unrestricied universality, in which case they are merely directions for constructing
sentences but not proper sentences of science.'*

For both Neurath and Schlick this is a real dispute, i.e., one that has a true and
false answer. Consequently, according to Carnap, there is the potential here for endless
fruitiess discussion between these two as to which of them is right, and what the protocol
sentences actually are.'” For Carnap, in contrast, this is an idle dispute about pseudo-
theses that originated in the use of the material mode of speech. He argues that by
translating the principle theses involved in the controversy into the formal mode of
speech, thus rendering the discussion more precise by stating whether it is'meant as an

asseriion or a proposal, and to which language it refers, this apparent philosophical

1% R. Carnap, Lcgical Syntax of Language, p. 321

1% 0Of course, according to Russell’s epistemolegical doctrine of acquaintance implies that since in
knowledge the mind comes into direct and immediate contact with reality as it is ir itself, 1. Tollows that
eithur Neurath’s or Schlick’s account of protocol-sentences (ot Soth), is wrong.
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dispute evaporates: if the disputants pass over into the formal mode of speech and agree
as to which of the interpretations is intetied then the fruitiess arguments come to an end.
Stated in the formal mode of speech the dispute clearly concerns how the descriptive
atomic seniences, or primitive symbols, in a specific language are to be constructed. e £
ther becomes obvious that these sentences are not incompatible with one anotner, and it
is possible to reconcile the two theses, even if they are interpreted as assertions about the
whole of science.

Neurath and Schlick take themselves to be making incompatible asserticns, but
when translated into the formal mode of speech it becomes ciear that they are mercly
making different proposals. and hence are talking at cross-purposes. Consequentiy, this is
not a real, theoretical dispute with a trus and false answer, but is a pragmatic natter of
choesing a language. And, for this reason, Carnap counsels a tolerant atfitude heie; he
does not say that either way of constructing the physical language is inadmissible, but in
general insists on the free and unhindered construction of as wide a variety of linguistic
frameworks as possible. He sums up this attitude as his ‘principle of tolerance’, which
siates that,

It is not our husiness to set up prohibitions, but to arrive at conventiors. ..

In logic there are no morals. Everycne is at liberty to build up his own

logic, i.e. his own form of language, as he wishes. All that is required of

him is that he wishes to discuss it, he must state his methods cleariy, and

give synthetical rules instead of philosophical arguments. '’

The principle of tolerance encourages us to develop a variety of frameworks, and argucs
that we should adopt any theory if it is pragmatic to do so. Thus, in relation to adopting

the “thing” language, Carnap says

"6 R. Carnap, Legical Syntax of Langnage, pp. 305-306
"7 Rudolf Carnap, The Logical Syntax ot Language, p.51-52




To decree dogmatic prohibitions of certain linguistic forms instead of
tesiing them by their success or failure in practical use, is worse than
futile; it is positively harmful because it may obstruct scientific progress.
The history of science shows examples of such prohibitions based on
prejudices deriving from religious, mythological, metaphysical, or other
irrational sources, which slowed up the developments for shorter or longer
periods of time. Let us learn from the lesson of history. Let us grant to
those who work in any special field of investigation the freedom to use
any form of expression which seems usefui to them; the work in the ficld
will sooner or later lead to the elimination of those forms which have no
useful function. Zet us be cautious in making assertions and critical in
examining them, but tolerant in permitting linguistic forms.’ i
Wher-prescnted in this way, it is plausible to characterize Carnap as an extreme 1elativist
in contrast to Russell’s extreme realism. For Carnap, the truth and falsehood of any
senterce is dependent on our decision io adopt certain framework rules, thereby making
mathematics true relative to the acceptance of the framework of numbers, cr physics true

relative (o the framework of empirical science, and so on.

1.4 Cerrap’s account of mearning.
To conclude this brief discussion of Carnap, in this section I want 1o show that Carnap
develops an account of meaning in keeping with his extrenie relativism, and, in
particular, to explain the relationship between his distinction between analytic and
synthetic sentences and his distinction between internal and external questions.

As we have seen, Carnap views Russell’s notion of acquaintance as a
metaphysical pseudo-statement, and, consequently, he also rejects Russell’s view that we
can meaningfully use this language only because there really is a system of entities of the

kind in guestion that we are acquainted with. In contrast to the myth of the rmuseum

"% Carnap, ‘Bmpiricism, Semantics and Cntoiogy’ p. 221




approach to language, Carnap develops an account of meaning in keeping with this
rejection of metaphysics and his tolerance of alternative linguistic frameworks.'®
For Carnap, our understanding of language proceeds through conventionally

determining the rules of language. In the forward to The Logical Syntax of Language' "

Carnap describes this change from the myth of the museum as follows:

Up to now, in constructing a language, the procedure has usually been,
first to assign a meaning to the fundamental mathematico-logical symbols,
and then to consider what sentences and inferences are seen to be logicaily
correct in accordance with meaning. ... (I approach) from the opposite
direction: let any postulate and rules of inference be choser arbiirarily;

then this choice, whatever it may be, will determine what meaning is to be
assigned to the fundamental logical symbols.'!!

As with Quine, Carnap’s rejection of Russell’s notion of acquaintanee with extra= -

iinguistic entities does not constitute a rejection of meaning per se, but is a rejection of a

I — 5 o ~ e 0 o
1% For Carnap, the question of the existence of abstract entities such as universals, relations. or

propasiticns, is not a theoretical internal question; rather it is an external question about whether to adoot a
particuiar form ot language or not. It someone accepts the framework for abstract entities, then she must
acknowledge the sentence “The sentence ‘Chicago ic large’ designates a proposition” as a tiue statement.
Thus, Carnap writes,

For those who want tc develop or use semantical methods, the decisive questicn is not the alleged
ontological question of the existence of abstract entities but rather the question whether the use of abstract
linguistic forms or, in technical terms. the use of variables beyona those for things (or phenomenal data), is
expedient and fruitful for the purposes for which semnentical analyses are made, viz. the analysis.
interpretation, clarification, or construction of languages of communication, especiaily languages of
science. This question...is not a question simply of yes cr no, but a matter of degree. (‘Empiricism,
Semautics and Ontology”; pp. 220-221)

The question of the admissibility of abstract entities as designata for meaningful expressiorc reduces to the
external question of the acceptability of the linguistic framework for those entities. And, as an external
questinn this is a pragmatic question about the fruitfuliness or expediency of incorporating these linguistic
forms into our language, but because it is not in need of theoretical justification it does ot imiply a belief or
asserfion. So while Russell regarded the acceptance of the system of abstract entitics as an assertion that
these entities existed, Carnap clearly rejects this type of view as a metaphysical pseudo-statzment. But, for
the same reason, Carnap rejects the nominalist’s suspicion that the acceptance of abstract eutities populates
tne worid with fictitious entities, as again overiooking the fundanentai difference between the acceptaince
of a systeni of entities and an internal assertion.

"% Rudolf Carnap, The Legical Syntax Cf Language, iraas, A. Smeaton (London: Routlzdge & Kegan Pau!,
1937). ‘ :

"""'R. Carnzp The Logical Syntax Of Language., p.xv.




bad picture of meaning.''? According to Carnap’s new account, the key to meaning iies in
the rules of language, i.e., what a language can say is completely determined by the.
formation and transformation, syntactical and semantical rules of that language. The
system of rules for the expressions of the framework suffices to introduce the framework.
making it theoretically unnecessary to add further explanations of the elements of the
framework, as these follow from the rules. These rules do not purport i0 any connection
with extra-linguistic entities, but are simply representative of the conditions of meaning
for any expression within that language. Consequently, the semantic ruies of language -
relate to the meaning of expressions as given by the rules of the linguistic framework
they belong to. Thus, Carnap writes,

Since the meaning of a word is determined by its criterion of application

(in other words: by the relations of deducibility entered into by its

elementary sentence-form, by its truth-conditions, by the method of its

verification), the stipulation of the critcrion takes away one’s ireedom to

decide what one wishes 10 “mean” by the word. If the word is to receive

an exact meaning, nothing less than the criterion of application musi be

given: but one cannot, on the other hand, give more than the criterion of

application, for the latter is a sufficient determination of meaning. The

meaning is implicitly contained in the criterion; all that remains to be

done is to make the meaning explicit.'"?
For Carnap, the meaning of an expression is implicitiy contained in the criterion of
anplicaticn for that expression, i.e.. it is contained in the rules that constitute the linguistic
framework to which that expression belongs.

Internal to a framework, the meaning of a statement lies in the methed of its

verification; hence, a statement asserts only so much as is verifiable with respect 1o it.

"2 1 Alberto Coffa, The Semantic Tradition From Kant to Carnap: To The Vieana Station, {Cambridge:
Cainbridge University Press, 1991) p. 263.f. Coffa describes the accounts of meaning developed by Carnap
and the middle Wittgenstein as a new ‘Conernican turn’,

"' R. Carnap, ‘The Elimination of Metaphysics Through the Logical Analysis of | anguage’ reprinted in A.
J. Ayer (2d.) Logical Pesitivism, (London: The Free Press 1959); pp 60-82 p. 63
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This divides meaningful senitences into ihe following kinds. First. analytic sentences are
true purely in virtue of their form: these are not factual sentences but are used for the
transformation of factual sentences. Second, self-contradictory sentences are false purely
in virtue of their form. For all other meaningful sentences, the decision about their truth
or falsity is based on the protoco! sentences; hence these are empirical, factual sentences,
which make up the domain of empirical science. A factual sentence can thus only be used
to assert an empirical proposition, we cainot meaningfully talk about something that iies
beyond all possibie experience.

We can illustrate this by locking at the linguistic frameworks of the ‘thing
language’ and the ‘number language’. In the former, as for all factual frameworks, a
sentence has meaning only if iis relations of deducibility to the protocol seutences are
fixed, and'a word has meaning cnly if sentences in which it occurs can be reduced te
protocol sentences. In contrast, sentences in the number language are neither empivical
nor factual; rather, they are analytic, and hence say nothing about reality. For Carnap, the
truths of logic and mathematics follow immediately from the rules oflariguage, and for
this reason are necessary. The validity of mathematical statements thus depends soiely on
the conventionally chiosen definitions of the symbols it contains; these conventions can be
abandoned and repiaced with different rules, but to do this would simply introduce 2 new
language, it would not falsify the original language. For Carnap, then, any system of logic
or mathematics is only one among many possible systems, each of which is composed of
analytic statements, defined by the conventional rules governing the 'anguage they

belong to.
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This account of meaning is significant because it facilitates the distinctiorn
between analytic and synthetic sentences. This distinction is central to Carnap’s general
project of extreme relativism in a number of ways. First, analyticity is central to the
coherence of Carnap’s notion of a linguistic framework. Carnap holds that the formation
and transformation rules constituting a linguistic framework constitute the meaning and
justification of its constituent terms, consequenily, the framework cannot justify its own
rules of formation and transfermaticn, i.e. the rules constituting the framew/ork, such as
the criterion of application, cannot be internal, theoretical sentences; rather, the rules of a
framework are themselves external to all frameworks, and are not empirical, factaal
sentences. And, as these rules of a framework are not self-contradictory sentences nor
meaningless metaphysical pseudo-sentences, for Carnap, these rules must be analytic
sentences.

Second, the notion of analyticity supports Carnap’s distinction between purely
pragmatic decisions and theoretical, true or false judgments. The definitions of concepts
within the framework are formulated in terms of these analytic sentences; however, these
analytic sentences are chosen not as a matter of knowliedge but of decision. Thus, analytic
sentences mark off a set of sentences that are not justified on a theoretical basis, but are
conventionally chosen and knowledge of extra-linguistic facts is not involved. This is
why the acceptance of a framework dose not imply the assumption, belicf, or assertion in
the reality of the entities introduced by the framework. The acceptance of these analytic
sentences is a pragrratic decision determined according to our purposes, and isolated

froim genuine judgment.
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Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the notion of analyticity also provides the
basis for Carnap’s view of philesophy. Without the concept of analyticity, the project of
seeing philosophy as a neutral mode of inquiry collapses. Because analyticity isolates a
special preserve of pragmatic decisions from theoretical judgments, there is a separate
role for philosophy distinct from scientific inquiry. Carnap thus envisages the philosopher
as playing the role of neutral investigator, clarifying the analytic frameworks in order to
distinguish pragmatic questions of framework choice from real theoretical questions
internal to an accepted framework. It follows that a linguistic framework consists of a set
of analytic sentences, and philosophy as a scientific discipiine involves ideatifying

precisely those claims that disputants are taking as analytic.

1.5 Conclusion.

In conclusion, in this section [ have shown that Carnap develops an extreme version of
reiativism. The basis of Carnap’s extreme relativism is his rejection of metaphysics as a
meaningless pseudo-theory. His rejection of metaphysics turns around the notion of a
linguistic framework and the subsequent distinction between internal and external
questiions. In addition, this mode! means that philosophy offers a distinctive methodology
seperate from natural science; tor Carnap, the philosopher stands alcef from on-going
inquiry, enjioying her neutral perspective, and engages in the logical anaiysis of linguistic
frameworks. This allows Carnap to indulge in an attitude of tolerance foi all frameworks,
taking tae extreme relativistic view that each is true from its cwn perspective, ana brocks

no higher criticism. However, we have seen that the coherence of this position. in
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varticular the distinction between internal theoretical assertions and external pragriatic
proposals, turns on the coherence of the distinction between analytic and synthetic
sentences. And, in the next section, I show that this is precisely the point that Quine

targets in his attack on Carnap’s extreme relativism.

SECTION 2

QUINE’S CRITICISM OF CARNAP

2.1 Introduction.
In this section I want to set out the key difference between Quine and Carnap. Herc |
emphasise that the principal difference between their views comes down to Quine’s
insistence that we aiways work from within one conceptual scheme or other. That i3, is
contrast to ‘Camap, Quine holds that there is nc transcendent position frem vhich to
cenduct neutral inquiry. This point goes to the heart of Carnap’s philosophical system,
and adhering to it leads Quine to endorse a radically different philosophical system. In
particular, because he holds that all inquiry is conducted immanent to some conceptual
scheme, Quine repudiaies Carnap’s view of philosophy as a separate discipline with its
own methodoliogy, and his tolerant attitude to competing linguistic frameworks.

In this sectien I set out Quiné’s rejection of the analytic-synthetic distinction. ['or
Quine, this distinction is arbitrary and unrelated to our actual use of language; in contrast,
Quine proposes a holistic account of ianguage that is incompatible with the analyiic-
syntheiic distinction. Following on irom this, [ show that, for Quine, because Carnap

cannot stbstantiate the analytic-synthetic distinction he likewise cannot establish that
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there is a sharp distinction between purely pragmatic decisions and genuine tiicoretical
judgments unless he can come up with. And, as a consequence, Carnap cannot maintain
the distinction between statements made internal and those made external to a linguistic

framework.

2.2 Quine and extreme relativism.

In this sectien, I wart to outline the general basis for Quine’s rejection of Carnap’s
extreme relativism. And, as with his rejection of Russell’s extreme realism, the key factor
here is Quine’s insistence that all inquiry proceeds from a perspective inmersed in our
on-geing conceptual scheme; that is, for Quine, the human predicament is te be forever
unable to “step outside our own skiii” in order to reflect on our scientific eaterprise from
a neutral perspective.

For Quine, there is ar interesting correlation between Carnap’s extreme relativism
and Russell’s extreme realism. In the previcus chapter we saw that Russell’s extreme
realist metaphysics is predicated upon the assumption of a direct conirection with the
object of knowledge; this connection between the mind and the object of knowiedge
transcends our conceptual scheme to give a non-theoreiical, un-mediated relation with
reality as ii is (n itself. Hence, for Russell we are not bound to a perspective immanent to
our on-going conceptual scheme; rather, the analysis of our knowledge and meaningful
language gives us a transcendent view of the ultimatc constituents and structure of reality
as it is in itself. Similarly, for Quire, Carnap’s extreme relativism is siinilarly predicaied

upon ihe possibility of stepping outside of any particular corceptual scheme or linguisiic
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framework, and adopting a transcendent, framework-neutral perspective towards choices
in on-going inquiry. Of course, like Quine, Carnap rejects Russell’s epistemological
assumption that in knowledge the mind breaks through to gain immediate acquaintance
with reality as it is in itself, and so he also rejects Russell’s extreme realist metaphysics.
Consequently, in contrast to Russell, Carnap does not hold that the analysis of knowledge
or meaningful language gives a transcendental perspective on the ultimate constituents or
structure of reality as it is in itself; but, for Carnap, the analysis of language, or more’
precisely the logical analysis of linguistic frameworks, enables the philosopher to stand
aloof from on-geing inquiry, and survey alternative linguistic frameworks from a
completely neutra! perspective. Thus, Carnap holds that philosophy is an autonomous
discipline, complete with its own distinct methodology, independent of any other mode of
inquiry. In this sense, for Carnap. philosophy is continuous with the iraditional
conception of philosophy as “first philesophy™, i.e., as a discipline separate from science.
This view of philosophy as providing a transcendent perspective on inquiry that allows
Carnap to adopt his relativistic, tolerant attitude towards all iinguistic frameworks;
without this capacity to stand aloof from all frameworks, we would not be atle to survey
linguistic frameworks without being committed to any one in particular.

Quine’s general poini against Carnap’s relativism involves rejecting his view of
nhilosephy as having a methodology distinct frem the general scientific enterprise, that
allows the philosopher to stand alcof from on-going scientific disputes and adopt a
tolerant/relativistic attitude to competing frameworks, in contrast, Quine holds that the
philosopher and the scientist share the same immanent perspective, aurd are both

immersed in the same conceptual scheme. Thus Quine’s insistence on the inevitability of
o/
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being immersed in some conceptual scheme or vther, thereby denying the possibility of a
transcendent perspective on our scientific enterprise, cuts against both Russell’s extreme
realism and Carnap’s extreme relativism.

In the next section, I want to spell out more precisely the details of how Quine
rebuts Carnap’s assumpticn of a transcendent perspective. In particular, [ show that in
order to establiish this point against Carnap, Quine must rebut Carnap’s distinction
between statements made internal and external to a linguistic framework. Ii is clear that
this point comes down to rejecting Carnap’s rule based account of language as
unscientific and artificial, and, ultimately, to rejecting Carnap’s assumed distinction
between analytic and synthetic sentences.

The basis of Quine’s attack on Carnap, therefore, boils down to rejecting the
analytic-syntiietic distinction. Quine’s problems with Carnap’s use of analyticity surfaced
very early in Quine’s career, and his rejection of the analytic-synthetic distinction has
become a central feature cf Quine’s own philosophical system. Throughcut
approximateiy the first twenty years of his career Quine developed a series of arguments
against this distinction. These can be briefly summarised as follows.''* Quine points out
that analyticity has usually been clarified in terms of a circle of intensional concepts, such
as, synonymy, definition, neccssity. and so: however, Quine argues that none of these is
adequatc to the task of clarifying analyticity, as each of these notions is as much in need
of clarification as analyticity. Alternatively, Carnap’s attempt to clarify analyticity in

terms of the semantic rules for artificial languages is also unsuccessful as these ruies are

" I mercly mention these arguments but concentrate on Quinc’s doctrine of holism as it the most relevant

criticism of the internal-external distinction.




arbitrary, in the sense that they are not based on empirical grounds.''> Quinc goes on to
argue that an arbitrary definition of analyti.city is insufficient to establish Carnap’s
distinction between purely pragmatic sentences and genuine theoretical sentences.''®
Ultimately, these criticisms exemplify the underlying point that Carnap’s account
of language is both unscientific and artificial; for Quine, Carnap’s account of language
makes the use and meaning of words artificially precise, and holds on a much more
exalted view of the rotions of deﬁnition, meaning postul:ites, and convention, that is
actually the case in natural languages.''” In the next section, i show that Quine rebuts this
view by proposing an alternative account of language, developed from within our on-

going unitary conceptual scheme itself, in which there is no role for the analytic-synthetic

distinction.

2.3 Quine’s alternative account ef meaning: Holism.

In this section, I explain how Quine rebuts the analytic-synthetic distinction by proposing
a more scientifically accurate account mearing that is incompatible with this distinction.
Essentially, Quine’s point is that Carnap’s account of language gives far too much weight
to artificial distinctions that are not in keeping with an actual, scientific account of
language. Moreover, for Quine, it is precisely the artificiality of Carnap’s account of
language that sustains both the analytic-synthetic distinction and the interral-exteinal

distinction. However, Quine argues that if we take seriousiv the way we actualiy use
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language now, it is clear that in fact ianguage forms a unitary web, in which an absolute
cleavage between analytic and synthetic sentences cannot be drawn.

Quine argument turns on the doctrine of ‘holism’. which he introduces in the last
two sections of ‘Two Dogmas of Empiricism’."'® Quine’s other lines of attack
concenirated on the issue of the intelligibility of the analyiic-synthetic distinction and
argued that without a behaviourist criterion this distinction is arbitrary and iliegitimate,
but Lere, instead of criticizing analytjcity directly, Quine argues that the analytic-
synthetic distinction is superfluous to a rigorously scientific account of empirical
confirmation. The key is that the holistic view of language is one that remains faithful to
the insight of working from within.

Quine begins by peinting out that the analytic-synthetic distinction is intimately
connected with the verificaiion account of meaning. The verification account of meaning
holds that the meaning of a statement is the method of empirically confirming or refuting
it. Quine argues that the verification account of meaning is taken as a basis for clarifying
the dogrna of analyticity because it states that expressions are synonymous if and only if
they are alike in point of empirical confirmation or retutation. Armed with this account of
synonymy onc could then define analyticity in terms of it and logical truth. Thus Quine

concludes that

If the verification theorv can be accepted as an adequate account ¢
statement synonymy, the notion of analyticity is saved afier all.'"”

More precisely, Quine is concerned with the naive view of this relation between an

expression and its mode of confirmation, called “radical reductionism”.
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Radical Reductionism implies that each individual sentence has its own fund of
empirical content. 120 This means that every meaningful sentence can be traced back to a
sentence consisting of only logical constants and terms for immediate experience. This
idea supports the notion of a sentence comprising wholly of linguistic components,

-making no claim about reality. Such a sentence would be analytic; moreover, it wouid be
epistemologically different from other sentences as no experience could refute it. Clearly,
this view of reductionism ties in weil with Carnap’s overall project. However, it became
apparent to Carnap, who as Quine points out was the only reductionist who attempied to
carry through on this assumption by taking serious steps towards carrying out the
reduction of science to terms of immediate experience, that this approach is
fundamentally flawed.'?' Quine points out that, impressive as Carnap’s efforts certainly
are, he was quickly confronted by intractable obstacles: the reconstructions he did effect
amount t¢ only a small fragment of the overall proiect; but more problematically, he
discovered that there are fundamental scientific terms that cannot be found in immediate
experience.' >

in contrast to reductionista, therefore, both Carnap and Quine adopt Pierre
Duhem’s docirine of meaning and evidential holism.'? This is the view thai statements
about the external world are tested against sense experience not individually, but as a
corporate body.'** Thus, Quine writes,

The totality of our so-cailed knowledge or beliefs, from the most casual

matters of geography and history to the profoundest laws of atomic
physics or cven of pure mathematics and logic, is a man-made Tabric

" Quine “Two Dogmas of Empiricism’, p. 38

2! Quine “Two Doginas of Empiricism™ p. 39

"2 Quine “Two Dogmas of Empiricism” p. 40

123 Carnap, Legical Syntax of Language, n. 318

" Pierre Duhem, La Thecrie Physique: Son objet et sa Stiucture {Paris, 1906) p.303-328
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which impinges on experience only along the edges. Or, to change the

figure, total science is like a field of force whose boundary conditions

are experience. A conflict with experience at the periphery occasions

readjustments in the interior of the field. Truth values have to be

redistributes over some of our statements. Reevaluation of some

statements entails reevaluation of others, because of their logical

interconnections — the logical laws being in turn simply certain further

statements of the system, certain further elements of the field. Having

reevaluated one statement we musi reevaluate some others. which may

be statements logically connected with the first or may be the statements

of logical connection themselves.'*
Holism is the doctrine that statements about the external world are confirmed or refuted
as a corporate body, not individually. This doctrine asserts that there is in the strict sense
no refutation or falsification of any individual hypothesis, because even if one of these
prove incompatible with some experience, there is always the possibility of maintaining
the hypothesis and reorganising the rest of theory to accommodate both the hypothesis
and the observation. Similaily, there is no strict confirmation of any individual
nypothesis; at best, the hypothesis is increasingly confirmed with the increasing number
of instances where the consequences of the hypothesis fit in with experience. More
generally, therefore, it is not possible to test an indiviaual hypothesis in isclation; rather,
in deducing ainy hypothesis tie other hypotheses making up the theory must also be used.
Therefore, it is the system of science as a whole that taces the tribunal of exverience, and
individual hypotheses cannot be put to empirical test.

Holism has two important implications for reductionism in particular, and the
verification account of meaning in general. First, it implies that the reductionist account

of verification is an artificial account of science and language. For Quire, the picture that

terms in science contain hidden or implicit definitions carrying them back te ultimate

"2 Quine “Two Dogmas of Empiricism” p.42
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terms relating to immediate experience simply does not stand up to scientific serutiny. '

In contrast, Quine demands an account of knowledge that more faithfully reflects the
actual holistic nature of science. It follows that, for Quine, the content of our knowledge
forms a system-based rather than a statement-by-statement distribution. The central idea
is that on the one hand we have language as an infinite tetality of expressions while, on
the other, we have sensory experiences. These two are keyed-in together at various
places. Quine describes it as follows,

The linguistic material is an interlocked system which is tied here and

there to experience; it is not a society of separably established terms

and statements, each with its separate empirical definition. There is no

separate meaning, in terms of direct experience, for the statement that

there is a table here, or that there is a planet in outer space.'?’
For Quine, our knowledge is arranged as a unitary fabric or web, in which all hypotheses
are related to each other through the inferential links of logic, where these inferential
links are themselves nierely sirands in the web among infinitely many more. The fabric
touches empirical data only at its periphery, but all hypotheses are related te empirical
data through their connection to the periphery hypotheses. Consequently, no individual
hypothesis can be linked with a particular confirming or falsifying experience. Rather, for
Quine, it foliows that

the contribution which linguistic meaning makes to knowledge and the

contribution. which sensory evidence makes to knowledge are two

inextricably intertwined to admit of a sentence-by-sentence separation.'?®

Blocks of theory generate predictions; therefore, blocks of theory rather than individual

statements have empirical content.

16 W.V. Quine, ‘Mr. Strawson on Logical Theory’, veprinted in Ways of Paradox, p.146
"7 W.V. Quine, *Cn Mentzl Entities’ reprinted in Ways of Paradox, p.221-222
** Quine ‘Mr. Strawson and Logical Theory’, p.138
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Second holism implies that all hypotheses of science are revisable in principle.
Because sentences about the physical world face the tribunal of sense experience as a
corporate body not as individuals, all scientific laws may be revised as soon as it seems
expedient to do so. That is, because no individual sentence has its own separate fund of
empirical evidence, which can confirm or refute it, any sentence can be rejected or held
true irrespective of the evidence, so long as compensatory adjustments are made
elsewhere in the system. Thus, Quine writes.

Any statement can be held true come what may, if we make drastic

enough adjustments elsewhere in the system. Even a statement very

close 10 the periphery can be held true in the face of recalcitrant

experience by pleading hallucination or by amending certain statements

of the kind called logical laws. Conversely, by the same token, no

statement is immune to revision. Revision even of the logical law of

exciuded middle has been proposed as a means of simplifying quantum

mechanics; and what difference is there in principle between such a

shift and the shift whereby Kepler superseded Ptolemy, or Einstein

Newton or Darwin Aristotle?'*’

For Quine, then, because our theory forms an interconnected unitary system, any
sentence belonging to it can be repudiated. The only difference between laws in this
respect is that some of them are easier to repudiate than others; revising an observation
sentence is relatively unproblematic, but repudiating sentences at the centre of the web,
such as a Jaw of logic or mathematics, will greatly disturb the entire web. So, whiie al!
sentences can be revised in principle. logic and mathematics are seldom revised because
to do so would mean radically altering the rest of the web.

As I mentioned above, once Carnap abandoned the project of translating

sentences about the physical world into sentences about immediate experience, he 2isc
Y

172 Quine “Two Doginias of Empiricism’ p.43
3
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adopted holism. L. Indeed, it is clear that Quine first gets his anti-reductionist, holistic
view of language from Carnap; thus Quine writes,

Carnap seems to have appreciated this point afterward; for in his later
writings he abandoned all notion of the translatability of statements about
the physical world info statements about immediate experience.
Reductionism in its radical form has iong since ceased to figure in Carnap’s
philosopiiy. o
However, while both Carnap and Quine accept holism, there is a fundamentai difierence
in their view of the significance of halism. In particular, Carnap, but not Quine, Helieves
that holism is compatible with the analytic-synthetic distincticn. For example, although
Carnap accepts that ail statements are revisable in principle, he holds that there is a
findamental epistemological distinction between revising an analytic and revising a
synthetic sentence. Thus, Carnap writes,
First of all, I should make a distinction between two kinds of
readjustment in the case of a conflict with experience, namely,
between a change in the language, and a mere change in or additior:
of, a truth-value ascribed to an indeterminate statement... A change of
the first kind constitutes a radical alteration, scmetimes a revoiuticn,
and it occurs only at certain historically decisive point in the
development of science. On the other hand, changes of the secend
kind occur every minute.'*
Thus, although Carnap endorses holism he contiriues te holds the internal-external
distinction. For Carnap, while both internal and externai sentences can be revised, the two
type of revision are fundamentally ditferent ia kind: internal to a framcwork a revision is
decided in terms of theoretical justification, whereas an external sentence is revised on

the basis of a practical decision. Thart is, Carnap continues to hold that revising synthetic

senteinices is a revision of belief in the facts, whereas revising analytic sentences,

1% Carnap, Logical Syntax of Language, p. 318

P Quine, “I'wo Degmas of Empiricism’ p. 40

2 Rudolf Carnap, ‘Replies and Expositions, Quine on Logical Truth’, in The Philosophy of Rudolf
Cernap, H. Hahn & P. A. Schilpp (eds.) p. 921
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inciuding imernal analytic sentences such as mathematical assertions. means a change of
theory.'*

In contrast to this view, Quine argues that holism undermines the analytic-
synthetic distinction. For Quine, holism shows that the relation of evidence to theory is
not simply the case of this observation supporting this sentence, but involves broad and
vague factors such as simplicity, fruitfulness, conservatism, and so on, such that these
faciors will play a role in revising or asserting any sentence. The key here is that while it
is clear that the truth of a sentence depends both on language and extra-linguistic fact,
holism shows that it is a mistake to assume from this the possibility of analysing the truth
of a sentence into distinct linguistic and factual components (and hence into analytic
sentences where the jinguistic component is all that matters). In contrast, holism implies
that the contribution that sensory evidence makes to knowlaedge and the coniribution that

linguistic knowledge makes to knowledge are too inextricably intertwined to allow for
the sentence-by-sentence separation presupposed by this distinction.'** Thus, Quine
writes,

My present suggestion is that it is nonsense, and the root of much

nonsense, to speak of « linguistic component and a factual component in

the truth of any individual statement. Taken collectively, science has its

double dependence upon language and experience; but this duality is no'r

significantly traceable intc the statements of science takeri one by one.’

Helism means that sentences are tied to the testimony of the senses in a
systernatic way that defies any sentence-by-sentence distribution cf empirical

confirmation; hence it is not possible to isoiate the linguistic and the empirical

components of knowledge.

