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Skepticism about Meaning:
Indetermi nacy, Nﬂﬁn&fiaﬂy, and
the Rule-Following Paradox

SCOTT SOAMES
FPrinceton University

Quine and Kripke's Wittgenstein both present “skeptical” arguments
for the conclusion that there are no facts about meaning.! In each case
the argument for the conclusion is that (i) if there are facts about mean-
ing (and propositional a.tﬁtudts},ﬂmfhz}*muuhedﬂermmdhymmc
more fundamental facts, but (ii) facts about meaning (and propositional
attitudes) are not determined by any such facts. Consequently there are
no facts about meanings (or propositional attitudes). Within this ever-
all framework, Quine and Kripke's Wittgenstein differ substantially —
hﬂlhhﬂ\ai:masunsfmﬂﬁnkingthﬂfmahﬂmmani&gﬁndpmpuu
sitional attitudes) are not determined by other facts, and in their re-
sponses to the alleged elimination of these facts, Despite this, I believe
that their arguments fail for essentially the same reason; each equivo-
cates about what it means for one set of facts to determine another. Once
the equivecation is eliminated, the arguments lose their plausibility.

1 In discussing ‘Kripke's Wittgenstein’ | hnem:mrdwp}umgnujpmﬁm
pmtnb!dhyhulliﬁphlnﬂupﬂn?h‘dﬁni?ﬁﬂ;mmm Puies and Prizaie
Langusge, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 1582). Kriphe presents
this position both as an interpretation of the leading ideas of Wittgenstein's
Fﬂmpﬁ:dhmrahum.undnlphlhmphiul point of wiew of independent
interest. My discussion of the position will be concerned only with its content
ard mierits, nos mmmmwna!ﬂmmmmmty
Kripke is an accurate interpretation of Wittgenstein is ot directly relevant o
miy discussion.
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Kripke's Skeptical Argument

| begin with Kripke's Wittgenstein. His argument is based on an unde-
niable truism: What we mean by a word is not exhausted by the cases
in which we, or those who have taught us the word, have actually used
it. Rather, what we mean somehow determines the correct application
of the word to an indefinite range of new, so-far unencountered, cases
Kripke's skeptical argument challenges us to explain how this comes
about. What is it about us that determines that the word, as we now use
it, already applies in a definite way to cases we have not yet considered?
1f we mean anything at all by the word, then something must determine
this, for otherwise we would be free to apply the word in new cases in
any way we liked, without changing its previous meaning (or saying
anything false). But surely we are not free to do this. So, if it is a fact
that we mean 30 and so by a given word w, then some fact about us must
determine in advance how w properly applies in new cases. This much
seems undeniable. The surprise comes when we examine potential
candidates for such a determining fact and find that none fills the bill.
Because of this, the skeptic concludes, we have no cheice but to admit
that it is not a fact that we mean anything by w after all.

Kripke uses ‘+" to illustrate the point. This symbol, as we normally
understand it, stands for the addition function, which assigns a unique
natural number to each of infinilely many pairs of natural numbers.
Thus, its range of application far exceeds the (relatively) small number
of cases in which we have actually used it in comnputing sums, Conse-
quently if we really do mean the addition function by "+,” then some-
thing about us must determine that when “+' is applied to a pair of
numbers we have not previously considered it always yields the sum
of those numbers, rather than nothing, or the result of applying some
other arithmetical operation. But, the skeptie argues, nothing about us
does determine this,

Wait a moment, one might object: Ian't the skeptic’s position self-
defeating? In setting up the case, he uses the words sum and the adai-
tion funchion to pick out a certain function, which he himself seems to
characterize as applying in a definiteé way to infinitely many pairs of
arguments. The problem, of course, is that if he is right, this is pre-
cisely the sort of thing that cannot be done. Thus, doesn’t his own ar-
gument presuppose the falsity of its conclusion?

oo i

-

Skepticism about Meaning

The short answer is that, yes, in m inion, 1 portan
sense in which the skeptic’s E@mm?ﬂﬂ-m :?me su-::
oeeds in stating the argument, or in using it to justify one’s belief in the
conclusion, then that very act falsifies the conclusion.? The real chal-
lenge is to find where the argument goes wrong; and to do this it is
helpful to have a formulation which is not (immediately) self-defeat-
ing. Kripke provides one. In his formulation we assume that there is
no doubt about what we mow use our words to mean. In particular, we
all agree that at present we use '+* to stand for the addition funetion
which applies in a definite and prescribed way to infinitely many c:qs-z;

" Al arithmetical facts about this functin, including all results of ap-
plying it to particular numbers, are taken as given, and are not in dis-
pute. What is in dispute is what we meant by +* i the past 3

Here we face the familiar problem. Although 1 performed lots of
calculations in the past using *+,” there are infinitely many pairs of ar-
guments that [ never applied it to. Pick one such pair — say, 68 and 57,
Doing the caleulation now, T will tell you ‘68 + 57 = 125." Everyone
grants that this is arithmetically correct. However the skeptic raises
the question whether it is correct in a certain metalinguistic sense # Is it
the case that in the past [ used the '+’ sign to denote a function that
g;!ves 125 as value to the pair of arguments 68 and 577 More generally,
Is it the case that in the past I used *+ to denote the same function [
now do, the addition function?® If so, then some fact about my past

—r

2 :::fg":u :I-u;:ll:j’a drgument is not just & matter of uttering the words, but
olves taking up genuine propositional attitudes teward ¢ benis
expressed by these words, it

3 E:;:mug«el:r t:lutsﬂv.:y of formulating the problem i that it allows us 1o

meanings o words we use in stating the argument for granted
Whli'lh&ﬂg:l-‘l.mﬁq is being given and evaluabed. HMudum:mfm rely
an the meanings of certain wards in stating the argument while a2 the same
hme questioning what those words mean,

4 Kripke introduces this sense of metalinguistic corectness on &

3 The skeptic's challenge is made hiz by his suggestion
Past | ubed "+ i denote ned El-neaﬂd]:ﬁlmm bt the q::ﬂdtdp::;ﬁr:nlnt
where the latter differs from the formes in assignang the value & to all pairs of
ATgments greater than any arguments [ had expliciely used in caloalations. It s
assumied, for the sake of discussion, that 68 and 57 are such a pair
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understanding of the *+’ sign must have determined that ‘125’ was the
right answer to the question "What is 68 + 577 even though [ had never
considered that case. The skeptic challenges us to find such a fact.

Certain natural responses are immediately disqualified. If, outside

the context of the skeptical challenge, one were asked what past facts
determined what we meant by a particular word, it might be natural
to answer that the determining facts were facts about the beliefs and
intentions connected with our use of sentences containing the word.
For example, one might claim that my having meant addition by "+’ is
a consequence of the fact that in the past when I used sentences con-
taining “+’ I did so with the intention of communicating my belief con-
cerning the result of adding certain numbers, rather than the result of
applying some other function. Because of this, it was addition that [
meant by ‘+.'

Whether or not such a response is true, it is of no help in dealing
with Kripke's skeptical challenge. The skeptic raises a question about
the content of the words we use. He does 50 knowing all the
nonintentional facts there are about our past uses of the word — our
linguistic performances, our behaviour, and so on. Any attempt to an-
swer his question by citing our past beliefs and intentions will be met
with a mere reformulation of the original challenge. Granted, in the
past we used the words 9 + 16 = 25 to express a belief. But what be-
lief? A belief about addition, or a belief about some other function? To
seftle this question we must find some fact that determined the con-
tents of our past beliefs and intentions. But this is just our original prob-
lem all over again. Having started by challenging us to find facts that
determined the content of our words, the skeptic continues by chal-
lenging us to find facts that determined the contents of our mental
states. Thus, if we are ever going to be able to answer the skeptic, we
will have to find facts that determine content in general — linguistic
and otherwise.

The same sort of difficulty plagues other natural responses to the
skeptic. For example, in the case of '+’ it is probably true that for most
of us coming to understand the term was associated with learning a
rule or algorithm for applying it. When confronted with a mew calcula-
tion, we simply apply the algorithen and obtain the desired result. Since,
in principle, the algorithm applies to infinitely many cases, it might
seem ideally suited to answering the skeptic. One might say, for exam-

Skepticiam about Meaning

ple, that the fact about me that determined that in the past [ »
stand for a function that assigns the value 125 to the m&&aﬂﬁ
37, even before I performed the actual calewlation, was simply the fact
that the algorithm I associated with “+" gives the result 125 in that case.
The same point obviously can be made for all other cases, Thus, one
might say, the fact that | meant addition by "+' was determined by the
fact that the algorithm I associated with it in the past always yields the
sum of the arguments te which it is applied.
But what is an algorithm anyway? Is it a collection of 5 5

symbols we use to express it), or is it the content of those EWW{JE:

“those symbols express)? If we think of the algorithm as just a collec-

tion of symbols, without any particular interpretation, then it won’

determime the value of any function at any argmem, ::-:d 50 will ]::-1-::
vide no answer to the skeptic. If, on the other hand, we think of the
anDrl_lhml as the content of the symbols used in stating it, then the
skeptic will question whether we did associate that content with '+
in the pasr.IHedm not doubt that in the past we associated the same
symbols with "+ as we do now — symbaols which, under their present
ujt,:rpmuﬁ-:::n. express an algorithmic content that determines the ad-
dition function. However he does doubt that we Interpreted those sym-
bols in the past in the same way we do now. In particular he doubts
th.at,_as we interpreted the symbols of the algorithm in the past, they
provided a procedure that always yields the sum of a pair of numeri-
cal arguments.

Gu.r_pmh!em, then, is this. We think that our understanding of *+'
determines how it applies to an indefinitely large range of cases, even
though at any given time we have considered only a small number
of these. Thus, the fact that we mean one thing by “+’ rather than
'.m‘:"h"-F cannot consist simply in the uses we have airead_',.- made of it
in particular calculations. What then does it consist in? A natural
lJﬂl:ﬁu;gh_! is that it consists in associating *+* with a linguistic rule that
n:l:{-tm:rurm its correct use. However this only postpones the problem
since we can now ask what our understanding of the symbols u:u.-d
in formulating the rule consists in. At some point this process of us-
ing symbols to interpret other symbols must $top. And when it does
we have to fa-:e the skeptic’s challenge directly. In general, if we ever
mean anything by any éxpression, then there must be some expres-
sions whose meanings are not determined either by the particular
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occasions we have used them in the past, or by any linguistic rules
we have associated with them, or by any introspectable, content-bear-
ing, mental images or psychological representations that may accom-
pany their use.

