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A large part of Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations,the central

part in fact,canr be seen to be centred on the private language question.Two
main things are,from our point of view,shown in that long section from remarks
143-317 in which this topic is discussed:(1) that a word can only possess
determinate mexning,i.e. have a sense,if it is used according to a rule and
(2) that identifying the rule according to which it is used can be doue on the
basis of the conduct of the user and requires no access to ‘inner’ or ‘mental’
states as part of this. . C

The private language argument is another manifestation of skepticism.The
problems which it poses do not have anything very interesting to do with the
question of whother Robinsen Crusoe,all alone on his desert island,might have
been .capable of creating a language of his own,one which was ‘private’ in the
sense of being a language known to and spoken by no one but himself.Thohgh
some do suppose th;t this is what the question is about,it is certainly not
the one that Wittgenstein grapples with.The thought that the Robinson Crusoe
case might be relevant to WLttgénSCein% problem is perhaps inspired by the
attempt {(which we maintain is unhelpful,if not mistaken) of interpreting
Wittgenstein as putting furward constructive doctrines rather than taking
therapeutic steps to eliminate problems. |

Wittgenstein's argument against the private language view,construed in a
constructive way,wonld seem tc maintain that language is a public and social
phenomenorn,that it has an essentially rollective character and that,of
course,would make the Crusoe case relevant,for if someone like Crusoce could
create his own language,then in that case it would have been produced by an
individual and language,though it might normally be so,would not be
essentiallz\colleccive.Crusoe is only relevant to an argument in which it is
supposed that rthe point 1s whether a private language might exist,even though
one does not,to our Knowledge,ﬂo 50 at this time.The languages with which we
are familiar are community property alright,and there may be no known language
which is actually private,but does language have to be a communal
cons truction?

Wittgensiein’s attention is directed to an argument which raises a rather

different question:can there be anything other than private languages ?7It does

.not grant that the extant tongues of humanity,French,German,English and so



on,are community property,but precisely tries to raise doubts about this.In
the sense appropriate to this context,a private language is not one which just
happens to be spoken by one speaker but is one which is necessarily confined
to its speaker for it cannct be learned by anyone else.lt cannot be learned by
anyone else not because its speaker is isolated from others (or for other
reasons,such as the keeping secret of the language) but because of its nature
as languiage.The question is not,however,are there some languages which are of
such a nature that they are of necessity privater? It is:is it in the nature
of language in general for it to be necessarily private,incapable of being
learned by anyone other than its speaker? )

The familiar lznguages of our everyday life might appear to settle that
question clearly ané definitively.The tongues we speak in our routine lives
like French,German aad English,are ones which are spoken by multitudes of
speakers and have been for a long time.These languages are passed on from
generation to generation,hence they are frequently and naturally learned by
children from their elders.

The skeptic is not one to be discomfited by such seemingly indubitable
facts.The skeptic’s policy is precisely that of trying to introduce doubts
where there seems to Le,as in this case,no room for them.The power of
skepticism is that it can create problems in cases where there scems to be a
quite clear cut and unguestionable answer to its queries.The skeptic’s
capacity to unsettie these indubitable assumptions depends upon the use of the
words ‘know’,‘certain’,’sure’ in particular.

To say that we speak the same language is to say that different speakers
use the same words with the same meaning,and it is at this point that the
skeptic’s argument finds its point of entry.lt secems that we do all speak the
same language,all we speakers of (say) English and that we do use the‘same
Jord in the same way,but can we be sure that we do mean the same thing by the
<~ame word.The skeptic takes it that to say we know something is to say that we
are sure or certain of it,and if there is room for doubt,if we cannot be
certain that we use a word in the same way as other speakers,then we cannot
say that we know we use a common language.Perhaps we do not,perhaps we all
use words in different ways from each other,perhaps each one of us uses each
word in different ways from everyone else,perhaps each of us speaks a private
language,one which is unique to us though we appear to be speaking the same

tongue.
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The skeptic’s argument rfecds on a conception of meaning and of 1its
relation to our experience.l,as a speaker of a language,know what the words I
use mean because 1 know what sorts of experiences I apply them to.I can
recongise ‘red’ and I regularly use the word red for things that,in uny
experience,look the same colour.I am consistent in my use of the colour term
‘red’,and that much I can be sure of.Can I however,be anything like as
confident that I am consistent in my use of the colour term ‘red’ with others
who also use the term.Do they use that term ‘red” to apply to the same kind of
experiences as I have come to apply it to? And how am I to tell? One way might
be to see if we call the same things ‘red’,to see if we are consfstént in our
judgements of cclour,one with another.This won’t do,though,because we think
that the test of tiue meaning of a word is not whether we use it in the same
way,i.e.to apply to the same things,but whether or not it applies to the same
experiences.That we make matching judgements on the colour of things does not
enable us to set aside skeptical doubts,for the question remains:ihow do we
check that the other person’s experience is the same as ours? Sure enough,we
judge the same things to be red,but does something which looks red to me look
what 1 would call red to another person,perhaps they see things which look red
to me as looking what I would call ‘green’ or ‘pink striped’.How do 1 know
that tney don’t,what way do I have of checking on that.They have their
experiences and I have mine,I cannot have their experiences nor they
mine.Their experiences are ‘inside’ them and 1 cannot get to inspect them so
perhaps they do see the world differently from me,and therefore mean quite
other things by the words they use = I use red for this kind of colour,but
someone else means ‘green’ by it.The language is now private in the sense of
being inaccessible to me - I cannot find out what experiences people use words
to identify and so I cannot learn to use the words to ideantify the same
experiences as they do.