13 R. Carnap, Meaning and Necessity, p. 12, 28
"% Quine ‘Mr. Strawson on Logical Theory reprinted in Ways of Paradox, p.139
135 Quine, ‘“Two Dogmias of Empiricism’, p. 42
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In addition, Quine holds that radical revisability implied by holism is
incompatible with the analytic-synthetic distinction. Quine argues that holism implies
that there is no distinction in how we revise our beliefs; rather, holism show that it is
impossible to distinguish sharply between changes in meaning and changes in belief, as
assumed by Carnap. Quine’s point here is that cur actual usage of terms is not precise
enough to facilitate this type of sharp distinction. Thus, Quine writes,

Even the identity historicaily introduced into mechanics by defining

‘momentum’ as “mass times velocity’ takes its place in then network of

connections on a par with the rest; if a physicist subsequently so revises

mechanics that momentum fails to be proportional to velocity, the

change will probably be seen as a change of theory and not peculiarly of

meaning. "
Quine argues that, for example, the word ‘momentum’ is defined simply as short for
‘mass times veiocity’, however, even though he has departed from the definition of
‘momentum’, a physicist who revises the law that momentum is proportional to velocity
is not now speaking gibberish; rather, revising the definition of momentum is no different
from revicing any other proposition of physics. In assuming the opposite, Carnap relics
on a more exalted view of the act of definition that is actually the case. For. whiiz it is the
case we lcarn theoretical terms either through context, i.e., by learning a web o1 terms in
whieh this term occurs, or through definition, i.e.. by learning where to subséituie this
term for other terms, how we actually learn a term is a historical accident but is not an
enduring difference in status between laws of thecry. Consequently, for Quine, it is not
the case that a certain class of sentences are revised or: a pragmatic basis and arother

class revised on a theoretical basis; raiher, Quine holds thac all revisions coniorrmn to a

single method. Quine terms this appreach ‘methodoiozical monism’. By this, Guine

1 Quire, Word and Object, p. 57
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means that all statements within the web of belief are epistemologicaily on a par."*’ So,
while Quine acknowledges that there is a distinction between a revision at the centre ot
the system and a revision at the periphery, he argues that this is a difference in degree not
a difference in principle. He concludes that the analytic-synthetic distinction is simply
incompatible with the holistic account of knowledge.

In conclusion, Quine holds that the account of empirical confirmation and
linguistic meaning that supports the analytic-synthetic distinction is inherently
unscientific. Quine argues that holism provides an account of language in which the
anglytic-synthetic distinction plays no role, and which, because it emphasizes the
interconnectedness of our ail our beliefs, is more consistent with what happens in
scientific inquiry. Consequently, once he accepts holism, and its anti-reductionistic
implications, Quine argues that Carnap should also repudiate the assumpticn cf a
cleavage between the analytic and the synthetic, and accept that this distinction is

superfluous to a rigorous, scientific account of knowledge and language.

2.4 Quine’s rejection of the internal-external distinction.

So far we have seen that Quine rejects Carnap’s distinction between analytic and

synthetic sentences by proposing an account of lanigaage in which this distinction has no

role to play. In this secticn [ want to explain why Quine believes that in rejecting the

analytic-synthetic distinction he thereby rebuts the internal-external distinction.
Carnap’s distinction betwéen internal and externai statements depends on a

linguistic framework. Intertial to a framework we can assert that there are black swans,

B7W V. Quine, ‘Five Milestones of Ensipiricism’, reprinted in Theories and Thinge, pp.67-73
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mountaius over 4000 meters high, prime numbers above 700, and so on; on the other
hand, we can propose the framework of numbers, the framework of things, and so en. For
Carnap, the difference here is that in the former case we are including certain entities as
vaiues of the variables of a language we accept, whereas in the latter we are (if what we
are saying is meaningful) talking about whether to accept a linguistic framework or not.
This means that because the latier are external to any framework they cannot be
theoretical. while the former depend on the adoption of a framework and cannot be
pragmatic. Hence, Carnap’s model assumes a fundamental segregation within language,
in order that the type of questions asked internai to a framework and those externai or
prior (o a framework are utterly seaied off from one another; such that, external
statements are purely pragmatic while internal statements are purely theoretical.

However, once the analytic-synthetic distinction has been rejectzd it is no longer
possible to separate language into its purely pragmatic sentences and its purely theoretical
sentences, and consequently, according to Quine, it is nc ionger possible to disiinguish’
between iniernal and external sentences. Thus Quine writes,

No more than the distinction between analytic and synthetic is needed in

suppoit of Carnap’s doctrine that the statements commonly thought of

an ontological, viz., statements such as ‘There are physical otjects’,

“There are classes’, ‘There are numbers’, are analytic or contradictory

given the language. No more than the distincticn between analytic and

synthetic is needed in support off his doctrine that the statements

commonly thought of as ontological are proper matters of contention

only in the ferm of linguistic proposals. The contrast which he wanis

between those ontological statements and empirical existence statements

such as ‘“There are black swans’, is clinched by the distinction of analytic

and synthetic. True, there is in these terms no contrast between

statements of existence such as ‘There are prime numbers above a
hundred’; but I don’t see why he should care about this.'** '

% Quine, ‘Carnap’s Views on Ontology’, Ways of Paradox, p. 210
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For Quine, Carnap reeds the analytic-synthetic distinction to support the internal-external
distinction; consequently, rejecting the former means rejecting the latter. Quine writes,

I have set down my misgivings regarding the distinction between

analytic and synthetic...Let me merely stress the consequence: if there is

no proper distinction between analytic and synthetic, then no basis at all

remains for the contrast which Carnap urges between ontological

statements and empirical statements of existence. Ontolcgical questions

then end up on a par with questions of natural science.'*

Having abandoned the analytic-synthetic distinction and adopted holism, Quine argues
that rather than identify purely pragmatic sentences and purely theoretic sentences, one
must accept that all parts of inquiry are a combination of pragmatic and theoretical
considerations to some degree.

Quine’s view that all sentences are a mixture of both pragmatic and theoretical
factors has two important implications. First, it means that the external decisions that
Carnap believed to be purely pragmatic are in fact theoretical. And second, pragmatic
concerns are brought into the heart of theoretical judgements. For exainple, in ‘Two
Dogmas of Empiricism’, Quine writes that

Carnap, Lewis, and others take a pragmatic stand on the question of

chocsing beitween language forms, scientific frameworks; but their

pragmatism leaves off at the imagined boundary between the analytic

and the syntheiic. In repudiating such a boundary I espouse a more

thorough pragmatism. G
As Quine says here, he is proposes a more robust pragmatism than ihat of Cari:ap
because, whereas Carnap holds that pragmatic factors are decisive in determining the

external questions determining a linguistic framework only, Quine makes pragmatic

considerations centrai to scientific inquiry itself. Thus, Quine writes,

”f" Quine, ‘On Carnap’s View of Ontology’, , p. 211
' Quine “Two Dogmas of Empiricism™ p.46
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Our standard for appraising basic changes of conceptual! scheme must

be, not a realistic standard of correspondence to reality. bur a

pragmatic standard. Concepts are language, and the purpose of

concepts and of language is efficacy in communication and prediction.

Such is the ultimate duty of language, science and philosophy, and it

is in relation to that duty that a conceptual scheme has finally to be

appraised.'"'
For Quine, all decisions are made on the basis of pragmatic considerations, such as -
simplicity, economy, conservatism, fecundity, and so on.'*? For Quine, simplicity and so
on, is precisely the type of thing that scientists engaged in on-going.inquiry take es
theoretical evidence peinting in favour of one hypothesis over another. In ‘On Mental
Entities’ he writes, ¢

How do we decide on such retentions and revisions? To be more

specific: how do we decide, apropos of the real world, what things

there are? Ultimately. I think, by consideration of simplicity plus a

pragmatic guess as to how the overall system will continue to work in

connection with experience.'*
It is clear that Quine agrees with Carnap that ontological questions, guestions of
mathematical and logical principles, etc.. are a matter of choosing a pragmatic conceotuai
scheme or framework, but in contrast to Carnap, Quine insists that this is the case for
every scientific hypothesis. That is, the fact that all theory choices involve a pragmatic

omponent does not make such choices any less theoretical or substantive; as there no

longer is any sharp distinction between pragmatic and theoretical sentences all choices
are both pragmatic and genuire, theoretical judgments. This means that, for Quine, there
are no areas of inquiry from which genuine judgment is excluded, and all judgments in

the web are true or false judgments; Quine holds that rejecting the analytic-synthetic

distinction means that pragmatic judgments are genuinely true or false.

! Quine. “Identity, Ostension and Hypostasis” in From a Logical Point of View, pn. 63-80; p. 79
”f W.V. Quine “Posits and Reality’, reprinted in Ways of Paradox, p. 247
S W.V. Quine, ‘On Mental Entities’ reprinted in Ways of Paradox. D.223
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For Quine, therefore, in denying the analytic-synthetic distinction one also denies
the theoretical-pragmatic distinction. But more importarntly, in rejecting the theoretical-
pragmatic distinction one also rejects the internal-external distinction. That is, just as
pragmatic concerns are not distinct from theoretical concerns so also are external
framework guestions not distinct {from internal questions. Because holism makes all
decisions a combination of pragmatic and theoretical concerns, it follows that it is not
possible to isoiate the purely external, i.e., pragmatic, sentences from the purely internal,

i.e., theoretical, sentences.

2.5 Conclusion.
In this section I have identified the basis of the dispute between Carnap and Quine as
Quine’s insisterice on taking seriousiy the commitments of the conceptual scheme we are
immersed in. This means that, for Quine, we are unable to stand aloof from on-going
scientific enterprise and survey alternative linguisiic frameworks from an entirely neutrai
perspective. | showed that Quine makes this case against Carnap by rejecting the
anaiytic-synthetic distinction, which in turn targets the deeper epistemological distinction
between nurely theoretical internal assertions and purely pragmatic external proposals.
For Quine, Carnap’s distinctions between anaiytic-synthetic and internal-external
arc tied together as follows: Carnap requires analytic sentences to play the part of
formation and transformation rules constituting a linguistic framewotk; by distinguishing
between analytic and synthetic senteiices, Carnap substantiates the distinction between

genuine, theoretical true-false sentence made internal to a linguistic framework (which

—
—
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may be either analytic or synthetic depending on the framework), and meta-linguistic
sentences that comprise the framework itself, which are chosen according to pragmatic
concerns and are neither true nor false (these are invariably analytic). Consequently, by
rejecting the analytic-synthetic distinction Quine thereby rejects the distinction between
questions made internal and external to a framework.

In the next section I show how this rejection of the analytic-synthetic distinction,
and the corresponding rejection of the imternal-external distinction. leads Quine to rebut

Carnap’s version of extreme relativism.

SECTION 3

QUINE’S REJECTION OF EXTREME RELATIVISM

3.1 Introduction.

To conciude this discussion, I want to show how Quine’s rejection ot the internal-
external distinction leads to a rejection of Carnap’s extreme relativism. Carnap holds that
the chnice between alternative frameworks is a pragmatic decision between d.fterent
proposals. and that the role of philosophy is to stand alcof from or-geing inquiry. In
contrast, having ruled out the possibility of the distinction between internal-external
sentences, Quine argues that all forms of inquiry are bound to proceed from within our
on-going conceptual scheme. This means that, in contrast to Carnap, tor Quine,
philosophy does not occupy a neutral point of view aloof from all en-going inquiry, all

theory choices in on-going inquiry are real, thecretical judgments that arc true or false.
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Therefore, in rejecting the aloof, neutrai_ perspective, Quine rejects Carnap’s extreme
relativism.

In this section, I show first that rejecting the internal-external distinction means
rejection Carnap’s view of philosophy as having its own methodology distinct from
natural science; and second, I show thar working from with our on-going conceptual
scheme means acknowledging the theory choices we make as real true or false
judgments. that commit us ontologically. Ultimately, Quine’s view is that we ought tc
acknowledge the conceprtual scheme we are currently embedded in rather than pretend

that we can stand aloof from all conceptuai schemes.

3.2 Quine’s rejection of aloof philesophy.
We nave already seen that the notion of a linguistic framework plays a central role in
Carnap’s philosophy. In this section I want to show that rejecting the interral-exrernal
distinction in turn means rejecting Carnap’s distinction between philosophy and science,
and his distinction between metaphysics and science. In contrast to these distinctions, the
philosophical picture that Quine proposes is of all forms of inquiry proceeding from with
in our unified on-going conceprual scheme; that is, both philosophy and metaphysics are
assimilated to naiural science, and reinterpreted from ihis perspective.

As was pointed our above, the internal-external distinction is the basis for
Carnap’s extreme relativism. First, this distinction is the basis for Carnap’s distinction
between philesophy and scientitic inquiry. Philosophy is taken to be the analysis cf the

set of analytic sentence that constitute the framework. and hence philosophy offers a
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neutral perspective, independent of all frameworks, and which employs its own
methodology distinct from empirical science. Second, the internal-external distinction
forms the basis for Carnap’s distinction between metaphysics and science. All scientitic
sentences are internal, and hence are genuine theoretical assertions; in contrast, ali
metaphysical sentences are made external to a framework, and are proposals rather thati
genuine theoretical assertions. It follows that, in this context, rejecting the internal-
external distinction means rejecting both the distinciion between philesophy and science,
and the distinctioﬁ between metaphysics and science. [ will explain each of these points
in turn.

Quine’s rejection of the internal-external distinction rules out Caciap’s view of
philosophy, and implies, in contrast, that we are always working from within soime
conceptual scheme or other. Carnap held that the task of philosophy was to logicaily
anaivse the ruies of alternative linguistic frameworks; he holds that this provided
philoscphy with a neutral (or transcendent) perspective outside of any particular
framework, fror: where to analyse the rules of all of on-going inquiry. It i~llows that, for
Carnep, philosophy is a separaie discipline ccmplete with its own distinct imethodology,
wholly independent of empirical science, or any cther mode of inquiry. However. by
showing that there is no internal-external distinction Quine thereby shows that there can
be no quaiitative difference between the sentences of philosophy and those belenging to
the empirical sciences. For Quine, philosophy is conducted imianent to our concepiuai
scheme, and the only way philosophy can aspire to genuine cognitive knowledge is as a
part of empiricel science. Thus Quine writes,

Philosophy, or what appeals to me under that head. is continuous with
science. It is a wing of science where aspects of method are examined
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more deeply or in a wider perspective then elsewhere. It is a wing alse

where the objectives of a science receives more than average scrutiny,

and the significance of the results receives special appreciation... The

relation between philosophy and science is not best seen even in terms

of give and take. Philosophy, or what appeals to me under that head, is

an aspect of science.'**
Once the internal-external distinction is rejected, there is no possibility of standing aloof
ironi all conceptual schemes; rather, our view is always immersed in somc conceptual
scheme or other. And, since we must give up the hope of assessing science from some
perspective-that is more secure, it foilows that the philosopher and the scientist are in the

same boat.'®

As we saw in the previous chapter, Quine explains this notion by appealing
to the analogy of ‘Neurath’s boat’.

In addition, for Quine, it follows that as we are immersed in our on-going
conceptual scheme we must take seriously the judgments we make as real, true or false
assertions. The clearest indication of how Quine’s insistence on taking our theory choices
seriously ditfers from Carnap’s extreme relativism is in relation to ontology. For Carnap,
the internal-external distinction allows him to distinguish sharply between natural science
and metaphysics: he hoids that because all meaningful assertions of existence were made
internal to a framework, they did not imply the assertion or assumption in the reality of
the eatities posited. However, for Quine, rejecting the internal-external distinetion leads
t0 a blurring of this supposed distinction between science and ontology. *® Tc e precise.
it means taking sericusly the ontological commitments of the assertions made in our on-

going conzeptual scheme. I explain this point in more detail in the next section.

" (Quine, ‘Phiiosophical Progress in Language Theory’, in Metaphilosophy Vo!. 1 (1970) p. 2.
145

Quine Werd and Object p. 3
146

Quine, ‘On Carnap’s Views of Ontology’, p.210
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3.2 The criterion of ontologicai commitment.

For-Quine,ibecause-our perspective is always from the middle of our on-going corceptual
scheme, we must acknowledge all theory choices as real, true or false judgments, which
must be taken seriously. To be precise, taking our conceptual scheme seriously means,
among other things, acknowledging the existerce of the entities that our conceptual
scheme presupposes as existing. This ieads to a re-inflation of the notion of ontology; in
coitrast to Carnap, who detlates ontological statements as either pragmatic proposals that
are neither true not false, or as internal assertions that are not ontologically committing,
Quine holds that we must take seriously the ontological commitments of all staiements
that we assert.

In this connection, Quine devises a criterion to determine those obiects whose
existence is presupposed by our best theories, and which we in turn rnust accept as
existing in asserting these theories as true. This critcrion of ontological commitment has
both negative and pesitive applications. The discussion in the previous chapter has
illustrated the negative apnlication of this criterion: we saw that Quine rejects Russeil’s
assertion that the meaningfulness of a sentence presupposes the existence of the cbject
named. or of the non-linguistic meaning of that sentence, and in that context it serves ¢
eliminate false ontological comniitments. In its positive anplication, this criterion serves
to clarify genuine commitments, and shows that our oniological commitments are real
decisions in on-going inquiry. not pragmatic choices between alternative proposals.

The first task here is to clarify Quine’s criterion of ontological commitment, and

having eliminated all names from language, and having denied that we are entologicaliy



committed by the mere meaningfulness of language, the question arises whether anything
we say commits us ontologically. Quine’s seminal paper ‘On What There Is’ sets out his
diagnosis of how to address this question. The key for Quine here is to devise a means to
pose ontological questions in a ‘non-self-defeating’ manner. That is, Quine proposes a
method for determining genuine ontological cormmmitments without predetermining the
1ssue in favour of either the extreme realist or the extreme relativist. Thus, Quine writes
that whereas

There are these who feel that our ability to understand general terms,
and to see one concrete object as resembling another. would be
inexplicable unless there were universals as objects of apprehensicn.
And there are those who fail 1o detect, in such appeal to a realm of
entities over and above the concrete objects in space and time, any
explanatory value,

His own view is that,

Without settling that issue, it should still be possible to point to certain
forms of discourse as explicitly presupposing entities of one or
another given kind, say universals, and purporting to treat of them;
and it should be possible to point to other forms of discourse as not
explicitly presupposing those entities. Some criterion to this purpose,
some standard of ontological commitment, is needed if we are ever to
say meaningfully that a given theory deperds on or dispenses with
assumptions of such and such objects."*’

Quinc’s aim is to set out a neutral framework for uncovering our hidden ontological
assumptions; that is. a criterion to make explicit those objects that we do hold as existing.
For Quine, the key to establishing this neutral framework is to identify when a

nerson is and is not unambiguously committed to the existence of a specific object. To do

this. Quine distinguishes two separate questions:'*®

"7 'W.V. Quine, ‘Logic And The Reification of Usniversals’. reprinted in Flom A Logical Point Of View,
pp-102-129. p.102

'8 Charles Chihara, Ontology and the Vicious Circle Principle, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press 1973) p.
87 '




(1) What are the ontological commitments of theory T?

(2) Is theory T true?
The first question concerns how to identify those objects that a theory actually does
presuppose. For Quine, a theory presupposes the existence of an object if that object must
exist in order for the theory to be true. However, it is clear that because names can be
eliminated without affecting what a theory says, for Quine, a theory does not presuppose
the existence of the objects named by its singular terms; names are altogether immaterial
to ontolegical issues. Rather, Quine argues that the question of ontological commitment
ultimately concerns the status of singular existential statements. Thus, Quine writes,

Singular existential statements “there is such a thing as so-and-so”,

“wQ

together with their trivial variants such as “So-and-so designates”,

begin to assume the air of a logicaily isclated class of statements —

logicaily independent of the rest of discourse, verifiable or faisifiable

at caprice, we must find some relaticaship of logical dependence

o s 3 e 14

between the singular existence statement and the rest of discourse.’*’
Quine holds that singular existential statements are iinked to the rest of diccourse through
the inference of existential generalisation. That is to say, asserting a singular existentiai
statement containing a denoting term affects the truth or falsity of the general statement
obtained from it through the inference of existentia! generalisation. Wheieas, in contrast.
if the singular existential statement does net contains any denoting terms, then it can be
atfirrned without aifecting the truth or fzaisity of the general existential statoment. Thus,

QQuine writes

A word W designates if and only if existential generalisation with
_ . P e 150
respect to W is a valid form of inference.

So, for example, imagine theory T asserts the statement:

9 Quine, ‘Designation and Existence’ Journal of Phiiosophy 36 (1939) 701-709, n. 705
" Quine *Designation and Existence’, p. 706
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(a) “Pebbies have roundness™.
This theory is ontologically committed to the entity ‘roundness’ if and only if the
existential generalisation

(b) (Ix)(pebbles have x)
is a valid form of inference. If this inference is valid, then we can cenclude that this
theory endorses the entity roundness, and interprets (a) as asserting that pebbles have this
entity. In contrast, if this inference is invalid, then this theory is not committed to the
existénce of the entity roundness. Rather. it construes the term ‘roundness’ &s having
meaning only in the context of a complete sentence; that is, ‘roundness’ is a
syncaiegorematic expression rather that a denoting term. Consequently, inserting a
variable ‘x’ for it in (b) would be ungrammatical, just as inserting ‘x’ for ‘ble’ in

(c) (3x)(pebx have roundness)
is ungrammatical.””' Thus, if this theory does not allow us to infer (b) from (a) then it is
not ontologically committed to the entity ‘roundness’.

For Quine. the inference of existential gencralization supplies us with a formal
pasis for distinguishing denoting terms from syncategorematic expression. The expression
“There is such an entity as’, or ‘(3x)’, may be prefixed to a denoting ierm only, making
denoting terms the constant expressions that repiace variables and are replaced by
variabies; all other meaningful expression wil! occur syncategorematically. Consequerntly,
Quine holds that the criterion of ontological commitment is found in the bound variables
of quantification. Quine writes,

We can very easily involve ourselves in cntological commitments by
saying, for example, that there is something (bound variable) which

! Quine “A Logistical Approach to the Ontoiogical Problem” in Ways of Paradox, pp 197-202 p.198
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red houses and sunsets have in common; or that there is something

which is a prime number larger than a million. But this is essentially,

the only way we can involve ourselves in ontological commitments:

by our use of bound variables.'>
The quantifiers (3x) and (x) mean respectively ‘there is an entity x such that ...” and ‘each
entity x is such that ...”, where the variable ‘x’ is ‘bound’ by the appropriate quantifier.'>
Thus, the ontological commitments of any theory are determined by realm of entities it
requires as the values of its bound variables in order for it to be true. Or, as Quine puts it,

Elliptically stated: We may be said to countenance such and such an

entity if and only if we regard the range of variables as including such

an entity. To be is to be the value of a variable.'>*

There are many symbols or letters that mathematicians and logicians would typically
consider as being variables that do not imply ontological commitment because they arc
not bound by any quantifier.**

Turning to question (2), while the first question focuses on uncovering the
ontological presuppositions that a theory makes, question (2) concerns whether we are
committed to these obiects. For Quine, only in asserting a theory as true are we committed
to the obiects that it presupposes. That is to say, we can meaningfully discuss a theory
withoiit being committed to the objects it assumes as existing, but once we asseit a theory

as true, we are commiitted to the existence of the objects that theory presupposes as

existing if its assertions are to be true. Thus, Quine writes

%2 Quine, “On What There Is”, p. 12 :

'3 For Quine, his insistence that the criterion of ontological commitment primarily and fundamentally
applies to quantification discourse is an insistence that there is no distinction between saying ‘there are’ in
‘there are athletes’, ‘there are numbers’, and so on, and saying ‘there are’ in (3x). Quine holds that someone
wiio rejects this criterion must say either that quantificaticn discourse is not being used in its normal way,
cor that cerdinary ianguage is being used in some new way. However, either case is irielevaut to the present
issue.

"WV, Quine, ‘A Logistic Approach to the Ontological Problem’. p.199.

5 Harold N. Lee, ‘Discourse and Event: The Logician and Reaiity’, in The Philosophy of Quine, H. Hahn
& P. A. Schiipp (eds.) p.298

‘
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We commit ourselves to an ontology containing numbers when we say

there are prime numbers larger than a million; we commiit ourselves tc

an ontoiogy containing centaurs when we say there are centaurs; and

we commit ourselves to an ontology containing Pegasus when we say

Pegasus is. But we do not commit ourselves to an ontology containing

Pegasus or the author of Waverly or the round square cupola on

Berkeley College when we say that Pegasus or the author of Waverley

or the cupola in question is not.'*®
For Quine, we must distinguish the ontological assumptions that are implied by a theory

. . + 7 . .
from the ontological commitments that a person may hold."*’ A theory is ontologically
committed to the set of objects it presupposes in order for its theorems to be true,
however, one may discuss this theory without being committed to its ontologicai
presuppositions; rather, for Quine, someone is ontologically commitied only by their
assertions. By distinguishing these two issues, Quine creates a neutral space where
ontological quesiions can be asked and answered without presupposing any entclogical
commitnients. This is what Quine nieans by a nsutral framework — one is committed only
by the theories that one is willing to assert as true, but in the simpiy discussing a theory,
one is not committed to any ontology.

Quine holds that we are committed ontologically as a result of taking seriously the
decisions we make immanent to our on-going conceptual scheme; he holds that one is not
committed to the ontological presuppositions of a theory unless one asserts that theory as
true, consequently, it is inconsisteni of someone to claim to repudiate certain entities all
the while continuing to assert theories that presuppose their existence. Thus, Quine writes,

I am not suggesting a dependence ot being upon language. What is

under consideration is nct the ontological state of affairs, but the
ontological commitments of a discourse. What there is does not in

1% Quine, “On What There Is” p. 8
"7 *Logic and the Reification of Universals’, From 2 Logizai Point of View, p. 103
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general depend on one’s use of language, but what one says theie is
158
does.

For Quine, ontological questious are scientific questions: the sentences we assert and take
seriously are determined immanent to our current concentual scheme of science. So, while
what-a theory says there is depends on what it takes as the values of its boundg variables,
we are ontologically committed to these entities only by asserting that theory as true.
Thus, Quine writes,

Our acceptance of an ontology is, I think, similar in principle to our

acceptance of a scientific theory, say a system of physics; we adopt, at

least insofar as we are reasonable, the simplest conceptual scheme into

which the disordered fragments of raw experience can be fitted and

arranged. Our ontology is determined once we have fixed upon the over-

all conceptual scheme which is to accommodate science in the broadest

sense... To whatever extent the adoption of any system of scientific

theory miay be said to be a matter of language, the same — but no more —

may be said of the adoption of an ontology."”

For Quine, we must take seriously the sentences we assert as true, and acknowledge rhat
from our immanent perspective these are real theory choices.

One clear example of this insistence on taking our on-going theory choices
sericusly surfaces early on in Quine’s work. Quine points out that while, at present, we
regiment ordinary language into the canonical idiom of quantification to uncover its
ontological commitments; it is equally possible to translate ordinary language intc an
idiom that dispenses with quantification altogether, such as Schonfinkel’s combinztoriai
logic. Because the combinatory idiom dispenses with variables and quantification
altogether, were we to regimen: language into this idiom we would not have any

ontological commitments, and both reference and ontolcgy would become redundant.

Thus Quine writes,

158

Quine, ‘Logic and the Reification of Universals’, p. 103
1% Quine ‘Or What There Is’, p. 16-17
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An ingenious method invented by Schonfinkel, and developed by Curry

and others, gets rid ot variables altogether by recourse to a system of

constants, called combinators, which express certain logical functions.

The above criterion of ontological commitment is of course inapplicable

to discourse constructed by means of combinators. Once we know the

systematic method of translating back and forth between statements

which use combinators and statements which use variables, however,

there is no difficulty in devising an equivalent criterion of ontological

commitment for combinatory discourse. o
For Quine. then, it is open to us to translate sentences we assert as true inte combinatorial
logic and thus abandon ontology altogether. The reason why we do not do this, but
regiment ordinary language into quantificational notation, is that reference and ontology

are central to our understanding of reality; but shculd it turn out to be more pragmatic or

more economical to abandon ontology altogether, then so be it.'®!

3.4 Conclusion.

In this section I have argued that Quine’s insistence on working from within our on-going
conceptual scheme rules out Carnap’s extreme relativism. I argued that Quine’s rejection
of extreme relativism is exemplified in first his rejection of the distinction between
philosophy and science, and second, in his insistence on taking seriously the ontological
commitments of theories and sentences we assert as true. Taken together these two points
illustrate the central difference between Carnap’s extreme relativism and Quine’s
immanent perspective, namely — for Quine, all theory choices made in on-going inquiry

are real. true or false judgments. that must be taken seriously.

'Y Quine, ‘Reification of Universals’, ». 104
r

6k Quine ‘Facts of the Matter’, p. 184
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion, in this chapter I have argued that Quine rejects Carnap’s extreme
relativism. Carnap’s extreme relativism encourages the free and unhindered construction
of alternative linguistic frameworks, where we adopt an attitude of tolerance towards
these alternatives. Because truth claims are relative to the containing framework, no
framework is true or false; rather, choosing between them is a purely pragmatic decision.
Furthermore, there can be no genuine disputes between different framewecrks; real, true or
false judgments arise only internal to a framework, so disputes between frameworks are
simply a matter of pragmatic decision. Apparent framework disputes are based on
linguistic confusion, and are resolved by translating the disputed claims into formal
tanguage, thereby showing that alternative frameworks are not making incompatible
assertions, but are instead proposing alternative forms of language. And, as there i5 no
basis to determine that one framewoik is true and the other false, it is only rafionai io
tolerate alternative frameworks.

In contrast to this extreme relativism, while Quine accepts the possibility of
alternative conceptual schemes, he does not adopt Carnap’s tolerant attitude towards
them. For Quine, Carnap’s principle of tolerance is predicated upon the illegitimate
transcendent perspective, i.e., on Carnap’s belief that it is possible to stand buck from ail
frameworks and consider them from a detached, framework-neutral point of view.
Indeed, for Carnap, this is exactly what philosophy achieves by examining the analytic
statements that make up the censtituent rules of each linguistic framework. As has been
shown, howcever, Quine holds that this aloof perspective is iilusionary and illegitimate; in

contrast, for Quine, all inquiry proceeds from a perspective embedded in some conceptual



scheme or other, thus ruling out Carnap’s tolerant attitude towards alternative conceptual
schemes.

[ argued that the basis of Quine’s argument against Carnap is his rejection of the
distinction between 2nalytic and synthetic distinctions. As the formation and

ransformation rules constituting a linguistic framework must be analytic, the analytic-
synthetic distinction is fundamental to Carnap’s distinction between statements made
internal to a framework and those mad external to it. Consequently, by showing that the
analytic-synthetic distinction has no role to play in a scientific account of language,
Quine undermines Carnap’s extreme relativism.

My discussion in this and the previcus chapter should have flesked out for the
reader my claim that Quine develops a philosophicai position that is a compromise
between the polarities of extreme realism and extreme relativism. It should now be clear
that Quine is neither an extreme realist nor an extreme relativist, but is at once doth more
of a relauvist than Russell and more of a realist than Carnap. The key to Quine’s
compromise between these extremes is his rejection of an assumed transcendent
standpoint, outside of all conceptual schernes. In the previous chapter, we saw that
Quine’s strong-global under-determination thesis rebuts Russell’s extreme transcendent
realism because it means we cannot detach ourselves from all conceptual schemes we
cannot gain any access to reality as if is in itself. Similarly against Carnap, Quine rejects -
that analysing the rules of a linguistic framewcrk can provide a transcendeiit standpoiiit
aioof from all conceotual schemes, from which to compare them to one another; rather,
because we are always immersed in some conceptual scheme or other, we muzst

adjudicate between theory choices i on-going inquiry from this perspective, and take
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these choices as rea! decisions that are either true or false. By holding these two
doctrines, strong-global under-determination at end-of-inquiry and that all theory choices
in on-going inquiry are real choices, Quine holds that there is a middle position between
the dogmatism of extreme transcendent realism and aloofness of extreme transcendent

relativism.
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CHAPTER 3

QUINE’S COMPROMISE POSITION

INTRODUCTION
So far [ have argued that Quine is neither an extreme realist nor an extreme relativist. In
this context the central theme has been Quine’s rejection of the possibility of a
transcendent 'perspec:tive, somehow outside of on-going inquiry. His insistence oi: the
inevitability of working from within our on-going conceptual scheme is the basis for
Quine’s thesis of strong-global under-determination at the end-of-inquiry, which in turn
rules out Russell’s extreme realism; similaily, because we are working from within we
must accept that we cannot distinguish language into purely pragmatic and purely
theoretical sentences, and so cannot stand aloof from 2all on-going inquiry, as Carnap
heid, and view competing thecries from a transcendent. absolutely neutral perspective.

