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“'T 10 written:s "In the Beginning was the ¥Word."
Hore am I balked: who, now, can help afford?
The Word? - lmposszible so high to rate 1t

And otherwise must I-translate 1€,

If by the Spirit I am truly taught,

Then thus: "In the Beginning was the Thought.,"
This firast line let me weigh completely,

Iest my impatient pen proceed too fleetly,

Ia it the Thought which works, creates, indeed?
"In the Beginning was the Power,"” I resd

Yoet, ag I write, a warning is suggested,

That I the sense may not have fairly tested,
The Spirit aids me: now I see the light!

"In the Beginning was the Act,” I write.,”

GCoothe's Faugt, Act I, Scene III

“But what 12 the word "primitive" meant to gay here?
Presumably that this sort of behaviour 1is pre-
linguistic: that a language game 1s based on 1%,
that it 18 the prototype of a way of thinking and not
the result of thought,”

Wittgenstein's Zettel, ES41
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PREFACE

I adopt the convention of referring tn the

Philoronhical Investigatione as "the Investipgatione,"” or

as simply "the P.I.", when I quote from them,and I use the

letter 'E' as an abbrevintion for section throughout the

thesis.

I am grateful'%o Professor Evan Simpson for his

aseistance.
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| ' INTRODUCTION

The private language argument has become one of the
continuing controversies in philosophy, It still remains
one, despite the decline in literaturse written on the problem
since the mid-sixties, which only indicates that nobody has
anything really new to say and not that the proﬁnem was ever
golved, In fact the convinced thtgcnatelnian; interpreted
Wittgenstein as clearly as they could, trying to present his
arguments in a more “orthodox" way, for the unique style of

presentation of the Investigations seems to be one of the main

barriers to an understanding of the views presented. Some of
the Wittgensteinians only seemed to be able to write in a style
almost as indirect (even obscure) as that of Wittgenstein himz
pelf (see Rhees' "Could language be Invented by a Robinson
Crusoe?") Qthers seemed to have been go absorbed in the
magnetic charm of the man that they only seemed able to un-
critically repeat what ﬁe had said (see Malcolm's "Wittgenstein's

Investigations"), It was due to this sort of "unphilosophical

thought" that, with some, Wittgensteinlans got a bed name, as
if they were all ‘*disciples’ unaware of the truth, and only
interested in repeating their ‘'master’s’' words.

There also arose the rather uninspiring "ordinary

language” philosophy centered at Oxford, England, with many
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philosophers refusing to find the world puzzling ané ‘golving'
railosophioal problems by analysis of ordinary language, It

was thought that by finding out what ordinary people say when,

the problems of philogsophy would disappear, Although wittgenstein
was partly responsible for this movement, it seems in retros-

pect that the movemont owed much more to Austin, its maln
exponent, and in terms of itc genesias to the common-senss
philosophy of MHoore. While Wittgenstein 4id belleve that

ordinary language was terribly important, the main value of his
work is to be fourd in his theory of language and his meta-
physics of gensations and human-beings., Indeed when he con-
fronts the problems of sensation, he demands a new "grammar”

of sensations, and rejects the "grammar” of sengsation as object
and name, which 18 incorporated in ordinary language,
Wittgenstein's views on sensations and other-minds should be
geparated from any talk of ordinary language philosophy, and
should be evaluated for what they say in the context of the
treditional problem of other-minds., Wittgensteln, no less than
Descartes or Hume, wrestled with the problem on a very high

level of thought indeed. His method was by considering lan-
guage, but this by no meansg implies that he was only playing

with words., He was interested in the nature of sensations and
human-beings. He proposed a theory of meaning as use and then
showed that because the meaning of a word is its use, certain
notions become unintelligible, because words for these notions ‘
could never be used., Basically the strategy is to show what is
intelligible to us., what is intelligible 1s what can have




meaning, ard what can have meaning is only that which can be
*linked up*' with words which have rule-governed uses, In this
way, o we chall see, Wittgenstein concludes that the idea of
o necessarily private object of sensation is unintelligible.

The Invegtigations were written by 1949. This was not

long after the positivist movement which was gtrongest in the

thirties, It ig & reasonable hypothesis that the Investigations

are, in part, a reaction against this movement and its tenets,

Thug Carnap, in the Unity of Secience, having given the name of

‘protocol language*’ to any set of sentences which are used to
give a direct record of one's own experience, arguses that 1if
an utterance like "thirst now", belonging to the protocol
language of a subject 3y, 18 construed as expressing only what
is immediately given to 81. it cannot bes understood by anyone
¢lgse. He statess "In general every statement in any person's
protocol language would have sense for that person alona.”

(The Unity of Science, p. 80) Although Carnap goes on to

explain how words can have a public sense, he does accept the
ideg of - a necessary privacy of experience,

Schlick in "Form and Content” argues that his theory of
language ig consistent with the possibility that he himself

exists alone; for he can express facts to himself and communi-

cate with himgelf alone (see section “Communication with one-
gelf”)., Schlick here is clearly accepting the possibility of
@ private rule, Wittgenstein denles both the possibility of

private rules and the intelligibility of a private experiencs,

s b,
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Thup what he says can be seen as a direct reoponss to the
preceding movement in philosophy.
Yot only of course does Wittgenstein contradict the

phllosophy of people like Carnap and Schlick.He contradicts the

dualism of Descartes and the philogsophical paychology of Locke,

Berkeley, and Hume, Por all these philosophers regarded sensa-

tions as being independent inner objects that one became aware

of by inner-sense, The problema of dualism and scepticism only

arise when one views sensations in such a way. For it is only
if gensations are necegsarily private objects that one can set
up o dualism, or be sceptical about other people's sensations.
For if sensations are private objects one 1s only aware of his
own sensations and his and other péople's behaviour. The
soceptical intrusion gets a foot-hold due to such a modsel of
sengsations, "Do other people have minds?", becomes a natural
quegtion to ask, for we are only ever directly aware of our
own mental states,

Wittgenstein's arguments against the possibility of a
private language are designed to show that the idea of s
private sensation,which is completely imdependent and inner,
iz unintelligible. He does this by showing that any language
which tried to describe or refer to such objects would bo
necegsarily private, Tnis would obviously follow for only the
person who hed the private sensation could uge words to refer
to the sensation, Nobody else could know anything about it,

He shows that a private language is impossible., He then con-
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oiders the posoibility of private reference in o public

languago, that 1o osks Af it 1o possible for sensation words

to have public rules of uge but still refer to something ‘nocep-
gerlly private, He denles this possibility. He then offersc a
positive theory of sansations such that sensation-words can have
meaning in a public language. These three tacks are given
exposition in the three chapters of thio essay.

In Chapter One I will discuss the arguments that
Wittgenstein uses against the possibility of a private language,
The chapter 1g divided into sections amd in each gection T will
prescent one of wWittgenstein's arguments against the possibility
of o private language as clearly as I can, with the hope of
making the arguments more lucid by pmaking their mode of pre-
sentation more orthodox. The conclusion will be that
Wittgenstein does have arguments which show that a privato
language is impossible. -

By a necessarily private language I mean ‘that sort of
language which Wittgenstein refers to in Section 256 of the

Inveatigationsg:

Now what about the language which describes my inner
experiences ard 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 gengatlons tied
up with my natural expressions of Bensation? ‘In that
case my language 18 not a 'private' one., Someone else
might understand it as well as I --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

degcriptions--"

From this brief passage’it can be seen to be a necessary




- v e A

cordition for a language to be private that 1t 1is 1?32?§hn1-
| cable, The tncommunicability in question 18 a logical one
ard not a mere empirical one. This is to say that only the
speaker can understand the language, not due to any chance
circumstance, but becau;e the very nature of the language {t-
gelf 18 such that nobody else can urderstand it in principle,
whatever the clircumstances, A man on a desert island alone
could not, as it happen;, communicate to anybody else but
Wittgenstein does not wish to suggest that such a man could not
still speak a natﬁral language, English for example. Of course
any language which only happens to be private must be such that
it is possible for somebody else to understand 1t. The privacy
in question is then not a contingent privacy but is a necessary
privacy.

The private language envisaged by Wittgenstein is neces-
sarily private because as the story is set up we have a
'gpeaker® who 18 simply aware of certain sensations that he has,
He hag no natural expression of the sensations, he is simply
aware of them as 1f by means of an 1inner sense., As far as the
story goes we have no reason to call the speaker a human-being,
for he is not somebody who laughs, who cries, who gets angry,
etc. He 1s just an "ego” entertaining these sensations as
private objects of consclousness. The speaker has a paln but
does not express his paln in any ways he just focuses in on this

private happening. Or he sees a red colour but he does not

exclaim “that is red” is such a way that we can agree with him

b v e
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or ask him to go and buy us a red shirt, for example, he simply
focuges in on this private happening. It begins to become clear
that Wittgenstein is not setting up a state of affalre that he
thinks 1s possible, The whole thing 1s something of a parody.
Hies strategy is to allow the Cartesian and Humean notion that
sensationg are objects that the self is aware of as if in an

act of inner perception whose objects are completely indepen-
dent of anything else, and then to show that such a plcture iz
incoherent when subjected to an examination of language.
Although the dualist's position seems tenable when it isg first
presented, closer analysis shows its 1llusory nature. The
private langugge argument then must be seen as a "reductio gd
absurdum”, If it i1s successful it wlill rule out the possibility
of sBensations being private objects of inner sense, FHence its
importance,

Thus in what follows it is initially assumed that a
private sensation could exist, and then by an analysis of
language and how words acquire meaning, it is shown that if (
there were private sensations, language could never be used tE\
describe then, and that the very idea of a private sensation

is meaningless, This 18 bacause no use could ever be given

to the words for private sensatlions.,

In the first chapter this is done with respsct to the
necessarily private language. It 18 shown that a necesaarily
private language 1s impossible and that words for private

sensations are meaningless, In the secord chapter the possibi-
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11ty of sensation words in a public language having a neces-
sarily private reference is considered., If this were possible
then some sense could be given to the notlion of a necessarily
private sensation, viz. that which one refers to when one
oclaims to have a sensation., It is shown that this 1s not pos-
sible elther and that no sense or reference can be given to
words for private experiences in either private or public
languages., But if the idea of a private experience 18 sense-
less then when we talk about our sensations we must not be
talking about private objects, The third chapter deals with
the question of what sort of things sensations must be if we
are to be able to give sensation words meaning,
The conclusion of the first chapter will not be that
gensations do not exist but that sensations cannot be private
objects because the idea of a private object is without any
gense, there being no meaningful words for them. The first
chapter 1s negative in this respect; it rules out a view of
gensations as being private objects. By ruling out such objects
1t refutes a firmly entrenched, and false, view of the inner
life. It must be remembered that when sensations are referred
%0 in the private language argument it is not the sensations <ii::kuM“
that we all have and naturally express, rather it is the neces- f”“%
sarily private sensation, without any natural expression, the
private object of inner sense, Thus when this notlon 1s re- :

duced to the absurd, it 1s not our ordinary use of the word
~gensation"” that is shown to be absurd and without meaning, for

E..- et W AR S -



the ordinary use 1s msde in the context of natural expression.
It 18 only the use of the word “sensation" to refer to private

objects that is shown to be senselesas.
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CHAPTER 1

THE NECESSARILY PRIVATE LANGUAGE

The first argument that I will consider has to do *
with ostensive definition. The relevance of such an argument
1s that a private language 1s often claimed to be possible
because a private linguist could simply attach words to his
sensations by bare ostension,

El. Bare Ostensive Definition

This 1s the candidate offered as an answer to the
question Wittgenstein asks in section 256, namely how do the
sensation words of the private language refer to the sensa-
tions, where the possibility of tying the words up with the
natural expression of sensations is ruled out? The answer is
that we simply name them, That is to say that we concentrate
our attention on the sensations, point to them inwardly, and
impress upon ourselves that they are to have a ceftain nane,

Wittgensteln replies to this 1in section 257 of the Investigations: ‘7'a

When one says "He gave a name to his sensation®

one forgets that a great deal of stage-setting 1is "
presupposed 1f the mere act of naming is to make

sense.,.what 18 presupposed 1s the existence of the 4
grammar of the word “pain®; it shows the post where |
the new word is stationed.

Ard much earlier*he states:

The ostensive definition explains the use -- the




L

11

meaning of the word -- when the overall role of
the word in language 1s clear, (P.I. E30)

One interpretation of this is given by Kenny in his
article "The Verification Principle and the Private language
Argument” (P. 206 The Private lLanguage Argument) which refers

back to the Blue BRook:

But the ostensive definition will not suffice by

Lltself, because 1t can always be varlously interpreted...
(If) I explain the word ‘tove' by, pointing to a pencil
and saying”This is called 'Tove'.I may be taken to

mean "This 18 a pencil" or "This 1s round" or "This

is wood" etc, (Blue Book p. 2)

The point is that any objeoct has a certaln number of predicates
of varlous sorts, for instance those of colour, hardness, sghape,
location and constitution, etc., To give an ostensive defini-
tion successfully can only be done after all the other possibi-
lities of what could be the definition have been ruled out,

The stage 1s set, on this interpretation, when the rules have
been given for the use of the word in many different contexts,
thus gradually ruling out the possibility of any misinterpre-
tation., However, this interpretation does not get fo the main
point of wWittgenstein's demand for stage-setting in the case of
the private language. It makes the problem of bare ostensive
definition look like one of misinterpretation. This is to say T
that the problem seems to be that the learner of the word may <::%
mistake what the teacher is trylng to define for something

|
!
else., Thls point is of course quite valld as far as it goes, é I

For one person to give another an ostensive definition success- i

VIR,

fully, the other person must have been seén to go on to use

P
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the word properly in different contexts. It may happen that
there will be no misinterpretation when an ostensive definition
18 given, the learner may guess what characteristic is being
defined and be right. But we cannot be sure of this until we
check his use of the word subsequent to the definition, But
disallowing cases of self-deception, this kind of mis-under-
standing cannot arise when we have the case of the private
language. If the private lingulst were able to say "This is
tove"” he would presumably know that he meant tove, if the
problem was just distinguishling meaning thls from meaning any
of the other characteristics possessed by the object in
question., And similarly with the private sensation, If the
private linguist was impressing it upon himsgelf that he was to
call this sensation "X", knowing what he means to nama, it could
hardly arise that he misunderstand himself. In Kenny's case
misunderstanding couid\arise because the learner may have
selected the wrong alté}n&tive from the possibilities created
by the ambiguity of the teacher's act, but in the private
linguist®'s case there seems to be 0 room for any analogous
misinterpretation,

Before giving the correct interpretation of E257 a few
words should be sald about Wittgensteln's theory of meaning.
Wittgensteln unlike most previous philosophers sought to get rid
of any mentalistic account of meaning. lost of the Britigh

empiricists equated the meaning of a word with an ldea. To give

a word meaning one hed only to be aware of the idea which was

[
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its meaning. Locke gives us the best example of such a theory
of meaning because he unlike Hume and the other empiriclsts was
explicit about it., Thus we find him stating: ~The use of
words 18 to be sensible marks of ideas, and the ideas they
gtand for are thelr proper and immediate signification." (BX.

111, ¢h, II, El, Essay Concerning Human Understanding)

From such a theory of meaning it would follow that once
one was aware of the idea -- for example the sensation of pain--
then one would know the meaning. Not only this, but it would
gseem to follow that every word does have a grlvate, incommuni-
cable meaning even in our public language, for only I can have
my idea amd only you can have yours, To Locke, then ideas
were private objects of inner sense, Wittgenstein rejects such
a theory and proposes a new onsi

For a large class of cases - though not for all - in

which we employ the word 'meaning' it can be defined
thus: the meaning of a word is its use in the

language. (P.I. E43)
This does not mean that Wittgenstein belleves that for some
words meaning 1s different from use; he 1is simply pointing out
that the word “meaning” itself has different uses. As well as
the meaning of a word there are the followlng uses of the word:
*Intending”: A meant to hit you or A intended to hit you.
"Sincerity”: Do you really mean 1t? or Are you really
sinceres about 1t?
"Purpoge”: What is the meaning of that? or what is the

purpose of that?

B o ke
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Thus what he wants to say 1s that when we are talking about
the meaning of a word this is gliven by the use, Tne other uses
of the word "meaning” will have different analyses.
Wittgenstein's thesis 18 that for one to understand a
word 's meaning he must be able to use the word correctly. Thus
there i1s a huge difference between having a sensation and under-
standing the meaning of a word., The latter involves an active
process of describing things by the word (if an ad jective);
fetching the object upon receiving the word in a command (if
it 18 an object name);, in other words using the word in activi-
ties in the world. The word must be used according to more or
less fixed rules which determine that use, Wwhen we teach some-
body the meaning of a word we do not produce a private idea in
him, but we teach him the use of the word. If one can use the
word properly then he has grasped its meaning. when I teach
gomeone the use of a word by means of examples and practice - ’
"I do not communicate less to him than I know myself" (P.I. E208),
When sonebody glves an ostensive definition he must
know what he is defining - the act of naming is the final act
in the process of giving a word meaning, not the beginning,
The stage-setting includes knowing what one is going to define.

