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Ordinary language philosophers often try to show that philosophical theo-
ries are wrong by showing that the theories have consequences that no

sane person can accept. I agree that a philosophical theory that has entirely
skeptical consequences is wrong. I argue, however, that there is a widely
held view among ordinary language philosophers that entails the very
skepticism that they deplore.

1 will indicate what the view is and the reason for holding it by quoting
from two philosophers. One of the most succinct statements comes from
Gustafson: “It is, as a matter of fact, false that no one else ever knows
whether or not I am in pain. And it is equally false that I never know
whether some other person is in pain. On the other hand, it is incorrect for
one to say that he knows he is in pain. . . .”' Gustafson does not say that it
is sometimes correct for some other person to say that he knows that [ am
in pain or for me to say that | know that he is in pain, but [ assume that he
thinks that it would sometimes be correct to make statements like these.
Nor does he explicitly deny that I can know that I have a pain, though it is
always incorrect for me to say that I know. Anscombe is more explicit, and
she also states clearly why it is that we cannot know that we are in pain.

Knowledge exists, she says, only when “there is a possibility of being
right or wrong: there is point in speaking of knowledge only when a con-
trast exists between ‘he knows’ and ‘he (merely) thinks he knows.” Thus,
. . . I should wish to say that one ordinarily knows the position of one’s
limbs, without observation, but not that being able to say where one feels
pain is a case of something being known.”? If Gustafson’s words only im-
ply (in the sense of strongly suggest) that one cannot know that he is in
pain, Anscombe is more straightforward. Still, there is something obscure
or odd in what she says. What does she mean when she says that there are
occasions when a person is able to say that he is in pain? [ can think of only
three meanings that might be assigned to the expressions “being able to
say” and “can say.” They might mean (in this context) that a person is able
to utter the words “I am in pain,” but a person might be able to do that
even if he is ignorant of the language. They might mean that a person is
able to utter the words while knowing what the words mean. Since I speak
English, I can do that even if 1 am not in pain. However, it is unlikely that
it is either of these things that Anscombe means. But the only other use
that I can think of is the use that “can say” has in the following sentence:
“1 cannot say exactly how long your wife will have to remain in the hospi-
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ta!, l?ut I can say she will have to be here at least two weeks.” Althoust
Ehl‘S ls“the use thaj Fhe expression normally has, if Anscoml;e had ObEi:
:s;nl%noz‘tiﬂti :: l;s:)irs ;I? ;::rs] way,hz';h;la ‘;(ngd have had to admit that 2 person
‘ ain--wiich she denies. Anscombe has a :
¢ ‘ great deal
thatlys }il:?;:etal;zl_ng able to say, but unfortunately, she never makes clear
: ageilrtlhe;,:n(s:;:;mbe nor Gustafson denies that other people can know that
. criterpi)a B;m ifft:; é);(;rgf]e kcr?: “i;i;ldtﬁgt on th::] basis of behavioral evidence
eria. n tnis way that | am in pai
know in the.samfa way that I am? Normall))f: what is evidzilct n;‘rllgitc:rl;z? ;
(;1ne person is evidence or criteria for anybody else. Thus, if [ can find 03:
:: a::lt }r(x:)ita;ﬁr tl; harder tt}an metal.B by scratching metal B with metal A, so
. Case. ol ;r}, even if the ordinary behavioral tests were out of order in
else in a’position t';";;g\:}?\;; 1;‘;0‘” abotUt kmy Dot o, somebody
. ? come to know a lot of things by aski
other people. This case would, however, be unique in two ili ant o
?(}:rectt,i:t(ll)ﬁl gnd out that somgbody else is in painqby observing%(i):tg:!t];:—
sor,nebOdy erlxgeo?;)t};?t I am in pain by observing the verbal behavior of
o se. any Ehlf‘]gs that I know are known on the basis of the
s ig};gﬁ}; (f:a otgersl,] bukt 1(111 (thfls case the testimony of somebody else that I
1 be checked (if at all) only b ing his testi i
| thgt of others. The absurdity of ask)ing s;yonl};;ﬁ:ir;pggrel%fh;;;ez?}?]ny ?Wt'h
universally recognized, of course; and, as far as [ know. the secomd rson,
present tense is never used for the purpose of reportin‘g pain P
. It s;)ee’?ls -that ifl can take any behavior as evidence for my pain it is my
“f“ ”e av1<?r. Yet this, too, seems odd. Consider the sentence, “I am i
pam.” Hearing these words is often the best and sometimes thc; onl .
dence that another person has that [ am in pain. But for n;e it is nc): :i—
?ence at all_, and thef‘e is nothing peculiar about it. If you say that there are
en people In a certain room, this can be evidence for me that there are: byt
my saying the same thing is not evidence for me. Nevertheless, if vor
relymg.on behavioral evidence for my pain in the same wa); tilat ot‘;z;:
;‘;li{, this v\:ould often be my principal piece of evidence. At one point
yle says, Our knowledge of other people and of ourselves depends u !
our nott?lng how they and we behave.”* If what Ryle says is correc; tﬁon
the th_esxs that we cannot know that we are in pain is true e
Neither Gustafson nor Anscombe argue that one makes. use of eviden
when one says that one is in pain, but they cannot give a clear account f):
why this is 50 without losing their case or proposing radical linguistic
change : Slaymg that a person is in pain entails that he i§ aware or congsc' ]
that h‘e 18 in pain. “Awareness that” or “consciousness that” should b ]c(I)' s
tinguished from “awareness of” or “consciousness of.”* T}i{s is not \:) sl:y—
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at the two sorts of constructions are always used in different senses.