In this chapter I want to solidify the claim that Quine forges a compremise
position between these polaritics of extremme realism and extreme relativism. That is, |
show here that Quine develops a philosephical position that is at once less-realist that
Russell and less-relativist than Carnap. In crder for Quine to achieve this, however,
Quine adopts both inherently relativisrtic dectrines and inherently realistic doctrines. The
challenge, for Quine, of course, is to balance these competing doctrines despite the fact
that they very obviously pull in opposing directions. In this chapter I wani to show the
sense in which Quine does reconcile these competing doctrines.

To be precise, in this chapter I want to establish two related points about Quine’s

compromise position. Firsi, I want to emphasis that Quine’s position is precisely a



compromise between the polar opposites of extreme realism and extreme relativism. And,
as such, it must incorporate elements from both realism and relativism. While it is
coherent to suggest that Quine cannot hold these competing tendencies in a coherent
balance, it is simply misguided to suggest that either the realist or the relativist dimension
is inconsistent with the overall Quinean project; rather, the overall projeci must be
identificd with both of these dimensions. That is, if Quine did not embrace a certain
relativity in relation to language, but instead accepted absolute facts about language, it is
clear that his position would collapse into Russell’s extreme realism; likewise, if Quine
did not adopt a certain realisim stance toward language, such as taking the ontoiogical
presuppositions of what we say seriously, despite this relativism, then his compromise
would collapse into Carnap’s cxtreme relativism.

In developing this point, I begin by briefly outlining the views of a number of
critics of Quine who, depending on the critic, argue that either the realist or the relativist
dinension undermines the other, and is incompatible with what Quine is trying tc
achieve. Next. I outline the type of relativism about reference that Quine accepts; I show
that this is a very protound type of rejativisim that has the potential (¢ undecmine any
pretence Quine may have towards realism. However, it is clear that his relativism does
not destabilize his version of realisfn; rather, I shew that Quine’s version cf realism, so-
called “robust realism”, is predicated upon this reiativity about language. I conclude that,
in this sense, Quine views the relativity about language that he endorses o be “good
relativism”: it undermines extreme realism but does not lead to extreme relativisni, and in

this sense actually solidifies his compromise position.



The second point [ make in this chapter is that in additicn to the “gocd reiativism”
that Quine adopts, he is also susceptibie to “bad relativism”; that is, versions of relativism
that would undermine the compromise position, leading his position to collapse into
either extreme realism or extreme relativism. The archetypical “bad relativism” is
relativism about truth. In sectien 2, { show that the question of whether Quine is
susceptible to the relativist doctrine of truth is a complicated matter. I begin by setting out
Quine’s official, non-relative, version of truth, and then consider a number of objections
from Donald Davidson, which argues that Quine’s version of truth implicitly commits
him to the epistemic theory of truth, and hence to a relativistic doctrine of truth. I show
that while Davidson is incorrect tc impute the epistemological doctrine of truth of Quine,
there is an interesting sense in which Quine is susceptible to a relativistic theory of truth,
namely — Quine’s rebuttal of Russell’s extreme realism presupposes the relative theory of
truth in the sense that at end-of-inquiry, there are’a number of alternative conceptual

schemes, each of which is true from its own perspective.

SECTION 1

THE TWO SIDES OF QUINE

1.1 Introduction.

In this section I show that, for Quine, our on-going conceptual scheme is characteriscd by
both realist and relativist doctrines. And that, according to Quine, these opposing
doctrines ¢o not undermine one another, but come together to form a scientific account of

on-going inquiry.
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As a starting point for this discussion, I begin by outlining a number of criticisms
of Quine’s compromise position, which argue that Quine cannot accommodate both
realist ahd relativist dimensicns in a coherent, unified position. Here I briefly set cut both
the case for viewing Quine’s realism as undermining his relativism, and the opposing
case that his relativism precludes any possibility of him holding a coherent version of
realism.

Following on from this, I show that both of these lines of argument are incorrect.
In contrast, i show that the forms of relativism and realism that Quine develops are
consistent with one another. The significance of Quine’s philosophy lies in his combining
a certain type of relativism with a certain type of realism, for it is precisely by facilitating
this combination that Quine achieves a compromise between the polarities of extreme
realism and extreme relativism. [ conclude that one cannot properly undersiand Quine’s
overali philosophical project unless equal weight is given to both the realisc and the

relativisi dimensions of his position.

1.2 Realism and ielativism.
To begin, 2 number of philoscphers who applaud the rcalist dimension of Guiie’s
osition have argued that this realism is incompatible with his acceptance cof relativisin.
j

For exaniple, J.J.C. Smart commenting on Word and Object firds to his surprise Quine’s

“full blown realist phiiosophy of the theoretical entities of physics”; thus, Smart writes

Before beginning to write this paper I expecied to find lingering traces
of a pragmatism and instrumentalism which is evident in some of
T

Quine’s earlier writings. However 1 found no definite evidence of such
traces, and in WO Quine seems to me to have moved right over to a

o
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definitely realistic attitude to the theoretical entities of physical
science. For cvidence of his earlier pragmatisini aiid instrumentalism I
would draw attention to his From a Logical Point of View ... Such a
point of view seems to have been eliminated from Quine’s thought in
WO ... Indeed, if we needed to interpret Quine in this instrumentalist
way he would surely be saying something inconsistent with his own
position about ontological criteria. (In this respect I think there is
probably an inconsistency in his earlier Position, but there is no good
evidence for thinking it survives in W0.)'®

Smart contrast what he sees as Quine’s early pragmatism and instrumentalisiii against his
more mature acceptance of “tull blown realism”, and he argues that this eaily and mature
versions of Quine are inconsistent. Consequently, Smart concludes that Quine’s mature
realism precludes any suggestion of instrurnentalism.

Similarly, Robert J. Fogelin distinguishes the components of Quine’s shilosophy

into two broad categories, which he terms the “austere or hard component, and the more

open or soft component”,'® corresponding more or less to what I have cailed the realistic

and ihe relativistic dimensions of Quine’s philosophy, and he argues that ultimately
commitments defining these two categories are incompatible with one another. Fogelin
writes,

[f we ook separately at these two clusters of commitments, the iiems
in each seem, intuitively at least, to suit one another. Quine exhibits
great skill in his writing in showing how the themes in each cluster
interrelate with one another. In contrast, if we compare the two
clusiers as wholes. they seem, again intuitively, to display
fundamentally different tendencies. Depending on which way we
proceed, it can seem that all the toughness in the first cluster is given
away by the softness in the second, or, going the other direction. that
the openness of the second cluster can seem to be throitled by the
narrow constraints of the first. Quine, of course, thinks that he has
brought these apparently competing viewpoinis into proper balance. s

162 J..C. Smart, *Quine’s Philosophy of Science, reprinted in Words and Objections, (eds.) [. Daviason &
J. Hintikka; pp. 7-8

'8 Robert J. Fogelin, ‘Quine’s Limitzd Naturalism’; Journal of Philosophy, XCIV, auruber 11, November
1997; pp. 543-564, p. 543

"% Robert 1. Fogelin, *Quine’s Limired Naruralism’; p. 544.
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Fogelin argues that Quine does not succeed in bringing these competing clusters into a
proper balance; rather, ultimately if the “hard” realist side of Quine’s position is pursued
in an unrestricted manner it would undermine the “soft” relativist side; he says,

in fact, as the centre of gravity of Quine’s position shifts towairds

naiuralized epistemology, all the components in what I have called-the

soft cluster come under pressure.'®’

For Fogelin, the aspects of Quine’s position that come from the relativistic or soft side of
this theory are at odds with his naturalistic program.

More recently, Stephen Yablo has implied that there is a similar conilict between
Quine’s early realism and his later relativism about ontology.'®® Yablo takes it thai early
on in his caree‘r167 Quine takes existence questions “deadly seriously”,'*® but implies that
his later writings are more relativist and incompatibie with this early realism.

In contiast, to this view that Quine’s realism must be prioritised over his
relativism, which is seen to be somehow incompatible with Quine’s overall project, a
number of philosophers have argued the other side of the toss — that Quine’s relativism
undermines his claims to realism, and ultimately realism does not fit into the Quinean
pioiect. |

For example, Richard Rorty argues that Guine’s rejection of the exireme realist
metaphysical notion of reality as if is in itself,' his rebuttal of the analytic-syntieiic

distinction, and his helistic approach to rationality and justification, iead to a type of

i65 . . R, .
 Robert J. Fogelin, ‘Quine’s Limited Naturalism’; n. 556-551

1% Stephen Yablo, ‘Does Ontology Rest on a Mistake?’, Procecdings of the Aristoteliar Society, Vol. pp.
229-261
°7 Specifically, Yablo mentions the period from ‘On What ‘There Is’, up to Word and Objzct as when
Quine is takirg orfological questions sericusly; Yablo, ‘Does Ontology Rest on a Mistake?", foctnote 3, p.
236
168 .

Yabio p. 220
19 por example, see Rorty Consequences o1 Pragiatism,(Brighton: Harvester 1582) Introduciion n. Xiv
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relativisin that both he applauds and appropriates.'’’ But this relativism, Rorty maintains,
eans that Quine must pass up on any claims to realism. Rorty holds that all claims to
realism are based on an appeal to a transcendent perspective that Quine has claimed to
give up: for Rorty, without the transcendent perspective, immersed in our own culture
and our own community, we have neither the need nor the legitimate means to prioritise
physical science as limning the nature of reality. Rorty argues that once Quine accepts
that ail theories are convenient fictions Quine must accept all theories as cqually non-
factual; the only way Quine can substantiate the claim that physics picks out substantive
laws and limns the nature of reality is to appeal to reality as it is in itself, but without the
transcendental perspective to back it up, his preference for physics is little more than a
nestalgic prejudices, a remnant of his positivist heritage, that is unjustified, “purely
acsthetic”, and “will not work™. Thus, Rorty writes,
Why, however, do “believes in...” and “translates as...” cwe moie to
the necessities of practice than “is the same electron as...” and “is the
same set as...”? Why do the Naturwissenschatien limn reality while the
Geisteswissenschaften merely enable us to cope with it? What is it that
sets them apart, given that we no longer think of any sort of statement
having a privileged epistemological status, but of all statements as
working together for the good of the race in that process of gradual
holistic adjustment made famous by “Two Dogmas of Empiricism”?
Why should not the unity of empirical inquiry be the whole of cuiture
(including both the Natur- and the Geisteswissenschaften) rather than
just the whole of physical science?'”"
Moreover, for Rorty, Quine’s prioritisation of physics is unnecessary; he dismisses it as
an erubarrassing remnant of the old metaphysical picture of reality. In contrast, Rorty

holds that all areas of culture ou a par. Thus, Rorty writes,

Pragmatism...does not erect Science as an idol to fill the place once held
by God. It views science as one genre of literature — or, put the other

"% For example, see Rorty Solidarity or Objectivity’ p. 26

" Rerty Phitosophy and the Mirror of Nature, (Oxford: Blackwell 1980) p. 201

137



way around, literature and the arts as inquiries, on the same footing as
scientific inquiries. Thus it sees ethics as neither more “relative” or
“subjective” than scientific theory, nor as needing to be made
“scientific”. Physics is a way of trying to cope with various bits of the
universe; ethics is a matter of trying to cope with other bits... The
question of what propositions to assert, which pictures to look at, what
narratives to listen to and comment on and retell, are all questions about
what will help us get what we want (or zbout what we showld want).'”?

For Rorty, Quine’s claims to realism are incompatible with his insistence on an immarient

perspective, and should be elimirated from the Quinean project.

Likewise, Hilafy Putnam also argues that once Quine has given up on the

metaphysical notion of reality ds if is in itself, then Quine’s version of realism is empty of

content, and his insistences that he is a realist ring hollow. Thus, Putnam writes,

Quine is asking us to think that there is something about which we
shouid be “realists” and telling us that the relation between our thoughts
and that something is purely “immanent”, that is, internal io our
language and theory; that that language and theory do not have a
relation to that something which is singled out in a way that can be
scientifically determined by rational inquirers independently of how or
whether we interpret them. This sounds like saying that there is a reality,
but you aren’t really thinking zbout it. Or like saying there isn’t a
reaiity, but you pretend there is one whenever you think, or you have to
take seriously the reality you pretend there is. Or still more like Hume
saying that when he is in his study he sees that total skepticism is
correct, but whenever he leaves his study he is a “robust realist”. {Hume
didn’t use those exact words.)!” '

Here Putnam maintains that Quine is being disingenuous in claiming to be a reaiist:

instead, Putnam compares Quine’s view of robust realism to Hume’s amnbivalent view of

scepticism: in the same way that Hume’s intellectual commitment to scepticism wavers at

the billiard table, whiie in his study Quine accepts that his arguiments point only to

relativism and the rejection of realism, but outside his study he tries 1o forget these

£ .
72 Rorty Consequences of Pragmatism, p. xliii
173

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1994) p. 347

Hilary Putnam, ‘A Comparison of Something with Something Else’, reprinted in Werds and Lifc.
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arguments and to pretend that reality actually does exist. Once again, the poini is thai
Quine cannot balance relativism with realism; rather his relativism undermines and
precludes his claims to realism.

More recentlv, Nicholas Georgalis'™* has also argues that the tension between the
realist and relativist tendencies in Quine’s philosophy cannot be balanced.

Tc my mind there has aiways been a fundamental tension in Quine’s

work between his commitment to a kind of scientific realism, on the

orie hand, and his ...rejection cf transcendental metaphysics on the

<

other.'”
In addition to identifying this tension, Georgalis argues that the Quine’s acceptance that
observation sentences arise immanent to our on-going conceptual scheme, and in this
sense are “‘theory-dependent”, undermines his claims to realism.

Quine has given up the claim that helophrastic observation sentences

are independent of theory ... Quine came to agree that the relevant

holophrastic observation seniences are theory dependent. Nevertheless.

Quine appears reluctant to accept the fact that this concession

undermines the alleged virtues of observation sentences just

mentioned. In what follows [ detail the theory dependence of an

important class of holophrastic observation sentences to show how this

forces a rejection of Quine’s realism.'”®
Georgalis holds that Quine’s relativistic side, in particular his rejection of transcenaent
meiaphysics, undermines Quine’s claims to what Georgalis calls his “scientific realizm”.
He concludes that Quine should give up on his claims to realism and “downgrade
ontology all the way™.

it is clear that each of these philosophers emphasise one side of the Quinean

compromise over the other, and holds that the alternative dimension ought to be

" Nicholas Georgalis, ‘Ontology Downgraded All The Way', Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 80 {1999)
238-256

'75 Nicholas Georgalis, "Ontology Downgraded All The Way’, p. 238

"7 Nickolas Georgalis, ‘Ontology Downgraded All The Way’, p. 239
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abandoned as incompatible with the overall Quinean preject. In the remainder of this
section I show that this criticism of Quine is misguided; rather, the realism and the
relativism that Quine espouses are compatible and can be held together in a coherent
philoscphical position. Moreover. [ stress that Quine’s position can be properly
understood only by acknowledging that the realist and relativist dimensions have equal
weight for Quine; otherwise, his position weould not be a genuine compromise between

them.

1.3 Quine’s relativism about language.

To begin, Quine argues that a scientific account of how we actuelly use language shows
us that there are no absolute facts about language in the sense that Russell assumed there
10 be. Rather, Quine holds that all facts about language are relative; more precisely, the
facts about any language are relative to a further interpretation in a background language.
This is the case because from our perspective, immersed in our on-going conceptuai
scheime, it is not possible to give an absolute interpretation of our language: rather the
meaning, reference, and ontclogical commitinents, of what we say is always relative to a
further interpretation in a background language. This ieads Quine to develop three related
relativistic theses about language. namely - the “inscrutability of reference” (IR),!"” the

“indeterminacy of translation™ (IT),"8 and “ontological relativity (OR).”Q

177

ror example, Quine, Ontological Relativity and Other Essays, (New York: Colombia University Press
1969) :

' For example, Quine, Word and Object, I wili discuss the indeterminacy of transiation fhesis in more
detail in ci:apter 4.

' For example, Quine, Cntological Relativity and Other Essays,
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Taking Quine’s thesis of (IR), Quine develops this idea in terms of the notions of
a ‘proxy function’ and ‘cosmic complement’. He explains a proxy function as a function
that maps one system of reference into part or all of another. For example, in Pursuit of
Truth Quine defines proxy functions as follows,

A proxy function is an explicit one-to-one transformation, f, defined

over the objects in our purported universe. By ‘explicit’ I mean that for

any object x, specified in an acceptable notation, we can specify fx.

Suppose now we shift our ontology by reinterpreting each of our

predicates as true rather of the correlates fx of the object x that it had

been true of. Thus, we reinterpret ‘Px” as meanin% that x is fof a P.

Correspondingly for two-pace predicates and higher. ™
The origin for his idea of a proxy function is the distinction between direct and deferred
ostension, i.e., between pointing to the ocean to indicate blue, and pointing to the petroi
gauge tc indicate that the tank is empty.'®' Quine develops a more sophisticated exampie
of this distincticn in terms of the mathematical device of Godel-numbering: he shows that
by giving each element in a system a Godel-number we can specify any original elements
by nointing to its Godel-number. The precess of Gédel-numbering gives a permutation,
or one-to-one mapping, of the terms of one language onto those of another, such that by
reinterpreting our theory T under a proxy function fas T, we switch the entire system of
reference of T while ensuring that the truth-values assigned to each sentence in T remuin
invariant under their reinterpretation by proxy function fas T,. Donald Davidson offers
an iiluminating example of how such a proxy function might work. First, assume that
evaly object has one and only one shadow. Take fto mean ‘the shadow of’. On system S

we take ‘Wilt” to be true of Wilt, and “is tall’ to be true of tall things. On S* we take

*Wilt” to be true to Wilt’s shadow and ‘is tall’ to be true of the shadow of 1all things.

80 Quine Pursuit of Truth, 2™ rev ed, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1992)p. 31-32
' Quine, Ontological Relativity and Other Essays. p. 40
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Thus, on S ‘Wilt is tall” is true if and only if Wilt is tall. while on S” *Wilt is tali” is true if
and only if the shadow of Wilt is the shadow of a tall thing. Clearly, under proxy function
[f'the truth conditions remain invariant. The key point here is that the evidence for or
againsi S or S’ consists of the set of circumstances in which the speaker would assent to
or dissent from each sentence.'®

In addition, Quine has introduced the notion of a ‘cosmic complement’ to
illustrate just how extreme the shift in reference can be with. The cosmic complement of
mny watch, for Quine, is the entire universe apart from my watch. Thus he writes,

The word ‘rabbit’ would now denote not each rabbit but the cosmic

complement of each, and the predicate ‘furry’ would now denote not

cach furry thing but the cosmic complement of each. Saying that rabbits

are furry would thus be reinternreted as saying that complements-cf-

rabbits are complements-of-furry things, with ‘complements-of-rabbits’

and ‘complements-of furry’ seen as atomic predicates. The two

gentences are obviously equiva]ent.’s’
Properly understood, therefore, it is possibie to reinterpret any sentence in such a fashion
that a term taken to refer to the object *x’ in the original now refers to the entire universe
apart from the object ‘x’. Moreover, Quine holds that the truth-values of any sentenccs
referring to my watch remain invariant even though these sentences now refer to the
cosmic complement of my watch. For Quine, the conclusion is that the reference of any

term cannot be stated absolutely but is always relative to the particular interpretation or

translation manual employed.'®!

"2 Donald Davidson, ‘The Indeterminacy of Reference’, reprinted in Truth and Interpretation. (Cxford:
Blackwell 1986)p. 230

'3 Quine From Stimulus to Science, (Canbridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1995) p. 71-72

" We know from the dectrine of ontological commitment that, for Quine, reference and vatology aie
closely connected. so it comes as no surpiise that the ieiaiivity of reference implies that ontoicgy is also
relative to a particular interpretation. Fer Quine, inscrurability of refzrence ({R) begcts ontological relativity
(OR), and in either case there is no way to specify reference or ontology absolutely
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What makes ontological questions meaningless when taken absolutely is not
universality but circularity; rather, to say what object term in one language refers tc we
must retreat to another term in some other background language. Thus Quine writes,

A question of the form ‘What is an F?’ can be answered only by

recourse to a further term: ‘An F is a G’. The answer makes only relative

sense: cense relative to the uncritical acceptance of ¥ i
For Quine, what we say makes sense cnly thrcugh the uncritical acceptance of some
oackground language to translate the object language into. However, this background
language must itself be interpreted, and so is itself relaiive to its interpretation in yet
another background language, and so on and so forth. For example, the question “Does
‘rabbit’ reaily refer to rabbits and not rabbit parts?” is meaningless if asked in au absolute
sense; someone can aiways counter with their own question: “Refer to rabbits in whiat
sense of rabbits?”. For Quine, such is immanent relativity: we need a background
language to inierpret any utierance, but as (IR) applies to that background language also,
we appear to have begun an infinite regress of background ianguages. '**

More significantly, however, immanent relativity arises in cur home language
also; hoth in how we interpret other speakers of our own language and in how we
interpret what we ourselves say. First, relativity arises in connectior: to other speakers of
the same language because according to Quine’s model we must employ a iranslation
manual whenever we interpret what is said in cur home language. That is, Quine holds
that this translation, which equates my neighbour’s English words with the siring of

phonemes in my own mouth, proceeds purely on the basis of behavioural evidence and

'*5 Quine, Ontoleyical Relativity, p. 53

"% Moreover. for Quine, the relativity to a background language itself has to components: first, the choice
of background language, second the choice of prexy function that maps one language onto the other.
Ontology, therefore, is doubly relative.

"0
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the concurrent environmental surrcundings. It follows that it is possible to completely
reinterpret the reference of my neighbour’s utterances through proxy functions, and given
extensive readjustments, the behaviourai evidence will be indifferent to switch of
reference and ontology. Thus, I can reinterpret my neighbour’s apparent references to
rabbits as in fact references to undetached rabbit-parts, and her apparent references to
formulas as actually references to Godel numbers, ete.'®” It follows that what has been
said about translating alien languages applies equally to communicating in the home
language. That is, (IR) pervades all aspects of the homie language.'®®

Even more disturbingly, however. it follows from this that immanent relativity
applies equally to my cwn speech. That is, for Quine, it is not possible for me to fix the
reference or ontology of my own utterances in any absolute sense. This more {roubling
situation follows froni the fact that there can be no private language: if reference in public
language is relative then reference in my own languag'e must also be relative.'®® Clearly,
if immanent relativism affects my own use of my home language the notion of reference
truly does become nonsensical: it means that I do not know whether in saying ‘rabbit’ 1
am refeiring to rabbits or to some other devicusly permuted denctation. [t follows, Quine -
argues, that

We begin to appreciate that a grand and ingenious permutation of these

denotations. along with compensatory adjustments in the interpretations of

the auxiliary particles, might still accommodate all existing speech

dispositions. This was the inscrutability of reference, applied to ourselves;

and it makes a nonsense of reference.'”’

[ndeed, Quine readily admits the absurdity of thiz conclusion. He writes,

"7 Quine Ontologica! Relativity p. 47
¥ Quine Ontological Relativity p. 45-46
"*% Quine Ontological Relativity p. 47
" Quine Ontological Relativity p. 48
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We seem to be manoeuvring ourselves into the absurd position that

there is no difference on any terms, interlinguistic or intralinguistic,

objective or subjective, between referring to rabbits and referring to

rabbit parts or stages; or between referring to formulas and referring to

their Godel numbers.'”!

Thus,; immanent relativity appears to raise the possibility that a speaker cannot know the
difference between referring to a rabbit and referring to each of its parts, or between
referring to a formula or referring to its Godel number.

It is clear that Quine ernbraces a very comprehensive notion of relativity. In
relation to language, relativity arises because {rom our immersed perspective we cannot
get an absolute interpretation of what we say: rather, we must interpret what we say in
some further background language or other. This type of relativism is significantly
different from Carnap’s extreme relativism, in that it does not rely on a transcendent
standpoint; however, the type of relativism that Quine embraces also threatens to
overwhelm his compromise position, and to force him to adopt an outlook just as extreme
as Carnanian relativism. In particular, when applied to our own use of the home language
Quine’s relativism about language threatens to create a kind of referential ninilism. where

there is no objcctive basis for determining the meaning, reference or ontoiogy of what

scmeons says, thereby making communication impossible.

1.4 Working within the home language as ‘robust realism’.
It is clear that incorporating this relativism about meaning, reference, and so on, does not
lead 1o the drastic situation that it first appears to; rather, Quine hoids that what this

relaiivism actually illustrates is net that communication is undermined by the failure to

"' Quine COntological Reiativity p. 47
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access absolute facts about language, but that absoiute facts about language are not
necessary for communication to happen. Quine holds that using a language is all there is
to understanding that language, and because this relativism does not undermine cur
ability to use language, this relativism does not undermine our understanding of
language. That is, Quine holds that in commuriicating we do not stand back and question
the meaning, reference cr ontology of a language but simply use it or “acquiesce” in it,
raking its terms “at face value”.

The problem raised by Quine’s relativism about ianguage is that it appears to
require the speaker to construct an endless series of meta-languages to determine what
she is talking about. However, Quine holds that in practice this regress of background
languages would not go on for very long; o one is going to formulate a meta-eta-meta-
language in order to determine what terms in the language refer to — not because it is
impossible to formulate such a language but because there is no point in coing so. Rather,
in order to speak at all we must stand somewhere -- it is not possible tc question all
background languages at once — so even though there are no absolute facts about
language, we simply use the relative facts about laaguage that we do have. Thts Quine
writes,

We need a background language, I said, to regress into. Are we involvad

no in an infinite regress? If questions of reference of the sort we are

considering meke sense ounly relative tc a background language. then

evidenily questions of reference for the background language make

sense in turn oniy relative to a further background language. In these

iering -the situation sounds desperate, but in fact it is little different from

questions of position and velociiy. When we are given position and

velocity relative to a given coordinate system, we can always ask ir turn

about the placing of origin and orientation of axes of that system of

cocrdinates; and tiaere is no end to the succession of further coordinate

systems that could be addiiced in answering successive questions thus
generated.



In practice of course we end the regress of coordinate systems by
something like pointing. And in practice we end the regress of
background languages, in discussions of reference, by acquiescing in our
mother tongue and taking its words at face value.'*?

The key point, for Quine, is that when we acquiesce in our home language we do not

question the reference of these terms; rather we employ its terms ‘at tace vaiue’. That is,
g : " S 3

for Quine simply using language prevents the regress fiom geiting started.'”"

But doesn’t this simply beg the question? Doesn’t his relativity about language
put the very possibility of ‘using’ a language in doubt? In particular, by entangling it with
considerations to do with translation manuals and background languages, it appears very
much as if it is impossible to use a language because the terms we are using are always
up for grabs. For Quine, however, this is not the case, and it is important to see why.

Quine has at times attempted to clarify the notion of acquiescence in terms of 4
distinction between the ‘heterophonic’ and the “homophonic’ translation manuais. He
explains the difference between these manuals as follows. The hetercphonic rule
correlates different words to one another, such as those of one language to words of
another — thus the tield linguist engaged in radical translation must employ a
hetercphonic translation rule. In contiast. the homophonic rule siniply maps terms onto
themselves; it is what Quine calls the “identity transformation’. Quine writes,

The homophonic rule is a handy one on the whole. That it works so well

is no accident, since imitation and feedback are what propagate a

language. We acquired a great fund of basic words and phrases in this

way. imitating our elders and encouraged by our elders amid externai

circumstances to which the phrases suitabiv apply. Homonhoric

translation is implicit in the social method of learning. Depariure from

homophonic translation in this quartcr would only hinder
; g 194
communication.'”

'9: Quine Ortological Relativity p: 49
% Stewart Shapiro, ‘Second-Order Logic, Foundations, And Rules’, Journal of Philosopiy (1990) p. 252
1% Quine Omological Relativity p.46-47



For Quine, acquiescing in the home language means employing the homophonic
translation. manual, which simply maps terms in the home language onto themselves. It
follows therefore, that the home language is taken as its own background language: the
homophonic translation manual takes each sentence of the home language as its own
translation in the background language, and map each term in the home language into

£1% Thus, reiativity of meaning, reference, and so on, arise in the home language

itsel
only if one systematically departs from the homophonic iranslation and applies a
heterophonic translation rule. He writes,

In short, we can reproduce the inscrutability of reference at home... The

problem at home differs none from radical translation ordinarily so called

except in the wilfulness of this suspension of homophonic translaticn.'*®
roperly understood, Quine holds that by chaosing the homophonic transiation manual,
thus taking the home language at face value, the reiativity is resoived. '

For Quine. acquiescence continues naturalism’s central therie of adopting an
immanent perspective on inquiry, but in this case we must be immanent to /anguage
rather than to the conceptual scheme of physical science. Quine holds that when we use
language we ‘staying aboard our own boat™ and see it from ‘the inside out’. Thus, Quine
writes

The point is not that we ourselves are casting about in vain for a mooring.

v g

Staying aboard our own language and not rocking the boat, we are borne

smoothly along on it and all is well; ‘rabbit’ denotes ratbits, and there is

no sense in asking ‘Rabbits in what sense of ‘rabbit’?""”

So, viewed from within we use language and take its terms at face value. Of course, it is

possible to view our curtent home language as an alien inscrutable language, but we can

f”s Hilary Putnam, ‘A Comparison of Something with Something Else’, in Words an4 Life, p. 335-337
" Quine Ontological Relativity p. 47
7 Quine “Things and Their Place in Theories™, in Theories anc Things, p. 20
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do this orly by adopting some further language as the home language. Treating our
current home language as an alien language and questioning the reference of its terms
requires that we retreat from our current home language into some further language, but
acquiescing in it and taking its terms at face value means accepting the home language as
the home language.

For Quine, the key point here is that relativity arises only if one views language
from outside; that is, if we questicn it from the perspective of some other language. But
as Quine notes, it is not possible to question a language while we are using it; rather, we
must accept the language we use, and take its terms unquestioninglv at face value.
Therefore, even though our acceptance of our home language is provisionali, because it is
not possible to stand outside of all languages and question them all at once from some
neutral perspective, we have rio option but to accept some language unquestioningly
while we are speaking. It follows, therefore, that in one clear sense acquiescence is a
form of realism, ﬁamely — acquiescence means that the relativism about language that
Quine does accept will not descend into the type of Carnap-style extreme relativism it
threatens to.

Therefore. while there are no absolute facts about language in Russell’s sense,
taking the fanguage we use at face vaiue does coistituie a version of realism; it is a
version of realism that acknowledges a certain. quite comprehensive, type of relativism.

1

Quine’s su-called “robust realism™, is thus realism notwithstanding comprehensive
relativism. At the beginning of the section, we saw that a number of philcsophers argue

that the relativism that Quine embraces undermines his claims to realism, and theretors is

incompatible with the overall Quinean project. But we now see that Quine’s reiativistic
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view of language does not lead to Carnap-style extreme relativism, or undermine Quine’s
claim to be a realist; just the opposite, in fact. For, it turns out that Quine’s reiativistic
view of language is also the basis for his particular version of realism; that is, realism

notwithstanding relativism about language.

1.5 Realism and relativism from within.

if we return to the objection raised at the start of the scction, we saw that a nuinber of
philosophers have argued that Quine’s acceptance of relativity about meaning, reference,
and so on, preclude any claims he makes to realism. This point is illustrated clearly by
looking at Putnam’s'®® criticism of Quine outlined ahove.