This knowledge shows the post where the new word i1s stationed,

Wittgenstein's example 1s the *King’ 1n a game of a chess, For

one to ask 1f "this is the King" significantly one needs to b

know what a game is, what a plece 1s in a game, and what the

e vy o

rules are which govern the use of the plece in the ganme,
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When one shows someone the King in chess and says:
“This 18 the King" this does not tell him the use
of this plece-unless he already knows the rules of
the game up to this last point: the shape of the King.

You could imasgine his having learnt the rules of the

game without ever having been shown an actual plece.

The shape of the chessman corresponds here to the

sourd or shape of a word, (P,I. E31)

For one to ostensively define something one already
needs to know the rules of the way the éord is going to be usged,
The ogtensive definition merely tells one just what shape the
word i3 going to have, Thus if I say *This 1s an 'X™, for this
to give any meaning to the word 'X' I must already know how to
go on to use the word 'X'. If my saylng "This 1s an '£' were
only the beginning of the process of giving meaning then "X"
would Just be a sound. For it to be a word, it must be used
according to rules that govern that use, To merely Juxtapose
a sound with an object, to merely associate one with the other,
does not give that sound any use, It is an idle ceremony. If
the eact of naming is to make any sense then the person doing
the naming must know how to go on to use the word regularly.
And just to say that an object is an "X" does not settle any
rules, for one could mean a variety of things (and this was
Kenny's point), Thus 1f one said that a pencil was a "pencll®
one could Be using the word "pencil" to mean 1t is made of
wood, or to mean it 18 rournd. But the point is that éhe rules
must have already been established explicitly or impllicitly

before the act of naming, so that the naming process ties up

a word with rules for its use., The act of naming 1sfthe very
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last stage in the process of conferring meaning. Thug
Wittgenstein remarks,
We may say: only someone who already knows how to
do something with it ocan significantly ask a2 name,
(P.I., E31)

This all conflicts with the idea that meaning 1s just linking

word with object or idea, The correlation between word amd

object does not give a word a meaning. For a word to have

meaning it must be subject to the correct contexts, TIhe speaker
must know the stage-setting, must know what he 1s talking about
when he uses the word. This 18 to say that he acquirea the
mastery of the use of the word, he knows how to go on to use it,
to do the things with it that can be done according to its
meaning.

The question naturally arises as to how one knows the
stage-getting., Ilanguage training 1s an essential part of this
knowledge. Thus we are trained to respond to the colour red
and are told to gay “That i1s red”, We are trained to identify

a red object out of a batch of coloured objects, As a result

of this training we eventually know enough to be able to use f

the word ourselves, We can say "This 1s red" without prompt- ti\a\J
ing, and becsuse we can use the word ourselves in an active
way the word “red* now has meaning to us and 18 not jugt a
responge to a stimulus, as saylng “red” was in the early stoge 'y

of training when we were confronted by a red object,

Such tralning 1s ruled out in the private case. Only

the speaker has hisg private sensation and nobody else can know
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anything about it. Thls does not yet rule out the possibility
of a private language, hoxever, since it may be suggested

that once having learned a language, been tralned in 1t, one
can then go on to extend it by hils own efforts, Clearly if

one already knows what a colour 18, to say in the ostensive
definition “this colour is ‘blue'"” does help to station the

new word, to show what it is referring to. Likewlse 1t may be
that one who shares a public language and has mastered the more
general words in it could go on to make private ostensive
definitions. Thus when the private linguist has his private
gsensation he may be able to say "This object that is in my con-
goousness 1s an *'X'" if he already shares public language., But
he sti1] has to have mastered the knowledge of what an X-type
private object is in order for him to give the word "X"
meaning. He has to be able to Xnow how to go on to use the
word "X" regularly if his act of ostension is to have been
successful., The language does not define “the sensation word
for him, it will only help to set the stage. To define the
gensation word he still needs to know what he is defining, and
know how to go on to use the word regularly. It is this
knowledge which he cannot have if the arguments of Wittgenstein
discussed in the next section are right., If successful, these
arguments rule out another possibility: that the private
linguist may possess innate knowledge of how to go on after the

act of ostension.

In the next section Wittgenstein attempts to show that
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the atage could never be guccessfully set because in the private
case 1t would involve the speaker knowing how to go on to use
his word for his private sensation and this would involve =
necessarlly private rule, The latter he argues 1s a nonsense,
Exactly the same applies to the idea of an innate knowledge of
how to go on to use the word, The speaker would still have to
use private rules (necessarily private) amd this he could never

do.

E2. Following a rule: argument one

Firstly a quick reminder that wWittgenstein is still
talking about the private sensation as a private object of inner
gense, ard that his method 1s stlill to reduce such a notion to
absurdity by showing that it could never be given any umeaning.
He supposes that the private linguist has claimed to have named
a private gensation, He asks us to imagine a private lingulisgt
keeping a diary about the recurrence of a certain sensation,
The private linguist assoclates the sign "S" with the supposed
gensation and writes the sign in a diary whenever he has the
supposed sensation. But how does one convey meaning to the
gizn in this way, how does one establish the connectlon
between the sign and the sensation? The private linguists
advocate would reply that one simply lmpresses the connectlion
on oneself. But it is necessary for one to know that he has

impressei upon himself the connection that he should be able to

remember the connection right in future. In the private case

I I R s ¥ o R
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one hés no checks or criterig to tell ons 1f the connection 1is
remembered correctly. Wittgensteln says:

One would 1like to say: whatever 18 going to seen

right to me is8 right. And that only means that we

can‘t talk about rignt. (P.I. E258)
If 1t were possible for a private linguist to say "this is
called 'X'" and then to say later "this is called 'X' as well",
when talking about his private object, then we have gomething
which looks as 1if 1t might be a language, Wittgensteln clamps
down on this because he clalms there would be no distinction
between seeming to follow a rule and actually following one.
The private linguist i1s allegedly following the rule that
whenever a sgensation of type X occurs he calls 1t by the name
“X", But he may only be under the impression that he 1s using
the word consistently for the same sensation and becauas of
this claim that he is following a rule. There can be, in the
private set-up, no checks on his subasequent use of the word,
It would be possibla that he was mistaken every time he used
the word and, due to his calling the different gensations by
the same name, be under the impression that he was following
a rule,

Because all there 18 to go on is8 the speakers lmpres-
gslon, which only supports what seems to be the case, there is
no reason to say that a Tule is being followed, All that can
be claimed with justification is8 that the gpesker 18 under the

impression that he is following a rule, One tends to think

that the speaker would be able to establish the connsction
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between his supposed privete sensation of paln and his name
"pain”, But this is because the word "pailp" has a public
meaning, But to the person trying to devise a private

language the word does not yet have a private meaning, he is

allegedly tryinz to give it one. Je assumed that stage-
setting may be possible in the private case if gpe private
linguist shares a publlic langusge, with the words of which he
can partly set the stage, in the same way that people can
invent new words in the natural languasges that we have. But
now the use of the word as made by the private linguist after
the act of naming is belng considered. If the act of naming
was successful then the word must be used regularly according

to more or less fixed rules. 3ut neither we nor the speaker

can check that a rule is being followed, for we have no access
to the private world, and the speaker can only be under the
inpression of following a rule. The private linguist then has
no reason for sayling that hé~hgs ever identified a private
sensation for he cannoﬁ claim EE_EE foliowing a rule in the
use of the word,

The sound that the private lingulst utters has no i::;‘\xx
meaning at all. PFor a word to have been given meaning it 1is }i

N

necessary that it is used regularly. But because the private .

linguist cannot distinguish between seeming to follow the rules "
for the use of the sound, and actually following the rules, he

has no right to claim that the sound 1s a word of language i

v

Wilth meaning. It never gets any meaning at all but is Jjust an

| B T
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inarticulate sound, He is only under the irpression of following
a rule,

The ostensive definition can only be saild to have been
successful if the word, so defined, 1s used afterwards in a
regular way. Only if this 18 done caﬂ it makes sense to say
that the word has been given any meaning. Thus although it
seemed to be the case that the stage-setting might possibly be
arranged in the private case it is now seen to be the case that
it could not be. One of the features of the stage-~setting was
that the speasker be aware of what he 18 about to name, to know
how to recognise it etc., But it 1s this requirement that cannot
be satisflied for the private linguist can never know that he can
recognise a sensation in the world; for, this to be so he must
be able to use his name to refer to the sensation and to get
his use right. But this 1s Jjust what he cannot do, for he
cannot distinguish between what seems to be the use and what
i{s the use, Thus what he needed to know in oxrder to be sable
to name his sensation, (1.e. to be able to ldentify hls sensa-
tion as of a certain kind) the speaker cannot do. The stage-
getting argument and the diary argument are thus complementary.
The diary argument shows exactly why the stage can never be set
in the private case,

It cannot ever be conceded that the private linguist

did actually call the sensation X by the sound "¥X" consistently,

=

That 18 that he managed to utter the sound "X* only when he

was experiencing the sensation X qulte by chance, by fluke as

T e e s b s e e OB e e
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it were, To concede thls much may be thought to concede that
his lmpression of a rule may as it happens colncide with what
the rule should be., This much cannot be granted because until
he manages to give meaning to the sound he utters when he 1is
urder the impression that he has a private sensation, nothing
can be sald about the private sensation, it 1s quite unintel-
ligible. To say that the sound "X" may be uttered only when
he experiences the sensation X, presupposes that the sensation
X 18 an intelligible notion., PBut it would only be intelligible
once something could be said about it, and this is exactly what
cannot be done; for, 1t is the case that it cannot be named.
Because of this the private sensation X 1s quite unintelligible,
and 18 best forgotten.

One must, 1f one 1s following a rule, have checks which
will be satisfactory in deciding if one is followlng the rule
correctly or Yncorrectly. A rule must point in a direction,
it must cla élfy some actions as right, as subsumed under the
rule, and others as wrong as being excluded by the rule. It is
the exception, Jor the possibility of one, which proves the rule.
Thus 1t is a riecessary condition of following a rule that there
are chésks which will determine 1f the rule is beinz followed

correctly or incorrectly, Otherwlse one could not talk about

4

following the rule. course the possibility of checking that

the rule 1s being followed correctly 1s a logical one, It

e e
e ta

must be possibie in principle to check that the rule is cor-

rectly followed. Fbr{examplm one could follow the rule that
(S )

i ATl R o
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whenever one sees an lnstantaneous flash of light one criles
out "light*, Now, one can mske an application of the rule when
one is alone, and nobody after is able to check that thes rule
was applied correctly, Yet it was possible for the applicatlon
of the rule to be checked in principle for an obgerver could
have observed the flash when one observed 1t. Thus 1t can be
gald that a rule was followed.

Bacause there 1s no possibility even in principle of
checking on the private linguists use of hls sensation word,
we cannot call his use of the word rule-governed. It 1s
because of this that he cannot carry out the stage-setting,
for it is necessary for him to be able to go on to use the
word he is about to give ostensive definition to, 1if he is to
give 1t o meaning at all in the ostensive definitlion. This
means that he must know what he 1s about to name and to be able
to identify it in different contexts. He must know every-
thing about the meaning except Just what word it is going to
be named with. Thus once I know what a lawn-mower is, what it
does and so on I can give it a name by ostensive definition,
I can say "this is a ‘lawn-mower'." But thls only has sense
{f I know what it is, if I know what else 1s to count as a
lawn-mower, and what a lawn-mower does. These things that I
know are all I need to know in order that, once I decide on a

word for the lawn-mower, I can go on to use the word regularly.

In this sense the rules have to be known before thes act of

ostension will convey meaning. The naming is the very last

t‘ - g B pr———
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part of the procedure., And because there cannot be rules in
the private cage one cannot have this knowledge or this stage.
setting.

The private linguist cannot have hls rule independently
checked when he clalms that he 1s using his word 1n a rule-
governed way. One obvious objJection is that he will have a
subjective Justification for the use of his word and that this
wlll be his memory. It will be objected that the private
linguist will be able to remember that he called sensation-X
by the word "X" on a previous occasion and that this memory
clalm will be a subjective justification for him to call what
geems to be the sensation Y by the word "Y" once more,.

But it should be clear that the memory is only a seeming
mnemory. It can never be checked itself. In this way the
private lingulst may call an X-type sensation by the word "X-,
and then when faced by a Y-type sensation have a seeming-
memory that he called a Y-type sensation "X" on the previous
occasion and thus call this Y-type sensation an "X", thinking
that he is using the word regularly. In other words the memory-
clalm cannot Jjustify the application of the rule at all. What
was necessary in order to check that the rule was being fol-
lowed now becomes necessary in order to check that the memory
is not just a seeming memory. Both of these checks in the private
case cannot be carried out. To appeal to memory as a Jjusti-

fication for following a rule simply switches the problem from

a "seening-rule" being all we have to a "seeming.memory" being
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all we have to go on. Exactly the same check would be needead
to check them both, To check that the linguist really wosn
following = rule in the first case we would need to obsgerve
what he was using the word to refer to and to see that he used
it consistently. To check that he really did remember what
sensation he called "X" before, we would need to see exactly
the game, that 1s what objects he used his words to refer to.
In the private case this cannot be done. Thus there i no
possible check that the private linguist could use in order to
be certain that he uses his word regularly. He cannot check
that h¢ does so and neither can we. Thus there 1s no reason
to hold that a private linguist who claims that he can refer
to private sensations actually does so -~ 1t should be con-
cluded that such a person 1s under an impression of having
given meaning to a word. His word can never be used in a
rule-governed way because 1t never gets any meaning attached
to it and 1s never used constantly to refer to one particular
thing. The so called ‘word‘' remains at the primitive level

of a mere sound that he utters to himself, Whatever seems to

be right will be right and this means that we cannot talk about

right, ———
Once we have got this far we are now at the stage of ~

| N

denying any talk about private experliences, For necessarily !

private experiences cannot be named and 1f the words for private

experiences have no meaning then it follows that the expression

"private experience™ has no meaning. Thus when we talked about
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X-type sensations this was purely strategic. In fact no sense
can be given to such words. They canno§ be said to refer
because to do this there would have to be a meaning that they
hed which would give the rules showing to what sort of thing
they were supposed to refer. Thus in the above argument it

was assured that one could talk about private experiences ard
theén shown that even 1f this were possible there would be no
checks possible on the private linguist's use of his words, Of
course it 1s not possible to talk atout private experiences as
we have now shown,

I take the argucent frox thls section as beinz the most
convincing one against the private language. It is this argu-
ment which shows just why ostensive definition could never
confer meaning in the private case. Even if a speaker shared
a public language he would not be able to give a name to a sup-
posed private sensation, for his necessary knowledge of how to
use the word to be given in the ostensive definition would
only be based on lmpressions of rules. The speaker would only
be under the impression that he gave the sound xeaning and
there would be no way of checking this impression, The other
possibility that may enable the act of ostensive definition to
be successful was the idea %hat the private lingulst may have
an innate power of using a sensation word. However exactly
the same argument holds against thls possibility: +the rules
for the use of the word will only be impressions of rules. The

so-called meaning will be an impression of meaning. One could

[—
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argue that the private lingulst could be born with the concept
of his private experience, However, how would he know this

and how would anybody else know it to be the case? He would
not be able to distinguish between what seems to be so and

what 1s so. However one imagines the situation the polnt is
simply that for it to make sense for one to claim that a word
has meaning one has to know that the word 1s governed by rules,
and 1t 1s the latter which could never be done in the private
case, This is not an argument from verificationism, but
rather is one stemming from the theory of meaning as use. The
basls is not that a statemenfs meaning is its mode of being
verified but that for one to be able to clalm that a word has
2 meaning one must know that it 1s used according to rules, ard
it 1s this which demands the possibility of a check belng

carrlied out,

E3. Following a rule: argument two

Wittgenstein also has another way of showing the impos-
g1bllity of thinking that one follows a rule, or of, in other
words, following a rule privately. This 1s formulated when he

considers °‘rules' in the Investigations, fifty paragraphs

before he introduces the idea of a private language. His
conclusion 1ls:

And hence also “obeying a rule" is a practice, And
to think one is obeylng a rule is not to obey a rule,
Hence it is not possible to obey a rule ‘privately’,
otherwise thinking one was obeying a rule would be
the same thing as obeying 1t. (P,I. E202)

N
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This sectlon is not yet concerned with private sensations. 3ut
it does make claims about the nature of language., If he comes
to a conclusion about what rules must be then this wlll have
bearing on the question whether one could have private sensa-
tions and refer to them with words, because to refer to private
sensations with words, the words will have to be used in a

rule governed way, Thus if Wittgenstein's conclusion was that
rules must be public, the possibility of talking about private
sensations would be instantly denied because to do so, one
would need private rules,

Wittgenstein has two arguments which are supposed to
gshow the impossibllity of following a rule privately. The first
I will consider is the idea that one can justify one's following
a rule by private consultation with oneself. The second has to
do with knowing how to go on after considering a formula. I
will consider the two in turn.

