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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The private language problem, as such, is a twentieth century
phenomenons This '"problem'" is in fact a network of interconnected
problems and questions which, if traced out, eventually lead to many
different areas of philosophical concern and bring in many of the
perennial philosophical questions. The center of concern is the
question, which gives this network its name, of whether a private
language is possible. By ‘'private language'! is meant, neither a
language which only one or a few people happen to known, nor a code
devised to keep communications private to a particular group, but a
language which, in principle, only its speaker can understand. In
other words, the central problem is whether there can be, or perhaps
in fact are; words or signs with meanings that can, in principle, be
known only by their usere The relatively recent awareness of and
interest in this problem has been generated primarily by portions of

, . . , , 1
Ludwig Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigationse

However, as Saunders and Henze have put it, ''the private language
problem is at once as old as philosophy and as new as televisionn”2
The sense in which this problem is as old as philosophy is that many
philosophical opinions throughout the history of philosophy can.be seeﬁ
to entail at least the possibility, and often the existence of private
languages, in areas of our common language (the areas in question being

those dealing with sensations, emotions, and experiences), although the



formulators of such opinions may not have been aware of this aspect of
their views (and certainly didn't discuss this aspect directly)e. It has
been suggested, for example, that the works of Protagoras, Hobbes,
Descartes, and Locke all entail the possibility or actual existence of
private languagess.

In order to understand the relation between this historical aspect
of the problem and its emergence in modern and contemporary philosophi-
cal.debate a few words about the nature of Wittgenstein's Investiga~
Lions and his approach to philosophy are necessaryo. As is well known,
in the Investigations Wittgenstein attacked a number of traditionally
held philosophical beliefs including many which he had himself held
earlier in his career (such as the belief in "essences'"), and he did
this in a new sort of waye. He did not offer counter arguments to
specific philosophical theories, and then offer and defend theories of
his own to replace them, but rathergoffered considerations about the
general nature and functioning of language intended to show that many
philosophical problems are at bottom confusions resulting from linguistic
misconceptions, misunderstandings about how 1anéuage functions., Part
of the problem, however, was that the confusions Wittgenstein exposed
were confusions only implicit in the traditional philosophical theories
involveds That is, part of his work must be seen as bringing out
general theories of the functioning of language which were implicit
and quite unrecognized, or automatically presupposed as unexceptionable,
by much traditional philosophy. Then he brought these exposed theories
of language into question. This two part approach to philosophical
investigation is-that often currently referred to as diagnosis and

elucidation of linguistic confusions, and forms the basis of the



"school'" of philosophy which employs this method, sometimes referred to
as "linguistic analysis" or "ordinary language philosophy'.

But Wittgenstein himself, in the Investigations, very seldom

specifically mentioned other philosophers and took no special pains to
relate the views he attacked (which were usually presented by means of
an imaginary interlocutor) to those of well known and traditionally
recognized figures in the history of philosophy or to those of his
contemporaries, 1In a very few cases, specific, direct quotations or
paraphrases from other philoscphers are cited as such by Wittgenstein,
and in a few others, statements of Wittgenstein's interlocutor are
easily recognizable as the views of some particular philosopher,4 but

for the most part the views criticised in the Investigations are com-

pounded out of many sources and represent basic elements common to
many other philosophies, and in these cases the sometimes quite
difficult job of recognizing this connection is left to the readero
For this reason, a great deal of the '"diagnostic! aspect of Wittgen- -
stein's approach, (that is, the job of showing that some particular
philosopher's work presupposes, implies, or entails the general views
criticised by Wittgenstein) has been bequeathed to his successorse

It remains quite possible, however, to discuss the views pre~
sented By Wittgenstein's interlocutor on their own, so to speak, with=
out demonstrating some specific comnection between them and the views
of a particular philosopher (or philosophers), even when such a connec=~
tion is not obviouss Two ways in which such a discussion is useful
are, first, the case in which someone wished to argue that Wittgenstein
did not successfully defeat the views expressed by his interlocutor and

so, whether or not these views are entailed or presupposed by those of



anyone else, no successful criticism could result; and second, the case
in which someone might attempt to criticise anotherts view by first
getting him to agree independently that, for example, a private language
is impossible, and then proceeding to demonstrate that his view entails
the possibility of a private language and so must be rejectedo Of
course there is also the fact that the basic questions of the private
language problem are quite fascinating in their own right, but the full
significance of the problem can only be appreciated when the connection
between it and traditional philosophy is recognized.

The fact remains, however, that there are these two distinguishable
aspects of the private language problem: the diagnosis of traditional
philosophical works as involving this problem,'and the elucidation of
the problem itsélf, i.ces independent discussion of whether any of our
words have private meanings or whether it would be possible to invent
such wordse The focus of this thesis is on the latter aspect of the
problems

There is yet another preliminary matter which must be discussed
beforevthe purposes of this paper can be clearly set oute Although
Wittgenstein raised the question of private language and, as is
generally‘recognized, opposed the view that any words in our common
language have private meanings, there is considerable confusion as to

what he offered beyond thisy, the Philosophical Investigations being

notoriously cryptic and obscure, and Wittgenstein®s approach to
philosophy being quite novel.

There are several possible positions with respect to the private
language problem, all of which have been occupied at various times

by various philosopherse In addition to (1) the traditional view that



such a language is not only possible, but that areas of our common
language are of this nature, there is (2) the view that although our
common language is indeed public, still it is possible that one should
invent a private language, and (3) the view that a private language
is. not possibles View (3) may take various forms according to the
reasons adduced for the alleged impossibility, sometimes pitting two
opponents of private language against each other as to why such a
language is impossible. Disagreement also may erupt between holders of
views (2) and (3) as to why no areas of our common language are privatee
In any casey; part of the private 1angﬁage problem is the question
of names and naming. The possibility of a private language hinges
upon the notion of namings: it involves the notion of directly associat-
ing names with logically private datae. One who claims (or whose
philosophy entails the view) that there are words in our language the
meanings of which can be known only by the speaker, sensation and emo-
tion words usually being the ones in question, will be required to
explain how such words acquire their private meanings, such an explan-
ation usually taking the form of a description of a sort of private
act of naming (conferring a name on a private object or datum). One
who denies that any of the words of our language have private meanings
may do so on the grounds that'this notion of private acts of naming is
defective, and will need to indicate how the words in question do
functione One who claims the impossibility of a private language will
likewise be required to comment on the matter of names and naminge In
the body of literature which has recently built up around these
questions, not only have all of the various possible views of the

matter been defended, but several different views have been defended



in the name of Wittgenstein, as interpretations of his position in the

Philosophical Investigationse

The purpose of this thesis is multiple. What is offered here is,
first, a series of what I hope are relatively clear examples of the
possible positions with respect to the private language problem, show-
ing the reasons adduced for them and the objections to thems The views
examined will also serve as examples of various views of names,and’
naminge As mentioned earlier, the focus of the paper is on the recent
debate of the problem, which has been relatively independent of ques-
tions of an historical nature. Thus, the traditienal view (that parts
of our language are private) is only characterized to provide back-
ground for the development of the views opposing it in various wayse
At the same time, I have tried to make it clear that this traditional
view must be rejecteds Since it does seem that the»full significance
of the problem can only be appreciated by seeing its connection with
the actual history of philosophy, an appendix note has been attached
to this thesis providing an example of the diagnosis of a traditional
view needed to establish this connection.

Following this initial characterization of the traditional view
referred to above as view‘(l), representatives of positions (2) and
(3) appear. View (3), or rather, one form of view (3), that a private
language is impossible, appears first; exemplified by the work of
George Pitchere This is followed by the work of Alan Donagan as a
representative of view (2), that a private language is possible, though
no part of our common 1angﬁage is of this nature. This order is used
because Donagan's view includes criticism of Pitcher'se

The second purpose of this thesis concerns the confusion over:the



interpretation of Wittgenstein's position in the Investigationse.. The

two views presented, those of Pitcher and Donagan, serve not only as
examples of different possible positions, but each is also presented
by its author as Wittgenstein's view, and so the two exemplify the
interpretation problem, as well,

The third purpose of this thesis is to show that Pitcher's and
Donagan's views are themselves as unacceptable as the ﬁraditional view
and that neitﬁer in fact represents a correct understanding of the

Investigationse

Finally, I hope to indicate what the main point of a correct under-

standing of the Investigations is, and that this is in fact, the correct

solution to the private language problem,



FOOTNOTES

lLﬁdwig_WittgenStéiﬁ,, Philosophical Investigations, (New York,'
1958), In subsequent textual references, this work will be referred to
merely as the Investigations, as has become customary.

2John Turk Saunders and Donald Fe Henze, The Private Language
Problem, (New York, 1967), po 4.

3Ibido, po lo Hobbes! view is briefly examined in Appendixe.

4Cf, ooy Wittgenstein, ps 109: '"William James, in order to
show that thought is possible without speechoss"



CHAPTER IT

THE TRADITIONAL VIEW

What is here referred to as the traditional view of language and
the pfi&ate language problem, seems to come to one quite naturally and
easilys 1In fact, the traditional view of language may seem so plausi-
ble, so basic a fact; as not even to need any discussione This seems
to be precisely why the tréditional view treated of in this section is,
in absense, an artificial creations But it is‘artificial only in the
gsense that it can be seen to underlie the work of manj philosophers,
rather than to come in for explicit discussion by them.r Thus, the tra-
ditional view of language is ﬁore a diagnosis of the :source of maﬁy
traditional philoséphical problems than an ostensible component of
traditional philosophye ‘Howevér, its value as a diégndsis is not here
in question, only its plausibility is.1

The traditional view may come about in answer to a question like
"How does language function?", or "What is tﬁe essence of language?''.
There seems tb be an obviouswand ratﬁér simple answereo Lanéuage con=
sists of words, which are'signs, names, for thingsol By agsigning words
to refer to things, to label them, so to speak, we are able to communi-
cate about the worlde What a word means is the thing for which it is a
signy that is, the meaning of a word is its referent. And thus, learn-
ing language consists in learning which words refer to wﬁich things,
Here we seem to have the basic constituents of 1anguage, name-~ 1abels,

and the basic operation involved in 1earn1ng 1anguage, the attachlng of
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the appropriate labels to the appropriate things;

As Wittgenstein has pdinted out, St; Aﬁgustine exXpresses a view
quiteﬂlike tﬁis in his Confessions;2 In thé passége qﬁoted by Wittgen-
stein, Augustine speaks of language as a series of names (nouns like
the names for pieces of furniture, and people's names) leafned,indi-
vidually and then strung together in sentenceso thablf, "Augustine
does not speak of there being ény difference betweenvkinds of wofd"B,
but seems to think‘of whatevér other kinds there might be as "some;
thing that will take care of itself"4, as not centrallto the fﬁﬁctioning
of 1anguage; as not part of thé "essence'' of languagee vThis notion of
the functioning of language as avfairly ﬁnified and simple.process con-
sisting of the association of names with objects (which are the mean-
ings of the words) is characteristic of the-tradifional ¥iewe

of cdurse only a 1i£t1e reflection will remind soméone4thatinot
all of the words in our‘language are nouns like 'chair' and 'Socrates?s,
But again, whatever other sorts there are seem insignificant or seem
to differ.only in some minor waye There are, for example, such words
as 'of'y, 'to', 'énd', etc.; which may first come to minde. These are
the sortythatvmay seém rather insignificant, subsidiarye. This feeling
is expressed in Mill's distinguishing as, "only parts of names', the
following words (and those similar): ‘'of!', Ttot!, 'truly?, 'me'; 'him',
'John's?', '1argef, and 'heavy'.5 All the imgortant words it seems, |
are names, words which 1abeilthings; and there'are5 in additién, such
auxilliaries as these prepositions, pronouns, and adjectivese

dne may also noticey, upon further reflection, that there are
different sorts of thifigs or objects which we use words to label, but

here the difference seems only minor. There are for example emotions,
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like 1ove‘and.hate, and sensationsy 1like pain and tickling;  All this
seems to come to,.héﬁever, is that our language hasbthe riéhness of
labelling both physical and non=-physical "“objects"s This richness is
often noted in grammar books by-defining é noun as "the name of a per-

sony place, thing, or mental state". Similarly, Aristotle's categories

might be interpreted as a classification of the different kinds of
things which can bear names (Mill has taken them this way).6- At any
rate, there seems to be no more than a minor note fequired here: the
essence of 1énguage is namihg; names label pieces of furniture, people,
and other things, so that we may talk about them (and there are also
such auxillaries as prepositions, conjunctions, eté.)e

As mentioned earlier, on this view learning language consists in
properly associating names with the things for which they stand. A
child learns what 'dog! means, for example, by having all the various
neighborhood dogs pointed out to him, along with the instruction
"There's a doggie', or "See the dog''e Or, if he wantsbto know what
5rock' means, he has vafious rocks pointed out to him, and so on with

tbird', *milk', 'sandbox!, and otherse
Private Language

But when we consider that area of our language which deals with
‘sensations, emotions, perceptions, and experiences there seems to be
fhis difference: here the referents for words aren't public, aren't
open to everyone's view as were those of 'dog! and '*sandbox's The
things to which words like ‘*pain’, 'love’, and 'red' refer, appear to
be items of the individual speaker's consciousnessy items which he

alone experiences, and thus, which he alone has "access' .to,
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rather than items of our common, pubiic world, like dogs and sandboxes;
Wheﬁ Smifhvsays, for example, "This chair is comfortable', we can éll
look and see the chaif, or when he says "That music is beautiful! we
can all listen and hear the music, but when he says "This pain is
terrible", we cannot all feel Smith's pain. His pain is his alone; it
is an item private to his consciousness. No one can experience Smith's
pain except Smithe No one can experience anyone's sensations except
his owne

This being the case, philosophical reflection immediately gives- tise
to the question, "How do I know that Smith meané the‘same thing by the
word 'pain'! that I do?"e Perhaps the sensation he calls 'pain' is what
I would have called *tickle's Similarly, in the éase of color words
it seems: quite possible that we should discover that what Smith calls
*red' the rest of us would have called ‘'green'!, were we able to see
through Smith's eyesoe It might even be that one half of mankind, say,
the women, have a different sensation of red than the other half.7
Sincevno one may feel another's sensations or see through another's
éyes9 all these, and many more, possibilities seem lives What each
person means by the word 'pain' when he says "I am in pain", he and he
élone knows for he and he alone has access to§ can feel, the sensation
which is the referent for that word.