This realization leads to a different attempt to answer the skeptic —
one that Kripke calls the dispositional view. Applied to *+," it says that
for us to use "+ to denote one function rather than another is for us to
have certain mental and behavioural dispositions. Specifically, in the
past | used “+° to denote the addition functon in virtue of the fact that
I'was disposed when asked any question of the form What ism + n? o
answer by giving the sum of m and n. Thus, even though in the past
never was asked the question What is 628 + 577, if 1 had been asked, 1
would have answered 125 —just as [ do now . Although the particular
calculations I have performed have changed over time, my disposi-
tions to answer arithmetical questions in specific ways has not. Conse-
quently, the dispositienalist concludes, I meant the same thing by ‘+*
in the past as [ do now:

Paraphrasing Kripke, we may take (D) to be a preliminary state-
ment of the dispositional analysis of +.”

(D) Ome uses *+" to denote a 2-place numerical function f iff for all
natural numbers m, #, and z, and numerals m, 1, and z denoting

& Kripke's skeptic raises a challenge sbout conbent-bearing (i.e. intentional) facts.
The challenge is to locate non-conbent-bearing (Le. nonintentional) facts that
deterenine the content-bearing ones. In attempting to meet this challenge, the
nonisitentional facts that one is allowed to appeal to are not restricted to
behavioural facts, publicly observable facts, or even physical facts. Mental
images, representations, feelings, and sensations can all be appealed to, provided
that their “interpretationd,” or condents, [if any) are nod taken for granbed, but are
themsaives given a thoroughly non-intentional explanation.

I certain cases, it i quite plausible to suppose that factors such as Enguistic
rieles of representations really do play 2 role in determining the meanings of
FOME exprEssions. A case in point ks e itseld, However in this, as in other cases,
ihe role is dependent upon a prior explanation of the contents of the relevant
riles, algosithms, images, or representathons,

Skepticism about Meaning

them, one is disposed to answer z when asked the i
it st question " What

It is worth noting that on this account, the fact about me that

mined what I meant by “+ was an intentional fact that is iLﬂ.TIf sm
to skeptical worries of twe different sorts. First, the disposition to an-
0T 8 question in a certain way is a disposition to assert a certain propo-
sition in answer to the question. But what, the skeptic will demand,
justifies our characterizing an event that consists of my producing a

, numeral z in response to the utterance of an interrogative sentence,

What is o + m?" as my answering the tion — by assertin
proposition T_lut N+ms=z—as npp-ast?iu:; rnﬁtl:h‘qg}ra mere '-'Er;rhai
'ﬁgr? or giving an arbitrary response without meaning anything? A
thoreughgoing skeptic about meaning and propositional attitudes
Eﬂd.ljlﬂ‘t take this for granted. Consequently our statement of the
positional view already presupposes more than the skeptic would
allow. Second, in order to use the analysis to determine the function

For ﬂmmmns,m&dispmilimal analysis (D) stated here is |
oo mh-_nl:mnul to succeed as a response to a‘ie Eft-l!_;ﬁc. Hﬁnre-l.re:]“:.filf
put this objection aside temperarily in order to review two ul‘l;er ob-
}:mnm_dlﬂcusﬁa:[ by Kripke — the error and finitude objections, Af-
ter looking at these, our worries about the intentionality built into i
will resurface in the diseussion of Kripke's normativity objection

].-h.' error uh_jen:linn is that the analysis does not make room for dis-
posiions o misapply the expression, Sinee, according to it, any an-
:-warll.am disposed to give to a particular query, What is g + m7" s
l:IE:ﬁI:_':Lh.‘-'E of what I mean by *+,’ all such answers must be correct .é-uf

) Eripke, 24
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n + m? The finitude objection is that the analysis cannot account for
the fact that our dispositions are finite, and will give out before the
application of the term does. Certainly, one can mean addition by "+
despite the fact that at some point the numbers to be added get too
large for us to deal with. When this happens we have no dispositions
to answer the relevant questions "What is p + m7, even though the
addition function denoted by "+* continues to be defined®

For these reasons the dispositional analysis, in the form we have
stated it, is surely inadequate.? Nevertheless, it is difficult to resist the
idea that our dispositions to apply a term in particular cases play some

8 Bolh the error and the finirede objections can be generalized to cover
dispositicnal analyses of other terms. In this connection, it is impostant fo note
that the finitude obisction to the dispositional analysis of *+"is just one instance
of a more general objection. The objection b shat a berm may apply to cettain
obiects even in cases in which those plijects are, for one reason or another,
epistemically inaccessible to us, and hence ane not objects about which we have
ary normal dispositions. In the case of “+” the infinity of natural mamibers ensunes
that 81 some point they will get boo big for us to consider. In the case of other
words the peasons for epistemic inaccessibility may be quite different.

9 (e possible response bo these objections would b b give ug the dispositsonal
analysis for *s, while retaining it for simpler notions like ‘successar,” in ferms of
which *+* could then be defired. Certainly, there Is less room for error in apply-
ing the successor function than in applying the addition function, However,
gome roosn fof error may remadn, and, in any case, the finitude objection still
seema to apply. Another possibility, considered by Kripke, is to refarmialate the
analysis so as to appeal to idealized dispositions — dispositions to answer ques-
thors "What &5 [y + m?. not in just any circumstances, but in certain idealized
circumstances, in which one scrupulously ‘checks’ one’s wark, and in which
cae's mental capacities have somehow been enhanced o allow are to consider
arbitrarily Large numbers. Knphe's criticism of this respanse is telling, fn order
fior the analysis 10 be non-cirgular, one must nat characterize the idealized dis-
positions ina way that prenspposes in advande what we mean by *+.' For exams
ple, they cannot be characterized as dispossions to answer the relevant ques:
Hons when we have been provided with suificient mental capacities to allow us
e carrectly add any two rumbers. However, if our characterization of the ideal
dispositions i mon-circular, then wi will have little neason to be canfident that
they will in fact determine the desired functioh 1t is also worth noting that thi
finibude and ereor objections cannat be overcome by appealing to the disposi-
tioms of the entire linguistic community of which the speaker is a part, These

e
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rele — perhaps along with other factors — in determining what the
term means. With this in mind, we turn to Kripke's normativity objec-
tion, Applied to the dispositional analysis, it is designed to show how
fiu_' from providing an answer to the skeptic the analysis really is. Ap-
Elled maore generally, the normativity objection is seen as the most fun-
d::}&ntﬂ] .ﬂbﬂ-tlt:lfman}f analysis that attempts to answer the skeptical
The objections to the dispositional analysis based on error and
finitude show that my dispositions to calculate with ‘+° do not corre-
spond perfectly to the addition function. The normativity objection
maintains that even if my dispositions did correspond perfectly to the
addition function, that would not be enough to show that I meant ad-
::L}I:'Lnn by "+." The mere fact that I am now, and have been in the past,
disposed to answer a question in a certain way does not show that 1
should answoer it in that way. But it is a crucial aspect of meaning some-
thing by a term that one has adopted a standard to which one tries to
ad!:mre, and ﬂclipmﬁdesahasis for judging responses to be correct
or incorrect, Kripke contends that the dispositi i :
Sk ;‘.r . dispositional analysis doesn’t
According to Kripke, the main reason that it doesn’t is that it fails to
explain how [ can be justiffed in giving one answer rather than another
when presented with a previously unconsidered caleulation.!® The

-fiulg:d.!-:lhnm- are juest as subject bo the objections as are the dispositions of an
individual .

_ These considerations constitute serious cbstacles 1o the dispositional analy-
§i8. [ da not maintain that they nuie cut all pessible reformulations. Ferkars
there are reformulations of the analysis that are capable of avoiding the gvor
and fimitede chiections. Even if this & so, the normativity arguments will re-

mizin, and will, [ suspest, require appeal bo some factors ov e dimpo-
sitions. See below, : g

I A nelevant passage is the following:
Toa good extent this reply fthe dispositional aralysis] immediately ought
o appear b be misdinected, off target. For the skeptic created an air of
puslement &% bo my justification for responding ‘125 rather than °5' o
thi additson problem as queried. He thinks my response i no better than
4 stab in the dark. Does the suggested reply sdvance matters? How does
ik fustify my chaice of “125°7 What i1 says is: "115 & the response you ane
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picture that emerges from his discussion is something like this: The
skeptic gives me a new calculation that I have never done before. He
asks me What is 68 + 577 [ answer that 68 + 57 = 125. The skeptic asks
me to cite some past fact that justifies this answer, in the sense of show-
ing that it is the answer I ought to give provided that I am now using
‘+" with the same meaning as [ did in the past. In effect, the skeptic is
imposing the requirement that no fact will suffice to answer his chal-
lenge unless we can conclude from that fact that [ ought to give ‘125" as
answer to the question What is 68+577, provided that I now intend to
use "+ with the same meaning as | did before,
Let me formulate this requirement as follows:

(Mg}  If the fact that F determined that (in the past) one meant addi-
tion by '+." then knowing that F would, in principle, provide
one with a sufficient basis for concluding that one ought to give

disposed to give, and (perhaps the reply adds) i would alse have been
your pesporss i the past.” Well and good, | know that 125" 15 the resporse
[ am disposed to give (| am actually giving it!, and maybe i is helphul to
be todd — as a matter of brate fact — that § would have given the same
responss in the pasl. How does any of this indicate that — now ar in the
past = 125" was an angwer fustifted In berms of nstructbons | gave myself,
rather than a mere jack-in-the-box unjustified snd arbitrary response?
(23)

The emphasis here on justification echoes the way in which Kripke initially sets

up ihe skeptical problem.
In the disoussbon below, the challenge pased by the skeptic takes two
formns. First, he questions whether there is a facf that 1 meant plas, not
guus, that will answer his skepitcal challenge. Second, be questions
whether | have any reason fo be g0 confident that now [ should answer
125 rather than 5" The two formns of the chalbenge ane related. [ am
confident that | shoubd angwer "125° because [ am confident that this an-
swer also acoords with what | et Melther the sccuracy of my compu-
tation nor of my memaory s urder dispute. So it cught b be azreed that
if T meant plus, then unless [wish to change my ussge, 1 am justified in
arewering {Indeed compslled to arswer) "125° not 5. An answer to the
skeplic must satisfy two conditions. First, i st give an socount of what
Eact it is (about my mental state) that constituies my meaning plus, ot
quus. Buf further, there 5 a condition that any pulative candidate for
such a fact masst sablsdy, [t muss, in some sense, show how [ am justified
in giving the answer 135" to 68 = 577 (11)
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the answer *125' to the question What is 68 + 577, provided one
intends to use ‘+* with the same meaning it had in the past.