HWittgenstein% undermining of the private language argument involves him

{in trying to re-establish just what the private language argument ias

denied,viz,that if we use words in the same way,then we use them to mean the
same thing.The question of what kinds of experiences we have when we use a
word is one which Wittgenstein wants to maintain has nothing to do with the
question of its meaning.lt he can persuade one of that,then one need not take
the step that the skeptic needs us to,of supposing that the facts relevant te
settling the question of whether we use words in the same way are ‘within’ us

and hence concealed from our fellow creatures.Wittgenstein therefore initiates



a campaign against the idea of ‘the inner which gives the skeptic the crucial

toehold,and his campaign against that is often quite mistakenly understood to

be a campaign against the existence of the things =~=like
chéughts,feelings,images in the mind’s eye and sensations,which wé think of as
being ‘inner occurences.’He is,theréfore,often understood to be teaching a
kind of behaviourism which says ‘there is only conduct,there is no inner iife’
but this is flatly wrong and results from failing to see what argument 1s
required to counter the position which he is undermining.wWhether we do or do
not have sensations is not what 1s in question,what is at issue is whether
the question of their nature is relevant to understanding the meaning of

words? Wittgenstein does not want to show that there are no ianer

events,states or processes,but to show that these are not the basis for our

language and that many expressions which appear to refer to ‘inner processes’
do not in fact do so.

He is,thercfore,at pains to show that there are many psychological
‘processes’ which are uot accompanied by and do not require any lioner

cccurences or identifiable experiences.Thus,we read in Investigations 165-71

that reading does not involve some event or process going on in our minds,and
Wittgenstein tries to show that we do not find anything going on inside us
when,as we are invited in 171 we
"just read a few sentences ian print as you usually do when you
are not thinking about the concept of reading and ask yourself
whether you had such experiences of unity,of being influenced and
the rest as you read. Don’t say you had them unconsciocusly! Nor
should we be misled by the picture which suggests that these
phenomena come in sight "on closer inspection'.If I am suppcsed to
describe how an object looks from far I don’t make the description
any more accurate by saying what can be no ticed about the object on
closer inspection’.
“ince the temptation to treat all psychological phenomena as consisting
in,involving or being accompanied by some inner events or processes is a
strong one and requires much and persistent rooting out,Wittgenstein naturally
throws his weight behind showing that the appeal to inner things is often
misplaced and that they do not play the part of explaining or otherwise making
more intelligible the way we do things.To sustain this position there is no
need for him to deny that there is anything to what we might call ‘an ianer
life’,Holding
(a) that it is mistaken to try to deal with everything in terms of a
dichotomy of “inner’ and ‘outer’ and that

(b) “inner’ occurences are of little relevance in understanding the



nature of meaning of languagé and that,therefore,

(c) there woﬁld be language even if human beings had no inner lives
is very different from saying

(d) there are no phenomena of the sort that are colloquially spoken of as
‘inner’ ones.

The passages concerning ‘understanding’ and ‘how to go on’ which begins
in paras 138-151 and which is picked up again in 179-84 are directed against
the supposition that to understand something {to know what a word means,to sce
how a formula is to be continued) involves some kind of event or
feeling,consists ia something specific happenirg ‘within’ one.153 says

'We are trying to get hold of the mental process of understanding which

seems to be hidden behind the coarser and therefore more readily visible
accomfan;ments.But we do‘not succeed;or,rather,it does not get as far as
a real attempt.For even supposing I had found something that happened in
all those cases of understanding =why should it be the understanding?
and just to reinforce the point,in 154 it is clearly indicated that the point
is not to deny that there are mental processes,but to contrast those which are
properly to be identified with wmental procesées and those which are
not,however much it might seem that they are things which seem to be suitably
so called.’Undersranding’ seems to be just the sort of thing that could be
rightly called a mcntal process,but It is not:

'Try not to think of understanding as a mental process at all....In the

sense in which there are processes (including mental processes) which

are characteristic of understanding,understanding is not a mental
process. :

(A pain’s growing more and less;the hearing of a tune or sentence:these

are meatal processes.)
Hence,there is no need to feel that the private language position‘ié to be
defended because it is the bastion of an inner life,the alternative to which
is acceptance of some form of behaviourism.Wittgenstein is not concerned
either to give things to us or to take them away from us,he is not trying to
rule things in or out of existence,he is trying to get us to see their
significance somewhat more clearly,as clearly as we can. |

The argument against the private language position is given 1its pivotal

statement in Inveétigations 206 -7 where we are asked to

‘suppose you came as an explorer into an unknown country with a languaye
quite strange to you.In what circumstances would you say that the peopie
there’gave orders,understood them,obeyed them,rebelled against them,and
so on?

Let us imagine that the people in that country carried on the usual
human activities and in tﬁe course of them employed,apparently,an
articulate language.If we watch this behaviour we find it
intelligible,it seems "logical™ .But when we try to learn their
language we find it impossible to do so.For there is no regular
connexion between what they say,the sounds they make,and their
actions;but still these sounds are not superfluous,for if we gag one of
the people,it has the same consequences as with us;without the sounds



their actions fall into confusions - as I feel like putting it.
rest?re we to say these people have a language:orders,reports and the

There is not enough regularity for us to call it ‘language’.
It is the emphasis upon regularity that is most important in this passage,but
that is not a point which is to be taken as being directly against the private
language argument,but as one which is,intially,shared with it but which can
then be turned against the idea of a private language.A language is noi a set
of random sounds,assorted yelps which emanate from creatures in the course of
their activities.Sounds which comprise words—in-a-language (whether it is to

be private or public)
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are used with regularity,are used 'the same way' on different occasions,
Memxe The argument is,then,that a private language is possiblem,that a speaker
can use words in the same way on numerous occasions and yet the regularity
which is involved in this cannot he detected by/%?ﬂggg than the speaker.
The place in which to cast doubt on the private language is just here,
by suggesting that if only tkexxspeakex one person uses the words,then
there is no way in which that one can be sure that they are used in the same
way on different occasions and that,indeed,it becomes pointless to ask whether
or not they are used in the same way at different times?

The private language argument gainst its plausibility,we have already
suggested,from the picture of how words are used to mean,one which lihks it
to our inner experience.Thus,it seems possible that I can use the word red
to mean a colour of a certain kind quite consistently,but can ﬁever ascertain
if someone else uses that word for the same kind of colour because I cannot
check whether they experience the colour to which xe T refer by 'red' as
looking the same as it does to men,

For arguments sake,Wittgenstein grants to the private argument langugge
much that it would seem to require,Thus,he is prépared to consider,as he

does in Investigations 257 what it would be like if one could sharply

separate 'inner' and ‘outer' in these matters and thus to ask

'What would it be like if human bheings showed no outward signs of
pain (did not gixe groan,grimace etc)?