For precisely the same reason, none of the above speculations can
be verifiedo The thesis that what Smith calls 'red! I would have
called 'green', or that what Smith means by 'pain' is not the same as
what I mean by ‘pain’, can be‘neither confirmed nor disconfirmed. But
this seems to leave one thing certain: the language of color percep-

tions and sensations (and similarly, that of emotions and experiences)
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is indeed a private area of our languages; for although each individual
knows what he means by 'pain', he alone doese.

This fact seéms to emerge as a profound philosophical discovery,
but one which gives rise to two fuarther questions. If the language
“of sensations is thus private, each person knowing only what he himself
calls 'pain'y then, first, how is the word 'pain' taught and learned?,
- and second, how.is it that we seem ﬁo comﬁunicate with words like

'pain'?
Private, Ostensive Definition

The traditional view's answers to these questions are intimately
connecteds As we have seen, words of our public cémmon language afe
learned by means of ostensive definitionse One learns what things are
called 'dogs! and what things are called 'sandboxes' by having such
things pointed out to hime It seems then that what must be involved
in learning the meanings of sensation words like 'pain' is a sort of
érivate ostensive definition. Ae. Jo Ayer gives this description of the
process: | |

As it is, a child is not taught to describe his
feelings in the way he is taught to describe the
objects in his nursery. His mother cannot point
to his pain in the way that she can point to his
cup and spoone But she knows that he has a pain
because he cries and because she sees that some=-
thing has happened to him which is likely to
cause him painj and knowing that he is in pain
she is able to teach him what to call it., If
there were no external signs of his sensations

> she would have no means of detecting when he
had them, and therefore could not teach him how
to describe them.

Thus, the meaning of the word "pain'y, can be taught only by making use

of certain special occassions. When the teacher observes that the child
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has undergone something whicﬁ would cause pain in the teacher (say, a
scraped knee) and ékhibits the same external manifestations as ﬁight'
the teacher when in pain (say, crying) then the teacher infers that the
child also has the appropriate sensation, that which is called 'pain?',
and so can inforﬁ the éhild tﬁat he is to call that sensation 'pain'o:
Of coursey this instruction will most likely take place‘in the context
of comforting the child, that is, by saying "I know it hurtsﬁ, or
something similar, but it is the process déscribéd above which is
involved in the child's learning what the word 'pain? means;

What the child must do in this situation is notice the sensation
he is féelingiduring this time and associate with it ﬁhe name 'pain?',

and thus, after sufficient repetitions of this experience, he will

remember that this sensation is called 'pain', and will be able to

says on his own, "I am in pain", when it recursa
The Analogy Argument

In the foregoing explanation of how sensation words are taﬁght
and learned we find also the traditional answer to the second of the
-questions raised earlier, that of how we seem to communicate with words
like 'pain'e We simply do not doubﬁ, ordinarily, that others mean the
same sensation by the word fpain' that we do, since all the extefnalg
or observable, signs are the same when they use the word as when we do,
just as the teacher inferréd that the child had the appropriate’sensa-
tion, in the above‘eXample, when he exhibited the appropriate behavior
in the éppropriéte circumstancese

Jo So Mills! statement may be taken as representative of this

element of the traditional view:9
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I conclude that other human beings have feelings

like mey because, first, they have bodies like

me, which I know, in my own case, to be the ante-

cedent condition of feelings; and because secondly,

they exhibit the acts, and other outward signs,

which in my own case I know by experience to be

caused by feelings., I am conscious in myself of

a series of facts connected by a uniform sequence

of which the beginning is modification of my body,

the middle is feelings, the end is outward demeanors

In the case of other human beings I have the evi-

dence of my senses for the first and last links of

the series, but not for the intermediate linkeeeby

supposing the link to be of the same nature as in

the case of which I have experienceyosel bring

other human beings under the same generalizations

which I know by experience to be the true theory

of my own existenceo

There seems to be this asymmetry then in the use of sensation
words: I knowy, in my own case, what I call 'pain', what sensation I
mean by that word, but when someone else says "I am in pain', or
when I say of someone else that he is in pain, what is involved is an
inference made on the basis of an analogical argument similar to
Mill's, Thus, first person sensation statements seem to express true
knowledge, whereas, third person sensation statements express only
inferencesy which could in any given case be incorrecto
In summary, the traditional view of names, naming, and the private

language problem has the following elements. The primary words in our
languages; the substantives, are names which signify objectse. The
meanings of such words are the things which they name, their referents.
There are, howevery, both public objects, like chairs, dogs, and sand=
‘boxes, which are open to everyone's view, and private objects, like
pains, which are not open to everycne's view, but which can be directly
observed or experienced only by the person who has them; each person

experiences only his own sensations, no one may have another's. For

this reason there must be two sorts of learning techniques, public
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ostensive definitions by which words referring to public items can be.
learned, and private ostensive definitions which each person.must employ
for himself in order to associate a word with the sensation it names;
And finally, at the base of this 1atter method of téécﬁing,,theﬁmethod
employed in those.areas of our language which deal with'sensations,
emotions; and other experiences, is an analogiéal argument, which also
is the basis on which we seem to achieve communication in these areas
of our language. As we shall see in the next section, this view leads

to puzzling, and uﬁacceptable, consequencesSe
Puzzles Generated by the Traditiomal View

On the traditional view, although an analogical argument similar
to Mills' may seem to describe Whaﬁ must be the basis of the private
areas foqur language, the fact remains that these areas are, strictly
speaking, privatee If, when Smith says "I am in pain", "pain' is the
name of an item of his consciousness, and if no one else may experi-
ence that item, have‘his pain, then he, and only he, can at any given
time know with certainty whether or not he has it, whether he 'is in
fact in pain. The rest of us may infer that he ié in pain, since he is
similarly constituted, but the most we can have, as the result of such
an inference, is a probability that he is in paine Thus, on the tra-
ditional view, each person is in the position of being the only one who
" can know with certainty that he-is in pain, and of not being able to
know with certéinty that anyone else is in pain,.

What similarly follows from the traditional view is that the mean-
ings of such words as 'pain? can be, strictly speaking, neither taught

nor learnede For when a situation appropriate for the teaching and
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learning of sensation words appears, as in the example from Ayer above,
the teacher actually only believes that the learner has the appropriate
sensation; the most the teacher would logically be allowed to say is
that it is probable that the learner has the appropriate sensation, and
the most the learner should be allowed to say is that it is probable
that he has what the teacher calls 'painte

After such an analysis as=:this, the philosopher may appear to be in{
the classical position of possessing an insight into an ultimate truth
that is not possessed by the ordinary mane He seems to have discovered
that ultimately, strictly speaking, the facts are that one has direct
knowledge of sensations, emotions, and experiences only in his own
case, and that all cther instances (iseo.s cases of third person sensa=-
tion statements) are cases of inference. Although the ordiﬁary man may
continue .to make étatements like "He is in pain', the philosopher
realizes that this is a loose or iﬁprecise way df speaking, it being
the case that the only precisely accurate statement which can be made in
such cases is "It is very highly probable that he is in pain'e

The analogical argument, again, is seen .as the logical basis for
such third person statementss and might be used as the philosopher's
justification for not insisting on the revision of our ordinary way of
speaking, since this argument seems to make it so very highly probablé
that we all experience the same sensations in similar circumstances,
But the analogical argument is, recall, the inference that other indi-
viduals, constituted similarly to me, and affected similarly.exter-
nally, experience a sensation which is the same as the one I experience
under the same stimulation, since their overt behavior is similaro

That is, in my own case, touching a hot stove produces in me the sensa-
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tion of pain, to which I react by screaming, holding my hand, etc. R
Other people, I‘have obéervgd, feact similarly when they touch a hot ::.v
stove ‘and so, since their physical constitution is siﬁilar to mine,
théy must experience the same sensation of pain as the cause of their
reactione

But how good an argument is this? As Wittgenstein has commented

11The

"'"How can Tigeneralizé the-pre case.sd irresponsibly ' =
analogical argument is, as a matter of fact, only a very weak induc-
tive argument. It is based on only a single instance (that of my own
case) of the occurrence of the phencmenon in question (the sensation of
pain). This argument actually supplies very weak logical justification
for the conclusién that other people mean the same thing by 'pain' that
I do, or that they experience any sensation even remotely similar to my
owme

On the traditional view then, the philosopher who is interested in
the truth accurately stated, must affirm, unequivocally, that certain
areasbof our language are actually private languages, it being possible
for each person to know only what he means by such words as *pain',
since only he may directly 'observe' the thing he names by that word.
That is, he must affirm the following two‘propositionsz (1) "Only T
can know whether I am in pain", (2) "I cannot know whether an&one else
is in pain''; and also, what follows from these first two: (3) '""No one
can teach énother or learn from another the meanings of words like
'pain'" and (4) "It is possible that we all mean something different
by words like 'pain''f,

It should be clear that the traditional view must be rejected

because these consequences shown to follow from it are unacceptables,
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That only I can know whether I am in pain is clearly false; others
quite often knbw that T am in pain, just as I quite often know that
others are in pains "Just try jainoahrgalgcase *itOvdoubtmsomedﬁe
;elae“éifear or paina“1
| Of course it is possible for someone to conceal his pain from me
indefinitely, as it is possible for me to conceal by pain from others,
but this fact lends no support to the traditionalist position that it is
logically impossible for someone else to know whether I 'am in pain, or
vice-versae

That another is in pain can be observed in

innumerable cases, as when one sees a child

spill boiling water on himself, and hears

his uncontrollable crys. To describe such

observations as inferential, much less
dubiously inferential, would be. perverseo

The Behaviorist Alternative

Howevery; if the traditional view is rejected then the alternative
seems naturally to suggest itself that sensation words refer to
peoplets behavior. If tpain', when I say “He is in pain'', does not
;ame an item or occurrence hidden within the privacy of the other
party's consciousness (sincey on that view I could never be entitled
‘to make the assertion), then it must méan what I can observe, namely
his crying, meaning, grimmacing, or other chéracteristic pain-behaviorae
Or, in other words; sensation words must be the names for behavior syn-
dromes, it seems. On this view; then, to use a simple example, 'pain'
simply means ‘crying'. Were this the case; the puzzles generated by the
‘traditional view would dissolve, If 'pain?' simply meant ‘crying', then
the teaching aﬁd 1eérningzof such words by ordinary ostensive definition

would seem to present no problem, since the behavior which is the refer-
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ent of the word is publicly obser¥able, just as dogs and sandboxes ares
Neither would one be required‘ﬁo assert that no one could khow whether
another were in pain, or that we might all mean something different by
the word !'pain'e.

Buﬁ this view generates puzzles no less serious, and perhaps more
quickly recognizable, than those of the traditional viewo First, there
is the fact that there can be pain-behavior without any pain. One may
pretend to be in pain, exhibiting all the characteristic behavio;,
merely in order to avoid some unpleasant duty, for example, or sham
being in pain as part of a dramatic performances Second; there ié the
fact, mentioned earlier, that there may be pain without any overt
pain=behaviore Children are very eérly téught to suppress crying, for
éxample,Aand there are such cases as someone;s being injured and in
severe pain yet concealing the fact, perhaps to avoid unduly alarming
otherss 1In general, this behaviorist position is open to the fatal
objection that 7w j O T e A A YU S R S

iftheiéccurtence of a sensation is a matter
of behavior, then the manifestly false conclu-
gion follows that from an inspection of some-
body's Behavior it is always possible to tell
whether or not he is having a given sensations

There.is also the equally serious objection that if sensation
words are the names for behavior syndromes, then thé speaker would have
to find out whether he is in pain the same Waybeveryone else does =~ by
observing his behavior. But clearly this is not the case, for if it
makes sense to speak of one's finding out that he is in pain, it must
be possible to be in pain and not know it,.or to be mistaken about
being in paine That is, statements like "I think I'm in pain, but I'm

not sure" and "I thought I was in pain, but I was mistaken after all"
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would have to make sense, because the concept "finding something out"
can only héve application ih .cases in which the thing found out could
be unknown or in which one could have been misﬁaken about the matter at
hande But, since neither of the ébove statements makes sense, neither
can the notion of finding out that one is in pain makes sense. One
can't be said to find out that he is in pain the same way everyone

else does, or "to find it out" at all, for that mattere. Something
which cannot be unknown, caﬁnot be found oute.