Putnam has argued that Quine’s insistenice that he is a reaiist rings hollow; in
contrast, Putnam holds that any claims to realism that Quine makes are undeimined by
his extreme relativistic doctrines of meaning, reference and ontology. It is, on Putnam’s
account, symptomatic, or even definitive, of ‘realism’ to hold that the objects we are
realists about exist completely independent of our conceprual system; the fact that they
exist independently invests these objects with an authority over our conceptual system.
Pumam’s problem with Quine is that since Quine has rejected the notion of reality as it is
in itself, he does not take robust realism to be abcut a transcendent relation betweei
language and reality as it is in itself, however, Quine nevertheless wants his immanent
construal of these concepts to have the authority they would have if they were

transcendent. Thus, Putnam writes,

*® Hilary Putnam, ‘A Cemparison of Something with Scmething Else’, reprinted in Words and Life
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Quine’s denial of “transcendental rcality” is the denial of reality as

waditionally, metaphysically conceived. Quine’s claim is that

“immanent” reality, the reality internal to our text contains a part — the

“first-class™ part — that is certified by science, and therefore deserves to

be just as authoritative, just as coercive, as the metaphysician’s reality

ever was. But why should the “reality” of science be more coercive than

our reflective intuition that what we say is true or false? ... Quine’s view

is that ncither the authority of ontology nor the authority of

episternology is impaired in any way by being seen to be “immanent”. In

my view, whatever authority they had depended entirely on our

conceiving of reality and sensations as, respectively, the makers-true and

the makers-justified of the seniences we produce — not the makers-true

and makers-justified from within the story, but the thin gs oumde tr‘e

story that hook languagy onto sometmng outside of itself."
Puiram recognizes that Quine’s robust realisim is immanent realism — it is a doctrine
about language and the objects internal to language — but for Putnam. it is incoherent to
talk about “immanent” realism; ultimately, Putnam does not believe Quine’s robust
realism deserves to be called “realism”. Putnam’s point is that, on Quine’s view, an
alien’s conception of reality is inscrutable to us unless we can translate it inte cur own
language. and, likewise, my conception ct reality, while obvious to me, is inscrutable o
the aiien. Therefore, there is no objective conception of reality that both the alien and 1
must acknowledge. For Putnam, without a connection to something external to theory.
the ontological notions of reality and fact cannot claim any authority over both the alien’s
and my own conceptual system, and thus it is simply false to call this picture ‘realism’ in
any sznsc of the werd.

Now, whiie one might question the significance that Putnam gives to the notion of
objects having “authority’ over our conceptual system as the benchmark for realism, but

even granting this point, it is clear that robust realisin also holds that objects have this

atorementicned autherity. The authority here derives from robust realism’s role as anti-

" Hilary Putnam, ‘A Comparison of Something with Something Else’, p. 347-348
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relativism: the robust realist is no different than the metaphysical realist in taking
seriously whatever is asserted in the home language. Because robust realism rules out
immanent relativism, we have no option but to take the home language seriously. And,
what more can there be to taking a language seriously other than ruling out its relativity
te a background language? Thus, when Quine discusses realism he characterizes it in
terms of the scientist who confidently takes his science seriously. Quine writes,

But 1 also expressed, at the beginning, my unswerving belief in

external things — people, nerve endings, sticks, stones. This I

reaffirm. I believe also, if less firmly, in atoms and electrons and in

classes. Now how is all this robust realisra to be reconciled with the

barren scene that I have just been depicting? The answer is

naturalism: the recognition that it is within science itself, and not in

some prior philosophy, that reality is to be identified and

described.?”
Quine holds that realism is the robust attitude of turning back to one’s own theory. and

not questioning the meaning of the terms one uses while one is using them. It is, he says,

the robust state of mind of the natural scientist who has never felt any
qualms beyend the negotiable uncertainties internal to science.”"'

For Quine, we are robust realists because in taking our home language at face value we
do not begin the regress of background languages and the relativism that this iavolves.

Quine emphasises this point by highlighting that we acquiesce in the use of terms
like ‘evidence’ and ‘reality’, and do not question them from the external perspective of
some vackground language. Thus, Quine writes,

We cannot significantly question the reality of the external world, or

deny that there is evidence of external objects in the testimony of our

senses; for, to do so is simply to disscciate the terms ‘reality’ and

‘evidence’ from the very applications which originally did most tc
invest those terms with whatever inteiligibility they may have for us

%% Quine, “Things and Their Place in Theories” p. 21

*' Quine, ‘Five Milestones of Empiricism’ p. 72

202 o o s

* Quine ‘The Scope and Language of Science’ Ways of Paradox p. 229
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For Quine, the robust realist does not entertain these doubts either; in this case, however,
the realist does not significantly question the existence of external reality because to do
so would be to question the language she is using rather than take it at face value. Of
course, this does not mean that Quine takes ordinary language as sacrosanct, but in
ordinary usage we use the word ‘real’ to separate those things that we believe to be real
from those that we do not.’”® Quine writes.

Everything of course, is real; but there are sheep and there are no

unicorns, there are clouds and there is (in the specified sense of the

term) no sky, there are cdd numbers and there are no even primes other

than 2. Such is the ordinary usage of the word ‘real’, a separation of the

sheep from the unicorns. Failing such aberrant definition which is

clzarly not before us, this is the only usage we have to go on.”**
it is difficuli to imagine what Putnam can say here that Quine cannot also endorse. How
do we take reality any more seriously than by taking seriously the sentence “the external
world really exists”? Anything more that we say to emphasize our belief in the reahity of
reality will be supertluous: we can only add more words to those that we already take
seriously. Even if Putnam adds a desk-thumping, foot-stamping shout of “Realiy!’, this is

still just another part of the home language that we are realists about.

1.6 Conclusion.
In conclusion, then, it is clear that robust realism is very different to traditional versions
of realism. However, this comes as no surprise as from the cutset Quine has branded

traditional mewephysical realism redundant for relying on the fallacious assvimiption of a

M2 o~ . ¥ .
~ Quine Word and Object p. 3
24 Guine ‘On Mantal Entides’, Ways of Paradox., p. 225
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transcendent perspective. in contrast, robust realism concerns the use of language not the
connection between language and something independent of language. Robust realism is
clearly a very ;:ieﬂated form of realism.*® It follows that when Quine says that he is a
realist about the objects of science, and that he takes the terms of the home language at
face valut he is not talking about an unquestioned acceptance of the nature of reality us it
is in itseif. In contrast, Quine’s point is subtler than this: Quine describes acquiescence in
the home language as ‘realism’ only because it rules out immanent relativism.

Because it is such a thin doctrine, [ think that Quine’s robust realism offers a
revolutionary new way to understand realism. Its minimal metaphysical commitments
allow Quitie to show that the appeal 10 the notion of correspondence to independent
reality is neither legitimate ner necessary. For Quine, realism is simply about taking
seriously the language we use. Naturalism is of & piece with the human predicament: ws
are alwzys immersed in some conceptual system or other and have no option but to adopt
an immanent perspective. In robust realism the pcint of view is still naturalisni: but in a
slightly different sense than usual. Here, Quine hclds that we are naturally immersed in
language and have 1o take seriously whatever language we use. Because it is so deflated,
Quine exhibits a general tendency to asswue that we have no options but to be a robust
realist.

In the next section I show that although Quine can incorporate considerable
relativism about reference, meaning, and so on, with his sc-called “rcbust rcalisiii™, therce
is a type of relativism that cannot be accommodated by Quine’s compromise position,

naraely — relativism about truth.

0 . i . 1

% Nicholas Georgalis, in ‘Ontology Downgraded all the Way® Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 80 (1599),
p. 247, in my opinion, aptly calis Quine’s realism ‘anaemic realism’, however, Georgalis means this as 2
criticism similar to Putnam’s.
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SECTION 2

ROBUST REALISM AND TRUTH

2.1 Introduction.

In the previous section, [ argued that not only can Quine accommodate both realist and
relativist tendencies in his position, but that his entire project can be understood only in
terms of an attempt to balance these competing tendencies. So, in contrast to those who
argue that either the realist or the relativist dimension is inconsistent with the Quinean
proiect, [ argued that abandoning eithcr;of these dimensions will collapse the Quinean
proiect into one or other extreme positibn. In this sense, we can talk about the relativism
in reference, meaning, and so oun, that Quine embraces, as “good relativism”: that is, far
from undermining his compromise position, relativism of this type is the basis for
Quine’s so-called “robust realism™.

In this section | want to argue that, in contrast to this “good relativism™, Quine’s
position is also susceptible to a form of “bad relativism™, namely — relativism about truth.
The relativistic doctrine of truth holds that truth is relative to theory, and I show here that
this is a form of “bad relativism” because Quine’s compromise position cannot
accommodate this version of relativism; rather, should it arise, reletivism about truth
would undermine Quine’s so-called ‘;robust realism”.

1

I begin this section by making Quine’s view of truth explicit. I show here that
Quine holds a “robust realist version of truth”. This “robust realist version of truth” is a

“deflationary”™ account of truti: it noids that a complete account of truth is given by
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accounting tor our use of the term “truz”, or to put it in terms of “robust rcalism”™, we
account for truth by simply taking our use of the term “true” at face value. Following on
from this, [ consider the arguments of a number of philosophers, most notably Donald
Davidson, who contend that Quine’s so-called “robust realist version of truth” leads to an
epistemic theory of truth, which makes truth relative to epistemic factors and hence
reiative to theory. I argue that none of Davidson’s arguments are conclusive, and that it is
incorrect to convict Quine cf implicitly holding the epistemic theory of truth. Finally, I
argue that, though Quine is not committed to the epistemic theory of truth, there is
another sense in which he may be committed to relativising truth to theory. I show that
some of Quine’s responses to the problem raised by strong-global under-determination at
end-of-inquiry make truth relative to theory. I argue that these responscs are incompatible
with his so-called “robust realist™ version of truth. I conclude that should strong-global
unider-determination arise in on-going inquiry, as distinct from end-of-inquiry, then

Quine’s view of truth would undermine his compromise position.

2.2 Quine’s robust realist view of trutf:.

To begin, I want to outline Guine’s so-called “robust realist” view of mruth. I show that
Quine’s view of truth is closely related to his notion of acquiescence in: the home
language, and ultimately boils down to an account of how we use the term “true”. I snow
that Quine’s so-called “robust realist” view of truth has two important characteristics;
first, it is a “deflationary” account of truth, and second, it makes a true sentence reiative

to the language that it occurs in.
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The first point to note here is that although Quine calls his version of truth a
“realist” account of truth, he does not hold a correspondence theory of truth. The
correspondence theory of truth holds that truths qualify as true in virtue of corresponding
to reality. Thus stated, however, the correspondence theory is either vague or vacuous.
Quite expiains this as follows;

What on the part of true seatences is meant to correspond tc what on

the part of reality? If we seek a correspendence word by word, we find

ourselves eking reality out with & compiement of abstract objects

fabricated for the sake of the correspondence. Or perhaps we settle for

a correspondence of whole sentences with facts: a sentence is true if it

reports a fact. But here again we have fabricated substance for an

empty doctrine. The world is full of things, variously related. but what,

in addition to all that, are facts? They are projected from true sentences
for the sake of correspondence.”*

Taking the example of the declarative sentence “Snow is white”, the correspondence
theory usually accounts for this truth by claiming that the meaning of the sertence
corresponds to the state of affairs, or facts as they actually are in reality. However, for
Quire, the correspendence theory suffers from two problems. First, as Quine says above
the correspondence theory must posit “facts” for truths to correspond to. And, second,
nroponents of the correspondence theory tend to postulate meanings as truth bearers of
sentences. The correspondence is therefore taken to hold between twe intangible
clements intervening between the true sentence and the white snow; that is, the sentence
“Snow is white” is true because the meaning of the sentence is thai siow is white and this
corresponds to the fact that snow is white.

As we know, Quine rejects the postulation of meanings of sentences as non-
linguistic entities, and similarly, we have seen that he does not accept tacts in the sense

required for the correspondence iheory to go through. Thus, it is clear that Quine does not

29 Quine, ‘Truth’. Quiddities, (Cambridge Massachusetts: Harvard University Press 1927); p. 213



accept the correspondence theory of truth. However, there is one sense in which Quine
believes the correspondence tiieory is correct, and that is that Quine agrees that truth
hinges on reality not language. Thus, Quine writes,

No sentence is true but reality makes it so. The sentence ‘Snow is

whiter’ is true, as Tarski has taught us, if and only if real snow is really

white. The same can be said of the sentence ‘Der Schnee ist weiss’;

language is not the point.207
For Quine, truth hinges on reality, but it is sentences are true. The truth predicate is
reeded only in cases where, though we are concerned with reality, we are forced to
mention sentences. In this type of case, the truth predicate allows us to show that
although sentences are mentioned, the point is still about reality.

To be precise, there are certain types of generalisations where we are impetled to
talk of sentences as being true. For example, when we generalise from “Grass is green or
grass is not green”, “Snow is white or snow is not white”, and so on, to say “Fvery
sentence of the form “p or not »’ is true”, we must ascend semantically to taik of truth and
of sentences. However, this semantic ascent does not imply that “Grass is green or grass
is not green” is about sentences not about reality; rather, this sentence is 2bout reality, but
because the instances we are generalising over are related to one another in an oblique
way. we must go one step up and talk about sentences.

When we do ascend to the linguistic plane the truth predicate is useful because it
reminds that although our talk is about sentences, our eye is on the world. It dces this by
cancelling linguistics reference. This is explicit in Tarski’s paradigm:

“Snow is white” is true if and only if snow is white.

7 Quine, Philosophy of Logic, (second edition): (Cambriage Massachusetts: Harvard University Press

1970); p. 10
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The quotation marks indicate when we are speaking about words, i.e., the name of the
sentence mentioned, and when we are talking about snow itself. The important insight
captured by Tarski here, is that the quotation is the name of a sentence that contains the
name of snow, i.e., “snow”; hence, in calling this sentence true, we call snow white, 2%
1hls is the sense in which the truth predicate is a device of disquotation that cancels
linguistic reference. Thus, Quine writes,

Here, as Tarski has urged, is the significant residue of the

correspondence theery of truth. To attribute truth to the sentence is to

attribute whiteness to the snow. Attribution of truth to ‘Snow is white’

just cancels the quotation marks and says that snow is white. Truth is

disquotation.’”

Where we ére speaking of the truth of singly given sentences, or in generalisations that do
not speak about sentences. the truth predicate adds nothing to the sentence being asserted;
but in affirming an infinite number ot sentences that can be distinguished only by talking
about semetices, then the truth predicate is uscful.

This type of approach to the queston of truth is usually termed “deflationary”.
Detlationary accounts hold that the apparert philosophical problem of the nature of truth
ceflates to the question of the use of the term “true”. It is clear that this is in keeping with
Quiné’s notion cf acquiescence; to be a “robust realist” about the term “true”, or any
other predicate, simply means taking the term “truc” at face value and using it rather than
queslionihg it. Thus, it is clear that, for Quine, the “robust realist” account of truth is a

deflationary account of truth. Thus, Quine writes,

We understand what it is for the sentence “Snow is white” to be true as
clearly as we understand what it is for snow te be white.?'”

2% Quine, Philoscphy of Logic, p. 12
% Quine, ‘“Trth’, in Quiddities, p. 213
*'° Quine, Purcuit of Truih, (1992); p. 82
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The disquotational paradigm explains the truth of the mentioned sentence in words that
are as clear as the sentence itself, and, in this sense, the term “true” is transparent.

However, as Quine points out, there is a certain inadequacy about calling this
approach “deflationary”. In particular, the term “deflationary” doesn’t convey the power
of this approach to specify iruth uniquely in any ianguage. Thus, Quine writes,

Stiil it is bard to think of disquotation as deflationary, or as mere,

when we reflect that it pins truth and denotation down uniquely. No

two truth predicates, or denotation predicates for n-place predicates,

can fulfil disquotation across the board withoui being coextensive.”''
As with all terms, the term “true” is relative to language in the sense that language figures
as a parameter for any sentence that occurs in it. For this reason, the disquotational
paradigm of “true” specifies unambiguously the extensicon or range of applicability of the
term “true” in that language. That is, the disquotational paradigm of truth is sufficient, of
itseit, to specify, but not define, truth uniquely.?'? Thus, Quine writes,

Supposing two different interpretations of ‘true-in-1.” compsziivie with

(I e " ‘s true-in-L if and only if ], let us distinguish thein

by writing ‘true;-in-L’ and ‘true,-in-L’, and let (7); and (7); be {7) with

these respective subscripts inserted. From (7); and (7); it follows

logically that

2 " 18 ‘truej-in-L’ if and only if ¢ ’ 1S ‘truep-in-L°,

no matter what statement of L we write for ©°  ’. Thus ‘true;-in-L’ and

‘true,-in-L° coincide.?"?
The truth paradigm. though trivial on the surface, determines that if there are two truth-

predicates in L, say “true;-in-L” and “true,-in-L”, both of which fulfil the paradigm, then

the two predicates are coextensive. Quine writes,

! Quine. ‘Response to Davidsen’, Taquiry 37 (1994): 496-498; p. 499: reprinted in The Philosophy of
Quire, ed. D. Follestal. Vol. 4; p. 248-250; p. 249

12 More precisely. Quine says that ii does not even specify truth uniquely, as certain uses of truth escape
this raradigm. “Reply to Bergstrom”, Inquiry 37 (1994)

2 Guine, ‘Notes on the Theory of Reference’, in From a Logical Foint of View, p. 136
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For all its surface triviality, the paradigm is quickly shown to have

extraordinary powers. For one thing, it suffices, of itself, to determine

truth uniquely. If there are two truth predicates ‘True,” and ‘True,’, both

fulfilling the paradigm, then the two are c:oextens,ive.214
The truth paradigm specifies truth uniquely because it rules out the possibility of two
truth predicates ‘True,” and ‘True;’ in English that do not apply to the same sentences in
Erglish..

This point merely reflects the fact that, strictly speaking, acquiescence in the
home language makes truth, and all notions from the theory of reference, always relative
to the containing language. That is, language always figures as a parameter of any true
sentence, because the same set of words could at the same time constitute different

sentences in different languages, one of which is true and the other of which is false.?'

Consequently, I will call this the view that truth is relative to language in a “pedestrian”

216 217

sense” ', 1.e., in a sense that is philosophically trivial.
This pedestrian sense of the relativity of truth must be contrasted with the far from
trivial thesis that truth is relative to theory. Indeed, for Quine, in contrast to the “good
relativism” outlines in the previous section that is compatible with the compromise
position, relativising truth to theory is the archetypal “bad relativism”; that is, this type of
relativism will undermine the compromise position and force Quine to collapse his
philosorhy into either extreme realism or extreme relativism. Relativising truth to theory

would be detrimental to Quine’s overall compromise for at least two reasons.

2" Quine ‘On Austin’s Method’ Theories and Things, p. 90

JE Quinre, ‘Notes on the Theory of Reference’, in from a Logical Point of View, p. 134-135

216 Davidson comes up with this term in, D. Davidsor, ‘The Structure and Content of Truthh’, p. 300

*'7 Netwithstanding his view of the capacity of the disquotational approach to specify truth uniquely in a
language, Quine appears to view the relativity of truth to language as a trivial point.
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First, to hold that truth is relative to theory is, in effect, to accept that each theory
is true from its own perspective and brooks no higher arbiter that can adjudicate between
these theories; rather, on this view both are actually true. This point seems to be
definitive of exireme relativism. For example, as we saw. Carnap holds that because the
rules constituting a framework are proposals rather than assertions, no framework is true
or false; rather, each is true from its own perspective. More generally, the extreme
relativist helds that truth is relative to theory, accepts that all are true from their cwn
perspective, and adopts a tolerant attitude to them all. This tolerant attitude would appear
to be incompatible with taking our own on-going theory seriously; in particular, it wouid
force Quine to abandon the criterion of ontological commitment, since incompatible true
theories are committed to incompatible entities. Moreover, it would appear to presuppose
a position aloof from our on-going conceptual scheme from where to view them all as
true.”"™® Thus, in itself reiativising truth to theory is enough to collapse the compromise
into extreme relativism.

In addition, however, relativising truth to theory would also create problems for
Quine’s view that we can explain acquiescence in terms ot paradigms analogous te
Tarski’s truth scheme. For, holding that truth is different relative to each true theory
implies that the truth predicate is not specified uniquely in the language; rather, there
must be multiple truth predicates in the home language that are not coextensive.
However, this would suggest a problem for acquiescence. Quine thinks thar we acquiesce
in the home language by adopting the identity transformatior: manual of translaiion.
Teking the example of English, Quine argues that this manual will connect the free-

floating reference of terms in English, taken as the object language, with the free-floating

19, o . . . . oy o
2% This poin is discussed in more derail in chapter 5



reference of English taken as the background language.?'°Quine holds that in mapping
English onto itself in this manner, we specify the reference of our terms in what he calls
“disquotational paradigms analogous to Tarski’s truth paradigm”.zzo Therefore. by
relativising truth to theory, thereby introducing multiple different truth predicates into
English, it seems to me that we would be unable to map English onto itself in the manner
suggested by Quine. Moreover, we would be unable to take the term “irue” at fact vaie,
as we would have to ask which sense of “irue” was meant; that is, do we mean “true”
relative to theory; or “true” relative to theory ,? As these truth predicates are not
coextensive, we would appear to have launched the regress of background ianguages all
over again.?':Zl

In the next section I consider whether in addition to making truth relative to

language in the pedesirian sense outlined above, Quine also implicitly makes truth

relative to theory.

2.3 Is truth relative to theory?
A number of philosophers have a1gued that in addition to making truth relative to

language Quine’s account of truth thereby makes truth relative to theory, i.e., physical

2% Quine, ‘Things and their Place 1n Theories’, Thearies and Things, p. 20

0 Quine, Puisuit of Truth, p. 52

2! am not suggestng here that this is the whole story, and I deai with this issue in detail laier: but it does
seem thav this type of problem would support those who are unsympathetic to Quine’s notions of (1%} and
acquiescence, who argue that Quine’s accourt of ianguage is incoherent. For example, Barrv Stroud,
‘Quine on Exile and Acquaintance’, reprinted in Meaning, Understanding, and Practice, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000); pp. 151-170 ’




science.** Is this interpretation is correct? Dces Quine’s robust realist account of truth
imply that truth is relative to theory?

The argument that Quine’s robust realist account of truth implicitly makes truth
relative to theory can be set out as follows. It is clear Quine holds that truth is

“immanent” t¢ theory. For example, in Word-and Object he writes.

Tt is ... when we turn back into the midst of an actually present theory ...
that we can and do spezk sensibly of thic or that sentence as true. Where

" it makes sense to apply ‘true’ is to a sentence couched in the terms of a
given theory, and seen from within the rheory.”*

And in Theories and Things he reaffirms his commiunent to this view, saying,

Truth is immanent, and there7 is no higher. We must speak from within a
theory, albeit any of various.”**

It is often argued that in passages such as these that in making truth immanent to theory
Quine thereby makes truth relative to theory.225 To be precise, Davidzon argucs that in
making truth immanent to theory Quine implicitly holds an epistemic theory of truth and
in this sense makes truth relative to theory.**®

The epistemic theory of truth holds that the epistemic factors internal to theory
determine truth in itself. There are a number of different ways in which this claim can be
cashed out. For instance, it could be that our on-going theory determines truth, as in for
example Rorty’s notion of truth as “ethnocentricity” or “solidarity”, or that an ideal
theory determines truth; for exarnple, Peirce’s view that truth is the ideal end point cr

limit achieved by the successive application of the correct scientific method. It fellows
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“ Davidson, ‘What is Quine’s View of Truth?’, Inquiry 37 (1994), ‘The Structure and Content of Truth’
Journal of Philosophy 1990, Lars Bergstrom has suggested that Quine ought to adopt an “empiricist”
theory of truth, which would make truth relauve to empirical evidence; Quine’s Truth’, /nguiry 1994, p.
424

2 Quine Word and Obiect, p.24 (my italics)

2* Quine “Things and Their Place in Theories”, Theories and Things, p. 21-22 {my italics)

*25 L. Bergstrom, ‘Quinc’s Truth’, ,

226 yor example, Davidsor. ‘The Structure and Content of Truth’, pp. 298, 306




that the epistemic theory of truth is a substantive rather than a deflationary account of
truth. The deflationary theory of truth argues that ail there is to the nature of truth is
accounted for in explaining our use of the term “true”, and that our use of the term “true”
can be accounted for in terms of the disquotational paradigm, without investigating truth
in terms of some alleged “substantial property™. In contrast to this, epistemological
accounts of truth argue that truth is a substantive property of sentences, and held that
thére is a connection between judgment and truth that cannot be severed.”’ That is, the
evistemological theory of truth holds that any assertion or judgment of truth already
presuppose some substantive notion of the nature of truth. This means that, for the
epistemic theory, asserting that p presupposes the notion of truth, and ths nature of truth
is reflected, not in our use of the term “true”, but in our judgmeni that p is true.””® In this
sense, to assert a sentence as true is to do more than simply reaffirm it: rather, it is to
attribute a real property. specifically an epistemological property, to that sentence.
Consequently, truth is connected firmiy to knowledge. Moreover, as truth is an epistemic
concept it depends on the variance of certain epistemic factors, which in turn makes iruth
relative to theory: truth iiseif changes from theory to theory

Davidson appears to have developed his argument that Quine is implicitly
committed to the epistemological theory of truth, thereby making truth relative to theory,
in two different ways: Davidscn appears to develep a “narrow” argument deriving from

the pedestrian sense in which a true sentence is relative to the language in which it

227 x5

For example, Hilary Putnam, “On Truth” in Words and L fe,

**8 Thus, Pytnam, for example, argues that deflationary accounts, which hold tiat asseriing tliat o is true is
equivalent to asserting that p, presuppose an explanation cf assertion or judgment that does not itself
assume seme notion of truth; but, Punam argues, because the act of judgment or assertion does presuppcse
the notion of truth the deflationary account is untenable, and he cencluaes that truth must therefore be a

supstantive notiorn.



occurs; and a separate more “general” argument deriving from Quine’s strong-globai
under-determination.

Taking the narrow argument first, Davidson points out that Quine has made a true
sentence relative to the language that contains it, and argues that since Quine has also
rejected the distinction beiween language and theory, this makes a true sentence relative
to the epistemological factors within theory. Thus. Davidson writes,

I had worried that when he wrote that trutk is ‘immanent’ he was

expressing the idea that truth is relative not only to a language, but also

is relative in some further way... My confusion here may well be

traceable back to the fact that ‘theory’ and ‘language’ are not to be

clearly distinguished in Quine’s writing. No wonder. Once one
repudiates the analytic/synthetic distinction, one has given up the
distinction between belief and meaning, overall theory and language.

Given a way of translating another’s language, one has arbitrarily

fastened on a way of seeming to draw the line, but cqually good

translation manuals would draw the line in other places, and so dole out

truth to the translated sentences in other ways. Hence, 2perhaps, the

et o Q

apparent relativity of truth to a theory as well as a language.”*

As Davidson says here, the view that Quine rejects the distinction between language and
theory derives from his repudiation of the analytic-synthetic distinction. Indeed, this view
that rejecting the analytic-synthetic distinction implies rejecting any distinction between

language and theory is shared by Richard Rorty.230 Rorty cites as evidence the following

. . ) . .
passage from Words and Objections.”' where Quine comments on his tendency to use

the terms “theory” and “language” interchangzably writing,
. o ! D

This tendency is related 1o my rejection of the traditional distinction
between analytic and synthetic statements; or, what comes to the same
thing, the distinction between meaning and widely shared collateral
information; or, what comes in the end to much the same thing again,

2% Donald DaviGson, ‘What is Quine’s View of Truth?’, The Philosophy of W..V. Quine Vol 4., {ed} D.
Follesdal p. 243-244

29 R. Rorty, ’Indeterminacy of Translation and of Truth’, Synthese 23 (1972): reprinted in Philosophy of
Quine, Vol. 3; D. Follestal ed.(New York: Garland Publishing, inc. 2001); pp.7i-91

> D. Davidson & J. Hintikka (Eds.) Words and Objections, Rorty cites ‘Reply to Chomsky’ pp. 208ff
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the notion that the sertences of a theory have their several and
separable empirical contents.”*

Rorty concludes that:

But a Quinean must be more cautious about presupposing a clear-cut

division between ‘language’ and ‘theory’.*

Thus, Davidson argues that because Quine acknowledges no clear-cut distinction
between language and theoty, it follows from the pedestrian sense in which the truth of
sentences is relative to the language in which they occur that truth is also relative to the
epistemological factors of the theory in which it is couched. This implies that our home
language and current physics are coextensive. Indeed, Quine at times appears to
corroborate this interpretation; for exaniple he say,

Where I have spoken of a conceptual scheme 1 could have spoken of a

language. Where I have spoken of a very alien conceptual scheme I

would have been content, Davidson will be glad to know, to speak of a

language awkward or baffling tc translate.”*
Here, in saying that where he has spoke of conceptual scheme, or theory, he could have
spoken of language, Quine appear to imply that he does not see any distinction between
language and theory.

However, it seems clear that this argument does not go through. To begin with,
once he rejects the distinction between analytic and synthetic sentences, Quine does
indeed hold that the terms “theory” and “language” arc interchangeable in certain

contexts; but he is quite clear that they are nor interchangeable in all coatexts.”*> To be

precise, Quine holds that when speaking about language or theory as a total fabric of

2 Quine, ‘Reply to Chomsky’, Words and Objections, p. 309

e Rorty, ‘Indeterminacy of Translation and Truth,” Synthese 23 (1972) p. 453-454: reprinted in Philcsephy
of Quine, Voli. 2; D. Follestal ed.(New York: Garland Pubiishing, inc. 2001); pp.71-91; p.79-8G; Rorty aiso
cites Quine, ‘Carnap and Logical Truth’. reprinted in Ways of Paradox. Rerty cites pp. 123 of first
edition. ,

- Quine, ‘On the Very ldea of a Third Dogma’, Theories and Things., p. 41

% Quine, ‘Reply te Chomsky’, Wards and Gbjections, p. 310
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sentences associated with one another and to externai stimuli through dispositions for
response, these terms can be interchanged: in learning a language, once we progress
beyond observation sentences, we learn the truth conditions of certain sentences relative
to other sentences, and having rejected the analytic-synthetic distinction, Quine rejects
thz possibility of distinguishing between dépendencies of truth value that are due to
language and those that are due to theory. Hence, in this contexi, “language™ and
“theory” are indeed interchangeable. But there clearly are cases where the terms are not
interchangeable. In particular, Quine holds that two theories can belong tv, and be stated
in, the same language, as they must be if we are to understand the claim that the theories
corflict. Thus, continuing the passage cited by Rorty above, Quine writes,

Even limiting our consideration to theory within a language, however,

we see ... many theories, even conflicting theories, can be couched in

one language. Language settles the sentences and what they mean; a

theory adds, selectively, the assertive quality or the simulation of

selective belief. A language has its grammar and semantics; a theory

goes farther and asserts some of the sentences.”*
As Quine says here, if language and theory were interchangeable in all contexts, then it
would not be possible to state conflicting theories in the same language. Consequently,
assimilating theory and language would rule out the possibility of the under-
determination thesis, as it would mean that rival theories are necessarily in different
languages. Likewise, if language and theory were coextensive in all contexts, then we
would be unable to state false sentences in any language.”*’ The sentence ‘Snow is

Green’ is not part of current physics, i.c.. is not part of theory, but a fluent English

speaker will nevertheless take this sentence at face value; on hearing it she does not

236 Quine, Reply to Chomsky’, Words and Objections, p. 309
“7 Quine, Reply to Chomsky’, Words and Objections, p. 30S: Quine says that he uses the term ‘thecry’ to
indicate the class of all sentences that a man believes to be true.
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abandon the homophonic translation manual, retreat to a further background language
and ask “Green in what sense of “Green”?”. But, if language and theory were
coextensive, then false sentences would not be part of our language and could not be
taken at face value.

It is clear that the fact that we can state conflicting theories in the same language,
and take false sentences as well as true ones at face value, means that language and
thecry are not coextensive in all contexts. And, consequently, it is clear that Davidscn'is
wrong to infer from the fact that Quine takes truth to be relative to language that he
thereby makes truth relative to the epistemological factors constituting theory.

