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Chapter ]
Meaning and Understanding

Meaning, Metaphysics and Translation

The mark of a sensible utterance or mscription is said to be its possession of a meaning, and understanding such expressions is
said to ivolve the grasping or apprehending of their meanings. On some accounts meanings are viewed as abstract, platonic
objects. on others as concrete mental, behavioral, or neurophysiological items. In the latter case, the mind makes contact with
meanings in much the way that it apprehends physical objects and the like. In the former case, the mind, in grasping meanings
of expressions, grasps universals that exist in a realm_ or on a level. distinct from that of the concrete particulars of experience
and that cannot be apprehended through normal sense experience. (Thus, notes Morton White, "a deal is struck” between the
metaphysician in search of extraexpeniential contact with universals and the epistemologist in search of something extralingumistic
to grasp in underitandjng symbolic expressions. 1) On either account, meanings serve the more modest task of explaining
certain equivalence relations presumed to hold among the expre&mnnﬁ of one or more languages: Expre&mnnﬁ are thus
equivalent, or synonyvmous, in virtue of possessing a shared meaning. As successful communication ivolves the fransmission
of these meanings from speaker to hearer, interlinguistic translation becomes a matter of matching the meanings of expressions
in the source (translated) and receptor (translation) languages; that is, it becomes a matter of insuring that a translation manual
will transmit the correct meanings to its users.

Thus, to account for successful communication, a separate realm from that of the intersubjectively percervable universe may

come to be posited and filled with objects of a special sort. Yet even in the platonic type of theory, whose realm of
significance is distinct both from the physical and the privately mental. its untversals are not in-
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dependent of the realm of sense expenience: For recognition of universals is considered impossible without sense expenence;
and, more mnportantly, sense experience is incoherent without me diation by universals. What one makes of the world critically
depends on the conceptual scheme one brings to bear on it. This holds equally well for those views that construe conceptual
schemes as comprised of private mental structures (a 'concept’ may be construed as either a platonic or a concretely
psychological entity). 2 If world-view is so dependent on conceptual scheme, then adequate translation is a sine gua non not
only for the understanding of meanings of expressions but also for understanding how speakers of some source language
experience and conceptualize the "objective” world around them_ Their responses to particular features of most, or perhaps
all, incoming stimuli, and not to other features, are largely channeled by linguistic and broader cultural conditioning.

So long as communication and translation occur within or among social groups that are closely related historically and
culturally. there may seem little reason to shake our faith in a shared likeness of sensory, mental. or extrasensory universes.
However, the gradually increasing contact of anthropologists with radically different cultures during the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries gave birth to a number of deep and perplexing pI’DblE:ﬂ:lE concerning criteria of adequacy of translation,
again where adequacy is viewed as demanding a matching of meanings or concepts interculturally. It became increasingly clear
that the categories that were satisfactory for systematically accounting for the significance of languagea and other symbolic
phenomena in the Indo-European community were poorly suited to the translation and understanding of radically foreign
cultures and that the conceptual resources of the ethnographer needed qualitative enrichment in order to meet these new
tasks 3 However, the fact that experience itself is alleged to be filtered by one's socially conditioned set of universals raised
serious methodological problems. How could one's observations be sufficiently objective to determine what a radically
different scheme might be like? If the linguist's only means of access to a native language is, at least initially. through associating
observed subject verbal behavior with associated nonverbal stimulation, and if the linguist's own selectivity of salient stimmulation
reflects cultural conditioning, then there seems to be little, if anything, the linguist can presume, without begging crucial
questions, to share with the subject. And if one shares the grasp of a common attribute only if one applies a recepror
expression that is applied to experience discriminated in the same way as that to which the puta-
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tvely synonymous source expression applies, how can radically foreign universals or concepts ever be determined? Coming to
share a conceptual scheme seems to depend critically on successful translation, which latter depends on having similar
perceptions of the world. Yet having such similar perceptions depends on sharing a conceptual scheme (a condition
characterized by Dilthey and others as the "hermeneutic circle"). These difficulties, as many anthropologists realized. made it all
too easy for an ethnographer to "mmpose” familiar, western grammatical and ontological categories upon subjects, rather than
determining theirs.

Many anthropologists have used these pmbleruﬁ to call for a variety of emendations in antl:n’npalngical tﬂEﬂlDleDg‘- so as to
ensure the eventual capturing of meaning in translation and ethnography. However, W. V. Quine. in investigations in the
philosophy of language with prvotal relevance to these anﬂ]mpnlu gical problems, sees these very same problems as indications
of further difficulties for the already infirm notions of meaning involved. Whatever initial plausibility the projection of such
abstract or mental realms ﬂ:ught seem to have, thewr hxpnthemzed (or hypostasized) objects fail to fulfill what are minimal and
necessary criteria, in Quine's view, for tenable "posits"'namely, clear identification and ndriduation. Moreover, aside from
these (destructive) problems. no one has as vet, constructiv elv come up with a generally satisfactory account of meaning in all
the long history of the problem. What Quine sees in the situation he calls "radical translation” are t&]]mg considerations against
the very coherence or intelligibility of the notion of natural synonymy. whose accounting constitutes the purpose for positing
shared meaning. According to the arguments he presents in Word and Obj yyect and elsewhere, the fact (recognized generally
by anthropologists) that lingmsts can develop divergent but empirically adequate translation manuals for source languages
carries the consequence (not generally recognized by anthropolo gists) that translational hypotheses are not fully legitimate
hypotheses, and that it makes no sense to speak of the objective existence of meanings or even of natural synonymy relations
holding between source- and receptor-language expressions. 4 Essential to Quine's argument are two more points generally
acknowledge by anthropologists: (1) The vast majority of translations depend critically on the imposition of ingustic
categorizations with which translators and receptor-language speakers are familiar. (2) Translation does not seem possible
without the prior assumption that source- and receptor-language speakers share beliefs. 5
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Unfortunately, while Quine's radical indeterminacy thesis provides, as 1s well and indisputably recognized. valnable and deep
insights into the nature of meaningfulness and into various problems of semantics and translation, it seems to have completely
"devalued" a number of important insights by anthropologists. Among these are such relatively recent classic contributors as
Franz Boas, Edward Sapir, and Benjamin Lee Whotfall of whom worried about the same or very smmilar problems concerning
imposition and all of whom argued that a necessary condition of good ethnography was taking very seriously the source
culture's conceptual scheme and world view. Quine's arguments, however, raise these same points in an effort to challenge
criteria of objectivity of translation and ethnography that are based on realistic athtudes regarding meaning. However, this
seeming consequence has, in turn, devalued certain of Quine's own important insights in the eves of some anthropologists,
linguists, and philosophers. It might appear, although this is not Quine's intent_ that there are no such tenable criteria at all. 6

Whatever the cogency of Quine's arguments, the points in the mentalist position upon which Quine and other philosophers
(and similarly critical anthropologists) focus seem to be ﬁx'mptnmaﬁc of deep afflictions for some still quite common semantic
assumptions. Similarly afflicted are a number of assumptions made in the very charactenizations of "culture" that define the
findamental objects of anthropological inquiry. Hence, I believe the anthropological context from which much of Quine's
indeterminacy thesis is dertved, as well as the constructive contributions of anthropologists, warrants closer examination. There
is, I believe, an important and special indeterminacy of translation, as Quine contends_ and I believe it results primarily from
those factors upon which Quine focuses attention. Howewver, I think the mediating arguments bear reconsideration and
reconstruction, both to enhance thewr plausibility and anthropological relevance and to reveal certain more constructive
consequences for culhral anthropology. I view indeterminacy problems as calling for a reconsideration of the character of the
translational E;IltEI'pI‘lEE and its criteria of success and objectivity. There is, I shall argue, an n:upm‘tant difference between the
task of an inquirer explaﬂung the significance of symbolic behavior and that of one engaged in non-interpretive explanation. The
difference concerns, in part, the ride-governed nature of symbolic behavior, as nppnﬁed to the merely law-governed nature of
the phenomena studied. say, by a physicist. In particular, translation itself turns out in my view not to be a matter of hypothesis
formation or acceptance (as Quine and most
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anthropologists hold), 7 but rather the prescriptive task of codifyving rules of translation. This distinction hearkens to one central
to the views of Ludwig Wittgenstein and Peter Winch, but differs on a nmmber of major points; notably, my position does not
entail Winch's view (and similar views expressed by philosophers and social scientists) that the methodological character of
social inquiry 1s fundamentally different from that of the natural sciences.8

[ shall develop my inquiry as follows: The first three chapters are devoted to setting the anthropological and philosophical
contexts of the indeterminacy thesis by an examination of problems of meaning recovery salient in, and shared bv, each
diECi‘_[}]iﬂE: (Evidently I shall be concerned with aspects of general inguistic theory as well, but these shall generally be viewed
in the context of anthrnpnlngn:al application. } In these early chapters. I shall also examine the genem& of the "radical
translation” pI'DblE:tﬂi in Quine's thought and in that of other twentieth-century philosophers, comparing them to parallel
developments in the work of certain "landmark” figures in anthropology and their present-day descendants. My
anthropological survey will give particular attention to evident tensions between the importation of anthropological and lnguistic
constructs to the study of culture on the one hand, and the revelation of cultural specificity and social reality on the other. This
central worry in the evolution of anthropological theory lies also at the heart of Quine's critique of translation. [ shall also attend
to an important and controversial distinction Quine tries to draw between underdetermination of physical theory by evidence
and indeterminacy of translation. For it is this distinction that I contend is better seen in terms of a contrast between description
and codification. In the fourth chapter, I shall trv to overcome some of the difficulties in Quine's formulations by explicating that
difference in terms of a contrast between rules and laws_ appealing in the process to David K. Lewis' game-the oretic analysis
of "convention." I shall conclude by tving this reconstruction to a number of pragmatic trends in recent anthropology and by
developing some constructive implications for recent problems in that field.

One of my main concerns in Chapter 5 will be to try to find reasons for supporting various "language and culture” or "Boasian
methodologies without appealing to the metaphysical and semantic theses that I think Qume and others correctly challenge.
However, I will do no more by way of "taking sides” on some of the bitterly controversial issues [ shall discuss. I certainly waill
not argue that anthropology must be done on a linguistic, or cognitive, or symbolic,
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or any other particular kind of basis. My attitude is a pragmatic, pluralistic one that encourages any paradigm that delvers, or
at least promises, fruitful yield.

Some Aproaches to a Theory of Meaning

Many pthDSDphEI‘EﬂDt the least Quine himselthave noted the very general significance of Quine's attacks on the determinacy of
meaning in translation. An:n:urdmglv (and no doubt justifiably). they have taken his use of a widely discussed. extended
anthropological example in his Word and Object as a convenient device for developing these pervasive phﬂDEDph‘lEﬂl resultsa
continuing development of Quma s own earlier enunciated positions in philosophy of languagefor wirtually every major area in
philosophy. However, my aim here is to take quite seriously the ﬂpp]ll:ﬂtlt}ﬂ of Quine's considerations to anthropology. I want
to show both how some of these considerations are adumbrated with surprising fullness by a number of classic and recent
anthropologists and also that confining our attention, at least mitially, rather narrowly to the immediate anthropological
consequences of Quine's arguments allows a substantial gain on recalcitrant problems in that fieldthis without the initial burden
of meeting some stronger and perhaps even more recalcitrant conditions in its widely generalized application.

[ shall begin by looking briefly in this chapter at a number of major theories of meaning developed by philosophers and
linguists, elements of which have been adopted. and problems of which have thus been inherited. by anthropologists. In the
latter part of the chapter. I shall discuss a number of general criticisms made by Quine and others of some of the basic
assumptions. It is important to erﬂphasize: that my mtention in presenting this survey is simply to highlight those aspects of these
theories that are particularly relevant in view of their susceptibility to Quine's critique and their influence upon anthropology. I
shall also emphasize those problems in connection with these theories that are especially reminiscent of Quine's concerns.
Many of these same pmbleruﬁ turn out also to have motivated several major theoretical developments in anthropology. In so
dmng [ shall direct my attention mainly to a number of earlier (perhaps by now "classic") contributions to the theory of
meaning that provide the setting for Quine's work. Although I will look at a number of more recently developed theories, I will
not mention a mumber of
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recent and important approaches developed in semantics, linguistics, and the philosophy of langnage. The aspects of the earlier
theories that Quine attacks are so fundamental thatas I think shall be quite evidentthe more recent theories, for all thewr greater
sophistication on various points, are also susceptible.

Theories of meaning may be differentiated according to a variety of criteria. ¢ Here [ shall distinguish entificational from nown-
entificational theories. Entificational theories take the meanings of expressions to be some sort of individuatable entity
grasped by the competent user of those expressions. These theories may be further differentiated into those that take meaning
entities as either or both (a) platonic entities (i.e_. abstract, nonspatio-temporally bounded entities) that exist independently of
knowers and believers; (b) concrete psvchological entities, temporally and perhaps spatially bounded, existing in the minds of
knowers and believers. Notable among such ideational accounts are those that take meanings to be transformational-
generative structures or components. Finally, I shall consider non-ideational, entificational approaches that take meanings to be
(c) stimulus and/or response complexes associated with inguistic expressions through prior conditioning of the user.10

Nonentificational theories endeavor to explain synonymy without malking any theoretical commitment to meanings as entities
"shared" or "matched" by synonymous expressions. Under this heading I shall consider meaning-as-use theories and the
closely related meaning-as-linguistic-act theories (though some versions of these theones have entificational elements). These
theories explain the significance of expressions in terms of their function in inguistic and related nonlinguistic contexts.

Ideational Theories and Their Place in Semantics and Epistemology

[deational theories bear the closest similanties to the dominant theornies of the modern peniod, which typically follow Locke in
taking meaningful expressions to be signs of "ideas before the mind." and thus equate meanings with these ideas. Some
ideational theorists posit propositions and concepts as objects of the so-called "propositional attitudes” of belief, doubt,
knowledge, and so on, that is, as the "mtentional” objects of mental acts. A philosophical-psychological thesis of "intentionality”
complements a number of philosophical programs that give epistemological concerns high priority, insofar as it provides a
partial answer to questions as to what and how we know. Its fundamental point is that mental phenomena
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are essentially different in kind from physical phenomena in that the former, and not the latter, are always directed toward
intentional (or "inexistent”) objects. 11 The objects in question (either the propositions believed or the concepts manifested in
them) are not reducible to designated physical objects, relations, or states of affairs, owing, among other things_ to the
possibility of false belief. Rather, they are regarded either as psvchological or as platonic entities. Along this line, the
intentionality thesis may be put in linguistic terms (as it was by its author, Franz Brentano) without reference to peculiar sorts of
mental objects. Briefly, statements expressing beliefs or desires are intentional insofar as thewr truth value does not depend on
the actual dispositions of the actual designata of the expressions contained in the sentence that states the proposition believed
or known. For example, the nullity of the reference class of lions in Antartica’ may have no bearing on the belief one has in the
presence of lions there; or the common reference of 'the ringed planet' and 'the sixth planet' may have no bearing on the
parallelism among one's beliefs with respect to each. These logical charactenistics of belief-contexts led Brentano to argue for a
distinct science of the symbolically meaningful 12

Other philosophers whose attention is directed more to semantic concerns with the relationships between symbolic systems
(formal and natural) and the world, posit propositions and concepts as the "intensions” of expressions. Propositions here are
typically platonic entities posited to account for translational equivalence among expressions, to be the bearers of truth and
falsity of sentences, and so forth. Problems analogous to those that motivate Brentano's intentionality thesis anise in contexts of
concern to semanticists. For example, the truth of 'the ringed planet is necessarily ringed’ is not preserved when its subject
term is replaced by the coreferential 'the sixth planet’.

(The similarity of 'intension{al)’ and 'mtention(al)’ is an obvious potential source of confusion, especially given the close
relationships between these two notions_13 The problem is compounded by the fact that 'intention’ as Brentano and others use
it 1s a sort of mental object, and not the speaker's purpose in uttening some remarkalthough, again, these two notions of
intention are mtimately related to one another. This second sense of 'mtention’ figures, however, in some other theories that I
shall examine below, such as Searle's )

< previous page page 8 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 9 next page >

Page ©

Often the cogency and applicability of theonies of meaning have been threatened by excessive stress of semantic and platonic
aspects over epistemological and concrete-psychological ones. Indeed. given the primacy of semantic concerns in much
twentieth-century philosophy of language, psychological and epistemological aspects are often neglected by theorists of
meaning. The resultant ready availability of discussions are partial theoretical solutions of prebleme in semantically oriented
theories is partly responsible, I think, for a parallel tendency to stress platonic aspects of meaning in (general and
ent*m’epelegeel) lin guistics, psycholinguistics, ethnography, and ethnology; this despite the Eﬂ:l‘phﬂ&lﬁ on human cognition that
many thinkers in these areas espouse. 'Platonism' has thus been a common subject of criticism m these areas.

This platonic bias is reflected in Frege's broadly mfluential nineteenth-century investigations into the foundations of mathematics
and semantics. Indeed, the theory of meaning he offers contains (if in rough form) most of the salient features of ideational (and
other) types of theories that figure in the philosophical and anthropological problem areas of concern here, and is thus a good
starting point despite its relatively early origin. An am of his philo sophical program was the clear determination and systematic
treatment of meaning through the sort of regimentation of ordinary language that is mvolved in spelling out and reconstructing its
logical form. By suitably translating normal, imprecise discourse into a logically rigorous "concept script.” Frege hoped to
facilitate a clearer linguistic embodiment of the meanings of vaguer, ordinary langunage expressions. Regimentation identifies the

"single theught expressed by a sentence and seemingly can serve to identify thoughts cross-culturally. insofar as all humans
share a "common stock of thoughts" despite interlinguistic diversity. 14 The platonic bias of Frege's t‘t1.er:+1'=.r of meaning stemmed
from objections to Locke's and Mill's psychologistic treatment of mathematical significance. By rooting it in mind-dependent
entities existing /77 the mind. Frege argued. these theories made explanation of mathematical discovery impossible. He
preferred to see mathematical and other statements as deriving their significance and truth valie from abstract objects
apprehended &y the mind, but existing apart from it

Frege established a fundamental distinction between the sense, or linguistic meaning, of expressions and their »eference: a

distinction that is reflected in many subsequent theories. The sense, or as it is often called, the inrension is what must be
known by a speaker smmply in virtue of his knowledge of the language in question, per-
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haps without any awareness of or acquaintance with the objects or properties designated by the expression. Briefly, the
intension of a sentence is the p}'apuﬂ'n’aﬂ it Expresses, while the intension of a term is the concept it expresses. Hnwererz
knowledge of these dimensions of meaning is generally insufficient, evidently, to determine truth or falsity. This requires
l-mmvledge not only of sense, but of reference, or extension. The notion of extension is clearest with respect to what are
called "categorematic” expressions, which apply to classes of objects: Wouns such as 'planet’ or predicates such as 'is a planet’
have certain classes of objects constituting their extensions, and at least partial knowledge of this extension is required to know
the truth of sentences such as 'The sixth planet is ringed'. Sentences are often regarded as having their own
extensionssometimes these are the "states of affairs” described; sometimes these are abstract objects called "truth values."

In either case intension, which Frege construes platonically, 1s typically said to "determine” extension. 15 By this it is meant that
a measure of our grasp of the intension or concept of a term such as 'planet’ lies in our ability to apply it correctly to the things
in its extension. Or, more simply, grasp of ntension issues in correctness of reference. Now precisely characterizing intension
is not easyindeed, this is the substance of many of the central problems in theories of meaning that shall concern us here.
However, as Frege argued. it seems clear that intension cannot simply be extensiondespite the fact that knowledge of the latter
is so essential to knowledge of the former, and despite the fact that the evident primary function of categorematic terms like
'‘planet’ 1s to pick out the objects that are planets. For owing to the coextensionality of many intensionally distinct expressions
(such as 'the ringed planet’ and 'the sixth planet from the sun') intension cannot be equated with the class of observable objects
that comprise the extension of many commonly used terms. Or, put less technically_ in such cases intension varies while
extension does not, thus, intension and extension cannot be the same. While this problem is similar to one [ cited earlier in
connection with belief contexts, and for which I emplmfed a similar exaﬂ:rple it is distinct: Belief can vary with respect to
intentionally as well as extensionally identical expressions if the subject is not aware of relevant synonymies. Brieflvand I shall
give this more attention belowthe mark of intensional sameness or difference has more to do with whether a sentence relating
two expressions is necessarily true or not. The intensional identity of 'the sixth planet’ and 'the planet following the fifth planet’
is shown by the fact
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that 'The sixth planet is the planet following the fifth planet’ is necessarily true. (Note that necessity goes hand in hand with
factual uninformativeness.) Meanwhile, the fact that 'the ringf—;d planet' is only coextensional, not cointensional, with the first of
these expre&munﬁ is shown by the fact that 'The ringed planet is the sixth planet'’, though true. is not necessarily so. [:1'5:.150
unlike the previous claim. it offers astronomical information_) The intension-extension distinction is reflected in all the major
ideational theories, as well as in other types of theory, and is embodied in the distinction contemporary linguists make between
the speaker's "dictionary” and "encyclopedia "

Russell's general program, similar in many key aspects to Frege's, aimed to overcome an epistemological gap percerved in the
absence of an adequate explanation of how a speaker can come to associate meanings with expressions or to grasp them in
communication. His early logical atomist theory laid the groundwork for a method of contextually defining all or dinary-langnage
expressions in terms of only logical quantifiers and predicates describing inmmediately percervable sensory elements. Epistemic
primacy was thus given to "basic propositions” that are atomic i logical form and constituted by these sensory elements
(knowable "by acquaintance"), with all other claims dertving thetr meaning by virtue of being "logical constructions” out of basic
propositions. 16 He thus hoped both to achieve Frege's aims of regimenting ordinary discourse to reveal meaning and
providing an analysis of mathematics free from Mill's psvchologistic assumptions, as well as to answer the neglected
epistemological questions. He hoped to effect a rigorous empirical reductionism that would fulfill the classic empiricist
programs of grounding knowledge in sense experience and providing an empirical criterion for dividing genuinely informative
utterances from vacuous, "metaphysical" ones.

Russell's work, particularly given his emphasis on the psychological-epistemic component of meaning. is especially significant in
the present context both because of his support of an attitude (now widely held) that theories of meaning must connect into
psychological accounts of understanding, 17 language acquisition, and so on and because of its profound influence (along with
much parallel work by Wittgenstein) on the thought of the logical positivists. The views of C_.I. Lewis and Rudolf Carnapboth
primary targets of Quine's critiqueparticularly reflect the Fregean dualism of linguistic and factual meaning as well as the
Russellian variety of empirical reductionism: elements that Quine views as both essential to, and ul-
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timately destructive of, the theories they propound. The well-known positivist doctrine of vertficationism,_ according to which
meaning or meaningfulness is construed as definability in terms of implied sets of phenomenalistic or physicalistic observation-
sentences, also evolved from Russell's atomism. However, most positivists came to eschew reference to psychic contents or
immediately observable states of affairs in accounting for the empirical basis of knowledge. Thus, while hardly ignoring
epistemological questions, they somewhat distanced their theories of meaning from psychological accounts of understanding.

Posittvist epistemology came to emphasize "rational reconstructions” of science, that is, normattve clarfications and
codifications of proper scientific practice. This gave rise to a number of extensively discussed pmblema concerning the
possibility of showing equivalence, reducibility, or translatability of theories to sets of observation sentences that provide (in
principle) their empirical confirmation. 18 The more limited goal of determining meaningfulness (as opposed to meaning) was
tied intimately to the Fregean inguistic-factual meaning contrast: The realm of significant discourse was divided into analvtic
(or counteranalytic) statements_ true (or false) i virtue of logical form or meaning, and synthetic statements, whose truth or
falsity depend at least in part on the truth or falsity of implied observational consequences, and not entirely on linguistic
rﬂeaﬂmg (Indeed. the explication of intensional versus extensional identity just given in terms of necessary truth can be done
also in terms of this distinction: 'The sixth planet is the planet following the fifth planet' is analytic as well as necessary. 'The
ringed planet is the smth planet' is synthetic. Terms that are comtensional can be replaced in ﬂIli-Ell‘_‘_-"tll: sentences and ﬂlEI’Eb‘_‘_-
preserve their analyvticity. If merely coextensional terms are exchanged. the sentence ceases to be analvtic and is instead only a
synthetic truth )

The vertfiability criterion was applied to synthetic statements: Any of these that admitted of no empirical verification procedure
were meaningless. In this connection, the positivists often tirned their attention to prior philosophies (including those of earlier
empiricists) that_ the positivists mamntained. often foundered on "psendo-problems” stemming. among other thjngﬁ from
ﬂ:uﬁgmded efforts to apply a priori modes of mquiry to questions whose answers were synthetic and factual in nature. So, for
instance, the traditional mind-body problem, seen as a phﬂDEDphll:ﬂl dispute about the substance or substances that constitute
reality, was rejected and transformed into either factual issues to be resolved by scientific inquiry, or
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philosophical ones concerning the nguistic framework of, say. psychology. (Here the dualism-matenialism controversy could
be couched as a genuinely philosophical dispute about the need for mentalistic terminology not definable entirely in material or
physical terms.)

The analytic-synthetic distinction still has wide currency. On the other hand. the various empirical reductionist programs that
sought to articulate various verifiability or testability criteria. or to provide the empirical component of the meaning of synthetic
statements, are generally regarded now as having failed.

Frege's and Russell's theories provide most of the essential points necessary as background to the critiques [ wish
subsequently to examine. However, a brief examination of Lewis' theory will clarify some important points. Lewis analyzes
linguistic meaning into four "modes": extension, comprehension, signification, and intension. The first two comprise the
referential aspect of meaning. with extension being actual reference and I:Dﬂ:l.‘pI'E;hE;ﬂS:lDﬂ being actual and possible reference.
More specifically, the extension of nonsentential "terms” (as he calls them), which I shall here regard as predicates, is the class
of actual things to which a predicate applies, while comprehension comprises actual and possible denotata. The extension of
sentential terms is the actual world for true sentences and is null for false ones, while the comprehension of a sentence is the
classification of "consistently thinkable world(s) which would mcorporate the state of affairs it signifies." Signification and
intension are modes that are often conflated under the heading of 'sense’ or 'mtension’, but are kept carefully distinct by
Lewiswith good reason. The signification of predicates is the set of defining characteristics (or properties or attributes)
possessed by members of the comprehension of that predicate, while the linguistic intension (or concept or connotation) is the
set of expressions describing those attributes, or the "conjunction of all other terms each of which must be applicable to
anything to which the given term would be correctly applicable " {This therefore embraces entailment relations among concepts
as well as their definitions. The mtension of 'bachelor’ would be more than yust 'unmarried adult male'; it would include 'human',
‘animate being and so forth: compare Katz's "semantic markers” below.) Lewis wants to assure that defining characteristics
are kept out of the head of the speaker and are regarded as (abstract, universal) attributes possessed by a predicate's
referents (as opposed to, say, treating them as inner mental representations).
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Turning finally to sentential expressions, the signification is defined as a state of affairs and the intension is the proposition
expressed by a sentence and all those propositions that would be true in any possible world in which that proposition was true
(ie.. those propositions that it entails singlv or in conjunction with other propositions). States of affawrs, like attributes, are
abstract entities and not concrete space-time slabs or "pieces” of the actual world. Asserting a proposition amounts to
attributing a state of affairs 7o the actual world. Other key semantic notions are defined as follows: Universal extension is the
mark of truth and null extension that of falsity: analyticity and necessity are defined as universal comprehension, or truth in all
possible worlds; self-contradictory statements are distinguished by their possession of zero comprehension. 19

Despite its relatively early vintage, Lewis' theory is of interest for a number of reasofs. WVarious of its elements are adopted by
current ideational theories. for instance, the various uses of ' pn&&ﬂ:}le -world analysis." Also, its helpful distinction between
intension and signification makes clear that theories of meaning may make commitments to the existence of two kinds of
abstract entity, inguistic (or mental) and nonlingmstic (the latter hearkening more to the notions of traditional platonism).
However, given their interrelationships and thewr similar underdetermination by reference, many criticisms of ntension apply
also to signffication, as we shall see.

Lewis' theory is also noteworthy in virtue of a distinction (elided in the previous paragraphs) between linguistic meaning and
sense meaning. The above characterization of intension is, more specifically, of linguistic mtension. And it, too, is not quite
"in the speaker's mind"rather it is itself an abstract and pubhu:,h accessible entity, EDtElEﬂ'Jltlg the mind grasps. (Sun:h orasp
enables discrimination of significations and extensions, which is Lewis' way of iavmg "sense determines reference.") These
abstract objects inhere in language. as opposed to significations, which inhere in the things described. This is not the only
feasible way to analvze intension, and arguably not the clearest but it is nonetheless important to avoid conflating the attributes
of things with aspects of the speaker's discriminative defining apparatus. Such conflation is bound to caunse serious confusion
when one is considering the "world-constitutive” character of language, as are many of the figures I shall be discussing below.

To this point, Lewis' remarks are more or less in line with those of semantically oriented treatises in treating intensions as
abstract inguistic entities. However, in turning subsequently to epistemological

< previous paqge page 14 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 15 next page >

Page 153

concerns, where the precise nature of "the criterion in mind by which it is determined whether the term in question applies or
fails to apply in any particular inﬂtann:e is the n:r—;nn’al concern, he turns attention to the pﬂvchulngical aspect of meaning. This
aspect of intension, what he terms "sense meaning_" must be carefully differentiated. he maintains, from its linguistic aspects. 20
With Russell, and the classical empiricists, Lewis thought it essential to show that "all knowledge has an eventual empirical
significance in that all which is knowable or even significantly thinkable must have reference to meanings which are sense-
representable."21 Thus, the inchision of sense meanings, which are comprised of "mental images" (the image being a "schema"
or "rule or prescribed routine and magmed result of it which will determine applicability of the expression in question"), is vital
to a coherent theory of language.22 In distinct contrast to behaviorist approaches, Lewis is most insistent that the analysis of
meaning go deeper than the social conditions of communication to account for the acquisition of intension_ the recognition of
attributes and extensions_ and so forth. The epistemic aspects of a theory of meaning and the mentalistic elements of
communication and language acquisition, Lewis contends, cannot be ignored:

It is the social situation principally which language reflects, and our dependence, for survival and for satisfactions
achieved, upon cooperation of others. But however fundamental this need to communicate, the need to entertain fixed
meanings goes deeper still and mmst characterize the mentality of any creature capable of consciously affecting its own
relation to the environment_ even if that creature should live without fellows and find no use for language 23

Knowledge of sense meaning is evidenced by a pEI’EDIl s ability to use correctly an E;}LI}I'EEEJDH in the approprate
circumstances, while knowledge of linguistic meaning is evidenced by one's ability to give proper definition of the expression 24
Intensional meaning (as well as extensional) is dependent upon sense experience: The only way one knows the mtensional
meanings of one's own language or that of another culture, is through knowing "test-schemata” and their anticipated results 25 If
language does not make contact with the world through extension, language becomes an entirely self-contained system in
which meanings of expressions are given only in terms of other expressions. So, while Lewis holds that the statements that
determine the structure of a conceptual scheme (i.e.. which "assert some relation of meanings amongst themsehres") are
analyiic, those
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statements or that structure must be conditioned by experience. It is the character of this "conditioning” that the distinction
between linguistic and sense meaning is intended to clarify. 26

Thus, we see most clearly in Lewis the foundational worries concerning the relationships between abstract meaning-structures
and the concrete pgvu:hnlngcal and epistemic contexts in which they must also function. His remarks are also of importance
insofar as they typify the major theses of mentalistic, ]JIlgI.JlEUE approaches from his time to the present, and insofar as they
particularly tvpify the concerns of the mentalistic tradition in anthropology influenced by the work of Goodenough. It is also
rr:upmtaﬂt to see his positive and negative influence on Quine, who takes to heart Lewis' empmmit msistence that ]mgmatu:
meaning must have a basis in sense meaning and, hence, that recovery of linguistic meaning in translation must have its basis in
recovery of sense meaning But, as I intimated above, Quine departs from Lewis quite radically in denving that sense meaning
can support the propositional edifice constructed upon it.

Carnap's theory is similar to Lewis' in various essential respectsthe most significant difference in detail being its greater degree
of logical rigorand in virtue of its influence on Morris. Carnap does not give quite the attention to epistemological questions that
Lewis does, being generally more concerned with formal semantics. However, Carnap was fully aware of the importance of
certain questions in natural semantics for his work and was particularly concerned to respond to the criticisms of Quine and
others by trying to give empirically legitimate construals of intension and other related notions. This endeavor, which I shall
examine below, is of central relevance to my later concerns. Meanwhile, I shall forgo discussion of the details of his theory 27

The desire for empirically respectable notions of meaning, analvticity, and so on, also motivates a more recent major
innovation in ideational theones: the transformational- generam e appmau:h (1 shall settle for a cnmpre&aed account of it here,
giving more attention to its application to anthropology in Chapter 2.) This approach picks up the various concerns of Frege,
Russell, and Lewis and endeavors to develop a fully testable linguistic, and, eventually, psycholinguistic. account. The
transformationalists' concern for empirical respectability applies not only to the 1dE;111:|ﬁab1]1t=. of intension on an empirical basis
but also to enhancing the e:!-;planatnﬂ' power of these notions. J. J. Katz and J. Fodor's early applications of Chomsky's
transformational apparatus to semantics are quite explicitly aimed at
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continuing the Fregean program of revealing meaning through rigorous linguistic reformulation. 28 Further, Katz and Fodor give
much attention to the development of the notion of a "semantic marker” to serve the function of Lewis' "mtension" and which

may be integrated into the grammatical apparatus developed by Chomsky. It is used to explicate the various notions of
analvticity, synonvmy. and so forth. Its main difference with prior ideational theories is that the mentalistic rules and structures
governing these marlkers are, in virtue of their placement in generative structures, only unconsciously grasped by the native
speaker 20 Thus, the theory has affinities with anthropological approaches that stress the unconscious character of inguistic
and other cultural rules. It has thus been adopted. as we shall see, by mentalistically oriented anthropologists who endeavor to
solve theoretical problems by shifting focus to unconscious, and presumably more universal, levels of meaning (nmch as do
structuralist approaches such as Levi-Strauss’) 30 They are also motivated by a belief that thus moving to the level of
unconscious transformational elements and structures will achieve linguistic results that have a greater degree of "psychological
reality,” another kev desideratum of mentalistic inguistic and ethnographic approaches.31

Entificational Theories: Behavioral

The various problems with mentalistic notions of meaning have motivated some theorists to develop behaviorally explicable
notions. Such efforts also stem from rejection of a problematic Cartesian philosophy of mind, viewed as madequate to the
E}:planaﬁnﬂ of meaning, cognition, and action, owing, among other thjngﬁ to the privacy of mental states 32 Bloomfield's
pioneering theory identified the meaning of a ]mgm&tu: form with "the situation in which the speaker utters it and the response it
calls forth from the hearer." with the situations or stimulations that give rise to the speaker's utterance being the element that is
usually used to define the meanings of terms. Owing to the great vanation in total stimulation from instance to mstance,
distinctive features of the stimulus situation are viewed as comprising the meanings of terms_33

Certain difficulties with this understandably flawed early account are overcome in B. F. Skinner's work, which isolates such
features by wirtue of thetr increasing the probability of occurrence of the expressions they define 34 Skinner's more ramified
account is also beset with problems, perhaps the most central and serious of which are presented in Chomsky's influential
review of Ferbal Behavior. Of
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importance to the pI’EEE;Ilt context is Chomsky's :harg& that these sorts of theories tend to treat stimuli as psychic contents or,
in some other way, "driven back into the organism." thus simply disguising "a complete retreat to mentalistic psychology." 33
However this ﬂ:ught applv to what Skinner himself actually savs, this danger besets anthropological methodologies that are
designed to "behavionize" mentalistic appmau:he& such as cnmpunenhal analysis. For the behaviorist's "distinctive features” are
just the defining attributes (signification, ""components.” etc.) whose designating expressions are comprised (along with
generically higher-order category labels) in the intension of an expression in question in mentalistic theories patterned on
Lewis'. And it is the decidedly mentalistic character of the latter's kind of mtension (which functions both as a inguistic meaning
and a sense meaning) that allows Lewis to use it to explain the competent speaker's ability to discriminate signification and, in
turn, extension. While a behavioral approach might easily avoid treating intensions as mental entities, it might nonetheless give a
mentalistic analysis of the speaker's recognition of defining attributes by speaking of incoming stimulations as if they were
mental representations of attributes or components. This difficulty, which stems partly from the above-noted ambiguity of
expressions such as 'defining criteria'whether as objective properties of objects in a term's extension or as entities in the

speaker's mind (or head)is carefully avoided by the accounts of Morris and Quine.

Morris' various theories have had a significant influence on twentieth-century anthropology. His general approach differs from
that of BEloomfield in that it works from a broader semiotic basebeing from the start a theory of signs in general and not simply
a theory of linguistic meaning_ It is of particular significance here, as [ noted above, owing to its close allegiances to the
ideational theories of Carnap and Lewis. Morris' Signs, Langxmge and Behavior (1946) grounds its analysis of symbolic
behavior m a sign relation (closely akin to C. 5. Petrce's "process of semiosis”): Interpreters react to a sign in a certain way.,
called the inrerprerant, to a type of nbject the denotatum, to which the sign refers. They so react in virtue of the
significatum or set of defining prnpertte& of the denotatum. 36 More specifically, the mterpretant is "the dlipDSltlDIl in an
interpreter to respond, becaunse of a sign, by response-sequences of some behavior familv"; the denotatum is "anything that
would permit the completion of the response-sequences to which an interpreter is dlipﬂi&d because of a sign"; and the
significatum is "the conditions such that whatever meets these conditions is a denotatum of a given sign."
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(Signification and denotation together comprise what Morris calls, in other contexts, the designation of a sign.} 37 Thus,
grasping the concept knife is manifest in the interpreter reliably exhibiting a disposition to use it correctly, that is. to cut
thingsthis disposition being comprised in the mterpretant. Meanwhile, the denotatum, a given knife, permits the appropriate
cutting behavior, while the significatim comprises those properties in things (such as being reasonably sharp-edged) that are
necessary for their being knives.

It is Morris' stated purpose here to explicate the key semantic notions of Lewis and Carnap behaviorally, and his sign relation
is intended to elminate the need to talk of meanings as things "present to the mind." The key element is the interpretant. which
parallels Frege and Lewis' intension. Meanwhile, the significatum corresponds to Lewis' signification and the denotatum is the
type of object comprising what Lewis calls extension.

Morns' later Signification and Significance (1964), which has also had an mpact on twentieth-century anthropology,
modifies the sign relation in a number of ways.38 Here it is construed as a relation involving a sign, interpretant, interpreter,
signification, and context, with the last two items representing the major modifications. Significations are construed as "certain
describable aspects of complex behavioral processes in the natural world" and comprise here not only the defining properties
of denotata but the denotata themselves. Contexts are the stimulus conditions under which the sign i1s interpreted: Thus, the
latter sign relation takes into account both stimulus and response, while the earlier ﬂEEDUIlt concerns itself only with response 39
The mterpretant remains as the key behavioral correlate of intension, or that which Elgﬂﬁ "express." A "meaning" in the rough,
intuitive sense is a combination of signification and interpretant, while designation remains as it was in the earlier work (except
that it is now roughly equivalent to signification given the changes in the latter) 40

Yet while commitments to criteria in mind are avoided, objections applicable to intension apply to signification as well 41 The
interpretant is regarded as an indniduatable and identifiable entity, vet varying characterizations are compatible with the same
extension. There is freedom of choice in assignment of either mterpretant or signification. Even if one relies on the "externality”
of significations to identify significations of source-language expressions with significations of receptor-language expressions,
one has the problem of warranting not only the identification but also, on Quine's view, the
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receptor assignment itself. Indeterminacy plagues even our own semantic and metaphysical categories.

Nonentificational Theories

Wittgenstein, in his later work, takes the assault on ideational meaning and Cartesian dualism a step further. He sees the very
idea that meaning is analy zable in any sort of objectual termseven behaviorist onesas a key drawback in mentalist theories that
must be rejected f E}Lplﬂ.tlﬂtlﬂﬂi of mea.mng and underitandmg are to be successfully anchored in observable behavior. Rather
than concern ourselves w1tl:1 ‘unitary meaning," Witigenstein directs us to "look at the sentence as an instrument. and at its
sense as its employment." Satisfactory definitions, whether ostensive or verbal, are definitions that indicate the proper way to
nse a word. Communication is achieved through conformity to behaviorally scrutable rules of usage, and accounts of meaning
are to concern themselves with these rules of usage rather than with giving verbal embodiment to intensional objects. With
Quine, he views such posits as useless (though, indeed. other "meaning-as-use" views diverge from him on this mportant point
by seeking to indviduate meanings on the basis of use). Knowing meaning is just the proper following of certain rules or
proper adherence to certain conventional ways of acting (some specific governing rule may or may not be formulable in a given
case). Agreement on such rules or actions is an agreement not merely, or not at all, in opinion but in "form of life " Such
agreements are part of a culture's "natural history_" part of a shared cultural experience. 42

The measure of ade quacy of translation, it is fair to mfer, is also its enabling a learner of the source language to use words
correctly. As with the other behavioral approaches, the recovery of behaviorally scrutable rules of inguistic usage is a far more
appealing task for social inquirers worried not only about the empirical confirmation problems of mentalistic accounts but also
about the tendency of some approaches to encourage disregard for the social content of utterance and meaning. Not
surprisingly, Wittgenstein's views have had a decided impact on social science. Also, there are important affinities between
Wittgenstein's account and the position [ shall develop below. Thus, I shall defer fiwther discussion of Wittgenstein's and
related views until appropriate occasions below.
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Following (or paralleling) Wittgenstein's lead, John Austin, Wiliam Alston, John Searle. and others have developed a type of
use-theory known as speech-act analysis. It has had a growing number of adherents among anthropologists. Austin develops a
categorization of language function ﬁmdamenta]lv different from the syntactics-semantics-pragmatics distinction dev E;leE;d by
Morris. For Austin, utterancesor locutionary actsare classified as perlocutionary insofar as they canse certain effects in the
hearer, and as zﬁacurm.‘rmr} insofar as they serve in the performance of certain kinds of acts, defined by particular rules of
social context: for example, promising, requesting a service, and so forth. The individuating criteria of these acts are indicated
in sets of rules understood by speaker and hearer and by the given speech community in general. Meanings of sentences are
captured in the illocutionary acts they are used to perform (they are, as Wittgenstein argues, instnuments) and sentences are
synonymous insofar as they are used to perform the same illocutionary acts. Sameness of word usage (word-synonymy) is
determined from sentence usage by l:DﬂSJdEI‘]Ilg the ways in which substitution of certain words in a given pDSltlDﬂ within a
sentence can preserve of modify its "ilocutionary act potential " (Thus, the Fregean dependence of word-meaning on
sentence-meaning is preserved.) 43

The identification of illocutionary acts, their correlation with sentences, the equation of the meaning of sets of sentences by
determining that they perform the same act, and the equation of parts of those sentences through preservation of the list of acts
correlated to the sentences are all features that depend on a broad notion of synonymy in natural language. And it is here that
we shall see an important and perhaps even more radical break from mentalism than is exhibited in the idea of meaning as use
or linguistic act in Quine's reflections on translation. Quine's diver gence from these otherwise sympathetic perspectives on
language is particularly highlighted with respect to Searle's theory of speech acts. For in the detailed ramification of his theory
(influential in both phﬂninphin:al and anthropological ci:ru:le&} Searle has found reason to advert to the notion of a pmpuﬁiﬁnn
as an abstract inguistic entity. Searle defines a proposition as "what is asserted in the act of asserting, what is stated in the act
of stating” (illocutionary an:t&} Thus, Searle's theory reinstates intensional objects, while nonetheless fn]lmwmg the
nonentificational program in most other essential respects 44 Indeed, the motive for emploving propositions is the provision of a
truth vehicle: "An assertion is a (very special kind of) commitment to the truth of a proposition." A proposition is thus (again)
the what-1s-expressed, but rather than
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speaking in the traditional (semantic) fashion of the sign or sentence doing the expressing. Searle prefers to speak of
propositions as what the speaker expresses i uffering a sentence. Acts of expressing propositions never occur in isolation,
but always as part of illocutionary acts. Yet Searle's prnpnmtmnﬁ are not themselves acts or even parts of acts (an expression
is a part of an act, a behavioral event. in which a proposition is asserted): they are evidently isolable, abstract entities. 43

In this vein, Searle also endeavors to incorporate generative grammatical devices into his speech act analysis (a synthesis
attempted also by J. R_ Rossthough sharply opposed by Austin). For example, the applicability of a sentence for declarative
speech acts could be specified in the deep structure of a sentence as well as providing the means for identifving indicators of
component elements of speech acts that are not present in the surface structure. For example, 'T promise to come' has a
suface structure that prohibits distinguishing between indicators of illocutionary force and of propositional content (as would 'T
promise’ and 'that [ will come' in 'T promise that I will come"). But the underlving phrase marker of each contains 'T promise * [
will come’ 46

It is worth emphasizing that Searle's analysis commits inguists to the recovery of speaker-intentions (that is, purposes) and
community rules. He rejects H. P. Grice's influential account of "non-natural meaning” (namely, the symbol- referent relationship
is noncausal), which grounds meaning in the speaker's intention in speaking and in the intention to convey that original intention.
However, he I’EjEl:tS this view only because it overlooks, he contends, the function of linguistic rules in meaﬂjng 47 Otherwise,
Searle's view is quite similar to Grice's. Searle maintains the following two points: (1) Sentence meaﬂmg is determined by rules
specifving both the conditions and the character of the utterance. (2) To utter a sentence and mean it is (a) to intend to get the
hearer to recognize that there exist states of affairs dictated by appropriate rules, (b) to intend to effect such recognition by
getting the hearer to recognize this intention, and (c) to intend to effect such recognition in virtue of the hearer's knowledge of
the rules appropriate to the sentence. Thus, sentences provide "conventional means of achieving the intention to prm:’mn:& a
certain illocutionary effect in the hearer. " Understanding consists in achieving mtentions (a). (b), and (c). and this in turn
requires rule-sharing by speaker and hearer (and interpreter).48
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General Criticisms of Intension

As [ noted earlier, the various kinds of propositions, concepts, and attributes accommodated by theories of meaning typically
serve to support theories of apriori knowledge by providing entities for the intellect to grasp as well as something to imbue
certain kinds of statements (analytic, necessarily true) whose truth does not seem to depend on accidental arrangements in the
universe. Moreover. in order to perform these tasks, many believe these entities must be abstract. 49 Propositions have also
served the epistemological task of accounting for knowledge and belief (true and false). leading philosophers such as Russell to
confer on them various psychological or phenomenal features. I shall concern myself here primarily with Quine's criticisms of
Lewis' and Carnap's abstract notions of intension and against related notions of attribute or property or, as Lewis and Morris
put it, signification. I shall also look at some related objections raised by Wittgenstein.

Quine does not object to the use of expressions such as 'meaning’ and "proposition’ per se in ordinary speech or in informal
scientific discourse. Instead. his concern is with uses that entail commitment to belief in the existence of distinct intensional
entitiesa commitment that is determined by examining the logically regmented, or "canonical” versions of sentences. The idea is
to avoid quantification over variables that have mtensions, and so on, as values and generally to avoid use of expressions
associated with the propositional attitudes unless these expressions can be accommodated by the objects and can serve for
general scientific discourse. Accordingly, he and other critics such as Nelson Goodman and Morton White eschew methods of
logical analysis, such as higher-order logics, that commit one to saying that the designata of predicates exist. The undesirable
locutions are those that are, as Quine puts is, "ontically committing” to intensions or properties. The heart of the problem for
Quine is not just ontological parsimony (which he has a reputation for emphasizing) but that for various reasons these notions
must resist development of the coherent principles of mdmviduation that their entffication presupposes. Quine shares Brentano's
desire to separate intension from natural science, but it is in order to eliminate it from science's ontology altogether 50

The various intensional notions form a set of interdefinable terms, which would be acceptable if any one term wasbut, he
argues, none is. Two expressions may be said to be synonymous when they
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express the same intension, or when they can be replaced by one another in analytic statements without altering the analyvtic
character of those statements. Alternatrvely, one can reverse matters by defining intension or analyticity in terms of synonymy.
The intension of an expression can be defined simply as the set of its synonyms_ analyticity as a property preserv ed Dﬂlv bj.f
substitution of synonymous expressions. Quine challenges proponents of these notions to break into this "circle of terms" by

adequately defining one of them. 51

Attributes and properties suffer similarly. To cite a well-worn example, the property of being human is supposedly identical
with that of being a rational animal, while the supposedly coextensional property of being a featherless [:mrphlcl-: ed) biped is
not. On the basis of what criteria. then. are these distinguished? The problem is the same as the one involved in ustifying the
idea that 'Humans are rational ammals' 1s analvtic, while 'Humans are featherless bipeds' is not, or in saying "human’ and
‘rational animal are synonymous or have the same intension.

Quine and Goodman are also skeptical of the ultimate cogency of the grander programs of Frege, Russell, and others to
systematize and formalize broad stretches of ordinary and scientific discourse. However, they do not minimize formalization as
a philosophical tool (as do many philosophers influenced by Wittgenstein's later work). Their view is that regimentation is
useful provided the tasks to which it is put are clearly defined beforehand. Quine regards regmentation in logic as not revealing
"real" form or an ideally clear embodiment of intension (along the lines of Frege's "concept script”) but only as a means of
clarifving implication relationswith no particular set of such relations being uniquely correct 52 Goodman is appreciative of the
efforts of positrvists such as Carnap to develop observation-langnages for the reduction of theories but he rejects the idea of
EplStEtﬂDnglEﬂl grounding that guides such programs. His own early work on developing a phenomenal observation-language
is aimed instead to accommodate more limited tasks, such as the description of pictorial surfaces or perhaps the
implementation of psychological studies of perception 33

Quine's criticisms are motivated by a belief that underlying the ideational theories of logical empiricism is a profound
misconception of the nature of knowledze and of the place of higher-level philosophical, logical, and mathematical inquiry in
our overall "web of belief " He criticizes as "dogmas of empiricism” the idea (1) that
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we can sensibly talk of some statements as being utterly immune to revision in the hight of future empirical contingencies; and
(2) that it makes sense to speak of the identifiable empirical content of synthetic statements. The analytic-synthetic distinction

and empirical reductionism_ he argues, miss an important point emphasized by Pierre Duhem:

The totality of our so-called l-muwledge - 15 a man-made fabric which impinges on experience only along the edges.
Or. to change the figure, total science is like a field of force whose boundary conditions are experience. A conflict with
experience at the periphery occasions readjustments in the interior of the field. Truth values have to be redistributed
over some of our statements. Reevaluation of some statements entails reevaluation of others because of their logical
interconnectionsthe logical laws being in turn simply certain further statements of the system, certain further elements of
the field. Having reevaliated one statement we must reevaluate some others, which may be statements logically
connected with the first or may be the statements of logical connections themsebves. But the total field is so
underdetermined by its boundary conditions, experience, that there is much latitude of choice as to what statements to
reevaliate in the light of any single contrary expenience. No particular experiences are linked with any particular
statements in the interior of the field, except indirectly through considerations of equilibriom affecting the field as a
whole. 54

Another metaphorical but helpful account of Quine's general pE:I’SpEl:ﬁ"ir e on language consists in his characterization of the
social-behavioral, language-learning process as analogous to the trimming of hedges to matching shapes. Uniformity of usage is
the result of social conditioning, the need for external conformity; while with respect to individual learners, the actual history of
conditioning, the chain of associations of verbal responses to v erbal and nonverbal stimulation, varies interpersonally.55 Thus,
Quine joins those philosophers, inguists, and anthropologists who reject the indmvidual (conscious or unconscious) mind as
being the important focal point in knguistic study and emphasize instead the shared social character of symbolic significancebut
with the idea that the basic notions of synonymy and intension must be rejected rather than reconstituted.

Before looking at the evolution of the indeterminacy thesis out of this background, it will be useful to look briefly at
Wittgenstein's parallel criticisms of "unitary meaning " (1) He stresses the lack of clarity of ordinary langnage usage (and
meaning) that is necessary for
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its flexibility and adaptability. This underlies his aformentioned qualms about the valie of formal rigor and systematization in
philosophy. Most concepts are not expressible i terms of an exhaustive list of defining characteristics. He stresses instead that
a "family resemblance” among the types Df activities embraced in a concept accounts for its applicability to them. (He here
cites the now famous example of the term 'game', which seems to resist any effort at exhaustive specification of defining
criteria.) (2) Although he emphasizes language as a form of "rule- governed behavior." he denies that linguistic understanding
can issue in the formulation of highest-order rules (consciously or unconsciously apprehended by the native speaker). (3) He
stresses the superfluity of unitary meaning and its explanatory vacuity, arguing that to posit an image or mental construct as
meaning-bearer for a publicly observable symbol only pushes the question of significance back one step. The relationship
between image or construct and symbolized item remains as unac counted for as that between symbol and symbolized. 36

Before returning to Quine, let me malke the fn]lnwing point, which I shall examine in more detail later. The social inquirer's
grasping of rules, E}Lp]ll:lﬂ‘. or tacitly governing linguistic behavior, would seem to be a necessary condition for successful
translation in Wittgenstein's view and followers of his, such as W inch. seem to maintain just this. If so, then Wittgenstein will
run afoul of translational indeterminacy. However, Wittgenstein's own position may be less committal in this regard and thus
more easily reconcilable with Quine's than first appears.

Intension and Synonymy in Translation

Quine has purﬁued a number of strategies in attau:l-::ing intension and related notions. Howewver, the most significant for
anthropology 1s one upon which Quine embarked in a 1951 paper entitled "The Problem of "'vTeamng in Linguistics." in which
he began to consider the problems a linguist ﬂ:ught encounter in trying to apply such semantic notions to field translation. These
reflections provoked a rejoinder by Carnap i which the latter relies on field-translation procedures to define operationally a
number of key semantic notions. This, in turn, led to Quine's more fully articulated indeterminacy of translation thesis, the most
extensive formulation of which appears i Word and Object (1960).57
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The pivotal concern in these and related works is how the translator is to attain mterpretive objectivity given the influences of
his own ].iI'lgLJiEtiE cultural background. These enter in various ways in the process of translationnotably, in "The Problem of
Meaning in Linguistics," in the translator's reliance on formal criteria, such as simplicity, in EDIlEt[‘Lll:hIlg a lexicon. Quine argues
that even if we accept a very rough and minimal notion of synonymy (for E;}Lﬂ.tﬂplE; one that consists "in an approximate
likeness in the situations that evoke the two forms, and an approximate likeness in the effect of either form on the hearer"), 58
deep difficulties remain_ If we look just to the component of meanjng imvolved in the evoking situation, Quine maintains, it is
necessary to ground the likeness of situations in thetr similarity i certain relevant respects. Now identification of i important
features of the observational field is a facet of any empirical science, and what features are to count as relevant, for any
empirical hypothesis, is going to depend on the application and working of the containing theory. However, in malﬂng the
observations in normal scientific experimentation, we presume a shared lnguistic background is possessed by our fellow
scientists and hence that they are isolating just the same relevant features of the observed environment that we are. On the
other hand, what features the source-language speakers will find relevant will be determined by a different conceptual scheme,
conditioned by a radically different cultural background:

The relevant features of the situation issuing in a given [source-language] utterance are in large part concealed in the
person of the speaker, where they are immplanted by his earlier environment. This concealment is partly good. for our
purposes, partly bad. It is good in so far as it isolates the subject's narrowly linguistic n’ammg If we could assume that
our [source-language] 5peal-:er and our English speaker, when observed in like external situations, differed onlv in how
thev say things and not in what they say, so to speak, then the methodology of synonymy determinations would be
pretty smooth; the narrowly linguistic part of the causal complex, different for the two speakers. would be conveniently
out of sight, while all the parts of the causal complex decisive of synonymy or heteronymy were open to observation.
But of course the trouble is that not only the narrowly linguistic habits of vocabulary and syntax are imported by each
speaker from his unknown past.39

< previous paqge page 27 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 28 next page >

Page 28

This last point echoes a central anthropological concern that I shall emphasize laterindeed, it addresses directly the work of
Nelson Pike, whose "etics/emics” distinction will be of pivotal relevancenamely, the interdependence of language and world
perception:

Theoretically the ... difficulty is that, as Cassirer and Whotf have stressed, there is in principle no separating language
from the rest of the w orld, at least as concerved by the speaker. Basic differences in language are bound up, as likely
as not, with differences in the way in which the speakers articulate the world itself into things and properties, time and
space, elements, forces, spirits, and so on._ It is not clear even in principle that it makes sense to think of words and
syntax as varying from language to language while the content stays fixed; vet precisely this fiction 1s involved in
speaking of synonymy, at least as between expressions of radically different languages. 60

As translation gets further away from reference to observable features:

the lexicographer comes to depend increasingly on a projection of himself, with his Indo-Euwropean Weltanschauung,
into the sandals of his ... informant. He comes also to turn increasingly to that last refuge of all scientists, the appeal to
internal simplicity of his growing system.é1

But where, in the case of the empirical scientist, the projection is to expected events. observable in principle and described in a
common language of accepted scientific theory, here the projection of predicates (of the form ... in the source language
means '----' in the receptor language") is over parts of radically different languages. Here, for the most part, the only
justification for so correlating strings is that the translational h“-’thhEEiS b&lnngi to a set of such hypotheses in the linguist's
metalanguage that match up source- and receptor-language E:}LI}I'EESJDIIE in the simplest fashion. Where one cannot rely on
shared experience to justify these correlations, Quine argues, there is no way of determining whether the lexico grapher is
correct or not. Lexical decisions will inevitably depend on the imposition of receptor-langnage svntax and lexicon on the
source language. Any "discovery” of the way the source language categorizes physical and social reality depends. then. on how

the receptor language does so. But how do we then know how subjects categorize? "In the case of the lexicon, pendmg some
definition of synonymy,
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we have no statement of the problem; we have nothing for the lexicographer to be right or wrong about." 62 Where the
linguist's hypotheses are not about what he can directly observe, it is not clear that they are about anything: there is not, or has
not vet been specified, a realm like the empirical one of the physicist for hypotheses to live up to. And, Quine argues, we
cannot assume, for the sake of simplicity, that we can posit such a realm, based on the successful application of translational
correlations in discourse: For the marked differences in cultural conditioning, prevalent everywhere except where linguistic and
experiential conditioning go hand in hand_ may not be overlooked.