ws | suspect that saying that a woman is conscious of a man’s intention

seduce her is the very same thing as saying that the woman is conscious

at the man intends to seduce her. Nevertheless, there does seem to be a
nse of “awareness of” and “consciousness of” such that a person can be
ware of something without being aware that it is the kind of something
at it is. He might, for instance, be aware of that furry creature with tail
[d high without being aware that it is a skunk. Being aware of something
this sense does not imply knowledge, but being aware that something
-rtainly does. So if a person is aware that he owns a pair of black shoes,
he knows that he owns a pair of black shoes. As far as my pain is con-
rned, | am not only aware of my pain but I am aware that I am in pain.
Hence, I know that [ am in pain if I am. At this point the behaviorist can
¢laim that it is senseless to say that one is aware that x unless a contrast
can be made between “He is aware that x” and “He (merely) thinks that he
is aware that x.” Thus a person is permitted to say that he had a pain in his
chest last week (because it might have been the week before), but he is not
permitted to say that he has one now. If the behaviorist makes this move,
he should recognize that he is proposing linguistic change, not offering a
description of linguistic practice.

It is equally a proposal for linguistic change to insist that it can be said

of a person that he knows only when a contrast can be made between “He
knows that p” and “He (merely) thinks that he knows that p.” The only
contrast that can be made is this one. “He knows that p” makes sense only
if he can distinguish a case of p from a case of not p. Pains come through
unscathed under this test, i.e., he can distinguish times when he is in pain
from times when he is not in pain.
In regard to the sentence, “I know that [ am in pain,” Wittgenstein asks,
“What is it supposed to mean-—except perhaps that I am in pain?”? In
most instances, prefacing “I am in pain” with “I know that” is an entirely
gratuitous addition, and thus a bit odd. On the other hand, there is a need
to distinguish odd or misleading language from language that is in viola-
tion of rules of meaning. For example, if you know that the chair standing
in front of you will support your weight, it will be misleading to say that
you think it will support your weight. Nevertheless, the person who sits in
a chair that he knows will support him is a person who sits in a chair that
he thinks will support him.

