What is the importance of the notion of a human being in Wittgenstein’s later philosophy?

In this essay, I would like to put forth what Wittgenstein thinks what the importance of the notion of a human being is. To put forward firstly what he is describing as the self. The idea of language games, solipsism,  and then the idea of what, in Wittgenstein’s thoughts, on human beings in his later philosophy and also the conclusion . 

His idea of self:
In his later philosophy, it seems as if he loosens his very idea of this tightly constrained idea of perfectionism; although there is still a lingering. It seems as if the perfect human is somewhat just an ideal. What his later philosophy is really pointing at is this self-deception that we continue to throw at ourselves. This is done by continually theorising, for when you theorise are you not then second handily trying to describe what is merely experience itself? There are boundaries in our language, in this you should as a human being know them as such. There are things that are only described. To talk in terms of mechanical processes, you are indeed leaving something out in our humanness, there is an essence. But what is this essence of the human being? Can it be described? Wittgenstein, I think would approach the essence as an inter-relationship of being in and of the world. That this body is a conduit if you will. See all is there already, and we are to be self-aware of not only the language we use, but how we use it. Language can only ever describe things, to theorise of the inner workings, our thoughts, ideas, and beliefs, is it not to then be speaking from them, isn’t this then limiting to start off with, for are you not always filtering through this personality? In this are you not then self-deceiving? I think this may be the idea that he puts across in the language games that we play, with not only others but ourselves. For me Wittgenstein rids us of our notion of a stagnant self, the little man within, by means of allowing us to see that this essence cannot be found in introspection; there is not a pinpoint. Therefore, it can’t be objectified, therefore cannot be spoken in language at all. For is not language essentially used objectively? If I was to ask where you are, you would most likely point to your body, or maybe your head? These are all objects, and not to sound mechanical, but this would be allowing you to speak of a self. But even describing in these terms you would feel a sense there is still something amiss in that physical description. Would it be right to say that the self is not a stagnant self at all, occupying time and space but in essence a flow; a continuance? Therefore, can this I that we continually speak of, is useful in terms of describing the physical aspects of self. In hindsight isn’t this all we ever do? To describe I in terms of physicality? Can words like I love you really have any meaning other than us showing that we love another? If so then this is only able to be shown through us acting lovable through our physical being. In this isn’t I in complete relation with our physical being, with no inner being, but really all there to see? I think this is what Wittgenstein is putting forth in his idea of self. To me this seems to leave something OTHER out, and still seems to have a slight disconnection in it. Although it does not state it as obvious as Descartes’s mind body dualism, does he still have that divide? Has he not just shifted the pointer, that being now the I represented by the physical body? I can’t quite see if he is indeed advocating this divide; reinforcing it. Or really putting it back together? It is unclear in my view at this point. Part of me would say that he still indeed is purely objectifying us, creating a barrier in terms of what language can really speak of. Having a self allows us to navigate in the world. To form bonds and relationship’s not just with each other but with our world. Is this what Wittgenstein was really missing? He thought he could not relate to others, in this is he not creating a divide still? He has these barriers of relatability, but relatability is expressed through this body, through language so that we can indeed be relatable to one another. Is this not what he misses out in his philosophy, because indeed he does not feel that himself? To me it is always in the collection of being; in the individual collectivism. You live your whole life as a self, this is how we experience, life it is not to do away with it but really see it as this inter-relation of being, with our world with others. In this then are we touching then on the side of solipsism?

Here we would reach now the idea of solipsism. This philosophy is in essence stating that only my experience is real. Now instantly this has large restrictions. If it were true that only my experience is real then we are then never relating to one another at all? Only ever just bumping bubbles of being. I don’t think Wittgenstein agrees with this, for he sees that to have an inner process we do indeed need external stimuli. But could it be the other way around also? Do we hold things and then in this, experience life through this vibrational signature we call a ‘personality’? Is that what truly defies our experiencing of the world? In this you can see we have a chicken and an egg situation. 

