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“Inexact” is really a reproach, and “exact” is praise. And that is to
say that what is inexact attains its goal less perfectly than what is more
exact. Thus the point hete is what we call “the goal”., Am Iinexact
when I do'not give our distance from the sun to the nearest foot, or
tell a joiner the width of a table to the neatest thousandth of an inch?

No single ideal of exactness has been laid down; we do not know
what we should be supposed to imagine under this head—unless you
yourself lay down what is to be so called. But you will find it difficult
to hit upon such a coavention; at least any that satisfies you.

9. These considerations bring us up to the problem: In what sense
is logic something sublime?

For thete seemed to pertain to logic a peculiar depth—a universal
significance. Logic lay, it seemed, ac the bottom of all the sciences.—
For logical investigation explores the nature of ali things. It secks to
see to the bortom of things and is not meant to concern itself whether
what actually happens is this or that.——1It takes its rise, not from
an interest in the facts of nature, nor-from a need to grasp causal
connexions: but from an urge to understand the basis, or essence, of
everything empirical. Not, however, 2s if to this end we had to hunt cut
new facts; it is, rather, of the essence of our investigation that we do
not seek to learn anything zew by it. We want to smderséand something
that is already in plain view. For #4is is what we seem in some sense
not to understand. -

Augustine says in the Confessions “quid est ergo tempus? si nemo
ex me quaerat scio; si quaetenti explicare velim, nescio”.—This could
not be said about a question of natural science (“What is the specific
gravity of hydrogen?” for instance). Something that we know whenr
no one asks us, but no longer know when we are supposed to give an
account of it, is something that we need to remind ourselves of. {And
it is obviously something of which for some reason it is difficult to

remind oneself.)

go. We feel as if we had to penesrafe phenomena: our investigation,
however, is directed not towards phenomena, but, as one might say,
towards the “possibilitiéy’ of phenomena. We temind ourselves, that
is to say, of the &ind of statement that we make about phenomena.

Thus Augustine recalls to mind the different statements that are made

about the duration, past present or future, of events. (These are, of

course, not philosopbical statements about time, the past, the present

and the future.)
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_ Our investigation is therefore 2 grammati 2 i i
tion sheds ligh-t on our problem by dmdngdrn?:;ndigihmm:czf:
h&}snnderstandl'txgs concerning the use of words, caused, among ethe:
tlm?gs, by certain analogies between the forms of expression in different
tegions of language.~—Some of them can be remaved by substitutin
one form of expression for another; this may be called an * sis§

of our forms of expression, for th i i i
g & thomgs sy e process is sometimes like one of

91. But now it may come to look as if there were something like a
final analysis of cur forms of language, and so a single coxé:letely
resoivesi form of every expression. That is, as if our usual forms of
SXpression were, essentially, unanalysed; as if there were something
hidden in them that had to be brought to light. When this is done
the expression is completely clarified and our problem solved.

It can also be put like this: we climinate misunderstandings by
mnnk{ng riu.t :x;gsressmns :;jorc exact; but now it may look as if we were

ving tow 2 particular state, a state of compl H
asxfthiswere&erealgoaiofoat:,invesﬂgaticn. picte exactnes; and

92. 'This finds expression in questions as to the essence o language,
of propositions, of thought.-—-F{?r if we too in these i&vestii-ations are
trying to understand the essence of language—its function, its struc-
ture,—yet #4ir is not what those questions have in view. For they
see in the essence, not something that already Hes open to view and that
becomes surveyable by a rearrangement, but something that lies
brmt? the surface. Something that lies within, which we see when we
look én#o the thing, and which an analysis digs out.

The essence is bidden from us’: this is the form our problem now
assumes, We ask: “Whas is language?”, “Wihat ir a proposition?”
And the answer to these questions is to be given once for all; and
independently of any future experience.

93. One person might say “A proposition is the most ordina
thing in the world” and another: “A proposition—that’s somethhg
very queerl”——And the latter is unable simply to look and see how

- propositions really work. The forms that we use in expressing our-
- selves about propositions and thought stand in his way.

Why do we say a proposition is something remarkable? On the

" one hand, because of the enormous importance attaching to it. {And

t is correct). On the other hand this, together with a misunder-
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44% PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS 1

standing of the logic of Janguage, seduces us into thinking that some-
thing extraordinary, something unique, must be achieved by proposi-
tions.—A misunderstanding makes it lock to us as if a proposition did
something queer.

94. “A proposition is a queer thing!’ Here we have in germ the
subliming of our whole account of logic. The tendency to assume a
pure intermediary between the propositional signs and the facts. Or
even to try to purify, to sublime, the signs themselves.——For onr forms
of expression prevent us in all sorts of ways from seeing that sothing
out of the ordinary is involved, by sending us in pursait of chimeras,

9s. “Thought must be something unique”. When we say, and
meas, that such-and-such is the case, we—and our meaning—do not
stop anywhere short of the fact; but we mean: #hisr—ir—se. But this
paradox {which has the form of a truism) can also be expressed in this
way: Theught can be of what is #o# the case.

96. Other illusions come from various quarters to attach themselves
to the special one spoken of here. Thought, language, now appear to
us as the unique correlate, picture, of the world. These concepts:
proposition, language, thought, world, stand in line one hehind the
other, each equivalent to each. (But what are these words to be used
for now? The language-game in which they are to be applied is
missing.)

97. Thought is surrounded by a halo.—Its essence, logic, presents
an order, in fact the a priori order of the world: that is, the order of
possibilities, which must be common to both world and thought.
But this order, it secms, must be s#terly simple. It is prior to all
experience, must run through all experience; no empirical cloudiness
or uncertainty can be allowed to affect it——1It must rather be of the
purest crystal. DBut this crystal does not appear as an abstraction;
but as something concrete, indeed, as the most concrete, as it were the
bardest thing there is (Tractatus Logico-Philosophiens No. 5.5563).

We are under the illusion that what is peculiar, profound, essential,

" in our investigation, resides in its trying to grasp the incomparable
essence of language. That is, the order existing between the concepts .
of proposition, word, proof, truth, experience, and so on. ‘This order.
is a2 super-order between—s0 to speak—smper-concepts. Whereas, of
coutse, if the words “language”, “experience”, “world”, have 2 use, it
must be as humble a one as that of the words “table”, “lamp”, “door™., ./
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98.  On the one hand it is clear that ev i
L9 one . ety sentence in our lan
is llfn order as it is’. That is to 54y, We are not siriving after mg;;ll:ie
:shic st::l: ord.l.:xiary vague sentences haq not yet got a quite unexception-
se, and 2 perfect language awaited construction by us.—Qn the

order.——So there must be petfect order even in the vaguest sentence.

