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ol ZA¥A wAAHAY”

E] b4
oelat: ohte)Eal Ay} A 3.1 Y2 AAZ
[ olg9) #uA 74 3.2 REFs) e 98 A
0. o2 AY¥H o ZAAY O, ol&°lZEA Yedel dEe =9
1 olgal 44 429 £ L. a42e Hals

1.1 1433 4|2 (Epistemological Holism) 1.1 of B ctsle) 74

1.2 375 4+=A (Revisability Thesis ) 1.2 Quine & 274

1.3 o] 2r|AA 4 =4 (Thesis of the 2, Alod 9 (Naturalism)

Underdetermination of Theory ) V., 2520 BT 4 Ag
Lol BRI A 4o sy FHa gy
LU A YR 7wk 4

He g Djsto| 2ot B A

N

+ ARz Agslual s AHatedeor 3%
T ok AGAEL AdAAE 280] LANE e BEL gbEw s)gse o] 2
| %83, ztde] #4g Ay 3222 oz Ay - o Zeof st JFE W
(Zhy 2] old H&w, #45 APl WA As)dnt DY 4 glon, o] X Lo
( theoretical terms )& EYsle 7144 Udubslel o] 807 AgsE Agdao)a &
Ml A S Yo e DdAdxe]
A sto] sabol] it ‘weld ¥4 Vo2 olsixichy o] #4, 0|8 F
Z, o] &3 ZE @A, o] 2745 A2 AAH FAEL oA et s} Fo

* X RIT 1984 EE BHLBRA R
1) o] wle] $42 seElale g9 sbTshi Aol ohdel, 1 &z F AAAY AAH A
A2 st st Holoh A AleA - Az et 2 E 4“%"]7‘ odeldq Fdel
A et E40l ‘logic of science ' of vk, 3}8he] ojojoll hd}l w2 A +4E, T A E
AA A el A T4 (rational reconstruction) & T8 3l7 & 2y 224, 1 TF
52 well-determined rules ol i |53, 1 Foll4 2E HA 7} H4Y ¢ Q= oo

=2

£ 743k doleh  cf. Carnap (1938,42~ 43 ), Hempel (1952, 23)
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o

gt BA 9 sz} ek APFAxEL R g 2d e AP 2§
shgul, 1 Asel olebH, YubAel o] EHUAEL A stebslw APH A5
duiste s)dsold winl, H ek et ol & el wmhebd o] EA48eirt A¥)
b d4bge, Ad o4 A4 Bsbsd 4% 224 4T v w2 74
£ ojsixlch wid, el E2EL e o) Ee Tz AAA AYdE Az
Quine (What, 31 ) o] Z8§l%o], spge] &2 Frixl ksl AHezye hd L ¥e
ot A% % FA43) AAE P FAHL A2 Aol o3 JAHA) gow

oL

E:3
drré":w

ol

19

3}ato] Bolete o] ol M E¥ A ‘e et 1% oy fAlast ge Al
3 & AEY Holch? X =FelldE, AT HAlold, o2 AYAslze] FA

£ ohF:Hx g,

zled A x 42 slzo] HEF BT T o) B3 A FAE Tv dolnh AFIATRE
Al Ee] A=, o AAL Aol A} AYRAH Uz Lol 28 M@= olop b
2 AR, o] FAMAAE A2 AP 2E Aol s Ar okl e w Al
vl g 4 g Bolrh R 48l 7z Tt %ﬁ—% ol o H&slA|, oAt F
Fo walEo] A 2ol 7] 2E o] Fesldl dE &0z uiEo] YEhdeh o]FAl,
spsto] 1 $lol] slulshE Mo JE e AR —"'—El*é-&i‘rﬁ zpof] os 2= gR
Aol, 7| 8w (ProtokollsAtze )d =& aarfatolct 2E zste] PAE 71 by
iz a1l =elA2F9 % (Logical Empiricists )] Alglo] 42¢ A% $¢
B, o] Ro] Agal o oujrt Holslm el s}t A mR o] Eel 4L AH
Ei sarolole] reln war 4 % Aol ofxl oleldt Aol WA spszl AA
Aol wlake Fohl HFRZ o] Bz

i) 5 alo] 2 ( two lnguage model)a] T ¥k 3 ol £ ol As] el
-A o) By ' o) B iy BE, HeldFFelxte] A 74A % (reconstuction
programme )l |8 Fusgeh 252 3}sto] Eo] T} s Mol gk A= o] B
odoy ' o} ‘aatale] ' 4fole) o ARt o] E & MR el o] oj¥He] HA¥ + W
& AA3E vake] #82, o] iuje] uaidael AL Ak A F gol Tl
RELYA 2617 + &g A A Vs, B 2L o BEAYE AHse 3D

—v—‘

2) “A R o} o) W Lot @A F gl o) F 7k - evidential value 2} systematic
value — & ¥ZE 7 gonf FoiAl AAA ol g 3 = HEY FAYtg dolEe]o}
stesh £E 2 92, mm‘z}——«l A& )4l wel o2k Quine (191, What, p.31)

3) o] 22 722 A5 A2 R,Carnap® O,Neurath®] 79+ 7| &FAo|s M, Schlick il Al
= 2294 ( fundamental propositions ) ¢ o},

4) cf. H. Putnam (1962), P, Achinstein ( 1965)

5) cf.T.S.Kuhn(1970),N R Hanson, Pattermns of Discovery, Cambridge Univ, Press,
1958,
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o2 Rl Fxbe) Asist Soid, Ao oldt FAH AAH Yo e e
Ade 28 + g Aol

ii) ol Bo] @A sliel 2ZEshokat doke Aol AT #F oA, Aol A
2alo] =4l =3} ( justification) FAle] g Hoew, O ARz (observation
report ) ulel] o}k o] A ekslo] dlgzt, @ ZAHell oAt Hdsle] Aol AHez T
ERch @€ AR} o)A AE AAHA RiUrvke FHoRA, FYHoE F
A9l, k¥ Erb53 ohe] o] Bol EAIE Fdhe & AHelvh O, o€ A2
£ ZAYolnlk 9 Z3he Ao] ohdele FHLRA, AlAld] T o] Eo] 2dd} = o] Eo
& FA AYHE 2dFua B Aol AT i) olE3k 2ol A AYHAR
Apol o] ALl EA-o] ¥t Mg AN Eolzty ¥ F ok & =L @F, o8 #
# A u]Ad 24 ( empirical underdetermination) -4 &2 Quineo} =22 24& o
=} ghe}l, Quine o F4ke] @M of Eéke Kuhn °l Az AFA 2 Dol ofdd B
zZhert she A, wooh AWl wel 1A FeHos v "
o] Fe Bx.2 o|lZa A2 Al dldt AAEH FAE, Quines] o] EvA A 4
=#) (Thesis of the Underdetermination of Theory) & ¥3] x93l zold, A 5
2 oA AR olAdRx oo F yhs|w ol TFAIHoR o4 o] wAle] W
AL eeldEFoate) gz e BFus B8 4, [olA, A7t Y5k
dg 4 desbE dol B Aol of 7|4 o] &9 AHEA viEHAH A7 FH el
A2 elst %A sAY F gderh, £ elEAAEA T s TR
-AlE AR vRA éi”ﬂ?} 1‘%‘351“1 AL ol &
5o Ao} Ao vt £4-¢ 2+t Quine

, o] & - aloje} olnjq DH s L-—|~e°] st o] w3 e "'S-J‘L/‘é° otz 23l ol

?‘fHEM o= ofch o] AHE (holism) o]} o] Er A A Al wxl, w2455}
o Aol g H-FEEul Fete AL oivi® Quined| zEAFe Fa4E w4
7= g2t Aol o] BulAA e wAlE felrh AR wolEdx A 2l w}
2z e 4 JdEst sbe FAe, MY Avielel M,128 11, 1264 FEHez oF
sk o) Be|AA A =AY spA T o), 270l AF - J4 B2 H1A 4<% Quine
o] MEAl FAshE vl Loid utitehe Holrh F 2 wAlv AEAA, 435
14} & ( foundationalism ol 448, M 28 ‘xjadstgl o4&’ o022 HuE YL
gel, @-Noll4 s 7]2Be] &R FHoln, Q14| &2 2t ofFA o] Folals, A o)
A2 od e stA, = YT Aok 4AY F et ste TAE oHEC

ae R
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2xd AYBAAE, APo2ye FeldhaA & AL A4eR AAAA Ykt o
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o A Fole) 4 EeldSFealER, el Folxl A (what is “given” in experience)
Lo2fel A4 AAE =elA E.?‘oll o T4 dtel Carnap(1961,v.)& =}4]
o] A4S “AAHdow Folzxl A (the immediately given) g x| 43l Hde 7]
£ flo| 4, BE Bope] 4o MdEe FRlAMTAL 54 "ozt shyict e
A3t A7) AAlol HE =el ATk old A4BA Ag)e, ‘weAd A T4
2] (Logical Reconstructionism) 'eli £}

ol4l &9 Bxe el (Erkenntnisse )2 Huis}g 9jgF uwlwl & F 4384 A o))
& A4 Eg, 24 °l Z7bo] ofFA A ABls| st F 13le] oA AR 24gle] F
H¥ & deske Falsior gtef Carnap (1928,305) o] o35bd a8 Hwsle oA o]
6% A4 W EE cheeleln AHA HE 45 d el AREozd F s
22 g &2 o slez "z 5]71‘4 “oxor g4 "=} oA Carnap

: Aowel "9 Egolrh o]AL £ Aealo
Yolstel e Aol 7% 3let® o vslel, F4 ¥
| 2ed =y w4 Fol4, —”,'-As} 2} 4

27 og4 7 4o] AYHow A2E += g

ohe AL AHsA =) wl Bolel, b4 w4, =edd 249 2 AE(AY IR B
% & (reductionism) , ¥t} 2 Hs], z|4e] APAFoE, o 1-9] Algd glele 4
4 7t A g2 (hypothetico-deductive view) o]t} ime|AdZ=F2ol=le] Y = 2 780
AEgheba, ol galAe] g 2E HAMEo], welshsl HE(set theory)el s, 2
Azgz Ve 298 $ U8 Aold, ol Eaxlel: Ao o) hxls] AHY A
olek,

o), AZFojxle] ¢l4) &3 Quined| o Bu|HAA Ealole] AHS FHHoz zu)
shol a4, Bl 2ol Beay e A Sz o] Bl

i) &elal A4 (rational reconstruction )| 7] £ Y TALe] gt a7

i) #44 (certainty) ] £5] &, Fuoe BysiAE wou, x4 Axmdaq
Eol2 2F4d 4 9= Al s Eudae] g 8)

i) 304 B9 Ee) Er)ek A2l & (holism) 2] of F 9

D3 i)w, IHNEY 5 def, 5 A2 3 4-E ( phenomenalism) 3} E2] 52| (phy-
sicalism) v} & 4 gla, 249 A 7429 E T 3 4L2A ool 2 & Qi) Eelely

6) Carnap{-, 383 Aol dia) eld 712E& & F gloiok sl 7a) =Al9 APslE s
ohatatb A A st 7 e s APAL - el
justification ) BFi 3}l e} (1928, xvii)

7} cf, Carnap (1928), Schlick (1934), Ayer (1936 ~37)

8) cf, Neurath(1932), Neurath (1938), Carnap (1936), Carnap ( 1938)

9) cf, Neurath (1932), Carnap {1956)

2 o3} ( purely empirical - rational
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2 ¥ vkl HEE ojRog & 5 e o AL vlalydel Wi Foll, 2F9 JEA R
A-Faol o folel ‘7] B9 (Protokollsdtze )’ 2| 24o s olho] YL &
vepdet D), i) ol Frhxle EA F x4 AT Csuk - U FA 9
Ceed Ao - APAge B4 ok @RSe] deb: “AYA Slxe) EAE, 7§49
g 4e] oA W7ol Feld FAE (53 YAE) I A 5YH 2hole] AARA ( conse-
quence relations ) o] o gt EFFolct” (Carnap, 1937, 323 ) 10

$4, Dol i) 2 ol 3= 3 E, Carnape] 29 wislel dldl 93 & &
Neurathe] ZAsi& Fs]4 s vz}

Carnapo] 7y A x4 7|22 ) ztztztgqle] ( sense-datum language ) & =w
A€, 4374 ¥ (immediate experience )ol] o8] +¥5 1 weldq T4Ad] Il W4keA
F2F& ( phenomenalistic sentences ) & o] &z #ug 7|22 e a2+ 3

i} Wl Folgdct AR Ay, Z1EHA st 22 kg =4 (£ sense-datum state-
mentS)i 7y, 159 71E9Al= Y2 (primitive) ojv} ; A¥Ha AF Foal
AE 71Esteg oy H3lE Yz kx| ¥x, o FAES A A=A ge
72" 8 A4S &,

& AME ( phenomenalism) : “ m}3ke] A oio] L o] RE S0y x]2hgo] (perception
terms) v 72=zlggo] (sense-data terms) 2 N 7Mgsicl (ete] BE A
fole Azgold o8 ol + 3, a8me I3t oo TE FAEL A
ol iy gHoz g + g 2

a2y ol Heo] FUB A JFEolr} o] 2B E FolvT dol2A Tl
B 4 vk sk ek ® d4EA odejz gdse 3B 2, HF
x40 ARGE AzstA sl Age 2ot W A4 L, Adae] 28 F

10) ? AaAl e Eel ¥y o B AR} 7| EHA 4ol Eeld a4 HAE Uik o] 4
TR A 245 2712 (observational consequence ) ol 3, o X A Alelxst &
T o4 zAoklA A= aelzz AR S BT E AS A wdd
gk wTolch 2 A (1937, 321) A A Carnape, " EE e =ElF $4el gl s} T
3 FAEY sz, Z1EEAY A9 Aol Y] A EA ( A% £4 otk "3 ket
Carnapo| 53 T4HAA 2 7] 224+ 7] 273 ¥ (elementary experiences ) 224 314 A
22 Y27 (epistemically primary) Ql, §¢4 & Z ( the given )} ¢|tt Carnap | o[8 &4E
A 7]1% ( sense—data basis) ol 8 4= ([ Carnap.1928 J Part I, C, 53] pp. 98~ 109 &
Fz¥ A,

12) cf. Carnap (1936, 67) A Ax o8 A A75¢ W Aol gk FAbo 2] 4r2A 4ol e

&2 Fslebs Hol A M pp, 67~ 690l AH=of e

13) Carnap (1928) & A A =& 5 ofxd FA Aol 1A=l Urk &3] Carnap (1936),(1956)
14) cf . Hempel (1952, p 20 ff)

~

1



Hgol FAHQ) $7 F chE Bl o8 AglHn, ddxoe WA LFA ¥
£ 3709 dFel el A" 4 defof ek Carnap o] i &3}, Neurathe] o
oz B2 e 7lx o4 Wl " €EA sS4 (primitive protocol

sentences)’ 2] A FAd it slal g U5k, AEHAH4E T AEFAE
o Abele] (thing language) 4ol 4 EH =€ Aoz stobglc) Fe|Fod4, x| 33
odele) slze walele] =& wjibtelele] Aol (observation terms)olc, 2 w4
odole] ko] &, MR a3y FAor FAIFI 4], FHoE FAIE
g Feld oAbl HEHc

22|%9| (physicalism) : “ #&te] ofole] BE Fofi= Eelole] ¥ (physical lang-
uage) o} Fol2 gFrbssieh” “Ada sk qlew, E=|F2lalef ( physicalistic
language) o]t} & oloj L& Al 2g FolE 5ol o8 Feladol2ie] T4
slebdd, FelFofoleje}l Eaich” (Carnap, 1936, 69~70)

el 5ol A2 gHee] 7lae AolHo|w, o] FolR o|Fei] IARI F AT
ol Fe|Felxte] &y}t e EujA A HF AL Jehle o] ZEHAE,
Az Zgrolo]o} 3o R & AFRe] y|Ew A [ sense-datum statements )7} HEls|+= -

o}Eo] T E 3% + ¢ch 16 g e Fe|xle] 7] %4 d (observational state-
ments )= EejAor 2xHo|n) AFHow AFrgEtng, dixd s FHA st e
= Ay #A4¢ 9l Carnapzlv 2] Schlick (1934,209) 2 x| 4e] 2 £ 4]
2elgl 3udt )& = O &Ee|x| i 4% o 23l (unshakable, indubitable )7

2’ & sk Pof s EAlE Seist =R A4 FHV)E R o],
AAle] 7128 Zgsbe B TAad g4 ¢ LT F dwevte] =P elth
= Dol 2 gebab 24l Ak, od &,

H3}l, Hrirh glo) Auld 0w shshAl A4S Z&ldhe WA " (Schlick, 1934,209) ofc}

15) A4kl o] ( thing~ language ) = %2l 42| 2 Arb5a e el g o JAH oz A
8 olofolcl, chbalofe] T uf4te] @waAASg GAo|v fAE Aloldl fA =y A
bedt A S AEFord "J‘%’% HAMgEeE Aol )7} o Aledofg] ofF]e| o} WA
g gl § Aegd ‘L"‘H 312 skl 7bssta wWeld & sbgstel, Eelele ( physical
language ) i3, Beldel 4 AbEsl a2 dlealeid SrtH e wR7H AAe -Ll"“:”

€ Zlgshed Yad BEy ol rghae}l ddade ] g, A4 AHIEE 919
2ot Belgdofolnt 53k AT FAEE Ao} kel Ervlades] BE 011 st
Atoi3) 2 B9 7bE3lel, Carnap, 1936, p, 69,

16) Bel 27t odefE A fgromy sHEREE Aube A - BFE A TEERE THY
T odvh, E oA oy rﬁ“Ol A5 R 548 M (A £ 2EA) FAE)
o, of 542, At Asleld 2 Aol | - FAsE A2 A o) AdE TSt
oz gkl 4 g1y Al felvl  cf, Hempel, 1950,
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s

c¥elzh A5 Al £ A (raw facts)' & E&sbe ] 4F3¢d, 28
F94d ZE Ao “Adid oz AU U o] ® Aojch oA o] 5} Y
B 25oflAl #dsl 2 % FAY F derhh =99 2o} clgdl4, Carnap &
Ee|Fol2 #53 Neurathe| A:M-E 8=}