When one learns the use of a sensation-word how does
he know how to g0 on and use 1t successfully? 1Is there any
possible Juséiflcation for the useg of the words that one
nakes? Conslder the use of a sensation word “S", When the
speaker uses the word how could he justify his use? .. Well,
he could claim to remember that the sensation was called "S-,
and claim to have a remembered image of the sensation labelled
"S* alresdy. Then he simply compares the sensatlion and the
image of the sensation. Thls could be a candidate for justifi-

cation, However it does not give a jJustification which cannot

+
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be asked to be justified. For one has still got an image
which 18 named and one could be asked what justifies calling
the image by this name. In fact if remembering brings up an
inage which one remembers the name of, why couldn't one have
named the sensation stralght away? The 1dea of the inter.
mediary lmage just pushes the assoclation mechanlsm back one
stage, This 1ls seen quite clearly if one 1s asked to remember

an image of a sensation; one would not bring to mind an lmage

of an image as an intermedliary part of the remembering process,

one would simply call the image by a name. (see E239 P.I.)
Thus if by memory one means being able to bring to mind a
parsdigmatic image of the sensation being referred to by the
word, this does not justify anything but pushes the problenm
of how one has assoclated two things from the case of the
gengsation and name to that of the image of the sensation and
name,

The whole idea of justifying the use of words 1s mis-
taken. When one uses the word "red" one does not carry about
an image of red to tell him how to use the word., This will
not help him know what colour his image 1s, and thus does not
really get one any further. One Jjust uses the word to refer
to the colour or image of the colour. when one 1s asked how
he knows a colour is red:

“...lt would be an answer to say "I have learnt
English." (P,I., E381)

This is to say that one could not Jjustify his descriding =a

o~
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colour as red, except by saying it is red. Justification for
followlng a rule comes to an end. As Wittgenstein puts 1t
If 1 have exhausted the justifications I have
reached bedrock and my spade 1s turned. Then I
am inclined to say: "This 1s simply what I do.~
(P.1. £217)
ard azain in section 219:

"when 1 obey a rule, I do not choose. I obey the
rule blindly."

The argument ig that when one follows a rule there is no way

in which he can justify his following the rule in the way he
does. One just follows the rule, It should be noted that

this point i1s different from being able to check that a rule

is followed. The latter is done according to the way that
people naturally follow the rule., This basic human agreement
in the way a rule is to be followed is what counts as the right
way to follow a rule. The way one individual follows a rule
can thus be checked against the agreed way of following the
rule. This will become clearer later.

The second argument 1s linked with this. It 1s designed
to show that there is no formula of a rule that one could
mentally entertain which could gulde one to follow a rule in
a particular way. The point 1s that any formula could always
be variously interpreted. Thus, for example, the rule that
one should add two to the preceding number and continue the

series would naturally be interpreted by one starting with "o~

and then continulng -2, &4, 6, 8...” But somebody else when he

reached the number "1000" may carry 1,004, 1,008, 1012,,."




3

In this case:

It comes naiural to this person to understand our

order wlith our explanations as we should underatamd

the order: "Add 2 up to 1,000, 4 up to 2,000...

and so on.” (P,1. E185)
This 18 to say that the person finds it natural to follow n
rule in a certain way when most people find 1t natural to
follow 1t 1n another way. The point is that any formulas could
always have various interpretations. The followinz of a rule
cannot be learnt by consulting a mental formula or by carrying
out "mental calculations” which will tell one which way to
follow the rule, when one follows a rule there cannot bea
private mental processes which tell one how to follow it, For
the formula cannot explain the way the rule is followed, but
rather the way the rule 1s followed explains the formula. For
the connection bstween formula and the way it 1s followed 1is
only established by the way human-belngs naturally react to

the formula. wWittgenstein sums it up:

“the rule is no use, it 1s what is explained, not
what does the explaining." (Zettel E302)

/

/
This 18 to say that one can have a formula for a rule for

instance "S s n , n 41, n ¢ 2, .,..", but this does not explain
that we follow it by writing "sS = 1, 2, 3, 4...", but rather

the way we follow it explains what the formula dictates. This
is what Wittgensteln means by saying that the rule 1s explained,

that the formulation of the rule is explalned by the way thes

Trule 18 followed amd does not explaln the way the rule i3

followed,
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All of this steers one away from the possibility of
"consulting your mird" in order for one to be able to follow
or obey a rule. One cannot look at a formulation of the rule
which then justifies cach step of the rule to be taken, Rather
there 18 a natural way of followins rules. For the most part
people are trained to follow rules but soxetimes a rule can be
deviged. This happens whenever a new word is devised; for, the
person who devises the word will also devise rules for 1tls use.
And the way that the rules are devised wlll depend upon his
natural way of following the rule. Thus if an inventor creates
a new devlice he will call 1t an "X" and will form the rule
“All ¥s are to be called 'X'". The way that this rule of
language is followed will depend upon the natural way that the
inventor and the people in the language follow it, One does
not interpret a rule, For any course of actionrn could be inter.
preted as in accordance with the rule, because of the inexplicit-
ness of the rule as formulated, and of course any course of
action could be interpreted as in conflict with the rule,
Wittgenstein notes: .

What this shows 1is that there 1s a way of grasping

a rule which is not an interpretation, but which 1s

. exhibited in what we call “obeying the rule" and

going against it in actual cases. (P.1. r201)

A rule then must be a custom. There must be an accepted
way of following a rule, something which counts as the norm.
Without this then there would be no way of sesaing what should
count as following the rule. The private rule would have to

reat on interpretation, It could not polnt in any direction

t“ -



as there would be no custom or practice which would give @
direction, To have @ direction for the private rule there
would have to be & way of following the rule which was accepted
as the natural way to follow it, and with which people could
naturally egree or disagree. JFollowling the rule would be
doing that which satisfied the custom of what counts as fol-
lowing the rule., «without such custom the rule would need to

be interpreted which would mean that anything could count as
following 1t. Wittgenstein say8s

The word ‘agreement' and the word ‘rule‘ are
related to one another, they are cousins, (P.I. E224)

A rule muat be somethinz that can be practiced, something that
can be acted out in public. An individual can follow a rule
only if there 15 a custom established by the natural way that
people do obey the rule. One cannot think that one is following
a rule privately because unless there 1s a custom or the posg-
sibllity of one, the rule will not point in any direction,

for whatever 18 done as a result of following it could be sub-
sumed under it, under one of the interpretations that the for-
mula will have., It 18 not the case that there must be a pre-
existing custom if one is to follow a rule for one can in sones
cases invent a rule. But when one does this, there must be o
natural way that other people will follow this rule, that is
there must be the possibility of a custom, some norm which will
glve a way that the rule is to be followed, Thus thers must

at least ba the possibility that other people will agree in the

wéy that one decides a new rule 18 to be followed, Amd this

'r-‘n.



cannot be the case with the private rule. There cannot bs a
pre-existing custom which establishes the correct way of fol-
lowing the rule and there cannot be the possibllity of such a
cusfom.

Thus what ultimately counts is that other human-beings
in the culture willl agree in the way a rule is followed, If
the rule is established then people can be trained to follow
it in a certain way, though the success of the tralning will
depend on the people bsing trailned having the same natural
reaction to the rule. If the rule is new then people must
agree in the way that they will follow it, they must share the
same natural reaction to the rule., There must be at least the
possibllity of agreement or a custom, which will count as the
way the rule 1s to be obeysd. Otherwise one would have to fall
back on interpretation.

This 18 not to maintain an extreme form of relativism
as 1f people will decide on what they will count as following
a rule, The responses that we make to the world, to the rules
we encounter, are not chosen by us freely, they are not
opinions that we decide to sdopt. As Wittgensteln says:

So you are saylng that human agreement decldes what

1s true and false?... That is not agreements in

opinion but in forms of life. (P,I. E 242)

The individual does not choose the way he responds to the world, :TWN\
does not choose his use of language. The relativism -- If

there -- i not of an sxtreme nature. The shared forms of

life, the shared reaotions and responsss to the world are a

e e,
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necessary conmdition of one's being able to follow & rule,
Such an agreement, or the possiblility of such agreement is o
necessary condition for a word to have meaning, And this rules
outvthe possibility of & private languesge, for there is by
definition no possibility of agreement in the private case,
Thus Wittgenstein does not make it a necessary comdi-
tion of a word's having meaning that there alresdy exlsts =a
practice which establishes the way the woxrd is to be used, ard
that one 18 tralined to use the word in that way. This un-
doubtedly is the case with most of our uses of words, But he
does allow that new words can be formed 1in the language, amd
thereby rules for the use of these words establighed, providing
that it 1s done in the soclal setting, that is, where thsre is.
the possibility of other people agreeing in the use of the new
word and hence thers 1s the possibility of there being a custonm

according to which the word is correctly used. The inventor of
the word will use it according to the way he finds natural to

use it, and when other people acquire the use of the word they
will follow the rules of its use in a natural way. This
natural way of following a rule is the way that the custonm is

established -- the custom 18 the way that we naturally respond

to the rule. And such a custom oould only arise in the soolal
setting of a community. The shared responses to tho rule are
what Wittgenstein calls “forms of life." Thus ons oould follow

a rule privately in the sense that as it happens nobody elase

can follow the rule, bscause for example they are not presgont )

e e

.
.

g‘

"

g

%

s

t

Y



36 “

B and the rule has just been invented, But one could not follow
a rule which was necessarlly private in the sense that nobody
else coud follow it in principle, For in such a case there
1s no possibility of a custom establishing the right way to
follow the rule -~ whatever the/person trylng to follow the
rule doss will be under some possible interpretation of the
rule. The rule will not point in any direction.

It may be objected that the person who tries to follow
the private rule may set up a custom or convention amd then
follow the rule in this way. But nothing could count as set-
ting up a convention in this way for whatever tgo person did,
he would think that it would be ln agreement with the conven-
tion., A convention only exists where people agree in the way
things are to be done, or where there is the possibility of such
agreement. The person in question may devise a formula of his L
rule and then do something which he calls following the rule, <ff
But this 1s not following the rule for whatever he does could -
be under a certaln interpretation of the forfula said to be
following the rule. He will be free to do anything he wants~
to. There will only be a correcg/way of following the rule I s:i:?*
there is a way of following it that is nSt based on 1ntérpreta- 1ﬁ\
tion. But for this to be so there must bs a natural way of %f

\
following the rule, and this means that there is a way of fol-

lowing 1t that people acree with, that is a custom or conven-

tion must be possible, The private lingulst cannot set up a

i aaatihed
.
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peréte ouston for whatever seemed to him to be the custom
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would be. For in his private world there would be nothing for
him to check that the custom was being followed. vhatever
seemed to him to be the custom would be. The rule would only
be a “seeming-rule" acted out in accordance with a "seemlng
convention”. For one to have a convention this can only be
done 1f people agree on what 1s to count as the convention,

A conventlion is not just what strikes one as being the way to
do something. BRather 1t is necessarily public, formed by the
agreement of human-beings.

If there could be no custom or convention in the private
linguist's private world, and we have argued that there could
not be, then there could be no private rule, 1If then, naming
o private object involves the application of private rules,
one could never do such an activity of naming. And of course
it would involve private rules.

The oriticism naturally arises as to the possibility
of a systematic error in the use of public words. We argued
against the private language by claiming that in the language
there would be no distinction between seeming to follow rules
of the language and actually following them. It has now been
argued that the correct way of following a rule is established
by the way that human-being agree the rule should be followed.
But 1s this agresment sufficlent to establish that a rule is
being followed ¢ For instance although everybody agrees in the
way a rule is to be followed over a perloed of time it may ooour

that everybody makes the same mistakes at the same time and




80 no rule & really followed at all. Thus on Morday every-
body may agree that red things are to be called "red" but on

Tuesday everybody may make a mistake arnd call green things

“red", This would go unnoticed. Thus people may systematically

maeke mistakes in their application of the “rule", such that
although upon each application of the "rule“ there 1s agreement
that such a way i1s the way the "rule* should be followed,

nobody is really following rules at all, Everybody is only

under the impression of following a rule because sverybody makes

the same mistakes at the same tima,

This criticism makes use of the woxd °‘'mistake', To
use the word 'mistake' one must have a use for the word ‘right’
ard for the word 'rule'. A mistake can only occur when there
is a right way of doing something and if there is a right way
of doing something then there must be a rule saying that one
should do whatever it is in that way (i.e. the right way).

Thus if driving on the right hand side of the road is the
right way to drive then there 1s the rule "people should drive
on the right hand side of the rocd.”

Now the oriterion upon which we do desolde the right way
to follow a r@ie is the agreement of human-bsings. Thla 1isg
the only possible oriterion that one could use to decide if a
rule is being followed corrsctly. Thus 1lf the criticlesm ig
correct then there 1s no way of finding out if a rule is being

followed correotly. There is, in this case, no use for tho

words “rule”, *right" or “wrong". But this means that these

T::,; P o i e
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words are meaningless. However the criticism is couched in
the very terms that it implies are meaningless, The criticism
was of course that there may be no rules ever in a public
language bacause everybody could be systematically uistaken

in their application of the rules., The conclusion 1s reached
that if the criticism were true, it would be meaningless. It
cahnot there}ore be a valid criticlsm,

For one to use the words “rule", “right" and "wrong"
there must be criteria upon which we decide the right way to
follow a rule. Without such criteria and hence without the
possibility of use, the words lose all meaning.

It is possible for one person to make a mistake whea
he tries to follow a rule, because we know what the right way
to follow the rule is. This is glven by the way human-beings
agree the rule 13 to be followed. It 1s possible for every-
body to make a mistake at one time. For we will still have a
way of following the rule that is right, This will be the way
that psople generally agree the rule 1s to be followed, But it
1s impossible for everybody to be mistaken all the time, for
if so, one would not be able to talk of mistokes at all for
nothing could establish what the right way was.

The criticism is thus met by pointing out its incohe-
rence., For it to be a critioclsm thers must be usss for the
words it uses. The word ‘'mistake' must have a meaning. But

if what the coriticism claimed were true there could bs no uge

for this word, But this would mean that the criticism oould

.
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not be true, for one of the words it used would be meaningless,
and the criticism would have no meaning, In fact if the
criticism were true then none of its words would have any
meaning for thers would be no rules at all for the use of any
word s

In the case of the private language we could enter%aln
the possibility that it had no rules for the alleged use of
1ts words, for even if this were so, we could still give sense
to the word "rule”. But in the public langusge we cannot
entertaln the possibility that there may be no rules for if we
did the word "rules" would be meaningless for it would have no
use, To entertain the possibility of there being no rules in
the public language would be to commit oneself to a gross in-
coherence; one would be using the word "rule" with one hand
and taking it away with the other,

The criticism thus falls simply because it presupposes
that the words “rmile®, "right" and "mistake" do have sense,
and this can only be s0 if human agreement is sufficient to
eatablish that a rule is being followed correctly. If it were
not, then nothing could establish the right way to follow a rule
and one could then not talk about rules. But this is just

what the critic tried to dot
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E¢. The "“same"

This argument against a private language 1s related to
the argument in section three. When we imagine the privats
linguist naming hls sensation, we imagine him having an X-type
sensation and naming it as an 'X' and then having the same
sensation agaln and naming it "X" also. But the objectlon is
ralsed here as to whether the private linguist can have the
concept “the same". The Wittgensteinian move is to argue that
“the same” 1s not a natural relation which exists 'per se', but
that what we call the same depends on our customs of what we
regard as the same, in the way that to follow a rule depends on
the possibllity of a custom existing., But it is natural to
object here that surely the same 1ls the same, 1t 1s independent
of institutions or customs. Wittgenstein asks this:

But isn't the same at least the same?

