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I Ordered Pairs and Mental Entities

In section 53 of Word and Object, Quine argues that the set-theoretical
explications of the concept of the ordered pair offered by mathematicians
such as Wiener and Kuratowski give us a model for the clarification of
philosophically troublesome ideas. According to Quine, ordered pairs
might seem indispensible in science. But at the same time they have
appeared unclear to many philosophers, who have argued that an
extensional treatment of the logic of relations can be satisfactory only to
the extent that we can give a transparent and substantial explanation of
what an ordered pair really is." Quine cites Peirce as someone who tries
to meet this sort of demand. The explanation Peirce offers is mentalistic,
but it is not the mentalism that Quine regards as the most fundamental
problem with Peirce’s account. Rather, Quine finds the very idea that a
substantial philosophical explanation is needed mistaken. According to
Quine, what Wiener and Kuratowski offer is something very different:
they free us from trouble by showing how to replace the notion of
ordered pair with a clearer substitute that fulfills all the relevant scientific
functions of the old concept. Thus, instead of directly confronting those
aspects of the idea of ordered pair that confuse us, Quine argues that we
do not have to care about those confusing aspects. Allegedly, explica-

1 See, for example, Russell (1903), 98. Interesting historical surveys of the troubles
logicians and philosophers have had in trying to handle the notion of ordered pair
are given in Dipert (1982) and Kanamori (2003).
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tions like those of Wiener and Kuratowski dissolve rather than solve our
difficulties: ‘when explication banishes a problem it does so by showing
it to be in an important sense unreal; viz., in the sense of proceeding only
from needless usages’ (Quine, 1960, 260).

Spontaneously, one might want to object that it is essential to ordered
pairs that they can contain the same members and yet be different:
<x,y>#<y,x>. Hence, it may be argued, no set-theoretical substitute can
fully capture the sense in which ordered pairs are ordered. Quine, how-
ever, rejects all such talk of essences and senses. As I will show, this
anti-essentialist attitude is intimately related to his view of the ontologi-
cal import of explication procedures. According to Quine, an explication
should help us reform our established theory of the world so that the
resulting scheme assumes an ontology that is as sparse as possible.
Allegedly, what Wiener and Kuratowski show is simply that whatever
good is accomplished by talking of ordered pairs can be accomplished
by talking of sets. And, Quine adds, ‘[a] similar view can be taken of
every case of explication: explication is elimination’ (Quine, 1960, 260).

What, exactly, does Quine mean by ‘elimination’ in this context? One
thing he seems to have in mind is that explication shows a certain
vocabulary to be scientifically superfluous. There is, in this sense, a
terminological elimination involved. More importantly, Quine thinks
explication makes possible the elimination of ontological commitments.
The explication procedure allows us to abandon an old theory where
certain existential assumptions are made, in favor of a new, streamlined
version in which those assumptions are not made.

It may therefore seem reasonable to classify Quine as an eliminativist
with regard to the objects purportedly referred to by the explicated
terms. And this label is all right, as long as one keeps in mind that Quine
is an eliminativist only in a rather unusual sense of the word. In fact,
given a more common use of the term ‘eliminativism,” Quine is not an
eliminativist at all. For being an eliminativist in the usual sense of the
word involves distinguishing one’s own standpoint from views that
identify the objects purportedly referred to by the explicated terms with
the objects referred to by the terms doing the explication. For example,
in the case of ordered pairs, an eliminativist in the usual sense of the
word takes successful explication to show that ordered pairs do not exist,
as opposed to showing that they are identical with sets. What makes
Quine’s eliminativism unusual is that he does not acknowledge this
opposition. He thinks the alleged distinction between explication as
elimination and explication as identification is without substance.

