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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 here is what we call "the goal". Am I inexact 
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 nearest thousandth of an inch? 

No .ring/. ideal of exactness has been laid down; we do not know 
what we should be supposed to imagine under this head-uuless you 
yourseIf lay down what is to be so called. But you will find it difficult 
to hit upon such a convention; at least any that satisfies you. 

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

For there seemed to pertain to logic a peculiar depth-a universal 
significance. Logic lay, it seemed, at the bottom of all the sciences.
For logical investigation explores the narore of all things. It seeks to 
see to the bottom of things and is not meant to concem itself whether 
what actually happens is this or that.--It takes its rise, not from 
an interest in the facts of nature, nor'from a need to grasp ca1l$al 
connexions: but from an urge to understand the basis, or essence,. of 
everything empiricaI. Not, however, as if to this end we had to hunt out 
new facts; it is, mther, of the essence of our investigation that we do 
not seek to learn anything 116111 by it. We want to tlllderstand something 
that is already in plain view. For Ihis is what we seem in some sense 
not to understand. . 

Augustine says in the ConftuioltS "quid est ergo tempus? si nemo 
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ex me quaerat scio; si quaerenti explicate 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 .when· 
no one asks us, but no longer know when we are supposed to gIve an 
account of it, is something that we need to ,..",irtJ ourselves of. (And 
it is obviously something of which for some reason it is difficult to 
remind oneself.) 

-.- I 

90. We feel as if we had to penetrate phenomena: our inves~gation, 
however, is directed not towards phenomena, but, as one nught sAy, 
towards the 'possibilitih' of phenomena. We remind ourselves, that 
is to say, of the kind of statement that we make about phenomena. 
Thus Augustine recalls to mind the dilfcrent statements that are made 
about the duration, past present or future, of events. (These are, of . 
course, not philosophical statements about time, the past, the present .. 
and the future.) 
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. Our in~tigation is therefore a grammatical one. Such an investiga
t1~ sheds ligh~ on our problem by cleating misunderstandings away. 
~derstan~gs con~g the use of words, caused, among other 
things, by certatn analogies hetween the forms of expression in different 
regions of language.-Some of them can he removed by substituting 
one form of expression ~or another; this may he called an "analysis" 
of our forms of expresSion, for the process is sometimes like one of 
taking a thing apart. 

91• But .now it may come to look as if there were something like a 
final analySIS of our forms of language, and so a single completely 
resolved form of every expression. That is, as if our usual forms of 
~pressi?D 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 ~ut like this: we eliminate misunderstandings by 
nmking our exPresSIons more exact; but now it may look as if we were 
~~ towards a particular state, a state of complete exactness; and 
as if this were the real goal of our investigation. . 

92 • ~ finds expression in questions as to the use,," of language, 
of proPOSltlons, of thought.-For if we too in these investigations are 
trylng to un~':'Itand the essence of language-its function, its strue
~,-yet lhis IS not what those questions have in view. For they 
see In the essence, not something that already lies open to view and that 
becomes surveyable by a rearrangement, but something that lies 
be11Bath the surface. Something that lies within, which we see when we 
look inttJ the thing, and which an analysis digs out. 

'Th< tJsen&e is hidden from lIS': this is the form our problem now 
assumes. We ask: "What i.r language?", "What it a proposition?" 
~ the answer to these questions is to be given once for all; and 
Independently of any furore experience. 

~)3 •• One person., might say "A proposition is the most ordinary 
thing In the world and another: "A proposition-that's something 
very queer l"--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 ~ because of the enormous importance attaching to it. (And 
that IS correct). On the other hand this, together with a misunder-
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standing of the logic of !anguage, seduces us into thinking that some
thing extraordinary, something unique, must be achieved by proposi
tions.-A mirtmdtrstanJing makes it look to us as if a proposition did 
something queer. 

94. 'A proposition is a queer thing I' Here we have in germ the 
subliming of our whole account of logic. The tendency to assume a 
pure intermediary between the propositional sign.t and the facts. Or 
even to try to purify. to sublime. the signs themselves.-For our forms 
of expression prevent us in all sorts of ways from seeing that nothing 
out of the ordinary is involved, by sending us in pursuit of chimeras. 

9S. "Thought must be something unique". When we say, and 
melJll, that such-and-such is the case, we--aad our meaning-do not 
stop anywhere short of the fact; but we mean: this-is-so. But this 
paradox (which has the form of a truism) can also be expressed in this 
way: Tlm1ifPt can be of what is MI 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 behind 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 prinri order of the world: that is, the order of 
pDssibilities, which must be common to both world and thought. 
But this order, it seems, must be tiller!:! simpl.. It is prior to all 
experience,. must run through all experience; no empirical cloudiness 
or uncertainty can be allowed to affect it--It must rather be of the 
purest crystal. But this crystal does not appear as an abstraction; 
but as something concrete, indeed, as the most concrete, as it were the 
harJu! thing there is [TrtldtJltIs Logj(IJ-PbilDJOphi= No. "1'63), 

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 a nper-order between-so to speak-.ruper-concepts. Whereas, of; 
course, if the words 4tlanguage". "experience", "world", have a use, it:_~ 
must be as humble a one as that of the words "table", "lamp", "door ... · 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i 
i , 
I , , 
I , 

l 
. 1 

<'- po 

• 
PlULOSOPlUCAL INVESTIGATIONS I 4" 

98. On the one hand it is clear that every sentence in our language 
'is in order as it is'. That is to say, we are not striving after an ideal, 
as if our ordinary vague sentences had not yet got a quite unexception
able sense, and a perfect language awaited construction by us.-On the 
other hand it seems clear that where there is sense there must be perfect 
order.--So there must be perfect order even in the vaguest sentence. 