The point of granting that,however,is to consider the consequences:
in '
in 258 we are asked to

'imagine the following case.l want to keep a diary about the recurrence
of a certain sensation.To this end I associate it with the sign ''S"and
witte this sign in a calendar for every day on which I have the sensation.
- T will remark férst of all that a definition of the sign cannot be
formulated.-But still I can give myself a kind of ostensive definition,-
-How? Can I point to the sensation? Mot in the ordinary sense,But

1 speak,or write the sign down,at the same time I concemtrate my
attention on the sensationx - and so,as it were,point to it inwardly,-
But what is the ceremony for? for that is all it seems to be,A definition
surely seem to estahlish the meaning of the sign, - Welli,that is

done precisely by the concentrating of my attention;fer in this way

1 impress on myself the connexion hetf#ieen the sign and the sensation,-
Rut "T impress on myself" can only mean:this process brings it about

that 1 rememher the connexion right in the future,But in the present

case I have no criterion of correctness.ne would like to say:

whatever is going to seem right to me is right And that only means

that here we can't talk ahout 'right",

The objedtive of the next phase of our discussion must be to 'unpack' this

Barticularly dense and critical passage,



XK The question is;how does a speaker give a detemminate meaning to
a sign] A sign is to 'stand for' a certain sensation (and we will not worry
about any difficulties there might be in that idea) but how is tt to do
this? The idea of a diary is a tempting one because it makes it look
quite straightforwardone simplyg associates the sign with the sensation,
writes it down when the sensation first occurs Now one has established
the connection,kmx Nothing could be simpler.Could it? But between what and
what has one established the connection? What kind of a sign and what
kind of a sensation are heing associated here? The

The point of the diary exercise is not simply to make a unique
association,to record the one occasion on which that sign appeared,it

is rather,to lay down some rules of use,to make a connection between

this sensation and others like it,others which we might even call
'recurrences of the same sensation' and thus to lay down connextion
hetween this use of the sign 'S' and other,suhsequent uses of it to record
recureences of the same sensation,.
The difficulty here is that in setting down "S" ipr the diary when
the sensation occurs we have not set down any rules for subhsequent use of
the sign "S",we haved devised no basis for settling the question of when,
in the future,the sign is to he used again and hence we have not settled
the question of which sensation the sign was heing applied to,
Wittgenstein,as is well known,made much of the comparative character
of the notion of 'the same' and of the point that when we want to say
that two things are the same the accuracy or otherwise of our judgements
will depend upon the standards according to which we are using xek the word
‘same'.Thus,iff we ask some children to go out and find three things éach
of 'the same'colour,when we are teaching them basic colour vocabulary,we
may send them out to find three red things and be happy to count maroon and
scarlet as 'the same' hut if we send someone out to get some materials which
are 'the same' colour as the curtains,we shall be highly unlikely to tolerate
the fact that they are also 'red' as sufficientiy to ensure that they are
the same colour.We shall want the same xk colour here to identify the
same shade of red.The simple making of an entry in a diary with thh
intention of making that same entry whetbeer the same sensation recurrs
does not amount to a resolution of the question of when we are to use
the word again. '
KexxaxexwexxeSuppose that a sensation occurs and we place the wmxa mark
'S' in the diary,ke have made an association of the sensation and the mark

but have we therefore given the mark a determinate meaning,is it genuinely

in use,here,as a sipn?
, , e S¢,what kind of sign? Is it the name of the
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sensation for example,and if it is,of which sensation is it a name?
Is it to function as a proper name,such that this sensation is called
'S' the way that my dog is called 'Nog' or is it a Emm name in the sense
of being a common noun,such that it is the mame of a Sort of sensation,
usable for many different instances of a kind,in the way that 'cat' is the
name for the kind of creature I saw in my garden last night and for pleaty
of other animals? After all,if 'S' is the name of that sensation which
occured at the same time as the entry in the diary then will it be a word
with only one use,Will that sensation ever recurr? For even if we are using
'Sp' as a proper name,we leave open the problem of how 'S' is te be used
as the proper name of a sensation.Ye have an idea of the use of a proppr
name such that only one specific dog is to be called by it,'Dog' is the name
of one identifiable dog (at least as far as we are concerned);other people's
dogs may also be called Nog,but that does not bother us unless there is some
danger of our Nog and their Nog getting mixed up.Such is tot the situation
with a the use of proper names for sensations however,kexamxextke and so
we have the question,even if the word is meant in this individuating,title
giving proper name sort of wav,what is it being given to? Which semsation is
being singled out hy it?

Suppose that a sensation,something like an itch occurs in my left arm
at exactly two ﬁ.mﬂ on the afternoon of thursday the 14th May (setting
aside all the problems firising from the fact that the one thing we haven't
doné in the case under question is left any room to make such definite
suppositions) .Nonetheless,suppose,...The sensation occurs,the sign is
entered in the diary,What does the sign stand for? Does it stand for
the something like an itche sensation occuring in my left arm at exactly
two p,m, on the afternoon of Thursday the 14th May ? Because if it does
then we certainly shall not have to worry about Fiiing the further use of
the expression 'Sy’ because there won't be any.There will not he any more
sensations of something like an itch at that time (and perhaps place,in the
lecture room on the third floor whilst talking to a third year undergraudate
class etc), € However,presumahly what we are after is not sounds that memorialise
solo occurences but something like the names for things that do occur in
our ordinary language,and so we are putting down the sign 'S' as a sign for
a certain sort of sensation} Still there are questions:what sort of sensations,
one's that are something like an itch or ones that are something like an itch
in the arm - is it their sensation character or location or hoth that our
name is to sihgle out? And if we say that it is that 'something like an itch'
feeling which we intend to single out,just how do we identify subsequent

vecurences of the same kind - must it bhe exactly likexamxixx in its

feeling-quality,exactly like the first one to coupq

as the same - and
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in a moment we shall want to ask,and exactly how did that first one feel?
- or could it he somewhat like it? And how different could it be before we
decided it wamn't the same at all? Is it to be very like,but a little different
from the first one,or can it be somewhat similar and still sort of itchy but
quite a bit different from our first one?