Manifest here 1s a challenge Quine curtly, if metaphorically, states in the first chapter of Word and Object. Ideational theories
assume underlying mental uniformity to e:!-:plam observable behavioral unfformity, while he prefers to liken language-learning to
the trimming of shrubs to similar shapes. In both cases, underlying diversity (of :Dnmnnmng and twig-structure, respectively)
exists, despite external uniformity 63

Perhaps no philosopher felt the impact of Quine's criticisms more acutely than Carnap. whose positive influence on Quine was
considerable. While the program of early logical positivism had undergone considerable revision by the 1950s, Carnap still
was sanguine about the prospects of its main lines of thrust. Yet he realized that Quine's efforts to show the notion of
"sameness of meaning” as inadequately explicable for natural language cut deeply against the fundamental amms and theses of
logical positivism. Without a viable notion of synonymy, the analytic-synthetic distinction and the programs of empirical
reductionism, already suffering from Quine's "Two Dogmas" critique, would seem seriously infirm. And, aside from threatening
the loss of a seemingly potent criterion for sorting out legitimate scientific and philosophical issues from "meaningless
metaphysics,” it raised serious challenges to the relationship between philosophy and science depicted by positivism. Quine's
criique challenged the very idea that philosophy could direct itself, qua philosophy, to the linguistic framework of scienceas
contrasted to science's employment of that framework in the making and testing of factual assertion.

In an appendix (entitled "Meaning and Synonymy in Natural Languages") to the second edition of his third major work on

formal semantics, Meaning and Necessity, Carnap endeavors to define intension operationally, in terms of working field-
translation procedures. 64

< previous paqge page 29 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 30 next page >

Page 30

Carnap offers a "behavioristic procedure” for meaning-recovery, developed from empirical methods an English -speaking
linguist would use to establish the extension and intension of German wordsgiving particular attention to determining differences
in intension where differences in extension do not obtain. 63

This would be achieved, he argues, by noting the affrming and dissenting responses of informants to certain sentences in the
presence or absence of certain objects. Although the uncertainty and possibility of error inherent in any inductive inference is
present here, Carnap views it as relatively unproblematic and thinks extension can be settled without much difficulty. The
controversial point in his view is the linguist's attempt to assign intensions and to determine the cognitive synonymy of
E;}LI}I'EESJDHE in the source- and receptor-languages. (He chooses German and English. respectively. to play these roles.) His
thesis is, in direct contrast to Quine's, that "the assignment of an intension is an empirical hx*puth&m& which, like any other
hypothesis i linguistics, can be tested by observations of language behavior."66

Carnap proposes that the inguist determine intension by direct querving of the informant, once extension has been determined.
For nstance, in order to determine whether the German term means (1) 'horse' or (1) 'horse or unicorn’, the linguist must
query the informant concerning not only actually nstantiated animals but also possible cases, either by the employment of
questions containing modal source-language expressions corresponding to 'possible cases' or the like or by simply describing
cases to the subject that the linguist knows to be possible. Affirmative and negative responses to questions will provide the
basis for differentiating between (1) and (2), thus establishing the crucial point that (1) and (2), though about intensions of
terms lacking visible extensions, are testable, and testably distinct, empirical hypotheses. It 1s not to be expected that the
informant will always be able clearly or easily to specify the intension. But such "intensional vagueness," Carnap contends,
does not preclude identification of intension generally; but emerges only in cases of identification or discrimination that are "of
very little practical immportance” for the subject 67

Carnap's account should have a familiar ring to anthropologists and linguists who contend that these sorts of elicitation

procedures are precisely what is required to provide the needed empirical input for the formation and test of hypotheses about
intension and synonvmy. Indeed, Carnap expects this and cites Arne Naess' in-
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fluential Interpretation and Preciseness, which presents a far more extended account of field methods, and which, Carnap
contends, "seems ... to provide abundant evidence in support of the intensionalist thesis." 68 However, his reliance on an
instance of nonradical translation (between two closely related languages), Quine argues, diverts attention from problems that
suface more clearly as source-receptor differences become more radical

In precise terms, 'radical translation' for Quine means the translation of the discourse of a hitherto untouched society, which
bears no cultural or inguistic similarity to any other studied societvan idealization by intent. but one that is approximated in
anthropological field work. Briefly, Quine's examination of the context of radical translation is intended to discover the
ontological limits of translational methadulng*. in order to determine what it can, in prmn:rple permit us to say about what
anthropological subjects as a matter of fact mean when they use language, or engage in other forms of symbolic behavior.
Having examined translational methodology. Quine finally concludes. in contrast to Carnap, that it cannot ever give us a
scientific warrant to say that source- language expressions really mean such and such receptor-language expressions, or to
speak, consequently, of the meanings that "naturally synonymous" expressions share. But, then, if atl:t‘ﬂ:}uhnﬂi employing these
notions (and their kin) cannot be confirmed (or disconfirmed). then such claims "make no empirical sense.” No maligning of
method is mtended here. Translators can have a warrant for righr answers. What they lack, by and large, is a warrant for
umiguely true ones.

Quine's critique has enlightening, but also potentially confusing, similarities to the critical strategies logical positivists like Carnap
spun from verfficationsm. However, it is worth repeating, Quine's indeterminacy arguments are intended to be compatible with,
indeed to bolster, his rejection of that criterion and of empirical reductionism generally. Also, Quine really raises no question
about the warrant of translation by behavioral evidence. His concerns, as we shall see, have more to do with the compatibility
of rival translations with the same behavioral evidence and, indeed, the same total physical world-states.

Carnap suggests that we ask what the subject would say in certain imagined situations but this presumes that we know what
we are asking the subject in translating the expressions we have for conveving those imaginings in his language. The problems
of indeterminacy stem ultimately from the fact that imaginable differences in meaning, couchable in the receptor language, can
be entirely obscured in trans-
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lation. Expressions in the receptor language that clearly differ in meaning can be emploved as translations of the same string in
the source language by manuals of translation that are nonetheless equally adequate on all the pertinent grounds, empirical and
formal This consideration undercuts even the slim hope Quine seems to leave in "The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics” for a
more adequate definition of synonymy. For there can be no factual basis for saving that there is an objectively determinate
intension or synonymy relation, he contends, if it is impossible in principle to claim unique correctness, on any factual basis, for
lexicographical correlations, however successful. And uniqueness cannot be ascertained, he argues, even if one had all
possible evidence.

That this is the thrust on Quine's thesis [ think is generally agreed among philosophers, but how his arguments are to be
interpreted is quite controversialas the massive philosophical literature about the indeterminacy thesis attests. Thus, [ think the
following cautionary remarks are i order before [ proceed further. I intend to highlight those aspects of Quine that are of most
relevance to language-and-culture anthropology and, eventually, to reconstruct his thesis. [ don't purport to offer a thorough
analysis. but hope only to draw out what seem to be its most promising elements. My reconstruction will center on the
problem of interpreter imposition, but will try to exploit it in a different way than Quine seems to intend.

Radical Indeterminacy

The procedure of Quine's inguist differs from that of Carnap's in immportant ways. One, related to Quine's choice of radical
translation, is that the informants’ judgments as to the stimulus meaning of expressions are nof elicited. Indeed, they cannot be
at this initial stage of translation. Only the linguist's judgments are taken nto account. Another is that Quine's inguist must work
with sentences first, that is, with term-meaning being derivative. Quine's prompting procedure must begin with sentences
because only these may be affirmed or denied. (It also reflects his agreement with Frege that sentence-meaning is prior to
term-meaning ) Finally, Quine emphasizes the holistic and underdetermined character of translation. Bevond those statements
whose translation can be pinned firmly to observed verbal behavior, determination of meaning and reference cannot be done
on anything like a sentence-by-sentence basis. In-
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stead, mterpretive choices admit of rival alternatives compatible with the same evidence. Thus, these selections are made on
the basis of additional assumptions by the linguist, but the nature of these assumptions precludes the warranted recovery of
intension. 69

Quine uses the context of radical translation to reveal two distinct, though related, problems: (1) the inscrutability of
reference, that is, the field linguist's inability, in principle, to determine objectively what the subject's referential and ontological
categories really are; and (2) the znderermzmc} of translation. which challenges the objectivity of most sentence-to-sentence
translations. The latter rubric is often used by Quine and others to characterize the conjunction of these theses, and I shall
follow in this practice where feasible.

The first chapter of Word and Object lay mportant groundwork for the radical translation argument. Here Quine develops the
implications he has drawn from Duhem and from the failures of generations of philosophers to formulate comprehensive
observation languages to serve a variety of epistemological and reductionist tasks. These have inchuded demonstrating the unity
of the sciences by formulating a common observation language to express their common evidential grounding, elucidating the
fundamental character of raw experience ("the given"). and specifiying the means of legitimating scientific discourse about
unobservables by translating it into an observational idiom. Given this, and granting Peirce's point that the totality of scientific
theories is the highest standard of truth, Quine argues Lfn:nntraﬂ to Peirce) that "we have no reason to suppose that man's
surface irritations even unto eternity admit of any one systematization that is scientifically better or simpler than all possible
others."70 Scientific systematizations are underdetermined in principle by all possible evidence, and no one account accords
with empirical data to the exclusion of other nonequivalent formulations that serve equally well. And the same goes for
translation: No one translation manual can be seen to be uniquely correct, since translation manuals are similar enough in
character to theories of nature to be analogously underdetermined. Further, just as the process of assignment of truth vales to
sentences makes sense only within the context of some theory (with the exception, perhaps, of sentences that describe the
content of "immediate" observations) so the assignment of truth values to translational hypotheses is by and large dependent on
a contamning manual of translation (with analogous exceptions). However, Quine contends that the nonuniqueness of the
containing translation manual makes all these dependent component translations indeterminatewhile also claiming that an
analogous indeterminacy does not arise in physics.
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This contrast, which I shall consider in more detail below_ has been caunse for considerable concern among Quine's
commentators, especially as Word and Object and other works evidently make theoretical underdetermination a premise of
the indeterminacy thesis; that is, he makes his case by drawing first on similarities between physical theorizing and translation
and then by establishing an important difference between them. And although Quine elsewhere offers and expresses
preference for an indeterminacy argument that does not rest on underdetermination, his contrasting attitude regarding science
and translation remains a conclusion that calls for warrant.

Quine opens the second chapter of Word and Object with a number of rough formulations of the indeterminacy thesis.
Crudely put. it is that

two men could be just alike in all thewr dispositions to verbal behavior under all possible sensory stimulations, and yet
the meanings of ideas expressed in their identically triggered and identically stated utterances could diverge radlca]h 1!

This is mmmediately followed by another formulation that avoids use of the notions of "meaning” and "idea" that the thesis is

attacking:

the nfinite totality of sentences of any given speaker's language can be so permuted or mapped onto itself, that (a) the
totality of the speaker's dispositions to verbal behavior remains nvaniant, and vet (b) the mapping is no mere
correlation of sentences with eguivalent sentences i any plausible sense of equivalence however loose. Sentences
without number can diverge drastically from their respective correlates, vet the divergences can systematically so offset
one another that the overall pattern of associations of sentences with one another and with nonverbal stimulation 1is
preserved. The firmer the direct links of a sentence with nonverbal stimulation. of course, the less that sentence can
diverge from its correlation under any such mapping 72

The nonmiqueness of mapping here eliminates, Quine contends, any ostensible hope of clarifying the notion of intension by
reference to an extant set of discovery and v alidational pmn:edm*e& T'o make this crucial point clearer he turns to radical
translation. The point of this idealized construct is to help illustrate exactly what empirical data can warrant: We are not already
inclined to think we know the meaning of the source-language expressions, or to have an antecedent idea of its grammatical
structures. For Quine, nonradical translation can induce us to think that there is determinate meaning awaiting our
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translation. In radical translation. we clearly don't have a clue at first as to what source-langnage strings mean, save for those
that indicate mnmediately present and observable states of affairs, but hope to reconstruct their meaning through careful
analysis and test. The actual vield of our efforts is clearer, and, again, Quine contends that the limitations one discovers here
extend to all interpretive contexts. (In what follows, shall use the term 'radical translation' somewhat more loosely, applying it
as well to cases that approximate this ideal )

Put i terms of radical translation_ the thesis, then_ is as follows:

Manuals for translating one language into another can be set up in divergent ways, all compatible with the totality of
speech dispositions, vet incompatible with one another. In countless places they will diverge in giving. as their
respective translations of a sentence of the one language, sentences of the other language which stand to each other in
no plansible sort of equivalence however loose. The firmer the direct links of a sentence with non-verbal stimulation, of
course, the less drastically its translations can diverge from one another from manual to manual. It is in this last form, as
a principle of ndeterminacy of translation, that I shall try to make the point plausible in the course of this chapter. 73

Quine begins his discussion of indeterminacy by carefully describing the translator's data-gathering and empirical confirmation
procedures. Once the linguist has established, to a suitable degree of inductive certainty, the expressions of affirmation and
denial in a foreign language,. and has determined a workable modulus of stimulation (that 1s. what he takes to be the temporal
extension of the stimulus episode), he builds his manual through systematic elicitation. The lingnist prompts native affirmative or
negative responses to chosen short questions in the native language, in the presence of certain objects that presumably
produce smilar irradiation patterns in the ocular nerve-endings of the nguist, receptor-language speaker, and informant. The
linguist's evidence is comprised in sentences whose meanings are largely determined by associated stimulation and response.
When the linguist has observed that a question in the native language such as 'Gavagai' is generally affirmed by the informants
when rabbits are present, and generally denied when they are not, the linguist may venture the hypothesis that the sentence
'‘Gavagai' means something like Lo, a rabbit’, or simply the one-word sentence 'Rabbit’. It is by such associations of
stimulation that the linguist and any other language learner gains access to the language and beliefs of a culture.
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What the inguist determines at this stage of translation is sameness of stimmulus meaning of source and receptor-language
sentences. In order to avoid accounting for variations in indridual neural conditioning (which could cause differences in the
percetved images had by different observers of identical objects), and to avoid certain epistemological problems, Quine
focuses on stimulations as mitially recerved by sensory receptors: "A wvisnal stimulation in perhaps best identified, for present
purposes, with the pattern of chromatic srradiation of the eye." 74

Stimulus meaning is defined in terms of the positive and negative responses to promptings. It is the ordered pair of the
affirmative and negative stmulus meanings of a sentence: the former being the class of types of stimulation patterns that
would prompt assent from that speaker at that time, the latter being those that would prompt dissent. Hence, stimulus meaning
is relattvized to mdividual speakers at particular times. The stimulus meaning of 'There's a rabbit’ for some English speaker is
the class of stmulation "pattem forms" that, presented along with a query such as 'There's a rabbit, right” would elicit "Yes'
from the ﬂpeal-:ar ordered pEIJI'WlEE with the class of stimulation patterns that would prompt No ' when accompanied by the
same query.73 The lingmst's task is to find native sentences whose stimulus meanings are identical to those of certain receptor-
language sentences, and initial translational correlations are determined on the basis of these identities. That is, we seek to
determine what sentence pairs are stimulus synoryvmous. It is worth noting that Quine's stimulus meaning is of the behavioral-
entity type discussed above. However, it is far more limited in application. It 1s, in Quine's view_ the only empirically legitimate
one available, but cannot sustain the broad linguistic and philosophical tasks to which intension has typically been put. For
sameness of stimulus meaning can serve to equate only a relatively small set of the sentences.

Quine's insistence that some notion of empirical rﬂeaﬂmg is necessary, though it turns out to be mgtltﬁcanﬂv different from that
of other empiricists and pragmatists, is strongly reminiscent of C. L Lewis' emphasis on the need for a notion of sense-
meaning. as well as Russell's quest for objects of knowledge by an:quamtann:e Not all inguistic meaning can be a matter of
word usage or definition if language is to have any relationship to E}:pmence: The only way one may learn a theory or a
language. and the only way one can test one's scientific or ordinary beliefs, is if some of the sentences in either sort of belief-
web are such that some relevant segment of experience fully comprises their meaning-
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We were mpressed [above] with the interdependence of sentences. We may well have begun then to wonder whether
meanings even of whole sentences (let alone shorter expressions) could reasonably be talked of at all, except relative
to the other sentences of an inchusive theory. Such relativity would be awlcoward, since, conversely, the individual
component sentences offer the only way into the theory. Now the notion of stmulus meaning partially resolves the
predicament. It isolates a sort of net empirical import of each of various single sentences without regard to the
containing theory, even though without loss of what the sentences owes to that containing theory. It is a device, as far
as it goes, for exploring the fabric of interlocking sentences, a sentence at a time. 76

Quine delineates a number of rough, crosscutting categories of sentences, based on this method of analysis and on the notion
of stimulus meaning_ First. he distinguishes occasion sentences for which assent may be elicited only when the relevant
prompting stimulation is present (hence reprompting requires continuation of recurrence of the nonverbal stimulus) from
standing sentences for which responses may be elicited without a copresent nonverbal stimulus 77 A second, and more
important, categorization Quine makes is that of observation sentences. These are sentences whose meanings are fully, or
nearly fully, determinable by reference to possible prompting stimulations: They are sentences for which "ther stimulus
meanings may without fear of contradiction be said to do full justice to their meanings "78 Owing to the ineliminable influence of
what Quine calls "intrusive collateral information.” full equation of stmulus meanings of source and receptor-language sentences
is exceedingly rare, if not impossible. Indiidual variations in stimulus meaning of even observation sentences can result from
differences in attentiveness to stimulation or perceptual capacities between linguist and informant, and among informants; but
these are "troned out" over the group as a whole. However, in the case of nonobservational sentences, collateral information
will play much more of a determining role in subjects’ responses. Here little or no regularity in the stimulation-p atterns that
prompt assent and dissent will exist. Thus, with sentences such as 'Red' and Rabbit', the influence of collateral information may
be regarded as minimal; while in the case of a sentence such as 'Bachelor', assent and dissent will be determined, from case to
case, by the informant's awareness of the marital status of the individual observed. and this information is not generally given in
immediate experience. (More precisely, observationality is a matter
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of degree, with sentences grading according to the determinability of stmulis meaning ) Standing sentences mavy also be high in
observationality: Anv observational occasion sentences can be transformed into what Quine calls "eternal sentences,” which
never vary with respect to affirmation or denial. Also, we can form "pegged observation sentences” by including specifications
of space-time coordinates, or generalized "observation categoricals.” such as "Whenever it rains it pours', that are composed

of observation sentences. 79

Again_ there 1s a close connection between observationality of sentences, determinacy of stimulus meaning. and the primary
character of this mode of language-acquisition:

If a sentence is one that (like 'Red' and 'Rabbit") is inculcated mostly by something like direct ostension, the uniformity
will lie at the surface and there will be little variation in stimulus meaning; the sentence will be highly observational. If it
is one that (like 'Bachelor') is inculcated through connections with other sentences, linking up thus indirectly with past
stimulations of other sorts than those that serve directly to prompt present assent to the sentence, then its stimubus
meaning will vary with the speakers' pasts, and the sentence will count as very unobservational. The stimulus meaning
of a very unobservational occasion sentence for a speaker is a product of two factors, a farly standard set of
sentence-to-sentence connections and a random personal history; hence the largely random character of the stimulus

meaning from speaker to speaker 20

Stimulus synonymy can be manifest between, and hence serve as an empirical basis for equating, sentences within the source
language that are unobservational, providing comparison of stimulus meaning can be made inrrasubjectively, by a competent
source-language speaker (eventually, perhaps, the linguist himself). (However, they cannot be "uniquelv” translated, even by a
bilingual )81

Determination of the stimulus-synonymy of ferms (or predicates) is effected, in some cases, by determining the stimulis-
analvticity of sentences (perhaps of the form "All and only F's are (G's") equating them, 82 that is, by determining that an
informant will assent to such sentences, if to anything, following any prompting stimulation that might be given at a particular

time. 83 However, although the stimulus analyticity of a sentence can be recognized by the linguist, the mnference that natrve
terms equated in a stimulus-analytic sentence are stimulus synonymous requires the additional assumption that the na-
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tives cut their discourse up into terms as we do, along with the selection of certain logical-grammatical devices for doing this.
Although this is. perhapﬁ a necessary imposition to make on the native language, it is an imposition nonetheless. However, the
real difficulty comes in that intercultural stimulus synonymy of source and receptor-language expressions (however it might be
achieved. perhaps by dermng it from the stimulus synonymy of corresponding one-word aentenn:v:tﬁ} falls short of equating or
doing full justice to the meaning of terms: For the reference of terms. according to Quine, can vary in ways that cannot be

determined by any amount of determination and comparison of stimulus meanings: that is, reference is behaviorally inscrutable.
54

The first thesis clearly delineated in Word and Object concerns the inscrutability of reference. This thesis arises because,
although dispositions to assent to or dissent serve to establish the meanings of the sentences 'Gavagai' and Rabhbit', the
corresponding terms 'gavagal' and 'rabbit’ divide thetr reference in ways dependent on the associated mdmviduative apparatus
of the language:

For consider 'gavagal’. Who knows but what the objects to which this term applies are not rabbits after all, but mere
stages. or brief temporal segments of rabbits. In either even the stimulus situations that prompt assent to 'Gavagai’
would be the same as 'Rabbit'. Or perhaps the objects to which 'gavagai’ applies are all sundry undetached parts of
rabbits: again the stimulus meaning would register no difference. When from the sameness of stimulis meanings of
'‘Gavagai' and 'Rabbit’ the linguist leaps to the conclusion that a gavagai is a whole enduring rabbit, he is just taking for
oranted that the native is enough like us to have a brief general term for rabbits and no brief general term for rabbit
stages or parts_83

Quine adds the further possibility that subjects might treat 'gavagai' as a singular mass term, naming the scattered whole or
fusion of rabbits, much as the word 'water' is used. The problem is that the various articles, identity predicates, and so on that
might serve to distinguish these different types of referencesuch as the appropriate use of indefinite articles and pluralization
with count nouns but not mass termscannot be "discovered” on the basis of stimulus meaning.

Instead. the linguist looks from the start for components of native discourse that can serve as phiral constructions; in doing this
he makes the assumption that the natives indniduate objects as the
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referents of terms. But the possibility that the nattve is doing things differently remains open, as 1s evidenced by the availability
of other translation manuals that construe his reference as being instantiations of universals, temporal time-shices, and so forth.

Ostension provides no independent check on this, Quine argues: "Point to a rabbit and vou have pointed to a stage of a rabbit,
to an integral part of a rabbit. to the rabbit fusion. and to where rabbithood is manifested " 86

Nor can ostension be supplemented by queries such as 'Ts this the same gavagai as that” or Do we have one gavagai here or
two?', for another equally good manual of translation could enable us to translate the questions we are putting to the natrve as
'[s this the same-instance-of-the-gavagai as that?', 'Are these stages of the same animal”. and so on. At the initial stages of
radical translation, the linguist is incapable of asking these sorts or questions. And even with a more developed manual. he can

lav no clamm to objective recovery of reference becaunse he does not objectively determine, but only imposes, the indniduative
apparatus:

We cannot even say what native locutions to count as analogues of terms as we know them, much less equate them
with ours term for term, except as we have also decided what native devices to view as doing in therr devious ways
the work of our own various auxilaries to objective reference: our articles and pronouns, our singular and phiral, our
copula, our identity predicate. The whole apparatus is interdependent. and the very notion of term is as provincial to
our culture as are those associated devices. The native may achieve the same net effects through linguistic structures so

different that any eventual construing of our devices in the native language and vice versa can prove unnatural and
largely arbitrary 87

Elsewhere Quine gives a less fanciful example of inscrutability that bears out the point that the interpretation of term-reference
can vary, with no visible difference in comnumity dispositions to assent or dissent. In Jﬂpﬂﬂ&ie there are particles known as
mumerical classifiers that operate in contexts in which numerical quantities of things are given. (There are a large number of
these, varyving with particular context: there are over fifty taxonomy-specific classifiers, plus classifiers for processes, shapes,
and so on.)88 Since Japanese does not have elements that can be identified as definite or indefinite articles and phoral endings.
such particles can be viewed either as modifving the number itself, changing its style to suite the modified object, or as
modifying the term referring to the object and not "varving the
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meaning’ of the number at all. Hence, a native sentence stmulis synonvmous with (A) 'There are five steers' could be
regarded as one in which the classifier functioned to decline the number five in the animal gender. But, alternatrvely, it could be
regarded as one that operated on the term referning to the animal_ by itself a mass term rather than a general term, transforming
it into a composite individuative term such as 'head of catile'. Given the latter interpretation. one could offer (B) ‘There are five
head of cattle’ as the translation of the Japanese string. But as the native sentence and the two proposed receptor translations
(A) and (B) are all stimulus synonymous (and likewise any other sets of sentences in which the translator has this choice to
malke), there can be no way of empirically determining the superiority of one translation over the other. Yet reference evidently

differs. 29

Stimulus meaning does provide semantic criteria for recovery of the native truth-functional logical apparatus. For instance,
negation would be effected by any class of expressions that, when added to larger expressions, would turn affirmations of the
original expressions into denials. A principle of "fair translation” or "charity" bids the linguist make every effort to find source-
langnage analogues of receptor-langnage lugn:al constructions and eliminates any problems of underdetermination stemming
from the linguist's freedom to attribute an "inferior” or inconsistent logical apparatus to them. Attributions of "prelogical”
mentality to subjects are to be counted as the result of poor translation only. More generally, the maxim applies to any case in
which we might be tempted to construe someone as believing a clear falsehood; for example, if by a literal reading, or what
Quine calls "homophonic” translation, of their remarks they seem to contradict themselves, we ought to reinterpret thewr words:

The maxim of translation underlyving all this is that assertions startlingly false on the face of them are likely to turn on
hidden differences of language. This maxim is strong enough in all of us to swerve us even from the homophonic
method that is so fundamental to the very acquisition of one's mother tongue 20

However, the more powerful apparatus of quantificational and polyadic logics are not accessible in radical translationa point
already implied by the mscrutability of the referential apparatus. Where, as in the case of truth-functional logic, there are no
other translational options, there is no indeterminacy. Stmmls meaning serves to fix the truth-functional connectives. In the
latter case, however, options are available 91
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The linguist's methods for determining stimulis meaning enable him to translate observation sentences and truth functions, to
identify stimmbus-analytic sentences, and to determine intrasubjective stimulus synonymy of sentences within the source
language. (although this does not permit their translation). Stimulus meaning is insufficient to determine any further translational
correlations. All further translation is held by Quine to depend ineliminably on the inguist's chosen correlations, his analvtical
Invpotheses. 92 In the above-noted cases, assertions of equivalence or difference of meaning, observational experience
provides an independent check on the linguist's hypotheses, a measure of their correctness or incorrectness. When it comes to
reference, indmviduation, and so on, the linguist's choice of analyvtical hypotheses (for example, Expression a is a native ferm';
'a refers to chairs'; & means 'is identical with") are determined by the linguist's choices among alternatives constrained
presumably by such factors as the overall systematic import of a given choice for the end product. Wherever the dispositions
of a receptor-language speaker to affirm or deny sentences is not determined primarily by reference to immediate experience,
employment of those sentences as translations of native itt'iﬂgi will depend on the linguist's analytical hypotheses and not solely
on determination of stimuhus meaﬂmg or synonymy. And just as the scientific theorist can ]IlEII‘JIpUlﬂtE the nonob servational
reaches of a theory to make sure it is testable, observational implications match up with expenmn:e so the linguist has some
freedom to juggle and vary analytic hypotheses and the translations they vield, while preserving stimulus synonymy of the
source- and receptor-language observation sentences. However, this freedom calls the translator's standards into question23

The linguist's finished jungle-to-English manual has as its net vield an infinite semantic correlation of sentences: the
implicit specification of an English sentence, for every one of the infinitely many possible jungle sentences. Most of the
semantic correlation is ﬂuppm‘ted only by analvl:u:al hypotheses, in their extension bevond the zone where independent
evidence for translation is possible. That those unverifiable translations proceed without mishap must not be taken as
pragmatic evidence of good lexicography, for mishap is impossible 24

Initial appearances nnt‘mthﬁtandmg Quine does not think that grammatu:al analysis cannot be empirically warranted. His "The

Problem of Meaning in Linguistics" makes clear that he views determinations of grammaticality as warranted by behavioral
evidence and
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subject only to normal empirical underdetermination. Grammatical analysis suffers no indeterminacy because it is clear what
behavioral responses are being explained and are serving as evidence (for example, subjects' "bizarreness reactions” upon
hearing grammatically incoherent expressions). The problem arises in connection with Jexicography, which goes beyond the
grammatical task of E}:plaunng significance or meaningfulness and involves itself with sameness of meaning and attendant
notions. Indeterminacy is nof just the result, for him, of some kind of underdetermination of inguistic analysis. It arises where
there is difficulty in seeing what behavioral fact is being explained or is serving as evidence. In lexicography, the linguist has
only such things as charity and familiarity to relv on n getting a fix on belief-attributions sufficient to get translation bevond what
stimulus meaning can help ascertain: Nothing in the behavior-stream itself helps us adjudicate between meaning and belief.
From all we can observe, we can choose translations that malce beliefs more or less bizarre, or we can choose to attribute
beliefs that make translation more or less smooth. As a result, we have no reason to suppose that successful translation
warrants the claim that the chosen set of receptor-language characterizations of source- language term-intensions and term-
extensions is in fact uniquely attributable to source-language speakers. (And, again, this is only a means to establish the more
general thesis that svnonvmy relations, save for those he allows, are not objective, natural relations.) So even though the
underdetermination of grammatical apparatus is a premise in the inscrutability of reference argument, the choice of grammatical
apparatus is determinate, though underdetermined, but the attribution of some particular referential scheme is indeterminate. 95

As [ noted earlier, the inscrutability of reference is but one of two problems Quine discusses. It counts against the determinacy
of extension and, given the relation of intension to extension, against the determinacy of rerm-intension. Quine supplements
these considerations with additional arguments designed to make clear that all translations are indeterminate that are not
stimulus-meaning determinate; this would include translations of sentences as well as terms. Another consequence of the
freedom of choice that one has in mantpulating and choosing theories (in light of his holism and underdetermination theses) is
that the linguist has similar freedom i employving those sentences as translations of natrve strings. The result is that rival
scientific theories couched in the receptor language may radically drverge from one another in their theoretical reaches, and vet
square equally well with the supporting evidence. Hence, the alternative
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manuals available in principle to the linguist may likewise diverge in the translations they vield in the receptor langunage; that is,
they are in no sense equivalent, vet no behavioral evidence can serve to distinguish one as the uniquely best one. Such
indeterminacy pervades the translation of all sentences that are not stimulus-meaning determinate or high in observationality:

One has only to reflect on the nature of possible data and methods to ;appremate the indeterminacy. Sentences
translatable outright, translatable by independent evidence of stimulatory occasions are sparse and must wo efully
underdetermine the analyvtical hvpotheses on which the translation of all further sentences depends. To project such
hypotheses beyond the independently translatable sentences at all is in effect to mmpute our sense of ]jnguiﬁtic analogy
unverifiably to the native mind. Nor would the dicates even of our own sense of analogy tend to any intrinsic
uniqueness; using what first comes to mind engenders an air of determinacy though freedom reign. 96

Full indeterminacy, as distinct from mscrutability, emerges in the last sentence of the section:

There can be no doubt that rival systems of analytical hypotheses can fit the totality of behavior to perfection, and can
fit the totality of dispositions to speech behavior as well, and still specify mutually incompatible translations of countless

sentences insusceptible of independent control 97

The point is restated subsequently and contrasted with the generally accepted point that one cannot expect uniqueness of
translation:

The indeterminacy that [ mean is more radical. It is that rival systems of analyvtical hypotheses can conform to all
speech dispositions within each of the languages concerned and vet dictate, in countless cases, utterly disparate
translations: not mere mutual paraphrases, but translations each of which w ould be exclided ]31, the other system of
translation. Two such translations might even be patently contrary in truth valie, provided there is no stimmlation that
would encourage assent to either 93

Quine warns that actual examples of full-blown indeterminacy are not easily accessible:
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There is an obstacle to offering an actual example of two such rival svstems of analvtical hypotheses. Known
languages are known through unique systems of analytical hypotheses established in tradition or painfully arrived at by
unique skifled linguists. To devise a contrasting system would require an entire duplicate enterprise of translation,
unaided even by the usual hints from interpreters. 29

But while he does not expect to find instances of fully developed alternatives to existing manuals, he believes this presents no
major mpedment to our perception of the indeterminacy of translation.

Again_ indeterminacy of translation and mscrutability of reference . though closely related. are distinct theses that could be
viewed as concerning a similar embarrassment of riches: Behavioral evidence leaves us. in each case, with a multiplicity of
divergent but correct answers. Inscrutability results becauﬁe of reliance on familiarity in choosing a referential scheme for the
source language. But as translation is thus "directed away” from the source culture, the ]JIlgI.]lSt s methodology provides no
rational grounds for asserting that a given grammar is that of the source culture. The result is that the lnguist cannot
"objectively” decide on the extension (or intension) of terms. Sentence-indeterminacy, on the other hand. can be seen as
resulting from the fact that translation manuals, like scientific theories, are underdetermined in the sense that rival systems of
assertions are empirically equivalent, and the linguist has no criteria for determining which of the available, mutually
incompatible sets of translations is uniquely correct. We have reason to say that the translation of indrvidual sentences is
indeterminate. Unless the connection of a source-language sentence to the receptor-language sentence that "gives its meaning”
is secured by firm correspondence in stimulus meaning, the meaning of the source-langnage sentence is a function of the
relations of its receptor-language correlate to other receptor strings. But these relations can vary ad nfinitum. vet compatibly
with the same behavioral evidence.

These accounts of inscrutability and indeterminacy of sentence-translation seems clearly to be operative in Word and Object
and are presented in clearer form in a subsequent article, "On the Reasons for Indeterminacy of Translation” (1970). This
article also clarifies the difference between the two critiques by pointing out that the inscrutability of reference of the source
term 'gavagai' with respect to the alternative receptor translations 'rabbit' and 'rabbit stage' does not also indicate the
indeterminacy of translation of the sentence 'Gavagai' either as 'Rabbit’' or 'Rabbit stage'; there is a clear
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criterion of sameness of meaning operative in the case of these sentencesnamely, sameness of stimulus meaning . Since stimulus
meaning "does full justice to their meaning." there is a firm empirical basis for saying they are synonymous. 100

This article's formmlation of the relationship between underdetermination of theory and mdeterminacy of translation runs as
follows: Imagining a case in which we are translating a theory that seems the equal of our own (an assumption that is mtended

only for clarffication), Quine argues:

As always in radical translation, the starting point is the equating of observation sentences of the two languages by an
inductive equating of stimulis meanings. In order afterward to construe the foreigner's theoretical sentences we have to
project analytical hypotheses, whose ultimate justification is substantially just that the implied observation sentences
match up. But now the same old empirical slack, the old indeterminacy between physical theories recurs in second
intension. Insofar as the truth of a physical thEDI"‘- is underdetermined by observables, the translation of the foreigner's
physical theory is underdetermined by translation of his observation sentences. If our physical theory can vary though
all possible observations be fixed. then our translation of his physical theory can vary though our translations of all
possible observation reports on his part be fixed. Our translation of his physical theory than our own possible

observations fix our own physical theory_ 101

It is worth mentioning that another line of argument to the indeterminacy thesis is presented elsewhere in Quine and. indeed,
seems now to be his preferred one. This does not isolate underdetermination of theory as a distinct premise (perhaps a good
thing in light of some modifications Quine has had to make in that theses and which I shall discuss below). However, it still
hinges on the idea that there 1s a multiplicity of right answers in translation. But it generates the multiplicity directly from
Duhemian holism (which is not the same as, and does not entail, underdetermination of theory).102 In "Epistemology

Naturalized," Quine argues:

If the English sentences of a theory have thewr meaning only together as a body. then we can justify their translation into
Amunta only together as a body. There will be no justification for pairing off the component English sentences with
component Arunta sentences, except as these correlations make the translation of the theory as a whole come out

right. Any translations of the English sentences into

< previous paqe page 46 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 47 next page >

Page 47

Arunta sentences will be as correct as any other, so long as the net empirical implications of the theory as a whole are
preserved in translation. But it is to be expected that many different ways of translating the component sentences,
essentially different individually, would deliver the same en:rpmn:al m:rp]lcanunﬁ for the theory as a whole; dewiations in
the translation of one component sentence could be compensated for in the translation of another component sentence.
Insofar, there can be no ground for saying which of two glaringly unlike translations of indmvidual sentences is right. 103

The key difference in this latter line is that we are not asked to accept the idea that wholesale changes in theories and manuals
are possible, only that any giw,en hypothesis or translational correlation can be varied provided compensatory adjustments are
made elsewhere. And this is adequate to establish the key difference Quine envisions between rival translation manuals: one
offers receptor translations that diverge from those offered by the other. Subsequent to these remarks, Quine makes evident

his departure from logical positivism and shows it to be in the classic empiricist style of showing previous empiricists to be
guilty of the very dogmas they reject:

For an uncritical mentalist, no such indeterminacy threatens. Every term and every sentence is a label attached to an
idea. simple or complex, which is stored in the mind When on the other hand we take a verification theory of meaning
seriously, the indeterminacy would appear to be mnescapable. The Vienna Circle espoused a vertfication theory of
meaning but did not take it seriously enough. If we recognize with Peirce that the meaning of a sentence turns purely on
what would count as evidence for its truth, and if we recognize with Duhem that theoretical sentences have thewr
evidence not as single sentences but only as larger blocks of theory, then the indeterminacy of translation of theoretical
sentences is the natural conclusion. And most sentences, apart from observation sentences, are theoretical. This

conchusion, conversely, once it is embraced, seals the fate of any general notion of propositional meaning or, for that
matter. state of affamrs 104

However, either account of indeterminacy provokes the challenge as to why translation generally does not issue in facts, while
physics does; the contrast between underdetermined fact (in physics) as opposed to indeterminate nonfact (in translation)
evidently remains as a consequence of Quine's views regardless of the line of argument one chooses. (And holism applies to
science and translation equally as well) I shall give more attention to this later on. For now [ hope the
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thrust, if not the cogency, of Quine's theses is sufficiently clear for the purposes of preparing the way for my subsequent
examination of his theses' relationships to, and mmport for, anthropology. For now let me simply note the following: There is
critical dependence on a pragmatic notion of scientific truth here, one Quine draws largely from Peirce. Physics is a kind of
ultimate source of facts. It provides final ]‘uﬁttﬁcau:rna to any purportedly warranted claim about factual states, events, and
processes. If we can settle our physics but not, in the process, settle our translations, then translation (insofar as it depends on
charity and familiarity to supplement behavioral evidence) must then depend on choices not based on physical fact. But, for
Quine, what cannot correlate with physical fact is not a fact of anv sort. (Note that unlike in the earlier "Problem of Meaning in
Linguistics”" Quine no longer focuses on simplicity.) 103

To summarize, all the confirming evidence that a theorist could hope for would still leave room for (that is. be compatible with)
equally adequate alternative theories, nonequivalent to, indeed incompatible with, his chosen theory. Applying these points to
radical translation reveals, for Quine, the dependence of most translational hypotheses on the containing body of hypotheses,
the marmmal of translation, rather than a dependence on shared stimulation and dispositions to assent or dissent, as well as a
dependence of grammatical and ontological determinations on the linguist's smposition of certain initial analytical hypotheses.
Moreover, these points further indicate the linguist's mability in principle to have a factual basis for selecting one manual to the
exchision of incompatible (but equally evidenced) alternatives. The set of ideally good manuals is such that choice of any one
member excludes the others. Yet to claim that there is no uniquely correct translation manual (save for those parts comprising
correlations that may, perhaps. be determined on the basis of stimulus meaning) is to claim that no indnidual translational
hypotheses may rightly or wrongly express a fact of the matter (save for those that are stmulis-meaning determinate); for thewr
factual correctness depends on that of the containing manuals, and this, Quine argues, cannot be ascertained.

Agajn this is not to say there are no coherent criteria of correctness; rather, his pm'nt is that we cannot factually warrant belief
in natural synonymy from translation that meets the appmpﬂate criteria. Also, it is worth reiterating that Quine's critique, unlikce
Wittgenstein's, is not simply aimed at mt&nmnnal objects; It is aimed at natural synonymy itself. Indeed, if we recall Quine's
rematks about the "circle of terms" such as 'synonymous', 'intension’,
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‘analvtic’, 'necessary', and so on, all of theseincluding 'intension’are acceptable if any one of them is. Indeed, Quine remarks in
a more recent essay:

If in general I could make satisfactory sense of declaring two expressions to be synonymous, [ would be more than
pleased to recognize an abstract object as ther common meaning. The method is familiar: [ would define the meaning
of an expression as the set of its synonyms. Where the trouble lies, rather, is in the two-place predicate of synonymy
itself: it is too desperately wanting in clarity and perspicuity. 106

Of course Quine is not here contemplating allowing the epistemologically inert objects that seem Wittgenstein's main concern.
Nonetheless, by attacking synonymy Quine seems to cut against any efforts, inchuding Wittgenstein's, to explicate it.

The key problem for Quine, again, is that he cannot see what translation is "right or wrong about.” what behavioral facts serve
as standards of correctness (beyond what is stmulus-meaning determinate). Let us return for a moment to the contrast
between grammar and lexicography: We know what grammatical analysis is about; and knowing this is also knowing what its
factual basis 1s. We have a set of grammatical or significant strings determinable on grounds independent of the particular
grammar applied; that is, whatever behavioral reactions are indicative of significance or nonsignificance. The grammarian is
explaining. providing a means for producing, this output. It is what the grammar is right or wrong about and it is the grammar's
factual basis. The lexicographer has no parallel, independently identifiable outputthus Carnap's motrvation to rely on translation
method and theory itself in answering this question. If he succeeds, then the question "What is translation right or wrong
about?" is answered as follows: If behavioral evidence warrants one correct lexicographical mapping on application of
empirical translation procedures, then it warrants our reliance on the mapping to justify our belief that all along there was,
indeed. a "fact of the matter" guiding our translational efforts. It justifies. on a factual basis, the belief that there is a way that
subjects interpret a set of EDtﬂEﬂ]jIlgﬂ which they mean, which it is then the legiimate scientific task of translation to reveal.
(Although there is some circularity in this, it is not viciousat least not according to the "mternal realism” Quine espouses and
which I shall discuss in Chapter 3.) However, translation actually produces conflicting answers from the same body of
evidence, and only appeal to familiarity and I:haﬂtj_.f
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can narrow options. This shows, Quine believes, the faillure of Carnap's operational ploy. We are left with no clear
understanding of what we are explicating or what facts warrant clamms of success or failure in describing intension or synonymy
in natural languages
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Chapter 2
Methodological Problems in the Study of Alien Culture

Boasian Themes in Twentieth-Century Anthropology

In Chapter 1, I discussed a number of trends in theoretical development away from the consciously apprehended Lockean
idea and Fregean proposition. Although Frege-Lewis type theories still abound. many thinkers have been motivated by a
variety of problems with these approaches to move the locus of significance either to the unconscious level (Katz and Fodor)
or to the social-behavioral level (Morris, Wittgenstein, and Searle). However, I have also noted that Quine's various criticisms
pertain to all these types of theory. Also, we saw the initial development of Quine's radical indeterminacy thesis from his
perception of deep philosophical import in problems familiar to anthropologistsparticularly those concerning the imposition of
concepts and beliefs on the discourse and thought of ethnographic subjects.

In this chapter [ shall take a closer look at twentieth-century anthmpnlngﬂ. to get a clearer picture of the role of translational
indeterminacy problems in the genesis of anthropological theory. I shall give particular attention to those linguistic,
ethnographic. ethnologic. and sociolinguistic approaches that have evolved in what has been called the "language and culture"
traditionincluding ethnoscience, the new ethnographyv, cognitive anthropology, sociolingmstics, structuralism, and symbolic
anthropology. This survey is intended to develop the following points: First, I wish to indicate the intmate, complex, and often
deeply antagonistic relationships between Quine's reflections on the indeterminacy of translation and various aspects of
theoretical developments in the the language-and-culture methodologies. The antagonistic thrust of his arguments will be clear
in part due to the evident mentalistic commitments of many
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of these approaches. (It will also be clearer still in certain cases wherein the influence of Mornis, Chomsky, and Searle on
anthropological the orists and field workers is direct and explicit.) Quine raises particular worries for those approaches (both
mentalistic and social-behavioral), which, as we shall see, insist that anthropologists operate from an "emic" perspective, that
is, revealing. even adopting in one way or another the ethnographic subjects' points of view. Related problems with aims to
attain "psychological reality” or "cognitive validity” of ethnographic results will also be examined. [ shall note significant
detractors from these various views, several of whom percerve problems similar to those emphasized by Quine. Yet even their
remarks may not adequately encompass the full import of translational indeterminacy. However, despite evident antagonisms.
the commonality of philosophic concerns between the philosophers and anthropologists I consider will finally provide the
malkings of a constructive solution to these problems. This solution will be in line with pragmatic trends in recent literature in
such areas as cognitive anthropology and structuralism.

As [ have indicated and as shall become increasingly evident below, f Quine's indeterminacy thesis is correct, we have cause
to worry that something is seriously wrong with language-and-culture and other major branches of anthropological metatheory.
And it may have to do with the foundationl anthropological concern with recovering culturally specific elements. This concern
may be founded on mistaken semantic and cognitive assumptions. Indeed. given the close and important interrelationships
between Qujne'ﬂ critical theses and these theoretical concerns, and given the enormous impan:t Qujne'ﬂ work has had on recent
philosophy. it is puzzling that he has had relatively little mmpact on ant‘m’r:rpulngx a social science that is usually sensitive to
developments in relevant areas in philosophy. Part of the reason for this is that Quine's indeterminacy arguments, on first
glance, might seem so extremely skeptical as not to warrant anv more serious concern than, say. those of Sextus Empiricus.
However, Quine is not advocating a simple semantic analog of skepticism: It is a different line of argument that rests,
intriguingly, in part on a physicalist thesis that also figures in his rejection of traditional skepticism about the natural world. Also,
it 1s worth repeating that his arguments do not make translation an wrrational procedure. Translators have criteria for correct
translations; what is not clear is whether they have criteria for frue translations.
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Before proceeding further, let me emphasize that my intention here is to give only a brief outline of certain general
methndalngical trends in anthropology that reflect a common ancestry of pmblemﬁ and concerns with philosophy of language.
This account is by no means intended to be exhaustive of past or current views on meaning in anthropology, or even fully to
accommodate all those significant contributions to the pmblem areas of central mterest to this book. Nor will I try fully to
explain the views I have chosen to discuss (and will rely in places on extensive quotation). Rather, I intend only to indicate that
the problems and consequences of Quinean indeterminacy are significant for anthropology, to reveal what shall turn out to be
precedents for the view of translation I shall later develop, and to provide some concrete cases for its application.

Let me begin with a few foundational fizures. As cultural anthropology developed in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries_ theoreticians and field workers became increasingly sensitive to problems plaguing their attempts to attain what many
regarded as their central objective: the determination of the beliefs and world views of alien cultures. Eschewal of
ethnocentrism became a widely accepted admonition of principle. However, the difficulties in avoiding the mmposition of
western-oriented conceptual schemes and values were considerable, especially in light of the fact that determination of the
nature of foreign perspectives was crucially dependent on accurate field translation. While these problems were well known by
his time, it is Franz Boas who is generally regarded as the first to percerve how fundamental recovery of language is to
ethnography and ethnology. His classic work, The Handboolk aof American Indian Languages, espouses respect for the
native subject's, not the field linguist's, :ategnﬂzatmni of expmm:e a point that demanded mastery of the subject's language.

1 He further argued that language study is essential not only in facilitating ethnography but itself constitutes a central theoretical
area of ethnology; the ethnographer, qua EﬂlﬂDgI’ﬂ:phEI’ is a linguist, and the linguist's area of mquiry comprises, ultimately, "the
mental": "If ethnolo gv is understood as the science dea]mg with the mental phenomena of the life of the peoples of the world."
he contended, then "human language one of the most important manifestations of mental life_ would seem to belong naturally to
the field of work of ethnology. ..

This concern to recover elements comprised in the mental lives of field subjects, and the belief that linguistic method is suitable

to the task, developed into a widespread mterest in applying inguistic models to ethnographic and ethnological tasks. The
influential sociolinguist Dell Hymes remarks:
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It is in the twentieth century that inguistics comes to be a recurrent methodological model for anthropologists. The
beginning is with Boas, just before the First Wotld War. Boas did not put the issue i its full form_ but present
understanding of it is the outcome of a development that stems from him. He and his students shaped modern
professional anthropology in the United States, and shaped also its conception of the relationship between study of
language and study of culture. 3

In addition, Boas stressed the prior character of linguistic study (independent of cultural context). owing to what he viewed as
the unconscious nature of the laws governing speech behavior in primitive societiesthis in contrast to the generally conscious
nature of other ethnographic phenomena 4 Because of this, Boas' thought is manifest also in methodological trends in which
concern was expressed for studying not only linguistics, and through it the consciously mental, but also the unconscious. This
point is taken up by many, including current proponents of generative grammatical approaches in anthropologic al inguistics
and ethnography, and broadly expanded by structural anthropolo gists.

For the purposes of this inquiry at least, the most significant of Boas' advances is his recognition of language study as being
more than an instrument for fieldwork but also a means for reaching to deeper. more tacit levels of thoughtsomething of whose
significance Boas himself was fully aware. The extension of inguistic method to other areas of ethnography and ethnology for
which Hymes credits him is only implicit in Boas' stress of linguistics as mtrinsic to anthropological inquiry. As linguistics
became a standard part of anthropological training, an environment conducive to the extension of nguistic methods was
nurtured 3

Hymes subdiides the minimal instrumental application of language study into the following types: facilitating, or using
language for gaining access to a community, surviving, and establishing rapport; generating, or using language for the
production of data (for example, eliciting responses to gain further linguistic and ethnographic data); and validating, or eliciting
native responses as to the correctness of tentative findings. The dependence upon correct translation is already quite evident
here, even before one considers the more ambitious projects concerning what Hymes further classifies as the penerrating use
of linguistic inquiry in delving to more tacit mental or social levels. In all four of these functions, problematic meaning elements
are manifest, and msofar as language study serves as a source of new methodological approaches i other areas of ethnog-
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raphy, which Hymes charactenizes as its foundational use, the consequences of these criticisms extend that much more
widely. 6

Edward Sapir and Benjamin Lee Whotf shared Boas' concern of avoiding ethnocentrism and like Boas saw the key to
penetration of foreign culture in careful grammatical analysis. The relative fixity of grammatical patierns as compared with
more superficial inguistic phenomena 5ugge&ted to them a certain structural isomorphism between grammar and the more fixed
conceptual structures constituttve of world views. Though this world-constitutive character is typically associated with Sapir
and Whorf., Hymes notes a direct continuity in this regard with the central elements of Boas' thought:

It is easy to see how the linking [of grammar and world view ]| might arise and persist in western thought. Grammar has
seemed to occupy a special place, central or basic to the linguistic scheme of things, because it is relatively more
stable, both through time and across dialects, than vocabulary and phonology often are; because it contain features
that are relatvely more general and fundamental, since, unlike indmidual words and sounds, they "must be

expressing’ [quoting Boas]; and because the concepts associated with general grammatical features often pertain to
general categories that find a place in metaphysicsspace, time, act, person, thing. Join this to views of language and
thought, or of language and logic, as interdependent, perhaps two sides of the same coin; confront it with the dramatic
drversity in grammar that is apparent in the languages of the world; and it is understandable how grammar might seem
to go to the heart of the problem of interpreting other wayvs of life or thought in relation to our own.7

Another important development of Sapir's was to stress the unconscious character of world-formative grammatical patterns
to such a degree that language takes on the caunsally prior role to typically conscious phenomena that comprise other areas of
culture. "In effect,” Hymes notes, Sapir takes the Boasian view of the value of language because of "the unconscious and
unrationalized nature of linguistic structure ... and runs away with it, leaving culture to shift for itself "8 However, Sapir also
welcomed the possibility that the methudnlugx of linguistic inquiry to the cultural dE:pﬂlE of language and culhure might be
applicable to the study of other cultural phenomena, which might be seen to be rooted in underlying "innate-forms"

If it can be shown that culture has an mnate-form, a series of contours, quite apart from the subject-matter of any
description what-
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soever, we have a something in culture that may serve as a term of comparison with and possibly a means of relating it
to language. ¢

Although he did not pursue this line of development, and although his most well-known works emphasized the value of
linguistic inquiry per se in anthropology, Sapir (in the above passage and elsewhere) encouraged foundational progress that
culminated in the development of a number of linguistic models in ethnography (which [ shall discuss shortly).

Sapir's stress on the world-constitutive character of linguistic categories also made him particularly sensitive to the pervasive
problems of mposition and cross-cultural diversity that threatened the objective penetration of radically foreign cultures. In
order to reveal these underlving (linguistic and other) patterns of culture, one had to scrutinize one's subjects and data
carefully, and, as Sapir often stressed, one had to go about radical ethnography as if one knew nothing about the society in
question and was learning about their culture only through painstaking observation of dav-to-day relationships. What
particularly motivates this emphasis is his belief that the formative processes of language "are to explained, f explained at all, as
due to the more minute action of psychological factors bevond the control of will or reflection "10 Particularly, one had to rely
on the penetrating function of inguistic mquiry, precisely becanse this provided the access to underlying categories and,
dermvatively, access to the different worlds in which one's subjects lived. One's prior observations of the world were, you might
say, too "culture laden"™

It is quite an illusion to imagine that one adusts to reality essentially without the use of language and that lan guage is
merely an incidental means of solving specific problems of commmumnication or reflection. The fact of the matter is that
the "real world" is to a large extent unconsciously built up on the language habits of the group. No two languages are
ever sufficiently similar to be considered as representing the same social reality. The worlds in which different societies
live are distinct worlds, not merely the same world with different labels attached 11

Whotf's influential studies of the Hopi bore results that fortify these points of Sapir's, and, like Sapir, he viewed the linguist's

translation problem (and the ethnographer's problem generally) as one of "calibrating” radically different conceptual schemes of
reference.12 A profound form of ethnocentrism would be manifest in linguistic and ethnographic study that sought to liken the
foreigner's
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conceptual scheme (roughly, his system of coordinates) to the linguist's or to that of the receptor-language community. 13 One
had to be wary, Sapir warned. of a conceptual (and derivatively ontological) relativity "generally hidden from us by our native
acceptance of fixed habits of speech as guides to an objective underﬁtandmg of the nature of experience."14 Such calibration
appears, in Sapir's view, as the only means of transcending the influence of one's own language and conceptual scheme on
one's perception of the language and scheme of another culture. The emvironing world he likened to the "world of points”
delineated under different geometrical frames of reference:

The formal method of approach to the expressed item of experience, as to the given point of space, is so different that
the resulting feeling of orientation can be the same neither in the two languages nor in the two frames of reference.
Entirely distinct, or at least measurably distinct, formal adjustments have to be made and these differences have their
psychological correlations 15

Language, he argued, had to make contact with this environing world in order to be applicable and learnable. But once more
fullv elaborated it becomes "a self-contained conceptual system which previsages all possible experience in accordance with
certain accepted formal imitations "16

This point, reminiscent of Kant, and, more pertinently to the present context, of C. I. Lewis, comes to have extremely
important bearing on Quine's indeterminacy thesis. The problem is ust how the needed calibration is to be made, and the
intractability (and in part, perhaps. the insolubility) of this problem was quite evident to Sapir:

Such categories as number, gender, case, tense, mode, voice, "aspect” and a host of others, many of which are not
recognized systematically in our Indo-European languages, are, of course, derivative of experience in the last analysis,
but, once abstracted from experience, they are systematically elaborated in language and are not so much discowv ered
in experience as imposed upon it because of the tyrannical hold that linguistic form has upon our orientation in the
world. Inasmuch as languages differ very widely in their systematization of fundamental concepts. they tend to be only
loosely equivalent to each other as symbolic devices and are. as a matter of fact, incommensurable in the sense in
which two systems of points in a plane are, on the whole, incommensurable to each other if they are plotted out with
reference to differing systems of coordinates. The point of view urged in this paper be-
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comes entirely clear onlv when one compares languages of extremely different structures, as i the case of our Indo-
European languages, native American Indian languages, and native languages of Africa. 17

In light of the possibility of such extreme contrasts, one wonders how much of what linguists and Eﬂ]IngI‘ﬂ:phE:I’S in this tradition
set out to do can feasibly be accomplished. Whotf's "calibration” of the Hopi and Western schemes is curtly criticized, for
instance, by William Bﬂght who contends that Whotf "tends to assume, rather than to demonstrate, that the an1 actually hold
such a view of the world."18 The pressing question to be asked of Sapir and Whorf, as well as of their critics, is what criteria

of adequacy are to be appealed to in putative demonstrations that the Hopi do or do not "actually hold such a view of the
world"?

