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ABSTRACT 

The t h e s i s  i s  l imi t ed  t o  a n  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of c la ims  of asymmetry 

between f i r s t  person present - tense  and t h i r d  person present - tense  

sensa t ion  sentences.  The Car t e s i an  claim t o  t h e  ep is temologica l  

p r i o r i t y  of "I" (methodological so l ips i sm)  assumes t h a t  "I" (when 

u t t e r e d  by myself) i nd iv idua te s  a p a r t i c u l a r  person. I t  i s  shown 

l a t e r  t h a t  t h i s  assumption g ives  r i s e  t o  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  An analogy 

i s  drawn between s ta tements  about t h e  pa ins  of o t h e r s  and s ta tements  

about t h e  p a s t ,  showing t h a t  t h e  s o r t s  of ob jec t ions  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  

r a i s e d  a g a i n s t  making knowledge claims about t h e  sensa t ions  of o t h e r s  

may be r a i s e d  a g a i n s t  o t h e r  s o r t s  of knowledge claims.  Ayer a t tempts  

t o  show t h e  absu rd i ty  of t h e  n o t i o n  of a c e r t a i n  p ropos i t i on  ( f o r  

t r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  f i r s t  person present - tense  sensa t ion  sen tences  a r e  

c e r t a i n ) .  He t r i e s  t o  show t h a t  "I am i n  pain", l i k e  any o the r  non- 

a n a l y t i c  p ropos i t i on  ( f o r  Ayer) i s  open t o  e r r o r .  However, he has 

r e a l  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  g iv ing  sense  t o  t h e  no t ion  of my making a mis take  

when I say ,  "I am i n  pain." A s  p repa ra t ion  f o r  using ~ i t t g e n s t e i n ' s  

approach i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  s ensa t ion  sen tences ,  an  examination of t h e  

approach a s  such is  made. T r a d i t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  focussed on sen tences  

of sub jec t -p red ica t e  form, but  t h e  theory of 'meaning' which followed 

from t h i s  s o r t  of a n a l y s i s  ( r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  t h e  t h e s i s  a s  t h e  

s I Meaning = ~ e f e r r i n g "  theory)  has a very  l i m i t e d  app l i ca t ion .  

Wi t tgens te in  c l e a r l y  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  t h e  grammar of a sen tence  ( t h e  

form of t h e  words) from t h e  way i n  which i t  i s  used ( i t s  l o g i c a l  

p r o p e r t i e s ) .  Two sentences  w i th  t h e  same grammar need no t  be used 

iii 



in the same way; indeed, any one sentence may have a number of 

different uses. An examination islnow made of Wittgenstein's approach 

in relation to "asymmetry claims". The distinction he draws between 

"Itr used as object and "I" used as subject in The Blue and Brown Books 

is investigated. He assumes this category distinction to correlate in 

some way with the category distinction between sentences about public 

objects and sentences about "mental activities". The examples he gives 

of sentences in the ""I" used as object" category depend on the 'claim' 

"This is r n ~  body" being verified by an appeal to public criteria. It 

is shown that "This is my body" is not of the same category as the 

claim "This is m~ book" (which verified by an appeal to public 

criteria), but is, instead, logically akin to "This is my sensation." 

Thus the sentences Wittgenstein gives as examples of "I" used as object 

turn out to be examples of "I" used as subject. Sense can be made of 

the category distinction by keeping the defining characteristics of 

the ""I" used as subject" category as: 1) no room for error, and 

2) does not involve recognition of a person, is not a statement about 

a particular person; and keeping the defining characteristics of the 

""I" used as object" category as: 1) room for error, and 2) involves 

recognition of a person, is a statement about a particular person. 

Then, by bearing in mind the distinction between a sentence and its 

uses, it may be shown that sentences in the ""I" used as subject" 

category correspond to both sets of examples given by Wittgenstein 

when uttered by mvself, whereas sentences in the ""I" used as object" 

category correspond to both sets of examples when uttered by another 

person. 



PREFATORY NOTE 

A t  t h e  beginning of each s e c t i o n  a summary of t h e  m a t e r i a l  

contained i s  g iven  so  t h a t  t h e  r eade r  may more e a s i l y  fo l low t h e  

d i r e c t i o n  and argument of t h e  t h e s i s .  
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I 

SECTION I 

Limiting the scope of the thesis and indicating its direction. 

Psychological concepts may be classified into at least the 

following: a) sensations, b) emotions, c) so-called "cognitive 

processes1' (for example, understanding, knowing), and these different 

types of concepts require different treatments. It is my intention, 

therefore, to limit the discussion and to examine claims of asymmetry 

between first and other person statements in sensation language. 

Although there is claimed to be an asymmetry between first and other 

person sensation sentences, I shall make reference only to first and 

third person usages for convenience. Whatever claims are made about 

a third person usage of sensation language may, mutatis mutandis, be 

claimed about a second person usage. 

The traditional asymmetry claims will be discussed and then, 

after examining wittgensteinls philosophical approach as such, attention 

will be focussed on his category distinction between "I" used as object 

and "I" used as subject and its relation to asymmetry claims. 

SECTION I1 

Cartesian (methodological) solipsism. Objection to a claim to the 
epistemological priority of first person "sense-content" statements, 
which type of statement is exemplified by Descartesl statements 
about his "ideas". The inter-dependency thesis (reference to Aune). 
The important claim of the thesis: that it makes no sense to speak 
of experiences, if not mine as opposed to someone else's. And 
this is the same as the objection to a claim to the epistemological 
priority of first person "sense-content" statements (mentioned above). 

It is one of the basic tenets of solipsism that there is nothing 

logically incoherent in claiming that there is, and has been, no other 



I 

person than  myself ,  t h a t  I can make r e fe rence  t o  9 sensa t ions  and t o  

9 percept ions  without  being committed t o  t h e  ex i s t ence  of t h e  

sensa t ions  and percept ions  of o the r s .  Typical  of t h i s  school  i s  Descar tes ,  

whose e n t i r e  programme i s  based on t h e  ep is temologica l  p r i o r i t y  of t h e  "I". 

It seems obvious t o  him t h a t  s ta tements  about o t h e r  persons and about 

m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s  a r e  f a r  l e s s  c e r t a i n  t han  a r e  s ta tements  about h i s  own 

"ideas",  i. e .  , '$is percept ions ,  s e n s a t i o n s ,  " ac t s  of v o l i t i o n " ,  e t c . .  

The Car t e s i an  medhod is t o  f i n d  t h e  most s ecu re  s t a r t i n g - p o i n t  and t o  
I 

deduce a s  much p o s s i b l e  from i t .  This  s t a r t i n g - p o i n t  i s  t h e  'Cogito'  - 

"I th ink ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  I am." This ,  Descar tes  claims,  needs no o t h e r  

p ropos i t i on  t o  support  i t ;  i t  i s  complete i n  i t s e l f ,  invulnerable .  He 

al lows f o r  h i s  making mistaken judgements about m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s  and 

about o t h e r  persons,  but  however mistaken he may be  i n  t h e s e  r e s p e c t s ,  

he d e c l a r e s ,  he cannot be mistaken about h i s  "ideas". ( I t  i s  a t  t h i s  

po in t  t h a t  one begins t o  f e e l  uneasy a t  t h e  l a s k  of d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

t h e  " ideasv '  themselves and s ta tements  about them. I s h a l l  r e t u r n  t o  

t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  l a t e r ,  pp. 13-16.) Thus t h e  p r i o r i t y  of f i r s t  person 

present - tense  s ta tements  about one ' s  own experiences i s  ' e s t a b l i s h e d '  

and along wi th  i t  a  hos t  of ph i lo soph ica l  problems: How can I know 

t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s ?  How can I know t h a t  another  'person '  

does have sensa t ions ,  percept ions ,  e t c . ?  How can I know what s o r t  of 

s e n s a t i o n  I f e l t  yes te rday?  How do I know t h a t  I d id  no t  come i n t o  

ex i s t ence  a  few seconds ago wi th  a ready-made s t o r e  of memories? 

But should Descartes  i n s i s t  on t h i s  p r i o r i t y ?  Should he make t h e  

'Cogito'  h i s  s t a r t i ng -po in t ?  More p r e c i s e l y  - is  he e n t i t l e d  t o  do 

so? What sense  can Descar tes  a t t a c h  t o  "I"? I n  what sense  i s  t h i s  



"I" an  indiv idua ted  p a r t i c u l a r ?  It i s  t r u e  t h a t  "I" does no t  i r idividuate  

a  p a r t i c u l a r  person i n  t h e  same sense  t h a t ,  f o r  example, "Socrates" 

does. "Socrates" s e rves  a s  a  proper  name; t h a t  is  t o  say ,  "Socrates" 

s e rves  t o  i nd iv idua te  one p a r t i c u l a r  person (a  Greek phi losopher ,  born 

s o  many c e n t u r i e s  ago, e t c . ) ,  and t h e  person so  ind iv idua ted  does no t  

change according t o  who uses  t h e  term "Socrates",  nor according t o  when 

i t  i s  used. ( I  am no t  he re  concerned w i t h  ambiguity caused by t h e r e  

\ having e x i s t e d  two o r  more people w i th  t h e  name " ~ o c r a t e s " ,  s i n c e  i n  

such a c a s e  t$ey may be  d i s t i ngu i shed  a s  "Socratesl"  and "Socrates2", 
/ 

and t h e s e  l d t t e r  would s t i l l  func t ion  a s  proper  names.) "I" does n o t  

s e r v e  a s  a  proper  name. Never the less ,  Descar tes  seems t o  hold t h a t  

when i t  i s  u t t e r e d  (o r  w r i t t e n )  i t  does se rve  t o  i nd iv idua te  someone. 

Perhaps we may say he re  t h a t  g iven  t h e  context  of u t t e r a n c e  we may s e e  

who i s  being r e f e r r e d  t o  ( t h i s  invoking of t h e  context  of u t t e r a n c e  - 

being unnecessary i n  t h e  case  of a  proper  name). But i f  i t  i s  Descar tes '  

view t h a t  "I" does ind iv idua te ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a p p r e c i a t e  how t h i s  

may be i f  t h e r e  i s  no o the r  person and no o t h e r  th ing  from which i t  i s  

indiv idua ted .  Given Descar tes '  proposed methodology, t h e r e  i s  a need 

t o  make e x p l i c i t  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of i nd iv idua t ion  t h a t  a l lows him t o  

say  "I think" a s  opposed t o  "There i s  thought." ( I  hope t o  show l a t e r ,  

a f t e r  an  examination of a  Wi t tgens t e in i an  category d i s t i n c t i o n ,  t h a t  

t h e r e  a r e  s e r i o u s  d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r i s i n g  from t h e  assumption t h a t  "I" 

always ind iv idua te s  a  p a r t i c u l a r  person.)  

I n  what sense  a r e  s ensa t ions  mine i f  no t  mine a s  opposed t o  someone 

e l s e ' s ?  



I 

For my p a r t ,  when I e n t e r  most i n t i m a t e l y  i n t o  what I c a l l  myself, 
I always stumble on some  articular percept ion  o r  o t h e r  . . . . 
I can never c a t c h  myself a t  any t ime wi thout  a percept ion ,  and can 
never observe any th ing  but  t h e  percept ion .  1 

I f  I claim t h e  ep is temologica l  p r i o r i t y  of experiences I a m  claiming 

t h a t  knowledge claims about them have a s p e c i a l  s t a t u s ,  t h a t  t h e  

immediacy of my own experiences g ives  knowledge claims about them a 

degree of c e r t a i n t y  t h a t  i s  no t  found i n  knowledge claims about t h e  

experiences of o t h e r s .  They a r e  of d i f f e r e n t  c a t e g o r i e s ,  and i t  i s  

i m p l i c i t  i n  t h i s  view t h a t  c laims about experiences may be made 

without  r e f e rence  t o  t h e  ex i s t ence  of t h e  experiences of o the r s .  

It may be  objec ted  t h a t  i f  t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  experiences of o t h e r s  

i s  l o g i c a l l y  d i s t i n c t  3,rom claims about  9 exper iences ,  then  one should 
\ 

no t  speak of m~ exper ie&es ,  bu t  r a t h e r  t a k e  a "no-ownership" s tand .  
I 

An a l t e r n a t i v e  s o l u t i o n ,  and probably more f r u i t f u l ,  is  t o  deny 

t h e  ep is temologica l  p r i o r i t y  of f i r s t  person present- tense avowals 

and t o  claim i n s t e a d  t h e  l o g i c a l  inter-dependency of f i r s t  person and 

t h i r d  person e x p e r i e n t i a l  s ta tements  ( a  move made by ~ u n e ~ ) .  It i s  

one of t h e  a t t r a c t i o n s  of such a t h e s i s  t h a t  i t  avoids t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  

problem of so l ips i sm.  The argument runs  l i k e  t h i s :  I have no r i g h t  t o  

claim t o  understand a f i r s t  person present - tense  avowal, f o r  example, 

11 I am i n  pain",  i f  I understand i t  only i n  t h e  s p e c i a l  c i rcumstances of 

saying i t  myself;  t h e  sen tence  may be used by more than  myself ,  and i f  I 

make a claim t o  understand i t ,  then  I must understand i t  whether i t  i s  

- l ~ a v i d  Hume, A Treatise o f  Human Nature, ed. L .  A. Selby-Bigge 
(London, l 964) ,  I ,  i v y  252. 

2 ~ r u c e  Aune, Knowledge, Mind, and Nature (New York, 1967),  p. 87.  



u t t e r e d  by myself o r  by another .  Now t h i s  argument need no t  involve  an 

i s o l a t i o n i s t  theory of meaning. That i s  t o  s ay ,  a suppor te r  of t h i s  

view i s  not  ob l iged  t o  hold t h a t  t h e  meaning of a sen tence  i s  contained 

w i t h i n  t h e  sen tence  i t s e l f ,  w i t h i n  t h e  form of words, taken i n  i s o l a t i o n .  

He i s  not  obl iged t o  hold t h a t  t h e  context  of u t t e r a n c e  i s  of no 

relevance.  Nor need he assume t h a t  f o r  a l l  sen tences  i t  i s  t h e  c a s e  

t h a t  t h e  context  of u t t e r a n c e  i s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e i r  meaning, o r  t h a t  f o r  

a l l  sen tences  i t  i s  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t h e  context  of u t t e r a n c e  i s  i r r e l e v a n t  

t o  t h e i r  meaning. I n  some cases  it may seem t h a t  t h e  meaning of t h e  

sen tence  d i s t i n c t  from any cons ide ra t ion  of i t s  context  of u t t e r a n c e ,  

and w i t h  o the r  sen tences  t h i s  may n o t  be  t h e  case.  Sentences a r e  not  

a l l  of one l o g i c a l  mould. Those conta in ing  proper  names a s  s u b j e c t s ,  

f o r  example, "Socrates  was a phi losopher" ,  may be thought t o  be l i k e l y  

sen tences  f o r  which t h e  context  of u t t e r a n c e  i s  of no re levance  t o  t h e  

meaning. But o f t e n  i t  i s  no t  c l e a r l y  t h e  case  e i t h e r  t h a t  t h e  context  

of u t t e r a n c e  is r e l e v a n t  o r  i s  no t  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  meaning of a sen tence ,  

f o r  example, i n  t h e  cas\of "The king is  bald."  There i s  a whole spectrum 

of degrees of re levance  OF t h e  con tex t  of u t t e r a n c e  of d i f f e r e n t  sen tences .  

It i s  e s p e c i a l l y  relevaqtk f o r  an  understanding of sen tences  whose s u b j e c t  

terms a r e  personal  pronouns. For a l a r g e  c l a s s  of ca ses  a person under- 

s t ands  t h e  meaning of a sen tence  i f  he can = i t  and i f  he can 

a p p r e c i a t e  t he  u s e  o t h e r s  make of i t .  It is  an advantage of t h i s  approach 

t h a t  one is  not  l i m i t e d  t o  dea l ing  w i t h  sen tences  of sub jec t -p red ica t e  

form i n  accounting f o r  t h e  meaning of a sentence.  The suppor te r  of t h e  

inter-dependency t h e s i s  accep t s  t h i s  approach: 



I n  order  t o  understand t h e  sentence "I a m  i n  pain" you must 
understand i t  whenever and wherever i t  i s  proper ly  used - and 
t h i s  means understanding i t  when i t  i s  u t t e r e d  by another  person. 

J u s t  t o  say  t h i s  s i d e s t e p s  t h e  Ca r t e s i an  claim s i n c e  i t  has been a l r eady  

taken f o r  granted t h a t  when another  'person '  uses  t h e  sen tence  "I am 

i n  pain",  t h e  sen tence  i s  "properly used". This,  however, i s  j u s t  t h e  

assumption which t h e  s o l i p s i s t  ques t ions ;  o r ,  t o  be more p r e c i s e ,  he 

is  ques t ion ing  our  r i g h t  t o  say t h a t  we have evidence f o r  such uses  

of t h e  sen tence  being l e g i t i m a t e  uses .  

