Later Wittgenstein on Human Beings
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‘What has to be accepted, the given, is - so one could say - forms of life.’ (PI p.192)


Understanding methodological reductionism
· We have a tendency (in philosophy as conceived as science) to explain away difference in an effort to simplify and theorize reductively. For example, we might have the tendency to conceive human categories in terms of the theory of analytical behaviourism, conceiving mentalistic concepts such as “pain” etc. in terms of actual and potential behaviour. 
· Where is reduction appropriate? In the consideration of human beings? 
· ‘It comes to this: only of a living human being and what resembles (behaves like) a living human being can one say: it has sensations; it sees; is blind; hears; is deaf; is conscious or unconscious.’ (PI 281)
· When we talk about human beings, do we simply talk about “substances”, or   “behaviours”?


Can we talk of humans using physical object language?
· Physicalism seeks to reduce talk of humans ultimately (and “correctly”) into talk of physical (brain) processes. This describes a physical object designating language. What role can such a language take in our dealings and encounters with others?
· For example, can we talk about an “object” having sensations? Is it conceivable?  Yes, within a certain language-game. ‘“But in a fairy tale the pot too can see and hear!" (Certainly; but it can also talk.)’ ‘We do say of an inanimate thing that it is in pain: when playing with dolls for example.’ (PI 282) But this involves a ‘secondary’ (derived) use of mental concepts within a particular (child’s) language-game. Could we ‘[i]magine a case in which people ascribed pain only to inanimate things; pitied only dolls!’? (PI 282)
· Another example: could we bring sense to the notion that a stone could have pains? ‘Look at a stone and imagine it having sensations. How could one so much as get the idea of ascribing a sensation to a thing? One might as well ascribe it to a number!’ (PI 284)
· ‘And can one say of the stone that it has a soul and that is what has the pain? What has a soul, or pain, to do with a stone?’ (PI 283)
· This analysis leads us closer to the sense of the language of sensation. ‘-And now look at a wriggling fly and at once these difficulties vanish and pain seems able to get a foothold here, where before everything was, so to speak, too smooth for it.’ (PI 284)
· We can talk of human beings in terms of matter and objects. And it is also true that we have a bodily existence. But then we have puzzles about bodies and sensation: ‘What sort of issue is: Is it the body that feels pain?—How is it to be decided? What makes it plausible to say that it is not the body?— Well, something like this: if someone has a pain in his hand, then the hand does not say so (unless it writes it) and one does not comfort the hand, but the sufferer: one looks into his face.’ (PI 286) 
· We may be tempted to deny mental states and sensations to bodies but that does not have to lead us to dualist conclusions: ‘Only of what behaves like a human being can one say that it has pains. For one has to say it of a body, or, if you like of a soul which some body has. And how can a body have a soul?’ (PI 283) ‘The human body is the best picture of the human soul.’ (PI p.178) ‘How am I filled with pity for this man? How does it come out what the object of my pity is? (Pity, one may say, is a form of conviction that someone else is in pain.)’ (PI 287)


Can we talk about humans as machines?
· Could we talk of our human being in the terms of a description of a complex, organic machine? ‘Could a machine think?——Could it be in pain?—Well, is the human body to be called such a machine? It surely comes as close as possible to being such a machine.’ (PI 359)
· ‘But a machine surely cannot think!—Is that an empirical statement? No. We only say of a human being and what is like one that it thinks. We also say it of dolls and no doubt of spirits too. Look at the word "to think" as a tool.’ (PI 360)
· Objection: ‘But can't I imagine that the people around me are automata, lack consciousness, even though they behave in the same way as usual?—If I imagine it now—alone in my room—I see people with fixed looks (as in a trance) going about their business—the idea is perhaps a little uncanny. But just try to keep hold of this idea in the midst of your ordinary intercourse with others, in the street, say! 
Say to yourself, for example: "The children over there are mere automata; all their liveliness is mere automatism." And you will either find these words becoming quite meaningless; or you will produce in yourself some kind of uncanny feeling, or something of the sort.’ (PI 420)
· Automaton talk is senseless in human contexts: ‘Suppose I say of a friend: "He isn't an automaton".—What information is conveyed by this, and to whom would it be information? To a human being who meets him in ordinary circumstances? What information could it give him? (At the very most that this man always behaves like a human being, and not occasionally like a machine.)’ (PI p.152)
· How do we address the other? ‘"I believe that he is not an automaton", just like that, so far makes no sense…. ‘My attitude towards him is an attitude towards a soul. I am not of the opinion that he has a soul.’ (PI p.152)