We seem to have an infallible paradigm of identity

in the identity of a thing with itself., I feel like

saying “"Here at any rate there can't be a varlety of

interpretations., If you are seeing a thing you are
seeing identity too." Then are two things the same
when they are what one thing 1s? (P.I. E215)

The link with the argument in section three becomes clear,

There 1t was argued that any rule as formulated could have an

endless variety of interpretations and that it 1s a necessary

condition of somebody's following a rule that there is. a

‘;“

1

natural way of following the rule, which results in a custom
for the way that the rule 1s to be followed based on tﬁp agreement

of the people who follow the rule, The case with “the same"

geems to be the test-case for such a claim for it seems at
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least plausible that if the rule is to call all sensations the
same as the one you mark by a single name, then there would
be only one interpretation of this rule, and that the rule
dictates how it 1s to be followed., Thus if this were so then
it would seem that one could have a private rule, for the rule
would dictate how to go on and there would be no nesd for
customs or for the possibility of a custom establishing the
correct way to follow a rule,

The Wittgensteinian reply is that our use of the word
“same" 1s based on convention established by a community. Thus
he states:

The use of the word "rule" and the use of the
word “same" are interwoven, (P.I. E225)

This can easily be shown, When one follows a rule one will

already know how to use the rule on more than one occasion,

Consider the rule: "All X-type objects are to be called 'Y's'"“,

When one follows this rule one will need to identify an Y-type
object and call 1t "X", and be able to identify another X-type
object, one which s the same kind as before, and call 1t

“X", and do this ®d infinitum', But this involves an under-
standing of what is to count as the same kind of object. And
so 1f Wittgenstein thinks that following rules presugposes a
custom to establish how the rule is to be followed, then by
meking this olalm he will be holding that what we count as the
same 1s established by convention. For it is what we count as

the same that determines subsequent uses of the rule,

I, et g 9 T 4w e e -
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It follows that Jjust because it 1s natural for us to
call two things the same, and thus to have established a cugtom
for what we call the same {a custom }s formed by the way we
naturally react to the world) it 1s not necessary for another
community to call the same things the "same" as we do. People
from a different culture may regard two things as different
that we regard as the same. If we look at the use of our word
"red” we see that we call different shades of red the same
colour. The various shades have resemblancees to one another,
but nothing absolutely is common to them all, In fact, if the
first shade resembles the second, and the second resembles the
third and so on until the ninth resembles the tenth, we may
call all ten shades "red" and yet the first and tenth shades
may not have any resemblance at all, A different culture may
easily call all the shades that we call “red" different colours,

This exemplifies the conventionallity of the use of the word the

"Samell .

play on what one 1s going to call a colour, that 1s how general

But we begin to fesl uncertain because thls seems to Fs‘\\\x\\\

a term one is going to make it (i.,e, the word “colour"). Surely

if one restricts the discussion to a specific shade of a colour

o -

for example, then it seems hard to conceive that two cultures '

g apte

may use the words "same shade of a colour" differently.
Let us consider a shade of red called “ruby-red”, 1Is
there more than one way in which the word "ruby-red" could bdbe .

applied? That 1s, 1s there more than one possibility of what
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counts as the same shade of ruby-red? Initially 1t seems as

if there could only be one way of using the words--when one
sees ruby-red one will call it "ruby-red" and that seems to

be all there is to it., But the picture becomes more compli-
cated when we change the setting., Wwhat if a tribs only
believed that colours could exist on one side of the river that
runs through their land, because God only coloured one side of
the land., They never use the concept of colour when they are
on the uncoloured side. Now a Westerner would clearly describe
an object as ruby-red if he saw it as being that colour, which-
sver slde of the river he was on, Yet a man from the tribe
would not describe any object on the "uncoloured" side of the
river as being ruby-red in colour, for he could not concelve of
the land in terms of any colour at all. Another similar
exanple is that a tribe see a telephone fall to the ground.

We would describe its colour as ruby-red. But because they

gee 1t fall from the sky they think it 18 a God. To them gods
are not coloured. Thus they do not describe it as being of the
colour “ruby-red", Whereas a Westerner, crawling out of the
jungle and sesling the telephone would say "this is coloured
ruby-red." Now the people in the tribe do use the word "ruby-
red” to describe the colours of objects. Thus they may describe
the oolouf of a flower as ruby-red, But whereas we would say
that the flower and the telephone had the same colour, people
from the tribe would not, Thus there 1s indeed more than one

way in which one can go on to use the words, "thls 1s the same
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shade.“l

It 18 convention in England to caliﬂfhe octave jumps
of a note the same note. The Americans do not, but rather use
the term pitch-class to express the concept of all pitches
with the same letter name. Thus people in England call notes
the same which Americans call different because they have dif-
ferent conventions,

In his article “About the sSame" (L, Alttzensteln,

Philosophy and Language, Bi. Ambrose and lazerowitz). Pitcher

gives an example of the "Chinese Mile."” One Chinese mile 18
the same as another even if they are of different lengths.
The longer mile is measured downhill and the shorter one up-
h1ll. Yet in the west we would call the two miles which the
Chinese call the same, different, \

The point is that what one c¢alls the ;é&e‘will depsnd
on features of the culture which uses the language., Different
cultures will have differant customs and hence use the word
(the same) in possibly different ways. Even when one is
talkipg about the same and going on to call the same things
by one name, more than one way of going on could result, Ths
way that one does go on wlll depend on the custom of what 1s
to be regarded as the same.

In the necessarily private case we have already argued

that there could be no custom sstablished. Thus one could not

have a use for the word “same® in the private case, for nothing

11 am indebted to William Burns for this point,

“ bt £,
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could establish when two things were to count as beilng the
same., The private linguist could utter the sounds "these are
the same" whenever he pleased, The word "same” would never
enter his language for the rules governing the use of the
word could only be impressions of rules. As wlittgensteln
might have put it: whatever seemed to him to be the "sams™
would be and that means that we can't talk about same here,
™e word “same" could only be a meaningless sound to the

speaker; there could be no rules for 1its uss.

ES, language as Functional

This is a fairly minor argument used by Wittgenstein,
His view is that language has a “ralson d'etre" and that this
1s because it is used to do things, it 1s basically functional.
He says: "language is an instrument.” (P.I1. E569)

Language exists because language is8 used to do things
in the world. Thus in languege one gives orders, warnings,
reports events, describes scenes etc. (ses E23). These
activities all have uses in helping human-beings live in the
world. It was the functional aspect of language that
wittgenstein wanted to 11lustrate by use of his term “language
game", And yet the private language does not serve any obvious

purpose, and it 1s hard to see how 1t could do. For we do not

aven have a human being but a sort of disembodied soul or ego

that entertains these mysterious ethereal private objects,
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Wwhat purpose could the ego's naming his gsensations have? It
is hard taﬁ%hink of one,

But perhaps the private linguist's language does not
have any function., He just describes his sensatlons because
he 1s bored. He Jjust describes his sensatlons when they occur
because he firnds 1t interesting to do so. Although Wittgen-
stein's remarks do seem right, that our language is connected
with our practical activities, the argument is inconclusive
because the private linguist may use language for his own
aesthetic pleasure, In this case the arguments agalnst the
private language must rest on the arguments I dlscuss 1n

sections one to four.

E6. Conclusion

It has been concluded that Wittgenstein's arzuments
to show the impossibility of a private language are valid.
Because of the public nature of following a rule, and the
insufficiency of bare ostensive definition, with a private-
language we will have no more than a "seeming-language" with
"seeming-rules”, The private linguist will be simply under
the impression that he is using words in a rule-governed way.
There 1s never any reason to suppose that the sign privately
associated with the supposed sensation has any meaning at all,
For the sign to have meaning it would have to have rules of
use and in the private case there 1s no possibility of such

rules at all. The tendency to think that there could be a
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private language arises because we tend to think that by
being assoclated with the sensation in the first instance, the
signs become meaningful, This is not so; at the stage of the
first assoclation of word and sensation the word has no
meaning--it is only after thg speaker can use the word according
to the rules of its use that the word has meaning. Thus all
the private lingulst does 1s to utter a sound when he thinks
he has a sensation. The second time he makes the sound it may
well refer to something completely different and the lingulist
may not know, He could only know this if the sound had a
meaning, but this is Just what it does not have. Thus he can
only be under the impression of having given the sound a meaning
and his use of the word is only governed by impresssion of
rules, For it is possible that he would use one sound to refer
to different sensations on every occasion that he uses the
word, and that he should only think that he uses it regularly.
For the sound never acquires any meaning, and it-nould only bde if
1t d1d that the speaker could know that he used it wrongly. An
inarticulate sound ocan't be used rightly or wrongly. In the
private case the word never could acquire any meaning for there
oould never be rules for its use,

fhws so far, in the necessarily private language, one
could never give any meaning to neocessarlly private sensation

words. In this 'language' no word has any meaning at all. If

sensations are necessarily private objects which wo can
desoribe with words then they must be described by words in a
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public language. It 1s this possibility I will consider in
the next chapter, If it turns out that nothing could be sald
about the supposed sensation as a necessarily private odbjeot
of inner sense in the public language, then the “reduotio od
absurdum” will have been successful. For if we want to bs
able to use language to "hook" onto sensations, we will havs
to devise another theory of what a sensation is. For if it
was a private object of inner sense, independent of all
behaviour amd expression, then no word could be used to refor
to it in any way. Any terms allegedly connsoted with i1t would
be without sense, However to complete the "reduotio cd
absurdum" 1t will be necessary to ask if words can refer to

such private objects in a public language.
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* CHRAPTER II
35? IMPOSSIBILITY OF RADICAL PRIVACY

IN A PUBLIC LANGUAGE

Wittgenstein has, so we have concludeds quite rightly
denied the possibility of a private language., The argument
of ocourse took the form of a "reductio nd absurdum“, nomely:
postulate the ldea of o private language and then show that
it would not be a language at all. What the argument does
show is that if sensations were private objects gﬁat each of
as could inwardly sense, then we ocould never say anything
~gbout them and that they could never booome objeots of know-
(\ladge to us, Thls is beoause it is token as being a necessary
ocondition of knowing something to be the ocase that one can use
language to describe whatever it is that is the case, What
one knows has to be dosoribable in words. The attack on the ‘
private language is one that I take to be primarily oconocerned Pahm‘i\\‘
with tho metaphysios of secnsations, that is to say with what a N

sonsation 4s. Now Wittgonstein's alm is to try to show that if

e

wo oconstrue a soensation as an objeot thoen it no longer remains
somothing that ocan bo intelligible to us because language could

nover “hook on to it," But he has so far only shown that

objoots of a neoossarily privato nature ocould not be given

meaning in a private language. It atill needs to be argued
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that words of a public language cannot have a private refe-
rence, For it 1s possible, though not necessarily the case,
that there are conditions pertaining in the publioc case which
nay ensure that the private object can be given meaning, these
corditions not having been able to bLe met in the private
language. To this extent there arises the possibility of a
distinction between a strongly private languoge and a wookly
private language. The strongly private language 1s a necessarily
private language of the sort that we have just considered and denied
the possibility of. This 18 a language which is necessarily
incommanicable, it being necessarily the case that the words of
the language are only spoken by one person, A weakly private
language 1s a language which 1s publlic in the sense that the
words of the language are shared by other language users,
people can bo taught tho use of the words of the languags, but,
it 18 olatmed, it 18 possible that with certain of the words
thero 18 a private referocnce, Thus the word "pain" has a
public use, people are tought how to use the word "ﬁain"
publically, and yet, it is claimed, the state that I refer to

whon I say “I am in pain® may be different from the state

that you refer to when you say “I am in pain,* The olaim i3 "»
that in a publioc langunge (for example our own languagé) words ’
nay rofer to different things in different people, desplte the L
faot that the same word 1s used by the different psople to :

do oo,

A - VT

The idoa is that we all have our own unique private
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object of sensation, which is only contingently connected with
the way that we behave. The weakly private lingulst clalms
that because the language 1s publioc we must be able to teach
each other to use the words of the lahguage. This means that
the word must be taught with the aid of public criteria.

For if I can teach you to use the word "pain", T must tell you
to use the word by reference to public phenomena, Thus, for
instance, I will teach you to call somebody else in pain when
he 18 screaming, holding his bloody arm,etc, But nevertheless,
it 18 claimed, once each of us has been taught to use the word
in the 1light of the public contexts, we can then exterd the use
of the word to refer to our private sensory objects. And 1t
1o claimed each of us may have a different sensory objeot.

The possibility manifests itself that your sensatlon of pain
iz differont from mine.

It 15 necessary for people to have the same kind of
gensation-behaviour, if they are to use a sensation word in a
common language., But bscause the sensation is treated by the
suﬁgorter of the weakly private language as an inner private
objoct whioh is only contingently related with its expression,
it beoomes a possibility that when I sorean and bleed after a
stone hits me what I experience is different from what. you
experience whon you soream and blocd after being hit by a stonoe,

Booause we both have the sawo behaviaral expression we can
each desoribe the other as being in pain, but as regards tho

oxperience itself 1t may be possible that each of us has a

" o e n o
"
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different sensation of pain,
Providing that each of our necessarily private sensa-
tions 1s expressed or has a behavioural accompaniment which is
shared by other members of the community then we can use the
same words. But the possibility remains that each one of us
has unique private experiences. The relevant difference
between this case and the case of a strongly private language
1s that here speakers are taught the use of words according to
public criteria which means there are public rules, They then
g0 on to use the words to refer to private states, extrapolat-
ing the use as it were, whereas in the private language the
whole use of the words had to be invented. I hope to show that
the distinction 1s 1llusory and that to incorporate such neces-
sarily private reference into the use of a word, even when it has
a preexisting public use, is to fall back to ths problems that
we found insurmountable in the case of a strongly private
langunge,
The supporter of such a weakly private language then
claims that despite the fact that we share words in a public \
language and that we can both say "I am in pain", for example, .
our gensations as experiences may be quite different, My E
oxperience of pain may be different from your experience of \&
pain. The question "could my sensation of pain be differont s

from yours?" is answored in the affirmative by the weakly S

private language theorist, when we answer such a question we

e W g e

have to know what sort of question it is, It is not an empiri-
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cal question for it is part of the 'plcture' of the weakly
private linguist's universe that the sensations everybody feels
are necessarily only contingently related to opublic beha~

viour or expression, No amount of behavioural psychology is
going to help us answer the Question for no amount of observa-
tion of behaviour can tell us anything about the sensation qua
private object of experlence. Thus if we ask “could my expe-
rience of red be different from yours" to try to answer this

by observing bshaviour will be fruitless. For the weakly
private linguist accepts that we both respond verbally to an
object's colour by saying “"that's red“ and that we both make
the same discriminations in the world with red things (for
example we both identify a red object out of a group of coloured
objects). Nevertheless, despite this tallying of behavioural
reactions, the question is do we have the same experlience? Is
the sensation I experlence the same as the one that you
experience? Amd our behaviour cannot ?elp us to answer this
question, for even if we beshave ln the same ways, the sxperien-
ceg could be different, for they are only contingently con-
ncoted with the behaviour, and the experience that I have when
I manifest paln-bshaviour may be different from the experience

You have when you manifest pali-behaviour., It 1s alsq taken

-

as necessarily true that sensations are unsharable, which is to

say that 1t 1s impossible for me to experience your sensation
of pain, Thus no amount of bshavioural observation will enable

the question to be answered and no amount of introspection
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either, for it is impossible for one to experience another's
gsensation alongside his own and to compare then,

Wittgenstein‘'s method of answering the question is to
show its senselessness, He does this by showing that one could
not refer to a private sensation in the way that the weakly
private language theorist thinks one could. Thus the word
"private sgensation" can be given no use in the language and has
no meaning. The question "is my private experience the same
as yours" becomes a senseless question because the words
“private experience" have no meaning., Secondly it can be shown
that on the analysis of meaning as use, the word "same" is

without meaning in the above question because there could be

no use for it, even if one could talk about private experlences.

Thus the question is attacked twlce, once by showing that the
words “private experience" have no meaning and once by showing
that the use of the word "sams" has no meaning. The latter
would still show the question as senseless even if one could
give sense to the words "private experiecnocs."

However before I give Wittgensteln's arguments whioh
show the question to be senseless and which shows the distino-
tion between the strongly private languoge and the weakly
private language to be illusory, I want to give examples of
philosophers who think the distinotlon may exist, I do this

to prevent any acocusation that I have simply set up a stiraw-

man and then knooked him down,

Helen Hervey in "Private lLanguage and Private Scnsatlions®

7
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askss

«+.does 1t follow that the public language has no
such private reference if we are convinced that it
18 logically impossible for an individual in
isolation to develop a private language? I would
suggest that it does not follow.

(The Private Language Argument, ed. Jones, p, 93)

Strawson in his article “Exposition and Criticism of

Wittgenstein's Investigations" argues that esach of us has a

private language of sensations when we use our public language,
He admits that for communication to be possible ths words used
to refer to sensations, "must involve allusions to what can be
seen and touched; for we speak a common language" (Ibid, p. 30),
but nevertheless he insists that the sensation is itself iden-
tified privately, separately from any public criteria. 1In
fact Strawson belleves that as well as our public language
having sensation words with private reference, there could be
o strongly private language (for confirmation of this view gee
Malcolm p. 38, 1bid).

Dilman devotes much of his appendix to the question

oould my sensation of red be different from yours. He olaims

as an alleged possibility:
Ard if we were each to get different colour lmpros- F~“‘\\\*\\
™

sions when we look at the same things, and came to
attach the same colour word to them, we could each

attach a different meaning to the same word, L
(Ilham Dilman: Induction and Deduction, p. 210) 1"

The quostion is then basically that 1f sensatlons were -
private objeots of the inner sense could we refor to them in a

i
pudblic language? This of ocourse would moke it possiblec that wo L
{

all had different sensations of pain or of red, I will firstly N
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glve Wittgenstein's arguments that show that no words could
ever be used to name necessarily private sensations even in a
public language, and thusg, that because no use could ever be
given to the words for private sensations such terms are
¥ithout meaning,

Wittgenstein's first argument is that the clalm that

there are private experiences is counter-intuitive. wWittgen-

stein presents this 1line of attack from sections 273-277 of the

Investigations. He asks us to look at the blue of the sky amd
clalas:
when you do it spontaneously without philosophical

intentions -- the idea never crosses your mind that
this impression of colour belongs only to you.