Actua l ly ,  once i t  i s  no t i ced  t h a t  understanding a sen tence  is  
a ma t t e r  of understanding i t  whenever and wherever i t  i s  proper ly  
used, it becomes apparent  t h a t  "I am i n  pain" and "He i s  i n  pain" 
a r e  so  r e l a t e d  t h a t  an understanding of e i t h e r  r e q u i r e s  a n  under- 
s tanding  of t h e  o the r .  . . . The l o g i c  of pronouns t u r n s  . . . 
on a fundamental c o n t r a s t  between "I" and "he": anyone c a l l i n g  
himself "I" is  a he (or  she)  t o  o t h e r s .  When o t h e r s  t a l k  about 
me, when they  r e l a t e  what I have s a i d ,  they use  "he" o r  perhaps 
even "you" i n  r e f e rence  t o  me, and I must accord ingly  know 
something about t h e s e  words t o  know how my remarks about myself 
a r e  taken. . . . Hence, t h e  grammars of "I" and "he" a r e  
i n t i m a t e l y  r e l a t e d ,  and t o  understand t h e  fuZZ f o r c e  of one, you 
must understand t h e  f o r c e  of t h e  o t h e r . &  

But t h e  f a c t  t h a t  an understanding of "I am i n  pain" r e q u i r e s  a n  

understanding of "He i s  i n  pain" does imply t h a t  what I under- 

s tand  by each of them i s  t h e  same; i t  does not  imply t h a t  bo th  

sen tences  func t ion  a l i k e .  This  i s  a mbst important p o i n t ,  and I hope 

t h a t  i t s  s i g n i f i c a n c e  w i l l  b e  c l e a r  l a t e r  i n  t h e  d i scuss ion  (pp. 51-52). 

The f u l l  f o r c e  of t h e  inter-dependency t h e s i s  l i e s  i n  t h e  claim t h a t  

we must be a b l e  t o  speak of t he  pa ins  of o t h e r s  i f  t h e r e  i s  t o  be  any 

f o r c e  t o  t h e  "my" when I speak of ''9 pains".  (This does not  preclude an  



asymmetry of c r i t e r i a  here . )  

SECTION I11 

A c l o s e r  examination of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  c laim of an e s s e n t i a l  
asymmetry between f i r s t  and t h i r d  person present - tense  sensa t ion  
s ta tements .  Types of c r i t e r i a  used i n  a s c r i b i n g  pa in  t o  o the r s .  
At tacks  on t h e  premises of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  argument f o r  t h e  
ep is temologica l  p r i o r i t y  of f i r s t  person present- tense sensa t ion  
s ta tements .  An analogy between s ta tements  about  t h e  pa ins  05 o t h e r s  
and s ta tements  about events  which occurred be fo re  my b i r t h ,  t o  show 
t h a t  so-cal led "d i r ec t "  evidence i s  i n  both  types  of c a s e  impossible ,  
t h a t  i n  n e i t h e r  type  of c a s e  do we make a claim of i n f a l l i b i l i t y ,  
t h a t  t h e  types of ob jec t ions  r a i s e d  t o  making knowledge claims about 
t h e  sensa t ions  of o t h e r s  may b e  r a i s e d  t o  making o the r  types  of 
knowledge claims ( f o r  example, knowledge claims about events  which 
occurred be fo re  my b i r t h ) .  The t r a d i t i o n a l  ob jec t ions  t o  my making 
knowledge claims about t h e  sensa t ions  of o t h e r s  a r e  no t  s p e c i a l  t o  
t h i s  type  of knowledge claim. Modif ica t ion  of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  t h e s i s .  

I wish now t o  examine more c l o s e l y  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  c laim of an  

e s s e n t i a l  asymmetry between f i r s t  and t h i r d  person present - tense  

sensa t ion  s ta tements ,  between, f o r  example, "I am i n  pain" and "He i s  

i n  pain." These I s h a l l  t a k e  a s  t y p i c a l  cases .  The claim r e s t s  on t h e  

'immediacyf of my own sensa t ions  which a l lows  me t o  make knowledge 

claims about  them - t h e  "p r iv i l eged  access"  theory - whereas I have no 

such access  t o  t h e  sensa t ions  of o the r s .  Here I must r e l y  on t h e  o the r  

pe r son ' s  behaviour,  and a t  b e s t  I can only i n f e r  t h a t  he f e e l s ,  s ay ,  a 

pain.  

It i s  one of ~ i t t g e n s t e i n ' s  qims t o  deny t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  any 

' \ 
s p e c i a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  involved i n  making knowledge claims about t h e  . 
sensa t ions  of o t h e r s .  I n  what ways can we make knowledge claims about 

t h e  sensa t ions  of o t h e r s ?  

We have a t  l e a s t  four  s e t s  of c r i t e r i a  we u s e  i n  a s c r i b i n g  pa in  



t o  o the r s :  

a )  causes of pa in ;  

We al low t h a t  c e r t a i n  t h ings  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  cause pa in ,  f o r  example, 

c u t t i n g  onese l f  with a k n i f e ,  p u t t i n g  one ' s  hand on a ho t  s tove ,  

banging a s h i n  on a c h a i r ,  and a l s o  cases  such a s  an i n f e c t e d  

appendix, a bad too th ,  o r  an u l c e r ,  where t h e  cause i s  more 

t y p i c a l l y  descr ibed  a s  being a s t a t e  of t h e  body, r a t h e r  than  a s  

something we did o r  something t h a t  happened t o  us.  

b) l i n g u i s t i c  evidence; 

There i s  a d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  be drawn between someone's wr i th ing  

and someone's saying "I am i n  pain." Dogs may wr i the ,  bu t  they 

do no t  o f f e r  what would t y p i c a l l y  be descr ibed  a s  l i n g u i s t i c  

evidence. 

c )  o t h e r  s o r t s  of behaviour; 

We al low c e r t a i n  types  of behaviour a s  being t y p i c a l  of a person 

i n  pa in ,  f o r  example, c ry ing ,  wr i th ing ,  c lu t ch ing  t h e  p a i n f u l  

p a r t  of t h e  body. 

d)  autonomic nervous system i n d i c a t o r s ;  

There a r e  some i n d i c a t o r s  of pa in  which would not  normally be 

considered a s  behaviour.  Typica l  members of t h i s  c l a s s  a r e  

changed Galvanic Skin Response readings  (sweating i n  t h e  palms 

of t h e  hands) ,  change of blood p re s su re ,  change of h e a r t  r a t e .  

There a r e  indeed some th ings  which we may be unsure whether t o  

p l ace  i n  t h i s  c l a s s  o r  i n  c l a s s  ( c ) ,  f o r  example, t e a r s  being 

produced. Nevertheless ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e  some members of t h i s  

c l a s s ,  ( d ) ,  which we would not be tempted t o  p l ace  i n  c l a s s  ( c ) ,  
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we may make the distinction. 

All of these four types of indication are open to public check. Of 

course, when I do make knowledge claims about the pains of others, I 

do not observe first the cause, then the behaviour, etc.. 

The evidence on which I base my claim is not neatly parcelled in this 

way. Rather, I take in the whole situation. 

At this stage I wish to draw an analogy between statements about 

the pains of others and statements about the past. Suppose it is,argued 

that no matter how much another person winces, I cannot know that he is 

in pain since his sensations are his own and inaccessible to me. This 

is in effect saying: 

1) I cannot have the pains of another person (which is taken 

to be tautologous); 

2) I cannot know that another person is having pain, nor what 

they are like if he does have them, unless I have access 

to them (which here seems to be taken as - unless I can 

have them) ; 

therefore, 3) I cannot know that another person is having pains, and 

since to ask what his pains are like presupposes that he 

does have pains, then of course I cannot know what 'they' 

are like. 

Both premises may be attacked. To refute number (1) an attempt may be 

made to give sense to the notion of two people having the same pain, 

where "same" means "numerically identical", not just "qualitatively the 

same". To do this, criteria must be found which distinguish a pain's 

being qualitatively the same as from its being numerically 
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i d e n t i c a l  wi th  i t .  This  i s  no easy t a s k  - t h e r e  i s  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  making 

sense  of two pa ins  being " q u a l i t a t i v e l y  t h e  same". Are l o c a t i o n  and 

du ra t ion  r e l e v a n t  here?  I f  n o t ,  then  what i s ?  It i s  t h e  second premise 

which, I th ink ,  must be r e j e c t e d  a f t e r  an  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  use of "know" 

here.  I f  I may c la im t o  know t h a t  something is  happening even though 

I myself am no t  a wi tness  of i t ,  may i t  no t  a l s o  be l e g i t i m a t e  t o  claim 

t o  know t h a t  another  person i s  having pa ins  even though I do no t  have 

d i r e c t  access  t o  them? What a r e  t h e  r e l e v a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  i f  any, 

between t h e  two types  of cases?  An a t tempt  may be  made t o  show t h a t  a 

confusion has been made over  two d i f f e r e n t  uses  of t h e  word "know", t h e  

two uses  being " to  know t h a t  something i s  t h e  case" and " to  know & 

acquaintance". A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  an  a t tempt  may be made t o  show t h a t  he re  

t h e  demand i s  f o r  knowledge wi th  c e r t a i n t y ,  t h a t  is ,  t h a t  he re  we may 

no t  l e g i t i m a t e l y  speak of "knowing" u n l e s s  t h e r e  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

our  having made a mistake;  an  i n f a l l i b i l i t y  i s  being demanded, and 

t h i s  i s  no t  app ropr i a t e  when we a r e  making empi r i ca l  c laims.  These 

approaches a r e  s tandard ,  and I do n o t  i n t end  t o  examine them here .  

I do wish t o  po in t  o u t ,  however, t h a t  an analogous argument may be 

cons t ruc ted  about s ta tements  about t h e  p a s t .  (To make t h e  argument s e t  

ou t  below a s  p l a u s i b l e  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  I s h a l l  r e s t r i c t  i t  t o  s ta tements  

about events  which occurred be fo re  my b i r t h . )  

1 )  I cannot have witnessed events  t h a t  occurred be fo re  I was 

born; 

2)  I cannot c laim t o  know t h a t  a n  event  has  occurred u n l e s s  I 

have witnessed i t;  

t h e r e f o r e ,  3) I cannot c la im t o  know t h a t  c e r t a i n  events  occurred be fo re  
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I was born. 

We do make knowledge claims about events  t h a t  we have no t  witnessed,  

and our  c la ims ,  s o  f a r  from being haphazard, may be supported by any 

amount of evidence, which evidence may be more o r  l e s s  r e l i a b l e ,  more 

o r  l e s s  r e l e v a n t ,  more o r  l e s s  t r i v i a l .  We a r e  o f t e n  capable of 

acqu i r ing  a  weal th of so-cal led " ind i r ec t "  evidence by means of photo- 

graphs,  contemporary o f f i c i a l  r eco rds ,  remains,  r e p o r t s  of eye-witnesses 

( w r i t t e n  o r  spoken). We & a s s e s s  our  sources  of in format ion ,  inc luding  

t h e  eye-witnesses. We do t e s t  a  pe r son ' s  v e r a c i t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y  of 

memory when i t  i s  important t o  do so ,  and t h e r e  a r e  va r ious  ways of 

doing so.  We may a sk  f o r  in format ion  about which we have o t h e r  

independent knowledge t o  s e e  i n  what measure t h e  w i t n e s s ' s  r e p o r t  

matches t h e  one we a l r eady  have. We may s e e  whether t h e  r e p o r t  exp la ins  

anything t h a t  had previous ly  been u n i n t e l l i g i b l e .  On a more b a s i c  l e v e l  

we may t e s t  f o r  cons is tency  w i t h i n  t h e  r e p o r t .  We may t r y  t o  ensure 

t h a t  t h e  wi tnes s  is  d i s i n t e r e s t e d .  W e  may t r y  t o  t h i n k  of any obvious 

motives f o r  misrepor t ing  o r  f o r  conceal ing some f a c t .  We can do a l l  - 

t h e  t h ings  t h a t  a r e  done i n  law-courts i f  t h e  i s s u e  i s  important .  

Never the less ,  we make no claim t o  i n f a l l i b i l i t y ,  any more than  we do when 

we make knowledge claims about p r e s e n t  s t a t e s  of a f f a i r s  o r  about events  

t h a t  we have witnessed.  The s o r t s  of cons ide ra t ions  t h a t  support  t h e  

f i r s t  type  of argument (about our  claiming t o  know t h a t  another  person 

has pa ins)  a r e  t h e  cons ide ra t ions  t h a t  support  t h e  second type  of argument 

(about s ta tements  about t h e  p a s t ) ;  and t h e  s o r t s  of cons ide ra t ions  t h a t  

would break down t h e  f i r s t  argument would a l s o  break down t h e  second. If 

we claim t h a t  we cannot make knowledge claims about t h e  sensa t ions  of 
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o t h e r s  on t h e  s o r t s  of grounds given i n  t h e  f i r s t  argument, we must a l s o  

be prepared t o  make no knowledge claims about events  t h a t  occurred before  

we were born, and s ta tements  about events  t h a t  w i l l  occur i n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  

and, indeed, about any event  t h a t  we have no t  witnessed.  I n  both types 

of c a s e  ( i . e . ,  i n  making knowledge claims about t h e  sensa t ions  of o t h e r s  

and i n  making knowledge claims about  events  which occurred before  we 

were born) : 

1 )  We r e l y  on " ind i r ec t "  evidence,  inc luding  t h e  r e p o r t s  of o t h e r s ,  

( f o r  we cannot have t h e  pa ins  of o t h e r s  and we cannot have 

witnessed events  t h a t  occurred be fo re  we were born) .  (Consider 

what knowledge claims we could make i f  t h i s  were no t  so . )  

2) We do al low t h a t  some people s e r v e  a s  more r e l i a b l e  'wi tnesses '  

than o t h e r s ,  and t h e r e  a r e  va r ious  means open t o  u s  f o r  d i s t i n g u i s h -  

ing  between them. 

3) We do not  c laim i n f a l l i b i l i t y ;  we do n o t  demand c e r t a i n t y  i n  t h e  

sense  t h a t  - " the re  is  no p o s s i b l e  way I could have made a 

mistake1' - be fo re  we make knowledge claims.  

The s o r t s  of d i f f e r e n c e s  involved i n  making knowledge claims about t h e  

pa ins  of o t h e r s  a r e  not  s p e c i a l  t o  t h i s  kind of c laim; they  a r e  involved 

i n  most, i f  no t  i n  a l l ,  empi r i ca l  knowledge claims.  The phi losopher  who 

t a k e s  a s c e p t i c a l  view on t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of making knowledge claims 

about  events  which occurred be fo re  he was born, i s  u n l i k e l y  t o  a l low 

t h a t  he may make knowledge claims about  events  which he &wi tnes sed  

i n  t h e  p a s t .  I f  he demands knowledge wi th  c e r t a i n t y  be fo re  al lowing 

t h a t  a c laim i s  a knowledge claim ( s e e  p. 10 above),  then  he w i l l  

demand t h e  i n f a l l i b i l i t y  of h i s  memory be fo re  claims about events  which 



he has witnessed i n  t h e  p a s t  may hgve t h e  s t a t u s  of knowledge claims.  

Again, t h i s  demand f o r  c e r t a i n t y  is  out  of p l ace  when making empir ica l  

knowledge claims.  

And h e r e  a p a r a l l e l  may be drawn wi th  t h e  gene ra l  problem of 
induct ion .  It may be argued t h a t  whi le  t h e  t r u t h  of any one 
b e l i e f  which i s  supposed t o  be  based on memory may be  t e s t e d  by 
r e fe rence  t o  another ,  t h e r e  can be no ques t ion  of j u s t i f y i n g  
memory a s  a whole: t h e  demand f o r  such a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  would be 
i l l e g i t i m a t e .  

I n  t h e  l i g h t  of t h e  above examination of t h e  negat ive  p a r t  of t h e  

claim,  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  t h e s i s  may be modified t o  read:  a l though I may 

make knowledge claims about t h e  sensa t ions  of o t h e r s ,  t h e s e  a r e  f a r  

i n f e r i o r  t o  t hose  I make about my own, s i n c e  t h e  l a t t e r  have a degree 

of c e r t a i n t y  which i s  no t  p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  c a s e  of t h e  former. 

SECTION IV 

Statement of two approaches t o  t h i s  modified claim: 
a )  an  examination of t h e  concept of a c e r t a i n  p ropos i t i on  a s  such; 
b) cons ider ing  i n  some d e t a i l  t h e  l o g i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

t h e  sen tence  "I am i n  pain" and o t h e r  sen tences  about myself 
o r  sen tences  about t h e  sensa t ions  of o the r s .  

An examination of t h e  concept of a c e r t a i n  p ropos i t i on  a s  such. 
Reference t o  Ayer 's Language, T r u t h  and Logic .  Has Ayer apprec ia ted  
t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between looking f o r  t h e  c r i t e r i a  which make a s ensa t ion  
a pa in  and, f o r  example, looking f o r  t h e  c r i t e r i a  which make a 
geometr ical  f i g u r e  a (Euclidean) t r i a n g l e  o r  looking f o r  t h e  c r i t e r i a  
which make an  animal a horse?  Ayer's d i f f i c u l t y  i n  g iv ing  sense  t o  
t h e  no t ion  of my making a mis take  when I speak of my "sense-contents". 
The theory of meaning under ly ing  t h e  search  i s  n o t  adequate  f o r  t h i s  
type  of case ;  Ayer 's focuss ing  on p ropos i t i ons  of sub jec t -p red ica t e  
form has  l e d  him t o  t r e a t  "pain" subs t an t ive ly .  

There a r e  two major approaches t o  t h i s  modified claim: 

a )  by examining t h e  concept of a c e r t a i n  p ropos i t i on  a s  such; 

'A. J. Ayer, The Problem o f  Knowledge (New York, 1965),  p. 150. 
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o r  b) by cons ider ing  i n  some d e t a i l  t h e  l o g i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  

sen tence  "I am i n  pain" and o t h e r  sen tences  about myself o r  

sen tences  about t h e  sensa t ions  of o t h e r s .  

I n  t h e  former examination t h e  c r u c i a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  between experiences 

themselves and p ropos i t i ons  about them. This  d i s t i n c t i o n  has not  always 

seemed obvious. 