The question of what the sign is to mean (even in our priumee vocabulary,
even taken as referring to an inner experience) is,then,a question which is
inseaprahle fpom a question as to how it is to bhe EEE? and thus from questions

about the rules of use,

The individual,imagined to he keeping the diary,is not associating a
wuxdxwithxaxxsunixkusxsensation with a sound ,but is actually atiempting to
intwoduce or initiate a pattern of association,a pattern vhich x inolves
the use of the sound in a certain definite way,ard (in this case,to refer
to a certain sort of sensation).The iax diary example seems plausible because
ge at all only because we presume that the sign 'Sp' would have a determinate
meaning,and our difficulties begin whenwe s try to specify,to determine,
what theam that meaning is.Part of Wittgenstein'ps strategy is,then,top
undermine the idea that one could simply set up a xexd word with a definitie
meaning,withou; having to assign it some rules of use,

Hence,the gist of the passage is that the 'associateéon' of sign and
sensﬁtion is empty,that the making of the entries is a kind of ceremony,an
totex xdie éeremony in the sense of something idle,without real point,

For one cannot pfck out the sensation? How does the diarist individuate it?
guxxx Crucial to the idea that a successful association of wmxd sign and
sensation has heen estahlished is the requirement of consistency of use,
but one cannot arrange for subsequent consistency with a first use which is
not itself determinate.8 If we have not estahlished,for our first use,some

rules which govern it and suhsequent uses,then we have not used that sign

in a definite way on the first occasion,have not really used it as a sign
at 21l .Menxey Wittgenstein brings out the 'future oriented'mp aspect of our
efforts to establish the association; But "I impress it on myself" can only
mean:this process brings it about that I rememher the connexion right min
the fuxture,' Since,however,the question of jgst which sensations are to
be identified by the sign have not been addressed,let alone settied,there
is no basis on which we can be 8aid to succeed or fail in using the sagn
'in the same way' on subsequent occasions.

One might say,when the sensation occurs and I make the mark 'S',
T know what kind of sensation I am tryin to identify and I will be ahle to

reocgnise the same sensation,one that feels to me just like.it,or enough like it,
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to he able to say,that's the same sort.I am the judge of my sensations,of
which one is like which other onef and the difficulties that Wittgenstein
is trying to introduce are one's which are not really there,l identified
the first sensation and T will just he ahle to tell when others like it
come along? ‘

On Swhat basis? On the basis of memory,] will remember that first
sensation and will recognise a more recent occurence as heing like it?
But isn't memory fallible,isn't if max possible to make mistakes,to
recall things wrongly2x¥exyinde to mixtake leave one with vaguenesses and
uncertainties of recollection,Isnt' it possible,on the one hanq,for one
to make a mistake in recollection,to rememher something with considerable
confidence as being a certain way and yet to he,for mxe 511 one's confidence,
wrong? Isn't it also possible to find oneself undertain;one does no
remember the sensation all that well,one cannot now really say just what it
was like,jmxx whether it really was just the same as this or something
significantly different,

- Neixke It is no use saying,but one's memory isn't wholly fallible,
one doesn't always make mistakes.Wittgenstein wants to say,one can only

make mistakes where it is possihle to tell the difference between

making axwixtxakexa doing something wight and doing something wrong and,
in the case of the diary,one does not have any means of telling the
difference.ﬁll that one has is;one's memory,The sensation has heen and
gone,it is some time in the past,one cannot take that out and compare

it with the present sensation,one can only compare the present sensation

with the recollection of its predecassor and one's memory of that is

what it is,but is it right or wroﬁg? The only thing one could test it against
is one's recollection,but that is precisely what needs testing in this case
and so one can only say;this seems right to me,ghis seems the same sensation
as T had on a previous occasion to me,That,of course,may be quite ripht,
this does seem to be the seme sensation,one feels strongly that it is
the same sensation hut that is not what is at issue:the question is,
is it the same sensation? Well it seems to be.But is it? There is no way
of knowing.Hence,there is no way of checking whether one's usage is
consistent from occasion to occasion or whether one's memory % is playing
one false and one is acting in a quite erratic way,xaryxing doing something
quite different on one oceasion than one has on pxex the previous one,and
something yet again on the next,

R Notice,Wittgenstein is not saying that one if_making mistakes,that one's

membey is decieving one,he is saying that it makes no difference because it

cah make no detectahle difference and therefore the whole issue of consistenty
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canpnot asise,

What about the diary,Tsn't that of any use? One has,after all,made
entries into the diary,one has recorded 'S' when that sensation has
occured ,No,it is no use,for the diary may he .intended to record the
occurence of the same sensation (and hence might tell one on which days
~ March 14th,May 6th,July 19th etc} one had felt what one bupposed
to be the same sensation,but the diary does not record the sensataon,
only thé fact of its occurence and the entries in it presupposé
the reliability,the consistency of one's recollections,Mne might well -
end up with a puzzle,One opens the diary and finds 'S' entered there,
What is it for,what was one putting it down for,One cannot really remember.
Was it a certain sort of sensation,which one,might it have been this,.,
The diary is of no real help.It would create the same problems as one's
marginal notes in books do.0ne has put an exclamataén makx mark;there
hy the side of that paragraph.One reads the paragrph hut cannot now see
what it was about it that led one to make that exclamation.One can
read the paragraphyx again and again and try to remember,and one can
perhaps begin 60 see,from the paragraph,that back then one whuld huve
been shﬁcke&lby such an idea,the exclamation mark is a sign of amazement
and disapproval - but one's memories simply are not strong,one cannot really
recall what it was meant to draw attention to.The same goes for the sign
'S',it does not dispense with out need to rely on our memories,cannot
serve -as diaries often can - to record what we shall otherwise forget,
In this case,since the sign is 'private' one whose meaning is (again
overlooking all the objections) determined only by a resolution on our
part,one whose meaning depends upon our capacity to recall what that

resolution was,something which there is no assurance we can do (correctly)

]