Language games: In his later works he seems to state that our language games are not so much true or false ways to use language, but more so the use. Words do not have meaning within them, are they not in the person themselves, defining in what way they put it into context. For example, a man laughing whilst saying something rude, you may not take as offensively as said with, say an angry looking face. In this the language is then defined through your bodily being, and not just the words, you experience the words also. Hence the meaning ‘Lost in translation’. In the philosophical investigations, he looks more to the fact that words are not objective, there is not a pinpoint, but they merely show our behavioural systems? Maybe this is the point he is getting at in there not being a stagnant self but this continuance? That the way we use language in itself is wrong for we take things as literal, and it is not so, there are many other factors. In this we do not take the I as literal but as I guess, a happening of many other things. If we knew and used language for its use, not the meaning we will indeed see also this relation to self and the USE of I, to not take that as a self; to not take it literal, for this then too cannot be pinpointed?


Conclusion: In this I would say that Wittgenstein is putting forward (in philosophical investigations) that we are not a human being we are a living being, and this is presented to us by means of our physical being. To ourselves, to the world and to one another. Would this then put forward this split in which I thought he was presenting earlier on? By means of  what is this essence, or is this essence feeling a complete myth? If we cannot describe what it is then surely it is not objective and cannot be a stagnant self at all. Then it is the gatherment of us being of the world, expressed through this bodily living being. This does however, pose difficulties because even Wittgenstein himself would take things as literal. To be able to function in our very individualised world, it is of importance that we take ourselves literal. I guess it is in the merging of the two, and this points back to the use of things. We can take this idea that we are indeed not a human being of the world, it relates well. But to function in the world we are individualised. Can we indeed hold the idea of this no stagnant self-whilst still functioning as a self? Can we indeed take the I as non-literal? I think this is the key point he is making, and it seems to fit well with all his other work, he just doesn’t emphasise it as such. It goes back to my own thinking of this mergence of self. He seems to me that he is taking it apart to allow all that you are, in not giving it a pinpoint, but he doesn’t say. This is good in that you are not taking the self away, it has its use. We should just use it for the purpose it was intended to describe our being a living being of the world. This takes away our hierarchical status in a way too, that we know best and therefore should rule over everything. It takes a very human approach to life, and what it is we truly are. The importance to point this out is more evident now than ever before. To allow us to not take our selves so seriously I guess, to not take ourselves literal. If there is this essence of being, then it is not a thing we can describe in language anyway. It is not to be objectified so would it make sense to talk of it as such, as if it really is a thing, that there is a ghost in the machine. I think this ties in well with what Merleau-Ponty describes also, and I can see why they were put together. The self is all there to see in the living being that you are. I don’t think either of them discourage that indeed there is a sense of I-ness, but it is not a stagnant self. To me the question appears in my own thinking in these, and although I do like both, that by no self, no inner self; which we all do experience so intimately, are you taking things to be quite mechanical, quite scientific like? Is there again this idea popping up of the split, the individualism? I would think that Wittgenstein would not agree with that, by means of saying you experience life as a living, whole being. The reason you feel there is an essence is because there are many things going on sensory wise. The brain I guess is the place where it is all gathered in a sense, transferred. Is that the reason we feel that we are indeed in the head? Is that why we feel this stagnant I? Would it be different if our eyes were not in our head? Would the sense of I shift also? My own idea would be that we have this vibrational signature, this is the gatherment of all our experience, all our beliefs; it’s our personality. I do however feel there is a wider vibrational resonance, this flow, but we through our bodily being, transfer and transform it. I think that the reason we have gotten so caught up within this dualistic way of being is because we have forgotten this part, this flow. We have cut ourselves off from it by means of really dividing ourselves. To see like Wittgenstein puts forth this notion of not some mystical human being, but a whole living being. Not to take this I as literal, but to allow all that we are. With his philosophy, you are opening back up again, so long as you do not get caught up on thinking that he is placing the I somewhere else, thus being the body. I don’t think he is doing that at all, but really pointing out the use of an I in terms of day to day; through our descriptive language. To see his work clearly is to have no I but to still allow the sense of that in which we experience life, this to me is what philosophy is all about. Breaking down the barriers and not placing anything else in its way. In this we are back to the beginning again and the idea of individual collectivism, to hold two opposing ideas is to really then hold nothing at all; is it not?
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