. . . I am t h e  same who f e e l s ,  t h a t  i s  t o  s ay ,  who pe rce ives  c e r t a i n  
t h ings ,  a s  by t h e  organs of sense ,  s i n c e  i n  t r u t h  I s e e  l i g h t ,  
I hear  n o i s e ,  I f e e l  h e a t .  But it  w i l l  b e  s a i d  t h a t  t h e s e  
phenomena a r e  f a l s e  and t h a t  I am dreaming. Let i t  be so ;  s t i l l  
i t  i s  a t  l e a s t  q u i t e  c e r t a i n  t h a t  i t  seems t o  me t h a t  I s e e  l i g h t ,  
t h a t  I hear  n o i s e  and t h a t  I f e e l  hea t .  That cannot be f a l s e ;  
p roper ly  speaking i t  is  what i s  i n  me c a l l e d  f e e l i n g ;  and used 
i n  t h i s  p r e c i s e  sense  t h a t  i t  no o t h e r  th ing  than thinking. '  

No ma t t e r  how deceived I may be a s  t o  t h e  causes of t h e  phenomena, even 

admi t t ing  t h a t  I may be dreaming, says  Descar tes ,  s t i l l  i t  i s  " q u i t e  

c e r t a i n "  t h a t  i t  seems t o  me t h a t  I f e e l  hea t .  What is  being suggested 

i s  t h a t  my s ta tements  can be  c e r t a i n  i f  I make no r e fe rence  t o  causes ,  

t o  phys i ca l  o b j e c t s ,  bu t  speak only i n  terms of my experiences.  And 

i t  is h e r e  t h a t  phi losophers  such a s  Ayer d r i v e  a wedge between t h e  

sensa t ion ,  s ay ,  and t h e  p ropos i t i on  about i t .  Descar tes  i s  sugges t ing  

t h a t  s ta tements  which d i r e c t l y  r e p o r t  an  immediate s ensa t ion  a r e  u n l i k e  

o t h e r  empir ica l  p ropos i t i ons  i n  t h a t  f u t u r e  experience i s  i r r e l e v a n t  

t o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e i r  t r u t h .  They a r e  i n c o r r i g i b l e  l i t e r a l l y .  The 

supposed reason f o r  t h i s  ' i n c o r r i g i b i l i t y ' ,  says  Ayer, i s  t h a t  t h e s e  

p ropos i t i ons  a r e  taken t o  be "purely d e m ~ n s t r a t i v e " . ~  Now t o  speak 

' ~ e n 6  Descart  e s  , Meditations on the First PhiZosophy, from Descartes 
Sel.ections, ed. Ralph M .  Eaton, t r a n s .  E .  S .  Haldane and G .  R. T. Ross 
(New York, 1955),  p. 101. 

2 ~ .  J . Ayer , Language, Truth and Logic, 2nd ed . (London, 1964) , P . 91 
4 
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of an  os t ens ive  p ropos i t i on ,  he a rgues ,  involves  a c o n t r a d i c t i o n  of 

terms. I n  making a p ropos i t i on  one i s  not  naming something, one i s  

no t  p o i n t i n g  t o  something. One i s  cha rac t e r i z ing ,  something, c l a s s i f y i n g  

i t  a s  a t h ing  of a c e r t a i n  s o r t .  It i s  f o r  t h i s  reason t h a t  p ropos i t i ons  

a r e  informat ive .  They con ta in  g e n e r a l  words, c l a s s i f i c a t o r y  words. The 

con t r ad ic t ion ,  then,  l i e s  i n  t h i s :  

A sentence  which cons i s t ed  of demonstrat ive symbols would n o t  
express  a genuine p ropos i t i on .  It would be a mere e j a c u l a t i o n ,  
i n  no way c h a r a c t e r i z i n g  t h a t  t o  which i t  was supposed t o  r e f e r .  

Furthermore, i t  i s  argued t h a t  one cannot i n  language po in t  t o  an o b j e c t  

without  desc r ib ing  i t .  The example given i s  of t h e  p ropos i t i on   his 

i s  white",  where t h e  words a r e  taken t o  r e f e r  t o  a "sense-content". 

Now how i s  t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t o r y ?  Says Ayer: 

. . . what I am saying about  t h i s  sense-content i s  t h a t  i t  i s  an  
element i n  t h e  c l a s s  of sense-contents  which c o n s t i t u t e s  "white" 
f o r  me; o r  i n  o t h e r  words t h a t  i t  i s  s i m i l a r  i n  colour  t o  c e r t a i n  
o t h e r  sense-contents ,  namely t h o s e  which I should c a l l ,  o r  a c t u a l l y  
have c a l l e d ,  white .  And I t h i n k  I am saying a l s o  t h a t  i t  corresponds 
i n  some f a sh ion  t o  t h e  sense-contents  which go t o  c o n s t i t u t e  "white" 
f o r  o the r  people . . . . 4 

I s h a l l  adapt  t h e  example by speaking i n s t e a d  of  his i s  a pain."  Then 

according t o  Ayer I am saying of t h e  sensa t ion ,  a )  t h a t  i t  i s  an  

element i n  t h e  c l a s s  of s ensa t ions  which " c o n s t i t u t e s  "pain" f o r  me", 

and b) t h a t  i t  "corresponds" i n  some way t o  t h e  sensa t ions  which 

11 c o n s t i t u t e s  "pain" f o r  o the r  people". I n  poin t ing  out  t h e  p r o p e r t i e s  

of t h e  so-cal led c e r t a i n  p ropos i t i ons ,  Ayer makes c l e a r  t h a t  he i s  not  

implying t h a t  t h e  s ensa t ions  themselves a r e  doubt fu l .  Sensa t ions  a r e  

n e i t h e r  t r u e  nor  f a l s e ,  nor doubt fu l .  

3~anguage, T r u t h  and Logic, p. 91. 

4~anguage, T r u t h  and Logic, p. 9 2 .  
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A sensation simply occurs. What are doubtful are the propositions 
which refer to our sensations, including the propositions which 
describe the qualities of a presented sense-content, or assert 
that a certain sense-content has occurred. 5 

How successful is this attempt to remove the difficulties of the 

traditional standpoint? Consider the following: 

a) This is a pain; 

b) This is a triangle; 

c) This is a horse. 

Ayer has pointed out the similarities between them. For him, in saying 

(a), I am saying at least that it is an element in the class of 

sensations which "constitutes "pain" for me". The second part of the 

claim that Ayer makes with respect to sense-contents, viz., that it 

11 corresponds" in some way to the sensations which "constitute "pain" 

for other people", is presumably a property of this particular type of 

sentence, that is, those referring to sense-contents. There is real 

difficulty in analysing this second claim. It is important to note that 

Ayer does not attempt to explain in what way sensations of pain 

11 correspond" to those of other people, although such an explanation is 

essential if the word "correspond" is not to become a convenient blanket- 

term to avoid the problem of solipsism. For Ayer, in saying (b), I am 

classifying a figure as a triangle; (a) and (b) are similar in this 

respect (i.e., in that they are both classificatory). But there may be 

important differences between the two. In the case of (b) I have 

unambiguous criteria for calling a figure a triangle, it must be 

i) three-sided, ii) a closed figure, and iii) lying in a plane. There 

5~anguage, Truth and Logic, p . 93. 
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a r e  consequently t e s t s  t h a t  I can apply before  dec id ing  whether o r  no t  

t h e  f i g u r e  i s  a t r i a n g l e .  When asked: "Why do you say  t h a t  i t  is  a 

t r i a n g l e ? " ,  I am a b l e  t o  r ep ly  - t h a t  t h e  f i g u r e  i s  three-sided,  i s  

c losed  and l i e s  i n  a plane.  I t  is  t r u e  t h a t  we do no t  always have such 

unambiguous c r i t e r i a  a v a i l a b l e .  I n  ca se  ( c )  t h e r e  i s  no one l i s t  of 

c r i t e r i a  such t h a t  i f  a l l  apply t h e  animal is  a horse,  and i f  l e s s  than 

a l l  of them apply,  then  i t  i s  not a horse.  The no t ion  of necessary and 

s u f f i c i e n t  cond i t i ons  has a l i m i t e d  a p p l i c a t i o n .  Never the less ,  t h e r e  a r e  

c e r t a i n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of ho r ses  - they a r e  four-legged, have hoofs ,  

have a mane, have long t a i l s  (un le s s  c u t ) ,  they  whinney and neigh,  they 

e a t  hay, e t c . .  I f  we found an  animal which looked l i k e  a horse ,  moved 

l i k e  a horse ,  a t e  t h e  same th ings  a s  a horse ,  bu t  barked, we might o r  

might no t  dec ide  t o  c a l l  i t  a horse.  The h e s i t a t i o n  i s  of l i t t l e  import- 

ance. What i s  important i s  t h a t  whichever dec i s ion  we come t o ,  we could 

g ive  t h e  c r i t e r i a  t h a t  in f luenced  our dec i s ion .  Usually i n  such cases  

we apply t h e  term i n  ques t ion  i f  t h e r e  i s  a s i z e a b l e  "c lus t e r "  of t h e  

more obvious c r i t e r i a  s a t i s f i e d .  But what happens i n  case  ( a ) ?  Are 

t h e r e  any c r i t e r i a  a v a i l a b l e ,  whether unambiguous o r  no t?  

Ayer f i n d s  i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  g i v e  sense  t o  t h e  not ion  of my making 

a mis take  when I speak of my "sense-contents".  The n e a r e s t  he  comes t o  

t h i s  i s  t o  invent  a c a s e  i n  which I have discovered t h a t ,  whenever I 

sense  a sense-content of a c e r t a i n  q u a l i t y ,  I make some d i s t i n c t i v e  

o v e r t  bodi ly  movement; and then  I may on one occasion be presented wi th  

a sense-content which I d e c l a r e  t o  be of t h a t  q u a l i t y ,  and then  f a i l  t o  

make t h e  bodi ly  r e a c t i o n  I have come t o  a s s o c i a t e  wi th  i t .  



I n  such a  c a s e  I should probably abandon t h e  hypothesis  t h a t  sense- 
con ten t s  of t h a t  q u a l i t y  always ca l l ed  out  i n  me t h e  bodi ly  r e a c t i o n  
i n  ques t ion .  But I should n o t ,  l o g i c a l l y ,  be obl iged  t o  abandon it .  
I f  I found i t  more convenient ,  1 could save  t h i s  hypothes is  by 
assuming t h a t  I r e a l l y  d id  make t h e  r e a c t i o n ,  a l though I d id  n o t  
n o t i c e  i t ,  o r ,  a l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  t h a t  t h e  sense-content d id  no t  have 
t h e  q u a l i t y  I a s s e r t e d  i t  t o  have.6 

It i s  cu r ious ,  then,  t h a t  a f t e r  meeting wi th  such d i f f i c u l t y  i n  t r y i n g  

t o  g ive  meaning t o  a  mistake i n  f i r s t  person present - tense  avowals, 

Ayer does no t  examine more c l o s e l y  what sense  i t  makes t o  speak of 

f i r s t  person present - tense  avowals being c o r r e c t ,  more e s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  

he l a y s  g r e a t  stress on t h e  r o l e  of v e r i f i c a t i o n  i n  a  theory  of meaning. 

I have suggested t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  s t r a igh t fo rward  sense  i n  which we can 

v e r i f y  t h e  s tatement  "This i s  a  t r i a n g l e "  and t h e  s tatement  "This i s  a  

horse." We know what p r o p e r t i e s  t r i a n g l e s  have, and we know what 

p r o p e r t i e s  ho r ses  u sua l ly  have. And what p r o p e r t i e s  does a  s ensa t ion  

have t h a t  makes i t  a pain? This  i s  t h e  ques t ion  Ayer should have posed, 

bearing i n  mind t h a t  f o r  (a )  ("This i s  a pain") t o  be t h e  s o r t  of 

sen tence  which may be t r u e  o r  f a l s e ,  h e  must be a b l e  t o  v e r i f y  t h e  

s tatement .  J u s t  a s  Ayer emphasizes t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of v e r i f i c a t i o n  

be fo re  al lowing t h a t  a  sen tence  may be  a  p ropos i t i on ,  i , e . ,  t r u e  o r  

f a l s e ,  so  does Wit tgens te in  throughout h i s  l a t e r  work emphasize t h e  

need f o r  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a  ( f o r  v e r i f i c a t i o n )  be fo re  we may claim t o  

I t  know t h a t  something i s  t h e  c a s e  ( f o r  when we say "I know t h a t  . . . , - 
what fo l lows  t h e  " tha t"  must be t h e  s o r t  of sen tence  t h a t  may be t r u e ) .  

( I  am no t  sugges t ing  t h a t  t h e  no t ions  of v e r i f i c a t i o n  f o r  both phi losophers  

a r e  t h e  same i n  a l l  r e spec t s . )  

But what happens i f  we a s k  t h e  ques t ion ,  "What p r o p e r t i e s  does a  

6~anguage, T m t h  and Logi.c, p ,  92. 



sensa t ion  have t h a t  makes i t  a pain?" A pa in  i s  a s ensa t ion  which i s  

unpleasant .  But t o  say of something t h a t  i t  i s  unpleasant  is not  t o  say  

something of i t  i n  t h e  same way a s  t o  s ay ,  f o r  example, t h a t  it i s  square.  

I n  saying t h a t  I f i n d  something unpleasant ,  I am not  implying t h a t  every- 

11 one w i l l  f i n d  i t  unpleasant .  But on Ayer's model, my pa in  corresponds" 

i n  some way t o  t hose  sensa t ions  which " c o n s t i t u t e  "pain" f o r  o the r  

people". Is i t  no t  supposed t o  mean a t  l e a s t  t h i s  - t h a t  t h e  s o r t  of 

s e n s a t i o n  L f i n d  unpleasant  is  t h e  s o r t  of s ensa t ion  t h a t  o the r  people 

would f i n d  unpleasant?  But how can one make sense  of v e r i f y i n g  t h a t  t h e  

s ensa t ions  which " c o n s t i t u t e  "pain" f o r  me" correspond t o  t h e  sensa t ions  

which " c o n s t i t u t e  "pain" f o r  others"? 

Our reason f o r  being i n  t h e s e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i s  t h a t  we spoke of a 

pa in  a s  though we were t a l k i n g  about  a m a t e r i a l  ob jec t  wi th  r e a d i l y  

observable  p r o p e r t i e s  which made i t  an o b j e c t  of a c e r t a i n  kind.  Ayer, 

i n  h i s  u s e  of "sense-contents",  seems t o  accept  t h e  model wi thout  qualms, 

even though i t  becomes c l e a r  t o  him t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  ( f o r  

example, i n  g iv ing  sense  t o  t h e  no t ion  of a mistaken judgement about  

them). It is  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  Ayer 's t rea tment  i s  of p ropos i t i ons  of 

subjec t -predica te  form; t h e  p i c t u r e  of a s c r i b i n g  p r o p e r t i e s  t o  an  o b j e c t  

is  thus  almost i n e v i t a b l e .  

It p o s i t i v e l y  seems t o  u s  a s  i f  pa in  had a body, a s  i f  i t  were 
a t h ing ,  a body wi th  shape and colour .  Why? Has i t  t h e  shape 
of t h e  p a r t  of t h e  body t h a t  h u r t s ?  One would l i k e  t o  say f o r  
example "I could describe t h e  pa in  i f  I only had t h e  necessary 
words and elementary meanings". . . . A s  i f  one could even 
pa in t  t h e  s ensa t ion ,  i f  only o t h e r  people would understand t h i s  
language. -And one r e a l l y  can  d e s c r i b e  p a i n  s p a t i a l l y  and temporally.  7 

7 ~ u d w i g  Wit tgens te in ,  ZetteZ, ed. G .  E. M. Anscornbe and G. H.  von Wright, 
t r a n s .  G .  E. M. Anscornbe (Berkeley, 1967),  para .  482. 



It  is a consequence of t r e a t i n g  "pain" s u b s t a n t i v e l y  t h a t  upon t h e  

information t h a t  we can d e s c r i b e  pain s p a t i a l l y  and temporal ly ,  t h a t  

we can g i v e  the  l o c a t i o n ,  say  when i t  began and how long i t  l a s t e d ,  

we meet w i th  t h e  r e a c t i o n  - yes ,  bu t  t h a t  does no t  say  anything 

about t h e  pa in ;  i t  t e l l s  u s  where i t  i s  l o c a t e d ,  when and f o r  how 

long,  bu t  i t  does no t  t e l l  u s  what i t  is.  

SECTION V 

An examination of Wi t tgens t e in ' s  approach a s  such, t o  s e e  how i t  
d i f f e r s  from t r a d i t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s .  (This  i s  a p repa ra t ion  f o r  
us ing  approach ( b ) ,  l i s t e d  under SECTION I V ,  p. 13.)  The 
t r a d i t i o n a l  focuss ing  of a t t e n t i o n  on p ropos i t i ons  of subjec t -  
p r e d i c a t e  form. The inadequacy of t h e  Leibniz ian  t h e s i s  of no 
"purely e x t r i n s i c  denominations". The many d i f f e r e n t  kinds of 
sentences.  Confusion a r i s i n g  from another  t r a d i t i o n a l  assumption - 
t h a t  any meaningful sen tence  is  e i t h e r  t r u e  o r  f a l s e  (not  bo th) .  
The importance of t h e  context  of some sentences  i n  speaking of 
t h e i r  t r u t h  o r  f a l s i t y .  Wi t tgens t e in ' s  p o i n t  t h a t  language i s  
used, and used i n  any number of d i f f e r e n t  ways. The d i s t i n c t i o n  
between t h e  grammar of a  sen tence  and t h e  way i n  which i t  i s  used 
( i . e . ,  t h e  way i t  func t ions )  i l l u s t r a t e d .  Logical  d i f f e r e n c e s  
between two sentences  n o t  always accompanied by a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
grammar. Inadequacy of t h e  " ~ e a n i n g  = Referr ing" theory.  