The ® treatment of words in a language has sthen,insinuated the idea

‘that theyxaxe for them to be words with a definite meaning is for them to
" ' be words which are used in the same way ondddx different occasions,and
that he further been used to implicate that the regularity is of a
Xruleremmpxixe ‘'rule following' kind.EZhe It is not that we use a word

and that we happen to use it in the same way on some next occasion and
again,at a later time,it turns out that we use it again in the same way
such that,after a period of time someone inspecting our pattern of usage
coldld detect the similarities hetween them,could find that our usage

did in fact exhibit a_pattern,Recall,after all,that in the 'private language'

case the whole point is that no one else could pessibly discover or detect the
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pattern we were following - this is like the geiteetixe case of the alien
language in . supra.Xeytkexp Wittgenstein is suggesting that it is
integral to the idea of using a word on one occasion that one is,on that
occasion,using it in the same way es one will on others,using it now in
accordance with a pattern that will govern this and suhsequent uses

and that,therefore,in introducing a new word one is introducing a pattefn

of use,laying down intentions for some sort of future use,
But can't the speaker of the private language have some intentions as to
future use,can't that user insroduce 'S' with an intention to use it in
the same way on future occasions.But in what does that intention consist,
in what can it consist;in having-some feelings of determination or XEmEXRINEX
something of a similar kind,certain sorts of feeling associated with
the writing down of S,

ke If the example of the entry 'S' into the diary has been accepted
as adequate for the presentation of a privat e Ianguage argument,then
Wittgenstein has done what he has warned about often in philosophy,
When,in conjuring,the conjuror asks someone to check that everything is
normal and above board,one can be sure - he says -that the decisive move
has already been made,the steps necessary to deception have already been
taken.Wittgenstein,by getting the example of diary keeping accepped as
a basis for seeing how the 'private lénguage' argument could work has

succesded in showing that the diary example is much too bare for it to

do for the introduction of a word in a language.Ne

Rexxiiy Wittgenstein's aim is not to suggest that language is impossible,
but to suggest that it is impossible onik the hasis f® of the terms the
private lanpuage will allow.¥ There is no question that we have a language,
and that we are able to introduce new words but that is because we can do SO
much moee than the private language speaker - we are not confined to
simply having feelings and other 'inner' occurences -we can take action in
the world and can rely upon things other than our own feelings to do this.
We can indicate an intention to use a word in a certain way because we are
not confined to kaxe,the making of priwuee,inner sesolutions,to having
intentions in the form of feelings amd of determination,because we can plug
the pattern of use we are tryin-g to introduce into the language that we already
'speak and that we share with others.,We can specify our intentions for the
use of a new word,we can specify the rules that eme to guide its use.
However,this should not be interpreted to mean that we can say in so many
words what the pattern of use of a word is going to be.lt means,rather,that

we can give to others examples of the kind of use that is to be made of it,thatt

they can seer the force of those examples,can graps how they are to be applied
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and can be checked out by others fomw out suhsequent consistency in such

use .Bixing 'Giving a rule' for the use of some new expression such as

‘red' does not mean saying (for example) hereafter the word red will be used
to refer to that colour which,viewed under normal light ,by normally sighted
persons is given by the light of wavelengths,.,' Giving a rule,in
Wittgenstein and Winch after him,might 3 consist in g¥ving someone a
sample,one would give someone a rule for the use of red by giving'them

a sample of the colour and saying 'T mean this kind of colour by the

word 'red’'.Thus,one can lay down intentions for the use of @ word by

giving & sample and,perhaps,shéwing how that sample has to be used, to
comprise a proper usage - one might want to use that sample in the

context of contrasts with other samples to show which colokrs wwuld and which would
not be so called.One thus lays out one's intentions,to use the term to cover
these but to exclude these colours.,.

The diarist in our imaginary example has no way of forming intentions
for the use of the sign 'S' thkexsinpiexpexsesxisrxafxaxfeeting but the
making of the first entry in the diary cannot,if it is to name a sensation,
he made without an intention to go on using that sign 'S' in a certain
way,but the making of it in conjunction with the sensation cannot provide
such an intention, ‘

We bring out this point because it does enahle us to show,
for other purposes,what is meant by 'following a rule' in Wittgenstein's
writings,and that way that that involves no more than the use of words
in a waythe capacity to make uses of words which are such as can show,
can example,to others,the pattern mfxmuse with which that word can be
used .Xhuxx The analcgy with chess pieces will,as so often,do very usefully
g here, '

The bishop in chess is used ‘according to a rule',i.e when playing
chess one moves the bishép in certain ways,it is used in a patterned
fashion.When one plays,one moves the bishpp diagnelly over varying number§
of square of the colour on which it is placed at the start of the game.
(ne's movements of the bishop do not follow the specific moves of any
previous player,one makes those moves in the light of the requirements of
the game one is plaving,in strategic placement of the hishop in this ganme,
but one does move the bishop in the same way,i,e,diagonally,on squares of
it colour,as all other competent players of the fame do.When one is
teaching someone the game of chess,however,one does not have to take
someone through all tﬁe possible moves with the hishop,srexzar nor does

one have to give them some elaborate verbal instructions in khExXrEXmEXE-

what the moves that can he made are.One can show someome the pattern of



movement ,the rule for the use of the piece,simply hy giving them a
zorpie demonstration of how the hishop can move,pushing the hishop along

a couple of diagonals,the moves heing made being offered and understood

as_exemplary of the kinds of moves that the piece can make,We can perform

-actions which can be taken by others aé demonstrations and which are

undeéstood not as making a specific move,performing a specific action

but as showing the pattern of use,We needyt not therefore think of

'rules' as in any way mysterious or as being elahorate and implicit
instructions, _

ﬂNEXXXHEX&fXXKEXngﬁﬁ&ﬂxxKxKX%E&NXHE$XEXMXKKXKXENXIKE The attack

on fhe private language argument has inditated,then,that it is problematical
(at leasy) as to whether a speaker of such am language would he abge

either to lay down rules for the use of expressions in it or to discriminate
between rule following and rule breaking uses of words in the language -
and thus whether ther would be any difference between a private language <::E?
and a series of random yelps.Surely enough,if the sounds were a pattern '
of random yelps,yithout any consistency,then surely enough they would

not be possihlg to be learned by anyone else,but there would not he rnough
consistency/regularity in their use for them to qualify as a language.