Neurath(1932) & 444 712949 7k54¢ Yalstgel = 7 Sgqle] old 53
g Boldr]e A “AYHOo R S5 =4 5 2dH L e EuAo e Ew
c el glcl tabula rasa Zalshx] gdech el sk, @& wich $loll4 WE 2

5

Mu& 3, 2AE $Fel4 ¥AY 4 glod, = oo FL MR e AEY + 9
= KESE 2o x| Holdtd g 4ube] EAGo] A =R 8E + o 23
o 0414 ol oAt we] FH4ATAH of dWlogE 2AZEFE) R F o]
Foll A 7hASE | ohE Rl Fke =5 9cob” (Neurath, 1932, 201) 1) Neurath =
el g FAskH, 1 72244 | ESPAE <A Ek= l“J a2 715gHe HA B
Al 249 Aol ohe, Wsld ¢ glomR A 4 Zae derh A4
grelA A ol le], ol 2ol AYA WA T oofd l HA 2 Helerte AT
2peld Adeje] FA7F el o] =, el 7] S Aol 34%51%1 Ay Ao, Zl ¥l A

-4 (primitive ) A 24 2] 75> F4] =} )

Neurath &= 7 & »}8+e] 03}»1@, 2] i it S ] s B 1o o I R L B P B
+ " 3sl4o] (universal slang)’ el Faldteh: datadole] folEal, An s Ao &
g| 7o) olejo] FolEd, FHate| ddeoldl4 AAz TAHA A7) wFoll, FUE] Al
of ezl FAldl slo] FE|Fexl= F gloje] Fo{EE Tiehe & E  AHgafo}
‘B Lol £of ofyf WA vlE AYr) dzxx’ o8 fHE T
gt BE GAE F5¢ Y24 e Zech el ofE, AT vEhHe gk, AL

H24E 22 gt ohE delEE LE A Ad A v 2Ee] dgselxe s &

e

mx
_IInJ ru[o

mlo

rﬂ‘

&

el 18 e

LA
o 4 JEldr} o] FE AL Uz 7| E94 (primitive protocol sentences )X, #
Zbx] b FAE EAEAl 433 o vldbel” (Neurath,1932,205) . 3pete] el =
F4oll 9o} A2z HgelE AFHAE, o A5 Lol AAH, v Y 4

ok
5

b3

) Newath§ 2 W, P BEAAAL Te2 s HeAA A5 A
% # serl, 3 ARE, $el7 $21s) TE AEAH she el BEShe 54
( fuzziness ) #i-&olehs =H4le] 4AldE whad givl Newrathel =24, Folzt 3 a5t
ol ofm] ZEEE Lok el FALF 2 (scientism) oo " "Ji“é"ﬂ -'] LIS -

spata wabo] F Aol EY Yol Mo Fag A AL HFE I e
ol Ak AdroR AAgtel; 25 HA o YHaAg Hel veor o|EEE 2z 2
59 H2E 253 7lejgg wolslAl € Holel” (Neurath, 1938,21 ) |

18) Cf, Neurath(1932), pp. 200~ 201,
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2l e FolEI} % W og odAs Male] o) Bolu, Arle] o}Ze Ty}l
olgA 715uAlst Al AL 2z R T Selo) Fabx|4o] oAt v Q&

A2l A4 A& gl o EohA s slelAle
Aol A DA i) 22 o)Ay S zelgon, cheeld, elA i) o2 of
8 %, #3yd A deeld 1AL (holism)o] ol FsE S wa)

Carnap 3 Neurath2}, v|%l%2 (non-primitive) sl & %<3} 92 (non-pure)
1&gl 2 2 Aol A vhedbdg a2, siete Aad Bole g4, =
€ A gAle o] J5HA £ ARt o) EH3sbsshAl ol Qelld B S
o], &2 F 2l =el, il 2 o YA el dole LE AHATL e o
%olo] (unitary language) & #|Fghch o)A ZE 33 Fole Moy gUFA
s Aoi® o] suk $lol4 2" 4 9ok E LE A o dle dAdeidnbe ¥y}
€ AFAor ddd = glan £ 3 FA4d o8 g3kt a2y o] BA &of
(theoretical terms) v, 22% sate]3o] oA 4 7|= 4274 (correspondence
rules) s} A® (postulates) & sl £ =ck® F o] Bx gol2] ojuE o] 29| Fe
of STl o] £3kA slcl oAl ofw Eelo]E, FelgtAlAlE 4yl FelalAle] ¥
Ao AAg 5 g, 2 AAs FelAdle 2 )4 $13k 20| F% (semantic rules,
interpretative rules) o] A2 F4%ic) 3}sto]Rof| 3k ola]gt A=, Hempel
(1952, 36) ol 45 vpEpdet : &k Fsbo] -2, 3lstaiolo] ko] Hu ol wlm, F (3

qo A g )l & bbol] wol WA gl nFaE ¥-FE

ael, ofw oA -folE &k A2, AE P wollAul & 5 o] BEAY
odlvt AEA 4L Felgel, HEe) A9, o)A fo Tt 234 448%

!
#4 Steh 2 o) 2] volxl ety ALY So(Stilel: £EHA YE)IE EE

zZ}z

o
all

o

19) Neurathell 2j3td, 7| &A= A=) o|§ ol FBak A 7k3} TAAZE (time & sp-
ace data ) T3 °13 ghe), oA v has perceived ( observed ) such and such at time

T and location O "ot} ofelAl 7 & abztel gk sl BAYNE 7 Eshe nhef
% I¥shcdl, aixte] of Ho| wi 24 7154Ae] g4 %0 Addoer g 4}

£
.

)
lo

8

B
¥
A

o] 7] 5ol A ‘“ﬂil‘- el sl A|fse} cf, Neurath(1932)
0) ] &4 ¥2 (theoretical axioms) 2] AL ol 84 % primitives 24 oo} 485
Aol AP ol BH B E AAAH Lofol Aoz AYH v HoddH, of,

Carnap (1956) |

Carnap (1936,84~86) % ZAYE2 Ao “rE 4L 7
£ el Zigiatel el Fabe] H4o] obzt A ~£H*3l HHo0=2 F4sts= Aol F
A etz e olofrt FAuby it
- A gh, shsat At ofd i&aia 22 god HEso 4
€ " g aTaeh AP R HAE A4 dso A e e F £
e
[5]
2

o

)
ki
=3
o
<
_\r'"
b ‘JD‘
o
-
fe oo
o OW o}L -'N .

Asstolol Aokt A TE BEAAE dolF Asshe, ofdl AYES AFAA 2 4
of del el B Ase £ Al ok



ol &4 A¥A nFHY4Y 225

d o+ A AY o, foluEietn A ® o)A AYHTe] FAEo WY, A
(o)) 28] FU7H54 (reducibility) o] 878 278 Holzle Hell 2 227} i),
EF 2R4L, o)L B THsHE MY ELL, o] 29 W Aa ¥ xsM (auxiliary
hypotheses) 3} S o2 AFE + vhe AHE3 FAldl, F3o] A4He WAL
Addozs} ohyel Aty oz wuigeke Quines| AalEdE YLD AT, FA
T gl 29 Asie Carnapol] lolA &, AHFA adojgkll o] 8xgolE +83le
FAell A xAsigictn & 4 ok

Neurath7} 7] &5 Ao Hod3t A& FHHE el A Zo] A THE FAY +
olel obd, Neurathz}, 7| S Aol o3 7ol A8 (test), F A5l A 749
22 2e) Al ol MAlBe J4L Hshw gvkx, Neurathd sj4s) & + . ®

Neurath (1932, 207) &, 2& A 8] 7144 4AE 7Hx =eld 71 55A 4] 4]
#rh5e8s, 3 244 EF7)A (sorting-machine) o] ¥l fgo2s Mg}, 2
7b A1EHAE 2 A ol Aeldertn 4sina a2 FAY JolE wERA e
AL WAs o V1 EA S Tl AdgAEoloh £ L, AAFe] EZ
7129 A7F 2 AAY] o HAEs} 2ed doF A, WAsE gl Aol 28
H el FA9 s EHAE AANHeER) ohvel, 2AE FE37] HH A A€
M zsof gel o]l o] F=-o. FkFe] (conventionalism)elx HMR 7% .z,
el YgF2e] $£59 AR 7T gt o b S EgA e My, 1A vE
A Exke] Harshe deel] £+ g, J15gHel ol EHPALY AEL, AH A
ool oA 7] EHAE vigozy A T dv shsde] EAES] Al Folrl, 22
Neurathe] gjahe #she] 914 . 7AdE2, AdAAE 71gdhe o8 Y€ T @A
3] #}ejAql Seje] Auel o Eshe oY olui, AWsl dglride] ke AR o

21) ‘o BHfojoll Wt EAe] HREE 2 AAgo R e o9l c-rule = AHA H-EH T
+ 43, detd AR EFo o% A R, of EAle e ohE §HH AHEE
Pae st a8 ZHo|vh” Carnap (1956,67)

22) Carnap®| Duhem™ Quine &) A # &3 2& As| & W ¥+-L, Carnap (1937, 318) o4
g 4 ek, “dgr) dwd ez w st Add FAE Agshe AL eobsdtch o
B 5o e HAe A Hes s EHA H4e HUE L-consequence ( T H
&) 7 2AsA G aelne JEEA Y P4E 2 FAY ddE A4 vsx A

2
=

23) o] & &k shAlell =, R,Haller (1982, 34) & 415 whokeh,

24) Cf. Schlick (1934 ) Ayer (1935 ~~ 37) _
N.Rescher &, Neurath7} =2l AZFe] WA T2 FYAZ ot g Fek A4l A
#E, ditzo] 489 fofol4-g WAl @the UBeld, Neurath® A%+ AUE
g ugo e Adel g 4sozAe el d-g s ASUST Yok The Coker-
ence Theory of Truth 1973,0xford, pp, 24 ~ 27,
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Molgtn ¥ 4 2 @A o Helg Folzkm FAe FAFse FE = A3
s} Apdel Wl g AF2ale] WAE hAls] Hlske FeslE e el Neurathr}
A2l g, AAMole] dx2 vE AFES AFSHEst? 2w oEd el d3kgd Y%
%34’1}011"1 -rilt 7] o A 2} ("%i"éll ifz}ﬁh“:) “I7l o*“ l “li“r"# iﬂﬂle ﬂ‘é

A 9} *”‘541_—21"‘ AR, 1 vgzw znzm 2abd Sl 2AS 4RYE (EE
Ba)Aow wa 4+ glof - b Boz S 2 FHE $45kn, 2R Tvra
Folx MAL 9HE 4 ook 2 2L | Aol 29 Aolsh H# Y £
&AL o)A F glek o ele A%9AE WY Aed s 8Tk i3 "éﬂl—l
£RA 2AL IA6] A4 HEGE A S Wi 4 dehe ddo)et” (Neurath,
1932,203-204 ) . Neurath® 7AGH 2149 712249 7 &3 ot ‘e + o
+ 414 (indubitable certainty)’ ¢ & welm, Aade 44" F4 049
axute %etsigm, 283 7| E9AE ohE A HAle) oA R 0o shE4
o] Qo8 Zagh Aoluh & 72w 4 Eeldez BHHes AYH o AYIE
sohe A& xu Aol wedd Ao 4, ¢ QEEo] AEE ook Fref Az MA
o Hars)x 2wl Selsh A w4 Frhxlojul, of 2o a4 Neurath uiEl
¥ % goh & Aelol W7 Arbrt AP =Ael 28
el 42" 4 Jobm #4824 ohdeh Neurath® $14%, 7ZHAle] vig w3
9 4 ol oldEd A Bel a4 5 Neuratho] § F3
o] EPr %%—%_' 4 olch B) & s 2uidle] zE] Aol Wi A&l Quine o] A Ee] 2

z
Aeie] +Ysts4or 4" 5 d Aolth

ol A 74A] & 4 glFele] ghel fo] A7 2r|Hm, AalEe] HFElE AHE 2y

e g
o olAe Eel4aFete] zeade), e Aol 2y J2E Feisele Y

o] sl FHAe|ch

QA Ao EEoR AR JEHAE A or H4A ¢g5%, Neurath s}
Carnape), 7| %= Alcl] gk 2elFod F4& &3l A=ugch ddEe] obd EelF
2 yopd, SRR Ado Felsbnz, W T I5HA s oo R T H3,

¢J4" 4 g (incorrigible - indubitable) ” 44¢ AUz Eicf 24, A A o]
A& 7k53F sabF 2k [ non-pure protocol sentences ] © 2 YE] o] 8H =4 o]Z

%) Neuratht BelF9xted Agesyy tdd A4¢ A7dstd e g 22, 2 &4
24 Eelalofo] Fofel Ao el 7| A (WATY) E Wstg o FA Y AT EHe o
8 AA 2o e APl Y + Avh 2Pchd, U R FFolekT Quine (1951) ©f
A4, 2z FUHAE 23 B5sd w3t AAAY Y 2REAE Zerh e By
Z Siemal o] AR ojs) Moz BEsssivhe WS Neuratht 4 ¥kt 2E
ol vk,
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2% wiebéla] X¢g, Carnape o] 23 goixle] EAle} Neurathel] a3t x| &4
sde) 28 Fal AHych ohd, BYEL 4FY + dE Aseld, et AMAE
A Eg FFgond A AE AEFY 5 dotn Tike Aol FAY AdEH
A 29 WA chgab 2ok gdBo] JaE vlHn e B AYEA 3ok
Qolch FE|Fo)zbe] fUsbsdol a7t Wgol, MEEL A T A - #F7}
49 7% WEgel o)zl gl W o ko] AA Eolck

chg2] To MeldE, sl dgx o BojAH A4 wA 71, weld5Folatse A4
Boll, & I E2] 129} shAle] FAHeA, ol JFHE UHsbesE BAL

I.olzel 48X 0ZHM

Quine o] o] EujZ A A&, AFH 24 weldFFAAEY Age] H4H
o] gk o]F T =ld = x| 4ol |7t 7] 22 ( foundationalism)g FAH o wupgtog
4, ‘" =d3l® 9l4] E( naturalized epistemology )’ 2 A8 YaHa ANE ue
+ dag el ARg 4B Fodelw, Fdal o] 8] AAE %Al e
el 4 ootz Aof], Ag-Fojxte] ql4]Eoll il wlgte] WG o] o] Ru|Z A4 =
A A7) oA BRY 4 Qlerke Fold Wast gk |

Hed oz, sfete| $87153 o] FEEIHET o] S T 2 E HFdhe
AL, SAR Aolety dA=lolx gy A AE - A o8 35 Ak I
ghabe 3 (true)ql o] Bo g -8gktn & @, o £ sid-2 T AY =r WAl
o ghrolel, 2@v Quine- o] EnjA YA wAl =, AAA A7t oA z=E FAd)
A Fghg FARdch o o] wE b5 el osidE A A FEabebe #
a7tk ?

1. O|En|2mYEe =AH

‘o]Em A A4 =4 (TUD: Thesis of the Underdetermination of Theory)'&
o FAe e HEosich: “Eelo| L RE sHE¥ ASE AR AAEA et
o Belo] B2 BE olulaAH ) zEld oalAx AAS A Xl o€, RE sbF
T BAEo} FAsos, A WL F gdoh EPlEEL, M WX vldlAxE, 4
2 ohE  Qx 2HHEAS BE s 2t8e dAY < ok WidE, 2% =i
Mo Az ofgdrrsldy Ao g 5% (logically incompatible and em-
pirically equivalent) == it} ” (Quine,RIT, 179)

o] 22 A¥A v]AYAL T o|ZalA - spate] nj@H4olct. TUDE ° Thesis of
Empirical Slack’e)gt 28275 %} Quine(RIT)-2 TUDE ‘widge E3y4°
o E Asl ZAZ AlAsted, 2 FEIYolv HeFHYH A 2l A Ay}
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o) wpoz zHoe 26) TUDw A FaAle] o do] Holgeh zelvt 4w &2 §
ol o3t s, 49 AxES Feld Auk A4 & FgEe] W e F35de
Aol vl Ze] % = TUDsI o334 #=d + et ?P A 7} Fash AR
Quine 2] zpardahe. wedpFe o, AgH o AHH ] Fihe o) Rl dlg AT
apaQl Abel & A4 ekx] okgponl cimb wela za| os] ziutd dlE ReFT UE
wolr}, & TUDe| sjal4 “ ¥ 2% sludtcl” (Quine, RIT, 179)2 =¥
TUDe| ofwl 2747} gli7b dh= o8-S eldoxleh 28y Quinee] zAl&& TUD
o] #Az Arretge-e the A4 vehdrt: “o) A & = (Holism Thesis) =
o7 44 =4 (Underdetermination Thesis)ol| Al-8-& Sogbch ubek, il s #A
(adverse observations)el] %254 $e7t o, $2} o Rl a7t oz AT
£ s 2pEAl A 4 gobd, el olehe L& JbER REEL ol EF
SolshA| A S o S523bcl (All possible observations are insufficient to de-
termine theory uniquely,)’2) 8] ol 58 &3, A2 €3} olA4H 4 e (TUD)S 2
A okysl: Quine o] FAEA $elt Astx wAE TEHYE F vk O she
A edAlE o Zakd) o] Be] o adul, el Y FAE Lfdrhe AAE
3, G & o2 mE WAEL 7 gelAt Ao v F ek A 7t (
Revisability) =, Gy o] - mbael] osf AA s Fitehe wBHG A7 27 oot
Quine 2 £ D3 ®E FE5Hx] gz A Bolet YEn = 4 }x o 2 Quine-Duhe-
mian Thesisgh & == O3 @ (& @714 ) & 2% dAech 2822 O3 @=
2722 subtheses & o] %1 Aoax & 4 9l& Zoloh a2 A A& ?—E#«S‘Pc
Aol shsat Wuk obuful whakldle) Cala - oleh whole] ddwbAal g, o
whal | A 7bSA A 7b) dEEla] @b A9t Bk @ Quined] sl 244
14 3| Ad4 apriority)e] wbdel] o] g%cl = D3 @+ AFH k2 YA

AED F 9w, Adod A sblg Ade seld W ovlel AA R T

26) Quineol el “ %A 4 (indeterminacy) ' T+ ‘= AA 4 (underdetermination) ' & whed /‘}'%
ol Aol vk AL wE, AN = 3¢ Xol o Y R 6]»71](umquely) 24 -
Ha) 2gE vehiel, o 7"}*4 vod¥e XE alEAs|: YY Y5 ol e -&-
ol At of matter o HEE chbAch (b, 919l PR L ol zol Bay
A () AAA e WRstE 3 Yrpdeld ) o/ HL cf. Qune, RIT, 180.)