It w i l l  be  h e l p f u l  a t  t h i s  s t a g e  t o  examine Wi t tgens t e in ' s  

approach,as such before  applying i t  t o  " the problem of asymmetry". 

It was customary u n t i l  r e c e n t l y  f o r  phi losophers  t o  concen t r a t e  t h e i r  

ana lyses  on sen tences  of sub jec t -p red ica t e  form. S y l l o g i s t i c  l o g i c ,  

founded by A r i s t o t l e ,  met w i th  no oppos i t ion  u n t i l  t h e  developments of 

twen t i e th  century  l o g i c .  The work of A r i s t o t l e  was developed dur ing  

t h i s  t ime, bu t  t h e  b a s i s  was n o t  a l t e r e d .  This  b a s i s  i s  t h e  claim t h a t  

every p ropos i t i on  can be  reduced t o  one of t h e  fol lowing types:  

1 )  A l l  -'s a r e  - 's; 



2) No - I s  a r e  - I s ;  

3)  Some - I s  a r e  - I s ;  

4 )  Some - 's a r e  no t  - I s .  

It is  one of L e i b n i z l s  fundamental p ropos i t i ons  t h a t  r e l a t i o n a l  

s ta tements  are r educ ib l e  t o  s ta tements  of subjec t -predica te  form. He 

claims t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no "purely e x t r i n s i c  denominations" (where an 

11 e x t r i n s i c  denomination" may be taken t o  mean a r e l a t i o n ,  and an  

11 i n t r i n s i c  denomination" may be taken t o  mean a p r e d i c a t e ) :  

To be  i n  a p l a c e  i s  n o t  a b a r e  e x t r i n s i c  denomination; indeed, t h e r e  
i s  no denomination so e x t r i n s i c  t h a t  i t  does n o t  have an  i n t r i n s i c  
denomination a s  i t s  b a s i s .  This  i s  i t s e l f  one of my important  
doc t r ines .  

There a r e  no e x t r i n s i c  denominations, and no one becomes a  widower 
i n  I n d i a  by t h e  dea th  of h i s  wi fe  i n  Europe un le s s  a  r e a l  change 
occurs  i n  him. For every p r e d i c a t e  is  i n  f a c t  contained i n  t h e  
n a t u r e  of t h e  ~ u b j e c t . ~  

It i s  t r u e  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  some r e l a t i o n s  which a r e  r educ ib l e  t o  propos- 

i t i o n s  of subjec t -predica te  form. This  type of r e l a t i o n a l  p ropos i t i on  

i s  no t  r educ ib l e  t o  a  s i n g l e  subjec t -predica te  propos i t ion ,  bu t  t o  a 

conjunct ion  of such p ropos i t i ons .  An example of t h i s  type  of r e l a t i o n  

g iven  by Rescher is: xRy = x is  t h e  same colour  a s  y. Then i f  we know 

t h e  co lour  of t h e  ob jec t  x  and t h a t  of t h e  o b j e c t  y ,  we can determine 

whether xRy holds o r  no t .  The conjunct ion  of subjec t -predica te  

p ropos i t i ons  which t h i s  r e l a t i o n a l  p ropos i t i on  reduces t o  i n  t h i s  

i n s t ance  w i l l  be something l i k e :  (x i s   red).(^ i s  red)  . But con t r a ry  

l ~ o t t  f r i e d  Wilhelm Leibniz  , PhiZosophicaZ Papers and Letters, t r a n s .  and 
ed. Leroy E .  Loemker (Chicago, 1956),  p. 857. 

3 ~ i c h o l a s  Rescher, The PhiZosophy of Leibniz (Englewood C l i f f s ,  
New Je r sey ,  1967),  p. 72. 



t o  t h e  Leibniz ian  t h e s i s ,  t h e r e  a r e  a l s o  some i r r e d u c i b l e  r e l a t i o n s  

where we cannot be r i d  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  by cons t ruc t ing  a  conjunct ion of 

subjec t -predica te  p ropos i t i ons .  The r e l a t i o n  w i l l  s t i l l  be found i n  t h e  

p r e d i c a t e s  of t h e  p ropos i t i ons  s o  t h a t ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  no reduct ion  has taken 

p l ace  a t  a l l .  An example of such a  r e l a t i o n  i s  t h a t  of "being t o  t h e  

l e f t  (or  t o  t h e  r i g h t )  of". 

It seems t h a t  we a r e  t o  d iscover  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of t h e  subjec t -  

p r e d i c a t e  a n a l y s i s  by drawing up a l i s t  of t h e  types of p ropos i t i ons  i t  

f a i l s  t o  cover. And a t  t h i s  po in t  Wi t tgens te in  breaks away from t h i s  

approach. I f  w e  t a k e  a p r o p o s i t i o n a l  schema i n  f i r s t  o rder  c a l c u l u s  w e  

may, by c e r t a i n  d e c i s i o n  procedures ,  d i scover  whether o r  no t  it i s  v a l i d .  

The procedures  a r e  pure ly  mechanical,  and we d e a l  wi th  t h e  p ropos i t i ona l  

schema by i t s e l f .  We cannot f i n d  ou t  a l l  t h e r e  i s  t o  know about sen tences  

i n  a  n a t u r a l  language i n  t h i s  way; i t  i s  no t  innocuous h e r e  t o  examine 

them i n  i s o l a t i o n .  

But how many kinds of sen tence  a r e  t he re?  Say a s s e r t i o n ,  ques t ion ,  
and command? -There a r e  countZess kinds:  coun t l e s s  d i f f e r e n t  k inds  
of u s e  of what we c a l l  "symbolstf, "words", "sentences".  And t h i s  
m u l t i p l i c i t y  i s  n o t  something f i x e d ,  given once f o r  a l l ;  b u t  new 
types  of language, new language-games, a s  we may say ,  come i n t o  
ex i s t ence ,  and o t h e r s  become o b s o l e t e  and g e t  fo rgo t t en .  . . . 
Review t h e  m u l t i p l i c i t y  of language-games i n  t h e  fol lowing examples, 
and i n  o the r s :  

Giving o rde r s ,  and obeying them- 
Describing t h e  appearance of an  o b j e c t ,  o r  g iv ing  i t s  measurements- 
Construct ing an  ob jec t  from a d e s c r i p t i o n  (a  drawing) - 
Reporting an event- 
Speculat ing about an  event- 
Forming and t e s t i n g  a  hypothesis-  
Present ing  t h e  r e s u l t s  of a n  experiment i n  t a b l e s  and diagrams- 
Making up a  s t o r y ;  and reading it- 
Play-acting- 
Singing catches- 
Guessing r idd le s -  
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Making a joke;  t e l l i n g  it- 
Solving a problem i n  p r a c t i c a l  a r i t hme t i c -  
T rans l a t ing  from one language i n t o  another- 
Asking, thanking, cu r s ing ,  g r e e t i n g ,  praying. 

-It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  compare t h e  m u l t i p l i c i t y  of t h e  t o o l s  i n  
language and of t h e  ways they a r e  used, t h e  m u l t i p l i c i t y  of kinds of 
word and sentence ,  wi th  what l o g i c i a n s  have s a i d  about t h e  s t r u c t u r e  
of language. 

We a r e  tempted t o  say  t h a t  any meaningful sen tence  i s  e i t h e r  t r u e  

o r  f a l s e .  But cons ider  what happens i f  we make t h e  assumption. We a r e  

t e l l i n g  a c h i l d  a f a i r y  s t o r y ,  during which t h e  fol lowing p ropos i t i on  

occurs  : 

1 )  "The old woman gave Jack  a bag of beans." 

Is i t  t r u e ,  o r  f a l s e ?  Every p ropos i t i on  i s  one o r  t h e  o the r .  Let  us  say  

t h a t  i t  i s  f a l s e  then ,  s i n c e  t h e r e  r e a l l y  was no such person a s  t h e  o ld  

woman and no beans e i t h e r .  And now l e t  u s  adapt  t h e  s t o r y  a l i t t l e .  The 

g i a n t ,  on confront ing  Jack ,  a sks  him i f  t h e  o ld  woman gave him any beans. 

Jack  becomes f r igh tened  and answers: 

2) "No, no-one gave me any beans ." 
Now is t h i s  t r u e ,  o r  f a l s e ?  We may say t h a t  i t  i s  t r u e ;  t h e r e  was no 

such person a s  Jack  and no beans, f o r  we should t ake  t h e  meaning of t h e  

sen tence  t o  be,  "No-one gave Jack  any beans." But now t h e  c h i l d  a sks :  

"Is t h a t  t r u e ?  Was Jack  t e l l i n g  t h e  t ru th?"  S h a l l  we p e r s i s t  i n  

saying t h a t  p ropos i t i on  (2) i s  t r u e ?  S h a l l  I answer t h e  c h i l d  by say ing ,  

"Yes, i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  no-one gave Jack  any beans."? But then  have I 

answered t h e  c h i l d  a t  a l l ?  The c h i l d  may know t h a t  t h i s  i s  a f a i r y  

s t o r y ,  t h a t  t h e r e  was r e a l l y  no Jack  a t  a l l .  H e  i s  not  asking whether 

o r  n o t  t h e r e  r e a l l y  was such a person a s  Jack.  He is  asking whether t h e  

5 ~ u d w i g  Wit tgens te in ,  ~hiZosophicaZ Investigations, t r a n s .  G. E. M. 
Anscombe, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1963),  para.  23. 



propos i t i on  i s  t r u e  w i t h i n  t h e  s t o r y .  The po in t  i s  not t h a t  i t  i s  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  say  whether t h e s e  p ropos i t i ons  a r e  t r u e ,  o r  f a l s e ,  b u t  

r a t h e r  t h a t  t h e  presuppos i t ion  t h a t  each of t h e  p ropos i t i ons  must be 

e i t h e r  t r u e  or f a l s e  (and n o t  both) i s  misleading.  There i s  a danger 

of underest imating t h e  importance of t h e  context  of t h e  sen tence ,  a s  

though we could 'd i scover '  whether t h e  sen tence  was t r u e  o r  f a l s e  by an 

examination of i t  alone.  When we t e l l  a  f a i r y  s t o r y  we use  sentences 

d i f f e r e n t l y  from when we d e s c r i b e  a  scene we saw e a r l i e r  i n  t h e  day. 

There is  a sense  i n  which we can speak of sen tences  being t r u e  even 

though they a r e  found i n  a  p i ece  of f i c t i o n ,  j u s t  a s  we sometimes speak 

of a c t i o n s  wi th in  a  p lay  being genuine: "Hermia and Lysander a r e  r e a l l y  

l o v e r s ,  bu t  t h e  two on t h e  r i g h t  a r e  j u s t  a c t i n g ;  t h a t ' s  Bottom playing 

Pyramus and F l u t e  i s  tak ing  t h e  p a r t  of Thisbe. They a r e  performing a  

p l a y  i n  honour of Theseus and Hippolyte." 

It i s  important t o  a p p r e c i a t e  t h a t  i n  poin t ing  out  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  

ways i n  which sen tences  may be used,  Wi t tgens te in  i s  no t  a t tempt ing  t o  

draw up a n  exhaus t ive  l ist .  The l o g i c i a n ,  on t h e  o the r  hand, would 

cons ider  such a  l i s t  an i d e a l  t o  be  aimed a t ,  an exhaus t ive  l i s t  of 

d i f f e r e n t  types  of p ropos i t i ons ,  so t h a t  any given p ropos i t i on  could be 

f i t t e d  unambiguously i n t o  one type  o r  another .  But p ropos i t i ons  a r e  used,  

p o i n t s  ou t  Wi t tgens te in ,  and any one may be  used i n  a  v a r i e t y  of language- 

games. 

. . . someone might o b j e c t  a g a i n s t  me: "You t ake  t h e  easy way out! 
You t a l k  about a l l  s o r t s  of language-games, bu t  have nowhere s a i d  
what t h e  essence of a  language-game, and hence of language, i s :  
what i s  common t o  a l l  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and what makes them i n t o  
language o r  p a r t s  of language. So you l e t  yourself  o f f  t h e  very  
p a r t  of t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  t h a t  once gave you yourself  most headache, 
t h e  p a r t  about t h e  general f o m  of propositions and of language." 

And t h i s  i s  t r u e .  - Ins tead  of producing something common t o  a l l  
t h a t  we c a l l  language, I am saying  t h a t  t hese  phenomena have no one 



t h ing  i n  common which makes u s  u s e  t h e  same word f o r  a l l ,  -but t h a t  
they a r e  related t o  one another  i n  many d i f f e r e n t  ways. And i t  i s  
because of t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  o r  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  t h a t  w e  c a l l  
them a l l  "language". 

Sentences a r e  used f o r  more reasons  than  communicating information.  It 

was tempting t o  assume t h a t  t h e  four  types of p ropos i t i ons  s e t  ou t  i n  

A r i s t o t e l e a n  l o g i c  were a s s e r t o r i c ,  t h a t  t h e  func t ion  of language was t o  - 

a f f i r m  something t o  be t h e  case ,  t o  d e s c r i b e  some s t a t e  of a f f a i r s .  But 

i t  i s  t o  be apprec ia ted  t h a t  t h e  grammar of a  sen tence  does not  n e c e s s a r i l y  

g ive  us  a  guide t o  i t s  use. 

Consider t h e  sen tence  " ~ s n ' t  t h a t  s t range?"  I n  what ways may t h e  

sen tence  be used? It i s  no t  always used i n  t h e  same way. It may be  

used, no t  a s  a  bona fide ques t ion ,  b u t  as a comment, o r  a s  an  exclamation. 

I n  such con tex t s   hat's s t range!"  o r  "How strange!" would s e r v e  j u s t  a s  

well.. Here t h e  'ques t ioner '  does not wish t o  be t o l d  whether o r  no t  i t  

i s  s t r ange .  It may be t h a t  nothing s a i d  t o  t h e  speaker w i l l  cause him t o  

change h i s  mind. He i s  saying ,  "I f i n d  i t  s t range"  (and o t h e r  people may 

no t  f i n d  i t  s t r ange ,  and y e t  no t  t a k e  except ion t o  what he  says ) .  O r  i t  

may be  used a s  a  ques t ion ,  ask ing  f o r  information.  We may imagine a 

v i s i t o r  l i s t e n i n g  t o  a  p s y c h i a t r i s t  d i s cuss ing  a  c a s e  h i s t o r y .  The v i s i t o r  

fo l lows  t h e  conversa t ion  q u i t e  understandingly u n t i l  h e  is  t o l d  of a 

c e r t a i n  a c t i o n  performed by t h e  p a t i e n t  which s t r i k e s  him a s  completely 

incongruous. U n t i l  then  t h e  v i s i t o r  thought h e  had b u i l t  up r a t h e r  a  

good p i c t u r e  of t h e  p a t i e n t  and t h e  th ings  h e  was l i k e l y  t o  do, and t h e  

f u r t h e r  a long t h e  account progressed t h e  more a b l e  he  was t o  p r e d i c t  what 

the. p a t i e n t  was going t o  do. But t h i s  a c t i o n  took him by s u r p r i s e .  And 

6 ~ h i  ZosophicaZ ~nues t iga t ions ,  para.  65 .  



so  he a sks  t h e  a u t h o r i t y ,  t h e  p s y c h i a t r i s t ,  " I s n ' t  t h a t  s t range?"  He 

most d e f i n i t e l y  would l i k e  an  answer. Perhaps he re  t h e  p s y c h i a t r i s t  

would adv i se  t h e  hea re r  t o  w a i t  a wh i l e  u n t i l  t h e  whole p i c t u r e  i s  

presented ,  and then  he w i l l  s e e  t h a t  i t  f i t s  i n ,  t h a t  i t  was no t  s t r a n g e  

a t  a l l .  O r ,  on some occasions,  t h e  sen tence  may be used a s  a warning. 

Imagine t h e  p s y c h i a t r i s t  l i s t e n i n g  t o  t h e  v i s i t o r  who i s  unconcernedly 

r e l a t i n g  t h e  day ' s  a c t i o n s  of a n  acquaintance.  The p s y c h i a t r i s t  l i s t e n s  

uneas i ly ,  and f i n a l l y  something t h a t  t h e  acquaintance i s  repor ted  t o  

have done convinces him t h a t  something i s  wrong. " I s n ' t  t h a t  s t range?" ,  

he says.  And t h i s  i s  no t  a ques t ion ,  nor is i t  an  exclamation. We may 

say t h a t  he i s  warning t h e  v i s i t o r  t h a t  something is s t r ange .  The 

d i f f e r e n t  number of uses  any one sen tence  may have is  i n d e f i n i t e .  An 

examination of t h e  grammar of t h e  sen tence  w i l l  no t  p re sen t  t hose  

d i f f e r e n t  uses  be fo re  us .  Nor may we assume t h a t  two sentences  having 

t h e  same grammar w i l l  have t h e  same range of uses .  There may be  some uses  

t h a t  a r e  common t o  both sen tences ,  and t h e r e  may be  o the r  u ses  t h a t  one of 

t h e  sen tences  has bu t  which t h e  o t h e r  does no t .  