The hope of developing a general method for the analyvsis of non-linguistic, as well as linguistic, symbolic forms was envisioned
by DeSanssure and Cassirer.19 but neither of them seems to have influenced language-and-culture anthropologists directly
(save for Levi-Strauss).20 Even though mentalism prevails in subsequent language-and-culture methodologies, the more limited
behaviorist semiotics of Morris have direct (that is, acknowledged) influence on a number of major figures in anthropology,
inchuding F. G. Lounsbury, Ward Goodenough, and Joseph Greenbarg 21 Greenberg's nfluential article "Linguistics and
Ethnology" cites Morris' Signs, Language, and Behavior and Camap's Introduction to Semantics for semantic-theoretical
constructions that he believed could be brought to bear on radical translation and the reconstruction of radically different social
realities. The designation (in Morris' sense) of morphemes, insofar as they are "objects in the cultural universe of the speakers."
must be provided to the linguist by supplementary eﬂmngraphlc analysis (done by him or someone else). Though the recovery
of such cultural objects is more difficult as cultural differences increase, such recovery is possible in principle and is of value
not only to the linguist but to the ethnographer as well, since "the semantics of the language of the people in whom he is
interested .. presents him with a practically exhanstive classification of the objects in the cultural universe of the speakers.” In
addition, Greenberg views the semiotics of Morris as particularly useful in cases where designata "are not sensually percervable
events in the space-time of the investigator "22

This incorporation of Morris' notion of designation, evident still in more recent fieldwork 23 makes clear the methodological
commit-

< previous page page 358 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 39 next page >

Page 59

ment to "recovery” of a facet of symbolic meaning, along with bolder objectives regarding the discovery of ontology and
underlying grammar or subconscious linguistic structure of the source language. These make the consequences of Quine's

reflections on these same problems particularly evidenteven for a behaviorist approach that would seem, mitially, compatible
with the behaviorism often espoused by Quine himself.

These same problems are reflected and magnified in the contrasting mentalistic-cognitive tradition that follows the work of
Goodenough, whose methodological views shall recetve detailed attention in subsequent sections. At this point [ would like to
rehearse some of the general themes of this section and subsequent ones by examining a number of methodolo gical points
made in Goodenough's "Cultural Anthropology and Linguistics” (1957). 24

Goodenough premises his methodological views here and elsewhere on a basic view of culture and an intentionally parallel
view of language as consisting in "whatever one has to know or believe in order to operate in a manner acceptable to [or in
order to communic ate with] its members, and do so in any role that they accept for any one of themsebres."25 This initially
nonmentalistic -sounding definition (which I shall exploit i later chapters under a nonmentalistic interpretation) is inmediately
interpreted by Goodenough as entailing the penetration by the social inquirer of his subjects' mental realm. Roughly, culture is
viewed by him as a set of rules determined by judgments and mntuitions of propriety, aptness, and so on of persons within the
cultural community. The goal of ethnography, Goodenough argues. is to allow outsiders to ger along with members of that
community; and getting along, (Goodenough contends, requires participation to a degree sufficient to internalize the society's
miles:

Bv this definition [of culture], we should note that culture is not a material phenomenon; it does not consist of things,

people. behavior, or emotions. It is rather an organization of these things. It is the forms of things that people have in
mind, their models for perceming, relating, and otherwise interpreting them_ ... To one who knows their culture, these
things and events are also signs signifying the cultural forms or models of which they are material representations 26

This task of penetration he views as difficult and poorly understood, but one whose success is guaranteed by our obvious
abilitv to understand and communicate with one another:
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The great problem for a science of man is how to get from the objective world of materiality, with its infinite vanability
to the subjective world of form as it exists in what, for lack of a better term, we must call the minds of our fellow men.
We all of us succeed in doing so, somehow, or we couldn't learn to understand each other. That language exists at all

is evidence enough of this. But the processes by which we do it have eluded our grasp. 27

Goodenough shares Greenberg's confidence in Morris' semiotics as a method for penetrating to the important realm of
significance (though he is more broadly mentalistic), and he shares Bloomfield's conviction that de&m&pt'n-‘e semantics 15 not
only a linguistic task but n:nmpriae& a major aspect of ethnography: "We learn much of a culture.” he contends, "when we learn
the system of meanings for which its linguistic forms stand. Much de&crrpm e eﬂmngraphx is me&capabh an exermﬁe in
descriptive semantics."28 He views Morris' distinction of iconic from noniconic signs (the latter being those signs "which
themselves lack the properties delimiting the classes of phenomena they signify") as of central importance to ethnography 29
Failure to determine the "conceptual forms" that noniconic forms designatedifficult as this 1sGoodenough views as a central

failing of approaches that eschew meaning altogether.

Contrasts with a position such as Quine's, which most avowedly eschews meaning-recovery, are no doubt already evident.
However, the following passage makes the contrasts even more perplexing and startling. For Goodenough is quite well aware
of the fact that empirical data (roughly. one's success in "getting along”) underdetermine cultural hypotheses and that the linguist
and ethnographer must be guided in large part by formal considerations:

Given such a definition, it is obviously impossible to describe a culture properly simply by describing behavior or
social, economic, and ceremonial events and arrangements as observed material phenomena. What is required is to
construct a theory of the conceptual models which they represent and of which they are artifacts. We test the
adequacy of such a theory by our ability to mterpret and predict what goes on in a commmunity as measured by how its
members, our informants, do so. A further test is our ability ourselves to behave in ways which lead to the kind of
responses from the community's members which our theory would lead us to expect. Thus tested, the theory is a valid
statement of what you have to know in order to operate as a member of the society and is, as such, a valid description
of its culture. Its acceptability bevond this depends largely on the esthetic criteria to which
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scientists and mathematicians customarily refer by the term "elegance.” 30

Thus, for Goodenough the most empirically adequate theory of a culture (measured by the correctness of the ethnographer's
predictions and by its ability to enable a user to coordinate activities with that culture), which is also the most formally elegant
one developed. is necessarily a theory about the conceptual models of the members of that culture. The theory's theoretical
predicates refer to members' theoretical (in a broadened sense) constructs. Roughly. it is a theory of their theory of nature, a
theory of the nonobservational, theoretical constructs of their theory. However, elegance involves the full range of "western-
scientific” criteria of adequacysimplicity, familiarity, and charitythat, we have seen, threaten to bring about just the pervasive
sort of imposition that Goodenough is seeking to avoidor thus it is as Quine sees it. In the process of developing an
ethnography that is readable by anthropologists and other outsiders and that contains elements incorporable into general
anthropological the ory (though many anthropologists eschew cross-cultural comparison, as we shall see below), one builds
into one's ethnography, from the very start, "foreign” elements and structures that might have little or nothing to do with what
goes on ' the natives' head.”

Now this commitment to determinate cognitive recovery is not one universally shared by anthropologists, indeed, not even by
all who employ Goodenough's methodology (as I shall point out below). Motrvated partly by concerns about the
pervasiveness of the imposition problem, as well as related pI’DblE‘IﬂE ﬁtemmjng from a general mistrust of mentalism, other
anthropologists have sought empirical respectability through remnterpretation of anthropological ends and through the
Emplmfmmt of other semantic- ]mgm&tu: theories and ethnographic approaches modeled on these. Of course, despite their
divergence in these regards, they remain in an important way under Goodenough's (and derivatively Boas', Sapir's, and

Whotf's) influence insofar as they contirme to value the role of linguistic theory, though they ﬂ:ught prefer different theories. both
as a part of ethnographic inquiry and as a necessary base for other forms of eﬂmngraphlc MUy

However, the immplications of the Quinean syndrome of problems go bevond their mere reflection i the background and
foreground of the work of the foundational fisures discussed abowve. It is significant that they are found there, given their
acknowledged influence on current anthropologyparticularly within the language-and-culture traditionbut these problems can
be tied more directly to certain
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more recent, and more sophisticated, methodologies. In this vein I shall turn now to examine recent developments within the
Boasian tradition: first to a number of mentalistic approaches that both use and model ethnographic mquiry on particular
linguistic theories (inchiding further discussion of Goodenough), and then to more integrated approaches such as
sociolingmistics and structuralism. 31 In the process of doing this I shall bring to hight a number of central methodological
controversies in which opinion has been divided in ways that manifest the problems underlying the translational indeterminacy
thesis.

Etics, Emics, and Componential Analysis

The etic/emic distinction was coined by Kenneth Pike and is an adaptation or analogue of the familiar phonetic -phonemic
distinction in phonology. Eoughly. phonetics concerns the mechanically measurable features of human speech, while phonemics
concerns the phonetic differences that language users discriminate as making a difference in meaning. Phonemic contrasts are
often notably different from those evident to the Western ear (particularly in radical translation), and phonemic mnquiry must
involve querving of informants with regard to phonemic contrast. Such querving essentially imvolves determining
complementarity and contrast by introducing phonetic variations into some expression to determine which variations make a
difference in meaning and which do not. Phonemics and phonetics are not independent of each other, because the description
of phonemic contrast requires a phonetic metalanguage. The etic/emic method of semantic analysis is modeled from this
approach. Subjects are quenied to determine defining features of things by determining complementarity and contrast. A
defining feature will be identified if its removal from an object will induce an informant to change the categorization of that
object. Thus, emic concepts, that is, those specific or familiar to the subject, are revealed; and, as in phonology, this requires
use of concepts imported by the inquirer, that is, etic onesthus, the concatenated "etic/emic” label. These are intended as
complementary notions.

Pike mnsisted that "the emic analysis of the emic units of human behavior must analvze that behavior in reference to the manner

in which native participants in that behavior react to their own behavior and to the behavior of thewr colleagues.” Appropriate
elicitation was needed m order that the etic behavior stream_ viewed as "waves of
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actrvity” mitially by the observer, could be properly broken up into emic "particles of activity," which comprise the "discrete
behavioral entities” the subjects percerve in that stream. 32 (Thus, Pike was more of a behaviorist than many of those who have
adapted his distinction and might thus appear to be less prone to the eatlier-noted objections of Quine. However, Quine's
critique, as [ have noted, counts against behavioral meaning entities as much as against mentalistic ones.)

A kev motivation behind this method is to overcome interpreter imposition. Charles Frake remarks: "The distinctive sifuations,
or eliciting frames, or stimuli which evoke and define a set of contrasting responses are cultural data to be discovered, not
prescribed, by the ethnographer.” Paul Kay adds: "The very provenience of the emic/etic distinction. namely phonology,
should make clear that the guiding spirit of an emic approach is to rid oneself of pre::unn:epﬁunﬁ about unversal structures so
that the data may be analyzed nbjan:t'n elv to reveal the true universal structures 33 However, the close kinship that these
remarks elucidate of the etic/emic distinction to key Boasian concerns regarding the very nature of anthropological inquiry
malces it unﬂm"pnﬂmg that the terms etic and emic have been mcurpnrated into broader methodological discussions and
controversies. They have thus come to have notoriously loose and varyving usages in the anthropological literature: 'Etic' has
come to characterize methods that describe or explain, or phenomena that are described or explained, without reference to
the particular conceptions that subjects have of that behavior. Correspondingly, etic concepts are characterized in terms of
their being cross-culturally valid or familiar to the mquirer. One needs only to make reference to cross-culturally vahd
hypotheses of physics, biology, psychology, and other conceptions shared by the community of scientific inquirers in order to
account for such phenomena. 'Emic’, on the other hand, applies to methods (or phenomena) in which concepts are used that
are Slgﬂtﬁl:ﬂﬂt to the members of the society under study. Emic ph&numma are not adequately accounted for unless the
mqun’er understands the significance they have for the subjects. An emic concept is defined as being culturally specific,
meaning familiar to tﬂEtﬂbEI’E of the subject society, or perhaps understood only by them. As applied to the phenomena
themselves, the term 'emic' is equatable under certain usages with 'untranslatable’. (These rough and controversial definitions

will be discussed further below.)

An mmportant consequence of the broadening of these notions is that thewr interdependence is no longer obvious. Indeed, they
have of-
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ten been treated as characterizing sharply opposed methodologies: Etic ones emphasizing use of cross-culturally vald notions;
emic ones emphasizing recovery and’or use of 5ubje:n:t conceptions. Underlying this contrast is, among other things, a long-
standing controversy between l:DtﬂpEI‘ﬂtﬁ'lEtE who view etic description as essential to the formmlation of universally valid
theories of culture, and descriptivists, who view such theory-building as inhibiting or preventing the revelation of cultural
particularities. However, the dominant attitude is Weberian in spirit: Emics and etics should complement each other, since the
point of cultural anthropology is to unify emic perspectives into a comparative theory of culture. Proponents of this view cite
the evident complementarity of emics and etics in the earlier model. 34

In order to sort through the extremely cample:s: methodological, theoretical, and philosophical issues inmvolved here, I shall
return to the work of Goodenough. He is one of the earliest exponents of the method of campaﬂemmf analvsis, easily the
most widely used method to evobve mitially from the etic/emic approach. He is also a dominant figure in the dev elopment of the
related, broader theoretical paradigms (ethnoscience, and so on) that have subsequently evolved in the language-and-culture
tradition and which I shall discuss below. Thus, his work has been the focal pomnt of much criticism and controversy and will
provide a good point of departurethis in addition to the aforementioned point that aspects of his views of culture and language
are compatible with the position I shall articulate later.

While the etic/emic approaches are subject to varyving epiﬁtemulngical intmpre:taﬁnn componential analysis as developed by
Goodenough, Frake, and others typically manifests a variety of mentalistic commitments. Its mentalist character results from
deliberate efforts to replace behavioral and materialistic EI:ppI’DﬂEhES with one in which, in the words of one reviewer, "the
n:nnn:eptual frame of culture becomes the nbject of study" and in which "the semantics of natural languages gains paramount
importance. "33 Natural-language semantics gains this statire because semantics is regarded as a bridge between linguistics and
anthropology insofar as cultural categories such as kinship groupings (the most frequent subject of componential analvsis) are
always represented linguistically. Further, the classification of natural phenomena by societies, Flovd Lounsbury and others
contend, seems rather to be structured bﬁ. their linguistic rules rather than according to any evident natural ordering

(presumably determined by reference to, say. physical theory). This view echoes Sapir's central contention 36
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Inder componential analysis, relevant aspects of culture are analvzed as the semantic dimensions and semantic components
of linguistic phenomena. It is this restriction in domain that sets componential analysis apart from other emic contrastive
methods. A semantic dimension is a selected set of attributes (relative to some ethnographic theory) by which semantic
categories or classes are differentiated. For instance, difference along the dimension sex af a relative will constitute the
essential difference between the kin classes labeled uncle’ and 'aunt’ (which are not distinguishable along the semantic
dimensions membership in the same or different generations or lineal versus collateral relationships). Differentiation
within semantic dimensions is determined by the semantic components that classes of indrviduals share or fail to share.
(Components are the variables of these dimensions.) So possession of the semantic component (or attribute) is a member of
the male sex will distinguish "uncle’ from 'aunt’, while two classes that share this component, say 'uncle’ and 'nephew’, will
differ insofar as the latter possesses the component membership in a generation one degree descendant to that of Ego (or
simply -/ generatio 1). The most typical application to componential analysis is in kinship studies, and a set of cross-culturally
applicable criteria are delineated, the "classic” list (developed by Alfred Kroeber and George Murdock) being
EDﬂEEIlgI.]JI‘Jlt‘- /affinity. generation, sex, collaterality, bifurcation. relative age, descedence, and genealogical distance. 37 This list
varies, and we shall see significant differences of opinion on what seems to be a paradoxical tension between the concern to
recover one's informants’ criteria in mind and the use of such technical concepts cross-culturally (which might have no evident
analogue among the receptor-translations of informant discourse). This is particularly significant in light of the demand by
Goodenough (and others) to reveal subjects’ criteria in mind, or to attain results that have so-called "cognitrve” or
"psychological” validity 38

Gnndmnugh'i influential "Componential Analysis and the Study of 1'-.{E;aﬂjng" (1956) clearly shows the influence of Morris, as
is evidenced not only in an early footnote in which he indicates that he is using Morris' (Foundation of the Theory of Signs)
notions of significatum and denotatum throughout. 39 but also in an introductory paragraph in which he sets down semantic
ouidelines strongly reminiscent of Morris (and. indeed. more so C. . Lewis):

The aspect of meaning to be dealt with is signification as distinct from connotation. ... [T]he significatim of a linguistic
form is com-
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posed of those abstracted contextual elements with which it is in perfect association, without which it cannot properly
occur. Its connotata are the contextual elements with which it is frequently but less than perfectly associated.
Significata are prerequisites while connotata are probabilities and possibilities. Only the former have definitive value. 40

Morris' influence on anthropology. in particular kinship semantics , is noted more recently in a review of the field by Harold
Scheffler (1972), in which Morris' more recent Signs, Langxmge and Behavior is cited. There is a significant modification
here, one of a species of such revisions of componential and other forms of semantic analysis, as we shall see, i that Scheffler
suggests that nondistinctive, connotative features be given greater attention 41

Also. Goodenough's recent Description and Comparison in Cultural Anthropology cites Morris' earlier Foundations
again, while giving a mentalistic interpretation that, in effect, replaces some mentalistic elements from Lewis' theory that Morris

sought to elminate:

In the usage of Mornis (1938), a linguistic expression may be said to designate a class of concepts or images. [t may
be said to denote a specific mage or subclass of images within the class on any one occasion of its use. And it may be
said to signifi the criteria by which SI}EEIEE images of concepts are to be included or excluded from the class of
images or concepts that the expression designates. What is signified consists of the definitive attributes of the class, the
ideational components from which the class is conceptually formed. Componential analvsis is a method for forming and
testing hypotheses about what words signify 42

Thus_ Gundannugh evidently intends to incorporate both the concretely and abstractly ideational aspects of components.
Scheffler concurs in identifying defining or distinctive features as the signification of the class of items in the des.:lgﬂatmn of a sign
("they are the necessary and sufficient conditions for membership of the class and for designation by its linguistic sign") and also
takes Morris' iconicity as a working notion 43 Indeed. Scheffler (whose recent work I discuss below) credits Morris himself
with the important insight that (kinship and other) terms "refer to relationships 'known' to or posited by the people who use the
terms. The components of all significata are cultural constituents: and similarly for the components of their connotative
meanings."44

Goodenough's remarks to this point seem to embody only a commitment to the recovery of subject conceptions. However,
elsewhere
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in his early and more recent work he exhibits a related commitment to the wuse of subject conceptions by the mquirer.
Componential analysis is aimed at describing the culturally specific in etic terms. (Goodenough defines emic concepts as those
specific only to the culture under study; thus the components of kinship, being cross-culturally ;app]ln:able are etic for him_ 43
However, in his studies of the Trukese he advocates the incorporation of the findamental "emic primitive” of the corporation
into the descriptive ethnographic language itself. This concept, as he mitially discovered it. combined elements of property
ownership and kinship in ways that no other studied culture did, and he used it as a fundamental organizing notion for his
ethnography. Later, when the concept was successfully applied to a related culture, the concept became, by Goodenough's
lights, a cross-culturally valid efic one. Citing the EGﬂIplEﬂ:lE:ﬂtﬂI‘it‘-’ of the original notions of etics and emics, he maintains that
the recovery of an emic primitive introduces that notion into ethnographers' "etic kat" of notions potentially applicable to the
study of other cultures. Upon becoming elsewhere applicable, it becomes etic 46

However one terms these conceptions (and we shall see substantial disagreement by Marvin Harris on this and other points
shortly). it is clear that the use of subject conceptions puts a special burden on translational determinacy. To grve an erroneous
or insufficiently warranted account of a fundamental concept that lies at the heart of the organizing principles of an ethnography
is to compromise it seriously. Exactly what the concept-sharing Goodenough demands here amounts to is not entirely clear, as
some of his formulations of his aims have less of a mentalistic ring than others (something [ shall exploit later on)); for nstance,
he speaks at one point of defining "in terms of whatever criteria enabled me to distinguish among the entitlements and
transactions in a manner consistent with the distinctions the people of Truk seemed to be making" (mv emphasis). 47

Stmilar commitments to the identification of defining characteristics or attributes are manifest in Frake's influential "The
Ethnographic Study of Cognitive Systems” (1962). However, as with Goodenough's definitions of culture and language and
the qualification ust noted, recovery of criteria-in-mind s not always explicitly mplied by what Frake says. Consider, for
example, the following curt summary of the ethnographer's task:

To define 'hamburger' one must know, not just what objects it includes. but with what it contrasts. In this way we learn
that a slice of cheese malkes a difference, whereas a shice of tomato does not. In the
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context of different cultures the task is to state what one must know in order to categorize correctly. 48

However, other passages emphasize categorizing according to the criteria that one's subjects employthough one might only ask
that the resulting reference classes of source-language predicate and its translating target-language predicate be identical. If
one notes Frake's definition of 'object’ as "anything construed as a member of category ... whether perceptible or not." this
task amounts simply to that of categorizing anything correctly, inchuding abstract notions 49 Also, Frake views his method of
determining complementarity and contrast as broadly applicable, "whether aimed directly at perceptual qualities of phenomena
or at informants’ descriptions of phenomena or at informants’ descriptions of pertinent attributes."50 Thus, despite his mitation
to generally less problematic examples such as color and animal tvpes, his approach ranges over extensions of abstract objects
and is meant to apply to the recovery of observable and unobservable attributes.

Frake's remarks is this early paper thus seem to buy into the semantic platonism Quine and others criticize. Thus, it is of
interest that in later work his desire to emplov eliciting frames that are to be "discovered, not prescribed, by the ethnographer”
connects to deep dissatisfaction with what he and other critics term "platonistic” rigor and structure in the ethnoscientific
approaches that have evolved from componential analysis. Indeed. the term has much the pejorattve ring for these
anthropologists as it has for Quine, Goodman, and White 51 I shall consider this problem in more detail below.

Componential Analysis and Psychological Reality

These concerns expressed by Frake and Goodenough to discover "eliciting frames" and "criteria-in-mind" (or in the head)
connect to a broader theoretical difficulty in the context of validation; namely, that of showing the ' pﬂvchnlngical reality” (or
"cognitive validity") of the cognitive structures one recovers. Coontrary to this, Robbins Burling has argued in a widely
dlﬂEllEEEd article, "C ognition and Componential Analysis: God's Truth or Hocus-Pocus?", that if only premcme SuUCCess (in
"getting along," categorizing correctly, and so on) may corroborate hypotheses to the effect that the native is following a
certain rule or using certain criteria of discrimination, then, as there is no way of determining a uniguely adequate concep-
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tual framework, he argues, "psychological reality” seems a criterion of adequacy that cannot be met:

Any of hundreds of thousands of logically alternatrve solutions might predict which term can be used [in some
situation], but the success of that prediction does not demonstrate that the speaker of the language uses the same
scheme, or indicate whether or not all speakers use the same one. 32

Burling's article deserves emphasis at this juncture, as his concerns are closest in character to Quine's and as he champions a
fictionalist attitude toward componential analysis that is generalizable to other approaches and well-adaptable to my later

reconstruction of Quine.

Burling argues that nagging problems of "indeterminacy” make determination of the specific psychological actualities
problematic. Citing an attempt by Harold Conklin to determine a botanical taxonomy and constructing a hypothetical

taxonomy of his own 53 he argues:

It is my feeling that the analysis of terms into hierarchical taxonomies that have lately been discussed have rather
glossed over the problems of indeterminacy. In fact, in my example I also glossed over some difficult problems of this
sort ... What about "cedars"? Are they "needled trees"? Not really of course, but they are not "leafy trees” either.
Should "balsam." "hemlock," and "spruce” be classed together as "short needled trees” (Christmas trees) as opposed
to "pines"? Or should they all have equivalent taxonomic status? What is the essential "cognitive” difference between
hemlock and spruce? Is it gross size, type of needle, form of bark, or what? I do not know how to answer these
questions, but they are the types of questions which must be answered before any single semantic analysis can claim to
represent the cognitive organization of the people, or even claim to be much more than an exercise of the analyst's

imagination. 34

Burling then compares this taxonomy, with its problems of indeterminacy, to a proposed taxonomy of diseases in Subanun (a
langnage of Mindanao) given by Frake:33

Analyses of terms in exotic languages may obscure the range of possible alternatives. For instance, Frake discusses
some disease terms i Subanun. ., and he makes appealing suggestions for thewr analysis: vet, [ cannot help wondenng if
he does not convey an unjustified certainty in the particular analysis he offers. Frake gives a diagram ... of
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the same form as my diagram of English plant terms.____ in which certain skin diseases are assigned to various taxonomic
categories and subcategories. Not knowing the language. the reader can hardly question the data, and yet he may still
wonder if this diagram is less subject to question than my diagram of plant terms._ 36

He isolates Frake's particular difficulty as one of insufficient data and argues that until a suitable method and sufficient data are
offered by some application of componential analysis. the plausibility of assertions of psychological reality remains. for him.
highly questionable:

Students who claim that componential analysis or comparable methods of semantic analysis can provide a means for
"discovering how people construe their world" must explajn how to eliminate the great majority of logical p ossibilities
and narrow the choice to the one of the few that are "psychologically real.” I will not be convinced that there are not
dozens or hundreds of possible analvses of Subanun disease terms until Frake presents us with the entire system fully
analyzed and faces squarely the problem of how he chooses his particular analysis. In the meantime, I will doubt
whether any single analysis tells us much about people's cognitive structure, even if it enables us to use terms as a
native does.57

Burling's main contention is that inguists maintain a "hocus-pocus” attitude toward their structural-semantic and related
ethnographic resultswhile nonetheless preserving the theoretical apparatus, and attendant semantic notions, of componential
analysis.38

However, for many anthropologists, Burling's antirealism involves concession of much too critical an objective for
anthropological inquiry. This would seem particularly so for Boasians, whose motivation for doing etic / emic or componential
analysis has much to do with aims to attain objective recovery of subject points of view. Burling would seem to be conceding
the very point of doing emic anthropology.

Burling's emphasis on msufficient data suggests lines of counter-argument based on the acquisition of more data of appropriate
types. In an influential response to Burling, "Cognitive Aspects of English Kin Terms." A K. Romney and R .G. D'Andrade
contend that "slight differences in the operation or the definition and number of components mmply different pictures of
psychological reality" and argue that "the solution of this problem lies i further behavioral measures of indnidual cognitrve
operations." 59 The wider evidential

< previous paqge page 70 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 71 next page >

Page 71

base to which they appeal contains such items as semantic differential measurements, observations of frequencies of term
pairings (called "triad" analysis), and determinations of salience in memory. In triad analysis, for instance, the idea is that
greater frequency with which subjects pair terms, for example, 'father'-'son’ as opposed to 'father'-'uncle’, will indicate degrees
of semantic "proximity " Romney and D'Andrade contend that these tests show "that people respond to kinship terms as if
each term contained a bundle of distinct meanings." And the tests they devise are aimed at constructing the topography of the
semantic realms of their subjects. These sorts of tests, and many others developed in recent cognitive anthropology and
psycholingmistics, are ammed at providing determinate results regarding the cognitive aspects of components (and other
semantic and grammatical structures). 60

Romney and D'Andrade contend that semantic components function as discnminatrve stmuli of objects and that such stimuli
are associated in the minds of persons with words for those objectsthus making these stimuli the meanings of words. In the
process they stress the similarity of ingmstic analysis and native language acquisition (something stressed by a number of
anthropologists as well as by Quine):

A discnminattve stimulus is most efficiently learned when a subject is repeatedly presented with events which differ or
contrast in one particular feature and in which the subject's responses to the contrastive stimuli are differentially
reinforced. What both the indriduals who use the native system and the analyst do is learn the set of contrasts which
signal a difference (although the reinforcement for the analyst may be only a neat system while the reinforcement for the
indmvidual in the system are approval and understanding) 61

Cecil Brown, whose views shall recerve more attention later, cites this passage in the course of crediting Romney and

D' Andrade with making an important attempt "to explain the manner in which the meanings of words are learned.” However,
he acknowledges telling mentalistic commitments: "Semantic components as the meanings of words become fixed in the mind
permitting appropriate responses to the words with which they are associated on some future occasion of encountering
them."62 Brown rejects this mentalistic view of components on the Wittgensteinian grounds noted in Chapter 1:

Semantic components are not directly treated but are nonetheless implied i [Wittgenstemn's] broad criticism of the
three types of unitary
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meaning. Thus, if objects are not the meanings of words, neither are the stimuli (discriminative or otherwise) empirically
associated with them; if images are not meanings, neither are images of such stimuli; or if feelings or mental experiences
are not meanings_ neither are feelings about or experiences involving stimuli. 63

Brown similarly rejects mentalistic commitments manifest even in a later paper by D'Andrade, which attempts to modify
componential analysis (and ethnoscience generally) in line with the au:lmmwledged need to take account of use. D'Andrade
here expresses a willingness to incorporate analyses of language use in addition to standard teu:hmque& of :nmpnnmnal
analysis (thereby qualifying Goodenough's insistence that the signification of E}LprSSJDIIS is all that is worth mquiry and
admitting the value of taking "connotata” into account). However, D'Andrade is insistent that assignment of labels to things
must precede learning the use of expressions, and that this point [m erlooked, he contends, by Wittgensteinian analysis) leads
to a two-stage analysis of meaning for the field linguist: First, the linguist must decide on the assignment of natrve labels to
objects through standard componential techniques. Second, the linguist must discern the agreed-upon patterns of word-usage
of his informants. F or example, it is important to realize the import of a native's applving the term for a cousin to a nonrelative
(say, as an expression of honor or mhman:v} but underﬂtandmg this rule of usage is impossible without first understanding the
(emic) labeling rule that assigns that expression literally to certain kin 64

Thus, we see here not only the sort of revision of traditional comp onential analysis suggested by Scheffler, namely, the
incorporation of accidental along with essential characteristics, but also an endeavor to incorporate elements of more
behavionistically oriented theonies. I)'Andrade msists that an "emic" understanding of subject mtentions or defining
characteristics is presupposed by the (thus) supplementary behavioral analysis (compare Searle's use of mtensional and
generative concepts). But, as Brown notes, the revision does not go to the heart of the matter. Indeed, as we shall see,
Wittgenstein's later reflections on language are typically percerved (as they are no doubt intended) as calling for deeper
methodological revision.

And of course such modifications will not satisfy Quine. He views the conditioning to isolate distinctive features as so vastly
different, in the native's case as opposed to the linguist's_ as to raise serious questions about the linguistic objectives here. Also,
it 1s important to keep in mind that the "empirical slack” Quine percetves comprises all possible data and thus does not
evidently leave the door open to attain psychological reality by gathering more data:
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The metaphor of the black box, often so useful, can be misleading. ... The problem is not one of hidden facts. such as
might be uncovered by learning more about the brain ph‘.’SiDng‘- of thought processes. To expect a distinctive physical
mechanism behind every genuinely distinct mental state is one thing; to expect a distinctive mechanism for every
purported distinction that can be phrased in traditional mentalistic language is another. The question whether.. the
foreigner really believes [theory] A or believes rather [empirically equivalent rival] B is a question whose very
significance [ would put in doubt. This is what I am getting at in arguing the indeterminacy of translation. 63

Also, while Burling's challenge to the notion of psychological reality 1s much akin to Qujne'ﬁ critique of meaning and synonymy,
it may not go clearly to the heart of the matter. The deeper concerns surface not so much in Burling's explicit criticisms of
Frake but rather in his own self-doubts. He asks for the "cognitive" difference (the scare-quotes are his) between hemlock
and spruce. One could easily read that remark as challenging whether such questions can be answered at all: It is precisely
these more radical sorts of objections that philosophers such as Quine and Wittgenstein raise, and their objections may
demand more serious changes than Burling envisages. (1 will look at more radical Wittgenstemian critiques below.) Indeed,
Quine's indeterminacy argument ultimately attacks the clarity and scientific usefulness of mtension, rather than its sheer
ontological excess. If it does so successfully, it is not clear how simply adopting an antirealist attitude, while keeping intensional
constructs, will be of any help.

Descent to the Unconscious

Earlier I noted Boas', and more so Sapir's, recognition that significant elements of analysis might not be objects of
ethnographic subjects' conscious awareness. Many have taken this, as well as aforementioned problems in determining
psychological reality, as signaling a need for far greater emphasis on deeper, cross-culturally and psychologically valid,
unconscious structures rather than on superficial intension of the Frege-Lewis variety 66 This is particularly evident in the
language-and-culture approaches that incorporate Chomskian transformational-generative devices and
psychological'psychoanalytic categories. as well as those nfluenced by Lewi-
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Stranss' structuralism. These represent a significant shift in emphasis from Boas, despite his acknowledgment of the need to go
beyond subjects’ conscious awarenessBoas did not foresee going nearly as far beyond it. Correspondingly, they represent
also deep and controversial points of contrast to other approaches evolving in the "Boasian” tradition that continue to
emphasize culturally specific items within_ or closer to, subjects' conscious awareness. [ shall look briefly here at
transformational and structuralist approaches, citing some problems that arise particularly in connection with them. In the next
section, [ shall turn to broader range of recent developments and problems in the various cognitive approaches.

Transformational-Generative Theovies

The transformational inguist John Lvons credits C. F. Hockett's A Course in Modern Linguistics (1938) with specifically
calling attention to "deeper connections” between sentences that "cut across surface grammar”, this in contrast to, say, Sapir's
stress of the often unconscious character of surface grammar. 67 It was Hockett's view that such deep connections were
pivotal in the structure and acquisition of language, vet up to that time they had been largely unexplored. With the impact and
increasing influence of Chomsky's work in the 1960s, it grew into one of the dominant linguistic theories in language-and-
culture anthropology. And, as with the approaches previously discussed, it has been modeled in ethnographic theorynotably in
the work of Noel Schutz 63

In brief, these approaches endeavor to take linguisticmainly grammaticalanalysis bevond the taxonomic classifications of
suface grammar | vielded by earlier structural-linguistic models. Instead (and here I refer to the later theory developed by
Chomsky in Aspects of the Theory of Syntax and ramified in various places by Katz and Fodor), surface grammar, meaning
and phonological repreaentannn result from the w orkings of a subsurface complex of components that create and transform
underlying strings in accordance with patterns and rules that differ markedly from those evident from examination of the
linguistic swface. The synractic component consists of a set of phrase structure rules, which give the constitution of sentences
in terms of various grammatical categories; transformational rules, which indicate the ways n which sentences can be
restructured while preserving their meaning (for example, for transforming active to equivalent passive constructions); and
lexicon insertion rules, which indicate which words from the lexicon of a language may be inserted
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for some generated category in order to produce a suface or "terminal” string. The full representation of the generation of a
sentence via phrase structre and lexicon insertion rules is said to be the representation of its "deep structure” or its "underlying
phrase marker." while transformational rules operate on the underlying marker to produce "derived" and finally "superficial
structures. The phrase markers thus produced by the syntactic component are in turn "operated upon" by two other
components, the semantic and the phonological. The former, which is of main interest here, provides the intension of the
lexical items by assigning semantic interpretations to deep syntactic structures in keeping with the "projection rules" that make
these assignments in accordance with the "semantic markers" for these lexical items. These markers, as [ noted earlier,
correspond to Lewis' intension; that is, they give the hierarchy of semantic categories to which the item belongs (for example,
bachelor: object; physical; human; adult; male; not married). 69

Hymes notes the fit of this approach into the Boasian tradition:

The logic here is essentially the same as that used by Sapir (1925) to show that an implicit level of phonology exists
behind the observed level of phonetics: differing sets of sounds may have the same underlying patterns, and the same
sets of sounds may have differing underlying patterns. Recognition of this logic brought to the fore a new functional
relation. CONTRASTIVE RELEVANCE could warrant the status, and disclose something of the organization of
elements; TRANSFOBEMATIONS (or operations of equivalent role) were required to give an adequate account of
their organization 70

What was viewed as desirable about this new form of analysis, Hymes contends, was that it accounted better and more simply
for systematic relations between sentences by specific prmu:q:rle& that operated not simply on surface patterns but also on the
underlying structural relationships themselves. 71 As such, he notes, its generative goals are but a special case of the goals of
ethnography set down by Goodenough and followed, notably, by Frake, Sturtevant, and Conklin 72 Also. it embodies a shift
in attitude toward the role of semantics in anthropological inguistics. Whereas, as Schutz notes, Goodenough's work "mvited
the suggestion that the ethnographic approach to meaning and the linguistic approach to language might provide
complementary approaches to languagewith ethnography providing input mto linguistic description,” more recently semantic
theory "has come to be an integral portion of the organization of lin-
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ouistic description; indeed, some linguists have come to regard semantics as the most basic part of inguistic description.” 73

In addition to Schutz' ethnographic model, more limited models have been emploved by a number of influential theorists.
Lounsbury has incorporated three generative rules and thewr corollaries into the componential analvsis of Crow-Omaha
kinship. gvs.tematmng eighty-two kin types into twenty-six kin EﬂtEgGﬂES 74 Similar "reduction rules” are emploved elsewhere:
Mridula Durbin views these rules as designed "to establish an equivalence among multiple denotata of one term by selecting
one denotatum as primary reference (e.g., sister's son) and by converting the rest of the denotata (i.e., secondary ones such as
father's sister's son) mto the primary denotatum through a set of rules."75 These amms are in addition to those shared with
general linguistics, such as accounting for competence and infuitions of meaningfulness, detecting ambiguity, and so forth 76

The influential anthr opologist Oswald Werner has also placed emphasis on the value of transformational analysis. Ina 1970
article he and coauthor Joan Fenton contend that the "ideational orderings" sought by Goodenough are best achieved by a
"loose integration” of componential methods with generative grammar. The formal structures embodied in culture, they claim,
have the character of "cognitive maps" (a concept they dertve from Michael Polanvi), with a cultural system being the overlap
of indrvidual maps or "mdmnidual competences." Thetr universe of discourse consists of classes of components and attributes 77

Many transformational linguists are keenly concerned with the psvcholinguistic aspects of therr work, especially accounting for
the child's language an:quisiﬁun This motivates them to place special demands on the adequacy of thewr grammatical (and
semantic) analyses; that is, in Chomsky's terms. descriptive adequacy for grammatical analysis does not delineate the full task:
the ultimate objective is explanatory adequacy. Briefly, descriptive adequacy characterizes the demand that generative
grammar vield strings that are grammatu:al account for aﬂ:rphibnlﬂ. and so forth. (This level 1s said to characterize the ideal
speaker-hearer's "linguistic competence” or tacit knowledge of the language.) Explanatory adequacy adds additional demands
that the grammar that produces those strings have maximal systematic simplicity and that one uniquely correct grammar be
spectfied, within the constraints of empirical underdetermination. Explanatory adequacy also entails that the inguist's
constructions can be related to hypotheses about the child, viewed as a "language acquisition model” (AM) or "language
acquisition device" (LAD).
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Some linguists demand only two things of grammatical analvsis: (1) it should recover deep structures; (2) it should provide a
more dynamic account of language from the corpus of utterances from that language (and other pertinent data): that is, a
mechanical procedure for classifying and sorting the parts of sentences according to the surface-structure n:ateg ories. Katz
advocates (following a suggestion by Chomsky) a more demanding "rationalis” strategy that attnbutes an "evaliation
procedura” to the child (or a discovery procedure that involves an evaluation procedure):

The particular form that the rationalist theory of learning takes in the case of langnage acquisition is that of an
evaluation procedure, viz., a criterion for making an empirically j'uﬁtiﬁe:d choice among a set of equally simple
grammars, each compatible with the available evidence and each in the form prescribed by inguistic theory. Like a
discovery procedure, an evaluation procedure can serve either as a methodological apparatus for the field linguist or as
a hypothesis about the internal nature of [the AM]. In the latter capacity, the procedure constitutes a nativist theory of
how the child learns. The child makes essentially the same choices as the linguist; each chooses a new grammar or
reaffirms his previous choice whenever his corpus of available data increases. On the rationalist theory, the child
chooses an optimal grammar from among a set of possible grammars determined by innate principles about the form of
human language , the choice itself being governed by the requirement that the grammar selected be the simplest among
the possible grammars that best predict the data available at the poimnt of choice. 73

The evaluation procedure allows the child to order possible grammars (the class of which is constructed a priori by the child)
according to their relative complexity and to "test” them in attempting to form grammatically correct strings on their basis. Thus,
again, comparisons of linguist and child language acquisition processes are viewed as enlightening: the hope here being for a
linguistic theory that will produce not only grammars but accounts of how linguist and child acquire them. Indeed. the linguist's
evaliation procedure is said to mcorporate an "evalnation measure," or an empirical hypothesis about the structure of the AM
and about the degrees to which the resultant grammar reflects these elements. This fiwther involves claims concerning the
universal characteristics of human languages and the relationship of these to certain universal properties of the human mind 79
Explanatory adequacy is integral to the broader notion of "psychological reality” for the AM, which is viewed as es-
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sential to broader psycholinguistic aims such as explaining language acquisition. 30

Although deep structures reflect the rules that competent speakers of a language follow, speakers are typically not consciously
aware of these structures, nor are the deep structures evident in the surface structures, as I have noted. The unconscious
nature of deep structures places special burdens on the field inguist, who cannot simply ask informants to produce meaningful
utterances. An efficient means of testing informant intuitions is required, and one interesting approach emploved. apparently
with some success, by L F H. Wong (in Korea) and Kenneth Hale (in Papago) mvobves actually teaching informants some
transformational lin guistics. 81

However, while transformationalists operate in the spirit of Romney and D'Andrade in seeking a richer data-base and more
complex theoretical devices, thewr concern with still less behaviorally scrutable levels of language may tend to magnify Boasian
worries. The particular approach suggested by Wong and Hale seems especially problematic in view of qualms about
importing Western viewpoints to the informants. Indeed. thus training one's informants seems to run the risk of "westernizing”
the informantone of the very problems that motivated Boas' emphasis on learning the source-language instead of relving on

bilinguals 82

In addition to these particular problems in the field application of transformational theory, there are a mumber of problems
plaguing the general linguistic theory that are worth mentioning here. One major problem in the present context stems from the
COnSCious attempt, noted in Chapter 1, to present a sophisticated and empirically fruitful Fregean theory of meaning, in whose
terms the various notions of intension, analvl:tmhr and so on could be redefined and thus empirically legitimated. The aims of
Katz and Chomsky bring Quine's concerns with the "black-box" viewpoint and translational objectivity clearly to the surface.

Now how closely Chomsky's position comes to Katz's with regard to its commitment to the existence of meanings is not
entirely clear. A lot depends on how one views the deep structures upon which the semantic component operates, and the
semantic component itself. If one views them as purely hypothetical constructions for reproducing grammatical strings, such
that other constructions might do as wellthat is, if one adopts a "hocus-pocus” attitude towards themone may dodge some of
Quine's and Wittgenstein's concerns. Moreover, Chomsky and other transformationalists are not as concerned with the
semantic component as are Katz and Fodor (although
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Chomsky includes as "syntactic features” categories that para]lal Katz's semantic markers), thus making thetr commitments
with regard to infension somewhat unclear. And. as I noted in Chapter 1, to the degree that Chomsky's concerns can be
limited to an:n:nunhng for grammaticality, indeterminacy may present little canse for concern, except for the broader
commitments made in connection with explanatory adequacy and psychological reality. However. if instead transformational
theory aims at au:n:nuntmg for natural synonyvmy, even a fictionalist attitude toward intension may not escape indeterminacy. As
I noted in connection with Burling, Qume 5 mdetem:nman:v arguments are aimed primarily at the clarity of semantic notions and
these concerns seem in turn rooted in doubts about the very amenability of "natural synonymy" to systematic analysis. Unlike
grammatical analysis of "significant strings,” semantic analysis, he argues, lacks something to be "night or wrong about.”

Chomsky certainly seems to percetve a negative import of Quinean indeterminacy for his and similar programs. And, as we
shall see, Chomsky sees much hinging on the assessment of the mnport of empirical underdetermination for translation and
linguistics.

However, the abstractness of the transformationalist's various constructs (of deep and smface structure) motivates antiplatonist
objections from anthropologists and psycholinguists, reminiscent of those voiced by Quine and other philosophers. These
concerns are reflected in work by psycholinguists concerned with psychological reality. Recent discussions of "competence
models" have shown concern that overemphasis of idealizations such as competence, as opposed to the dynamics of actual
output (performance), social factors, and the like, has rendered the accountability of these latter types of phenomena, as well
as the potential range of determinable, psychologically real cognitive elements, highly problematic. Despite the greater
theoretical sophistication imvolved, the problem here seems much the same as one percerved by Russell and Lewis in earlier
ideational theoriesnamely, the inadequacy of theories dominated by the rigor and platonism of formal semantics to apply to
important psycholo gical and epistemological objectrves.

For example, W._ J. M. Levelt notes that the idealized character of LAD acquisition has promoted an attitnde among linguists
that minimizes the importance of inguistic input. 33 It is simply assumed. he contends, that a corpus of utterances is recerved by
the child, and the child's ability to absorb this corpus is treated as presupposing the natrvist assumption that "the child could not
possibly learn the syntax of his language unless he was endowed with some innate_

< previous page page 79 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 80 next page >

Page 80

langnage-specific mechanism for just that purpose.” 84 However, Levelt argues, the consequently felt need to "protect the idea
of spontaneous emergence of language” has led to a problem of what he calls "dogmatism" that is importantly analogous to the
imposition-problems [ have discussed. His concern is with linguists' excessive reliance on the creative expansion of hypotheses
(or assumptions”) about the mner character of the LAD at the expense of widening their range of observations, a choice he
:harge& Chomsky as gving "the appearafce of a logical necessity."85 The worry, hardly new to rationalism in its various forms,
is that the data will be selected in a question-begging way to fit the chosen thenﬂf

In addition, Levelt is concerned that "the tacit assumption that language development could be satisfactorily explained in virro"

will have the conse quence of cutting off research on competence, and other facets of transformational theory. from research on

the early learning of sentencesthus ml]ﬂ:nhng application of the theory to developmental issues. These pmblam& for

psycholinguistics have their analogues in anthropology (for example, Geertz I:nnque of the "hermetical” effect of

transformational inquiry, which I shall discuss below), both for the reasons given by Leveltmany anthropologists being

understandably interested in the prospects of relating their work to pertinent areas in psycholinguistics and cognitive
psychologyand for reasons more specific to anthropology.

V. I. Cook expresses smmilar worries in another recent critique: Insofar as the AM is related to competence, Cook contends. it
must be regarded as similarly ideal. platonic, or timeless 86 Language acquisition must be falsely (though ntentionally) assumed
to be instantaneousan idealizing assumption that he sees as having the result that "the instantaneous model has in effect cut itself
off from evidence about the child "87 Also, the fact that evidence for the AM is evaluated according to an evaluation measure
that, itself. commits one to certain views concerning the internal structure of the model produces an undesirable circularity
(compare Levelt's charge of "dogmatism"). Cook sees this as further hindering the explanation of psychological reality 38

Structural Anthropology
Structural anthropology, classically embodied in the work of Claude Lewvi-Strauss, is similar to generative grammar in

delineating an unconscious (and universal) locus of symbolic meaning_ Its main difference lies, perhaps, in its being from the
outset an integrated
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anthropological approach to both lnguistic ard nonlinguistic symbolic phenomena and in its not modeling these structures
along the lines of an already developed ]jllg'l.liﬂﬁl: theory. Levi-Strauss gives significant credit for its origins to Boas, as well as
to the Russian formalist Trubetﬂl-:cw 50 He gﬁ es little attention to the conscious cognitive level of significance wherein, by
contrast, C. [. Lewis locates "sense meaning” and intension.

In any case, a central tenet of the structuralist approach is that the essential features of cultures and cultural systems that should
be studied are patterns and structures that remain invanant under historical transformations. Structuralists view cultures, in the
words of one reviewer, "as logical mechanisms for reducing the randomness of history"that is. for integrating the novel and
unexpected. Though particular solitions vary cross-culturally, the underlving mechanisms_ being "essential and universal
features of mankind " remain mvariant %0

Onwing to the integrated nature of this approach, it is difficult to distingmsh lingnistic from nonlinguistic underlying structures
(hence, there is greater divergence from Sapir here than is exhibited by linguistics-based approaches); similarly it is difficult to
distinguish linguistic theory or model from ethnographic theory or model. The underlving rules and structures are such that vield
all types of cultural phenomena at the surface. For Levi-Strauss, the myeh occupies a methodological position analogous to
Chomsky's deep structure, insofar as it underlies Fc;rrzgue (analogously, competence), which i turn underlies parole
(analogously, performance). In the terms of a recent review:

In this view, myth is defined as a ... cognitive character. It delineates the parameters within which they are lost. ... They
also, by virtue of this, teach which associations are permitted and which ones are not, within specific parameters 91

Underlying structures are viewed as being quite rigorously formal in nature, having the character of rigorous logical systems
and possessing combinatorial features "similar to an anthropological Mendeleev's table " (Similar remarks are made by Katz
with respect to semantic markers. )92 These highly abstract structures are seen to underlie a wide range of phenomena and to
be broadly pancultural Ideally, undetlying structures conform to topological patterns, which, once revealed by anthropologists,
will serve to interrelate structures, indicate likely transformations through time, show underlying unities of principle, and so
forth 23 Typically, folk myths are studied cross-
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culturally with attention paid to recurring story patterns, parallel use of ammal symbols, the function of these myths in
preserving societal belief-structures, and so forth.

Lewvi-Strauss sketches his approach as follows:

Starting with a myth chosen not so much arbatrarily as through an intuittve feeling that it was both rich and rewarding,
and then, after analyzing it in accordance with rules laid down in previous works. ... I establish the group of
transformations for each sequence, either within the myth itself, or by elucidation of the isomorphic links between
sequences derived from several myths originating in the same commmmnity. This itself takes us bevond the study of
individual myths to the consideration of certain guiding patterns situated along a single axis. At each pmnt on the axis
where there is such a pattern or schema_ we then draw, as it were, a vertical line representing another axis established
by the same operation but carried out this time not by means of apparently different myths onginating from a single
community, but by myths that present certain analogies with the first, although they derive from neighboring
communities. As a result, the guiding patterns are simplified, made more complex or transformed. 94

New "axes" branch out from the original ones, embracing a wider range of myths, including some originally neglected because
they seemed insignificant or uninterpretable. Thus, this structural system expands into a increasingly comprehensive "multi-
dimensional body, whose central parts disclose a structure, while uncertainty and confusion continue to prevail along its

periphery."93

Of course the visible structures of myth serve more than the metaphorical, heunistic function evident here. Structuralists employ
topological principles and generatr'i, e formulae when possible to indicate likely dev E:letﬂE:ﬂtE of mtmelahnnslmg among
mythic structures not at first percerved. A hp1n:al kind of transformation is the repetition in reverse of a pattern in series (a

"reflection"). represented spatially as a series of rotations and reflections that can generate a number of ficures or myths 96 The
meaning of mythic elements, Levi-Strauss argues. "is entirely in the dynamic relation which simultaneously creates several
myths_ or parts of myths, acquire a rational existence and achieve fulfillment together as opposable pairs of one and the same
set of transformations."?7 This has little to do with conscious thought:

Mythological analysis has not, and cannot have, as its aim to show how men think_ ___ I therefore claim to show, not

how men think in
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myths, but how myths operate in men's minds without their being aware of the fact. ... It would perhaps be better to go
still further and. disregarding the thinking subject completely. proceed as if the thinking process were taking place in
the myths, in their reflection upon themselves and their interrelation. 93

Indeed, his interest is not so much in the myths, or what underlies them,_ particularly, but rather "to clarify ... the system of
axioms and postulates defining the best pDESﬂI}IE code, capable of EDI‘JfEI‘I‘]Ilg a common significance on UnNCons cious
formulations which are the worle of minds. societies, and cvilizations."99

The ultimate atms of structuralism extend bevond the determination of structures underlying the social phenomena of a single
group or culture, or related groups of cultures: the deepest underlving structures are universal, as they depend on the structure
of the human brain. One must, it is argued. see every element and every level of culture as an interconnected web, with surface
meaning fully dependant for its proper determination on accurate reproduction of the entire system. Linguistic and all other
social phenomena are "the projection, on the level of conscious and socialized thought, of universal laws which regulate the
unconscious activities of mind " Further, "the 'natural basis' of the phonemic system” is "the structure of the brain "100

Given its relative lack of concern for producing hypotheses that explain or generate intension, the potential conflict of
structuralism with the indeterminacy thesis is not as clearly drawn. However, structuralists seem wedded nonetheless to the
"black-box" idea. Also, broader Boasian criticisms concerning the neglect for emics seem pertinent. There seems no reason to
deny that a variety of alternative structures might equally serve to account for the mythic and cultural "surface"or at least for
those elements "intuitively felt” by the inquirer to be manifesting deeper mngcance Particularly alarming for the methodologist
who worries about whether the "underlving structures” he "finds" are the native's, or 5n:|:1p11. his own. or SIEE[‘pl‘. certain
comventional structures arising in the scientific inquiry that have no analogous pattern in anvbody's head, is Levi-Stranss'
above-noted remark that he chooses his mythic starting points "not so much arbitrarily as through an intuitive feeling that it is
both rich and rewarding "101

As might be expected, there have been concerns expressed in more recent structuralist literature concerning the cognitive
aspects of code recovery, especially in light of "multiplicity” problems that
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spawn the critical reflections of Burling and Quine. Two recent reviewers, David Kronenfeld and Henry W. Decker interpret
Lewvi-Strauss as confronting this problem in a different waynamely, by accepting multiplicity and contending that all the
"reasonably parsimonious” analyses are correct:

In stating that "it is in the last resort mnmaterial whether in this book the thought processes of the South American
Indians take shape through the mednm of my thought, or whether mine takes place through the medmm of theirs”
Lewvi-Strauss appears to be asserting that many codes can hie behind any one message, and that any code which one
human mind can find in a message is there for any other mind to find. ... This seems to be a reasonable claim. In
lﬂnshrp studies where a claim such as this has been rigorously E}:plnred_ it does not appear that the search for a single
"psychologically real" analysis has been misguided. It appears that any reasonably parsmmonious analysis of any part of
English kinship terminology that any anthropologist has been able to come up with will actually be used at one time or
another by any native speaker of English. ... 102 In other words, any conceivable analysis is a true oneat least within
some broad limits_ If this is true, then the analyst of a natrve folktale deals with whichever codes she or he finds most

approachable 103

Thus, Levi-Strauss seems to sidestep the conflict of imposition and the objective determinacy of his structural vield. He gets to
the truth of the matteror, rather, to the many truths of the matter. However, the claim that structures or codes are there "for any
mind to find" seems to be carryving a lot of weight herebeing all that seems to block the challenges of Burling and Quine. 104 It

seems to rest, if anything. on an assumption of psychic unity about which Quine expresses deep skepticism.

However, in interesting contrast to the "God's truth” spirit of these remarks_ there is the following passage in The Savage

Mind:

It is of course only for purposes of exposition and because they form the subject of this book that [ am apparently
giving priority to ideology and superstructures. [ do not at all mean to suggest that ideological transformations give rise
to social ones. Only the reverse is i fact true. Men's n:ann:aptmn of the relations between nature and culture is a
function of modifications of their social relations. But, since my aim here is to outline a theory of superstructures,
reasons of method require that they should be singled out for attention and that major phenomena which have no place

in this program should seem to be left
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in brackets or given second place. We are however merely studying the shadows on the wall of the Cave without
forgetting that it is only the attention we give them which lends them a semblance of reality. 105

This passage can easily be viewed as giving reason to believe that Levi-Strauss is more sympathetic to the "hocus-pocus”
view, at least as pertains to the fundamental character of the structures he seeks to reveal 106 But then, on the other hand, he
might well contend that the interpreted structures are, despite their ephemeral character, nonetheless isomorphic to universal
brain structuresfunctioning, in the terms of the adapted platonic metaphor, as therr "shadows" in the light of interpretation.