It 1s important to understand what must be presupposed in order for
this requirement to make sense. The reason one ought to answer ‘125°
is that, if one did mean addition by ‘+," then "125 is the correct answer
to the qg;uﬁnn What is 68+577; and the correct answer is the answer
one ought to give. The reasoning here is as follows: If knowing that

allows us to conclude that Lnﬂ::gast one meant addition by *+,’ mp_-ant
allows us to conclude that the sentence 68 + 57 = 125 means that the
sum of 68 and 57 is 125, and hence is true iff the sum of 68 and 57 is 125,
provided, of course, that one is now using ‘+’ with the same meaning
as before. " Next we appeal to the arithmetical fact that 125 is the sum
of 68 and 57, which the skeptic grants, and is not in dispute.! From
these twao facts, one about meaning and ene about numbers, it follows
that the sentence 68 + 57 = 125 is true, and hence that one speaks the
truth if ene responds ‘125 to the question What is 68+577 Since the
skeptic’s requirement clearly presupposes that one ought to speak the
truth in this case, it follows that one ought to answer ‘125 In this way
k@#]tdg‘.e of the putative meaning-determining fact that F, together
with undisputed knowledge of nonlinguistic facts and the general pre-
sumplion that one ought to speak the truth, provide a basis for con-
cluding what answer one cught to give to the question What fs §8+577

11 Tam here taking the meanings of the other symbols — the numerals and identity
Sign as given. This simplification does not affect the point at hand. r

12 On page 11 Kriphe insists “Neither the accurscy of mey compulation nor of sey memory
& mnder dispute. 5o i ought fe be ayread Heat iF I sl plug, Hoem unless § e
charige my wsage, | am justified in ansseering 125, and not '5."" Samilashy on paie
13, in explaining why he sets up the paradox as a metalinguistic problem st
the past use of &n expression, Kripke says thal when this is not dose, ~seme
listemers besr & g0 4 sheptical prodlem about aritkmetie “How do | kmoes that 58 = 57
12577 (Why mod answer this gueatiom with 0 mathematica! proo™) A lesst 28 thes
siage, skepticism abowt arithmeetic should mot be takim &0 be in question: mr msy &5
#ume, if we wigh, that 68 + 57 i 125.7 [ take these passages 1o indscase that in
Kripke's formualation of the paradon, my present (true) belsef that 58 « 57 = 125
can be appealed to (withou! further justification] in attempting to mest the
skeptic's demand that | show how I am justified in thinking that "12% is the
anwwer required by my past understanding of the term.
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Applying the normativity requirement (M) to the dispnsih'.ﬂnal view
vields the first premise, (P1], of an obvious normativity argument.

{P1) If one's past dispositions to answer questions "What is p + m?
determined that one meant addition by *+," then knowing one's
past dispositions to answer such questions would, in prjm:iplt,
provide one with a sufficient basis for concluding that one l:rugh.t
to give the answer ‘125" to the question What is 68 + 577, pro-
vided one intends to use *+' with the same meaning it had in
the past.

The normativity objection to the dispositional analysis consists in (P2).

(P2) Knowing one’s past dispositions to answer questions "What is
o+ m? does not, in principle, provide one with a sufficient ba-
sis for concluding what answer one ought to give to any such
question, provided one intends no change in meaning.

Together, (P1) and (P2) entail that no matter how closely my past dis-
positions to answer questions of the relevant form may, in fact, have
comresponded to the results of applying the addition function, those
dispositions did not determine that in the past I meant addition by *+.*
Thus, if (F1) and {P2) are correct, then the dispositional response to the
skeptic is incorrect.

Much of Kripke's discussion is aimed at supporting (P2), which is
itself quite plausible. Suppose [ had amnesia and didn’t remember what
I meant by "+* in the past. When asked, at present, to calculate 68 + 57
| might feel inclined to give the answer "125." 54ill, I might wonder
whether this answer was justified, in terms of what | meant by *+" in
the past. Would it be sufficient to be told that this was the answer ] was
disposed to give in the past? It doesn't seem that it would, for | might
wonder whether in the past this was one of the calculations on which [
was disposed to make mistakes. A similar observation holds regarding
the point of view of someone viewing me from the outside and won-
dering whether my present answer of ‘125" is correct. Simply being
given a specification of the relevant past dispositions is not enough to
allow such an ohserver to conclude that my present answer accords
with my past meaning or intentions.
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Sinee (P2) is true, and since (P1) and (P2) entail that the dispositional
Tesponse to the skeptic is false, the success of the argument against the
dispositional view depends on our evaluation of the MNormativity Re-
quirement (Ng), and the particular instance of it given in (P1). How
plausible are these principles? Quite plausible, it seems, provided that
we understand what it is for one empirical truth to determine another
in accord with the following constraint.

(Detg) P determines Qonly if, given P, ene can demonstrate Q without
appealing to any other empirical facts — i.e. only if Qis an apriori
consequence of P.

With tJ'_lis understanding of determination, (N) and (P1) will hold. 1 If
the claim that in the past one meant addition by ‘+' were an apriori

13 lsit necessary, in order for the Mormativity Requirement (Mg to play its proper
rode i the skeptic’s argument, for the meaning-detesmining Fact that F io provide
the basis for an aprior, demenstrative inference to the relevant conelusion, or
would it be enough for the fact that F to provide the basis for any soet of inference
to the conchasion? Although the paint is arguable, there are reasans for opting
for the stronger interpeetation. First, Kripke's skeptic seems to be loaking for
noninfentional facts that both metaphysically necessitate and epistemotogicalls
demonsirate the relevant meaning fscts. Maonintentional Escts that h:wmtnmi.:
facts as apricri consequences would, presumably, do this: whereas nondntenticnal
Excts which provide only the basis for an empirical inference b the meaning
facts presumably would mot. Second, when we cast our net wides, and include
monintentionz] facts other than the dispositional facts presently under
consideration, the skeptic’s claim that meaning facts &re not Aprion Consequences
of any such set of Eacts remains plausible, whezeas a eorresponding claisn, o the
effect that meaning facts carnot be inferred from nonintentional facss. even by
an empirical inference to the best explanation, say, is not nearly o plassible

A different question about the narmativity requitement is h‘]‘H‘ll'.q'." e
currently stated, it is too weak. Perhaps, in addition to being requased o huve
mEaning facts as aprior consequences, meaning-determining facts should abso
bee rexquired to b readily accessible 1o the speaker — so thas the speaker s ma
position to draw the relevant conclusions from those facts. | huve no obsection
to this strengthening of the requirement; all the philosophical points | want 1o
miake regarding (Np) would hold for ths strengthening of (N} My reason for
preferring the weaker version in the text is that it brads 20 # conclusion of greater
generalify. | am indebbed b Carge Wilson for a discussion of this point
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consequence of the relevant dispositional truths, then knowing those
dispositional truths would, in principle, make it possible to conclude
that in the past one meant addition by "+." But then, since it is au:c-epted
as uncontroversial that 125 is the result of adding 68 and 57, one could
conclude that ‘125" is the correct answer to the question What is 68 +
377, and hence is the answer that ane ought to give, provided one in-
tends to use “+ with the same meaning as it had in the past.

It is worth emphasizing that on this account the substantive con-
straint placed on the meaning-determining fact F by the normativity
requirement (Ng) is that, in principle, knowledge of F must allow one
to demonstrate that in the past "+ was used to mean addition. This iz
essentially a descriptive matter. The normative prescription about what
answer ane ought to give in a particular case results from (i) the de-
scriptive fact about what one meant, (i) the arithmetical facts involv-
ing the addition function, and (iii) the normative presumption that one
should speak the truth. The substantive requirement on F is just that
knowledge of it be sufficient to demonstrate the first of these

14 The point here & & general one, and applies to versions of the rule-following
paradox involving all soets of different words, For example, consider o word
like ‘Passil. which applies to concrete physical abjects. Given sofme alject o, the
rormative prescaiption regandieg whether one should apply "fossil’ koo depends
o (1] ihe meandng of the wosd *fessil,” 1) the nonlingudstic Eacts about the nature
of o — be. whether ornot B s & fosst and (115) the peneral presumption that coe
should apply & term to an obpect only If deing 8o would involve speaking the
truth. As Michael Thau has emphasized to me, examples [ike this highlight the
meed for (i) aver and above (i) pasticulardy elearly.