99- The sense of a sentence—one would ILike to say—may, of

course, iavi: this or tha:_open, but the sentence must nevertheless

undaryfsnotrcaﬂya

boundary at all. Here one thinks pethaps: if T say “T have locked the

man up fast in the room—there is onj
; : y one door left z

:1)mp§y haveﬂ’t‘ locked him in at all; his being iockedoiirzils ﬁmcn y
'ne would be inclined to say here: “You haven't done anything at aﬂ”:

- An eaclosure with 2 hole in it is as good as nome.—But is that truep

zo,r;':. “But still, it isn’t 4 game, if there is some va ;
rales” —But does this prevent its being a game?—“PcrhagI:;mmz’I? cﬁ;
1t a game, but at any rate jt certainly isa’t a perfect game,” ’Iﬁ means:
it bas impurities, and what I am interested in at present is the
acticle.—Bat 1 want te say: we misunderstand the role of the ideal
:e out iarzguggcthe ’I?z;tdzs to say: we too should call it a games, cnly we
v;Pmdaz::zledd “gm’?deariy, an ﬂlﬁr&f‘?ﬁ fail to see the actual use of the

10z. The strict and clear rules of the Iogical structure of proposi-

* tions appear fo us as something ; background—hidden i
- mediom of the u:zdc:staadingg e w ot

- 1 already see them (even though

~ through a medium): for I understand the propositional sign, I use it

- The ideal, as we think of it, is unshakable. You can never get
ays turn back There is no outside; outside
~—Where does this idea come from? It is fike a pair

. of glasses on our nose thr i
. ough which we see whatever
| DEVEL OCCufs to us to take them off. welookat. I

e
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104, We predicate of the thing what Hes in the method of repre-
senting it. Impressed by the possibility of a comparison, we think
we are perceiving a state of affairs of the highest generality.

105. When we believe that we must find that order, must find the
ideal, in our actual language, we become dissatisfied with what are
ordinarily called “propositions”, ““words”, “signs”.

The proposition and the word that logic deals with are supposed
to be something pure and clear-cut. And we rack our brains over the
nature of the rzal sign.—It is perhaps the fdea of the sign? or the idea at
the present moment? =

106. Here it is difficult as it were to keep our heads up,—to see
that we must stick to the subjects of our every-day thinking, and not
go astray and imagine that we have to describe extreme subtleties,
which in turn we are after all quite unable to describe with the
means at our disposal. We feel as if we had to repair a torn spider’s
web with our fingers. :

107. The more narrowly we examine actual language, the sharper
becomes the condict between it and our requirement. (For the crystal-
lihe purity of logic was, of course, not a reswlf of investipation: it was a
requirement.) The conflict becomes intolerable; the requirement is
now in danger of becoming empty.—We have got on to slippery ice

460

whese there is no friction and so in a certain sense the conditions are = -

ideal, but also, just because of that, we are unable to walk. We wantto:
walk: so we need frizézion. Back to the rough ground| )

108. We sec that what we call “sentence” and “language” hasx
not the formal unity that I imagined, but is the family of structures:
more or less related to one another.—But what becomes of logic::

now? Its rigour seems to be giving way here.—But in that case doesn’t - ’
logic altogether disappear?—For how can it lose its rigour? Of course.»

not by our bargaining any of its rigour out of it—The preconceived idea - . - .
of crystalline purity can only be removed by turning our whole .- .

examination round. (Onc might say: the axis of reference of our:s. - §

examination must be rotated, but about the fixed point ofour real need.)
‘The philosophy of logic speaks of sentences and words in exactly the
sense in which we speak of them in ordinary life when we say e.g

Faraday in The Chemical History of a Candle; “Water is one individual.;
thing—it never changes.” ) f

S S .

problems.

* significance is as great as the importance of our langu
. ask outselves: why do we feel a grammatical joke to be dfe >
s And
v s _What the depth of philosophy is.) } . 27 ( that
T o112,

. language produces & false appearance, and this disqui : OF ou
st how it is P—we say. PP ce, and this disquiets us. “But #5ir
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“Here is a Chinese sentence”, or “No, that onl looks like writing; it i
1 , \ e writing;
actually just an ornament” and so on. ’ . TR
We are talking about the spatial znd temporal phenomenocn of
fanguag?, aot abo'ut.som non-spatial, non-temporal phantasm. [Note
in margin: Only it is possible to be intetrested in a phenomenon in a
:ha:sesty gf ways]. But we talk about it as we do about the pieces in
when we are stating the rules of the ibi i
Shyoical popee s game, not describing their
The question “What is 2 word really?” ; ‘ i
pioee ton ¥ | is analogous to ‘What is a
10g. It was true to sawthat our considerations could not be scienti

. E our scientifi
ones. It was not of any possible interest to us to find out empi:icall;f
that, cm}ttary to our preconceived ideas, it is possible to think such.
and-such —v‘vhateve: that may mean. (The conception of thought as a
gaseous medium.) _And we may not advance any kind of theory. There
must not be anything h'ypothetical in our considerations. We must do
ﬁs&y with all e._xp@m:xan, a‘nd fiescription alone must take its place,
A this description gets its light, that is to say its purpose, from
e philosophical problems. These are, of course, not empirical
problems; they are solved, rather, by locking into the workings of onr

. language, and that in such a wa i
- . < Y as to make us recognize those work-
10ps: in despite of an urge to misunderstand them. The probiems. are

‘solved, not by giving new information, but by arranging what we

- have always known. Philosophy is a battl A ;
' of our intelligence by means 0{.;' ]Zz:tgma.ges . . © against the bewitchment

110.  “Language (o thought) is something unique”—this proves to

.. beasuperstition (st mistake 1), itself produced by grammatical illusions.

And now the impressiveness® retreats to these illusions, to the

111.  The problems arising th:c;ugh a misinterpretation of our fi
of !ang&age have the d'faractcr of depth. ‘They ate deep disquz'e:t::dn:;f
their roots are as deep in us as the forms of our language and their
Let us

A simile that has been absorbed into the forms of our

“Yet #bis is how it has to be|”
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113. “But #his is how it is——" 1 say to myself over and over
again. 1 feel as though, if only I could fix my gaze absolutely sharply
on this fact, get it in focus, T must grasp the essence of the matter.

