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of course for me to call this colour "blue". (Criteria for the fact that
something is 'a matter of course' for me.)

239. How is he to know what colour he is to pick out when he
hears "red"?—Quite simple: he is to take the colour whose image
occurs to him when he hears the word.—But how is he to know which
colour it is 'whose image occurs to him'? Is a further criterion needed
for that? (There is indeed such a procedure as choosing the colour
which occurs to one when one hears the word " . . . .")

" 'Red' means the colour that occurs to me when I hear the word
<recl' "—would be a definition. Not an explanation of what it is to use
a word as a name.

240. Disputes do not break out (among mathematicians, say) over
the question whether a rule has been obeyed or not. People don't
come to blows over it, for example. That is part of the framework
on which the working of our language is based (for example, in giving
descriptions).

241. "So you are saying that human agreement decides what is
true and what is false?"—It is what human beings say that is true and
false; and they agree in the language they use. That is not agreement in
opinions but in form of life.

242. If language is to be a means of communication there must
be agreement not only in definitions but also (queer as this may
sound) in judgments. This seems to abolish logic, but does not do so.—
It is one thing to describe methods of measurement, and another to
obtain and state results of measurement. But what we call "measuring"
is partly determined by a certain constancy in results of measurement.

243. A human being can encourage himself, give himself orders,
obey, blame and punish himself; he can ask himself a question and
answer it. We could even imagine human beings who spoke only in
monologue; who accompanied their activities by talking to themselves.
—An explorer who watched them and listened to their talk might
succeed in translating their language into ours. (This would enable
him to predict these people's actions correctly, for he also hears them
making resolutions and decisions.)

But could we also imagine a language in which a person could write
down or give vocal expression to his inner experiences—his feelings,
moods, and the rest—for his private use?——Well, can't we do so
in our ordinary language?—But that is not what I mean. The

PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS I 89e

individual words of this language are to refer to what can only be
known to the person speaking; to his immediate private sensations.
So another person cannot understand the language.

244. How do words refer to sensations?—There doesn't seem to
be any problem here; don't we talk about sensations every day, and
give them names? But how is the connexion between the name and
the thing named set up? This question is the same as: how does a
human being learn the meaning of the names of sensations?—of the
word "pain" for example. Here is one possibility: words are connected
with the primitive, the natural, expressions of the sensation and used in
their place. A child has hurt himself and he cries; and then adults talk
to him and teach him exclamations and, later, sentences. They teach
the child new pain-behaviour.

"So you are saying that the word 'pain' really means crying?"—
On the contrary: the verbal expression of pain replaces crying and does
not describe it.

245. For how can I go so far as to try to use language to get
between pain and its expression?

246. In what sense are my sensations private?—Well, only I can
know whether I am really in pain; another person can only surmise
it.—In one way this is wrong, and in another nonsense. If we are using
the word "to know" as it is normally used (and how else are we to
use it?), then other people very often know when I am in pain.—
Yes, but all the same not with the certainty with which I know it
myself I—It can't be said of me at all (except perhaps as a joke) that I
know I am in pain. What is it supposed to mean—except perhaps that
I am in pain?

Other people cannot be said to learn of my sensations only from my
behaviour,—for I cannot be said to learn of them. I have them.

The truth is: it makes sense to say about other people that they
doubt whether I am in pain; but not to say it about myself.

247. "Only you can know if you had that intention." One might
tell someone this when one was explaining the meaning of the word
"intention" to him. For then it means: that is how we use it.

(And here "know" means that the expression of uncertainty is
senseless.)
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248. The proposition "Sensations are private" is comparable to:
"One plays patience by oneself".

249. Are we perhaps over-hasty in our assumption that the smile
of an unweaned infant is not a pretence?—And on what experience is
our assumption based?

(Lying is a language-game that needs to be learned like any other
one.)

250. Why can't a dog simulate pain? Is he too honest? Could one
teach a dog to simulate pain? Perhaps it is possible to teach him to
howl on particular occasions as if he were in pain, even when he is
not. But the surroundings which are necessary for this behaviour to be
real simulation are missing.

251. What does it mean when we say: "I can't imagine the opposite
of this" or "What would it be like, if it were otherwise?"—For example,
when someone has said that my images are private, or that only I
myself can know whether I am feeling pain, and similar things.

Of course, here "I can't imagine the opposite" doesn't mean: my
powers of imagination are unequal to the task. These words are a
defence against something whose form makes it look like an empirical
proposition, but which is really a grammatical one.

But why do we say: "I can't imagine the opposite"? Why not:
"I can't imagine the thing itself"?

Example: "Every rod has a length." That means something like: we
call something (or this} "the length of a rod"—but nothing "the
length of a sphere." Now can I imagine 'every rod having a length'?
Well, I simply imagine a rod. Only this picture, in connexion with this
proposition, has a quite different role from one used in connexion with
the proposition "This table has the same length as the one over there".
For here I understand what it means to have a picture of the opposite
(nor need it be a mental picture).