But now here is the dilemma: the traditional position isunaccept-
able because according to it no one can know whether another is in pain,
which is manifestly falseo It seems, however, that if the traditional
position is rejected, the behaviorist opposite must be acceptede Bﬁt
it too is repugnant, for according to it, one must find out that he is
in pain the same way everyone else does. But when I say "It hurts" or
"I am in pain'', it is clearly not on the basis of having 6bserved my
own behavior tﬁat I do soe It may seem that one or the other of these
two views must be correct, but neither is acceptables

Wittgenstein is generally recognized as having suggested some kind
of solution to this dilemma (as well as having pointed out the puzzles
of the two views), but there is considerable confusion as to just what
he offereds As examples of this confusion and of possible solutions to
this dilemma which have been offered, two different iﬁterpretations of
Wittgenstein's work §n the private language problem in general (and on
our common language of sensations in particular) will now be examined.
First, in Chapter I1I, the view of George Pitcher and then, in Chapter
IV, that of Alan Donagane The choice of dealiﬁg with these two inter-

retations was made on several groundse Pitcher's view, as one of the
9
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earliest published accounts of Wittgenstein's work in the Philosophical

Investigations, seems to have been fairly influentialp15 As will be
shown, however, it generates puzzles no less serious than fhose of the
traditional view which it is supposed to solve. Donagan's interpreta-
tion, on the other hand, is important 'in-that it recognizes some diffi-
culties with Pitcher's view and offers another account as the correct

interpretation of the Investigationse It too, however, will be seen to

involve consequences quite unacceptable. What will be shown, and this
is the final and most important reason for examing these two interpreta-

tions, is that they both involve misunderstandings of the Investigations

which are similar and apparently, as this similarity suggests; not
easily avoided when reading the Investigationse Hence, a parellel pur-
pose in Chapters III and IV, and more directly in Chapter V, is to indi-
cate the proper understanding of the relevant portions of the Investi-
gations, which avoids the difficulties of Pitcher's and Donaganis

views, and also, as we shall see, does offer a solution to the puzzles‘
of the traditional view. We proceed now to the examination of the first

of these two viewso



FOOTNOTES

1See appendix for an example:diagnosis of the work of-a traditional
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‘CHAPTER-III

THE MNO~NAMES" VIEW

George Pitcher's interpretation of Wittgenstein's work on the pri-
vate language problém appears primarily in the chapter entitled "Sensa-

tions and Talk of Them'" in his book, The Philosophv_g_f_‘Wittgenstéing1

The posit%oﬁ expressed tﬁere I shall refer to as the '"no-names" view,
for reasons which will become obvioﬁso As suggested by the tiﬁle_of
the book, this view isppfopounded in the name of Wittgenstein, as a

sympathetic exposition and interpretation of parts of Wittgenstein's

Philosophical Investigations.2 This view is of special importance in

that it seems to have gainéd»somevacceptance among philosophers as an
accurate description of Wittgenstein's thought and, in some cases, as
the correct view, 315003 -I hope to show that the no-names view is
neither correct (ioe;, that it generates puzzles of its own), nor an
accurate-description of Wittgenstein's views, and so I'shall also refer
to it aé "Pitcher's viewﬁ.for brevity's sake%rathef than as Pitcher's
interpretafion of Wittgenstein"svview (although Pitcher comments at the
end of the chapter than Wittgenstein's ideas "are obviously highly con-
troversial and there arebcerﬁainly powerful objections which could be
urged against some of his argumentss')e

Pitcher sées the no-names theory'as a response to the following
"nétural view's

We ail constantly experience things which enter

and leave and re=-enter our consciousness, things
which are directly accessible only to ourselvess

25
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And there are words in our language to refer to
many of these things - words like 'pain', 'itch?',
tache', 'image', 'fear', %'anger', and many more.
These are names for things which eac¢h of us
experiences privately: only I feel my toothache,
for examples You cannot feel my toothache, nor

I yourse But your toothache is doubtless quali-
tatively similar to mine, since the structures of
our bodies are very similar. And so, although
many words in our language denote physical things
and events which are publicly observable by all,
other words denote items in each of our separate
consciousnesses, things directly observable only
by the person in whose congciousness they occur,
All this seems undeniables

This view is easily recognizable as the traditional view discussed in
Chapter ITI, and Pitcher cites the same absurd consequences to follow
from ite

Pitcher's proposal for dealing with these unacceptable consequences,
simply stated, is the suggestion that the mistake of the traditional view
was in supposing sensation words to be names, when in fact they are not
names at all; we have no names for sensationss

In attributing this view to Wittgenstein, Pitcher of course pre-

sents his exposition by drawing heavily on the Philosophical Investiga-
tions, but our immediate task must be to get clear about just what the
no-names view involves, and discussion of Pitcher's justification for
atttibuting this view to Wittgenstein will be reserved for a later

chaptere
Genuine Names

Firsty, it is important to note that Pitcher refers to a -
"non-trivial' sense of '"names!, and a merely '‘trivial' one, as in the

following passages:
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[Wittgenstein]| is not denying that there is a
(trivial) sense in which 'pain', for example,
is the name of a sensation.

The notion that pain is the name, in a -

non~trivial sense, of a private sensation

proves to be a decided hindrance [to seeing

the actual uses of the word]e.

The explanation Pitcher offers of this distinction is that the

trivial sense in which sensation words like !'pain' are names is that

tpain' denotes a sensation, as *five' denotes

a number, as 'understanding'! denotes a mental

processy, and as virtually every word denotes

something - that is, pain is a sensation word

and has uses closely allied with *twinge!?,

Yache', 'tickle'!, and the other sensation wordsy,

just as 'five'! is a number word and has uses

closely allied with *one'; 'two'!, 'ten', and

the other number words. This much is obvious

and no one would wish te deny ite
And the following is apparently to be taken as the non-trivial or
genuine sense in which a word can be a name:

When a word is the name of something, I learn

what it means by having other people point

out examples of it to me or by observing what

they apply it to, and then by going on myself

to apply the word to further exampleso
These two passages make it clear that in Pitcher's view the two
senses of 'name'! come to this: there is the loose or insignificant
use of 'name' in which a word is a name in name only, ie.ees the sense
in which anything which can serve as the subject of a sentence may be
called a name, as could 'five' in the sentence ""Five is greater than
two''y or 'understanding! in "My understanding of the matter is thateoso''s
or in other words, the sense in which the word 'name' is just equiva=
lent to 'grammatical substantive®'s And then there is the genuine, sig-

nificant, sense of "name' in which a name may be thought of as a labely

ieeoy in those cases in which the word may be learned by means of osten-
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sive definitionso o
In the Hallmark Hall of Fame production of the play UTeacher;
Teacher' .a tutor attempts to teach a retarded boy to speak.(énd'write)

by actually placing pfinted signs bearing individual words such as
'chair', 'table'y; and 'fireplace' around the room on the objects
désignated by these names, after having failed in attempts with finger
pointing and gestures; This ekample shows the way in which the notion
of ostensive definition involves the model of names as labelse
Apparently, Pitcher would cdunt as genuine names only those words
which the teacher could actually have printed as labels and attached
to individual objectse Thué, "five!, 'understanding', and 'pain' are
not genuine namess

Notice that Pitcher's characterization of names and naming is
precisely that of the traditional view examined in Chapter II, There
is only oné kind of word significantly to be called a 'name',‘exem-
plified by such words as the names for pieces of furniture and people’s
namese Although Pitcher's characterization of what a name is does not
differ from the tfaditional view, he does, howevers disagree with that
view in suggesting that some apparent names (eege, 'pain'!) are not
genuine names. This distinction between apparent and genﬁine names,

then, is the first major aspect of the no-names views
The Privacy of Sensations

The second major aspect of Pitcher's view is also suggested by the
two passages already quoted in which he referred teo two.senses of 'name',
In the first of those, recall, he said that Wittgenstein did not deny a

trivial sense in which 'pain? is the name of a sensation, and in the
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second he said that the notioen of tpain' as the name, in a non-trivial
sensey; of a private sensation was a hindrance to understanding that
wordfs actual uses. These two passages suggest that Pitcher makes no
distinction between *'sensations™ and 'private sensations, or in other
words that he accepts without question the proposition *sensations are
private's Sincey, according to the second passages Pitcher says that
the word 'pain'! can be the name, in a trivial sense, of a '"'private
sensation', then a part of Pitcher's view is that sensations arey in
fact, privatee.
This part of his view he makes explicit in other passages; such as

the following:

Everyone acknowledges that sensations are private,

that no one can experience another person's sen-

sationss so that the special felt quality of each

person's sensations is known to him alone and to

no other,10

Wittgenstein will maintain that the privacy of

pain makes a great deal of difference to the way

in which !paint'! denotes a kind of sensations <l
According to Pitcher then, the proposition 'sensations are private' is
a true statement because no one can experience another person's sensa-
tions; and thusy; each person knows something in his own case which he
cannot know in the case of another person, viz., the '"special felt
quality" of his own sensations (i.e., what his own sensations feel
like)«

This second element of Pitcher's view also echoes the traditional

approach. Sensations are objects of a sort (they have qualities),
but of a special sorte They are private objects, open only to the

"view!" of their possessor, rather than public objects like chairs,

dogs, and sandboxese At this point Pitcher is in very much the same
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position as the traditionalist, affirming that (genuine) names are
words which refer to objects, which are what the words mean, and that
pains, itches, and other sensations are private objectse

The next step in the traditional view was that, therefore, names
must be conferred on these sorts of objects privately, i.es, that there
must be a sort ofvprivate ostensive definition by which we teach our=-
selves names like 'pain's The puzzles thus generated by the traditional
view (eesge, that one can never know whether another is in pain) were
those comprising the: affirmation that certain areas of our common
language are actually private. Pitcher's answer, however, is that such
a private language is not possible, and his argument involves calling
into question the notion of private ostensive definition, which must

be involved in a private languageo

Private Ostensive Definitions

The Memory Argument

Pitcher's characterization of the point at issue here is the

followings

A defender of View V [the traditional view]
might offer the followingee.e.Suppese a man
suddenly experiences a sensation E that he
has never had before. He can focus his atten-
tion on it and give it the name 'E's This
corresponds to an ostensive definition that
one person might give another of the name of
something publicly observable, only here the
person gives it to himself, and instead of
pointing physically to the thing named, as in
a standard ostensive definition, he points to
it mentally., Then he may even keep a diary
and write down the sign 'E' whenever he
experiences the same sensation again, noting
the time and place of its occurrenceo

This, of course, is a general form of just what the traditionalist
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must count as a description of the way in which words like 'pain' are
learnedes The objections which will be raised to the process described
here apply to any notion of private ostensive definition and, a fortiori,
to the case of actual words in use in our common languagee.
The primary argument offered by Pitcher against the process

described in the above example is that

The alleged diarist has no way whatever of

knowing whether he always applies the sign

'E' to a sensation which is the same as

the original oney oresesto a different one

each time, or sometimess.seto the same gen-

sation, sometimes to a different ones
The reason the diarist has no way of knowing whether he has made a
correct entry of the sign 'E! is that he will make such an entry when-
ever it seems to him that the same sensation has recurred, but he will

have no way of knowing whether his impression that the same sensation

has recurred is correct or.note The proponent of the traditional view

may reply that all the‘&i ist must do is remember the original sensa-
tion correctly, but the point here is that if he hds no way of checking
the correctness of his memory, then having the impression that this
sensation is the same as the original, E, is what must count as making
a '"'correct" entry in the diarye But that means thét the occurrence of
any sensation whatever may be noted in the diary as 'E', so long as
the diarist has the impression that it is the same as.the originale
In other words, there can be na distinction here between the sensa-
tion's being the same and merely seeming the same, and thus: no distinc-
tion between a correct and an incorrect entry in the diary, ie.es, use
of the sign 'E', The diarist

might always "make a mistake! in identifying

his sensations, now putting an 'E' down in his
book when he has sensation E, now when he has
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a different one T, and so onj and there is no
conceivable way that he could tell he was

doing iteeoBut then we cannot speak of his
making a mistake at all,,nor therefore of

his using the sign 'E' correctly or incorrectly
seo[ but] in order for a sound or mark to be

a word it must be possible to use it correctly
or incorrectly: there must be some circum~
stances in which it would be correct to use’it,
and others in which it would be incorrecteee
[Thus] the concept of correctness and
incorrectness does not apply to [the diarist's]
mark 'E'; therefore, that mark cannot be a
word or sign of any kindi and a foritiori not
the name of a sensations

In this way the notion of private ostensive definition, which was a
cornerstone of the traditional view that parts of our common language
are private, is apparently struck downe The idea of someone directly
associating a name with a private object, eege, the word 'pain! with
a particular private sensation, and thus the idea of each person is pri-
vately assigning a meaning to the word 'pain', proves defectiveo, It's
defectiveness consists in the fact that, on this view, it would be
possible that each time one said "I am in pain'',; he might be expressing
a different sensation and would have no way of knowing it, and so
'pain' could not be said to be the name of any particular sensation at
alle This then, is the third major €lement of the no-names view,
that private objects cannot be named.

We now have before us all of the major premisses of the no-names
viewe First, that names are words which refer to objects, which label
them, and which therefore can be learned by means of ostensive defini-
tionse. Second, that sensations (such as pains and tickles) are private
objects rather than public ones (such as dogs and sandboxes). And

third, that private objects cannot have names as can public objects,

because the: notion of private ostensive definitions by which they

-
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would be given names is defective (as shown by the "memory argument”);
Pitcher's conclusion, given these premisses, is obvious: words like
'p;in', and 'tickle!, isees, the sensation words of our language, are
not really names of sensationse.