In contrast to this “narrow” argument, Davidson’s other more general argument
turns on Quine’s acceptance of the strong-global under-determination thesis.” % It can be
set out as follows. Davison argues that Quine’s acceptance of strong-global under-
determination commits him tc accepting competing ideal theories as true from their own
perspective, thereby making truth relative to the epistemological factors in that theory.
Referring to Quine’s strong-global under-determination thesis, Davidson writes:

Quine has at different times embraced different ways of thinking of

this situation. According to one way, both theories are true. 1 see no

reason to object to the view that empirically equivalent theories

(however one characterises empirical content) are true or false

together. According to Quine’s other view, a speaker or thinker at a

given time operates with one theory and, for him at that time, the

theory he is using is true and the other theory false. If he shifts to the

alternative theory, then it becomes wue and the previously uccenied

theory false. The position may iliustrate what Quine means when he

says that truth is “imnianent”. This conception of the immanence or
relativity of truth should not be confused with the pedestrian sense in

2% In ‘What is Quine’s View of Trwth?’ (Jnquiry (1994): p. 437: Philosuphy of Quine, Vol. 4: p. 243)
Davidson does not appear to notice this conflict between what I have called the “narrow” argument, wiich
implies thai the strong-gloval under-determination is impessible, and what I have czlled the “gereral”
argument (formulated in “The Structure and Content of Truth’, Journai of Philosophy (i1950): p. 306),
which presupposes the strong-global under-determiration thesis.
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which the iruth or sentences is relative to the language in which they
occur. Quine’s iwo theories can belong to, and be stated in, the same
language; indeed, they must be if we are to understand the claim that
the theories conflict. It is not easy to see how the same sentence
(without indexical elements), with interpretation unchanged, can be
true for one person and not for another, or for a given person at cne
time and not at another. The difficulty seems due to the attempt to
import epistemological considerations into the concept of truth.*

Davidson poiits out that because he accepts strong-global under-determination, Quine is
faced with the question of how to account for truth in the case of rival ideal theories that
account for all possible evidence, are incompatible with one another, but are stated in the
same language. Davidson notes that Quine has vacillated between two responsés to this

9. on one hand, Quine sometimes takes both theories as true and, on

“cosmic question”*
the other, he sometimes takes the theory he operates in at a given time to be true for him
at that time. and the other false, and should he change to the alternative thecry it becomes
true and the originzl false. But, Davidson argues, either of these explains the sense in
which truth is inimanent to theery in a way that makes truth relative to epistemic factors:
either view implies that the same sentence, interpreted in the same way, can be true {or
one person but false for another, and similarly, true and false for the same person at
different times. Davidson concludes that in relativising truth to theory in this way Quine
has inccrporated epistemological factors into his conception of truth. To quote Davidson
again,

Many philosophers, particuiariy recently, have held that truth is an

episternic concept; even when they have not explicitly held this thesis,

their views have often implied it. Cohcrence theories of truth are usuaily

drivenn by an epistemic engine, as are pragmatic characterizations of

truth ... Quine also, at least at times, has maintained that truth is internai

to a theory of the world and so to that extent is dependent on our
epistemological stance. Relativism about iruth is perhaps always &

9 Davidsou, *The Structure and Content of Truth’, p. 206 (footnote omitted)
240

170



symptom of infection by the epistemological virus; this seems to be true
in any case for Quine, Nelson Goodman, and Putnam.?*!

Furthermore, in ‘On the Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme’*** Davidson maintains that
strong-global under-determination results from the more general scheme-content dualism,
and he argues that, as with all systems that operate with this dualism, it wili lead to
relativism. Thus, Davidson writes,

In giving up dependence ¢n the concept of an uninterpreted reality,

something outside all schemes and science, we do not relinquish the

notion of objective truth — quite the contrary. Given the dogma of a

dualism of scheme and reality, we ‘get conceptual relativity, and truth

relative to a scheme. Without the dogma, this kind of relativity goes by -

the board.***
interpreted in this way, Quine makes truth relative to the epistemic factors constituting
the theory we assert, not just at idealised end-of-inquiry, but also in on-going inauiry.
Davidson holds that this imputes Quine of a general relativism that aligns him with

24 K uhn holds that scientists working in different

Thomas Kuhn and Paul Feyerabend.
conceptual schemes (or different “paradigms”) are “working in diiferent worlds”, in the
sense that they view the same world with incommensurable systems of concepts;”*’
similarly, Feyerabend holds that incommensurable theories, i.e., theories that are not
inter-translatable. can be compared to one another by stepping outside of the theory or
language from which to contrast both.>*® For Davidson, Quine’s view of truth is identical

to both of these in that he makes it an epistemic concept that is relative to the particular

theory held at a given time.

! Davidson, ‘The Structure and Content of Truth’, Journal of Philosophy LXXXVII, No. 6, (June 1990);
p. 298

*2 Davidson, ‘On the very Idea of a Conceptua! Scheme’, reprinted in Inquiries nto Truth and
Interpreiation, (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1984)

“¥ Davidson, On the very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme’, p. 198

““ Davidsou, ‘On the very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme’, p. 198.

2r_ 8. Kukn, The Siructure of Scientific Revolutions, (Chicago: Chicago University Press 1962) n. 134
246 p_Feyerabend, “Problems of Erapiricism’. p. 214
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What are we to make of Davidson’s more general argument? If we look closely at
Davidson’s argument, it is clear that he does not convict Quine of the epistemic thecry.
For statters, it is clear that Davidson is wrong to identify epistemic theories of truth and
relativist theories of truth, as he appears to in the passage quoted above. Surely a
Hegelian would hold an absolute notion of truth despite also holding a coherence theory,
and making truth a property of epistemology. More pertinent still, Peirce holds that truth
is defined in terms of scientific method, but rejects a relativist theory of truth. Peirce
defines truth as the outcome of the continuous application of scientific method, thereby
making truth an epistemic property. However, central to Peirce’s view is the assumption
that successful scientific investigation is converging on an ideal theory.?*” Peirce holds
that it makes no difference which point of view is taken. or which facts are selected for
siudy, because whatever way we approach a question in science the results produced wiil
be fouud o converge together steadily towards a single, ultimate selution; that is, Peirce
believes that all scientific investigation ieads us inexorably towards a single, ideal theoiy,
and sees this convergence of scientific investigatien to one and the same conclusion as

the “operation of destiny” “to a fore-ordained goal”. However, this is clearly an absolutist

47 In C. S. Peirce, Coliected Papers, Peirce explains the idea of an ideal theory as follows, he writes:

All foilowers of science are animated by a cheerful hope that the processes of investigetion, if only pushed
far enough, will give one cartain soluticn to each question to which they apply. it. One may irvestigate the
velocity of light by studying the transits of Venus and the aberration of the stars; another by ihe oppositions
of Mars and the eclipse of Jupiter’s satellites; a third by the method of Fizeay; a fourth by that of Foucault;
a fifth by the motions of the curves of Lissajoux; a sixth, a seventh, an eight, and a ninth, may foliow ihe
different methods of comparing the measures of statical and dynamical electricity. They may at first obtain
different results, but, as each perfects his method and his process, the results are found to move steadily
together towards a destined centre. So with all scientific research. Different minds may set out with the
most antagonistic views, but the progress of investigation carries them by a force outside tiicmselves to one
and the same conclusion. This activity of thought by which we are carried, not where we wish, bui t0 a
fore-ordained goeal, is the point of view taken, no selection of other facts for study, no natural bent of mind
even, can enable a man to escape the predestined opinion. This great hope is embodied in the concepiion of
treth and reality. The opinion which is fated to be ultimately agreed to by all who investigate is what we
mean by the truth, ard the object represented in this opinion is real. That is the way I wouid explair reality.
Vol. 5, § 407, p. 268) '



not a relativist conception of wruth: Peirce reiects that each person oi cutture has its own
system of reality, which determines its own conception of truth; rather, for Peirce, truth is
defined completely independent of any particular theory as the limit point of good
scientific investigation. Thus, it is incorrect to identify coherence or epistemic theories of
truth with relativist ibeory of truth.

But, more importantly, it is not clear exactly why, according to Davidson’s
argument, Quine is supposed to be committed to the epistemic theory of truth. it should
be noted. first of all, that it is not obvious exactly which response to the “cosmic
question” raised by strong-global under-determination we should take as Quine’s ultimate
1esp0nse.248 However, even if Quine’s considered response is to accept either that all
ideal theories are true, or to switch opportunistically between idealised theories taking
each as true while one Lolds it, it still doesn’t follow that Quine has thereby made truth an
epistemic preperty. In contrast, while either of these responses does show is thar, at end-
of-inquiry, Quine makes truth relative to theory, this does not imply that Quine is
defining truth in terms of the ideal theory. That is, at end-of-inquiry Quine stil! holds a
deflationary account of truth, and while it is questionable whether it is consistent for him

249

to do this,”™ the key point is that the deflationary account, on its own, does not lead to an

epistemological theory of truth.

2® Ouine vacillated between a number of responses to the “cosmic question” in addition to the two
responses ncte by Davidson above, for example, Quire aiso proposes and defends the so-called “sectarian”
response, which holds that only one id<alised theory can be asserted as true. See ‘Things and Their Place in
theory’, in Theories and Things: p. 1-24, and ‘Reply to Roger F. Gibson JR.” in The Philosophy of V. W.
Quine, eds. L. E. Hahn & P. A. Schilpp. pp. 155-157. I argue in chapter 5 that none of the prcposed
responses is consistent with Quine’s philosophical position as a compromise betweei extreme reaiism and
extreme reativism.

™ In the next section | argue that he cannot hold a “iobust realist” account of truth and accept that truth is
relative te theory.

[a—
~J
(S8



Thus we must separate out two issues that Davidson appears to conflate together,
namely — whether, at end-of-inquiry, Quine is implicitly committed to an epistemological
theory of truth, or whether, at end-of-inquiry, he makes truth relative to theory. I think
that if Quine’s view of end-of-inquiry is as Davidson suggests. then it is clear that Quine -
has made truth relative to theory; that is, Quine accepts that whatever theory or theories
we accept are true from their own perspective, and brook no higher criticism. However,
this on its own does not commit Quine to the epistemic theory of truth. This becomes
clear if we look at Quine’s response to Lars Bergstrom. Bergstrom argues that Quine’s
view of end-of-inquiry implies an epistemic theory of truth, namely — that a sentence is
true if it is entailed by some theory that entails all possible evidence.**® In reply Quine
writes.

Bergstrom wonders whether I am an empiricist or realist in my thecry

of truth ... He rightly quotes me as saying that if a theory conforms to

every possible observation, ‘then the world cannot be said to deviate

from what the theory claims’, but this only reciuires truth to be

compatible with observation, not determined by it.**
And. Quine goes on to say that,

In my naturalism I do reckon truth as immanent, but that is another

matter. It means that I view ‘true’ as a predicate within science;

second-order, yes, like ‘sentence’ or ‘phoneme’, but not transcendent.

When we find to our surprise that an accepted sentence was not true,

tlhus is on a par with finding to our surprise that light rays are not

straight. I am a realist about truth in whatever sense I am a realist
about light rays or straightness.”

el o Bergstrom, ‘Underdetermination of Physical Theory’ in The Cambridge Companion to Quine, ed.
Roger F. Gibsen IR. p. 106-107. To be precise, Bergstrdm rakes this response to imply an “empiricist”
theory of truth, which he has elsewhere argued is a carticular version of an epistemic theory of truth;
‘Quince’s Truvik’, Inquiry 37 (1994); pp. 427-453

' Quine. ‘Reply to Bergstrom’, Inquiry 37 (1994) p. 497

22 Quine, ‘Response o Bergstrom’, Inquiry 37 (1994)° 496-498; p. 497: reprinted in Philosonizy of Quine,
Vol. 4 (N2w York: Garland Publishirg Inc. 2001) p. 240
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Quine can hold the deflationary account of truth even at end-of-inquiry because he
continues to insist though truth conforms to science, science does not determine truth.
This means that even at end-of-inquiry, for Quine, empiricism is a theory of evidence not
of truth. For example, in a famous essay about the scheme-content dogma, Quine writes
that,

The proper role of experienee or surtace irritation is as a basis not for

truth but for warranted belief.

If empiricism is construed as a theory of truth, then what

Davidson imputes to it as & third dogma is rightly imputed and rightly

renounced. Empiricism as a theory of truth thereupon goes by the

board, and good riddance. As a theory of evidence, however,

empiricism remains with us.””’
This clearly indicates that Quine does accept that empiricism is the basis for meaning and
cvidence, but is not a basis for a thecry of truth. So. even if Davidson is correct about
Quine’s ultimate view of end-of-inquiry, he still hasn’t shown that Quine defines truth in
terms of empiricism, or any other epistemic conzept.

It is clear, therefore, that neither argument to convict Quine of the epistemic
theory of truth goes through. In contrast, we can conclude that Quine’s is committed to a

deflationary, so-called “robust realist™ view of truth, both in on-going inauiry and in

hypothetical end-of-inquiry.

2.5 Conciusien.
1n conclusion, in this section I argued that Quine’s so-called “robust realist™ account of
truth is based on his notion of acauiescence in the home language. This meauns that the

question of the nature of truth boils down to giving an account of our use of ithe term

L2 Quine, ‘On the Very Jdea of a Third Dogma’, reprinted in Theories and Things, p 39




“true” in the home language. In this sense, Quine’s so-cailed “robusi realist” view of truth
is a deflationary account, which makes a true sentence relative to language in a pedestrian
or trivial sense. In addition, I have explained the arguments to the effect that Quine is
implicitly commiited to an epistemic theory of truth, and hence to a relative theory of
truth. I argued that from the perspective of the overall Quinean project of devising a
compromise between extreme realism and extreme relativism, the reiative theory of truth
is the archetype of “bad relativism”; that is, relativism that will undermine the
compromise position and collapse it into one or other extreme. However, | showed that:
none of these arguments is successful in convicting Quine of the epistemic theory. It is
now ciear that Quine does not hold an epistemic theory of truth; rather, Quine asserts that
science does not determine truth. Thus, with reference to on-going inquiry, Quine can
vrite,

To call a sentence true, I said, is to include it in our science, but this is

not to say that science fixes truth. It can prove wrong. We go on testing

our scientific theory by prediction and experiment, and modifying it as

needed, in quest of the truth.>**
In contrast to epistemic theories of truih, Quine holds that our on-going theories can be
wrong, and he insists that our overall science does not decide truth.>> Consequently,

Quine feels satisfied to reply to Davidson accusation that he relativises truth to theory by

saying,

Davidson begins by questioning a passage in Word and Object that
seemed, to his puzzlement, to offer aid and comfort to our common foe
who would relativize truth to theory.?*®

4 ‘Reactions’ in On Quine: New Essays (eds.) Paolo Leonardi & Marco Santambrogio (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press 1995) p. 353

**> Quine, ‘Ontology and Ideology Revisited’, Journal of Philosophy 1983 p. 499-502

6 Quine, ‘Response to Davidson® lnguiry 37 (1994), p. 498
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Here, Quine describes that view that truth is relative to theory as his and Davidscn’s

“common foe”.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I have tried to cash out my earlier suggestions that Quine offers a third
way betwcen the polar oppesites of Russell’s extreme realism and Carnap’s extreme
relativism. | have attempted o soiidify this notion of a compromise position between
these extremes by showing that Quine incorporates a specific, very profound, relativistic
dimension with the “robustly realist” attitude of taking seriously the on-going conceptual
scheme we are immersed in.

I have argued that in contrast to the views put forward by a number of critics,
both those who think he is too-realist and those who see him as too-relativist, that the
realist and relativist dimensions that Quine explicitly espouses do not undermine one
another. Rather, the relativity Quine develops in relation to reference, meaning, and
ontclogy, form the basis for his doctrine of acquiescence in the home language and thus
of “robust realism™. In this sense, | called the relativism in language that Quine develops
“good relativism”; rather than undermine Quine’s compromise position “good relativism”
allows Quine to incorporate enough relativism to rule out Russell’s extreme realism. but
without collapsing the compromise into extreme relativism.

In contrast to this, I argued that relativism about truth is the archetypical “bad
relativism”, in the sense that should Quine be convicted of holding the relative theory of

truth, this weuid undermine his proposed compromise position. In this connection, 1



noted tha! whiie Quine’s so-called “robust realist™ version of truth is a deflationary
account of truth, a number of philosophers have argued that it implicitly commits Quine
to an epistemic theory of truth, and hence a reiative theory of truth. I examined two
arguments in support of the criticism that Quine is implicitly committed to the epistemic
theory of truth, and concluded that neither of them is successful.

This chapter concludes Part 1 of my thesis. My aim so far has been to present
Quine as achieving a compromise between the polarities of Russell’s extreme realism and
Carnap’s extreme relativism. I argued that the key point for Quine in developing this
compromise is acceptance of the inevitability of working from within some conceptual
schenie or other. For Quine, both Russeil’s extreme realism and Carnap’s exireme
relativism are, in their own way, predicated upon the assumption of a transcendent
perspective on our on-geing inquiry: for Russell, the transcendent perspective is assumed
in the epistemological doctrine of acquaintance; while for Carnap, it ic implicit in the role
of the philosopher as standing aloof from on-going inquiry, clarifying the rules of
linguistic frameworks from a framework-neutral perspective. For Quine, however,
because ali ori-going inquiry is conducted immanert to some conceptual scherae ot other,
therc is no possibility of accessing a transcendent perspective, neither extrere realism
nor extreme relativism can possibly arise. In relation to extreme realism, Quine argues
that from our perspective, immersed in on-going inquiry, we must recognise that ali
inquiry is under-determined in the strong-global sense, thus ruling out the possibility of
Russell’s extreme realist metaphysics of realivy as it is in itself. While, in relation to
extreme relativism, Quine argues that frort our immanent perspective, we cannot

distinguisii sentences into nternal assertions and external proposals, and hence cannot
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stand alocf from on-going inquiry, but must get involved in on-going debate. and take
seriously the commitments of the position we embody.

So far, I have presented Quine’s philosophy in as strong a reading as I can muster,
put in Part 2, [ argue that even if we grant as strong a reading of Quine’s position as
possible, his compromise position is still untenable. To be more precise, 1 argue that
because Quine holds that ideal conceptual schemes end-of-inquiry will be strong-globally
under-determined in order to rebut Russell’s extreme realism, he is thereby committed to
the existence of what I call “branching points™ in on-going inquiry. A “branching point”
is the point of separation in on-going inquiry at which two conceptual schemes that
eventually turn into ideal, strong-globaily under-determined conceptual schemes at end-
of-inquiry. | argue that the existence of branching points in on-going inquiry uitimately

undermines Quine’s proposed compremise position.
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CHAPTER 4

REAL DECISIONS AND PHYSICS

INTRODUCTION

In part one, we saw that at its most elementary level Quine’s compromnise position turns
on the distinction between theory choices that are true or false, and those that are neither
true nor faise. We saw that this distinction is the basis on which Quine distinguishes his
position from both Russell’s extreme realism, and Carnap’s extrenie relativism. That is,
in contrast to Russell, Quine holds that at end-of-inquiry our choice of ideal conceptual
scheme is neither true nor false; likewise, in contrast to Carnap, Quine holds that theory
choice in on-going inquiry is always true or false. I will call the class of true or false
theory choices “real” decisions, and the class of theory choices that are neither true nor
ralse “indeterminate” decisions. In this chapter I will try to clarify the basis for Quine’s
distinction between real and indeterminate theory choices.

However, in discussing this distinction between real and indeterminate theory
choice we must not confine ourselves to Quine’s view of the distinction between cn-
geing inquiry and end-of-inquiry; rather, Quine also applies the real-indetermirate
distinction within on-going inquiry itself. In the previous chapter, I briefly mentioned
Quine’s famous (or notorious) doctrine of the inscrutability of reference. This is an’
example of a theory choice in on-going inquiry where alternative translation manuals are
neither true nor false. and the decision between competing alternatives is indeterminate.
Fer Quine. this indeterminacy contrasts with the situation in on-going scientific inguiry,

where theory choice is always real.
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1t is therefore clear that Quine’s distinction between real and indeterminate thecry
choices is linked to his distinction between different versions of the under-determination
thesis. In this chapter, I argue that, for Quine, a theory choice is a real decision if it is
only under-determined in the normal, i.e., non-strong-global, sense; while, in contrast,
any theory choice that is strong-globally under-detetmined is also indeterminate. As |
have argued, Quine’s compromise position is based on his assertion, against Russeil. that
theory choice at end-of-inquiry is strong-globally under-determined, coupled with his
assertion, against Carnap, that theory choices in on-going inquiry are real decisions. Now,
given the connection between the real-indeterminate distinction and the distinction
tetween different versions of the under-determination thesis, we can formulate the
tollowing picture of Quine’s so-calied “robust realist” account of on-going inquiry: for
Quine, strong-giobal under-determination infects only end-of-inquiry and iilegitimate,
i.2., non-physical science, modes of on-going :nquiry, but on-going scientific inquiry is
insulated from strong-global under-determination: for this reason all theory choices in on-
going scientific inquiry are real decisions. even though theory choices at end-of-inquiry
and in illegitimate cn-going inquiry are indeterminate. In the second part of this chapter, |
set out Quine’s expianation of this connection between physical science, the real-
indeterminate distinction and various versions of the under-determination thesis in terms
of the notions of full-coverage. facts-of-the-rnatter and the reciprocal containment of
epistemology and ontology.

This chapter is structured as follows. In the first section, I give a detailed account
of Quine’s distinction between reai and indeterminate theory choices in oti-going inguiry.

To pegin, I set out what I consider to be the piimary example of a theory chinice in on-
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going inguiry that is under-determined by the evidence but which is nonetheless a real
decisinn, namely — the choice between alterﬁative systems of set theoril. I then contrast
this real decision with examples of theory choices that Quine accepts are indeterminate,
namely - the choice of translation manuals, the choice of ways of reducing numbers to
sets, and the choice between ideal conceptual schemes at end-of-inquiry. It is clear that
Quine accepts that both real and indeterminate theory choices are under-determined by
ihe availabie evidence, and in section 2, I explain the argument, proposed by a number of
philosophers, that since these two theory choices are epistemologically cn a par. they
should alsc be ontologically on a par; that is. they should either both result in real
decisions or both result in indeterminate decisions, but there is no legitimate basis for
claiming one produces a real decisior: and one an indeterminate decision. Ultimately,
these critics accuse Quine of privileging theory choice in on-going physical science on
ine basis of a gratuitous bias towards empiricism.

Foilowing on from this [ argue that this criticism of Quine is misconceived. In
contrast, if we take seriously Quine’s insistence that all inquiry proceeds immanent to our
on-going conceptual scheme, it becomes clear that from the perspective that Quine
embodies, it simply is the case that theory choice in physical science is real, whereas in
these other cases theory choice is indeterminate. I clarify this point in terms of Quine®s
doctrine of the reciprocar containment of epistemology and ontology, and his related idea
that physics alone provides full coverage of reality.

I conclude that the distinction between real and indeterminate theory choices
corresponds to the distinction between under-determination and strong-global under-

determination. For Quine, when a theory choice is merely under-determined by the
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available evidence our choice is stiil a real decision; however, if a theory choice is under-
determined in the strong-global sense, then our selection is indeterminate. Moreover,
because Quine holds that all inquiry is carried out immanent to on-going physical
science, physics is the final arbiter on whether a theory choice is strong-globally under-
determined or not. For this reason. Quine holds that on-going scientific inquiry is not

strong-globaily under-determined.

SECTION 1

REAL DECISIONS IN ON-GOING INQUIRY

1.1 Introduction.

In this section I want to explain Quine’s distinction between real and indeterminate
theory choices. To begin, I set out a case in on-going inquiry where theory choice is
under-determined but nevertheless a real decision; here I give the example of the choice
between alternative systems of set theory. In order to do this, I first expiain how
mathematics fits into Quine’s overall philosophical position in terms of the so-called
“jndispensability argument”. Following on from this, [ show that Quine holds that
although the choice between alternative versions of set theory is under-determined by the
aveilable data our choice here is a real decision. I show that, ultimately, Quine chooses
Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory as the only true set theory. Following on from this [ give.
three cases where Quine asserts that theory choice is indeterminate. First I give a brief
acconnt of Quine’s well-known view that theory choice in linguistics is indeterminate.

Second, 1 explain Quine’s view of the choice of how to reduce numbers to sets within a
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chosen set theory is indeterminate. Finally, I show that Quine’s proper approach io
strong-global under-determination at end-of-inquiry is to accept that theory choice here is
indeterminate. In each of these cases Quine holds that, unlike the situation in the set

theory, there is nothing for our theory choice to be true or false about.

1.2 Quine’s indispensability argument.
The place of mathematics in Quine’s overall philosophical position 1s determined by his
so-called “indispersability argument”.”>’ Quine’s indispensability argument brings
together two of his central ideas, namely — the criterion of ontological commitment, and
holism.>*® First, Quine argues that epistemological holism leads to a ‘kinship” hetween
mathematics and natural science, such that mathematical sentences are in the block of
sentences that jointly imply observational categoricals. Thus, Quine writes.
The kinship I speak for is rather a kinship with the most general and
_ systematic aspects of natural science, farthest from observation.
Mathematics and logic are supported by observation only in the indirect
way that those aspects of natural science are supported by observation;
narnely, as participating in an organized whole which, way up at its
empirical edges, squares with observation. I am concerned to urge the
empirical character of logical and mathematics no more than the
unempirical character of theoretical physics; it is rather their kinship that
f am urging, and a doctrine of gradualism.””’
Here Quine suggests that mathematical theories by virtue of belonging to the overal!
web-of-beliet share in the empirical content of scientific theories, and are thus confirmed

by empirical observation along with the web-of-belief as a whole. Second, holism means

that the criterion of ontolog_ical commitment applies to mathematics. Quine’s criterion of

7 See for example, Quine, “On Muliiplying Entities”, in Ways of Paradox, pp259-264, p. 263
??8 Quine, ‘On Austin’s Method’, reprinted in Theories and Things, p. 88
* Quine, Philosophy of Logic, p. 100

184



ontological commitment holds that to be assumed as an entity is to be reckoned as the
value of a bound variable: in addition, the variables of quantification, ‘something’,
‘nothing’. “everything’, range over our whole ontelogy, whatever it may be;
consequently, Quine holds that we are convicted of a particular ontological
presupposition if, and only if, the alleged entity has to be reckoned among the entities
over which our variables range in order to make one of our affirmed sentences true. Thus.
to the extent that quantificaticn over mathematical entities is indispensable for science,
this quantiﬁbation commits us to the existence of the mathematical entities in question.260

However, on this view mathematics is a part of natural science only in so far as it
is applied.”®' This means that it is only in so far as sentences of pure arithmetic,
differential calculus, and so on, actually contribute indispensably to the mass of scientific
theories that constitute our overall view of reality that they partake in the empirical
content imbibed from observation categoricals underlying the overall theory of reaiity.
So, while he is willing to stretch this to include some further extensions of inapplicable
pure mathematics for the purposes of ‘rounding out’ our overall theory, Quine’s official
view is that

So much of mathematics as is wanted for use in empirical science is for
me on a par with the rest of science. Transfinite ramifications are on the

%9 Because he has rejected an absoltice distinction between the analytic and the synthetic, Quine rejects ihe
possibility of a double standard tor ontological questions concerning abstract and concrete entities (1 w0
Dogmas of Empiricism”., p. 45). In contrast, we believe in any object because of its place in the overall
web-ot-belief, and as abstract entities figure as values of variables in our overall theory of the worid, they
are pusits on the same footing as common sense physical objects {Two Dogmas of Empiricism”., p. 44-46);
it is simply intellectually dishonest to not take seriously the commiiments we actually do maks when we
assert cur scientific thecries.

6! Quine, ‘Review of Charles Parsons Mathematics in Philosophy’ Journal of Philosophy 1984 p. 788, and
Quine, ‘A Philosephica! Self-Portrait’, in Dictionary cf Philosophy, ed. T. Mautner (Oxford: Rlackweil,
1966). 465-466; Cn this point se¢ Stewait Shapiro, Thinking About Mathematics, p. 212-220, and Penelope
Maddy Naturalism in Mathematics, (Oxford: Clarenden 1997): p. 216




same footing insofar as they come of a simplificatory rounding out, but
. . . . 2
anything further is or a par rather with uninterpreted systems.”

Quine will accept as true or false only those branches of mathematics that have some
connection, however long-distance, between the sentences of this mathematicai thecry
and sensory evidence.?®

However, as numerous philosophers have pointed out, the indispensability
argument, by itself, cannot determine specifically what are the ultimate objects of
mathematics.”®* The point here is that indispensability for empirical science is a
necessary but net a sufficient condition for ontological commitment iﬁ mathematics; the
indispensability argument tells us that mathematical objects exist, but it does not tell us

which mathematical objects exist. This is because there are a number of different systems

*%2 Quine, *Review of Parsons’ p. 788

2 1t is perhaps worth pointing out at this point that a nuraber of philosophers have rejected this criterion;
depending on their own. philosophical bent numerous philosophers have criticised the indispensability
argument as being construed either tco narrowly or too broadly for their taste. Many philosophers accept
the indispensability argument in principle but argue that it does not lead to mathematical reaiism. For
example, David Armstreng (‘Naturalism and First Philosophy’, in his The Nature of Mind and Other
Essays, p. 149) argues that while physics requires mathematics he does not consider them indispensable to
our overal! system because they do not have any causal effect on anything in the physical world. That is, he
argues that tiley play an essential but not explanatory role. Likewise, Hartry Field Science without
Numbers, (Princeton, N!: Princeton University Press 1980)) argues that, despite appearances tc the
contrary, mathematics is not indispensable to physics and he has devoted considerable effort to
reconstructing, physics compietely devoid of mathematics. In contrast, Penelope Maddy, (Naturalism in
Mathematics,) argues that Quine’s use of indispensability is not realist enough; she accepts the
indispensability argument, but believes it should be applied to mathematical practice independent of
scientific practice. That is, whatever objects are indispensable to mathematical practice exist. Morcover, it
is not clear that Quine has been consistent about this issue. In particular in From Stimulus to Science (pg.
53) and in a late reply to Gibson Quine casts some doubt on this interpretation by stating that mathematics
lacks empirical content. However, it does seem that the view that mathematics as a whale, and not just
those parts that cannot be applied to physics, lacks empirical content is incompatible with Quine’s iong
standing commitment to holism and the rejection of Carnap’s double standard of ontology. Consequently,
without further explanation for how tnis view could be consistent with the major tenets of his philosophicai
position, I feel it should be set aside in favour of his long held view that mathematics shares the empirical
content of science where it is applied. In any case, it is clear that accepting the indispensability argument
raises a set of far more interesting problems for Quine. See Quine, ‘Reply to Roger ¥. Gibson Ji.’, in The
Philosophy or W.V. Quine, ed. L. E. Hahn and P. A. Schiipp, expanded edition. (L.a Salle, ili.: Opsn Court,
1998), p. 685. See also Caniel Isaacson, ‘Quine and Logical Positivism’ in The Cambridge Ccmpanion tc
Quing, p 253-256.

' See for example, Alan Baker, ‘The Indispenasbility Argument and Multiple Foundations for
Mathematics’, Philosophical Quarterly. (2603) p. 49-67; Mark Colyvan, The Indispendsability of
Mathematics, (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2001); p. 142
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of entities that are sufficient to account for mathematics; the two most obvious being
numbers and sets. Hence, the condition of being indispensable for best science alone
cannot determine between, for example, numbers and sets. However, Quine takes it that
the choice between numbers and sets is relatively straightforward: although he considers
sets to be more obscure entities than numbers, for Quine, reducing numbers to set theory
is scientifically efficacious because it reduces the objects we are commiited to — Quine
holds that we are committed to the existence of sets anyway, so if we cai ¢liminate
numbers and make do with just sets, this gives us a more efficient and streamlined theory.
Thus, Quine writes,

The classes thus posited are, indeed, all the universals that mathematics

needs. Numbers, as Frege showed, are definable as certain classes of

classes. Relations, as noted, are likewise definable as certain ciasses of

classes. And functions, as Peano emphasised, are relations.?®
For Quine, the choice between numbers and c¢lasses is a real decision, determined
immanent to on-going inquiry, and, he believes, the best option is to keep classes and
give up numbers.