The significance and originality of Quine’s conception of explication
is particularly striking when it comes to his account of what it means to
give a physicalist explication of mental concepts. According to Quine,
the point of positing mental states and events can only be that such




Quine on Explication and Elimination 59

positing has a systematizing function in theories of human behavior,
analogous to the way in which the positing of elementary particles in
physics allows us to give systematic predictions and explanations of the
behavior of physical objects. But, he asks, would not the positing of
bodily states and events have a similar systematizing function?
‘[Slurely,” he continues,

as much organization could be achieved by positing merely certain correlative
physiological states and events instead. Nor need we spot special centers in the body
for these seizures; physical states of the undivided organism will serve, whatever
their finer physiology. Lack of a detailed physiological explanation of the states is
scarcely an objection to acknowledging them as states of human bodies, when we
reflect that those who posit the mental states and events have no details of appropri-
ate mechanisms to offer nor, what with their mind-body problem, prospects of any.
The bodily states exist anyway; why add the others? (Quine, 1960, 264)

The spirit of this passage may seem straightforwardly eliminativist, in
the usual sense of the word. Apparently, Quine is arguing that we should
not assume the existence of mental states and events, since bodily states
and events suffice to handle the relevant data and produce the predic-
tions we want. Thus, he might seem to be contradicting a supposedly
alternative line of thought, according to which what happens when we
abandon the old mentalistic theory in favor of a new, physicalist succes-
sor is not that we drop the assumption that mental states and events exist,
but that we reject the mistaken assumption that mental states and events
are distinct from physical states and events. According to this seemingly
alternative way of viewing the matter, the mistake of the old theory is
that it involves certain false claims about mental states, claims according
to which mental states are not physical. But, the argument goes, aban-
doning those false claims does not amount to banishing mental states
from the universe. Instead, it means coming to understand better the true
nature of such states.

This latter conception characterizes standard forms of the so-called
identity theory of mind. If Quine were an eliminativist in the usual sense,
one would expect him to reject the identity theory as false. This, however,
he does not do. On the contrary, he sees no substantial conflict at all here.
Indeed, he explicitly says that ‘the distinction between an eliminative
and an explicative physicalism is unreal” (Quine, 1960, 265). In Quine’s
view, the supposedly fundamental difference boils down to a matter of
rhetoric. To insist on one of these alternatives, he says, is just to insist on
‘a way of phrasing matters’ (Quine, 1960, 261).

At least before the 1980s, Quine tended to prefer the eliminativist
idiom. His most explicit reason for doing so is that the eliminativist way
of talking provides a more secure protection against the allure of men-
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talism. ‘[PJroduct though the identity theory is of hard-headed materi-
alism,” Quine says,

we must beware of its sedative use to relieve intellectual discomfort. We canimagine
someone appealing to the identity theory to excuse his own free and uncritical
recourse to mentalistic semantics. We can imagine him pleading that it is after all
just a matter of physiology, even if no one knows quite how. This would be a sad
irony indeed, and the repudiation theory has the virtue, over the identity theory, of
precluding it. (Quine, 1975, 95; cf. Stemmer, 2001, Gibson, 2004a)

The mere fact that Quine prefers the eliminativist way of talking, how-
ever, does not mean that he can be classified as an eliminativist in the
usual sense of the word. In fact, Quine’s justification of eliminativist talk
in terms of what is rhetorically advisable makes it quite clear that his
eliminativism is not the usual one. Again, eliminativism typically in-
volves the view that there is a difference that is not just a matter of
rhetoric between claiming that mental states do not exist and claiming
that mental states are identical with physical states. Insofar as elimina-
tivism and the identity theory are defined as standing in such substantial
opposition to one another, Quine is neither an eliminativist nor an
identity theorist. According to Quine, using explication as a philosophi-
cal method means refusing to take sides in conflicts of this sort.