Keeping it private means it doesn't comprise a language,maintaining that it

is a language will make it hard to maintain that it isn't private,that it

can be learned by someone else.

The remaining ohstacle to the case ggainst a private xi language

in thks coneext is the connexion of terms in the language with inner
experiencexxi Inv_293 takes this up:'If I say of myself that it is only from
my own case that I know whatxp the word "pain means - must I not say the'

same of other people too? ' The privacy of language results from wk the privacy
of what it talks about,the inaccessibility of my experience to anyone-else,

the inaccessibility of their to me,But,293 continues,

'Suppose everyone had a hox with something in it:we call it a
"beetle' .No %one can look into anyone else's hox,and everyone
says he knows what a heetle is only by looking at his beetle, -
Here it would be quite possible for everyone to haVE‘something
different in his box.One might even imagine such a thing constantly
changing, - But suppose the word "beetle" had a use in these
people's language? - If so it would not be used as the name of
a thing.The thing in the hox xsmgad has no place in the language \\\\Zf/
gamée at all;not even as a somethin :for the box might even be
empty.- No,one canxpix "d¥vides through'" byx the thing in the
box;it cancels out,whatever it is,

That is to say:if we construe the grammar of the expression of

sensation on the model of 'object and designation' the object drops
out of consideration as irrelevant,!
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The conjuring move is made with the word "heetle',for that is a word
which,in our ordinary language,has a determinate meaning,is used as the
name for a certain kind of creature.llence,the 'heetle in a hox' case
seems to give us a paradox,because people are seen as using the word
in the same way,to refer to the creature in the hox,but Wittgenstein
is sugpesting that some of them might be using the word and there might
be nothing at all in the box.liowever,this is presupposing what is to be
established,namely the meaning of the wn:d theetle' , We dExrmixw=r cannot
take it over from our ordinary language and use its meanings there,for
the question is whether it does have a determinate meaning and wha% that
might be} Hnnxaxxxnxxxnxisxkhiix There is,in this case,to be allowed
enough regularity in the use of the word 'heetle' which is used as a name
for whatever is in the box,but we have to establish kawxzke just what the
word means.llow are we to do that?

By considering the way that the word is used, by seeing how the
speakers use the word in the language,- we can seexfromxxkeix accept the
example if we can allow that we can see from theib behaviour,from their
actions,how they are using the word 'heetle',as a name for the thing in the
hox.Rut,if they are using the word 'beetle'm as a name for 'the thing in the
box' and yet each has a different thingrin the box,then they do not mean
the same thing by the word .'beetle' so presumably it would be,in the way
that 'pean’ or 'red' might in our vocahulary,something different for each
speaker,i.e. its meaning would be private,and the thing meant would be
inaccessible to anyone except the speaker,We cannot look in the box.

But all that we have estahlished im that the word is used to mean

'whatever is in the box',we have not estabhlished that it is used to
mean 'fhis kind of thing that is in the box.' The word heetle,as we
normally usex it is employed to apply to a certain sort of creature,
and so if someone were to say that they had a heetle in a hoxyther and
it transpired that they had nothing in the box then they would indeed
he misusing the expression,but in our imaginary example it is not established
that the word 'beetle' is used to refer to a definite kind of creature
by ggz_of jts users,all that has heen given is that it is used to refer
to whatever is in the box,and that might he nothing at all,Tt does not,
in that context,matter what is in the bhox for it makes no difference to the
ways in which the people in the language community talk to each other.

But surely the way in which the people talk to each other must be
affected by the nature of the thing in the box? If they have different

things in the box,then surely that fact will make a difference? But if it does
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uf t} it makes a detectable difference then the thing in the hox will no

longer he private,others will he able to discover what kind of thing it is,

and thus learn how the speakegnjs using the word,what kind of Creature it is
Notgée that we are also allowing here,that it has heen estahblished

that the speaker is using 'beetle' not as a proper name,as the name for

my particular Creature,in which case there is no problem arising from the

fact that the creature in my box is something different from the one in

yours,We are taking it thet each speaker is using 'heetle' on the assumption

that they are using it to name the same kind of thing as other people

call 'heetle'(as it is our assumption that we use the word 'pain' to mean
the same kind of sensation other people call pain.,)

Allowing,then,that the speakers are using the word 'beetle'intending
it to mean a certain kind of creature,kutxwitk each supposing that everynne
uses it to refer to the same lind of creature but,in fact,everyone having
different sorts of creatures in their box,Wittgenstein's point is that :
these differences would show up,people would xatix realise that the things {
in the box were different,that they were not using the word for the same !
things,But how,since the heetles are kept private?Butxmriyxfromxsemenne
Private only in being kept from public view,from the gaze of others,but not
thereby being insulated from the world outside the box.T£ there is some
kind of creature in the hox,then each possessor of a hox will have to make
some arrangements for the interaction between the creature and the outside
world,will have to provide for the feeding,cleaning,health,reproduction of
his creature,they have to respond to and provide for the needs of the
Creatures in the hox,But if the creatures ir the box are all different,
then their needs will he different,their ways of life will he different
(for that is what we mean by them heing different kinds of creatures) and
what will do to feed one will not do to feed another,things that will be
healthful to someone's cteaturex will be harful to another's,the expxeka
waste products they createwi will bhe different and hy examining what does
into and what goes out of each other's hoxes we shall he able to establish
that there are differences,and what some of those differences are - that
ore is carnivorous,this one is herbivorous and so on,we shall be able to
determine,by enough examination of the behaviour of the caretaker what
the nature of the creature u is(except for what it looks like,but identifying
creatureé hy what they look like is something mxxerxixtix® valmahle only
where we can see them) ,Indeed,we might even go further and suggest that