114. (Traciatus Logico-Philosopbicus, 4.5): “The general form of
propositions is: This is how things are.”——That is the kmd of propo-
sition that one tepeats to onesclf countless times. One thinks that one is
tracing the outline of the thing’s nature over and over again, and one is
metely tracing round the frame through which we look at it.

115, A picture held us captive. And we could not get outside it, for
it lay in our language and language seemed to repeat it to us inexorably.

116. When philosophers use 2 word—“knowledge”, “being”,
“object”, “I”, “proposition”, “name”—and try to grasp the essence
of the thing, one must always ask onesclf: is the word ever actually
used in this way in the language-game which is its original home?T

What we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their
everyday use.

117. You say to me: “You understand this expr?s_sion,. d{:’tz’t
you? Well then—T am using it in the sense you are familiar w1tl_1. —
As if the sense were an atmosphere accompanying the word, which it
carried with it into every kind of application. o )

If, for example, someone says that the sentence “This i3 here

(saving which he points to an object in front of him} makes sense to -
him, then he should ask himself in what special circumstances this - - -

sentence is actually used. There it does make sense.

118, Where does our investigation get its importance from, since. -

it seems only to destroy everything interesting, th?t is, ali_timt is great
and important? (As it were all the buildings, lcamg'behmd only bits
of stone and rubble.) What we are destroying is nothing but houses of
cards and we are clearing up the ground of language on which they
stand. : :

119. ‘The results of philosophy are the uncovering of one or-
another piece of plain nonsease and of bumps that the understanding -
has got by running its head up against the limits of language. ’I’hese ;

bumps make us see the value of the discovery.

120. When I talk about language (words, sentences, etc.) I musty;

speak the language of every day. Is this language somehow too coarse

and material for what we want to say? Then bow is anothsr one 1o ks o
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eonstrusied?—And how strange that we should be able to do anything
at all with the one we have!
In giving explanations I alteady have to use language full-blown

(not some sort of preparatory, provisional one); this by itself shews
. that I can adduce only exterior facts about language, '

Yes, but then how can these explanations satisfy us?—Well, your
very questions were framed in this language; they had to be expressed
in this language, if there was anything to ask! -

And your scruples are misunderstandings.

Your questions refer to words; so I have to talk about words.

You say: the point isn’t the word, but its meaning, and you think of

the meaning 25 a thing of the same kind as the word, though also -

different from the word, Here the word, there the meaning. The

money, and the cow that you can buy with it. (But contrast: money,
and its use.)

121. One might think: if philosophy speaks of the use of the word
* “philosophy” there must be a second-order philosophy. But it is not
s0: it is, rather, like the case of orthography, which deals with the word

- “orthography” among others without then being second-order.

1z2. A main source of our failure to understand is that we do not

- éommand a clear view of the use of our words.—Qur grammar is lackingin

. this sort of perspicuity. A perspicuous representation produces just

.~ that understanding which conisists in ‘seeing connexions’. Hence the
- . importance of finding and inventing infermediase cases. .

- 'The concept of a petspicuons representation is of fundamental

; significance for us. It earmarks the form of account we give, the
“way we look at things. (Is this a ‘Weltanschauung’?)

- 123, A philosophical problem has the form: “I don’t know my
~ way about™, -

- 124. Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use of
language; it can in the end only describe it.
For it cannot give it any foundation either.
...z It leaves everything as it is.
.:-It also leaves mathematics as it is, and no mathematical discovery
- can advance it. A “leading problem of mathematical logic™ is for us

' . & problem of mathematics like any other.
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508 PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS I

125. It is the business of philosophy, not to resolve a contradiction
by means of a mathematical or logico-mathematical discovery, but
to make it possible for us to get a clear view of the state of mathematics
that troubles us:'the state of affairs before the contradiction is resolved.
(And this does not mean that one is sidestepping a difficulty.) .

The fundamental fact here is that we lay down rules, a technique,
for a game, and that then when we follow the rules, things do not
turn out s we had assumed. That we are therefore as it were entangled
in our own rules.

This entanglement in our rules is what we want to understand (i.e.
get a clear view of).

It throws light on our concept of meaning something. For in those.

cases things turn out otherwise than we had meant, foreseen, That is
just what we say when, for example, a contradiction appears: “I didn’t
mean it like that.”

The civil status of 2 contradiction, or its status in civil life: thete is
the philosophical problem.

126. Philosophy simply puts everything before us, and neither
explains nor deduces anything.—Since everything lies open to view
there is nothing to explain. For what is hidden, for example, is of no
interest to us. .

One might also give the name “philosophy” to what is possible
before all new discoveries and inventions.

127. 'The wotk of the philosopher consists in assembling reminders

for a particular purpose.

128. If one tried to advance theres in philosophy, it would never

be passible to debate them, because everyone would agree to them.
129. The aspects of things that are most important for us are
hidden because of their simplicity and familiarity. {One is unable to
notice something—because it is always before one’s eyes.) The real
foundations of his enquiry do not strike 2 man at all. Unless 5a# fact

has at some time struck him.—And this means: we fail to be struck

by what, once seen, is most striking and most powerful.

130. QOurclearandsimple language-games are not preparatory studies -

for a future regulatization of language—as it were first approximations,

ignoring friction and air-resistance. The language-games are rather set
up &S ebjects of comparison which are meant to throw light on the facts of -

our language by way not only of similarities, but also of dissimilarities.

P T
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131. For we can avoid ineptness or emptiness in our assertions

only by presenting the model as what it is, as an obj; mpari

. . . ject'of co -

zvci?i:h-as;cas;tyto sp:mk, a measdzz‘nng-md; not as a preconceived idea to

1ch reauty mast correspond. (The dogmatism into which

easily in doing philosophy.) e Prnme il
132. We want to establish an order in our knowledge of the

- - use

of language: an order with a particular end in view; onegout of many

possible orders; not sk order. To this end we shall constantly be

giving prominence to distinctions which our ordin
language easily make us overlook. This may make it gkfﬁ v‘:j
Saw it a5 our task to reform language. '

Such z‘refozm for particular practical purposes, an improvement in
our terminology designed to prevent misunderstandings in practice,
is pcrfecﬂy-possibie. But these are not the cases we have to do with
The confusions which occupy us arise whea language is like an c:ngim;

- idling, not when it is doing work.