This aspect of Quine’s conception of explication has not received much
attention in the literature. Quine is often and more or less routinely
classified as an ‘eliminative materialist,” while the details of his actual
viewpoint are ignored. In what follows, my aim is to provide a more
faithful account of his conception. In section II, I look more closely at
Quine’s paradigm example of ordered pairs. In section III, I clarify the
philosophically more central case of mental entities. In the course of my
investigation, I exhibit the connection between Quine’s conception of
explication and other fundamental aspects of his philosophical outlook.
I highlight the importance of his doctrine of ontological relativity, and
consider his general view of the relation between language, experience
and reality upon which that doctrine rests. In this connection, I also stress
the crucial significance of Quine’s commitment to extensionalism.

II A Closer Look at the Case of Ordered Pairs

The case of ordered pairs is unusually clear-cut, says Quine, since the
notion of ordered pair was more or less deliberately introduced as
subject to one very simple postulate, namely,

(1) If <x,y>=<z,w>, then x=z and y=w.

Wiener proposed that we identify the ordered pair <x,y> with the set
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{{x},{y,@}}.2 Identical sets have the same members; hence, if {{x} {y,d}}=
{{z},{w,@}}, then x=z and y=w. So, Wiener’s construal takes care of postu-
late (1). Admittedly, Wiener’s substitute does not have ‘the same mean-
ing’ as the original concept. But this is not a pertinent objection to the
explication procedure, for explication in Quine’s sense involves no syn-
onymy claims. On the contrary, that there are certain differences between
the original concept and the substitute might be said to be the very point
of the procedure. Again, one of the aims of explication is precisely to get
rid of those confusing characteristics that make the original concept dif-
ferent from the new one, and that might tempt us to ask questions which
are better treated as extraneous don’t-cares.

An important consequence of Quine’s view of explication is that one
and the same concept might be explicated in different ways, all of which
are equally acceptable. As long as the proposed substitutes do the
relevant theoretical work, everything is all right. Thus, Kuratowski’s
explication of the notion of ordered pair, according to which <x,y> is
identical with {{x},{x,y}}, is just as good as Wiener’s. As Quine puts it,
Wiener’s and Kuratowski’s construals ‘conflict with one another only
out among the don’t-cares’ (Quine, 1960, 260).

This relaxed attitude toward different explications of one and the same
concept — ‘Which is right? All are’ (Quine, 1960, 260) — might seem
exceedingly tolerant. For two explications of one and the same concept
are not just different in meaning. Often they are incompatible even at the
extensional level. Thus, Wiener identifies the ordered pair <2,7> with the
set {{2},{7,&}}, whereas Kuratowski identifies the same pair with
{{2},{2,7}}. Now, if we hold that these explications are equally correct,
then don’t we, in effect, subscribe to the claim that <2,7> is identical with
both {{2},17, @}} and {{2},12,7}}? Which, by the symmetry and transitivity
of identity, entails that {{2},{7, @}}={{2},{2,7}}; which is absurd.

This objection involves a misunderstanding of Quine’s point (cf. Ben-
acerraf, 1965). When Quine claims that Wiener’s and Kuratowski’s ex-
plications are equally right, he is not saying that the sentences
‘<2,7>={{2},{7, C}}’ and "<2,7>={{2},{2,7}}" are both true. Rather, what he
means is just that the streamlinings of theory offered by these explica-
tions do not differ significantly in terms of simplicity and systematicity,
and that no one is better than the other at helping us foresee new
observations in the light of previous sensory experience. That is, Wie-

2 This is Quine’s rendering of Wiener’s definition. In fact, Wiener worked within
Russellian type theory, and a more faithful rendering of his definition is:
<x,y>={{{x},D},{{y}}}, where x and y are of the same type and & is the null class of
the next type. Cf Wiener 1914 and Kanamori 2003, 290.
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ner’s and Kuratowski’s explications are equally right in the following
sense: no matter which alternative we choose, we can get rid of the
assumption that ordered pairs exist besides sets, and yet continue to
exploit all parts of theory where the old notion of ordered pair used to
do its work. With similar gains in theoretical expediency, the suggested
explications show how to abandon the assumption that ordered pairs
exist in addition to sets. The ontological commitments of ordinary set-the-
ory suffice to account for the scientific function of ordered pairs.