The problem of course, is that simply reducing numbers to set theory is not
sufficient to determine the ultimate objects of mathematics; rather, there are numercus
different set theoretic systems, each of which is adequate to classical mathe:natics, but

any of which posit sets as entities that are incompatible with the set posiied in any

7 . s ; G s : ; ,
other.”” For Quine, naive set thc:ory208 was the only intuitive or obvious version of set

“%% Quine, *Reification of Universals’, reprinted in From a Logical Point of View, p. 122

266 Quine, Word and Object, p. 266 »

*7 Examples that will not be discussed here include, intuitionist set theory, Solemon Feferman’s
predicative set theory, constructive set theory, to name but a few. Quine does not consider these as genuine
alternatives 10 Cantorian set theory because they do not yei account for ail of classical matiicraatics.

*% Fraenkel, Bar-Hillel, Levy, Foundations of Set Theory, p. 154 — 256: Naive set theory is

characterised by tiie following two key concepts. First, all entitics within the universe of

disceurse are taken as having essentially the same status, hence it makes sense to say of any
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theory: with the discovery of the set thecretic paradoxes, and the subsequent
abandonment of naive set theory, all subsequent versions of set theory have been
455 260

postulated by convention to avoid the paradoxes, and here “intuition is bankrupt”.

Thus, in Word and Object he writes,

Various ways are known. They have their several strengths and
weaknesses, and none stands out clearly as the most satisfactory. All of
them restrict, in some fashion, the universal applicability of the
operator... of class abstraction. There ceases to be the old guarantee that
for each open sentence there is a class whose members are just the
values of the variable for which the seutence comes out true...
Naturalness, for whatever it is worth, is of course lost; a multitude of
mutualiy alternative, mutually incompatible systems of ciass theory
arises, each with only the most bleakly pragmatic claims to attention.*”

Here Quine contrasts the arbitrary nature of set theory with the “obviousness™ of logic; he
holds that set theory, in its present state anyway, has been “straining at the leash of
intuitien” ever since the discovery of Cantor’s tran§ﬁnite numbers, and with the added
momentum of the paradoxes of set theory the leash of intuition has “snapped”.”’" Hence,
in set theory we have incompatible alternatives that are each adequate to account for

mathematics. That is, set theory is under-determined by the totality of available evidence.

entity that it is a member of any other entity, indeed any entity can even be 2 member of itself.
Thus all variables of naive set theory are of the same kind, and expressions such as ‘... € ’
or‘...= _ areformulasif‘...”and*  ’ are filled in by either identical or different
variables. The second important characteristic of this approachi is characterised by two simple
axioms. The first states that all entities that satisfy a certain condition will constitute another
entity, namely a class. That is, naive set theory contains an axiom of comprehension, which can
be symbolised as “JyVx [xey <> ¢(x)]”, where @(x) is any tormula containing ‘x’ as a free
variable. The class y defined by this axiom is the class of eatities fulfilling this condition.”*® The
second axiom is the axiom of extensionality, symbolised as “VxVy[Vz (zex <> z€y) —» x = y]”.
This states that any two classes that have all their members in common are identical. However,
as is well known, naive set theory is inconsistent giving rise to, among others, Russell’s
paradox. For example, if the open sentence ‘xgx’, which is true of an object x if and only if x is
not a member of itself, is taken to determine a class y, i.e., y is the class of all things thai are not
self-membered, then for all x we have xey if and only if xgx. however, it follows that yey, i.e.,
y is amember or itself, if and only if ygy, i.e., y is not a member of itself.

“ Quine hoids that set theory can be viewed as true by convention. ‘Carnap aud Logica! Truth’, Ways of
Paradox, p. 111-115

2% Quine Word and Object, p. 268 {footnote omitted)

' Quine, “Carnap and Logical Truih, Wavs of Paradox, p. i1l
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Thus, because classical mathematics reduces to any system of (Cantorian) set
theory one cares to choose, the indispensability argument determines that set theory is an
indispensable part of empirical science, but it leaves Quine with a choice between under-
determined versions of set theory, which are logically incompatible with one another. In
the next section, I show that Quine takes this choice between alternative versions of set
theory as a real debate, determined immanent to our on-going conceptual scheme of

science.

1.3 The choice between alternative versions of sei theory.

There have been numerous different attempts to modify naive set theory to avoid the
paradoxes. Here, 1 wiil briefly lock at three approaches that avoid the paradoxes in
different ways. The choice between these alternatives is under-determined by the
available data, as each of these systeims of set theory is empirically equivaient, but is
incompatible with the others. Despite this, however, Quine holds that theory chcice here
is a real decision.

First, in Principia Mathematicia®’> (PM), Russell and Whitehead argue that the

fallacy that gives rise to the paradoxes is located in the language of naive set theory rather
than in its basic assumptions about the nature of a set. Consequently, he argues that
restricting what can be said in the language of set theory can accommodate the
paradoxes. To be precise, the defiring characteristic of the paradoxical class y is

(Vx)(xey <>xgx), this gives rise to the paradox by allowing the quantified variable x to

72 B. Russell, A.N. Whitehead, Principia Mathemtaicia, (Cambridge: Cambridge Univeisity Press 197%)
[originaliy published 1910]
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take y as its vaive. Hence, the fallacy lies in including y in the range of quantification
employed to define y itself. For Russell, such ‘impredicative’ definitions generate a
vicious circle, so in (PM) Russell stipulates that impredicative definitions are not well
formed. However, to block paradoxes it is not sufficient simply to bar expressions of the
form ‘xex’, for the paradoxical class can be generated from a conjunction of two
erstwhile legitimate expressions such as ‘xey A vex’. In contrast. a more prefound and
more systematic alteration to the language of set theory is required. In order to address
this problem Russell introduces his ‘theory of types’.?”

An alternative approach to set theory is offered by German mathematician Efnst
Zermelo,?™ who discovered the Russell paradox independently of Russell (but did not
publish it): and, in contrast to Russell, Zermelo locates the problem in the concepi of a set
itself. His response was to axiomatize naive set theory in a way that prevents the
paradoxes trom arising. This “axiomatic™ approach holds that the set theoietic paradoxes

are the result of a failure of certain basic assumptions about the nature of a set, rather than

3 The key idea in type theory is to divide the universe into a denumerable hierarchy of levels, and to
assign cach variable to oneand only one level. This contrasts sharply with naive set theory where there is
only one kind of variable, but doing this allows Russelli to restrict what can be formulated in set theory. To
be precise, to be a formula in type theory a string of symbols of the form ... € _ ’ the left hand variable
must be of a lower level than the right hand variable; that is, ‘x”€)”" is a formula in type theory if and only
if a= b + 1. Similarly, a string of symbols of the form ‘... = _ ’is a formula only if both variables are of
the same level. This restricts the scheme of comprehension as follows:

Eyaﬂ \_/xa [xneyml VA (p(xn)]

in (PM), if this scheme is not fulfilled, then the formula (xey), or (x = y), is neither tiue nor false but
meaningless. It follows that the formula that generates the paradox does not conform to tuis requirement
and is thus eliminated from the language of set theory as meaningless.It follows that in type theory we are
to suppose all objects in the set theoretic universe ordered into a hierarchy of ‘types’, in such a way that the
lowest type consists of individuals or elements that are rot sets, called “urelements”, the next higher
comprises of classes of urelements, the next higher classes of classes of urelements, and so on. In every
context formulated in PM, each variabie is restricted to values of one and only one type. In practice Russell
adopted what he called ‘iypical ambiguity’. This means that ke leaves unspecified the subscripts and
relations between subscripts representing the types appropriate to specific variables. Contexts can remain
ambiguously so long as they meet the requirement that ‘e’ hold between variables of ascending type only.
Thus an expression wiil be deemed meaningiess only if it is not possible to assign types to its variables in
conformity with this requirement.

"™ A. Fraenkel, Y. Bar-Hillel, A. Levy, Foundations of Set Theory, (Amsterdam. North Holiand Pubiishing
Company 1973)
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the result of a failure of logic. On this view. the logic used in mathematics is sound, and
the solution to the paradoxes lies in adding new axioms to set theory, thus formulating
more rigorous basic assumptions about the nature of sets, and thereby avoiding the
paradoxes. Zermelo devises a list of eight axioms that put restrictions on the formation of
sets to allow all the desirable resuits of naive set theory but which prevented the
paradoxes from being derived. Of these axioms the most important axiom proscribes the
exisience of sets unconditionally; rather, in Zermelo’s axicmatization new sets are
constructed recursively in a finite number of steps from pre-existing sets. This ruies out.
the pessibility of impredicative sets, and eliminated paradoxes such as the Russeli
paradox. Zermelo introduces other axioms to capture the beneficial aspects of naive set
theory. In particular, Zermelo introduced the well-ordering principle, which later was
found to be cquivalent to the “axiom of choice”, in order to allow transfinite induction.

Fina!ly, Quine himself developed a system of set theory New Foundations®”
(NF), and its extension as Mathematical Logic (ML)*"®, which combires elements of both
(PM) and (ZF). Certain key aspects of NF are very much in the spirit of Russell, while
others foilow Zermelo’s approach. For example, with Russell, Quine holds that ihe
paradoxes are best avoided by restricting the axiom-schema of comprehensioii: he writes

The law of comprekension

(1) () (xey = Fx)

is in general what we restrict to avoid the paradoxes.277

However, in the spirit of Zermelo, Quine does not hold that the universe be divided into a

denumerable hierarchy of types. Thus, he writes,

* Quine, ‘New Foundations for Mathematical Logic’, From A Logical Point of View, p. 80-101
‘z" Quine, Mathematical Logic (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1943)
7 Quine, Set Theory and its Logic. {Cambridge, MA; Harvard University Press 1963) p. 289

—a
O
——



Under this method we abandon the hierarchy of types, and think of the
variables as unrestricted in range.”’®

And again in Mathematical Logic he says that in

‘New Foundations® ... types themselves, and the cleavages and
reduplications which they involve, are abandoned.*”

(NF) can perhaps best be seen as a composite of two ideas: first, variables that are
typically ambiguous in (PM) are reconstrued as truly general, i.e., as ranging over a
unique comprehensiye universem; and, second, Quine introduces the notion of
‘stratification’ to restrict the axiom-schema of comprehension. Thus, in place of a -
hieraréhy' of type distinctions, Quine argues that a formula is stratified if indices can be
assigned to its variables in such a way that ‘€’ is always flanked by variables with
consccuriveiy ascending indices. The paradoxes are avoided by stipulating that the
axiom-schema of comprehension must be stratified. However, stratification is not a
criterion of meaningfulness, unstratified formulas are not eliminated from the l-anguage as
meaningless. Rather. Quine adapts Zermelo’s insight that a meaningfu! open sentence
may or may not determine a class, those that do and those that do not is determinred by
the axioms of the systemzsl. Thus Quine writes,

It NF there are no types, nor is it required that formulas be stratificd to

be meaningful. Stratification is simply an ultimate irreducible stipulation

to which a formula is to conform if it is to qualify as a case of ‘Fx’ in the

particular axiom schema [of comprehension]**

The paradoxes are avoided because the axionis specify that the open sentence ‘xex’ does

not determine a class. Thus, in (NF) it is the stratified structure of type theory, rather than

%8 (yuine “N2w Foundations” p. 92
P

27 Quine Mathematical Logic, p. 164

%0 Quine, Set Theory and its Logic, p. 288

1 Quine ‘The Inception of NF” Selected Logical Papers, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Prezs)p.
288

*82 Quine Set Theory and its Logic p.289




the hierarchy of classes, that is essential to set theory, and, in contrast to (PM) the
variables of set theory are stratified but their values are ot

It is clear that set theory provides a prime example of under-determination in on-
going scientific inquiry: each of these versions of set theory is sufficient to account for all
of classical mathematics, but each is incompatible with the others, positing sets io be
fundamentally different entities. For exampie, for (PM) 1t makes no sense to say that the
set of all sets is not an element of itself, while for (NF) this sentence makes sense but is
false; similarly, in (PM) the unit class and the individual are different entities, whereas in
(ZF) they are identical.”>* However, despite the choice between these alternatives being
under-determined by the evidence, Quine is clear that the choice between thém is a real
decision. Thus, Quine writes,

In set theory we discourse about certain immaterial entities. real or

erroneously alieged, viz.. sets or ciasses. And 1t is in the effort to make

up our minds about genuine truth and falsity of sentences about these

objects that we find ourselves engaged in something very like

convention in an ordinary non-metaphorical sense of the word. We find

ourselves making deliberate choices and setting them iorth

unaccompanied by any attempt at justification other than in terms of
elegance and convenience. These adoptions, called postulates, are their

*% Quine is thus able to reintroduce general variables because the role performed by the hierarchy of types

in the theory of types is now performed by gencrai but stratified variables. Consequently, by abandening
the hierarchy of types Quine avoids the problem of the reduplication of numbers. Thus he writes, (“New
Foundations™, From a Logical Point'of View, p. 92-93)

In the new system there is just one general Boclean class algebra; the negate —x embraces everything nct
belonging to x; the null class A is unique; and so is rhe universal class V, to which absoluiely everyrning
belongs, including V itself. The calculus of relations reappears as a single general calculus treating of
relations without restriction. Likewise the numbers resume their uniqueness, and arithmetic its general
applicability as a single calculus.

By abandoning the hierarchy of types and reinterpreting variables as truly general Guine avoids the
problems that piagued the theory of types. That is, in {NF) mathematica! definitions are not reduplicated
from type o type but are absolute. Thus, in (NF) Quine proposes a way to aveid the paradoxes, which,
while remaining faithful to Russell’s key insight of restricting the axiom-schema of comprehension. does
not employ a hiierarchy of types.

4 §.3.C. Smart, ‘Quine’s Philosopliy of Science’, reprinted in Words and Objections, (eds.) D. Davidson &
. Hintikke, p. 6 ' :
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fogical conscquences (via elementary logic). and are true until further
2 285
notice.

So, for Quine, even though the rivals are empirically equivalent, and our choice is
unaccompanied by any attempt at justification other than in terms of convenience,
usefulness, simplicity, and so on, this choice is stili a real decision determined immanent
to our on-going scientific inquiry. Indeed, Quine accepts that even on this basis, there is
no outstancing candidate amongst these alternatives. In this context, it is interesting that
despite ptoneering (NF) Quine does not endorse as the right or standard set theory; rather,
Quine opts for the so-called ‘iterative’ conception of a set, and its development in
Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory. Thus in ‘Reply to Hao Wang’ he writes,

He [Wang] cannot deny that there are incompatible alternative systems

of set theory ... The most he can do is plump for the primacy of the

iterative concept, but he recognises that I have 6plumped for it too, in Set

Theory and Its Logic and Roots of Reference.*®
And, in ‘Reply to Joseph S. Ullian’, Quine makes this point again saying,

From Set Theory ard Its Logic and The Roots of Refererce it is perhaps

clear that I do not single-mindedly espouse ML, let alone NF. In The

Roots of Reference 1 plumped for the theory of types on psychogenetic

grounds. [ speculated on the steps of analogy and extrapolation that

might plausibly lead to the positing of abstract objects, and I found the

theory of types to be the system of set theory that could be made

inteiligible along such lined. One can slip easily into Zermelo’s system

by successive deliberate refinements of the theory of types, as seen in

Set Theory and Its Logic.*®’
For Quine, because no set theory is obvious or natural and each is better suited to
difterent purposes — in the above passage he argues that the theory of type is more

amenable on ‘psychogenetic’ grounds — but ultimately he argues that (ZF) is the correct

set theory.
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6 Quine, ‘Reply to Hao Wang’ in The Philosophy of W. V. Quine, (eds.) Hahn & Schilpp p. 646
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Quine chooses (ZF) on pragmatic grounds: it avoids both the paradoxes and the
drawbacks of type theory. In particular, Quine sees it as a weakness of (PM) to abandon
first-order iogic: because it is developed on the basis of a sharp division of values into
types the underlying logic in (PM) is thé pfedicate calculus of order o, for as Abraham

raenkel notes, the logic of type thecry must “contain quantifiable variables of any finite

288 Quine’s originally motivation in developing (NF) was to avoid the

level whatsoever
need to abandon first-order logic. And Quine later admits that had he realised how
naturally (ZF) emerges from (PM) he may not have developed (NF) in the first place.
Thus, Quine writes
~ Zermeio’s system itself was free of both drawbacks [of type theory}, but

in its multiplicity of axioms it seems inelegant, artificial, and ad hoc. 1

had not yet appreciated how naturally his system emerges from the

theory of types when we render the types cumulative and describe them

by means of general variables. I came to see this only in January 1954,

and set it forth in ‘Unification of universals in set theory’ and Set Theory

and Its Logic. If | had asppreciated it in 1936, I might not have passed on

to ‘New Foundations’.**
Sc while Quine appears to accept that theory choice in set theory is under-determined by
the availabie data, and accepting that his decision to adopt (ZF) is somewhat arvitrary,

and perfunctory, Quine nevertheless insists that that theory choice in set theory is a real

choice.

1.4 Indeterminate theory choices.
Turninz now to consider theory choices 1hat are indeterminate, [ want io give a briel

account of three different instances of indeterminate theory choices: first, io relation to

2% A. Fraenkel, Y. Bar-Hillel, A. Levy, Foundations of Set Theory. (second revised edition)., p. 191
**? Quine, ‘The Inception of NF’ reprinted in Selected Logical Papers, p. 287
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Quine’s weli known thesis that in linguistics the choice between transiation manuals is
indeterminate; second, Quine’s view that the choice of how to reduce numbers to set
within set theory is indeterminate; and finally, I explain why Quine must accept that
theory choice at end-of-inquiry is indeterminate. In each of these examples theory choice
- is under-determined by the available evidence, however these are cases where the
decision of which alternative to adopt is not a real decision, i.e., no decision here is either
true or false.

Quine’s best known example of indeterminate theory choices in on-going inquiry -
is of course his thesis of the indeterminacy of translation (IT). In the previous chapter we
saw, in reiation to inscrutability of reference, the general structure of the type of relativity
that Quine develops in relation to language. His argument for (IT) likewise exempiifies
the general structure of immanent relativism, so in this section I will simply assume this
general context as outlined in the previous chapter.

Quine’s argument for (IT) begins by establishing that linguistics is under-
determined by the available evidence. Quine illustrates the under-determination of all
linguistics by appealing to the thought experiment of ‘radical translation’.**°

The idea of radical translation is formulated around the plight of a linguist caught
in the hypothetical situation of having to translate the language of a previousiy ui-

encountered tribe. The linguist can proceed to translate the native’s language only

0 The thought experiment of ‘radical translation’ has a somewhat chequered past: it has been employed by
beth Quine and Carnap to support epposing viewpoints. Quine introduces this idea ‘Tfie problem of
Meaning in Linguistics’. Carnap replies to Quine in ‘Meaning and Synonymy in Natural Languages’, he
argues that because translation between languages is possible in the extreme case of ‘radical transiation’, it
follows that translation is in fact determinate and meaning in fact objective. In Word and Object Quine
rerects this conciusion; rather, Quine holds that analyticity is a symptom of the view that mcaning is
determinad in the speaker’s mind over and above what is implied in her disposition to verbal behaviour,
i.e., the ‘miyth of the museum’. Going behavicurist means rejecting the analytic-synthetic distinction and iis
intensional corollaries synonymy, necessity, etc. The (IT) thesis holds that in absence or synonymy,
analyticity, etc., it is impossible to individuate meanings.
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through correlating the native’s utterances to concurrent events that are conspicuous to
both the native and the linguist herself, and guessing that the utterance is connected to
that situation. To progress, however, she must take the initiative and volunteering
sentences for the native’s assent or dissent (assuming she can identify the native’s
gestures of assent and dissent). Quine gives the foilowing example of how the linguist
would proceed:

A rabbit scurried by. the native says *Gavagai’, and the linguist notes
down the sentence ‘Rabbit’ {or, ‘Lo, a rabbit’) as tentative transiation,
subject to testing in further cases.”" :
In this way, the linguist can equate the meaning of native sentences to the meaning of her
own language. However, most of the native’s utterances will not be of this type. Indeed,
tew will be connected to concurrent situations that the linguist can share. The only way
forward frem here is for the linguist is to try to identify segments of observation
sentences as words that can be paired off with English expressions in 4 way that fits the
obscrvation sentences. These translation schemes for pairing native words off with
English ones, Guine calls ‘analytic hypotheses’. Essentially, an analytic hypothesis is no
more than the linguist’s best guess. Quine writes,

The method of analytical hypotheses is a way of catapulting oreself into

the jungle language by the mementum of the home language. ... From

“the point of view of a theory of transiational meaning the mosi notabie

thing about the analytical hypotheses is that they exceed anwhmg

implicit in any native’s disposition io speech behavior.””?
In coastructing anatytical liypotheses the linguist goes beyond anything that is implicit in

the evidence and projects her own theory into the native’s language. Continuing in this

way, the linguist builds a tentative native vocabulary, grammar structure, ctc., constantly

*! Quine Word and Object p. 27
2 Quinc Word and Object p. 70
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testing it against the native’s speech. and continues on to higher and more conjectural
levels. The translation will be firmly based on the linguist’s conjectures as to what the
native believes, and while this was already the case in translating observation sentences it
cuntinues to a greater extent now. The linguist will favour translations that ascribe views
io the native that conform to the native’s ocbserved way of life, or at least appear to the
linguist to be rational. Moreover, she will not unduly complicate the native’s language;
rather, she assumes the natives have minds similar to other humans, and ascribes a
language that is simple enough for the natives to acquire. In short, the linguist is guided at
all times by empathy with the native — by imagining herself in the native’s situation as
best she can.

The linguist judges her translation manual on the basis of how smooth or jarred
the conversation based on it is, but, Quine argues, the linguist witl be unable to devise a
unique translation manual; in contrast. Quine holds that two linguists working on the
same project in isolation could come up with incompatible but equally good translaticn
manuals. That is, for Quine, the linguists could devise manuals that are murtually
incompatibie but which are equally justified by the empirical evidence. The reason for
this is that the translation manual applied to the native’s language by the linguist is under-
determined by the native’s verbal dispositions; numerous different translations of the
native’s utterances are compatible with the totality of the native’s observable behaviour.
Moreover, it is clear that questioning the native cannot solve this problem as asking the
native questions such as ‘Is this gavagai the same as that?’ itself presupposes a translation
of the native's language. Thus Quine writes

[W]hen in the native language we try ¢ ask “Is this gavagai the same as
that?” we could well be asking “Does this gavagai belong with that?”
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Insofar, the native’s assent is no objective evidence for translating

“gavagai” as “rabbit” rather that “undetached rabbit part” or “rabbit
13 293 v

stage”.

The key point, then, is that as the native’s utterances admit of systematically divergent
translations, all of which are compatible with the verbal behaviour of those concerned,
but there ic-no non-arbitrary reason for translating the native’s sentences one way rather
than another.

Quine concludes that untike the choice between under-determined rivais in
physical science, the linguist’s choice between competing translation manuals is
indeterminate: that is, there is an ontological difference between the rivals in physical
science but not in linguistics. Hence, while there is parallel between physical science and
linguistics in reiation to épistemology, this parailel breaks down in relation to onteology;
dnd for this reason, Quine holds tliat the indeterminacy is additional to under-
determination. Thus, Quine writes,

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. It is parallel but additional.

Thus, adopt for now my fully realistic attitude towards electrons and

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

the world despite knowing that it is in principle deterministicly under-

derermired. Consider, from this realistic point of view, the totality of

truths of nature, known and unknown, observable and unobservable,

past and fuwure. The point about indeterminacy of translation is that it

withstands even all this truth, the whole truth about nature. This is what

I mean by saying that, where indeterminacy of translation applies, theie

is no real question of right choice; there is no fact of the matter even to
within the acknowledged under-determination of a theory of nature.*”*

%5 Quine Ontological Relativity and Other Essays, p. 34

2% Quine, ‘Reply to Chomsky’ in Words and Objections, p. 363
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Elsewhere, Quine explains this by stating that while the traditionai theory of meaning
outruns the (physical) facts of language, in science the (physical) facts outrun theory.””

The second example that Quine gives of an indeterminate theory choice n on-
going inquiry arises in connection to the reduction of numbers to sets within a chosen
system of set theory. We are well accustomed to the fact that within (ZF) set theory it is
possible to construct a multitude of different ways to reduce numbers to sets. I shall
briefly explaining two (of the arbitrary many) such reductions, namely -- Zermelc’s
reduction and von Neumann’s reduction. As both of these approaches arise within (ZF)
set theory; the axioms for (ZF) set theory give definitions of “1”, “number”, “successor”,
the addition and multiplication operators, etc., are sufficient conditions that must be
satisfied by both approaches. Hence, both accounts identify the number 3 as a set of sets;
both define a recursive progression and a successor function that follows the order of that
progrescion. However, these restraints still allow different reductions of numbers to sets.
On one hand, in Zermelo’s reduction for 2ny two numbers x and y, x i< less than y if and
only if x is a member of y and x is a proper subset of y. Zermelo thus defines the number
3 as “[Q, [O]. [D. [D]]]". For Zermelo, a set had » members if and only if there is a one-
to-one correspondence with the number # itself; hence, the number 3 has 3 members. In
contrast, on von Neurmann’s reduction, any two numbers x and y, x is a member of y if
and only ir y is the successor of x. Thus, von Neumann defines 3 as *{{{@}}}”. For von
Neumann, every number has a sole member; thus, the number 3 has one member oniy.

it is clear that despite operating in the same set theory and with only the unit set
as the null sct, these approaches define different progressions: in Zermelo’s reduction the

successor of a number x is the set all the miembers of x, while 1n von Neumann’s the

3 Quine, ‘Indeterminacy of Translation Again’ Journal of Pkilosophy, p. 10
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successor of x was simply the unit set of x — the set whose only member is x. Moreover,
in either case the number 3 is defined as a different object: depending on: which approach
one is empleying the number 1 will or will not be a member of the number 3; in
Zermelo’s 1 is a member of 3, in von Neumann’s 1 is not a member of 3. However, since
both of these modes ot reduction satisfv the sufficient conditions for a correct account of
mathematics, they can be considered “empirically equivalent”. But, it is clear that these
alternatives are logically incompatible; given that for Quine the number 3 is in fact a
particular set a, then as these two accounts assign different sets to the number 3 they
cannot both be correct, and the alternative modes of reduction are incompatible.?*®

To someone contemplating Quine’s compromise position as presented in this
thesis, it might well be assumed that, by parity of the reasoning invoked to justify his
view that there is a real decision between alternative versions of set theory, Quine wouid
also sce the aiternative reauctions of numbers to sets within (ZF) as a real theory choice
soliciting a true and false answer. But in point of fact this is not Quine’s response; rather,
Quine does not believe that there is a real decision pending between alternative versions
of the reduction of numbers to sets; rather, Quine holds that theory choice here is
indeterminate, and there is no real choice between these alternatives.”’ Thus, Quine
writes,

We are familiar with three adequate but incompatible ways of modelling

number theory in ... the theory of classes. We bandy our numbers

without caring which classes we are bandying from among this wealth of
alternatives. We are just content that we are operating soinewhere within

% This point has led some philosophers to conclude that numbers do not exist and mathematical entities
are superfluous. For example, Paul Benacerraf “What Numbers Could Not Be”, Philosophical Review T4
(1963) 47-73, has famously conclnded from this argument that numbers do not exist, and moreover, that
mathematical entities are superfluous. Quine’s conclusion from this fact is somewhai different that
Benacerraf’s.

*7 Quine, Word and Object, pp 261-262
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the ontology of classes te which we have committed ourselves anyway

for other purposes... [The] structuralist treatment of number... is just a

way of eliminating an idle question — ‘what is a number?” — and a

gratuitous decision among different alternatives.”

For Quine, there is no real debate about which reduction of numbers to set is true or false;
rather, I take it that what Quine means in saying that our choice here is “a gratuitous
decision among different alternatives” is that theory choice here is indeterminate. For, as
Quire says elsewhere, it is only in assuming that there is a unique correct reduction of the
numbers to set theory that gives the whele issue the air of paradox.**’

Moreover, Quine accepts that although each mode of reduction is adequate for
mathematics, each is more geared towards some further purpose that the others are not, so
depending on particular circumstances, it will be more pragmatic to choose one over the
others. Hence, Quine advocates that we switch versions “opportunistically to suit the job
i 59 300 . :
in hand”.”" Thus Quine writes,

The situation is unlike matrimony. Frege’s progression, von Neumann’s,

and Zermelo’s are three progressions of classes, all preseni in our

universe of values of variables (if we accept the usual theory of classes),

and available for selective use as convenient. That all are adequate as

explications of natural number means that natural numbers. in any

distinctive sense, do not need to be reckoned into our universe in
addition. Each of the three progressions or any other will do the work of

naturai numbers, and each happens to be geared also to further jobs to

which the others are not.*"!

Quine holds that here we are dealing with alternative translation manuals; the sentence
“One is a member of Three”, is translated into a true or false sentence depending on

whether we employ von Neumann's translation manual or Zermelo’s respectively, And,

for Quine, it makes nc sense to say that either translation manual is true or false, although

% Quine, “Seructure and Nature”, Journof of Philosophy LXXXIX, NO. 1 (1992); pp. 5-9. p.5
*” Quine, Werd and Object, pp. 261-2¢3

1 Quine, Word and Object., p. 263
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he accepts that there are certain contexts in which cne is more useful than the other. Thus,
Quine advocates that we should flip from theory to theory, viewing each as true only
while we are employing it, but without thereby having to include these different sets as
distinct objects in our universe. That is, the ontological commitments of mathematics
remain unaffected when we switch from one mode of reduction to another. Thus, Quine
writes,

Arithmetic is, in this sense, all there is to number: there is no saying
absolutely what the numbers are; there is only arithmetic. **

For Quine, then, specifying which set is the real object 3 is not a genuine proble:n; while
the decision between (ZF), (PM), (NF) and so on, is a real theory choice, he holds that
any further choice beyond this is gratuitous. Quine holds that once the structure of set
theory is saved then “let the sets fall where they may”.*” Quine holds that the
indeterminacy identified in linguistic is replicated here as there is no difference which
mode of reduction of numbers to sets we choose.

Finaliy, it seems clear that Quine is committed to the view thar at end-o{-inquiry
the choice between competing ideal conceptual schemes is indeterminate. However,
Quine has not always (and perhaps has never) seen strong-global under-determination at
end-of-inquiry in this way. Rather, over the course of his career, Quire has proposed a
series of mutually incomvatiole approaches to theory choice at end-cof-inquiry. To begin
with, he vacillated between what he called the “sectarian’™ and the “ecurnenical™ response.

The sectarian response asserts that our own theory is true by our lights and the other does

*2 Quine Cntological Relativity., p. 45.
40 Quine ‘Foundations of Mathematics’, Ways of Paradox, p. 32



not even make sense in our terms.’”* In contrast, the ecumenical response holds that
nothing more can be required for the truth of a theory than to be supported by every
observationaj categorical, and hence holds that each ideal conceptual scheme is true.’” In
addition tc-alternating between these two responses, Quine has at different points held
one of a number of variations of these two basic positions.3 % However, ultimately, all of
these variations come down to either holding just our own theory is true, or accepting
incompatible theories are equally true. I think that Quine is genuinely at a loss here, and
is unable to devise a response that is consistent with —hi.s naturalistic stance.’’” However, it
seems to me that all of this debate misses the real point at issue.’”®

In contrast, if we return to our picture of Quine’s compromise between extreme
realism and extreme relativism, it is clear that the compromise is based, in part, on the
view that no account of reality we can generate is the single best account of reality:
rather, in order to rebut Russell’s extreme realism Quine holds that at end-cf-inguiry
there are numerous equally good accounts of reality tied for first place It follows,
therefore, that if Quine accepts that therc is a real decision at end-of-inquiry, such that
this theery choice yields a true or false outcome, his compromise collapses initc Russell’s

extreme realism. Consequently, if Quine is to retain his compromise position ke has nc
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For example, see “Reply to Gibsen”, in_The Philosophy of W. V. Quine, H. Hahn & P. A. Schilpp
(eds.), (LaSalle: Open Court 1986); p. 157. i

3% See, for example, “Empirical Content” in Theories and Things (1 ed.); p. 29.

