Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, sobre a dor e “sei que estou com dores”

M. Clark, Knowledge and Grounds: A Comment on Mr Gettier’s Paper, provavelmente
inspirou-se nestas posi¢cdes de Wittgenstein

§244

How do words refer to sensations? -- There doesn't seem to be any problem here; don't we
talk about sensations every day, and give them names? But how is the connection 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 sensations? -- of the word "pain" for example. Here is one
possibility: words are connected with the primitive, the natural, expressions of the sensation
and used in their place. A child has hurt himself and he cries; and then adults talk to him and
teach him exclamations and, later, sentences. They teach the child new pain -- behavior.

"So you are saying that the word 'pain’' really means crying?" -- On the contrary: the verbal
expression of pain replaces crying and does not describe it.

§246

In what sense are my sensations private? -- Well, only | can know whether | am really in pain;
another person can only surmise it. -- In one way this is wrong, and in another nonsense. If we
are using the word "to know" as it is normally used (and how else are we to use it?), then
other people very often know when | am in pain. -- Yes, but all the same not with the certainty
with which | know it myself! -- It can't be said of me at all (except perhaps as a joke) that

I now | am in pain. What is it supposed to mean -- except perhaps that | am in pain?

Other people cannot be said to learn of my sensations only from my behavior -- for | cannot be
said to learn of them. | have them.

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

§288

| turn to stone and my pain goes on. -- Suppose | were in error and it was no longer pain? -- But
| can't be in error here; it means nothing to doubt whether | am in pain! -- That means: if
anyone said "l do not know if what | have is a pain or something else", we should think
something like, he does not know what the English word "pain" means: and we should explain
it to him. -- How? Perhaps by means of gestures, or by pricking him with a pin and saying: "See,
that's what pain is!" This explanation, like any other, he might understand right, wrong, or not
at all. And he will show which he does by his use of the word, in this as in other cases.



If he now said, for example: "Oh, | know what 'pain' means; what | don't know is

whether this, that | have now, is pain" -- we should merely shake our heads and be forced to
regard his words as a queer reaction which we have no idea what to do with. (It would be
rather as if we heard someone say seriously: "l distinctly remember that sometime before |
was born | believed".)

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