99· The sense of a sentence-one would like to say-may, of 
course, leave this or that open. but the sentence must nevertheless 
have tI definite sense. An indefinite sense-that would really not be a 
sense til aJl.-This is like: An indefinite boundary is not really a 
boundary at all. Here one thinks perhaps: if I say "I have locked the 
man up fast in the room-there is only one door left open"--then I 
simply haven't locked him in at all; his heing locked in is a sham. 
One would be inclined to say here: "Yau haven't done anything at all". 

. An enclosure with a hole in it is as good as MIII.-But is that true? 

100. "But still, it isn't a game, if there is some vagueness in Ik 
nrIe.r".-But Jou this prevent its being a game?-''Perhaps you'll call 
it a game, bot ar any rate it certainly isn't a perfect game." This means: 
it has impurities, and what I am interested in at present is the pure 
article.-But I want to say: we misunderstand the role of the ideal 
in Our language. That is to say: we too should call it a game, only we 
are dazzled by the ideal and therefore fail to see the actual use of the 
word "game" clearly • 

101. We want to say that there can't be any vagueness in logic. 
The idea now absorbs us, that the ideal 'mtUt'be found in reality. Mean
while we do not as yet see 1m., it occurs there, nor do we understand 
the nature of this "must". We think it must be in reality; for we think 
we already see it there. 

102.. The sttict and clear rules of the logical structure of proposi
tions appear to us as something in the background-hidden in the 
medium of the understanding. I already see them (eien though 
through a medium): for I understand the propositional sign, I use it 
to say something. 

103. The ideal, as we think of it, is unshakable. Yau can never get 
outside it; you must always turn back. There is no outside; outside 

" you cannot breathe.-Where does this idea come from? It is like a pair 
of glasses on our nose through which we see whatever we look at. It 
never occurs to us to take them off. 
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104- We predicate of the thing what lies 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 highes~ generality. 

IOj. 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" t "w9rds", '"'signs". 

The proposition and the word that logic deals with are supposed 
to be something pure al;,ld clear-cut. And we rack our brains over the 
nature of the real sign.-It is perhaps the idea of the sign? or the idea at 
the present moment? ' ' 

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

107. The more narrowly we examine actual language, the sharper 
becomes the conffict between it and cur requirement. (For the crystal-
lihe purity of logic was, of course, not a reslllt of inuestigatMn: it was a 
requirement.) The conffict becomes intolerable; the requirement is 
now in danger of becoming empty.-We have got on to slippety ice 
where 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 want to' 
walk: so we need frieti.". Back to the rough ground I ' 

103. We see that what we call "sentence" and "laoguage" nas",~;,§t'l 
not the formal unity that I imagined, but is the family of structureS 
more or less related to one anotber.--But what becomes of logic" 
now? Its rigour seems to be giving way here.-But in that case doesn't 
logic altogether disappear?-FQf how can it lose its rigour? Of course,,:' . 
not by our hargaining any of its rigouf out of it.-The ptuonnivtd iJea' 
of crystalline purity can only be removed by turning our whole C" ' 

examination round. (One might say: the axis of reference of our .~~, 
examination must be rotated, but abuut the fixed point ofcur real need.) :i •• :' 

The philosophy of logic speaks of sentences and words in euctly the", ~, 
sense in which we speak of them in ordinary life when we say e.g.;r.~:', 

"';-;-'.'-. ~. ... . 
~ara<I:'y in The Chemical History of a CamIIe: "Water is one lOQ1VlauaL.~i' 

thing-1t never changes." , ' ,"'/;;:, '" 
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"Here is a Chinese sentence", or "No. that only looks like writing; it is 
actually just an ornament" and so on. 

We are talking about the spatial and temporal phenomenon of 
language, not about some non-spatial. non-temporal phantasm. [Note 
in margin: Only it is possible to be interested in a phenomenon in a 
variety of waysJ. But we talk about it as we do about the pieces in 
chess when we are stating the rules of the game, not desctibing their 
physical properties. 

The question "What is a word really?" is analogous to "What is a 
piece in chess?" , 

1"9. It was true to sa)'that our considerations couid not be scientific 
ones. ' It was not of any possible interest to us to find out empirically 
'that, contraty to our preconceived ideas, it is pOSsible to think such
and-such'-whatever that may mean. (The conception of thought as a 
gaseous medium.) And We may not advance any kind of theoty. There 
must not be anything hypothetical in our considerations. We must do 
away with all explanawm, and description alone must take its place. 
And this description gets its light, that is to say its purpose, from 
the philosophical problems. These are, of course, not empirical 
problems; they are solved, rather, by looking into the workings of our 
language, and that in such a way as to make us recognize those work
ings: in tiespit. of an urge to misunderstand them. The problems, are 
solved, not by giving new ioformation, but by arranging what we 
have always known. Philosophy is a hattie against the bewitchment 
of our intelligence by means of language. 

