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[bookmark: _Hlk94989354]Essay#2 - 20th Century Philosophy - Question#5 – Wittgenstein suggests that the peculiar grammar of the word “I” is liable to mislead us into thinking that there is a non-bodily entity, a real “I” that lives in my body.[footnoteRef:1] Outline and evaluate this suggestion.   [1:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books (Basil Blackwell, 1969). P.66] 



The foundations of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s philosophy focus on grammar, language, and communication. Regarding the essay question – “Wittgenstein suggests that the peculiar grammar of the word “I” is liable to mislead us into thinking that there is a non-bodily entity, a real “I” that lives in my body”. Wittgenstein is concerned with the grammar and terminology of the term “I” and its relative use in the world.
Speculating the mode of interactive communication, Wittgenstein posited that we successfully communicate with one-another by a combinational mode of grammar and pictorialism.[footnoteRef:2] The question entails then, to what picture, if any, does the term “I” relate? In his Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus,[footnoteRef:3] Wittgenstein asks ‘how it is that we manage to communicate ideas to one-another? To which he theorized that language works by triggering within us pictures of how things are in the world, stating - ‘we make to ourselves pictures of facts’[footnoteRef:4] and ‘the picture is a model of reality.’[footnoteRef:5] [2:  David Keyt, ‘Wittgenstein’s Picture Theory of Language’, Duke University Press, (on Behalf of) The Philosophical Review, 73.4 (1964), 493–511.]  [3:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, trans. by C. K. Ogden (London, Boston & Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1981).]  [4:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 2.1]  [5:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 2.12] 


I will begin this short essay by outlining Wittgenstein’s suggestion relative to his ‘picture theory of language.’[footnoteRef:6] With respect to my study sources and utilized literature - in addition to the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, I predominantly refer to the Wittgensteinian publication known as The Blue Book,[footnoteRef:7] and secondarily, B. A. Worthington’s publication – Selfconsciousness and Selfreference: An Interpretation of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus.[footnoteRef:8] Further online secondary study sources were obtained from both Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy,[footnoteRef:9] and Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy[footnoteRef:10](Wittgenstein), as well as the philosophical review.[footnoteRef:11] [6:  Keyt. Pp. 493-511.]  [7:  Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books.]  [8:  B. A Worthington, Selfconsciousness and Selfreference: An Interpretation of Wittgenstein’s Tractacus, Avebury Series in Philosophy (Avebury, 1988).]  [9:  Anat Biletzki and Anat Matar, ‘Ludwig Wittgenstein’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Winter 2021 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2021) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2021/entries/wittgenstein/> [accessed 31 January 2022].]  [10:  Duncan J. Richter, ‘Wittgenstein, Ludwig |’, Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Online, n/d) <https://www.iep.utm.edu/wittgens/> [accessed 17 December 2019].]  [11:  Keyt.] 


If I say “I” feel pain”, three words are employed which conjure three pictures, although the pictures overlap. (1) “I” – it is this one – me – who feels pain. (2) “Feel” a variable equating to experiencing, a sense of feeling. (3) “Pain” an image of suffering which may be seen upon the facial expression of the subject - me. Now I must ask – (if not in Wittgenstein) where is the confusion? 
In the blue book Wittgenstein suggests that confusion can arise from the use of the term “I” in representing an entity or being distinct from the embodied one whom refers to oneself as such.[footnoteRef:12] He outlays various scenarios in which the term “I” could be seen as insufficient and cause for philosophical confusion – a grammatic error. As such Wittgenstein outlays a somewhat confusing and weak argument providing obscure and altogether unlikely scenarios in which one referring to themselves or an-other, for example - as having a bump on the forehead,[footnoteRef:13] could potentially contain the cause for confusion as to who it is that is being referred to. However, rather than suggesting there exists a problem in this sense, Wittgenstein only promotes the idea that there is room for error and that the statement “I” have a bump on my forehead, or “I” have toothache – am in pain and so-on, leaves open the possibility for error.  [12:  Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books. p.69]  [13:  Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books. Pp.66-67] 