RlAR4 =Asb wele] B el TAMY 4+ kvt F Quine o FEol FubEIE st
BalE o Folld tha guch o 3B ohER, ol 3t odels ErbeAdeAst ads
t}( Follesdal ) fE, A@3} o] Felo] aleix Aare A" g4z 2" £ g =
A7k 2R =oH Dummett & inextricability thesisJ iz §2 F&°l o=k

27) Quine, “On Empirically Equivalent Systems of the World", 1975, p.313. Gochet(1982),
p.laol A AL,
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A, O e o] B9 Al (& evidential support Jo| of 3 )4
@w a2 AAd 24, A3 A =] YAz 24" 5 g
odf HEk =2 E 5 el

A 22 T A EA Aol f27h A3t 2 HAES F o] BuAYH L W
ol o, 2ol Az wElAFFoAAte A4E(F YA A7t =l 4] Akl

AYomiele of 8o elA ATH)e] ErbsETE A sk

g

1.1 gl &x a2 ( Epistemological Holism)

<

A g2 U TBAQ Folnz, thga} o] A7)} )

oAl

Ty

SPS|

IAM 2 HA

‘ol MAlE 2 FBE3 "odAdE, Field HuE AN HEY + Ak o
oAl Aol w g Sele HAle zHAAYe] A AEA o gst o}, sy
Al 2Auk di=gke}” (Quine, TDE, 41)

“AAle] Wi Al 2 e odAy SaHoR ARty & + e, Y
A¥AAREL 2x% gerh” (Quine, EN, 82)

X2

)

o] A2, of¥H WA, 7H"-§_%§ walrh o o] Folzte o 2 well2Aul, k- 4
#Holl 9lojq 728 =4 ( evidence == counter-evidence)& 7}t 4 Zo®
Duhem2| F2H¢ 2ef 2 ole]uh Holch: “Feldhxl= & A¥sbAdE AP AFe £
A & 5 gda, v el AR A skS A3l §74) ghet” (Duhem, 1906, 187), 0]
M 2x nae g wA|Eo] oo} el A Fol® 3 Al FAEHE

)

47 gel WS4 e Adel Fol F 9A7 A AYAAAES A wEvke
Aol AR olfols ) ol £ A ARoR Mksel e 2
2 AE mA ARANE A% AP 4 drks Fgels AL WL F

2k 7pde) Azl 8o 24]i= ol qk( counter-suggestion) 24, 1 A7} kgt
917 glgolc) UEF A B gl T 92y} AP §(empirical content)$
A E gl ow ghoksl = olevlel] ofgk sl wiyelrh

28) o] Bd RS 250 FAL, wd WA A} oheh ol Eelzle 2 ArtogAnt e
1 conle AEWY '°|3]-l. Peirce & 9juj7iFol &3t AE=A A,
9|2 24 E( Semantic Holism)o| th ol “ARA ojug] wisle A sHelrt”
2 29 Qune 2, walvidwte] AFolEF ""El Al ZH5HA] wholEol Rl ehgkeha wEh
Tate] oul Fole] 1 AelAE A TAHR 255 E7k el wek AR TE
Peirce 8] %28 wrobEeleh Cf. Quine, EN, pp.80 ~ 81, Quine 9] vl Fol &L,
* holistic, neo-verificationist theory of meaning’ ‘holistic verificationism’ 52 2% H& =
29) Cf, Quine, EN, 82,
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speb s el 22 ( confirmation)e] FAl& AlQtsl ofw shdde] &2 L= 24
£ Qe HoslaAlolcl el oJdtd sHA e el 2y F9E T itk
s}4do] 7hdeled A why (hypothetico-deductive method)oll o} Ay =+ A2
L3 2ep30); slabab Algetazl s g spdate 2 sl ) AR e oo
siuict oL WAEHond FAHow A 4AL Zerh F H4R Ag2A oF
A EPAs wAs AL d)Sel APH Agol A4, o ZH o] 42
2w, WAAFA] AdslolxE, Aol AL wbpc) I

a2, $e} g Fie| wkE(falsification) F, dAF wEapd & el
2 7bslE 2794 (modus tollens) &, 3o 5Tz glol Aol ot
Duhemz} Quine 2] $22] £ ojr). Duhem( 1906 )oll 2|3ld, ¥
Vel ol w4l Wy o] 33 At Aol FHshr] A E
xRl ok o4le] it gle Aow woebEea e o EEe AAAHE MGl F 3
o] B8 o A2 dsbde slxe 4k g, o8} pdEe] Akl 2A YL ol
2 7MEe wzsh4d (auxiliary hypothesis) 9] |35 v} wber = Fx sl 4ol g
s e A, 2 Age] whe AL, AR FAE F 34T e AR glvke
Apdolct, et o 2Rt ofulel 4 slQlEexE A¥AsE wekx gect. 3% Duhem

L.

v

o Fabe A& wlo] AMz oA 7% wisheslel A Aoz, “ FelFH
o14 4Fe shiel wyR kel opve, Aalx ol EAURE WY + deb
(Duhem, 1906, 183) & wxl2 or&sic} 38 nm.: GRS B2 .oupEete A7
9 gAY Zechke, & sugald g T2 (confirming experience)2] A4

o] ZAlche Asjoll wtjal 4, Quine = ch, “ ko] o], FhedEiAl Al A

30) Cf. Hempel, 1945, Hempel, 1966, ch, J,4

31) * observation conditionals’ ‘empirical consequence’ ‘experiential implication’ ‘test implic-
ation’ ‘observation categoricals' 52 €1 %] E&slch

32) 7hde] AR E olni: Fet b3 Rl zAsiElch (HE FolA 7M. 0% A4k
((H—0) -~0)—~H

33) 32)¢ AL c}g3 el wpplolHol grh(Avw REFAE) ((HA2O0) ~0) =~ (H

y & Algel 2o $-el+, adal( conjunction) H- Al o8 FEul aaA iAo BdE
abeh “Ago] Ao sl E3} AR $E = vt ok AL o] AE TAde M€
% # 43 shist 887 b5sta, FAsjoiokd ek Atgolel s a8y o AEL ofd st
o] wrAsle{okal strHE AAsHA %izv " (Duhem, 1906, 187),

34) Duhem( 1906, pp.187 ~ 188) ol &jzt=  Eejshg shvte A=A 3115101% By fldlz
A, 2 & (RES oldl Ehsix|vl, & A wrh) sP A Fel g5¢ 445 A
9461-3’—1, bRy siulgo e g 4 grh oL, ol -’f Zoll Nt Quine o] 47
~&, o2 Alde| sH=lel 9 EqdelAnt AP QAR 23 A2 Qs FHF ol
A o] Toiwzle c}d nhole] el HE AR ES Rohe wfo4E o1 x| ghel
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b shel Az HsA4, AdARL %A @ Holoh” (Quine, Five, 70)ekx
et et 29 o) el qF WAE FAAAA sl AYshrle shewl, e 2
HAE HdG Aoz 322 el ES ¥ Bad Ao HFEole duygel o
A Ach o} 129 Alehbe AldA Al Yoty Bdoe 2e s AYiln g
< w9] <hgholc} 35)

$1s} ¢ Duhem-Quine 2| A#| Eoll R4, ofd it awolisl A w97t A
P WA shde] v RE A 24 s A Y BEikx] god, satale) JF
£ 54 z7te] AF - Wo] o] Be| SR U] HedYe wolFaat skt 5e A%:
dolebm FAE 4 leh39) v Quinee, Ay A#o] Hole] MalAlolnl o3k
slAlehe, 2HAe A o] Fkdql FAlez olsls)x @18 whek)  Quine o A
L AT BE A A 27l Fag AL, Lt @ sebedAlel disl, 1
Aol Fxhalql B ARES Z¢ A¢ £78AY S aFele <Mt

—

rhu

“aolubxo g Fake] Ay W82 FAHE ( sentence by sentence) wjudso]d <
drte 2d, Ev g Fofoll ol T ol ol W Y yuede Yed £ 9

the Ahdel]l 24 =oldhe gl v o3 (A E] & A4S Lolok” ( Quine,
Comment, 132) _

aBRg, A o] E2] Ay 2184 F246E Quine o A £33 modus tollens o
R YA Mg AR T Aol WP AR, el £5T2e ol, L
1502 yehdbs 9Es 4ol ofdl Avll di Asle) al Polch,

1.2 34754 +A (Revisability Thesis)

“if&%i-t—“ 3l DH"POID% Hl Gkl “oL o2 Zil*l T AT Bl AAET PobEd
5 |

35) Cf. Quine, Five, 71,

36) Cf. Glymour, Theory & Evidence 1980. pp.3 ~ 8, pp.145~ 152, Glymour &], *¢|&el o
& EA9 AAA ) g 4 FAL 2E o] Bol HAEA] (wiformly) HRHA B
tHe A, ol 2ol dlat A9 wAle AMIG 54 a8 4y Taleks Holt

37) Cf. Quine, Five, 71, o] £%& ¥4 £ o} a3 o Aaols LAsiehe K& 72
@, @0lck @ BE seto] 42 AR 8171+ shalmk, Aol A $2)e) Ak QA
2 34, nE AL £083 B¢ £UFY (legalism)ol7] = Folch 2=z ‘Ao
£, "ol EAA s vk 2RAQAAY FAlo] el HE more modest chunks 02 F
2oley @ =, oW ni HAE Sxpdel g HAE 22 4n, SxA AEd del§
27 Bechn YAk A BRol7] o Folth
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£H7MsA =H|

ol WAEA, AU, HE) oz Fag + geh N

(Any statement can be held true come what may,)

doz oy g MYegve HAHA el B (Quine, TDE, 43)

( Conversely, by the same token, no statement is immune to revision,)

(A) 2, ¥ 7t ofa At Aol Jeets Folzt Fad £ dotm Wit
AL, MY Agel o] BalAl wel ke Fol 23S shitozsd, 2 5L 4
FAG 4 9leS Wikl EA e FAZ sb5R AL, ol B FAAEAE] A4S
SEaA dmatr] @ Tolot “sAlel AT 2AL ohE Axel o & Aol AT 5
A= ohe}, choksl A o8] oL ZollE A3 4 glr}.” (Quine, PL. 5) £e]o]
29 ofml HAlEL onion Forog ausn, b HAlEe A A gl A
S, ook wolSelal & 1B o] Bol4d FUE A9E Zhevhs AHe, Aal Bl 4
o) FES3 9 vloloh ol Roz¥e £EE AR HAY o] B
S5 w, WAL o sk A ojol shalnl, A ZAsie] Melg Fo] L EE
H3ha 2 A7k she EAlel glol et e A4Sl ofx§ 2teh Duhem (1906,

185 ~ 186) -2 /A4 & 7S wbEEshy 53 A Az A=A E, E4Hor
S5t o] BalAle] ‘ol i miAlel, AdA wgo Fue Eyozd) 2 skl o
3 Algdel 25y A 4+ otz wgch AdAss SHYsbde] L wd vz
sbado] A%E FHoleln sAsHs RS EdA o' wishx] g=rh Quine 4],
o) ohE B E5s wabde wow o wd & AL THY F ST Wit
“ogbR Qb FA 2dE HxEelete] =i %#?ﬂ el ke shg 2
of ol2r7xl, x4l - alde| EaAlL wWFelE whebsut

------ A 3ok 2 AR zAe] Ael Ao ol = 'oiv'aél AR F2E, Al

B9) AeA S opslqc), AelAsh ARS] wAlel] AL o] Hol ek ofwl Aol w3

(o]

A
=
S
e

b

AW AL 250 reld Adzda o fol, ohE aEe] AMALE SRkl — &2y

Ao WA, Bl A5 ok, FAloleh - el AaAldde 7 FHza, Add ¥

Axsx] otomg ojw cholgh vl Age wlEe] olm wWAlE A A sbel]
ARG o

A& iaaw &o) o} I} - El7} AlA e c»m :
Ad o, ofd GAEA, $& Qo] YovhE, o IR & Qe Fel) o
e @Az, gHdelebn Wsoht, el Aol Fule FFel o +

A, 7] Pe el AuaE How FA4Y 4+ glok”(Quine, TDE, 42 ~43)

olgl g, Ao FAZEA L] FAL AWuAle whE(falsification)o] 2% FA3IE

Popperel]l A= dl@xlch siubshd o] ExA|e] ozl sigt 2Ho|, i F HA
o] Wt2¢ Ax|5}5% makd % iy wSojrt Popper =(1963, 239), %&b ==
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o] 2| AlS] & dolEinks AHY F AT o] FF oW FHaL7} db5d] Melo] e
Aoz Fasojok sherbe AT Aztolete Hol A oo} 'SPZI ik, ol’ A Yol
A AAE 2 vF s o] doka FAR, o usie Abge] 78l gle], ofw
7t Eo] of EalAlol] gt whatoll Aalo] glevt, ulmEE] ofwl sbdEo] uwhiby o 29
=3 "4HA7bE Fehil= Aol bl @l -Folch o' 4Re, FE|sty Al A 9
5% %= (independence proofs), F FejdAle] S ¥FeEo] YojxE2 4 S35
2 GoE BT $9d 4 JFHcl a2 mz o] alAld wa $est 43eE
UARE 4, o] wbFH st el FelF AL dFEE wEAI| 2 Furks w47 A
deon, webd o 3 Fele] EY4de] AHgo| WAHR g o|fst glek olEw 4
EE Agelvt ubFee] Awd 44 (global character)el] o g s &4 Sxto)
¥2]o]¥¢ FRlEeA gus st o] EalA
Fo] "L%El—l— de7be dobE +x 9§ A& Ageeh Popperd] of3hd, 9
o S A, A7 dbselol oa dbake] wi4te] @ 4 e MY 25ES S}
T2 + A ste}; “$elE o] X n] & (theoretical maze) &) Y7} 2o —?—E]
o b AL e ol edaAl 4EE + 9ol dhdsld 2 2ol o) 4Fsn
dfol=, o] 442 Duhems} Quine o] zis]-5 dholEeli AlghllAlw Ay 311:
Aow JeA Eyglch” (Popper, 1963, 243) '
olel] gt M. Hesse(1970, 189)2] winvhe tho3 7kl @ %2l st 2o &
F(effect)& FHMA, 2 Felrt n=o] wplE 5% A o) EAAIE Fusy
5 UdF Zelvh 2 i Frlad sittel o 79, oy Fejsb Fxe Ay
+rbsdbe @ 2¥ Ag felvh FAME, o4 45 Quineo FAE dhutalz
{—ffl-r/} o kb, oju |ty AAle]l HY2 A-&rls4(empirical applicability }3
23l stz F5be 38) 499 22 (4% correspondence rule)e] 2ulZo} of
‘4— A7 HelA ofwd Fele] TA1E 33T 4+ 9l Fo|sl w Folrf

38) welAdEFAtEe, BE (FEHon) 4" Tl A (axomatic system) 2 4§ 2

B, ol 8ol AYoRYE HATHTA e ool Bl e ohx] ZALAY o)
AYHeIA GRS E 23 AU DL BEG(E Camp £ ‘f}—soﬂ W o] ol £x
Bo1 50l o &AM Al Aol YEshA, 4LFHo] ool vl F Yol e AANE

+ 2 =FY IdA eln] mgtek ) ol & FelAldlz pFste 7\4_6H°ﬂ e A oju] B
oo whAE ohel  ARSHA 0 AAle] B8 Eels#a g oFe] Asslel Cf, Put-
nam( 1962 ), Sellars ( 1961 ) ,

3822, Hesse 7}, Popper 7} FAshe ol &Fel3e sH54L wbitge 24 Quned %
3EtE e AL, w4557 9 A2t Quine o A FE Abr|ghchd A ofsisict
Quine = ¢|- &% doxog sl FelAAR Fsla g, FAEY Ygrozn A
Fohed, ol AR &3 FASFAEA (A) 9 Bt Quine 8] o] E'Y MEL X
= W, 1,264 58l o]&~dele] astrlsAd da] A9z 338 A2 A
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(B) #x2, old %7t Quineg Fob4, Aol ot AEA sHEY wrteA
(refutability)o] ohd, 7} &9 odAlAS dbibrbs4& A, 2 A Ho
HEL ofu A daidE 4 FAY  d3E A He] Hel oA T
o] &9 spdo] ubpdlol Awsl4E AH(true) 08 Fad + dopd, dor =PAE
R 5 FAEY Azl dAXdow Y “deog FAY AR Mo},
old "HAlE AGoedel wAsx ohech Eedel WEES 22 WA AYx ot
e cl4sldls Soto g4 A aks/glgde}l” (Quine, TDE, 43) “wlef $2]7} ajste]
the BES A whgow AR, od shsd A st $EA g4,
A &2 #4s] 2 H-4 (negation)d] os A€ 4 Uch”(Quine, PR, 254) =&
WAl Eel 4ol dANEL Weks o ‘wAlel A FHASHEA £ Quineo
AL, 24 Ao gk ubabe) & o v AFEslch s usbd, B4 (analyticity,
QA Zx o 2 apriority)2 Quineo] o]4+ +H-E7HsA (unrevisability )3 F
QA E 7] @) Folr},39) %EH%, olw A Ee] zlejx|o] w4, olojx 24e} <M
A 94% R4 2 4 ook AYHow HalA4, e ool Aol FAlel
JE) F, ZE el AslAE, ARl PG Aoz RESE ol
ol 4pa| o]} 40)