Even if they are in principle superfluous, it will be convenient to retain
expressions of the form ‘<x,y>" as parts of our vocabulary. Accepting
Wiener’s explication means treating, say, ‘<2,7>" as interchangeable with
‘{12},{7,D}},” whereas accepting Kuratowski’s explication means treating
'<2,7>’ as interchangeable with ‘{{2},{2,7}}." These different construals are
both fine, but mutually exclusive. What we are not allowed to do is treat
‘<2,7>" as interchangeable with both ‘{{2},{7,J}}" and ‘{{2},{2,7}}.” Given
Wiener’s explication, <2,7> is identical with {{2},{7,&8}} and not with
{{2},{2,7}}. Given Kuratowski’s equally justified explication, <2,7> is
identical with {{2},{2,7}} and not with {{2},{7,2}}.

What comes to the surface here is the intimate connection between the
possibility of mutually incompatible yet equally justified explications
and Quine’s doctrine of ontological relativity, according to which ‘[t]o
say what objects someone is talking about is to say no more than how we
propose to translate his terms into ours’ (Quine, 1981, 20). Before Wiener
and Kuratowski, mathematicians employed the unexplicated notion of
ordered pair. If, after Wiener and Kuratowski, we purport to say what
those old mathematicians were talking about, we propose a particular
translation into set-theory — one among various. The pointis that there is
no such thing as first deciding what the mathematicians were talking about
and then settling for a particular translation. We cannot, as it were, rise
above the activity of translation and ask, from such a detached viewpoint,
What were those old mathematicians really referring to? Saying that they
were talking about sets of the form {{x},{y,J}} is just to translate their
pronouncements in terms of the Wiener explication; saying that they
were talking about sets of the form {{x},{x,y}} is just to translate their
pronouncements in terms of the Kuratowski explication; and that is all.

Hence it might be misleading to say that identity statements of the
form ‘<x,y>={{x},{y,&}},” or ‘<x,y>={{x},{x,y}},” justify the transition from
the old theory to a streamlined successor theory. Again, the transition
from the old theory in which the notion of ordered pair had not yet been
explicated to a streamlined successor theory of either the Wiener or the
Kuratowski variety, is justified merely by the fact that the successor
theory enables us to organize and predict sensory input in a more
efficient manner. There is no additional justification consisting in the fact
that <x,y> is somehow really identical with, say, {{x},{y,}}.
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In fact, if we prefer, we may account for the desired streamlining in
terms of replacement rather than identification. This means opting for a
purely eliminativist rhetoric: instead of saying that what the old mathe-
maticians called ‘<x,y>" is identical with what we call ‘{{x},{y,&}},’ we say
that what those old mathematicians purported to talk about did not exist.
According to this way of phrasing matters, explication is not a matter of
identifying ordered pairs with sets, but of showing that we can talk of
{{x},{ly, )} instead of <x,y>, the latter being treated as a non-existent entity
onapar withSanta Claus. Aslong as we remember that such eliminativist
jargon is neither more nor less justified than a construal in terms of
identification, everything is all right. Our choice has no deeper founda-
tion than rhetorical taste and terminological convenience.