JIO. "Language (olthought) is something unique"--this proves to 
be a superstition(l1Dla mistake I),itselfproducedby grammatical illusions. 

And now the impressiveness' retreats to these illusions, to the 
problems. 

I I I. The problems arising through a misinterpretation of our forms 
of language have the character of depth. They are deep disquietudes; 
their roots are as deep in us as the forms of OUf language and their 
significance is as great as the importance of our language.--Let us 
ask ourselves: why do we feel a grammatical joke to be deep? (And that 
is what the depth of philosophy is.) 

II Z. A simile that has been absorbed into the forms of our 
language produces a false appearance, and this disquiets us. "But this 
isn't how it is In_we say. "Yet 1m.! is how it has to btl" 
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II 3. "But lhis is how it is " I say to myself over and over 
agmn. I feel as though, if oo1y I could fix my gaze absolutely sharply 
on this fact, get it in focus, I must grasp the essence of the matter. 

114. (J'ra&tahl.r Logico-Philosophitll.f, 4.j): "The general form of 
propositions is: 'This is how things are."-. -That is the kind of propo
sition that one repeats to oneself countless times. One thinks that one is 
tracing the outline of the thing's nature over and over agmn, and one is 
merely tracing round the frame through which we look at it. 

11 j. A pkltn 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 a word-"knowledge", "being", 
"object",. '(1'>, "proposition", "name"-and try to grasp the esse,," 
of the thing, one must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually 
used in this way in the language-game which is its original home?-

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

117. You say to me: "You understand this expression, don't 
you? Well then-I am using it in the sense you are familiar with."
As if the seose were an atmosphere accompanying the word, which it 
carried with it into every kind of application. 

If, for example, someone says that the sentence "'This is here" 
(saying which he points to an object in front of him) makes sense to 
him, then he should ask himself in what special circumstances this 
senteoce is actually used. There it does make sense. 

uS. Where does our investigation get its importance from, since .. ' 
it seems oo1y to destroy everything interesting, that is, all that is great 
and inIportant? (As it were all the buildings, leaving behind oo1y bits"";;;, 
of stone and rubble.) What we are destroying is nothing but ho~s of',,;;'~; 
cards and we are clearing up the ground of language on which they";;f~~· 
stand. "c~ •. 

119. The results of philosophy are the uncoveting of one or' .• •··· 
another piece of plain nonseose and of bumps that the understanding 
has got by running its head up against the limits of language. These:' 
bumps make us see the value of the discovery. 

I 
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ronsln«tetR-And how strange that we should be able to do anything 
at all with the one we have I 

In giving explanations I already 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 thea how can these explanations satisfy us?-W ell, your 

very questions were framed in this language; they had to be expressed 
in this language, if there was anything to askl 

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 as a thing of the same kind as the word, t:hoJlgh also 
different frrJm 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.) 

111. One might think: if philosophy speaks of the use of the word 
· "philosophy" there must be a second-order philosophy. But it is not 

so: it is, rather, like the case of orthography, which deals with the word 
· "orthography" among others without then being second-order. 

1 u. A main source of our failure to understand is that we do not 
&Ol1Il1Ianti a dear vie1/l of the use of our words.-Our grammar is lacking in 
this sort of perspicuity. A perspicuous representation produces just 

- that understanding which consists in 'seeing connexions'. Hence the 
importance of finding and inventing inlermetiiall.ases. • 

The concept of a perspicuous 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'?) 

113· A philosophical problem has the form: "1 don't know my 
way about". -

124· Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use of 
language; it can in the end oo1y describe it. 

For it cannot give it any foundation either. 
., It leaves everything as it is. 
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110. When I talk about language (words, senteoces, etc.) I must';i,,' 
speak the language of every day. Is this language somehow too coarse."f;' 
and material for what we want to say? Thm hoIV is l1IIf)/hIr on. to he·,··'~' 

.. It also leaves mathematics as it is, and no mathematical discovery 
can advance it. A "leading problem of mathematical logic" is for us 

· a problem of mathematics like any other. 
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US. It is the business of philosophy, not to resolve a contmdictioo 
by means of a mathematical or logko-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 beforr the contradiction is resolved. 
(And this does not mean that one is sidestepping a difficulty.) 

, 
I 

I 
I 

t 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 as we had assumed. That we are thetefru:e 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 metming 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." 

I 
I 

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

12.6. 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 DO 
interest to us. • 

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

117. The work of the philosopher consists in assembling reminders 
for a particular purpose. 

u.S. If one tried to advance !hens in philosophy, it would never 
be posSlble to debate them, because everyone would agree to them. 

119. The aspects of things that are most important for us are 
hidden because of their simplicity and famm.rity. (One is unable to 
notice something-because it is always before one's eyes.) The real 
foundations of his enquiry do DOt strike a man at all. Unless that fact 
bas at some time struck hlm.-And this means: we fail to be struck 
by what, once seen, is most striking and most powerful. 