But the picture attaching to the grammatical proposition could only
shew, say, what is called "the length of a rod". And what should the
opposite picture be?

((Remark about the negation of an a priori proposition.))

252. "This body has extension." To this we might reply: "Non-
sense!"—but are inclined to reply "Of course!"—Why is this?
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253. "Another person can't have my pains."—Which are my
pains? What counts as a criterion of identity here? Consider what
makes it possible in the case of physical objects to speak of "two
exactly the same", for example, to say "This chair is not the one you
saw here yesterday, but is exactly the same as it".

In so far as it makes sense to say that my pain is the same as his, it is
also possible for us both to have the same pain. (And it would also be
imaginable for two people to feel pain in the same—not just the
corresponding—place. That might be the case with Siamese twins,
for instance.)

I have seen a person in a discussion on this subject strike himself
on the breast and say: "But surely another person can't have THIS
pain!"—The answer to this is that one does not define a criterion of
identity by emphatic stressing of the word "this". Rather, what the
emphasis does is to suggest the case in which we are conversant with
such a criterion of identity, but have to be reminded of it.

254. The substitution of "identical" for "the same" (for instance)
is another typical expedient in philosophy. As if we were talking about
shades of meaning and all that were in question were to find words
to hit on the correct nuance. That is in question in philosophy only
wherewe have to give a psychologically exact account of the temptation
to use a particular kind of expression. What we 'are tempted to say'
in such a case is, of course, not philosophy; but it is its raw material.
Thus, for example, what a mathematician is inclined to say about the
objectivity and reality of mathematical facts, is not a philosophy of
mathematics, but something for philosophical treatment.

2 5 5 . The philosopher's treatment of a question is like the treatment
of an illness.

256. Now, what about the language which describes my inner
experiences and which only I myself can understand? How do I use
words to stand for my sensations?—As we ordinarily do? Then are my
words for sensations tied up with my natural expressions of sensation?
In that case my language is not a 'private' one. Someone else might
understand it as well as 1.—But suppose I didn't have any natural
expression for the sensation, but only had the sensation? And now
I simply associate names with sensations and use these names in
descriptions.—
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257. "What would it be like if human beings shewed no outward
signs of pain (did not groan, grimace, etc.)? Then it would be impos-
sible to teach a child the use of the word 'tooth-ache'."—Well, let's
assume the child is a genius and itself invents a name for the sensation!
—But then, of course, he couldn't make himself understood when he
used the word.—So does he understand the name, without being able
to explain its meaning to anyone?—But what does it mean to say
that he has 'named his pain'?—How has he done this naming of pain?!
And whatever he did, what was its purpose?—When one says "He
gave a name to his sensation" one forgets that a great deal of stage-
setting in the language is presupposed if the mere act of naming is to
make sense. And when we speak of someone's having given a name
to pain, what is presupposed is the existence of the grammar of the
word "pain"; it shews the post where the new word is stationed.

258 . Let us imagine the following case. I want to keep a diary
about the recurrence of a certain sensation. To this end I associate
it with the sign "S" and write this sign in a calendar for every day
on which I have the sensation.——I will remark first 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?
Not in the ordinary sense. But I speak, or write the sign down, and
at the same time I concentrate my attention on the sensation—and so,
as it were, point to it inwardly.—But what is this ceremony for?
for that is all it seems to be! A definition surely serves to establish
the meaning of a sign.—Well, that is done precisely by the concentra-
ting of my attention; for in this way I impress on myself the connexion
between the sign and the sensation.—But "I impress it on myself"
can only mean: this process brings it about that I remember the
connexion right in the future. But in the present case I have no criterion
of correctness. One would like to say: whatever is going to seem right
to me is right. And that only means that here we can't talk about
'right'.

259. Are the rules of the private language impressions of rules?—
The balance on which impressions are weighed is not the impression
of a balance.

260. "Well, I believe that this is the sensation S again."—Perhaps
you believe that you believe it!

Then did the man who made the entry in the calendar make a note
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of nothing whatever?—Don't consider it a matter of course that a person
is making a note of something when he makes a mark—say in a
calendar. For a note has a function, and this "S" so far has none.

(One can talk to oneself.—If a person speaks when no one else is
present, does that mean he is speaking to himself?)

261. What reason have we for calling "S" the sign for a sensation?
For "sensation" is a word of our common language, not of one intel-
ligible to me alone. So the use of this word stands in need of a justifica-
tion which everybody understands.—And it would not help either to
say that it need not be a sensation; that when he writes "S", he has
something—and that is all that can be said. "Has" and "something"
also belong to our common language.—So in the end when one is
doing philosophy one gets to the point where one would like just to
emit an inarticulate sound.—But such a sound is an expression only
as it occurs in a particular language-game, which should now be
described.