Allthishangs together with some of Quine’s most central philosophical
ideas. According to Quine, the basic connection between language and
reality isnot the referential connectionbetween objects and words, but the
causal connection between sensory stimuli and the observation sentences
thatweassentto ordissentfromasprompted by thosestimuli. Thismeans,
among other things, that what fundamentally matters to the empirical ade-
quacy of a translation manual is not its particular specifications of reference,
but its capacity to do justice to the manner in which the language that is
being translated constitutes a response to sensory input. Postulating con-
nections between words and objects is important only insofar as it helps
the translator capture the ways in which sentences are related to theirritation
of sensory surfaces. The translator’s fundamental concern will be the
patterns of sentence-to-sentence and sentence-to-stimuli links, as those
patterns are exhibited in the behavior of the speakers of the language. As
long as the translation manual provides a sufficiently good model of the
relevantbehavioral regularities, its ascriptions of reference are allowed to
fallastheymay. And if thereare models thatall dojustice to the behavioral
data, but thatascribereference in mutually incompatible ways, thereisno
objective ground for picking onerather than another. Again, Quine thinks
there is no absolute way of making ontological ascriptions: specifications
of what someone is talking about are always relative to a manual of
translation (Quine, 1986, 460 and 1992, 52; see also Hylton, 2004).

Where there is agreement about relevant criteria of identity, questions
about reference, difference and identity are routinely resolved. Consider
the claim that Wiener’s and Kuratowski’s explications are incompatible.
This claim is accepted by all who understand the language of set-theory.
Sharing the language of set-theory involves agreeing upon identity
criteria for sets — criteria which entail that, in all cases where x#J,
{{(x} Ay, DH={{x},{x,y}}. Thus, if they were asked, Wiener, Kuratowski, the
old mathematicians who used the non-explicated concept of ordered
pair, as well as modern readers of the present paper, can all be presumed
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to agree that Wiener and Kuratowski assign different objects to expres-
sions of the form “<x,y>."

By contrast, there are no shared criteria of identity by means of which
it can be decided whether or not, say, <2,7> is identical with {{2},{7,&}}.
Importantly, what Quine is willing to count as behavioral evidence is of
no help here, since the interpretation of such evidence presupposes that
the relevant criteria of identity have already been determined. For exam-
ple, let us suppose that mathematicians before Wiener would not have
assented to sentences such as ‘<2,7>={{2},{7,3}},” or {2}€ <2,7>.” Indeed,
for the sake of argument, let us suppose that those mathematicians
explicitly dissented from such sentences. If Quine is right, this does not
falsify the claim that their term ‘<2,7>" referred to the set {{2},{7,J}}.
According to Quine, nothing stands in the way of construing their dissent
as the manifestation of false beliefs about {{2},{7, &}}, rather than as
evidence that they did not use ‘<2,7>’ to talk about {{2},{7, &}}. On the
other hand, nothing makes such a construal more legitimate than a con-
strual according to which <2,7> is not identical with {{2},{7,&}} but with
{{2},{2,7}}, or a construal according to which <2,7> does not exist at all.

The usual, non-Quinean sort of eliminativist is not satisfied by being
told that according to Wiener’s explication, <2,7> is identical with
{{2},{7,}}, whereas according to Kuratowski’s explication, <2,7> is iden-
tical with {{2},{2,7}}. Nor is he satisfied by being told that his own claim,
that <2,7> does not exist, is just as fine as such identity claims. For he
wants to say that what is really the case is that the <2,7> which the old
mathematicians purported to talk about does not exist. Indeed, it is
precisely at this supposedly deeper level that the conflict between this
usual sort of eliminativist and his opponent is meant to take place: they
try to quarrel about the nature and existence of ordered pairs in a non-
relative, absolute sort of way. According to Quine, this quarrel is idle.