130. Our clear and simple language-games are not prepat1tory studies 

I . ( 

I 
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for a future regularization of language-as it were first apptoximations, .,)1: 
ignru:iog friction and air-resistance. The language-games are rather set,<,:r 
up as objects of comparison which are meant to throw light on the facts of, '->'( 
our language by way not only of similarities, but also of dissimilarities. ," 
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13 I. For we can avoid ineptness or emptiness in our assertions 

only by presenting the model as what it is, as an object 'of compari-
• soo-as, so to speak, a measuring-rod; not as a preconceived idea to 
which reality mtl.ft correspond. (The dogmatism into which we fall so 
easily in doing philosophy.) 

131.· We want to establish an order in our knowledge of the use 
of language: an order with a particular end in view; one out of many 
posSlble orders; not the order. To this end we shali constantly be 
giving prominence to distinctions which our ordinary fru:ms of 
language easily make us overlook. This may make it look as if we 
saw it as our task to reform language. • 

Such a reform for particular practical purposes, an improvement in 
our terminology designed to prevent misunderstandings in practice, 
is perfectly possible. But these are not the cases we have to do with. 
The confusions which occupy us arise when language is like an engine 
idling, not when it is doing work • 

I H· It is not our aim to refine or complete the system of rules for 
the use of our words in unheard-of ways. 

For the clarity that we are aiming at is indeed compkt. clarity. But 
this simply means that the philosophical problems should completelY 
disappear. ' 

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 its.!! 
in question.-Instead, we now demonstrate a method, by examples; 
and the series of examples can be broken off.-Problems are solved 
(difficulties eliminated), not a .ringl. problem. 
, There is not a philosophical method, though there are indeed 
methods, like different therapies. 

134- Let us examine the proposition: "This is how things are."
How can I say that this is the general form of propositions?-It is 
Erst and foremost its.!! a proposition, an English sentence, for it has 
a subject and a predicate. But how is this sentence applied-that is, 

, in our everyday language? For I got it from there and nowhere else. 
' We may say, e.g.: "He explained his position to me, said that this 

was how things were, and that therefore he needed an advance". 
So far, then, one can say that that sentence stands for any statement 
It is employed as a propositio1llll sthema, but onlY because it has the 
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of course for me to call this colour ''blue''. (Criteria for the fact that 
something is 'a matter of course' for me.) 

"39, 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 wben 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? (ihere is indeed such a procedure as choosing the colour 
which occurs to one when one hears the word ...... ") 

.. 'Red' means the colour that occurs to me when I hear the word 
'red' "-would be a tkjin#ion. Not an explanation of '/liM! it is to use 
a word as a name. 

"40. 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. TIlat is part of the framework 
on which the working of our language is based (for example, in giving 
descriptions). 

Z41. "SO you are saying that human agreement decides what is 
true and what is faIse?"-It is what human beings .l'!J that is true and 
false; and they agree in the langpage they use. TIlat is not agreement in 
opinions but in form of life. 

Z4Z. If language is to he a means of commuuieation there must 
be agreement not ouly 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. 

"43. A human being can encourage himself, give himself orders, 
obJ:Y, blame and puuish himself: he can ask himself a question and 
answer it. We could even imagine buman beings who spoke ouly in 
monologue; who accompanied their activities by talking to themselves. 
-An explorer who watched them and listened to their talk might 
succeed in translatiog 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 
down or give vocal expression to his inner e:xperiences--his feelings, 
moods, and the rest-for his private use?--Well, can't we do so 
in our ordinary language?-But that is not what I mean. The 
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individual words of this language are to refer to what can only he 
known to the person speaking; to his immediate private sensations. 
So another person cannot understand the language. 

144. How do words refer to sensations?-There doesn't seem to 
be any problem bere; don't we talk about sensations every day, and 
give them names? But how is the conne:xion between the name and 
the thing named set up? This question is the same as: how does a 
buman being learn the meaning of the names of sensations?-of the 
word "pain" for example. Here is one possibility: words are connected 
with the primitive, the natural, expressions of the sensation and used in 

. their place. A child has hurt himself and he cries; and then adults talk 
to him and teach him exclamations and, later, sentences. They teach 
the child new pain-behaviour. 

"So you are saying that the word 'pain' really means ctying?"
On the contrary: the verbal expression of pain replaces ctying and does 

not describe it. 

Z4 j. For bow can I go so far as to try to use langUage to get 
between pain and its expression? 

"46. In what sense are my sensations privat.?-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 ~g 
the word "to know" as it is normally used (and bow else are we to 
use it?), then other people very often know when I am in pain.
Yes, but all the same not with the certainty with which I know it 
myselfl-It can't be said of me at all (except perhaps as a joke) that I 
.Ienn'/ll I am in pain. What is it supposed to mean-except perhaps that 
I_in pain? 

Other people cannot be said to leam of my sensations on!! from my 
behaviour,-for I cannot be said to leam of them. I have them. 

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

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

(And here "know" means that the expression of uncertainty is 
.senseless.) 
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.>48. The proposition "Sensations are private" is comparable to; 
"One plays patience by oneself". 