133. It is not our aim to refine or complete th rales
the use of our words in unheard-of ways;,np e fhe sysem of for
ﬂﬁi‘or_ thf; clarity that we are aitning at is indeed complets clarity. But
disg;gz.? means that the philosophical problems should complerely

The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of stopping

- doing philosophy when I want to.—The one that gives philosophy

peace, so that it is no longer tormented by questions which bring sself

~ in question.—Instead, we now demonstrate a method, by examples;

and the seties of examples can be broken off —Proble

_‘{diﬂglcultic‘s climinated), not a single problem. eriems are solved
- lhaere 1s not & philosophical method, though ther i
methods, like different therapies, e © e dndeed

134. Let us examinc. the proposition: *“This is how things are,”—
How can 1 say that this is the general form of propusitions?—It is

first and foremost i5eff a propasition, an English sentence, for it has
a subject and a predicate, But how is this sentence applied—that is,

. in our everyday languape? Forl got it from there and nowhere else.

We may say, e.g.: “He explained his positi i i
3y, Pposition to me, said that this

was how things were, and that therefore he needed an advance”,
So fas, then, one can say that that seatence stands for Ay statement
It is employed as a propositional Jchema, but only because it has the
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83 . PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS 1

of course for me to call this colour “blue™. (Critetia for the fact that
something is ‘a matter of course’ for me.)

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

“ ‘Red’ means the colour that occurs to me when I hear the word
‘red’ ”—would be a defimition. Not an explanation of what it ir to use
a word as a pame. A

z4o. Disputes do not break out (among mathematicians, say) over
the question whether a rule has been obeyed or not. People don’t
come to blows over it, for example. That is part of the framework
on which the working of our language is based (for example, in giving
descriptions).

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

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

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

But could we also imagine a language in which a person could write

PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS I . 8g°

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

244. How do words refer to sensations?—There doesn’t seem to
be any problem here; don’t we talk about sensations every day, and
give them nemes? But how is the connexion between the name and
the thing pamed set up? This question is the same as: how does a
human being learn the meaning of the names of sensations?—of the
word “pain” for example. Here is one possibility: words are oonnected
with the primitive, the patural, expressions of the sensation and used in

" their place. A child has burt himself and he cdes; and then aduits talk

to him and teach him exclamations and, later, scatences. They teach
the child new pain-behaviour. .

“So you are saying that the word ‘pain’ really means ctying?’—
On the contrary: the verbal exptession of pain replaces crying and does
not describe it. o
" 245. For how can I go so far as to try to use language to get
between pain and its expression?

246. In what sense are my sensations privatet—Well, only I can

know whether I am really in pain; another person can only surmise.

it.—In one way this is wrong, and in another nonsense. If we are using
the word “to know” as it is normally used (and how else are we to
use it?), then other people very often know when [ am in pain—

Yes, but all the same not with the certainty with which I know it

myselfl—It can’t be said of me at all {except perhaps as a joke) that I
know I am in pain. What is it supposed to mean—except perhaps that
Tam in pain? .

Other people cannot be said to leamn of my sensations enfy from my
behaviour,—for I cannot be said to learn of them. 1 bave them.

The truth is: it makes sense to say sbout other people that they
doubt whether 1 am in pain; but not to say it about myself.

247. “Only you can know if you had that intentiqn.” One might
tell someone this when one was explaining the meaning of the word

A . O, . N . . B e o : i : is how we use it
down or give vocal expression to his inner experiences—his feelings, - “intention” to him. For then it means: #ha is

moods, and the rest—for his private use?——Well, can’t we do s0
in owr ordinary language?—DBut that is not what I mean. The

- (And here “know” means that the expression of uncertainty is
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. 248. The p{:oposition “Sensations are private” is comparable to:
One plays patience by oneself”. :

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

(Lying is 2 language-game that needs to be learned like any other

one.)

250. Why can’t a dog simulate pain? Is he too honest? C;uld one
teach 2 dog to simulate pain? Perhaps it is possible to teach him to
howl on particular occasions as if he were in pain, even when he is
not. But the surroundings which are necessary for this bebaviour to be
real simulation are missing, : -

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

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

But why do we say: “I can’t imagine the opposite”? Why not:
“T can’t imagine the thing itself”?

Example: “Every rod has a length,” That means something like: we
call semething (or #ir) “the length of 2 rod”—hit nothing *the
length of a sphere.” Now can I imagine ‘every rod having a leagth’?
Well, I.s%mpiy imagine a rod. Ogsly this picture, in connexion with this
proposition, has a quite different role from one used in connezion with
the proposition “This table has the same length as the one over there”,
For here T understand what it means to have a picture of the opposite
(nor need it be a mental picture).

But the picture attaching to the grammatical proposition could only
shew, say, what is called “the length of 2 rod”. And what should thee
apposite picture be?

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

232, ““This body has extension.” 'To this we might reply: “Non-

>

sensel”—but are inclined to reply “Of coursel”—Why is this?

1
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2§3. “Another person can’t have my pains,”—Which are ny
pains? What counts as 2 criterion of identity here? Consider what
makes it possible in the case of physical objects to speak of “two

. exactly the same”, for example, to say “This chair is not the one you

saw here yesterday, but is exactly the same as it”.

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

1 have seen a person in a discussion on this subject strike himself
on the breast and say: “But surely another person can’t have THIS
pain!”—The answer to this is that onc does not define a critetion of

identity by emphatic stressing of the word “this™. Rather, what the '

emphasis does is to suggest the case in which we are conversant with
such a criterion of identity, but have to be reminded of it.

254. The substitution of “identical” for “the same” (for instance)
is another typical expedient in philosophy. As if we were talking about
shades of meaning and all that were in question wete fo find words
to hit on the correct nuance. That is in question in philosophy only
wherewe have to givea psychologically exact account of the temptation
to use a particular kind of expression. What we ‘are tempted to say
in such a case is, of course, not philosophy; but it is its raw material.

" Thus, for example, what a mathematician is inclined to say about the
_Objectivity and reality of mathematical facts, is not a philosophy of

mathematics, but something for philosophical ireatment.

255. The philosophet’s treatment of a question is like the treatment

of an iiiness.