It must be kept in mind that Quine’s belittling attitude toward the
seemingly fundamental worries about the identity and existence of
ordered pairs is perfectly compatible with his claim that explication
involves the elimination of ontological commitments. That such elimi-
nation occurs is not under debate. Quine agrees with both usual elimi-
nativists and their opponents that set-theoretical explications of the
notion of ordered pair involve the transition from a theory that is
committed to the view that ordered pairs exist in addition to sets, to a
new, streamlined theory that involves no such assumption. What usual
eliminativists and their opponents are debating is what it means to give
up this assumption. The eliminativists think it means denying that
ordered pairs exist. Their opponents think it means discovering that
ordered pairs are identical with sets. Quine’s attitude is that insofar as
this disagreement is seen as something else than a matter of rhetorical
preference, it can and should be discarded.
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This attitude is a manifestation of Quine’s extensionalism. If he is right,
the debate between the standard eliminativist and his opponent cannot
achieve its apparent significance without recourse to intensional, essen-
tialist discourse. In effect, the usual sort of eliminativist is arguing that
being distinct from sets is such a central feature of ordered pairs (or of
the concept of ordered pair, or of the meaning of the term ‘ordered pair’)
that to give up the assumption that ordered pairs exist in addition to sets
is, a fortiori, to give up the assumption that ordered pairs exist. By contrast,
his opponent is arguing that being distinct from sets is not such a central
feature of ordered pairs, and, hence, that someone who gives up the
assumption that ordered pairs exist in addition to sets does not have to
deny that ordered pairs exist. According to Quine, and pace both the
standard eliminativist and his opponent, the most reasonable and fruit-
ful thing we can do is stop worrying about the essence of ordered pairs,
or about the concept of ordered pair, or about the meaning of the term
‘ordered pair.” Quine regards it as a virtue of successful explication that
it shows how laying such worries aside can be conducive to scientific
progress and clarity.

III  Explicating the Mental

Quine’s conception of physicalist explications of the mental is in all
relevant aspects similar to his conception of set-theoretical explications
of the notion of ordered pair. There are of course differences between the
two cases, differences that Quine is aware of. One such difference is that
present-day neuroscience does not provide the material needed for a
detailed physicalist explication that identifies each mental state with a
neurologically specified state of the body. There are, in this sense, no
Wiener and Kuratowski of neurology. According to Quine, however,
this should not stop us from explicating away the dualist view that there
exists a separate sphere of mental entities. As I have already quoted him
saying, ‘[1Jack of detailed physiological explanation of [mental] states is
scarcely an objection to acknowledging them as states of human bodies.’
Let us have a closer look at why Quine thinks a detailed physiological
account is not required here.

Quine’s strategy for taking us from a dualist theory to a theory which
posits no non-physical mental entities has one limitation: it is applicable
only to forms of dualism that do not assume disembodied minds. In other
words, for Quine’s strategy to be applicable, the dualist theory has to
admit that for each particular mental state there is a corresponding bodily
state. The relevant notion of correspondence is purely extensional: what
has to be admitted is just that each mental state is coincident with some
state of the body. And itis not required that we are able to give a detailed
physiological specification of the bodily state. Indeed, it suffices if the
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bodily state is characterized as the bodily state of having or accompanying
a mind to which the relevant mentalistic predicates apply. For example,
the bodily state that corresponds to feeling pain can be characterized
simply as: the bodily state of having a mind that is in pain. If such
correspondence between mental states and bodily states is granted,
Quine thinks we can just ‘transfer the mentalistic predicates to the body,
bypassing the purported mental substance’ (Quine, 1995, 85). Instead of
accounting for John's feeling pain in terms of his having a non-corporeal
mind thatis in a state of pain, we drop the reference to the non-corporeal
mind and interpret the predicate ‘is feeling pain’ as being applicable
directly to John’s body. Analoguously, we treat ‘John’s mind is thinking
about Fermat’s Last Theorem’ as replaceable by ‘John’s body is thinking
about Fermat’s Last Theorem.” In this sort of way, we eliminate all
references to distinct mental entities. Mental predicates will of course
remain, but they will now be taken to apply only to physical things. The
supposed need to posit separate mental entities is thereby shown to be an
illusion. (See also Quine, 1976, 243, and Quine, 1981, 18-19.)