There are also interesting parallels between structuralist analysis and the ideal-language programs of Russell, the early
Wittgenstein, and others, programs that we have seen bear much of the brunt of Quine's and Wittgenstein's criticisms. Levi-
Strauss evidently views the underlying structures and generative principles of myth as being rigorously explicable in formal
systems viewed as offering an ideal embodiment of those structures and principles. This connection has been noted by Lee

Drummond:

Despite obvious differences in subject area, Myvthologiques, the Principia and the Tractatus are brilliant examples of
the metalinguistic, or ideal language. approach which seeks to dispel the mherent ambiguity of natural (ordinary)
languages by creating a set of non-ambiguous, "ideal" propositions based entirely on logical relations and operations.
Hence the "transformations” and "binary operators” of Mythologigues, the "elementary propositions” of the Principia,
and the notion of pmpnf.itinn as "what is the case" in Tractarus. The ideal languagr—; approach conceives meaning as a
logical property contained in ordinary langnage but obscured by its unsystematic nature_ so that the meaning of
utterances in ordinary language can be determined only by tranﬁlahng or I'E;fDI’rﬂUlﬂhIlg them in a logical and precise
code about lan guage. of a metalanguage. The pmblem of meaning is then solved in ideal language phﬂninphv by
identifying the unit of meaningthe minimal requirement necessary for an utterance or expression to have meaningas the
relation. ... The postulate of reformulation rests on the identification of meaning as relation, and in turn forms the basis
for the semantic edifices of Mythologigues 107

Drummond sees structuralists as too neglectful of factors at the sociocultural surface (where Levi-Strauss sees only
"uncertainty and confusion to prevail"). Drummond advocates inc orporating into
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studies of the oral narrattve of myth some means for analyzing surface meaning In this connection he finds Witt gensteinian
meaning-as-use views accommodating:

The mportant feature of "iﬁr'ittgenﬁtein'i philosophy is its transition from the Russelian conception of the proposition as
a logical form to the "meaning-as-use” theory of the utterance as an unfolding process, embedded in a context of other
utterances (a "family of relations"), and involving an act of intentionality (or someone meaning something). 108

He advocates shifting attention from the state of affairs that makes a statement true to the speaker's affirmation that some
state of affairs exists, and the relevant questions about the speaker's meaning become 'In what does his affrmation, his
intention, consist? and "What is involved in meaning something if that differs from recombining elements in prop ositions”’

Drummond continues:

In contrast to the structuralist approach. which identifies the unit of meaning with the »elation between propositional
elements, Wittgenstein's later views on the subject are strongly processual: a relation has meaning in the process of
being affirmed by a narrator. Structuralist analysis sees relations as generated by logical operators, of
n‘amfarmarmm while the "meaning-as-use" theory locates the generative principle of meaning-something in the
intention of the speaker and the conrext of the speech-act. Opposing the concept of transformation to those of
intention and context permits us to see that the epistemological basis of structuralism, what I have called the postulate
of reformulation. has the effect in myth studies of severing the connection between the sfructure of myth and the

process of its narration and exegetical interpretation 109

Thus, again, we see the perceived tension between analytic construct and social reality motivating a modification of a formal
appmal:hand one primarily concerned with unconscious n:t:rgmtmn Moreover, there is the suggestion of an underlying
relationship between problems of formal linguistic analyses in philosophical and anthropological contexts. Drummond suggests
methndalngical revision in light of these problems and ties his remarks i with a similar movement in the philosophy of
language, that is, away from formal system toward ordinary-language analysis. Worth noting is another response that suggests
itself if one considers Drummond's Db]EEhDﬂE in light of the previously cited passage from Levi-Strauss. If one acknowledges.

as Levi-Strauss seems to, that inquirer interest has a fun-
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damental constitutive effect on theoretical results and if one can fashion a satisfactory pragmatic notion of objectivity that
takes this into account, one might shift attention entirely to the question of theoretical productvity. If structuralism need lay no
claim to psychological reality and if "external” cognitive perspectives are allowed in the study of culture, then a feasible attitude
might be that structuralists offer. in Nelson Goodman's terms, but one "world-version." one of the many ways the world is.
However, fashioning the appropriate notion of objectivity, particularly in light of the varied problems of imposition that concern
us here, i1s easier said than done.

Cognitive Anthropology: Recent Developments and Problems

Now that we have seen some of the views that have prevailed in several major language-and-culture paradigmsparticularly
those responsible for the mentalistic flavor of much researchl would like to look at some other approaches and some more
recent discussions and trends. What I want to show is how the aforementioned problems continue to prevail and how they
have motivated the orists, whom [ group here under the rough label 'cognitive anthropology'. 110 to move in conflicting
directions. Some have continued to emphasize unconscious psychological structures and thew effect on cognitive or cultural
development. Others, however, have percerved this emphasis as antagonistic to fundamental Boasian concerns with revealing
or adopting the subjects’ points of view. Some of the latter have tried to restore concern, in various ways, with symbolic
structures (albeit still mental ones) more directly tied to behavior. Others have sought to retreat from conscious or unconscious
mentalism by relocating the focal point of signfficance in social-behavioral elements. Others still, understandably, have chosen
to avoid the paradoxical tensions of emic analysis by generally avoiding concerns with either cognition or subject viewpoints.
In this section I shall discuss representative views that remain within the ethnoscientific and cognitive paradigms_ In subsequent
sections [ shall look at more comprehensive methodological transformations.

Oswald Werner is a strong proponent of continued emphasis on transformational analysis. This is evident in the
aforementioned article (with coauthor Fenton) favoring grounding componential analyses in transformational ones for the sake
of developing a universal theory of knowledge. It is also borne out in a recent article by Werner and Donald Campbell that
makes a strong commitment to ex-
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planatory adequacy and relates it intmately to the fundamental emic task of ethnoscience: They demand that linguistic inquiry
begin with "decentered” translation, aimed at reflecting their subjects’ sumface and subsurface inguistic categorizations, rather
than "centered” translation. ammed at the smoothest translation of source-language discourse in the target language. Successful,
decentered translation, they contend, mvolves the recovery of linguistic deep structure, semantic interpretations_ and semantic
structure, in addition to the recovery of more superficial elements; moreover, they hinge the very possibility of decentered
translation on the existence of these empirically determinate (and at the deepest levels universal) generative elements. These
points are also emphasized in a later piece in which Werner and L awrence Fisher advocate defining 'emic’ so as not to hmit it
to what subjects say or consciously think. 111

However, others have favored returning to something more like Goodenough's idea of discerning rules of behavior. For
example, Stephen Tvler rejects the idea that anthropology must strive for the explanation or specification of developmental
processes. Instead, he views its proper concern as being with determining "only .. what is expected and appropnate.” And,
with Gnudmuugh he further contends that the "cultural anthropologist is only concerned with those events which are
expressions of underlying thoughts." His aim is to penetrate beyvond mere material representation to the logical nexus of
undertlying concepts. As with Gnndennugh he emphasizes the derivation of formal systems, platonically mentalistic (and
public) in character. while generally ignoring mndridual psychology 112 Implicit here is the allegiance of platonistic meaning-
analysis with emphasis on publicly shared significance.

Partly following Tvler's lead, others have developed sophisticated models of nattve decision making and mformation
processing. Perhaps the most prolific of recent contributors in this area is Wilhlam H. Geoghegan, who has applied a fairly
extensive information processing model to ethnography. He joins Geertz, Cook, and others in rejecting the insular platonism of
formal analyses, contending that these provide the main stumbling block to the attamment of eﬂmngraphin: results with
demonstrable pgvn:hnlugn:al validity; Enmethmg he contends cannot be done while competence is stressed at the expense of
examining the "performance routines” of the native actor 113

These concerns echo those just noted in connection with the formal constructs of transformational linguistics and structuralism.

However, while Geoghegan avoids some of the drawbacks, he
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remains committed to the recovery of other abstract mentalistic tems such as nattve "modes of thought." "models in the head."
"decision rules.” and "n:ugﬂit'n e processes.” 50 while he may temper the universalistic fervor of transformationalists (and.
indeed, of their counterparts in n:ngm e psychology) with a greater sensitivity to intercultural variation, mentalistic
commitments and problems remain

The concern that immportant elements are overlooked if contextual variation is ignored in the quest for formal structure has been
seen i several methodological contexts above, and continues to be a prevalent concern. Tvler, for instance, worrnies that
"typological analysis or formal analysis based on genealogical criteria alone is apt to obscure mmportant data " 114 Cecil
Brown's (and R. G. D'Andrade's) criticisms of "unitary theories" in anthropological application, as we have seen, are similarly
motivated by a concern with contextual vanability of meamng Brown has elaborated these concerns more constructively in a
recent monograph that applies Wittgenstein's views on meaning to the development of a theory that strikes a compromise
between the strongly behavioral theories of structural nguistics and, as Brown puts it, the "excessively detailed ... wiring
model" of Chomsky. 115 Brown attempts to achieve this by analyzing "socially real” and public inguistic_ functions of
expressions within (perhaps, in some cases, universal) language games. [ shall discuss this in more detail in my concluding
chapter. 116

In a similar vein, Johannes Fabian tries to modify idealized competence models in folk classification by emphasizing their
function in historical accounts of cultural dev E;letElE;I‘lt within the society in question. His view is that an unfortunate
consequence of the great interest in formalization is the neglect of the evolving character of these systems and their causal
role i cultural-historical processes. Thus, placing categorizations is historical context, he contends, serves to eliminate the
arbitrariness and relativity manifest in the selection of formal categorizations; that is, the question of cognitive, or social, reality
is met by endeavoring to fit the recovered scheme into a sensible_ historical account. In a fashion similar to symbolic
anthropologists such as Mary Douglas, he contends that these categorizations are only tempnra:ﬂv fived in the constant fluid
flow of cultural change and thus that their essential "open-endedness" must be reflected in ethnographic analysis.117

Concern with folk classification has been prominent in ethnoscience since its inception, since it is a natural consequence of

Frake's
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and Goodenough's belief in the fundamentally semantic character of culture. (This, as I noted above, also provided the
philosophical underpinning for the various extensions of inguistic method in ethnography that I have examined ) However, folk
classification studies have diverged from those following the lead of, say, Romney and D'Andrade in that the former have not
become actively concerned with psychological testing. Yet, as noted i a recent review by the Rockerfeller Laboratory of
Human Cognition, it nonetheless preserves the psychological concerns of earlier work:

This tradition strays far from the ethnographic base from which it emerged in order to make broader clamms about the
human mind and its evolution, a diversion which causes considerable problems in the interpretation of the taxonomic
data it has to work with, as they are not constrained owing to their cross-domain and cross-cultural interests by their

normal contexts of occurrence in a natural community. 118

The more ambitions workers in this area seek universal principles of arrangement. viewed as actually existing cross-culturally
or as coming into existence through evolutionary progression, with the most signfficant study being that of Brent Berlin and Paul
Kay on basic color terms (one of the main targets of Fabian's critique).119 The Laboratory notes a range of theses, from
claims about mental structure to "the less powerful claim that the folk taxonomies represent only the categories available to

people if and when they do some thinking about the domains in question."120

However, the Laboratory expresses extreme skepticism about the validity of inferences to such cognitive structures from
interview data. Indeed. it seems clear that even the less powerful claim by folk taxonomists has a findamentally emic thrustthe
qualification there reflecting, I think, only the concern that ethnographers not impose more systematization of language and

culture than is already "there™

In view of therr data-gathering techniques, students of folk classification are well advised to avoid psychological clamms.
Formal interviews on the similarities and differences in named objects or colors, and dictionary forays with the same
ends i mind. cannot give strong data on how penple are processing the information in question. In the terms of this
paper, the task is ill defined from the points of view of either analysts or natives. When the distinctions the people
make fall into a pattern, something interesting must be going on, but it is hard to know about it in any detail 121
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These reviewers make a compelling appeal, i this regard, to the work of the cognittve anthropologist Eleanor Rosch, whose
work on cognition and semantics has nfluenced anthropologists interested in cognitive processes. 122 Despite her interest in
cognitive structure (shared by her anthropological following), the Laboratory notes a recent cautionary caveat of hers
regarding inferences to underlving cognitive structure:

Although her work has often been interpreted as defining a competence model for the kinds of conceptual structuring
systems people have in their heads, Rosch has recently stated that: "the issues in categorization with which we are
primarily concerned have to do with explaiming the l:ﬂtE:ngiE:E found in a culture and coded by the laﬂguage of that
culture ".._She specifically rejects the idea that her research is designed to specify how the categories are processed.
Before more detailed psy :hnlngu:al statements can be made, the Db]EI:tE specified i the classifications would have to
be detailed in terms of their use "in the events of everyday life "._ If it is the case that "events stand at the nterface
between an analysis of social structure and culture and analysis of individual psychology." . then her future work will be
of special nterest to anthropologists 123

Thus, we see here, again, evidence of the increasing concern for the "context-sensitivity” of semantic and other formal and
structural analyses, as well as the widely held belief that such sensittvity will significantly mintmize the indeterminacy of
inferences from linguistic and nonlinguistic behavioral data to cognitive structure. However, the commitment to translational
determinacy remains, and thus these problems may not, f Quine is right, be adequately met. 124

In light of this perceived tension between aims to reveal the subject's point of view and to study cognition, one could well
wonder if cognitive studies should be regarded as "emic” in any sense. Fisher and Werner seem to express a general
willingness to regard studies of unconscious as constituting emic inquiry. In interesting contrast, Lawrence Watson in a recent
article expresses an attitude that such categorizationsspecifically those of psyvchoanalvsisbe regarded as etic. What's more, he
views such etic categories as inhibiting the appreciation of subject perspectives and consequently mhibiting the acquisition of
valable anthropological insights. In a recent study of Guajiro Indian adaptation to city life in Maracaibo, he compares etic-
psychoanalytic models he himself emploved in earlier work with more recently applied emic ones. His etic model, he argues,
depicted the Guajiro as "helpless or
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incompetent,” passively and "automatically” reacting to conditions defined in etic terms alien to them. Rohrschach and TAT
tests showed subjects to have unconscious feelings of vulnerability and dependency” stemming in part from their margmal
economic status. This per&pe::tﬁ. e made salient the negatn e effects of their traditional tribal background. which in various ways
seemed to play a role in parents inducing dependency in their children. 125 His emic model, which analvzes "spontaneously
recalled personal data” provided in answers to "open-ended questions” geared to "the subject's mnmediate and authentic
interests and orientation." provided quite distinct results. These showed, he argues, that his earlier assessment of thewr
seemingly poor understanding of the city reflected instead his own misunderstanding of thewr different frames of reference,
whose key units of orientation were Guajiro neighborhoods. Also, he came to change earlier negative evaluations of the
influence of the tribal background, which were constrained by predefined etic parameters of adaptive versus maladaptive
behavior. The emic model permitted more positive evaliation of the background's importance in promoting indmvidual self-
respect. 126 Generally the etic model

deflects attention away from what the Guajiros are to themselves, to what they ought to be, mdged by external
standards. ... We emphasize a wider (and to them incomprehensible) sphere of activity. Our understandings focus on

processes of whichalmost by definitionthev are not aware 127

Concern with how the ethnographer's data are to be shown to be psychologically real and, more generally, how this input is to
be used in inferences concerning cognitive structures and processes are still prevalent in the ethnoscientific literature. Thus, the
general philosophical and methodological problems raised by anthropologists and philosophers concerning inferences from
behavioral input to cognitive process are of paramount significance. Many inquirers, [ suspect, are unsatisfied with Burling's
"hocus-pocus” attitude, not so much because they expect more of anthropological inquiry itself than Burling (and for that
matter Tvler) thinks it can achieve but becanse Burling's relatvization of criteria of adequacy to anﬂn’npulngical CONCErns
makes problematic the future synthesis of ethnographic and anthr opological linguistic results with work in cognitive and
developmental psychology, psycholinguistics, and so forth. And, evidently, this dissatisfaction would extend to Quine's
indeterminacy results.
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Ethnoscientists are by no means unaware of the problems that Burling sees with trying to get warranted psychological reality,
or that Rosch and the Laboratory of Human Cognition see with trving to make further inferences about cognitive processes.
These concerns and conflicts are reflected also in the literature on native decision making. Geoghehan's mfluential worlk,_ as I
have noted. is explicitly ammed at the determinate recovery of cognittve processes. In closely related work, Christina Gladwin
endeavors to recreate a model of choice procedures that, she contends, her informant "mentally goes through." She claims that
her subjects, fish sellers, calculate the likelihood of a dav's market being good based on its condition on the previous day.
However, the subjects, she admits, never talk of such calculations, and the choice-model is validated on the basis of its
successful prediction of when fish sellers actually go to market. 128 Thus, despite her concern with cognitive processes, she
contrasts with, say. Tyler in stressing her ability to predict behavior as the measure of success, and she contrasts with many of
the figures we have seen in not feeling constraned by her subjects’ discourses and verbal reports in her ascription to them of
certain thought processes. However, without appeal to verbal reports to substantiate claims about mental processes, the
underdetermination of her resultant hypotheses by data seems particularly acute, and this seems especially to invite imposition
of her own reconstructions of thought processes on her subjects. The omission of substantiating verbal reports 1s the focal
point of subsequent criticisms by Naomi Quinn (who criticizes Hugh Gladwin's work on similar grounds), who argues, on the
basis of a study of another group of fish sellers in the same region, that Gladwin's account of decision making under uncertainty
makes a "cognitivel v unrealistic assumption” that subjects calculate probability distributions in assessing the riskiness of their
possible choicesunrealistic precisely becanse of the absence of corroborating verbal reports. 129

Also relevant is a related controversy between Hugh Gladwin and David Lewis concerning the capability of micronesian
navigators to engage in abstract thinking and planning bringﬁ these points to the smrface. 130 Lewis criticizes Gladwin'i work for
lacking sufficient evidence to support his view that the navigators cannot engage in this sort of thinkingl.ewis' contrary results
being derived from observations of the subjects under more extreme and exceptional circumstances than considered by
Gladwin, as well as from closer attention to verbal reports.131
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Thus, we see emerging again something of the difficulties implicit in Sapir's contention that nguistic habits may i large part be
outside the conscious awareness of ethnographic subjects. And, again, it is evident that the pervasive Quinean skepticism that
turns on some of the very points at issue here cuts across both contrasting views: For, on Quine's view, it seems, verbal
reports do little to minimize indeterminacy and bring one any closer to "cognitive reality "

As in its discussion of Rosch and cognitive anthropology, the Laboratory of Human Cognition points out that obscurity
regarding the character of mferences from behavior (verbal or not) to thought processes confuses the basic points at issue and
makes resolution, at present, mmpossible. 132 It also brings another variety of imposition-problem into the already clouded
picture of current EDgﬂlt[‘irE anthropology. namely. the concern with "imposing Western rationality” itself in too quickly assuming
that the subjects’ basic cognitive tasks are what thaﬂ. at first evidently seem to be to the Western eve. This problem connects,
of course, into a number of longstanding controversies in anthrop ology and philosophy of social science centering on the
classic contributions of Levy-Bruhl and J. G. Frazer and the more recent work of E. E. Evans-Prtchard (particularly, Nuer
Religion), to which I shall give more attention later. The Laboratory contends that identification of "task environment” is the
solution to this particular problem: "much of the argument concerning statements said to reflect primitive mentality .. [is] rooted

in disagreement about the definition of what tasks people are working on when they say such a thing [as] ... "Twins are
birds' "133

This solution is perfectly in keeping with Wittgensteinian trends the Laboratory sees in more recent langunage-and-culture
ant‘tn’upnlngx and which I shall consider further below. Indeed, in addition to his criticisms of traditional mentalistic theories,
Wittgenstein's later work is seasoned with criticisms to the effect that it is all too easy to attribute the wrong practice or
language-game to one's ethnographic subjects, thus missing the significance of what they say and do. In particular, his more
recently published Remarks on Frazer's Golden Bough takes Frazer's scientistic imposition in the analvsis of primitive ra]iginn
severely to task. He thus adds significant phﬂﬂiﬂphll:ﬂl weight to criticisms of the "natural” working assumption of figures in
what is called the "intellectualist” tradition in ant‘tn’npulngz that native religious beliefs are to be treated as a kind of theory-
formation, susceptible to empirical error and open to improvement (as measured by Western scientific standards of hypothesis
acceptance) in light of this error_ 154
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Ascent to Social-B ehavioral Context

Concern for context-sensitivity_ as we have seen i previous sections, has grown steadily in the anthropological literature.
However, the remedies considered thus far generally amount more to emendations of existing methodologies. [ would like now
to consider more radical methodological breaks. Here I shall consider the views of people working still within the Boasian
tradition. Subsequently, in Chapter 3, I shall look at Marvin Harris' broad critique of what he terms "idealist” anthropology,
support of a fully contrasting, and non-Boasian "cultural materialism.”

[ think it most appropriate to begin this discussion of methodological divergence from ethnoscience by considering the recent
skepticism of one of its founding fathers. Frake. In "Plying Frames Can Be Dangerous.” Frake takes on not only the
transformational approaches (suggested in his title's pun on Chomsky) but a whole range of ethnoscientific approaches that
introduce what he regards as excessive and distorting rigor in their reliance on "eliciting frames." He views these often
elaborately ramified question sets as blinding mquirers to the social context. Understanding this context. he argues. is absolutely
essential to understanding the significance of the questions one puts to subjects and the answers one recefves (compare my
discussion of Watson above). He favors a more flexible dramaturgical form of analvsis that shifts emphasis to the prior

delineation of "query-rich settings " These settings generate emicly significant question sets and units of context specification.
133

Very similar concerns motivate major recent methodological developments, which have issued in approaches falling under the
rough rubrics of "sociolinguistics” and "symbolic anthropology.” In the case of sociolinguistics, the aims of this broad area of
inquiry involve ascertaining the function of utterances in social contexts, which, in turn, mnvolve more than verbal
communication. "The central concept of the whole of semantics considered in this way." notes J. R Firth_ "is the context
situation. In that context are the human participant or participants, what they say, and what is going on."136 Among its general
aims is the determination of the actions performed, roles playved, social stratification and customs expressed, and so on, in

verbal and nonverbal behavior.
Some, such as Hymes who has developed a sociolinguistic approach known as "the ethnography of speaking." view it as an

integrated approach to language and culture, in contrast to those that give linguistic theories and models methodological
priority. Hymes
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also contrasts it with linguistically based approaches, as well as with the integrated structuralist approach, in terms of
sociolinguistics' self-conscious eschewal of the mentalism and abstractness of these approaches, although there are many
sociolinguists who incorporate transformational and structural features in their worke. 137 One particular percerved shortcoming
of these other methodologies that motivates the shift to sociolinguistics mvolves the correlation of distinctly different linguistic
and ethnographic theories. Hymes questions the division of labor invobred, for instance, in approaches that distinguish studies
of surface grammar, construed as comprising abstract, self-contained codes, and studies of ethnography, which are supposed
to provide social interpretation and content. (This concern obviously extends to the transformational and structuralist
approaches that place far less emphasis on the ethnographic side of the division.)138

Howewver, though it eschews mentalism_ of central importance to this approach is the determination of the source-langnage
society's social and sociolinguistic categorizations and rules of appropriate behavior through accurate translation. Ina 1972
review, Werner notes this, while also remarking on the believed empirical possibility of this goal:

Many problems in the social uses of language can be concetved as answers to questions: e_g. "What does one do
when a stranger approaches camp?" "How does one behave in the presence of the president”™ or "When is it proper
for a voung man to speak? These are questions appropriate to an ethnography of speaking but also clearly questions
that have possible answers. They are formulated in the native's language to reduce ethnocentric translation bias and.
equally mmportantly, to avoid imposing one's own categories. Quite likkely not all socially significant contexts are
explicitly open to description by native speakers. They do misjudge situations on occasion or are unable to state the
precise contextual rule. However, since verbalizable contexts are by no means rare or small in numbers there is no
reason to exchide them from semantics. ... Contextual attributes can be listed with other attributes. 139

Moreover, context is treated as semantic, and it is added to other semantic notions whose recovery is also thus an object of
inquiry. Werner's remarks on these additional elements indicate that extension and certain ideational elements (attnbutes and
mental images) are inchuded:

< previous paqge page 96 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 97 next page >

Page 97

Features of context in a lexical semantic field are not separate from other semantic facts. An occasional sentence
containing the referent "red" (in the literal sense) requires some red object to be present. Similarly, it implies that
certain listeners are involved, or that these correlate to each other in some way, or what mode they use to
communicate, or thewr style of delivery and the topic of discourse. depend on the presence of these factors. That these
are modifiers analogous to "red" can be seen from the observation that the speaker and listener(s) must have past
eXperiences ag ainst which to judge these external clues. Such mnternal representations are probably identical with
attributes. It is not necessary that attributes be simple, especially since the elicitation of contexts may be derived from
the elicitation of long texts. 140

The mtension of such "occasional sentences” (parallel in character to what Quine calls "occasion sentences") is not problematic
in Quine's view, although the extension of their terms is. However, problems arise as soon as one extends the method, as it is
obviously intended to be, to remarks about less observable matters.

While Werner's view of sociolinguistics may be more mentalistic than that of others, commitments to intension and translational
determinacy are pervasive. For instance, Hymes' influential theorv provides an analvtic framework coded mnemonically on the
word 'speaking’: setting or scene; participants or personnel; ends (goals, purposes, and outcomes); act (characteristics)
(described by sociolinguists Richard Bamman and Joel Sherzer as "both the form and content of what is said"); key (the tone,
manner, or spirit in which an act is performed); instrumentalities (channel and code); norms of mteraction and of interpretation;
genres (type of speech act or event) 141 Aside from general indeterminacy problems involved in identifying speaker goals,
purposes, norms, speech acts or events, specific Quinean mmplications intrude in the category of speech act, whose study is
evidently susceptible to the analytic techniques of Austin and Searle. These philosophers are cited in a number of ground-
breaking methodolo gical essays as well as field studies. For instance, Bauman and Sherzer note that:

the members of a community may conceptualize speech activity in terms of acts rather than genres. Speech acts and
genres are, of course, analvtically distinct, the former having to do with speech behavior, the latter with the verbal
products of that behavior. A speech act is an utterance looked at from a functional point of view. a way of doing
something with words, to paraphrase J. L. Austin. ___ It is in this sense
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that a community's range of speech acts constitute means for the conduct of speakingthey represent conventionalized
ways of doing things with words, ready-organized building blocks with which to construct discourse. 142

These reviewers further cite Michael K. Foster's "When Words Become Deeds: An Analysis of Three Iroquois Longhouse
Speech Events."143 which endeavors to show the undetlying pattern relating to a variety of Longhouse Iroquois ritual speeches
for be&eechmg a hierarchy of spirit forces for benefits. It initially employs Austin's theory in 1dﬂntlﬁfmg a key performative
utterance in these speeches that distinguishes beseeching from thanking. Foster values Austin's analysis for its taking into
account circumstances, implicit understandings of actors, and other related nonverbal behavior in the identification of speech
acts:

What is the relationship between the performance utterances and the other statements of speeches? For this we turn to
Austin, who has suggested that while the uttering of certain words may often be the crucial part of an act, this is
seldom the only requirement: "speaking generally, it is always necessary that the circumstances appropriate. and it is
very I:Drumunlv necessary that either the speaker himself or other persons should also perform certain orher

actions." (Austin, How fo Do Things With Words. p. 8)144

Indeed, as much of the content of these Iroquois speeches is concerned with specifying the conditions of proper performance,
thev comprise an Iroquois theory of thewr ritual speech acts parallel to Austin's and Searle's for ordinary English discourse: the
Iroquois theory is deemed recoverable, over and above the speech acts themsebres. 145

It it clear that Foster, among others, views alien ipEEEh acts as identifiable by foreign observers, although he cautions that they
attend to differences in meaning of component E}LprSSJDIIS used in performing acts. A key Iroquoian word root appears in
both greeting and thanlﬂng contexts, making it easy for interpreters to confuse the two and hence misidentify speech acts: also
there are differences in the preparatory conditions for greeting/thanking in Iroquois and English 146

In keeping with Hymes' above-noted remarks concerning the inte grational aspects of sociolinguistics, Foster stresses the vale

of integrating the social and situational level with the psychological. so as to give attention to both and so as not to stress one at
the expense of
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the other. Foster quotes a passage from Austin that he takes to "make clear the relevance of performatrve analysis to the
ethnography of speaking™

[In order for a performative to succeed] there mmst exist an accepted conventional procedure having a certain
comventional effect. that procedure to include the uttering of certain words by certain persons in certain circumstances.
... Where, as often, the procedure is designed for use by persons having certain thoughts or feelings .. then a person
participating i and so invoking the procedure must in fact have those thoughts and feelings. 147

As [ noted earlier, the development of sociolinguistics 1s but one manifestation of a trend in anthropological linguistics and
language and-culture studies that parallel the shift in many philosophical circles to the meaning-as-use approaches and their
various offspring. Other Eﬂﬂ]I’DleDngtS have emploved it as a means of supplementing ethnoscientific methodology (whlch still
lavs primary stress on conscious semantic u:ntena} Still others, who have sought cognitive structres at deeper levels in
reaction to percerved shortcomings of earlier emic and componential approaches, have also incorporated elements of these
behavioral theories. But what [ want to reemphasize is that these notions do not meet the deeper imposition problems that
underlie Quine's skeptical reflections on semantics (see my discussion of Harnis, Brown, and Eomney in this chapter and my
discussion of Searle in the previous one). There is something, to be sure, in the pragmatic objections sociolinguists and others
(for example, Cook) have to the stultifying over-concern with grammar manifest in these earlier approaches. But simply
claiming that meaning in one form or another is jusr implicit in word-usage, social action contexts, and so on (that is, as
opposed to being in addition a sort of underlying "beetle in a box") is msufficient to forestall imposition problems entirely, if at
all. There seems to be some sense in saying we thus "minimize translation bias" by not focusing so exclusively on mentalistic
structures that may have little to do with subjects' conscious categories, structures, rules, or interpretations. However, those
who fully import Searle also import a commitment to recovering propositions (as the abstract "what is expressed” in speech
acts) as well as speaker intentions. And even those who make sparser commitments must show, in light of Quine's reflections
on the very imposition and psychological reality problems that motivate these methodological transformations, how they can
watrantably assert that the subject} 1s performing such and such an act, taking on
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such and such a role, and so onwhere some cultural specificity is clammed for the identification. 148

Such problems are further multiplied where sociolinguists incorporate Morris' semiotic notions and elements of
transformational theory (which Searle himself does). For instance, Judith Irvine accounts for the subtle expressions of rank and
mood of interaction among the Wolof (of Senegal) in dvadic greeting exchange by reference to transformational rules that
effect this manipulation of the standard exchange procedure by operating on the phrase structure rules that determine the
latter.149

Irvine's study of the Wolof also exemplifies the persistence of imposition problems in field practice (as well as in Quinean
reflections on field practice). Citing Frake's insistence that ethnographer's impressions must be related to rules of "socially
appropriate construction and interpretation of messages." and stressing with Frake the need to use her subject's sociolinguistic
categories in her analysis, she remarks, in an evidently self-critical vein, on the necessity of using her own "internalization” to
overcome empirical determination both during and after her field worlk:

[ have been obliged ... to use my own internalization of how greeting works rather more than [ wished. for two
reasons. First, I suspect greetings carried on by others in my presence to have been somewhat skewed toward 'polite’
forms and so not to represent a complete range of what I know from my own efforts can be done. It proved difficult
to persuade informants to act out hypothetical greeting situations for my benefit. and difficult ever to record greetings
on tape. ... Second, I became aware of many aspects of greeting behavior only after [ had left the field 150

The first reason offered bespeaks an imposition problem that can be dealt with, while the second is mdicatve of the more
pervasive and mtractable sort that [ shall try to confront in later chapters.

The various meaning-problems noted above figure importantly in the recent development of another approach (or, better,
broad category of approaches) in the language-and-culture tradition known as symbolic anthropology. Its prop onents view the
failures of earlier methodologies as calling for a more radical reorientation than the modifications envisioned above. One of its
major spokesmen, Victor Turner, categorically denies that emic approaches can achieve their (typically) primary objective of
deriving "native systems of 'implicit’ thought" from "'native’ premises"becaunse of fundamentally mistaken presuppositions
concerning the nature of symbolic meaning 151
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Motrvated, in some cases, by Wittgenstein's rejection of mentalistic semantics and. in a more constructive vein, by symbolic
interactionisms (such as Erving Goffman's) and sociological EDL‘iD]iﬂgI.JiEﬁE studies (such as Basil Bernstein's), these
anthropologists contend that symbols ]Illlit not be construed as 515115 designating static (concretely or abﬁh’acﬂv) mental
structures, but rather. as Turner puts it, "as instrumentalities of various forcesphysical. moral, economic, political. and so
onoperating in isolable, changing fields of social relationships.” They view the existence of symbols in abstract systems as
dependent on the relative rates of social change; Turner remarks that symbols "can be detached from abstract systems of
symbols ___ with which they have been previously connected. and 'hooked in' to new ad hoc combinations of symbols to
constitute, legitimate, or undermine programs and protocols for collecttve action.” 152

It is difficult to characterize the work that falls under this rather loose rubric in any precise way. Rather, 'symbolic
anthropology' is better viewed as designating a group of theories that stress the manipulability, situational variability, and
flexibility of symbols rather than thewr function in fixed systems (of, say, competence) 153 Typically, they EﬂtEgDﬂEEﬂ‘. reject the
transhistorical and transcultural fixity of generative and structuralist deep patterns. and their work also differs from these and
the earlier structural-linguistic approaches insofar as broader functions of symbols (than their formal arrangements) are
emphasized. They differ from sociolinguists (though, indeed. this approach could be viewed as a branch of symbolic
anthropology) in that symbolic anthropologists generally draw on a wider methodological background and do not give central

attention to speech-act analysis. 154 Mary Douglas, a major contributor to symbolic anthropology, characterizes their typical
concerns as follows:

Nature must be expressed in symbols; nature 1s know through symbols which are themselves a construction upon
experience, a product of mind, an artifice or conventional product, therefore the reverse of natural A symbol only has
meaning from its relation to other symbols in pattern. The pattern gives the meaning. Therefore no one item in the
pattern can carry meaning by itself isolated from the rest. Therefore even the human physiology which we all share in
common does not afford symbols which we can all understand. A cross-cultural, pan-human pattern of symbols must
be an impossibility. For one thing, each symbolic system develops antonomously according to its own
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mules. For another, the cultural emvironments add thewr differences. For another. the social structures add a further
range of variation. 133

The significant Witt gensteinian trends of recent anthropology surface clearly here, and Douglas' philosophical motivations are
similar to those that have led to the other modifications and transformations noted above within the language-and-culture
tradition. For instance, in crediting Bernstein for providing her main methodological orientation, Douglas notes Bernstein's and
her own philosophical reaction to Whotf's key remark that people who speak different languages live in different worlds as
sharply critical of "Whotf and others who have treated language as an autonomous cultural agent and failed to relate its formal
patterns to the structure of social relations "156 She thus shares with structuralists and sociolinguists the belief that it is a
fundamental mistake to treat inguistic analysis in the methodologically prior manner (both as theory and model) of other
language-and-culture methodologies. Her own solution to the methodological challenge mmplicit in Whotf's remark is, briefly, to
analyze symbolic systems as oppositional and cooperative interactions between indmvidual systems (or "grids") and social ones
(an account patterned on Bernstemn's distinctions between restricted and elaborated codes). 157

Her concerns and criticisms are generally shared by another influential symbolic anthropologist, Clifford Geertz_ In stressing the
central role of anthropological "mterpretation” in ethnography (that is, the "constructing a reading of what happens” in the social
milien), Geertz warns against the undesirable "hermetical” effect that structuralist, generative-grammatical, and emic
approaches engender. By this he means the sealing off of cultural analysis "from its proper object, the informal logic of actual
life " Instead. Geertz argues (and Turner I:Dn:urﬁ} that "it is ﬂn’uugh the flow of behavioror more precisely. social actionthat
cultural forms find articulation "158 Geertz is also quite explicit in his rejection, for thewr similarly hermetical effects, of generative
grammarians tendencies mordinately to stress competencea timeless idealizationat the expense of the anthropologist's ability to
"construct a reading” of ongoing social processes (compare Levelt's and Cook's criticisms of Chomsky) 159 Thus, as with
Douglas and Turner, Geertz views Whotf's challenge as demanding avoidance of fixed semantic rules, structures, and
componentsto a degree far greater than emvisaged by Whortf and many other language-and-culture anthropologists.

Similar trends are manifest in British social anthropology. which I have neglected to this point in light of its dominance by eticly
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oriented functionalism. Malcolm Crick, while aiming his main criticisms at functionalism_ draws on Wittgenstein in passing
criticism of the American ethnoscientists. In a vein similar to Frake, Crick worries that ethnoscientists too easily assume that
categories such as "myth." "religion." "poetry." and so on will have direct analogues in the source-langnage cnn:eptual
apparatus. He offers Wittgensteinian grounds for I:,ha]lﬂngmg any assumption that religions and scientific language games will
have parallel identities and parallel interrelationships in other societies. To do so may be to "violate some crucial cultural
distinctions" and effectively to abandon the whole point of emic analysis: "There is little point in stressing 'emic’ units," he
rematks. "ff domains themselves are unthinkingly thrust on other cultures.” 160 He also expresses agreement with Hymes'
cautions against regarding inguistic analvsis as a distinct form of analysis to be incorporated as a foundation for ethnography,
citing both the nonlinguistic articulation of concepts and the fact that emphasizing the "standard" language of a society may
overlook alternative symbolic forms of expression emploved by less dominant groups, such as women_ 161 His own
methodology hearkens to Geertz's (as well as E E. Evans-Pritchard's and Peter Winch's) in emphasizing the importance of
articulating different conceptual categories, with central attention given to person categories. In this connection he criticizes the
effect of Western philosophy of mind in encouraging the imposition of categories of mind, body. person, and so on that
interfere with field work and that have come under fire by philosophers such as Wittgenstein and Evle and. it is important to

add, Quine 162

However, despite their rejection of much of the substance of "emic" approaches, many symbolic anthropologists still lay
fundamental stress on the recovery of cognitively or socially real products. Their Db]E:CUDIlS to thewr predecessors center more
on the abstraction of their formal systems and. in Geertz's case at least, with the vain attempts of ethnoscientists to achieve
some sort of psychological closeness or empathy with their subjects.163 Beyond this, however, Geertz (whose own work
reflects the self-proclaimed influence of Wilhelm Dilthey) has advocated the objective determination of his subjects’ concepts
of self and their use by the ethnographer in the analysis of the culture with which that self symbolically mteracts. He thus makes
a commitment similar to that manifest in Goodenough's efforts to use emic primitives_ 164 (However, as we shall see, his
recently expressed sympathy for Nelson Goodman's "wrrealism” suggests that he, like Goodenough, may be less com-
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mitted to translational determinacy than first appears.) Similarly, the "grids" that Douglas seeks to analvze are regarded as
objectively determinate and psychologically and socially real. 165 Thus, keeping in mind Quine's own skeptical reflections on
the very remarks of Whorf that motivate not only the earlier linguistic and structuralist approaches, but also their rejection and
replacement by symbolist paradigms. we must expect the more pervasive Quinean skepticism to present difficulties for
symbolic anthropologists as well. For it seems that these symbolic anthropologists have not said enough about how translations
of source-language concepts can be determinate enough to provide an objective base for their broader claims at interpretation.

Indeed, I think the centrality of the "mmposition-problem” in Quine's skepticism should be particularly felt among symbolic
anthropologists insofar as this particular problem is especially salient in thewr arguments for the rejection of other more
traditional approaches; that isthough, as we have seen, they are not the onlv ones who have made this pointmany symbolic
anthropologists take seriously a more extreme (and, if coherent, more pervasive) worry about the snposition of the familiar
implicit in the very attempt to "rationalize” ethnographic subjects' behavior in the process of explaining it. They fear a broad
and particularly unobtrusrve (and hence particularly pernicious) imposition of "western rationality " Brieflv, their point is (and
here they go beyond even Quine)166 that the anthropologist must be wary of viewing native belief systems as r:rrgamzed around
the same sorts of broadly theoretical aims as those of people in technnlugca]lv oriented Western societiesthat is, as involved
in truth-telling, prediction and control of nature, and so on. Many symbolic anthropologists contend that "primitive” ideologies
are or may be so fundamentally different in character from those of the Western inquirer, that it is best only to approach them,
as Kaplan and Manners put it, "in largely symbolic and expressive terms rather than in cognitive or intellectualist terms_"167

This sort of attitude is brought out in a recent essay by Douglas (1975) in a way that connects it, interestingly. with the Humean
considerations noted i her previously quoted remarksconsiderations that are central to Quine's philosophical perspective as

well (and that of Nelson Goodman and David K. Lewis, who also figure centrally below). Citing Hume's contention that cansal
necessity is the result of the mind's habitual construction upon past experience, she remarks as follows:
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As anthropologists our work has been precisely to study this habit which constructs for each society its special
universe of efficacious principles. ... From the sheer variety of these constructed worlds, the anthropologist is led to
agree, but only guardedly with Hume. Other people's causal theories are put into two sets: those which accord with
our own and need no special explanation, and those with are magical and based on subjective associations as Frazer
believed. or on affective rather than cognitive facilities as Levy-Bruhl said ... when he tried to distinguish the mystical
from the scientific mind. But Hume claimed that all cansal theories whatever and without exception arise from what he
called the sensitive rather than the cognitrve part of our nature. Whether we reserve our own cansal theories from

sceptical philosophy, our gut response proves him utterly right. But it is almost impossible not to make this reservation.
163

What Douglas offers to overcome this gut response is "a more formal mode of discussion i which we can hope to compare
causal systems, inchiding our own," contending that "without that shift our only recourse as anthropologists is to translate from
other cultures into our own."162 Otherwise, she fears, each step in the direction of translational success is a step away from the
ultimate "emic" objective:

The better the translation, the more successfully has our provincial logic been imposed on the native thought. So the
consequence of good translation is to prevent anv confrontation between alien thought svstems. We are left as we
were at the outset, with our own familiar world divided by its established categories and activated by the principles we
know. This world remains our stable point of reference for judging all other worlds as peculiar and other knowledge as
faulty. Translation flourishes where experience overlaps. But where there is no overlap, the attempt to translate fails 170

Thus, in this presentation of the newest of the language-and-culture approaches, we come full circle upon the mposition

problem again, and thus is exemplified not onlv its pervasiveness in the continuing anthropological literature but also the
increasing awareness of anthropologists of the potential depth of the problem.

However, the problem runs deeper than even Douglas claims here. For, again, Quine views the necessity of imposition as

challenging the very sensibility of the question Douglas is asking here. Yet the problem should be particularly significant to
Dnuglaﬁ in hght of her expressed general sympathy with Quine's views on a number of other
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matters: particularly his critiques in Word and Object of mentalistic semantics and of Levy-Bruhl's attribution of prerationality
to members of "primitive” society. 171 Indeed, while these critiques do bolster the criticisms that symbolic anthr opologists
malke of their predecessors, their full Itﬂp]ll:ﬂhﬂﬂi cut against symbolic anthmpnlng*- as well. (It is important to keep in mind
that Quine stops short of u::nhn:mng the "imposition of western rationality" where this is ]‘u5t another way of saving "adherence to
standard validational procedures.” Indeed. indeterminacy depends on his belief that it is incoherent to ask us no7 to follow
these procedures. Since imposition is thus unavoidable. it is indeterminacy, and not some other methodological essay at
objectvity, that is the consequence 172 I shall discuss this point in more detail in the next two chapters.)

The mndeterminacy problem also surfaces in a number of criticisms she makes of Quine and in her own brief account of her
constructive solution to the problem. She sees two shortcomings in Quine, the resolution of which, she contends, opens the
way to a solution of the problem of emerging from the Whorfian circle:

For one [Quine's account] leaves the intuition of sameness [of meaning] on the wrong side of rationality: guts are guts
and reason is reason, there is a gap in the account of how the two relate. For another, it leaves us with an empty
cultural relatrvvism: each universe is drided up differently, period. From here there is nothing more to say about the
comparison of universes, since we are always forced to speak within the categories of our own language. But I dare to

hope that [ can show a path which will lead out of that particular circle, towards generalization about kinds of
universes. 173

Briefly, her solution involves extendmg Quine's and Strawson's socio-behavioral characterizations of such notions as "self-

evidence," "analyvticity." and so on in terms of community-wide assent to, and indnidual "bewilderment” at ostensive denials of,
what is deemed self-evident:

Avoiding bewilderment and experiencing bewilderment are the two extremes at which it is easy to see how logic bites
into the emotional life. In between the extremes, the emotions are channelled down the familiar grooves cut by social
relations and their requirements of consistency, I:laﬂh and reliability of expectations. [ feel we should try to insert
between the psychology of the imdmidual and ‘the pub]ln: use of language, a dimension of social behavior. In this

dimension logical relations also apply. This is the nub of my contribution to how intuitions of self-evidence are
formed. 174
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However, Douglas' remarks do not acknowledge the full thrust of Quine's critique of intension. For she seems to envision the
possibility of a broadly systematic account of sameness of meaning, analyticity, and so on and takes these socio-behavioral
characterizations (along with supplementary input) to be suitable to this task. Also, her attribution of a cultural relatrvism to
Quine is not fullv accurate. For as [ shall pomnt out in more detail below, Quine takes the problem of cultural relativism, that is
of various cultures "cutting up the world differently.” seriously only to a point. He aimms to show that a basic premise in typical
reflections on the problemthat is, that there exist underlving conceptual schemes that do this "cutting” in thought or
perceptionis in error. Indeed, as we shall see, he leaves open the question of mtercultural comparison, insisting only that it be
answered, if it can be, in empinically testable ways. The intransigence of anthropology's objectivity problems is a symptom of
mistaken philosophical assumptions that flaw the full range of interpretive mquiry.
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Chapter 3
Pragmatism_ Physicalism, and Indeterminacy

In this chapter, [ would like to tie Quine's indeterminacy thesis more firmly mto the anthropological controversies just
discussed. In the process, I shall bﬂng out and more closely examine features of Qume s thesis that have puzzled me and other
commentators and whose resolution is necessary for understanding indeterminacy's import for anthropology.

Of central concern will be what no doubt has been the single most widely discussed question provoked by Quine's thesis:
namely. how under determination of physical theory is distinguished from mndeterminacy of translation; why physics is factual
and translation is not. In the course of this chapter, [ shall run through a number of plausible readings of Quine's thesis, several
of which will turn out clearly to be misinterpretations. My hope is that this dialectical procedure will help readers not
particularly familiar with Quine's work to avoid some typical misconstruals that have sidetracked philosophers (inchiding
myself) in the past. However, I will also look at more recent discussions that I hope will be enlightening to readers more
familiar with Quine's work.

In the latter part of the chapter, I shall focus attention on what seem to be two types of indeterminacy complaint,
corresponding to what Quine terms the "epistemological” and "ontological" nodes of his general position. I shall look at each
separately i an effort to see if either succeeds in establishing translational indeterminacy but will conclude, finally, that they do
not and thus that both the substance and anthropological import of indeterminacy remain unclear to me. Although I shall offer
brief suggestions as to Quine's probable manner of resolving matters, my main objective in this chapter is to prepare the way
for my own account.
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Etics and Emics Revisited: Cultural [dealism versus Cultural Materialism

Let me review some of the conflicts that have emerged in the Boasian tradition. In trying to build a systematic theory of culture,
Boas and others seemed to be making two perfectly n:nﬂ:rpaﬁbleahﬂnit identicalpoints in advocating the study of language and
the recovery of culturally specific conceptions. However, m:tpmtant linguistic and cultural phenomena seem clearly
unconscious, or at least not clearly articulated by Eub]El:tE This. in addition to a desire for theoretical clarity and generality,
motivates efforts to import established psychological theories and to develop special ethnoscientific theories. But these efforts,
in the minds of critics, have produced at least two drawbacks: (1) They impose formal, unrealistic, "platonistic” rigor that
organizes social behavior according to the wrong critenia. (2) Thev lead to excessive concerns with unconscious cognition or
psychological developmentof interest in their own right to be sure, but drawing attention away from concerns that, it is argued.
define cultural anthropology. In either case inquirers lose touch with the social-cultural reality of their subjects. Additionally,
some sociolingmsts and symbolic anthropologists argue that even genuine efforts at inguistic analysis may be too natrow in
scope to encompass the full range of symbolic expression.

‘We have seen representatives of these and other divergent trends within the Boasian tradition. What we now must consider is
whether these foundational worries are symptomatic of deeper ills that call for rejection of emic or cognitive perspectives, or at
least consideration of non-Boasian alternatives. While there are many critics of this tradition and many proponents of such
alternatrves, [ believe Marvin Harmis' work, though highly controversial, will best serve to draw out the aspects of these inner
tensions of most significance to me. For one, Harris' "cultural matenialist” perspective approximates Quine's in important ways.
For another, in extensively criticizing what he terms "cultural idealism"a label that embraces all the aforementioned
paradigmsHarris makes clear the potential incompatibility between essential pragmatic aspects of culture theory and emic
objectives.

Let us recall some aspects of emic anthropology. Pike and others stress emics so as to heed Boas' warning again&t the

inadvertent imposition of Western categorizations upon radically foreign belief structures. Frake argues that "an ethnographer
should strive to define [the subjects' abstract and concrete] objects according to the concep-
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tual system of the people he 1s studying " Kay, as we saw, insists that "the guiding spirit of an emic approach is to rid oneself of
p}‘EEGﬂEE.'pﬁDﬂS about universal structures so that the data may be analyvzed objectively to reveal the true universal structures "

1 However, emic methodologists realize that the concepts thev seek to discover are difficult to get at because of their culturally
specific nature (for some this means their privately mentalistic nature), and the results are special difficulties for field translation.
Indeed some follow Harry Triandis in regarding emic phenomena as untransiatable and even unexplicatable:

Bv definttion, it 15 impossible to translate perfectly an emic concept. One can discuss the context in which the concept
might be used, its antecedents and consequences ., its synonyms and antonyms, if any, but exact translation is
extremely difficult, if not mmpossible. Even native speakers have difficulties giving good definitions of emic concepts.2

The existence of such usage signals a number of the deeper problems concerning these notions, as well as the very amms of
cultural anthropology itself. Evidently, if an emic phenomenon is untranslatable, then it 1s hard to see how an mquirer will ever
state an emic concept in receptor or metalanguage termsand the absence of adequate source-language definitions doesn't seem
to help matters. This would seem to obstruct validation by appeal to bilinguals, among other things.

Now it should be clear from fnregnmg discussions that this usage and these EDI‘fEEpGﬂdJﬂg attitudes are not universally shared.
Those who insist on recovering, perhapﬁ adopting, the subjects’ points of view maintain instead that the adequacy of a
translation manual in the long run is going to depend upon recovery, or at least more accurate approximations, of culturally
ﬁpe:ﬂi: concepts that their methods enable. Kay's ]'I.lit noted remarl-: shows a clear commitment to revealing cultural
universals. However, he insists that gettmg '‘true mm ersal structures” presupposes an adequate qualitative analvsis (whether
one subsequently pursues rigorous or "quantitative” analysis or not):

One has to isolate comparable units before one can engage in reasonable comparison. Hence the emphasis in

ethnoscience on emics, so called, the analysis of a cultural system or subsystem in its own terms as a precondition to
the comparison of different systems .3
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However, how is one to assure comparability here? If the ethnographer's account succeeds in stating emic concepts i
receptor or metalanguage terms. then the road seems clear for successful comparison. But warranting such comparability is
another matter if, to put the point in Wittgensteinian terms, the language games or forms of life involved are widely dvergent. If
emic concepts, stated i the source language or somehow mmplicit in source-community symbolism or behavior, are not
recovered, this aim is not achieved and it is this sort of worry that underlies the criticisms discussed in the previous section.

However, there is another problem. Forgetting for the moment the problem of recovery, if we look just at the ethnographer's
formulation of these notions and if we find reason to apply them only to one or several related cultures (whether we formulate
the conceptions correcily or not), how will these units aid us in making comparisons to cultures that are "emicly distinct"? It
would seem that a unit of comparison should be uniform throughout our field of comparison. If our basic units are not uniform.
how will a systematic theory of culture ever attain anything approaching universal scope? Worse still, we might not be fully
aware of the differences between the units of analysis emploved by different anthropologists. What begins to emerge here are
not concerns about ethnographic adequacy, but about theoretical productrity and coherence, and it is these that mainly
underlie Harris' criticisms.

Harris does not ignore emics, but he minimizes its role, arguing that etic conceptions are and must be the basis for theory-
building. While Harris' idealist opponents (save for extreme descriptivists) agree that etic components ficure essentially in the
cross-cultural validity of their product, Harris and other cultural materialists believe that emic analysis, unless sharply
circumscribed, will work againstrather than complementetic analysis. 4

These differences in theoretical emphasis emerge in a number of ways, perhaps the most potentially confusing being in the
divergence in usage regarding the terms 'etic’ and 'emic’. (As Kuhn warns us, such interparadigmatic controversies are likely to
issue in this sort of problem ) Already we have seen disputes as to whether 'emic’ should be limited to the consciously mental
or not, whether it should be tied to predominant concerns with deeply underlving cognitrve structures or development, and
whether it should issue in emphasis on linguistic analysis as opposed to broader symbolic development. Some also warn of the
intrusion of mentalism into what was initially, as I noted earlier, a behavioristic notion. 3
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Harris' usage willfully diverges from all of these:

The question of whether a construct is emic or etic depends on whether it describes events, entities, or relationships
whose physical locus i1s in the heads of social actors or in the stream of behavior. In turn, the question of whether or
not an entity 1s inside or outside some social actor's head depends on the operations emploved to get atit. 6

That is, if "eliciting operations,” queries put to the informant regarding his own thoughts and feelings, are necessary to
determine the truth of some hypotheses about, say, the purpose of some activity, the purpose is an emic item. He argues,
contrary to Fisher_ that a receptor- or metalanguage expression can be emic ::rnl‘. if it has explicit source-language correlates.
Also, even if the term turns out to have equivalents in other languages, it is still emicsomething that Gnudennugh s earlier
definition prechudes. For example, Goodenough, as we saw_ regards the basic components of kinship as etic because they are
not exchusively culturally specific. Harris regards them as emic. if understood (in some appropriate source-language terms) by
the subjects. He questions the coherence of Goodenough's claim that emic concepts are subsumed into an etic kit.