There is, howeves, another issue invalving facts like (i) that is worth fen-
ticning, even though [ don't have sufficient space here to go into detail. Sup-
pose [ apply the word fossil’ o a certain object o, and then [ am challengad by
A skephic to justify this new application of the word. Suppose further that pars
of my response involves citing some fact F about my past use of the word. Im-
agine for the sake of angument that knawl of F does alleawr me ta demon-
strake that i the past [ wsed the word to mean fossil. Still, this by itself doesn't
||.1.Hif:,r miy I.FFLH,'HBH of the word 1o o, even if 1 am now 1.|::|.|15 the word with
the same meaning as before, aned it is granded that [ ought in this case to speak
the truth. To complete my justification [ have to show that [ am justified in
thinking that o is & fossil. And how am ] to do that? Perhaps the explanation of
wihat it i for me to think that o i a fossil i= simply for me to understand the

o
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The advantage of this way of construing the normativi jecti
is that the resulting argument agamstmispmiﬁmai angﬁm
out to be sound. Heawever, there is a mpmding djﬁ.ndvantaﬂc o
rll'mmndusi.nn thereby established is weak. Suppose that the proposi-
tion that one meant addition by '+ really isn't an apriorf consequence of
true propositions about one's past dispositions to caleulate. For all we
know it might still be a necessary consequence of those propositions. And
if it is, then there is an important sense in which what one means is
determined by facts about one’s dispositions. Despite all that has been
shown up to now, facts about meaning may yet turn out to be meta-

word !-uTsu and b;;u;:med to apply it to 2 on the basis of some reasanable,
empirical examina o, ar inguiry abot, o. 1f so, then the just
mﬂmﬂunwmgdm;: -'_-.t- Fmd:ﬂb?a}- amnount & litle mare than my r-].::.- :{Hmn £ b
"foagil’ an ing dispo dabe | i

R e b & disposed, after appropriate investigation and

IF'this is the situation, then in some ultimate sense | iy have no justification
for applying the term to a rew item o, other than my awn confident, informed,
and reflective indination fo do so, plus my status as a competent user of the
J:mn.ﬂn_ndmsﬂmmbun impartant part of what Wittgenstein was trying
o show in his deployment of the rube-following paradas, and it is also present
in E:r'i;_rlce‘s._dunmim. Moreover, there are, [ think, cases in which soarething
bk this point 5 correct. However, this observation abeost fustification does not
undermine the response given in the te 1o Kripke's version of the skeptical
paradon; nor does it lead to any defensible skepticism about meaning.

What it may do is point to an alternative route to onit of Withgenstein s con-
chesbons about language — a route that does not require any fundasmensal
skeptical recasting of our ordinary concplion of meaning. The conclussos &
that, at least in some cases, the explanation of & speaker’s urberstanding of a
termi T {including his ability 1o #pply it bo mewly considered objects) does mot
imvolve associating T with an independently apprehended property P {and padg-
ing these abjects to have P Understanding & term, or using it to mean & certain
thirg, & not always like deciding b attach a new PIEFPRET TRAETIE B b by Wt
'I-l'hll'_:h et |5 already familiar. See my ‘Semantic Competence. Flilovopheral Fee-
fpectives 3 (19855 575-96, at BBT91 far a bried discussion of this kdes. This kdea s
discussed in more detail in my, Facts, Truth Conditions, and the Skepitacal Seib-
ton b the Rule-Following Paradox,’ Philosembical Perspecions 12 (1998), fonh-
SOming,

Lam indebrted to James Pryor and Michael Thau for helphal discassicons of the
material in the footnobe.
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physically necessary consequences of facts about dispositions, even if
they are not aprion consequences of such facts.

However, this is not all that Kripke has to say about the normativity
objection to the dispositional analysis, as is indicated by his discussion
of the following example.

Aszuming determinism, even if [ mean to denate me number thearetic fundtion
i pastboalag by the sign ' to the same extent as It is tnee for *s,” it B true heére
that for any twoe arguments m and n, theee i 2 undguely determined andwer
that Pwould give (1 choose one at random, as wewould normally say, but caus-
.1.'||:|.' the answer is determined). The difference between this case and the case of
the “+* function is that in the former case, buf ot in the latbes, my unifornly
determined answer can property be called ‘right’ or “wrong.” (p. 24)™

Eripke's idea can be made more graphic by imagining that as a re-
sult of some special brain surgery, I might be programmed to verbally
respond to an utterance of the interrogative sentence What is x * y? by
uttering a definite numeral z for each pair of numerals x and y used in
the question. For any pair of numerals you give me, using ™. 1 will
respond by uttering a definite numeral. Because of this we may pre-
sume that some definite function f on the natural numbers corresponds
to the verbal responses | am disposed to give to interrogatives contain-
ing ™." Despite this, it night still be that I don't mean anything by ™.'
My responses may be nothing more than verbal reflexes. I might no-
tice that I always give determinate responses to queries using ™." But [
don't regard these as correct or incorrect — since [ don't intend to as-
SiEN any meaning to .’

The point here is that, by themselves, mere verbal dispositions to
respond to interrogative sentences involving a symbol, either *+" or ™/
are not encugh to endow it with meaning — even if the dispositions
can be seen as corresponding to a definite function. Since it is possible
to have these dispositions without meaning the function, meaning the
function is not a necessary consequence of having the specified dispo-
sitions. Some other element must be present in order for us to have
genuine meaning, So far, we haven’t found it.

15 Sew abso Knpke's discussion in fosinote 15, 24
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It should be noticed that in giving this argument, we have guistly
replaced Kripke's original formulation (D) nﬂe djspnsiﬁ:ﬁna]qm:::i
sis with some nonintentional understanding of it. In the original for-
mulation, the allegedly meaning-determining dispositions were
characterized as dispositions to answer arithmetical questions, presum-
ably by asserfing that a particular number is the value of the relevant
function at a given pair of arguments. By contrast, in Kripke's ™" ex-
ample [ don't mean anything by *; | do not assert anything or answer
any question. Here the dispositions — both with *** and with *+* — are
characterized simply as dispositions to utter specific numerals when
prompted by utterances of particular interrogative sentences contain-
ing ** or "+.*

_ When dispositions are characterized in this way, Kripke’s discus-
sion of the *** example can be seen as constituting a second normativity
argument against the dispositional analysis. Like the first, it is based
on a general réquirement, in this case (M)

{Ny) If the fact that F determined that (in the past ) one meant addi-
tion by ‘+,' then in any possible world ino which it is the case
that F, one means addition by +'; hence, in any possible world
win which it is the case that F, "125' is the answer one ought to
give to the question What is 68 + 577,

Applied to the nonintentional version of the dispositional analysis, this
general requirement yields (P1).

(P} Ifacertain complex dispositional fact — namely the fact that in
the past one was disposed to verbally respond in such and such
ways to utterances of interrogative sentences "What is p + m?"
— determines that (in the past) one meant addition by =, then
in any possible world w in which that dispositional fact obtains
one means addition by “+* in 1, and hence cught to answer “125°
to the question What is 68 + 577

The second normativity objection to the dispositional analysis (formu-
lated nonintentionally) is (F2).
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(F2) It is possible nof to mean addition (or anything at all) by “+*
even though one is disposed to verbally respond in such and
such ways (the ways mentioned in (P17} to utterances of inter-
rogative sentences “What is o + m?

From (P17} and (P2} it follows that the fact that in the past one was
djs]:rcnsed to verbally respond in the ways mentioned in (P17 to ubtes-
ances of interrogative sentences What is g + m? does mof determine
that (in the past) one meant addition by “+.'

The argument is clearly valid. Moreover, the discussion of the ™
example shows that (P2)) is true, provided that the dispositions spo-
ken of are nonintentionally stated and restricted simply to the produc.
tion of numerals in response to utterances of interrogative sentences.
(PT’) is also true, provided that the determination relation it speaks of
is constrained by the following principle.

(Det, ) P determines () only if ( is a necessary consequence of P

We have, then, two versions of the normativity objection. One ver-
sion, the necessary-consequence version, incorporates (Det, ); the other
version, the apriori-consequence version, incorporates the earlier re-
quirement, (Detg), on the determination relation. Both versions are
sound, and establish their conclusions, when applied to the
nonintentional form of the dispositional analysis. However, recogni-
Hon of the difference between the two gives rise to an important ques-
Hon. If, in addition to the verbal dispositions already considered, we
cast our net wider, 50 as to include more and more nonintentional facts,
will the two versions of the normativity objection continue to apply
together, or will they come apart at some point?

In order to investigate this question, we let T be the set of
nonintentional truths about my dispositions to produce numerals in
response to questions What is p + m?". In our discussion of the ™ ex-
ample, we have seen that it is possible for all members of T to be true
even though I don’t mean anything by “+,” because my responses are
reot real answers but only verbal reflexes. Are there other nonintentional
truths which, together with T, would change this result? Suppase we
formed a new set, T', which included all members of T together with

1l additional nonintentional truths about my dispositions to verbal
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behaviour involving *+ — for example, dispositions covering cases in
which I ‘check and revise’ my work, dispositions to insist on one and
only one ‘answer’ for any given question, dispositions to strive for
agreement between my own answers and those of others, and so on.
Would it be possible for all members of this larger set T" to be true,
even though I didn't mean anything by “+°7

I should emphasize that | am not here trying to identify all the rel-
evant verbal dispositions; nor am I trying to characterize them pre-
cisely in a thoroughly nonintentional way. Rather [ am assuming that
some such characterization is possible, and I am asking whether, by
taking a broad enough look at such a characterization of our linguistic
behaviour and dispositions, we would at some point reach a stage in
which we were confident that anyone conforming to all those facts
meant something by his words? Is there a possible world in which all
one’s nonintentionally characterized dispositions to verbal behaviour,
including those just mentioned, mateh my dispositions in the actual
world, yet one does not mean addition, or anything else, by "+'? If 50,
how is this possible? Would the result change if we enlarged the set of
potential meaning-determining truths still further to incdlude not anly
all truths about my dispositions to verbal behaviour, but also all truths
about (i) the internal physical states of my brain, (i) my causal and
historical relationships to things in my environment, (iii) my
(nonintentionally characterized) interactions with other members of
my linguistic community, {iv) their disposiions to verbal behaviour,
and so on? Is there a possible world in which someone conforms to all
those facts — precisely the facts that characterize me in the actual world
— and yet that person does not mean anything by “+'?

1 think not. Given my conviction that in the past I did mean addi-
tion by “+, and given also my conviction that if there are intentional
facts, then they don't float free of everything else, [ am confident that
there is no such a world. Although I cannot identify the smallest set of
nonintentional facts about me in the actual world on which
facts supervene, I am confident that they do supervene. Why shouldn't
I be? I start out convinced that in the past I meant addition by “+.” Next,
limagine some large set of nonintentional facts about the past remain-
ing fixed, so that they obtain in some possible world w. | then ask
whether the individual who corresponds to me in w — the individual
who is the focus of the fixed nonintentional facts in w — means some-

1
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thing by “+." The answer, of course, is that since I meant something in
the actual world, he means something in w. And if he means some-
thing by “+," surely he means what I meant by “+' iny the actual world —
additicn.