Z49. Are w~ perhaps over-hasty in our assumption that the smile 
of an unweaned infant is not a pretence?-And on what experience is 
our assumption based? 

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

ZIO. Why can't a dog simulate pain? Is he too honest? Cquld one 
teach a dog to simulate pain? Perhaps it is p~sible to teach him to 
howl on particu1ar occasions as if he were in pain, even when he is 
not. But the surroundings which are necessary for this behaviour to be 
real simulation are missing. 

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

Of course, here "I can't imagine the opposite" doesn't qrean: 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 gtammatical one. . 

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

Example: "Every rod has a length." That means something like: we 
call something (or thi.r) "the length of a rod"-bdt nothing "the 
length of a sphere." Now can I inIagine 'every rod having a length'? 
Well, 1 simply imagine a rod. Only this picture, in connexion with this 
proposition, has a quite dilrerent role from one used in connexion with 
the proposition "This table has the same length as the one over there". 
For here 1 understaod what it means to have a picture of the opposite 
(nor need it be a mental picture). 

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

«Remark about the negation of an a priori proposition.» 

:lIZ. "This body has extension." To this we might reply: "Non
sensel"-but are inclined to reply "Of coursel"-Why is this? 
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ZB. "Another person can't have my pains."-Which are I!!J 
pains? What counts as a criterion of identity here? Consider what 
makes it possible in the case of physical objects to speak of "two 

. exa.ctly 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 Selm to say that my pain is the same as his, it is 
also possible for us both to have the same pain. (And it would also be 
imaginable for twO people to feel pain in the same-not just the 
corresponding-place. That might be the case with Siantese twins, 
for instance.) 

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 TillS 
pain 1" -The answer to this is that one does not define a criterion of 
identity by emphatic stressing of the word "!hi&". Rather, what the 
emphasis does is to suggest the case in which we are conversant with 
such a criterion of identity, but have to he reminded of it. . 

~ 54. The substitution of "identical" for "the same" (for instance) 
is another typical expedient in philosophy. As if we were talking about 
shades of meaning and all that were in question were to find words 
to hit on the correct nuance. That is in question in philosophy only 
wherewe have to give a psychologically exact account of the temptation 
to use a particular kind of expression. What we 'are tempted to say' 

. in such a case is, of course, not philosophy; but it is its raw material. 
Thus, for example, what a mathematician is inclined to say about the 

. objectivity and reality of mathematical facts, is not a philosophy of 
mathematics, but something for philosophical treatment. 

21 s. The philosopher's treatment of a question is like the treatment . 

of an iIiness. 

2)6. Now, what about the language wrJch descrihes my inner 
experiences and which only I myself can understand? HD7I' do I use 
words to stand for my sensations?-As we ordinarily do? Then are my 
words for sensations tied up with my natural expressions of sensation? 
In that case my language is not a 'private' one. Someone else might 
understand it as well as 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 

descriptions.-
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Z!7. "What would it be like jf human beings shewed no outward 
signs of pain (did not groan, grimace, etc.)? Then it would be impos
sible to teach a child the USe of the word 'tooth-ache'." -Well, let's 
assume the child is a genius and itself invents a name for the sensation I 
-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? I 
And whatever he did, what was its purpose?-When one says "He 
gave a name to his sensation" one forgets that a great deal of stage
setting in the language is presupposed if the mere act of naming is to 
make sense. And when we speak of someone'. 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. 

25 8. Let us imagine the following case. I want to keep a diary 
about the recurrence of a certain sensation. To this end I associate 
it with the sign "S" and write this sign in a caI!!fidar for every day 
on which I have the sensation.--l will remark first of all that a 
definition of the sign cannot be formulated.-But still I can give myself 
a kind of ostensive delinition.-How? Can I point to the sensation? 
Not in the ordinary sense. But I speak, or write the sign down, and 
at the same time I concentrate my attention on the sensation-and so, 
as it were, point to it inwardly.-But what is this ceremony· for? 
for that is all it seems to 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 rig/lt in the future. But in the present case I have no critcrion 
of correctness. One would like to say: whatever is going to seem right 
to me is right. And that only means that here we can't talk about 
'right'. 

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

zoo. "Well, I kJieve that this is the sensation S again."-Perhaps 
you kfinlt that you believe it! 

Then did the man who made the entry in the calendar make a note 
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of flO/bing wbatever?-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 functinn, 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?) 

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

.6.. It might he said: if you have given yourself a private definition 
of a word, then you must inwardiy smtIertake to use the word in such" 
and-such away. 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.-

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

26j. Let us imagine a table (something like a dictionary) that 
exists only in our imagination. A dictionary can be used to justify 
the translation of a word X by a word Y. But are we also to call it 
a justification if such a table is to be looked up only in the imagination? 
-''Well, yes; then it is a subjective justification." -But justification 
consists in appealing to something independent.-"But surely I can 
appeal from one memory to another. For example, I don't know if I -
have remembered the time of departure of a train right and to check 
it I call to mind how a page of the time-table looked. Isn't it the sarne 
bere?"-No; for this process has got to produce a memory which is 
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actually correel. If the mental image of the time-table could not itself 
be lested for correctness, how could it confirm the correctness of the 
first memory? (As if someone were to buy several copies of the morn
ing paper to assure himself that what it said was true.) 