What must next be explained is what the no-names view of the actual
role of sensation words is, and what part, if any, sensations play in the
the languages But before going on to that part of Pitcher's exposition,
the implied criticism of the traditional view which is present in the
no-names argument above should be notede As mentioned earlier, the
first two propositions of the no-names view, (1) that names function
like labels and (2) that sensations are private; are also affirmed by
the traditional viewe Where the traditional view has gone wrong then,
according to Pitcher's account, is in supposing that all the important
.words of our language, incorrectly including sensation words, are
namese The traditionalists are thué seen as having failed to notice
what Wittgenstein referred to as the "multiplicity of language-games',
ioee, the fact that there are many different kinds of words (not just
names and "parts-of-names') and many different kinds of uses of the

individual words and sentences of language (a theme whic¢h occupies a

major portion of the early part of Philpsophical Tnvestigations)e
Thusy in putting forth the argument that words like *pain' are not
names, Pitcher can also be seen as making this more general point, by
indicating one case in which apparent names ('painf®, *tickle') aré not
(genuine) names at all,

Thus,‘the solution offered by the no-names view to the puzzles
generated by the traditionalists is that, if one recognizes sensation

words not to be names, it no longer seems to follow that the language
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of sensation words is private, iseo, that I cannot know whether another
is in pain, nor he I, and so forthe Of course, what must now be
explained by the proponent of the no~names view is the actual use of
words like 'pain's What do they refer to? How are they taught and
learned?
In the beginning of this part of his exposition, Pitcher makes two

preliminary points. First, that the view he is expressing

is not denying that when a person isdin pain,

he very often and perhaps always feels some=

thing frightful [and] terribly importanteee

[but] is only denyingeeethat the word 'pain!

names or designates [in any genuine s?gse]

this something that the person feelse
In other words, this first point is that the no-names view 1s not one

of "ontological behaviorism''; there are, Pitcher has before indicated,

private sensationso

The second preliminary point is that these private sensations have
absolutely no part in the languages

[I]n the numerous language-games we play with the
word 'pain', private sencations play no partese
The private sensations, whatever they may be,
play no part at allse.eprivate sensations do not
enter in. They are completely unknown to usj; we
have no idea what he [the speaker| might be feel-
ing — what the beetle in his box might be likeoos
We proceed in exactly the same way no matter what
his sensations may be liken1

But if it is not sensations which enter into the language-game,
‘then it is, according to Pitcher, behavior:
What does play a part in pain language games
is pain behaviores.and pain comforting
behavioresein short, the external circumﬂ17
stances in which the word ‘'pain' is used.

Just as in the case of the behaviorist view discussed earlier, the

alternative here seems to be the only one: if sensation-words are not
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the names of (private) sensations, then what they must refer to, in
some sense, is behavior. Pitcher however, recognizing the difficulties
involved in“thinking of sensation words as the names of behavior syn-
dromes, warns that he does not intend to make the same mistake:

We must not make the mistakeseoof assuming that

'pain' must denote something, and that if it

does not denote a private sensation, then it

must denote some natural pain behavior which may

accompany onefs use of the worde,,The word

*pain' does not denote anythinge

The explanation Pitcher does offer of our.actual use of sensation
words like 'pain'! does not seem to escape entirely the difficulties of
behaviorism however. His position takes into account the following
asymmetry between first and third person uses of sensation wordse.

First person sensation statements (esge, "I am in pain') may be con-
sidered as replacing natural pain behavior, and as functioning in much
the same way asba moan or grimace, or as a request for assistance or
compassiony or as performing any of a number of other functions,
depending upon the context of the situation. The point is that in

all of these cases the statement is an avowal, ieces, is not the identi-
fication or description of an object (and so there is no possibility

of the speaker's being mistaken about his being in pain)o.

Third person sensation statements; on the other hand, are subject
to error; one may be mistaken about another's being in pain, but '"we
at least sometimes know — and with certainty - that another persoﬁ‘
is in pain, andecsany view which denies this possibility is so far
wrong"o19 What constitute cases of this latter sort, cases of our
knowing with certainty that another is in pain, are the "circumstances',

"surroundings', or the "wider situation' in which the pain behavior

occurse That is, there are situations or surroundings in which no doubt
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as to the other's pain is rational (such as the example given in the
last chapter of the child's spilling boiling water on himself), and

then there are contexts in which the circumstances may warrant some

doubt,

The no-names view then, in summary, asserts (1) that for a word to
be a (genuine) name it must be possible to define the word ostensively,
(2) that sensations are private objectsy (3) that the notion that a
private ostensive definition gives a word meaning is confused, and con-
cludes, (4) that, therefore, sensation words cannot be names in a
genuine sense; and finally, (5) the no-names view asserts that sensa-
tion words do not refer to anything at all but rather in first person
uses, replace natural behavior, and in third person uses are made on
the basis of observed behavior patterns and the contexts in which they
occure

Such then is, very briefly, Pitcher's account of our use of sensa~-
tion words. His pesitive account is much more detailed than this brief
description would suggest and contains much that is valuable, and to
which this account dees not do justice. But only this short summary
seems necessary — because the no-names view has already generated

puzzles which ocutweigh any positive achievements,
Puzzles Generated by the No-Names View

As we have seen, the no-names view does not entail the manifestly
false conclusions of the traditional view (that only I can know whether
I am in pain, etco).and ‘thus may appear to offer a solution to those |
puzzleso But it avoids those difficulties by the .assertion that, as a

matter of fact, we have no names for semsationse. This contention,



37

although perhaps less bothersome-than the view it supplants, is itself
quite puzzlinge The disclosure that 'pain' is not really the name of a
sensation seems quite difficult to accept; it is counter to the seem= .
ingly obvious fact that 'pain', 'tickle', 'itch', etce, are names of
sensations. Of more significance than this rather vague misgiving
however, is the puzzle created by speaking of an area of experience
about which nothing can be said in any cases

When "I am in pain" is a description of omne's

inner state, it is most certainly not the pur-

pose of this description to tell the hearer what

the objects before the speaker's consciousness

feel like, what the nature of his private sensa=

tions areo No words can ever do thate
. Just as puzzling is the fact that this is to be an area of experience
about which nothing can be known except in one's own cases '"His pri=-
vate sensationseseare completely unknown tous; we have no idea what

. - . 21 . , . .

they might be like''s Here we find the sense in which Pitcher's
no-names view seems not to avoid the puzzles of behaviorisms his view
rules out of the language game what seems to be the most important part,
sensations. That sensations play no part in the language of sensations

is self=-contradictoryae

As mentioned at the outset, these views are put forth by Pitcher

as Wittgenstein’s views of the Investigationse This no-names view seems
to have gained some support, whether as Wittgenstein's or not, as indi-

cated by this passage from Wallace T. Matson's A History of Philosophys:

Sensations do not have names at alleo,sIf our
sensations did have names, as opposed to
descriptions by causes, we could never commu-
nicate with each other about themo?

This view has also been criticised as that of Wittgenstein:

Wittgenstein is driving at the conditions that
are necessary for a common language in which
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pain can be ascribed to persons, the -
consequent need for criteria for the
ascription of pain, and the effects of
this upon the use of the word !pain?

of our common languages Hence his
obsession with the expression of paine
But he errs through excess of zeal when
this leads him to deny that sensations
can be recognized and bear namese

It should be clear that the no-names view is, in fact, unacceptable,
but the purpose of a portion of Chapter V will be to show that this
view is not Wittgenstein's, and thus-that criticism of the view that
sensations cannot have names is, however.valid, not criticism of

Wittgenstein's view of the Investigations.

In closing, the view which has been examined in this chapter
perhaps should be put once more in terms of its position among possible
alternative.:views within the private language problem, The no-names
view occupies the position of affirming that, although there is a
realm of private data or knowledge which might serve as a subject matter
for a private language, still such a language is impossible (and thus
one does not speak a private language when he speaks of his sensations
or emotions) because of the defectiveness of the idea of private osten-
sive definitions which would give such words private meaningse

We have now seen one of the two interpretations to be examined of
Wittgenstein's work on the private language problem in the Investiga¥:
tionse We have also éeen that it generates serious puzzles of its owne
We shall turn in the next chapter to the work of Alan Donagan, which
offers a criticism of Pitcﬁer's interpretation and attempts to supplant
it with another aimed at clearing up the puzzles of boﬁh the traditional

and no-=names viewse
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CHAPTER IV

THE COMPOSITE VIEW

Alan Donagan offers his own interpretation of Wittgenstein's

. . , . . . , . . 1
Investigations in his article titled "Wittgenstein on Sensation'l,

using as a foil both the traditional and no-names views. His own
characterization of the traditional view, below, he labels
"Cartesianism':

Each man haseseprivileged access to his own
sensationse Not only does he, and only he,
have them; but he, and only he directly knows
that he has them, Others may, with varying
degrees of certitude, infer that he has a
given sensation; but he, and only he, knows
whether he has it or nots

And his succinct report of Pitcher'!s view is this:

If Pitcher is right, Wittgenstein's position

comes to thiss the private inner happenings

that the Cartesians wrongly describe as

"sensations' really do exist, but no language

either does or can have names for them, As

for sensations, for which we do have words,

although perhaps not names, they are a

matter of the behavior of those who have,them,

and the behavior of others towards thems

Donagan, of course, is familiar with the difficulties of the tra-
ditionalist position (Maccording to the Cartesian position, knowledge
. 1 '

of the sensations of others is impossible' ) and those of "crude"
behaviorism ("according to [behaviorism], a man can know what his own
sensations are only in the way by which others do, namely by observing

his behavior and circumstances"5)o However, Donagan also has objectiecns
? g

to Pitcher's "linguistic behaviorism!, as we shall sees

41
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Criticism of the No~Names View

What seems to be Donagan's primary objection to Pitcher's view iss
I think, a good one, bﬁt his reasons for making it indicaté a misunder-
standing of Wittgenstein just as serious as that which he correctly
attributes to Pitchers The controversy here centers around the iﬁter-
pertation of the following two rather puzzling passages from the

Investigationss:

‘Of course, if water boils in a pot, steam comes
out of the pot and also pictured steam ocut of
the pictured pote .But what if one insisted on
saying that there_ must be something boiling in
the pictured pot?" o

It is a misunderstanding to say 'The picture of
pain enters into the language-game with the word
“pain''', The image of pain is not a picture

and this image is not replaceable in the
language~game by anything that we should call

a pictureo The image of pain certainly enters
into the language game in a sense; only not

as a pictures

Pitchert's interpretation of these passages, which Donagan quotes, is
that

The representation enters ineesnot by any-

reference to a mental object behind the

pain behavior and causing it; but rather

by a reference to the circumstances, includ-

ing various sorts of sgrroundings, of the

present pain behavior.

Now Donagan's objection here, based on a discussion of the significance

and proper translation of the passages from the Investigations is that

This [Pitcher's interpretation quoted above ]
cannot be righte It is true that Wittgenstein
denied that pain is imaginatively represented
by a picture of a mental object behind the
pain ‘behavior, but that is not the same as
denying that a mental object is referred toe.
ocoeAt the very least, Wittgenstein was main-
taining that, in the Vorstellung ['image! in
the translation quoted above; ‘'imaginative
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representation' is the translation Donagan

préfers] of pain, reference is made to

something other than the external circum-

stances depicted in the Bild [ 'picture!]

R .

that corresponds to ite
Donagan's objection can be stated Very simply then, if I understand
him correctlys Pitcher's no-names view, in claiming that we have no
genuine names for sensations, asserts that in qur use of words like
fpain' no reference is or can be made to our actual (private) sensa-
tionsy, and that that is why such words as 'pain' are not really names
of sensations. Donagan's objection is that Wittgenstein never said
that the word 'pain' does not refer to a sensation (and that he would
be wrong if he had) although he did say that pain-behavior plays an
. . . 10
important role in the language gamee. In fact, Donagan points out,
Wittgenstein warned against just such a misinterpretation of his viewse
An even simpler form of Donagan'’s primary objection would then seem to
be that, contrary to Pitcher's view, sensation words like "pain'! are
names of sensations in a significant sensee Thus, Donagan's view
hashe initial advantage over the no-names view of avoiding the puzzle

of seeming to deny an obvious fact, viz., that we do have names for

sensationse
Donagan's Exposition of the Composite View

Donagan's positive account of the workings of sensation Words
turns out, as we shall see, to be a sort of composite of Cartesianism
(ie.eey, the traditional view of Chapter II) and behaviorism, and so
i shall refer to it as the 'composite view''s The first major element
of this view Donagan puts forth under the heading "Wittgenstein's

Concessions to Cartesianism!, and here the view is defended that sensa-
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tions are private occurrencese
That ®sensations are private' is a true statement is shown by
several ''grammatical facts', according to Donagan. First, there is
the fact that 'one of the criteria of identity of the same instance
of a sensation or bodily injury is that it be the sensation or injury
e 3e 11 . .
of the same individual™ (hence, the Cartesian assertion that another
person cannot have my pains)e Second, "often only the man who has a
sensation can tell that he has iteeoit makes no sense to wonder
. . 12 . \ .
whether he is mistaken''e Donagan recognizes that the Cartesian infer-
ence that '"only I, and not youessecan know whether I'm having a sensa-
. 13 . . cr s

tion'! doesAnot follow from these '"grammatical facts" (since it is
not always the case that you cannot tell that T have a certain sensa-
tion), but he asserts that

Wittgenstein would not have denied that the

grammatical statement ''sensations are pri-

vate" is a priori true, when taken as summing

up three reminderss (i) that it is nonsense .

to suppose that more than one sentient being

can’ have the same instance-ofa sensatiofry .

