Later Wittgenstein on the Question of the Self


[image: Image result for wittgenstein death bed]‘Think of a picture of a landscape, an imaginary landscape with a house in it. – Someone asks ‘whose house is that?’ – The answer, by the way, might be “It belongs to the farmer who is sitting on the bench in front of it.”’ (PI 398) 

“But it is still false to say:… I is a different person from L.W.” (LWPP II, p. 88)

‘If listened to the words of my mouth, I might say that someone else was speaking out of my mouth.’ (PI p. 192)

‘meaning… something in the sphere of the mind… the intangible something… comparable to consciousness itself… It is, as it were, a dream of our language.’ (PI 358)



What is the nature of the philosophical puzzle?
· What might count as significant propositions about the self? Do we need such significant propositions in order to be able to talk about the self?
· In questions about the self (as with other philosophical matters), we need to ‘understand the connection between grammar and sense and nonsense.’ (BB p.65) We need to be aware of and overcome the ‘bumps that the understanding has got by running its head up against the limits of language.’ (PI 119) Here, as elsewhere, ‘We are up against trouble caused by our way of expression.’ (BB p. 48) 
· The mystery of “Who?” Who is this who? A temptation: "When I say 'I am in pain', I do not point to a person who is in pain, since in a certain sense I have no idea who is." (PI 404)
· The problem of ‘the peculiar grammar of the word “I”’ [which is] liable to mislead us into thinking that there is a non-bodily entity, a ‘real I’ that ‘lives in my body’ (BB p 66). Our language creates the illusion that the word “I” refers to ‘something bodiless, which, however, has its seat in our body - In fact this seems to be the real ego, the one of which it was said, ‘Cogito, ergo sum’.’ (BB p. 69)
· As though we come to the idea of the self through introspection in the manner of William James - his notion of “self”: “peculiar motions in the head and between head and throat”. (PI 413)
· We need to be aware of use of the terms of “self” in different language-games: ‘There are propositions of which we may say that they describe facts in the material world (external world)… There are on the other hand propositions describing personal experiences, as when the subject in a psychological experiment describes his sense-experiences.’ (BB pp. 46-47) We need to be aware of these different forms of expression. ‘And when we are worried about the nature of thinking, the puzzlement which we wrongly interpret to be one about the nature of a medium is a puzzlement caused by the mystifying use of our language.’ (BB p. 6)
· Through this mystifying use of language, we fall into discursive errors about the self and the mind: ‘the decisive movement in the conjuring trick has been made, and it was the very one that we thought quite innocent.’ (PI 308) 


The Problem with Solipsism
· The philosophy known as solipsism arises out of this mystifying use. The Solipsist want to say that “Only my experiences are real.” A solipsist might want to say, ‘“When anything is seen (really seen), it is always I who see it.”’ (BB p.61)
· How to counter solipsism? One response is from common sense:  “Why do you tell us this if you don’t believe that we really hear it?” The problem is that common sense answers don’t work here.  ‘There is no common sense answer to a philosophical problem. One can defend common sense against the attacks of philosophers only by solving their puzzles; by curing them of the temptation to attack common sense; not by restating the views of common sense.’ (BB p.58) The philosopher must identify ‘the source of his puzzlement?’ (BB p.58)
· Solipsism is empty. (‘a wheel that can be turned though nothing else moves with it, is not part of the mechanism.’ (PI 271) Suppose I were talking about “pain” and meant only “my pain” or “L.W.’s pain”.  Would that stance really make much practical difference? ‘Other people would still be pitied, treated by doctors and so on?’ (PI 403) ‘But what should I gain from this new kind of account? Nothing. But after all neither does the solipsist want any practical advantage when he advances his view!’ (PI 403)
· Incoherence of solipsism: ‘The meaning of a phrase for us is characterized by the use we make of it.’ How can solipsistic expressions be used?  ‘We ask: “What do you mean?” i.e. “How do you use this expression?”’ (BB p.65)



How do we talk about ourselves?
· Note on method: ‘(To get clear about philosophical problems, it is useful to become conscious of the apparently unimportant details of the particular situation in which we are inclined to make a certain metaphysical assertion. Thus we may be tempted to say “Only this is really seen” when we stare at unchanging surroundings, whereas we may not at all be tempted to say this when we look about us while walking).’  (BB p.66)
· The investigation of how we use words like “thinking”, “meaning”, “wishing” etc. ‘rids us of the temptation to look for a peculiar act of thinking, independent of the act of expressing our thoughts, and stowed away in some peculiar medium.’ (BB p. 43) ‘the experience of thinking may be just the experience of saying’. (BB p.43)
· Philosophy mistakes questions involving talk about selves that lead it to make certain conclusions about the “essence” of the self. Questions such as, ‘(1) "Are these books my books?" (2) "Is this foot my foot?" (3) "Is this body my body?" (4) "Is this sensation my sensation?"’ (PI 411)
· There are circumstances in which such questions might make sense: ‘(2) Think of cases in which my foot is anaesthetized or paralyzed. Under certain circumstances the question could be settled by determining whether I can feel pain in this foot.’ (PI 411) But is there sense when such talk taken out of those everyday contexts?
· The “Who?” question: ‘What does it mean to know who is in pain? It means, for example, to know which man in this room is in pain: for instance, that it is the one who is sitting over there, or the one who is standing in that corner, the tall one over there with the fair hair, and so on.’ (PI 404) But to ask questions like “who is the who?” Is there sense there?
· What do we mean when we use mental expressions? ‘“But at any rate when you say 'I am in pain', you want to draw the attention of others to a particular person."—The answer might be: No, I want to draw their attention to myself.’  (PI 405)
· How should we understand the grammatical difference between “I” and “LW”? ‘All it means is that these words are different instruments in our language.’ (BB p.68)
· We need to ‘make a radical break with the idea that language always functions in one way, always serves the same purpose: to convey thoughts’. (PI 304)