Saying “I know that I am in pain” is slightly odd. but there are cases in
which one is tempted to use it; and there are other cases in which the sen-
tence is not used but what it says is suggested by the context. Suppose, for
instance, that a doctor asks you to tell everything you know about your
condition. If you have a swelling in your limbs, you will tell him about
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that; if you have been having dizzy spells, you will tell him about that, and
if you have a pain in your chest, you will tell him about that. There are
even cases in which the still odder expression “1 believe [ am in pain” is
suggested. If the doctor asks you what symptoms you believe you have,
you will certainly mention the pain.

If it were the case that “I am in pain” is true, and “I know that [ am in
pain™ had the same truth conditions, this could be a reason for preferring
the shorter construction, In fact, I believe that the sentences do have the
same truth conditions, as does “He is in pain” said by somebody else
about me. It, too, will be true when the other sentences are true, and false
when they are. Obviously, the person who denies that | can know that I am
in pain cannot explain the gratuitous character of “I know that” in the tar-
get sentence in the way that I have explained it. I he did, he would have to
admit that I can know that I am in pain.

The person who denies that I can know that | am in pain admits that the
sentence “He is in pain,” said about me, has truth conditions; but he can-
not easily admit that my utterance, “I am in pain,” has truth conditions. If
it did and it was true and I had a good reason for uttering the sentence, then
I would know that I was in pain. Thus, if he admits that “I am in pain” has
truth conditions, he must also hold that the person who utters the sentence
never has an adequate reason for uttering it. Somebody else could perhaps
become acquainted with its truth. But an indicative sentence which no one
ever has an adequate reason to utter would be a distinctly odd indicative
sentence. 80 it is not surprising that holders of the thesis commonly deny
that “I am in pain” is a genuine indicative sentence.

What they usually assert is that “I am in pain” is an expression of pain.
Malcolm, for instance, says, “The utterance is itself an expression of sen-
sation, just as flinchings, grimaces, and outcries are expressions of sensa-
tion.”* I do not wish to deny that “I am in pain” can be an expression of
pain, but I do wish to deny that this fact is what makes the sentence the
kind of sentence it is. Expression of p entails p. and there is a meaning of
“criterion” in which criterion of p entails p. If the utterance, “I am in
pain,” is an expression of pain because it is a criterion (in the strong sense)
of pain, then I am in pain whenever I utter the sentence and regardless of
any linguistic convention. So if this is what is meant by saying that “I am
in pain” is an expression of pain, it has not so far been shown that the
utterance is a sentence.

Perhaps the utterance is sometimes an expression of pain and sometimes
not. Nothing essential is changed. If the utterance is an expression of pain,
it is because it is a manifestation of pain, and that regardless of the con-
ventions of language. In this respect, “I am in pain” is quite on a par with
the flinchings and grimaces Malcolm is talking about. This approach can-

58

10t show that “I am in pain” is a sentence, and if it is not a sentence it is
fol an indicative sentence. In fact, I cannot even say (in an important
ézc:nse of say) that I am in pain. Since I am inclined to reject the cpnclusion
that [ cannot say that [ am in pain, I am inclined to reject its premise that I
amn in pain” is merely the expression of pain. Actually, the uttera'.nce is
snuch more certainly the expression of my intention to say that l am in pain
than it is the expression of a pain that [ have. Intending to say is essennal.ly
eonnected with language, but I must also succeed in what | intend, that 1s,
I must conform with the conventions of language.

Is the sentence, “1 am in pain,” an indicative sentence? First, the fact
that it is in indicative form should be prima facie evidence that it is. P!li-
losophers have not been loath to declare a wide range of sentences in in-
dicative form to be systematically misleading. One thinks here of the way
value judgments have been treated in some quarters. Nevertheless, the
burden of proof is on the person who claims that a sentence, apparently
indicative, is really something else. It cannot be the case that most sen-
fences that look like they are indicative are not really that.