256. Now, what about the language which describes my ianer
experiences and which only 1 myself can understand? How do I use
words to stand for my seasations?—As we ordinarily do? ‘Then are my
words for sensations tied up with my natural expressions of sensation?
In that case my language is not a ‘private’ one. Someone else might
anderstand it as well as L—But suppose 1 didn’t have any natural
expression for the sensation, but only had the sensation? And sow
1 simply asrociate names with sensations and use these nmames in

descriptions.—
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257. “What would it be like if human beings shewed no outward
signs of pain (did not groan, grimace, etc.)? Then it would be impos-
sible to teach a2 child the use of the word ‘tooth-ache’ " Well, let’s
assume the child is a genius and itself invents a name for the sensation!
—But then, of course, he couldn’t make himself understood when he
used the word.—So does he understand the name, without being able
to explain its meaning to anyone?—But what does it mean to say
that he has ‘named his pain’>—How has he done this naming of pain?!
And whatever he did, what was its purpose?>—When one says “He
gave a name to his sensation™ one forgets that a great deal of stage-
sctting in the language is presupposed if the mere act of naming is to
make sense. And when we speak of someone’s having given a name
to pain, what is presupposed is the existence of the grammar of the
word *“pain”; it shews the post where the new word is stationed.

258. Let us imagine the following case. I want to keep a diary
about the recurrence of a cettain sensation, To-this end T associate
it with the sign “S5” and write this sign in a calendar for every day
on which I have the sensation.— 1 will remark first of all that a
definition of the sign cannot be formulated.—But still I can give myself
a kind of ostensive definition.—How? Can I point to the sensation?
Not in the ordinary sense. But I speak, or write the sign down, and
at the same time I concentrate my attention on the sensation—and so,
as it wete, point to it inwardly.—But what is this ceremony-for?
for that is all it scems to bel A definition surely serves to establish
the meaning of a sign.—Well, that is done precisely by the concentra-
ting of my attention; for in this way I impress on myself the connexion
between the sign and the sensation.—But “I impress it on myself”
can only mean: this process brings it about that I remember the
connexion right in the futare. But in the present case I have no criterion
of correctness. One would like to say: whatever is going to seem right
to me is right. And that oply means that here we can’t talk about

‘right’,
259. Are the rules of the private language impressions of rules?>—

The balance on which impressions are weighed is not the impression
of a balance.

z6o. “Well, I believe that this is the sensation $ again,” Perhaps
you sefieve that you believe it! .
Then did the man who made the entry in the calendar make a note

PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS I : o3 .

of nothing whatever?>—Don’t consider it a matter of course that a person
is making a note of something when he makes a mark—say in a
calendar. For a note has a function, and this “S™ so far has none.

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

261. What reason have we for calling “S” the sign for a sensation?
For *sensation” is a word of our common language, not of one intel-
ligible to me alone. So the use of this word stands in need of a justifica-
tion which everybody understands.—And i would not help either to
say that it need not be a semsation; that when he writes *“S”, he has

semething—and that is all that can be said. *“Has” and “something™

also belong to our common language.—So in the end when one is
doing philosophy one gets to the point where one would like just to
emit an inarticulate sound.—But such 2 sound is an expression only

as it occurs in a particular language-game, which should now be

described.

z6z. It might be said: if you have given yourself a private definition
of a word, then you must inwardly smderzake to use the word in such-
and-such a way. And how do you undertake that? Is it to be assumed
that you invent the technique of using the word; or that you found it
ready-made?

263. “But I can (inwardly) undertake to call THIS ‘pain’ in the

future,”—*But is it certain that you have undertaken it? Are you sure

* that it was enough for this purpose to concentrate your attention on
_ your feeling?”—A queer question,—

« 264. “Once you know s#at the word stands for, you understand it,

you know its whole use.”

z65. Let us imagine a table (something like a dictionary) that
exists only in our imagination. A dictionary can be used to justify
the translation of a word X by a word Y. But are we also to call it
a justification if such a table is to be looked up only in the imagination?
—“Well, yes; then it is a subjective justification.”—Baut justification
consists in appealing to something independent.—“But suzely I can

appeal from one memory to another. For example, I don’t know if I

have remembered the time of de e of a train right and to check
it I call to mind how a page of the time-table looked. Isa’t it the same
here?”--No; for this process has got to produce a memory which is
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actually correct. If the mental image of the time-table could not itself
be fested for correctness, how could it confirm the correctness of the
first memory? (As if someone were to buy several copies of the morn-
ing paper to assuré himself that what it said was true.)

Looking up 2 table in the imagination is no more looking up a table
than the image of the result of an imagined experiment is the result of
an experiment.

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

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

dimensions?

268, Why can’t my right hend give my left hand money?—My
right hand can put it into my left hand. My right hand can write a
deed of gift and my left hand a receipt—DBut the further practical
consequences would not be those of 2 gift. When the left hand has
taken the money from the right, etc., we shall ask: “Well, and what of ™.
it? And the same could be asked fa person had given himself a
private definition of 2 word; I mean, if he has said the word to himself
and at the same time has directed his attention to a sensation.

269. Let us remember that there are certain criteria in 2 man’s
behaviour for the fact that he does not understand a word: that it
means nothing to him, that he can do nothing with it. And criteria
for his “thinking he understands’, attaching some meaning to the word,
but not the right one. And, lastly, criteria for his understanding the
word right. In the sccond case one might speak of a subjective under-

standing. And sounds which no one else understands but which I . .4

‘appear to understand” might be called a “private language™.

270. Let us now imagine a use for the entry of the sign “S8” in my.
diary. I discover that whenever I have a particular sensation a mano--

PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS I ‘ gse

meter shews that my blood-pressure rises. So I shall be able to say
that my blood-pressure is rising without using any apparatus. This is
a yseful resnlt. And now it seems quite indifferent whether I have
recognized the sensation right or not. Let us suppose I regularly
identify it wrong, it does not matter in the least. And that alone shews
that the hypothesis that I make a mistake is mere show. (We as it were
tutned a knob which looked as if it could be used to tutn on some part
of the machine; but it was a mere ornament, not connected with the
mechanism at all.)

And what is cur reason for mlling “5” the name of a sensation here?
Perhaps the kind of way this sign is employed in this language-game.—
And why 2 “particular sensation,” that is, the same one every time?
Well, aren’t we supposing that we write “S” every time?

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

272. The essential thing about private experience is teally not that
each person possesses his own exemplar, but that nobody knows
whether other people also have #5ir or something else. The assumption
would thus be possible—though unverifiable—that one section of
mankind had one sensation of red and another section another,

273. What am I to say about the word “red”?—that it means some-
thing ‘confronting us all’ and that everyone should really have another
word, besides this one, to mean his e seasation of red? Or is it like
this: the word “red” means something known to everyone; and in

_addition, for each person, it means something known only to him? (Or

perhaps rather: it refers to something known only to him.)