HA e Ao zde] ol & AYA Ay wF ‘oA AAEAA, 2 HAAY
B 2o ze el ojgk ‘Qubd 4754 ( general revisability) =4] ' 2 o}

ru{o

\

2

39) 2 ARAE F£ do| gdE T AeHA Apeols “ a limiting kind of
statement which is vacuously confirmed, ipso facto, come what may”(Quine, TDE, 41}
23 A ALH gl s R clelB ek, adofel AL, AL WA A

wauAolth Teivh ol WAX £EBEe], Quneol J5hH,

Ao AYPH Lol sl
b He ATelet oo, AEel weld fdxor Fys|: FUYAL AYH T
Al A (true) 22 21“”543"— 2 g o] AAE FT8le AT ofelHl Quine ¢ aprio-

rityol SH&F wbut2 2p4Al o] AH B2 4 7be A w A& 9]“&"’}

Putnam( 1976 ) i °15} A, ol ak4le] kel uiub(Hele| FRbAA oA A4
Aol wiak) vl of 23 Fohstcl Peirce 7b, 3Hihe] o% TRH o7 FHIE Hoez
238 2 F7H5F o ( fallibilism)t, =2l HAdE of2d & ks H-& Quineol I Y

= Z4¢] Putnam®] 3 7leltt Cf, Putnam(1976) “ Two Dogmas Revisited”

40) © Truth itself is immanent to the conceptual scheme.” ( Quine, Replies, 334) " Where it
makes sense to apply ‘true’ is to a sentence couched in the terms of a given theory and
seen from within the theory, complete with its posited reality,” ( Quine, WO, 24),

41) BAL BRHUFE £H L o B4 Aok oz AR S At ol By 2
& A 558 A9E Eag AL ohich IREAL Quine o] A3 dA BalellA
q¢e z&n}, of, £ £F 0.2 21, Quneol HAEA A8l W& * insusceptibility
to revision’ & FAYR AL AR ohivt xE A9 Al e #AFAL 29 AT

WollAE #2"et Cf, Quine, Replies, 316,
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wolEy wf, (o] B2 A slx2Ae]) Y3l o] &) Al EAel AT Quine
o 74z dukd odwq)l ‘elAYAEA E MY+ dSE AdzEd Aol

1.3 o]&u]d 44 =] (TUD : Thesis of the Underdetermination of Theory)

o|Z0jEHYA =H
“ol B2 BE rhed ;AE dsidx AAHA dedh”

“olm g o] Bol WHMAE, 1A APHow FEIU, =elAoRe AR ATH
B, = oo Aol a4 welH F27F € 5 de ohe dilo| el A
( Quine, RIT, 179; PR, 254; NNK, 79,80 ~81; EC, 28 ~29)

o] o] TE sh5¥ el YA E AAS A Yrerhs AL, TE FAo] o] F#
A3Al AAsbrlo] EFEstete oulelch a2, ezt Habal] FHEA ol Eul 9
TA7HAE 7 dFE ool AdYald e w4, 1 A & 2E M5 #
Aol ujs] 553 HAE 2 kel BEL ubEold # gl dEoloh HabA] A
A elrt Ay AgAl Aduer e, dele] o] Fo AAi WY (5 £
cheksleh, 2 Foll 4, AgA o g9l o gE (alternatives) 7hs| f9F T ol
¢ TrhiAY A o4, ZE slest AE - 33 E FEA xsk

ayee, “Iehe AFdon njFAAe|rh: (AEH) L3 (slack)o] v
(Qume PR, 254) el F2ho, Afdow 53R weldor A5shke dgk
o] Zzo] s} Y Flolo) o] ol E 5 Al s FAE A Eihe A

AgAog Fxolu Eeld o AEdle o|EEL TAo| shssll wlEoln, £ o]
, @ olZo] A¥E AA A W oh @ "bEdl7h sl Aakdhl]  Hy

oo nf

1. corollary gl

o] 7bst A2

e ol (F, B Aol oy, o]Eozty AHal o Fo] Ashele] =iE =),

54 wAE FASEA Y AeAE wHE SH R ofF ‘H o ohE ol 2HE M o+

gos, ol® AT el Zo| Y wFolel o, Quined] it 42 o] L]

Ao F4 2e FPAEA 1’/}01"*011‘* o &¥e 42, © AAE(Holism) 3t
1 @ 437154 +A| (Revisability Thesis) 2] ##Zql o] ol W ol

42) E5% AAo|ESo] FYYTE FAL =4l Qune MY, Aol wEl¥er FYstEY
< mologyul sEsalE B8 Aolth v @ AN EXEC] o} & ( pluralism) &
WAl ez gleh zatd FpEapabe) abe| 2 Q1 FEHE Kuhn(1970) ) 2%, 2.9 ehold ol &

= paradigm & Quine H% AL oulold AEH Falt ohch = Quine ¥ Goodman®|
754 ‘%E] Be)ate] xF T (ful coverage)’ T AAFER A = oAEH
world versions 59 £077 FaslA = gowl, dat Eee) &y sbs4te FR T
Goodman el AW A7, Quine xH41S] ‘Eele|Bol oy Bwqt 4 F 4R EY BAF
el A cf, Quine( GWW, 97~98),
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ol4bell 4 o] EulA Y4 EA e A} FoalsbE Bteh a3y o A He Y
£ A2 A Yol AE YRl ofd =AE e FHL ohdd, dFe W4 E
A Agoluh, WA Ackon 42N = A& Indd Az o= E &
g¢ o)n] Zakgeh ey FA RS EAlv 2E S Agsle dwbdal Aol
ol4be] 1. =, mAAAL] ool welA A7 YT #Yod, 3.d4de A A
g eute] 4Febal g mozd wiAMAEAE WA 72t Aeh a4l EA
‘ol Ee A¥A mlAYA’ F2 A FA - welA HEbed T Sl ovE
3l g Yarst gl

WL

2. ojEn|EYM=N2l siE

A 2A wbEsE o] o] walA Toel dis, ofm &g delsid Y st
o2l AHslok s, dule] Azbst Ty, Ty Ta 52 sidsHakgle ghll4 43
upe} o) a@wl, ‘ol%nlzzzgxg g dze] Fi= ddol BEY EAl: AlvkA 2A
Aol Bo] H& dlebee, ) ARALL FE6, i) =

“

Z.
1y

'_o; e sEse i) Ao @ chE(really different)z Eo]ojok g}
A A "2 Quine-> 910 Ty, TpTo %, 34T F digke] &2l AzAE 54
71w 4 2] 7Hsee Webe Aelch 28 F Aol Ti, Te el sk

i) 5 diglel o] 42 "A¥do g ES(empirically equivalent)’ diche A 2,
Tooll wbZal2 z2t8dr FAle] d=kad - 5771 Ti, Tpell el 212157 ( supporting
evidence) & 2144 7telolE A oldbolul, Y Fedmabs F o] Eol *l?l o
oul-& dol 44, Ty & AxAY wshe e T oA 382 @1‘%%
ojojelef, AL T Tis T, o A¥H ulgo] Fddbrbe uleleh aeelal 2+,
FAg APA szl AYg v Fht o4kl o) o] ol EArla T 4l
tf, ¥ ol Ty, To &, Ti % AAsAY wh3dke 574 ZE st Tpo W)
A% vpabzbxel vtz o= ‘Aoz §2d], ol Ty, Tooll4 $dT 23¢9
FAAAA] s Wi oAl 2%l g o) Eell o3 FEEE AT
2 A¥A W &(empirical content)$ T4gch; kst ol &3 WAE AHde A
WA HA W) 7] o Folr}, mlek F o] Fo] BF L WaAEaes e, 1F
Ay o %ZIOID}" (Quine, EC, 28) = o]|¥Al 5% o] &5, 4T AA9
ol A A AT vlele) AP o2 Aolepdt)

e lo (& pju
T
~H‘
>
s
[o]
o
o
o
r%.
—~—

o] &u]

ot rlo rlo rlo

43) Quine &, YHtHo =2 4851 3= empirical consequence, test implication, observable conse-
quence M 4l, ‘observation categoricals® ‘ observation conditionals ’ 2he o & AbEatet
oA ojBoryy ooyl FAow APH AL 5T}

44) Cf, "' empirically equivalent in the sense of predicting the same episodes of sensory
bombardment on the strength of the same past episodes.” (Quine, NNK, 81)
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i) 276 old + Ty, .+ A2E $53lx godd4, 25 2 3uxdEL ¢
3¢ 4+ ok F, Eeldow $a5) olyA A¥doe AU £ Yok A4 AW
Moz Fale], "Eelxlog of3Es}57 logically inconsistent, incompatible’o]
SEY EYX thel 2t dlE B8 ol 4 UohdS) o]EA Lo Fobx| ‘t.t.n’
Tt b A2 ek olgel ok AHoll4 FUY F Al# el 2o F4( formula-
tion) Ty T, & A8 2t Ti 3 T, A¥Ho2 56t Ty o4 ttm =}
tLtes 233k o] 84 HAlEst AANHA 4bo)d BE Y3AE, 5 8ol Huld
T, o4 T f@)‘i‘—ﬂﬂ]"ﬂ YA} olsf F o] BollA dos = ARHAETL o|BAE
of XA gorme FAsHl dert a2 Tio] tt.adl ALA7E 42L, T,
 ttad dAde Yt tted HEAZhE Hol4, F o]&AlA T, T, & =
B FYPEIHEEE. F @ o] EH fol ¥ TYSE o EAYAA wla] T o] EaAl
€ AR oE AeHE Falne, F o] EAAlE weldow 43

i) Ho} 22 ujoll4f, APHor F5sht rejdon ofgersd ol BAlAIEL,
oloj4te grl thg o] o] @ $eis} glomn, = kel AlokzAo] HWasiA o} )
Aol A el & B, F o] A Eol7t mAF T, T, & A¥AFalo]lng TU8 YA 9
vlE 7] wlfell, Ty, T 9 2}01% AAA] o] et ¢Alsl 0101&¥°l(purely ve-
rbal) Ael=}, t.tm, t.t. & vhi wEESoed T, 2 T, 2 M‘ﬁ% g 2%
od T2 T, v o7 o “—JE- H Fdo] B AHolw, Ty, T, 9 752 3l4A o]
Tl 5 BA) Foke ol A ueh ) alEe, ofw “AmwdrtsAe] Asizt A
#H Ao} ol & $3F "o zAo|c}t " (Davidson, 1974, 72) Quine (EC, 29) % 99 =
o], %o} A4 (reinterpretation of terms, reconstrual of predicates)ol] £
oy ~Ti & Tp o w24 §38 (a logical equivalent)2 W4 7& uh4) —
of glofol, F ol 22 #ow o} (really different) o] &olc) 48)

a28d], FPAdos FXold wElHow 4Fshe o] BE4le]e] uAql oRiEss
(incompatibility) & equivocation 8 HEA]7l= AL =he AL gch A3 o)

45) Cf. Qune, EC, 28~29,

46) Quine o} ‘AEAH T - =Y SYEILET 0 o] 2EY Hols}t £als] deiH  AHolek:
L o ERRAYL MAY 4 glek ol wbdtel g wbSowA  ji)e] MAlg] X
7t Aeg & 5 ek Cf, Newton - Smith( 1978, 97),

47) Cf, Quire, EC, 29,

48) “Where the significant difference comes is perhaps where we no longer see how to state
rules of translation that would bring the two empirically equivalent theories together”
(Quine, NNK, 80-81), Quineol ¢j3tal ols] £ 5 o]&o] AYH oz FA9YE 92
7t 2E FE o, AN Qg E $TEL 5 olge] AL $5Y ASE A4
£ 5 Ak Cf, Quine, EC, 29,



238 85 & ® R

252 Bo|y AL equivocation 2| AHlE A F o] EL, 2ES Hoddd
( definitional extensions)o| Zajgteh= onlol| 4, 422 w53 @23 (nota-

tional variants)el Holc}49) Quineo), AYH o Txlo)y kejrog ofgP¥sty
g el Fog ofE F Ao B, whisl Al AMdadgte] ohfojof jir o]
@A, Quineo] F4she o]&e| 'FA (equivalence)’' v 435 AHA<l 4 rHsA4el
Faz g Avzd, B4 T EA0 8 Ads) chael n%e FA Al S
7} Quine o] Holl4 2w -Flo]Ee] T s( versions)e] Aojr}, Putnam( 1983a,
40) o) o)3bd, ‘Ex]e] Fa)(the case of equivalence)’ o} ‘-ZEA o]l B2l FA
(the case of radical dualism)’ o] P4-& F83kc} x| ol 7%, & o]
5o o8 AFE-= AdFleldl Wodely #AdAAZ FAE AL VY F Ak

aRel o] olYEel Aolehd, AL WAE AWHEA A2 HY - WY 2ol
Rk, ARl g o) 2 —‘a—% 7k 2 A% ANE £ oA ek o), BEW B
AEE ol A4, (A2 YUsk5E) F5T AEAARY Y5 QPRE AR

AE2E Bl A, Ao F ~»1°] 2 Aolzlxm Putnam-& grglch 50)

o)4bzk AL 4 AL F o] Fo] ubE LA @, 13l& Quineo] o EE  AAo| B
( empirically equivalent- logically incompatible alternatives) Eolod, 18 o 84
Ao E¥stnz fele 3dhe Ay o& rlAA Sk W3 el T o] ol
AYA o4 S Ee ojal 5T AEAAE) 4Rl wHE Ty,
Holl A 55T ‘diak o A Hwsl stz stgend, oAl o]Ee] Zgel 28] vl
AAdctn i o 2 =A7E G nale el Al F Al HEu e 393

)

T "erh oy 2R F wAlRb e A Ake] FA o]k
Az, ofw FAFo] FUsdt, A4l o] 8¢ BAshA Fdheviel £ E 2Ak

7ol FA e dodsl AAEA FReh sl vlHe ] 1 °l~‘wﬂ ‘J
¢ sl doleh = shAs) vlele] FAe Al AMAE o] B AAEHA e
of., siukshE ol B3k FEshE #AvbEY ARl Eel AEA g3 AvrhiE £ gl
o Folet, 22 v Quine & ol# HES dolA= ouldl4, F P2l vE AR IS}

49) Cf. Newton- Smith, 1978, 2822 Qume 2 7|F& utFshs T ol B2 F8olE (isom-
orphic theories) ¢| ohtlofof &tk 2 F o] 22 FAEAEY YdHY maping(onto) o] 1
Tg o, F ol ¥, Quined ouloilA Hor B AWl Rolct

50) 73%"4"‘1113—7]" ol glol 5% ZlEAAs, el Aol {83 2T A7 alternative
mapping, & ol & £ W25t E 254 ( Mercator’s projection), TE.( Good) =4 Folch
AEH o FEG o] BEL ‘A3 AawedstE (thoroughly intertranslatable)’ 3lvhw
Putnam®| 781+, Reichenbach®] o &% $=lol it & B/} Reichenbacholl {3
AE, F5¢ /€A 5L $o2 AA 2 2& 2} ( say the same thing) T o8] =
stk



ol &2l ZYA vjAH4 239

AAA A del Helzke ofeldl4 227t 2E b5 ARE Y4US Wl® w43}
€ o] 2R 4E LU ‘Aol A wbElAm Q gbEAl, b AEL] )
(the totality of possible observations of nature, made and unmade =, A=
EgEe Eelo| 83 ok 7¥h%P4."(Quine Replies, 302) |72 ‘2& 3ol apat

o 4l 'AAE S oj2g YA ges FolEuielt ovlele) 2o o
Bol A EAL, ol SAG AR Ao vE 22H A4 ARE + d9ed

Ze] opzl, 2E A xl2] (all observational truth)z} o] &2zl g ( theo-
retical truths) & AA% 4+ ¢l-8-& Lec}52) o)yl =ebol4 Quine2 “$elst, &
elade} dofl ER e 2E Bwel dAuTel e AE duy £ Qv By

(observational oracle) & 7}xich slx, 93], o] ztzt 2 Akl A3 9l 2] 5

= o) 7hERE o] BE gl wE-E uE vl e A3 FH2 Y Holr}”
(Quine, NNK, 79) e}z =gl
=A%, Quine o] v|AY4Y =ao] BMEEAE vzl u)AH4YxE 227} Eezow

FEE AW FHQ F ol B¢ 2 A9 8% wobe Aol opdel vAMAE
Al #bAl7E, Quine of Aal B3l A bsd Aol #Aolels M-S Absdtche, kg )
7t 9 ek Quineo) ol YAl wrl e gog 224, BE o]&e], zlgd
o8l AH A Fabe 408 b F, " o] Foll dlMAE, 23} %%14_0-1 %58t
oMoz sl dote] Bel Ay 2l A =AR s dEojopul, Ay
Aedle shge] B2 A Babst gt} Ak she]o] A Bl Wy £Ale] TS
¥ ek

Az, o] Bu)ZHdHe] wgddg I7be 22k oA A S G SRt Pﬂ°
2 ”“’F‘*"& T 47l -?'1SH/‘H-—, AR 3} 4 7H54 EA o g o)sfst A7 s]eoln}
ohoaeld 23 ARkl 2AE o] R FHelw, TRAHO0R AL Widhe 7,‘3,
F A or $E3 melAor kESY 4
o] 24 &ol( theoretical terms) el of - ii)9} iii)oll 4 ou] oka}s)gdel &4 A
AL TANASY A E B3 el ZA&el] 93tz A&, uglo]-Be] AEA ql ‘A
A 2zl 2ol o wbd e A S+ gl A A 24 olwsle 3t

FEL BAATE A, o £

51) Cf, Dummett (1973, 400} o[, & WA  a sentence, a place, a time 22 ¥ ‘ordered
triple’ o1, A=} 2 7‘3’_/1:-‘4 Azkel lglebd o Aol Fofg HAelelx qepd, 2
HAE A (true)eol

52) Cf. J. English(1973, 453)