Moreover, I think there is reason to worry here. By Goodenough's lights_ if an emic concept is even franslated . then, on the
stronger mentalistic readings of Gnndennugh source- and receptor-language speakers ipso facto share the concept. But then
translatability makes the concept etic, and it is hard to see how, for example, the Trukese concept of a "corporation” is emic_ It
seems translatable as such if and only if it isn't emic! That is, despite his evident commitment to emic analysis as a means for
recov erjng the subject's point of view, his notion of emics seems easily to slip into the "untranslatable” reading. When this
problem is added to the concerns raised by Glynn Cochrane (whn:h I shall discuss later) concerning Goodenough's distortion
of Trukese and Wesrern usage in his application of 'corporation', the waters become murky indeed.7

Harris takes serious issue with the predominant mentalism of language-and-culture approaches. In his view, what Pike sought
to do was to take account of subject actors' descriptions of their own behavior. Emic events are not to be located in the
mental realm but rather i the "behavior stream.” and Pike's great contribution, Harris contends, was to "emicize" descriptions
of that stream_ Pike's distinction is not simply tantamount to one between the mental and behawvioral (which, if so, would make
his distinction redundant):
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both actors and observers are capable of describing events in the behavior stream. Pike's unique contribution among
idealists was precisely his attempt to emicize the description of the behavior stream (as distinct from more fashionable
attempts to elicit grammars, folk taxonomies, symbol systems, values, and moral codes). That is_ for Pike, descriptions
of behavior which do not mvolve phE:tlDtﬂE;Ilﬂl distinctions ___ that are Slgﬂtﬁl:ﬂ.ﬂt and meaningful to the actors are
unacceptable. But behavior stream events seen through actor's categories remain, in one sense at least, behavioral
events, just as behavior stream events seen through observer's categories might in another sense be called mental
events, because they are what the observers think them to be_ 8

The price idealists pay, he argues, is in terms of theoretical productivity. And here he places a heavy reliance on pragmatic
bases for theory-construction:

The test of the adequacy of etic accounts is simply thetr ability to generate scientifically productive theories about the
causes of sociocultural differences and similarities. Rather than employ concepts that are necessarily real, meaningful,
and appropriate from the native point of view, the observer is free to use alien categories and rules derived from the

data language of science ¢

In keeping with this pragmatic spirit, he criticizes idealist emics for what he argues are innate atheoretic and antitheoretic
tendencies. He contends that idealists introduce inflexibility by miting the analyst's fund of basic organizing principles; that their
research tends toward relatively trivial cultural items, those best amenable to their existing analvtic constructs and strategies;
and that they are inclined to be too ingenuous regarding the veracity of thewr informants. In contrast to Kay's msistence that
emic qualitative analysis is amenable to successful quantitative analysis (Kay cites the aforementioned work by Geoghegan on
residence decision rules as a case in point), Harris argues that it is essential to use etic units in such studies because their typical
units of analysis, such as community organization, family organization, marital residence, and so on are particularly prone to
emic/etic confusions.10

This last criticism is given particularly poignant, recent formulation by another cultural materialist, Ron Marano. He argues that

a long discussion of the so-called Windigo (or Witiko) psychosisa seemingly inexplicable craving by members of certain
Algonlkian tribes for human fleshsuffers from the confusion of etic.
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psychological n:ategnne& such as "obsessive cannibalistic compulsion” with the actual, emic Windigo concept. He sounds
similar charges concerning neglect of data and literal acceptance of Windigo stories, which he believes are often used to
conceal such things as infanticides necessitated by extreme deprivation. Generally, in applying psychoanalytic (and structuralist)
concepts, he believes we may "overpower a very poorly known Witiko phenomenon with our own ntellectual creations." He
follows Harrisand contrasts directly with Watsonin seeing such problems as bolstering a shift to an etic orientation. 11

Harris sees himself as operating in a different paradigm, which finds culture within the behavior stream:

[ see emics and etics from the perspective of a research strategy that is radically different from Goodenough's. I see
Pike's emic/etic distinction as prm*idjng the key epistemological Dpe;tﬁng for a materialist approach to the behavior
stream. Goodenough "sees" emics and etics from an idealist perspective in which the entire field of studycultureis off
limits to the materialist strategies. That is, for Gnndﬂnnugh and other cultural idealists, culture designates an orderly
realm of pure idea while the behavior stream is a structureless emanation of that realm 12

Harris' cultural mat erialism emphasizes economic and biological factors that cut across cultures. He relies minimally on emic
data, generally relegating it to use in determining the gap between subject belief and factual realityor "mystification” in roughly
Marx's sense. 13

Harris' worries are of course reminiscent of those motivating the social-behavioral trends manifest in the work of Wittgenstein,
Austin, and Searle. Yet it remains sharply opposed to the ethnoscientific, sociolinguistic, and symbolic-anthrop ological trends
that share similar motrvation. (For instance, he is sharply critical of Hymes, though both emplov speech-act analysis, for his
"apodictic restriction of the ethnography of speech to emic meanings."}14 Harris' critique also shares significant features of
Quine's position: in addition to its materialist orientation, the recognition that formal theoretical criteria of adequacy may put
systematicity and comparability at odds with emic recovery. Harris' divergence from idealism is also most reminiscent of
ane s divergence from Brentano in ieemg the peculiarities of meaning-analysis as calling for its delimitation. as opposed to its
elevation to a separate science. There is also a parallel
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emphasis on pragmatism as a guide to theoretical structure and strategy.

However, even Harns' (and Marano's) criticisms may not cut as deeply as Quine's. Indeed, the latter seem to threaten even
Harris' limited use of emics. Quine allows the recovery of stmuhis-meaning-determinate sentences, but this falls far short of
Harris' claims to be able to translate subject discourse. Harris views as expressing an emic concept any receptor-language
term (subsumed, perhaps, into the metalanguage) that correctly translates a source-language term. And he seems committed to
the idea that such translations express facts of the matter. Moreover, not only does he claim to know what the informants'
categories arein claming to reveal degrees of mystificationbut he also make a quite evident commitment to Searle's speech-act
notion of meaning in presenting details of his own view about how to reconstruct the emicized stream of behavior. Arguing that
some notion of meaning must be uﬁ]ized_ 'since language is a primary mode of human communication and since it is a function
of language to convey meanings." he proceeds to develop two notions of meaning- (1) an etic one, comprising "swrface” speech
acts apprehended by the observer; and (2) the underlying, emic intentions that may be obscured ]31, the surface meanings.
Hence, frequent but unenforced requests for quiet by a mother of her children might indicate an implicit intention to express
disapproval. Eliciting operations will often be required. he contends. to uncover such emic meaning, thus making evident the
dependence upon accurate translation of the responses to questions:

To disambiguate these meanings one must employ eliciting op erations, and these alone are the hallmark of emic events.
The emic meanings, however, remain the same, regardless of the ultimate result of the elicitation process (which
incidentally need not result in speaker or hearer meaning the same emic things). Emic meanings are inside the heads of
the actors. But etic meanings are inside the message in the speech act viewed as a behavior stream event. 15

Harris himself believes that the evident possibility of cross-cultural translation and understanding (by translation manual user
and bilingual) guarantees the cross-cultural identifiability of speech acts:

This line of reasoning can easily be extended to include foreign speech acts. if we grant the pmpnsiﬁnﬂ that all human

languagEE are mutually translatable. This means that for every utterance in a foreign language. there is an analogue in
one's own. While it is true that suc-
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cessful translation of a foreign speech act is facilitated by the collaboration of a nattve mnformant, the locus of the
cognitive reality of the translation remains inside the observers' heads. That is, what the observers intend to find out is
which linguistic structures inside thewr own heads have more or less the same meaning as the utterances in the behavior
stream of the foreign actors. Thus the translation amounts to the mposition of the observers' semantic categories on
the foreign speech acts, and ... the use of native informants is perfectly compatible with etic descriptions. Of course in
any competent translation we again assume that there is a close correspondence between the observers' surface
meanjng and the native speaker's suface meaning. But once this correspondence has been established, the observers
have in effect enlarged their competence to include both languages, and hence they can proceed to identify the surface
meanings of foreign speech acts as freely as native speakers of English are able to identify [their own] speech acts. 16

The emic/etic distinction comes finally, for Harris_ to "the difference between the first level swface meaning of a human
utterance [the speech act it performs] and its total psychological significance for speaker and hearer respectively "17 This is
intended to acknowledge the necessity of imposition by inquirers on subjects. Yet the deeper contrasts with Qujne remain, as
is made paﬂ:u:ularlv clear by the fact that Harris still shares with his idealist opponents and Frege a belief that a universal fund
of concepts is presupposed by the possibility of translational success, the acknowledgment of imposition notwithstanding.

Emics and Pragmatism

Harris views emicly oriented paradigms as being fundamentally at odds with theoretical productivity. However, his critics have
shown concern with the foundational emphasis he gives etics, which Fisher and Werner view as tantamount to the "emics of
scientific observers." There seems a significant tension between efforts to predict in terms of observer categories and desires to
reveal cultural content. Fisher and Werner (and ntherﬁ} themselves stress theoretical productivity in u::riﬁn:izing Harris_ but it is
important to see that they measure productivity partly in terms of cognitive vield. Harnis, they believe, is too concerned with
prediction of behavior. and they maintain that even his own study of the function of subject ideologies and
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their degrees of mystification are thus compromised. In thetr view Harnis' matenialist strategy must overlook an important
cognitive locus of cultural reality. 13

However, if the ij:l:rpuﬁiﬁun ij:l:rp]icit in Harris' pragmatic appeals is the problem. it is not one that idealists easily escape.
Although some may view emic analysis (given its pI'ESll‘ppGSlﬂDﬂ of accurate translation) as free of interpreter immposition, the
basis for this faith is unclear. especially if it presumes that it is possible to mirror the semantic-cultural substratum. Fisher and
Werner open a section of an essay that is particularly critical of Harris' neglect of the mental with the following quotation:

All scientific knowing is indirect, presumptive, obliquely and incompletely corroborated at best. The language of
science is subjective, provincial, approximative, and metaphoric, never the language of reality itself 12

However, a questionable notion of "objectivity” may be Dperat'n e here. In pﬂrti:ula:r this citation is reminiscent of what
Richard Rudner calls the "reproductive fallacy” of asam:nmg that "the function of science is to I’E!pI’Dd'I.lEE reality” a fallacy
presupposed. he contends, by thinkers (he here criticizes Peter Winch) who see intrinsic shortcomings in the fact "that science
distorts through abstraction from physical reality." Rudner characterizes Winch's view. in terms that make clear its kinship to
some of the views I have discussed, as "that the only way in which such a social science investigation can achieve
underﬂtandmg is via the adoption by the social scientist of the tele Dlt}g‘- of the observed." However, he argues, this is to insisr
that social 1 ].th'LJJI"- give "a reproduction of the condition it investigates." E1t|11g Einstein (from a similar context) to the effect that
a soup recipe need not taste like soup, he argues that Winch places social inquirers in an untenable position analogous to that
of a meteorologist whose accounts of tornados must actually reproduce them. Why must social descriptions reproduce what
thev describe. when other types (scientific or otherwise) need not?20

Rudner explicitly challenges only the idea that reproductive under standing is necessary for adequate social description. If emic
description can only be defended on the premise that reproduction must be achieved, this premise cannot stand as an
undefended assumption, since it is not at all obvious why social description mmust differ from other kinds of description in this
respect. It would seem wiser to seek a notion of emics that acknowledges the role of observer interests,
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and, indeed, a mumber of anthropologists have pur&ued this line of reasoning; that is, following a traditional pragmatist line of
argument agam&t empmm&m thev allow that inquirer interests in theoretical productivity, innphmh' generality, and s0 on have a
significant constitutive influence of theorizing and place correspondingly less emphasis on "the data themselves." This is much in
line with earlier-noted criticisms of the empirical reductionist programs of twentieth-century logical empiricists.

One such line of ar gument is afforded by Burling's fictionalism, although it may make a seemingly unacceptable concession to
Harris in its abandonment of cognitive validity as a criterion of adequacy. Others have applied pragmatic criteria in redefining
rather than rejecting, cognitivist aims. In a recent discussion of relativism and comparativism in psychological anthropology,
Christie Kiefer argues that determinations of similarity and differences in Cross- n:ultm’al concept identification, as well as criteria
of E;:!-:planatuﬂ adequam are dependent on observer interests and are not "given" in social phenomena. Similar sentiments
emerge il a review of anthropological studies of cognition by Carol Ember, who argues for comparativism over descriptivism
on related grounds. These reviewers prefer to replace the metaphysical theses concerning cultural similarity and difference that
have supported both viewpoints with theses that seek support in the quality of the final theoretical product. 21

A similar pragmatism with regard to structuralist analysis is offered by Peter Caws, who contends that inquirers' "explanatory
models" need not be identical with those of their subjects, arguing, indeed. that "[i]t is the scientist's representational (1.e_
explanatory) model, the theory he constructs to account for the data and their nterrelation, that confers objective structure on
the system." He hlghhghtﬁ "confer." claiming "it would be quite accurate to say that until the explanatory model was constructed
the system had no objective structure.” Argmng that directional relations such as "north of" are objective matters of fact even
though they do not exist until a directional grid is imposed on nature, he contends that similarly the translation of source-
language strings as "north of" produces something objectively attributable to subjectsand likewise, generally, for social
relations. Similarly, Wallace counsels "that kinship terminologies may onlv be reckoning devices, like systems of weights and
measures, whose utility depends more on internal coherence than on their fit with the social system "22

< previous paqge page 118 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 119 next page >

Page 119

However, there are notable objections to these attitudes. Cecil Brown takes Wallace to task, arguing: "Systems of weights and
measures, like all tools, are designed to meet certain requirements extraneous to thewr own internal logic. One would not .
weigh letters in fractions of tons, nor concrete blocks in multiples of ounces." He asks how it could be "that kin terminologies in
their capacity as linguistic tools do not similarly "fit" the reality they are used to describe" 23

Related problems for Caws' pragmatic rendering of structuralism are raised by F. A. Hanson who sees the following absurd
implications in Caws' view: (1) kinship systems might possess properties, such as a skewing effect in cross-cousin terms, that
identical but unanalvzed systems did not; (2) misdescribed systems would possess structures they did not really have; and (3)
analytic models would exist prior to the structures they describe. Rather than confer structures, inquirers gne form ulations af
structures, which have "objective existence in the regularity of usage by native speakers" and which exist prior to ethnographic
formulation 24

These objections suggest that pragmatic appeal to observer interests may not serve emic-cognitive aims and that Harris may,
after all. be correct. However, even he may not go far enough in this regard  Earlier I noted Fisher and Wemer's claim that
Harris seems to compromise his own aims to study ideology and its distorting effects. Harnis does not utterly abandon emics,
but believes he can translate subject discourse in such a way as to discover what they in fact mean. Also, as we saw_ he
believes he can identify speech acts cross-culturally. But Quine would seem to echo Fisher and Werner here: How can these
aims be achieved if imposition prechudes emic recovery and vet so pervades translation itself”

Underdetermination and Indeterminacy

We have seen Quine's indeterminacy discussions emphasize two points: The first is that translation is underdetermined by all
possible evidence. I have spoken of underdetermination both in connection with Quine's inscrutability of reference thesis and
his indeterminacy of sentence-translation thesis. Yet, although Quine's "underdetermination” in the strict sense, as concerning
systems that are logically incompatible though empirically equivalent, is more directly applicable to the latter, I do not think
my reliance on the looser usage
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up to now, for ease of formulation, is problematic. (I have in places relied on the equivalent notion of "empirical slack.") Also,
it will be recalled, Quine has offered arguments for indeterminacy that rest on the full underdetermination of theory and has
offered arguments that rest only on holism. (See my discussion at the end of Chapter 1.) I have not, as vet, attended to these
differences since I believe holism produces the same translational analogue of underdetermination in physics: Two manuals of
translation can vield mutually incompatible translations and the kev question we must address is why the analogue amounts to
indeterminacy, while physics suffers no such fate. Also, holism, as well as underdetermination, seems as pervasive in physics as
it 15 in translation.

The second key pmnt is that this underdetermination of translation is overcomethat is, translation is validatedby appeal to
extra-empirical criteria. notably familiarity and charity. Evidently these fizure prominently in the broader list of criteria n:aphn’ed
under labels such as "elegance" and "theoretical productivity." Now the existence of underdetermination comes as no surprise
to anthropologists. Fisher and Werner see a significant underdetermination of ethnographic theory by observation, quoting
Popper to the effect that "almost every statement we make transcends experience ... we are theorizing all the

time" (emphasis his). They view this as indicating a weakness in Harris' emphasis on predictability and as necessitating efforts
to delve into (perhaps unconscious) cognition. 25 Similarly, I expect, they would acknowledge with Goodenough a similar
underdetermination of the anthropologist's theory of the "conceptual models” of social subjectswhich moves Goodenough to
remark, as we saw, that bevond observational strategies one depends largely on elegance.

To Quine's challenge that such results are underdetermined, the natural response is to say, "So they are, but then why are we
worse off than any other empirical scientist?" Goodenough emphasizes the fact that elegance is the recourse of all scientists and
quite naturally believes himself to be one. But then he might begin to worry about the fact that the appeal to elegance is a
concession to ]:EEI.'pDSlhDﬂ which seems by his own and other emic anthropologists' lights to be antithetical to their fundamental
aitn of recovering cultural reality. But why should the varieties of imposition that pervade translatmn be any more acceptable
than others? Emic analysts rest a lot on translation. but can it reliably provide a check against "excessive” appeal to those
interests?
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Basically, the worry is that generally ary quality identifications that depend on translation cannot be legitimate items for emic
description. whether formal. quantitattve, or otherwise. Emic phenm:uena are generally untranslatable f "translation” must have
a factual warrant for the description of nb]ecm ely existing synonymies. (Agam there is no intended challenge to translation's

minimal facilitative aims.) If not definable in terms of stimulus meaning, meanings and natural synonymy relations are not proper
objects of scientific study.

These reflections seem to have drastic consequences for emic (and, generally, inguistic-oriented) anﬂn’npnlug}f: It seems that
except for limited cases in which observational criteria serve as a basis for translation, translational claims are "indeterminate” in
the sense of being nor warrantedlyv assertible as truehowever impeccably reasonable the criteria for their selection might
beand this indeterminacy thus EGEEI.‘pI’Dﬂ:IlSEE the acceptability of any further ethnographic hxpnthe&a& that rest on them. (Later [
shall return to the matter of whether this is the way 'mdeterminacy’ must be construed.) And. in a 1970 article, Quine seems
quite content to circumscribe anthropology along these lines:

My position is not that alien cultures are mscrutable. Much can be determined about a culture by leaving language
alone and observing non-verbal customs and taboos and artifacts. Much can also be determined. bevond
peradventure, with help of language. We can construe observation sentences, after all, on an objectrve behavioral
basis: and we can note, in particular, just which ranges of stimulations are packaged under the shortest observation
sentences i a given language Languagea may be expected to differ, in this matter of short observation sentences, in
ways that reflect palpable differences in material culture. Also there is . a general and undirected measure of
remoteness of one language from another in the sheer degree of diﬂil:ult‘_‘_-’ of intertranslation, the degree of
elaborateness of the mterlinguistic manual. Perhaps this rough index of distance can be resolved into dimensional
components sometime, and a body of post-Whotf h“-’pDﬂlESE;S worthy of the name of hypothesis may come after. A
proper awareness of the purely behavioral nature of meaning, at any rate, is a safeguard against nonsense in this
domain and a precondition of responsible theory. 26

Quine prefaces these remarks with a warning that anthropologists follow Whotf in resisting the temptation "to cast
methodological nicety to the winds and to wallow in an unstructured intercultural
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impressionism.” Y et in miting anthropologists to translations that are stimulus-meaning determinate, he seems to cast doubt on
the legitimacy of the work of even the most rigorous of language- and-culture anthropologists. Further, while he holds out hope
for post-Whorfian hypotheses, it is not what post-Whorfians themselves hope for: For these thinkers, eliciting operations that
go well bevond stmulus-meaning determination are essential not only for understanding linguistic meaning but for understanding
properly the "nonverbal customs, taboos, and artifacts” of which he speaks as well.

Evidently Quine offers a decidedly etic view here, and it is somewhat ronic that Kay opens one of the defenses of idealist
emics we have been n:nnmdermg by qunhng Quine as follows: "The familiar material objects may not be all that is real, but they
are admirable examples." Kay sees in Quine's tolerance of the possibility that other things may exist beside physical r:rb]&n:t& an
opening for the semantic determinist. Drawing the parallel that "the informant's most careful statements about the nature of his
world may not be all the ethnographic data. but they are admirable examples," Kay articulates that the aim for ethnosemantics
is

to discover some part of the system of meanings by which people organize the world. The goal is the raw cognition if
vou will, but since the major realization of this cognition is in the words people speak, semantics is considered an
integral part of ethnography. 27

Yet Kay emphasizes here as the basis for ethnoscience a point that Quine's various attacks on meaﬂjng arm to refute: Quine's
view is that there is no underlying semantic fact of the matter to reveal in the study of "raw cognition." Contrary to Kay's
assumption of the existence of the "psychic unity of mankind"28, and to Goodenough's belief in the existence of Eub]ect mental
models for organizing experience and behavior, Quine, as we have seen, believes radical interpersonal vanability in underhmg
cognitive structure belies such uniformity. Goodenough embraces what Quine calls the "museum myth" that there is in any
sense a subsisting realm of meanings or ideas that serves to account for the facts of natural synonymy. Moreover, these very
reflections on physics and its objects turn out to be pivotal to Quine's critique.

To see why this is so, it will help to grve some more extended attention to Quine's reflections on underdetermination and to see
some aspects of a central controversy in the past few decades' philosophical literature on indeterminacy. The key question is

this: As
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Chomsky and Richard Rorty (among others) have asked. why should we view translation's underdetermination as tantamount
to indeterminacy yvet not so regard the underdetermination of physics? 29

Quine and Boas on Imposition

Near the beginning of this section [ suggested an easy answer to the question of how Quine can distinguish indeterminacy from
underdetermination. If anthrnpnlngﬁtﬁ have good reason to believe that rr:upns.:thnn precludes recovery of source-language
intension and belief, and if Quine is right in showing how pervasive nﬂpumhnn is, then we do have indeterminacy. The critical
difference between physics and anthropology. one might say. is that physics can impose a scheme on physical reality, without
concern that its pre-existing scheme is distorted. For it seems quite difficult to make sense of any such notion of a pre-existing
scheme. This is not to say that all questions of scientific realism and natural kinds are easily resolvable, but it is hard to defend
positions on these issues by asserting that reality already comes conceptualized. However, one might continue, it seems to
make evidently good sense to say that the anthropologist does confront a pre-existing scheme, namely that of the source-
language speakers. This, one might say, is what gives us reason to worry that a scheme attributed on the basis of familiarity
might be the wrong one. However, this answer will not work.

The danger here is that Quine's arguments mayv be interpreted in such a way as to rest on the very notion of a conceptual
scheme that they seek to undercut. If we take as an example the mscrutability thesis (though this problem applies to the general
indeterminacy argument as well), we might be tempted to read it as follows: Having all the relevant data, past and future, we
can still attribute divergent referential schemes x. v, and z to the subject. We choose x because it employs the most familiar
erammatical categories of the three. However, the Ellb]EC.t s actual scheme might conform to v; thus, we might be wrong.
Therefore, the claim 'the subject really refers in accordance with x' is indeterminate. However, this argument seems clearly to
require the premise that there is some referential scheme that the native has in mind, for it is only with that assumption that we
have a basis for saying we might be wrong. What else could be the standard by which errors are ascertained under conditions
in which no empirical data can provide one? But if the conclusion of
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this argument is that such a claim, and any other with respect to any empirically equivalent scheme. is not warrantedly
assertible, the argument is self-vitiating

Now one could reinterpret the arsument as one that concludes that standard methodology is inadequate to the task of
revealing reference. But this is clearly not Quine's intent. Instead, the only other evident way to make Qune out to be
concerned with scheme conflict is to construe his thesis as a reductio of the assumption that one can warrantably assert that
there is some referential scheme (or. more generally. a set of concepts or propositions) to be recovered. The claim that there is
some scheme would be shown, then, to lead to the clamm that no such clam could ever be warranted. Thus, the reason for
concern about possible error comes from this assumption, but the argument no longer is self-witiating

However, even if this point is kept clear, how does the reductio work against anﬁ.rﬂ:ung but the idea of an underlving
n:nn:eptual scheme, whose platonic and/or concrete components "condition" one's perception i the ways that have been seen
to generate the Sapn’ Whotf syndrome of problems? Has anything been said to rule out the possibility of reconstruing the
notion of a conceptual scheme in ways that avoid these problems? Why not simply equate it with a language, for example? Is it
impossible for a proponent of a behavioristic (perhaps sociolinguistic) theory of meaning, to believe in "conceptual schemes.”
suitably redefined? .Ef we think ther& is an underlying scheme that can so "condition” our experience, the worry remains realthat
is, if our central aim is to "capture” (or even, [ think, to' ;apprm:rmate "} that scheme. But, now, why must someone who doesn't
wish to talk of underlying schemes or propositions, but rather insists that any interpretive construct admit of determinability by
empirical inquiry, continue to have this worry? Why is it, in Wittgenstein's terms, a basis for serious doubt? And if it is not a
basis for such doubt. on what can Quine base his distinction between physics and translation as thus construed?

Another reason one might think that all notions of referential and conceptual schemes and the like are suspect is that Quine's
arguments are, as [ have pointed out, intended to undercut the very notion of natural synonymy that all seem to presuppose
and seeck to explain. However, until a coherent distinction between underdetermination and indeterminacy (or inscrutability) is
made, this general thesis will not stand up. From what Quine says here, nothing seems to follow concerning the various
attempts by Wittgenstein, Austin, Searle, and a mumber of anthropologists to make "the very idea of a concep-

< previous paqge page 124 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 123 next page >

Page 1253

tual scheme" more empirically palatable (much less does it seem to carry any weight against approaches like Donald
Davidson's, to which [ allude here.) 30

Ultimately I think there is a way of making sense of mdeterminacy in hermeneutic terms of the conflict of cultural background.
For now I only W ant to say that an important transcendental basis for indeterminacy is still w antmg Here I have asked why we

"might be wrong" in making certain choices of translation. But really, what this basis must provide is a reason to deny an
objective, factual basis to translationsperhaps even to deny them truth valie (that is, to those that are not stimulus-meaning
determinate). Presently | am mainly concerned with sounding a warning that we must be wary of implicitly adopting as our
standard of correctness the very inscrutable scheme we argue is illusory. This danger also threatens if we too easily grant
Quine that imposition of the familiar ipse facto preclides warranted assertibility as true; anthropologists may take this step
more casually if, indeed. they agree with Boas and Sapir that there is a real scheme to be recovered. But Quine cannot be
(and wouldn't want to be) supported in this fashion: a point easily obscured by the commonality of heritage and concern that
he shares with the language and culture tradition. It should be emphasized. though, that this problem is potentially critical since
it concerns the basis for distinguishing indeterminacy from underd etermination.

Theoretical Underd etermination

Before proceeding further, it will help to get a better idea of exactly what Quine takes theoretical underdetermination to entail
In the strict sense, again, it is that two theories can be empirically equivalent, in light of all imaginable data. vet logically
incompatible.

Ina 1970 paper, Quine states the underdetermination thesis in the terms in which I have been emploving it (which is reflected
in his earlier Word and Object discussions):

[Physical] theories can be at odds with each other and vet compatible with all possible data even in the broadest
sense. In a word, they can be logically mcompatible and empirically equivalent. ... [S]ome will acknowledge such slack

only in the highest and most speculative reaches of physical theory, while others [e.g., Quine] see it as extending even
to [descriptions of] common sense traits of macroscopic bodies. 31
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It is important to keep in mind that this 15 a particularly stromng sense of underdetermination that is at issue here. The
underdete:mjnaﬁnn of theory by actual data, which any natural or social scientist would easily grant, will not carry the burden
of the various "impo ssibility in prmn:xple arguments Qume is putting forth. This strong thesis, ph15 the "imposition-problem.” is
needed to show that the linguist's problem is a special one.

Underdetermination of theory results from the adoption or application of E;}LprESiDIIE: called "theoretical expressions.” that
make reference to entities and characteristics that are not "directly observable." It is not simply that the choice of terms such as
‘electron’ is fairly arbitrary; rather. it has to do with the logical relations of many statements containing such expressions to
statements more "directly testable"or. in Quine's terms. more highly "observational " So much seems the result of manipulation
on the theoretician's partin relative independence from empirical f"mdmgi So great is the distance of these concepts from the
E}:pmennal periphery of theory that it seems easily imaginable that, given shghtly different historical circumstances, different
expressions, bearing markedly different logical relations to the genaral theoretic structure, would now be part of our accepted
theory of nature. Underdetermination is the extreme consequence of this "empirical slack”; the imaginable alternatives can
forever conflict with the original:

If all observable events can be accounted for in one comprehensive scientific theorvone system of the world. to echo
Duhem's echo of Newtonthen we may expect that they can all be accounted for equally in another, conflicting system
of the world We may expect this because of how scientists work. For they do not rest with mere inductive
ganerahzahunﬂ of their observations: mere extrapolation to observable events from similar observed events. Scientists
invent hypotheses that talk of things beyond the reach of observation. The hypotheses are related to observation only
by a kind of one-way implication; namely, the events we observe are what a belief in the hypotheses would have led
us to expect. These observable consequences of the hypotheses do not, conversely, immply the hyvpotheses. Surely
there are alternative hypothetical substructures that would surface in the same observable ways. 32

The existence of this slack has motivated many empiricist thinkers to question the natve or unquestioned acceptance of the
referents of such expressions into our ontology. Following Fussell and Carnap, some have sought to show ways in which
theoretical expressions
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might be explicitly definable in terms of observables, or partially definable or "functionallv eliminable”, and so on. Generally the
motive is to show that theoretical expressions are convenient "fictions” by the application of which scientists may successfully
organize data. If these expressions cannot be so fictionalized by the successful replacement. at least in principle. of the working
theory with a formulation that contains no theoretical terms but which can imply all the observation statements that the original
does, then we must accept the slack and its consequence, alarming to some, that the best imaginable theory of nature can only
be regarded as true relative to some "purely conventional” choices on our part.

A 1975 paper by Quine makes some mmportant clarifications and modifications of this thesis. First, Qujne reconsiders his
definitions of the key terms thenﬂ and 'observation sentence’. Quine redefines the latter (as I noted in passing earlier) as a
"pegged observation sentence." This is a standing sentence produced by adding specifications of space-time coordinates to
observational occasion sentences. A theory, then, implies "observ ational conditionals." which are material conditionals whose
antecedents are pegged observation sentences describing iitial observations, and whose consequents are statements (typically
predictions of observable states of affairs) that are inferrable from the antecedent statements and pertinent theoretical laws.
(For example, thermodynamics implies 'If the water in beaker A is heated so that at ¢ a local thermometer reads 100° C, then
the water in A boils at ¢', rather than simply 'The water in A boils at ') 33

Second, what implies these observational conditionals are ﬂlE:GI"‘-’ formmulations." l:Dtﬂ'_pﬂS:Lﬂg the higher level the oretical
hypotheses or wider generalizations (often called the "axioms" of the theory). ph15 the various bridge laws that serve to relate
theoretical and observational predicates (although Quine does not explicitly mention this latter set) 34 "Theories" are
individuated i the following way: theory formulations express the same theory it (1) they imply the same observational
conditionals; that is, they are "empirically equivalent”; and (2) they are either patently logically compatible or can be made so
by a systematic reconstrual of predicates. (For example if our empirically equi‘r alent but conflicting theories were the standard
physical theory and a theory that differed from it only in that it had 'electron’ in every place that the other had 'molecule’,
although these would be initially logically incompatible, they could be made to be identical by reconstruing all occurrences of
‘electron’ as ‘molecule’ and vice versa.) Theories themselves are the equivalence
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relation determined by (1) and (2). (Formulations, being sets of sentences, are explicable, in a fashion developed elsewhere by
Quine, ultimately in terms of mathematical sequences of sets of actual inscriptions of letters.) 35 Further, the only sorts of
theories that are of genuine interest for the underdetermination thesis are those that are self-consistent and whose observational
consequences are infinite and cannot be expressed by a finite nimber of untversally quantified conditionals 36

The original thesis is restated as follows:

For any one theory formulation there is another that is empirically equivalent to it but logically imcompatible with it. and
cannot be rendered logically equivalent to it by any reconstrual of predicates 37

The reasons for und erdetermination, if the thesis is cogent, must spring from the "slack” inherent in the application of theoretical
expressions, which arises owing to the need for a finite theory formulation that implies an infinite and varied set of observation
conditionals. Were there some way independently to check the truth valie of each conditional, theory could be dispensed
with, but clearlv physical theory covers too broad and complex a range for this:

Underdetermination lurks where there are two #rreconcilable formulations each of which mmplies exactly the desired set
of observational conditionals plus extraneous theoretical matter, and where no formulation affords a tighter fit 38

A more recent paper defines the empirical content of a theory in terms of "observation categoricals." which, as I noted earlier,
are eternal sentences phrased so as not to presume any space-time coordinate system and thus achieve a higher level of
generality. 3¢ However, this revision is not important here. Critical for the underdetermination thesis is that "we can encompass
more of these true observation conditionals [or categoricals] in loose formulation than in any tight one." where "tightness" is
being "without theoretical foreign matter." Hence, this thesis is tied to a series of efforts to develop ways of "eliminating” or
"logically reconstructing” theoretical expressions in terms of observational ones. The original Russellian appman:h has been
criticized by B B. Braithwaite on the grounds that any attempt to explicitly define theoretical expre&munﬁ in terms of
observables makes the theory unextendable to new kinds of data. Although this line of reasoning is unconvincing to some
(notably Carl Hempel). explicit definability encounters other dif-
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ficulties: For mstance, there is the classic problem, noted by Carnap. in definthional schemata that equate a theoretical or
dispositional predicate to a material conditional containing observational predicates (the theoretical predicate being instantiated
whenever the conditional's antecedent is simply false). Further, attempts to construct syntactical metalanguages . comprising
only observational (or generally acceptable) predicates that are then used to transform theoretical strings whose theoretical
predicates are construed initially as uninterpreted. have not as yet met with success. 40

Frank Ramsey devised a method by which a theorv could be translated into a single sentencea "Ramsey sentence"in which all
theoretical predicates are transformed into predicate variables 41 But there are a number of i mmportant objections to this
procedure: In addition to its mnportation of the higher predicate calculus that Quine eschews, it seems to eliminate theoretical
predicates "in name only" (as Hempel wittily argues in "The Theoretician's Dilemma"). Also, it seems to preserve, along with
the logical structure of the theory, the very incompatibility manifest in underdetermination and hence can't provide a means to
undercut it. (Quine suggests i fact that theory formulations, belonging to the equivalence relation determined by (1) and (2)
above, may be construed alternatrvely as those formulations expressible by the same Ramsey sentence.) Also, there is a
problem noted by Scheffler of the failure of certain important inductive relationships manifest in the original formulation to be
preserved in the Ramsey equivalent 42

However, a more recent attempt at providing a lngn:al apparatus for providing a "theory-equivalent” that has only
observational expressions has made a more decided impact on Quine. Wiliam Craig's "Replacement Theorem" provides a
mechanical method for replacing any proof of a given observational conditional from elements of an original the ory-formulation
by a derrvation of that conditional from a complex set of observational conditionals. Now the "Craig equivalent” of a theory
involves computations that are far too lengthy to do in practice, and that equivalent lacks the axiomatic systematicity of the
original formulation (and hence lacks the economy, simplicity, explanatory power, and heuristic ﬁuggait'n eness of the original)
features that undermine its significance in the eyes of some critics. However, its av ailability convinces ane that his strong
underdetermination thesis cannot be maintained in its original form. What is important about the Craig-equivalent of a given
theory is that, i addition to being couched entirely in observational terms,
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it can be specified by a set procedure (a recursive one) that amounts to more than simply listing the observational conditionals
themselves. For now Quine can no longer claim that ey manageable formulation of a system that mmust provide "mass
coverage” of the sort demanded of physical theory (and one would think that translation manuals fit into the category of
systems of this sort) must have the theoretical looseness that makes for underdetermination. At best he could claim this only for
nonrecursive systematizations, with the result that his thesis would at best only mark a relattvely minor contrast between types
of systematization_ 43

The modified thesis that results from these considerations 1s this:

We, humanly, are capable of encompassing more true observation conditionals in a loose theory formulation than in
any tight system that we might discover and formulate independenily of any such loose formulation. And then the thesis
would go on to say. as before. that for each such formulation there will be others. empirically equivalent but logically
incompatible with it and incapable of being rendered logically equivalent to it by any reconstrual of predicates 44

Further, Quine finds it necessary to make still another 'm:lpmtant qualification of the thesis: Having isolated the importance of
non-reconstruability for the thesis, he admits that there is no evident way of proving this for any case at hand. Having failed to
imagine an observational test that could decide between two theories, we might turn to consider possible reconstruals of
predicates that could logically reconcile the two finite formulations. Failing the latter, we can only trentatively conclude that
their incompatibility is reconcilable:

There still could be a re:nnu:i]jng reconstrual of pI’EdiL‘ﬂtE;i subtle and complex and forever undiscovered. The thesis of
underdetermination, even in my latest tempered version, asserts that our system of the world is bound to have
erﬂpmca]lx equiv alent alternatives that are not reconcilable by a reconstrual of predicates however devious. This. for
me, is an open question 43

So the underdetermination thesis finally comes to this: ... our system of the world is bound to have empirically e quivalent
alternatives that, if we were to discover them, we would see no way of reconciling by reconstrual of predicates 46

However, even this modified view, Quine argues, has its consequences for one's overall view of science. We must grant that
we can always systematically describe the world in a way signific antly
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different from the one we now successfully employ, and the differences will be far more difficult (perhaps impossible) to
reconcile than to imagine. Y et while this modified underdetermination thesis might leave Quine's position regarding scientific
truth and method intact, it would seem to cast serious doubt on the indeterminacy thesis.

And vet Quine does not see these modifications as at all mitigating the mdeterminacy thesis, despite the integral role it
ostensibly plays in that thesis. Earlier in the paper under consideration he offers two E}:ﬂj:ttpl&& of underdetermination that he
rejects as trivial. One involves generating rival theories by taking our standard theory of nature and producing a rival by
systematically exchanging the terms 'electron’ and 'molecule’. Yet while admitting that is not an interesting case of
underdetermination. he argues nonetheless that it is sufficient to make indeterminacy stick:

Having disqualified these permutations as cases of underdetermination, we might in passing consider how they stand as
cases of indeterminacy of translation. If in the light of verbal behavior we translate two foreign words as 'molecule’ and
‘electron’, what behavioral evidence could have obstructed the opposite choice? None, surely. except as we invoke
what Neil Wilson called the principle of charity: maximize the agreement between the native and ourselves on
questions of truth and falsity, other things being equal. Translation is not the recapturing of some determinate entity, a
meaning. but only a balancing of various values. An observation sentence and its translation should command assent
under similar situations; here is one valie. Wide concomitance of assent to standing sentences is also a value. Good
translation strikes some optimum combination of values, insofar as they can be compared. 47

The themes in this passage are by now no doubt familiar. What seems to back up the claim that translation is only a "balancing
of values" is the fact that the necessity of "maximizing agreement” is a form of impnsiﬁun that precludes the linguist's
"recapturing of some determinate entity." Again, we see charity playving a key role in the argument (much as familiarity of
orammatical EﬂtEgDﬂEﬂtlDﬂ functions in the inscrutability of reference argument). Now it might be initially puzzling that Quine's
first mention of charity in Word and Object, and in mv exposition in Chapter one. is to defend the franslatability of the basic
truth functions. But there the point seemed to be that there were no alternatives among which to choose. However, in the
translation of terms (and thus of predicate logic) and in the translation of most sentences, we have imaginable divergent
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alternatrves compatible with our evidence. When charity (or familiarity) functions to narrow choices, we have indeterminacy.
However, we confront again the question, why does this make a difference? Why does reliance on extra-empirical criteria
preclude truth in translation but not physics? 48

At the end of Chapter 1. and in the previous section, [ noted that Quine has expressed preference for an indeterminacy thesis
that requires only a holism thesisto the effect that anv nonobservational (physical or translational) hypothesis can be maintained
if suitable adustments are made elsewhere in the contamning system (theory or translation manual). It now seems clear that
genuine theoretical underdetermination will not do the trick. And if the ersatz possibility just considered seems unsatisfactory,
then perhaps we now have all the reason we need to follow Quine in favoring the holism argument. But, as [ noted earlier, this
is not to answer the question about Quine's contrasting attitndes regarding translation and physics. The translational analogue
of underdetermination seems easy enough to explain. even if theoretical underdetermination is not. But it has always been
(Quine's contention that even if we were to produce an argument for theoretical underdetermination, it would still not make
physics indeterminate. Moreover, the holism upon which Quine prefers to rest mdeterminacy apples equally to physics. The
question remains as to how this contrast in attitude is warranted.

Quine on Ontology and Epistemology

Subﬂaque;nt EDﬂ:IJIlE;IltEI"_‘_-’ has revealed two general and mterrelated thesis types i Quine's philosophy, which he characterizes
as "ontological" and ' epiﬁtemulngical And one can see evidence for two corresponding attacks on translation: (1) an
ontological challenge concerning the ability of linguists to describe objective matters of fact in attributing conceptual schemes
(at whatever level); (2) an epistemological challenge fncuﬁmg on the evidential warrant for translation and lingmistics. While
Quine clearly favors the ontological reading, I shall give attention to both readings here.

Quine's distinction between ontological and epistemological theses is clarified by Roger Gibson in a recent paper:

Ontology and epistemology are concerned with different issues. Ontology focuses on the issue of what there is; and
what there is is a question of uth. Epistemology focuses on the issues of how we know what
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there is; and how we know what there is is a question of method and evidence. And evidence is for Quine sensory
evidence, so epistemology is for Quine empiricism._ It follows that empiricism is not a theory of truth but a theory of
evidence (i.e., of warranted belief ._). It does not purport to tell us what there is, but only what evidence there is for
what there is. 49

Though different, the two bear a relationship of "reciprocal containment” to one another. Ontology "contains” epistemology (1)
in that the latter assumes the existence of an external world; (2) in that the ontological theory implies the key empiricist tenets
of his epistemology (the grounding of science and semantics in sensory evidence); and [3} in that the ontological (not the
epistemological) the ory provides the account of epistemology's basic sensory contact points: sensory receptors (physical
objects). This bears out keyv notions of what Qume, calls a "naturahized ep15temnlug=. one that does not seek to move from
indubitable sensory or intuitive starting points. It is viewed as a component of science, rather than the latter's a priori
j'LlEﬁﬂEﬂﬁDﬂ Dntnlugx directly concerns questions of truth and factuality, and, as truth- as::ertajnmmt i5 mainly the task of
science, it comprises scientific theories (that meet certain itandards} Ep15temc+1c+g=. in turn, "contains" ontology in that it
pmnde& an account of the evidential bases of the sciences. There is a pena_me circularity in this. but Quine does not view it
as vicious; instead. it is an intended consequence of his rejection of a prioristic First Philosophy. 50

Both epistemological and ontological concerns are suggested in Quine's summary remarks concerning indeterminacy in Word

and Object.
The Ontological Challenge.

Thus the analytical hypotheses, and the grand synthetic one that they add up to. are only in an incomplete sense
hﬁ.’pDﬂlEEE;E Contrast the case of translation of the occasion sentence 'Gavagai' by similarity of stimulus meaﬂmg This
is a genuine hypothesis from sample observations, though possibly wrong. ... On the other hand no such sense is made
of the typical analytical hypothesis. The point is not that we cannot be sure whether the analytical hypothesis is right,
but that there is not even, as there was in the case of 'Gavagai', an objective matter to be right or wrong about.51
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The Epistemological Challenge.

One has only to reflect on the nature of possible data and methods to appreciate the indeterminacy. Sentences
translatable outright, translatable by mdependent evidence of stmulatory occasions, are sparse and must woefully
under-determine the analytical hypotheses on which the translation of all further sentences depends. To project such
hypotheses beyvond the independently translatable sentences at all is in effect to impute our sense of linguistic analogy
unverifiably to the native mind ... There can be no doubt that rival systems of analvtical hypotheses can fit the totality
of speech behavior to pe:fe::ﬁuﬂz and fit the totality of dispositions to speech behavior as well, and still specify mutually
incompatible translations of countless sentences insusceptible of independent control. 52

Also, a passage [ cited in Chapter 1 in clarifying Quine's intent to attack mtension by attacking synonymy seems to suggest an
epistemological challenge:

If in general [ could make satisfactory sense of declaring two expressions to be synonymous, [ would be more than
pleased to recognize an abstract object as ther common meaning. The method is familiar: I would define the meaning
of an expression as the set of its synonyms. Where the trouble lies, rather, is in the two-place predicate of synonymy
itself: it is too desperately wanting in clarity and perspicuity.53

Quine clearly wants us to construe indeterminacy as an ontological thesis 54 Yet both readings seem to bear out his concerns.
If theory in linguistics and theory, ethnography, and ethnology in linguistically oriented anthropology are not ade quately tied to
empirical evidenceif there is too much "creattve freedom” to impose conceptuallythen objectivity would seem to suffer
seriously. (Again, there is no challenge intended to the facilitative task of translation or ethnography.) We must wonder as to
how we can warrant our belief that cultural description reallv describes culture. On the other hand, if such theories and
descriptions have no objective facts to be right or wrong about, then we have the same worry. Put another way. if we construe
the indeterminacy of translation as that translations are not warrantedly assertible as true and thus are wanting as scientific
hypotheses, both epistemological and ontological considerations seem to support this. If the empirical data do not adequately
ground our efforts to find a translation manual that is true,
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we certainly must worry as to whether its "hypotheses" are warrantedly assertible as true. But it would also seem relevant to
examine Quine's scientific theory of ontology. If it successfully delimits "facts” in such a way that indeterminate translations
cannot express them, this would also seem to bear on one's efforts to say that they are warrantedly assertible as rrue.

Epistemology and Meaning

If the indeterminacy of translation is construed just as an epistemological thesis, does it imply any Slgﬂiﬁl:ﬂ.ﬂt methodological
consequences? One key point in this line of argument seems to be that translation does not vield wniguely correct translations.
In a recent interpretive work that Quine himself heralds for its accuracy. Gibson characterizes ]IldE;tEI‘tEIJIlﬂE‘_‘_- as follows:

Consistent with all possible dispositions to behavior on the parts of all concerned, different systems of analvtical
hypotheses can be formulated which render different English translations of the same use of a [source-language] ...
expression which, on intuittve grounds, differ in "meaning”; and there is no sense to the question of any one translation
being the uniquely correct one. 33

Howewver, it is not clear what the force of denying unique correctness is. Considering the inscrutability of the term 'gavagai', I
doubt any linguist would hesitate at all in telling us what the uniquely correct answer is: 'rabbit’. What reasons would be grven
for this claim? Obviously, empirical adequacy is one thing but not the only one. No doubt one would add elegance, simplicity,
familiarity, and charity. And in adding the last two items, as we have seen Quine argue, the linguist gets into trouble. (Recall
that though reliance on simplicity is Quine's central worry in "The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics," his later work does not
echo this concernexcept insofar as the vague notion of simplicity may comprise familiarity and charity.)

The mscrutability of reference thesis places emphasis on the familiarity principle. But the force of this concern is not clear.
Familiarity plays a fundamental role in physical theory. Quine himself is a strong advocate of applying a criterion of familiarity

of principle or methodological conservatism in warranting physical hypotheses, that is. "a favoring of the inherited
conceptual scheme of one's own previous work."56 This would seem to break all ties
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left over after application of other criteria. Given different historical circumstances, our physical theory could have been such as
to countenance a widely different range of theoretical entities, vet for Quine it nonetheless fully legislates what is "real " What
then is the difference?

A similar queatmn arises when ane targets reliance on the charity prmu:rple Why, exactly, is it that we have to an:l-:tmwledge
that "translation is not the recapturing of some determinate entity, a meaning” owing to the fact that charity must be relied on in
fixing translation? Conservatism, as Quine and Ullian remark in The Web of Belief, dictates that the "less rejection of prior
beliefs required, the more plausible the hypothesisother things being equal " 57 Charity would seem to be a corollary to this
principle, since it dictates that one approach an alien culture with a predisposition to effect agreement on certain "obvious”
beliefs, all other things being equal. Unnecessary attributions of bizarre beliefs to particular subjects conflict with general
attitudes that no one holds such beliefs.

Yet Quine seems to acknowledge all this in warning us, in a discussion of indeterminacy in the concluding pages of Word and
Object, that indeterminacy means more than that practical constraints govern translation:

May we conclude that translational synonymy at its worst is no worse off than truth in physics? To be thus reassured is
to misjudge the parallel. In being able to speak of the truth of a sentence only within a more inclusive theory, one is not
much hampered; for one is always working within some comfortably mchisive theory, however tentattve. .. In short,
the parameters of truth stay conveniently fixed most of the time. Not so the analyvtical hypotheses that constitute the
parameters of translation. We are always ready to wonder about the meaning of a foreigner's remark without
reference to anv one set of analytical hvpotheses, indeed even in the absence of any; vet two sets of analytical
hypotheses can give contrary answers, unless the remark is of one of the limited sorts that can be translated without
recourse to analytical hypotheses 58

That the manuals may be incompatible i1s emphasized here, as well as in the other sample [ have offered of Quiﬂe'i
epistemological charge. Also, the easy availability of rival translations, or of divergent grounds to formulate them, is
emphasized. But the mere availability of rival translations, even though they might be mutually exclusive, does not seem to carry
the needed force. As Rorty puts the point. ei-
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ther make both science and interpretation indeterminate, or make them both determinate.

Chomsky. as I have noted, joins Rorty in seeing no evident breakdown in this parallel. He embraces one of the options Rorty

leaves available in arguing that inguists have at most an additional under-determination to that of physics. In rejoinder, Quine
remarks:

Theory in physics is an ultimate parameter. There is no legﬂ:lruate first philosophy, higher or firmer than physics, to
which to appeal over phvf.:u:;lﬁtﬁ heads. Even our ;apprematmn of the partial arbitrariness or under-determination of our
overall theory of nature 1s not a higher-level intuition; it 1s inte gral to our under-determined theory of nature itself, and
of ourselves as natural objects. ... The point about indeterminacy of translation is that it withstands even all this truth,
the whole truth about nature. This is what [ mean bv saving that, where indeterminacy of translation applies, there is no
real question of right choice; there is no fact of the matter even to within the acknowledged under-determination of a
theory of nature. 59

However, this remark seems to turn us in the direction of Quine's ontological thesis. Indeed, Quine notes at several points in
his reply to Chomsky that beyond this, there is not much disagreement between them. He even remarks that he intends to
create no crisis in inguistics by his remarks. Perhaps this is also intended to apply to anthropology, but this is hard to square
with the above-noted remarks that seem to circumscribe that disciphne's inguistic data.

Indeed. Gibson remarks:

From the point of view of epistemology, under-determination of physical theory and indeterminacy of translation are
on a par: Just as alternattve ontologies can be erected on the same observational basis, so alternattve fransiations of
a native expression can be erected on the same observational basis. All are equally warranted by the evidence, let us

SUppOse.

Again_ the difference, for Gibson and Quine, is a matter for the onrological component to ascertain 60

If indeterminacy of translation is just taken to be an epistemological thesis, then perhaps Chomsky's challenge against Quine's
methodological n:harge& goes unanswereduless it is supplemented with the now, seemingly, distinct ontological thesis that no
fact of the matter i1s expressed. But can we find reasonnot having to do with fﬂl:tl.lﬂ]lt‘_‘_ﬂ.‘irh‘_‘_- translation, and any linguistic or
anthropologi-
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cal theory that rests much on it, is at hazard? This possibility is explored in a recent paper by Alexander George, "Whence and
Whither the Debate between Quine and Chomsky?" It mainly concerns itself with challenges largely pertinent to the
Chomskian program, but I think it suggests possible lines of an epistemological attack based on Quinean considerations. I
maintain this despite the fact that, as I noted earlier, Quine has still more recently advised (partly in response to George) that
he does not take Chomsky's concerns with syntax to suffer indeterminacy problems, even though syntax is underdetermined.
For it seems to me that Quine still takes issue with many key points of the general transformational program, points that have
had an mpact on anthropology. There 1s Chomsky's concern with explanatory adequacy and psychological reality, for one,
and Quine's behaviorism gives grounds to challenge these stronger objectives even where only syntax is at issue. Also, there is
Chomsky's emplovment of a semantic component for the explanation of things such as ambiguity. I am not sure whether a
general account of difference of meaning suffers from Quine's challenge to the notion of sameness of meaning; however, the
broader semantic gnali of gmerat'ﬁ,f—; linguists such as Katz (noted earlier) to employ generative devices for the explication of
the full range of semantic notions would seem clearly to suffer from Quinean indeterminacy. In addition, I think it worth the
effort to see more clearly how Quine's considerations square with the clearly Ep15temnlug1cﬂl WOrTies expre&&ed by Cook and
Levelt. These concerns with transformational theory's "dogmatic” self-validation, in suspicious independence of behavioral fact.
have an unmistakably Quinean ring. Finally_ let us recall that the key complaint against le:!-umgrap v. but not against
grammatu:al analysis, in "The Problem of "'vTeamng in Linguistics" concerns whether there is a behavioral fact of the matter to
explain in the first place. The clarification of this distinction may hinge on one's giving an ontological reading to the thesis, and
may not be as easy to percerve by those enamored of an epistemological one.

There is, as George notes, much smmilarity between Quine and Chomsky. Both are concerned with grounding explanation of
linguistic behavior ulimately in neurophysiological structure. Both are willing to posit innate structure. Quine notes that even a
radical behaviorist must acknowledge innate abilities for "qualitative spacing”: If an organism lacks an innate ability to ascertain
stimulus similarity, conditioning is mmpossible. 61 (However, there is considerable variation in the nature and extent of the
structure posited.) Further, for all the acknowledged abstractness of Chomsky's gram-
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mars, he explicitly holds out hope for later specification in terms denoting neurophysiological temsthus manifesting an "in
principle” agreement with Quine on this ontological point. 62

The differences, George claims, emerge in just what theoretical matter intervenes between neurophyvsiology and linguistic
output. To be sure, grammar functions as part of a characterization of competence, and its connection to performance is
indirect. Also, there is little by way of direct mmplication for behavior in determinations of competence until a mechanism

connecting cognittve state and behavior has been revealed. However, George views Quine's deeper concern as not "the
theory's distance from the data" but "its (percerved) independence from them "63

In this connection, George sees disagreement arising over the choice between empirically equivalent grammars (& and G') of
the one "an individual »eally knows":

Evidential support for G over ' would then have to be theoreticalthough not for that reason any less empirical.
Chomsky would urge. For example, a theory of language acquisition might lead to choice of one grammar over
another "extensionally equivalent” one on the ground that the first accords with a schematism that makes available
fewer grammars to the language learner. Or a theory of Universal Grammar that leads to well-confirmed grammars in a
wide range of cases might select G over G'on a basis of available evidence (Chomsky's example). Thus even though

a supplemented competence theory may have behavioral consequences, no such data by themselres need lead to
choice of that theory over some "extensionally equivalent” system. 64

George sees Quine's main complaint about this not i the distancing of competence from performance (though recall Cook's
and Levelt's concerns about aspects of idealized competence models for research about performance) but in the fact that
competence theories are distanced from data "from below." in "fail[ing] to be warranted only by facts about behavior™

Quine insists that such distancing from below diminishes linguistic theorv's explanatory content. "What matters.”
according to him, "is just the insistence upon couching all criteria in observation terms . [that is.] terms that are or can

be taught by ostension, and whose application in each particular case can therefore be checked intersubjectrvely”.
Since in this case "observation terms" are just those which comprise descriptions of a speaker's behavior, Quine finds
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obscure the question which of two "extensionally equivalent” grammars is really the speaker's. According to him, "If it
is to make any sense to say that a native was implicitly guided by one system of rules and not by another E}LtE:ﬂSiDﬂE]l‘_‘,-’
equivalent system, this sense must link up somehow with the natve's dlﬂpDSlhDﬂS to behave in observable wWays in
observable circumstances”. In the case of "extensionally equivalent” grammars, such dispositions "must go bevond the
mere attesting to the well-formedness of strings, since extensionally equivalent rules are indistinguishable on that score.
It could be a question of dispositions to make or accept certain transformations and not others; or certain inferences
and not others''. But it must be a matter of some set or other of behavioral dispositions. 63

As we saw before, Quine's central complaint with intension is that "the two-place predicate of synonymy itself . is too
desperately wanting in clanty and perspicuity." George brings his discussion directly to bear on this:

Conjectures about nguistic competence fout court do not vield behavioral consequences and do not lead to
conchisions about the hardware whose functioning such abstractly described states characterize. Additionally and
crucially, even if a characterization of competence were supplemented by an account of a mechanism that, given
stimulus and cognitive state, vielded behavior, Quine would remain skeptical. In his view unless there is a difference in
the dispositions to behavior predicted by an account ﬁl:nrpnraﬁng competence theory I and an account differing only
through mcurpnrahnﬂ Df n:nmpetenn:e: theory T, there is no sense in ﬂEl-."‘.IIlg which account is correct. For such an [sic]
one as Quine, there is a "crving need” in ]mgm&tu:& '‘for explicitness of criteria”. To whatever extent that "need" is not
met, inguistic theory will be undesirable, since it would contain a component emploving terms whose conditions of
correct application are very far, if not totally, removed from observation of behavioral phenomena, which could not
easily be tanght by ostension, and thus terms whose applications are not guaranteed to be intersubjectively

checkable 66

How does this square against Quine's remarks that he has no problem with Chomsky the grammarian? Well, for one, if one
reads George's query about the grammar an individual "really knows" as mgﬂ:a]mg Chomsky's concerns with e:!-:planatnﬂ'

adequacy and psychological realitv, then I think George is still correct in seeing an important difference of opinion. But, as [
remarked above, I think
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the Quinean challenges George articulates carry more weight against the bolder semantic objectives of Katz and others. For
Quine sees no indeterminacy imvolved in theoretical explanation of grammaticalitywhere he sees a clear behavioral base. Itis in
efforts to characterize synonymy for natural languages that Quine sees the problem and where he intends his reflections on the
elusiveness of behavioral evidence for translation and theory to carry weight. Semantics is also where I wish to place my own
emphasis, and thus I shall take George's remarks, though aimed at contrasting Chomsky and Quine, as elucidating differences
between Quine and transformational theories with broader semantic aims. (This is not to say that I fully grasp Quine's reasons

for diminishing his differences with Chomslky )

The key problem that we can draw from George lies in the two-stage structure of transformational explanations of linguistic
behavior. Linguistic theorvfrom the earlier structural varieties to generative grammarapphes concepts that Quine suspects
cannot be clearly delineated: The general problems I noted in Chapter 1 concerning the mability to specify clear criteria of
identity and differentiation for intensions, semantic markers, and the like seem to be bothering Quine here. He seems to share
Harris' belief (whether for the same reasons or not) that "idealism" will inhibit research: He argues that we "shortcut the mental
bit" in transformational and other mentalistic theoriesdespite the public, abstract (not private, concrete) nature of their
constructs and despite whatever willingness exists to acknowledge in-principle incorporability in later neurophy siological
accounts. Quine wants us to attend more closely to neurophysiology now. 67

A recent comment by Quine on Wilfrid Sellars (which George cites) bears this point out clearly. Sellars has suggested allowing
mentalistic predicates as "hidden variables." whose irreducibility to behavioral criteria is to be expected. In response Quine
suggests two criteria for evaluating such variables:

Among hidden variables ... there are better and worse. There is a premmm on any links to observation, however
partial and indirect; the less partial the better, and the more direct the better. The importance of behaviorism is its
insistence on shoring up mentalistic terms, where possible, by forging substantial inks with observation. For a deep
causal explanation of mental states and events, on the other hand. we must look not just to behavior but to neurology.
For this reason there is a premiumm not only on substantial connections between our hidden
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variables and observation, but also on the amenability of these hidden vaniables to explanatory hyvpotheses in
neurology. Their value lies in fostering caunsal explanations. 68

From remarks Quine makes in this essay and elsewhere it is clear that mentalistic hidden vanables, such as Katz's semantic
markers, do not meet these criteria. They are neither sufficiently tied to observation nor amenable to neurophysiological causal
E}:planannnme only kind of causal explanation Quine allows here 69

Yet exactly what has Quine offered to make us believe that mentalistic semantics must lead us astray? It is possible that the
differences are not as sharp as one might suppose. George supplements his earlier remarks concerning the potential
compatibility of transformational linguistics with remarks on Quine's views, such as that Quine is simply expressing a
preference for an "isolate-the- dispositions-then-find-the-mechanisms approach” and does "not see white or black, but shades
of gray" in his evalnation of various kinds of hidden linguistic variables 70 (But then he also remarks, as we saw, that "unless
there is a difference in the dispositions to behavior predicted by an account incorporating competence theory I and an account
differing only through incorporation of competence theory T, there is no sense in asking which account is correct.”) And of
course there is the matter of Quine's recent protestations that he has no qualms, generally, about grammatical analysis. From all
this, one ﬂ:u'ght form the impression that Quine 1s only arguing against a separate science of intension, since, as Gaurge puts it
(evidently in ontological terms), Quine "believes it is the job only of natural science and its heirs to tell us what is really real."71
And one can see Quine as arguing only against this or more exclusionary Eﬂpai'ﬂhﬁt attitudes towards the study of symbolic
behavior. The thrust of his thesis, read this way, would simply be that the "museum myth" should not make us think that
meanings must be posited to explain communication, and so on, and to ask why, as we have seen, even less mentalistic
theories such as Morris' and Searle's find it necessary to posit intension. 72

But there are a number of problems with this interpretation. For one, as we have seen, Quine's remarks seem evidently to have
a much sharper antimentalistic bite. And though it is possible that some of his positions have softened in this connection, his
attitude toward mentalistic inguistics seems still pretty mmuch what it abways has been. Also, it seems to me that Quine's
stronger anfi-intensionalist claims are significantly witiated by these concessions.
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Also, even if the position is so weakened., it is still not clearly warranted What reason have we to think Quine's
methodological divergence from mentalism is anything more than a matter of taste? The point to Quine's preoccupation with
the need to apply criteria of familiarity and charity is now unclear (though their role in the ontological thesis that translation
expresses no fact of the matter is clear enough. as we shall see). Emphasis now seems to be on very generally stated concerns
about theoretical criteria, replacing behavioral ones in the selection of grammars, or about "freedom” of theory from data; but
no great weight of specific problems is brought to bear out Quine's skepticism. Also, the restriction to behavioral data could
be challenged as being no more than a refusal to allow transformationalists engaged in semantic analysis to overcome linguistic
underdetermination by positing theoretical entities of their choice. Moreover, even the challenge to Chomsky's aims of
explanatory adequacy and psychological reality seems obscured. Even if one grants that field translation itself is ultimately
supported only by reports of observed behavior with respect to observation sentences, and that certain higher reaches of
linguistics presuppose translation, how does this justifiably preclude later confirmation for transformational hypotheses from
other, say, psvcholinguistic, sources?