The l o g i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between two sentences a r e  no t  always 

accompanied by a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  grammar - which i s  t o  say,  i f  we wish t o  

avoid confusion i n  our u s e  of language, we must r e s i s t  t h e  temptat ion 

t o  p l ace  p ropos i t i ons  i n t o  d i f f e r e n t  boxes by a cons ide ra t ion  of t h e i r  

grammar alone.  The l o g i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  b e s t  i l luminated  by examining 

how we - use  t h e  sen tences ,  by see ing  what r o l e  they have i n  va r ious  

language-games. To understand t h e  'meaning' of a l a r g e  c l a s s  of 

sen tences  we a r e  advised,  no t  t o  s tudy  t h e  sen tences  i n  i s o l a t i o n ,  bu t  

r a t h e r  t o  examine them i n  u s e ,  t o  examine t h e i r  func t ions ,  t o  compare them 



with  o t h e r  sen tences  wi th  t h e  same grammar t o  d iscover  t h e i r  l o g i c a l  

p r o p e r t i e s .  

Our i n v e s t i g a t i o n  is  t h e r e f o r e  a one. Such an  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  sheds l i g h t  on our  problem by c l e a r i n g  misunder- 
s tandings  away. Misunderstandings concerning t h e  use  of words, 
caused, among o the r  t h ings ,  by c e r t a i n  ana logies  between t h e  forms 
of express ion  i n  d i f f e r e n t  reg ions  of language. -Some of them can be 
removed by s u b s t i t u t i n g  one form of express ion  f o r  another ;  t h i s  may 
be c a l l e d  an  "ana lys i su  of our  forms of express ion ,  f o r  t h e  process  
i s  sometimes l i k e  one of t ak ing  a t h ing  a p a r t . 7  

With t h i s  approach Wit tgens te in  breaks away from t r a d i t i o n a l  meaning 

t h e o r i e s .  The preoccupat ion wi th  sen tences  of sub jec t -p red ica t e  form, 

where one i s  saying something about t h e  s u b j e c t ,  l e d  t o  a correspondingly 

narrow account of 'meaning'. This  account I s h a l l  c a l l  t h e  "Meaning = 

Referr ing" theory.  To understand a sen tence  of t h e  s tandard  form 

"S i s  P" one had t o  know f i r s t ,  t o  what "St' r e f e r r e d ,  and secondly, what 

was being predica ted  of i t .  This  presented immediate d i f f i c u l t i e s  when 

t h e  sub jec t  of t h e  sen tence  d id  n o t  e x i s t .  I f  one says ,  "Mercury had 

winged heels" ,  i s  t h e  sen tence  meaningless? The t r a d i t i o n a l i s t  f e e l s  

ob l iged  t o  say - yes ,  f o r  how can we know t o  what t h e  sub jec t  term r e f e r s  

i f  t h e r e  i s  noth ing  f o r  i t  t o  r e f e r  t o ?  How can we p r e d i c a t e  something 

of nothing? But must he then  say  t h a t  a l l  sen tences  wi th  'Inon-existent 

subjec ts"  a r e  meaningless? I f  so ,  then  t o  say ,  "Mercury had winged hee ls" ,  

is  meaningless j u s t  a s  t o  say ,  "Runs jumps sat", i s  meaningless,  and t h i s  

i s  very  misleading.  Wi t tgens te in  avoids  t h i s  and l e s s  obvious d i f f i c u l t i e s  

a r i s i n g  from t h i s  account of 'meaning'. 

7~hiZosophicaZ Inves t iga t ions ,  para.  90. 



SECTION V I  

The second approach ( i . e . ,  (b) l i s t e d  under SECTION I V Y  p. 1 3  above). 
Wi t tgens t e in ' s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between " the  use  a s  objec t"  and " the  use  
a s  subjec t"  of "I" (o r  "myt'). H i s  c la im t h a t  I cannot know t h a t  I 
am i n  pain.  H i s  demand f o r  pub l i c  evidence ( i . e . ,  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a )  
s o  t h a t  t h e  no t ion  of my making a mis take  has sense ,  without  which 
i t  makes no sense  t o  speak of knowing. 

Now l e t  u s  examine h i s  approach a s  i t  i s  appl ied  t o  psychological  

concepts ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  s e n s a t i o n  language. 

There a r e  two d i f f e r e n t  ca ses  i n  t h e  u s e  of t h e  word "I" (o r  "my") 
which I might c a l l  " the  u s e  as ob jec t "  and " the  use  a s  subjec t t ' .  
Examples of t h e  f i r s t  kind of u se  a r e  t hese :  "My arm i s  broken", 
I I I have grown s i x  inches",  "I have a bump on my forehead", "The 
wind blows my h a i r  about". Examples of t h e  second kind a r e :  "I 
s e e  so-and-so", "I hea r  so-and-so", "I t r y  t o  l i f t  my arm", "I 
t h i n k  i t  w i l l  r a in" ,  "I have toothache". One can po in t  t o  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e  between these  two c a t e g o r i e s  by saying:  The cases  of t h e  
f i r s t  category involve  r ecogn i t i on  of a p a r t i c u l a r  person,  and 
t h e r e  i s  i n  t hese  cases  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of an  e r r o r ,  o r  a s  I should 
r a t h e r  pu t  i t :  The p o s s i b i l i t y  of an  e r r o r  has been provided f o r .  . . . On t h e  o t h e r  hand, chere  i s  no ques t ion  of recognizing a 
person when I say  I have toothache.  To a s k  "are  you s u r e  i t ' s  
you who have pa ins?"  would be nonsens ica l .  

Wi t tgens te in  i s  arguing t h a t  whereas i n  t h e  f i r s t  category of sen tences  

( t h e  "use a s  o b j e c t t t )  t h e  f i r s t  person u s e  and i t s  t h i r d  person u s e  

coun te rpa r t  a r e  analogous ( i . e . ,  "My arm i s  broken" i s  analogous t o  " H i s  

arm i s  broken"), i n  t h e  second ca tegory  of sen tences  ( t h e  "use as 

subjec t" )  t h e r e  i s  a e a n a l o g y  between t h e  f i r s t  person use  and i t s  t h i r d  

person use  coun te rpa r t  ( i . e . ,  "I have toothache" i s  not  analogous t o  "He 

has toothache").  That i s  t o  s ay ,  t h e r e  is  no p o s s i b i l i t y  of my making 

an e r r o r  when I say ,  "I have toothache" ( t o  be congtrued a s ,  "It i s  - I 

who have toothache"),  o r  "I am i n  pain" ( t o  be construed a s ,  "It i s  I - 

l ~ u d w i ~  Wit tgens te in ,  The Blue and Brown Books, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1969),  
pp. 66-67. 



who am i n  pain") ,  whereas t h e r e  is  room f o r  e r r o r  when I say ,  i s  i n  

pain" ( t o  be construed a s ,  " ~ t  i s  who i s  i n  pa in") .  But t h i s  may be 

an ambiguous f a sh ion  of p u t t i n g  t h e  po in t .  ~ i t t g e n s t e i n  is  not  c laiming 

i n f a l l i b i l i t y  when I say ,  "I have toothache"; i n  saying t h a t  a mis take  

i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  h e  i s  no t  saying t h a t  on every such occasion I am r i g h t .  

Rather he sugges ts  t h a t  i n  such c a s e s  t h e  no t ions  of r i g h t  and wrong, 

i .e. ,  of c o r r e c t  and i n c o r r e c t ,  do n o t  apply. To a sk ,  "Are you s u r e  

t h a t  i t ' s  gou who have pains?",  says  Wit tgens te in ,  would be  nonsens ica l .  

Now suppose in s t ead  t h e  ques t ion  was, "Are you s u r e  i t ' s  h e w h o  has 

pains?"; t h i s  ques t ion  is  s i g n i f i c a n t .  The d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two 

cases  i s  t h a t  i f  I answer t h a t  I am s u r e  i t ' s  who i s  having pa ins ,  

t h a t  I know t h a t  i t ' s  he who has pa ins ,  and am asked t o  g ive  evidence 

f o r  t h e  claim,  I can do so.  I may mention any o r  a l l  of t h e  four  types 

of evidence s e t  o u t  e a r l i e r  (p.  8 ) :  t h e  cause  of t h e  pa in ,  l i n g u i s t i c  

evidence, o t h e r  behaviour,  and poss ib ly  autonomic nervous system 

i n d i c a t o r s .  For example, I may say  t h a t  he  i s  t h e  one who put  h i s  hand 

on t h e  ho t  s tove ,  who i s  shaking h i s  hand, and who i s  sweating. And 

t h e s e  a r e  p u b l i c  c r i t e r i a  t o  i n d i v i d u a t e  him a s  t h e  person i n  pa in .  

But i f  I say t h a t  I know t h a t  i t ' s  I who have pa ins  and am asked on what 

I base my claim,  what am I t o  say? Am I t o  say  t h a t  I am t h e  one who pu t  

he r  hand on t h e  hot  s tove ,  e t c . ?  Would i t  be r e l e v a n t  t o  observe my 

behaviour i n  t h i s  way when asked,  "Are you s u r e  t h a t  i t ' s  you who have 

pains?"? Suppose I do remember t h a t  I placed my hand on t h e  hot  s tove .  

But one f e e l s  tempted t o  say,  "Even i f  I do shake my hand, even i f  1 do 

r e c a l l  having put  my hand on t h e  h o t  s tove ,  i f  I do not  f e e l  a  pa in  then  

i t  i s  no t  I who am i n  pa in ,  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  I shake my hand and 



I 

remember having put  i t  on t h e  hot  s t o v e  w i l l  no t  persuade me t h a t  i t  i s  

I who am f e e l i n g  a  pain.  I know 1 am i n  pa in  because I can f e e l  it." - 

which i s  t o  say ,  "I know I have a  pa in  because I have it." I n  picking 

out  myself a s  t h e  person i n  pa in ,  t h e r e  i s  no evidence given;  t h e r e  is  

nothing o f f e r e d  a s  r e l e v a n t  t h a t  o t h e r  people may check on. 

By now i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  so  f a r  from cons ider ing  myself i n  a  

p r iv i l eged  p o s i t i o n  when I c la im t h a t  "I a m  i n  pain", Wi t tgens te in  

sugges ts  t h a t  I cannot c la im t o  know t h a t  it i s  Lwho  am i n  pa in  a t  a l l .  

The n o t i o n  of " i n t r o s p e c t i v e  evidence' '  (and many a t tempts  have been made 

t o  make sense  of t h i s  no t ion) ,  i n s o f a r  a s  i t  r e f e r s  t o  some s o r t  of 

evidence which i s  p r i v a t e ,  i . e . ,  no t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  more than one person,  

c o n s t i t u t e s  a  con t r ad ic t ion  i n  terms. 

This  demand f o r  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a  be fo re  we can be s a i d  t o  know t h a t  

something i s  t h e  c a s e  i s  made most c l e a r  i n  t h e  fol lowing passage: . 
Let  u s  imagine t h e  fol lowing case .  I want t o  keep a  d i a r y  about t h e  
recur rence  of a  c e r t a i n  s ensa t ion .  To t h i s  end I a s s o c i a t e  i t  wi th  
t h e  s i g n  "S" and w r i t e  t h i s  s i g n  i n  a  ca lendar  f o r  every day on 
which I have t h e  sensa t ion .  -I w i l l  remark f i r s t  of a l l  t h a t  a 
d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  s i g n  cannot be  formulated. -But s t i l l  I can g ive  
myself a  kind of o s t ens ive  d e f i n i t i o n .  . . . A d e f i n i t i o n  s u r e l y  
se rves  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  meaning of a s ign .  -Well, t h a t  i s  done 
p r e c i s e l y  by t h e  concent ra t ing  of my a t t e n t i o n ;  f o r  i n  t h i s  way I 
impress on myself t h e  connexion between t h e  s i g n  and t h e  sensa t ion .  
-But "I impress i t  on myselft '  can only mean: t h i s  process  b r ings  it  
about t h a t  I remember t h e  connexion Aght i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  But i n  t h e  
p re sen t  c a s e  I have no c r i t e r i o n  of co r r ec tnes s .  One would l i k e  t o  
say: whatever is  going t o  seem r i g h t  t o  me is  r i g h t .  And t h a t  only 
means t h a t  here  we c a n ' t  t a l k  about ' r i g h t ' .  * 

To r i g h t  i s  t o  be d i s t i ngu i shed  from merely t h i n k i n g  t h a t  I am r i g h t ;  

bu t  f o r  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  be drawn, t h e r e  must be some independent 

c r i t e r i a  t h a t  may be appealed t o .  A f e e l i n g  of convic t ion  he re  i s  not  

2~hiZosophica~ ~nuestigations, para .  258. 
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enough. 

One says  "I know" where one can a l s o  say "I bel ieve"  o r  "I suspect";  
where one can find out."3 [My emphasis] 

SECTION V I I  

Object ions t o  t h e  Wit tgens te in ian  t h e s i s .  Aune's c o n t r a s t  between 
"He knows t h a t  'p"' and "He does not know t h a t  'p ' ."  The i n e f f e c t -  
iveness  of t h i s  ob jec t ion .  Aune's second ob jec t ion :  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
of knowledge r e s t i n g  e n t i r e l y  upon t h e  a n a l y s i s  of concepts  such 
t h a t  t h e r e  would be many cases  i n  which t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  under- 
s tanding  a  s ta tement  would b e  t h e  same a s  t hose  f o r  recognizing i t s  
t r u t h .  w i t t g e n s t e i n l s  r ep ly .  

/ 

Wit tgens t e in ' s  claim t h a t  i t  makes no sense  t o  say  t h a t  I know 

t h a t  I am i n  pa in  has been v igorous ly  a t t acked .  I s h a l l  mention one 

s e t  of ob jec t ions .  

Aune a r t i c u l a t e s  Wi t tgens t e in ' s  b a s i c  po in t  a s  fo l lows:  "He knows 

t h a t  'p"' makes sense  only i f  "He doubts ,  o r  merely th inks ,  t h a t  'p"' 

makes sense.  l But, says  Aune, why n o t  c o n t r a s t  "He knows t h a t  'p  "' 

w i t h  "Be does not know t h a t  'p"'? Now I s t rong ly  doubt whether Aune 

has apprec ia ted  t h e  po in t  of Wi t tgens t e in ' s  ' c o n t r a s t s ' ,  namely t o  

emphasize t h e  demand f o r  evidence be fo re  a  claim is  allowed t o  b e  a  

knowledge claim. The po in t  of t h e  c o n t r a s t  between "I doubt" o r  "I 

suspect"  and "I know" i s  t h a t  t o  move from one t o  t h e  o t h e r ,  one must 

perform c e r t a i n  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  o r  t e s t s ,  t o  acqu i r e  evidence on which 

t o  base  t h e  claim; one can " f ind  out".  

Aune o f f e r s  two types of ca ses  i n  which h i s  suggested c o n t r a s t  

3~hiZosophica~ Investigations, p . 221. 
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(between "He knows t h a t  I p  "I and "H; does n o t  know t h a t  'p 'I1) , i s  brought 

ou t .  F i r s t ,  a person may never have had, o r  may have l o s t ,  t h e  concept 

of pa in ,  and hence would no t  know t h a t  he i s  i n  pa in .  But t h i s  seems t o  

be i r r e l e v a n t  t o  Wi t tgens t e in ' s  s t andpo in t ;  from t h e  previous d i scuss ion  

and h i s  examples, e t c . ,  Wi t tgens t e in ' s  c laim appears  t o  be t h a t  if one 

has t h e  concept of pa in ,  then  i t  makes no sense  t o  say  "I doubt/am 

unsure whether I have a pain",  ( f o r  Aune change "I doubt" i n t o  "I do no t  

know"). It i s  no ob jec t ion  t o  t h i s  ( w i t t g e n s t e i n l s )  t h e s i s  t o  say  t h a t  

i t  does make sense  t o  say ,  "I doubt . . . I s  ( f o r  Aune, "I do no t  

know . . . 'I), when one does not have t h e  concept of pain.  To show t h i s  

c ia im t o  be  r e l e v a n t ,  Aune must f i r s t  a rgue  t h a t  t h e  looking f o r  t h e  
1' 

c o n t r a s t  w i t h i n  t h e  l i m i t e d  d i scour se  of t hose  who have t h e  concept i s  

n o t  only unnecessary, bu t  a l s o  misguided. It may be noted t h a t  i f  we 

r e s t r i c t  Aune's choice  of "not know", a s  opposed t o  "doubt", t o  avowals 

where t h e  person does have t h e  concept of pa in ,  then t h e r e  i s  very  l i t t l e  

po in t  i n  h i s  op t ing  f o r  "not know" r a t h e r  than  "doubt" s i n c e  they may 

be used interchangeably:  

I f  he now s a i d ,  f o r  example: "oh, I know what l pa in1  means; what 
I don ' t  know is  whether t h i s ,  t h a t  I have now, i s  ~ a i n "  -we should 
merely shake our  heads and be forced  t o  regard h i s  words a s  a queer 
r e a c t i o n  which we have no i d e a  what t o  do with.  

I see na o b j e c t i o n  t o  s u b s t i t u t i n g  "I am no t  s u r e  whether . . ." f o r  

11 11 I don ' t  know whether . . . i n  t h e  above quota t ion .  

Aune's second ob jec t ion ,  where he  g ives  h i s  second type  of case ,  

i s  more i n t e r e s t i n g .  We a r e  asked t o  cons ider  t h a t  i f  t h e r e  were 

knowledge r e s t i n g  e n t i r e l y  on t h e  a n a l y s i s  of concepts ,  then we may 

2~hiZosophicaZ ~nvestigations, para .  288. 