53) Quine 2 clBo| wlAARct(is) 9 ‘can be’ ‘might’ $& EH5n AedA | vkA] 28 case
7b A$E FAshs X welsl s 2L w Bl QA o) 59e]s] w)]-.gow}:n_ A 7}
et 22l Al Quine o FlRAA LA I EA2A A2 et Newton = Smith(1978)
£, & o] &« M3l u]E8 3 o] & (non- isomorphic theory) ol EAlslE ol & FAalndo
24, t1EAS £ Aer dE 4 At 48 wAag $3sla glek



T EZYchs WE-Eate] zelz
of SAAHA Sl ¥ FY

AHeoleh Zaldhe 22 ofslsb Yoh FUY Aalol oz, HEHE oA S AR o
T TAE A, P Ay Aol s Agd ok grl @ Folnl, aEEe
ol Eel AYA v|Z S WA ke AL o] BA Lol g ALY 4 g Pt o]E =
€ shete] ¥Aels], vlZ Y4 = YEllE AT whz alode] djg “gsro]Be) Bap
3 wl-ob Azke] abAle] ¥4” (Quine, NNK, 79) 4 Aclt} o] Zo] Aoz 1
ARy ‘%13}—‘5 A, "ol Aol TE sh5¥ WAl sl 4] Felol sf= =)
& 2" (Quine, NNK, 79)el &k alzfele), o] xlf7} ol A Fo otr}e 2= A
, ol BRI A S A, ol B9 Fxol AYe A m: 7} @ 2] Al ( conceptual
scheme ) o} Alfe] A& T& dolch. Quineo] 2|3hw, o BaAlo] ojat o]To &
b A Ee Al¥fols, Tl me 4o WJ’#-‘H A vele 2 it 34 4

s
¥ sy fs}r/} T3l wakd HAE

a

o
v

mulation) & F-E2A ¥ + 9v old &3¢ WLsoul g5 o4, o] Bl
lol 5= T Aol JAES K% ol 274 4ol AL HE o]y 2
o] EA-Fol S 2tz o] EAYAME YA SRRk o)A o] e F4ste: BZp
© Aol glo] Ame) AR} AzlellA dm, oldd 444G wekm gl Ao o] EuAF

4 \_1*1014 anz, Adxow F5ehd weldow 4Fshe digto] REL, L ‘A
TR pRle AdA ETel S ZAe ola) Selola Labslolal, «w o)

H-4L-8” (Gochet, 1982, 22) o)t}

~

ol4bel 12 1ol vldH4E] =AY RoelrbE nashgm, 204 S|AHEE
etol S798 $FAAY 2AEH, WAGQEA S o] BE TABL oo
el Quines) AolE et ‘Rudes FE5h weldoz o Eshsa Auol

54) “Here, evidently, is the nature of under-determination. There is some infinite lot of
observation condilionals that we want lo capture in a firite formulation. Because of the
complexity of the assortment, we cannot produce a finite formulation that would be equiv-
alent merely to their infinite conjunction. Any finite formulation that will fmply them is
going to have to tmply also some trumped-up mattier , or sluffing, whose only service is to
round out the formudation, There 1s some freedom of choice of stuffing, and such is the
under -determination.”

Quine, 1975, * On Empirically Equivalent Systems of the World”,324 R.E, Gibson, Jr.

(1982, 88-89) o A <1 &
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BEE, A4 22 + QA= ARoloh WAz vAYYEAE Use
+ 92, Quines] Y| w2l - g4l AW EolAE S}, 2ol BFex,
AR weldon YNAS e oYY AL Q4 T Uold whe Ay
Al "o DA, 1A}, 43T Q48 A2EE AYHoe £
She dUg 3, 2 A% A48l AT dekes Quineo] Axsht ‘A4ES =
A & AT 240l B APl YA, D AYH el AT G EL Fofusf,

3. DIEFMEN it m=ulo| JisM

ol o] A¥How sl YAoleht Quine s FH4L WY 4+ gk AL el
MAH 4] BAY + YES o) B A4 ¥ + 90w, Quines), A x4 o]
Bl o ol & Aol vl A Yo] Yoluba] YEF PEolFE 8hob gx Roo 47
L ook %A el e n AR A ol A e 2 aAg BEe 4
Ak, 2AE 2 A WL A9E A SAE GYANE de)
Aol

3.1 &3} AAF

ol 29 Aol g SHAsN o) Erhd, o] ke Ay oz ujAHAo)x) uct
(A) R E7be] o] Bal Holl ojchd, o) E2 YU Ao g el Ao, 2 A
We| o] A5 437 (correspondence rules)ol] 2sf wharEalo) dAg o 24
A o= AYgAolu] g Foiuberl o]y FA4e, o]EdgolE 4J5k8o] ( disposition
terms) A & )£ (reduction sentence)l] 2la, A& Fo)x} olefqlel] Holu|zt A
o2 woifivh: F455) uel ksl dele] Falols)e sht, A AHE ]l o] EE el
A e ddsid T o, deld gl e AEAo e AgstSaice A
= AT olw oW A YA E BFebE AAUTE 7 2As) 2] 2ol ohjeld,
Az 2Esl MES B3dhe 249 A9e @ 4o 9ep50) awcw, fun 2
7 eRlder Bese diqe] BE 53 w2 $Eshe, o] EujAHAe wha sz
@& oo

2B, o]’ B BF ol gAY wk-vAAH FAL 4TY 4 ok
kst ov] okl 19} welolq X upe) 2ol FAEAA A $x9 4 7l o Bolck

55) CarnapZ, (1936 o4& 4a8of9) Ewd A o ( explicit definition) 7} +7t53lee, 2E
Fole FRAE s Badsle] QAL + Uchn YAy Lub (1956104 o]-Ex oo
e Aol L WY 4A L Al A AhgFAel s Yo e QAR st e

56) o2, Hempel o %3l x4y Z7) ( consistency condition) ©]tk " (8.32) Unless an
observation report is self-contradictory, it dose not confirm any hypotheses which contr-
adict each other,” ( Henpel, 1945, 33)
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Carnap(1956) & o] &4 -8ol-& X she sl -2 o] EAe] ol EAlM Azt ¥
Moz Ml dAdd 31—-—°— °11375H.’14 FAR(FA)7, A2 2ese 7HA
BAE 2k F °] 25 #F € A, 2 7HE 2PA AiH ezl
Aol Addg 5 gl ZPZH °I%LH—r«l kg sMEe] A AE £A4E 5 g A
oltt, FAERIL] o]l 4o] A A bl AL Fov4d, u|FHd=A
A 2] WA @A o8 ARl =)

(B) o] 22| §of (theoretical terms) & o] B4 AAGe 24, ulzdd4de] w4 5}
1e 7H5Ael ek o) BHgolE Tt o] BEAo] wRlHor dEsET o
o] B¢ WAlSHE Akl o 19 welolA oln] AAstgnl ol &g, @ 2 AT
Craig v} Ramsey2] K& ( replacement)a} Az, @ a2”d AAFYEY A =7}
AFAHoletd, v|AY4 B wubrbgsicl, AlA 5o (elimnatism) = = 45T Abw
o AZAH g ok, ol EAgeldl Al A olAE 2E YRole, a8
o] 2 Loly} Aol Fol ol Fw 4ol (explicit definition) € F gorg o Eo
3] AAR o Grim Faetn, FelAAld YAl ET @ Craige] whiel] ¥
Fabdye]e] Fakagtog WasAy @ aabgoelnkd ¥ Ishe, second-order Ra-
msey Senténceoﬂ olsf o] z|3te] sl o)A o] EH LB AMAFE w]l AT,
Quine o] 2jojo 4 5 EolE AAAAAG 2t F dgro] B o] EAGort AlAR
Craig} Ramsey?2] replacementol 4 232 of3l 2715382 okn FA71 slofvzln
2, vRARAEAT 43 F ek

a2y ol® AlAFelE, Aol RES o] Fel o WAL A HU7t, = Hale F
e AAs Ze FHE A A Ee] ohdrbshe #HollA uskHE *{%%_—4.58) L
o7t AA e e, 2R Ahgo] T WAA A E Szt A4S ke Hg
S wher}, Hempel (1958, 205-206 )l o]3hdd, o] &4 -&ofol st Holo] 27543
A ste e, i) o] B4 Fa3 UAA Fwg Foll #HA wkerh @A 3l

’

2 52

=
-
ks

57) ©{Z22 J. Engish(1973) 7} At}

58) Cf, Hempel ( 1958, 210~222), J. English(1973 ),
‘Craigel &l A5 wy-e pAA Fo2 2 Felo Fagt A S, fga 32l
AA Q) Welo| 89 4L welE drHE Aefoput o] B4 BolE AAY 4 Ao=2 Craig
o] ulul.2 AA AL 4H4 ( loss of economy) & o Ech o] BE HAMA( formal system) 2
&t AL, 270] Hel( theorems, SHEH) o T2 APEL f}L 57 A& F
2] (axioms , primitive sentences) 52| # A2 FA3t7] &l Maksl Ralol, Craigel ¥4
& 278 o]elEE Aedgtt T Remsey ] W2 FAzle, o] B4l ofw Hliil {gE 2
"] ‘\’;1‘3, ok2} ( quantifiers) 9} W4 ( variables ) T T3t HA Eeluz AYe s

2% ¥ FE {EIM o] &3 7L AL wautw ¥ F g3 ofw AYe] 2AE  wE

€ rﬂ AR LT FE 4 Tk = Zo] 2FY v gx]olet
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A ﬂl—‘?— o} o] B o] EL iz BHAHQ AYAMa|He Ayl 4 AHEE ], o] 4}
g2 ‘wbAxme(heuristic advantages)’ S A|Egct: sekalt, o] 24 Zx) ( theor-
etical ent1t1es)7} B A FEe] S TS ‘AW sgloz ANILY #
55 3 o xolA o] B diitg Sijtc); o] BAEA] ¥ A fo] AA JFL Fa
o] 2 dj4ke] &R AFE JE3IEF Ao s ojwsl Aolx] aA Wi @3l
glve SATHE IEE 5" AL ohich “Huz bl 29 o] Fdll, 29 o] E
HEAE 23e FEYAEo] By sbedS dAFRA dW, 2 A FGAHEL o &
A gool Aty gol g Alolo] A 2g HAAE ¥E 4 e}l ”(Hempel, 1958, 206)
o] x4 &olE %A By AL, W WAA sRE Adcl F, 28 A4S AHF
A asde] gzt whil-g AT, 2 A w4dle A I ke gednbe] A
A" g 9o, Agaxtnelel Frby Mo FEE F Y TS AR
= Aol gleo] Fold}et

Hempel & Fo}4 f2]7}, o] &4 -8of2] uly o 54-& 4 grid, ofd o]ex 3
Aol Fuks 2Yse Falol o3 Halg + 982 EdeAnl & ol B, wATAS
o) ddaAlE T3 A AUx ga, A Ag - dE3el s 4R 1 3l
opul shul m, AlAlA AAAs WA AFEH S 43 okuk e} 59 o4l 2z gheba
o] 2] elqk BHg slal W4Ael o] BBl AAY + goh whebd AAFelAE
o] A xe HAHZ o] ohw, o] EaLols} A7xl H}(replacement ) & ol F5 3
Ao g4, n|AHYES bk £ glek

A4 EAE, AR oz FAeldA Fdl o BAZA AT FYEAET 4
92 ABHE gl Eel 2YTE Fashinl of dl o U ALE 32 AdL
AUA LA B} 2+ Qe 2R, Febok AR o dale olRaAE

AWA £HY AUE AHE W FE}E 847k 8L Quine & AYUsk YT,
ge o) 2ol it 22l AAE WY Hel eAEA o Uelol, ABAAe b
@ ool eel FA4L TEAo2 ATAPond ‘oleslARA o WA YEF 7
5 4 94 %877

Quine(TDE. 46) ol |3td, 4%t 35 ool F288 927 2Haor ¢

g5 ALY o) oot el A R4 %o} A%HE 2T
VA AAE ww glond, 2 fAHE A Adl 9H FHY W PUE AEdE
A, Yeldolebn, AgH Aolch $e} AFsHe (recalcitrant, wayward)
RLEAE 5317 A8 ol 2L FHHokt ¢ ®, $FE A¥T 4 Yt A A

59) Cf. Hempel, 1958, p,222,
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% THY%E Zerh TBFFY (conservatism) ' o} w4l 87 (quest for
simplicity)’ &, 2 ol ohEe] Aeel] glo} Al4kell Yozl ABHAGM oo, Tai4|3}o)
olth; $Elv o wd ol B wke s Jrby £3& M3le, Ao o] B4 o FA
& 5 o B9 ojgo] HE o Hetb) Quine (WB, 74, 80)2, w4ZFojo}

dEdolzhe dFol, ‘HAL Yol QAshe el vl Aol RysAE Au g
+ g MEE A A7 AA oI, o] B Al olulx s ¢& o)z} w3}
Z glenz, o UAEL Quineol glo] AAlel g A slgzde o) ozl
£ A% 71&1 Asret 4 F 9462 g 2 aogsta, = 23] Quinezhael o
oA e AxserkE A Esa)

(A) 22l7h 7Hde Al o AEshe A, 297 you AusA gE AAEL, A
A AE el T A4E ndyoeg Auste ook A L AE A

AA, ol &3 43E & 2AE HA FAYSFEF Fol Quineo] BRFFOE F4|dE o
e v ZArk: QO IEAGAAE Hefshe o] BEFolv Ao Hzolx} F
Aol W7o Azkelul, 2hEAl AR Aelelr] Rele A4 o) Ao o8] Yaiwl A
ofed, 27t FEF L FAse W4l BT A AL A AYY AFY
o) FAD FE JESY © Al shdo] Folste o] vee, $elsb we Ao o
A e Adgeten Alsg o T Aole, = o713 g2 AAE ol W2 o] E
T AEE AL A 3L MHd FolE Bolw wor —ehdel © d4b3Hs}
e AL od2shx “Hﬂl""‘ A7kl ol zHsbsebe, EERAE 53 A
7heste =3 AlAsE FAvbestel 2, AAAE b A sE =y, &
o A M AL, NG %76“’5* Aol %#F5F 2lE fFEdel Aol AAlNA F
Holl 7b7bE" GAlE2 A7 dell S48 WA AlVE Yok o] PAEL

Al

, 54 =

60) of 4&HAl YA L Quinell of ‘ottelel 2Ll FE tacit guide’ ‘UVEYA guiding
principle * * ¥ 2 32 A[¥} leading considerations’ = ‘41 & preference’, ‘©]3 interests’
‘A% force' 2 Hd $o2E Z&sa b Cf. Qune RR, 137,

61) mbe¥, chirgde] A3 BpFost uiiuteke] P g Poiw YyEHQ T
of Avk el AL mate] R4Fourt of Fe4d 5 ddets o
el ALF3] A-LAs ok ek Cf. Quine, WO, 21, Quine, RR, 137, 138,

62) Quine 2 RFT29 thgAlolslolt o} & YA ES WA 2ol ¢ sufficient reason’ &
el 4T ot 2AISIW (WO, 21), ‘scope’t thi4le] dakg L3¢ feandity ' v
T2 BEFee] Aol ng (PR, 248) w43 w55 &bl x}° g 93} A4
Z7 o] st} Qume H55-2F * familiarity of principle "ol2}t 27| & e} o] F YA
tato] Boll £/ F gl ¢loQl FAll AL AY Ak F ks HAE T AW
NFEer ’4‘"@'3\}4,

63) Cf, Quine, WO, 20, Qune, RR, 137,

)
o
5
&
to
23

z2
=
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B9 ABAA 7l 82 gecke YUl A ooz AAFde] AE oA
Foll w1, o «nld AYA 2 4sl( empirical reference )& ZEck6) = Szje]
TFAA Aele, AA FALe TR, YWY AWl N A2Y YA A E,
MY oete] dalss] 4EF $448 2& Holoh

a8, o) a2 BFole Ay SuE, B4 Hael AY, Aelele Ade
ERdA71A gelok ¥ Holzka Quine (WB, 80)AHIE whu gt Hoe o] 2o &
A, CAEHS R4 LAYl Y olelh o] YT Yo T4YL ¢ £ 9
oo BAlY Ao FEu reldon e’ 5 were, maFe g
e dhsha] gerh & ol £ EHHAES THGHY o2 26 3T )abrl U, of
i 3-2) El"éXﬂ-OIi/":i-‘?J T AT A BYY Aol oMt = FAY, Sy

< <+
T HokEE BT AL dIAHA EYY 4 Aok F o] B AAE 5
E=g Ao J°1 "S'-%EHH, o 3 diqle] AR} o HgAola] e 9}
e Aeleh "l wa4, 28 2AS aF4sE 5 odigke), Sels} BM4E Axy
ol golztx FAHY 4 Yok

(B) =, o] 22 v|A Aol dal 525l Atddx|eke, Quine o] ‘cpdieol e’
5, AYALER FHolY wEdos vggl F ool g AYsFow Ay £ 9o
A Quineo] 4T FAGE ol 4F BAH O e TAHIAE of

A3 Gehte, AAE EEle EFolv: gdtxle) Fe Adatze N o qssiA
v oAESA, B g 84e 2ashe yAe £Eeke Yol clede ukm mela)
o] st## (extrapolation )& IE3lE Holtl, © F&2 qxdoay w42, Al g 2l
iAol 4 AL gk AN, o4sx) e chldE xS o W] Wy A
gl A A A gefA e gouf, oAlat vl glo] ZhAoe, 7 E&at
= 7Rl Rl © w4 abib °] dA 9 TE5¢ a7 ol e
A 3o sMES AYIE vl 2olo, Ay AL ST 2 JMEY Ay e 23
ghef 22y Ay e BE 21@5171‘4- 2755l ER, 348 27 Ao o4 o
THL AT Al @ AR LA o] Yg AL i) BEYL o] 2 Y
#l -2 A A gdelqe] FIYE oa)FE ATl Utk F o] Bo] wLygs s
e "AabEAl g =344 (unchecked coverage)’ sb Woh: ii) E wede 3
4 gl A4y B Hal 2 AdazAe 4oA Yol Hushd, o8] we
% P2le vk oA, A" nLE o BolahAl ALY + s wBo|ch
Quine o] 9lo} iAol o] Bol ifokdt vlEo] S AL HF, 1Ho| o] 2o A