Quine calls the resulting monism ‘effortless” — ‘form without sub-
stance’ (Quine, 1995, 86). A more substantial explication would involve
a detailed physiological account of the mechanisms of mental phenom-
ena. In the case of sensations, such as pain, Quine thinks the future
prospects for substantial explication are good: ‘neurologists no doubt
understand its neural mechanism to a considerable degree, and pain can
be identified with that’ (Quine, 1995, 86). Such identification would
constitute an interpretation of all pain-talk as talk about the relevant
neural mechanism. When it comes to the propositional attitudes, how-
ever, Quine admits that finding neural or other physiological or behav-
ioral ersiitze seems much less plausible: “The notion of an exhaustive class
of states each of which qualifies as thinking about Fermat’s Last Theo-
rem, and each of which is specifiable in purely physiological terms,
seems discouragingly unrealistic’ (Quine, 1995, 87). Quine concedes that
‘we must perhaps acquiesce in the psychophysical dualism of predicates,
though clinging to our effortless monism of substance’ (Quine, 1995, 87).
It is sometimes suggested that Quine is here adopting a position first
developed by Donald Davidson (see, for example, Orenstein, 2002, 168).
What is today called anomalous monism, however, is a conception
Quine has been advocating at least since 1954 (see, for example, ‘The
Scope and Language of Science,” reprinted in Quine, 1976, 228-45).3

3 Thanks to an anonymous referee for emphasizing Quine’s early advocacy of anoma-
lous monism.
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As in the case of ordered pairs, Quine holds that the choice between
eliminativist and identity theorist construals of physicalist explications
of the mental is only a matter of rhetorical taste and convenience. He
agrees with both eliminativists and identity theorists that a physicalist
explication takes us from an old, dualist theory according to which there
are non-physical mental entities to a theory that does not postulate such
a separate sphere of mental phenomena. What eliminativists and iden-
tity theorists disagree about, however, is whether this transition involves
a repudiation of mental entities. Eliminativists presume that dualism is
integral to the very idea of the mental, and, thus, that abandoning
dualism commits us to the claim that mental entities do not exist. Identity
theorists, by contrast, argue that being mental is compatible with being
physical, and, indeed, that abandoning dualism in favor of physicalism
means coming to understand better what mental entities really are.
Quine thinks this controversy lacks substance, the only difference being
that the identity theorist’s way of talking sounds less harsh. ‘The reduc-
tion of the mental to the physical ... can be characterized in either of two
ways: as explaining or as explaining away. There is no difference, but the
first phrasing has a gentler ring’ (Quine, 1995, 86).

There might seem to be no room for this sort of relaxed attitude. One
is tempted to object that there must be a fact of the matter as to whether
the entity that dualists purport to refer to when they use an expression
such as ‘John’s mind’ exists. In Quine’s view, however, such an objection
mistakenly takes it for granted that when the dualist uses an expression
such as ‘John’s mind,” what constitutes the identity of the entity in
question has somehow already been determined. Quine point is that
such determination will have to be relative to a proposed translation of
the dualist’s verbal behavior. Such relativity is precisely what those who
see a substantial difference between eliminativism and the identity
theory are denying. Standard eliminativists and identity theorists both
take it for granted that the relevant identity criteria are somehow inher-
ent in the old, dualist way of talking, and are therefore settled antece-
dently to our decision to interpret the dualist idiom in a particular
fashion. According to the usual sort of eliminativist, those antecedently
determined identity criteria are such that, given a materialist world-
view, the expression ‘John’s mind’ lacks reference. According to the
identity theorist, the criteria are such that, given a materialist world-
view, ‘John’s mind’ refers to a physical entity.