, 
suppose t h a t  t h e r e  would be many c a s e s  i n  which t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  under- 

s tanding  a  s ta tement  would be t h e  same as those  f o r  recognizing i t s  

t r u t h .  This  is  how Aune phrases  i t ,  b u t    re sum ably we a r e  t o  t a k e  i t  

t h a t  t h e r e  such knowledge. The example given of such a  s ta tement  i s :  

I t  One p l u s  one equals  two." 

. . . i f  a  person d i d  n o t  know t h a t  one p l u s  one equals  two, i t  would 
probably be held t h a t  he d id  no t  know what a d d i t i o n  i s ,  o r  t h a t  
he  d id  no t  know what i s  meant by "one," "two," o r  "equals."4 

He then  goes on t o  s ay  t h a t  i f  we accept  t h e  Wi t tgens t e in i an  t h e s i s ,  we 

should be obl iged t o  conclude t h a t  "One p l u s  one equals  two" s t a t e s  

something t h a t  could not  be  known - "which i s  absurd,  cons ider ing  t h e  

normal usage of t h e  word "know"." I t ake  i t  t h a t  when Aune speaks of 

s ta tements  i n  ~ h i c h  t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  understanding a r e  t h e  same a s  t hose  
/ 

f o r  recognizing i t s  t r u t h ,  he is  r e f e r r i n g  t o  what a r e  o r d i n a r i l y  c a l l e d  

I t  a n a l y t i c a l l y  t r u e  s tatements" .  It i s  a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h i s  t ype  of 

s ta tement  t h a t  we can s e e  t h a t  they  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  t r u e  by a n  examin- 

a t i o n  of t h e  s ta tement  a lone ,  and they  a r e  i n  an  important s ense  t ime le s s .  

Whenever t h e  ques t ion  i s  asked, "Is 'One p l u s  one equals  two' t r u e ,  o r  

f a l s e ? " ,  t h e  answer i s  always t h e  same. It does no t  ma t t e r  a sks ,  

i t  does no t  ma t t e r  who answers, i t  does no t  ma t t e r  when i t  i s  asked. 

That i s  t o  say ,  t h e  context  of u t t e r a n c e  i s  of no re levance  i n  determining 

t h e  t r u t h  of t h e  s ta tement .  This  i s  t y p i c a l  of a  mathematical s ta tement .  

A passage from ZetteZ w i l l  b e s t  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  answer I t h i n k  



, 
"I know what 97 x 78 is." "I know t h a t  97 x 78 i s  432. I '  I n  t h e  
f i r s t  ca se  I t e l l  someone t h a t  I can do something, t h a t  I possess  
something; i n  t h e  second I simply a s s e v e r a t e  t h a t  97 x 78 i s  432. 
For doesn ' t  "97 x 78 i s  q u i t e  d e f i n i t e l y  432" say:  I knou i t  i s  
so? The f i r s t  sen tence  i s  n o t  an a r i t h m e t i c a l  one, nor can i t  
be rep laced  by an  a r i t h m e t i c a l  one; an  a r i t h m e t i c a l  sen tence  
could be  used i n  p l a c e  of t h e  second one. 6 
[I suspec t  t h e r e  was no ph i lo soph ica l  reason f o r  ~ i t t g e n s t e i n ' s  
choosing an  i n c o r r e c t  answer t o  97 x 78; he   roba ably made no a t tempt  
t o  work i t  ou t . ]  

What i s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  t h a t  Wi t tgens te in  i s  t r y i n g  t o  draw? The f i r s t  

kind of u s e  i s  not a r i t h m e t i c a l ,  i t  t e l l s  u s  t h a t  t h e  speaker has  a 

c e r t a i n  a b i l i t y ,  namely t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  g i v e  t h e  c o r r e c t  answer when 

asked,  "What i s  97 x 78?", o r ,  s i n c e  t h e  f i g u r e s  we a r e  dea l ing  wi th  i n  

t h i s  example a r e  q u i t e  l a r g e ,  perhaps we should wish t o  speak of h i s  
\ 

a b i l i t y  t o  q a l c u l a t e  t h e  c o r r e c t  answer. And i t  i s  important ,  s i n c e  i t  

i s  an  a b i l i t y ,  t h a t  t h e  person be  a b l e  t o  g i v e  o r  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  c o r r e c t  

answer on more than one occasion;  he must be a b l e  t o  g ive  i t  on most 

occas ions ,  he  must normally be  a b l e  t o  g i v e  i t .  Such an a b i l i t y  o r  s k i l l  

i s  u s e f u l l y  accounted f o r  i n  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  terms. The person ' s  

succes s fu l  a t tempts  provide us  w i th  evidence f o r  a s c r i b i n g  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  

him; and what i s  more important ,  they  a l s o  provide $&I with  evidence f o r  

a t t r i b u t i n g  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  himself .  This  would seem t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  u s e  

of "know" here .  From t h i s  account i t  may be seen t h a t  t h e  sen tence  "I 

know what 97 x 78 is" has a c e r t a i n  p r e d i c t i v e  content ,  which content  

t e l l s  u s  something about t h e  person. On t h e  o the r  hand, w i th  t h e  second 

sentence  ("I  know t h a t  97 x 78 i s  432"), we a r e  no t  saying something about 

t h e  person,  we a r e  n o t  a s c r i b i n g  an  a b i l i t y  and a d i s p o s i t i o n a l  account i s  

ou t  of p lace .  The sen tence  i s  a r i t h m e t i c a l ,  t ime le s s ;  j u s t  t h e  s o r t  of 

6~e t t eZ ,  para .  406. 
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sentence  whose t r u t h  can be recognized by "an a n a l y s i s  of concepts".  I 

ga the r  t h a t  Wi t tgens te in  i s  claiming t h a t  he re  t h e  "I know" does no work, 

t h a t ,  indeed, both i n  t h e  c a s e  of "I am i n  pain" and i n  t h e  c a s e  of 

sen tences  l i k e  "One p l u s  one equals  two", t h e  p r e f i x ,  "I know", would 

have no func t ion .  This  passage from ZetteZ shows very  c l e a r l y  t h e  

importance Wit tgens te in  l a y s  on t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of v e r i f i c a t i o n  of a  

p ropos i t i on  be fo re  I can  claim t o  know it. 

SECTION V I I I  

The disanalogy between "I am i n  pain" and "He i s  i n  pain" r e f e r r e d  
t o  i n  The Blue and Brown Books (and mentioned above - SECTION VI). 
Sentences func t ion  i n  many ways. Although t h e  sen tence  "I am 
i n  pain" i s  no t  r e p y r t a t i v e  l i k e  "He i s  i n  pain",  t h i s  does no t  mean 
t h a t  i t  has  no meanihg. 

Wi t tgens te in  i s  sudges t ing ,  then ,  t h a t  t h e  sen tence  "I am i n  

pain" ( t o  be construed a s ,  "It i s  I who am i n  pain") ,  does not  func t ion  

a s  a  r e p o r t  i n  t h e  same way a s  does t h e  sen tence  "He is  i n  pain" ( " I t  

i s  he who i s  i n  pain") ,  t h e  reason f o r  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  being t h a t  i n  t h e  

c a s e  of my saying ,  "I am i n  pain" ( a s  opposed t o ,  "He i s  i n  pain") , 

nothing counts  a s  evidence f o r  i t .  

And now t h i s  way of s t a t i n g  our i dea  sugges ts  i t s e l f :  t h a t  i t  i s  a s  
impossible  t h a t  i n  making t h e  s ta tement  "I have toothache" I should 
have mistaken another  person f o r  myself ,  a s  i t  is  t o  moan wi th  pa in  
by mis take ,  having mistaken someone e l s e  f o r  me. To say ,  "I have 
pain" i s  no more a  s ta tement  about a p a r t i c u l a r  person than moaning 
is. 

The d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  p ropos i t i ons  "I have pain" and "he has 
pain" i s  no t  t h a t  of "L.W. has pain" and "Smith has pain". Rather ,  
i t  corresponds t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between moaning and saying t h a t  

l9he Blue and Brown Books, p .  6 7 .  
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someone moans. 2 

I wish t o  make c l e a r  t h a t  I t ake  t h e  po in t  i n  t h e  second quo ta t ion  t o  be 

t h a t  t h e  sen tence  "I am i n  pain" is  comparable t o  a groan i n  t h e  fo l lowing  

r e s p e c t :  t h a t  n e i t h e r  i s  report in^ who i s  i n  pa in  i n  t h e  same way a s  does 

t h e  sen tence  "He i s  i n  pain' ' .  But t o  say  t h a t  t h e  sen tence  "L am i n  

1 I pain1' (or  have a pain") does no t  r e p o r t  a s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  i n  t h e  same 

way a s  does "& is i n  pain",  is  n o t  t o  say  t h a t  t h e  sen tence  has no 

meaning. Of course ,  i f  we accept  t h a t  t o  r e p o r t  something o r  t o  d e s c r i b e  

a s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  i s  t h e  only func t ion  of language, then  we should be 

obl iged  t o  abandon t h e  sen tence  a t  t h i s  s t age .  

This  u s e  of language ( i . e . ,  r e p o r t i n g  o r  desc r ib ing )  has  been 

taken t o  be  t h e  predominant func t ion  of language ( i f  n o t  t h e  only 

func t ion )  througho# most of t r a d i t i o n a l  philosophy, and a most damaging 

assumption i t  has shown i t s e l f  t o  be. The ex i s t ence  of "mental" o b j e c t s ,  

s t a t e s  and processes  has been i n s i s t e d  upon i n  o rde r  t o  a l low sentences  

t o  s e r v e  a s  desc r ip t ions .  "Mental p i c tu re s"  and "images" have been 

pos i t ed  t o  account f o r  what we mean, f o r  example, when we say t h a t  we 

I I imagine" something. But i t  i s  n o t  s o  easy t o  make t h e  n o t i o n  of "mental 

processes"  i n t e l l i g i b l e .  A s  soon a s  we r e j e c t  t h e  assumption t h a t  t o  

r e p o r t  o r  desc r ibe  i s  t h e  primary func t ion  of language, much of t h e  

temptat ion t o  speak of "mental p i c t u r e s "  and "images", e t c . ,  is  removed. 

To say  t h a t  a sen tence  does not  func t ion  a s  a s t r a igh t fo rward  r e p o r t  

i s  not t o  say t h a t  i t  does n o t  have a func t ion  a t  a l l .  

Consider what Wi t tgens te in  says  when he speaks of t h e  concept of a 

p a i n  i n  ~hiZoso~hicaZ ~nvestigations: 

2 ~ h e  Blue and Brown Books, p. 68. 



, 
11 But you w i l l  s u r e l y  admit t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a d i f f e r e n c e  between 
pain-behaviour accompanied by pa in  and pain-behaviour without  
pain?" -Admit i t ?  What g r e a t e r  d i f f e r e n c e  could t h e r e  be? 

11 - And y e t  you aga in  and aga in  reach t h e  conclusion t h a t  t h e  
s ensa t ion  i t s e l f  i s  a nothing." -Not a t  a l l .  It i s  n o t  a something, 
bu t  no t  a no th ing  e i t h e r !  The conclusion was only t h a t  a nothing 
would s e r v e  j u s t  a s  w e l l  a s  a something about which nothing could 
be s a i d .  We have only r e j e c t e d  t h e  grammar which t r i e s  t o  f o r c e  
i t s e l f  on us  here.  

I n  t h e  l i g h t  of t h e  previous d i scuss ion  I suggest  t h a t  what Wi t tgens te in  

i s  t r y i n g  t o  say  he re  i s ,  t h a t  i n  t h e  p a s t  phi losophers  have tended t o  

t ake  f o r  gran ted  t h a t  "sentences about pain" a r e  used t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  

pa in  o r  t h e  s t a t e  of someone's mind, t h a t  a person uses  sen tences  such 

a s  "I am i n  pa in"  i n  order  t o  inform another  person o r  himself t h a t  he 

has a p a r t i c u l a r  type  of s ensa t ion ;  and he may at tempt  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h i s  

"mental object" .  Byt t h e r e  a r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between desc r ib ing  a c h a i r ,  
I 

s ay ,  and desc r ib ing  t h i s  "mental o b j e c t  which I have before  me". I n  t h e  I 
c a s e  of t h e  c h a i r  it makes sense  t o  say  t h a t  I have &described, t h a t  I 

[ 
have made a mistake.  There a r e  p u b l i c  c r i t e r i a  which I may appea l  t o  t o  

dec ide  whether o r  no t  it is  an a c c u r a t e  d e s c r i p t i o n .  There a r e  no t  pub l i c  

c r i t e r i a  which I appea l  t o  when I "descr ibe  a pain". When Wit tgens te in  

i n  t h e  above quo ta t ion  says  t h a t  "It ( i . e . ,  t h e  pa in)  i s  no t  a something", 

I t ake  him t o  be saying j u s t  t h i s :  t h a t  t o  speak about pa ins  i n  t h e  same 

way a s  we speak about ,  say ,  c h a i r s  causes  confusion.  The grammar of pain- 

sen tences  may be t h e  same a s  t hose  of cha i r - sen tences ,  b u t  r a t h e r  than  

dwel l  on t h i s  s i m i l a r i t y ,  we should examine t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  way we 

use  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  types  of sen tences .  I n  t h e  second ha l f  of t h e  - 
paradox - "but ( t h e  pa in  i s )  n o t  a no th ing  e i ther ! ' '  - I t ake  Wit tgens te in  

t o  be poin t ing  out  t h a t  even though t o  speak about a pa in  i s  no t  l i k e  

3 ~ h i Z o s o p h i c a ~  ~ n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  para .  304. 



speaking about a  c h a i r ,  even though pain-sentences a r e  no t  l i k e  cha i r -  

sen tences  ( i . e . ,  they a r e  - used i n  d i f f e r e n t  ways), t h i s  does not  mean 

t h a t  pain-sentences a r e  meaningless.  This  account makes t h e  paradox 

i n t e l l i g i b l e  and a l s o  shows t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of ~ i t t g e n s t e i n ' s  l a s t  p a r t  

of t h e  paragraph: 

The paradox d isappears  only i f  we make a r a d i c a l  break wi th  t h e  
idea  t h a t  language always func t ions  i n  one way, always se rves  t h e  
same purpose: t o  convey thoughts  -which may b e  about  houses,  pa ins ,  
good and e v i l ,  o r  anything e l s e  you p l e a ~ e . ~  

SECTION I X  

A c l o s e r  examination of t h e  "use a s  objec t"  sen tences ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
of t h e  supposed analogy between "My arm i s  brokentt and " H i s  arm i s  
broken." The seeming connect ion of t h e  category d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
"I" used as ob jec t  and "I" used a s  s u b j e c t  wi th  t h e  category 
d i s t i n c t i o n  between a  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t  and a  "sense-content". An 
important  d i s t i n c t i o n  between two ques t ions :  

a )  Does t h e  ques t ion  involve  a  pub l i c  ob jec t ?  
b) Are t h e  c r i t e r i a  appealed t o  i n  s e t t l i n g  t h e  ques t ion  pub l i c  o r  

no t?  
The r e l i a n c e  on pub l i c  c r i t e r i a  i n  ask ing  "Are t h e s e  books x books?" 
My r e l i a n c e  i n  answering t h e  ques t ion  "Is t h i s  f o o t  % foo t?"  on my 
"nowing' t h a t  t h i s  body is  body.  h his body is  my body" may 
n o t  be a s s i m i l a t e d  t o  sen tences  l i k e  "This book i s  9 book." Logica l  - 
s i m i l a r i t y  between "This body is  m~ body" and "This s ensa t ion  i s  m~ 
sensa t ion ."  

Le t  u s  now cons ider  sen tences  belong t o  Wi t tgens t e in ' s  f i r s t  

ca tegory  (" the u s e  a s  object" ' ) .  Here t h e r e  i s  a supposed analogy 

between members of t h i s  category and t h e i r  t h i r d  person use  coun te rpa r t ,  

between, f o r  example, "2 arm i s  broken" and "His arm i s  broken." The 

sen tences  i n  t h i s  category r e c e i v e  l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  from Wit tgens te in ;  

4 ~ h i Z o s o p h i c a ~  Investigations, para.  304. 

ll'he Blue and Brown Books, p. 6 6 .  
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h i s  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  d i r e c t e d  towards br inging  out  t h e  d i sana log ie s  between 

"I - am i n  pain" and "He - i s  i n  pain" ( i . e . ,  i l l umina t ing  t h e  "use a s  sub jec t "  

ca tegory) .  It i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  t h e  examples he g ives  of sen tences  

belonging t o  t h e  "use as sub jec t "  ca tegory  a l l  involve  what have u s u a l l y  

been l a b e l l e d  "mental processes"  o r  "mental s t a t e s "  ( s ee  The Blue and 

Brown Books, p. 6 9  para.  2  t o  p. 70 para .  1 and 2 ) .  

I n  f a c t  one may say t h a t  what i n  t h e s e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  w e  were 
concerned wi th  was t h e  grammar of those  words which d e s c r i b e  what 
a r e  c a l l e d  "mental a c t i v i t i e s " :  s ee ing ,  hear ing ,  f e e l i n g ,  e t c . .  2 

The examples he  g ives  of sen tences  belonging t o  t h e  "use a s  ob jec t "  

category a l l  i nvo lve  pub l i c  o b j e c t s ,  and one h a s  t h e  impression t h a t  t h e  

two ca tegor ies ,cor respond i n  some way t o  sen tences  about "mental 

a c t i v i t i e s ' '  and sen tences  about  "ma te r i a l  objects";  and i t  i s  he re  t h a t  

I th ink  Wit tgens te in  has overs impl i f ied  t h e  i s s u e .  