There is, to be sure, a nagging worry that the generative program feeds illicitly on itself in relying on deep theoretical rather than
behavioral resources for its confirmation (compare, again, Levelt and Cook). This worry also applies to structuralism. Both
paradigms may induce their proponents to make theories immune to empirical refutation by being too swaved by theory in the
process of validating itperhaps by giving theory too much say as to what data are "significant” and what are to be 1g11r:+red This
worry is perhaps magnified by the realization that it is relatively easy to pose and answer questions concerning meaning in
accordance with divergent sets of ﬂ.t'lEIl‘_‘_-"tll:ﬂl hypotheses. Quine suspects the evident degree of potential freedom of movement
here in prm*idjng the "theoretical matter” of inguistics. But the full force of this concern is not as vet clearly spelled out. It
seems quite easy to think of theories of nature underdetermined in the trivial fashion of the electron-molecule-switch case
earlier. So why, exactly, is there greater freedom? And even if this can be shown mn the case of linguistic choice, why does
freedom entail ﬂ:u.'—;t‘tmdnlngln:al trouble, e&pema]lv if this freedom is not exercised because it is often irrational and
counterproductive to do so? 73 Finally, turning to the broader range of criticisms leveled against anthropological "idealism."
whatever undesirable psycho-
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logical predispositions (to circular reasoning, ignoring evidence) a paradigm may encourage, there seem many potential
correctives that fall short of paradigm abandonment.

Evident here is a tension, which critics have often noted, between Quine's critique of intension and his open-ended empiricism.
(A parallel contrast will emerge in his ontological reflections.) [ believe these tensions can be somewhat resolved, and the more
liberal Quinean attitude supported by casting the "interpreter-imposition” problem in a somewhat different ight. However, let
us look at Quine's ontological critique before considering revisions. We must not lose sight of the fact that the questions [ have
raised here concern an epistemological reading that Quine himself disavows.

Ontology and Meaning

An mmportant basis for Qujne'ﬂ views is Peirce's idea that our ultimate ﬁtandard of truth is provided by scientific theory: There
is no independent, pern:en ed or intuited standarda world as it "really i1s"to which the theory may be l:Dﬂ:lpEI'Ed A theory is not,
in Rorty's terms. a "mirror of nature." Whether purported hvpotheses express facts is not a matter of comparing them to the
world as a catalog of facts: physics supplies the :atalug (which is not to deny that it does so mn virtue of causal connections to
material processes). The truth or falsity of any genuine scientific hxpnt‘tmaea turns ultimately on what physicists can in principle
tell us about the arrangements of microparticles. (This physicalism is weaker than those that demand definability of legitimate
inquiry into a physical vocabulary or subsumption under physical law.) Quine views truth as an "immanent." as opposed to a
"transcendant.” notion.

Another thesis that coalesces with Quine's views of truth and factuality is a realism with respect to physical posits. According
to this thesis, the theoretical predicates of physical scientists are viewed as having factual reference, despite the evident
creative contribution of the scientific intellect to the structure and content of physical theory and deapﬂte the historical
contingency ivolved in the entrenchment of particular theoretical predicates at particular times. What's more, their
entrenchment thus legislates, in part, the viability of later theories, hypotheses, and theoretical concepts in virtue of the latter's
familiarityor conceptual proxmity to these entrenched notions.
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Quine holds that there "really are” microparticles, with the various properties conferred on them by accepted physical theory.
Attribution of these properties to these paﬂ:in:le& is done by gemuine hypotheses, laws. and so on with warrantable truth value.
Since physics is an "ultimate parameter.” one can have no grounds, beyond inductive uncertainty, to deny reality to the
extensions of its predicates or truth to its warranted statements. However, a smmilar realistic attitude is withheld from many
semantic posits and statements. 74

Quine establishes translation's deficient ontological status as follows: (1) Since dvergent theories are compatible with the
evidence, divergent translation manuals are as well. As we have seen, the only empﬁ*in:al test of a translation manual, in Quine's
view, lies in its implications for verbal behavior. Its receptor- language component gives the subjects' "theory of nature " But if
we consider any nonobservational receptor translation of some body, let us say a sentence, of source-language discourse, we
can always generate another receptor component that offers a rival receptor string in its place. (This can be premised on either
holism or full theoretical underdetermination, with the latter seemingly the more problematic, as we have seen.} The rival
manual will be distinct owing to differences (perhaps logical incompatibility) between these receptor strings. But it will be
empirically equivalent, owing to other accommodating revisions being made. However, (2) if we look at the additional criteria
one would apply, such as familiarity and charity, in justifying our narrowing translational options to, for example the one that is
regarded as correct, we see they are additional to whatever went into our selection of our theory of nature. The empirical
equivalence of the manuals entails that the choice of translation manuals is not dictated even by a EGﬂIplE:tE;l‘-’ established
physical theory. If it showed a difference between them, they could not then be empirically equivalent in light of all possible
evidence. The complete description of physical micro- and macrostates that this theory would offer, and the complete
description even an ideal theory (warranted by all pnﬁﬁible evidence) would offer, would leave unanswered the question
"Which translation manual is correct?" However, given this, (3) then all the physical truth that could conceivably be determined
wﬂl not bear on these remaining questions and u:hmn:ea We have exhausted all that can be truly said about "what there really
is"; we have exhansted all the "facts of the matter." This means that our question "Which manual is correct?”, and in turn the
questions "What do the source-language expressions really mean?" and "With what receptor strings
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are they actually synonymous?" must resist answer on a factual basis. Thus, the realistic attitude must be withheld with regard
to synonymy (bevond stimulus-synonymy) and intension, and any other "deeper” posits designed to explicate synonymy.

Quine remarks:

Since translators do not supplement thewr behavioral criteria with neurological criteria, much less with telepathy, what
excuse could there be for supposing that one manual conformed to any distribution of elementary physical states better
than the other manual? What excuse, in short, for supposing there to be a fact of the matter? 73

The now evidently critical notion of a fact of the matter is defined as follows:

The mtended notion of matter of fact is ... ontological. a question of reality, and to be taken naturalistically within our
scientific theory of the world. Thus suppose, to make things vivid, that we are settling still for a physics of elementary
particles and recognizing a dozen or so basic states and relations in which they may stand. Then when I say there is no
fact of the matter, as regards. say, the two rival manuals of translation, what [ mean is that both manuals are
compatible with all the same distributions of states and relations over elementary particles. In a word, they are
physically equivalent 76

What needs elaboration now is exactly why physicists have, in effect, a license for what Nelson Goodman calls
"wotldmaldng " while interpretive scientists do not. Why is Qume s pragmatism so selective? Quine's attitude toward physics
separates him from Goodman's otherwise largely compatible pragmatism. Though no friend of intension, Goodman is skeptical
of Quine's efforts to use physics as a criterion of ontological demarcation. In response to Goodman, Quine remarks:

Why, Goodman asks, this special deference to physical theory? ... The answer is __. this: nothing happens in the world.
not the flutter of an evelid, not the flicker of a thought. without some redistribution of microphysical states. It is usually
hopeless and pointless to determine just what microphysical states lapsed and what ones supervened in the event. but
some reshuffling at that level there had to be; physics can settle for no less. If the physicist suspected there was any
event that did not consist in a redistribution of the elementary states allowed for by his phﬁ. sical theory. he would seek
a way of supplementing his theory. Full coverage in this sense is the very business of physics and only of physics 77
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However, pragmatically minded anthropologists could well ask how an avowed empiricist, pragmatist, and naturalized
epistemologist could tolerate, mmst less expound theses that judge in advance regardjng exclusve privilege to build ontologies.
If. as Quine himself clamms, "our talk of external things, our very notion of thmgﬁ is just a conceptual apparatus that h&l‘pi us to
foresee and control the triggering of our sensory receptors in the light of previous triggering of our sensory receptors." 78 what
basis have we for ruling out linguistic contributions? Are we sure they must fail to vield the desired foresight and control? (If,
indeed, we are content to limit the aims of social inquiry to these: What precludes our giving a non-predictive, vet nonetheless
factual, account of symbolic meaning?) But this seems not to be a charge Quine wants to make against anthropology.

It seems that in a fully pragmatic and naturalistic spirit we can ask why Quine's physicalist analysis of facts should be adopted:
If his rejection of First Philosophy legitimates nonviciously circular efforts at ustification, mterpretive scientists seem to have the
option of presenting a pragmatic case for their own license to build ontologies. If as a consequence of adopting his definition of
fact we thus exclude indeterminate translational hyvpotheses and dervative concepts, hypotheses, and theories, why shouldn't
we see this as reason simply to reject the physicalist frameworkp erhaps on the very ground that accepting it entails the
rejection of theoretical approaches that seem to have potential explanatory power (Harris' objections notwithstanding)? Why
not simply maintain. on a fully pragmatic basis, that there can be factual differences without physical ones, though the facts will
be of a special (perhaps "societal") variety?72

A critic might simply grasp the Brentano optionnamely, of opting for a separate science of (or, more generally, distinct
approaches to the study of) symbolic phenomena by simply rejecting Quine's definition of fact. Rorty, who as we have seen
has long been skeptical of Quine's efforts to get an indeterminacy of translation but not of truth, has recently commented on
Quine's view of facts as follows:

Quine __. thinks there can be no "fact of the matter”" about intentional states of affairs because different such states can
be attributed without making a difference to the elementary particles. ... But surely all that such wrreducibility shows is
that one particular vocabulary ... is not going to be helpful for doing certain things with certain explananda (e.g., people
and cultures).80
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Rorty, Goodman, and others draw more on the ploralist, Jamesian strains of pragmatism, and thus one might expect from them
little sympathy for Quine's sophisticated Petrcian-pragmatist account of objectivity. However, there are many who reject the
pharalism of Rorty and Goodman (as well as the allied subjectivism of Kuhn) for sailing too close to the idealist wind. The
Peircian option gains in attractiveness as agamnst subjectivism, as well as in light of the great difficulties involved in grving some
sort of "mirror of nature” account of objectivity (particularly the failures to make the mitially intmtively compelling empiricist
reduction programs pan out). However, I am not sure that even the followers of Quine and Peirce have been presented with a
COMvIncing case against intension.

For one thing, f we reexamine Quine's reply to Goodman concerning the physical character of physical fact, we find Quine
spectfically referring to change: He remarks that there are no changes in nature without changes in microstates, or no
happenings without redistributions of physical states. If his thesis is limited to this, a brief rejoinder would seem to be effective:
If all Quine means is that nothing happerns without such changes, one can reply that in the choice procedure that Quine
depicts, the question of describing a change from one state to another, or an occurrence in "semantic space,” doesn't really
arise. Rather, it is a matter of how an utterance is to be mterpreted. The shift from one translation to a divergent one licensed
by another physically equivalent translation manual seems only a shift in interpretation by the linguist of what could be viewed
as being one physical event.

Imagine_ with Quine, that a inguist characterizes a certain bit of behavior as in fact an expression of the native's concept of a
rabbit, construed as a physical object. Or, to turn to the more general thesis, the linguist might say that it 1s (or is not) a fact
that some bit of verbal behavior expresses a belief in the special power of witches (presumably invobving translations that are
not stimulus-meaning determinate). Now the linguist has certain purposes, different from those of the physicist, in so
characterizing these behavioral segments. and the attributions the nguist makes depend on the overall virtues of the translation
manual. Why should the physicist's privilege to provide an answer to all questions of factual change be of any concern here?
Surely if the subject changes some belief, acceptance of Quine's physicalism would entail that some physically determinable
change of macro- or microstate accompany this: namely, no change without a physical change. Is it possible that the translator
will be able to attribute changes in belief without appealing to anything in
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subject behavior that correlates with a change i physical state? Of course, if Quine is right, the linguist can change translation
manuals and perhaps thus produce a receptor-language string characterizing the belief that is different from the 511‘i11g produced
by the first manual (where the difference is such as to justify a claim that the belief or proposition expressed by the rival
receptor-language strings is different). But this is not to claim that the subject has changed his mind. only that the rranslator
has.

But perhaps this is to take Quine too literally. Clearlv, he wants to say "no difference without a physical difference.” and while
the emphasis in the passage recently quoted is on differences that result from processes of change, I think we can construe it
as cogently applying to differences in interpretation. Not all of Quine's clamms in this regard refer to physical change; for
example, the earlier-quoted remark that "there is no fact of the matter as regards .. two rival mannals" means that "both
manuals are compatible with all the same distributions of states and relations over elementary particles." 81

Here Quine emphasizes the fact that there can be two distinct systems of belief attribution, but only one set of physical facts.
Now why is this "difference without a physical difference” a problem? In my understanding, the idea is that the answer one
grves to the semantic questions raised earlier is not, and cannot be, uniquely and factually correct because, from the point of
view of any one answer, the others are incorrect; but the differences between the answers have no factual correlate. So the
choice of manual is not fully dictated by the facts. but it is also maintained that manuals express no fact of the matter or have
nothing to be right or wrong about. and most ]:Elil'pDI‘tﬂ.tlﬂ‘- here,_ the latter formulation, whatever else it means, entails
compromise of the scientific legittmacy of interpretive hypotheses; indeterminate translations are not genuine hypotheses.

However, I don't see why Quine's exclusionary thesis follows from this. Why emphasize the factual vacuity of choosing
manuals in assessing their factual expressiveness? The latter could nstead be tied to their empirical adequacy and equivalence.
That 15, we could grant that manuals are indeed ruled out as incorrect on nonfactual grounds, vet still accord them facrual
correctness and expressiveness. The facts that all express, we could say, are vielded by st the microstate description that is
compatible with them all.

In actual practice only one or several of the indefinite number of empirically equivalent manuals will be chosen. Only those will
be "correct” for the interpreter community. But I suggest that we none-

< previous paqe page 149 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 150 next page >

Page 150

theless regard all the empirically adequate and equivalent manuals as "factually correct,” thewr factnally baseless differences
notwithstanding

This 15 not to say that all must be listed as part of our theory of nature. No, only those that square with such "nonfactual”
criteria as charity and linguistic familiarity will be. But it seems we can say that on the basis of their compatibility with physical
theory, all the rival manuals are nonetheless factual. Or. more to the present point. we can say that this relationship to physical
fact makes them all potential candidates for inclision in science. It is really a question of just how Quine's physical "ultimate
parameter’ circumscribes the facts. Does it list only necessary conditions for factuality, or does it contain all the sufficient ones?
Let us imagine we are in the position of trying to select among job candidates, and we have narrowed it down to a "short list"
of threeall of whom meet all the job requirements, affirmatrve action criteria, and so on equally well. We are legally and morally
bound to check them all carefully against those criteria, but having done so, and having a three-way tie, this does not leave us
unable to choose a "winner." We would find some other criterion, additional to those previously mandated, to make the final
choice. To be sure we would not have full freedom here (we should not offer it on the basis of who offered the largest bribe),
but would law or morality prevent us from using arry other criteria’ This would be unreasonable. We can apply additional
criteria (perhaps we would finally flip a coin), and in so doing we do not render the chosen, qualified candidate as ungualified.
So it 15, one could argue, with translation manuals. Squaring with phyvsical fact qualifies them for scientific status, and they
remain so after pruning, whether chosen or not. Evidently this is only an analogy. but where does it break down?

Physical Equivalence and Translational Conflict

The passages in Quine I have examined up to now seem ammed at establishing that translation manuals are not factual and that
their nonobservational hypotheses cannot be warrantedly assertible as true. Also. it seems that the reason for these conclusions
has something to do with the fact that translational choice is not fully dictated by physical-theory choice, even idealized
physical-theory choice. What's more, it seems important that rival translation manuals conflict with one another, but in ways
that are not reflected in differing physical states. This last point would seem to be where my aforementioned analogy may fail.
In Word and Object Quine warns that we not confuse indeterminacy
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_. with the platitnde that uniqueness of translation is absurd. The indeterminacy that [ mean is more radical It is that
rival systems of analytical hypotheses can conform to all speech dispositions within each of the languages concerned
and vet dictate, in countless cases, utterly disparate translations; not mere mutual paraphrases, but translations each of
which would be excluded by the other system of translation. Two such translations might even be patently contrary in
truth valie provided there is no stimulation that would encourage assent to either. 82

The key complaint is that one translation mannal will accept translations that another will reject. Or, from the point of view of
one marnual, the other is incorrect, perhaps false. If we accept one manual and thus deny a place to the other in our theory of
nature, we would seem to be regarding the first as true, but not the second. What are we to say about the status of the
second? Is this not tantamount to saving it is not frue?

To do so would be intolerable in ight of Quine's foregoing remarks about physics and truth: We seem to be mdging against the
truth of the rejected but empirically and physically equivalent translation manuals, but not on any factual basis. But the physical
theory that grves all the substance to our ascriptions of truth and falsity renders them all true, thus how can there be any sense
to the claim that they conflict?

However, to ensure scientific legitimacy, we cannot allow the following state of affairs: One manual dictates that source string 5
means receptor string R the other manunal dictates that .5 means R* but R and R* differ in meaning such that ac cepting the first
manual entails believing that 5 does not mean R*. Under these conditions, accepting the first manual entails regarding the
second as false. But, again, our physical truth-parameters render both true. Thus, accepting all of the manuals as true would
necessarily mvolve us in using a truth-predicate that violates the constraints of Quine's physicalistic ontology. We would be
trafficking in transc endant, not immanent, truth.

However, I believe this inference is blocked by the fact that translation of 5 into R and 5 into R* is done relattve to two
different translation manuals (call them M and M™), thus allowing us to describe the conflict between the manuals as follows: 5
means K in M, 5§ means R* in M*_ To get an explicit contradiction, we would have to infer that 5 doesn't mean R in M from
the second clamm. But unless M is a faulty translation manual, this cannot be done. is there a way
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to force us to state the two clamms from a shared reference point. without relattvization to manual? Typically we talk about
meaning-difference without reference to any manuals, but it seems Quine's point (and a warranted one) that one can always in
principle generate a rival manual to accommodate a rival interpretation at the theoretical level of translation. Indeed, I am not
sure a warranted inference of this sort can be made. For the receptor components of M and M* embed R and R* and their
constituents in fundamentally different linguistic "webs," that is, the divergent receptor theories themselves. (The differences
need only be localized to R and E*, though one could view them as embedded in distinct object-receptor languages.) It would
seem that belief about meaning based on M logically excludes belief about meaning based on M™_ only ff one can infer
something about R* from a belief based on M without changing the meaning of R* in the process.

Why, then, should the fact that one manual leads us to attribute to a speaker a belief in R and another a belief in R* entail
contradiction” What prevents us from holding that both translations are (or might be) true, or that both attributions to the
speaker are (or might be) true?

Though I have provided brief considerations against the commensurability of manuals. it is worth considering the extreme
possibility that Quine entertains above that rival manuals might issue in recepror components that are logicallv incompatible.
Logical incompatibility would entail that the components containing R and R* are sufficiently similar semantically to relate R and
R* in the required way. Put in terms of attribution to an ideal speaker, NV (who does not hold incompatible beliefs), M leads us
to think that N believes R, and M™ leads us to think that N believes R*. Acceptance of M would then seem to require us to say
that it is false that V believes R*; but lacking any physical contrast to parallel this contrast of truth and falsity, we find ourselves
outside Quine's physical parameters for those semantic concepts.

Independent of the sketchy incommensurability remarks just given, I think there is a line of reasoning against the inevitability of
logical conflict between receptor components. And it comes from compelling reasons Quine himself has put forth for denving
that underdetermination of theory can issue in logically incompatible theonies whose logical compatibility is not evidently
eliminable by a reconstrual of predicates. Quine has recently come to embrace an option not considered in his earlier
discussion of the question in "On Empirically Equivalent Systems of the World". That article pon-
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dered, as we have seen, the options of a strong, "in-principle” thesis (maintained in earlier work) that rival theonies could be
logically incompatible but empirically equivalent and a weaker thesis maintaining only that, grven the practical constrants of
actual theory formulation, there would be no evident way of showing logical Egunc;rferzce of theories. Quine has more recently
come to believe that logi cal compatibility can be nonetheless established between still divergent theories. This arises amidst
reflections, which I shall now sketch, on the related and here pivotal notion of factuality.

As [ have noted, Quine's advocacy of an immmanent as opposed to a transcendant notion of truth hies at the heart of the
ontological status he grants physics, despite its acknowledged underdetermination. In his fawly recent "Things and Their Place
in Theories" he remarks:

it is a confusion to suppose that we can stand aloof and recognize all the alternattve ontologies as true in thewr several
ways, all the envisaged worlds as real. It is a confusion of truth with evidential support. Truth is immanent, and there is
no higher. We must speak from within a theory, albeit anv of various. 83

However, Quine's empiricist leanings lead to a contrasting view on this point in another more recent article, "Empirical
Content":

Suppose, however, two empirically equivalent theory formulations that we see no way of reconciling by such a
reinterpretation of terms. We probably would not know that they are empirically equrvalent, for the usual way of
finding them so would be by hitting upon such a reinterpretation. Still, let us suppose that the two formulations are in
fact empirically equivalent even though not known to be; and let us suppose further that all of the implied observation
categoricals are in fact true, although. again, not known to be. Nothing more, surely, can be required for the truth of
either theory formulation. Are they both true? I say ves. 84

As (Gibson notes, this is incompatible with the passage previously quoted and represents a deep tension between Quine's
naturalized notion of ontology and his empiricism_ In a reply, Quine attempts a resolution based on an acknowledgment in
"Empirical Content” of a point raised by Donald Davidson. It is here that the modification just noted in the underdetermination

thesis emerges:

Being incompatible, the two theory formulations ... must evaluate some sentence oppositely. Since they are
nevertheless empirically
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equivalent, that sentence must contain terms that are short on observational criteria. But then we can just as well pick
out one of those terms and treat it as if it were two independent words, one in the one theory formulation and another
in the other. We can mark this by changing the spelling of the word in one of the two theory formulations. 83

This "trivial expedient” line (aimed primarily at avoiding relativist implications) establishes logical compatibility, while preserving
nonequivalence.

The rival theories can all be true, then, and Quine reconciles this with his immanent notion of truth by viewing our theory of
nature as

a single big tandem theory consisting perhaps of two largely independent lobes and a shared logic. Its lobes describe
the world in two equally correct ways, and we can simultane ously reckon as factual whatever is asserted in either. 86

This position, which tolerates the truth of two rival theories, 15 what Quine terms his "ecumenical” positionas opposed to the
"sectarian” position advocated in "Theories and Things." However, the matter is not entirely settled in favor of this empiricist-
oriented position. Quine raises a finther difficulty, enunciated by Dagfin Follesdal, that spealks finally in favor of the sectarian
position. The problem is that there may be "alien terms" in an additional lobe, which cannot be reduced to the 1diom of the
existing lobe. They can add nothing to the existing lobe and thus represent gratuitous additions, of the sort that are just the
prime targets of traditional and contemporary empiricism and no less:

[The dj:ﬁin:ult] case ... is where the alien terms of the annexed lobe are sreducible. The sentences n:nﬂtajnjng them
constitute a gratmtnu& annex to the original theory, since the whole combination is 5t|]l Eﬂ:rpm::a]lv equn alent to the
original. It is as if some scientifically undigested terms of metaphyvsics or religion, sav 'essence’ or 'grace’ or Nirvana',
were admitted into science along with all their pertinent doctrine, and tolerated on the ground merely that they
contravened no observations. It would be an abandonment of the scientist's quest for economy and of the empiricist's
standard of me aningfulness.

The second system, under these conditions, does not make sense in terms of the chosen system: "Our own system is true by

our lights, and the other does not even make sense m our terms." Yet Quine endeavors, still, to avoid ruling out the second
system, even though he now finds he cannot say they are both true:

< previous paqe page 154 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 1353 next page >

Page 1

i

L
L

And what if. even so, we have somehow managed to persnade ourselves that the two are empirically equivalent. Then
surely we must recognize the two as equally warranted. Having got the swing of the alien jargon without benefit of
translation, we might even oscillate between the two for the sake of an enriched perspective on nature. But whichever
system we are wording in is the one for us to count at the time as true, there being no wider frame of reference. 87

Quine here flirts with the possibility contemplated, we saw, by Whott that two systems might be coherent but impossible to
"calibrate” by translation. (But it does not tread into the aforementioned dangerous waters of presupposing an "underlving
scheme " With Davidson, Quine couches all of this in terms of untranslatability)

The key question, however, is how this all squares with the restriction of interpretation in anthropology that seems to follow
from Quine's position? I think it calls it further into question. For in light of the discussion at the end of the previous section,
what reason have we now for not accepting all empirically adequate and equivalent translation manmuals as factually correct
and thus capable of issuing in gemuine, though indeterminate, translational hypotheses? They all seem to have something to be
"right or wrong about," namely, the physical facts that may or may not bear them out. Quine never denies that they might entail
false behavioral (or microstate) descriptions. Rather, the force of his thesis is that there is some significant form of "divergence”
among the empirically equivalent manuals that goes beyvond normal inductrve uncertainty. However, if the divergence between
manuals falls short of logical mcompatibility, [ don't think any case can be made from Quine's physicalistic standpoint against
translation's scientific legitimacy.

The very same trivial expedient argument emploved by Quine in advocating his ecumenical position can be used to make all
the respective receptor components of each manual compatible, though still not logically equrvalent. It imports a kind of
incommensurability that ensures that we brook no evident inconsistency in accepting the whole set of empirically equivalent
manuals as equa]lv correct in light of the facts. (We needn't, in this connection, consider the possibly irreducible lobes
remarked on in the most recent quote from Quine, as these possibilities w ould not be warranted by any existing or potential
rival translation manuals; they result from untranslatability .}
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It is significant that Davidson, to whom we owe this trivial expedient idea, also maintains that the divergence ivolbved i the
indeterminacy of translation is no more harmful than that involved in the varying scales applicable to the measurement of
temperature or preference. 38 In both cases we are confronted only with different ways of conceptualizing fact. Again_ I allow
that the choice of manual does not rest entirely on fact. But it rests in large part on it. and this seems to me enough to make
translations legitimate hypotheses.

Of course Quine, as we have just seen, finally denies factuality to "lobes” that do not supplement existing ones. Does this give
reason to deny that we can embrace all empirically equivalent and adequate manuals as being factual? [ do not see how it
would. In relying on the trivial expedient to avoid attributing inconsistency, the receptor theories we accommodate do not
evidently constitute "danglers" in the theory of nature. Permitting translation manuals and dependent ethnographies in our theory
of nature is not to permit the receptor theories themselves into that theory (not even when we translate the radically foreign
theory that is the predictive equal of our own). Simplicity is accommodated by the fact that the desire for theoretical fruitfulness
would limit choices to useful manuals, and legislate against gmaﬁlx unfamiliar or uncharitable ones or against embracing
pharalities of manuals whose differences go bevond being only "stylistic." Yet while interpreters have reason to limit the number
of potential candidate translation manuals actualized as components of our theory of nature_ I see no reason why this should
compromise the ontological underpinnings of those that make the cut.

Let me try to n:mme':t these pmnt& couched in Quine's "ontological mode," more clearly to the methndulugcal issue. Given the
connection between "expressing facts” and "being true." the point seems to be that indeterminate prertu&e& lack warranted
assertibility as true or false in virtue of not being approprately grounded in fact and, therefore, compromise the warrant for any
beliefs that rest on them. The ontological arguments show that they cannot be true or false (in Quine's physicalistic sense),
which would seem to imply that they cannot be warrantedly assertible as true or false, thus compromising the soundness of
explanations that rest on them. But as vet it is not clear why they cannot all be true when they square with the physical facts,
which occurs if and only if they square with the evidence. (This. of course, is not to conceptually equate truth with evidential
watrant.) Thus, [ see no reason as vet to deny that they are warrantedly assertible as true.

< previous page page 156 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 157 next page >

Page 157
Ontology and Scientific Legitimacy

Impressed with Quine's insistence that indeterminacy is an ontological, not an epistemological, thesis, we have been looking
into Quine's reflections on translation and physical fact for reasons for indeterminacy. And I have been construing
indeterminacy as meaning that translations are not warrantedly asseriible as ##ue. and as thus casting doubt on the scientific
legitimacy of translation-based anthropology. But I am having difficulty seeing how these pieces fit together this way. Here [
want to argue that they indeed cannot.

Typically, when premises in inferences are shown to lack warranted assertibility as true, we regard the inferences as unsound.
But it is not clear that something must be or rest on what is "warrantedly assertible as frue” in order to be warrantedly
assertible. We might be able to grant the nonfactuality of translation, its lack of truth value, and vet preserve its scientific
legitimacy.

One way to show this might be to allow that merely warrantedly assertible claims (that is, not "as true") can be premises in
sound explanation. The danger we want to avoid is the reliance on premises about which we are unsure, for reasons of
potential falsity, lack of clarity, and so on. But do translations, or ]mgm&h:a]lv oriented ethnographies and ethnologies,
intrinsically suffer such problems? If they do, and this has been ar gued in the anﬂ]rnpulngcal literature, then perhaps there is no
clear purpose to these suggested reconstructions. But no telling verdict seems to be in on this as yet. In the next chapter, I shall
suggest a slightly different solution that likens translation to the essential prescriptive elements of theories (for example, riles of
inference, hypothesis test, credibility ranking) that are not regarded as clamms having truth value. We can view translation as
performing a similarly prescriptive functiondictating translational behavior (and dertvattve forms of behavior) that optimizes
intercultural discourse and systematic theory-building. Thus, we would deny that translations even function as descriptive
premises in the reasoning to hypotheses and thereby preserve their scientific legittmacy. To deny their adequacy in a
descriptive scientific function is not sufficient to deny their adequacy i any scientific function.

Indeed, it is not clear why all Quine's discussion of the re;lahnnﬁlup of translation to phyvsical ontology does not work just in the

opposite way than is intended. Physics can accommodate rival translations. But th&n why does this not invalidate Brentano and
Quine's thesis of the "irreducibility” of interpretive disciplines to the natural sciences?
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As [ noted earlier, one sharing my perplexity might be motrvated to view translation as resting on special "societal” facts and
thereby simply reject Quine's physicalistic characterization of what a fact is. [ will not comment on this. except to say that a lot
more reflection on the criteria for being a fact is called for here._ (I earlier suggested that one could be more of a phuralistic
pragmatist appreciative of the explanatory successes of interpretive science and less of a physical naturalist in adv Dn:ating a
position contrary to Qume 5 in this respect. } More central to my concerns is the scientific legitimacy of mterpretive science.
And despite the fact that interpretive scientists make choices that go bevond what the facts can dictate, despite the fact that
these facts may not provide a distinction for every difference in interpretation, I do not see how Quine's methodological
consequences are warranted by his physicalistic ontology. There seems no clear reason why supplementing fact should
compromise scientific character.

Thus it is still unclear to me why there is no fact of the matter to translation. As things now stand. translational methodology
does provide a warrant for believing that a set of determinate synonymy relations guides translation. Divergent
characterizations of the underlying "facts of the matter" that translation is "right or wrong about" are available, to be sure; but
why is this multiplicity any different from that which attends any scientific description of fact?

The Epitemological Thesis Revisited

Again_ [ have been considering how we might premise indeterminacy on Quine's restriction of fact to physical fact. I have also
been viewing indeterminacy as denving truth value to translational hypotheses (if that is the right way to intemret Quine's stated
view that thev are "only in an incomplete sense hypotheses”). And I have been tying this, in turn, to seeming exchisionary

methodological consequences. To this point. I have made my failures to see how these tie tngether look like attacks on
Quine's intended thesis. But of course this leaves the possibility that I am just misconstruing his intent.

Earhier, I offered the following passage from Quine i support of an epistemological reading of the indeterminacy thesis:
Among hidden variables ... there are better and worse. There is a premmmm on any links to observation, however

partial and indirect; the less partial the better, and the more direct the better. The importance of behaviorism is its
insistence on shoring up mentalistic terms, where
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possible, by forging substantial links with observation. For a deep causal explanation of mental states and events, on
the other hand. we must look not just to behavior but to neurology. For this reason there is a premium not only on
substantial connections between our hidden variables and observation, but also on the amenability of these hidden
variables to explanatory hypotheses in neurology. Their value lies in fostering cansal explanations.

If we look at this passage. instead, in the spirit of the ontological construal st considered, the idea would seem to be that the
changes or differences that such vanables might explain would be changes unparalleled in physical theory. This exceeding of
physical ontology, percerved by examining the relationship of behavioral data to mentalistic variable, could perhaps in turn
provide the reason for seeing a faihure of such variables to foster explanation in terms of neurological fact. Howewver, in recent
discussion and correspondence Quine has offered another reading, which does not rest the case against mentalistic vaniables
on their ontological excesses in the way [ have in the previous section:

How we frame our system of the world depends on the prospective utility of one or another choice of hidden

1 .variables, and mentalistic variables show little promise as judged by the criteria emphasized in the above
passage. Thus we do not adopt them in framing our system.

2.The resulting system of the world says where there is a fact of the matter and where there is not.

3 This system proves incapable of reconstructing mentalistic semantics from the materials we have accorded it.
Consequently it fails to ascribe factuality to some points in mentalistic semantics.

The rning of circularity here is intended and reflects, [ think, the aforementioned "reciprocal containment” of ontology and
epistemology. And perhaps what should be learned from my failure to see how they work when sharply distinguished is that [
have indeed distinguished them foo sharply. Certainly one direction to take from here is to examine rectprocal contamnment,
which Gibson rightly emphasizes, more closely as it applies to indeterminacy itself. I will not. Instead, [ offer the following
conchuding remarks before pursuing my own lines of thought: However "reciprocal contamment” works out, there seems good
reason to deny that indeterminacy is an ontological

< previous page page 1359 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 160 next page >

Page 160

and not an epistemological thesis. It would seem to be both (note how reciprocal containment clouds this distinction anyway).
It is an ontological thesis insofar as it is explicared in ontological terms of failure to express facts. (However, [ still do not see
that translation suffers this faihire: There is no fact of the matter as to why one should be chosen over the other. But I do not
see why this means that there is no fact of the matter to the chosen option itself ) But ff the nature of the kev reasons in support
of a thesis are to count in our decision as to how to categorize it then it is partly epistemological. However, the categorization
issue is not nearly as important as the matter of how Quine's first point above is to be supported. The reasons for
indeterminacy do seem to concern matters of the relationship between theory and evidence (along the lines of both criteria
emunciated in Quine's comments on Sellars). And. as [ argued in considering the Epiitﬂﬂ:lﬂlﬂgil:ﬂl line, I am still in the dark as to
what these reasons might be. And it would now seem unquestionable that these reasons are pivotal for considering Quine's
import for anthropology. It would certainly be mtere&tmg to see how exploiting some sort of overlap between epistemological
and ontological aspects of the indeterminacy thesis will improve matters when, as it now seems, they are insufficient when
taken separately.

As for the other links in my interpretation, it remains clear that translational falhores are prvotal to the failure of mentalistic
hidden variables (recall the point of the radical translation argument). However, there also remains another possibility of
breakdownnamely, in the matter of whether mdeterminacy entails that translational hypotheses are not warrantably assertible
as true. Cleatly they are not, on Quine's view, warrantedly assertible as wniguely true, and perhaps one could view this as
sufficient to undermine "natural synonymy." [ am unsure as to how such a line of argument would work, but the possibility is
worth mentioning. Also, there is the matter of what Quine's attitude toward anthropology might be. Clearly, if anthropologists
make clear commitments to mentalism (e.g., the full program of Katz), Quine would object. But I have also wondered if any
translation-based appmau:h would suffer invalidation because of indeterminacy. In the next chapter, I shall argue that
translations can be viewed. coherently, as not warrantedly assertible as true, but that translation-based anthropology does not
suffer on that account. My considerations will be clear v "Quinean.” but I make no claim to be explicating Quine's position in
what follows.
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Chapter 4
Translation and Comvention

Translation Bules

In this chapter, [ shall give an alternative account of the roots and ij:rlpmt of indeterminacy. The latter is my main concern,
especially as indeterminacy impinges on anthropology, and will recefve more detailed attention in Chapter 5. This
reconstruction is motivated by two concerns: (1) that Quine has not clearly established that translation is indeterminate, at least
not with the clear consequence that translations are not germine hypotheses; and (2) that he may imply excessively negative
consequences for B oasian anthropology. I intend to address both of these pDiIltS but am most concerned with the latter: that
is, with reconciling indeterminacy with the potential empirical validity of interpretive and cognitive paradigms. (Indeed, the
cogency of my reading of indeterminacy's consequences may well be independent of the question of the acceptability of
Quine's account of its sources.)

After a preparatory discussion in the present section, I shall raise a number of considerations, general and particular,
concerning the setting of radical translation and the logical character and function of translational hypotheses. My amm will be to
establish the following thesis as to the proper basis for contrast between translation and natural-scientific theorizing (I shall
simply speak, as before, of physical theorizing in speaking of the latter): It lies in the differing compliance relationships that
obtain between physical hypotheses (and theories) and thewr confirming and disconfirming mstances on the one hand, and
translational "hypotheses” (and manuals of translation) and their compliant or noncompliant instances on the other. The former
comprises law-governed compliance, the latter rule-governed. ( The special problems of rule-followingfor example, whether
rules must be consciously apprehendedwill not concern me here ) Important differences, I shall argue, between the lawlike and
mulelike orien-

< previous page page 161 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 162 next page >

Page 162

tations are manifest not only in the types of regularities that the translator and physicist systematize, but also m the purposes
and standards of adequacy of each sort of systematization. The central task of physical theory is to describe regularities in a
way that permits cnnn:eptual simplicity_ enhghtemng explanation, and correct prediction. In translation, although much is
required and effected in the way of explanation of symbolically significant behavior within a culture, and alﬂmugh successful
translation enhances predictability of verbal and nonverbal behavior, the main burden of translation is to "coordinate”
behaviorbehavior involving groups of rational indriduals whose behavior, gua symbolic behavior, is largely rule -determinate.
(This is not to deny that such behavior might be nomologically explicable as well )

[ believe that translations_ inasmuch as they function in just the way that rules governing the usage of words do, are not in any
literal sense hypotheses: they are neither true nor false. But this follows not for the reasons Quine offers, but rather because
the translator's linguistic correlations are themselves rulelike codifications of rules of usage, cross-culturally projected from
observed source-_ receptor-, and metalanguage behavior. (The notion of codification here is essentially Goodman's, as shall be
seen. ) Now granting the highly problematic character of convention and the other varieties of conformatrve behavior, [ believe
Dawvid K. Lewis' analysis, in Convention: A Philosophical Study, is sufficient for present purposes. [ shall employ it to show
that linguistic conventions may be adequately construed as anising out of the need to solve coordination problems. As these
conventions are in fact constitutive of complex coordination equilibria, the analvtical "hypotheses” that serve to correlate the
linguistic conventions and rules of one language with those of another themselves represent coordination equilibria and are thus
themselves conventions. In their mitial stages of development, thewr genesis might seem indiscernible from, or at least intimately
parallel to, those of physical hypotheses. However, the fact that their systematic interrelationships are patterned by the
conventional relationships among the verbal strings that they serve both to reveal. and especially to codify in a broader
intercultural context, makes them "conventional” in a way that physical hypotheses are not.

The bulk of Lewis' book is devoted to bringing the apparatus of rational choice theory to bear on the analysis of convention,

and it is this part of his work that most concerns me here. (His subsequent analysis of linguistic conventions in fact diverges
quite radically from Quine's and my own views on a number of key points_) In essence,
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the coming to be, contnuation, and passing away of conventions is primarily determined. in Lewis' view, by their efficacy in
au:hieﬁﬂg maximal coordination among persons, who are thus motivated to coordinate out of rational self-interest. Hence, the
rigor of rational choice theory makes it ideal for my proposed analysis. Lewis defines 'convention' in terms of complex "higher
order” Expectahunﬁ that rational (that is, utility maximizing) persons form as a result of the gradual evolution of behavior
patterns in which, in Hume's words, "the actions of each of us have a reference to those of the other, and are performed upon
the supposition that something is to be performed on the other part." 1 Rational parties form conditional preferences for
performing certain types of actions in certain sorts of situation, the condition being that all others perform that action if they
do.2 Performance of that action turns out to be best for all, provided all perform it. Combinations of actions that best vield
optimal results for all are coordination "equilibria.” that is, solutions to such so-called "coordination problems” in which all
parties turn out to be best off in the sense that "no one would have been better off had any one agent alone acted otherwise."3

Now all behavior is regular behavior in the precise sense that all behavior is, at least in principle, nomologically explamnable,
and a central task of Lewis' account is to difd:iﬂgm'ih conventional behavior from other "regular” behavior. And the main feature
to which Lewis appeals (as shall I, even more so) is that conventional behavior is es.s.enha]lv contravenable, and thus
conventions govern behavior in a way that is different from the way in which scientific laws "govern' 'behavior. This becomes
evident on examination of Lewis' criteria of conventionality, which for present purposes I shall leave in rough form, ignonng a
munber of subsequent changes made in Convention and elsewhere 4

The following are necessary conditions for a regularity R in behavior being a convention in a recurrent situation 5 among the

members of a population P in any instance of 5-

1 Everyone conforms to R.

2 Everyone expects evervone else to conform to R.

3 Evervone prefers to conform to R on condition that the others do, since 5 is a coordination problem and
uniform conformity to R is a coordination equilibrium in 5.
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And further (1)(3) are common knowledge in P. 5 This last feature of "common knowledge." embracing as it does certain
notions of "potential.” "rremediably nonverbal” knowledge, and knowledge "confined to particular instances."s is perhaps
problematic, but I think serviceable for present purposes. Such knowledge can arise from explicit agreement, from the salience
of some one type of action (due perhaps to visible similarities borne to previous equilibria), precedent, or perhaps the sheer
inertia of past conformity. The process of conformity through time can begin by explicit agreement, but may also arise from "an
exchange of manifestations of a propensity to conform to a regularity"to cite an example Lewis draws from Hume, when two
rowers, without verbal communication. gradually coordinate the rhythm of their strokes 7

Two emendations to this mitial list do bear mention here: The first is that it is necessary only that nearly evervone conform to a
given regularity in behavior in order for the regularity to be a convention, thus allowing for violations and exceptions. Second,
another condition is added to the list. one that demands the possibility of deviation from a given convention, rather than simply
permitting it:

Evervone (or nearly everyone) would prefer that evervone (or nearly evervone) conform to R’ where R'is
4.some possible regularity in the behavior of members of (population) P in some (situation) S, such that no one
in any nstance of 5 among members of P could conform both to R'and to R.8

That is, another regularity that in a broad sense is incompatible with the first could have served in its place. It is important to
note that the prafar ence for R over R'is rationally grounded in the fact that others are expected to perform the former and not
the latter. One is neatly always free to perform an action that is not in conformance with the dictates of convention. Such
alternatives could be either such as to be conventions in their own right, were they accepted by nearly evervone, or such as to
be not viable, for some reason, as conventional alternatives, though performable by individuals in isolated cases. (This is a type
of violability not fully accounted for by Lewis, though cited in the analyses of 'rule’ offered by Winch, Wittgenstein, and
others.) But if we presume a rational prefarmn:e for maximization of utility among the members of a group, we see that the
tendency to coordination equilibria that results selects unique solutions from sets of equally adequate alternatives.
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Lewis excludes action out of obligation and sanction from the class of conventions. However, these features are, [ believe,
proper components of many linguistic conventions, and a suitable definition of a 'rule of usage' can be derved from (11(4) by
amending (3) and (4) as follows:

Almost everyone prefers that almost everyone conform to R, or be obliged to conform to R, on condition that
3" almost everyone conform to R. or on condition that failure to conform to R will lead to some form of sanction.
4' Almost evervone would prefer that almost anvone conform to R', or be obliged to conform to R', on condition

that almost evervone conform to &', or on condition that faihure to conform to X' would lead to some form of
sanction, where R'is some possible violable regularity in the behavior of members of P in 5, such that no one
in any instance of .5 among members of P could conform both to R and to R.

A rule of usage, then, will comprise (1), (2). (3"), and (4") as necessary conditions. (Subsequently I shall speak of linguistic
rules, rules of usage, and mile-governed linguistic behavior, without considering whether certain of these rles might in fact
conform to Lewis' narrower definition ) Evidently these formulations are rough, and they certainly do not exhaust the list of
necessary conditions (or comprise sufficient ones) for inguistic rules or conventions. However, enough has been said, [
believe, to establish a groundwork for my thesis. Now I turn to some general considerations that have bearing on the
prescriptive nature of translation.

The Conventional Character of Translation

The language communities that the linguist confronts can manifest a variety of levels of systematicity i thewr rules of usage.
Conventional (that is. rulelike) regularities might be utterly uncodified, though uniform enough, and "tacitly” followed to a
degree sufficient to allow the communication needed to survive. Or the society in question might have gone so far as to have
achieved a written language and perhaps so far as to have codified grammatical rules and lexicographical equivalences.
Indeed, there might even be a well-established antecedent practice of translation (in the strict, itercul-
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tural sense as opposed to Quine's broader usage) among certain members of the commumity, for example, merchants. The
linguist approaches this community nitially in an effort to correlate the uttered strings of the source language with the receptor
language on the basis (following Quine) of stimulus meaning, something Quine and most linguists regard as an inductive,
descriptive task that is properly characterized as one of hypothesis-formation.

Yet even here we must note an important difference. namely, that the regular affrmation of certain sentences in the presence of
certain sorts of stmulations, as well as the other regularities in usage, are contravenable, rule-governed regulanities and not
matters of uncontravenable, lawlike regularitythe application of an expression to an object or to other expressions, or its
various equivalence and Eubﬂtltutabﬂlh relations, are to a large degree the result of conventional coordination. Coming up with
a right answer (that is, a member of the admittedly nonunit set of right answers) in any irttrple case of translation depends on
certain coordination equilibria being reached. For example, a simple coordination problem is manifest in the linguist's endeavor
to prompt affirmative responses to presentations of stimuli; while a number of promptings will comprise a more complex
coordination equiibrinm, such as discovering an expression in the source language that has the same stimulus meaning as some
expression in the receptor language. The latter sort of coordination equiibriacomplex oneswould be preferred for theiwr
facilitation, in turn, of equilibria in other coordination problems (for example, to extend Quine's example, those that might be
instanced i rabbit hunts involing linguist and natrves).

In general (for the field translator and for colleagues who may use the manual), analvtical hyvpotheses comprised in a translation
manual will serve to coordinate action cross-culturally, and such "hypotheses” will be tested by their ability to effect
coordination. They help accomplish this specifically b‘_‘,-’ helping to map the utterances or inscriptions that reflect rule-governed
patterns of verbal behavior in one language onto utterances or inscriptions reflecting such verbal patterns in another language.
In terms of their (interlingual) function and the test of their adequacy, then, they seem quite analogous to the various sorts of
codifications of usage that might be developed within either language. ntralingual antecedent practice would admit of much
individual and temporal variation, but there would be enough consistency of usage and use to permit, and presumably enough
complexity to make rationally preferable, certain grammatical and lexicographical systematizations (what Quine calls
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regmmentations) of usage. Once developed, these would come, in turn, to possess a normative force over particular questions
of usage, spelling, and so on so that they would, indeed, affect future practice; but they would remain malleable to future
variations i usage that were extensive enough. The important point of contrast here is that it is rational preference to conform
that primarily underlies whatever fixity codifications have. On the other hand, the evidential grounding of physical theories, for
all the codificational aspects of such theorizing, avails them of a basis that is fairly independent of the changing tides of
preference. Physical hypotheses themselves are not codificationally justified, though physical definitions and rules of hypothesis
acceptance may be.

The notion of "codification” I am Eﬂ:rplmmg here is expounded most clearly by Goodman with respect to the problem of
justifying inductive procedures in science, and it has more recently been extended to ethical contexts by Rawls. ¢ The accepted
rules of induction (and, for that matter, deduction) are culled from the antecedent practice of working scientists, that is. from
the set of inferences scientists regard as acceptable. The culling and formulation are reconstructions rather than simply
descriptions of that practice. By applying these reconstructed, systematized, codified rules in the assessment of the validity of
any inductive argument for acceptance of a theory, those arguments that scientists find clearly intuitively an:n:eptable pﬂt}f to
application of the rules should be ruled valid on the basis of the rules. On the other hand. those that are clearly intuitrvely
unacceptable should be determined mwvalid. The general rules of induction are designed to assess particular inductive
inferences. Yet at the same time they are derived from reflection on antecedent inductive practice and are answerable to that
practice. If the rule counts as valid an argument that scientists uniformly regard as clearly invalid. the scientists will keep the
inference and amend the rule. In this vein, Goodman contimes:

This looks fragrantly circular. [ have said that deductive [and inductive] inferences are justified by ther conformity to
valid general rules, and that general rules are justified by their conformity to valid inferences. But this circle is a virtuous
one. The point is that rules and particular inferences alike are justified by being brought into agreement with each other.
A rule is amended if it vields an inference we are un-willing to accept; an inference is rejected if it violates a
ride we are un-willing to amend. The process of mstification is the delicate one of making adjustments between rules
and accepted inferences; and in the agreement achieved lies the only justification needed for either 10
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One of the main purposes of this or any other sort of codification is to mprove on the uncodified antecedent practice. By
explicitly formmulating and incorporating into a coherent and generally acceptable set the rules that govern some practice (be
they rules of a game, of legal practice, or of right action), a number of advantages are gained. Of particular n:r:pm‘tann:e is the
enhanced ability to form expectations of what others, known to be following the same rules, will do: this, of course, is the very
advantage that convention formation (and convention fnrmulatmn} manifests on David Lewis' view. The additional insights that
Goodman's earlier reflections on codification provide is that the very stability of the codified rules depends on how well they
square with the ongoing practice they codify (not simply the temporally antecedent practice from which they are derived).
That is, one emplovys the rules to govern the practice and is always willing to modify the rules if they diverge too mmuch from
that practice. As long as principles and practice generally coincide, they thus remain in what Rawls calls a state of "reflective
equilibrmm " However, Rawls further points out:

This equilibriom is not necessarily stable. It is hable to be upset by further examination of the conditions which should
be mposed on the [imagined] contractual situation [by reference to which principles of justice are determined] and by
particular cases which may lead us to revise our judgments. 11

The open possibility of future "disequilibriom” 1s particularly immportant to keep in mind in the case of inguistic codifications such
as grammars, dictionaries, and translation manuals. For while a dictionary may indicate word usage. ]jnguiﬁtic practice is of
course very much 5111:}]&':’[ to change. (I use 'indicate’ in a general sense. such that descriptions and prescriptions are both
counted as mdicators.) Even though there is good reason (again, the increased likelihood of achievement of more nearly
optimal coordination equilibria) for stability of those codifications and for the attendant stability they confer on usage, gradual
shifts or consciously prescribed variations (for example. technical languages). may nonetheless occur. And if these are
extensive enough, the codifications themselves must be altered.

Moreover, I think it is illuminating o note that these linguistic conventions are prescriptive. They are such as ought to be
followed within the source society, as well as by outsiders who have dealings with it. (Lewis' account concerns itself more with
the genesis than the justification of conventions_) Given that the linguist's main purpose in developing a field manual is to enable
speakers of the recep-
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tor language, other ethnographers, and so on to communicate successfully with source-language speakers. thereby effecting
coordination equilibria in a wide range of contexts, the linguist ought then to endeavor to develop his manual of translation so
that its users may conform ideally to rules and conventions of inguistic usage operative within the source society. As, at least, a
"partial joiner” of that society, he and any manual user should seek to fulfill the expectations of the members of the source
society. The very reasons that justity our saying that manual users ought to conform to the rules of usage of the source society,
also justify our saying that manual users ought to conform to the dictates of the manual For unless they have fully mastered the
source language, they can only conform to the former rules by following the mamual. Obwviously problems can arise regarding
the potential conflict betwee:ﬂ conformity to certain of the source society's conventions when such behavior conflicts with the
moral dictates of one's own culture. The difficulties that underlie the well-known debates over ethical and cultural relativism.
however, do not [ believe signficantly affect the present context in any general way. If moral dictates are not violated, and i
prudential dictates strongly favor conformance to rules of usage, then one ought to conform to them. [ believe the same goes
for general problems with the circularity of reflective-equilibriim accounts that have emerged in recent literature . 12

Now thus far [ have argued only that it is cogent to claim that a inguist or manual user ought to employ a manual of translation
in order to be able to conform when necessary to the source society's linguistic conventions. Howewver, it still remains to be
shown that "emploving the manual" amounts to adhering to a set of franslation rules, that is, that the mannal is, generally
speaking. prescriptive. I have not vet established this latter claim since one could argue that all that has been established in
showing that the manual oughr to be emploved for some purpose is that it should be emploved as a descriptive theory for
that purpose. In short, we still might want to call the mamual entries descriptive hypotheses about rule-governed behavior. The
patterns of behavior on which these hypotheses would be based would admit of much more "free” vanation (for example,
momentary or gradual shifts in usage, by indnviduals or groups), and this would no doubt affect the logical form of the
nomological generalizations that might be involved. One would not, for example, demand unfailing deductive predlctabﬂlh of
individual, specific affirmative native responses to promptings to rabbit-stimuli, for the usage of a term like 'gavagai’ might
come to shift in ways requiring
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"lower valued" statistical generalizations correlating such usage with shifts in the regular application of terms to the animals an
English-speaking person would call rabbits. One might think. however, that on the face of it such vanability might call only for
a "loosening” of the logical relations between hypotheses and prompted responses, in whatever ways such relations are
ordinarily obtained among statistical laws and the evidential statements supporting them i any reach of scientific mquiry.