(ii) that if a man has a sensation, it may.

be that only he can tell whether he is having

it; and (iii) that when a man reports that he

has a sensatiga, it is nonsense to suppose

him mistakens ' »
That Wittgenstein conceded to Cartesianism that sensations are
occurrences Donagan takes to be shown by passages such as the follow-
ing, in which Wittgenstein apparently rejects any dispositional
analysiss:

TYes, but there is something there all the

same accompanying my cry of paine. And it

is on account of that that T utter ite

And this something is what is important —

and frightfule! Only whom are ¥e informing

ofthis? And on what occassion?

Donagan takes this passage to indicate that the remarks in inverted
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commas (and thus to be attributed to Wittgenstein's imaginary interlocu-
tor rather than to Wittgenstein himself) Wittgenstein would have con-
sidered to be a legitimate phildsophical reminder (to a dispositional
behaviorist) that

the important difference between ‘an analgesic

and a gag is not that the analgesic suppresses

a disposition and the gag only :suppresses

behavior, but that the analgesic removes what

accompanies-the dispositions It is the

accompaniment, not the disposition, that is

frightful.l0
Thus, the first main element of the composite view is that sensations
are private occurrences which accompany behavior and dispositions to
behave in characteristic wayse

The second major element of the composite view comes under the
heading "Cartesian Doctrines Rejected By Wittgenstein"e In this sec-
tion Donagan inciudes a discussién of Wittgenstein's memory argument
against-the possibility of a private language (which comprised a part
of the no-names view of the last chapter) in which Donagan concludes
that the memory argument is, as a matter of fact, fallaciouse Donagan's
objections to the: memory argument may be passed over for the present,
however, since no part of the composite view actually hinges upon its
validity or invaliditye The fact is, Donagan points out, that '"sensa-
tions are things with names in our common language, not things nameable
17
by the player alone''s
Thus, the Cartesian or traditional doctrine rejected by the com-

posite view is that the meanings of names of sensations are incommuni-
cablee That mot only the word 'sensation', but all the words and

phrases by which various kinds of sensations are referred to belong to

our common language and thus do not constitute a private language, as



46

the traditional view woyld haverit,.is a:truism, according to
Donagan.,
Here, however, arigses:the problem for the composite view:: "in

view of the fact that sensations arecseprivate, it is puzzling how this

. 19 . . .
truism can be true." If sensations are indeed private occurrences,
and:if the no-names solution that sensation words are not names of
these private objects is rejected, how avoid the conclusion of the tra-

ditionalist that the areas of our language dealing with sensations are
private?

The composite answer is thdat sensations must be named by means of
the béhavior associated with them, but that the actual referent or

meaning of sensation words is the private sensation, not its overt

manifestationss$

Each kind of painful sensation has certain
natural physical expressionseeeand a word
is made the name of a specific pain by lay-
ing down that it shall stand for whatever
has certain specific natural expressions.
What has them will, of course, be private.

The problem here, Donagan is quite aware of:

Is it not flatly self=-contradictory to hold
on the one hand that sensations are private
and non-dispositional, and on the other that
they are named by reference to such externa
circumstances as their natural .expressions?

Donagan believes Wittgenstein to have offered a coherent, though
gnomic, theory to explain this apparent contradiction. It's key, he

believes, is to be found in the following passage from the Investiga-

tionse
Lions

1But you will surely admit that there is a
difference between. pain=behdavior accompanied

by pain and: pain behavior without any pain?' —
Admit it? What greater difference could there
be? — 'And yet you again and again reach the
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conclusion that the sensation itself is a
nothings! — Not at alle It is not a some-
thing, but not a nothing either! The con-
clusion was only that a nothing would serve
just as well as a something about which
nothing could be saide We have only

re jected the grammar which tries to force
itself on us here.

The formulation of the composite view comes out in Donagan's explan-

ation and interpretation of the above remark that pain "is not a Some-
Ehing but not a nothing either". Pain is not a something because,
although there is nb greater.difference than pain behavior without
any pain and pain behavior with that frightful accompaniment, still
"that frightful accompaniment only enters our common language as what
is naturally expressed by pain-behavipr"oz3 "What accompanies behavior,
inasmuch as it is private,bplays no part in determining the meanings of
the words and phrases that refer to sensatiOns".24 0r, as Donagan pgts
the matter in other wordsﬁ "provided what a man truﬁhfully reﬁorté aé
pain is always what he would ﬁaturally express by pain-behavior, it
matters not at all what it is that he truthfully reports as pain".25
Donagan's explanation of the‘senseiin which pain is, howevef, not

a nothing either;.cbm353with his interpretation of Wittgenstein's
beetle~-in~the~box example which, recall, played an impoftant part in
the no-names view of the previous chapter (and which is quoted there)e.
Donagan paraphrases the parable and-then quotes the line, "The thing
in the box has no place in the language game at all; not even as a
something"o26 Donagén goes on to quote the final part of this passage
(which Pitéher omitted):s

That is to say? if we construe the grammar

of the expression of sensation on the model

of 'object and name® the object drops out of
consideration as irrelevant,
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What Donagan believes to be involved here is a "slip'" by Wittgen-

stein inte dismissing altogether the private accompaniment of pain

behavior.2

But the "slip" involved here, according
language~game of beetles in boxes there
™My box has no beetle!; and that is why

is emptye"30

for T am

For the passage, according to Donagan,

can only mean: if we construe an expression
like 'toothache' as the name of the frightful
accompaniment of toothache behavior, then
what it names, or whether it names anything,
is irrelevant to the meaning of 'toothache',

. A
not in pain®,

and one of its uses 1is to indicate when one's
pain behavior is not accompanied by paine The
existence of the 'object!, of that which

.accompanies natural pain-behavier, is not only

Thus, the
occurrence
"external

able to re

not irrelevant to the meaning of pain words,

it is cardinale What is irrelevant is not the
existence of the object but what it happens to
bee You and I could not have a common word
for pain unless our natural pain-behavior was
accompanied by something frightful; but whether
that accompaniment is the same for both of us
or not, or even whether it changes or not
(provided we do not notice it) is irrelevant,

composite view is that sensations are indeed private
sy, but also that it is by reference to behavior, the
circumstances'" of the private occurrence, that we are
fer to the private objects:

That is, a sensation is defined by reference

to its external circumstances. Yet it is not
esoreducible to those external circumstances;
for it is defined as: their private and
non-dispositional accompanimentaseWhether the
internal character of what is expressed in
these ways [eoge, rubbing one's jaws, grimac-
ing] is the same for you as for me is irrel- 9
evant to the meaning of the word 'toothache'.

to Donagan, is that '"In the
is no place for the utterance,
it does not matter if a box

In our common language with 'pain' however, we have use
g ’
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To review the composite view in its entirety then: (1) it begins
by asserting that, contrary to the no-names view, we do have names for
sensations; (2) it also affirms ﬁhe privacy of sensations, but (3) denies
the qonclusidn of the traditional view that the language of senéations
is private, since words like 'pain' are part of our common language and
their meanings are thus not incommunicable; aﬁd (4) it offers as a solu-
tion to the apparent contradiction invol&ed in (1), (2), and (3) the
assertion that a word is made the nameé of a specific pain by 1ayiﬁg
down that it shall stand for whétever has certain specific natﬁral

expressionse This view raises difficulties, as we shall see.

Puzzles Generated by the

Composite View

What seems to be‘the primary puzzle of this view is understanding
(4) above, and so I have made liberal use of Donagan's own words in
putting forth this view, in an effort to avoidbmisrepresenting his posi-
tione However I think the puzzle here is one which no amount of
explanation could resolveo If 'pain'® means Ythat which has these
natural expressions'y, how can it mean, 'the private, non-dispositional
accompanimént" of thése natural expréssions? That:is, if one holds
that the "intérnal character!" of what has cértain:natural expressions
may not "belfhe,same for you as for me'', may even not always be '"the
same" for one individual, then there is no sense in which a word can
mean 'what has certain natural expressions''y; for nothing has been
identified which has certain natural.expressionso

To put the matter in yet another way, which may make the puzzle

here clearer, the composite view has not avoided a form of the puzzle



of the traditional view that what I call 'pain', you might call
*ticklé!s If the word 'pain"ggggg the '"private accompaniment of pain
behavior', and if the !character" of thiéAprivate accompaniment might

be differept with each use of the word, then it must be said that the
word might mean something different with each use. Bﬁt, on the other
hand, if one tries to avoid this conclusion by saying that it does not
matter what the accompaniment is like, so long as the behavior is
appropriate (esges, in the case of pain, so long as it is crying, grimac-
ing, etcs) then the criterion for the correct application of the word
will be the occurrence of this behavior in the appropriate circumstances
or surroundings (iecee, noﬁ in a dramatic performance, etce)e But in
this case, the private accompaniﬁent does drop out as irrele?ant, and
one is in Pitcher's position, which is just what Doﬁagan wants to avoid.
Thus, the composite view does not avoid thejpuzzlés of the traditional
and‘no-names views; rather, it involves the composite puzzle that on

the one hand 'pain! might alwayé mean something different, and on the
other thebsensafion, the "private accompaniment" of behavior, plays no
part in the language games. Thus, the composite.view must be rejected
alsoe.

It should be noted here alsc that Donégan's composite view
implicitly agrees with the explanation 6f names found in Pitcher's no
names views For Donagan as for Pitcher a name refers to an object, and
the object, the referent of the word, is the meaning of the name, In
Pitchert's viewy, given that this is what is involved in names and naming;
the privacy of sensations makes it impossible for these private objects
to have names. Donagan, on the other hand, agrees that sensations are

private, but asserts that they do have names. That Donagan agrees that
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the meaning of a name is its referent, can be seen in the fact that his
composite view is supposed to explain how a sensation word can mean the
private object (the "accompanimeﬁt" of behavior), but at the same time
be defined by reference to its ''external circumstances''.

We have now seen two different interpretations of Wittgenstein's
work on sensations and the private language problem, each of which has
led to puzzles of its owne The first part of the next chapter will be
aimed at showing that heither of these interpretations ¢orrectly-repre-

sents Wittgenstein's viewo
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GHAPTER V
THE COMMON ERROR OF THE TRADITIONAL,

NO-NAMES, AND COMPOSITE VIEWS

This chapter has several objectivese We have now before us three
different views of names, naming, and the private language problem, all
of which are unacceptables The!latter two views have been offered as
alternativesjto the traditionel view and as attempts to solve the
puzzles generated by ite 1In this chapter I hope, first, to show that
(and how) Pitcher and Donagan:have been led to misinterpret Wittgen=~- .7

stein's Investigations, and at the same time to bring into clearer form

the positions of each of these views with respect to the private
language problem, per ses The final portion of this chapter will be
devoted to suggesting a solution (Wittgenstein's).to the puzzles of the
traditional view which avoids the difficulties of the two alternatives.
we have seene As is evident in the previous discussions of their
views, it is primarily the interpretation of a few key passages from
Wittgenstein which will be involved in the criticism of the interpreta-

tions of Pitcher and Donagans
‘Criticism of the No-Names Interpretation

The first major element of the no-names view was the identification
of the "essence of naming", so to speak, or the character of genuine
names,.as opposed to names in a trivial sense. The criticism of the

traditional view thus implied was the failure to notice the variety of

54



55

kinds of words that there are, or in other words, the mistake of think-
ing all words function in the same way, as names which refer to objects
which are the meanings of the wordse
Of course Wittgenstein had much to say about the wvariety of
""language-games'" and, as seen in Chapter II, used Augustine as an exam-
ple of someone who used a too narrow view of 1anguége, thinking all
1 . . . .
words were namese Pitcher obviously seized upon this aspect of
Wittgenstein's worke What Pitcher seems to have missed, however, is
the idea, which Wittgenstein also put forth, that there are many
different kinds of "naming-games!" as welle It is not too difficult to
understand how Pitcher might have done this, as a look at several
passages from the Investigations will show,
Wittgenstein's stress on the idea of the many different language
games is evident in the passages quoted'in the previous note and in
many others such as the followings
But how many kinds of sentence are there?eeo
There are countless kinds, and this multiplicity
is not something fixed, given once for allcee
new language-games.oecome into existence, apd
others become obsolete and get forgottemneoe
If you do not keep the multiplicity of
language~games in view you will perhaps be
inclined t03ask questions like 'What is a
question?'e

In a later passage, Wittgenstein says:
One thinks that learning language consists in
giving names to objects vize, to human beings,
to shapes, to colours, to pains, to moods, to
numbersy e€tCeeeoTo repeat = naming,is something
like attaching a label to a thinge

Now it is obvious that the first sentence of this last passage 1is

referring to the mistaken view that language is a sort of unitary

operation, that all words are names, and, thus, that learning language
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consists in learning names of objects — in short the traditiomal view,
éé aﬁ éxample of which Wittgenstein Has used Augustines But Pitcher,
it seems, would take the latter part of this passage to indicate some-
thing likes it is a mistake to think that all of these (human beings,
shapes, pains, etce) are things that have names, because naming is
like attaching a label to a thing, and pains, for example, are things
which cannot have labels attached to them (because.of their private
nature, and the memory problem)o
The point of this passage, however, is not toe remind someone that