(P.I. E275)

We all use the word "blue" and assume that when we do
go we all refer to the same colour -~ that is the colour of
the sky in this example, It never occurs to one, except in
philosophiocal moments, that the word might have some private
reference,

T™is argument based on the counter-intuitive nature of
the clalm that sensations may be necessarily private objects
such that we all may experience different sensations, that for Q:;:;\\
example my sensation of paln may be different from yogrs. is 'y
strengthened when one begins to realise the absurd possible 'f}
consequences of the view that sensation words may have private \

reference., If this were so not only might two people just

..

experience different sensations of pain but what one person

experiences when he gees red another person may experience
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when he clalms he has toothache, Thus it might be possible

with two people, 'A'and 'B', that the following could occur,

Parson Verbal description private experience

A "1 see red" X
A "I have toothache" Y
B "I ses red" Y
B “I have toothache" X

A1l that 1s needed for us to share the same words for our dif-
ferent experlences is that when we both say we see red we both
have the same expression or bshavioural accompaniment of sen-
sations, which may themselves be different. Thus as long as
we both act in the same way, we can use the same word to refer
to totally different experiences.

However arguments based on the counter-intultive nature
of ocertain views are not in themselves convinoing to the
opponent, who could simply accept that hls views are surprising,
but nevertheless olaim them to be true, Intuition can help to
direct the way we will argue, but we must still present
arguments., Fﬁ‘\‘\xx\

Wittgenstein has a substantial argument against the .
idsa of private reference in a public language. The a;gument's )
alw 1s to show that to refer to suoh a private objeot would g
demand an aot of private ostensive definition, For the public i t

use of the sensation word presents rules for the use of the

word which link the word up with the behavioural expression of
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the sensation., But when the use of the word is extended to
refer to the private experience there are not, and cannot be,
any public rules to regulate the use of the sensation-word

when 1t refers to the private sensation, The only possible
rules that could 1link up the pudlic word to the private
experience would have to be private rules. Thus the supporter
of the weakly private language holds that each speaker uses

the words of the public language based on public criteria, and
then‘eventually extends the use of the word to refer to his
private experience 1n an act of naming which is private, [V,
of course, has to be private because only ons person gan Know
what his experience is -- he ls completely alone. §ﬂ@ the
weakly private language supparter would want to hold that such
a private act of naming could be successful because the spoaker
carrying out the act of naming shares a public language. He is
trained to say that he is in palnr based on his public expres-
sion of paln and then one day notices this private sensation
that always accompanies his expression and decides to name it,
On Wittgenstains's terms, the advocate of the weakly private
language argues that the stage can be set for the necessary act
of naming. But as has been poipted out the stage is not com-
pletely set by the public use of the sensation woxd, for the

uge of the word to refer to the private sensation has to be
\

aocomplished according to private rulea which the speaker devises.

Thus for him to bea able to use the word to refer to his private

sensation he must know just what that sensation is and be able

——
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to ldentify 1t on different occasions in such a way that once
he links up the sengation word with the sensation he knows how
to go on to use it to refer to the private sensation in a
regular way.

But how can the speaker have this private knowledge of
how to go on to use the sensation word to refer to the private
sensation? For there wlll be only grournds for saying that he
had successfully named his private sensation if he or other
people could know that he went on to use the word regularly.
Yet in the same way that the private lingulst of the strongly
private language would never be sald to have this knowledge of
how to g0 on to use the word according to private rules,
neither can the speaker of the weakly private language be sald
to have the knowledge, It 1s a necessary condition of hisg
having named his private sensation successfully that he will
be able to go on to use the word regularly to refer to the
private sensation. Yet there will be no checks possible to
make sure that he does know how to go on to use the word

regularly and thus no grounds for saying that he has ever
named the private sensation in the first place. He will only v=~*§*“\\
N

be under the impression that he has named his sensation; what- ‘
ever seems to be the private sensation will be. Thers would be 1?1
no way to establish if the speaker was actually following a ;
rule or only seeming to follow a rule, Thus whatever seemed

to him to be the private sensation would be., And thls means

that no reference has been made at all. The private sensation ﬁ
{
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as a referent would never have been named at all by the
speaker, Thls would only have been done once the speaker
could go on to use the sensation word to refer to the sensa-
tion regularly. But this could never be the case because
there would be no checks on the sgpeakers subsequent use of
the sensation word, and whatever seemed to him to be the sen-
sation would ba, which would mean that there would be no pri-
vate rule at all, only a seeming rule, And because the private
sengation would mean nothing to the speaker, aven after the
naming process, it would be possible that he would go on to
use the sensation word to refer to entirely different things,
and be only urder the impression that he was using the word
regularly. So the private sensation could never get a foot-
hold even in the public languaze as & private referent,
Wittgenstein sums up the argument:

Always get rid of the idea of the private objeob

in this way: assume that it constantly changes,

but that you do not notioce the change bscause your
memory constantly deceives you. (P.I. p. 207)

In another section of the Investigations Wittgenstein
asks us to imagine that a person oonstantly falled to remember ﬁ)

jugt what his private sengation was so that he called different

e
o i, gy

things by the name, but still used the word Yn a way that
fitted in with the usual presuppositions and symptoms o the
gsensation. That 18 he uses the word gtill as we all do, in

the same public contexts:

Here I should like to say: o wheel that oan be
turned though nothing else moves with 1t, 1is

UL gt o iAo i diiam e



not part of the meohanism, (P.I. K271)

The whesl that ocan be turned without effeoting anything olsac
is the private sensation. 1In tho use of the sensation word,
it beocomes irrelevant. Thus if a porson wag undor tho
11llusion that he had a private sensation of paln and tricd to
name 1t ho might go on to be under the impression that ho
called all sorts of supposed private things by the name, but
as long as he uged the word acoording to the publioc oriteria
for its uase, then it would still have meaning. Henoce the
private sensation just doesn't oome into the use of the word
“pain® at all,

The argument secms quite valid. To argue thatl along-
slde tho publio uso of a word there may be a private refordénce
still makes it necocasary for a private aot of naming to bo
oarried out. But suoch a private aot ocould only be nald to
have boen auocessfully ocomploted onoce tho apooker could go on
to uso tho word according to the private rule. But booause
thore aro no poasiblo ohecoks on tho way tho spoaker goes on
to wge hia word to rofor to tho private sonsation, whatover
soomas to him to bo tho private sensation will be, Thus it

would bo possible that ho will. go on to use theo word acocording

to no rogular use at all, but be under the improssion that ho
used 1t to refor to a supposed privato sonsatfsn, He oannot |
bo gaid to go on to uso tho word acoording to its privato

\
.ruloa booauso ho Will only bo undor tho improasion of following &_
a rulo, Thus the objoot as private aonaation is nover a r
‘ i
3
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referent at all, foyr if it was agooessrully namned the person

naming it must know how to go on to use the word regularly,

and this oan never bo achleved when one i@ trying to name o <

neoogsarily private objeot, ’ p
Tho oonolusion 1s then that the idea of a private
gonsation turne out to be without meaning. One oould not
nomo such an objJeot whloh was nocessarily only ocontingently
rolated to publioc behaviour oven in a\publlo language. And
one cannot do this beocause to do so ﬁétld be to insist on
being able to suoocessfully oarry out a private aot of ostenw
sive definition, This was Just why the nocosssarily private
languago proved to be illusory, This is why a public lancuaco
doos not help ono to try to argue for the existonoce of private
objeots. For the worés of the publio language oould never be
uged to rofor to private gonsations, Tho arguments whioh
ruled out tho imposgibility of the strongly private language

-

rule out tho possibilityof a woakly privato language in
oxaotly tho samo way. This ig why tho distinotion botweon the
two typoes of private language ia 1llusoxy, for thoy are both
on oxaotly the same lovel in toras of trying to uso words to
rofor to noocossarily private objoots, An argumont against one
of tho kinds of lanzuage would oount in oxnotly tho samo way
against tho othoer, Thero_is no rolovant differonca as far as
tho posaibllity of privaocy is concorncd botwoon the necessarily
And tho woakly privato languageas, What ocounts against ono

counts againat the othor,

—
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There is another way of 1o&§1ng at the problem which
is not argued oxpliocitly by wittgekgteln. but whioch is clearly
Wittgeonateinian, The supporter of the woakly private language
wanto to hold that booause sensation words have a nocessarily
private roference it is possible that what two people
oxporience when they both olaim that they seo red in different
and that it 1s possible that what I exporience when I say that
I poo red im the same as what you experience whontyou say that
you have a head-acho.

Howevor do such comparisons make sense? Aro tho uges
of tho woxds "samo" and "difforent™ intolligible whon applied
to private sensations? TFor it 18 impossidble to carry out auch
comparisong when ono la talking about privato asonsations,
Nobody ocan evor boocome awaroe of somobody ¢lse's sonsations and
oonpaxro it to his own) tho sonsations aroc nooessarily private.
In faot in ordor to ask the queation "is your sonsation of
pain tho same as mine" one would need to know what, he was oom-
paring, But it is the other person's oxporience that one oan
novoxr know anything about, Thus one oould never carry out the vh‘““-k
-oomparison of two poople‘'s oxporiences, and moro than this,
ono could nover know what ho was supposed to bo oogparf%&. Thus AN
how oould the idoa of a oomparison of private experionoces over

have any sonso? If suoh ocomparison is lmpossible, and nobody

ocould ovor know what he was ocomparing, and nobody could ever %
i

havo any idea of what suoh & coaparigon would amount to, thon !

wvhat uwsos of tho woxds the “"camo" and “difforont" oould thore S
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over be? It sceems thero oouid never bo any uses of the words
in this oontext and b@ua thoy could have no moan1n§ in this
contoxt,

For to bo able to ask 1f two things ore the same one
needs to bo able to compare them, and to know what he Lo com-
paring, Theve will have to bo oritevin of tdentity which will
eatablish 1f the two things aro the same, Nono of these con-
ditions 1a satisfied in tho comparigon of private oxponiencos,
Tho point ocan besgt be made in this way: when ono asks if one's
private exporience ia the same ao somebody olse's ono noecds to
have an 1dea of what aomoebody olao's private exporience oould
bo, Yot one ocan make no sonae of the words "another poraon's
private oxporience” for thia ia somothing that he oan never
bo aware of. The poraon's privato oxporionoce ia o privatae
thing that only he oan talk about, Nobody elme oan talk about
it and thus nobody else oan make any oomparisona with it, To
agk if wy private oxporience of paln is the same as your
privato exporience of pain is tho same as asking if wy private

oxperionoe of pain is the same as "XI4HIX", that 18 a sound

without any moaning to mo at all,

botweon pooplos privato oxporionces would bo moaningloss
booause onch poraon's private oxporiencoe would only have
pignificance to him alona, Ho could say nothing about anybody

/

Thig argument thus shows that any so-onlled oomparison ‘}3
1
|
4
olnda, This loavos opon the posaibility that voovle can oarry J

out privato aota of roferonoe to their private senoationo in

e e
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& publlo language, It only points out that each person oould
only talk about his own private experience, But this possibi-
1ity 18 ruled out in the previous argument where it was shown
that no roforoence to private sensations oould be made in the
public language, Thus a parson oould not even talk to himself
about hias private experiecnces, In fact tho term “private
axperience” 1s meaningloss, This has bson shown by arguing

that if thoere wore private oxperionces one oould nover got
languago to hook onto such objootsi one oould never use languago
to rofoxr to thom. Thoro would be absolutely nothing ono oould
eay about them. This has now shown to be tho oase in the
atrongly private language and in tho woakly private language, In
both oasos the proocedure was to assume for the sake of argunent
that thoro oould bo such private exporionces and then to show
that ono oould nover give such objeots any meaning. Tho idea

of a privato exporionce of pain is sensoloss, such an oxporienco
oould nevor be givon moaning and bo spoken about, Tho idea of
a private oxporionco in general ls songoeless, thore is no
meaning whatsoover to talk about private oxporiencoa, There
could bo no wgo for tho supposed woxrd “private exporience",

for it would dopond on "privato rules” which aro not rulos

at all, . . \j
Thugs if tho notion of a private oxparionoe is unintol- ; i
ligible and ono oan thus say nothing moaningful about it, a
gsongation ocannot bo a privato oxporionce for ono gon use
‘;ﬁ 5
il
i!ﬁ
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lanpunge to talk about sensations. Sensations are not then
neconparily private odbjectn of inner-sensne, Thir has bLeen the

result of the firet two chaptere, The method heas beon to

aspume that sensstions are auch private objects and then to
ghow that if thoy are, one c'n gay nothing about them »nd that
the words for them are runnolese, without meaning. But of

oourae neneations can be eooken about, lanpuerge can ba used

T S AN A -~ —o——

to rofer to them, and 80 tensations, whatever theoy are, cannot
be necessarily private objects, With the euoccess of the
"reduotio ad abourdum" we can paop onto Wit gonatein'e

voritive vievw of sensations,




CHAPTER IIX
WITTGENSTEIN'S VIEN OF SENSATIONS

Thg oonolusion we have reached frou chapters one and
two is th&ﬁ“sensatlons cannot be private objeots, for the
very 1dea of a private objeot 1is unintelligible., lhe question
to be answored in this ohnpter i that if sensations are not
private objects then what are thoy? Tho ansawer is givon by

dittgensteoin in the Ipvestigations., However the Wittgensteinian

view s falrly subtle, and due to thig, 1s often confused with
behaviourism, I take it, from what has boon gaid already that
it 18 ovident that Wittgenstoin iz not a dualist if by dualism
ono meana the philosophiocal view that ontaila that atates of
nind have no nooesna&y oconnootion with bodily statea, In faot
I havoe naver hoard of anybody ever aoousing wWittgenatelin of
being a dualist,
More often ho is acoused of boing a bohaviourist,
T™us wo find Mundle aoousing Wittgenstein of bolng a subtle
bohaviourist, not denying that sonsations exist but of hold- N
ing tho thosls thaty
“*Nathing can be sald about privato oxporionooes,” .‘7
(C. W, K. Mundlos "Bohaviourism and the Privato ‘
Languago Argument", The Private Lansuage Argumont ° .
p.lob,) '
Mundle oommits Wittgonstoein to the thesias of linguiatio boha- s

s
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viourism which states that sensations do exist but that we can
say nothing about them., TIhey would then become unintelligible
objeots to us, It is obvious that Wittgensteln would never
make o olaim with such a distinotion between what there is and
what we can say, for we oan only make a glala about sonething's
oexistling 1f we oan say something about 1t! riowever the trans-
parency of -undle's error is rrlghteﬁing for he has taken what
dlttgenstein says about the sonsatlion as a private objeoct to be
dlttgenstoin's view of sensatioms, Part of Mundle's evidenoe
for what he says comes from Wittzenstein's saying:

A sensation 1s not a somethinz but not a nothing

elther! The oonclusion was only that a nothing

would serve Just as well as a somothing about

whioh nothing ocould be said. (F 1. E304)
This means that if you take a sonsatlon to be a private objdot
thon pooauso of the private language argument you oah say
nothing about it, But if this 1s so then wittgensteln oclaims
you would bo Jjust as well off by denylng there was anything
thore in tho first placo. Wittgensteoln states the hypothet«
loal nature of the case quiteo oclearlys

veodf wo oonatﬁuo the gramear of the oxpression o{

gonsation on tHe model of "objeot and dosignation®

the objoot dhopbout of consideration as irrelevant,
v (P, I, E293)

In other words it 1is ohly if woe rogaxd a sensation as a private
objeot that wa can say nothing about it and may, in faot,
Juat aa woll dony its oxiatonoce, Tho losson is not to

accept the grammar that tries to foroo its way upon us,

Wittgenstein expressos tho situation admirably:

S SO
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The 'private experience' is a degenerate con-

struction of qur grammar...And this grammatioal

monster now fools usi when we wish to do away

with 1t, 1t scems as though we denied the

existenoe of an experience. ("Private Experlence
and Sense-Data."” The Private language

Arzument, p. 270)

Wittgenstein is not averse to talking about sensations, dreans,

images eto, Maloolm gives good textual evidence for this

clajimt

Wittgenstein dlsousses reports of dreams (Inv. II,
p. 222) and descriptions of mental plotures (o.g.