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

‘- to say to myself: I know all right what I mean by it.
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275. Look at the blue of the sky and say to yourself “How blue
the sky isI”—When you do it spentancously—without philosophical
intentions—the idea never crosses your mind that this impression of
colour belongs only to ysw. And you have no hesitation in exclaiming
that to someone else. And if you point at anything as you say the

. words you point at the sky. I am saying: you have not the feeling of
pointing-into-yourself, which often accompanies ‘naming the sensa-
tion” when one is thinking about “private language’. Nor do you think
that really you ought not to point to the colour with your hand, but
with your attention. (Consider what it means “to point to something
with the atteation™.}

276. But don’t we at least mean something quite definite when we
look at a eolour and name our colour-impression? It is as if we
detached the colous-impression from the object, like 2 membrane.
(This ought to arouse cur suspicions.)}

277. But how is even possible for us to be tempted to think that
we use a2 word to weqn at one time the colour known to everyone—and
at another the “visual impression’ which I am getting mon? How can
there be 30 much as a temptation here?——1I don’t turn the same kind
of attention on the colour in the two cases. Whea I mean the colour
impression that (as I should like to say) belongs to me alone I immerse
myself in the colour—rather like when I *cannot get my fill of a
colour’. Hence it is easier to produce this experience when one is
looking at a bright colour, or at an impressive colout-scheme,

278. “1know how the colour green looks to me™—surely that makes
sensel—Certainly: what use of the proposition are you thinking of?

279. Imagine someone saying: “But I know how tall I am1” and
laying his hand on top of his head to prove it.

280. Somecone paints a picture in order to shew how he imagines
a theatre scene. And now Isay: “This picture has a double function:
it informs others, as pictures or words inform——but for the one

who gives the information it is a representation (or piece of informa--

tion?) of another kind: for him it is the picture of his image, 2s it
can’t be for anyone else. T'o him his private impression of the picture
means what he has imagined, in a sense in which the picture cannot
mean this to others.” —And what right have 1 to speak in this second

PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS 1 g7°

case of a representation or piece of mformanon—if these words were
rightly used in the firs# case?

281, “But doesn’t what you say come to this: that thete is no pain,
for example, without pain-bebavionr?”—It comes to this: only of a living
human being and what resembles (behaves like) a living human being

can one say: it has sensations; it sees; is blind; hears; is deaf; is conscious

O unconscious.

282. “But in 2 fairy tale the pot too can see and hearl” {Certainly;
but it cen also talk.)

“But the fairy tale only invents what is not the case: it does not talk
monsense.”—It is not as simple as that. Is it false or nonsensical to say
that a pot talks? Have we a clear picture of the circumstances in which
we should say of a pot that it talked? (Even a nonsense-poem is not
nonsense in the same way as the babbling of a child.}

We do indeed say of an inanimate thing that it is in pain: when play-
ing with dolls for example. But this use of the concept of pain is a
secondary one. Imagine a case in which people ascribed pain only to
inanimate things; pitied onfy dolls] (When children play at trains their
game is connected with their knowledge of trains. It would neverthe-
Iess be possible for the children of a tribe unacquainted with trains to
learn this game from others, and to play it without knowing that it was
copied from anything, One might say that the game did not make
the same sense to them as to us.)

283. What gives us so mwch as the idea that living beings, things,
can feel?

Is it that my education has led me to it by dfawmg my attention
to feelings in myself, and now I transfer the idéa to objects outside
myself? That I recognize that there is something there (in me) which
I can call “pain” without getting into conflict with the way other people
use this word?—I do not transfer my idea to stones, phlnts, etc.

Couldn’t I imagine having frightful pains and turning to stone while
they lasted? Well, how do I know, if I shut my eyes, whether I have
not turned into a stone? And if that has happened, in what sense will
the stome have the pains? In what sense will they be ascribable to the
stone? And why need the pain have a bearer at all here?|

And can one say of the stone that it has a soul and #het is what has
the pain? What has a soul, or pain, to do with a stone?

AN
iz
R
Lo

BOOR BT ~NY M

B )1

010" 4



53¢ PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS 1

Only of what behaves like a human being can one say that it bas
pains.

For one has to say it of a body, or, if you like of a soul which some
body 4as. And how caa a body beve a soul?

284. Look at a stone and imagine it having sensations.—One says
to oneself: How could one so much as get the idea of asctibing a
sensation to a thing? One might as well ascribe it to a numberl—And
now look at a wriggling fly and at once these difficulties vanish and
pain scems able to get a foothold here, Where before everything was,
so to speak, too smooth for it.

And so, too, a corpse seems to us quite inaccessible to pain.—Our
attitude to what is alive and to what is dead, is not the same, All our
- teactions are different.—If anyone says: “That cannot simply come
from the fact that a living thing moves about in such-and-such a way
and a dead one not”, then I want to intimate to him that this is a
case of the transition ‘from quantity to quality’.

285. Think of the recognition of faial expressions. Qr of the
description of facial expressions—which does not consist in giving the
measurements of the face]! Think, too, how one can imitate a man’s
face without seeing one’s own in a mirror.

286. But isn’t it absurd to say of a body that it has pain?——And
why does one feel an absurdity in that? In what sense is it true that
my hand does not feel pain, but I in my hand?

What sort of issue is: Is it the dody that feels pain?—How is it to be
decided? What makes it plausible to say that it is se# the bodyp—
Well, something like this: if someone bas a pain in his hand, then the
hand does not say so (unless it writes it} and one does not comfort
the hand, but the sufferer: one looks into his face.

287. How am I filled with pity for #his man? How does it come
out what the object of my pity is? (Pity, one may say, is a form of
conviction that someone else is in pain.)

288. I turn to stone and my pain goes on.—Suppose I were in
error and it was no longer pan?——But 1 can’t be in error here;
it means nothing to doubt whether 1 am in painl—That means: if
anyone said “I do not know if what I have got is a pain or something
else”’, we should think something like, he does not know what the

PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS 1 ’ 95¢

English word *‘pain’ means; and we should explain it to him.—How?
Perhaps by means of gestures, or by pricking him with a pin and saying:
*“See, that’s what pain is{” This explanation, like any other, he might
understand right, wrong, or not at all. And he will shew which he does
by his use of the word, in this as in other cases.