"real" names are like labels, and that, thus, some things can't have.
them. Rather, the point is to give an exémple of the kind of thinking
which may get someone into philosophical difficulty. The significance
of this passage is more like: Someone thinks that learning language
consists in giving names to objécts (to people, shapes, paiﬁs, etCe)e
-And, to repeat, this person thinks that naming is like attaching a
1abé1 to a thing (because he thinks that language consisté of giving
names to_objects), so he will find difficulty explaining our language
of sensations because, if he thinks of sensaﬁions as objects, they
will seem to be sérts of private objectse The point here is not that
we don't have names for human beings, shapes, colours, pains, moods,
numbers, etcey, but that not all of these things can be thought.of as
objects, and thus that the model of naming as attéching a label to a
thing does not appiy to all of these:cases of naming (it does apply
to the case of ﬁebple, for example)s 1If one thinks that it must, he
- will be forced into philosophical difficultiese.
This interpretation is borne out by the following remarks from’

Wittgensteins
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We call very different things 'names; the
word 'name' isuused to characterize many
-different kinds of use of a word, related
to one another in many different waySeee
Pitcher quotes this passage himself, but, as seen in Chapter III,
takes it to be pointing out that some words are names '"in name only",
or, as he puts it, are only trivially namess But such an interpreta-
tion ignores the point Wittgenstéin took great pains to bring out, and
for which he is perhaps most famous¢ .the point that it is a mistake to
‘think that all things called by the same name must have something in
common (his well-known example is that of the word “games“)o He
argued, rather, that for many words one finds ''family resemblances"
among the things to which the word applies, and not a common "essence'o
Pitcher's interpretation makes out Wittgenstein to have identified an
"egsence'" of naming and as having recommended the revision of our
language to distinguish between words which are genuinely names, and
those which are only imprecisely, or even incorrectly, called ''names'.
But this should be recognized as counter to some of the points on
which Wittgenstein insisted mest strenuously. Wittgenstein's remarks
about the word 'games®! must be taken as applying equally to the word
"names''s Wittgenstein specifically forewarned against this kind of
misinterpretations
when philosophers use a word ; Tknowledge?,
- Tbeing'!y, see'object'!, 'name' — and try to
grasp the essence of the thing, one must
always ask oneself: 1is the word ever actually
used in this way in the language-game which
~is its original home?”
And, as to revising the language, Wittgenstein forewarned against this

kind of misinterpretation of his work, alsos

We shall constantly be giving prominence to
distinctions which our ordinary forms of
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language easily make us overlook, This may
make it look as if we saw it as our task to
reform languagee

Such a reform for particular practical
purposes, an improvement in our terminology
designed to prevent misunderstandings in
practice,.is perfectly possibles But these.
are pot the cases we have to.do withs, .The.
donfit 'Qn$ﬂwh1ch oecupyius arigse- When -lahguage 1s7
' B! _dIing,\ngt when it is doirg’work.

One may saybthén, that Pitcher grasped Wittgenstein's criticisms
-of the traditiomal view as having neglected the diversity of language

games, but that Pitcher has neglected Wittgenstein's:’reminders about
the diversity of naming-games; and this should help explain how Pitcher
could have interpreted Wittgenstein's later passages as affirming that
sensations are private, rather than as opposing that ideao.

After having correctly identified one element of Wittgenstein's
view, vize, that the memory argument is intended to establish the
impossibility of private ostensive definitions, Pitcher quotes the
passage whlch, as we have seen, plays a key role in the expositions

8 .
of both Pltcher and Donagan: the beetle in=-the-box exampled “‘The
portion of this passage quoted by Pitcher wass

Suppose evefYone had a box with something in ite
We call it a beetleo No one can look into any-
one elsefs box, and everyone says he knows what
a beetle is only by looking at his beetles — Here
it would be quite possible for everyone to have
something different ini:his boxe One might even
imagine such a thing constantly changinge. — But
suppose the word "beetle! had a use in these
people?s language? — If so, it would not be used
.as thenname of a thinge The thing in the box
has no place in the language-game at all; not
even as a sométhing: for the box might even be
emptye ~ No, one can divide through by the thing
in the box; it cancels out, whatever it ise

This portion is followed, hoWever, by these lines:

~That is to says if we construe the grammar of the
expression of sensation on the model cof %object’
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and designation' the object drops out of
consideration as irrelevant.

Pitcher does not quote this final portion of the beetle-in=the-box pass=
age, but he must have taken it to mean that names consist of object and
designation, ‘and that when sensation words are analysed on this model
the sensation drops out of considération as irrelevant, and so sensa=--
tion words are not names, and sensations play no role in the language
gamee
But the purpose of this final portion of the beetle passage is to

point out that th{nking that all names functién on the model of labels
for objects, and thus that sensations are objects, leads to the view
that sensations must be a sort of private object; but that view leads
_to the absurd consequence that sensations play no part in our common
language of sensationse Thus, the point of the whole beetle passage
isy in other words, that

since the view that sensations-are private

allows sensations to have no place in the

language-game and thereby makes it impossi-

ble to give any account of the actual (that

‘isy the 'public') use of sensation words, we

must, if we are to give an account of that

language~game, reject the view that sensa-

tions are privates
Pitcher, by failing to realize the significance of the final part of
the beetle~in-the-box eéxample, misses the point of this crucial
passage entirelys

We shall return later to the discussion of Wittgenstein's attack

on the proposition “sensations are private', but first we shall turn

to the interpretation of some of these same passages in Donagan's

composite views
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Criticism of the Composite Interpretation

vThé preﬁeeding discussiOn of the inadequacy of thefno-names interpre-

tation helps throw iight on the inadequacy of Donagan's interpertation
of Wittgenstein as weil. To begin with, recali Pitcher's interpreta=-.
tion of the steam-coming-oﬁt¥of-the-pot passage (quoted on pe 42 of
this paper) and Donagan's criticism of it (pe 43 of this paper)e Now
bonagaﬁ here jusgiy criticizes Pitcher for having takén these passages
to indicate that sensationvwordé do not really refgr to sénsations,
but only to behavior, We have already seen that it would be incorrect
to think of Wittgeﬁstein as.having said that some.appareﬁt namés
are not really hames, aithdugh Wittgenstein was saying that one must not
think of all names on one ﬁodel; tﬁat of object and designation. Buﬁ
Ddﬁagan, in affirming his vélid-Criticism, neglects this latter pointe
His statement of the matter wass

It is true that Wittgenstein denied that pain

is imaginatively represented by a picture of

a mental object behind the pain-behavior, but

thét is.notvthe same as %Tnying that a mental

object is referred toose \ : .
Thué, he:e is the Miéle#ding néturé of Donagan's criticism of Pitcher
(referred to in note 9, po 52): Donagan, like Pitcher, makes out
Wittgenstein to have»thought of éensations, ee8oy pains, as mental
objects; but that,.again, is the very notion Wittgenstein views as
perniciouse.

Failing to realize this, Donagan manages to misinterpret the
crucial beetle-in-the-box passage as well, Since he views Wittgenstein
as having»accépted‘thé idea that sensations are private objects, Dona=
gan must, as’we.have seen, take Wittgenstein as having '"'slipped! when,

in the beetle passage Wittgenstein says ''the object drops out of con-
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siderationvas irrelevant".' Donagan ''corrects'" this slin by indicating
‘that it is not the existenee of the object that is‘irrelevant, but_what_
the object happens to bee But Wittgenstein meant just .what he said:
if one construes sensations as private objects (like beeties in prinate
boxes) then these "objecté"'can have no place in (public) language
games, because the necessarygpublie criteria for the presence of such
an "object" will be missing. tThe point again, is that, therefore,'onev
must_not’censtrue sensatiOns as "objects' nor, a»fottiori, words 1ike
tpaint, as labels for otjectse
i That Donagan has missed'Wittgenstein‘s point aBout the neeeesary
‘ctiteria fot the appiication of a word in the beetlemin-the-box passage
is not surprising, honever, since he missed the same peint.in Wittgen-
stein's '"memory argument",.again;t the possibility of private ostensive
definitionss This argument was a.part of the no-names view and,
although Donagan agreed that private ostensive definitions are not what
are involved in_the use of sensation words in our common language, he
contended that the memory argument was, nontheless, fallaciouso
In the passage in question here, Wittgenstein had descriBedia

diarist who was supposed to associate the sign 'E' with a sensatiqn
(that is, give himself a private ostensive definition)vand then Eeep
a record of the sensation#®s occurrence. But Wittgenstein said,

I impressoeeeson myeelf [the connection between

the sign and the sensation] can only mean:

this process brings it about that I remember

the connection right in the future. But in

the present case I have no criterion of

correctnesss . One would like to say: What=

ever is going to seem right to me is right,

and that only means that here one can't talk
about fright'.
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Donagan's objection was that Wittgenstein

gpﬁggrsxtothabeveonﬁoﬁndadeé playerts® ina=-

bility to verify his recollection of the mean-

ing of "E* with inability to understand what 13

it would ‘be for his recollection to be righteee

A Cartesian mightesesargue that nothing prevents

a player of the E-game from forming the general

concept of recollection as true and false, and

from applying that concept to his recollection

of what sensation he was recording when he wrote

down a particular sign. Wittgenstein would

presumably disagree. But on what ground? The

unverifiability of a given recollection does .

not entail that it is pointless to think of it

as true or falseo

But Wittgenstein's point here is that it is senseless to think of

the procedure the diarist goes through, marking down an 'E' from time
to time, as a language game, or of the sign 'E' as a word, because in
this "language' there is no such thing as an incorrect use of the sign
'E'e For a sign to be a word, it must have correct and incorrect uses.
There must be criteria for its application, which will distinguish
between correct and incorrect useso But in the private 'language'' of
the diarist, there is no such thing as identifying an incorrect use
of 'E's 'E' is not a word in a private language for the same reason
that its analogue (i.eoy a sign with no criterion for its application)
in our public language would not be a worde Such a thing is perhaps
difficult to imagine because in the context of public language it is so
bbviously a non-worde But, suppose someone said there was a:word 'X?
and that it was to be used when it seemed appropriate, so that people
went around saying "I feel X',"Did. you X yesterday?', "You X', X",
"X is nice'", and so one Clearly X% would not be a word. But this

point is perhaps difficult to see in the case of the diarist, although

the situation is the samee The diarist's '"criterion'! for using the
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sign *E!' isz "I put down 'E' when what seems to be the same sénsation
recursﬁ; but thétris just the same as '"One shail use 'X' when it seems
appropriate'y and 'E' is no more a word.than Xt would'bee The point
here, has been stated more clearly (and succinétly) by Rush Rheess
“[I]f a sign has meaning it can be used wrongly.”15 But in the cése of
the alleged diarist, nothing may count as using the sign *E! wrongly,
for there is no criterion by which to establish that an entry in the
diary is an incorrect onee Thus, Donagan has missed a similar and
important point in both the beetle and memory passages: there must be
criteria for the application of a word.

What should be evident at this point is that the no~names and

composite views have each interpreted Wittgenstein's Investigations

correctly on seme points, but incorrectly on the more crucial ones,
and that it is thus the no-names and composite views themselves that
are rendered unacceptable by the puzzles we have seen to follow from
them — not Wittgenstein's own view, whiéh remains to be positively
stated,

Before going on to this task, it should be helpful, by way of
review, to set out in schematic form the views thét have so far been
examinede This will also beihelpful as a meaﬁs of bringing out some
elements common to all three of these views and as a means of clarify-
ingrthe positions of these views with respect to the private language
problem, per see we have seen then, the followinge

The traditional view asserts thats

(1) names refer to objects, which are their meanings,
(25 sensations are private,

(3) sensation words are names (we have names for sensations),
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~.--and concludes’ that our language of sensation words is private.
The No~Names view asserﬁs thate
(1), names refer to objects, which are their meanings,
(2) sensations are private,
(3) private objects cannot be named (private language is not
possible),
and concludes that sensation words are not (genuine) names.
This second view criticises the first, in Wittgensteinian terms, as
having failed to note the "“multiplicity of language=-games'y, i.co, as
having made the mistake of thinking all words are in some sense names,
erroneously including sensation words, which in fact cannot~be;,since .
private objects (sensations) cannot be named.
The Composite view asserts that:
(1) the refefent of a word is what it means,
(2) sensaticns are private,
(3) we have names for sensations,
(4) our language of sensations is not private (one can know
another is in pain),
and concludes that sensations must be defined as '"the private
non=dispositional accompaniments of behavior and dispesitions
te behavior."
This third view criticises the second as neglecting the obvious fact
that we do have names for sensations, and, incidentally, as being mis-=
. taken about the impossibility of a private language.
It is clear from the above schemata that we have represented here
three different views of the private language problems The first view

makes out our common language of sensations to be, in fact, privateo
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The second. asserts that a private language is impossible because of
the difficulty about naming private objects and, a fortiori; that no
part of our common language is private. The third asserts that,
although a private language is not impossible, no part of our common
language is private, for then it would not be a part of a common,
public languages

Thus, the no~-names and composite views agree-that we do not have a
private language (that conclusion of the traditional view is the gen=
eral form of‘its unacceptable consequences), but for different reasonse
What all three of these views have in common, however, is the acceptance
of the assertion '"sensations are private'" (premiss (2) in each of the
above schemata), But that is the proposition which Wittgenstein sought
to expose as noﬁsenseo If Wittgenstein's view of the private language
problem (i.ee, his solution to the puzzles of the traditiomnal view)b
were to be stated in one sentence, that sentence would have to be '"The
proposition 'sensations are private! 1is nonsense'le

We have seen, in the discussion of how Pitcher and Donagan misin=~
terpréted Wittgenstein, certain individual passages which we found were
directed against the idea that our common language has private areas,
and others directed against the idea of even the possibility of an
invented private languagee But the most powerful and important
aspect of Wittgensteint's work in this area is his attack on the very
idea of a realm of "private experience! which would serve as the sub-
ject matter of a priﬁate language, the attack both Pitcher and Donagan
have missed and thus rendered their views as puzzling as the tradi=".
tional view they sought to supplante

A wider look at the thrust of the Investigations in this area is
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needed to bring the attack into clear focuse This will show that
Wittgenstein really has solved the puzzles generated by the traditional
view (in a way which avoids those of the no names and composite views),

although quite differently than either Pitcher or Donagan envisionede.
The Privacy of Sensations

As we have seen, the idea of the privacy of sensations in:the tra-
ditional view is a result of the following sort of thinking (again
using the example of the word ‘pain')e No one can feel, experience,
another’s paini only I may experience my pain, and only you yourse
Thus, sensations are private (I have direct access only to mine, you
only to yours). This means that only I can know with certainty
whether I am in pain, and I can only surmise that another is in pain
(by inference from his behavior, the external phenomena which are
directly observable by me, and which I infer to be the ocutward mani-
festations of pain in him).