Inv, &383)1..desorhgtion of a sensation of touch,

ol a n Inv, k2
MalodIW, "kExposition and Critiolsm of

Wittgenstein's Investigations" Ihe Private
Language apument, pp. 33-34)

In the Investigations Wittgenatein does not deny that we can

talk about sensations and foelings ato, All he does deny 13
a certain model of what a sensation is, that is he donles
that a sensatlion i3 a private objeot deteoted by inner-aonse,
Wittgonstein statos porfectly olearly:

"Wo do not want to deny mental proocoesses,"
(P, I, E308)

The problem booomes this: Lif Wittgenstoin was noither a oar-
tesian nor a bohaviourist then what theory of sonsations 4id
he propose, For it is diffioult to think of an alternative -

cartoetanisn and bohaviourism seoming to exhaust tho fiold

of thoorios of tho mind.
Ono way to undorstand the philosophloal grammar of

vords that puzzle ua is to sco how ono learns how to uso

| SIS
[ — e
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them, Wittsensteln sugzests a possible way of learning

gensation vocabulary:

Here 18 one possibllity: words are connected
with the primitive, the natural expressions ot

the sensation and used in thelr place,
(P L. w2bb)

Thus o child is hurt and cories., Ihe ory is the natural
exprossion of paln. The ochild is taught to substitute sen-
sation language for the natural expression. Thus the child
ories, then exclaims, and then utters sentences ansg its nastery
of the use of the words of the lanzuaxe becomes sradually
noxre mophisticated, The use of the sensation words does not
moan the natural expression, it merely replaces i1t, Thus

whon one says that one is in pain, this does not mean that

ono is8 orying, grimaocing or whatover, It means that one la suf-

fering from an agoniaing state oalled "pain"., OUne can say
that ono 15 in pain oven if one shows no outward signs at
all. The worda utteored wheon oneo says that one is in paln
may juat bo o sophiastiocated ory, but thoy wmay alsv bo a de-
poription of ono's state, Wittgonstein hints at thie when he

anysi

“I osay "I am afrald", somoone olae asks me: "What
was that? A ory of fear: or do you want to tell
me how you feal) or 1o it a reflection on your
prosont atate?" - Could I always oive him a oleay

anawor? Could I never give him one?"
(P, 1. v. 1R7)

The an&wor, admittedly only hinted at, 1s that one oan only

aay what one is doing when one utters the words "I am afrald”

dopending on the contoxt in which the uso ia made. Somotlimos

1 B i G e Iy
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one's utterance will merely be a sophlsticated cry, sonetimes
a desoription of n state, sometimes both. Wittgenstein
finlshes the section more clearly:

We surely do not always say someone is oom-
rlainine because he says »e 1s in pain, So the
words "I am in pain” may be a cry Qf complaint
and may be somethine else, But if "I am afrald"
13 not always somethineg like a cry of ocomplaint
and yet soretimes 1s, then why should it always
be a description of a state of mind?

(k. I., p. 189)

Thia 18 to say that first-person utterances of mental statos
may sometimes bo a ory and may sometimes be a desoription,
The difference will arise because of tK; different ways in
which the expression is used, wittgenstein then is not ocom-

mitted to what might be called an expressive theals of gsen-

gations, such that all self-ascoriptions of mental states would

be analysed as sophlstiocated replacements for the natural
expresaion,

Thug when one learns to use the word "pain" hias

oriteria for the usoe of the word are based on the publio expres-

slons of pain, One is tauzht to say that a child is in pain
when oertain conditions are satisfied, suoh that the ohild
ories, is holding his arm (say), and his arm is bleeding,
T™ias 13 to say that tho way poople aot in publio beoomos in-
volved in the use of the word, for it is in the light of
these publio aotions (orying for example) that tho use of tho
word 1as guided, It sooms to bo elementary that in a publio

languagoe whon wo make use of words whioh ocan rofer to mental

it S AR et et
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statea, the uee of the words when applied to othor
people must be based on thelr public actions,

This is where the sceptic intrudes, clalming that
it 18 right that we apply mental predicates to other people
based upon public oriteria, and that it is because of this
that one only knows that he himself experlences sensatlons,
For because he regards the relations between the sensation
and its expression as merely contingent it becomes possible
that only he hasg aegﬁétlona and expresses thea, and that
oveorybody olse may be automatons which behave as if they did
have sensationa but really only make movements in space and
have no mental life at all,

What is Wittgenstein's roply to this? I will briefly
rofor to a mistaken view of his position, which 1s quite
instructive in itz inaoocuracy. This is the position of
Chihara and Fodor who olalm that Wittgenatein holds a weak
form of logliocal bohaviourism whoroi "by 'logloal behaviourism'
wo moan the dootrine that there are logical or conceptual

rolations of tho sort denicd by the sooptical promiso.,”

M\
(“Oporationalism and Ordinary Language", p. 387. Hittgzensteln
N
M, Pitohor) Tho sooptical promisc is that thore are no ]
logioal or oconooptual rolations botweon propoalciona‘about {Q

montal statos and propositiona about bohaviour, Now the

thoory of logioal bohaviourism whioch they attribute to

Wittgonstein ia that one onn eatablish that somoono olse is

in pain judging from their bohaviour:

1 £ n.,;:a:'a- - &va‘“rvzw» i
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Henoe for wittgensteln, reference to the

ocharacteristic features of pain behaviour on
the basis of which we detormine that soxeone
18 in paln is essontlial to the philosophlical
analysis of the word "pain". (lbid, p. 390)

Thelr intorpretation of w#ittgenstein is that one can infer
somebody's sonsation from their behaviour only if that
ﬁehuviour is somehow part of the meaning of the sensation
word, It 18 by convention that a sertain behaviour s taken
to be suffiolent for one to apply the sensation word.
But ultimately accordine to Wittwenstein we nmust
ocome upon identifying techniques based,,,upon
oonventions,.,which determinoe criteria for applyina

the relevant predicates., (Ibid., p. 399)

They say quite explioitly:

s .Wittgenatein appears to be arguing that the

bosslbility of ever inferring a person's toothaoche
from his behaviour requires the existence of a
oxitorion of toothache. (lbid., p. 398)

The viow is that somchow oritoria are estublished for tho useo

of words, such that if those oriteria obtaln one ia Jjustified

in using the word. In tho oase of tooth-ache tho oriteria

for tho use of the word when used to say that other peoplo F““‘x\\
have tooth-ache, 18 tooth-aoche behaviour, The meaning of the

woid "tooth-ache" 18 oatablished so that this 1o the ocane,

oot i
‘§4

But it 18 only basod on the behaviour that ono saya some- rﬁ
body has tooth-ache; for one infere from their behavidur that
thoy have the montal state, It is this ldea that Wdittgonstein's

viow makes it neoessary for one to make an inforoence from

behaviour to mental otatos that ie radlioally mistaken,

Tho problem with such a way of prosonting wittgonstoin's

S et ey A v -~
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theory 1s that it makes 1t look as If Wittgenstein accepts
the distinction between behaviour as bodlly movements and

the inner states of conasciousneas which the cartesian

findg o attractive. In fact it 1s just thisc distinction
which Wittgenatein denles, The whole problem of other mindsa
is born when one accepts the distinction between bodily
movements in space and inner sensations, For then it becomos
impossible for one to ever be able to do anything but infeor
from thelr bodily movements that others have certaln sensa-
tions. Te pocsibility then arices that when 1 look at you

1 do not Xnow that you are not Just a body, a carocfully oon-
struoted machine made to roseamble a human bedng. Tho soceptic
ocan acoept that if wo are to ugoe gonsation worda to refor to
montal otatosm of others, wo must base our use of the wordan

on bohavioural oriteria, but that nevertheless perhapa we
should not bo using the sensation wordes to deacribe other
people‘'s mental statos because there are no othor peoplo, ’
Just beoause wo would neod to make use of bohavioural oriteria ;
to uso sengation woxrds to refor to the mental states of i
othors does not mean that other poople ﬁavo mental states, F_N““Ji,_

The argument ia only that if other peoplo had mental states

o

uso sensation words to rofer to thoso atatos. J\ﬁ
However suoh a viow of the ploturo is quito wrong.

For if nll wo over do obsorve in othor peopleo is bodily

movemont thon wo ocan nevor obsoerve tholr sensations thomenelvas,

| i AR il T ——
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The sensation thon becomenm a private objeot situated in the
dopthe of the mind. Each person oould only bo awaro dircotly

of hie own gonsation and of hies and other pooplo's bodily
wovomenta, Tho publio rules of tho uso of tho sonsatlion

word would be bamed on the bodily movemonts but thoro ocould

bo no public rules for ualng the word to rofor to the.pon-

aation oxporjoroce, Ior oaoh pormon ia tho only poraonfwho |
ia dirootly aoquainted with nis oxparienco and ho will havo

to extond tho use of tho aocnaation word to rofexr to this

privato exparience by a privato aot of naminm. Aﬁd thon in

the light of thia heo ocan then say that othor poople are in

pain oto, inforring that thoy have aomething similar to what

ho haa, from thia behaviour. But auch a oase of privato
raforon9a wag shown to be impoasibdle leéﬁhaptoﬁlono and two,

If ono acoepta that ono can only porooive othor

people‘s bodily movemonta ho 18 on tho horna of a dilomma.

Either ho ocan say that to eay that a poraon has a montal | \
atato 1o juat to say thab ho makes bodily movemontay whioh

1g to acoopt bohaviourisu whioh la untenablo, or he oon sy
,that one {infora from the poraona bodlly movemonts that L
‘bohind ' them he has an lnyor aexporionoe similar Yo the

oxporionoce which ono has privatoely named. Tho labbor wonld f@:

s

be to fall back on the idea of a privabe aot of naming whioh

.y

has boon shown to bo impoasidlo,

"t
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The dletinobion botwoon bodily movomonte and montal
atatoa 1o Just donicd by Wittgonatoln., Mo ig aware that the

*m,-,....,...._w....,,«&\
oo o =5+ o



i
distinotion 18 only tonable if montal otatou ocould bo private
objoots which ono ocould namoe. «ith tho refutation of tho
1doa of condations as objoots whioh ono owng insido ono's
mind a8 L% woro, falle tho distinotion botweon human behaviour
and nontal statos assumed by tho scoptio and oaitonlan alike,
For if nonsations woro objoots that only ono ocould bo aware ?
of thon ono would have to name then privatoly. ™Mt ono oane-
not do this. Tho problkm 1a solved whon one allowa that
othor poople can soe othor poople in montal states dirootly,
Thon tho wao of tho gonsation word to rofer to thoe montal
gtate can have a publio uso., And Wittgoenstoin doog thie by \
dony&ﬁg.thab all wo ovoey so¢ in other pebple &g bodily
gpvomon?a. Ho doos this by donying tho plotuxo eof a huwuane
boins as having an innox lifo whioch L& somchow contained in
o physiocal box that moves in apaco,

Tho move 1a ngb to dlstinguioh botwoon a mind and
body a8 ewo_dxutxﬁaé and xndepogdbnb ontitice in o human =
baing. What Witbzonatoin inelets on Ao dacio io that whon I
poreoive othor peoplo I 4o not merely pordcive hodily
novenenta, I pordaive human actiona, that 4e I soo pooplo
in pain, poople whq are happy, pooplo who axre dyrunk, ato,

Whon I ooe o man covercd in blood. aﬁd eherioking wildly I aoo
o man in pain,  On ouch an anql&é?& pain toocomes a sbate of
o living human-be§ng. I 4d not seo the man's bohaviour as,
oolourlose bodily movomente ard infox that bohind thom thora
ﬂi pain,s I geo dixdobly that

1l0a a privatoe objoot « the rea
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he 18 in pain from ny porception of tho stato that tho aman
ia in, To asoribo montal statoe to somebedy is not a ocon-
struotion from thelr bodily wmovemente, it iz somethinz that
wo oan do boocauso wo oan sco dircctly that somodbody 1o in a
nontal atate,

Now this way of scoinz othor poople 18 not an opinion
that one has but g rather a natural way of roacting to
othor pooplo., Ono doos not infor that the poreon bleeding
in tho street ig a human-bafng in pain from any ovidonoo
that ono may have, Thought or opinion dooca not como into
the mattor., It L8 a damlo aot of human porocptlion that ono
aoon othor people as bolns in ocortain states. As wWittgonatedn
sayst

My attitudo towaxrds him ie an attitude towaxda

a goul, I am net of thoe ggégg%n that he has o

goul, (B Xy P&, IX, Soot. iv
By a ooul ho meana a human<boing, somebody that mcoa, le

blind, ig happy, if in pain oto, Our atvitudo towarde human.

boins o not tho rosult of ovidenco, of opinion, One doos .

not infor from his body that another dces have a corbaln
nonaablon.’ It 1o natural for wa %o yogard ovher poople as
numan-=boingze, that is as poople in gtatos of various kinda,.
Wittgonastoin makea thia oleaxt

It ie a holp Yo yomonbor that it 1o o primitive

roaction to tond, to tread tho Earb that_hy

whon someono elso is in padne .. (agg§§§ B54Q)
and thoni

Dut what 1o tho woxd “primitivo" meant bo aay
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horo? FPreaunmadbly that this aort of bohaviour is
re-linguiatior that a lansuace cawe 18 dbased on
t, that it in the prototypo of n way of thinking

and not tho result of thought,  (Ibid., k541)

Wo roaot to othar people as human-boinsgd, and thia 1o tho
basio upen whioh our lanzuage and thought aro built, That
wo noo other poople in pain, in ocatasy, it not tho result
of thought but 48 a natural way for us to wsce thom,

The argument g roally that if 1 anm to bo ublo o
dogoribo mysolf ae boing in paln, for oxaaple, then otherx
pooplo muot bo ablo to decaoribo we as boing so. Othorwise
ono would have to fall baok on a privato aot of naming, It
1o noccssayy that a sonsation is analysed ag a sbtato of a
human«boing and that this stato can bo roallaed by the ownor
and by other poople as woll, Of ocourae whon I am awaro that
I am in pain I do not have to obaorve wmy human actions as
gomobody olao doca to bo aware that I am in pain, I know
it dxroetly. Moro Lo this lack of aymmotry botweon firat
and third poroon asoxiptions of mental prodioatoa. Ard 60
I oan oay that I am in pain even if I rowain completely atill
and chow no outwarxd aoigna of pain, It for me Yo wse the
word poin it 4o noocosary that I oan aot as a porgon in paln,
0o that my wac of tho woxd s ohcooked acooxding to publie
yuloas, For it 4o nocossary that my acting in paln, that is
my human aotion of boing in pain, ie tho ecamo etate az tho
atato I am in whon I know dircotly that I an in pain, Othor.

wico tho woyd “pain" eould have no public rulea for ite uame

Thun | me= amd Qg -e-

i
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sonoabiona, oopoolally as thoy booome adult, But thoy muat
8till bo able to oarry out the public aotiona of boing in a
oordgin atato,

Of courao ovon whon ono ia awaro of one's puain
dircotly one o not awaro of a private objoot that one haas.,
Rathar ono g avarc of a stato that ono 1a in. Thore 1o Juot
ono individual in a atato. Thug whon I am aware of amy pain,
gy pain is not an objoot whioh I posascss or own, It is a
stato that I an in, And thie state that I am in and awaro of
io tﬁo gamo astate as tho atato you aco whon I aot as a boing
in o ocortain otate, Thia has to bo go 4f wo can uso gonsa-
tion woxrds according to publio rulem. Thie L& why tho quoation
whothoyr or not two people have the same asensation cannot bo
anowoYcd oxoopt by roforonce to the oriteria of idontity that
%o adtually do woo for nayiﬁg that two peoplo have tho same
ponaation, L.0.yby roforonce to tholr public aoblona. Iwo
peoplo arc aaid to have the samo sonsation acocoxding to how
thoy act publioally. Thus if two pooplo are both bdblooding
and orying wo say that thoy havo the pamoe sensation, viz. pain,
Eut whon it ig furthor asked, “yoa, dbud is what they fool in
oach cagp tho same?" thie muet bo disg&uued ap a opooinon of
nongonac, for if it aaske more than what we actually do call
the camo, ib oan only ask that we should ba ablo to both
oxporienoce cach other's soneation in oxdor to ocaxyry tho con-
pardoon out, Yot this only makce sensoe if wo aro otill
constyuing the grammar of sanaation undex tho wedel of objoot

4
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and name, ‘Two poople could both experionoe an objeot, and

if 1t waa privato, thon they oould, it might bo thought,

both oxporionoe it in prinoiple. It might bo thought that

in somo poasidble world I oould oxpor{onco what you expoerioenoce
whon you are in pain, and ocompare it to my paln, but that we
cannot do thia in thies world booause of our limitationa,

But if a aensation 18 not an objeot of inner aewnse,
but 18 a gatate of a living human boing thon the suggoestion
that two poople oould both oxperience tho same atate bedomos
moaninglosa., Aa Cook points out in his artioclo "Un ¥rivaoy"
(P4tohoxr collootion), wo ocannot ask Lf two poople could have
numerioally the samo builld bubt wo oan only ask if thoy have
qualitatively tho samo build. A bulld ia not somothing that
ia owned by an individual that oan conooeivabdbly bo glven to
aomobody olso, 1% 18 rathor a charaotoriatio of the poraon
who'g build it 1la., Only of what ia an objoot that oan be
owncd by aomobody can it be aaked Af somobody olse'a is
numerically tho same. I ocannot oxporionoce your sensation
not dueo ecwany linitationa of my powerJgf oxporienoco but
bosawgo of what your sonsation s, Dooause it 1s a atate that
you aro in it makea no sonso to ask if I could exporionoce 1%,
Tho idoa of & porson boing nblo to oxperfonce the obhor's (:§‘“
nénaatlon and thon oomparo it to hie own o meaningleas. In ™
this onso all that can bo asked for whon ono asks Af two

poople havo the samo aensatien is that thoy both manifost
tho same hunan aotion of baing in tho atate that thoe aschoation
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io. I oan soo that you aro in a ocertain state and if I goo
anothoxr poraon in tho stato thon it is ocorreotly sald that
you both havo tho same secnsation, Any furthor question 1a
sonsoloss,

Thus it 10 nocoessary for ono to bo able to uso son.
pation woxs to rofor Yo ono's atatos that othor poople
bo able to rafor to ono'a atates as woll, 4Apd this Lo done
by analyaing sonsations as states of human-boinge whioh aro
publiocally aocccssible, Thus tho state that I am aware of
whon I cay that I am in paln ig tho saume stato that you oo
vhon you so¢ mo bleeding and sorxreanming. This has to be so
Af aonoationa worda aro to Yo adblo to be used anoccoxmding to
pﬁblio rulon, tHom than this any further scoptiocal question-
ing an to if what two pooplo aq}ually oxponrienco ie thé camo
haa boon ghown to bo zonaeleosa, tho mictake boink to wis.
constyuo what o aonsation is, taking it to Yo a privatoe
objeot rathox than a stato of a living poraon., All that wo
oan moaninzfully ask whon we ask Af two poople have tho gawo
soncation, ia whothor tho pudblic ntate of their having tho
gonsation i¢ tho como, This ie manifostod in tholr aotlions

vhich wo oan dirootly ooo.