I he now said, for example: “Oh, I know what ‘pain’ means;
what I don’t know is whether #s, that 1 have now, is pain”—we should
merely shake our heads and be forced to regard his words as 2 queer
reaction which we have no idea what to do with. (It would be rather
ag if we heard someone say seriously: “I distinctly remember that some
time before 1 was born 1 believed..... )

That expression of doubt has no place in the language-game; but
if we cut out human behaviour, which is the expression of sensation, it
looks as if I might Jegi#/mately begin to doubt afresh, My temptation to
say that one might take a seasation for something other than what it is
arises from this: if I assume the abrogation of the normal language-
game with the expression of a sensation, I need 2 criterion of identity
for the sensation; and then the possibility of error also exists,

289. “When I say ‘I am in pain’ I am at any rate justified before
myself.”—What does that mean? Does it mean: “If someone else could
know what I am calling ‘pain’, he wouid admit that T was using the
word correctly”?

'To use a word without 2 justification docs not mean to use it wzthont
right. A

290. What I do is not, of course, to ideﬁtify my sensation by criteria:
but to repeat an expression. But this is not the esd of the
language-game: it is the beginning.

But isn’t the beginning the sensation—which I describe?—Perhaps
this word “describe” tricks us here. Isay “I describe my state of mind™
and “I describe my room™. You need to call to mind the differences

between the language-games.

291. What we call “descriptions” are instruments for particular
uses. Think of a2 machine-drawing, a cross-section, an elevation with
measutements, which an engineer has before him. Thinking of a
description as a word-picture of the facts has something misleading
abeut it: one tends to think only of such pictures as hang on our walls:
which seem simply to portray how a thing looks, what it is like. {These
pictures are as it were idle.)
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292. Don’t always think that you read off what you say from the
facts; that you portray these in words according to rules. For even so
you would have to apply the rule in the particular case without
guidance.

293. If1say of myself that it is only from my own case that T kaow
what the word “pain” means—must I not say the same of other people
too? And how can I generalize the one case so lrmponmbly?

Now someone tells me that b knows what pain is oniy from his own
Suppose everyone had a box with something in it: we call it

a “beetle”. No one can look into anyone else’s box, and everyone says
he knows what a beetle is only by looking at bis beetle.—Here it would
be quite possible for everyene to have something different in his box.
One might even imagine such a thing constantly changing.—But
suppose the word “beetle” had 2 use in these people’s language? —If
so it would not be used as the name of a thing, The thing in the box
has no place in the language-game at all; not even as a something:
for the box might even be empty.—No, orie can ‘divide through’ by
the thing in the box; it cancels out, whatever it is.

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

. sensation on the model of ‘object and designation” the object drops

out of consideration as irrelevant.

294. If you say he sees a private picture before him, which he is
describing, you have still made an assumption about what he has
before him. And that means that you can describe it or do describe it
more cioseiy H you admit that you haven’t any notion what kind of
thing it might be that he has before him—then what leads ‘you into
saying, in spite of that, that he has something before him? Isn’t it
as if 1 were to say of someone: “He bas something. But I don’t know
whether it is money, or debts, or an empty till.”
what kind of proposition

295. “Iknow....onlyfrommyowscase”—

is this meant to be at all? An experiential one? No.—A gtammatical | .

onep

Suppose everyone does say about himself that he knows what pain
is only from his own pain.—Not that pcople really say that, or are even: . -

prepared to say it. But if evcrybody said it—it rrught be a kind of:
exclamation. And even if it gives no information, stll it is a picture;
and why should we not want to call up such a picture? Imagine an
allegotical painting take the place of those wotds.

Whea we look into ourselves as we do philosophy, we often get to
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see just such a picture. A full-blown pictorial representation of our
grammar. Not facts; but as it were illustrated turns of speech.

296. “Yes, but there is something there all the same accompanying
my cry of pain. And it is on account of that that I utter it. And this
something is what is important—and frightful.”—Only whom are we
informing of this? And on what occasion?

297. Of course, if water boils in a pot, steam comes out of the pot
and also pictured steam comes out of the pictured pot. But what if one
insisted on saying that there must also be something boﬁmg in the
picture of the pot?

298. The very fact that we should so much like to say: “Té&r is
the important thing”-—while we point privately to the sensation—
is enough to shew how much we are inclined to say something which
gives no information.

26g9. Being unable—when we surrender ourselves to philosophical
thought—to help saying such-and-such; being irresistibly inclined tosay
it—does not mean being forced into an asrsamption, or having an
immediate perception or knowledge of a state of affairs.

300. It is—we should like to say—not merely the picture of the
behaviour that plays a part in the language-game with the words “he
is in pain®™, but also the picture of the pain. Or, not merely the para-
digm of the behaviour, but also that of the pain.—It is 2 misunder-
standing to say “The pictute of pain enters into the language-game
with the word ‘pain”.”” ‘The image of pain is not a picture and #his
image is not rephcm’ole in the language- -game by anything that we
should call a picture.—The image of pain y enters into the
language game in a sens¢; only not as a picture.

jo1. An image is not a picture, but 3 picture can correspond to it.

s02. If one has to imagine someone else’s pain on the model of
one’s own, this is none too easy a thing to do: for I have to imagine
pain which I do nos feel on the model of the pain which I 6o feel. That
is, what I have to do is not simply to make a transition in imagination
from one place of pain to another. As, from pain in the hand to pain
in the arm. For I am not to imagine that I feel pain in some region of

" his body. (Which would also be possible.)

Pain-behaviour can point to a painful place—but the subject of pain

"~ is the person who gives it expression.
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303. I can only befieve that someone else is in pain, but 1 &rew it
if T am.”—Yes: one can make the decision to say “I believe he is in
pain” instead of “He is in pain”. But that is all.——What looks like
an explanation here, or like 2 statement about a mental process, is in
truth an exchange of one expression for another which, while we are
doing philosophy, seems the more appropriate one.

Just try—in a real case—to doubt someone else’s fear or pain.

304. “But you will surely admit that there is a difference between
pain-behaviour accompanied by pain and pain-behaviour without any
pain?”—Admit it? What greater difference could there ber--“And yet
you again and again reach the conclusion that the sensation itself is a
wothing”—Not at all. It is oot a someibing, but not a nothing eitherl
The conclusion was only that a nothing would serve just as well as 2
something about which nothing could be said. We have only rejected
the grammar which tries to force itself on us here.

‘The paradox disappears only if we make a radical break with the
idea that language always functions in one way, always serves the
same purpose: to convey thoughts—which may be about houses, pains,
good and evil, or anything else you please.