Second, the identity of a person who ascribes a property does not not-
mally determine whether the property is ascribed truly or not, nor does it
determine the meaning of the words that are used to ascribe the proper-
ty. Consider: “1 weigh two hundred pounds,” *You weigh ,Ewo ?mndred
pounds” (said to me), and “He weighs two hundred peupds (sgld about
me to some other person). The same propeity is ascribed in each instance,
and the three sentences necessarily have the same truth value. (“Tomp_are
with: “I am in pain,” *You are in pain” (said to me), and “He is in pain”
{said about me to some other person). Said as if it were a report to me of
something ! did not already know, “You are in pain” is me.re]y .lucnhcrous;
but said in the right tone of voice, it can have the same point as “1 know
that you are in pain.” What is important to recognit'ze, though, is that re-
gardless of the point (which is probably the expression of §ympathy), say-
ing, “You are in pain,” does ascribe the property of being in pain to me. In
fact, this is all that linguistic rules determine. o

If one holds that being in pain entails knowledge of pain, t.here is not a
peculiarity of grammar here at all. All three sentences ascrl‘t?e the same
property to the same subject, and the three sentences necessar}ly hav.e t?le
g same truth value. Philosophers like Malcolm and Gustafson rightly 1nsist
. that other people can know that I am in pain; hence,. they should (and 1
think do) admit that the sentences in the second and third persons are gen-
uine indicative sentences. Furthermore, 1 should suppose that they would
agree that the same property is being ascribed and that the asgriptions nec-
essarily have the same truth value. “I am in pain,” however, is rem'arkab]y
different. This non-sentence neither ascribes a property to a subject nor
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it de any other grammatical work. This is out of line with diction-
a4, grammar books, and common speech, all of which give full license
af (he wse of pain-predicates in first person sentences. Nor is there the
slightest evidence that the word “pain” either changes or loses its meaning
when uttered as a part of a first persen sentence.

Third, tense does not usually determine the natare of what is predicated,
and it is usual for sentences to have the same set of truth conditions in one
tense as they have in another. “I weigh two hundred pounds now” and “I
weighed two hundred pounds then™ are typical of countless comparisons
that can be made. Philosophers who hold that 1 cannot know that I have a
pain give no reason why I should not know that | had a pain. So I assume
that they would agree that “I had a pain then” is an ordinary indicative
sentence that the utterer can sometimes know to be true. And 1 also assume
that they would agree that the sentences, “1 had a pain then,” “You had a
pain then,” and “He had a pain then,” in which the pronouns refer to the
same person, are either all true or all false. It would be another linguistic
oddity if the pronoun made as much difference as it is supposed to make in
the present tense but made no difference at all when the past tense was
employed.

If a sentence is exactly the same (containing exactly the same words in
exactly the same order), it will nearly always, if not always, have the same
truth conditions whether it stands alone or as a part of a complex sentence,
and that regardless of whether the complex sentence is truth functional or
not. Now, this is not supposed to be so with respect to “I am in pain.” For
instance, the following remark can be made about “You are in pain™: It
will be true if I am in pain and false if 1 am not. Or, if this example won’t
do, take the example from Gustafson: It is false that no one eise ever
knows that | am in pain. Unless “l am in pain” is an ordinary indicative
sentence, it is difficult to make sense out of what Gustafson says. This is
another remarkable way in which pain-sentences are different from other
sentences that resemble them in form. )

The sentences, “You know that [ am in pain” and “He knows that I am
in pain,” deserve special attention. Because of their insistence that other
people can sometimes know that I am in pain, Malcolm and the others
should accept these as indicative sentences that are sometimes true. And
since it is possible for me to be wrong about whether you know or he
knows that I am in pain, no reason has been given why these sentences
should not sometimes be assertions of something [ know. Now, quite gen-
erally one person knowing that another person knows that p implies that he
himself knows that p. In the ordinary cases, I know that p and then dis-
cover that he has adequate grounds for saying that p. But even if it could
somehow be imagined that I could come to know that he knows that p
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without prior assurance that p, it would still be theoretically impossible for
me to know that he knows that p without myself knowing that p. Relate
this to our target sentences. It is a characteristic of both that what he says
true, then he knows that he is in pain. The conclusion that I can know
that I am in pain can be avoided only in counterintuitive ways. It can be
argued that the sentences are mysterious indicative sentences that can be
known to be true by other people but never by the ones who utter the sen-
tences. Or it can be argued that “You know that I am in pain” and “He
knows that I am in pain” are, like “I am in pain,” merely expressions of
pain. .