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

z66. I can look at the clock to see what time it is: but I can also 
look at the dial of a clock in order to glM •• what time it is; or for the 
same purpose move the hand of a clock till its position strikes me as 
right. So the look of a clock may serve to determifie the time in more 
than one way. (Looking at the clock in imagination.) 

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

z63. Why can't my right hand give my left hand money?-My 
right hand can put it into my left hand. My right hand can write a 
deed of gift and my left hand a receipt.-But the further practical 
consequences would not be those of a gift. When the left hand has 
taken the money from the right, etc., we shall ask: "Well, and what of" 
it?" And the same could be asked if a person had given himself a 
private definition of a word; I mean, if he; has said the word to himself 
and at the same time has directed his attention to a sensation. 

269' Let us remember that there are certain criteria in a man's 
behaviour for the fact that he does not understand a word: that it 
means nothing to him, that he can do nothing with it. And criteria 
for his 'thinking he understands', attaching some me-..ning to the word, 
but not the right one. And, lastly, criteria for his understanding the 
word right. In the second case one might speak of a subjective under
standing. And sounds which no one else understands but which I 
'appear to lI1IIler.fand' might he called a "private language". 
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meter shews that my blood-pressure rises. So I shall be able to say 
that my blood-pressure is rising without using any apparatus. This is 
a ",seful result. And now it seems quite indifferent whether I have 
recognized the sensation right or not. Let us suppose I regularly 
identify it wrong, it does not matter in the least. And that alone shews 
that the hypothesis that I make a mistake is mere show. (We as it were 
tuq'led a knob which looked as if it could be used to tum on some part 
of the machine; but it was a mere ornament,. not connected with the 
mechanism at alL) 

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

• 
2.71. "Imagine a person whose memory could not retain ",hat the 

word 'pain' meant-so that he constantly called diJferent things by 
that name-but nevertheless used the word in a way fitting in with the 
qsual 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 mechauism. 

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

an. 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 0"'" sensation of red? Or is it like 
this: the word "red" means something known to everyone; and in 

. a.ddition, for each person, it means something known only to him? (Or 
perhaps rather: it refers to something known only to him.) 

. 274. Of course, saying that the word "red" "refers to" instead of 
"means" something private does not hdp 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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~7j. Look at the blue of the sky and say to yorusel£ "How blue 
the sky isl"-When you do it spontaneously-without philosophical 
intentions-the idea never crosses your mind that this impression of 
colour belongs only to JON. And you have no hesitation in exclaiming 
that to someone dse. And if you point at anything as you say the 
words you point at the sky. I am sayinlr- you have not the feeling of 
pointing-into-yoursdf, 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 attention".) 

2.76. But don't we at" least mean something quite definite when we 
look at a colour and name our colour-impression? It is as if we 
detached the colour-impression from the object, like a membrane. 
(This ought to arouse our suspicions.) 

2.77. But how is even possible for us to be tempted to think that 
we use a word to mean at one time the colour known to everyone-iUld 
at another the 'visual impression' which I am getting no",? How can 
there be so much as a temptation here?--I don't turn the same kind 
of attention on the colour in the two cases. When I mean the colour 
impression that (as I should like to say) belongs to IDe alone I immerse 
myself in the colour-rather like when I 'cannot get my 6ll of a 
colour'. Hence it is easier to produce this experience when one is 
looking at a bright colour, or at an impressive colour-scheme. 

2.78. "I know how the colour green looks to m." -surely that makes 
sensel-Certainly: what use of the proposition are you thinking of? 

2.79' Imagine someone saying: "But I know how tall 1 ami" and 
laying his hand on top of his head to prove it. 

1.80. Someone paints a picture in order to shew how he imagines 
a theatre scene. And now I sal': "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, as it 
can't be for anyone else. To 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 I to speak in this second 
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case of a representation or piece of information-if these words were 
rightly used in the first case? 

2.81. "But doesn't what you say come to this: that there is no pain, 
for example, without pain-behttviollT'?" -It comes to this: only of a living 
human being and what resembles (behaves like) a living human heing 
can one say: it has sensations; it sees; is blind; hears; is deaf; is conscious 
or unconscious. 

2.8>.. "But in a fairy tale the pot too can see and hear I" (Certainly; 
but it tan also talk.) 

"But the fairy tale only invents what is not the case: it does not talk 
1ItJ11Iense."-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 onl.J dolls I (When children play at trains thdr 
game i. connected with thdr knowledge of trains. It would neverthe
less 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 Jeffse to them as to us.) 

2.83. What gives us so mlftD as the itlea that living belngs, things, 
can feel? 

Is it that my education has led me to it by drawing my attention 
to feelings in mysdf, and now I transfer the idea to objects outside 
mysdf? 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?-1 do not transfer my idea to stones, plants, 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 tumed into a stone? And if that has happened, in what sense will 
the slom have the pains? In what sense will they he ascribable to the 
stone? And why need the pain have a bearer at all here? I 

And can one say of the stone that it has a soul and thai is what has 
the pain? What has a soul, or pain, to do with a stone? 
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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 hllJ. And how can a body hiWe a soul? 