To talk of humans as the Cartesian cogito?
· Do we have to posit hidden mental essences, the Cartesian cogito in order to account for human actions and behaviour? 
· How does the “ghost in the machine” view (Descartes) come about? ‘The feeling of an unbridgeable gulf between consciousness and brain-process: how does it come about that this does not come into the considerations of our ordinary life? …when I, for example, turn my attention in a particular way on to my own consciousness, and, astonished, say to myself: THIS is supposed to be produced by a process in the brain!—as it were clutching my forehead.’ (PI 412) ‘You think that after all you must be weaving a piece of cloth: because you are sitting at a loom—even if it is empty—and going through the motions of weaving.’ (PI 414)
· Why don’t we posit such hidden essences with other species? Why don’t we wonder whether a dog talks to itself? That suggestion is not even a possibility for us – is it ‘because we are so minutely acquainted with its soul?’ (PI 357)
· ‘one might say this: If one sees the behaviour of a living thing, one sees its soul.’ (PI 357)
· ‘Here I should like to say: a wheel that can be turned though nothing else moves with it, is not part of the mechanism.’ (PI 271) ‘“Human beings agree in saying that they see, hear, feel, and so on (even though some are blind and some are deaf). So they are their own witnesses that they have consciousness"—But how strange this is! Whom do I really inform, if I say "I have consciousness"? What is the purpose of saying this to myself, and how can another person understand me?—Now, expressions like "I see", "I hear", "I am conscious" really have their uses. I tell a doctor "Now I am hearing with this ear again", or I tell someone who believes I am in a faint "I am conscious again", and so on.’ (PI 416)


Behaviour-talk?  
· ‘“Are you not really a behaviourist in disguise?  Aren’t you at bottom really saying that everything except human behaviour is a fiction?” – If I speak of a fiction, then it is of a grammatical fiction.’ (PI 308) ‘…only of a human being and what resembles (behaves like) a living human being can one say: it has sensations; it sees; hears; is deaf; is conscious or unconscious.’ (PI 281)
· ‘[does] psychology treat of behaviour, not of the mind?’ ‘What do psychologists record?—What do they observe? Isn't it the behaviour of human beings, in particular their utterances? But these are not about behaviour.’ (PI p.153)
· Doctors treat patients (not behaviour). ‘A doctor asks: "How is he feeling?" The nurse says: "He is groaning". A report on his behaviour. But need there be any question for them whether the groaning is really genuine, is really the expression of anything? Might they not, for example, draw the conclusion "If he groans, we must give him more analgesic"—without suppressing a middle term? Isn't the point the service to which they put the description of behaviour?’ (PI p.153)


Is our attitude to other humans “theoretical”?
· General philosophical position: ‘We may not advance any kind of theory’. (PI 109) Instead, W’s task is to focus on the particular case encountered in human life and language. 
· To see language in its human, practical use: ‘to bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use.’ (PI 116) ‘Language is for communication between human beings, and not between minds or brains.’  (HA p.96) ‘Language is a characteristic part of a large group of activities - talking, writing, travelling on a bus, meeting a man etc.’ (LA:2) ‘But how many kinds of sentence are there? Say assertion, question, and command?—There are countless kinds: countless different kinds of use of what we call "symbols", "words", "sentences". And this multiplicity is not something fixed, given once for all; but new types of language, new language-games, as we may say, come into existence, and others become obsolete and get forgotten. (We can get a rough picture of this from the changes in mathematics.) 
Here the term "language-game" is meant to bring into prominence the fact that the speaking of language is part of an activity, or of a form of life.’ (PI 23)
· Are our practical attitudes to human beings theoretical, or inferential? ‘What gives us so much as the idea that beings, things can feel?’ Do I make an inductive inference? In the case of recognizing another’s pain, ‘Is it that my education has led me to it by drawing my attention to feelings in myself, and now I transfer the idea to objects outside myself? That I recognize that there is something there (in me) which I can call "pain" without getting into conflict with the way other people use this word?—I do not transfer my idea to stones, plants, etc.’ (PI 283)
· 'My attitude towards him is an attitude towards a soul. I am not of the opinion that he has a soul.' (PI p 178)


Can we only talk about human beings in scientific terms?
· W points to ‘a kind of idol worship, the idol being science and the scientist. (LA:27)  
· The attraction but also “the fatal thing about the scientific way of thinking, which the whole world employs nowadays, is that it wants to produce an explanation in answer to each anxiety”. (quoted in Kenny 1984:43)   - ‘the permanent danger of wanting to use [the word “explanation” in logic (philosophy) in a sense taken over from physics’. (BT: 418) 
· W’s position in contrast: 'I am not interested in erecting a building but in having the foundations of possible buildings transparently before me. So I am aiming at something different than are the scientists and my thoughts move differently than do theirs.' (CV 9e)


"So you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and what is false?"—It is what human beings say that is true and false; and they agree in the language they use. That is not agreement in opinions but in form of life. (PI 241)


‘If we use the ethnological approach does that mean we are saying that philosophy is ethnology? No it only means we are taking up our position far outside, in order to see the things more objectively.’ (CV 45e) 
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