Of course, this won't convince the skeptic. He isn’t willing to grant
that | meant anything in the past. He wants to be shown that there is a
nonempty set of meaning facts about which the question of superveni-
ence can be raised; and he won't be satisfied untll | specify a set of
nonintentional truths from which the existence of such meaning facts
can be demonstrated. In effect, he demands that 1 establish that pur-
ported truths about what | meant are apriori consequences of
nonintenticnal truths the existence of which we both accept.

But why should [ acquiesce in this demand? [t would be very inter-
esting if it turned out that 1 could refute the skeptic using only un-
controversial premises that even he accepts. However this is not
generally required of responses to skeptical problems, and 1 see no
special reason to require it in this case, What is required is that [ rebut
any skeptical challenge that purports to show that our ordinary,
pretheoretic beliefs about meaning conflict with other :I'-uﬂ-:l.a:_ﬂental
beliefs in a way that makes our beliefs about meaning unsustainable.
In general, the power of skeptical views lies not in their rejection of
what we commeonly take for granted, but in their finding reasons for
such rejection that arise directly from other fundamental convictions
of ours. If the skeptic can find such reasons, he-can show that our own
most deeply held views are sufficient to undermine the beliefs {about
meeaning) that he challenges.

Has Kripke's skeptic about meaning done this? [ don't think se. He
has insisted that if | meant anything in the past, then what [ meant
must be determined by nonintentional facts; and 1 have agreed, pro-
vided that the determination relation is one of necessary consequence.
1 gran:t that if I meant anything in the past, then what I meant must h.E
a necessary consequence of nonintentional truths about me, my envi-
ronment, my community, and o on. But itis not evident that thene 15 a
nroblem here, since none of the skeptic’s arguments show that such a
relation fails to hold. Indeed, they scarcely even attempt to show this.
Instead, they try to establish that no collection of nonintentional truths
will allow us to demonstrate the truth of the relevant intentional claims.
This, I have suggested, is tantamount to an attemnpt to convince us that

e e e e TL U]
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claims about meaning (and propositional attitudes) are not apriori con-
sequences of any set of nonintentional truths,

On this point it must be admitted that the skeptic has a strong case.
The task of deriving claims about meanings {and propositional atti-
tudes) from nonintentional truths, together perhaps with apriori defi-
nitions of intentional notions like meaning and belief, is daunting. I
don’t know how to give such a derivation, and I am not sure that any
is possible.’® Consequently, | am willing to grant that the skeptic might
be right in maintaining that claims about what [ meant are not apriori
consequences of nonintentional truths.1’

If it were clear that any necessary consegquence of a set of claims P
was also an apriori consequence of P, then this admission would pro-
vide the skeptic with just what he needs; for then he could force me to
admit that claims about meaning may mot benemﬁa:}' CONSeJUEnces
of nonintentional truths. That would conflict with my conviction that
meaning facts must supervens an nonintentional facts, and so would
threaten my pretheoretic commitment to meaning facts. However, this
argumentative strategzy fails. Thanks to the work of Kripke and others,
it has become clear that many necessary consequences of propositions
are not aprion consequences of them. Consequently, my admission that
claims about meanings mayv not be apriori consequences of non-
intentional truths need not undermine my belief that they are neces-
sary consequences of those truths,

Could the skeptic undermine my claims about past meanings by
appealing directly to the thesis that if there are facts about what | meant

16 One impartant reason wihy it is diffioult to be certain on this poéns s that @ & see
completely clear what apriori definitions. of inbenbional Hotons ke posste
Far & good discussion of this istue, and an angumend for the conchseon Sl
fects about meaning (and belief) are not aprios conseguences of nonentntional
Encts, see Alex Byrne, The Emrgeat Mind, unpublished dissemation, Priscetes
Uiniversity, 1993

17 It the required epistemological relationship between the sonisdenional trahs
ard the elakms about meaning were weikensd o indlude empocll Sielenoes
b the best explanation, then the skeptical thesis that meaning clatms are fot
epistemological consequences of nonintenticnal tnsths would be far mone gues-
ticnable. In any case, Kripke's skeptic does not argue in this way. {5ee note 13
absosne )
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in the past, then they must be apriori consequences of nonintentional
truths? [ don’t think so. That thesis is not one of my beliefs about mean-
ing, pre-theoretic or otherwise. Since the skeptic has done nothing to
establish it in its own right, his challenge fails.

To sum up, the general form of the skeptic’s argument is the
following:

P,  Ifin the past there was a fact about what I meant by “+*, in
particular, if there was a fact that I meant addition by "+, then
either:

. {i) this fact was determined by nonintentional facts of such and
such kinds — facts about my past calculations using "+," the
rules or algorithms I followed in doing calculations invalving
“+,' my past dispositions to respond to questions "What is p +
m?’, the totality of my past dispositions to verbal behaviour in-
volving “+," ebc.
of
(i) the fact thatI meant addition by “+° was a primitive fact, not
determined by nonintentional facts.

P, Monintentional facts of type (i) did not determine that I meant
addition (or anything else) by “+.”

Py What I meant by “+° was not a primitive fact.

= Thus, in the past there was no fact that [ meant addition (or
anything else) by "+.'

c, By parity of reasoning, there never was a fact about what L, or
anyone else, meant by any word; ditto for the present.

In my view, the argument suffers from equivocation. If the determi-
nation relation is one of necessary consequence, then P, is plausible,
but P, is not.’® If the determination relation is one of apriori conse-
quence, then P, is plausible, but F, is not. What makes the argument
seductive is the failure to distinguish these alternatives. Once this dis-
tinction is made, the argument loses much of its force. There is no in-

1% Given an appropristely broad listing of nonintentonal facts in Py
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terpretation in which P, P, and P, are jointly true; nor do I know of
one in which they are even jointly plausible.

Quine's Indeterminacy Thesis

[ will now try to show that Quine’s arguments for the indeterminacy
of translation (and inscrutability of reference) suffer from a similar
defect. We may begin by noting the relationship between Kripke's
skeptical problem and Quine's. Kripke sets up the challenge as that of
specifying nonintentional facts which determine that what [ mean now
by *+' is the same as what [ meant by “+° in the past, This can be re-
phrased as the challenge of specifying noenintentional facts which de-
termine that a translation from ‘+" as [ used it in the past to '+" as [ use
it now is correct, whereas a translation from "+’ as [ used it in the past
to, say, ‘quus’ as [ use it now (to stand for the quaddition functon
defined in note 5) is incorrect. Quine’s question is a genezalization of
this challenge: What nonintentional facts determine that it is correct to
translate an expression A, as used by a person p, or a community ¢, as
meaning the same as an expression B, as used by a person p°, or com-
munity ¢'? Like Kripke's skeptic, Cruine answers that in a wide range
of cases there are no meaning-determining facts.

Cruine's position can be set out as a series of theses. The first of these
1s The Underdetermination of Translation by Data, which is an instance
of his view that empirical theories of all serts typically are
underdetermined by observational evidence.

The Underdetermination of Translation by Data

Let L, and L, be arbitrary languages, and let D be the set of all
observational truths (known and unkaown) relevant to transla-
tion from one to the other. For any theory of translation T for L,
and L,, compatible with D, there is a theory T", incompatible
with T, that is equally well supported by D.**

19 The strength of this thesis, as well as the more general thesis of the
underdetermination of empirical thearies by cbservational data, depends on
afv's conception of what it is for a class of data statements 1o support a theory.
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This thesis can be fleshed out by saying a little about what theories of
translation are, and what Quine takes the evidence for them to be. First
consider theorles of translation. A theory of translation for two lan-
guages correlates individual words of each language with words or
phrases of the other language; this correlation is used in the theory to
correlate the sentences of the two languages.™ Any system of estab-
lishing such correlations can be counted as a translation manual, or
theory, We may take such a theory as yielding (infinitely many) theo-
rems of the form:

Word or phrase w in L, means the same as word or phrase w* in
Sentence § in L, means the same as sentence S*inL,

According to Quine, the empirical data relevant to thearies of trans-
lation are statements about the stimulus meanings of sentences. The
stimulus meaning of a sentence 5 (for a speaker at a time) is & pair of
classes — the class of situations in which the speaker would assent to
5, and the class in which the speaker would dissent from 5, Stimulus
meanings are particularly important in evaluating translations of what
Quine calls ‘occasion sentences” and “observation sentences.” An occa-
sion senbence is one assent to, or dissent from, which depends on the

e

For present purpases 1 will fallow what appears bo be Chine’s latibudinasiamisan
on this subject. Theories, togetbir with sudiliary observational statements, make
fentail) observational predictions. (Which statements count as shservational for
this purpose will nat be an isses here.) A set of such chiervational predictions

a theary o the extent that the theory, supplemented by true suxiliasy
observation statements, entalls the members of the set. Two thecries
(appropristely supplemenbed with auciliary observational staterents) that entasl
the same members of the s, are equally well supparted by the set.

20 1 am assuming, in onder to simplify the argument, that wonds are the minimal
meaning bearing units, that languages contain finitely many such words, and
that the tranalation of the infiritely many phrases and sentences of the two Lan-
Frages is the result of (i) the transiation of the words that make them up plus
{5} combinatorial principles apecifying the translations of syntactically com-
plex pxpressions in terms of the translabions of their parts.

Emrlicf-sm abaad Mmm'ng

speaker s current observation. An observation sentence is an occasion
sentence for which assent or dissent depends only on observation —
with no, or only a minimum in the way of, background information
required. For example, ‘He is a bachelor’ is an occasion sentence, since
assent or dissent in a given case depends on whom the subject is ob-
serving; but it is not an observation sentence in Quine's sense because
whether or not one assents in a particular case depends in part on hav-
ing special background information about the person perceived. ‘That
is red,” on the other hand, does not depend (to the same extent} on
having such background information, and so counts as an observation
sentence for Quine. Quine’s way of approximating this intuitive no-
tion of an observation sentence within his behaviouristic framework is
to define an observation sentence in a language [ to be an occasion
sentence for speakers of L the stimulus meaning of which varies little
from one speaker to another.