Consider : 

I )  Is t h i s  broken arm mine o r  n o t ?  -Room f o r  e r r o r .  

11)  Is t h i s  s ensa t ion  mine o r  n o t ?  -No room f o r  e r r o r .  

I wish t o  emphasize t h a t  t h e  mis take  Wit tgens te in  r e f e r s  t o  i s  n o t  t h e  

mis take  of c laiming my a r m  t o  be broken when, i n  f a c t ,  i t  is not  broken; 

it i s  r a t h e r  t h e  mis take  of c laiming t h e  broken arm t o  be mine when, i n  

f a c t ,  i t  i s  n o t  mine. There i s  one major d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two types 

of sen tences ,  a l r eady  mentioned: t h a t  i n  type  ( I )  r e f e rence  i s  made t o  

some pub l i c  o b j e c t ,  a  c laim i s  made about  such an ob jec t .  This  i s  not  

t h e  c a s e  i n  t ype  (11).  The pub l i c  o b j e c t s  a r e  p u b l i c a l l y  recognizable ,  

p u b l i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i a b l e .  We have c r i t e r i a  f o r  dec id ing  t h a t  " t h i s "  is 

a  broken arm. 

25!'he Blue and 

We may make a n  X-ray examination, perform o r  w i tnes s  an  

Brown Books, p. 70. 
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ope ra t ion  i n  which t h e  bone i s  r e s e t .  There i s  no l i m i t  t o  t h e  number 

of people who could he lp  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  o b j e c t  i n  t h i s  way. But 

t h e r e  i s  nothing s i m i l a r  we may do i n  a  type  (11) sentence.  A sensa t ion  

i s  no t  an ob jec t  t h a t  is  p u b l i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i a b l e  i n  t h i s  way. Indeed, I 

suggest  we beware of speaking of "a sensa t ion"  a s  an  ' o b j e c t '  a t  a l l .  

But he re  i t  i s  important  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  two ques t ions :  

a )  Does t h e  ques t ion  involve  a  pub l i c  o b j e c t  i n  t h i s  way ( i . e . ,  as i n  

ques t ion  ( I )  above) ? 

b) Are t h e  c r i t e r i a  appealed t o  i n  s e t t l i n g  t h e  ques t ion  pub l i c  o r  no t?  

----- 

I am no t  ' s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  Wi t tgens t e in  has d i s t i ngu i shed  t h e  two, and I s e e  

a  temptat ion t o  assume t h a t  i f  a  ques t ion  i s  "about a  pub l i c  ob jec t"  

then  i t  w i l l  b e  s e t t l e d  by appea l ing  t o  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a .  

I s h a l l  now quote a  paragraph from PhiZosophicaZ I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  

which prompted an  examination of sen tences  l i k e  number ( I )  (above): 

Consider how t h e  fol lowing ques t ions  can be app l i ed ,  and how 
s e t t l e d :  

(1) "Are t h e s e  books my books?" 
(2) "Is t h i s  f o o t  my foot?"  
(3) "Is t h i s  body my body?" 
(4) "Is t h i s  s ensa t ion  my sensa t ion?"  

Each of t h e s e  ques t ions  has p r a c t i c a l  (non-philosophical) 
a p p l i c a t i o n s .  

(2) Think of ca ses  i n  which my f o o t  i s  anaes the t ized  o r  paralysed.  
Under c e r t a i n  circumstances t h e  ques t ion  could b e  s e t t l e d  by determin- 
i ng  whether I can f e e l  pa in  i n  t h i s  f o o t .  

(3) Here one might be poin t ing  t o  a  mirror-image. Under c e r t a i n  
circumstances,  however, one might touch a  body and a s k  t h e  ques t ion .  
I n  o t h e r s  i t  means t h e  same a s :  "Does my body look l i k e  t h a t ? "  

(4) Which sensa t ion  does one mean by ' t h i s '  one? That is :  how is  
one us ing  t h e  demonstrat ive pronoun he re?  Cer t a in ly  o therwise  than 
i n ,  s ay ,  t h e  f i r s t  example! Here confusion occurs  because one imagines 
t h a t  by d i r e c t i n g  one 's  a t t e n t i o n  t o  a  s ensa t ion  one i s  po in t ing  t o  i t .3 

Consider t h e  f i r s t  example: "Are t h e s e  books % books?" It may be pointed 



out  f i r s t  of a l l  t h a t  more people Lhan myself may s e e  and handle t h e  

books i n  ques t ion .  "These books", by v i r t u e  of t h e i r  being pub l i c  

o b j e c t s ,  may be s c r u t i n i z e d  by any number of d i f f e r e n t  people.  And t o  

what c r i t e r i a  should I appea l  t o  s e t t l e  t h i s  ques t ion?  There i s  no one 

c r i t e r i o n  he re ,  nor  a  s e t  of f i x e d  c r i t e r i a ,  bu t  t h e r e  a r e  t y p i c a l  

examples. I may look t o  s e e  i f  t h e  t i t l e  is  one on t h e  l i s t  of t i t l e s  
', 

I have of t h e  books t h a t  I have bought. I f  i t  on t h e  l i s t ,  I may look 
A\ 

t o  s e e  i f  t h e  i n i t i a l s  "J .H."  a r e  p r i n t e d  i n s i d e  t h e  cover.  I may examine 

t h e  book cover i t s e l f ,  t o  look f o r  t h e  marks t h a t  were on t h e  cover of 

copy of t h i s  book. I may look  i n s i d e  t o  s e e  i f  t h e r e  a r e  s e c t i o n s  

marked off  i n  p e n c i l ,  t h e  s e c t i o n s  I marked off  i n  copy of t h e  book, 

e t c . .  Now no t  only can o the r  people s e e  and handle t h e  books i n  

ques t ion ,  they can perform a l l  t h e  t e s t s  t h a t  I should perform t o  answer 

t h e  ques t ion ,  and they  a r e  i n  no worse a  p o s i t i o n  than myself t o  do t h i s .  

What I am saying is ,  t h a t  i f  t h e r e  were one hundred of " these  books", I 

could c a l l  i n  a  few more people,  g ive  them a  copy of my l i s t  of t i t l e s ,  

a g a i n s t  each t i t l e  of which a r e  no te s  on t h e  p e n c i l  marks, s t a i n s  and 

c r e a s e  marks, e t c . ,  t o  be found i n s i d e  o r  on t h e  cover of my copy of 

t h e  book, and a s k  them t o  a s s i s t  me i n  t h e  t a sk .  There i s  no reason he re  

f o r  supposing myself t o  be i n  any s o r t  of p r iv i l eged  p o s i t i o n .  The 

c r i t e r i a  a r e  pub l i c ,  and i t  because t h e  c r i t e r i a  a r e  pub l i c  t h a t  i t  

makes sense  t o  say t h a t  t h e r e  i s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of an  e r r o r .  It i s  

p o s s i b l e ,  of course ,  f o r  t h e  no te s  t o  be incomplete o r  i n s u f f i c i e n t .  

The o t h e r s ,  a c t i n g  upon t h e  no te s ,  may say ,  "Yes, t h i s  one i s  yours"; 

and I may r e p l y ,  "No, i t  does no t  have a  r ed  pen mark on t h e  back" 

( t h i s  w a s  no t  included i n  t h e  n o t e s  t h a t  I gave them). And t h i s  is  
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e i t h e r  a  f a u l t  of memory when I drew up t h e  l is ts ,  o r  a  f a u l t  of 

omission. The reason f o r  my having l i t t l e  regard f o r  any mysticism a s  

regards  my recogniz ing  a  book a s  mine i s  simple: we imagine a  t h i e f  (of 

a  r a t h e r  warped v a r i e t y )  who s t e a l s  one of my books, t akes  h i s  own 

copy, and wi th  g r e a t  s k i l l  and pa t i ence  reproduces a l l  t h e  p e n c i l  marks, 

s t a i n s  and c r e a s e  marks, e t c . ,  t o  be found on my copy on copy. H e  

then  p u t s  both copies  among t h e  p i l e  of books being s o r t e d ,  and watches 

a s  they  a r e  both picked ou t  by my o t h e r  h e l p e r s  on t h e  b a s i s  of what 

they have w r i t t e n  on t h e i r  l is ts ,  and a s  they a r e  both  "recognized" by 

me. Such an  example shows c l e a r l y  enough, I t h i n k ,  t h e  s o r t s  of 

c r i t e r i a  used and how an  e r r o r  is  poss ib l e .  

Let  u s  now examine c a s e  (2) :  "Is t h i s  f o o t  foot?"  May we t r e a t  

i t  i n  t h e  same way a s  t h e  ques t ion :  "Is t h i s  book x book?"? I suppose 

t h e  c a s e  i n  which we should most expect  t h e  ques t ion  "IS t h i s  f o o t  

foo t?"  t o  be l i k e  "Is t h i s  book my book?" i s  when t h e  f o o t  has been 

severed,  say,  i n  an  acc ident .  Any number of people may s e e  i t ,  e t c . .  

And now, what c r i t e r i a  w i l l  be  appealed t o  t o  s e t t l e  t h e  ques t ion?  Could 

I n o t  draw up a  l i s t  of marks, s c a r s  and so  on, t h a t  they a r e  t o  look f o r ,  

and could no t  any number of people have a  copy of t h i s  l i s t  and examine 

t h e  f o o t  by r e f e r r i n g  t o  i t ?  (This  whole example i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  

gruesome.) The cases  seem t o  be analogous. We might even imagine our 

warped t h i e f  tu rn ing  t o  p l a s t i c  surgery  and br inging  i n t o  t h e  room 

another  f o o t  bearing a l l  t h e  same marks and s c a r s  a s  t h e  f o o t  a l r eady  

under examination. And now we have two o b j e c t s  w i th  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  t h e  

same appearance. Then we should t r y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  spat io- temporal  

c o n t i n u i t y  between one of t h e  f e e t  and f o o t .  And have we no t  allowed 



f o r  e r r o r ?  But consider  what t h e  people a r e  doing. They a r e  appeal ing 

t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  t o  dec ide  whether o r  no t  t h i s  f o o t  was a t tached  t o  t h i s  

body. And t h i s  i s  a l l  they  a r e  doing. The c r i t e r i a  would normally al low 

them t o  dec ide  whether t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  f o o t  was e a r l i e r  a t tached  t o  t h i s  

p a r t i c u l a r  body. But my ques t ion  was: "Is t h i s  f o o t  my foo t?" ,  i . e . ,  

'was t h i s  f o o t  prev ious ly  a t tached  t o  body?", no t :  "Was t h i s  f o o t  

prev ious ly  a t t ached  t o  t h i s  body?" But s u r e l y ,  i t  may be objec ted ,  what 

they  a r e  doing is  r e l evan t?  Sure ly  i t  i s  h e l p f u l ?  Let u s  suppose t h a t  

I accept  t h e  r e s u l t  of t h e i r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  Then I may say:  "This f o o t  

was a t t ached  t o  t h i s  body." To be  a b l e  t o  say:  "This f o o t  i s  my foot" ,  - 
I need t o  be a b l e  t o  say  t h a t :  

1 )  t h i s  f o o t  was a t t ached  t o  t h i s  body; 

2) t h i s  body i s  my body; 

t h e r e f o r e ,  3) t h i s  f o o t  i s  my f o o t .  

Thus, i f  (1) i s  t r u e  and (2) i s  t r u e ,  then  (3) i s  t r u e .  But f o r  reasons  

which I hope w i l l  become c l e a r e r ,  I have r e s e r v a t i o n s  about t r e a t i n g  

sen tence  (2) a s  a  sen tence  t h a t  i s  t r u e  o r  f a l s e .  

The same s o r t  of t h ing  would happen i f  I asked, "Is t h i s  f o o t  my 

foot? ' '  and, i n s t e a d  of speaking of a  severed f o o t ,  I was speaking of a  

photograph, o r  a  drawing, o r  a  f i l m  of a  f o o t  - of a  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of a  

f o o t ,  i n  f a c t .  Again any number of people might s e e  t h e  photograph, and 

any number of people might appeal  t o  a  s e t  of pub l i c  c r i t e r i a  t o  dec ide  

whether t h i s  photograph was a  photograph of t h i s  f o o t .  And, a s  i n  t h e  

previous  example, t h e r e  is  room f o r  mis take  i n  t h i s .  But what would have 

been e s t ab l i shed  would be  t h i s :  "This photograph i s  a photograph of t h i s  

foot . "  What I should need t o  b e  ' e s t a b l i s h e d '  would be: 
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1 )  t h i s  photograph is  a photograph of t h i s  f o o t ;  

2) t h i s  f o o t  is /was a t t ached  t ~ / ~ a r t  of t h i s  body; 

3) t h i s  body is  my body; 

t h e r e f o r e ,  4) t h i s  photograph i s  a  photograph of m~ f o o t .  

q e t  u s  r e c a l l  what Wi t tgens te in  says  on t h i s  example of t h e  f o o t :  

\ 
, Think of c a s e s  i n  which my f o o t  i s  anaes the t i zed  o r  para lysed .  

Under c e r t a i n  circumstances t h e  ques t ion  could be s e t t l e d  by 
determining whether I can f e e l  pa in  i n  t h i s  f o o t  .4 

I t a k e  him t o  be po in t ing  out  two d i f f e r e n t  s o r t s  of ca ses  h e r e  ( p a r t l y  

because i f  we look  a t  what he  has  t o  s ay  about  number (3) - "my body" - 

he  speaks of two d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  of c ircumstances t h e r e  i n  much t h e  same 

way; and a l s o  because i f  a  l imb i s  anaes the t i zed ,  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  p o i n t  

i n  t r y i n g  t o  determine t h e  ques t ion  by whether o r  n o t  I can f e e l  pa in  i n  

t h e  l imb).  The c a s e  i n  which t h e  f o o t  i s  anaes the t i zed  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g .  

I suggest  t h a t  t h e  p a t t e r n  of t h e  c a s e  i s  something l i k e  t h e  p a t t e r n  of 

t h e  two cases  I have given - of t h e  severed f o o t  and of t h e  photograph. 

I f  I were ly ing  on an  ope ra t ing  t a b l e  under a  l o c a l  a n a e s t h e t i c ,  I might 

a sk ,  "Is t h i s  f o o t =  foo t?"  And I should say ,  "It i s  a t t ached  t o  t h i s  

body and, of course ,  t h i s  body i s  my body." But supposing t h e  f o o t  was 

not  anaes the t i zed ;  presumably t h i s  i s  when Wit tgens te in  i s  sugges t ing  

t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  could be s e t t l e d  by "determining whether I can f e e l  

pa in  i n  t h i s  foot" .  

And t h e s e  seem t o  be t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s :  when I ask ,  "Is t h i s  f o o t  

mg foo t?"  o r  "Is t h i s  arm mg arm?", I end my j u s t i c a t i o n  f o r  saying t h a t  

i t  i s  i n  one of two ways, e i t h e r  - 

a )  i t  isIwas a t tached  t o  t h i s  body and t h i s  body is  m~ body; 

4~h iZosoph ica~  Investigations, para .  411. 



I 

o r  b) I can f e e l  pa in  ( o r  whatever) i n  t h i s  f o o t ,  and SO t h i s  f o o t  i s  

my f o o t .  

Let  u s  look a t  (b) f i r s t .  Is t h e r e  room f o r  e r r o r ?  But t o  say t h a t  

e r r o r  i s  p o s s i b l e  i s  t o  say t h a t  we can make sense  of t h e  no t ion  of 

c s r r e c t i o n  ( s e e  PhiZosophicaZ Investigations, para .  258), and what sense  

can be given t o  t h i s  no t ion  here?  Does i t  make sense  t o  say t h a t  I am 

i n  doubt a s  t o  whether o r  no t  I can f e e l  pa in  i n  " t h i s "  f o o t ?  There i s  

t h e  same kind of asymmetry between f i r s t  and t h i r d  person uses  h e r e  

( i . e . ,  between saying ,  "I can f e e l  pa in  i n  t h i s  foot"  and saying ,  "He 

can  f e e l  p a i n  i n  t h a t  fbo t" )  as t h e r e  i s  between saying,  "It i s  & who 

am i n  pain' '  and "It i s  who i s  i n  pain."  I f  I say of someone e l s e ,  

" ~ e  f e e l s  pa in  i n  t h a t  foo t" ,  I may p o i n t  ou t  t h a t  t h e  f o o t  i s  wounded, 

t h a t  he i s  c lu t ch ing  t h e  f o o t ,  and hopping on t h e  o the r  f o o t ,  e t c . .  

These are t h e  s o r t s  of t h i n g s  t h a t  would count  as evidence h e r e ,  and any 

number of people may check them. But when I say ,  "I f e e l  pa in  i n  t h i s  

foot" ,  do I look f i r s t  t o  s e e  i f  I am wounded? Do I ' s e e '  t h a t  I am 

c lu t ch ing  my f o o t  be fo re  I say  t h a t  I f e e l  pa in  i n  i t ?  Are t h e  c r i t e r i a  

r e l e v a n t  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h a t  "He i s  f e e l i n g  pa in  i n  t h a t  foo t"  r e l e v a n t  

f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h a t  "I- am f e e l i n g  pa in  i n  t h i s  foot"? And y e t  

Wi t tgens te in  claims t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  "Is t h i s  f o o t  foo t?"  may be  

s e t t l e d  on occasions by determining whether I f e e l  pa in  i n  t h i s  f o o t .  