Howewver, I think two more related points will serve to establish that analvtical hyvpotheses are more cogently to be construed
as rules and not as hypotheses at all, and that, correspondingly, translation manuals are more cogently to be construed as
codifications of rules and »ot as scientific theories. More importantly, [ am claiming that the form of the manual is not the one
that Quine appears to be committed to in arguing for the indeterminacy of translationand that this misperception on his part
accounts for some of the difficulties and puzzles that have characterized interpretations of the signfficance of his results.

The first point to note, then, is that the vanability of usage and the fixity of usage are both relattve to the mterrelated choices
and preferences of speakers of a language. Because the miles (unlike laws) can be violated and changed. and because rational
preference among alternatives is a key element that may fisure in favor of or against such violation or change, rules possess
what Lewis and others take as a defining charactenistic of having to admit of contravenability, against the choice of which latter
course rational preference, presumably, usually dictates. But where preference plays a role in change (or constitution) of rules
and comventions, it can, of course, play no such role relative to immutable scientific law. No doubt entrenchment, familiarity
and simplicity of pr edicates play important roles in the formulation of both laws and rules. Still, the logical structure and
semantical character (for e:!-;ﬂmple, the truth or falsity) of lawlike statements and empirical generalizations, and the logical
relationship of hypotheses at various levels of physical theory to these laws and generalizations and to observation statements,
are determined by a disparate semantical status that the formulations of theories and hypotheses havein contrast to the
semantical status of rules: Formulations of laws are to fulfill the function of making claims about what is the case in contrast
to the function of formulations of rules, which is, broadly speaking. to indicate what should be, but which might #of be the case
without abridging the acceptability of the rule. So, scientific law (that is, true lawlike
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statements) will, of course, not fulfill important criteria of conventionality: First, they will be "conformed to" always and
everywhere, even where no one prefers conformity to them; hence they violate the third criterion of conventionality (or
mlehlcene&E) noted above. Second. failure of an observational statement (implied in a scientific theory to hold) cannot be
"withstood" by any proposed scientific law. Either the law or the counterinstance must be "rejected"; we cannot accept both
(the point applies mutatis mutandis for the statistical laws as well). If there exists a state of affairs (including, in the statistical
case, ensembles of events) that is regarded as a contravention of a law, the law must be amended, that is, rejected. Precisely
such violability (without abridgment) is, however, a defining charactenistic of conventions.

Although it is, indeed, partially covered by Lewis' fourth criterion of conventionality, and although it is at least immplicit in his
qualification of several of the formulations of criteria of conventionality (that is. qua]ﬂied as to apply to almost everyone), the
violability criterion is not clearly or rigorously or fully captured by Lewis' definition of convention. In particular, one would
want to msist on the mchision of a condition that unequivocally implies that alternative behavior be possible that would not
constitute an alternative convention. There are many alternattve actions one could take that would constitute violations of a
comvention, but that could not constitute alternative conventions. There are many alternative actions one could take that would
constitute violations of a convention, but that could not themselves ever become stabilized, conventional behavior patterns
among a rationally self-interested group of people.

What Quine calls "analvtical hypotheses." on the other hand (and this goes. pre&m:uabh for other tranilatmnal hypotheses as
well). may well be construed as meeting the criteria for rules. For the "correctness” of a sentence, "gavagai' means (is to be
translated as) 'rabbit" will depend on continuing rule-governed regularities. at least among receptor- and source-langnage
users, regarding utterance of certain expressions in the presence of certain animals. This will, in fact, be (in the sense of Lewis'
analysis) a matter of choice and preference and coordination of behavior. If, for example, the source-language speakers
evolve a second term for gray-haired rabbits, applying the first only to white-haired rabbits. and emendation in some original
analytical hypothesis may be required. And, just as any source-language speaker might violate the convention of applying
'gavagai to rabbits, and just as other conventions of rabbit-naming must be available, so may a manual user choose not to
translate an
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expression according to the mamual's dictates, or choose not to use 'gavagai' in a context that calls for indicating the presence
of a rabbit, and so must other translational conventions or isolated options be available to the user. Indeed. one very good
example of a viable alternative translation rule to "'gavagai' means 'rabbit’" is "'gavaga’' means ‘rabbithood™ (or "'gavagai’
means rabbit-stage' " and so forth). Although one could, with suitable emendations throughout one's manual of translation, get
along in the source society equally well using either convention, one of them might be preferred over the other in contexts of
translating source strings into receptor strings, or in using such translations to determine native beliefs. As it stands, the
preference of anthropological translators i1s (let us say) to use 'rabbit’ as the receptor string, but they might well prefer
‘rabbithood' if all or almost all other translators did. Hence, alternatives to existing translational correlations are available owing
to the potential variability of choice of conventions or rules of usage in three different contexts: that of the source society, that
of the receptor society, or that of the linguist's own technical, anthropological society. Further, it might plansibly be argued that
as translation manuals are so constructed that users conform to source-language usage ff and only if they conform to the
translational correlations and to the receptor-langnage usage, any violation of a source-culture rule, by anvone. is ipso facto a
violation of some corresponding convention, under a suitable description, for receptor-language EpEEkE:I'E and translators
dealing with the source-langnage community; that is, anvone's failing to conform to the convention of ascribing the term
'gavagai to rabbits (that is, a convention that we are now stipulating to be stated entirely in the source language) is also
violating the following convention:

Persons should apply source term 'gavagai' to animals that comply with the condition of being the referent in
conventional English usage of the receptor term 'rabbit’.

Hence, certain translational correlations may be construed as violable simply because source language usage is violable. 13 But
any translational correlation 1s violable, and any is such as to admit of a fully feasible alternatrve. Indeed, actions in
conformance with such alternattves are simply a subset of the class of nonconformists to a convention. As Lewis defines them,
alternatives to conventions are such that one cannot conform to both a convention and to any such alternative.
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Again_ within receptor- and source-language communities_ choice, preference, and coordination will underlie the mlelike
regularities in behavior from which the linguist develops a manual, and these features will be manifest in the occasional
violations that the linguist will note in the utterances of informants. The linguist can get the informant to correct them, or can
justifiably write them off without advisement as violations once the manual is sufficiently developed. Also, alternative ways of
describing things are possible, which are not to be followed unless others follow them; otherwise, communication is likely to
fail. However, some alternatives that could become generally acceptable will be seen to emerge as conventions as usage
evolves. The character of translation-mamual entries will be responsmve to these rule-governed regularities within receptor- and

source-language communities considered in isolation from one another. And the manual entries will be further dictated by the
conventional agreements of translators.

In summary, then, my first point in arguing to the rulelike character of translation is that translation manuals and the
"hypotheses” that comprise them fulfill the conditions of »ulelikeness, generally, in possessing certain key characteristics of
violability and of being replaceable by equally viable alternattves (the class of whose comphiant behaviors must be different).
They also possess that characteristic feature of codifications. namely, of being "responsive” to variations in the antecedent
practice of language use by source- and receptor-language speakers, and the antecedent practice of translators themselves,
without being descriptions of any of those practices. They are in "reflecttve equilibrium” with the intuitions of proper usage of
members of each of those three communities and function as instruments of coordination.

My second point can also be seen to evolve from a reconstruction of certain of Quine's views and requires, in particular,
subscription to the broadened notion of "translation” that he employs; that is. on Quine's view, the regularities in usage that a
grammar (or a dictionary) codifies are in fact regularities in antecedent practices of rransiation: For all interpretation,
communication, construal, and so on that goes on within a language community is construable as infralinguistic translation.
Granting this. then if the source- and receptor-language speakers’ respective grammars and lexicons are to be regarded as
codifications (and I am arguing that they do meet the requisite criteria), and if these are codifications of antecedent

"translational” practice, how can we fail to regard translation manuals as belonging to the same genus they do? Both are
codifica-
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tions of rules rather than descriptive theories. They enable speakers of one natural language to understand and respond to
speakers of another language, in just the way that a dictionary might well enable a child to understand and respond to the
otherwise unfathomable talk of elders. Further, once adopted and put to extensive use in inrercultural communication and
interaction, the manuals will in thewr turn undoubtedly have an influence on the general character of the coordination problems
that speakers of each language will face. For instance, they will follow this insofar as they allow cultural interchange and the
posing of new sorts of coordination problems to members of each culture. As such changes will, in turn, be bound to have an
effect on lingmstic usage, the manuals themselves will then play a role in transforming each langnage. Nor is it entirely unlikely
that translation manuals might come to have a normative effect on receptor or source usage, in the way that their respective
grammars do.

These considerations lead me to view "analytical hypotheses” (and "translational hypotheses" in general) not as hypotheses at
all but as rules, in the sense delineated abm e. Moreover, they are taken to be rules that justifiably possess a normative force,
since conformity to them is the ' uutsader s" means to conformity to source-society linguistic conventions, and conformity to the
latter is clearly "dictated by reason.” where one's purpose is to "get along” in the source-langnage community. Thus,
formulations of translations are best construed as having the canonical form of imperatives, rather than declaratives. 14 Such a
form clearly indicates that they are not statements of fact but prescriptive statements, directing mamual users to make source-
language utterances and inscriptions that will optimally effect :nnrdjnaﬁnn of au:t'rviﬁe& involving source-language speakers and
themselves. Though tvpically construed as assertions, sentences such as "'gavagai’ means 'rabbit’," "'rabbit’ is the meaning of
'gavagai," or "rabbit' and 'gavagal’' have the same meaning” are to be seen, after reflection on the problems of mdeterminacy
and the codifying function of these metalinguistic sentences, as best construed as the imperative "Translate 'gavagai’ as ‘rabbit’.
Of course this is not to say that instances of the former types of locution need be abandoned in practice. What is important is
that we not be misled by their apparent form mnto thinking that by using them we are stating facts about what source-langnage
speakers mean, or, for that matter, into thinking that one is ontically committed. by virtue of their use, to the existence of
meanings as entities shared or meanings as entities transmitted 15 No doubt rules must have referring expres-
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sions in order to be effecttve, and this applies to translation rules. However, they only need refer to utterances or mscriptions.
The temptation to see them as referning to sublinguistic or mental entities is lessened if we can finally account for the creation of
certain ingmstic and behavioral patterns in essentially the way that Hume accounts for the patterned movements of his rowers.

In the context of field translation, these rules function i the following way: Through careful study of source-culture linguistic
and related nonlinguistic behavior, the linguist compiles a manual of translation that, ideally, will enable all receptor-language
speakers who use the manual to communicate successfully. There will be no failares to coordinate activities or to fulfill certain
expectations, traceable to faulty translating or misuse of words. Presumably the linguist's field methodology will be such as to
test the developing rules of translation as exhanstively as possible. This will insure that these rules will enable a user to employ
source-language terms in such a way as to insure that the coordination equilibria that depend on verbal communication will not
fail to be achieved on account of linguistic failure. The mark of a good translation manual will be that it will contain rules that. if
adhered to by receptor-culture users (who must then also be privy to the linguist's metalanguage to some degree), will enable
them to conform to mile-governed regularities of speech behavior operatve in the source-language community .

Analvtical hypotheses differ, then, in mmportant ways from ordinary scientfic hypothesesand as such are best viewed, I think,
as not being hypotheses at all: that is, as neither true nor false nor to be accepted as true or false. But the reason for this is not
because they cannot be »ight or wrong, acceptable or unacceptable [an untenable view that is often and unj‘ugtiﬁablv
attributed to Quine), nor simply because of the multiplicity and mmposition problems that Quine cites. Rather, it is because they
are conventions and/or rules. These two problems are ﬂﬁ.'mptnmah: of our taking a prescriptive task to be a descriptive one,
and they cease to afflict us once the recommended shift of view is made. We should expect there to be a variety of
incompatible translation rules or manuals available to us, for such availability is a necessary characteristic of rules. We should
expect our resultant systematization to reflect the imposition of elements familiar to the metalinguistic and receptor-langnage
communities. It is a codification that is sensitive to the antecedent linguistic practices of three language communities and which
is geared to effect coordination of linguistic and nonlinguistic behavior among members of those three language communities.
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Of course I do not here recommend that actual translation mamuals or the procedures for thewr construction be changed to
match the idealized manual and entries I have discussed. In arguing for a new canonical form, [ suggest only a new construal
of those entries, for the sake of avoiding philosophical muddles. The guiding spirit here is, I think_ similar to that which guides
Burling's "hocus-pocus” thesis, in that I construe translation manuals, roughly speaking, as sorts of mstrumentalities for
facilitating intercultural coordination and iubﬁequent theory-buildingbut as otherwise mcapablf—; of fulfilling the various demands
for deeper "penetration” into objective semantic subrealms. (However, there are some important differences between my view

and Burling's, which I shall elaborate below )

Whither Translation?

The extreme thesis that translation is simply mmpossible, though a misconception of Quine's point, is worth further
consideration. A proponent of this view might well cite the very feature of what I have been calling the "variability of rules.”
claiming that it is just this that makes it pointless to speak of right answers, when so many mutually incompatible right answers
are so easily available (in the form of other translation manuals or alternative construals thought up on the spur of the moment).
In this regard they might cite the following prvotal passage from Word and Object.

The parameters of truth stay conveniently fixed most of the time. Not so the analvtical hypotheses that constitute the
parameters of translation. We are always ready to wonder about the meaning of a foreigner's remark without
reference to any one set of analytical hypotheses, indeed even in the absence of any; vet two sets of analytical
hypotheses equally compatible with all inguistic behavior can give contrary answers, unless the remark is of one of the
limited sorts that can be translated without recourse to analytical hvpotheses. 16

This might be taken to say that we can't hope to develop mamuals that in rational practice become standard and in so doing
serve to proscribe incompatible construals and manuals. However, this is most implausible. We should expect that great
variations i translation at earlier stages of the ethnographic study of some society might gradually be overcome after a more
ramified manual of translation has been developed. The rational preference of manunal users
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for accomplishing coordination lends a certain stabilizing influence to thewr choice of translational schemes. Indeed, i cases
where source-language usage is relatively uncodified. successful manuals and enhanced mtercultural discourse might serve to
stabilize native usage to the point where it may be codified. The mere facts that the indridual nattve can choose at any time to
change his usage momentarily or for a longer duration, or that he could well have opted for different conventions, or that a
linguist can at any time try an alternative way of translating that ﬂ:ught be incompatible with the dictates of his chosen manual,
while serving the task of translation equally well, do not themselves imply that linguistic practice cannot become sufficiently

stabilized through the very process of translational codification. For such stability, or "fixity." is presumably rationally preferable
to its alternatives.

Another more plausible reading of the above passage is that even if we did have an entrenched manual, we still would have no
justifiable grounds for such proscription, precisely because of the ready availability in principle of incompatible but equally
serviceable alternatives. This is not Quine's point either, as he doesn't mean to challenge translators' abilities to cull and apply
standards. Instead, he challenges translation's ability to describe fact. However, he is easily interpretable in this way, and it is
an iitially plausible sounding objection at any rate. A brief discussion of it will, I think, be enlightening and will provide further
elaboration of my view.

This reading is suggested by the following passage in which Quine argues that the seeming objectivity derived from importing
our familiar grammatical categorizations to the native language is illusory:

To project [analvtical] hypotheses beyvond the independently translatable sentences at all is in effect to impute our
sense of lingmistic analugx unverifiably to the native mind. Nor would the dictates even of our own sense of analug&
tend to any intrinsic uniqueness: using what first comes to mind engenders an air of determinacy though free dom reign.
There can be no doubt that rival systems of analytical hypotheses can fit the totality of speech behavior to perfection,
and can fit the totality of dispositions to speech behavior as well, and still specify mutually mcompatible translations of
countless sentences nsusceptible of independent control. 17

However, if we keep in mind the conventional underpinnings of translational "hypotheses," [ think a countervailing factor to the
mere availability of alternatives becomes mmmediately apparent.
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Indeed. translational correlations, being best construable as rules or conventions in the senses above defined. admit by
definition of alternatives. The reason the alternatives are not chosen is that it is known that the given translation rules are
accepted and preferred by manual writers and users, and not the equally serviceable alternatives. Meanwhile the alternatives
wold be preferable to individuals if they were believed by each indmnidual to be preferred by evervone else, that is, if the
manual comprising them were entrenched. Moreover, although incompatibility among manuals presumably would not affect
discourse with the native, it might well produce disagreement or failure to coordinate activities among manual users. Hence,
rational preference would dictate elimination of such potential disagreement by conventional agreement on one mamual over the
other.

Now, as before, it must be shown that inguists should seek this sort of coordination. Thus far, I have argued only that the
users of some one manual ought to use it in the interest of fulfiling the expectations of members of the source culture, and the
linguist's manual should be so constructed as to allow them to do this. But differing groups of speakers of one language could
use different manunals from the underdetermined set. S*, to achieve this. Why should they all use some unique manual? The
answer lies in the fact that the linguist-ethnographer's penetration into a new culture marks the beginning of a new type of
coordination problem, over and above those that pattern his, or mamual users’, behavior in the field; that is_ he is adding
another translation manual to the set of previously developed ones, for which certain patterns of selection and of expectation
among linguists and manual users have been developed.

For instance, there is (we assume) an established preference among English-speaking linguists for analytical hypotheses that
assign utterances to familiar English categories such as 'noun’, 'verb'. and so on. Indeed, such preferences might eventually be
accounted for in a sociological theory of translation, or more generally of conventional behavior (containing fvporheses of the
form 'Conventions of type A are likely to arise among populations of type B i conditions of type C', where the linguist's
situation is covered by categories B and C and his resulting manual by A). Here, then, the community of technical linguists
would have very sharply defined expectations of a particular lingnist to select a marmal fitting category A, or a part of which fits
categorv A, as opposed to another, from S*_ which does not. Of course there is no such sociological theory of the behavior of
linguists available as vet, but in the case of the accepted "universal” set of grammatical categories, there is a clear set
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of preferences and expectations that it is reasonable for the linguist to fulfill if possible.

It seems clear that the following "universals of grammar” could not be determined unless field linguists agreed to employ
srammatical predicates such as 'is a noun', 'is a verb', 'is a plural construction’, and so on, or unless their lexicons reflected
these grammatical categories:

(a)Languages with dominant VSO [verb-subject-object] order are always prepositional.

(bYWith overwhelmingly greater than chance frequency, languages with normal SOV order are postpositional.

(c)Whenever the verb agrees with a nominal subject or nominal object in gender, it also agrees in number.

(d)If a language has gender categories in the noun, it has gender categories in the pronoun.

(e)If there are any gender distinctions in the phoral of the pronoun, there are some gender distinctions in the
singular also. 13

Of course, although conventional choice of basic linguistic predicates is a necessary condition for the formulation of universals
such as these, they do not arise entirely because of convention. Within the constraints placed by the community on the use of
predicates (that is, constraints that dictate employment of entrenched predicates, a feature of anv scientific theory), certain
conventions concerning word order, modifier agreement, and so on, seem to obtain, whereas others do not, and this
constitutes enlightening information. There seems evidently to be nothing to gain and mmuch to lose by a linguist's deciding to opt
for translation manuals that serve the local tasks of translation sufficiently, vet that employ widely different grammatical
predicates to codify source-language usage.

The reasonableness of the linguist's projections of 'is a noun' over sets of native utterances is enough to mitigate some of these
seemingly harsher consequences of Quine's thesis: Such choices are not to be written off as "parochial.” for it is perfectly
reasonable (that is, part of a rational convention) to avoid violating the expectations of other linguists and manual users and to
avoid unnecessary disagreement. Indeed. these seem to be qust the rational grounds that underlie Quine's principle (rule) of
methodological conservatism, which enables us to maintain our current theory of nature as a standard of truth despite its
underdetermination. Surely there is as much reason to minimize unnecessary disagreement where no theory of conven-
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tional behavior or translation is available as when there is, and if the hypothetical case were actualized, methodological
conservatism itself would dictate conformity to expected patterns. 19

The source culture is being drawn into (is being viewed as part of) a larger community of linguists and other speakers of other
languages. whose expectations ought to be fulfilled as mmuch as possible, just as the source-language speakers' expectations
should be. The technical community's expectations might eventually come to be embodied in a theory of inguists’ behavior or a
theory of translational conventions. Now [ am by no means claiming that there is or must eventually be such a theorv. I cite the
open puam‘bﬂitv of one merely to indicate the similarity of the codifying task of translation manuals within the technical linguistic
community, as well as within the source-receptor community. This wider community might eventually come to embrace
members of the source culture as manual users, when such persons come to learn the systematization that outsiders use to
communicate with them. In such cases those source-language speakers might have emendations and revisions in the manual to
suggest, so as to square it with thetr own grammatical intuitions. Here there is no reason to think that such construals of thewr
grammar in a receptor languagesay Englishmight forever seem unnatural, as Quine seems to think 20 Of course the lower-order
coordination problems that successful translation serves to facilitate could be handled adequately by any manuals belonging to
S*. but the incompatibility of these manuals manifests a failure of coordination among translators. which it is perfectly
reasonable to want to eliminate I conchide, then, that the mere av ailability of alternattves is not enough to allow us to mfer that
we have no grounds for selecting one as correct. There seems to be a perfectly legitimate rational principle to which one may
appeal in determining the correctness of one alternative and hence the incorrectness of its empirically equivalent rivals. Simply
put, it is the principle of avoiding unnecessary disagreement, and it seems just the principle operative in the fixing of
underdetermined physical theory.

The main difference between scientific theory and translation on this point is not that a different principle applies, nor in the
reason Wiy it applies, but rather in the consequences one draws for the "objectity” of the hypotheses and rules thus
determined.

The rational grounds for selecting that manual which best coordinates and codifies the linguistic practices of the three
communities imvolved lies precisely i the fact that it so well serves that function. Indeed. it can only serve that function if
evervone (or almost
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evervone) in either of the communities (receptor and technical linguistic) who might come to use the manual can nghtly expect
that neatly evervone else uses it. Such rational grounds for regarding the manual as correct are not much different from the
grounds for accepting a theory as true. But there is a difference; the linguist does not have, on the basis of the criteria for
correctness-af-manuals, a basis for claming that he 1s describing, or saving, things that are true (or false) of the source
culture's "own" grammar, a grammar they alone have or that is manifest in structures in their heads or minds. INor does he have
a basis for saying that his translations "represent” or "capture” thewr meanings. As [ noted above, he is not bound to such claims
because his sentences do not describe anything or assert anyvthing about anything (meanings_ and so on) and are not
descriptions having truth conditionsfor in canonical form, they are prescriptive, not descriptive, formulations. But, crucially, this
does not imply that there are simplv no standards of correctness. For rules may be correct or incorrect, while not being about
anvthing (without being descriptions having truth conditions). And even though there are alternative sets of rules (translation
manuals), which are equally correct on all imaginable behavioral and formal grounds with regard to the task of applying them
to the source culture (vet which yield mutually incompatible translations), there are perfectly good rational grounds for the
community of manual users to treat the actually existing best manual as the right manual

Once linguistic predicates have been satisfactorily emploved in translation, the linguist has grounds for using them and exchuding
alternatrve predicates that could serve in conflicting hypotheses. Once "Translate x as 'rabbit™ has become entrenched through
satisfactory projection of translations such as "Translate 'gavagai’ as 'rabbit." conflicting translations such as "Translate
'gavagai' as rabbithood" are ruled out. (This is not to say that 'rabbithood’ could not serve as a translation of some other
native string ) Of course to one who does not agree with Quine regarding the special indeterminate character of analytical
hypotheses as opposed to scientific hypotheses, all of this should be perfr—;n:ﬂv agreeable (assuming, too, as I have been doing
here, that they find Goodman's notion of projectibility sound). 21 My point is that even if we do drive the sort of wedge Qume
does between translation and scientific theorizing. suitable criteria for selection still obtain. Goodman's theory is applicable in
either case: For the way I am construing translational correlations, they are more closely akin to the metalinguistic rules of
inductive acceptance (or rules of projectibility) applied to physical
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theory, rather than to the object-language hypotheses of any such theory. Indeed, they are most closely akin to the prescriptive
codifications of technical usage that function in the construction of any empirical theory (a point to which I shall return later in
discussing whether my account makes the social sciences either poorer or somehow exceptional in comparison to their natural
cousins). 22

However, what now of Quine's objections? Again, these concern not our ability to entrench manuals but what clams are thus
warranted about meaning and synonymy. In the rest of this chapter [ shall answer this question in connection with some general
issues in linguistics and the philosophy of language. In Chapter 5 1 shall consider its particularly anthropological aspects.

The key point is that any suggestions to the effect that translation cannot adequately "fix" its parameters, or that it is too
variable with respect to empirical data, cannot be taken to mean that the reflective equilibrim of translation rules is easily
destabilized. For rationality dictates otherwise. This point provides the main substance of my disagreement not only with the
extreme thesis fust considered but also with Quine. Indeed. we can for various reasons tolerate actually existing incompatible
or otherwise nonequivalent manuals of translation, or we can allow mdmidual manuals to give divergent translations of the same
source-language discourse. For that matter, there is potential for divergence by existing manuals from the dictates of some
manual that translates, for example, Swabhili into English, even if there is only one accepted manual designed to correlate those
languages. For alternative translation schemes can be generated by translating Swabhili first into Urdu, and Urdu in turn into
French, and French finally into English. It would be most surprising if all the various translation routes one can take, using only
e:!-:15t|11g manuals of translation. will be compatible with the direct routes. (This sort of situation might well arise in discourse
involving United WNations delegates.) If no disagreements arise, or appear likely to arise, because of these divergences. then
there is no reason to worry about them. If disagreements do arise, then they are handled as best as possible on a case by case
basis. We might simply choose one manual's translation over another, or choose the direct translation over the indirect route,
and so forth. As [ see it, the sifuation is quite parallel to that smvolved in continually ongoing codifications in jurisprudence.
Synonymy relations_ in a weak sense, are still accounted for by translation manuals, which prescribe not describe them. There
is no reason to expect the mitial formulation of a manual to close off future revision, nor to provide a definitive response to all
interpretve
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problems that might anise. However, stronger notions of synonymythat take it to be a natural relation described by translation
and accounted for, perhapi by the positing of ﬂﬂEﬂIﬁﬂgi shared by synonymous expre&ﬂnnﬂmffer more from these latter
considerations. For it is hard to see how one is going to make sense of this if transitivity of synonymy breaks down, as it would
seem to when we consider comparisons of direct translations with indirect ones. If I translate sentence S into sentence R using
one mamual, but translate .5 into divergent R using several mamuals, how can the entrenchment of manuals warrant talk of a
natural relation between 5 and R, or of objects shared by 5. R, and the corresponding synonyms in the manuals used in the
indirect translation of .5 into K7

Some General Consequences for Lingnistic Analysis

Although I have modified Quine's indeterminacy thesis significantly, there is_ as [ have noted, one important consequence of
this thesis that my account seems to preserve: namely, the rejection of the idea that translation is "about” natural synonymy,
propositions, conceptual relations. and so on. [ achieve this in the strict radical translation case by stressing the violability-in-
principle of translation rules, and the point seems to have equal force when one considers systems mvolving one natural
langunage (although, strictly speaking, even this case involves driding lingmistic tasks between a metalanguage and an object
language). Of course my reason for focusing on this case is that [ am nterested in the anthropological aspects of the
indeterminacy problem, and from the outset I have eschewed consideration of nonradical interpretation contexts. However, I
think the idea of starting with radical translation in order to clarify the general problem is a good one. Examining the
consequences of the multiplicity and imposition problems of (pure or approximate) radical translation succeeds in bearing out
what is peculiarly "nonobjective” about home-language construals and systematizations, even though it seems odd to say there
is a parallel problem of "mposition” when one is interpreting discourse in one's own native tongue. What the radical case
shows is that individual construals and the practices and systematizations that guide them are all rule-governed in the Lewis-
Rawlsian sense [ have delineated.
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[ am not sure if the full-blown "indeterminacy-at-home" thesis I would make would require all the strategies Quine emplovs in
establishing this thesis. [ have misgivings about treating, without more argument than Quine offers, intralinguistic interpretation
as form of translationtypically, "homophonic” translation, especially if imposition is to play such a crucial role in the argument.
Of course we do violate homophonic translation on occasion, as Quine points out, in the interest of mterpretive charity (for
example, when the speaker makes what we view as an obvious verbal slip), but it is not easy to see how this point is enough
to show that intralingual interpretation is generally pervaded by indeterminacy. The general thesis is intended, I think, to rest
more on the plansible idea that each indrvidual speaks a divergent ideolect, the learning of which depends on interpersonally
divergent histories of conditioning to social unformity (recall. again, Quine's bush-metaphor). Moreover, the observation of
that uniformity, manifest in the mdmidual or the group, by the interlocutor, grammarian, or translator from some radically
foreign society will not of itself provide a basis for giving a warranted descriptive account of the "ideas" that "underlie” such
uniformity despite the acknowledged interpersonal divergence in learning-history. If one wants to treat talk of such "ideas" as
just another way of talking about how remarks are interpreted or translatedas a "shorthand" of sortsthen I have no quarrel with
this (nor does Quine). Linguistic patterns, whether codified or not. arise owing to the need of each such divergently
conditioned mdridual to coordinate a wide range of activities with others. An account of how conformity is achieved (whether
by a child learner or a professional ethnographer) is best undertaken on the basis of certain minimal assumptions about
persons' rational self-interest and in the full realization that all one should hope to achieve is conformity, even, indeed. if one is
a professional bnguist. If we have no reason to presuppose such uniformity, especially since a reflective-equilibriom account of
the matter seems feasible, then it would seem that a wide variety of inguistic tasks can get by without problematic ontic
commitments. Moreover I think it is fair to say, with Quine, that these consequences apply as much to transformational
theories as to, say. Frege and C. I. Lewis. Quine's thesis is mtended to remove such notions both from the realm of abstract
object and from the realm of cause and effect. According to my reconstruction, the reasoning would be that in giving a
generative account of semantic relations, we are simply operating at a higher level of generality than when we construct a
lexicon. And I see things operating pretty much the same way for grammatical analysis.
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Both serve to codify ntmtionsof grammaticality, syntactic or semantic ambiguity, and so on, in much the way that Rawls' ethical
methodology is designed to systematize and 'm:rprme on ethical mtuitions, in part by the determination of higher -order
principles of j J'uﬂtuze 'Cndiﬁ.'mg an intuition," again, is just to improve on prior practices of ]'lldgtﬂE:I‘lt which may be based on
already existing pﬂn ciples, perhaps EDIlEClDuil“- apprehended and previously codified. If one is inclined to think that the
structure revealed in such a theory of justice need not be isomorphic with some underlvmg moral or conceptual reality, such an
attitude should accommodate what I say about transformational structures. And if one is inclined to be critical of Rawls
because it is felt that a theory of justice needs more for its ustification, I do not think such problems carry over to translation.
As [ argued earlier, the question of why one ought to conform to linguistic patterns is more easily answered.

If this parallelism to Rawls' ethical "theory" exists, then we have good reason to mitigate the temptation to treat the structures
of linguistic theory as somehow "reflecting” real. underlying psychological structures; that is, if we find no reason to seek such a
"deeper” grounding for the structure of this sort of ethical account, but rather see its structure as stemming (as Fawls does)
from the rational preference for stability and fulfilled expectations (among other things), then we would have good reason to
extend this attitude to translation and other forms of linguistic analysis. We would have, [ think, good reason to agree with
Quinethough for reasons that differ from histhat these analyses involve "not the recapturing of some determinate entity, a
meaning. but only a balancing of various values." 23 The reason that, in adhering to the justificatory canons of translation and
linguistic analysis, we are only balancing vahlies is that these canonsthough parallel in function and. indeed, codificational
character to those emploved in physicsare facilitating the formulation of lower-level codifications (field translations and the like)
rather than the formulation of descriptive theories.

Thus, I do not claim that there is no need for talk of generative grammatical and semantic structures, if all that these are taken
to be are linguists' rueta]mgmﬁn: constructions ammed at lending greater systematicity to accounts of grammar, and so forth. By
virtue of their success in achieving the tasks of purely linguistic analysis, they needn't lead us to posit structures and entities in
speaker's minds or speaker's heads.24 even though speaker's intuitions provide part of our evidential basis for employing these
constructions. Any codification is answerable to miuition, and. contrary to Katz's view, hinguis-
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tic analysis alone gives us no reason to liken "semantic markers" to the chemical elements. Nor is "explanatory adequacy”
going to be an obviously cogent desideratum.

However, my sympathies with Quine on this point only go clearly as far as denving that underlyving orderat the level of deep
structuremust be presupposed and that successful inguistic analysis requires this. The reason is that once one goes beyond
purely linguistic analysis, say to psycholinguistic tasks such as accounting for language acquisition, we may find that empirical
SUCCESS plan:e& certain additional constraints on what, for example, grammatical structures one imputes to speakers. Linguistic
uniformity is not necessarily indicative of underlying, psychologically real or cognittvely valid subsurface structure. This seems
particularly clear in the case of semantic structure and also. indeed. for grammatical structure, especially if the latter is
burdened with the strong demands of Chomsky's explanatory adequacy and psychological reality (although there are many in
the transformational camp who reject or avoid taking on these burdens). But while I don't see such structures as necessitated.
[ don't see clear reason to foreclose on transformational psycholingmistic research programs.

Much depends on the motivation for seeking psychological reality . which might be of the questionable mentalistic variety I
reject, but which might not. Just as pragmatic attitudes about theory constraints may, as we saw, present less metaphysically
problematic defenses of emic and structuralist anthropology (f Quinean mdeterminacy can be accommodated), they can also
lead to productive redefinition of objectives like psychological reality in generative theories. And expressions of such
pragmatism can be found in the literature. For example, the linguist Joan Bresnan argues that the notion of psychological reality
should be construed " the broad sense: it should contribute to the explanation of ingmstic behavior and to our larger
understanding of the human faculty of language " Indeed. she contends that, given the present state of the art in
psycholinguistics, wherein a number of seemingly adequate but divergent theories of grammar exist and no generally accepted
criteria for narrowing the field prevail, the "grammatical realization problem” is best pursued without waiting for the resolution
of the former, "grammatical characterization problem.” She suggests, in fact, that work on the psychological reality problem
may help narrow the number of feasible solutions to the characterization problem. 23
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In a similar vein, the Laboratory of Human Cognition counsels against cognitive anthropologists seeking to obtain from
cognitive psychologists techniques for determining "what goes on inside people’s heads." as the seeming determinateness of
psvchological accounts of this matter, they contend, is to a great degree the result of i 1gtmrmg cross-cultural variation. The
contribution of cognitive psychology to anthropology. they argue, "should not be sought in presumed privileged access to
people's thought processes because it is not to be found there" (compare Geertz's similar remarks to this effect in Chapter 2).
"[R]ather." they contend, "the virtue of cognitive psychology is to be found in its procedures for limiting uncontrolled
speculation about thinking " 26

What these inquirers envision is a looser and empirically more flexible view of the r&lahunslnp& between accounts of language
and accounts of cognition. (Compare Rosch's and Levi-Strauss' views regarding the "reality” of semantic data and codesand
particularly the latter's acceptance of multiple characterizationsnoted in Chapter 2.) The aim of demonstrating p sychological
reality for some linguistic systematization need not hinge so much on revealing universal cognitive or even neurophysiological
caunsal structure. Instead, what is emphasized is the potential integration of lingumstic analvses mto other areas such as cognitive
anthropology. Success here would seem to be desirable for the resultant pragmatic gains in generality and explanatory power
A wider range of theory would come, then, to enter into theoretical reflections on the meanings of expressions_ If this finally
issues i no enhanc ement of neurophyvsiological explanation, Quine would evidently be dissatisfied. But this does not mean that
genuinely scientific gains have not been made, or that 'psychological reality’ is not the right term to describe the dimension in
which progress has been achieved.

Quine's indeterminacy thesis does, I think, undercut this possibility of inclusion (and thus Chomsky's most recent work on the
psychological reality issue, Rules and Representations, devotes a good deal of attention to rejecting the indeterminacy thesis,
though this is hardly the first place in which he has endeavored to do this) 27 My reconstructed indeterminacy thesis does not
have this consequence. Unlike Quine I do not take it that translational correlations function as descriptive hypotheses that are
thus "mcorporable” into ethnography or whatever as premises, and thus [ do not conclude that their failing to describe anything
undermines any conclisions that rest on these premises. There is no reason to think, at first glance, that translational
correlations and related grammatical concepts can-
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not come to fit into psycholinguistic and cognittve psychological theories. Also, in addition to being compatible with this
pragmatic construal of psychological reality, it prm‘ide& a way to avoid foundering on the rﬂulﬁp]icihf and imposition problems.
The "homeward thrust." to use Qume s expression, of pragmatic considerations need not occasion any theoretical worry about
the possibility of m&de&mhmg meaning. [ believe I have greath alleviated the tension I noted at the beginning of Chapter 3
between Quinean indeterminacy and such pragmatic trends in psycholinguistics. (I shall return to this point later in a number of
particularly anthropological contexts.)

All in all my account gives both clearer grounds for sayving (with Quine) that there are no such things as natural synonymy
relations and does not create the impression that there are no empirical standards of correctness in translation. Indeed, I
provide no basis for regarding even the translations of highly observational occasion sentences as genuine hypotheses, but
nothing of great interest hinges. [ think, on this additional divergence with Quine. [ am sympathetic with Quine's efforts in this
regard to provide an mmportant empirical basis (hinging on retinal images rather than sense-data) for the accessibility of
langunage to both a child learner and a speaker of some foreign tongue. 28 With respect to those synonymies that can be
adequately accounted for in terms of stimulus meaning, [ see no problem in acknowledging a degcrq}me hvputhemi
cnrre&pnndmg to the translation rule in question. I will say, however, that [ see no reason to call the entity in question a stimulus
meaning. and am somewhat sympathetic to those who find it hard to accept the idea that the sentences Lo. arabbit' and
'Rabbithood again' share the same meaning, as Quine maintains. Quine's aims to assure some form of what Lewis calls "sense
meaning’ can, [ think, be met without calling Quine's entities "meanings”, but I shall not pursue this further here.

Another potential contrast between Quine and me is more serious and deserves mention here. If there is some intended tieand
vou will recall I am not sure just what it isbetween failure to express facts and exclusion from science, then what [ say may
produce more methodological tolerance than Quine may want to allow. For if [ can restore to legitimate scientific status the
indeterminate translation and whatever rests on it. [ may restore every tﬂEﬂlGdﬂlﬂg‘- inchuding the mentalistic ones, that would
seem to fall before indeterminacy. However, for one thing. I am not sure just what Quine's position on meﬂlndnlugea in social
science is. To be sure, he attacks mentalism_ but he might agree. for his own reasons perhaps, with my efforts in
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the next chapter to keep methodologies while dispensing with methodologically nert and confusing commitments to mentalism.
For another, ff Quine's earlier-noted comments on the restricted scope of anthropology are to be taken as his current view
about all anthmpnlug*- can rely on, then I fully intend to oppose him in this regard However, in a more positive vein, what I
have said is potentially supportive of his worries about theories that rely on mentalistic hidden variables. For any codificational
structure, say, a set of definitions, mmst aid a theory in its explanatory tasks. And if I am right in seeing, for example, much of
the transformational apparatus as a massive codification of intuition_ and not, in itself, a structure that one would expect to have
any extensive parallelism to neurophysiological structure, then I provide reason to be wary of the prospects of that apparatus
ever promoting causal-neurophysiological explanation. Of course simply being codificational in character does not prechide its
contributing to causal explanation, but it seems reasonable to keep an eve on ulttmate explanatory prospects as one constructs

any such apparatus. And one element in the fears expressed by Quine, as well as by Cook and Levelt. is that this is not being
done to their satisfaction.

Finally, there is the matter of Quine's differential attitude concerning grammatical versus lexicographical analysis. The former,
as I noted earlier, does not suffer indeterminacy in his view. [ have not particularly attended to this difference in the past two
sections, as [ am not sure if mv reconstruction of indeterminacy warrants it. (Recall also my puzzlement expressed in
connection with George and the epistemological reading of the mndeterminacy thesis in Chapter 3.) However_ while this is an
important matter, I do not think it is necessary to address it in detail here. Even ff Quine's contrast is warranted. I see no great
difficulty in restricting the points I have raised about the status grammatical categories to the context of thewr application in
lexicographical analysis. Moreover, regardless of how circumscribed Chomsky's own work is, the "Chomskian" influence in
language-and-culture anthropology has largely semantic, and not only syntactic, import.

< previous paqge page 189 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 190 next page >

Page 190

Chapter 3
Translation in Anthropology

Emics Reconstructed

[ shall now consider the mport of my reconstruction of Quine for a small, though I believe representative and important sample
of anﬂn’npalngcal doctrine, beginning in this section with a reconsideration of the emics/etics contrast, and developing some
points further in discussing n:Dﬂ:rpnnenhal analysis in the next. Owing to the relevance of his views on language and culture to
the positions [ have discussed and the account of translation I have developed, Ward Goodenough's work will be grven
emphasis in this chapter. In the course of my discussion of Goodenough. I shall indicate, where approprate, consequences for
some of the related problem areas discussed in Chapter 2. As for the philosophical literature, while Quine has been my focal
point up to now, I will give more emphasis in this chapter to Goodman and Wittgenstein.

As is indicated in my earlier discussions of etics and emics, even a cursory glance at the literature reveals much variation of
opinion and confusion concerning the exact nature and consequences of the etic/emic distinction. An emic concept is for some
an untranslatable one, for others nearly so. Untranslatability seems entailed by definitions that make emic concepts unique to
one culture, and thus cultural specificity in a less exclusive sense is often emphasized. Emic concepts are then simply those
familiar to subjects, with such familiarity warranted by vanious methodologies ammed at vielding, through appropriate elicitation
procedures, receptor-language or metalanguage terms that express these concepts. Elicitations are guided according to
componential, generative-grammatical, and other concepts, and question-sets are sometimes established according to
rigorous, prestructured routines, and sometimes themselves result from a hermeneutic process designed to frame questions
organized according to source-culture saliencies.

< previous paqge page 190 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 191 next page >

Page 191

An mmportant feature of emic phenomena is their inaccessibility to simple observation, which only reveals what properties an
object or event possesses according to some theory already familiar to the observer, or what properties it symbolically
expresses according to some symbol scheme familiar to the observer. Yet neither the theory nor the symbol system need be
anything likke the subject's. and it is the latter that. it is argued. must be recovered. For some, emic analysis is given a broad
foundational role, and. it is argued, theoretical concepts and generalizations depend for thewr adequacy on their logical relations
to emic concepts. Y et inaccessibility to observation is precisely what makes them prone to indeterminacy.

The alleged characteristics of emic analysis that I would like more closely to examine are as follows. It surely imvobves (1) the
demand that the ethnographer dev E;le or learn another symbol system. different from those familiar to anﬂ:n’npnlngatﬁ or to
receptor-language speakers. This is required to account for the significance of source-language expr&&smni or of any
extralinguistic entities that are construed symbolically by source-language speakers. But it also typically involves more than this.
It is usually taken to entail (2) that the symbol systems_ meanings, rules, and so on of the source culture thus recovered be
"really" those of its members. Further, it is said to entail (3) that these very source-culture notions be somehow used as
explanatory constructs by the ethnographer. My view is that (1) is a reasonable demand but that (2) and (3). even though they
rest on legitimate concerns for descriptive accuracy, are not. I see no basis for (2), and thus reject (3) since it presupposes
(2). While I hold out some hope for notions of psychological reality or psychic unity that might breathe life into (2) and (3). 1
don't think success here is promised simply because translation and communication succeed. However, to reject (3) is not to
reject emic methodologies, even those that place heavy emphasis on emic analysis. I think we can redefine such analyses in
less mentalistic, more purely methodological wavs: for example, in terms of the use by mquirers of expressions that correctly
translate source-language expressions. (Of course "correct translation” is to be taken without any of the mentalistic
commitments I have followed Quine in rejecting ) I think a similar account can be given of implicit emic notions (which lack
clear source-langnage vehicles), but I will not deal with that more complex question here.

The discussion of item (1), which shall be the task of the rest of this section, will involve simply the question of what semantic
devices are, in general, necessary for descrnibing another symbol sys-

< previous page page 191 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 192 next page >

Page 192

tem, without broaching the issue of "whose" system the anthropologist may be said to be describing. Further, the discussion of
(1) will supplement the arguments presented in the previous chapter insofar as the nominalistic austerity of the devices [ shall
suggest avoids questionable ontic commitments that might arise in the ethnographer's choice of a metalinguistic apparatus. I
shall use the next section's reexamination of Goodenough to spell out my reconstruction of (3).

It is evident from the foregoing discussion of emics that those who counsel attentiveness to emic phenomena are making at
least the minimal demand that one be aware of the fact that there are detectable differences (which might require careful
scrutiny to reveal) between, on the one hand, the theories and other symbol systems that source-language speakers bring to
bear on the world and on their own behavior and. on the other hand. those systems with which outsiders (nonsophisticates)
are familiar. It is strongly insisted that those differences be accounted for by anthropologists rather than ignored or hedged.
Now, in order to reveal these differences, the anthropologist must have the theoretical devices needed to describe other
symbol schemes (presumably those of the native, but, again, I am not broaching that question right now). What might here
shed light on some of these difficulties would be to indicate how the general semantic apparatus developed by Goodman in
Languages of Art can suit these needs, while also avoiding the various "intension-difficulties” I have been discussing.

In Chapter 2 I briefly noted Goodenough's appeal to Morris' concepts of iconic and noniconic signs, signification, and so forth.
Using these notions of Morris', Goodenough and others have sought to discover attributes, "cultural forms." and other items
peculiar to the source cultures thex study and thus, [ have argued, are susceptible to the criticisms of Qume and others. 1
Goodman's apparatus has the advantage of being able to deal with a wider range of symbol systems. It accommodates (1)
nonassertive as well as assertive systems, the former instanced by musical scores and maps. the latter by theories: (2)
nondiscursive as well as discursive ones, instanced, respectively, by paintings and novels; and (3) nondenotational as well as
denotational ones, respectively mstanced by abstract and representational art. Despite this power and flexibility . the apparatus
is fashioned so as to countenance talking of the symbolic relationships among symbols, labels, and objects, while avoiding
ontic commitment to abstract entities such as attributes 2
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Goodman develops a general notion of »eference snitable to all the above-mentioned types of systems. It comprises
denotation (which in some respects is similar to the homonymously indicated notion employed by Morris and Goodenough)
as well as to two sorts of exemplification. Goodman's predicate 'x denotes v' is like more familiar notions insofar as x
denotes v just in case x (a predicate or, somewhat more broadly_ a label) is frue af v (an object, person, another label, etc ),
this latter fact determinable by, for example, the implication of this claim by acceptable scientific theory. Conversely, the object
or person (a value of the v variable) is said to comply with the label that denotes it, or to be within its compliance-class, and
the object is said to possess a property that the label (more platonistically) is associated with. 3 Goodman himself prefers to
talk, ontologically more austerely, not of indnidual things and the properties or attributes "they possess” but rather of
individuals and the (indmnidual) predicates or labels that "are true of them " He uses 'possession’ in these contexts as an
eliminable concession to usages with which the probable majority of his readers are familiar. In any case, incorporation of
these relations as thus far explicated will confer sufficient richness upon the ethnographer's metalanguage to describe source-
language theories and contrast them with receptor-language formulations (once translational success is achieved) 4

However, for Goodman mere possession of a property does not make an object a symbol, or confer on it a mgtltﬁ.ﬂng
rﬂlannnslnp back to some property or label that is true of the object (though the term or label that denotes the object is, of
course, thus functioning as a symbol and though the relationship of denotation running from such a term or label to the object is
a symbolic relationship). Rather. such a denoted object itself functions as a symbol if there is some "backward" reference to
the label true of it. In such cases, Goodman takes a relation he calls the exemplification relation. running from object to
label, to be satisfied as it is determined by some type of system of rules of correlation. Scientific theories determine possession,
that is, what characteristics an entity in fact possesses, but such theories do not of themsebres determine exemplification:

If possession 1s intrinsic, reference is not; and st which properties of a symbol are exemplified depends upon what
particular system of symbolization is in effect.s

For example, a tailor's swatch exemplifies a certain fabric color owing to its function in a symbol system understood (usually
tacitly)
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by tailors and customers. In cases of literal exemplification such as this, a necessary condition for the swatch's exemplifying a
certain color (or more precisely a certain color-label) is that it possess that color. However, possession of certain properties is
not sufficient for their exemplification. The sample swatch does not exemplify its shape, weight, or texture properties even
though it "possesses” them just as much as it possesses the color properties it does exemplify (relative to the adopted tailor-
customer system of symbols: that is, conventions, for samples. of "selective iconicity”). Of course it might exemplify shape, or
weight, or texture under other symbol systems. For instance. a school teacher might use the very same swatch as a Eample or

a representative, of the class of square things, placing it on his blackboard under an inscription of the exemplified label 'square’.
6

Goodman also discusses a second type of exemplification, namely, meraphorical exemplification, or Expressmn The red
swatch might serve to exemplify a label or property not iterally but only metaphnﬂca]h ascribable to it. such as 'simple
minded'.7 Of course the more typical application of the semantic notion "expression” is to works of art. These rarely denote,
and mterest in them typically involves what such works express more often than what they possess or even literally exemplify 8

Exemplificational reference, as Goodman applies this notion to nonassertive symbol systems such as those involved in works
of art, is a "two-way" relationship in which a symbol exemplifies the labels that denote it while also "referring back” to those
labels non-denotatively. If a depicted face expresses sadness (or the label 'sad'), then 'sad’ in tirn denotes the face.
Exemplification of label (by, for example, some art work, which for Goodman is itself a 5'=.'mbc+1} always entails denotation of
symbol by label. Meanwhile, labels may denote many things that are not symbols, which is to say they are not referential at all.
and hence lack this "backward" reference from compliant to label ¢

Again_ the obvious advantages of such extended or amplified semantic notions of "reference.” "compliance." and so on are that
thev provide the basis for a metalanguage powerful enough to describe the full range of symbol systems or, alternatrvely, the
kinds of symbeolic significance that might be operative in a source culture, in addition to those systems that embody only the
natives' assertions about the world. The extended semantics could then be emploved along with a translational metalanguage in
grving accounts of dif-
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ferent nonassertive symbol systems charactenistic of foreign cultures, thus meeting desires we have seen expressed by symbaolic
anthropologists for a broader semiotic base. At the same time, it would preserve the advantages of the type of translational
metalanguage [ have suggested. For example, it helps keep semantic levels clear and helps avoid commitment to or reification
of such abstract entities as propositions or attributes. The ethnographer might thus make the fD]lmving sorts of claims: "This
particular series of dance gestures denotatively refers to a historically famous mtertribal war," or "This gesture expresses
(exemplificationally refers metaphnﬂca]lv to} 'cowrage’." or "The gesture denoted by source-language expre&mnn 5 denotes or
expresses such and such." 10 or "The gesture denoted by § expresses a subtle feeling. to which the source term '----- '1is
applied and which is roughly translatable into English as 'alienation’,” and so forth. It should be noted that in actual field manual
entries such accounts of symbolic significance often do not involve either the wuse or the mention of source-language
expressions, although of course a claim such as "The gesture g expresses 'courage” would no doubt be in part supported by
the fact that native ascriptions of a term best translated as 'courage’ are held to be true of the gesture in question. One could
thus also account for the discriminable differences between an uninitiated Westerner's interpretation of the same dance gesture
as expressing fear', owing to the tyvpical symbolic function of similar gestures in receptor culture contexts, and the native's quite
different interpretation (which is what the ethnographer may here "be after").

Perhaps a more typical sort of application to these technical, semantical devices is to differences in the mterpretation of
"expressions” in the broader sense: for instance, when that which a Westerner would call a "smile" expresses, in the source
society, anger instead of happiness_11 Goodman's technical notion of "expression” involves metaphoric affection ascriptions
and is probably not the suitable regimentation for the presy stematic sense of 'express’' that is emploved in the preceding case.
Rather, 'refers’ (‘denotes’ or 'exemplifies”) provides a precise and still rich enough interpretation, while firther specificity is not
required for the present context. Again, the minimal demand of emicists in this sort of case could be met: A good ethnography
would contain a sentence such as "Smilelike gestures (which are denoted by source term '----- "} refer to (signify, ndicate_ etc.)

what is denoted by source term "', and elliptically a term best translated in English as the receptor term 'anger’; or more
simply and elliptically, "Smiles signify for the
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source speaker what English receptor speakers call 'anger'." Again, | am not suggesting that the ethnographer dispense with
even more elliptical locutions such as "Smiles express such and such' in, say, daily field work. What [ am suggesting is a
canonical form that keeps semantic levels, and theoretical implications, clear.

Bv making such claims as "The dance gesture expresses 'courage™ or "'----- 'means 'neffable™ or "Smiles signify anger," one is
certainly making claims that have something to do with what is going on in the source society. The differences between what a
symbol-vehicle might express to the sophisticate in contrast to the "outsider.” or narve observer, requires explanation by
recourse to metalinguistic deac:ripﬁnnﬁ of symbol systems. These systems differ from those familiar to the receptor-language
speaker, vet these systems give the best available characterization of the ways in which source-langnage speakers
conceptualize the world and themselves in their own language. The question now is whether one must. or indeed cogently can,
additionally show that these "recovered” systems. theories, and so on are actually those of the source culture. (Goodman has
some views in this connection as well, and though he shares Quine's mentalistic attitude, we shall see that he offers a rather
more exphlicitly pharalistic notion of "reality"and by implication "social reality ")

Componential Analysis: Neither God's Truth Nor Hocus-Pocus

As [ noted earlier, Goodenough views two features of emic analysis as being of paramount importance: the recovery of the
source society's conceptions, and the employment of these as fundamental explanatory constructs. Moreover, in places he
clearly avows a C. . Lewis' style of mentalism. Here [ would like to examine these points in more detail. [ emphasize
Goodenough for a number of reasons: (1) His methodological and theoretical positions have had a major formative mmpact on
ethnoscience and. derivatively, Boasian approaches that have rebelled against it. His work establishes in a particularly clear
way both the problems they seek to solve and. indeed, some of the amms they strive to achieve. (2) His general views on
language and culture are sympathetic with those [ develop here, although his mentalism must be tempered. This I shall try to
achieve both by examining the tensions between him and critics such as Burling on the question of psychological reality, and by
consider-
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ing some of Goodenough's own less mentalistically committal remarks.

The task he seems to be setting for the field linguist is one of discovering the platonic attributes that characterize the native's
conceptual scheme, and hopes to accomplish this task by reconditioning himself to discriminate stimulation patterns associated
with native expressions i the way the natrve does. Indeed, as he characterizes it in a 1970 work, this task requires traffic in
intension and mental imagery:

Expressions do not denote things but images of things. Things serve as material representations of the images (or of
concepts of them constructed in the act of percering them) and are fokens of the class of such images designated by
the expression. The observer makes a record of his images of the material representations of his informants' images. 12

Once a sizable record of such denotata has been made, the linguist-anthropologist, according to Goodenough, seeks to
recover the defining attributes or components of these classes of denotata by determining complementary and c ontrastive
distribution. He tells us that:

In following the method, we malke a record of the specific images or concepts that informants indicate an expression
may denote. Our next task is to find a set of definittve attributes that will account for what informants have said may
and may not be denoted by the expression and that, by the same token, predict what informants will say may be
denoted by the expression in the future. We do this by a combination of two operations. One is to inspect the
denotata, as we have recorded them, for common attributes. The other and more crucial operation is to contrast the
set of the expression's denotata with sets of denotata of other expressions.13

It is worth noting at this point that accounts of the attributes thus determined, aside from being couched in the hinguist's
metalanguage (typically couched in the same natural language as the receptor language) and are also the result of examining not
the native's reports of images or concepts, but the inguist's images.

In essence, componential analysis imvolves the determination of such denotata of expressions, and the determination of certain

defining attributes that serve further to differentiate sefs of denotata, iitially differentiated by a large number of terms. A small
set of components (predicates conjointly true of classes of denotata) will in-
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dmviduate the classes denoted by certain source-langnage expressions or their receptor-language equivalents, thus effecting at
least prima facie a gain in systematic simplicity and force. (That is, definitions will be available, in the metalanguage of, for
example, the various kinship terms, which use a small set of predicates designating components, which indicate just what
component-predicates must be true of denotata in order for a kinship term to apply.)