64) Cf, Quine, TDE, 43~44,
65) °l3tell £7= W&ol s A, Cf. Quine, WO, 19~20, Quine, PR, 247,
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o} 8] X3}(empirical fitness )& 353}7] 22 E9sicl & o ZE Hol4 F
Y F ol e, 2 F o =EE Aol, ol FAd glejAe ¥FrHe4el o Zc}86)
a2, oy o] B vl Euk oMzl o sl Aol

23y, @ A9 Aoz Fxq F Aok, AHAH HEo] BUFH, F F olE
o AN AL BT o 28zng 44 v, i) Fd ol o] 8L o ¥’
o] go2 A7y Aalstel wsf F o] & "ol FAUs A W dA3w, i) 2™
oujol| 4, & o] &o] o mhgsich ¥AletE, Aol ‘AYHow A ol E o] EuT
2o sp54oe]l F FE ok AL BE T AN os Izl wbEsn 3
2 ek AH)EL B 4 goh @ ol A sl & Age, WAEE HA
of g BE Zeol B4, o g o 4A ) perAubye] sl oA FEHo
2k AR “siveid dupdow, ofd FolA Hdd) ds, A e S5 el
£o] WERIY AL giv] AEo)E " (Quine, WO, 22) &, EE ST AYel, e
BE b5 Ao e s gAY o et AR A4 E # 83, et
Aakg) o] &7h )eh 67 @ o9 Quineg, FAlel FEI F omige], A2 dHde] £
Fssithe 24 & 25d Y9 9o (definitional extension)§ Zx|@evhe 24 &
abE A2 o, dow o} diqle] Hckm 4 Zshg-g-2 ojn] JollA Adsigel 1H
Quine ol oj&pd, shEAl2 Al Aol Holch T AGAA Y S EFert o 7N
dalAl e} shd &ol (derivative) Fojeld, obvkE 5 s shvisb 3 A A B
gt Ao, off spdE o AlAled Hal o et AR AA- 5 9l Aolel
(Quine, STCW, 255) z#=, $elr7 $o45 MY - Fo4d W4 & &= Xdte A
o] F digre, Ao (A wode] Erbsd) MAlAldl &8 lenz cede Fx
£ =3t vlad 5 g8 Hojrh zine wede] 93, A4 vy §F AEA
o2 Fxv ofglEred Heor cofE F ool B £HE %A’Hﬁh‘% H o] 5] Fhel

oA 7hx| o] Aol whedzt wAFolo] i 4T o] BT of BBl U5
E 9Py L LolstAt ol ohdg ualol stk 1 484 APYEL SeE 9
W3 Qs Aol 2 YAEL Ssa RuE, AYel o8 AYSA W+ W
o] EFo] FAH™, AEl ok B uFFo)e} gadolzhe A A Fo] uFe] Lo
5ol GE AN E FY A e St S + Aot

66) Cf. Quine, STCW ¢l €&ol4 Quine-& vHe @ | BLTHF &5 757t o g o|f
JH2E 2 Sl

67) Cf. Quine, WO, 22~23,

68) Quinee, A¥H oz FHQ che HabEe) TRl et FAh, el 2R +2
o Aol - ARMA DL A KT 4 ol Gk APA of FUA Fa& HzE A el
oha) ke st w45 aFe] wEAl Rk ol A, £ v¥l, 12o/F A €9
d Aolch



)28 AYA N4 247

ol4re) 18 B84, AW Fx) Wolo| BEY EYE FHshE o EURAYY =
A 24 oz HANA 2AAYY 4+ oo EY, G4HE qhE] 24
5 $3¥ 4 oed ugkh a¥ck, ‘A¥Mes Siolu weMos okyEsEY
cho] Wolo] 28] EUAFSHE T4 $& Jul§ BEsh?

II. olE0[EHM=H2A A8 X9

o] Bu|AA A7t Y + grbd, oAl olw g ARl gol AR A HY
Aoz Faoly, o2 FErsT = Foio Ao a4 iAo

4+ gle e 011 o] EAY AHolch sube] AlAol WY E5Y 7 EwA B £ U
£ o] Quine?] Fao] AMEM qzlgm JulEH el F2 ofw o £E 35}
& mia 4w |

W, o] ‘EEHow 43sE’ AWe|BEL T A( true)ql o) Boje} o,

S, 4749 o)A A7t H2PH]l Aol Aul Holeln 3t AEA Aol $Yl
HedstAl el 28 sHs4d S 3s18 7] 918 Quine R, F ofEo| Zz Ahbs & Az
g Foddts A4, o] E Mo shtE T, 2 FolE v FriA FF A
ol Eal AN A Fe WS Akl 1 ool WAS wpEd] oH4 L& ¥
olg4tole] BE FEL MaY £ ok 2 F olB oA, I 281 $Y
g AlAl g, Yo)ih deiE2 =, 4 714 (Quine, EC, 30) & Wolgdd
Ao, ol FAl FAEIHEE L E AF S Yogx BEF MH F o]EE Fol4 A&
& 7lEo] globw, $Elv £2)8)A o] H-E dualism(Yuty o gi= pluralism) & e}
EY 5 dholl glok 69 Quineel] o], Fa= £k Al o EaA e HEFAE
of Azlzjel Aujxog Halse A4 FYrigrr, ‘e AdAAd JAA
( immanent ) ( Quine, Replies, 334) 70|z} w& 4 et 22} Quine & F A3
=z g AP - #HobE SR A Foh F A2 TR, (FdFe] o] F
FEE 2 o] Fd i Al Ao sysle Al A T '&i%h: Aoz T
2 7 de oo, 238 o2 S 2egorsd s - ey, el B A
43 AA AL Al Az Popsel T Yrh--$2]9 Sl Al Taiql

[ﬂu.

69) Cf. “ ... It is the extreme situation where we would do well to settle for a frank du-
alism. Oscillation between rival theories is standard scientific procedure anyway. Where
there is forever no basis for choosing, then ,we may simply rest with both systems and
discourse freely in both using distinctive signs to indicate which game we are playing. This
use of distinctive signs leaves us with two irreducible and wnconflicting theories” Quine
(1975) , " On Empirically Equivalent Systems of the World ” p.328. Gochet (1982, 21 Yol A
A gl
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A4, St A E & 4 deul 2 A=y Yoz e}’ ( Quine, 24~25)0)

AlAd ¥ T3 713211741 o] ZR S FaAgtoe4 Quine, o|EF2 AI(limit)
24 Aoz FLI " o]4be] & (the ideal theory)’e| EAE Faldie, 4xfE
2459 4% e )4 2] 57 (convergence ) 2| ¥ g4-& F<lghel, Quine (WO, 24)
o] ®p2 Peirce 7} Azl E ‘A=Y HZE A o] BT o2 Aol AL AR
o} sk A2, (A e e o]l BBl ohuzt Bl sl HoslE ‘o st
$(nearer than ).olzglz 7ol 2x]sh 7heo, o2& A E Wil o] BWEM
4 (numerical analogy) & 2-&3ict, B2, g, AT Mg oo A7AY
o) Falel] A3 A &3 ‘ol4bH Al o FUdAR} A= £ ¥ uniqueness (“the
ideal result ")¢] xMlol] o3| FA7} ), sHukshd, <l z1e] 7@ el FAls ol &
ZE ks o A¥dHoR ¥ o gt shie] of BaAlAukS ) &gctn 4
At o} ol fr 9l HFoleh zBlER| Peirce o Y 7tzl we| A x ) 3 gl
o) 2ol s, AHGORE Aelel] ek FAG Ho| & AT @ee

ol A, o] B5 ikl ujole] E-E4o] o] Bt ‘ ou] B Al&(semantic ascent )’
of s FARETD dolgt AdAAE ] =9 A4S W) a4, o] B £
ol & AFgshA| gdm 2ol wa) °1°¥7IﬁH§ o] "olelEA A5 o Mg, FAHY
EHog FEAo] gl MdAAEe] FEx FEoR A cfE 72 F BEE3 HlE
g Aoz Agsis Zolch FElo] o] &L, olo o], FUZ A Falo] sl
Tk AR, cofFo] sbsE o] EEF sk olrh  peEle) o] B3 iAoz o
& HAg z= oo o3} (quantification) v} )4k z]4]=] (objective reference)
o R4t o AE RA %= o] Fo], AR e o A AYHoez FF
¥ 4 k& A4S A5k Aol o 99 E &-—7}’ “de} 2¥A l4e] =4,
$elo] Bale] A $9f-L i} eyl g zigye] Xcof uksld }Bl TE

Y wize thﬂﬂﬂ Az, $elo] zlate] o] ES AAY Fast YHAE o,

i)
]

&o

OI»

T

PN
Al EH-3 3§ }A o

2 Bl A9 E ¥R ddEel, fesl d4% G4 A L%
s 7] wi-golch whEsl o FAE Fal, ko] A& olupxg AL, o
g AlokAl gk, 4= tunnel visionolcl elm $Fe| S zle) gt w shite) s

alo] EAgehe 24S 2L 2= d4] o]Aelel” (Quine, NNK, 81)

o

70) Cf. Quine, WO. 75~76 ; el & o] &l A Moyt o] Atlo] Alelo] haf olokrldle
el 7h 517 g AL, St QA ofm o] & el dnl BEsl] A Bl F Al o i
R4 (parameters ) v L& 2] aA] Ay sle] Adoh Quined el A2ty TAE
4% ‘Quinian Predicament "o a3 xlich A A4 5Ho|E . A dH] A ol A o] Fof ]
=, o| & ubge] $Ixl7} felelAl Foid 4 glomz Ane) AMAAl AAHoE A E U
T+ o9+

71) 2lml 22 Abgo o bell W gt ookl A wlolel =gl o]ok7| 2 (F miles ol Sk o]ofr]ol A
‘mile’ ol &), = A2 ok (material mode! ol 4 FA A okl ( formal mode ) 222 ¢]
Holr|, SAgo]lz walt Aoy Folo] dall ojokrist oz o]WEE elr),

Cf. Quine, WO, 270 ~273.
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sl 22 Ay w14 F AYH Lege S A, olukw 9o BL,
shgel HF Aol e 2o B Holeh shvkspd $2o] Alokst WAHoE AGs ol
ghA gk, F43 g HekEel ASUAEE oA ¢7] WRoloh slAHYEAS ol 4u
2 ¢5% 74 4 ey, 270 Quineo| T vhe opvch ok, o £uld Y4
wAlE o Y —24EH - £ Y 4 Aok QuinexHAlo], o] EolR Y4 EAE
AR QAR HY WA NE dstodt, YT Ao Az HMEPo2E ¥
b WY ook BEE 19 EedaERore Q4Ed4 o) s Q4gos
o HFHES mHEo] T Aol wpz, Aol QA ‘ol EnjAHYYEA oo a2lg o
g% A7 Hal4 el AAA A B + Aee Teld nolokal Heh ol Al chgol

L A A ), AUAE B AAE Ber TEE A AN

1. QUAl&o| xpH St

ol ErjA Y4 A v =2 4EFoxly 712& (foundationalism) & HHor FAsH:
A8 AgE el olRL, 2 A4 2 A2 (Y)Y W4 Al o
g kol xl Faloll WiRR] £ ARl 14 AH A 2 4 e F Yo E
4 A4 ES d4E Aoz Quineo| A4 sy Aol vtz ‘xloiEN <l4E (episte-
mology naturalized) "ojt}, £ w=F& o] Eujd A wnlrs} el o gy B ol
eh, ek T2l slo) @ ( logical oddity el 23] etm, A4Ee] HrH ooE s}
g HoFee 2 E Zedl, o1 ARl FFHer, 48 =« 3} (naturaliza-
tion)7} sl Y4 eHE B2 a4 g +UY + IS T olw,

28d], 2hdshe 14 Rl by i A Erbx] w5l el 4 © FlE2E
| = ool shed, @ AUz =l 4ol o7} 2o Exbe] HZuHe] AxH
Ade BdF 5 dojok g}, o] FrA =Tl o7t AAE st 4FHoe 9
57 HalAde, @ A3 Q4E F "=y JAR o] AT Aol UFHo ok
et olAl 12 O @ & A4E9 2AdFHE FA e dEE e =3¢ FF i) o
29 Hgtsl-EA ’ ii) ‘Quine o] &7 (predicament )’ ¢ FA 2 wAFstw, @< Quine
of AMekshe alAlE2 THA W4zt FAHTET 2. oA HE3A

o]

a

1.1 o] 2Ad3te] F4|

2

Agdow 5, F(true)l JEAAE Fo AL AP 2A9 Al
+ 9o godslel AP ¥ BAL wx Y& o) FEY o] Eo] Y of
Fabe, x4e Hoks}(justification) Falol ofml oo & s} ?

Agolet oy 4+ g, o] BAAY AP Pof L} TLY F
de AL, FAEw olx, ofn FEH e, = APkn Y& o] Eo] opd k& o]
WAl E mE A4 Selol, 28y AP EAEL o) Foll4] F2n w (observa-

o
oft
iz
rﬁ‘
ACh
to
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tion reports)nk-s HFsle Axoe JHYY, EAFTFozlAE #A - AU T
7 RE 2l A= 49 A2 E AFSE Ao FHYeH, o] Jxede 24 -.zid
ol HE AelE FAHNNAE AlYo] 2EL TelA AT Hgoledd e a4 2
ale} e} ‘)4 &4 7] 2E (epistemic foundationalism) 2 & ‘o] &9 X b 3l%
Mol wigh |22 Y4 ozt dFjH F ddvdl, 2 Aol ofsid, b & ZE
AYH F2, A, ol 2% AN F de 5HI AYHE Fele YAl Eo] £}
o] Ew3}t 2|42 422 o8 7|24 (foundational )olz} ¥ + =, 7] 8. AAHH
clziiHolzlnE FAHE 4 v, F4HoR HyggE e 4ld - WAl o] Al3s ¥
AL “2HT AE o, o P EY, FEH R A FHY3EE AT HEXK:

¢ o, F EE g AFA A4 - Ade, 2 Aol T Z8A Aw el oEY
of, 2hd A 241 o) Adel] o3t YuksbEAlel] dal, 7] 2EL] AL wHehd FoHA 2 oF
o & @ s1&A43) gA|Eol s Yta(self-justified) ek F34 & TFAH A
gl g 833 @ AYAAYY 2 TEAA R 4folol|, HFIpe| A7 Ude
Falo] Agso] 72EL o] Bc} 7Y sz Bo] FYUExte Adksld oy AL o4
ol A #rd3] el gl ZraWs Hoabgad i sl2EH AL ¥
H-g golgiel, HolA B A2 HA § o 19 AH2Fe FH, A 9EEeA
£ Ao) ohd HAlz AAH Ao, W2 7 EuA (Protokollsatze)ﬁD}, o] A2
24¢ g4 A2 oln] Agsigrl, Neurath o ¥ we] AT 4¥ + gle
gl A = Ehobe UL, Quined) gloiq= AAFATA] TA S Y uHA
A b o B I 2

2%, o714 593 vAgd e dAAA felrt F55 sle AL H &
o) Fuis FAo|ch olHo]l e AL, “AdzntstE AY ol HuskA =2A
S48 Fza$ede 9 (Quine, EN, 74)olch, o] Iub& E, Aol W Ale
£ g3 ety s3slues Aolzh, Aol s ol B¢ HustArlHE Yol

a2y, A ey G4 F AP ol & 4ol ol FEIAL J2EA AYEAE
A zbzl ge] Aska] Eapcl; ‘ol Aol A, =¥ AFES iR o
(couched) & =it Abdle] 2 Fgo] welaha Hgdol o4 HFELotsy £
HY 4+ 9-2¢ on)skx] ¥i=th“(Quine, EN, 74) o} 4L ulAPY = o

13

O
=

72) Quine & 7lExEolele Solv x}%s}zl @i g A4 E (old epistemology) o2t Hdh
Aol og 2o ‘gelH HTFA L FPshe el s wain Ak A2 BE B4
2z 02159 JAEH 4 & 2)3]1]7} SaE e Aol g BAE Jehzz 3]
712 & ' ( Fowndationalism of Truth)e|etE Falt},

73) D, B, Annis (1977, 345 ) ¢] “thesis of Self-Justification’3 thesis of Dependency ’
o) F4g 2z et e} 2 =FL V2 EE AAGeAR g AL okt
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193 W), 5 warae] Ayl g 2HEE cfre) A9 o] £Fo] FYshme
At o 24 A2 E AHY F gon, A Aol oa) ol Eo| Y3 AY, 1 A
A7 HE25 o1 4 ek ol YA o] Bul A4 £AlE, AHOoBNe ‘o] RS kst '}
FESE gAY YAl § $Ygel svdeb, Eeldow 425 s o] &Y ey,
U A2 e SHE 5 Y7 @Folch

‘ol o) Adell ol el A% ' E Ak 3, Kuhn3} Putname] 4T %
obE 4 ek APl al YETE o] B2 Y3 elAFFR o] B o] 2
£ ZA7 He6l, 2 ol R E FAsE A2 HED ol PR A 2R
% AdT #4%¢ + dek Putnam(1962, 216) ol SJahed, Bkl glold Ygse R