The stimulus meanings of observation and occasion sentences play
a prominent role in Quine’s conception of the main observational pre-
dictions made by translation theories. These predictions are summa-
rized by the following three principles for extracting testable claims
from theories of translation (which otherwise wouldn't entail any such
predictions via their form alone):™ (I} if a translation theory states that
an chservation sentence 5 in L, means the same as a sentence 5* in L.,
then the theory predicts that the two sentences have the same stirmulus
meanings in their respective linguiste communities; (i) if 5 and 5" are
occasion sentences of Ly, and if a translation theory states both that §
means the same in L, a5 5% in L, and that 5’ means the same in L, as 5*
in L,, then the theory predicts that S and 5" have the same stimules
meandng in L, iff 5* and 5*" have the same stimulus meaning in L (i)
if a theory translates an expression n of a language L a3 meaning the
same a3 ‘not’ in English, then adding n to sentences of L must reverse
stimulus meaning; similar claims are made regarding other truth func-
tional operators. On this conception, the observational data for Sheo-
ries of translation consist mainly of behavioural evidence regasding
the stimulus meanings of occasion sentences ]

21 See chapter 2 of Word smd Objecd (Cambridge, MA- MIT Press 1580)
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Quine also considers a possible constraint relevant to the transla-
tion of what he calls standing sentences — sentences assent to, or dis-
sent from, which is independent of current sensory stimulation. The
possible conswaint is that sentences assented to (dissented from) in
every situation by the community of speakers of L, must be translated
onto those assented to (dissented from) in every situation by the com-
munity of speakers of L,. But this constraint is itself problematic, and,
in any case, adding it would not significantly change the overall pic-
ture. It is clear that if the observational data for theories of translation
are restricted to behavioural evidence of the sort Quine has in mind,
then profoundly different theories of translation will be supported
equally well (in his sense) by all observational data, known and un-
kmown, in virtually all interesting cases.

For example, the set of all behavioural data concerning the stimulus
meanings of sentences for me, past and present, is equally compatible
with theories of translation which claimn that (i) the term ‘Tabbit’ as
used by me in the past means the same as the term ‘rabbit” as used by
me o, (i) the term “rabbit’ as used by me in the past means the same
as the phrase “set of undetached rabbit parts’ as used by me now, or
{1ii} the term ‘rabbit’ as used by me in the past means the same as the
phrase ‘temporal stage of a rabbit’ as used by me now. Since the ex-
pressions ‘rabbit,” “set of undetached rabbit parts,” and “temporal stage
of a rabbit,” as used by me now mean, and refer to, different things,
alternative translation theories that map these different expressions onto
the term ‘rabbit” as I used it in the past conflict with one another, and
can be regarded as incompatible. Quine concludes from this that theo-
ries of translation are underdetermined, in the sense defined above, by
the observational data for them. ™

23 When Quine speaks of different, incommatible theorses (or ‘theary barmulatians”)
all equally supposted by the same possible observational evidence, he seems to
have in mind f.:gnlf.'y fmopspalibe theories (or theory formulations). (oeee On
the Roasons rur_lndmﬂrtm:q.- of Translation,” fourms! of Philesoplny 67 (1570)
17553, ot 179 and *On I',-'.|11pine.'.|l]'f Equivalent Systerns of the World,” Erketmini
B (1975 313-28, af 331) However-despite the obvious differene & MEANINEE
between "rabbit; ‘set of undetached rabbit parts,” ard ‘temporal stige of a rabbit’
a5 [ use themn potw, thee following claims are not lopiaally indompatible (i) the
bermm “rabibit” as Lused it in the past means the same as the term “rabbit” as [ use
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Since empirical theories of all sorts are typically underdetermined
by the observational evidence bearing on them, rl{e extension of this
result to theories of translation is not, in itself, a radical development.
"r‘l’h_armakﬂ it striking is CQuine’s use of it as the basis for the truly
radical doctrine of the Indeterminacy of Translation.

The Indeterminacy of Translation

Iranslation is not determined by the set N of all truths of na-
ture, known and unknown. For any pair of languages, there are
incompatible theories of translation for those languages that
accord equally well with N. All such theories are equally true to
the facts; there is no objective matter of fact on which they disa-

gmez,.}:md no objective sense in which one is true and the other is
not.

ftnnwilt] the berm “rabdbit” as | wsed it in the Fradt means meum:ud-:phnn
“set of undetached rabbit parts’ as [ use it now, (i) the term “rabbit” as [ used it
in the past means the same as the phrase ‘temporal stage of o rabbit” a5 [ use &
m.ﬂﬂmﬂﬁtnmhﬁznlmnﬁmﬂwdiﬁum:ddm;mm
be lagfeaily incompatible with one ancther.

Logical incomnpatibility will gt if translation Ehwvrries ane embed ded in langer
background thearies containing the following claims: {a) Rabbits are not sets of
unﬁmn_:.‘ml rabibit parts & sets of undetached rabbit parts are not tEnparal stage
of rabbits & rabbits are not temporal stages of rabbits - (b) ‘Rabbst’ (s T e i
Pt ) refiers bo an object if it is a rabbit & "set of undetached rabbis parts” fas |
1sg it now) peless o an object U it i3 8 set of undetached rabhis pars k teempoe
ral stage of a rabbit’ (s I use it now) refers to an obgect iff it is a wemporal stage
of a rabbit; {c) if iwe words refier 1o different things then they don’t meas e
sare; (d) if 9 means the same as b & & means the same a5 ¢, then b s S
same s c. Let T, be a translation theory containing statement (il T. bw & eusails-
tom theary containing statement (ii), and T, be a translation theoey ceriara
stabesnent (ifi). The union of Ty, T, and a set contatning (ak-id) & iegrally e
sistent; as are corresponding unlons involving the other relevarnt tomtinations
The pustification for appealing to these auxiliary chuims is that () seates 52 cbvs-
oS fact and (b} are axiomatic to any overall theory that makes sagrfcan
use of the concepts of meaning and reference. i

23 See Quine, Reply to Chomsky,’ D. Davidson and | Hintikda, eds., Words snd
Oijections (Dordrecht: Reldel 19650, 303,
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This doctrine is a consequence of two more basic Quinean views.

Fhysicalism

All genuine truths (facts) are determined by physical truths
(facts).

The Underdetermrination of Translation by Physics

Translation is not determined by the set of all physical truths
{facts), known and unknown. For any pair of languages, there
are incompatible theories of translation for those languages that
accord equally well with all physical truths (facts).

Quine’s route to the Indeterminacy of Translation is as follows: He
begins with the behaviourist premise that since we learn language by
observing the linguistic behaviour of others, the only facts relevant to
determining linguistic meaning must be publicly observable behav-
loural facts — in particular facts about stimulus meaning. But his dis-
cussion of the Underdetermination of Translation by Data shows that
these facts do not determine which translations of our words are cor-
rect, and so do not determine what our words mean. It follows that no
physical facts determine word meaning or correct translation. In the
presence of the doctrine of Physicalism this means that claims about
what pur words mean — e.g., claims like ‘rabbit’ as [ wsed it in the past
mteans the sanre as “rabbif’ as [ use if note =— never state genuine facts, and
never count as expressing genuine truths. Hence, the Indeterminacy of
Translation.

How persuagive is this argument? Many object, quite cormectly, to its
behaviourist premise, which allows Quine to move from the Under-
determination of Translation by Data to the Underdetermination of
Translation by Fhysics. ™ However, there is another, more fundamen-
tal, point to be made. The contents of Quine’s central claims are unclear.

24 Inthis paper | will assume, without argument, that Cruine’s behavicurism about
L;mgm.g-e-rs {al=e. It is pobewortin howeevier, that the appeal of the indeterminacy
thiesls, and the ;hallt:nﬁt F-u::d by it, have been strongly fels b}' Many
':1|1.||-'_|$n;||1.rr5 who have noi been Ftl‘PﬂTEd to accept behaviouwrism
independently, My task here s to disgnoss the source of that appeal, and defuse
1 challenge felt by thase philosophers.

Skepticism about Meaning

In particular, it is unclear precisely what determination relation is in-
voked in the three central theses of Physicalism, the Underdetermin-
ation of Translation by Physics, and the Indeterminacy of Translation.
Because of this, equivocation threatens. On certain construals of the
determination relation Physicalism is plausible; on other construals the
Underdetermination of Translation by Physics is plausible; but there is
no construal on which both Physicalism and the Underdetermination
of Translation by Physics are plausible, and no interpretation in which
the Indeterminacy of Translation can be sustained.

What is it for one set of claims to determine another? It is not for the
claims in the second set to be logical consequences of the claims in the
first. Certainly translation theories are not logical consequences of the
set of all physical truths. But this is trivial, since whenever an empiri-
<al theory of any interest includes vocabulary not found in the truths
of physics it will fail to be a logical consequence of those truths. For
example, not all the truths of chemistry and biology are logical conse-
quences of the set of true sentences of the language of an ideal physics.
But chemistry and biology are supposed by Quine to be determined
by physics; so the determination relation cannot be that of logical con-
sequendce. If it were, Physicalism would obviously be false,

A different way of specifying the determination relation would be
to say that a set P of statements determines a set O of statements iff it
would be (metaphysically) impossible for all the statements in P to be
true without all the statements in O being true — Le. iff O is a (meta-
physically) necessary consequence of P, On this construal physicalism
is quite plausible; it states that all genuine truths (facts) Supervens on
&ue_* physical truths (facts). However, the Underdetermination of Trans-
laticn by Physics now turmns out to be implausible. The point here par-
allels the ene made in response to Kripke's skeptical argument abews
meaning. Prior to any skeptical argument, Kripke's or Quine’s, we naty-
rally assume at the outset that there are facts about meaning and trass-
lation of the sort the skeptic denies. Given this conviction, we may ask
directly-whether a physically identical twin — someone (in a physi-
cally identical possible world) whose utterances, behavious, brain states.
causal and historical relations to the environment, and interactions with
other speakers completely and exactly matches mine (in the actual
world) — could mean by ‘rabbit,’ what I mean (in the actual world) by,
sy, "set of undetached rabbit parts.” The natural answer to this question
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i Mo." Hence on this interpretation of the thesis of The Under-
determination of Translation by Physics, it should be rejected.