0 See for example, Quine, Pursuit of Truth, (2™ ed.), p. 93-101.

97 Quine’s sectarian approach appears to be consistent with his view that we must 2ssert truth immanently,
out is inconsistent with his empiricisin which holds that there is nothing more to truth than being inplied
by the evidence; this situation is reversed with ecumenism, which is compatible with his empiricism but
incompatible with his view of truth.

% My view here is in contrast io commentators such as Roger F. Gibson Ji. and Lars Bergstrom, who hold
that the consistent pcsition to adopt here is the sectarian view; see for example, Gibsen, Enlightened
Empiricism, . 130; and Bergstrom. “Underdetermination of Physical Theroy™, in The Camoriage
Companion to Quine, (ed.) Roger F. Gibson Jr. p. 106-107. Likewise, my view here is in contrast to Donald
Davidson’s suggested “Davidson expedient”, set out by Quine Pursuit of Truth (2"d cd) p. 97-98, which
agair: holds that theory choice here is a real decision.
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option here; rather he must acknowiedge that there is no real decision to be made at end-

of-inquiry, and hence theory choice here is indeterminate.

h3 09

[ think that in the last few paragraphs of Pursuit of Truth™ Quine comes closest

to acknowledging this point. Thus, Quine writes,
The fantasy of irresolubly rival systems of the world is a thought
experiment out beyond where linguistic usagc has been crystaliized by
use. No wonder the cosmic question whether to call two such world
systems true should simmer down, bathetically, to a question of words,
hence also, meanwhile, my vacillation ... There is an evident paraliel
between the empirical under-determination of global science and the
indeterminacy of translation. In both cases the totality of possible
evidence is insufficient to clinch the system uniquely. But the
indeterminacy is additional fo the other. If we settle upon one of the
equivalent systems of the world, however arbitrarily, we still have
within it the indeterminacy of translation.>'’

Here Quine appears to confirm my view that theory choice at end-of-inquiry is

indeterminate. He does say that indetermiracy of translation is additional to streng-glebal

under-determination, as it arises even within a chosen conceptual scheme, but this point

is itrelevant to the status of theory choice at end-of—i'nquiry.3 i

1.6 Conclusion.

To conclude, we have already seen thar Quine’s view that theory choices in ¢n-going
inquiry are real decisions is the principal difference between his and Carnap’s account of
actual inquiry. In this section I have set out an example of Quine’s view of this in relation

to theory choice in set theory. I showed that, for Quine, the indispensability of

39 Quine, Pursuit of Truth, (2" ed.):100-102

319 Quine, Pursuit of Trizth, (2™ ed.);100-101

"' It should be noted that here Quine alsc speaks ot alternative conceptual schemes being different ways of
conceiving tlie samie reality, which appears to imply reality as /ii'is in itself, in the extreme realist sense. Dut
1 take it thet this is an unfortunate way to state his point and not a revision of his earlier views.
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mathematics means that set theory is a genuine part of on-going scientific inquiry, and
consequently, he holds that choice between different systems of set theory is a real
decision even though our choice is under-determined by the available data. In contrast,
we saw that there are theory choices that are both under-determined and indeterminate.

[ set out the notion of indeterminate theory choices in three separate cases; first, in
relation to the choice between translation manuals; second, in relation to the reduction of
numpers to sets; and finally in relation to end-of-inquiry. In each case, Quine hoids that
our choice of theory cannot be either true or false, but is indeterminate. Hence, both
indeterminacy of translation and the question of how to reduce numbers to set are models
of strong-global under-determination in cn-going inquiry, identical to the choice between
ideal conceptual schemes at end-of-inquiry. In the next section I explain the philosophical

basis for this distinction.

SECTION 2

FULL-COVERAGE

2.1 Iniroduction.
I this section | want to explain the philosophical basis for Quine’s distinction between
under-determined theory choices that are nevertheless real, true or false choices, and
those that degenerate into indeterminacy.

To begin, I consider a number of criticisms of Quine’s distinction between under-
determinaiion and indeterminacy, which argue that Quine has no legitimate basis for

making this distinction, and that, at boitoin, this distinction rests on a gratuitous
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assumption in the priority of physical science over linguistics. Following on from this, |
show here that, from Quine’s perspective, this criticism is unfounded because we are
faced with the inevitability of working immanent to physical science. If we take seriously
this point about working from within physical science, then the distinction between real
and indeterminate theory choices is decided by physics.

Quine clarifies this idea with the notions of full coverage and facts-of-the-matter:
he holds that physics is the fundamental conceptual scheme in on-going inquiry because
physics alone is motivated to determine the totality'of facts-of—the-mattér. Quine
concludes that this characteristic means that once we accept physics at all, we must
accept it as the fundamental conceptual scheme. He then explains the distinction between
rea! and indeterminate theory choices in on-going inquiry in terms of whether there is a
fact-of-the-matter, as determined by physics, at issue in the theory choice: where there is
a fact-of-the-matter for a theory choice to be true or false about, then this choice is a real
decision; where there is no fact-of-the-matter at issue, the choice is indeterminate. For
Quine, this explains the distinction between, on one hand, theory choice in linguistics and
medes of reducing numbers to sets, and on the other. theory choice in physics, such as
between alternative versions of set theory. However, the distinction between reali
decisions in on-going inquiry and the indeterminate decision between strong-giobal
under-determined rivals at end-of-inquiry is more difficult to explain, as at end-of-inquiry
cach ideal conceptual scheme has its own immanent set of facts-of-the-matter that makes
it true from its own perspective. The point here, for Quine, however, is that while each
conceptual scheme has its own imranent facts-of-the-matter, there is no fact-of-the-

matter at issue between them; that is, there are no transcendent facts-of-the-matter at
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issue between rival ideal conceptual schemes, hence the choice between them is

indeterminate.

2.2 An argument against the real-indeterminate distinction.
One strategy often employed by critics of Quine’s doctrine of the indeterminacy of
translation is to stiess the comparison of linguistics to physical science. A number of
critics have argued that, if Quine’s accourt is correct then there is no epistemological -
difference between linguistics and physical science, i.e., both are under-determined by
the totality of available evidence, consequently, they argue that there is no basis for
Quine to assert that theory choices in one are real decisions while in the other are
indeterminate.
Noam Chomsky was perhaps the first tc develop this line of attack as part of an
influential criticism of Quine’s account of language; Chomsky writes,
To return to the thesis of indeterminacy of translation, there can surely
be no doubt that Quine’s statement about analytic hypotheses is true,
though the question arises why it is important. It is, to be sure,
undeniable that if a system cf “analytical hypotheses” goes beyond
evidence then it is possible to conceive alternatives compatible with the
cvidence, just as in the case of Quine’s “genuine hypotheses™ about
stimulus meaning and truth-functional connectives. Thus the situation in
the case of language, or “common sense knowledge”, is, in this 1espect,
no different from the case of physics.’'?
Chomsky accepts that Quine has made the uncontroversial claim that currcent linguistics is

under-determined by the totality of available data, and is merely one of a number of

varied alternatives that fit the data. But, according to Chomsky, because physical science

312 Noam Chomisky, ‘Quine’s Empirical Assumptions’, Words and Objections, eds., D. Davidscen and J.
Hintikka: 53-69; p. 61



is alsc under-determined, just as under-determination is not a prcblem in current physics,
likewise it is not a problem in linguistics. In addition, Chomsky notes that while Quine
could make a distinction between physics and linguistics, he has rather simply
presuppesed this distinction on the basis of his general bias towards physical science.
Thus, Chomsky writes,

It would theri be necessary for him to justify the empiricat assumption

that the mind is natively endowed with the properties that permit

‘normal induction’ to ‘genuine hypotheses’, but not ‘theory

construction’ with some perhaps narrowly constrained class of “analytic

hypotheses™.*!?
Richard Rorty also taps into this line of criticism. How, Rorty asks, can Quine grant that
the linguists’ analytical hypotheses are ‘not capricious’ but yet insist that there is no fact
of the matter here? Rorty holds that in linguistics, as in physics, there is no more to a ‘fact
of the matter’ than a rational procedure for reaching agreement about what to assert.”"”
hence Rorty argues that if Quinc treats the unverifiability of linguists’ canons for
devising anaiytic hypotheses as indicating a lack of truth-value, then he should “do it
across the board”, i.e.. he should accept that by this standard much of physics wili also be
devoid of truth-value. Thus, Rorty writes,

If my argument is sound, the dilemma facing Quine is this: he

sheuld cither give up the notion of ‘objeciive matter of fact™ all along the

line, or reinstate it in linguistics. On the first aiternative, he can sayv that

the wnotion of ‘being about the world’, which the positivists used to

cxplicate both ‘analytic’ and ‘meaningless’, was as empty as these latter

notions themselves, and cannot survive in their absence. On the second

alternative, he can say that the linguists discovers ‘substantive laws; just
as-the chemists do, remarking merely that these discoveries are likely to

313
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Chomsky, “Quine’s Empirical Assumptions” p. 61

R. Rorty. Indeterminacy of Translation and of Truth’, Synthese 23 (1972): 443-62; p. 453: Reprinted in
Volume 3 of Philosophy of Cuine ed. D. Follesdal, (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc. 2001): 71-91; p.
31
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few surprises ... either alterrative would make sense ... we cannot go
1 . o 5
between the horas in the way suggested [by Quine]*!

Similarly, Stephen Stich has argued that, if he is to be consistent, Quine should
acknowledge that the indeterminacy he identifies in linguistics is also found in all
empirical sciences. Thus, Stich writes,

My departure from Quine comes on the score of the implications of the

indeterminacy. Were Quine to grant that grammars and translation

manuals share a sort of indeterminacy, be would presumably conclude

that for grammars, as for translations, modulo the indeterminacy, there is

nothing to be right about ... My dissent comes in the step that passes

from recognition of arbitrariness in quasi-universals or analytical

hypotheses to the claim that there is (modulo the indeterminacy) noting

to be right about. For I think that, pace Quine, the same indeterminacy

could be shown lurking in the foundations of every empirical science.

Grammar and translation are not to be distinguished, in this quarter,

from psychology or biology or physics. IT we are disinclined tc say that

in ail science, moduio the indeterminacy, there is nothing to be right

about, it is because the theories we are willing to allow as correct are

those whose arbitrary features have the sanction of tradition.*'®
Stick holds that the sort of indeterminacy found in linguistics does not imply that there is
no fact of the matter at issue in the choicc between translation manuals; for the same type
of indeterminacy is found in all empirical sciences, but Quine is unwilling tc accept that
there 1s nothing to be right about in science.

P. W. Bechtel makes a similar point. He argues that if both physical science and
linguistics are under-determined, then if under-determination in physics does not prevent
us choosing one theories as true, under-determination in linguistics cannot stop us

choosing one translation manual as true. Thus, Bechtel writes,

Why, then, should the availability of alternative translation manuals
count against our taking a realistic attitude toward one transiation

3 Rorty, indererminacy of Translation and of Truth’, p. 87-88
316 Stephen Stich, ‘Grammar, Psychology, and Indeterminacy’, Journal of Philesophy, LXIX, 22
(December 1972): 799-818; p. 815
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manual? As we do with the physical theories, why can we not adopt one
< . : i ‘ 7
of these theories despite the underdetermination?”’

These are just some of a number of arguments that claim there is no legitimate basis for
Quine to distinguishes physics from linguistics, and conclude by impeaching Quine of
distinguishing them on the basis of simply assuiing the priority of physical science.

In the next section, I show that, in centrast to these critics, the distinction between
real and indeterminate theory choices is not based on a gratuitous assumption, so long as
one accepts and takes seriously Quine’s point about the inevitability of working from

within.

2.3 Workirg from: within.
As | have repeatedly emphasised, for Quine, once the illusory transcendeut perspective is
abandoned, we must acknowledge the inevitability of always working from within our
on-going conccptual scheme. More precisely, Quine holds that we begin from the middle
of the conceptual scheme of the culture we are born into; the inherited “lore of our
fathers™.*'® And, for Quine, the conceptual scheme we are currently immersea in is
dominated by natural science, in particular physics; hence, all inquiry proceeds from
within the worldview of phys:cal science.

Of course, there is no necessary connection between “working from within”” and
“working from within physical science”, as the former is simply a consequence of

rejecting of the possibility of a ranscendent perspective, while the latter requires actually

7 P. W. Bechtel, ‘Indeterminacy and Intentionaiity: Quine’s Purported Elimination of Propositions”,
Journal cf Pliilosophy, LXXV, (1978): 649-661; p. 654

% For example. ‘Carnap and Logical Truth®, reprinted in The Ways of Paradox, p. 132
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adopting a particular conceptual scheme of physical science; clearly a different culture
could accept the former but work from within a different conceptual scheme to physical
science. Hlowever, Quine thinks that it simply is the case that we are currently immersed
in the conceptual scheme natural science, and he uses the term “naturalism” to denote
“working from within”, i.e., working from within the physical sciences. Thus, for
example, Quine writes,

The reconciliation lies in my naturalism. Disavowing as I do a first

~ philosophy outside science, | can attribute reality and truth only within the

terms and standards of the scientific system of the world that I now accept: .

only immapently. Bu't also, withip this. system, I can .vstudgflgman at work

and appreciate how his theory — mine — is underdetermined.

In this passage, Quine describes ihe reconciliation between realism and relativism as
working from within physical science and taking seriously the commitments implied by
accepting this conceptual scheme. But in saying this Quine is simply expounding the
position he embodies; he 1s not trying to justify this view from a more fundamental
position.

This alerts us to an important dialectic point in Quine’s philosophy. Quine always
presents his philosophical arguments from a position embedded in the conceptual scheme
of physical science: this is simply the view of reality that he embodies, and by
implication, takes it as the position that mankind in general embodies. In this context,
Quine simply embodies the perspective of the scientist operating within the physicai
science, adjudicating all theory choices from the privileged standpoint of physics. And as
there is no possioility of justifying tlis prioritisation of physical science from a inore
secure, transcendent perspective, Quine presents this perspective as a matter of fact, and

assumes that working from within means working from within the physical sciences.

' V/.V. Quine, The Philosophy of W.V. Quine, (ed.) Hahn &. Schilpp p.316
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Quine’s position, therefore, is simply to acknowledge the beliefs that we do hold and take
them seriously without demanding the impossible “external” justification of these beliefs.
So, while he acknowledges that physical science is just one conceptual scheme
among many possible alternatives, and is an “instrument” that we have devised in our on-
going effort to systematise and control our experience, 320 he takes it that as we are
working within physical science we must take this embedded perspective seriously. This
provides the basis for distinguishing between real and indeterminate theory choices in
both on-going inquiry and at end-of-inquiry. In the next section I show that for Quine the
distinction between real and indeterminate decisions cashes out in on-going inquiry in

terms of the notions of “full coverage™ and “facts-of-the-matter”.

2.4 Full coverage and facts of the matter.
On a number of occasions when Quine has been pressed for a justification of his
prioritisation of physical science, he has responded by developing the anaiogy that
physics aims to provide “full-coverage” of reality. Quine presents this anaiogy in most
detail. however, in his papers ‘Goodman’s Ways of Worldmaking,”**' and “Facts of the
Maiier. >

Quine introduces the notion of full coverage in response to the free-for-all among

theories proposed by Nelson Goodinan in Ways of Worldmaking.**® Goodman, like

320 Qucted by Burton Dreben ‘Putnam, Quine — and the facts’, Vol., 4,_Philosopky of Quine ed. D.
Follesdal fvotnote 76,p. 327 .

32! Quine, “Geodman’s Ways cf World Making” Theories and Things; pp 96-100

22 Quine. ‘Facts of the Matter’ American Philusophv: Edwards to Quine, (eds.) R.W. Siahan & K R.
Merrill (Norman, OKLA: University of Oklahoma Press 1977)

3 W.V. Quine, ‘Gocdman’s Ways of Worldmaking’, and Nelson Goodman, Ways of Woridmaking,
(Hassoks: Harvester 1978)




Quing, holds that our science is simply one conceptual scheme among many, but he
suggests that once we have given up on the discredited notions of absolute ontology, truth
as correspondence, etc., there is no longer any basis on which to evaluate conceptual
schemes as legitimate or illegitimate, better or worse, and so on, and he holds that this
leads to a view that he calls ‘irrealism’***: that is, each conceptual scheme is judged oniy
from a perspective immanent to that conceptuai scheme. Thus, we do not work within
one single conceptual scheme but have a free-for-ail between numerous different
conceptual schemes, switching from one to another as desired, accepting each immanent
conception of rationality. As a consequence sentences true in one conceptual scheme will
be false in another, and switching between theories means'switc'hing between viewing a
sentence as true or false. As there is no way to determine an inter-theoretic, or objective,
way to asséss all conceptual schemes, if different conceptual schemes give incompatibie
accouiits of reality we must accept that they describe different realities. For Goodman,
then, it makes no sense to talk about a single, objective reality.

Quine’s response to Goodman is to stipulate that there is a single fundamental
conceptual scheme. namely physics, and it gives the most comprehensive metarhysical
account of reality. Thus, Quine writes,

One feels that this sequence of worlds or versions founders in absurdity.

! take Goodman’s defence of it to be that there is no reasonable

intermediate point at which to end it. I would end it after the first step:

physical theory. | grant the possibility ot alternative physical theories.

unsusceptible to adjudication: but [ see the rest of his sequence of
: 32
worlds or world versions only as a rather tenuous metaphor.**’

3‘24 Nelson Goodman, Ways of Worldmaking, p. 20
3 Quine. “Goodman’s Ways of Woridmaking” n. 97-93
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In principle, Quine accents Goodman'’s claim that there are numerous incompatibie
versions of reality, but he holds that physics must be recognized as the fundamental, most
complete versions possible. So, what precisely does Quine mean by this?

First, it is clear that because there is no transcendent perspective, there is no
possibility of justifying physical science from some “externai” more secure position. In
contrast, Quine atiempts to “justify” the prioritisation of physics from an immanent
perspeciive: specifically. he argues that by simply accepting that physics is one theory
amongst any number of others in our conceptual scheme, entails that physics is the
tundamental theory in our conceptual scheme. Thus, Quine writes

Anyone who will say, “Physics is all well in is place” — and who will

not? — is then aiready committed to a physicalism of at least the

nonreductive, nontranslational sort stated above. Hence my special

deference to physical theory as a world version, and to the physical

world as the world.**

Against Goodman, then, Quine argues that physics cannot be understood as simply one
conceptual scheme or “worldversion™ among a series of other “worldversions” because
by simply accepting that physics is one “worldversion” one is thereby coramitted to
accepting that physics will provide the complete account of reality. Quine claims that
this is the case because. ultimately, physics can settle for no less: the motivgtion for
pursuing physics down the centuries has been the motivation to devise a fundamental
account of reality; to come up with the minimum catdlogue of states that suffices to
account for ail reality. Quine writes,

One major motivation of physics down the centuries might be said to

have been just that: to say what counts as a physical difference, a

physical trait, a physical state. The question can be put more explicitly
thus: what minimum catalogue of states would be sufficient to justify us

326 Quine, “Goodman’s Ways of Woridmaking” p. 98
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in sayin;g that there is nc change without a change in positions or
states?’”

For Quine, then, physics is simply identified with the fundamental theory in any
conceptual scheme. That is, the most fundamental theory in our possession at any time,
whatever it is, is called “physics”.

So while therz may be alternative versions of physics, there are no alternatives 7o
physics: there is no getting away from the fact that physics is the fundamental
cenceptual scheme. To illustrate this point further, we can turn to an unpublished
manuscript of Qﬁine’s quoted by Bur;lon Dreben as féllows,

My basic position early and laie is empiricism, and hence prediction as

touchstone. Physics enters my picture only because in my naturalism, |

take the current world picture as the last word to date. If evidence

mounts for telepathy or ghosts, welcome. Physics would go back to their

drawing boards. Whether to call their resulting theory physics, still, on
Here Quine asserts that physics is identified with the motivation to be fundamental
rather than with any particular set of claims that may constitute current or future physics.
Hence physics can change, indeed it can change in radical and revolutionary ways, but
because the purpose of physics remains the same — to collate the minimum catalogue of
states sufficient to explain all change — whatever the content of the fundamental
conceptual scheme, it will stili be physics. For Quine, then, accepting physical science in
any sense means accepting that physics is the most basic conceptual scheme, and miust
be prioritised over all other conceptual scheres.**”

In addition, in saying that physics provides full-coverage Quine is #of claiming

that all true seniences can be translated into the laws and vocabulary of physics, or that

=7 Quine “Facts of the Matter” p. 188-189
32 Quoted by Dieben, ‘Putnam, Quine — and the Facts’, Voi.. 4. Philosophy of Quine ed. D. Foliesdal p. 30
27 Quine “Facts of the Matter,” p. 187




all theories reduce te physics; rather, Quine’s claim here is that there is no change in
reality without some redistribution of basic physical states. Thus Quine writes that
full coverage... is the very business of physics, and only of physics ...
Nothing happens in the world, not the flutter of an eyelid, not the flicker
of a thought, without some redistribution of physical states.**’
For example. the principle of full-coverage holds that there is no change in dispositions
without a physical change, and no difference in dispositions without a physical
difference. Similarly, this principle applies to the mental life. Quine writes,
If a man were twice in the same physical state, then, the physicalist
holds, he would believe the same things both times, he would have the

same thoughts, and he would have all the same unactuaiized dispositicns

to thought and action. Where positions and states of bodies do not

matter, there is no fact of the matter.>!

For Quine, physics provides full-coverage without reducing allv mental events or
dispositicns to microbiological terms, and withcut claiming that the mental and ihe
microbiological have natural kinds in commeon. Rather, full-covefage simply means that
nothing happens without some redistribution cf basic states of reality, but more
importantly, it is up to physics to determine what these basic states are. In this sense all
of the facts of reality, or as Quine says the “facts-of-the-matter”, are determined by
physics. This does not mean that our ontology is exclusively corporeal; rather. as they
strengthen and simpiify the overall theory sets, numbers and functions are pcsited by
physics as residents of the universe in addition to basic bodies, but as these abstract
objects are unchanging the principle of full-coverage does not apply to them.

Quine is thus asserting that from within our on-gong physical conceptual scheme,

despite the obvious inadequacies of current physics, he is fully confident that physics will
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discover all the facts of the matter, and will provide full-coverage. The fact that current
physics does not explain all change, only serves 1o show how far physics has yet to
advance. ‘

The contrast between real and indeterminate theory choices in on-going inquiry
should now be clear. If we take seriougly Quine’s assertion that we are immersed in the
conceptual scheme of on-going physical science, then physics becomes the final arbiter
for all theory choice in on-going inquiry. And as we saw above, this means that physics
determines that there is a fact-of-the-matter for a theory choice to be true or false abouit,
or that the tfteory choice is indeterminate. For Quine, the theory choice between different
versions of set theory does turn on a fact-of-the-matter; hence, there is a true system of
set theory and a number of false systems of set theory. And, in contrast, both the theory
choice between alternative transiation manuals and the choice between alternative ways
cf reducing numbers to sets are indeterminate because in either casc there is o fact-of-

the-matter to be true or false abeut.

2.5 Reciprocal containment and indeterminacy at end-of-inquiry.

Quine takes the notions of full coverage and fact-of-the-matter to clarify the distinction
between real and indeterminate theory choices in on-going inquiry, hewever, the
relationship between fact-of-the-matter and indeterminate theory choice becomes more
complicated when we consider the case of choosing between strong-giobally under-
determined ideal conceptual schemes at end-of-inquiry. At end-of-inquiry the choice is

between rival ideal conceptual schemes that are under-determined in the strong-global
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sense, and as factuality is an immanent notion,**? each of these ideal conceptual schemes
wiil determine its own complete set of facts-of-the-matter. So in this sense there is a fact-
of-the-matter at issue: each conceptual scheme will be true according to its own set of
facts-of-the-matter. So while the analogy that Quine draws between facts-of-the-matter
and the distinction between real and indeterminate theory choices is correct within a
conceptual scheme, this analogy fails for the choice between ideal conceptual schemes at
end-of-inquiry.

We can best explain this indeierminacy between theory choices at end-of-inquiry
in terms of Quine’s commitment to reciprocal containment of epistemology and ontology,
i.e., both epistemology and ontology are conducted immanent to our on-going conceptual
scheme.* This means that epistemology, our best theory of how we know what there is,
is a part of science, namely — empirical psychology. Likewise, ontology, our account of
what there is, is alsc a part of science, namely — the ontological comnmitments of theories
we assert as true. The reciprocal containment, then, is that epistemology contains
ontology as its subject matter (empirical psychology is an account ot how we know what
exists), but ontology also contains epistemolcgy in that empirical psychology is carried
out immanent to on-going science. Thus, Quine writes,

The old epistemology aspired to contain. in a sense, natural science; it

would construct it somehow from sense data. Epistemology in its new

setting, conversely, is contained in natural science, as a chapter of

psychoiogy. But the old containment remains valid too, in its way. We

are studying how the human subject of our study posits bodies and

projects his physics from his data, and we appreciate that our position in

the world is just like nis. Our very epistemological enterprise, therefore,
and the psychology wherein it is a compounent chapter, and the whole of

2 Quine, “Things and their Place in Theories”, in Theories ana Things, p. 23

333 For example. Roger F. Gibson IR. ‘Translation, Physics and Facts of the Matter’, in The Phiiosopiy of
Quire, (ed.) Hahn & Schilpp; pp. 139-153 The doctrine of reciprocal containment contrasts with the
traditional picture of epistemclogy underlying ontology, justifying it from a more secure positior.




natural science wherein psychology is a component book — ali this is our

own construction or projection from stimulations like those we were

meting our to our epistemological subject. There is thus reciprocal

containment, though containment in different senses: epistemology in

natural science and natural science in epistemology.”**

The reciprocal containment of epistemology and ontology means that epistemology and
ontology have no reach beyond our own conceptual scheme; that is, they do not apply in
any other conceptual scheme. nor do they have any bearing between conceptual schemes.
Hence. although theory choice immanent to each is real, there can be no transcendent
ontological facts-of-the-matter to determine betWeen competing conceptual schemes and
the choice between them is indeterminate. Neither our conceptual scheme nor an
alternative is true or false from some higher perspective, above the perspective immanent
to each, i.e., there is no higher sense of epistemology or ontology.

In this sense, Quine’s notion of fact-of-the-matter also clarifies the reason why
theory choice between ideal conceptual schemes at end-of-inquiry is indeterminate.
Because, for Quine, factuality is an immanent concept, arising within our on-going
conceptual scheme of physical science, it is clear that there cannot be a transcendental
fact-of-the-matter, i.e., outside all conceptual schemes, to make the choice between

competing conceptual schemes a real decision.*>

3 Quine. ‘Epistemology Naturalized’, Ontological Relativity and Other Essays, p. 83

33 1 think there is adequate textual support for calling the situation at end-of-inquiry a case of
“indeterminacy”: for example, Quine writes in “Response to Abel” Inquiry, 37 (1994)

“I am pleased with Abel’s idea of reckoning the empirical underdetermination of scientific theory as
indeterminacy of truth”. (p. 495)

And later in “Response to Bergstror™, we find,

“A bright idea in the adjoining pzper by Abel concerns the presumed empirical underdetermination of
science: he aligns it with the indeterminacy of translation and the indeterminacy of refererce, and cails it
the indeterminacy of truth. This again fits nicely with the immanence of truth: no higher tribunal.” (p. 427-
8)
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2.6 Conclusion.

In conclusion, for Quine, the inevitability of working from within the physical sciences is
the ultimate basis for distinguishing under-determined theory choices that are real
decisions from those that are indeterminate. Because our on-going conceptual scheme is
domivated by physical science, shysics determines the totality of facts-of-the-matter,
which in turn determines whether a choice is real or indeterminate. ﬂﬁs means that all
real decisions are made internal to physical science, while indeterminate decisions are,
from the perspective of physical science, theory choices that do not turn on a fact-of-the-
matter. Hence, from this immanent perspective, Quine holds that there is no fact-of-the-
matter to theory choices between translation manualé, between modes of reducing
numuvers to sets, and the choice between ideal conceptual schemes at end-of-inquiry are
all indeterminate: but there is a fact-of-the-matter to theory choices in physical science is

a rzal decision, such as that between alternative versions of set theory.

CONCLUSION

In this thesis | have repeatedly emphasised that Quine must be understood as proposing a
compromize positiocn between the polarities of extreme realism and extreme relativism. In
this chapter, I argue that this compromise position rests cn the distinct:en between real
and indeterminate theory choices. That is, Quine rebuts Russell’s extreme realism by
arguing that theory choice at end-of-inquiry is indeterminate, and rebuts Cainap’s
extrenic relativism by arguing that theory choice in on-going inquiry is always a real

decision.
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My aim in this chapter was fo show that the philosophical basis for the real-
indeterminate distinction is the notion of under-determination. I argued that this point
comes out clearest in connection to the distinction between real and indeterminate theory
choices in on-going inquiry. I showed that the examples of the real-indeterminate
distinction in on-going inquiry that Quine himself presents turn on different versions of
the under-determination thesis. Quine holds that all theory choices are under-determined
by the available evidence, but argues that because we are immersed in the on-going
conceptual scheme of physical science, physical science determines which of these
under-determined theory choices are strong-globally under-determined. Quine explains
how this happens in terms of his notion of “facts-of-the-matter”. Quine holds that because
physical science provides the facts-of-the-matter, thecry choices in physical science can
be under-determined but still turn upon a fact-of-the-matter. This means that under-
determired theory choices in pnysical science are nevertheless real decisions, whereas
theory choice that do not turn on a fact-of-the-matter are, in addition to being under-
determined, also indeterminate. That is, they are strong-globally under-determined.

This means that Quine assumes that though on-going scientific inquiry is under-
determined, it is insulated from strong-global under-determination: he holds that strong-
global under-determination arises at end-of-inquiry, but believes that this indeterininacy
does not infect theory choices in on-geing scientific inquiry. Where strong-2lobal under-
determination does infect on-going inquiry, it infects only those modes of inquiry that are
not sufficiently physics-like to belong to genuine or:-going inquiry. For Quire, in genuine
scierce, on-going theory choice is always real, and under-determination is never strong-

globai under-aetermination.



CHAPTER 5

COMPROMISE CONFOUNDED

INTRCDUCTION
So far, in this thesis [ have tried to establish two points in relation to Quine’s philosophy.
In Part }, I showed that Quine’s philosophical program is best understood as a
compromise between Russell’s extreme realism and Carnap’s extreme relativism. In
addition, I argued that in order for Quine’s compromise to work, i.e., to hold together as a
coherent philosophical positicn, Quine must accept both a certain type of relativism and a
certain type of realism; this accounts for the appeal of his philosophy — by balancing
these competing tendencies he avoids the problems that plague either extreme position.
So far in Part 2, [ have argued that Quine’s compromise is predicated upon the distinction
between real and indeterminate thecry choices. I explained that, for Quine, the distinction
between the real and indeterminate theory choices is linked to the distinction between
theory choices that are under-determined and those that are strong-globally under-
aetermined. | showed that Quine’s comipromise position is based on holding that at end-
of-inquiry, our conceptual scheme is strong-globally under-determined and thesry choice
here is indeterminate; while, in contrast to this, on-going inquiry is merely under-
determined and theory choice here is a real decision.