%Mfﬂ o Wator ‘ol AYeE Yok <4, BV%L&I e ey o

o APttt F oS Aabaiq) FAE d2 o] o] EH FAo Loy Hoisl
Hep w97 AR ne) sdo] gty Fa4¢ 27 b, 28 2ue 27
EFRHAY 23512 8= o] Ho] FFo4 el & AL ohJrh. Putname] o|g A

e WAE k] ols|4 w5 A = Atte] Eo| b FAo w4 Kuhno| ol
FrAkstet. Putnam-, Kuhn o} 3o ol RAsle Z%g Wiln god, a7t (=®
2Rl A4l ) dEhie Hgke, “«ddE ( deductivism o gt W g 4 "(Putnam
1974, 259)eleba @itcl, PutnamRA % o Afictm wdehe ol 2] Hotsle] g 4
A, & 22} Kuhnol st Asiz, “ofwd ziste] 242 Ay sl a9 84
HMEs) =) ofoo dlqlo] BEol] oJél A ut i Brpssict " (Putnam, 1974, 259) & F3
olc}, 28y}, Kuhne] F2-L Putnam¥chi= ol 7gF A o2 o|sl|=lct okt Kuhn
(1970, 146) 2, w2 7ge] o] 2% ubEsie Z 3t FUA=E R Loloksls, Toja b
S8 gl dvke Aol o ofAl’beba @Els] =Felr), ¥ A4 (anomalies )& 3}
Fajol A A HElA) wemw, Ayxbgde] $gel dsiy} o B4 % 24
7b ehqel; “ 3k FEto] B2 27¢ Al o} FEsF AW o glojopnl, XoRH(in-
valid) o2 delsle” (Kuhn, 1970, 77) olAl7bxl dapd g7 o8] vehd o
W SHE, o B Ada A sl ke d4¢ Ak geche FUe, 3
3 A¥ol ol 2% A¥sy shyel WA ol ohjzhe 2ulzh ohuiel, “ 3Hea}s) of
o 43 ol 84 A¥shE AL, 2 ol &3 AAske vl ol 4ol Aelg oul g
(Kuhn, 1970, 77) Putnams} Kuhn9] AHsj:, A9slfalel ol satdzels} o
4 Azle] 454 (mutual support) & $E3he FTolebn 4oy,

a2 Quine o o] 22] Hopstel wkFell o3t Aslw, Kuhn o] Hsjele 2 zkls} 9
o}, A2, Kuhn (1970, 76) 4] F3 2t5e] Aghell Haj4 hjo] 44 o] T4
of 4 F Y-&-& WAl FAEArtA arh A e Aol & Ex o (par
radigms )-&, Quine 2] &ujoll4 ‘AYHow FEG ' o] BFo| ohr) EAZ, Kuhn
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(1970, 126f) & zH47¢o] 4 (fixed) o) - £YA (neutral ) o) & 24 gic} 74)

28 ol P A SAe) d¢e ¢uw FHALNES d4stE Kuhn 59 Aak4 thehd
€ A2, "U4EA 375l epistemological nihilism ” ( Quine, EN, 87f )=, z}g}
+ A3k $Ae FHEetaw A 2dozAe) ge] o] £4kElc) Folo] BT
Aog AFH e zad Aol Yool =) Wl Sl odole] TE EE: gi
£ s v dHAES 9 4 ok o]FA Quineo] YojAi, 249
A4 ee) FAR s} Aolef, ou)sh Al Aol 75 A2, Quined] Yo
A sl A Ealshe 2E A% 2245 A% " (Quine, EN, 75)0lc) o443
e AH nEepE, o] £ AYAH LY = A4 ojupxg 4 gt WEow
Al (Quine, WB, 74, 80) <122 & S H4dolc) z8lme o] 2L Ao
A At FHAAY g + depe o4 Quine 2 AP e qho] Wi

Quineol] glef, 3 ol &2 dabtel $dai4e +Ho Polokul 3pn), 2w Fho]EL
ZAdo] ®el 2 23h" 4+ 9lch 3y Kuhn o Sl<>i o] &2 A gL sNE(conversion)
o EAlold, Aelol 7] Aol des)ale ghec)76)

74) A SR o E Aol el Kuhn( 1970) o B2 rha) e}

S (pJ11) CsheTe Wake s a}oql - ulzﬂ% e wES sled) . (pu3)
“AgHor Hi sy ﬂl*“i 117“4 27, 4 FL slA¥=e] s A wlel g4 oy
Sabeh o Sl sk S A6 A A o) x"as'y;i%o’fir 7kl Bi(see) H, 27b v
2hE & (look at) Z¥ ohel 2.9 ojal Az /i Ago] 2eA REE s2al el
E o4 oEgtel” o (po121) t mbebeiw o) 7el Qlod L}w‘i 713, 7H‘”‘2J I kA=l 27 o
HEk Ao w s gUY F= gl £ 2eot ”3“36}/‘1] b4 ) ( stable ) Ag o}
vk - (p2e) Al A€y 4 tUshe A5 2 Eepd 0 el ozl
‘R e &g HAoje}, - (p.127) “mE 61 dedx] A5 Biatsd A gy ofof
%, 49 (the given)oll gt $210]3L (neutral ) 7 743 ‘L(ob)ectlve) BIE AMESR] Eghe}

75) Quine ¥, IA-Fabo| o/ 2FA ] s sl Aqge 0, 2, “AdF2 oA o4 dFE 5
37h 8l % Holth Quinec! ATl Bod 3k 3} 28 =, FH7MEA =AU dH e 9
== el Cf £+F 41) Quine, Replies, 316, Quine, WO, 40~46, 53] 44 Quine,
Comment, 132,

76) @ Kubn (1970) o] 23te| E2] &ol =hgsli= ulgrela Axyg4T qlygat £
© (p.148) “sheividtel AAolel: AL FYor HAY F & 259 #go] oprhn
* (p.152) “sleThele) sty Zudel ofs] Faly + givh” - (p.151) sl ohelel 4
sefctel o) 40 WAL 751%‘ T e sk AP AMFY Agelnh” - (pp.1s7
~158) “ajziciq] = AA g Al 2A SH%MMI DH‘LP Ze| efilch... (M 22 siefc}
9 A™Me) AL wA Aldel wek WHa $ s Pojrp”
® Kuhn®f, ‘ol 24w - o[B8l £+ DH?SHH“, Azl & Aol WA el = Kuhn
(1970) A A E * paradigm shift *7} 218 wgeld o] ohd& AlAlsie #HAL Fobu
€ AE 7bEhd, Kubn® A9 Ay s47) ofn A5e|e wgeldes wg oy
T 9o, Quine 3 v@A At F3) 2%} Adlol g AHEH A4 L AsAH =
Kuhn 8] #7424 A%L, " Postscript 58] pp,198~207 o ok s 5-L el o/ 84 =
=2 (Kuhn 1983 ) ol vhebwte},

E—ZL% ;

1
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T, Quine o] o] & Y}al2Alol g 7sl+ Putnam( 1962 )o] ol A= 5 ukap
T ShbE 2edos Ry olAl7kA #slnat & 2L, Quine o o) Bul @4 A
®, Putnamoly Kuhns} o} 4oz Ayl o ol 24ds}l 458 + ge, =
7122l ARH AT debe A4doloh Quine (EN, 74) 9 Fyg ww, atode)
Aol AYe] Y 4HE Fofslols 3y 2 o180, ‘4R S5 HE o
7hEERe] el et 87 "% 2 2AL Yok ol B AYA sjaPy T A
Y4 L&Y (empirical slack) wlgoll, Aol g 2™ 24 Qeje) Zwoj)
i 4FY 4 gt AER A4S, gep Q4B §1€ 4 gl Aoow wz

Y + go,

224, Quine (EN) o] o5, 3yoetel el oy Ao § Ad95: 22 22
b 2AGAR B, Ao A ol GUHE ol 4 EA4E + glolE, A 4EA

BTb ASE S gdo}; AR Mz ool Y3 A4 ofxls] A4 o)
(Quine, EN, 82) Quineo] whal: j2-& Foju} 4] ] &4 5 ( psychological sett-
ing ) qldl, o] Fujaaz QUEE 7] o]Holl Z =fadFEl JA4EL WolBols] o)A
ol, 2 P4 =+ 2ol sl(naturalization) 2} e}gbd & Ea)4folol goh 2o =
det Aot ek e Aol A3 Foll, x4lol g sjo|2ape] Yz o)
o A% AstE =edA "o

1.2 Quine 2] ;

Quine o] =AY 4 =4 &, 2td24o] grss v)d49’ ( Replies, 304 )& 7423 1t
Aot F A¥Hor F5 obFo Hol o] B - AEAAS} EAYY zdE o 74
Putnam( 1978, 23, 32 )o| * Quine 2] 27 ’o|z} W3k AR} = AjAZ Eas
g, S A a4 A5 F U B 4] SoE YR,

Quine 2] 2

“fEle, el 2 Adel 2E 5 b 349 ofm o] Eo) aA g 4w weul
dl+= gleh” (Quine, WO, 22, 60)

Quine R4l o3¢ ‘274 ’(predicament )olelm H 45k Ho| Yt 77 ; goljA| ¢

77) Quine(OR) & Aol W3} o] EXYAH Y T54L Yalaeh st Ao Wt o
ABHAS S, FAU Agala o] TA5e] ZHAL A4 L 5o 22 Ao} o}
Weh, 2 7] gal AL shebgh A oz A el Aol Ao gk S EaA] W 2 A A5t b g oA B
e A2 ol A A4S 41 FAT Boloh, ol ¥A), o BEYHU AH Y ne &
27 nw 97 S, Azte) A$AA A FLAA ) Al Aolek ke A A 7t ¥
gheb o| B4 8o{ 9 primitive reference = % W gk triviality o] 42§ 2 s} TA
el & ’“13171' Be]Fo=19) gl abell A AE5] fofo|r}
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o] Aol s vlAYS £ o] Bold, ‘AT AY o), o)A FL ou]e] o] Eol
ohUel, Aldol vt BHatAf4LE Egshe AlAlo] £78) 024 Sl AdAlAY Ao
EY A}, ol AL 4% 'Quines) 27 'o| Quines| A Eol4 YAHm JE d
£3¢ 43 & depis,

24, o] @Al GIAA vlAYY LA £e)dTAE E25tn SBY RE AL
H4n2 wolAl &2 %e& FalokAch Quine o) Y€} AP AY T Fol
A4 nAYGEAE AT SAE + AV, o1 BHL EACL 43R AR 228
2274 q4ge] wuss, 2B Mg A4E—F, A A4l AP A A A
253 Yoshe AETo M 5B e TejAlel fn AEAYAE] ohd, chE Q4

=

¥ &

-2 28 B 5 7] dEeleh F v F4EAs} BYHA oo, M2 J4EL
: il

7

ARY ol foh R AL, ol BT Ao B LAL FAEAS h2A — 7
Fojzog —FHs) Hojopat she AL, 2l ol BAAS &d3] ch2y, aHAE
PHow FE3 o] 2| TAstr] Wl

Quine | @7-&, thsel sgalA st EAshd, 1Yo Tt Sele AA ol €
T Abgs AAE AlET 4 el 98T Tk Aol EL AP W, kA S
t, sk usFele] 4 ol 2 T4 AokAgon qeln Ao o ATA YA
(final arbiter ) QlyshAl Slct, o) @ Alek}gle] Kuhn& Quinest w¥l47]e A
olel, Quine & $54 AAgMAES] £YL AFstak oA Fshune FR Ao,
Kuhn 2] sieiche]sl 4l (paradigm-shift) € Jojvba] gfec) shubsid, ezt $e
o AdHA & pesh hugde & WA dd AZY + 9ol AFolc) Quineol gl
s}to] E44 &, Neurath (1932, 201) o] wichioll wigle o} Zeme a3¢ Az
siobal ¢ =) Sl 2 flel B2 234 AH2Y + gl Aok’ olzol  Quine 9
AR Fe] ( gradualism ) =i= Neurath¢| plank-by-plank methodology & ol4lE
2 y$Folojr), t}go4, Quined o] ofFA YA UYe7tE BAf

77) A&

Putnam (1978, 23) ¢l Quine©] o €2 & F ®2l7} 2| o] 29 AH LT 4 ¥ T ¥l W+
A% ol 9 Fobdicin Wik AL, 2o o B9 44 (priority) ol & ZZ2§ F1e)v)le
Ao Yslel, £ =¥+, ‘Quined] &7 'o| 4B AT vlAw Gl F
Thal = ofstal et

78) Cf, Quine WO, 24, ‘our own particular aggregate science, ‘world theory, °loose to-
tal fabric of quasi-theories; °our beliefs of the moment.

79) Cf. "Our boat stays afloat because at each alteration we keep the bulk of it intact as a
going concern” (Quine, WO, 4), “Our words continue to make passable sense because of
continuity of change of theory i We warp usage gradually enough to avoid rupture.” (Quine,
Five, 72).
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Quine & ‘clef s} ‘o] &' & A2 mBEY gl AMgdtedl, 2 A¥E, ¥
-2yl TL o g 24y FA, v R e — QA FAEE $eAF
3 (collateral information) ] T2 o] otk 2%, ‘g o2y FAEcl F2iyo|xn
AEH) AEHHEE Zeche B9 ol R FAI fwde] Aoz e}, (Replies,
309-310) Quine 2] ‘o]&’ & b3l MY FAAY F ddyoe w45 (deduc-
tively closed) 49 AL Fshe 71EAHd T2 oMz, FA FA6 g o]

Z ‘iAol HAg AlGH oW, 3 (true) o Wolxe FAES Ay oItk
EE € W4 ‘oo '} ‘o] E’o] mEybE¥ AL oMy, Quineoj, ' 2ig
Agol a28zn A2 dgsl $AE0 o v 22T 0% oo o] B YUY 2 F&
AR ngs AH8g 5 oA E B A e FAEe A A, old e
38 g4 F o Aol ouly el Bholnf, oft o] YAl FHHE AAA o ol
71l sher} she A Quineol] o], bA 3] EEH ¢ Aok o™ W4, alef -
o] BS PetST Ao MEE g, dEd folWe) Eage] ohnl dlefslelE
o] Fol wukshAl HiE AL, og Ald, Aol Eol A ode Al s FHHz gl
< oo, $E, “Aldlel] A daol o] A W EHoR nAYHYL goE
E78ta, 1 o8¢l §93kc].” (Quine, Replies, 303)

w3, ofd AdAA golv BT Erbvetre, $ele Selsh gndE Ao A e
Bfstm Abgshe Aol Foh HIAE, “ofw AGAAE 2 Bu;A, Fita 4o
8 A § BsbAY A xd 4 gl (Quine, WO, 276) ; E2l%g A %3l
Ae =8, ‘A9 Eejo]E 4loldl REE e AHY HE (HL T o B9
A Y Ee Y U IR ech) & oo A ol# el o8 o folHA Jo
U, o J4EY 5TE HE W ERA, fele v Agstas) ojrn gle ¥
2 2 o]E -1 Adell o] F e Ao A 2 ol &L AMY F ¥l Yol
(Quine, PR, 254) o] =7} Eol, $2ollAl HUsHAl 7b5d A —AAld oAl o)
FREE AAlE - 29 AMdAAolrt, a2yt At AE ol Al EA A A A
Al 2] 3ol] ofm U3 x$ (vantage point ) 7} gict, 2@ 5 MK (cosmic ex-
ile) £ &A3L2 ¢ect” (Quine, WO, 275) ; “ e, vl7l2EY @], HYIe=
Foll = At AldE 4fstm, 2HA FE AtAydolzl £ 4 A Aol s,
2 AldE o e A e o7l 7] 9 Fel” (Quine, WO, 24-25) Quineo] =
2y At AYFstuct 24 Aol oha, Fehlle] EgSH A

ol4ke] =& aokshd ohg3t 2ok AA, AlAld HE cpfe o] AR EUls
3, o] B2 deojebe AdalAlel (holismol of#) Fej¥rissinz e sy
(e AdalA & AAld oA ol 28 FhEo] 27t 2 ellA et Y AlA
o] 28 HAY T ol gich A, I A4EA BT N EE FUIL A dAA
- Fatol Bo] B, FFbel A JAtol oo AYH BT A7} glm, 29 FTE AW
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AR <ol 4 Syt o) Mg u ool shha Aghe] o] EAse, AMYPETL
¥7hssich,

‘Quine o] 27 ole} BAMSE Aghe, AAEY Al o]E—doje Y W E
o wAste], o] EojA Yol = ¥ Tt 2 THol sh 4, Feeil A A5 el A
AA ol e ATl rhsgol TR ; ol B e FIA aARF 0 o]
ot BSxlE AA 2, B4g + 9E, Edstic &2 wm} g A9 "
(first philosophy)oleh ®ich $ele] Mubaql zledo] o) BHA x1oj4 Fo n]AH
Aol g Lo ol ®, EY AP opdrt; 1AL, el 2 2ol WH 223 A}
a djaro 2o $ejzhdlel g, S-ejo) ClAAH A o] B FHa4r) aEme &
B, vAYRA Qe 283 YAEE 2Fgo] & —olw T Aol LE 2L+ Uk
7hg 24 ol & deld, $Es & 4 dedE, 2EH FHL ALc); 283 o
H ¥ 7|Fe] gloma 7 o|2g S 279 it dLse AT E 20g
£ Faoleh, $est e FFo4, &y SR uigle| BEL WIY ool nt
a7 ojo|4} EH g Yol ohiAl Sﬂvk" (Quine, Replies, 303)

ol Aol 4 ‘ Quines) A 'o| A4E2 aadslel] rigkale ub4Ale # Hakgich ‘Quine
o 27’ & QAFonA Pelv W - Q4R YA E LAl Mo AL 4B
YEE Y I Eolul, o] HE 3] Boll T wBE FHA A4 FAY ¢ Yot

Ao} Alelel gt 4o ErETE TP $EAS =L Quineg @A
A e P42 A4EE AAMFES L I F AR L 945 2
AL Eoh 2, “odle] A4EL Fukle AR <Hold, A4 =¥ oyge &
Wl Aolch” (Quine, NNK, 67) 4 59|29 7|2+, @2e] xizo|uh 3ot
B, AAd T Selel Assh Ay fao] ohetm YA o4t Yeslln EE
FAolch a8y ‘7ol gaelzle AL, Aol 444 1¥) gL Aow Bt
= ool ol mr, @z AT oulEE Aaje) AYHsge] Audozul gl
Ao} grbe] TR ¥ (posited) o) 4% XYL ZzA AR AA) A&
A + gz, = A4E WA 2L o] S 8Ad Feadtolck " (Quine,
NNK, 67) z22me 398 Az - gze] o] et S+ 3L, e 4
3t o] Folc) ; 7| Bl Eelvge] Ho)E e 9% Eopwon MWL) = HAEAs) #
Ze] o2 Sk AL A 4ol 2 Y& WUe, dvh) PxdolE, A2zl Y
. Quineo] HeES wulst R ARl it BB BeE wtes] 9
s 3ee FRsn ok