305, “‘But you surely cannot deny that, for example, in remember-
ing, an inaer process takes place.”—What gives the impression that
we want to deny anything? When one says “Still, an inner process
docs take place here”—one wants to go on: “After all, you ses it.”
And it is this inner process that one means by the word “temember-
ing”.—The impression that we wanted to deny something atises from
our setting our faces against the picture of the ‘inner process’. What
we deny is that the picture of the inner process gives us the correct
idea of the use of the word *“to remember”. We say that this picture
with its ramifications stands in the way of our secing the use of the
word as it is.

306. Why should I deny that therc is a mental process? But
“There has just taken place in me the mental process of remember-
ing . ...” means nothing more than: “I have just remembered ... .”.
To deny the mental process would mean to deay the remembering;
to deny that anyone ever remembers anything.

307. “Are you not really a behaviourist in disguise? Aren’t you
at bottom really saying that everything except human behaviour is
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a fiction?”—If I do speak of a fiction, then it is of a grammatical
fiction.

308. How does the philosophical problem about mental processes

and states and about behavioutism ariseP——The first step is the one -

that altogether escapes notice. We talk of processes and states and
leave their nature undecided. Sometime perhaps we shall know
more about them—we think., But that is just what commits us to a
particular way of looking at the matter. For we have a definite concept
of what it means to learn to know a process better. (The decisive
movement in the conjuring trick has been made, and it was the very
one that we thought quite innocent.}—And now the analogy which
was to make us understand our theughts falls to pieces. So we have to
deny the yet uncomprehended process in the yet unexplored medium.
And now it looks as if we had denied mental processes. And paturally
we don’t want to deny them. '

309. What is your aim in philosophy?—To shew the fly the way out
of the fly-bottle. ]

s10. I tell someone I am in pain. His attitude to me will then be
that of belief; disbelief; suspicion; and so on.

Let us assume he says: “It’s not so bad.”—Doesn’t that prove that
he believes in something behind the outward expression of pain?———
His attitude is a proof of his attitude. Imagine not merely the words
“I am in pain” but also the answer “It’s not so bad™ replaced by
instinctive noises and gestures.

311. “What difference could be greater?”—In the case of pain I
believe that I can give myself a private exhibition of the difference.
But ¥ can give anyone an exhibition of the difference between a broken
and an unbroken tooth.—But for the private exhibition you don’t
have to give yourself actual pain; it is enough to fmagine it—for
instance, you screw up your face a bit. And do you know that what you
are giving yourself this exhibition of is pain and not, for example, a
facial expression? And how do you know what you are to give
yourself an exhibition of before you do it? This privese exhibition is an
illusion.

312, But again, aren’t the cases of the tooth and the pain similar?
For the visual sensation in the one cotresponds to the sensation of

in in the other. 1 can exhibit the visual sensation to myself as lirtle
or as well as the sensation of pain,
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Let us imagine the following: The surfaces of the things around us
(stones, plants, etc.) have patches and regions which produce pain
in our skin when we touch them. (Perhaps through the chemical
composition of these surfaces, But we need not know that.} In this
case we should speak of pain-patches on the leaf of a pasticular plant
just as at present we speak of red patches. 1 am supposing that it is
useful to us to notice these patches and their shapes; that we can infer
important properties of the objects from them.

313. 1 can exhibit pain, as I exhibit red, and as I exhibit straight
and crooked and trees and stones.—Tha# is what we ¢/l “exhibiting”.

3514. It shews a fundamental misunderstanding, if I am inclined to
study the headache 1 have now in order to get clear about the phile-
sophical problem of sensation.

315. Could someone understand the word “pain”, who bad seper
felt pain?—Is experience to teach me whether this is so or not?—
And i we say “A man could not imagine pain without having some-
time felt it”—how do we know? How can it be decided whether it is
true?

316. la order to get clear about the meaning of the word “think”
we watch curselves while we think; what we observe will be what the
word means!—But this concept is not used fike that. (It would be as
if without knowing bow to play chess, I were to try and make out
what the word “mate™ meant by close observation of the last move of
some game of chess.)

317. Misleading parallel: the expression of pain is a cry—the
expression of thought, a proposition.
As if the purpose of the proposition were to convey to onie person.

how it is with another: oaly, so to speak, in his thinking part aod not

in his stomach.

318, Suppose we thinkﬁ while we talk or write—I mean, a8 we:.
normally do—we shall not in general say that we think quicker than .- -
we talk; the thought scems mof #0 be separare from the expression. . -

On the other hand, however, one does speak of the speed of thought;

of how a thought goes through one’s head like lightning; how problems . ~ |
become clear to us in a flash, and so on. So it is natural to ask if . .5}
the same thing happens in lightning-like thought—only extremely - "
accelerated—as when we talk and ‘think while we talk.” So thatin the-
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first ease the clockwork runs down all at once, but in the second bit
by bit, braked by the words.

319. I cao sec or understand a whole thought in 2 flash in exactly
the sease in which I can make a note of it in a few wotds or a few
pencilled dashes.

What makes this note into an epitome of this thought?

320, The lightning-like thought may be connected with the
spoken thought as the algebraic formula is with the sequence of
numbers which I work out from it.

When, for example, I am given an algebraic function, I am
CERTAIN that I shall be able to work out its values for the arguments
I, 2, 3,...up to 10. This certainty will be called *‘well-founded’,
for I have learned to compute such functions, and so on. In other
cases no reasons will be given for it—but it will be justified by success.

321. ““What happens when 2 man suddenly understands?”—The
question is badly framed. If it is a question about the meaning of the
expression “sudden understanding”, the answer is not to point to a
process that we give this name to.—The question might mean: what
are the tokens of sudden understanding; what are its characteristic
psychical accompaniments?

(There is no ground for assuming that a man feels the facial move-
ments that go with his expression, for example, or the alterations in
his breathing that are characteristic of some emotion. Even if he feels
them as soon as his attention is directed towards them.} ((Posture.))

322. The question what the expression means is not answered by
such 2 description; and this misleads us into concluding that under-

standing is a specific indefinable expetience. But we forget that

what should interest us is the question: how do we compars these

‘experiences; what criterion of identity do we fix for their occurrence?

323, “Now I know how to go onl” is an exclamation; it corres-
ponds to an instinctive sound, 2 glad start, Of course it does not
follow from my feeling that 1 shall not find I am stuck when I do
try to go on.—Here there are cases in which I should say: “When I
said. I knew how to go on, I 4id know.” One will say that if, for

-cxample, an unforescen interruption occurs. But what is unforeseen

must not simply be that I get stuck.
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