At this point it is worthy of consideration that throughout Wittgensteinian philosophy there exists an underlying critique of Cartesianism and mind/body dualism.[footnoteRef:14] Wittgenstein’s outlay of this argument ends by applying the possibility of confusion from the field of the philosophy of language, to the Cartesian principle ‘Cogito-ergo-sum’.[footnoteRef:15] It is this Cartesian principle which I feel that Wittgenstein sets out to undermine. The term “I” is synonymous with one raising one’s hand or pointing to one- self in reference. However, Wittgenstein is attempting to relay that such “I” terminology does not denote, but could be mistakenly seen to appear as though, there exists within the body a being which is separate to the body or entity, as though a person is in a dual way split in the sense that – “I” have a body - being a philosophical and grammatical error. In this way it could be seen as a grammatic confusion, in that the term “I” suggests a subjective distinction. However, it could be said that when referring to one-self as “I”, or indeed pointing to one-self in self-reference, that one is referring to the whole being – the body and mind combined, such as in Merlau-Ponty’s ‘body-subject’.[footnoteRef:16] [14:  Martial Gueroult, Descartes’ Philosophy Interpreted According to the Order of Reasons II. The Soul and the Body., trans. by Roger Ariew (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1985). Pp.35-36]  [15:  René Descartes, Discourse on Method and the Meditations, ed. by Betty Radice and Robert Baldick (England: Penguin Books, 1972). 4. Part IV]  [16:  ‘Merlau-Ponty’s Concept of the Body-Subject,’ Nursing Philosophy, Vol. 1. No. 2, October 2000. Pp.1-2] 

It could be said that Wittgenstein was an existentialist empiricist, as he believed that we can only understand what we can see and is therefore existent in the world, hence, what we can experience in the world. His philosophy of language exclaims that ‘the right philosophical method is to say nothing but what can be said, i.e. – natural sciences – but not philosophy.’[footnoteRef:17] He is alluding here to the principle that we can talk physics as physics represents “things” as they are in the world. However, in Wittgenstein - metaphysics, or that which lies beyond physics and the physical world, cannot be spoken of without the possibility of error being provided for. The term “I” then is ultimately inexpressible, therefore - beyond conception - beyond the world. His philosophy of language is underpinned by relative symbolism and facticity. For example, Wittgenstein notes that “A” is the same sign as “A”.[footnoteRef:18] Likewise “I” is the same sign as “I”, yet it is problematic in that “I” represents the subject who refers to it, and it is not objectively expressible. I cannot say that I am in pain to mean that it is an-other who is in pain no more than I can point to another and say it is “I” who is in pain without being senseless. In Wittgenstein, the inexpressible is the mystical,[footnoteRef:19] and whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.[footnoteRef:20] This allots the use of the term “I” as a mystery which cannot realistically be spoken. [17:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.53]  [18:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 3.203]  [19:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.522]  [20:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 7.] 


In the final analysis – in the closing dialogues of the Tractacus, Wittgenstein tells us that ‘anyone understanding him, comes to realize that his propositions are senseless.[footnoteRef:21] It is in this conclusion wherein my conclusion lands. Wittgenstein’s senseless propositions here perhaps embody the intention of having two effects. 1. To undermine dualism. 2. To lead us to the realisation that all metaphysical propositions are senseless and unavoidably demonstrate a lack of meaning,[footnoteRef:22] and in-fact are simply a ‘stab in the dark’ [footnoteRef:23] at an unrealisable indubitability. Without bearing in mind Wittgenstein’s conclusion, confusion is the operative word here. It is possible to see the confusion arising from Cartesian dualism by means of the confusion in which Wittgenstein adopts to outlay the principles of his argument. it is however senseless, and that by Wittgensteinian account, is Wittgenstein’s intention. In Wittgenstein, we cannot so much as sensibly talk of the term “I” in any sense more than a universal referential, and he adopts confusion as a technique in order to exemplify confusion as a hypothesis.  [21:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.54]  [22:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.53]  [23:  Meredith Williams, Wittgenstein, Mind, and Meaning: Toward a Social Conception of Mind (London: Routledge, 2002). P.162] 
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