Now this conclusion of the traditiomnal view (that our language
of sensations is private) has been rejected by both the no-names and
composite viewss in the former case for the reason that it presupposes
that words like !pain' are labels for private objects — but that . 7 .~
private objects cannot be labeled; and in the latter case for the rea-
son that, as a matter of fact, words like 'pain'® are part of our pub-
lic language and so must have communicable meanings.

The particular adjustments Pitcher and Donagan have made in their
respective views, in order to avoid the unacceptable conclusion of the
traditional view, need not be reviewed again heree What we shall see

is that, in accepting the proposition "Sensations are private', both
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have accepted a thesis which differs only insignificantly from the
traditional conclusion, and which is just as unacceptable. The tra-
ditional conclusion may be stated thus: I have a sort of knowledge
in my own case that no one else may have and that I may not have in._
the case of anyone else, namely the knowledge of whether I am at any
particular time experiencing any particular sensation, whether I am,
for example, in paine A review of Pitcher's and Donagan's expressions
of the conviction that sensatiens are private will show that they, in
effect, express a similarly unacceptable thesise
Pitcher said:

Everyone acknowledges that sensations are pri-

vate, that mo one can experience another per=

son's sensations, so that the special felt

quality of each perseon's sensations is known

to him alones.sThus, when you are in pain, I

do not know, cannot know, the character of

your sensation = whether, for example it is

exactly like what I might feel [in the same

circumstances | or whether it is something

altogether differents
Thus, Pitcher's claim is that one does have a kind of knowledge only
in his own case, although it is not, as the traditionalist would have
it, that he is in pain; it is that he knows "'the special felt quality"
of his own pain — something he cannot know in the case of anothero
Presumably, "knowing the special felt quality of one's pain' means

Yknowing what one's pain feels like', and what it is that I cannot

know of another is what his pain feels likes

e

Donagan expresses a similar view of the matters

"the crux is that provided what a man truthfully
reports as pain is always what he would
naturally express by pain-behavior, it matters
not at all what it is that he truthfully reports
as pain, 7 »
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Now what a man truthfully reports .as pain is pain, of course, so
when Donagan says here 'it matters not at all what it is'', what sort
of possible difference is he implying? Here is his answer:

whether the internal character of what is

expressed .in these ways [by pain-behavior

for example] is the same for you as for

me is irrelevant to the meaning of the

word [to that of the word 'pain', for

example |,
Each of us, then, does have knowledge in his own case which he doesn't
have in the case of others — knowledge of the "internal character" of

. .19 . .

his own pain.. By the "internal character" of one's sensations, I
take it, Donagan means something like what Pitcher meant by their
Yigpecial felt quality", namely, what one's sensations feel like. For
both Pitcher and Donagan then, ''sensations are private!, comes to
something like "I cannot know what another's sensations feel like',
This proposition seems to be asserted by both Pitcher and Donagan as
a sort of necessary truth, as we shall see.

Pitcher, as seen in the quotation above, states that it is not
just that I do not, but:that I cannot know the character of your sen=
sationse This indicates that what Pitcher sees as being invelved here
is some sort of logical impossibility. Donagan's remark that '‘the
ptoposition, 'Sensations are private', is absurd if it is advanced as
equivalent to: !'Sensations happen to be private; it is not the case

. 20 . .
that they are public'" (along with other of his remarks about the
privacy of sensations, which we have already seen), indicates that he
too sees the matter as involving a sort of logical impossibility (that

sensations are private does not happen to be the case, it must be the

case, l.ee, it is not a contingent, but a necessary truth).
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What we have then is the following. Sensations are private in the
sense that only I can know what my sensations feel like (eege, what pain
feels like to me)s This is a necessary truth, because its opposite,
my knowing what someone else's sensations feel like is a logical
impossibilitye The latter is logically impessible because the only
way for me to know what another's sensations feel like is to have them,
but it is loegically impessible that one person experience another's
sensationé9 or in other words, that two people have the same sensatien,
When the matter is stated this way, and it seems clear that this is
what Pitcher's and Donagan's assertions that sensations are private
come to, it is more easily seen that, far from assenting to this
assertion, as Pitcher and Donagan say, this is the very same position
(with only a minor terminological alteration) that Wittgenstein
attacked as in one sense false and in another nonsense:

In what sense are my sensations private?
Well, only I can know whether I am really
in pain; another can only surmise it.
— In one way this is wrong, and in another
nonsense. I1f we are using the word 'to
know' as it is normally used (and how else
are we to use it?), then other people very
often know when I .am in pains — Yes, but
all the same not with the certainty with
which I know it myself! — It can't be 8aid
of ‘me-at-all (except pérhaps as a joké) that
I know:I am ‘in-paine . What is it supposed to
meah = :ekcept perhaps that I.am in pain?<™
Now one can see that the no-names and composite expressions of the pro-

position '"sensations are private' differ from the pesition being

attacked in the above passage from the Investigations only in that

they have substituted-the contentien "oﬁly'I can know what my sensa-
tions (eegoy pain) feel like" for "oniy I can know whether I am really

in pain'e. This version of the privacy of sensation fares no better
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than the traditional version, for Wittgenstein's comments above
apply equally to it.

If we are using 'to know' as it nermally is used, then other
people very often know what my sensations feel like. Innumerable cases
like the following can be readily brought to minde I have just lost
a loved one, say, and someone else who has recently suffered a similar
bereavement says, "I know just what it feels like to you — having lost
her this way, for tﬁe same thing happened to me'. And this case can
be imagined as one in.which the knowledge that éomeone else knows how
he feels is a comfort to the sufferer., The example is of an emotion
rather than a sensation, chosen for its familiarity, but the case may
be altered to one of, say, having hit a thumb with a hammer, if that
seems to fmake the point clearer: "I know how that feels te you - hav=
ing hit your thumb with the hammer - I did the.séme thing last week'".
So if we are using 'to know' as it is ordinarily used, then others
very often know what my sensations feel like. This points out that
having another’s sensations is not the criterion in our ordinary
language game for knowing what another's sensations are like, and thus,
that "it is logically impossible for one person to have another's
sensations' does not entail "only I can know what my sensations feel
like'a

And it can't be said of me at all (except perhaps as a joke) that
I know what my sensations feel like: ﬂI know what my sensations feel
iike; my pain hurts (my tickle: tickles, etcs) — What do yours feel
like?". That should‘strike one as curious if not humerous, for what is
"y kndw what my sensations feel like" supposed to mean, except perhaps

that I have sensations. There is the possible objection here that 'I
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thing, ﬁhaﬁ sentenée may Be used to distinguish men from animals.
Animals have sensations, but we might not want to say that they know
what their sensations feel like, as we might of humans. But here

?I know what my sensations feel like" justvmeans that I, like all

HUman beings, have self-consciousness or, in other words, is just equiv-
»aféht;to."I'am aZhumaﬁ:being“. But that, of course, is not something
that only I may knowe. Although there ﬁay be a use for the propositien
"I know what my sensations feel like" (the use above, for example),

it is not the expression of a kind of private knowledges.

The following remark from Wittgenstein is directed at just this
probleﬁ: "I know how the color"green looks to me — surely that makes
sense! — Certainlys What use of the propositioﬁ are you thinking of?”%
-One might easily substitute in this passage "I know how pain feels to
me''s One may imagine a use for almost any sentences "I know how thé
color gfeen 1ooks to me'" might be used in a dispute over what color
to paint a room. One person says, "Let's péint the room greens'' The
other says, "Let's not; I don't 1ike.green." The first person replies,
"But I think green is a Beautiful color!'" and the second person says
"I know how the color green 1dok$ to me —vit looks awful!', One could
probably also imagine a context in which there would be a use for "I
know how pain feels to me" (perhﬁps a masochist might folleow this
assertion with "...it feels good.'). But it will not be used té express
something which only I can know, Thus, Wittgenstein's remarks attack-
ing the traditioﬁal notion of the privacy of sensations apply equally
to the slightly modified veérsions of Pitcher and Donagan. "Sensaﬁions

are private" again turns-éut to be in one way false, in another
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nonsenses.

Another,. rather different, source of the tendency totassert
'sensétioﬁs are private; is that produced by the idea that this propo-.
sition expresses a necessary truth, since-two people's having the same
sensation seems to be a logical impossibilitye. As We,haﬁe seen, this
seems to be at least a partial metive in the caseg of both Pitcher ard
Donagan. But it should be clear from our éarlieér discussion-of thaty if
'to know' is being used mormallyy having-another's .sensations.is not the
criterion for saying that one knows what another's sensation (e.ge,
pain) or his emotion (esge, grief) feels likee Iftthisiis understood,
then the idea that it is logically impossible that tﬁo feople have the
same sensation should not tempt one to say that the proposition
'sensations are private' expresses a necessary truth. As we shall
see, however, this notion of "logical impossibility" is itself unclear
(at 1eést in the present case). |

There seem to be two important interpretations of the nction of
logical impossibiiity. One is that the claim that 'p' asserts a logi-
cal impessibility is equivalent to the assertion that 'p' is senseless,
In the case before usy this version of logicai impossibility asserts,
eegey that "I felt his pain™ is senseless. The other interpretatioen
is that to éay 'p! is leogically impossible is to say the negation of
'p! is a necessafy truthe Thus the claim that it is logically
impossible that one experience another's sensations is, on this view,
equivalent to the assertion that ¥I did not feel his pain' (or A1
pains I feel are my own') is a necessary truths One difficulty here
is in specifying;preciseiy what is said to be senseless or a necessary

truthq )
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There is one sense in which I may be said to have .another's pain:
‘we-gometimes say things like "I'vé got the very same backache you had
last week'" or "I've got your héédache”. It may seem, howéver, that
such uses‘are oﬁly metaphorical, that fwo people canft literally have
the same paine. But now what is being denied? What is this other,
literal, sense of "having another's pain''?

The reply may be something like the following:24 We sometimes
say two people have the same car when they own ideﬁtical‘models. But
then there is another sense in which two people may Be said to have
the same car, and that is when they own a gingle car jointly.. Now it
is in the former sense of '"having the same one! that two people ﬁay be
said to have the same pain; as when we say things like "We have ;he
same backache's But it is in the second sense of 'having the same one'
(that given by the example of joint car owners) that it is logically
impossible that tweo people have the same sensation.

But here, although one may say that the sense of 'the same! in
“two people having the same sensation' which is legically impossible.
is that of 'the same' in the case of joint car ownership, and be under
the impression that he has specified a literal sense of "two people
having the same sensation'", still no literal sense has beeﬁ specified.
The attempt was to say that what 'having the same one' means in the
second sense above of 'two people have the same car', is what 'having
the same one' means in the literal sense of 'two people having the same
sensation's Buty, as Coek puts it,

What could it mean to speak of transferring
a word or expression and its meaning from a
context in which it has a particular use teo

a sentence in which it has no use (except
as a part of speech) — and certainly not the
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use 1t had in the context from which it was
allegedly transferred?

~Now, as to-the-two versions of 1tgicalmimpossibility, those who opt for
the first version "find themselves in the odd position of saying that it
is the literal sense of a sentence which is senseless"26 and with the
adoption of either version, one is faced with specifying the alleged
literal sense of a proposition which is supposed to express a logical
impossibility. But that, as we have seen, is just what cannot be donee.
It appears then, that the proposition 'sensations are private' fares

ne better as a necessary truth thaﬁ it did as the expression of a
peculiar kind of knowledge eath person has only in his ownfcése!
'Sensations are private'! must be given up as confused. - The premiss
cémmon to all three of the views wﬂich we have seen is a confusion

common to them all,
Wittgenstein's Position

This last point, that the proposition 'sensations are private'! is
itself nonsense (or else false), is the most important point of
Wittgenstein's elucidation of the private language probiem, and it is
the missing of this point which led to the failure of the no-names
and compesite attempts at solving the puzzles generated by the tradi=~
tional view. It was the notion that sensations are private which was
the basis for Pitcher's view that sensation words are not really
names of sensations, and it was the same notien which required Donagan
to say, in effect, that everyone's pain might be different, but that S0
long-as it was the accompaniment of the same behavior, it was correctly

called *pain'e. These puzzles do not arise once 'sensations are private’
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is given up.