In the first section of this chapter I argue that this gives Quine an account of on-
going inquiry that reduplicates Carnap’s distinction between questions asked internal and
external to a framework. Appropriating Carnap’s terminology, [ argue that, for Quine, on-

going physical science is the only “framework™ we take seriously, hence all theory



choices in genuine on-going inquiry are choices internal to physical science; in contrast,
external choices between rival “frameworks” arise only at end-of-inquiry. Quine holds
that in on-going inquiry, all legitimate investigation is internal to the “framework” of
physical science; hence on-going theory choice is under-determined but produces real
decisions. In contrast, at end-of-inquiry, theory choice is not internal to the “tramework”
of physical science but is between rival “frameworks”; this choice is strong-giobally
under-determined, and results in an indeterminate decision. I point out that this inteinal-
external model shows us that Quine’s compromise position works only because external,
strong-globally under-determined theory choices are excluded from on-going inquiry.
That is, while Quine needs external, strong-globally under-determined theory choices at
end-of-inquiry in order to rebut Russell’s extreme reaiism, he also argues against Carnap
that this type of theory choice infects end-of-inquiry only, as on-going inquiry is always
internal to physical science and so is insulated from strong-global under-determination.
The problem for Quine, however, is that he cannot ensure that it is the case that
on-going inquiry is insulated from external, strong-glotally under-determined theory
choices. In fact, quite the opposite: because Quine accepts thai strong-giobai under-
determination arises 2t end-of-inquiry ke is cornmitted to the possibility of precisely such
problemétic theory choices arising in on-going inquiry. To be precise, Quinc’s *
compromise position leads him to accept that there are alternatives to our familiar
conceptual scheme, hence, if we assume that these alternatives evolved from a common
origin, then there must have been a last point in common to the evolutionary line of hoth
alternative conceptual schemes, i.e., 2 “branching point™ in the line of both conceptual

schemes. The problem for Quine is that, by definition, theory choice at a “branching
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point” is strong-globally under-determined, and hence indeterminate. Thus, the existence
of branching points in on-going inquiry threatens to reproduce the internal-external
distinction into on-going scientific inquiry. In the final part of this section I conclude that
the presence of just one branching point in on-going inquiry is sufficient to undermine the
Quinean project of developing a compromise between extreme realism and extreme

rclativism.

SECTION 1

UNDER-DETERMINATION AND REAL DEBATE.

1.1 Introduction.
In this section I want to outline an interesting problem for Quine’s compromige pesition.
First, T argue that in his account of on-going inquiry Quine has reintroduced Carnap’s
internal-external distinction, albeit from an imrmanent rather than a transcendent
perspective. Quine holds th'at all legitimate on-going inquiry is carried out iniernal to
physical science; hence all theory choices in legitimate on-going inquiry are real
decisions. In contrast, external choices between alternative conceptual schemes arise only
at end-of-inquiry where theory choice is strong-globally under-determined and
consequently is indeterminate. I argue that this modej shows us that the primary
difference between Quine and Carnap’s account of on-going inquiry is that Carnap holds.
but Quine denies, that indeterminate external choices arise in legitimate on-going inquiry.
Following on from this, I introduce the idea of a “branching point” in on-g2ing

inquiry. A branching point is the last point in common on the line of evolution of proto-



complete conceptual schemes; before they separate and go on to evolve in unique ways. I
argue that because Quine is committed to the existence of alternative conceptual schemes
at end-of-inquiry, he is also committed to the possibility of “branching points” in on-
going inquiry. However, a branching point presents a difficulty for Quine’s compromise,
namely — theory choice at a branching point is, by definition, indeterminate.

1 go on to argue that the existence of a branching peint in on-going inquiry would
present a series of preblems for Quine, which ultimately, threaten the coherence of his

proposed compromise position.

1.2 The real-indeterminate distinction and the internal-external distinction.

in the pi'evious chapter I argued that the distinction between real and indeterminate
theory choices corresponds to the distinction between under-determination and strong-
global under-determination. That is, when a theory choice is just under-determined our
choice is still a real decision, whereas, in contrast, if a theory choice is under-deterinined
in the strong-global sense. then our decision between the rivals is indeterminate.
Moreover, in the previous chapter we saw that Quine holds that theory choice at end-of-
inquiry is étrong-globally under-determined and therefore indeterminate. It follows that
Quine’s belief that theory choice in on-going scientific inquiry is a real decision implies
that strong-global under-determination does not arise in on-going scientific inquiry; that
is, while he accepts that on-going scientific inquiry is under-determined he believes that it

is not under-determined in the strong-global sense.
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It seems to me, that this gives Quine a picture of on-going inquiry that is in
certain general terms similar to Carnap’s account; in particular, it shows that Quine’s
real-indeterminate distinction replicates Carnap’s internal-external distinction, albeit from
an immanent rather than a transcendent pe:rspective.3 3% Adopting Carnap’s terminology
for a moment, this point can be set out as follows. For Quine, the only “framework” that
i3 taken seriously in on-going inquiry is the “framéwork” of physicai science. That is,
Quine holds that all inquiry is conducted internal to the framework of physicai science.
This means two things for Quine.

First, it follows that many theory choices viewed by Carnap as indeterminate,
external decisions are, for Quine, internal, real decisions. Returning to Carnap for a
moment, we have seen that Carnap’s purpose is to aveid the controversies in traditionai
metaphysics, which appeared to him to be steriie and useless. For him, these
controversies are characterised by the inclusive nature of the arguments emploved. the
vagueness of the concepts used, and the absence of mutual understanding or possibie

37 Carnap’s

basis for agreement between opponents who talked at cross purposes.”
proposed solution was to stand back from on-g centroversics and distinguish
between the different linguistic frameworks involved; thus characterising the argument
into extetnal, practical questions and internal empiricaily answerable questions. For

Carnap, only internal questions were real theory choices; external framework choices

were indeterminate.

3¢ Whereas Carnap holds that we can stand aloof from on-going inquiry and distinguish internal, real
decisions from external, pragmatic choices, by insisting that all inquiry is carried out internai tc on-going
physws Quine insists on taking all theory choices seriously.

R. Carniap, “Autobiography”, in The Philosophy of Rudolf Carnap, eds. H. Hahu & P. A. Schiipp, ((La
Salle, IL: Open Court 1963); p. 44-45.
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There are numercus exampies of precisely where Carnap draws this distinction
between real and indeterminate theory choices. In particular, for Carnap, almost all
traditional philosophical disputes can be deflated to indeterminate choices between

alternative linguistic frameworks. In Logical Syntax of Language®*®, for example, Carnap

responds to a number of philosophical disputes, taken to be real debates by the disputants,
by declaring that each side is simply putting forward a proposal to construct a linguistic
framework or formal calculus of a specific kind. For example, we have already seen that
Carnap does not regard the theory choice between alternative accounts of the nature of
orotocol sentences as a real debate, and this is also his view of the dispute over
alternative foundational systems in mathematics; rather, Carnap takes these alternatives
as ditferent linguistic frameworks, and holds that the choice between them is purely
pragmatic and neither true nor false, i.e., indeterminate. For this reason, Carnap argued
ihat Brouwer was right to develop an intuitionistic account of the foundations of
arithmetic as an alternative to Frege-Russell logicism, but was wrong to insist that his
account of the foundations of arithinetic was the correct account and that logicism was
the wrong approach. In contrast, Carnap argues that since neither framework is true or
false, theory choice here is an indeterminate, external choice; hence Brouwer should have
been tolerant of aiternative frameworks.>*’

He goes on to list a number of traditional philosophical disputes as deflated
external disputes about the relative pragmatic merits of proposed linguistic franieworks:
relations are primitive or depend on the properties of their members; a thing is a comiplex

of sense-data or a thing is a complex of atoms; the mathematical continuum is not

%% Cainap, Logical Syntax of Language, pp. 300-303
¥ Carnap, Logical Syntax of Langtage, p. 47-49
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composed of atomic elements but is a whole analysable into further analysable sub-
intervals or the mathematical continuum is a series of a certain structure whose terms are
real numbers; and so on. Similarly, in “My Views on Ontological Problems™*’ Carnap
argues that the traditional philosophical controversy between realists and idealists over
the reality of the external world, the controversy over the reality or irreality of cther
minds, the reality or irreality of abstract entities, are not real disputes but are
indeterniinate practical questions concerning the choices of certain language forms. For
example, the phenomenal language speaks only of sense data, raw feels, and so on, but it
can’t refer to material objects or other minds. In contrast, the thing language can refer to
intersubjectively observable spatio-temporal objects or events. Thus, Carnap writes,

We now replace the ontological theses about the reality or irreality of

certain entities, those which we regard as pseudo-theses, by proposals or

decisions concerning the use of certain languages. Thus realism is

replaced by the practical decision to use only the phenomenal language,

and traditional psycho-physical dualism by the decision to use a dualistic

language; and so on.>"!
The essential point here is that no linguistic framework is more correct than any cther;
indeed, the notion of correctness or truth has no meaning here. Rather, as each is a
proposal to coustruct a linguistic framework of a specific type, the apparently opposing
philosophical positions are ali equally legitimate, and the choice between them is
indeterminate.

Thus, Carnap draws a sharp distinction between real and indeterminate theory

choices; internal to a framework a theory choice is a real, true or false decision, but

HOR. Carnap, “My Views on Ontclegical Problems”, in The Philosophy of Rudolf Cariap, {eds.) H. Hann
& P. A. Schilpp, (La Saile: Open Court 1963); 868-874

' R. Carnap, “My Views on Ontological Problems”, p. 870; we have already seen that, Carnap views ihe
dispute between Neurath and Schlick over the nature of protocol sentences to be an external indetermirate
decision between proposed forms of language.




external to a framework it is indeterminate. It is clear that Quine holds a similar
distinction between real and indeterminate theory choices, but, because Quine holds that
all on-going inquiry proceeds internal to the “framework” of physical science, it follows
that all on-going theory choices are an internal, real decision with a true or false outcome:
Thus, Quine holds that theory choices viewed by Carnap as external, indeterminate
decisions about proposed linguistic frameworks, are real decisicns determined internal to
on-going scientific inquiry.
- For example, with regard to the supposedly external question of whether to adopt

mental entities, Quine writes.

I urged earlier that we decide what things there are, or what things to

treat as there being, by considerations of simplicity of the overall system

and its utility in connection with experience ... we are virtually bound,

as remarked earlier, tc hold to an ontology of external objects; but it is

moot indeed whether the positing of additional objects of a mental kind

is a help or a hindrance to science.>*
For Carnap, the question of whether mental entities existed is a pscudo-theoretical
ontological question that must be transformed into a discussion leading to a practical
decision about the form of a language to be adopted. But, for Quine, because physical
science is the only “framework™ taken seriously in on-going inquiry, this issue is a real
question that arises internal to on-going physical science. Thus, in contrast to Carnap,
Quine writes:

The issue is merely whether, in an ideal last accounting of everything or

a present practical accouriting of everything we can, it is efficacious so

to frame our conceptual scheme as to mark out a range of entities or

units of a so-called mental kind in addition to the physical ones. My

hypothesis, put forward in the spirit of a hypothesis of natural science, is
o, o . 2
that it is not efficacious.**

*** Quine, “On Mental Entities”, in Ways of Paradox, p. 221-227; p. 226
*¥ Quine, “Cn Mental Entities”, p. 227



Similarly, in regard to the phenomenal and physical conceptual schemes, although Quine
initially expressed some tolerance of both as being fundamental from different
perspectives,”** he ultimately views the choice between these as a real decision. Thus, he
writes,
Sense data, if they are to be posited at ail, are fundamental in one
respect: the small particles of physics are fundamental in a second
respect, and common-sense bodies in a third ... But these three types of
priority must not be viewed as somehow determining three competing,
self-sufficient conceptual schemes. Our one serious cornceptual scheme
is the inclusive, evolving one of science, which we inherit and, in our
- several small ways, help to improve.- o
Likewise, as we have seen, this is also Quine’s view of the choices between taking
numboers or sets as basic entities in mathematics. For example, Quine says,
Mathematics reduces only to set theory and not to logic prupér. Such
reduction still enhances clarity, but only because of the interrelations

that erherge and not because the end terms of the analysis are clearer
than others.>*°

Here. again, Quine believes there are good scientific arguments that determine the choice
definitively in favour of one side over the other; and because we are immersed in on-
going physical science, he holds that we should take these argurents sericusly, and
therefore see this theory choice as a real debate with a true and false ontcos ne A
However, the faci that there are compelling scientific reasoas for secing these
choices as real debates rather than as an indeterminate preference for proposed forms of

language, hides that Quine’s almost “knee-jeik ™ reaction io Carnap is to insist that ail of

the detates that Carnap wants to stand aloof from are genuine real debates, and that we

4 Quine 20n What There Is” From A [ ogical Point of View, p. 17

5 Quine, “Posits and Reality”, in Ways of Paradox, p. 252

% Quine, “Epistemology Naturalized” in Ontological Relativity and other Essays, p. 70

7 Apart from Quine’s view of the choice between competing versions of the space-time continuun, which
! examinc in detail in the next chapter. I will not discuss his view of the rest of these debates apart from
noting that it is clear that Quine sees all of these theory choices as real decisions.




must get our hands dirty taking sides on thesc controversies. This knee-jerk anti-
Carnapian attitude is most evident in the example of the choice between different.
versions of set theory, where in contrast to the examples above, there are no compelling
scientific reasons to view this as a real choice. As we know, Quine describes naive set
theory as the “natural attitude™, and concludes from the existence of the antinomies that
our natural attitude here must be abandoned. He writes,
The natural attitude on the question what classes exist is that any open
sentence determines a class. Since this is discredited, we have to be
deliberate about our axioms of class existence and explicit about our
reasoning from them; intuition is not in general to be trusted here.***
Having given up on intuition in the choice between proposals for the general foundations
of set theory, Quine notes that all proposals are “unnatural” in some sense or other, and
that cur choice between them is an arbitrary matter of weighing up their competing
strengths and weaknesses for particular purposes. Quine writes:
Each proposed scheme is unnatural, because the natural scheme is the
unrestricted one that the antinomies discredit; and each has advantages,
in power or simplicity or in attractive consequences in special directions,
that each of its rivals lacks.”*
But, as was explained in the previous chapter, Quine nevertheless takes this to be a reai
decision. So. even though there is no unequivocal or intuitive basis for taking one version
of set theory as the best set theory, Quine’s anti-Carnapian inclination is to assert that

there is still a real decision here. Moreover, he goes on to suggest that while this choice

between set theories seems to us to be unnatural and arbitrary, given enough time {Quine

548

Quine. Set Theory and its Logic. p. 5
B Quine, “Ways of Paradox”, in Ways cf Paradox, p. 16
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e 1 < . . . . .,
suggests a couple of thousand ycars)3 *0 this choice will seem natural, intuitive, and a real
decision to our descendants. Thus, Quine writes,

Russell's paradox is a genuine antinomy because the principle of class

existence that it compels us to give up is so fundamental. When in a

future century the absurdity of that principle has become a

commonplace, and some substitute principle has enjoyed long enough

tenure to take on somewhat the air of common sense, perhaps we can

hegin te see Russell’s paradox as no more than a veridical paradox,

showing that there is no such class as that of non-self-members. One .

man’s antinomy can be another man’s veridical paradox, and one ‘man’s

veridical paradox can be another man’s platitude.*’
Quine’s assumption that even though there is no basis for seeing this as a real choice -
rather than an indetermirate practical decision. as between reduction of numbers to sets
within set theory, and that the nature of this choice as a real decision will become evident
given eriough time, signifies his knee-jerk anti-Carnapian insistence that all theory
choices in on-going inquiry are swallowed up by physical science. He never takes
seriously the possibility that Carnap is right about some choices being decisions beiween
alternative proposals, and hence indeterminate.

In addition to this view that all theory choices in on-going inquiry arise internal to
the “framework” of physical science, Quine holds that no external “framework” choices
can arise in on-going scientiiic inquiry. As we saw, against Russell’s extreme realism,
Quine holds that at end-of-inquiry the choice between ideal “frameworks” is an
indeterminate decision that is neither true nor faise. Consequently, this choice is an
sxternal “framework” choice between rival ideal conceptual schemes. Because this

decision does not arise internal to physical science, and, like Carnap, Quine holds that it

is an indeterminate theory choice.

350 ~

Quine, “Ways of Paradox”, p. 9
31 Quing, “Ways of Paradox”, p. 12



It follows, therefore, that Quine has drawn a picture of on-going inquiry that is in
certain very general terms similar to the model of internal and external statements
presented b}; Camap. A key difference between their views is that Quine is committed to
working immanent to on-going science, and consequently, Quine distinguishes between
internal and external sentences on the basis of the immanently conceived under-
determination thesis. Pulling these tareads together, we can say that internal to the
“framework” of physical science under-determination is not strong-global and theory
choice is real; while in contrast, external to the “framework” of physical science under-
determination is strong-global and theory choice is indeterminate. This explains one
fundamental difference between Quine’s and Carnap’s accounts of on-going inquiry:
hecause Quine takes all of legitimate on-going inquiry to be carried out internal to the
“framework” of physical science, he holds that all theory choices in on-going inquiry are
real decisions.

When set out in this way, the difference between Quine and Carnap 1s simply that
whereas Carnap holds that external theory choices infect on-going inquiry (hence theory
choices in on-going inquiry can be indeterminate), Quine holds that external theory
choices do not infect on-going inquiry (hence all theory choices in on-going inquiry are
real). The reason Quine believes this, we have seen, is that he holds that on-going inquiry
is insulated from strong-global under-determination: for Quine, strong-global undei-
determination infects end-of-inquiry only. If in contrast, Quine were fcreed to accent that
there are instances ot sirong-global under-determination in on-going inquiry, then he

would have to reintreduce the internal-external distinction into on-going inquiry itself.



And, clearly, if Quine were to accept this, then it becomes questionable whether his
position is that different from Carnap’s

In the next section I argue that because Quine is committed to strong-global
under-determination at end-of-inquiry it follows that he is in fact committed to the

possibility of strong-global under-determined rivais in on-going scientific inquiry.

1.3 Theory choice at branching points.

In this section I want to show that, in contrast to the model of on-going inquiry that he
sets out, Quine is in fact committed to the possibility of strong-globally under-determined
theory choices in on-going scientific inquiry. To begin this argument, let me briefly
restate Quine’s compromise position.

Properly understood, Quine’s compromise between the polarities of extreme
reaiism and extreme relativism is based on accepting the twin claims of strong-global
under-determination and real decisions. Quine balances these competing doctrines as
follows. In relation to end-of-inquiry Quine must hold that theory choice is
indeterminate: were Quine to accept that a real debate is possible at end-cf-inquiry, this
implies accepting that there is a best overall idealised conceptual scheme, meaning that
his compromise position wouid-collapse into Russell’s version of extreme realism. Thus,
to rebui Russell’s version of extreme realism, Quine must hold strong-global under-
deteimination at ead-of-inquiry, and accept, with Carnap’s extreme relativisrn, that the

choice bctween idealised conceptual schemes is indzterminate.
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In relation to on-going inquiry, however, things are much different. Here, in order
to rebut Carnap’s version of extreme relativism Quine must hold that theory choice in on-
going inquiry is a real decision. This implies that Quine must ensure that theory choice in
on-going inquiry is not strong-globally under-determined. It is quite obvious that as there
are no complete, idealised conceptual schemes in on-going inquiry, strong-global under-
determination in ofi-going inquiry does not mean that complete, idealised conceptual
schemes are under-determined; rather, here the issue concerns proto-idealised conceptual
schemes, i.c., conceptual schemes that will ultimately develop into idealised cdnceptual»
schemes at end-of-inquiry. Thus. I specify the view that there is strong-global under-
determination in on-going inquiry as:

(SG*) There are proto-idealised conceptual schemes in on-going inquiry, i.e.,
conceptual schemes that at end-of-inquiry will become empirically
equivalent and logically incompatible ideal conceptual schemes, which are
strong-globally under-determined.

Were Quine to accept (SG*), then he would have to accept that theory choices here are
indeterminate rather than real decisions; if the choice between alternative strong-globaliy
under-determined prcto-idealised conceptual schemes in on-going inguiry were a real
decision, then Quine would have to accept that there is a real decision between strong-
globally under-determined idealised conceptual scheme at end-of-inquiry, thereby
collapsing his compromise position into Russell’s version of extreme realism. This means
that in order to rebut Carnap’s version of extreme relativism in on-going inquiry in a way

that does not ccllapse his compromise into Russell’s version cf extreme realism, Quine
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must hold both that theory choices i on-going inquiry are real decisions, and hence
reject (SG*).

But can Quine really reject (SG*)? I think the answer must be no, he cannot. In
contrast, the basic principles of his compromise position commit Quine to accepting
{SG*). This can be seen {from the following.

Because he accepts strong-global under-determination at end-of-day inquiry,
Quine accepts that there are alternatives to the conceptual scheme that we occupy; he
accepts that another culture or species may have taken a radically different line of
scientific development to achieve their overall conceptual scheme of the world. For
Quine, there is no way to disprove this claim without adopting a transcendent perspective
above ali conceptual schemes.>* Moreover, it is safe to assume that at least scme of these
aiternative cenceptual schemes share a common origin. That is, it is at least possible that
alternative idealised conceptual schemes have evolved from a common origin, and that
they differ by evolving in a unique way after that point of branching. Thus, at some point
in the evolution of our conceptual scheme, either for a conscious reason or by long
unplanned development along lines of least resistance, the foreigner’s conceptual scheme
branched-off from the line cf development that leads to our familiar conceptual scheme.
One migiii have to go back far encugh into pre-science or pre-individuated stage in the
evolution of our conceptual scheme to find this point of branching, but at some point in
the line of development of both conceptual schemes there is a last point common to the
evolution of both. Let us call this the “branching point” in the evolution cf both our and

the foreigner’s conceptual scheme.

2 Quine, “Responsés”, in Theories and Things, p. 181
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Now, the key point is that, for Quine, theory choice at a branching point is nct a
real decision. At a branching point, it may appear that an alternative branch is just our
theory going wrong, and the choice between these theories is a real choice, but in fact a
branching point is an instance of (SG*); that is, a branching point is the point at which
one proto-idealised conceptual scheme brar:ches into two or more proto-idealised
conceptual schemes, each of which is under-determined vin the strong-global sense. And
according to the basic precepts of Quine’s compromise position, the choice at a branching
point must be indeterminate; if, in contrast, the choice here were a real decision, Quine
would have to concede that the choice between strong-globally under-determined rivals
at end-of-inquiry is also a real decision, thereby collapsing his position into Russell’s
extreme realism. It seems clear, therefore, that the presence of branching points in on-
going inquiry threatens to collapse Quine’s compromise position into Carnap’s extreme
relativism. To be precise, the presence of branching points in on-going inquiry
reintroduces the internal-external distinction into on-going scientific inquiry; while the
version of the internal-external distinction introduced here is unlike Carnap’s in that it
arises from a perspective immanent to on-going conceptual scheie of physical science
rather thar from the transcendent perspective of the philosopher aioof from all on-geing
inquiry, it nevertheless replicates Carnap’s distinction within on-going scientific inquiry

between internal, real decisions and external, indeterminate decisions.
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1.4 The impacr of a brenching point on Quine’s compromise position.

Despite his evident uncertainty about how to respond to theory choice at end-of-inquiry, [
have argued that strong-global under-determination does not pose a problem for Quine,
as the coherent response to it is to view theory choice here as indeterminate, and, in the
sense set out above, as an external framework choice. For Quine, however, the reason he
thinks strong-global under-determination does not pose a problem for his philosophical
position is because he believes that this type of theory choice can arise only at end-of-
inquiry, and does not infect on-going inquiry.*> But, once we acknowledge the
significance of Quine’s anti-Russell, anti-extreme realist arguments, we now see that if it
is rational, immanent to our on-going conceptual scheme, to view a particular theory
choice as the branching peint of two proto-ideal conceptual schemes rather than as a real
choice between two hypotheses on the same “branch”, then Quine is committed to
accepting (SG*).

What. then, is the impact on Quine’s compromise position of accepting (SG*)? |
think there are three important implications to be considered here.

First, accepting a branching point in on-going inquiry would mean that Quine’s
view of on-going inquiry is much closer to Carnap’s than is generally thought. This
becomes particularly apparent when we consider the type of revisions Quine must make
to his overall naturalism in order to accommodate a branching point. Let us call the
acceptance that certain iheory choices in on-going inquiry are indeterminate
“retrenchment”. Retrenchment thus means that Quine accepts it is rational to hold in
specific cases that theory choice is indeterminate, but still holds that the majority of

digputes that Carnap viewed as indeterminate framework decisions are in fact reai

3 See for exampie, Quine, Pursuit of Truth 2™ ed p. 100-191



disputes internal to on-going science. That is, Quine can centinue to view the dispute
bet‘,ween Neurath and Schlick over protccol sentences, between physicalism and
phenomenalism, between different versions of set theory, and so on, as real debates that
are either true or false; in case sﬁch as these Quine can still insist that Carnap has
dogmatically impeded genuine progress in on-going inquiry by viewing these as
indeterminate decisions. Retrenchment means conceding only that Carnap got it right in
some specific cases, where it is raticnal to view theory choice as an indeterminate
branching point, but not that he got it right in all cases.

The challenge, however, is that retrenchment calis for a considerable revision of
some of the central tenets of naturalism. To begin with, retrenchment would force the
foliowing two important changes upon naturalism. First, retrenchment necessitates
revising the criterion of ontological commitment, and the notion that whatever is the
value of a bound variable exists.”* Second, adopting retrenchment necessitates revising
holism: rather a part of mathematics is now separated from physical science such that it is
no ionger be the case that “the unit of empirical significance is the whole of science™.*>

Taking the first of these, Quine’s criterion of ontological commitment simply
reaffirms the normal usage of the term ‘there are’. Thus Quine writes,

To insist on the correctness of the criterion is this application is, indeed,

merely to say that no distinction is being drawn between the ‘there are”

of ‘there are universals,” ‘there are uniccrns,” ‘there are hippopotami’,

and the ‘there are’ of *(3x)’, ‘there are entities x such that’. To contest

the criterion, as applied to the familiar quantificational form of

discoursc. is simply to say either that the familiar quantificational

notation 1s being re-used in some new sense (in which we need not
concern ourselves) or else that the familiar ‘there are’ of ‘there are

3% por example, Quine “On What There Is”, From a l.ogical Point of View, p. 12
355 . 113e 2 o & e ”»
Quine “Two Dogmas of Empiricism” p. 42

1o
e
(=)



universals’ et al. is being re-used in some new sense (in which case
. 356
again we need not concern ourselves).

The criterion holds that we are committed to whatever we take as values of bound
variables, and it does not make exceptions for particular parts of discourse; it holds that
there is no distinction between the “there are” of “there are numbers” and “there are

- students”. However, admitting that there are branching points would raise the possibility
of being ontologically committed to incompatible entities; if the branches are logically
incompatible it is likely that they presuppose the existence of incompatible entities.

But, it seems clear that distirnguishingrone part orf the conceptuai schémé as nof
ontologically committing would be inconsistent, as it would imply drawing a distinction
between the “there are” used in one branch and the “there are” used in another.

Instead, retrenchment can be accommodated by giving up on the notion of
ontology aitogether. Moreover, Quine has on a number of occasions expressed his
openness to the possibility that the ontology and existence may have had their day as
scientific notions. As was explained in chapter 2, Quine points out that by translating
ordinary language into an idiom that dispenses with quantification, such as Schonfinkel’s
combinatorial logic, removes the notions of reference and ontology. In such a language
the theories we assert as true imply no ontological commitmerts at all. Thus, he writes,

When the dust has settled, we may find that the very notion of existence,

the oid one, has had its day. A kindred nction may then stand forth that

seemed sufficiently akin to warrant application of the same word; such is

the way of terminology. Whether to say at that point that we have gained

new insight into existence, or that we have outgrown the notion and
reapplied the term, is a question of terminology as well.**’

336 Quine, ‘Reification of Universals’, From a Logical Point of View., p. 105

357 Quine, Pursuit of Truth, 2" ed. p. 36
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For Quine, it may turn out that the notions of refercnce and ontology have outlived their
usefulness, in which case these concepts can be abandoned. So, rather than distingnishing
invidiously between our use of “there are” in different branches, retrenchment is
consistent with naturalism so long as the notion of existence is abandoned across the
board. Indeed, one could then view the discovery of a branching point as simply pointing
out that ontology has had its day. Thus, changing the criterion of ontologicai commitment
will not unduly damage naturalism, and will still mean it is a compromise "position
between the polarities of extreme realism and extreme relativism.

In addition, as it implies that Quine must distinguish the branches from one
another, retrenchment will also mean giving up on one form of holism, namely — the
extreme form of holism expounded by Quine in “Two Dogmas of Empiricism™. Early in
his career. Quine espouses a strong or extreme form of holism, which asserted that the
system of science as a whole is the basic unit of meaning, and that it is only as a compleie
corporate body that statements about the world face the tribunal of experience.’>® Over
time, however, Quine makes significant revisions to this thesis, and ultimately he holds a
rauch more moderate version of hoiism than that of “Two Dogmas of Empiricism”. From

Word and Object onwards Quine holds that part of the overall system rather than the

entire svstem forms the basic unit of meaning. Quine writes,

Science is neither discontinuous not monolithic. It is variously jointed,
and lcose in the joints in varving degrees... Little is gained by saying
that the unit is in principle the whole of science, however defensible this
claim may be in a legalistic way.”*”

And in ‘Five Milestones of Empiricism’ he qualifies this view further, writing
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it is an uninteresting legalism. however, to think of our scientific system
of the world as involved en bloc in every prediction. More modest
~ chunks suffice, and so may be ascribed their independent empirical

meaning, nearly enough, since some vagueness in meaning must be

allowed for in any event.>®
Moderate holism accepts that our conceptual scheme is considerably disjointed, and
inierlocks only o the extent that all aspects of it share a common logic and seme
common ioart of mathematics.*" Thus, the subject matter of different chunks of our
conceptual scheme are not connected in the significant way that Quine’s extreme holism
first suggested; rather, Quine’s moderate holism is consistent with the distinction between
the different branches that retrenchment implies.

It is clear, then, that both the revisions of ontology and holism required by
ietrenchment can be accommodated by naturalism. However, these revisions mean that,
like Carnap, Quine rejects that anything we say is ontologically committing, and, like
Carnap, Quine adopts the moderate holist view that modest chunks of theory have
individual empirical meaning. Furthermore. as we saw in chapter 3, Quine’s so-called
“robust realisin™ is simply the acquiescence in a realistic ianguage; Quine holds that we
take at face vaive our use of language to speak about and refer to reality independent of
us. However, it is clear that Carnap also favours the “thing language” which describes
intersubjectively observable, spatiaily and temporaily located things ana events over
alternatives such as the “phenomenal language”, which takes sense data as primitive

terms, or the “physical language”, whose primitive terms designate fundamental particles

and magnitudes.**® Moreover, Carnap also considers this preference for the “thing
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3 B
1

language” to make him a “realist” in the only meaningful sense of the term.>® Tor
example, Carnap writes,

[Schlick] and Reichenbach, like Russell, Einstein énd many of the

leading scientists, believes that realism was the indispensable basis of

science. | maintained that what was needed for science was merely the

acceptance of a realistic language, but that the thesis of the reality of the

external world was an empty addition to the system of science.*®
So it is clear that once he accepis a branching point in on-going inquil.'}a.thc correlations
between Quine and Carnap run very deep indeed: botis Quine and Carr:ap reject ontology,
both hold moderate holistic views of meaning and verification, and both hold that realism
1s simply a matter of taking seriously the common sense language typically used to speak
about intersubjectively observable physical objects.

Clearly, Quinc’s acceptance of revisability means he is open to revising or
retaining any statement or law iir as he sees fit, so whiie in principle there is no problem
with amending his naturalism, but the worry foi him is that, 30 conceived, the difference
between Quine’s position and Carnap’s is merely one of degree, and not a difference in
kind as Quine thinks it is. To be precise, the principle difference between their views, it
now seems, lies in where they draw the line between real and indeterminate theory
cho