Understanding the ‘peculiar grammar’ of “I”
· For clarity we need to understand, for example, ‘the peculiar grammar of the word “I”’ - ‘the misunderstandings this grammar is liable to give rise to.’ (BB p.66) ‘The word ‘mind’ has meaning, i.e., it has a use in our language; but saying this doesn’t yet say what kind of use we make of it.’ (BB pp. 69-70)
· For example, the word “I”: it can serve a meaningful function in language. W outlines, two distinct categories/cases of the use of “I” or “my”: 
1) ‘use as object’: “my arm is broken”, “I have grown six inches” etc. 
2) ‘use as subject’: “I see so-and-so”, “I think it will rain” etc. (BB p.67) 
· First category: object use – e.g. we can meaningfully talk about “I” in the context of the ‘recognition of a particular person’. With this use of language there is the possibility of error, built into the usage rules, like a bad move in chess. I could mistakenly recognize you as a body that I mistook. Here there are contextual reasons for doubt. With “I”-object language, ‘It is possible that, say in an accident, I should feel a pain in my arm, see a broken arm at my side, and think it is mine, when it is really my neighbour’s.’  (BB p.67) 
· But 'We feel then that in the cases in which "I" is used as subject, we don't use it because we recognize a particular person by his bodily characteristics; and this creates the illusion that we use this word to refer to something bodiless which, however, has its seat in our body'. (BB p.69)
· Second category: subject use. This use is immediate and does not signal the recognition of a person. E.g. when I say “I have toothache” I am not saying “there is toothache and it belongs to me”.  ‘there is no question of recognising a person when I say I have a toothache’  A person who says “I” and points to himself is making a superfluous gesture. (BB p.67) How then can this language point to any notion of a substantive “self” – it is a way of expressing something, not a theory of subjectivity!
· In terms of the subject use, ‘I" is not the name of a person, nor "here" of a place, and "this" is not a name. But they are connected with names. Names are explained by means of them.’ (PI 410)
· ‘Here we have two different language-games and a complicated relation between them. – If you try to reduce their relations to a simple formula you go wrong.’ (PI p.180) We need to understand that our language can mix ‘physical states and states of consciousness up in a single report.’ E.g. “He suffered great torments and tossed about restlessly.” (PI 421)
· Can I say by “I” something that now inhabits LW? ‘something which the others can’t see’? ‘(I meant my mind, but could only point to it via my body.)’ (BB p.66)
· This is an example of ‘one of the great sources of philosophical bewilderment.’ (BB p.1) ‘that we are looking for the use of a sign, but we look for it as though it were an object co-existing with the sign.’ (BB p.5) ‘we can’t help saying to ourselves that it is the name of an aethereal object.’ (BB p. 47) 
· ‘We are tempted to think that the action of language consists of two parts; an inorganic part, the handling of signs, and an organic part, which we  may call understanding these signs, meaning them, interpreting them, thinking. These latter activities seem to take place in a queer medium, the mind; and the mechanism of the mind, the nature of which, it seems, we don’t quite understand, can bring about effects which no material mechanism could.’ (BB p.3) 
· This is an example of the “beetle in the box”: ‘The thing in the box has no place in the language-game at all; not even as a something; for the box might even be empty.’ (PI 293) Consequently, ‘the object drops out of consideration as irrelevant.’ (PI 293)


How can we talk about the self?
· ‘an ‘inner process’ stands in need of outward criteria.’ (PI 580) 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]‘This is how I think of it: Believing is a state of mind. It has duration; and that independently of the duration of its expression in a sentence, for example. So it is a kind of disposition of the believing person. This is shown me in the case of someone else by his behaviour; and by his words. And … by the expression “I believe…” as well as by the simple assertion.’ (PI p. 191-192)  


Is this reductive “behaviourism”?
· Is the self analysed purely in terms of actual and potential behaviour? Take the example of pain: ‘”But you will surely admit that there is a difference between pain-behaviour accompanied by pain and pain-behaviour without any pain?” – Admit it? What greater difference could there be?…’ (PI 305) 
· Memory: ‘“But you surely cannot deny that, for example, in remembering, an inner process takes place?” –  What gives the impression that we want to deny anything…’ (PI 306)  ‘Why should I deny that there is a mental process?…’ (PI 307) 
· ‘“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) 
· We cannot be reductive about selves. Selves are talked about in the complex language-games surrounding human beings. ‘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)
· We must point to many ‘criteria for the identity of a person.’ (BB p.61)
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