80) Quineol Sloi, AAA - ol B, A AYel Fof vlahe) AU AR AY, TF
Mol SFd, selak oA Eol o),
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Quine & 19} o], HSJEE o] A4l Fabgich ol Al A4EA A2 2]
7 Aol 8ol G2stoe, AR AdAT dol4e Asjoe NFslejol 7
. “wl7h2e 49| 24 (Cartesian Doubt ) & Al zHshE 40| ohjch lade] gt <
Hel @A Aldg B AGHAE Sele vt oAl 2HA EYRLIE B £ 9
o} ” (Quine, NNK, 68)

2. X|43FE2|(Naturalism)

Llst 1264 92k, ol 29 Yg3bt $r1588 old 44 xd2 vooes 0Ex
4l 712 ( foundationalism] & &=9tstar, ‘Quine o] 27’ ol ojs) 1 4E3 o) 4
A7k M2 HYHg uskel Quineo] Wb Watatal, “yw AAA2AY, LR A
ol Welld o] 3B Al AR 2k BHYHoz 3 o]Ee RE AL oy A4
oldl vlElgl F¥o] 212FS Yol & RV 7 HAE MeEazlm, o 3
st, olsistmat W&o 2+ ‘Neurath o} ¥ * o) o Y&, T AAYolc" (Five,
72) ol¥ A HAE H¥ae =, 29 AgRAs} WA (posit ) s 2 Eo] AT 9
AA BE, AFHA G AN Exfole], s, “EAUT FUSE TE 2 <, ol
ETAH] el Aat A5 Aol 4E ‘a posit’ql FAlo, oAz g o £
Wl A€ ‘real ' "k} (Quine, WO, 22) %= ‘Quine 8] 27 'o] P, F &
ofel ol 29 AAEL HY 5 uholl Y7 wlfolo; Folo| EasherlE Selrt o g A of
<=7}’ (how we know what there is) 3f& 14 &x =2, "Fdol EAFES}
(what there is)’ ' AAslE AL F-A<lzk (what is real ) 'el& Ada Boo S|
48, 2 B E, “4ae ol Alsk(what reality is like) ' & BEHS 3
A2 A Aabe] Bgo) dRolc} 8D Quine (Five, 72 )0l oj31%, Hehale shahy
ol B S EHAY S dol4d4 Baks alx] go AYE PPsle =zl oa
Zke] olel gk b =g Ael, = ‘A ekslx] 2§ A2 (unregenerate realism) ’
ol vhz a7} AAele ‘A 5o o] & 90| Hcf 82

Quine o] i ol AdMTe] EFE Trlet Ao, ¥ B9 Aol waxle)
AFH A X A Eolehe T YA UL Zerl Q4EY xodsta, sehe] Yzt
e FdAT o=, A 18T 2o B=E ol ol¥Al Q4R - WEL Y

81) Cf, Quine, WO, 22~ 23,

82) Cf. “"He (3¥H xtdF ¥ <14 &2 ] talks of how men posit bodies and hypothetical
particles, but he does not mean to suggest that the things thus posited do not exist,”
(Quine, Five, 72).

al4 24 u}i} ( epistemological cart ) & 3o|4pghx Z ( metaphysical horse ) 4o ¥t
Hoow AL AR, 2 vhAE HE ¥ 8, AANER( physical realists ) €, Quine
o] o2\ gt edBhyl qlA2e] W FtkZ Devite ( 1983 ) = @i},
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A7 Aol ke Fe) Toloh sl of AAFE HEEF HFE, XL A4EE
A BarE g 2AMFE, £ LT FAE Wihgch: © Y9 A4l
A% E7%E, Quine (Five, 72)o] @ap% sl &dei 2ol o3 fitdch Falohdzh
AM 2 AAY o] Bu A4 £A obET HYEAHEo| ke ol BHFIYA (A4 7]
280 239 AUe AYHow vy, ol g9 Y3} EAEIEE, L] oF
J o) 4Eo] BAY At FolAch @ ol'el WAFYE ARE FTHL FEe ¥
sle} g o] 28 #@ 4 il glom, o ‘Quineo €7 o] ¥AR AURE AU
A bl A 2EE e, AR QAEE ATl Ffaeld, i A
( only science self-applied) ’ ( Quine, Replies, 293) ¢ olr}, o)A zTgEc} £
Y, ARt o 4L ®rlslejol shAl YAEsh? (:AAF) AT AW,
29| 22| AhijelAe) BLY Helme, H¥ate] Wi dHEL =T

Xie43=2| (Naturalism Thesis)

«mehe sate o AYA (a pirori ) §JFeld Eedizt ohujeh, el d&Hel
of, shetsl WEe e gkl gloh iFe) Eie Yo, A2 & (first philo-
sophy) £ 9l ” (Quine, NK, 126~127)

“olagiis He, Ao B Y5¢ Aetdow v, A¥AH A g} &=} 7}
Holch AAEL zalsat oo, Alei%e] & &ow, TYPHcL” (Quine,RR,2-3)

Quine o) AdFole, Waaoed, wekel g s FUA G} AHA R
spaba ajele] Fhol wiAlsme, A ¥R HE 4B HFE S5 A
Asisrd aA Wil d +45lojok geh oAl AAFeld AYxte Al AT I,
SEol A, ol @Al qlzel AR Hu- APz Aol EEPE e 2T
o Ao oji B&g AlshEnl, old A4EAE, dofdl $53} A FAHH(neuro-
logy of perception) st @& Had¢ ZFe 4%l sekslA "o}, T Ad T A4 E
2 AQA st TEAAE dolch; ‘AT Foleld J4EE vE WA I3
E, 230] AARH $44 (priority) ol AT A %ZE FrHEAE A4k
o]c}.” (Quine, EN, 84)

Quine o] AMekshe, ‘AL st AR A9 & %E M A4R A Car-
nap ¢ [Aufbau jo} 7+ ol 484 ool Hulgch, AEAU ol A&z, Ad x4
2 o] Ee AYANEE Zrokn 2, HAE) B A A4} YA Yo, 3
Gi1E Az gou, Aug A4 Jlgel A% s 2e g Tl #7159
e, MAY4EAe sael 28A dol AY - AATL ATl AT werEA (lo-
gic of science) 22, 2l slstll $zte onle BFTelt o] 7|4 Quine &} ¥PLE,
ol 2FAe] A&, “o FHol AMZ ofFA YojrbeshE 4 o HEs? A A
2l ztzlatem qbslEsh? ?( Quine, EN, 75 olch xtdFeld A4Eake, AT
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Hogshstal whm, el e 1 “74“&% Zu4, ofFA $2A7} AAld T 229 ol
9l =@skerE? " (Quine, 1)E A43¢¢ $Ho% 3o, 2w =Adsjde] =
€ WAL o] 7} ;A °"~]i 1 FH & 2ol A HE HE2HE Woidie
Holo], J4EAE EE o] &L s 2 Aol o o Ty 83

o] 23} :'l?g %+ theoretical talk?} observational talk =ZFe] A&z o] o
Quine ¢| A B¢ W E4 42 ( genetic approach Jolch, &, “of¥A| o] Baale]s} &
=5+£7H( Quine, NNK, 74 )" § B FHolc) <lzte| zjdo] ol o FAHE 4
7l A gt oAl o] EANAE SR rtE Bobok sk oldfe, #A 3%
o] B zke] “Z=AaA( evidential relation )7} AAM 2 F5odl4] deoffr] o -Folc}”
( Quine, NNK, 74-75) = o5 ( language learning )3 <of of & ¢|v]( linguistic
meaning )o| =¥ Quine o gL, e Fojxo]c}

el 52|

“sele BAoE AT Askstel A, el Esig @510 A $ell 4w,
o} & 559" (cf, Quine, OR, 26)

“zelit Yeloll T <l Al WA AL deidde, rlE, v Aolvt
f24k% gich” ( Quine, OR, 29)

“tiole] olule] ujgt RE sER.e FIHow [ behavioral ) 7tzt2# (sensory
evidence )oll 2]&ge}.” (Quine, EN, 75)

2] AAld g e Eshe Aol A4S daHoe dYste AL A
Zdlo] B2 o]BAclele] 5% B a4 spv AuEge g o] Hcf Quine
o] elF2lel] met, o] Bab AL AL YA HdHstertE nold o4 AR
of FHste] nAh

Quine 2] 333k ( observation sentences )& “zkzhrlake] =] W3 AH A =2
73 uk4k( conditioning Yo} osf 2 4Hgo] & ﬁ% + vk Hell4d, Al g
o} z}ed Fo]d -f-4}of (analogue )olc}” ( Responses, 180-181) =ld 3%l U4& O}a}M
satpale E4g X E FHuh F AANEd =AY A0 el W BE
(2 Al o] FEE A E Lo ul, FAFAA Al A 27 AT
Witn A% 9e gHHAe 2 Aoloh wadlold ATl Mgt AT Hm Pl
zh =k AY 8 . 2z eiee) Al we} o] 84 (theoreticity )& FFo] A A
W, “ofwl 22S¥ ztd=}F(sensory stimulation Yol o}F Tustm AYHow

Poodr & e F-l

83) Cf., Quine, EN, 76, Quine, RR, 2, Quine, EN, 83,
84) ‘7% ol gt Quine A4l W39] WSME (Quine, VITD, 40f) ol 23] 4/lslof QUoh



208 ® B K

7 4b4H= 2] (conditioned ) Werha, 2 o] ol 4ol gue Foulsiy, & o
A% 7kl & ( intertheoretically ) §2jv] 3t} ” (Quine, WO, 24) 2®n AA-F2+9
ool & A Moo} ; Aol ‘IR A o2 A4 slrle] Az 9.1#: '
(Quine, EN, 85)224 Fd3 2TFo] FoH L o, do|FEN BE 4 Y Eo] 7
B Hele(FdsAY Fshe o dAshe) BAolch ofwl F3o| gz 8s) °1
He ohgo A £ - 22§ 2ol b @ WIEAL, wake] Azl alW AFshol
w2l A ezt Wate, §F 3 Aol Holm ofE Ao 4L $19l 43-2AE (occa-
sion sentences )& 37§ (standing sentences )o] ohjc} @ JAFAL Az Fa
Hoz 75 (intersubjectively observable )AFsbol] 2)ZEsjjo} gltl @ 29l
(% observers well-placed )&, 20| FHslt ] 2 3¢ A2s: A
dubd .o g Qx| g + glojof glef J-EIP—E A 2AE AT T wRER L,
g Agto]l A5 FAA o A AY # oEl, 2 A E A g3 Y o
Aol FAAt2 e 2 FAol o3t 5o E Folusldl dubd o A AbghEelc)
a2 =2 Quine o #e] Tl 7o) weld T, BLFAL ool chl e A HY
Aololl mizkslal 9, FAdrbdel "AEFH WA =2 ' E2AY ML s el
ol2gk ™ 2toll4], Quine 2 &3l o] stz gle Heolc: pE o] o BUsiy
o] A F4L, 2o 24 (})slel|4 f= e} (The philosophical doctrine of
infallibility of observation sentences is sustained under our version), (WO, 44) 86)
Hop e CWARA o wsle] 4zl wA R Aol 43 FaH FAsbe4 7],
AdeAg5e LA FAo Aol ] Ag4st e Quine L, ‘odo]FFe o]E’H
"3t FA L] o] B Aol AlF} ol HAL Wt vt A EAE S,
o] Zaclo] & ot A2} ¥hE, WAo| etol e 2AE Fofdle FRolrh, 2L 4
ol el sk, ololve olZdal AHolw, Idte] 22 oL, Lyt 2Ae
HA ARl o8] A Eol HFshe ol ofE on] & Ztx] @] = Folc) “(Quine,
NNK, 74) ol#], e Fo|d ofojgSol Eoll wle} ‘) o] 2o A ' & oA 3
FEHe7? Quine(NNK )oll )5, odol5=brb odefo] aatal wiFelol4 24, 3}
o] ol EHE Y] A2 + Q& WER A AYL, ‘IAgel2L ¢ w4 @
A + YA s F= £}y (continuous derivation)’o] ohfe}l, ‘f3o gL v
F(short leaps of analogy)’ ol o3t A#aHolch WHAHdo|2Ye] o] Edclelne

85) ‘HWAEA *ol et Quine® #M=-&, Cf. Quine, WO, §10. Quine, EN, 85~89,
Quine, NNK | 72f,

86) Cf. Ricketts, 1982 132, Hatgael gt olFol, $FEAe 83 ALE 4dste o
del 3he ¥, eRlASTARY 1 §HAL, o BH TR oA Holel s she 4¥
3 Fdsieh
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o AdwAlE, ‘9443 Abdst F3bd 4o 2le] A B4 (arbitrary character )

7HAe, YA & ohAske A2 ¢ck” (Quine, NNK, 80) o]z & <toll4 wit, o
3 Atalolol F Tl Este, 7Y A <Y (empirical slack)) Hef F4y =
zted shel ol 42 qkoll o] Aol & gy}

dr oo o

V. HESY:olaTHa Y

AEF AN Q142 dAle, 43 AY - BRL ofw A des} e
ool wshe Holoh A AYEAEL, 2o wal, AYo] TE ulEdY A e
g l2e] 99 Yekm AFsych 28y Quine o] ‘ BE g el o4, of
B2 vl A Y EA B FRo], o] BAAlEe AT s PIHA Pro =
Y3 o] &9 A+ - AF4E=(Rational Reconstructionist), & 7|28
z (Foundationalist) €o] 4d9id s} 22l ol sz Bag ZAos Wasn
2g o ol A Sele SAlAe dg Ade AdsEe sk wn, Sdst YA
o Azage Az AdAlAd Sl He W4e Fdsor ¥ RAoloh oA,
Quine 8| o] 2ol P4 AL, d4EY Fd3 ALS FHeE bl JFL #)A
Quinee], =2l d2Foxte] ‘r2EH Q4 o W wetoz AFsE A, I
o ‘edzbd Q4R 'oloh AT 4 EL e THE Aow Fstm, e
o whle stz B4, 2dFe)x Quineol] of 2, A4e AY sy Hot
}sle ol ohdzk HuHFH A WA AFsojAe How FHHAY ¢
“Aelo] EovA el AYEL 93 AN, 2AL A ol Fdojch A £
2eokE W AP EL FAclEos4 45 "(Quine, VITD, 39) Quine ) =3
S, ARl o e Hoze AEE Ha HAPW SAYY shuhz, el g
‘AYRe, oA o|HE 2 Hrtdch Quined AYEA, YL
s WA Aol 3t 2771 ohJet AFAL Aew wEs] A4, 49 CAde
o) AW Eeh(third dogma)’ -AlAl, AA oo}, MdAA = AY 0] E 4
ole] FE-sb MR8

Quine o] AYEL o] ETAdl ol FzA 845 AYLE Tl 29 (GWW,
97) B¢ Ww, Eelo] e o3l 4Foly xadel W AFL, Y 1ol A
43} (conceptualization) 999 ¥-§2 HrE + U Az e 72 FxHL g%
Holr}, ol B4l o] WHSE ‘Azaql 4F4HY (creative imagination) 2] &z} ;
‘olzke] s Ex|H (conceptual sovereignty)$2] AHX ' (Quine, WO, 4-5)&
=l Aol, o] B9 AFAnHY4 =& mste] A A % (empirical slack)

87) 1Cf, Davidson(1974), Quine ( VITD)
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ot} ol EujAY ML, BE A Add A3FH ZE Aol Fxke| # 1Y
QA% 29 AdAAdz ddd 4+ fe, TEHLE HE wekael s d# Al o] &
dar + 9-2e o4, ol HYE2 %] A R FzEsHE YR
Quine | 14&e] WA AMTL B FARAYALEA 3 FHEZ dve AL
24 Ao Aastoins wg 4 geod, 22 Quined a4 FAAL bl ol
25, o] EujAHAe EAs o ol EelFAAdEAE G =e2)A Flolgg e
4 Molod, Kuhn 5o d4pxgkdel 2 & fFYshil &L ol 8229 T 3}at
Aol ARz doluba) ke 436 os4 2 Fadgel AAsle Ax Aol
23w QuinexjdlolAl ujAAHAEo] e oulE, 2 EAH A4EBE =HFoRH M
29 42 AR uPchE Holoh ey, A4EY AdsE AT dHEl
A4 EAE A, AdFdY FuFole elgdR €52 AEH 4 Atk
Z Quineol, Mo FYHBEFL AT 4AxE 74 ez g Fe) A
o g < gloh Alde CAwE CwEd 84 S Ade] AlA"R, ¢
29 WA - A+ thEg B (noisemakings, subvocalizations)e]jel FRolyx
iz ykespd A, Putnam(1983, b)-2, $2l7b AR Ad-g #rlsiek ke Quine
o] o}Ae ol 484 A|AFe| (epistemological eliminationism)zh o= §ct Putnam
o] WEd, Quine g wRa Hdspsl U4 ER FASE AbgES Y (the norma-
tive) & A7, olelgr ‘FHA Ao AAE ALY Axe|d 3
s} ‘Archimedian Point’ & 22 %3z = $2j7t SN} 4e] ool @i
Qo Selst webe Ao &3 12 3 A A4nke] FASF ohzhe Aol 2
o] Zalolc) o] @A AdAFe] - Yo E FR AT £oHE A 1Y 54 = I
224 Q482 A AL ool & FAEY Aold, o] ZellA & it 7]
223 A Fele] dge] w4 CulAFGEAF FE Q4EH oelE FH] H
#, o] ®Al7l weldoz Hds vAXNYA + dx, 7Hed e 24§39

+ A+E wslnat sha

a2 1 8 3
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