Philosophers who hold that a person cannot know that he is in pain sub-
scribe in one form or another to Anscombe’s criterion that it is legitimate
to speak of knowledge only when a contrast can be made between “He
knows” and “He (merely) thinks he knows.” The criterion would not be an
especially important one if it excluded only first person knowledge of pain
or first person knowledge of pain and the other sensations. As a matter of
fact, it excludes much more. Although I will not attempt to adequately
characterize the kind of knowledge that is ruled out, it certainly rules out
all first person knowledge of conscious states.

Take an example. “What are you thinking about?” Reply: “A large furry
creature with six tails and three heads.” This example is in every impor-
tant respect exactly like the example of pain. A distinction cannot be made
between me knowing that I am thinking about the creature and me merely
thinking that 1 know. Also, “I know that™ in front of the sentence would
normally be superfluous, and just as my knowledge that I am in pain is not
knowledge that is based on observation, neither is my knowledge that I am
thinking about the creature.

1 believe that the point of view that is being attacked leads to a deep
skepticism. In order to show this, I will put in the center of the picture a
class of sentences that refer to the appearances of things. Though I will be
concentrating on vision, the same line of reasoning would apply to the
other modalities. A man sees a rock and exclaims, “That rock tooks like a
camel.” He might have said, “To me that rock looks like a camel.” The
first sentence could be an assertion that it would fook that way to most
people, but the second sentence says nothing about the way it would look
to other people. If the first sentence does indeed mention other people, it
would not sound very odd to say that the man observed or saw that it
looked like a camel. But it would sound odd to say that the man observed
(saw that) it looked like a camel to him, (In general, it makes sense to
speak of observation only when a distinction can be made between evi-
dence and what it is evidence for.) Perhaps the first sentence passes An-
scombe’s test. Not the second, or at least not in a satisfactory way. If there
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is no rock there, the sentence is not true (though perhaps not false either},
but if there is a rock there, the sentence fails Anscombe’s test. The man
would not then know that the rock had to him the look of a camel.

To say that something looks like something (or has the look of some-
thing) is not generally to imply that it is not what it looks like. The rock
has the look of a camel, but it also has the look of a rock, ¥ may say of a
man that he looks like Harry Smith, thinking maybe he is, and if it turns
out that he is, I do not say that my viterance is false. “I saw Harry Smith”
is the report of an observation, and the reason had for saying that the man
was Harry Smith was that he had the look of Harry Smith. What is true of
the Harry Smith case is true of other observations of material objects. The
question now arises whether a person can have justified belief if he does
not know what his reasons are. A person’s reasons for believing or doing
something should be distinguished from reasons that he might have for be-
lieving or doing something. Thus, a man may have a reason for closing the
pasture gate whether he knows it is open or not, but the gate being open
could be his reason for closing the gate only if he knew it was open. Ina
similar vein, we would not say that a man believed something for a good
reason unless we thought he knew what his reason was. If I do not know
that the man has the look of Harry Smith, this cannot be my reason for
saying that he is. And if the looks of material objects can in no instances
Justify my beliefs about the natures of material objects, neither can the
sounds of material objects, the smelis of material objects, or the tastes of
material objects. In general, if we cannot know these appearances, experi-
ence can teach us nothing about the natures of the material objects that
they are appearances of. :

Ordinary language philosophers have often taken pride in their ability to
solve the other minds problem. That problem, however, is completely in-
tractable if a person cannot know that he is in pain. For if he cannot know
that he is in pain neither ¢an he know some other things that he needs to
know in order to know how material bodies behave. It is, of course, agreed
that all we know about the minds of other people are based on our observa-
tions of their behavior. The behavior of a person, whatever else it is, is the
behavior of ‘a material body—thus my conclusion that a person cannot
have knowledge of other minds if he cannot know that he is in pain.
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