~84. Look at a stone and imagine it having sensations.-One says 
to oneself: How could one so much as get the idea of ascribing a 
sensation to a thing? One might as weU ascribe it to a numbed-And 
now look at a wriggling fiy and at once tbese difficulties vanish and 
pain seems able to get a footbold here, where before everytbing 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 
reactions 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'. 

z8j. Think of the recognition of facial expressions. Or of the 
description of facial expressions-which does not consist in giving the 
measurements of the facel Think, too, how one can imitate a man's 
face without seeing one's own in a mirror. 

z86. But isn't it absurd to say of a bo4J 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 body that feels pain?-How is it to he 
decided? What makes it plausible to say that it is not the body?
Well, sometbing like this: if someone has a pain in his hand, then the 
hand does not say so (uuless it writes it) and one does not comfort 
the hand, but the sufferer: one looks into his face. 

z87. How am I @led with pity for this 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.) 

z88. I tum to stone and my pain goes on.-Suppose I were in 
error and it was no longer pizin?--But I can't be in error here; 
it means notbing to doubt whether I am in pain!-That means: if 
anyone said "1 do not know if what I have got is Ii pain or sometbing 
else", we should tbink sometbing like, he does not know what the 
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English word "pain" means; and we shonld 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 1" 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. 

If he now said, for example: "Oh, I know what 'pain' means; 
what I don't know is whether this, that I have now, is pain" -we should 
merely shake our heads and be forced to regard his words as a queer 
reaction which we have no idea what to do with. (It would be rather 
as if we beard someone say seriously: "I distinctly remember that some 
time before I was bom I 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 ifl might legitimately begin to doubt afresh. My temptation to 
say that one might take a sensation for sometbing 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 a criterion of identity 
for the sensation; and then the possibility of error also exists. 

z89' ''When I say '1 am in pain' I am at any rate justified before 
"'.1self."-What does that mean? Does it mean: "If someone else could 
know what I am calling 'pain', be would admit that I was using the 
word correctly"? 

To use a word without a justification does not mean to use it without 
right. 

~90' What I do is not, of course, to identify my sensation by criteria: 
but to repeat an expression. But this is not the end of the 
language-game: it is the beginning. 

But isn't the beginning the sensation-which I descn"be?-Perhaps 
this word "describe" tricks us here. I say "I describe my state of mind" 
and "I describe my room". You need to call to mind the differences 
between the language-games. 

~9" Wbat we call "descriptions" are iristruments for particular 
uses. Think of a machine-drawing, a cross-section, an elevation with 
measurements, which an engineer has before him. Thinking of a 
description as a word-picture of the facts has sometbing misleading 
about it: one tends to think ouly of such pictures as hang on our walls: 
which seem simply to portray how a tbing 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. 

29~. Ifl say of myself that it is only from my own case that I know 
what the word "pain" means-must I not say the same of other people 
too? And how can I generalize the one case so irresponsibly? 

Now someone tells me that he knows what pain is only from his own 
. case l--Suppose everyone had a box with something in it: we call it 

a "beetleu
" No one can look into anyone else's box,. and everyone says 

he knows what a heetle is only by looking at his beetle.-Here it would 
be quite possible for everyone to have something dliferent in his box. 
One might even imagine such a thing constantly changing.-But 
suppose the word "beetle" had a use in these people's language?-If 
so it would not be used as the name of a thing. The thing in the box 
has no place in the language-game at all; not even as a sometbing! 
for the box might even be empty.-No. one can 'divide through' by 
the thing in the box; it cancels out, whatever it is. 

'Ibat 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 
desctibing. you have still made an assumption about what he has 
before him. And that means that you can describe it or do descn1le it 
more closely. If 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 bas something before him? Isn't it 
as if I were to say of someone: "He bas something. But I don't know 
whether it is money. or debts. or an empty till." 

291. "I know .••• only from my."", case" -what kind of proposition 
is this meant to be at all? An experiential one? No.-A grammatical. 
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one? . 
Suppose everyone does say about himself that he knows what pain . 1 

is only from his own pain.-Not that people really say that. or are even.. . . I. 
prepared to say it. But if everybody said it--it might be a kind of;;:>;o~; 
exclamation. And e.ven if it gives no information. still it is a picture,~.:t. I 
and why should we not want to call up such a picture? Imagine an"",: L 
allegorical painting take the place of those words. . " I 

When 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. 

196. "Yes. but there is something there all the same accompanying 
my ery of pain. And it is on acroWlt 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? 

197. 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 boiling in the 
picture of the pot? 

298. The very fact that we sbould so much like to say: "TbU 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. 

299. Being unable-when we surrender ourselves to philosophical 
thought-to bell' saying such-and-such; being irresistibly inclined tosay 
it-does not mean being forced into an assllmpti011. 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 a misunder
standing to say "The picture of pain enters into the language-game 
with the word ·pain·... The image of pain is not a picture and this 
image is not replaceable in the language-game by anything that we 
should call a picture.-'I'he image of pain certainly enters into the 
language game in a sense; only not as a picture. 