The thesis could, of course, be saved if it could be shown both that
(i) theories of translation are not aprion consequences of the set of physi-
cal truths, and that (i) whenever a claim is not an aprior consequence
of a set of statements it is not a necessary consequence of those state-
ments. As we shall see somethung like (i) s reasonably plausible. Thus
if one were confused about the relationship between necessity and
aprioricity, or if one failed to distinguish them, one might wrongly con-
clude that both Physicalism and The Underdetermination of Transla-
ton by Physics are jointly true, when determination is taken to be
necessary consequence. The error here i3 the implicit reliance on the false
claim (i) — that any necessary consequence of a set of statements is an
apriori consequence of that set. Once this error is removed there is no
plausible route to the theses of the Underdetermination of Translation
by Physics and the Indeterminacy of Translation, on the interpretation
in which determination is construed as necessary consequence.

In light of this, it may be worthwhile to put the notion of necessity
aside and examine a more epistemological conception of the determi-
nation relation. Ome might say that a set P of claims determines a set
iff it is in principle possible, given the claims in F, for one to demon-
strate the truth of the claims in (), appealing only to logic and obvious
apriori principles or definitions. The idea here is that for P to deter-
mine (} is for P to provide a theoretical basis for establishing () that is
absolutely conclusive, and that rules out any possibility of falsehood.
In effect, determination is here construed as apriori consequence.

Chn this construal, the thesis of the Underdetermination of Transla-
tion by Physics is both interesting and plausible. Given the total set of
behavioural evidence about stimulus meanings of the sort Quine iden-
tifies, I cannot absolutely establish that what a speaker means by one
of his terms is what I now mean by ‘rabbit,’ as opposed to what [ now
mean by “set of undetached rabbit parts” or temporal stage of a rabbit’
{even if the speaker is me in the past). The claim that a speaker means
one of these things rather than another is not an aprion consequence
of the total set of claims about Quinean stimulus meanings. Moreover,
it iz hard to see how adding more behavioural facts (beyond Quinean
facts about simulus meaning), or more physical facts — about the neu-
rological events in the person’s brain or his physical interactions with

Skeplicism about M, extinng

his environment — would, by itself, change the situation 1
turn out that theories of translation a:ﬁ Epistemnlugi-;lahlll:-j‘r:.?:r}:
determined by the set of all physical truths. i

But how serious would this be? Is there some reason to believe that
all genuine truths must be not just consequences, but also
purely apriori consequences, of the set of all Physical truths? As far as
IFan tell this is not one of our pretheoretic convictions; nor has Quine
given a theoretical explanation of why it must be maintained. Henee
if theories of translation do turn out to be underdetermined by phys&:::.
in this epistemological sense, such a result should be taken to show
that the corresponding epistemic version of Physicalism is false, even
lh!:rug!n the metaphysical version of Physicalism, in which the deter-
mrination relation is that of necessary consequendce, remains true. Cer-
tat:li;:, su:ihfa puigﬂn is preferable to the radical and paradoxical
rejechion of facts about meaning a ference impli ire’
determinacy thesis.2* S T e

35 Nisimportant not to confuse what is a genuine prethearetic conviction — namety
that we do know what our words, and those of our neighbors, mean — with
what is not such a conviction — namely that we arrive at this knowiledige by
deriving true claims about the meanings of our words, and those of our
m@ﬂ:_-ar:. a3 aprior Qofusquences of purely physical truths, Whereas the former
claim is clearly trse, (e latter is alsnass certainly false.

2% Quine’s doctrines of Physicalism, the Indeterminacy of Translation and the In-
i!trl.l:l-lbll-'llfg'ﬂfﬁzﬁ.‘ﬂﬂﬂr entadl that claims of the sort, Persan P mord = refers &0
rabbils (a5 opposed b0 seis of undetached rabbi? parts, eic ). are it determined by e
totality of physical facts and s0 do not expriss genuine truths: ditin foe aer oo
bormula P word o mefers to x relative b an assignnent of an object as vaboe of
the variable 'x.” Given Quine’s usual understanding of the exissentasd S
lier, one can conclude from this that Zr P weed & refers i 5 TR Rt 8
Benuine truth. Supposing that it is nevertheless meaningfiul, we may conchode
that =3¢ F's ord w refers fo 2 will always be true: in effect. no one's words roer
refer o anything. This is eliminativism about reference (a5 ordinardy e
stood). Pretty paradaxical, especially for somecne who chearty is RETT
uuQL-.-Inrﬂsmrhtﬁer b0, amed make claims aheas, '

ne nowhaere explicitly scknowledges such starkly paradewical
quences of his views. Th-r-d-use:.thrmrmsﬁ i in the ?FH\'CE:.L‘E-'IJ'F;N Rr::'-
Y, in Quing, Ortological Relatirity (Mew York amd London: Columbis Univer-
sity Press 1969), 26-68, at 47-51. There he nortes the parsdonacal consequences of
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If this is right, there may be an interesting epistemaological construal
of the determination relation according to which the Under-
determination of Translation by Physics is true, while Physicalism and
the Indeterminacy of Translation are false, However, this point must
be qualified by a complication that I have neglected up to now. In or-
der to derive any empirical theory T from the set of truths of physics,
one must appeal to theoretical identifications, or bridge principles, re-
lating the vocabulary of T to the vocabulary of the underlying physics.
What conditions must these identifications or bridge principles satisfy
in order to be available for such derivations? Is it enough that they be
true, or must they also be apriori (or necessary)? In my epistemic char-
acterization of the determination relation, [ allowed only obvious aprior
truths and definitions. With this understanding the Underdetermination
of Translation by Physics is at least plausible (though it has not, of
course, been demonstrated).

However, with this same understanding, Physicalism is threatened,
nat just by theories of meaning or franslation, but by ordinary instances
of theoretical reduction, such as the reduction of the biological concept
of a gene to a physical construction involving the concept DINA. The
relevant theoretical identity statermnent relating the two seems to be an
empirical, a posteriori truth. Thues, if bridge principles relating the bio-
logical vocabulary to the physical vocabulary are restricted to apriori
definitions, then our theoretical identity statement will be excluded,
arvd the derivation of genetics from physical theory will be placed in
jeopardy. Surely no one would conclude from this that genetics in par-
ticular, or biology in general, fail to state genuine truths; rather, if a
choice has to be made, we will reject the (strong) epistemological ver-
sion of Physicalism ¥

applying the Indetermiracy and lescrstability doctrines to our (present] selves,
and attempts (unsucoessdully) o avold ithese consequences by invoking his
materious doetrine of reference relative fo s coordinate system (46) and
“stquisscing in our mother tongue™ (39} Unforunately, space limitations
prevent me from providing & therough disoussion of these passagzes here,

7 This result could be avoided if it could be dhawn that there ke penuinely aprian
cemantic definifions :-I"g,me‘ ared ‘DA from which, t-:-g:-:t'lur with the et of
rumedy physical truths, the theoretical identification of genes with DiNA can b

Skepticism about Meaning

II:n I_'Lg,hl of this, we could opt to weaken the epistemnological deter-
minaticn relation so a3 to allow P to determine provided that Qis a
}ug:m:fl_::-ﬂnuqumu@f!’tugeﬂﬁ:r with bridge principles, or theoretical
:d.cnllhes, consisting of any truths — contingent, aposteriord, or other-
wise — that relate the vocabulary of P to that of (2.2 On this weakened

derived. Since | am not certain whether this is possible in principle, I am not
certain that the case of genetics provides a genuine counterexample to the strong
tpﬁt!fﬂl.:llu;gl-:!h'!ﬁlmﬂd'ph}:ll:lltsm. By the samie token, [ am not certain that
ne genuinely aprior semantic definsthors of notions like meaning and reference

exist fram which, together with all ical truths, claims about :
reference can be derived. s N e

I8 This conception of determination is closely related to familiar copteptions of
theoretical reduction, which are used by Michael Friedman in Phiyeicalism and
the Incleterminacy of Translation,’ Nods ¢ (1578} 353-73, to characterize Chuine's
Eheses of Fhysicalism and the Indeterminacy of Translation. There Friedmarn
recognizes hwo kinds of reduction, strong and weak. Strong reduction is redie-
ton in the classical sense. A theory T, is classically reducible to a theory T. i
!.I1= mfﬂm of Ty are legical corsequences of Ty togethss with a set D contain-
ing a “definition” for sach primitive predicate of Ty A ‘definition’ i & uriver-
sally quantified biconditional establishing the extensicnal equivalence of an -
ph-r_e primitive predicate of T, with a corresponding formula of arbitrary com-
plexity of the Language of T,. '

: Th‘l: Fume point can be expressed in anothér way by neting that the ‘define
tions appealed to ina reduction can be taken as establishing mapping D froen
prmative predicates of T, onto cosdensive open formulis of T, Gives this, we
may defime the notion of an n-place (primitive) predicate P of ':".'I:-tu'-g ]
+'|_.rm m-duple tn an arbitrery model M relrifoe to 2 mapping D as n:lr:mm!: = S
image of P under D being satisfied by that n-tuple in M. Classical (Bt -
ducn::rnnbuimwhmﬁm:kama.ppingﬂmduhm sverv moddl of T. B a
model-relative-to 0 of T, (See Priedman 357.8.)

Wk reduction is just Iike strong reduction exoept that the muppeng D s
=aates each primitive predicate of T, with & set of corrmpondmg omes Sormiae
of the language of T,, The set of formiulas D associates with ElaH, St ey s
cate P must be coextensive with P — ie., a5 a matter of ET ot mtuplr wid
satisdy Piff it satisfies at loast ane farmula in the crge of P uswier D The motioes
of am f-place (primitive) predicate P of T, being satisfied by a5 metuple = o
erlitrary model M relatior fe such o ns;l;pmirl:'a then defiswnd g corasteg =
I'm..*rt being at beast ane member of the sed of formulas sssocisted with Py D
being satisfied by that n-tuple in M. As before, reduction cbesins when these i
4 mapping D of this sort such that every mode of T, & 3 model-relstiveto [ of
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epistemological conception the usual reduction of the notion of a gene
to DINA will pose no difficulty for the thesis of Physicalism. However,
on this weakened conception, even theories of translation will be de-
termined by the set of physical truths,

To see this let 5x be some formula specifying a set of physical facts
satisfied by me and only me — so that Sx is true relative to an assign-

Ty (Weak reduction differs from strong reduction only in cases in which the
sets associated with the primitive predicates of T, afe infindbe.)