I have attempted t o  show t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no sense  t o  t h e  no t ion  of 

11 determining" whether o r  no t  I f e e l  pa in  i n  t h i s  f o o t ,  indeed,  t h a t  t o  

i n s i s t  t h a t  t h e r e  must be would be i n c o n s i s t e n t  on Wi t tgens t e in ' s  p a r t ;  

and t h a t ,  s i n c e  t h i s  i s  so ,  t h e r e  i s  no advantage i n  h i s  p u t t i n g  t h e  po in t  

i n  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  terms ("whether o r  nor  I can f e e l  pa in  . . ." [my 



emphasis]).  For t h e  same s o r t s  of reasons t h a t  i t  makes no sense  t o  say 

t h a t  I know t h a t  i t  i s  I who am i n  pa in ,  i t  makes no sense  t o  say I know 

t h a t  I f e e l  pa in  i n  t h i s  f o o t .  

And what of t h e  second a t tempt  t o  support  t h e  claim t h a t  "This 

f o o t  i s  m~ foot" ,  i . e . ,  t h a t  i t  is /was a t t ached  t o  t h i s  body, and t h i s  

body i s  my body? Suppose I ask ,  "Is t h i s  body =body?", speaking of a 
\ 

photograhh. This  c a s e  is  l i k e  t h a t  i n  which I asked, "Is t h i s  f o o t  3 
I 
I 

foot?" ,  sjipeaking of a photograph of a f o o t .  We cannot avoid an  examin- 
/ 

a t i o n  of t h e  ques t ion  "Is t h i s  body my body?'' (e speaking of a 

r ep re sen ta t ion ) .  

I f  t h e  sen tence   his i s  my body" i s  innocuous, then,  on t h e  

Wi t tgens t e in i an  view, t h e r e  must be  room f o r  e r r o r  ( s ee  SECTION V I ,  

p. 28-31 above). That i s  t o  say ,  we must a l low t h a t  when I s a i d ,  

"This i s  my bodyn I could have made a mistake,  t h a t  I could have s a i d  

something which was f a l s e ;  and t h e  corresponding t r u e  s tatement  he re  

would be ' T h i s  i s  not my body." And t h i s  sentence we must be a b l e  t o  

g ive  a s ense  to .  Le t  u s  ag ree  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a  f o r  

dec id ing  t h a t  t h i s  body i s  " J . H . ' s  body", such cons ide ra t ions  a s  he igh t ,  

weight,  h a i r  co lour ,  e t c . .  These c r i t e r i a  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  any number of 

people. That is  t o  say,  t he  sen tence  "This body i s  J . H . ' s  body" i s  

e s t a b l i s h e d  by an appeal  t o  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a ,  and thus  is open t o  e r r o r .  

We wish t o  g ive  sense  t o  t h e  sen tence  "This i s  =my body." When I 

say t h i s ,  o the r  people proceed t o  check out  t h a t  t h i s  body is  J . H . ' s  

body ( a s  i t  seems t o  them t o  b e ) ,  and they  appeal  t o  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a  t o  

e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  i t  is. Now how i s  what they  have done r e l evan t  t o  my 

' c la im'  t h a t  "This i s  not  mg bodyi'? I f  I am no t  t o  be dismissed o u t r i g h t  



I 

a s  u t t e r i n g  nonsense, I s h a l l  be  construed a s  saying something l i k e ,  "I 

know t h i s  body i s  J .H. 's  body us ing  t h e  same c r i t e r i a  a s  you; I am not  

ques t ion ing  your i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t .  But i t ' s  not  g body; 

i t ' s  J.H.'s body and I ' m  no t  J .H. ."  And what a r e  t h e  o t h e r s  t o  do? 

What I am sugges t ing  i s  t h a t  i n  say ing ,  "This body i s  9 body" I do not  

make a s ta tement  about a p a r t i c u l a r  person any more than I do when I say ,  

"This s ensa t ion  is  g sensat ion",  o r ,  t o  u se  one of Wi t tgens t e in ' s  

examples from h i s  ""I" used a s  subjec t"  sen tences ,  "I- have toothache." 

I s h a l l  now t r y  t o  exp la in  what is  gained by t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  

When I say ,  "This book is  g book", what I am saying may be s p e l l e d  

out  i n  t h e  fol lowing way: t h i s  book bea r s  marks, and p e n c i l  no te s  t h a t  

were on my copy of t h i s  book; and by "my" copy he re ,  I mean t h e  copy 

bought a t  t h e  bookstore a t  a s p e c i f i c  t ime. I d e n t i f y i n g  t h i s  a s  my 

book, I should look  f o r  t h e  marks and p e n c i l  no te s ,  e t c . ,  and a l s o  t r y  

t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  spat io- temporal  c o n t i n u i t y  of t h i s  book wi th  t h e  one 

bought a t  t h e  bookstore.  And what e n t i t l e s  me t o  say t h a t  i t  is  mine, 

t h a t  i t  belongs t o  me? The book i s  held (wi th in  our s o c i e t y )  t o  be 

worth, s ay ,  t e n  d o l l a r s .  A t  t h e  t ime of purchase I paid t e n  d o l l a r s  t o  

t h e  bookstore r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  ( t o  t h e  lawful  owner), and now I can make 

what marks I wish i n  i t ,  t ake  i t  wi th  me o r  l eave  i t  behind, t r e a t  i t  

c a r e f u l l y  o r  t e a r  i t  up, read o r  no t  read i t  a s  I p lease .  I can do wi th  

i t  a s  I wish. I n  s h o r t ,  i t  is  mine. Notice t h a t  h e r e , , s o  f a r  from t h e  

11 no t ion  of possession" o r  "belonging t o  me" becoming myster ious,  i t  seems 

t o  have evaporated. There i s  nothing " i r r educ ib l e"  o r  "unanalysable" 

about t h i s  concept of possession.  But what happens when we t r y  t o  make 

sense  of "This body i s  not  my body"? Can we s p e l l  i t  out  i n  terms t h a t  



I 

o t h e r  people can make sense  o f ?  Can we dec ide  whether t h i s  body is  m~ 

body by an  appea l  t o  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a ?  When I say t h a t  t h i s  body i s  my 

body I am tempted t o  say t h a t  I am saying f a r  more than t h a t  t h i s  body 

has such-and-such c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  But i f  I am asked what t h i s  "more" 

is ,  I do no t  know what t o  say.  I might f e e l  ob l iged  t o  say t h a t  t h e  

nocion of "possession" he re ,  of t h e  body's being "mine", i s  not  open t o  

a n a l y s i s ,  t h a t  i t  i s  " i r r educ ib l e"  - which i s  j u s t  t o  say t h a t  I cannot 

exp la in  t h e  not ion .  

I suggest  t h a t  t h e  reason w e  f e e l  t h i s  temptat ion i s  because 

we have t r i e d  t o  t r e a t  t h e  sen tence  "This body i s  m~ body" a s  though 

i t  were used i n  t h e  same way a s  t h e  sen tence  "This book i s  my book." 

The p i c t u r e  t h a t  has  forced  i t s  way on us  i s  misleading.  I f  we t ake  

t h e  ques t ion  "How do you know t h a t  i t ' s  your  body?" t o  be  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  

a s  is  t h e  ques t ion  "How do you know t h a t  i t ' s  your book?", we have 

a l r eady  t h e  p i c t u r e  of t h e  'mind' o r  t h e  ' s o u l '  being "lodged i n  my 

body a s  a p i l o t  i n  a v e ~ s e l . " ~  The th ing  t h a t  i s  odd i s  t h a t  we a r e  

d i r e c t i n g  t h e  ques t ion  not  t o  P e t e r ,  bu t  t o  P e t e r ' s  soul .  We a r e  

ask ing  t h e  "ghost" t o  t e l l  u s  how he knows t h a t  t h i s  machine i s  h i s .  

But we do no t  know what t h i s  "ghost" i s  supposed t o  be. Is i t  supposed 

t o  know c e r t a i n  t h ings?  Well s u r e l y ,  i t  may be  argued, t h e  body does 

n o t  know anything.  And so  t h e  "ghost" must? And what means does i t  have 

t o  come by knowledge? People s e e ,  hear ,  touch; what does t h e  "ghost" do? 

The whole p i c t u r e  becomes a mess, and i t  i s  t h i s  p i c t u r e  t h a t  I am 

sugges t ing  can  be  avoided i f  w e  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  l o g i c a l  s i m i l a r i t y  between 

"This body i s  body" and "This s e n s a t i o n  i s  my sensat ion."  



SECTION X 

The r e s u l t s  of t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  s e t  ou t  schemat ica l ly  a s  a pre lude  
t o  asking a f i n a l  ques t ion :  Is t h e  "" ' I 'used  a s  objec t"  category 
an  empty category? An a t tempt  t o  make sense  of t h e  ""I" used a s  
sub jec t "  - ""I" used a s  ob jec t "  ca tegory  d i s t i n c t i o n .  Aune's 
f a i l u r e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  c l e a r l y  between a sentence,  and a use of a 
sentence.  Conclusion. 

I wish now t o  s e t  ou t  a s  c l e a r l y  a s  p o s s i b l e  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  

i n v e s t i k a t i o n  a s  a pre lude  t o  asking a f i n a l  ques t ion .  

Wi t tgens te in  drew a ca tegory  d i s t i n c t i o n  between "I" used as 

s u b j e c t  and "I" used a s  o b j e c t .  I s h a l l  p re sen t  what he s a i d  about  t h e  

ca tegory  d i s t i n c t i o n  schemat ica l ly :  

I t I "  used a s  s u b j e c t  11 I 1  I used a s  o b j e c t  

1 )  no room f o r  e r r o r ;  1 )  room f o r  e r r o r ;  

2) I t .  . . no ques t ion  of 2)  involves  r ecogn i t i on  of a 
recognizing a p e r ~ o n " , ~  not  person,  i s  a s ta tement  about 
I I a  s ta tement  about a p a r t i c -  a p a r t i c u l a r  person; 

I t  7 u l a r  person ; 

3) t h e  examples given of sen t -  3) t h e  examples given of sen tences  
ences i n  t h i s  category a l l  i n  t h i s  ca tegory  a l l  involve  
involve  so-cal led "mental pub l i c  o b j e c t s  - my body, o r  
a c t i v i t i e s " ,  (Wi t tgens te in  p a r t s  of i t ;  
makes t h i s  a s s o c i a t i o n  c l e a r  
i n  The Blue and Brown Books, 
p. 69 para.  2 t o  p, 70 para .  
1 and 2) ; 

4) a disanalogy claimed between 4) an  analogy claimed between 
sentences  i n  t h i s  category sen tences  i n  t h i s  category and 
and t h e i r  t h i r d  person u s e  t h e i r  t h i r d  person use  counter- 
coun te rpa r t s  ( f o r  example, p a r t s  ( f o r  example, between "My 
between "I am i n  pain" and a r m  i s  broken'' and " H i s  arm i s  
"He - i s  i n  pain") .  broken"). 

'The BZue and Brown Books, pp. 66-67. 

2The BZue and Brown Books, p. 6 7 .  

3 ~ h e  BZue and Brown Books, p. 67. 



The claimed -analogy was examined and found t o  hold.  "I am i n  pain" 

and "& is i n  pain" are disanalogous.  The disanalogy may be s e t  ou t  a s  

fo l lows  : 

"I am i n  pain" (a  sen tence  "He i s  i n  pain" ( i t s  t h i r d  person 
i n  t h e  "use as subjec t"  catepory)  u s e  coun te rpa r t )  

1 )  no pub l i c  c r i t e r i a  a v a i l a b l e ;  1 )  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a  a v a i l a b l e ;  

2) I cannot know t h a t  1 am i n  2) I can know t h a t  i s  i n  pa in .  
pain.  

The claimed analogy was then  examined, and i t  was shown t h a t  t h e  analogy 

does no4 hold. "My arm i s  broken" and " H i s  arm is  broken" a r e  d i s -  

analogous. The disanalogy corresponds t o  t h e  disanalogy between "1 am i n  

pain" and "He i s  i n  pain" a s  s e t  ou t  above. The examples Wit tgens te in  

has i n  t h e  ""I" used a s  objec t"  ca tegory  depend on t h e  claim "This body 

is  m~ body" being open t o  pub l i c  check. "This body i s  m~ body" was 

examined and found t o  be l o g i c a l l y  a k i n  t o  "This s ensa t ion  i s  my 

sensa t ion" .  (no t  v e r i f i e d  by an  appea l  t o  pub l i c  c r i t e r i a ) ,  and no t  t o  

"This book i s  book" (which is v e r i f i e d  by an  appea l  t o  pub l i c  

c r i t e r i a ) .  Thus t h e  s o r t s  of sen tences  which Wit tgens te in  g ives  a s  

examples of "I" used a s  ob jec t  t u r n  out  upon examination t o  be f u r t h e r  

examples of "I" used a s  sub jec t .  

The ques t ion  which f i n a l l y  p r e s e n t s  i t s e l f  i s :  Is t h e  '"'1'l used 

a s  objec t"  category,  then,  an  empty ca tegory?  Let  u s  s e t  ou t  t h e  

ca tegory  d i s t i n c t i o n  i t s e l f ,  i . e . ,  t h e  de f in ing  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  

c a t e g o r i e s ,  a s  fol lows:  

"I" used as s u b j e c t  11 I1 I used a s  o b j e c t  

1) no room f o r  e r r o r ;  1 )  room f o r  e r r o r ;  

2) does no t  involve  recogni t -  2) involves  r ecogn i t i on  of a  
i on  of a  person,  no t  a  person,  i s  a  s ta tement  about 



statement  about a p a r t i c -  a p a r t i c u l a r  person. 
u l a r  person. 

To answer t h e  ques t ion  of whether o r  n o t  t h e  ""I" used a s  objec t"  

category i s  empty, i t  i s  c r u c i a l ,  I th ink ,  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h :  

a )  t h e  sen tence  ; 

and b) uses  of t h e  sentence.  

This  i s  no t  an  o r i g i n a l  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  of course.  It i s  one which 

Wit tgens te in  i n  h i s  l a t e r  work makes very  c l e a r .  To understand how a 

sen tence  i s  used i t  i s  o f t e n  necessary  t o  look  a t  t h e  context  of u t t e r -  

/ 
ante, and t h i s  inc ludes  tak ing  account of who u t t e r s  t h e  sen tence  i n  

some cases .  The context  of u t t e r a n c e ,  I th ink ,  i s  most p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h e  

t l t l  11 I used a s  sub jec t "  - ""I" used a s  objec t"  category d i s t i n c t i o n .  

What I am sugges t ing  i s  t h a t :  

a )  sen tences  i n  t h e  ""I" used as sub jec t "  category 

and b) sen tences  i n  t h e  ""I" used a s  objec t"  category 

correspond t o  : 

a ' )  both s e t s  of sen tences  g iven  by w i t t g e n s t e i n 4  when u t t e r e d  

my s e l f  ; 

and b ') both s e t s  of sen tences  when u t t e r e d  by another  person. 

Aune d e c l a r e s  t h a t  i n  o rde r  t o  understand t h e  sen tence  "I am i n  

pain",  I must understand i t  whether it  i s  u t t e r e d  by me o r  by another  

person. But, as has been pointed ou t  a l r e a d y  (p. 6 above),  t h i s  does 

not  mean t h a t  what I understand i n  t h e  two s o r t s  of usages i s  t h e  same; - 

i t  does @mean t h a t  t h e  "I" func t ions  i n  t h e  same way i n  t h e  two s o r t s  

4 ~ h e  Blue and Brown Books, pp. 66-67. 

5 ~ u n e ,  p. 87.  



of cases .  Aune b l u r s  over t h e  ca tegory  d i s t i n c t i o n  between "I" used as 

sub jec t  and "I" used a s  o b j e c t  ( a s  I have s e t  i t  out  above) : 

l t . . . anyone c a l l i n g  himself "I" i s  a  he (or  she) t o  o thers . l t6  Sure ly  

anyone c a l l i n g  himself "I" is  a  (o r  &) t o  o t h e r s ,  bu t  t o  say  j u s t  

t h i s  and no more ove r s impl i f i e s  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  I n  dec l a r ing  t h a t  

11 . . . t h e  grammars of "I" and "he" a r e  i n t ima te ly  r e l a t e d t t Y 7  Aune makes 

no a t tempt  t o  p re sen t  t h e  category d i s t i n c t i o n  between "I" used a s  

s u b j e c t  and "I" used a s  o b j e c t  ( a s  s e t  ou t  above); t h a t  i s  t o  say ,  he  

makes no a t tempt  t o  show t h a t  "I" has  more than  one l o g i c  ( a s  does "he") 

depending on how it i s  used. I sugges t  t h a t  he  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  

s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between a  sen tence  and i t s  uses ,  and t h i s  

r e s u l t s  i n  a  bypassing of t h e  problem of "asymmetry claimst t  and not  i n  

t h a t  problem's being d i s p e l l e d .  

The t h e s i s  suppor ts  a  c laim of asymmetry between f i r s t  person 

usages and t h i r d  person usages o f ,  . for  example, 'qL am i n  pain",  and 

a l s o  between f i r s t  and t h i r d  person  usages o f ,  f o r  example, "My arm - 
i s  broken." That i s  t o  s ay ,  t h e  asymmetry does no t  r e v e a l  i t s e l f  only 

i n  sen tences  about  "mental a c t i v i t i e s " .  & body, i n  my conceptual  frame- 

work, i s  no t  on a par  wi th  o t h e r  pub l i c  o b j e c t s .  It has been t h e  t r a d i t i o n  

of t h e  e m p i r i c i s t s  t o  ignore  t h i s ,  and perhaps we may have a  glimmer of 

an  understanding a s  t o  why they have s o  o f t e n  taken t h e  concept of 

"onese l f t '  t o  r ep re sen t  a  pu re ly  p a s s i v e  observer .  
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