30 I. An image is not a picture, but a picture can correspond to it. 

302. If one bas to imagine ,omeone 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 wbich I Jg 1101 feel on the model of the pain which I Jg 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 he 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 beli",. that someone else is in pain, but I /eno", it 
if I am."-Yes: one can make the decision to say "I believe be is in 
pain" instead of "He is in pain". But that is all.--What looks like 
an explanation bere, or like a 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 ~to doubt someone else's fear or pain. 

304- "But you will sutely 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 be?-" And yet 
you again and again reach the conclusion that the sensation itself is a 
tlDthing." -Not at all. It is not a some/hing, but not a nothing either I 
The conclusion was only that a nothing would serve just as well as a 
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 putpose: to convey thoughts-which may be about houses, pains, 
good and evil, or anything else you please. 

30l. "But you surely cannot deny that, for example, in remember
ing, an inner process takes pIace."-What gives the impression that 
we want to deny anything? When one says "Still, an inner process 
does take place here" -one wants to go on: "Mter all, you see it." 
And it is this inner process that one means by the word "remember
ing".-The impression that we wanted to deny something arises 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 Out seeing the use of the 
word as it is. 

306. Why sbould I deny that there 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 rememhered .... ". 
To deny the menW process would mean to deny the remembering; 
to deny that anyone ever remembers anything. 

307. "Are you not realiy a behaviour;st in disguise? Aren't you 
at bottom reaily saying that everything except human hehaviour is 
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a fiction?" -H 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 behaviourism arise?--The first step is the one . 
that altogether escapes notice. We talk of processes and states and 
leave their nature undecided. Sometime perhaps we shaU 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 deliuite 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 thoughts fails 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 naturaUy 
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. 

310. I tell someone 1 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 
"1 am in pain" but also the answer "It's not so had" 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 I 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 itnagin. 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 private exhibition is an 
illusion. 
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3 H. But again, ann't the cases of the tooth and the pain similar? 
For the visual sensation in the one corresponds to the sensation of 
pain in the other. I can exhibit the visual sensation to myself as little 
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 tlu:ough 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 particular plant 
just as lit present we speak of red patches. I 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. 

31}. I can exhibit pain, as I exhibit red, and as I exhibit straight 
and crooked and trees and stones.-That is what we &al/"exhibiting". 

3 140 It shews a fundament:l!l misunderstanding, if I am inclined to 
study the headache I have now in order to get clear about the philo
sophical problem of sensation. 

31,. Could someone understand the word "pain", who had fltlltr 

felt pain?-Is experience to teach me whether this is so or not?
And if 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. In order to get clear about the meaning of the word "think" 
we watch outseIves while we think; what we observe will be what the 
word means I-But this concept is not used like that. (It would be as 
if without knowing how to play chess, I were to try IlOd 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 one person
how it is with another. ouly, so to speak, in his thinking part and not 
in his stomach. 

3Ig. Suppose we think while we talk or writ...-I mean, as we. 
normally do-we shall not in general say that we think quicker than , 
we talk; the thought seems 110/ to hi separate 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. 
the same thing happens in lightning-like thought--<>nl.y extremely 
liccelerated-as when we talk and 'think while we talk.' So that in the 

PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS I 1.,,-
first case the clockwork runs down all at once, but in the second hit 
by bit, braked by the words. 

319. I can see or understand a whole thought in a flash in exactly 
the sense in which I can make a note of it in Ii few wotds or Ii few 
pencilled dashes. 

What makes this note into an epitome of this thought? 

3 zo. 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. 
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When, for example, I am given an algebraic function, I am 
CERTAIN thIlt 1 shall be able to work out its values for the uguments 
I, ., 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. 

~,~j 
~" 3U. "What happens when a man suddenly understands?"-The 11J 

question is Imdly framed. If it is a question about the meaning of the iij 
expression "sudden understanding", the answer is not to point to liMI 

I process that we give this name to.-The question might mean: what III 
: are the tokens of sudden understanding; what are its characteristic c_ 

I psychical accompaniments? 
I (There is no g~oun? for llSSU~g that Ii mIlO feels the facial. mov~ 
i ments that go WIth his expreSSion, for example, or the alterations m 
! his breathing that are characteristic of some emotion. Even if he feels 

_I them as soon as hi~ attention is dir~ towards ~em.) «postore.» 

I 3 u. The question what the expression mems IS not answered by ~;j 
such a description; and this mislead& us into concluding that under- ~ " I -standing is a specific indefinable experience. But we forget that V 

- what should interest us is the question: how do we t:Of11pt:n"1 these W 

I' experiences; what criterion of identity Jo we fix for their occurrence? Ii,: 

, 3"3' "Now I know how to go onl" is an exclamation; it corres- ,~ 
! ponds to an instinctive sound, a glad stsrt. Of course it does not 1~ 
i follow from my feeling that I shall not find I am stuck when I do tl 
_ try to go on.-Here there are cases in which I should say: "When I !. 

, i: said, I knew how to go on, I did know." One will say that if, for " 

I 
-example, an unforeseen interruption occurs. But what is unforeseen ,:', 
must not simply be that I get stuck. ,I 
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