It is important at this point to remember that Wittgenstein, and,
of course, Pitcher and Donagan indirectly, have been trying to clear
up some puzzles generated by particular ways of looking at the matter
of our language of sensationse The most important part of such a
project is the identification (or "diagnosis'") of any misunderstandings
involved in the views in question. If misundérstandings can be iden-
tified which are responsible for the puzzles generated, then that may -
be all that it is necessary — one may be in a position te see that
there is no longer anything puzzling in the matter at hand.

As Wittgenstein puts its

Philosophy simply buts everything before us,
and neither explaing nor deduces anything.
— Since everything lieg_open to view there
is nothing to explain.

This is the sort of solution Wittgenstéin has offered teo the
private language problem. He has identified misunderstandings about
how language functions (ee.ge, the mistakes of fhinking that all words
are names, that names always function on the model of labels, that
'sensations are private! makes sense) which are the sources of the
puzzles we have seen. It is a‘mistake to think tﬁat Wittgenstein
offers a gengral theory of sensation, or of anything else;28 what he
offers is .a description of the language=~games we play. With this in
mind, we may proceed to a brief look at Wittgenstein's view of our
actual use of sensation words, the soft éf thing that '"lies open before
us"se As we have seen, one of the recurrent puzzles in the preblem of
sensation and private language was the idea that one has a special
kind of knowledge in his own case that he cannot have in the case of

otherss Wittgenstein explains the asymmetry between first and third
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person sensation statements which is the sourcé'of this puzzle, as
followsa |

In the cases of third person sensation statements, the first
important thing to notice is that there are cases in which one is
certain of another's pain ("I cén be as certain of someone else's
sensations as of any fact..;hzg), as well as doubtful cases and cases
in which one may be certain another is only pretending. Cases of the
first sort are paradigms for the use of phrases like ‘'he is in pain'.
It is from such cases that one learns the use of such expressionss
To use a previous example, a child screaming in pain frem having
boiling water spilled on him is a paradigm case of someone being in
pain — the concept of doubt has no place in this context, but can
only be injected as a manifestation of philosophical confusion over
the use of these words (eege, as a result of thinking that having
another's pain is the criterion for knowing another is in pain)e.

Cases of the second sort allow the possibility of one's being
mistaken about another's being in pain (**he was only pretending after
allt) or aBout who was in pain ("I“thoughf you had the toothache, but
I sée now it was that fellow moaning over there in the corner'). And
then, ofAcourse, there are also cases of the third sort, such as the
pretend-pain of a dramatic performance. Although it is quite possible
that I be mistaken about another's pain, (he may be in pain but cen-
ceal it, or fool me by pretending to be in pain when he is not), there
is nothing essentially private (private in the "philosophical' sense)
in any of these cases. The other person, as we have seen, has ﬁo
knowledge that I could not have.

In the cases of first person sensation statements, on the other
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hand, it is important to remember that there is not the possibility
of mistake as in third-person utterances. It makes no sense to speak
of one's being mistaken about whether he, himself, is in pain (although
he may lie of course), and so, as discussed earlier, neither does it
make sense to think of one's having special knowledge in his own case.
This does not seem puzzling, once one has gotten rid of the idea

that sensations are private objects, an idea which resulted from con-
struing sensation words on analegy with words for physical objects, and
which thus gave rise to the idea of private ostensive definitions by
which one would associate names with these private objectse. Wittgen-
stein suggested the following alternative account of hew one learns
first person sensation statementse

How do words refer to sensations? — There

doesn't seem to be any problem here; don't

we talk about sensations everyday, and give

them names? But how is the connexioen between

the name and the thing named set up? This

question is the same as: how does a human

being learn the meaning of the names of sen-

sations? — of the word 'pain' for example.

Here is one ‘possibility: words are connected

with the primitive, the natural, expressions

of the sensations and used in their place.

A child has hurt himself and he cries; and

then adults talk to him and teach him exclam-

ations and, later, sentencese They teach

the child new pain-behavior.
This is the sort of way in which first person uses of sensation words
are names of sensationse. Someone learns exclamations (such as 'ouch'!)
to replace natural pain behavior (such as crying and screaming) or
sentences (such as 'I have a toothache') to replace, or to go alone
with, moaning and holding one's jaw. One can imagine, as Wittgenstein

suggests, '"not merely the words 'I am in pain', but also the answer

31
1Tt's not so bad! replaced by instinctive noises and gestures.'
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The important point here, again, is that once oné comes to see
that what generategs the puzzles of the traditienal, no-names and com-~
posite views are misunderstandings and false anélogies, the puzzles
dissolve and what is left is merely the description of our.language

games — what is open to everyone's view who is unhindered by such

misunderstandings.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

As outlined in the Chapter I, the objectives of this thesis were
multiéle. After an initial characterization of the traditional view
that areas of our common language are private, two examples of possible
alternative views which have been entertained as solutidns to the
puzzles of the traditional view were examined. These were Pitcher's
view that a private language is impossible, and Donagan's view tﬁat
although our common language is indeed public, a‘private language is
not impossiblea |

We have seen as elements of these three views, three theories of
names and naming: (1) the traditional view that names function as
labels for ohjects and that names (such as 'pain') are assigned to
sensations by each individual, privately, since sensations are private
objects, (2) the no-names view that names are indeed like labels for
objects, but that words like 'pain' are therefore not names, since
sensations are private objects, and private objects cannot be named,
and (3) the composite view that names are assigned to private sensa-
tions indirectly, through reference to their outward manifestations
and the circumstances of their occurrence. All of these views were
rejected as involving unacceptable consequencess,

Views (2) and (3) above were also rejected as interpretations of

Wittgenstein's view in the Philosophical Investigations, primarily

because they involve the mistake of taking Wittgenstein to have

accepted as true the proposition that sensations are private, when in
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fact he correctly rejected that proposition as nonsense (or else false)e
It was thus shown that Wittgenstein's position was in fact that a pri-
vate language is impossible (or better, that the notion of the passibil-
ity of a private language rested on a confusion), but that his view of
the matter was quite different from that depicted by either Pitcher or
Donagane And hence, we have seen that the correct view of names and
naming (as well as the correct interpretation of Wittgenstein's work on
this problem) was that there are different kinds of names (not just
names on the model of labels) and that there is neithér point in saying
that sensation words are not names (contrary to Pitcher's view) nor .
sense in saying that sensation words are names of private objects (con-
trary to Donagan's view)s

In conclusion, a final analysis of the private language problem
and Wittgenstein's solution to it is here offered.1 The basic
questions of the problem are (1) whether T use a private language when
T talk about my sensations and feelings, and (2) whether it might be
possible to invent one, should it be that I do not already have omneo

Wittgenstein has shown that question (1) either has an obvious
answer, or is senselesso If it merely means, "Do I understand others
and they me?', the answer is obvious, and affirmative, and I do not use
a private language when I speak of my sensations and feelingse There
may be a tendency to ask "But do others really mean the same by their
sensation words as I do?". However, the only criterion of one's under-
standing the meaning of a word is his making correct use of it, and so
the question, "Do others understand me when I use sensation words?"
(and vice-versa), is senselesse

There are several possible approaches to answering question (2).
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A conclusive demonstration, of course, would be to produce a private
language, but this solution is not possible, since the claim to have
invented a private language is uncheckable. But if one were to say that
question (2) is unanswerable in principle, the charge seems justified
that the question is therefore senselesse

A feasible approach to defending the possibility of an invented
private language would be by showing that the definition of a private
language does not contain a contradictiont vthat (1) one might invent
a vocabulary and rules for its use, (2) associate terﬁs with his own
numerically and qualitatively distinct (private) experiences,‘and
(3) check questions about correct use of these terms by consulting his
memorya

Thus, it would have to be shown that there is a subject matter for
the private language, that talk of directly associating names with log-
ically private data makes sense, and that questions about the correct
application of these names make sense and could be settled by appeals
to memorye Showing that a private language is impossible will involve
showing that the foregoing conditions cannot be met, This is what
Wittgenstein may be seen as having doneo.

He has shown that the required notion of private ostensive defini-
tion is defective, and“that talk 'of correck uge of words in a private
language does not make sense. Above all, he has shown that therg is no
subject matter for a private language, for claims of the privacy of
sensations or of a realm of private data or knowledge turn out to be

senselesse



FOOTNOTES

1I am indebted to Professor Ge Ge Clements for this way of
looking at the mattere
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AN HISTORICAL REPRESENTATIVE OF

THE TRADITIONAL VIEW:

The two primary reasons for attaching this note are, first, as
mentioned in Chapter I, it seems that the.full significance of the pri-
vate language problem can only be realized when its connection with
the history of philoesophy .is recognized, and second, it seems that an
- example is called for in partial justificafion‘for referring to Ehe
view characterized in Chapter II as the "traditional" view. For these
purposes parts of the works of Thomas Hobbes will be>examined here, in
order to show that his views entail the view that we use private
languages in speaking of our sensations and feelings. The choice to
use Hobbes as such an example was made betcause it seems that an
example "'diagnosis' can be produced rather briefly in his éase.

Hobbes'! logic includes a section on names which begins with a
discussion of marks and signs. 'Markd he defines as '"'sensible things
Eéken at pleasure, that, by the sense of them, such thoughts may‘be
recalled to our mind as are like those thoughts for which we took
them."1 Marks are devised by an individual as an aid to his oﬁn mem-
orye Signs, on the other hand, (aside from '"natural signs'", such as
a thick cloud being a sign of rain) are devised so that "what one man
finds out may be manifested and made known to others”.2 And names
perform the function of both marks and signs, '"but they sefve for

marks before they be used as signs".3 That is, '""though a man were
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alone in the world they would be useful to him in helping him to
remember"A*but, there being no other people, would not in this case
serve as signse. Names may serve as signs to others only when
~combined .in sentences:

‘Words so connected . as that they become
signs of our thoughts, are called
SPEECH, of which every part is a name
eesthey cannot be signs otherwise than
by being disposed and ordered in speeche

Hobbes sums :up this part of his theory of names and naming as follows:

ET]he nature of a name consists principally
in this, that it is a mark taken for mem-
ory's sake; but it serves also by accident
to signify and make -known to others what
we remember ourselves, and, therefore, I
will define it thus:...eeA name is a word
taken at pleasure to serve for a mark,
which may raise in our mind a thought like
to some thought we had before, and which
being pronounced to others, may be to them
a sign of what thought the speaker had, or
had not before in his mind.

As indicated in one of the passages above, Hobbes sees all words
as naﬁes. He emphasizes this point by pointing out that, though 'man',
'tree', and 'stone' are obviously names, so also are 'future', 'noth-
ing', and 'impossible', and in general, ''seeing every namé has some
relation to that which is namedeeoit is lawful for doctrine's sake to
apply the word tthing! to whatsoever we name”.7 Thus, Hobbes! view
of the matter is that all words are names and that different serts of
Uthiﬁés" have names: neothing and the future have names, as well as
men, trees, and stones.

However, as we have seen, for Hobbes:

names are signs not of things, but of our
cognitionseeefor that the sound of this

word 'stone! should be the sign of a stone,
cannot be understood in any sense but this,



90

that he that hears it collects that h

that pronounces it thinks of a stonee
Now, however one interprets Hobbes! statement that names are signs of
cognitions, and his use of the word '"cognitions'', Hobbes! views of
names and naming will lead to the view either that all of our words
have private meanings, or that, at least, our words for sensations and
emotions doe

This can be made clear by applying Hobbes' theory of 1anéuage
to the area of our words for sensations (he does not himself discuss
this area when formulating-the principles we have seen)es First, since
all words are names, according to Hobbes, words like 'pain! must bee
And if the word 'paint' is first a mark, a help to one's own memory
which only "accidentally' serves as a sign to others of what concep-
tions are in‘the mind of the speaker, then one must employ the sort
of private ostensive definition discussed as part of the traditional
view of Chapter II. One must undertake to associate the mark 'pain'
with the sensation, the "thing" which this mark signifies, privately.
Only later, when this mark is used in speech, will it serve as a sign
to others of what is in one's own consciousness (i.ee, of what
"cognition® one‘is having)e But here, as Wittgenstein pointed out,
oﬁe will have no criterion of having remembered correctly what<
sensation this mark is to be a sign ofe

This view will also génerate the analogical argument puzzle, for
others will have no way of knowing what cognition the sign 'pain' is
a sign of, except in his own caseo So communication with the word
'pain'! will have to be explained in terms of each persons' assuming

that others indicate the same cognition by the word 'pain as he does,



91

on the basis of the other's similar behavior and constitution. Bﬁt
here, since the meaning of the word 'pain' is the cognitien or concep-
tion it names (*'the truth of a proposition is never evident, until we
conceive the meaning of the words or terms whereof it consisteth, thch
are always conceptions of thé mind"?) no one may be certain that
another means the same by the word 'pain' as he does.

Thus Hobbes' general view of language (that it consists of names,
the meénings of which are the things they refer to) entails the exist-
ence of a private language, at least in the areas of our talk of sen-
sationse

Hobbes' view might even be taken as entailing the view that all
of our language is actually pfivate, that is, that each of us is cer-
tain only of what he means by the words he uses, since Hobbes views all
words as naming the conceptions of the speakers This interpretation
would be less generous to Hebbes, however, and would require a mere
lengthy discussion. At any rate, Hobbes'! view entails the view that

~at least our language of sensations is private, and that is sufficient

for the purpese of this appendix.
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