Goodenough explains the function of components with respect to English kinship terms. The meralinguistic nature of
components is quite clear here, as there is but one object language in question:

The English kinship term aunf provides an example. As [ use the term I would list for it such denotata as mother's
sister, father's sister, mother's or father's half-sister, mother's brother's (or half-brother's) wife, father's brother's (or
half-brother's) wife. 14 By performing the two operations indicated, we might arrive at the following componential
definition of what aumt signifies: any relattve by blood or marnage who is simultaneously A: female, B: two degrees of
genealogical distance from ego, C: not lineal. D: in a senior generation, and E: not connected by a marital tie in other
than the senior generation of the relationship. ... In this way the several conceptually discrete or disjunctive denotata
have been brought together in a conceptually unified or conjunctive set. They form a class or category that can be
described as a product of the combination of the several definitive attributes. That they serve as definitive attributes in
this case is evident from our observing that to vary any one of them results in a judgment that aur is inpermissible as
a term of reference. Vary attribute A above (the relative's sex), and wncle becomes the appropriate term. Grear aunt
becomes appropriate f we vary B, grandmother f we vary C. niece if we vary D, and wife's aunt or husband's
aunt if we vary E. In this way we can verify the adequacy of a n:nmpnﬂennal definition. 15

The evident systematic saving becomes clear when one considers that all other kin terms will be differentiable by reference to
the finite set of kinship attributes listed earlier. The reputed ideational nature of these attributes is made clear in a subsequent

passage:

In the case of aunt, uncle, nephew, niece, and so on, the respective significata differ as functions of the common set
of defining variables. The respective designata, moreover, are mutually exclusive and complementary. We seem to be
dealing with some kind of conceptual or ideal spacecall it a genealogical onethat has been partitioned into cells by a set
of conditioning variables, each cell being represented by a
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linguistic label. All the labels designating the complementary cells in a conceptual space (or domain, as it 1s frequently
called) form an ordered array or terminological system, one in which the significatum of each label indicates i what

respects its designatum differs from the designata of other labels. 16

Indeed, the genealogical space thus determined is that of the wser of these kinship terms_ a point that holds equally in cases of
radical translation as well. Yet the only test for the adequacy of our interpretation of them is that they vield correct predictions
as to the applicability of source-langnage terms to objects. In fact, it seems that the only motve for this importation of
questionable semantic elements is simply to allow others (speakers of the receptor language) to get along successfully in a
society. In describing its culture, a linguist or ethnographer is endeavoring to

formulate for the community he studies a set of standards that, taken as a guide for acting and interpreting the acts of
others. leads to behavior the community's members percerve as in accord with their expectations of one another 17

It is this endeavor to allow the user of an ethnography or translation manual (recall Goodenough's parallel definitions of
langunage and culture discussed in Chapter 2) that motvates Goodenough to delineate this special way of "describing” a culture,

which is something more than simply "taking about” it:

A science of culture rests on description. We have known this all along. to be sure. But we have tended to think of
description as simply a matter of presenting the "objective” facts about a society. its organization, law, customs, and
shared beliefs in terms of the andience's cultore and the andience's interests. as if that culture and those mterests were
all that are imvolved in depicting the objective facts about people who have different cultures and different interests.

We have not been seriously concerned to understand what one has to know to behave acceptably as a member of an
Australian aboriginal tribe any more than zoologists have been seriously concerned, until very recently, to know how to
behave acceptably as an ostrich. We wanted to know about other societies, not how to be competent in the things
their members are expected to be competent in. Our best ethnographies were, to be sure, coming from people whose
interests and circumstances led them to want to know how to operate successfully with people in other societies on

thewr terms or, at least, to communicate with them com-
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petently about their activities and beliefs in their language. ... But none thought of himself as writing a "how-to-do-it"
book. 18

The evident assumption here is that in order to learn how to get along (act competently) in a society, one mmst "recover” that
society's n:nnu:eptual scheme. Indeed. recovery of the scheme seems both a necessary and sufficient condition of being able to
get along. That it is reasonable or cogent to demand this as a necessary condition is of course challenged by the problems.
delineated above, of the availability of seemingly equally good alternatives. and div ergent answers, generating the problems of
determining "cognitive validity." and so on for such schemes. Something more than predictive success and elegance of
formulation seems required to assure that the "real” scheme is recovered. Yet these are all the criteria that Goodenough offers.
and it is not clear what additional criteria one could demand.

Goodenough's insistence that "emic primitives” be sought and used i explamming a culture seems to embody a somewhat
different claim than that concerning the cognitive validity of componential analysis in accurately representing, say, the
"genealogical space” of the source culture. Components are not in themselves emic at all. given Goodenough's construal of
'emic’ as 'culture-spectfic’, as they are applicable cross-culturally (as is clearly evidenced by the kinship components that
Goodenough frequently emplovs). As such they are efic notions, belonging to the ethnographer's metalinguistic apparatus.
Goodenough refers to his studies of the Trukese (in 1947-1948) to exemplify his methodological use of emic concepts, 19 and
although componential analysis Egure& as part of this study,20 the bulk of it, and clearly those sections that Goodenough takes
to exemplify the present point, involves a more radical thesis regarding foundational reliance on emic notions.

Goodenough remarks on the divergent conclusions regarding residence rules on Truk obtained by him and another investigator
(John Fischer)21

The cause of our differences was our different conceptions of the objects of residential choice as the Trukese
perceived them. Our different cultures for Truk led to different pictures of the prevailing social structure. To start with
the objects of choice as the Trukese perceived them, as they are defined by the standards of Trukese culture, results in
a different structure from one arrived at by projecting on them one's own folk culture, or the categories of one's own
professional anthropological culture 22
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Among these emic notions are certain kinds of titles ("dnided ownership." "residual title" "provisional title”) that divide the
powers, rights, and duties of ownership asymmetrically between the two parties to the title, and the recognition of corporate
individuals as eligible parties to such ownership. 23

As in the case of the linguist learning to make new phonemic discriminations of heard sounds, the linguist and ethnographer
must learn new syntactical notions:

As we learn new principles of syntactic order, we add to the kit of possibilities. The more languages we study, the less
we find it necessary to add to the kit. Systematization of its contents, of the many different principles of avntan:tu: order
we have encountered in specific languages, lays the foundations for a general theory of syntax 24

Further, they mmst be ready to see new relationships between semantic domains (here, those of kinship and property). The

study of kinship on Truk in particular demanded careful attention to certain emic conceptions of property peculiar to the
Trukese:23

When [ tried to prepare an account of the workings of Truk's social organization .., I found that I could not
satisfactorily describe kinship terminology without having first descrnibed kin-group organization. Membership in kin
groups was one of the considerations that made sense of the way Truk's people classified kin relationships. And I
could not describe kin-group organization without haﬂng first described how property worked. The most m:rpm'taﬂt
kind of kin group was a property-holding corporation. So my description began with the several property transactions
and the resulting forms of entitlement that Truk's rules of the social game allowed. Definition of the descent groups
could then be made in terms of these forms of entitlement, and so on. Thus [ tried to build up an account of the culture

of the social organization of Truk from a set of what seemed to me to be elementary or primitive concepts in Trukese
culture 26

However, careful attention to emics in Goodenough's view has another advantage from the standpoint of the anthropological
"culture":

The concepts [ developed for Truk proved helpful to Olrver (1953) in conceptualizing and describing the culture of
property relations among the Siuai of Bougaiville. The notions of "divided ownership." "residual title," and "provisional
title" were now a part of the etic kit of possibilities available to Oliver for describing how things worked among the
Siuai 27
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Insofar as mitially emic conceptions become applicable in other cultures, they become etic (recall that cultural specifity is the
essential characteristic of the emic for Goodenough). In general, in order to get along or to enable the users of their
ethnographies or translation manuals to get along in an increasing range of alien cultures, anthropologists must widen their
capacity to conceptualize social structures, semantic fields, grammatical and svntactical possibilities, and so on:

As others continue to meet new ways of discriminating among transactions and forms of entitlement in other cultures,
they will continue to add to our knowledge of possibilities. In time_ we shall be able to give order to the ideas we have
had to develop to describe the elementary emic forms in a large sample of the world's cultures. In ordering these ideas,
we shall isolate the considerations with which human beings tend to Drgamze their property relations and shall lay the
foundations for a general theory of property that will account for the variance among cultures in the way they employ
these considerations. Such theory, it is now clear. depends on the development of a satisfactory etics of property
relations, and this latter development depends on our doing many good emic descriptions of particular property
systems. 28

Now [ earlier raised qualms about Goodenough's defining 'emic’ as 'unique to a culture'. Once a conception is recovered, it
goes into the "etic kit," but seems to remain emic until it is successfully applied somewhere else. However, as [ remarked
earlier, this seems to equate 'emic’ with untranslatable’. For successful translation would seem to smply that the concept in
question is shared by source- and receptor- language speakers. Even ff it is only expressible with a metalanguage humnlugue of
the source- languag& term, its coherent usage in the m&tﬂlanguage similarly implies translatability. If not. that is, if it is insisted
that the emic concept never receive full articulation, then giving emic concepts foundational roles seems subject to concerns
raised by Harris. It introduces conceptual vagueness at a pivotal systematic point.

At anv rate, Goodenough's discussions of Trukese emic concepts don't seem to have this feature. Moreover, a second look at
his amms suggests an evaporation of this problem along with other symptoms of mentalism. What we finally have to say, I think_
is that the emic is more thoroughly imbued with the etic than is captured even by Goodenough's and others' insistence that
these are intimately interdependent notions. In light of the indeterminacy problems we have considered, we simply have no
wartrant for believing that any concept
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expressed in the receptor language or the metalanguage is emic in the senses typically emploved.

Goodenough's main concern is that careful attention be given to radically different cultures so as to reveal behaviorally
scrutable differences in these sorts of nrganizaﬁnnﬁ of verbal and nonverbal behavior. But, again_ the only test of the
ant‘tn’upnlngﬁt s componential analyses is in its effecting maximal coordination of activity among manual users and source-
society members. There seems no evident reason why these structures should also be regarded as the "real” ones used by the
native. Indeed, Goodenough seems at least partially aware of this in the following passage:

The combinations of rights that characterize Trukese forms of entitlement are not precisely like those with which an
English- 5peal<:ing audience is familiar. Such English expressions as "fee simple,” "sale," "rental.” and "ownership” could
not serve in their English senses as useful terms for describing property of Truk. To be satisfactory, my account had to
exhaust the forms of entitlement and the kinds of transaction that were meaningfully distinct for the penpl& of Truk; and
the labels [ used for them in my description had to be defined in terms of whatever criteria enabled me to
distinguish among the entitlements and transactions in a manner comnsistent with the distinctions the people of
Trude seemed to be making. (emphasis mine) 29

The weakened claim that the components enable one to make distinctions in a manner consistent with those made by the
Trukese does not seem to go as far as saying that these "primitives” be those actually used by the Trukese. In order to see this,
let us first look more closely at the way in which the aforementioned "emic primittves” are emploved by Goodenough in his
study of Truk.

According to Goodenough, once one has "isolated and defined the primitive elements [of a culture]. one goes on to describe
the rest of the culture in terms of them and their relative products.” in the hope of "tak[ing] one's audience into the culture of
another people and allow[ing] it to expenience that culture and to learn something of it from the msider's (the sophisticate's)
point of view." In order to achieve these goals with respect to the Trukese (source) and English-speaking (receptor) cultures,
this demanded that the "primitive” notions related to property-holding be characterized first. In particular, a proper discussion
of the social relationships among kinsmen demanded prior delineation of property relations. Goodenough had first to define,
and characterize_ the various reciprocal rights, responsibilities. duties, and so on of members of the "corporation.” which
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are "a property-holding group . composed fundamentally of [matrilineally ralatad] siblings." An understanding of the variation in
affe::tr'i, e bonding among kinsmen, or of certain variations in kanship ascriptions, is impossible without recognition that certain

ortant kin groups in certain societies are equally corporate property owners. For example, "a mother's brother is classed as
an "older brother" in his position as a senior member of one's corporation, but as an mdmvidual kinsman he is classed as a

"father." 30

Also, following this genetic ine of explanation enables Goodenough to account for the mhentance of corporate property by
children. grouped under a single kin term. 'jefeloyr’. which does not respect indridual parentage because their common
"parent” is the corporation. They are its "heirs" (and this is the receptor-language term that Goodenough offers as the best
translation of 'jefekvr'). Goodenough's explanations of the notion of "her" as well as certain of the mmportant social
relationships of heirs on Truk [ think cleatly exemplify Goodenough's "employment” of Trukese concepts in ethnographic

explanation:

The jefelcyr .. are the children of the men of a matrilineal I:Drpnratinn and as such are considered the children of the
corporation itself. .. Perhaps the best translation of the jefelcvr is "heir". It will be recalled that when a corporation's
membership becomes extinct, it is the jefelcyr, the children, of the corporation who are its natural hewrs. Thus when a
person says he is an Jacaw man and an jefeloyr of the Pwereka, he not only says that his mother was Jacaw and his
father was Pwereka, but indicates that he is a member of an Jacaw corporation and an heir to a Pwereka corporation

should the latter's memberships die out 31

'Corporation’ could be construed either as a metalinguistic term beimng used, or a receptor-langnage term being mentioned (it is
not the translation of any Trukese expression. even though there is a Trukese term for the kin group that comprises a
corporation, which Goodenough translates as lineage”).32 It does not involve the use of a natrve expression, nor does it require
understanding concepts foreign to most English-speaking Westerners. The point is simply that an English-speaking reader of
Goodenough's ethnography will have a neat and coherent account of Trukese behaviorwill thus better understand that
behaviorif he realizes that kin group members on Truk relate to one another not only as kin in ways familiar to the Westerner

but also as corporate colleagues. And although he is
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familiar with both sorts of practice, he is not accustomed to seeing them overlap in this way.

However, does achieving this aim carry the further implication that adequacy to such descriptive tasks requires using or
capturing the Trukese concept? From the standpoint of the form of the account itself, there is no need to insist that the
ethnographer use any source-language terms applicable to any of their concepts, thereby incurring spurious concerns as
whether and how their concept. expressed in their language. became transmitted to the receptor-language speaker. enabling its
description in the latter's terms. Goodenough only seems to be using Trukese terms because he chooses only to underscore,
but not to set in mention-quotes, the term 'jefeloyr’, and he is incorporating it in sentences containing English words; these
sentences also obscure the differences between the ethmographer’s metalanguage (which we might call anthropologese) and
the receptor language. He thus creates the impression that Trukese concepts are absorbed, in successful ethno graphy, mto the
English language or into the heads of English speakers. Yet his explanations will preserve all their explanatory power and meet
all the cogent criteria of adequacy an ethnographer could demand. while being couched in a canonical form that keeps clear
the distinctions between the meta- and object-languages and avoids the problems of intension sketched above, as well as
difficulties noted within the anthropological community. According to this canonical form, the first sentence of the above-
quoted paragraph could read as follows:

Persons in the compliance class of the source term 'jefeloyr’ are the children of men of a matrilineal corporation, and
are considered the children of the corporation;

and the second sentence could read:

Jefekvr' in the source language is best translated as 'heir’ in the receptor language.
These two construals pay minimal attention to differences between the receptor language and the metalanguage, something one
can perhaps afford to do when the receptor-language speaker is perfectly capable of understanding the metalanguage, and
hence the constructor of the metalangnage can adopt receptor-language expressions at will into the part of that langnage that

refers to the objects to which the expressions it mentions refer. A sparser metalanguage might necessitate a somewhat more
complicated construal of the first sentence, such as:
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The persons in the comphiance class of the source term 'jefekvr', who bear a relation, best translated as 'child of to
persons who comply with a source term best translated as 'father', also bear that relation to an entity best

characterized as 'corporation’ because the persons to whom they bear that relation belong to that entity.

The need for such complication might not be evident where meta- and receptor-language are couched in the same natural
language, but they need not be. Or there may be evident distinctions between metalinguistic notions (from the "anthropological
culture") and receptor-language notions (such as seem manifest with technical terms that describe genealogical components),
which the canonical form could reflect. Its apphn:atmﬂ should be as generﬂl as necessary. Again, these canonical reformulations
are not being offered as replacements of statements in field notes or in published ethnographies, but simply as exemplifications
of a translation procedure that can clarify the ontic commitments,_ theoretical implications, and so on of statements actually
emploved. as the need for clarification arises.

One case in which this need might arise occurs when an ethnographer begins to worry about how he knows a successful and
informative manual of translation and ethnography actually captures the meanings, or the cognitive structures underlying the
meaning, of nattve discourse. The worry might in part be dissipated by showing, through canonical translation, that explanatory
statements need never use a source-language expression, and hence understanding of such sentences does not require that one
"reproduce” any corresponding source-culture concept. Rather, the conceptual apparatus required to understand the
apparatus is whatever is required to understand the natural language (including some technical notions) in which the
explanatory meta chgzmge is couched (as well as, in many cases, the natural language in which the receptor language is
couched, and this might require mastery of a second natural language). 33 What need is there then to worry whether one has
grasped a concept or attribute identical to one the source-language speaker grasps?

The argument would be further supported by consideration of the philosophical points that motivate the choice of canonical
idiom. After all, if the goal and test of the ethnography or translation manual is simply its enabling receptor-society members
initially unfamiliar with the source society to get along efficiently with members of the latter, what need is there to worry about
the fact that alternative formulations would equally meet all the cogent criteria of adequacy?
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But more to the point, if we consider, as [ have argued, the very purposes of translation manuals, we see that by their very
nature they are in part conditioned by the needs of the receptor-language speakers. But this means that they cannot possibly
achieve the task of mtercultural coordination, while at the same time giving a warranted account of what is going on "inside" the
source culture, in isolation from other cultures. So much of the manual of translation is determined by the explicit codifications
of usage among speakers of the receptor language (as well as of "anthropologese”), that it makes no sense to ask that the
manual come to capture the native's "inner meanings" as well 34 All the empirical and formal criteria of adequacy that one
could demand of it necessanly involve its successful and maximally efficient employment by "outsiders” to the source culture. It
is written by and for them. The ethnographer. gua ethnographer. is a collective bargaining agent, out to best coordinate the
interests of members of two cultures, in keeping with the established procedures of his own anthropological culture. Of course
anvone, inchiding the ethnographer, can use the manual and ethnography as a stepping-stone to becoming a fully participating
member of the source culture, perhaps fully abandoning his former life. This is quite possible, but it is not the task of an
ethnography to reproduce this process; its task is to say useful things to receptor- and metalanguage speakers who have some
interest in the source society's doings_33

If one agrees with Goodenough that in doing ethnography one is raking one's (receptor-culture and anthropological) audience
imto the source culture and telling the members of that andience what they have to know in order to get along in the source
culture, then I think one must disagree with him that one is thus also telling the andience what the source-language speakers’
concepts really are. What the members of the audience learn about Truk is better expressed as follows: If we interacted with
one another as they evidently do and f we dnided up the extension of our property terms and kin terms in the ways prescribed
by our translation manual, we would have to modify our kinship and property terms by incorporating such terms as 'divided
ownership' and 'residual title' into our language. We would have to regard our (mother's) brothers as somewhat more than kin.

This reconstrual of (Goodenough, as has been seen, takes seriously certain of his foundational considerations (that is, his views
on langnage and culture) and draws consequences from them that are quite divergent from other theses he has vigorously
defended. Thus, despite the important compatibiliies between his position and mine,
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the remaining differences are significant. [ have tried to indicate why my prescriptive characterization of translational
correlations is more plausible, and I have presented a number of other considerations against Goodenough's related

"ethnoscientific” thesis that emic notions like the Trukese "corporation” be used by the ethnographer, as his ultimate means of
avoiding ethnocentric bias and distortion. However. Goodenough's positions, taken together, produce paradoxical results that
have fueled a good deal of criticism, as [ have indicated. To the degree that my reconstruction avoids problems and
paradoxes, I believe it is correspondingly justified. And the resolution of the paradoxes of Goodenough's earlier position
depends, I think, on the selective pruning of a set of assumptions that have turned out, in the long run, to be mutually
incompatible. (Also, success in the resolution of paradox speaks, I think, for the adequacy of the metalanguage -object-
language distinction to which I have adhered, and which is regarded as problematic in some philosophical circles; in this
context of application, at least, [ think such adherence is helpful )

The paradoxical tensions in Goodenough's position are brought to the surface ina 1971 critique of his study of Truk by Glynn
Cochrane, which I should like to briefly consider here in hopes of resobing some of the issues between them by reference to
the reconstrual of Goodenough [ have given. Cochrane argues that Goodenough's concept of the Trukese "corporation”
introduces the very ethnographic bias that he seeks, by its employment, to avoid. In the process of drawing on certain
purported similarities between Anglo-American and Trukese institutions, he argues, certain significant differences between the
associated rules and behavior patterns of the respective societies are overlooked:

The Trukese lineage is not corporate; it is not perpetual, and it has hews ___; it has no indnidual personality of its own
apatt from members of a lineage; "its" existence has not been conceptualized by the Trukese as anything other than a
group of people. Goodenough's claim that "corporateness” exists in Trukese as well as in western law is not valid; the
result of this mposition, having little empirical fit with reality, can only have distorted the nature of Trukese property
relations. 36

Given Goodenough's ethnoscientific theses to the effect that he must get at underlying semantic structures in the process of
"learning to get along." and that eliciting operations are so essential to this, and the source-langunage concept must be used (and

not simply
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mentioned) by the ethnographer, these sorts of criticisms are understandable and, to a degree, well-aimed. For if one takes
these aims seriously_ then the significant differences that Cochrane notes between the Trukese and Angln American concepts
seem fatal to these amms. Yet if we take seriously Quine's suspicions concerning the possibility of this, in ight of the seeming
need to impose in order to say anvthing intelligible to an Anglo- American about a Trukese (much less to compare their
respective practices), then the force of these objections is diminished Goodenough's emic conceptions seemed at first, I
would say, in fairly stable reflective equilibrizm with the combined interpretive and related practices of source, receptor, and
anthropological communities. Cochrane's objections served to introduce evident mstability by showing deviations from
Trukese and Western practices. Cochrane does not show a thorough descriptive failure on Goodenough's part. nor does he
invalidate Goodenough's emic methodology (whether this was his intention or not). To take them this strongly is to presuppose
an unjustifiable interpretive determinacy.

If [ am correct, the "distortion" mvolved in applying the notion of a "corporation” (indeed, in using it in ethnography) is neither
surprising nor problematic_ It is simply a species of the "distortion” that attends any technical redefinition of a scientific term.
One draws on some ordinary language or scientffic "background” usage, striving to keep some minimal similarity between
technical and ordinary usage. But given the new context of applic ation, with its differing purposes and demands (say the
rigorous clarity a term adapted from ordinary-langnage usage will tf_-"pll:ﬂ]l‘_‘_- have to be given i application to a scientific
context), distortion is to be expected. Thus, we need only demand that there are some evident similarities between the
respective institutional practices of the two societies in question. "Distortion-free reproduction” is not to be demanded,
because it is immpossible, and the demand manifests_ [ have argued, a fundamental misunderstanding of the task of translation.

This is not to say that Goodenough cannot then go wrong in attributing "corporate” practices to the Trukese. Indeed,
Cochrane also accuses him of misleading manual users, inhibiting historical research (by leading us to ignore differences in
detail). and making full understanding of Trukese ownership difficult (by the use of a concept that makes explanation awlcward
and that creates conceptual puzzles). 37 These purported pragmatic drawbacks cannot be overlooked. What can be
overlooked are the considerations that rest on the purported ability of some other account, such as Cochrane's, to
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better "reflect” some sort of "emic reality." The fundamental mistake is to think that there is an abstract objecta fixed, emic
Anglo-American conceptembodied in some English expression, which is identical to the concept embodied somehow in a
Trukese expression or some other behavior (whether the concept be that of the "corporation” or whatever Cochrane would
prefer). Cochrane seems to maintain this in I:,harging that Goodenough "ossifies the past” in thus applying this concept. And
Goodenough correctly replies that the notion of a :nrpnraﬁnn even in Anglo-American usage is not fixed and that the
Trukese social entity need only have certain features in common with the Anglo-American one in order to serve as an
enlightening ethnographic notion. 38 This Wittgensteinian stance brings Goodenough's account very much in line with my
reconstruction, despite the aforementioned divergences: For the variations between ordinary Anglo-American usage and
rechmical Anglo-American usage, and variations among the various technical usages, are premﬁelj.' the result, I argue, of the
differing purposes and requirements of these varying contexts of application. Differing purposes and requirements change the
conditions of the coordination equilibrium in various ways and call for the development [:l:ﬂﬂil.".imlﬂl‘-’ or unconsciously) of
differing ]JIlgI.JlEUE conventions. And what is introduced by Goodenough's study of Truk is vet a_fiether technical application of
the notion of a "corporation” to a new context in anthropological, rather than Anglo-American legal. practicea practice with its
own demands and its own attendant "distortions” of usage.

[ think Goodenough's aims continue to have legittmacy. But I advocate modifying his mentalism_ as he suggests we should in
saying we must probe "what, for lack of a better term, we must call the minds of our fellow men."39 It is not that [ prefer
relocating intensional objects in the public sphere (indeed, this remark doesn't necessarily rule this out), but that I allow, with
Quine, continued talk about minds and intensionsbut only as a verbal convenience. To take minds and meanings too seriously,
that is, objectually, simply ivites confusion. And i one is to take such a mentalistic step, it should be taken cautiously and with
more to support it than the point that translation and communication proceed successfully.

Evidently, my position approximates more to the "hocus-pocus” account of Burlingone which. as I noted earlier, stems from

much the same sorts of concerns as Quine's indeterminacy thesis. And the result of his reflections. as with Qume is a
skepticism about the resolvability of the basic Whorfian puzzle around which so much
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langnage-and-culture methodology revolves: "The language patterns were there to be sure." Burling notes in reference to the
taxonomic analyses he criticizes, "but how, except through intuition, could one tell whether the patterns corresponded to
anything else? His conclusion, it will be recalled, is that structural semantics provides no additional insight into human
cognition, though it is still of value in enabling predictions of term use, in facilitating langnage-learning, and in enabling effective
behavior within the source society by an outsider. 40 Similar sentiments are expressed by Floyd Lounsbury in his 1956 study
of Pawnee kinship usage in which he argues that "an anthropologist uses semantic analysis of a society's kinship terminology
only as a tool for getting at the structure of non-linguistic behavior within the family and kindred of that society. "41

However, although my position is far more sympathetic to Burling in these regards than to Goodenough's, there are important
differences. [ believe [ offer a more satisfactory explanation of the special problems of structural semantics than Burling's (or
Quine's). Burling, like Quine, treats translational correlations as descriptive hypotheses that are somehow "defective.” and this
carries with it, if only by rough implication, an attitude that those social science theories that rest in one way or another on
interpretation are scientfically deficient, or perhaps methodologically divergent. But ff my analysis is correct, neither deficiency
notr divergence follows so mnmediately (not that there might not be other pertinent considerations). if translations are viewed as
prescriptive formulations, akin to technical definitions, designed to facilitate intercultural communication and interaction as well
as anthropological theory-building. Also, I am not quite as convinced as Burling seems to be that psvchological reality is an
empty notion. As I pointed out in the latter part of Chapter 4, modified. pragmatic attitudes toward this notion are
accommodated by my reconstruction.

Recent Pragmatic Trends

Consideration of Burling leads naturally to other pragmatic strains in Boasian anthropology. At the end of Chapter 2, [ noted
several efforts to reconsider the aims of cognitive approaches in light of pragmatist orientations to science in general. Insofar as
these involve redefining key aspects of the notion of scientific objectivity, they differ in essentially the way that I have with
Burling's "hocus-pocus”
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attitude. When [ first discussed them, my concern was to reveal the tensions between these attitudes and various emic amms, by
way of establishing a setting for Quine's indeterminacy thesis. [ like now to reconsider some of these positions, to see how they
fare in light of my reconstructive efforts.

One broad range of foundational issues to which pragmatic responses have been given recently are those concerning the
comparativist as nppu&ed to the relativist or descriptivist character of anthropological inquiry: that is, as to whether
anthropological inquiry should be geared to cross-cultural comparison or to careful culture-by-culture study. Tvpically the
methodological wars of the past over this issue have hinged on competing metaphysical prernmez to the effect. roughly, that
cultures are or are not sufficiently alike to warrant comparative study (if not, then comparative studies are based on illusory
comparisons resulting from distorting one's pmtura of individual cultures). However, a number of recent review articles have
approached the question in different ways, that is. replacing these sorts of potentially empirical, question-begging, metaphysical
claims with pragmatic considerations. An mmportant goal has been to transform these issues from a priori to a posteriori ones.

On a related point, Carol Ember criticizes the relativist view in ethnoscience for its resultant inhibition of theory -formation:
Insofar as cultural descriptions are framed in ways that prohibit applying descriptive terminology to other cultures, she argues,
intercultural comparison and, indeed. theonies of culture are mhibited. (In this last regard her view is reminiscent of Marvin
Harris's critique of "cultural idealism ") She favors the comparative view on the pragmatic grounds that "the finding of
differences is thought-provoking and leads to more questions and more research, even if the interpretations of those
differences are faulty." (emphasis hers) 42 The value of comparison in anthropology and of the concepts and theories that
enable it, she contends, is to be supported in these terms and not on a priori metaphysical grounds, as the latter amounts to
settling open empirical questions by fiat. Comparativism's pragmatic advantages are evidenced, she argues, in the
aforementioned study of color terms by Berlin and Kay:

The Berlin and Kay ... formulation of a theory about why different societies encode color in different ways provides a

very striking example of how productive the formulation of a theory (with some supportive data) can be. Not only did
it generate criticism, it also generated further testing ____ speculation as to how societal com-
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plexity might exert its effect .__, and an alternative psychophysical hypothesis. 43

The heuristic value of theoretical hxpnthe&e& is certainly not a newly developed desideratum in anthmpnlngx What 1s
significant here is the primacy it is given and particularly its displacement of @ priori considerations (ﬂ:lul:h in the naturalistic
spirit of ane: s philosophy, it would seem). A pragmatic -empiricist attltude is expressed here that is significantly reminiscent of
a pragmatist dictum of Goodman that "there are many ways the world is" and that scientific "chatter,” encouraged by a plarality
of paradigms, is a desirable state of affairs 44

In a related review article, Christie Kiefer counsels pragmatism with respect to closely related issues of psychological
anthropology. She stresses a point often made by Goodman (and mtimately related to his "many worlds" thesis) that similarity
and difference are not "givens” in (here, cultural) phenomena but are relative to theoretical purpose:

The usefulness of the concept [of stmilarity] is determined by the smportance of the differences, which is to say by the
mtere&t of an observer in them. Things devoid of differences in moral. aesthetic. or practical v alues are "are all the
same." . If we are confronted with, say, the contents of a Mexican mercado and asked to group them by similarity,
the E:t'it que&tinﬂ we must ask is "For what?" The same question applies to the classification of human acts. Are a
bullficht, Hesiod's Theogony, a Japanese High School exam, and playing the dozens in Harlem variations on a single
Oedipal theme, are they microcosmic models of the social organization and valies of thewr inventors, or both or
neither”? The only concervable answer to such questions must refer to the use of the analysis. It does not help to say
that one analysis or the other explains the facts more thoroughly, because the interest of the observer determines what
facts are relevant and what constitutes an explanation 43

Kiefer cites a number of major philosophical critics (including Wittgenstein) of "the unproductive positivist position that there
are truths 'out there' which must be descrnibed by a purely logical mind." defending her pragmatic view of things on the further
grounds that it opens communication among inquirers, frees lines of research, and has positive effects on teaching 46

Earlier [ also noted a similar attitnde expressed by Peter Caws with respect to structuralism. A review of this, as well as of the
ob-
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jections [ noted by F. Allen Hanson, will help to dispel lingering worries that the "homewardliness" of pragmatic . inquirer-
oriented considerations turn attention too much in the wrong direction.

Operative here 1s a kind of pragﬂ:lati: or what Hilary Putnam terms an "internal” realism reminiscent of Quine's toward physical
posits. What [ am EDﬂSldE:I‘]Ilg is the feasibility of combining the fn]lnwmg pﬂlﬂti [:1} [ want to follow semantic antirealists like
Burling and Quine in shifting the locus of key explanatory constructsinto the inquirer's meralanguage, 1 prefer to say, rather
than (with Burling and Harris) the inquirer's head. (2) Yet I wish to regard emicly focused ethnographical and Ethnnlugcal
systematizations that result as vielding objectively determinate results; that is. accounts of the ethnographic subject's system.
(3) However, [ wish to do this without making any ontic commitment to the existence of semantic constructs such as
components. Quine is what we might term an "eliminative antirealist” with respect to semantic posits, though a realist with
respect to any posits not affected by translational indeterminacy. My own view is something more of a constructive semantic
antirealism, diverging from Burling mainly in bemng more thorough-going: The sense of loss connoted by "hocus-pocus” is
diminished by revising notions integral to interpretive objectivity itself. However, [ have sympathies also, as I shall elaborate
later, with Goodman's "wrealism.” which seeks a middle ground between realism and antirealism. (It is hard to label matters
precisely, as semantic varieties of irrealism have not, to my knowledge, been clearly articulated in any literature ) But whatever
thewr exact nature, the various pragmatic theses with which [ have expressed sympathy must confront the antithetical thrust of
Quine's pragmatism_. How can we warrantably or coherently describe aspects of the source culture when notions of similarity
and difference are admittedly parochial? 47

This is a loose formulation of the problem, to be sure, and it embraces a wide range of criticisms (themsebres of widely varying
clarity and cogency), but I think it adequately indicates thewr general character. Here [ would like to indicate how my thesis
pertains to and serves to some degree to resolve themalthough more fully satisfying solutions hinge on solutions to deeper and
perhaps more mtractable problems concerning the realistic interpretation of theoretical entities, and so on, which I cannot deal
with fully here. The debate between Caws and Hanson will, I hope, be seen to typify a wider range of related problems in
cognitive anthropology.
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In "Operational. Representational, and Explanatory Models," Caws criticizes Levi-Strauss and other structural anthropologists
for thewr equation of their explanatory model of nattve behavior with the native's owna problem that, as we saw in Chapter 2. is
particularly exacerbated by Quine's indeterminacy problem and that has a number of analngue& in other areas. Caws draws a
tripartite distinction between (1) the "Dperahnnal' model of the native, that is, that which is m:rp]lmt in his behavior (and which
may or may not be characterized as an unconscious entity exemplified in that behavior); (2) the "representational” model of the
native_ or that of which he is conscious and which will be expressed verbally (to varying degrees of 5}’StEtﬂﬂﬁ.EﬂﬁDﬂ= dependjng
on the degree of verbal codification within the society); and (3) the anﬂn’npulngiﬁt'ﬂ own representational. or "explanatory,”
model. 48 The burden of Caws's arguments is to show that the explanatory model is not identical to either of the native models
(the conscious or the unconscious one) and to discuss some of the underlving philosophical perplexities and confusions that
induce us to regard them as identical. In the context of discussing these latter points, Caws defends a pragmatic conception of
the character of anthropological theoretical structures that shall be my main concern here.

Caws's concerns have notable affinities with Quine's. Caws contends that it is the very "supraempinical” character of these
models that is the cause of confusions of one model with another. This character derives from the underdetermination of these
models by data and from the fact that the theoretical explanatory model is constructed with mtercultural comparison in mind
(its power to make such comparisons being, in his view, its main virtue) 49 He challenges the view that this mental structure,
which is "in the anthropologist's head." must be in some way identical with what is in subject's unconsciousciting considerations
parallel to Quine's Word and Object remarks concerning the intensionalist assumption that mental uniformity necessarily
underlies nguistic uniformity:

There is no reason to suppose that any two members of the group [being studied] have identical or even similar mental
structure; the ontogeny of the brain_ in fact, makes it virtually certain that they will not 50

However, his main argument stems from his view of the character of social theory. First, he expresses sentiments reminiscent
of Ember and Kiefer in praising Levi-Strauss’ work primarily for its richness of
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cross-cultural mplications. However, unlike Levi-Strauss and many of his followers, this 1s not viewed as a secondary
desideratum subordinate to the accurate reflection of unconscious cognitive structures. (Caws here parallels Marvin Harris )
Scientific theory in this regard (and in general) "has as one of its chief tasks the 'rectification of experience’ and it does this
precisely by enlarging the scope of theoretical understanding " Indeed. the very notion of "objectmvity," typicallyand
looselyconstrued as a kind of matching of theory to fact. is viewed instead by him in terms of the comprehensiveness of the
containing analvtic framework. 51

In keeping with these views, Caws argues that in social science the underlyving operational model is not recoverable, and
certainly not warrantably identifiable with the explanatory model. Rather,

in the social sciences it is often the case that final authority rests with the representational model which becomes part of
the empirical data for the investigator. But as we have seen, that does not vield the objective social structure, which is
adequatelv repre&ented neither by the representational nor by the operational models found in the society under
scrutiny. It is in the scientist's representational (i.e.. explanatory) model, the theory he constructs to account for the
data and their interrelation that confers objective structure on the system. And the use of "confer” is deliberate, since it
would be quite accurate to say that until the explanatory model was constructed the system had no objective
structure 52

This passage, particularly its concluding assertion. is sure to bring contrary intuitions to the surface. Given the way Caws
regards theorizing and objectivity, this claim seems clearly to follow. However, the implication drawn in this passage contrasts
ﬂharph with the widely au:n:apted premise that immposition of the familiar makes for poor interpretation. And, agam as with the
views noted in the previous section (and, indeed, more so) Caws's view goes well bevond the hocus-pocus view insofar as he
speaks of actually conferring objective, not fictional, structure.

Aside from this, potential problems of internal incoherence threaten in remarks to the effect that "the explanatory model has to
take account not only of the empirical data but of the relations that hold between these and the operational and
repraientannnal models in those heads, and failure to do this will inevitably result in misunderstanding of the data."s3 The
problem here, in essence, is that it is not clear how one can "take account” of the relations that hold
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among things in the ethnographic subjects’ heads grven the "homeward thrust” of the mquirer's explanatory model. How can it
do anything more than simply “fit the data"? If it is correct to reject the reproductive extreme seemingly advocated at times by
Lewi-Strauss, how is it that any sort of reproduction or recovery of such relations can be warranted. In other words, why isn't
the opposing etic extreme position the correct one here?

Although the full thrust of Caws's view is not clear to me, these passages suggest some commitment to a realist construal of the
product of translation. And as [ have argued in connection with Goodenough above, I don't think this can be cogently given
with regard to many eﬂmugraphic products. However, [ do think my view gives some sense to the demand that the
ethnographer's systematization "take account” of native structures as well as data. And, as has been seen, it is an account that
does agree with Caws's contention that the distinguishing mark of the social sciences is their concern with "mind-dependent”
entities. But the imposition and multiplicity problems make it problematic whether one can say that for this reason the social
sciences are different in logical character from the natural sciences, as opposed to the more extreme contention that this
difference makes them different in the sense of not being sciences at all (or being "scientific” only some of the time). 54 A critic
who would prefer to read "objectrve” as something like "corresponding to something out there” could well accuse Caws of
offering an ersatz objectivity through deliberate misuse of language. These "internal realists” might, to the critical eye, find
themselves in the position of the man in the joke that concludes Woody Allen's "Annie Hall": When asked why he won't
commit his brother, though the latter insanely believes himself to be a chicken, he replies, "Because I need the eggs.") Now
while I cannot attend to all the problems that bolster these sorts of criticisms, I think headway toward their resolution is
afforded by my foregoing discussion.

Worries of this type are voiced in Hanson's critical commentary on Caws. [ noted these earlier, but let me review them now in
Hanson's own terms. He agrees that "the relations studied by social science are mind-dependent”; namely, "while natural
relations such as between the moon and the tides exist and operate whether men know about them or not. social or cultural
relations can be nothing other than what they are construed by men to be." However, Hanson views Caws's account as
distorting the mplications of this and. indeed, mputes to his position a mumber of absurd implications: (1) that "a kinship
system described by an anthropologist as Crow or

< previous paqe page 217 next page >

If vou like this book, buy it!



< previous page page 218 next page >
Page 218

(Omaha objectively has a skewing effect in the terms for cross cousins while an identical system which has never benefited from
anthropological description and analysis does not"; (2) that "if a social system were misdescribed by an anthropologist __. that
system [would] then objectively "have' a structure which is wrong for it"; and (3) that f "the objective structures we study
depend for their existence upon our models of them ___, this means that, in such cases, the model would have to exist prior to
the structure it stands for." 55

Hanson contends, to the contrary, that a ]mgm&t does not confer structure but rather "constructs a more or less accurate
statement or fﬂrm ulation E.'-lf the structure,” and (contra Levi-Strauss) that the structure does not exist in the unconscious
mind but "has its objective existence in the regularitj_.f of usage by native speakers." He continues:

As long as their actions manifest regularities there is structure; a structure which exists regardless of whether anyone
has tried to say what it is. In a word, while Caws locates structure only in people's minds. I locate it also in their
behavior.56

In Chapter 2 I noted a similar complaint made by Cecil Brown that 1s worth reconsideration here. Brown challenges A F. C.
Wallace's contention "that the insights into kin behavior and social structure in the larger sense which can be achieved by
terminological analysis may be limited." because "kinship terminologies may only be reckoning devices, ]J'l-:e systems of weights
and measures, whose utility depends more on internal coherence than on thewr fit with the social syvstem." (Compare to
Lounsbury's characterization (p. 211 above) of kinship semantics as a tool for ﬂﬂﬂl‘-’ﬂ.ﬂg non-linguistic structure.) Brown
replies that there must be some coherent "fit" between the kinship terminology "discovered” by the linguist and the antecedent
practices of the source-language commumnity:

Wallace's view can be challenged in terms of his own analogy_ Systems of weights and measures, like all tools, are
designed to meet certain requirements extraneous to their own nternal logic. One would not, for example, weight
letters in fractions of tons, nor concrete blocks in multiples of ounces. As for measures, speed cannot be measured in
meters, not a football field in miles per hour. [ would be surprised to discover that kin terminologies in their capacity as
linguistic tools do not similarly "fit" the reality they are used to describe. 57
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Bracketing the troublesome problem of what structures have to be in people's minds in order for social mtercourse and inquiry
to be possible, [ think my account of translation can partly reconcile these sharp disagreements. [ agreeas one reasonably
shouldthat there is an antecedent structure implicit in behavior: conventional patterns codified and uncodified by the
ethnographic subjects. which are in turn described by the anthropologist. However. in order to enable the task of description, 1
contend, the anthropologist mmust perform certain prescriptive the ory tasksin the process of establishing what Caws calls the
"boundary conditions of his work " 38 Many of these boundary conditions are fairly well established, before the particular field
work 1s done, by professional training. However, it is also the case, as Caws puts it, that "inside the boundaries he becomes,
as the physical scientist does not, a participant in the determination of the structure he studies.” Caws continues:

And this is becanse the structure was, in the first place, a pro duct of minds like his own, and will continue in being only
if sustained by such minds; by taking it as an object of inquiry he has lent his own being to it; future investigators who
seek to understand it can reasunabh be expe::ted to take note of his conclusions as an mtegral part of the data for
their own work . A society is. in the last analysis. nothing except what is said and thought about it, by those who
observe it as well as by those who compose it 59

With all this T agree, and I take it to be sustained by the position [ have developed above. Caws does not seem to view
translation as I do, but this divergence is not critical A. F. C. Wallace's position seems closer to mine, though again he does
not seem to accord translation explicit codificational status. [ claim that the translation manual itself is an instrument of sorts for
becoming a part of that society, and one becomes a "part” of the society in a way that is significantly like, and then again
significantly unlike_ the ways in which the members do when one is building and emploving the manual. One is part of the
society insofar as one successfully participates in its activities; that is, one consciously follows certain rules in such a way that
one's ]jnguiitic and IlDI]liIlgl.JiSﬁE behavior complies with the explicit or implicit rules or patterns of expectation of the society.
Indeed. one is capable of "communicating ideas" successfully. However, gua translator and manual user, one does not

consciously follow the same rules the ethnographic subjects do (if they are consciously doing so. for that matter). The
"foreigner” con-
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sciously follows the translation rules (at first at least), or follows rules that could be made explicit, and in so doing conforms
propetly to linguistic and nonlinguistic conventions of the source community. Thus, the resultant explanatory model or account
cannot, simply because it rests on successful translation, be said to succeed or fail in revealing or mirroring cognitive structures.
A good deal of the structure of one's explanation can be dictated by "internal” and receptor-community constramnts, while still
having, in an important way, "something to do" with the source community's behavior patterns. Of course structuralist accounts
operate at a generally higher level of cross-cultural generality than most. But for all their supposed neglect of cultural
particulars, they make extensive commitments to translational correlation and may well fail to match up in terms of some form

of intensional isomorphism. But this is no real failure, and no real shadow is cast on the theoretical richness for which they are
vahed.

‘With translational hypotheses, including those which serve to form the structures in question, thus construed, Caws's account
can be seen to be compatible with Hanson's clamm that the structures of behavior exist prior to translationthough I would prefer
to say that it 1s patterns of practice that precede translational codificationwhile also squaning with Caws's contention that the
structure the anthropologist derives, in perfectly legitimate empirical fashion. is also "conferred.” The source of the dispute
disappears if one drops the nitial, "natural” presupposition that social scientists describe the components and relations of
abstract semantic (or social) structures in doing linguistic analvses such as translation, kinship typologies, and so forth. This
claim will not be acceptable to some structuralists, I suspect. but Levi-Strauss himself might not be entirely uns ympathetic to
Caws's or my position. Recall his earlier-noted remark: "We are ___ merely studying the shadows on the wall of the Cave,
without forgetting that it is only the attention we give them which lends them a semblance of reality "

Also, the purported absurd consequences of Caws's position disappear, for essentially the reasons he offers in rejoinder to
Hanson:

If a system already described has a given structure, an identical one will of course have the same structure whether it
has been indep endently described or notas long as it reallv is identical (knowing this would automatically provide a
description). A misdescribed system, on the other hand. will not objectively "have" a wrong structure, it will simply turn
out not to have the structure we thought it had (to put it
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another way: the system that has the structure in question turns out not to exist). My point 15 that the system may not
vet have a total or fully developed structure at all. People do not "have" names unless other people agree that they do.
Yet it is possible to call them by the wrong names_ or credit them with mistaken dignities. 60

In my view, "misdescription” is a petfectly coherent and describable empmn:ﬂl possibility, and it can be of either of two general
types: Of main concern here are translational errors, and [ maintain that error is. strictly speaking, not rm&de&n::rq}han but fanlty
codificationthis difference, despite the fact that the procedures for telling this are much the same as apply in the determination
of tﬂiSdESEI‘i‘pﬁDﬂ in other scientific contexts. (Endiﬁcaﬁﬂn and descriptive thenrizing are structurally quite similar, and this
similarity is exploited in White's Toward Reunion in Philosophy.) The difference is in what we can lay claim to hawng
justifiably said about the society in quainnn (Thus, I suspect my reading of Caws's claim that the system can turn out "not to
have the structure we thought it had" is not quite the same as his.) The second type is misdescription in the literal sense. Once
translational and other prescriptive elements of theonizing are adopted, empirical data can dictate results that are clearly not the
logical entailments of prescriptive choices (compare my discussion of linguistic universals above). In either case it makes
petfect sense to speak of systems having structures and of there being something therenamely, source-community practicesto
coordinate with meta- and receptor-community practices. The native's system can "objectively have" a structure, one that is
potentially different from the one conferred on him, or perhaps he can have an uncodified one, or perhaps in certain respects
his behavior patterns can be so changing as to lead us to say he has no structured practice at all. What [ suggest is that we
drop the "natural" presupposition that social scientists describe the components and relations of abstract semantic (or social)
structures in doing linguistic analyses such as translation, kinship tvpologies, and so forth. Even Caws seems to make this
assumption, but under my reconstruction I believe the force of rejoinder is stronger. It is clearer why the observer's interests
have such a "constitutive” effect on the resulting systematization

However, in arguing these points. [ don't see myself as siding against Hanson, at least not on philosophically important

grounds. Hanson's position falls roughly in with those views that call for a shift of attention to the "surface” social and linguistic
background, in line, for example, with Wittgenstein's later reflections on lan-
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suage. His own work is pnmarily concerned with revealing social reality of a sort, and [ would characterize these as squaring
with the fundamentally emic thrust of Boas' work. Hanson has difficulties with the mentalistic connotations of much of what is
regarded as emic anthropology, to be sure. In a joint 1973 paper with Rex Martin, "The Problem of Other Cultures." many of
the quandaries of B oasian anthropology are tied to the ties seen between culture and mental life. (Recall Goodenough's more
mentalistic passages.) As the article's title suggests, inherent problems in Cartesian dualism of mind and body create these
pI'DblEtﬂE much as thev cause the mtractability of the "other minds" problem. 61 However, he himself advocates a form of
"internal underﬂtandmg that emphasizes public, socio-behavioral aspects of significance 62 He thus fits with positions [ have
tied to Wittgenstein's later philosophy, though Hanson himself draws more on Gilbert Evle's behaviorism. I will thus reserve
further discussion of him until a later section devoted to socio-behaviorally oriented paradigms having kinship with British
Ordinary Language philosophy. (1 will not dwell on the differences between Ryle and Wittgenstein, as these are not relevant to
my discussion.) For now [ will say this: in emploving my reconstruction to support Goodenough in his less mentalistic moments,
[ think I thereby lessen the contrasts between Hanson and Goodenough, as well as between Hanson and Caws.

Of more smmmediate concern is another tension in Boasian anthropology that [ emphasized in Chapter 2, which surfaces in the
criiques of Frake and Watson of the importation of alien conception, structure, and rigor by many "cognitively” oriented
anthropologists (especially those concerned with more unconscious levels of cognition). The proper Boasian emphasis,
according to many such critics, should be on what is culturally specific and generally in or near the conscious awareness of
subjects. That is, they follow Goodenough in seeking the ways that subjects conceptualize reality, but they see the rigor that
Goodenough himself has championed as deleterious to these amms.

In effect, we find ourselves considering another species of the problem of the seeming tension between the forms of inquirer-
interest that structure social inquiry and its efforts to reveal another conceptual scheme (or, to remind ourselves of the Sapirian
elements in this, another reality). This point was certainly emphasized by the descriptivist extremist. whose pDSltlDﬂ [ think it
useful to dlEpDEE of now before proceeding further. In light of the pragmatism advocated with respect to the de scriptivism
versus comparativism issue by Kiefer, i
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might seem that the deck is stacked against the descriptivist attitude because "theoretical fruitfulness” would seem to entail
generality of anthropological principle and thus a comparative emphasis. However, | see nothing in this that precludes our
being able to come up with reasons to emphasize particularities in a culture that make it distinct. The idea that a culture can be
entirely distinct from others is a position that no ethnographer can holdto the degree to which any translation of the source-
language or any description is achieved; correspondingly, there must be some cultural overlap. It seems inconsistent to claim
that a translation or description is warranted, while claiming that no cultural overlap exists. One does not have to formulate
explicitly comparative hyvpotheses in order to be committed to comparison. (This ad hominem point suffices for my present
purposes, but worth consideration in this connection is Davidson's stronger thesis that translatability is a necessary condition
for something's being a language at all ) 63

The "theoretical” value of cultural parl:in:ularitv is, I think, borne out in the article by Watson I discussed earlier. Watson and
Frake desie that the source-society's practices have a structural impact on the ethnographer's discovery and validation
procedures, and Watson is quite luminating about the value of doing this. In light of Quine's reflections on translation, it is
evident that snposition cannot be escaped entirely, but granting that it pervades translation, distinctions with respect to_further
impositions of strategy and construct can still be made. We can distinguish between analyvtic frameworks such as "eliciting
frames." guided by psychological theory and incorporating various psychological tests of unconscious motrvationframeworks
whose predetermined procedures are highly selective of data typesand the more hermeneutic procedures advocated by
Watson. Watson makes prior efforts, based throughout on translation, to determine the kinds of questions he later asks in
coming to a broader understanding of the Guajiro (than is manife st in his mitial emic efforts). And his results are surely

warrantable: We can ourselves check the translations and ask our own questions based on an empirically grounded
underﬂtandmg of what Guajiros consciously think. Watson discovered things that were not simply the logical entailments of his
emic choices of strategy and conception. Moreover, the theoretical value of doing this seems clear (on the assumption, of
course, that we find no empirically determinate errorwhether it be faulty description or faulty :nd:ﬁ:annn} We come to an
empirically grounded understanding that casts new light on their strategies for adaptation. If this is theoretically interesting to
kenow, and it seems
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clearly to be so, then we have made a theoretical gain. The gain ultimately is measured by the theoretical interests we bring to
bear. (And. indeed. as Evans-Pritchard and others have remarked, there is interest in transforming our understanding of
ourselves and our methods of social i inquiry by doing anthropology. One could see an advantage here over psychoanalvtic or
materialist strategies insofar as thev resist transformation )

By the same token, Watson's original etic model is not to be devalued entirely either. Watson does not advocate this, as his
concern is rather to lessen its dominance in anthropology. There are genuine theoretical mterestsgenuinely anthropological
ones, though they be derrved from those of the pgvchnlugin:al communityto be served in percemving such thjngﬁ as the
inculcation of potentially harmful dependencies by parents in children. Nor are these partly contrasting emic and etic interests
entirely EDﬂh’ﬂEhIlg In this connection, the Laboratory of Human Cognition views psvchology's adaptability to anthropology as
harmed by what is perceived as inadequate appreciation in the psychology of cross-cultural cognitive diversity.
Correspondingly, as I noted in discussing psychological reality, it also valies the potential contribution of psychology in
"limiting uncontrolled speculation about thinking " which could well serve the sort of emic onentation Watson advocates. 64

Watson's emic results are enlightening and seem warranted, and it would be unfortunate if etic currents in the field excluded
them. However mine is a pluralistic view that tries to accommodate Watson's etic as well as his emic. For instance, nothing in
his later work seems to conflict with earlier findings that Guajiro parents induced maladaptive dependencies in thewr children.
Seeing a culture from divergent perspectives, even though they might lead to conflicting evaluations of adaptability, is an
enrichmentprovided. of course, that no data relevant to either have been ignored. But this last worry, it seems to me, results
from nothing intrinsic to the choice of perspective. To accentuate or emphasize certain aspects of behavior is not to prevent the
emphasis of others. Indeed, even though the very identification of the "aspects” may hinge on the framework of analysis, to
adopt one framework is not to prevent the adoption of another.

[ reject the idea that the etic excludes the emic. Moreover, I reject any reversed hegemony of emic over eticespecially msofar

as it might be based on the idea that the emic procedure reveals an intensional isomorphism of source and receptor elements.
Watson's emic position doesn't require this to be either mteresting or compelling.
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The arguments of Quine, and more so Endner, are [ think compelling against the arguments typically used to support the clam
that what Rudner calls "the teleology of the observed” must be adopted by the inquirer. Yet, in a suitably defined sense, such a
teleology can be adopted and can be theoretically fruitful

Wittgensteinian Aspects of Ethnography

At various points above I have noted the relevance of Wi 1ttge:15tem s work to my concerns here: His influence on anthropology
seems clearly more widespread than Quine's. as Wittgenstein is often cited as a champion of behavioral, sociolinguistic. and
symbolic-anthropological approaches. His critique of mentalism presents deep challenges to all views that rest symbolic
significance on intensional objects. Indeed, as we saw. even a number of proponents of these latter sorts of views cite
Wittgenstein in the interests of modifying various aspects of their positions. Wittgenstein's influence is also immensely felt in the
general philosophy of social science literature, both directly and through adaptations of his work to particularly social-scientific
problems by Peter Winch and others. Given this impact, and given various important similarities between his view and those
espoused by Quine and me, I would like to make some fairly brief remarks concerning key similarities and contrasts.

At the heart of Wittgenstein's reflections on language and society in the Philosophical Investigations and later works (as well
as in Winch's work) are his views regarding the rule-governed character of human symbolic behavior: views that, as developed
by Winch and others, seem to imply a thesis that success in social inquiry requires justificational procedures that differ from
those emploved in the natural sciences. Insofar as social scientists are imvolved in the interpretation of symbolic behavior, it is
argued, they must both learn and use the rules of the source-language community in order to explain its behavior; such
explanations will contain rule-statements that are, or are derived from, accurate meaning-preserving translations of rules
followed by his subjects. The model of explanation will then clearly differ from that used in the natural sciences (since violable
mules will appear in the explanation rather than law- or hypothesis -statements) and will bear a closer resemblance to the
method of conceptual analyvsis emploved by certain philosophers. 65 Given the obvious similarity of concerns that I share with
these two thinlcers, I think it
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is important to say something with regard to the important differences that separate us.

Let us first consider Cecil Brown's position, which was brieflv considered earlier. He views Wittgenstein's insight that "meaning
is use" as being in conflict with a fundamental and mistaken presupposition of transformational approaches:

A fundamental distinction between my formulation and transformational grammar pertains to the manner in which each
accounts for relations holding among words, phrases, and sentences. Of utmost significance in the former account is
the assumption that no relations whatsoever hold among sentences which have dissimilar uses; the only sentences
which are in some way related are those belonging to the same language-game. Transformational grammar, on the
other hand, fails to distinguish among the multitude of functions which sentences serve. It takes language as a coherent
structure and describes it in terms of a set of systematically related rules. 66

Instead, Brown contends, the inguist should proceed by analyzing the use of expressions, and this requires learning the rules
governing such usage:

to learn the use of a sign we look to ordinary language to discover the function it has, or the purpose it serves there.
We in fact look to surface structure to discover the rules behind the ordinary use of signs. Yet can we recognize the
nse of rules if we do not have a priori k