With!kuxnnrdxthuzxiszniiixnnxxnfxxnuxxnxhzxuxndxxuinix a community organised

ey
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in that way,teaching someone how to use the word 'bheetle' would give
little,if any place,to the fact that one can see the thing in the box,
that one can look inside it,one could learn about the word and its
meanings just as well by examining how other people used it and related to
the things in their boxes,mrexwxsmiod and the fact that one could see into
one's own hox would not give one a 'privilege' of any sort ofeo others,

The word 'beetle' used as a word in a language would hot simply

he used in isolation,it would be used in conjunction with other words
in the same language‘and part of the way we use a word,patt of its pattern
of dse,its its combination with other words in thet same language.Ve do
not,if we use the word beetle,simpi do no more than exclaim 'heetle'gvery
so often,we produce sentences featuxéig the word 'beetle’ spch as
'I've just given by heetle a plate foll of chips' and‘thus the differences,
if they were differences,hetween our indivudual heetles would show up
here too,in the ways we talked about them:
'T think I'11 go and let my beetle out for a wxgzi walk,'
'0h,I could never do that,it would probably fly away'
'Mine can't,it doesn't have wings' éec.
Againyifxxhexexaxe

Applied tc the case of 'pain',then,mre the supposition which is the
‘conjuror's move' in the private language argument is that 'it is only from
my own case that I know what the word "pain' means',which sounds like a
reasonable one hecause 1 am the one that has,thet feels,my pain,but
why should we suppose that we learn the meaning of the word pain on the
hasis of our feelings alone,any more than we need,in the end,suppose
that 'being able to look at the heetle' is any kind of advantage in or basis
for the people learning how to use the word 'beetle' in hhe imaginary
example? _

It is important to repeat that Wittgenstein is not trying to stand things
on their head and to suggest that the fact that we feel pain,that each of
us can have painfaml sensations,is wholly ireelevant to our use of the
word pain.llis objective is,of course,to estahlish that there is no reason -
contra the skeptic- to suppnse that we have different sensations when we
have painful sensations.We learn our banguage because we have the same sorts
of sensations when certain things happen to us,wex learn the word 'pain' and
use it tk in the same way because we feel the same things when kicked,pinched etc,
Kzwex hut we are not taught the use of the word pain solely by having the
word associated with our sensations.To teach someone what kind of thing a

pain is ye might well,as Wittgenstein suggests,prickk him with a pin and say

" ] : : 3
See,that's what pain is"(though he does also suceest that we micht eynlain +he
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word by gestures,but the use of the word is not confined to our own
sensations,for it is quite normal for us to say of others, 'le's really
hurt' or 'he's writik writhing in pain’,or thax'that kick was agonisiqg'

and part of our learning how to use the word pain is learning how to

apply it to others,to their hekaxki behaviour.We see someone strike /i

their thumb with the'hammer,seéze the hand in the other,hlew on it,!y
tuck it between their thights,put the thumb in their mouth,double up
and roll their eyes and wa sa} 'Wow,that 's hurting'.Hxxxznxi:xxnxxni
We are often taught the use of the word pain k¥ not hy our own sensgations,
‘but by relating it to other people's actions,we are taught what, pain is
by being told it is what we feel when we are kicked,pinphed,pitten etc
and to say of semeone that the pain they must be feeling is so intense
that it is far greater than anything we have ever experienced,that we cannot
imagéne quite how that must feel,

The idea that the word 'pain' is used from my sensations alone is
misleading,hecause the word is used to ﬂlgpg%Xl the reactions of others
and the xunxxtilnxxxhxxxthnxxh learning of thexwxmxd how to use the word
pain in the same way as others is learning,therefore,to apply it to the
actions and circumstances of others which are,themselves,quite public,
so that we can check the consistency of our use with those of others.
This does not entitédy anyone to ask as in & 307

'Aren't you really a behaviourist in disguise? Aren't you at bottom

really saving that exerything except human behaviour is a fiction?®
and in 304

""But smxeiy you will surely admit that there is a difference hetween
pain-hehaviour accompanied by pain and Pain behaviour withént any
pain?' Admit it? What greater difference could there he? "And yet
¥ou again and again reach the conclusion that the sensation itself is
a nothing.“ Not at all,It is not a something,bhut not a nothing eithey!
TBe conclusion was only that a nothing would serve just as well as g

a kind of hbehaviourism,since what we are learning when we are learning

to apply the word pain on the basis of the hehaviour of others is not

mne———

to describe their hehaviour but,of course,to describe what they are feeliﬂg

as that is shown by the way they are hehaving,There is all the difference

in the world for us hetween (say) EneENexxuiiingxan a foothaller rolling and
writihing on the ground in agonising pain,and a foothaller wolling andxwxixik

xikgik writhing on the ground having taken a dive and just faking pain,

and it is a difference that not only exists but a difference which we can tell
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A great difference between Wittgenstein and a behaviourist,is that the
behaviourist supposes that the relation between the 'behaviour' and the
tsensation’' is an inferential one,that we can observe the hehaviour but
only infer (guess at) the sensation whereas Wittgenstein does not acknowledge
that situation at all,We can watch someone's suffering,as we do when we watch
their writhing,we do not see someone writihjng and wonder if they are
suffering (though we may in some cases} we do not generally do this),
rather we See that they are writking-in-suffering and there is no need
for inference here.The behaviourist position is a great aid to the skeptic
because the skeptic can find room for doubt in the inference that the
hehaviourist makes:the personx can be seen to be writhkng,but we have to
infer (guess at) what they are feeling,and we mijght juight we not,infer
wrongly,might guess wrongly? But,this is the kind of thing that goes
on in the imagination of philosophers and social scientists,not in the
real life of people and when we see someone's suffering we do not doubt,
we do not infer,we react without hesitation,thought or question:

Inv 303 :just try - & in a real case - to doubt someoned xe% else's fear

or pain,’

Th there is not merely a real ditfference,hut all the difference in the
world between 'pain hehaviour without the pain' and 'pain hehaviour
accompanied by the pain' and if people can simulate pain behaviour,
how can be be sure they aren't simaiaxing always simulating?