It han boon ohown that o sonoation could not Lo o

privato innoer objeod in ochaphera one and two, by showing that

o ot

g
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wo oould give no meaninz to songation woxde Lif o sonsation
was 0o, In thio ahaptor 4t hao toon shown what
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Hittgonotein viewa a oensation asm boinx, Thiam viow 18 that
a aonoation 1o a atate of a living human being, In this way
it has boon shown how othor poople can see tho uenuatlions
that ono has without falling into bohaviouriom., This waa
dono by showing that poople do not porocoive othor pooplo's
bodily movemonta but porooive their actions., 4And as somo-
body‘'a pain 3 tho atato thoy are in, people oan sec oach
others pain by scoing tholxr statos, Thug to noo somobody
orying and blecding s to seco him in pain, La to soo him in
tho atato of pain, Tho basio point ia that for one to uee a
gongation word to rofer to his mental states, it muat bo
poasidblo fox othox pooplo to uaso nonsation worda to rofer to
the oamo states, and thia meana that othor poople neod to bo
able to gsoo othor p@oplén states, This ia dono by broaking
the mind-body dlchotomy, Wittwonatoin's view deos thia in that
ono oan soo anothex poraen in paln, for example, by aceing
what ho 1o doing. Tho otate that ho 1o in la soon by obaerving
Q}u aotion, whioh ;a of ocourae brought about by hia bvodlily
movemento. Thus inatoad of loocating atates of pain, of foar,
neocggarily in the mind, Wittgongtoin gives an analysia whioh
makoa it neocseary that asonsationa gan bo publiocally ebaorved,
that for oxomple I can gee that you are in the stato'of palw
by eooing your aotiona, That thie ig not bohaviouriswm ia
oloar bacause when ono sooa anothoer'e poyrcon‘'s atate of

pain it 1o not bedily movemonts that ho aecn but ia tho action
6f a hunan=boing, The theory of noncatiorn ie guoceagful in
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that 1t avolds tho impossibility of private acte of naming

whilo also avelding bohaviourioum,

To oonoludo then, I have tried to show in ochapters
ono and two that the notion of a private objoot of oxporience
iz unintolligidle, This was dono by showing that a privato

languagoe ia inposaible and thus that a poraon oould not

devige a lanzuagoe of his own to deasoribo his private exporionocs,

and aleo that thore is no poasibllity of private roforonce of
sonantion woyds that are usoed in a publio langwage. In the
final ohapter it has boen shown what sensations must bo if
thoy are not private objoota., Tho ossential point horo 1s
that thoro muat bo publio states of people having oertain
aonsations if ono ia to bo able to dosoribe his own acnaae
tiong« Thus for mo to say that.I an in pain thoro auat bo a
publio atate whioh I oan dlsplay whioch ig boing in pain. This
10 neocogsaxy in oxdor to avold private acts of naming. Tho
privato lanzuago argument has a oruoial place in thé whole
argunent for.it iz booause of this argumont that a cortain
thoory of what a sonsation oould bo ia digmissod, and tho
voalization of what tho sensation lo not ig of groat aasole-
tanoo in dcoiding what a sonsation ig, for whatevolx it o,

1% muot not have tho proportios whioh tho noccasarily
private "sonsation" had whioh medo 4t unintolligiblo.

PR e e



In thin appendix I will ooneider somo obJeotiona
to tho private language argument, It will be vot out in
Aialoguo form, firetly giving the oritioiem ae fully and as
fairly ae I oan and thon oritioieing it by eithor nhowinél
any inooheiostenciece there may be or by pointing out any
fundamental micooncoptions about the private langunge
argumont that aro inocorporated in the ovjeotion, My
oritiolems of othor people'n objootions will in mont oasoe
" fall back on my oxpoaition of the privatoe languagoe argumont
ao givon in tho theoio, PFor inotance {f an objeotion o
bnoed on & micunderatanding of tho avgumagh then it will bve
poanible to ohow thin objootion to bve invalid by ohowing

wvhat the argumont really ie and thue why thoe objeootion doeon.

not offeot {ts In ouch cnocos I will try to give the
oritioiomo of the ovjeotionn ao qwiqkly a0 I oan and thuo
with@ut too muoh ropotition. lowevor it io inevitable that
thoro will bo a cortain amount of rapdtition bvooauwso my
oriticioms of otgor poople'e objootions will often b@‘to
chow what tho private lanmoge argumont really Lo and of

courae thion hap beon donoe in the thooio already.
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Qinovion

Tb@ firet objeotion is given by Ayer in his artiole
"Oould languago be invented by a Robinson Orusoe? . Ayer
roints out that Wittgenatein maintaina that the aesoription
of meaning to a oign ieo something that neveds to bve Jjuontified,
the jJuntifiocation conuninting in there being some independent
tent for doctermining that the sign ie being wsed ocorreotly.
Tho independenco in qQueontion io 1ndvpondenoe'from the nubjeot's
rocognition of tho objaect whioh he intende the aign to oalgnify,
Wittgonetein makea thie point in cootion £66 of the
Inventigationn. Not only muot the juatifiocation be independoent
of rooognition, it muet bo independent of momory olaimo too.
It muet bo publio. Ayor'c oriticiem ie that unlesa thoro ie
pomothing that one ic nllowed to recognise without furthey
Juntifioation thore oould ba no juatirioation for tho wne of
any oign at all, Thuo Ayer oonaidgrﬂ how one can oheok hio
momory of the timo of o train that ho has formerly read fiom
6 btimo=tablo. Ono ohooke thin for inotance by looking up the
timo in tho timo-table onco more., DBut Ayer arguoe that oven
nero onc hae to trunt one'n eye-vight, that 1o, ono hao %o
rooognice what ono ncoo. Evon if ono arguan that ona‘oould
chaok what one neoo by conmulting othor peoplo thon one ntill
nao the oamo problome For one hac to undoratand thoir
teotimony, ono hao to roocognive what thoy eay. Tho anouranceo

that ona 1o ueing n vord corrooatly muet in tho end roat upon
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* & reoognition which han to be acoepted. It e through
honring what other people say, or through seeing what they
writo that one ia able to ohook one's ume of a word, And
thuo Ayer olaimoti=-
]

But 1f without further ado I oan recognine suoh

noinen or shapos or movemente why oan I not alopo

reoogniae a private sencation.

Coulad language bu 1nvented by a Robinson Crupoof?
i} A ¥ §Y LX) 3 ALV, Qdc JQ!\GE‘, vo bQ)

|
|
|

Ayer hao minconotrued Wittgenotein's point, It io nat
ono of thore being a kind of "abmolutely oconolunive
Juotifioation" in the public odiro and merely ono that reato
on n pupponed recognition in the private onae, Wittgonotedn
doco indeed accept that in tho pudblio world onoe doca rocognine
thingo ae voing of a certain kind and that thie (o the end of
ono'n juntifiocation, Ho otatoo oloarlyte

Juatifioation vy expﬁrionoe,oomoa to an and,

, (BaX. E480)
Barlier when talking about red thinge ho ooyodlw

How do I r@oogniho that thie Lo rod? 'I teo that
1t to thin's (Ibid, 13060)

low do I know that thia ocolour 1o red? - It would
bo an anewer to fny: 'I have laarnt Bnglioh',

(Xpad, B381)

Thue ono ia oimply aware of the colour as being red and thon

coye that 4t 1o red. Ono aimply rocognioon it ap wo.' And
thino {0 what o involved {n learning a languago.
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?Bua 1 Wittponntein anooopta that ono doen recognise pudbllic
chapan and movemontn without any conclurivae juntification

« that one juet recopnives them "without further ndo" - why
doen he deny that one oan roeocognine private ronnatione, For
if, whon ono rocopninen p golour ae rad, one jurt hoon it

no red, it would sneom rearonndble to suppone, ne Aynr doon,

that one oould recopnire a nrivate nonsation.

The point thnt Wittgonatein maken ie not what Ayer
taken Lt to bo but really ie concernod with following a rule,
One oan ?Goognlﬂ;\E‘OGTORQ\?ﬂ rad and thia will be the end of
the juotifiontion that ono hgg3fov eaying that Lt 1e red,

The Juatifioation here hﬂﬂ~ﬂnrénd. But nevertholeon there are

oriteria which eatablieh if ofie in right or wrong when one

L ™ SN SRS S 4

makee the judgoemont, ?heaa wﬁllk ap wo ‘have noon, be
ultimately baeced on human agroeomont. Thuws, if onu la wrong
in ona'e judgementa there will be ways in whioh the orror
onn be deteoted, But in the private came one oan only bve

under the impreseion of following the rule, for whnteven

peeme t0 ono to Lo the omne will be, The Juetifioation in
nand ie not a queation of the “reasons" thet one han for

3
making a puvtiodinv Jjudgemant - ae if recognttion in‘nnt

onough - but 46 n cuontion of one's having & oheok whioh

will aietinguieh hie acoming to follow A rule from hin

aotunlly following it. Thio Lo why {1t marke n dietinotion 2

botween the publio world and a pupponed private world, In
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\
the pudblic world one's une of u word oan bLe choeoked. Thiu
will be by tho agreoment of human-beinge. Thin will be
indepbndent from onu'd ruocopnition, Buttin tho private oane
onﬂlomnnot oheok on one'n une of a word and nobody eluo oan,
From one's supposed racognition one oan only noom to ve
Tollowing the mMle - thare will be no ohock to Alatinguiash thia
onno of seoming to follow the rale from aotually rollawing gt. 't
And thue one cannot talk a%out rules here, DBooaune Ayor'a F
4

obJjection miepea the point 4t 1o without any foroe at all,

Ayor han a nooond objootion that I will giva, Ho

'
%
Objoation i
anka ue to ifmagine a Robineson Oruaoe laf't alone on an 1&;&“6 $
whilo atill an infent without any languago training. Aftarp )
ooncading payohologioal reasons to doudbt that Orudoe would
invont a Ianéunga@ Ayor olalmgte
But ouraly 14 ie not solf-contradiotory to wuppowne

that aomoone, uninatruoted in tho vse of any exlating

languago, malkkeo up a lanpuage for himeolf,
iucould languuu@ bo inventoed by & Reblnunn Cruapaft"

2ho Rriveby Lanuage Angumant, od. Jonos, p. b8).

Ayor almply finda it oconcelvable that gruece could invent \Q:*JN
words to decoribe hie islend. And thon he arguent- “3\
vorde to desorive the flora and the fauna of his ialand,

why not allow that ho oovld aluo invent worde to
doooribo hie oonsation? (Inids pe bO),

.

Dat 1 we allow that our Robinson Orueos oould invent ):
(
i

Howavon one ohould be wary of auoeh "onap=conooptiona, "
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~Wells found it conceivable that one could travel in time

but despite the obvious initial plausibility in time-travoel
there 1o a philosophicnl problem about whether or not it ip
conceivable, And similarly with Ayer's Crusoo.vwe tend to
think that thore could be no problem here, But on closer
analyeis tho picturo becomss more and more problematic,

This argument from the snap conception of Crusoe's inventing
namos for objeets and sensations in fact begs all the gquostions
which Wittgenstein at least draws our attention to. I suppose
that Ayer has in mind that Crusoe should become sware of a
sencation and think up a name for it and impreass upon himself
the connection bstween the name and sensation, But this can
only be done if Crusoe goes on to use the vord according to
more or less fixed rules, that 18 to say if ho can go on to
use it correctly. But in the privaete case Crusoe can have

no criterion or check to establish that he is using the word
correctly. '"‘hat seems to him t~» be the supposed sensation
%111 be, But this will mean that he cannot be said to be
following any rule at all, Also Ayer imagines that Crusoe
could invent names for objects and then go on to use the words
to refer 'to the sgme objects, Yet Wittgenetein as wo have
seon, argues that the notion of the psame and the notion of

a rule can only be used when one has a convention establishing
what 18 to count as the same and what is to count as being

an instance of an application of a rule. And Crﬁsoe, brougﬁt

up totally outside any spocial 1ife of human-beings, could not

[ob
e o e .
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possibly share nuch cuntoms, Thun he could not invent g
namd for an object and then go on to ume it regularly,

If one wanted to claim thet Crusoe 414 shnre our
form of 1ife¢ because he shared the samo reactions to the
world as we do by ah innate disposition then ono could concede
that he could use words to describe the flora and fauna, Thon
his use of wordas could bo checked agninst the gonoral agroemoent
that wo share in our culture, (He may use Aifferont words but
thoso could be translated), Even 1f thie were tho case and he
could use the word "same" and upe rules, he could not extend
hie language to doscribe his "private sconsations", This is
bocauss he would have no checks on the use of hig "private
words', whatever seomad to him to be the rupposed nensation
would be and theroe would only be impressions of rules, His
vords would have no meaning at all,

Thus we could only concelive that Crusoe¢ could use
_words to deocribe the ieland if he somehow shared a form of
life, 80 that there would exist an institution which gave
tho correct use of the words ho used, and gave him an
intelligible use of rules. But even ao he could not then
simply extend his language to describe hig private sensations
for there could be no distinction here between hia geeming
to follow a rule and following it, And so Ayer's objection,
oven when we havoe made hie first point valid, (that Crusoe
could describe the flora and fauna), s8till fails to succeeafﬁﬂy

give an argument for the possibility of a private language.