Quine is not denying the purely logical point that John’s mind must
either exist or not exist. His claim is just that it is only against the
background of an agreement about the relevant criteria of identity that
questions about the existence of John’s mind can be given a determinate
answer, and that, in the case at hand, there are no objective, extensionally
characterizable facts by reference to which it is possible to resolve the
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disagreement between the eliminativist and the identity theorist as to
what the adequate criteria of identity are. The eliminativistinsists that the
relevant criteria of identity are such that they preclude an identification
of John’s mind with anything corporeal. The identity theorist, on the
other hand, insists that John’s mind is identical with John’s body. He
shares the eliminativist’s materialism, but argues that the expression
‘John’s mind” does refer, and that the dualist is just mistaken, in an
ordinary, factual sense, about the corporeal nature of John’s mind. The
problemis that, justasin the parallel case of ordered pairs, neither of these
standpoints seem possible to substantiate without recourse to intensional
discourse. In order to maintain the view that there is a substantial oppo-
sition between eliminativism and the identity theory, the eliminativist
will, in effect, have to argue that mental entities are somehow essentially
non-physical, or that the ‘concept’ of mental entities is such that talking
of mental entities as physical somehow involves transgressing concep-
tual boundaries. Conversely, the identity theorist will have to presume
that distinctness from physical entities is not essential to the mental, or
that he can assent to ‘John’s mind is identical with John’s body’ without
violating any conceptual restrictions. According to Quine, this need to
invoke non-extensional discourse shows that the debate is without objec-
tive foundation. What may look like a genuine, scientific issue is in fact a
rhetorical surface phenomenon. The choice between eliminativism and
the identity theory depends only on which way of talking we like the best.

IV  Conclusion

‘Extensionality,” says Quine, ‘is much of the glory of predicate logic, and
it is much of the glory of any science that can be grammatically embed-
ded in predicate logic. I find extensionality necessary, indeed, though
not sufficient, for my full understanding of a theory’ (Quine, 1995, 90-1).
A quick way of summarizing what I have done in this paper is to say
that I have clarified the interconnection between Quine’s extensionalism
and his conception of explication as philosophical method.

One aspect of this interconnection is that Quine regards the achieve-
ment of extensional theory as a central goal of explication procedures. He
thinks science, properly regimented, is extensional, and explication is
crucial to the achievement of such regimentation. Physicalist explications
of mentalistic language may at first seem unsuccessful in this respect,
since Quine admits that finding substitutes for the idioms of proposi-
tional attitude is hopeless. It should be noticed, however, that he is
nevertheless convinced that we can give such idioms an innocuous exten-
sional reading, at least in de dicto contexts, by treating believing, intend-
ing, and so forth, as relations between people and sentences (Quine, 1992,
67-73 and 1995, 91-8). If such extensional treatment were not possible, he
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would hardly be prepared to count the social sciences, in which the
idioms of propositional attitude are indispensable, as genuinely scien-
tific.

But Quine’s extensionalism manifests itself not only in his view that
extensional theory is the goal of explication procedures. As I have
emphasized throughout this paper, it also governs his conception of
how, precisely, the ontological import of explication procedures is to be
understood. According to Quine, Wiener’s and Kuratowski’s set-theo-
retical explications of the notion of ordered pair are both fine. To think
that one of them does better justice to the notion of ordered pair than the
other, or that none of them can do adequate justice to the notion of
ordered pair, is to think, mistakenly, that there is something such expli-
cations fail to capture even if they manage to do full justice to the relevant
uses of terms of the form “<x,y>.” A similar mistake is made by those who
think there is a substantial difference between eliminativist and identity
theoretical construals of how explication works. To claim that there is
such a substantial difference is, in effect, to presume that an explication
procedure is answerable to something else than extensionally charac-
terizable features of the employment of the terms which get explicated.
Itis to presume that an explication procedure is answerable to something
beyond such facts, something whose adequate characterization requires
intensional language: essences, meanings, concepts, or whatever.

At least within the philosophy of mind, eliminativists and identity
theorists usually proud themselves of being naturalists. If Quine is right,
this self-understanding is in conflict with the very idea that eliminativ-
ism and the identity theory are rival conceptions. For there is no way to
construe the alleged dispute as scientific, given the worldview of prop-
erly regimented contemporary science. Eliminativists and identity theo-
rists may believe that, in criticizing each other, they are doing the science
of the mind. Quine disagrees. To our best knowledge, the question they
are debating has no scientific substance at all.*
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