From their behaviour,But if their bhehaviour is simulating pain?
The hehaviourist view again misleads,it gets us to look on 'behaviour'
much too narrowly,as though we were enahldd only to ohserve the writhing
and rodling of the 6oothaller and to decide whether or not he is in‘pain
but we are not restricted thus,we can ohserve the flow of his conduct.
and the context of the rolling and writhing,can see what happens tﬂ him
befiore and after the falling - disxke was that really a vicious kick that
was given him,déd the hoot make contact at all,is he quickly to his feet
and running on as though nothing had happened,does he limp for the rest
~of the gaie,Seeing something happen to a person which would really hurt
and seeing them then giving off pain behaviour there is no room for doubt
but that they are in pain - seeing people,for example,suffering from advanced
cancer and denied pain kikling aid and hehaving as though they were in intende
pain we shall have no question as to whether they are in severe gain,

Of coursetthere is room for doubtxefxzeuxsextherexixxsparexts in some
cases,there are things which hurt someone but surely not so much as the
reaction of this person,all this screaming and yelling,would suggest - pehirapss

they are putting it on.Again,on the football field,we can't quite see what

. happened,whether the hoot did make contact and the nlaver an +he orannd e
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notorious for his theatricals..Such occasional doubts are a long way from
the systematic’ones that the skeptic would invite us to feel,

The conceiving of the problem in terms of a relation hetween
'inner' and 'outer' creates the problems from which the private language
prehlem arises,k and one finds oneself faced wither with those who,like
the protagonists of the private language argument,want to give primacy to
the inner or thosexwhomlite the behaviourists,want to give Rxit to the
outer and one appears,therefore,condemned to waxexxkerxEERXtREZEXTNE
choose (or waver) kexidexthkms between those two sides of the argument
hut Wittgenstein does not see why one should acdept these terms,
Tke Both sides of that argument take it that the'only connection hetween
inner and outer is that provided by our guesswork,our inferences,and
thege may wot -very likely will he -unsound ,Both. thexpxmta those who favour
private language and behaviourists agresx that we cannot know what
connection there is between our using of sounds (words) and their meaning
(the inner mental content that they have) which is why,of course,behaviourists
want to leave 'meaning' out of the picture altogether,

Wittgenstein declines to choose sides on those terms,There is a
connection between our sensations and our hehaviour which is not inferential,
for it is an organis one;we human beings are zpak capahble of learning fifﬁ?
language from one another hecause we have a good many common responses, ‘
because we react to things in the same way.We are apt (with some rare s
exceptions) to feel the same sorts of things when treated in the samer
sort of Qay,and if kicked,bitten,pricked,we are likelyn to feel the same

thing,to feel pain,and to react by giving off 'pain behaviour'.fgxi

Our pain behaviour is not an outward sign or iddex of our sensatio

of pain,it is part of our reaction to hurt and injury,When we are,say, ]

hurned we do not feel a pain in our hand,but snatch the hand away from
the pain- to feel this and act that way is part of our natural reaction
to certain kinds of circumstances,We do not have two reactions,one that of
feeling a sensation,the other that of moving our body in a certain way,
hut onéy one - that of feeling-a-stahhing-pain—in—our-stomach-and-doubling-
over-in-agony,or that of feeling-a-sudden-pain-in-the~side-and-gasping-with-
khock .8

Our pain behaviour is not ,then,something that we are taught,it is part
of our natural response to discomfort and Burt,it is something we see in
children before they have language or even hefore they communicate to any
significant degree with other humans - if we pinch them,drop them o

or otherwise injure dhem we shall find that they react by screaming and

howlingamd and making the most awful din,When we hear the crying stare in
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the garden we rush out to see which of the children has hurth themselves,
zridxwe We do not learn,are not taught,these reactions to pain and when we
begin to learn language we are taught to control fhese natural reactions,
to stop crying and screaming and howling and to replace them with verbal
responses,to say 'I've got a pain' or 'My leg hurts'{andxxm Thus the
learning of the vocabilary of pain is absorbed into the pattern of our
natural,organic,human reactions to circumstances and hence the word
*pain' is not to be thought of as kairx having a priémarily descriptive
function,used to name a certain sort of sensation but,instead,to be thought
of as having mn expressive use,much more akin to the cry or scream -
ixxkuxxtx "It hurt's' isn't a description of a sensation,itx is 2 itself y
an expression of the sensation,h part of our pain behaviour,as in
'NDoooh it huuurts' or 'God,that stings'.This is not to say that we can't
use pain to describe a sensation,there is a slight pain in my ankle!
hut it is to say that it does away with the problem of how it is that we
can learn to use x the word pain in ways thatamm are the same as those of
others,for nurix:xpnnxn our learning of Row to use it is tied up with the
training of our responses,we are taught when to say 'My leg hurts'
rather than just scream and one's natural responses to pair circumstances
are not inner and unohservahle,but outer and ohservable and we can he shown
when to use the word relative to those circumstances and responses - thus,

- when we fall down and start to cry,we are picked up and told 'There
there,it doesn't Burt,see,there's nothing hurtk,there's no scratches,its
all right,bhere's no need to cry.'

There are other problems which are connected with a private language,
but these are ones which arise in connection with the related problem of
‘following a rule',.We have discussed,ahove,the skeptic's queries about
the way in which language is used to mean,relative to the problems of

5consistency in usage,and we have indicated that for an individual to use
,z a word in a way which is consistent enough to he called 2 word in a language
<u is to use it with enough consistency for someomne else to discover ¢hat
the pattern of use is,what kinds of circumstances will legitimate its use,
and therefore that the emphasis upon the inwardness of experience is not
enough the to justify the idea of the inaccessibility of meaning.The
skeptic has metkex another possihble line of argument which is this:
though one has detected some consistency in the pattern of behaviour,can one
be sure that one has detected the right pattern? A person uses a word in
a particular way,goes on in a certain fashion,and one thinks one has picked

up from them the pattern,but what is to ensure that they will not,on the next

occasiony that they use that eXpPression. oo off in a comnlotealv A3 €€ amame



direction? They may, so far have used red for this,that,and the othe ,rhut

what is to ensure that tomorrow they won't suddently call that green
lamp 'red'? These issues g have to do with questions about what is involved

-in following a rule,and are the occasion for separate treatment,