Friedman's stabed reason (355) for alkowing weak ned uction to oount as a genu-
ine type of theoretical redsczion s 1o make reom for positions such as function-
altist theories of mind which ddentify esch token of & mental type with a particu-
Lar physical realization, while recognizing arbitrarily many different ways in
which the given type sight be physically reaficed, Mode, hawever, the modal no-
tiom here. [is use in characierizing the relevant fumcticnalist thearies paints up &
modest puzzle having to do with Friedman's position. Reduction, as he offi-
cially characterizes it, does mot pequire the "definitional” mapping I to pair the
predicates of T, with formulss, of sels of farmulas, that ane intensionally equivas
lent to themn in any sense, In particulsr I s not required to produce pairs that
are extensicnally equivalent in arbitrary counterfactual, or aprior imaginable,
circumstances. B use of this the different menely possible, or merely imagina.
ble, ways in which a mental type might be physically realized are, stricily speaks
ing, irvelevant o the existence of “definitional” mappings D satisfying Pried-
man's stated copditions for reduction. Since, a8 far as | know, physicalist func-
tipnalists never mainiain that thene actually exist infinibely man':.rph!.';xaﬂy dif-
ferent kirds of realizations of a given mental type, they presumably cught to be
reascnably confident i asserting the strong reducibility (in Friedman's afficial
serse) of thefr thearies 1o physics. Why then is there a need for the notien of
weak reducibility? Dos Priedman’s use of the notion reflect an implicit deséne
to requine the “definitional’ mappings in genuine reductions to provide more
than actual coestensiveness? Do they also have to provide coextensiveness in
all countesfactual (o kn all apriosi imaginable) sitwations as well? If so, then
couldn’t we deding the determination relations needed to svaluate Cuine's the-
ses directly in termas of nevessary, or apriar, consequence, as above?

Pusttimg these and other subsidiary issues aside, [ would ke to acknowledge
thi essential corredtnes of some of Friedman's central points. In Fn:‘:lrulal;. hs
makes b plausible case for interpreting Chuine’s thesis of the Ind:'rtmln.m;}' of
Trarslation as the doctrine that thearies of translation are not reducible (in at-
ther hils stroag or his weak sense] 1o the set of physical truths. He then arguies
for thve cormect (but understated) conclusion that Cuing has gi'.'q-.n na v;u:u'rl.pﬂ-
g argument for the Indeterminacy Thesis, undsrstocd in this WA

=y
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ment of me a5 value of x, and is false relative to other assignments. It
doesn’t matter what this formula looks like — whether it is complex,
whether we can identify it as applying just to me, ete. It only matters
'Hl'uatitea:ists.Fur-:umpiebemss we may suppose that it includes a speci-
fication of all physical facts about me relevant to my use of language
— facts about my present and past brain states, facts about my behay-
toural dispositions, facts about my physical interactions with the envi-
ronment, including causal and historical relations connecting my uses
of individual words with other speakers and things, and s0 on. Let Ly
be a similar formula applying uniquely to a certain Spanish speaker,
Luisa. (For the sake of simplicity, suppose that I am a monolingual
speaker of English and Luisa is a monolingual speaker of Spanish.)
Now imagine a claim of the following sort, exhaustively listing the
translation of the finitely many individual words of my language into
words and phrases of Luisa’s language ™

T5L: 3x Jy [Sx & Ly & for all words w (of English) and words or
phrases w* (of Spanish), w as used by x means the same as w* as
used by yiff (i) & = ‘woman’ and w* = 'miujer,’ or (i) w = ‘head-
ache’ and w* = ‘dolor de cabeza, or ...

A corresponding claim lists the translation of the finitely many in-
diui:lual_ w::-nls of Luisa's language onto words and plfl.rase:rﬂlm}?rlan-
guage; similar claims may be imagined for each actual pair of language
users — past, present and future. Since it is extremely plausible to sup-
pose that there are only finitely many such pairs of speakers, it seems
safe to assume that some extremely long and complicated general for-

miula of the following sort exists which encompasses all the individual
cases.

¥ In this discussion [ ignore certain practical complications such as the s thas
some speakers speak more than one linguage, the fact tut words of the Lngusgs
may be ambiguous, and the possibility that sometimes there may be no
translation of a word in ane language onto 3 wond or phrase of the cthes
Language. Although these are real factors in translation, they ate prsiphetal 5o
Quine’s philosophical claims abowt trarslasion
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GT: Forall speakers x and v, and for all words win x's language and
words or phrases w” in y's language, w as used by x means the
game as @™ a8 used by v Uff i) Sx & Ly & w = "woman” & o™ =
‘mugjer,” or @ = headache’ & w* = "dolor de cabeza,” or ...; or (ii)
Lx & Sy &( w = ‘semaforo’ & w* = “traffic light," or ...; or (iif) Sx
EGyk .. or..

GT may be regarded as a bridge principle providing a coextensive
physicalistic counterpart of the predicate means e same as applied to
words and phrases in theories of translation. Next we need a ganeral
bridge principle that encompasses the combinatorial rules used in theo-
ries of translation to combine translations of parts into translations of
whale sentences. Presumably there are only finitely many such combi-
natorial rules for each pair of speakers. If, as we are assuming, there
are only finitely many such pairs of actual speakers, these rules can in
principle be exhaustively listed. This list together with GT can then be
used to formulate another bridge principle that provides a coextensive
physicalistic counterpart to the predicate matns the same as as used be-
bween sentences in theories of translation. But then, theories of transla-
tion will be derivable from the set of all physical truths together with
these bridge principles, and 50 will count as determined by physics in
our weakened epistemological sense.

It might, of course, be observed that this trivialization just shows
that stronger conditions are needed to characterize the required deter-
mination relation. Two possibilities sugpgest themselves. First, it might
be claimed that what we want i3 not just a reduction of theories of
translation to physical truths, but rather a single reduction to the set of
physical truths of all theories making use of semantic notions such as
meaning and reference. Surely, if these notions are legitimate they will
have significant theoretical uses well beyvond theories of translation in
thie narmow sense considered hiere, The fact that a trivial reduction is
thearetically possible when teanslation theories are considered in iso-
lation does not show that such a reduction is possible in a context which
is properly more inclusive.

The point is well taken, But the problemn with this suggestion is that
it takes us far beyond Quine's own discussion, and into uncharted
waters. Before we can make any progress on the question of whether a
single physicalistic reduction of all legitimate uses of semantic notions

Skepticism about Meaning

is theoretically possible, we need a reasonably precise and exhaustive
characterization of the range of theoretical uses of semantic notions.
Until we have this, we can't evaluate the case for skepticism about
meaning {and reference) because no suffidently articulated case for
skepticism about these notions has even been made.

The second possible response to the trivial reduction sketched above
is to stick to a physicalistic reduction simply of translation theories,
but to claim that what is wanted are bridge principles that provide
definitions yielding physical formulas coextensive with their
nonphysical counterparts in all counterfactual circumstances. The
bridge principles in the trivial reduction do not satisfy this demand,
since, for example, someone could have meant the same by a particu-
lar term as I do by “woman’ even though that person did not satisfy the
physical predicate identifying any actually existing individual.

I have no quarrel with this strengthened, modal constraint on the
determination relation. However, two points should be noted, First, if,
unlike Cuine, we grant the legitimacy of modal notions, then we can
characterize determination directly in terms of necessary consequence.
But then, as | have maintained above, we have reason to believe that
theories of translation are determined by the physical truths. Second, {f
one insists characterizing determination in terms of a strengthened re-
duction relation that requires physicalistic formulas which are neces-
sarily coextensive with the predicates and other vocabulary items used
in the theories undergoing reduction, then it is not clear what our atti-
tude should be towards the resulting strengthened versions of
Physicalism and the Underdetermination of Translation by Physics.
On this interpretation the latter thesis requires the existence of Fihw:-
cal formulas (or sets of formulas)™ necessarily coextensive with the
predicates expression E a5 used by x means the same as expression E* a5 wsed
by y and sentence S as used by x means the same as sentence 5° as weed vy

M On this inderpretation Friedman's relation of weak reduction, strengriwsed by
the requirement that the mapping from predicates in T, to sty of formlas of
the language of T, produce pairs that are nearssaniy coextensive (5 the serse of
nate 28), should count as & genume instance of determination in the sense
presenily under consideration.
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Are there such formulas (or sets of formulas)? There may well be,
though it is hard to say for sure. Certainly Cuine has given no compel-
ling arguments to the contrary. Thus, on this interpretation, the case
for the Underdetermination of Translation by Physics has not been
made.

A similar point can be made regarding Chuine’s other premise —
:nﬂ:rnvzh.r Physicaliszn — in the argument for Indeterminacy. On the
present strengthened interpretation of the determination relation, it is
not evident what we should think of the resulting version of
Physicalism. | have already granted the truth of a weaker version of
Physicalism, which states that all genuine truths must be necessary
consequences of the physical truths. Is it obvious that we should add
the further requirement that they be logical consequences of the Physi-
cal truths plus definitions that provide necessarily coextensive physi-
cal translations of all vocabulary items used in genuine truths? Since
this point hasn't been established, the present interpretation of the de-
termination relation is one in which neither of the two premises for the
Indeterminacy Thesis has been secured. In light of this, the conclusion
to be drawn is that Quine's argument for the Indeterminacy of Trans-
lation, like Kripke's skeptical argument about meaning and following
a rule, fails to provide a compelling challenge to our pretheoretic con-
victions about meaning and translation.

This does not foreclose the possibility that something could be done
to strengthen, or revive such a skeptical challenge. But surely the bur-
den of proof is on those who wish to persuade us to adopt a radically
skeptical attitude toward our ordinary semantic notions. Although [
do not believe that any skeptical challenge of this sort could succeed,
that has not been the burden of my argument. Instead, [ have tried to
diefuse the particular skeptical arguments of Kripke and Quine by show-
ing that their initial power is due in substantial part to an equivocation
about what it is for one set of claims to determine another. Once this
equivocation is removed, the original skeptical arguments lose their
force, and it becomes highly dubious and problematic that any
nonequivocal replacements could be found that would provide good
reasons for a thorough-going skepticism. ™

Skepticisnr about Meaning
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