P
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For of course Crunoce's langunpge to describe his island
would not be necensarily private - it would {ndeed beo
éﬁ?@ﬁﬁarily translatable into a pudblic language which would
givo the inntitution for the use of the words by its own

/
customs or forms of 1life which/Orusoe would have to share,

Moreland Porkins in hio article "Two Arpuments
Apainot a Priva%e Language" gives a similar objoction to
the one of éybr'n\which %0 have just considered. It is rather
moro spocific than Ayor's and is totamlly directed againeot
Wittpeaotoin'e argument againest the possibility of having a
private rule, This is given in section 202 of the
Inventigntiona, and stntes that obaying a rule is a practice,
1 gave oxposition to this argument in Chanter One in the
pection "Following @ rules Argument Two." Here it was arpued
that & rule can only be followed if there is a practice which
establishes the right way of following the rule. Perkins
objects to this argumont by considering that by practice
Wittgenstein could either have meant an individual practice Q::::”Mk
or a social practice, If he meant the former Porkins argues "~‘
that this would not count against a private language unless W
one invoked some form of verificationism. For if ong allowed
that one could privately have a practice of using words to

name objects thon oneo would have to allow that one could have ‘

e o it =

a practice of naming private sensations, unless somd further

/ argument is brought in - and this could be an argument based

~



on the neod for public verifiability, But if one doon thiw

thon the argument from the fact that following a rule is purt

of o practice doon not rule out thy private lanpunge, Thun

if thio is to be taken as an arpument agoinnt a privato

lanpuage ona will have to take practice to menn a otoclal

practice, But if one doon this Perkins objects that one is

in error for he takes it as poenible that a born and lifelong

hormit could be s languape user, More than thin Perkino claimpt~
that Wittgenntein admitted the conceivability

of language that is not part of a socinl practicoe,
("Iwo Argumente Against a Private Language., P,103

Wittgenntein and the Problem of Qther linds ed, Morick. )
Thus {f one takes the argument from the nature of a rulo ae
involving a practice to count apainst the private 1angﬁnpe,
ono i at fault, for the argumont is either inadequate and

needs further support or is plainly false,

Reply
T w411 moat this objosction by showing that there 1is

an argumont arainat a private languapgo banoed on tha fact that
folloving a rule is part of a.soclal practico, I take it to
be fairly clear that Wittgenstein moans gocinl practice by
hic word "practice" from what he says about rulesc in the

Inveotigations. For inatance in saction 222 ho pointq out the

there is a grammatical connoction betwoen rules and human
agrooment,

- Given this I will point out that Porkins' hormit
could not be a languagoe user unloes he eh@?@ﬁ é'form of 1ifo

+ -~ for the use of words, One eaula‘na$ invont a

e



-oustom for the use of a word ns I pointed out above in
roply to Ayer and in the seotion {n chapter cae., Kor {f
ono did try one would be free to do anything - whatever
noemod to one to it in with the convention would, and thin
of courane means that thare would not be A convention ut all,
Only where thore is an agreed way of follgwing a Mmile, or the
posaibility of ono, can thore be « rule.\*aypvrwima the rule
%111 point in no direction. Perkins' hermit {;ﬁBn\g\pnr with
Ayor's Crunoe. Unleos he shared a form of life he wguld have
no poasibility of using rulen for there would be no poenibility
of checking that the rule wam being followed correctly, Porking'
hormit could not be a language ueor becaune thore could he no
human agroement, nor the poseribility of auch agreement, to
sotablish tho right vay to follow the rule, And he could not
pet up hio own prsmotice, for whatever ho 4id he could cdll the
practice, Ho would be frce to do anything he 1iked, And thio
ie not following o rule, .
Becondly of course Wittgeneteln doos not accopt that
it is concoivable that langungo could exist outeide a socinl
practice, Perking thinks that Wittgenetoin accoepte this in
poction 243 of tho Investigationnt-

cors Wo could evon imagine human-boings who .
spoke only in monologuet who accompanied their
activitien by talking to themeelven - An
oxplorer who watched them and listonod to-their
talk might succocd in translating thelr
languago into oura,

Wittgenetein quite obviously talke about human boings who

R

nave activitien, He novor spesks of a lono individual

s -

!
1
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having ouch a languape. Kvoen thouph the humsn-=boings
only npeak in monologgy they w111 stil] prnn&mnbly #hare
vordn of the lanpunpe nnd the wny that they apreo in the
une of thoir worde w111 entablivh the practica,  If thoy
share our forw of 1ife the axplorer will be nble to Lranslate
thoeir lanpunpe into ours, Thie 16 why Wittpenntein ways that
the explorer pight bo nble to do the trannlating, Because
they only epoank to themnolven does not moan that they onnnot
have & shared uae of words of the langungo which entnblishen
tha correct une, Admittedly thoy will not tecll omch other
hew to une the worde or when thoy make mistakeon, Put theoy om
0ee how the others use the worde nnd notice whon thelr use
divergen from the goneral use, In view of Wittgenstoin'o
inpintence on agroement if one has rulen this soemo to Lo a
mich botter interprotation than Perkins',

Thun, becauso P?rkinﬂ' harmit could only une
langunape i{f he nhared A\??rm of 1ife or a custom for thoe
uso of hiw words - (he could not invent a custom for if ho
tried to do 0o he would bo frec to do anythirg he liked nn
1 chowed in chaptor one) - and because Perkine' textunl
ovidenco for hir clasimo is wrong, the objection bocomoe
groundlors, For it can bo voon to be the case that one can
only use lanpuago if ono i& involved in a social practico
and thot Wittgenntelin apreos completely with thin,
If this 10 so thon thim is a valid argumept ngainst a

privato langungo,.
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Qhjeation

Judith Jarvie Thomaon in her artiole "Verificantion
Prinoiple and the orivate lanpunpe arpument” arpuos Lhnt
Viittponntein oladme that A man'e veo of a alpn te not
Fovernad by h rule unlene {t ir not morely poanible that
he nhould violate the rule but more, that he ahould violnte
1t unwittinglys~-

That 1a 1t must be posrible thnt he rhould think

he 1e following the rule, {t nood not follow that

. ho roally in tollowing it
("Vorifiontion Princinle nnd the nrivete lanpunge

argumont'  The Priveie Jopmpge Arsumoent, ed.
Jonorn, p.189)

Vittgonantoin doon indeed inoint that if one ia to rollow
a rule there must bo a Aletinction botweon what soems to be
the rule and what is tho rule. If thie 1o the cnae then it
miat be posrible for one to gply be undor the impreancion of
following a rule, that is as Thomeon rightly mpute it, to bo
able to violato it unwittingly., Thin i{n one of Wittgonrtein's
moin argumente apainst a privato lanpuaga.  For it e the cane
that with tho rilen of a private language one will not be able
to diantinguioh betwoon vhat seome to be tho rule and what 1o
the rule. That ip whatever one thinke te the rule will be,
If it vore noarible to have puch rules then one could nover
unwittingly mnko n miﬂlnko. TPUH Wittgonntoin srpuon that
ovoh rules would only be imnrenaions of rules and would not
do nny work. For it iwn nocorpary that one be able to

diﬂtinguiaﬁ bot- con what scomn to ono to be the rule and what

N
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30 tha rule, That 1o, 1t 16 necesvary that one bo nble to
think one ia following a rule but in fact not ve,

Nowi Thomaon argpuen thnt thore are rulern vhera there
16 not thin diatinotion, thnt 4n whore 14 {6 the onne that
what onQ thinke io the rule in, I there vere suoh rules
than Wittrpenntein could not mle out the pornibility of
privato mler on the grounds thnt there wan no distinotion
" batweon neoming to follow the rule nnd following it. For
thia would no longer be a necoupsary condition of following
a rule, Bhe argues by giving oxamplos of rules whero

Wittponntein'o diertinotion doun not hold,

Reply

The firot example ahe gives i "Alwaye docide to do
vhat you think nt the time it would be mont fun to dovt  (Ibiq,
p. 190). Thomson taken it nn being nocerunrily no that if
one neeme to bo following this rule then one munt be, For
po sho argues, if one io under the impresnion thrt ono has
decidod to do that which in most fun to do theri one mant
have decided to do tiat which 48 most fun. To Thomnon
dcoiding to Ao romothing 1is nomoth(hg that one can't be —
miatakon about, If ono thinks that one hre docided to do \\\
gomothing then one hap, IHowever io thie really oo cionr?
For instance I may think I havo decided to do what I think
1t vould be mort fun to do nnd may have confuned what "fun"
monns with eay, ngony. In this cnno I would only be under

ng tha rule for I would have



deoidod to do what I think would be moat apontaing,. Thin
iAo surely porniblao, It 1o aloo not oclaar that 1 oannot be
miotaken about deoiding to do wvomething, Thore nre publio
oritoria which eatnblish if one has decided to do nomeothing,
Theno will bo much that 1f I have deoided to do nomething
under cortain conditionn T will do 1t, And it may happen
thiat I olaim to have decidnd to do something and the
oonditions aro nntinfied but I do not do {t. In thinp wn&
ont oan be nelf-deceived -~ ono thought ona hnd deoclded
when one had not. Thus Thomeon's first counter-oxnmple
poems to be at fault for we have noted two placen In the
rule whare one ocould unwittingly violate 1t,

Hor sooond and last counter-exnmple is "Whenever
you fool the least bit ploomy, think of your mummy,” (Ibid,
pe191)s  Munt it be the onme hore thnt {f one thinks one
ip following this rule ono muat be? It seems not. It does
not follow from the fact that a rule involven a montal act
that ono munat be following the rule becauso ono thinke one 1im,
For instance in carrying out tho rule ono may think of ono's
fathor or ono's cat by mistake - thinking either one wanm one's
mimmy, Or to put the point moro convinoingly one may think
of one'n aunt, thinking ono wan thinking of ono's mimmy,  In
such a care ono would think that one had followed tho rule
but in fact not have followed tt. Bimilarly one may mistake

vhat the word "gloomy" moans, thinking it means happy. Thuo



Y

pone would think of one'n mimmy whon one felt happy and
Atill think thet ono wan followlng the rule,
Thues Thomeon's necond eounter-example fntla, Hep

oconaluciony~

To nny 0 {8 not # rule unlaps I onn think I am
following 8 nnd not in fnct be, in to rot out n
conAition on ruler which would rule it out thant
rules of the sort I mention here..., areo rulos, .
But thnt they rhould bo ruled out... 16 surely
by no moanp nolf-ovident.,  (lbid, p.1v1)

~ 1a thuo unconvinecing, {or the dlatinction that Wittpenntein
maintaine miot hold for any rule does in fnet hold tor the

Mmiler nhoe mantions,

Objection

The objection in ofton mnde that the arpument agninet
a private langunge in only really n form of the Principle of
Verification., Thomson ie one of the people vwho hold thia
thoeie, Bhe sume up Wittgenstoin's pomition thusi-
A pipn "K" ip not a kind-namo in a man't lanpungo
unleno it im poseiblo to find out whother or not
a thing ie of the kind asaccintod with "K' (ovor
and above Lte seeming or not sooming to him to be o
n0)ee. And it in plain that thie is nothing more \.
than s rovised formulation of comothing vory

familinr indoed, namoly tho Princinle of Verification,
. (Ivia, p.200)

Ronly

The argument agninst a privato langungo is barod on tho
theory of mosning npn uno, Thie theory wf meaning in ouite

Aintinct from the Verifieation Principle which Thomson tnkoe
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%0 bo that a word can only be moaningful If what 1t stande

for 15 obrervable, This Jo what sho han in mind vhon he
atateon in her article that 1Y must bo posnible to find out
that tho nerron usen the w?rd to stand for, In fact the
Principleo of Vorificntion in mont of ite forrmulntions
denlt with statementn, When i1 denlt with atntomento 14 wom
tnld that a otntoment could only be monningful 1f 1t wnn
aither a tnutolopry or ¢ould be verified by emmirical mothods,
This moant that ono would have to obererve, for example, the
thingn ncﬁocxfted vith the kind-nsmne in the etaterent and
thon neo 1f what the ptatemont dercribed wae true or falso,
Thue wo can roughly meo vhat Thomson means by hor interpretn-
tion of Wittgenstoin'e argumont, Howover tho privato
lanpuago arpument hne nothing to do with varifying statemente
or insisting that kind-namer are arsocintod with gbeervollg
thingr, It rathor ateme from the nature of » rule,

A rule pointr in some direction, it doos mome vork,
Thie if to say that eome actionm will be subeumed under tho
rulo and some will go against it, There will bo right and
vrong waye of following the rule. Thir means that there
mint be a diqiinction betwoon what ncome to be the rule and
vhat in the fulo. Thue there mupt boe moro to follovwing n
rule thon jﬁst being undor the imorcerion of following one.
To this nﬂ£fnt thero nuet be checke that cnn bo made on the

: —
wny. thnt one follows n(?ule. Ap ohown in the theeir nnd in

- -..:\:
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my roply to Ayer this check munt be infependent of the
improarion of the porson vwho followr the rmile. It munt bo
made, or capable of hoing mado, by other people. But thin
door not menn thnt one 16 committed to caving thnt n word
of n lnngunpre 1 only meaningful 1 what 1t it nrroecintod
with ir obrervable publicnlly., Pothor {t meane thet the
way the ruler govorning the ure of the word are to beo
followed munt be chockablo publiCnlly. And thir han
nothing to do with obrervation in Thomron'n renee,  Becnure
of thir, meaning is not limited to tho world »f renpeo
(apart trom trutologien) ar the veritientioniets cunnored,
This point ern be best reen with the helo of an exomnle,
According to the Verificntion Trincinle ne ono
imapginer Thomron to conrtrue it, the word "Iod" conld nnt
be meaninpful for one could not obrerve vhat ir nrrocinted
vith thir word, TPennle cnnnot obrerve God and chrex thnt
this renlly ir God that eomeone ir tnlking sbout, Bul on
the theory of =esning ae ure one cnn meaninefully mne ures
of vordr ruch ne "%0d", Thir 1o becrure we uee the vord
nccording to rules * hich give the word merning,  There nre
cireunntancer when one crn ~ulto correctly uve~ the word,
one enn ray of romeone that he ir praving to 00d when he
carrier outNthu activity of nrnayinp, onc can ray thnt
pomeonc in humble in the presence of God when he acle eo.
In othor words thope are lumsn pctivities upon which the

uee of the word cnn be Inrod, But of couree there muet be
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ohocks that one cnn carry out to ensure the vord {r uped
correctly., To eny of romeone Arinking » cup of ton that

ho 1o praying to Ood in nn incorrect gﬁ?rg; the word {fr

on® har 6rid o only becnuees he in ﬂr;nkinp ten,  But thie
hae nothiny to Ao with verifiention, The ehreke rn the Lo
of wordr are to enrure that the worde nre need rﬂwglnrly.und
tie in with the tumen netivitine vwith vwhich they npe linve?,

one Adoer not need tp be able to verify the uee of sorde in

the nenee thatl one can obeerve what the words nare nerncintod

with, Thus to ray that the theory of meaning which Sittpcintelin

banes his privete lanpunge arpunent unmon ia Yerifientionlem
in totnlly wrong., Tho private languags argumont in baned on

the theory of mesning ne uce and i concerned with following

~

a ™Mle,

Cbhblection

Fodor snd Chihara in their article "Operationnliom
and Ordinary Langungo" object to Wittvrenrtein's nnnlyein of
sennations and senpation~behavieur, and the wny that he cinimn
that one i juntified in ascribing a sefnation to another
based on his behaviour. An weo have meen already in chanter
three thoy accept the Adletinction betneen behaviour an bodily
movements and rensatinong as private inner states and take
Wittgonstein'n connectinn betweon penaation-behnvionr and
aonrations to be merely conventionnl., They thur find it

unconvineing that »ne thonlAd be J\“"tifled in neeribing Pﬁin
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to somebody on the baris of nain-behaviour, whiech 1z
complet?ly different from the pain itrelf, simply because

it hns been estnablished by convention thnt one enn do thig
accordingy to rulers of lanfunge., They suppest that in
explnnntion‘me hynotheniee o model which w111 explain
whatever neede evnloining, the mndel being choren on pgrounde
of simmlicity nnd ~conomy. Thur they arpue that humrn-beinpn
Aaware of their own,rensations »nd other neo~l«'e hehsvinur
make the hympotherie that other reople have ceoneations
similar to the ones they have which bring about the
behnviour. Such a mnhdel would of course be roreibly rFubject

to.revirion.

Reply

As 1 pointed out in chapter three Fndor and Chihara

misinterpret Wittgenstein. The connection that he ert~blisrhere

-

between the seneation and the behaviour 12 notl betwoen
sensations (mental) and bodily movements (~hyrical) but
between seneations and human rceti~ng,  “ittrenstein'e noint
is that we are aware of human-beings in pain because we are
aware of their human actions. Thus one con rec another persd
in pnin, or angry etc., not by inferring from his bodily
~ovements that he is ero, but by nerceiving hie humﬂn~nction
of beine in a certain atnte, Thig *he rruration and the

behaviour are not at nal: two distinct ‘thinge tied torether <::::

by an arri‘care convention of lanfunpe, but rather the

v craviour im, in some cages, a stnte of a human-being.
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And thie stnte 18 the same etnte ae that which one ia nwnre
of himeelf, vhen for example one saye that one is in pain.
Thus the objections which Fodor and Chihara have to
Wittgenatein's thesie of the concentusl connection hetwneen
sensations and eenention~behaviour do not tell apainet the
renl thesis thnat he maintaine. For on Wittgenstein'e theory
the publicnlly observeble human sction (crlled behaviour by
Fodor and Chihara) is the rame atste as the sensation which
one isg aware of., And this has nothing to do %ith convention.

Secondly Fodor snd Chihara's positive theory aseems
to have two faulte., Ench one of ue vould be anare of his
own rensations and name them and then at fome singe in our
development make the hypothesis that other people have the
same sensations., This would be based on our associating our
own behaviour with certsin eensations and then noting that
other people have similar behaviour an¢ then making the
hypothesis that they m1so have similar eenrations. But if
thie were so each of us would have to name his eensatiorns
by private osteneive definition. This hae been seen to be
impossible earlier in the thesis. The sccond fault is that
it just seems implausible that children do make the hynotleree
which their view makes necessary. PRather 1t scems mare
plausible that as Wittgenstein maintaine childr n see other
people in nein directly as it were by sefing thelr human-
actions (which are of course public).

Thue Fodor and Chihara's view ie irmpleusible and thefr

objection to ittgenntein'c view 1n bnsed on a fundrmental
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misunderstanding of whnt tnat view 1s,

therefore fnile.

The objrctinn
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