262. It might be said: if you have given yourself a private definition
of a word, then you must inwardly undertake to use the word in such-
and-such a way. And how do you undertake that? Is it to be assumed
that you invent the technique of using the word; or that you found it
ready-made?

263. "But I can (inwardly) undertake to call THIS 'pain' in the
future."—"But is it certain that you have undertaken it? Are you sure
that it was enough for this purpose to concentrate your attention on
your feeling?"—A queer question.—

264. "Once you know what the word stands for, you understand it,
you know its whole use."

265. Let us imagine a table (something like a dictionary) that
exists only in our imagination. A dictionary can be used to justify
the translation of a word X by a word Y. But are we also to call it
a justification if such a table is to be looked up only in the imagination?
—"Well, yes; then it is a subjective justification."—But justification
consists in appealing to something independent.—"But surely I can
appeal from one memory to another. For example, I don't know if I
have remembered the time of departure of a train right and to check
it I call to mind how a page of the time-table looked. Isn't it the same
here?"—No; for this process has got to produce a memory which is
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actually correct. If the mental image of the time-table could not itself
be tested for correctness, how could it confirm the correctness of the
first memory? (As if someone were to buy several copies of the morn-
ing paper to assure himself that what it said was true.)

Looking up a table in the imagination is no more looking up a table
than the image of the result of an imagined experiment is the result of
an experiment.

266. I can look at the clock to see what time it is: but I can also
look at the dial of a clock in order to guess what time it is; or for the
same purpose move the hand of a clock till its position strikes me as
right. So the look of a clock may serve to determine the time in more
than one way. (Looking at the clock in imagination.)

267. Suppose I wanted to justify the choice of dimensions for a
bridge which I imagine to be building, by making loading tests on
the material of the bridge in my imagination. This would, of course,
be to imagine what is called justifying the choice of dimensions for a
bridge. But should we also call it justifying an imagined choice of
dimensions?

268. Why can't my right hand give my left hand money?—My
right hand can put it into my left hand. My right hand can write a
deed of gift and my left hand a receipt.—But the further practical
consequences would not be those of a gift. When the left hand has
taken the money from the right, etc., we shall ask: "Well, and what of
it?" And the same could be asked if a person had given himself a
private definition of a word; I mean, if he has said the word to himself
and at the same time has directed his attention to a sensation.

269. Let us remember that there are certain criteria in a man's
behaviour for the fact that he does not understand a word: that it
means nothing to him, that he can do nothing with it. And criteria
for his 'thinking he understands', attaching some meaning to the word,
but not the right one. And, lastly, criteria for his understanding the
word right. In the second case one might speak of a subjective under-
standing. And sounds which no one else understands but which I
'appear to understand'' might be called a "private language".

270. Let us now imagine a use for the entry of the sign "S" in my
diary. I discover that whenever I have a particular sensation a mano-
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meter shews that my blood-pressure rises. So I shall be able to say
that my blood-pressure is rising without using any apparatus. This is
a useful result. And now it seems quite indifferent whether I have
recognized the sensation right or not. Let us suppose I regularly
identify it wrong, it does not matter in the least. And that alone shews
that the hypothesis that I make a mistake is mere show. (We as it were
turned a knob which looked as if it could be used to turn on some part
of the machine; but it was a mere ornament, not connected with the
mechanism at all.)

And what is our reason for calling "S" the name of a sensation here?
Perhaps the kind of way this sign is employed in this language-game,—
And why a "particular sensation," that is, the same one every time?
Well, aren't we supposing that we write "S" every time?

271. "Imagine a person whose memory could not retain what the
word 'pain' meant—so that he constantly called different things by
that name—but nevertheless used the word in a way fitting in with the
usual symptoms and presuppositions of pain"—in short he uses it as we
all do. Here I should like to say: a wheel that can be turned though
nothing else moves with it, is not part of the mechanism.

272. The essential thing about private experience is really not that
each person possesses his own exemplar, but that nobody knows
whether other people also have this or something else. The assumption
would thus be possible—though unverifiable—that one section of
mankind had one sensation of red and another section another.

273. What am I to say about the word "red"?—that it means some-
thing 'confronting us all' and that everyone should really have another
word, besides this one, to mean his own sensation of red? Or is it like
this: the word "red" means something knowrn to everyone; and in
addition, for each person, it means something known only to him? (Or
perhaps rather: it refers to something known only to him.)

274. Of course, saying that the word "red" "refers to" instead of
"means" something private does not help us in the least to grasp its
function; but it is the more psychologically apt expression for a par-
ticular experience in doing philosophy. It is as if when I uttered the
word I cast a sidelong glance at the private sensation, as it were in order
to say to myself: I know all right what I mean by it.


