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[bookmark: _Hlk34301461]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] How does it do this? [1:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books (Basil Blackwell). P. 66] 

[bookmark: _Hlk35115266]Fundamental to Wittgensteinian philosophy is Grammar, and the idea that ‘philosophical problems arise from misunderstandings of the logic of our language’.[footnoteRef:2] Although Wittgenstein is inconsistent from early to late, his desire to solve fundamental philosophical problems caused by misuses of language persists throughout his works.[footnoteRef:3] Subsequently, this particular question is a personal identity ramification of a linguistic problem. However, as I intend to show, it also ramifies to the realms of spatiality and temporality and the grammars pertinent to such. Wittgenstein analyzes “I” in grammatical context, relative to metaphysical (mis)understanding. His basic notation; we mistakenly abstract “I” beyond its contextual usage, as such projecting the illusion of an inner entity,[footnoteRef:4] hence, an erroneous metaphysical foundation. This in direct contention to a conception common to, for example, Plato and Descartes for the existence of the independent immaterial soul or ‘pure ego’ with contingent embodiment; therefore, endorsing afterlife continuity.[footnoteRef:5] It is Descartes principle; ‘Cogito ergo sum’[footnoteRef:6] that Wittgenstein has in his sights. As such I am drawn to Descartes Discourse on the Method and the Meditations [1637 & 1641],[footnoteRef:7]and in contrast; Wittgenstein’s primary works; Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus [1921],[footnoteRef:8] and primarily, the Blue and Brown Books[footnoteRef:9] [compiled from Wittgenstein’s lectures during 1933-35] as preliminaries to his Philosophical Investigations [1953 – posthumously published][footnoteRef:10], as well as B. A Worthington's 1988 publication; Selfconsciousness and Selfreference: An Interpretation of Wittgenstein’s Tractacus.[footnoteRef:11] I also refer to various secondary sources viewable in the bibliography. My orientation is in support of Wittgenstein’s grammatically based elucidations, as I feel he duly attempts to clear up cause for ontological confusion left behind by ‘Cartesian dualist’[footnoteRef:12]‘foundationalism’.[footnoteRef:13] Although I occasionally find Wittgenstein bordering on the contradictory as he struggles to find the grammar to explain difficult, refutative problems, I appreciate his method which, (similarly to Descartes) initiates ones thinking out of one’s box. However, in Wittgensteinian study, worthy of consideration; the utilitarian closing statement of Tractacus; ‘My propositions are to be surmounted, anyone understanding me finally recognizes them as senseless’, and once one has climbed out (of the illusional state) by their means; one should discard the ladder behind.[footnoteRef:14] This linguistic utilitarian telos of Wittgenstein, in practicability, also applies to the problem of “I”, as I intend to show by initiating answering the question.  [2:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, trans. by C. K. Ogden (London, Boston & Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1981). P. 3]  [3:  Gunnar Svensson, On Doubting the Reality of Reality: Moore and Wittgenstein on Sceptical Doubt (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1981). P. 62]  [4:  Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books. P. 66]  [5:  Carsten Korfmacher, ‘Personal Identity’, Inernet Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Online: Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2020) <iep.utm.edu/person-i/> [accessed 3 October 2020]. Introduction ]  [6:  Lex Newman, ‘Descartes Epistemology’, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2019/entries/descartes-epistemology/> [accessed 19 February 2020]. Ch. 4.1  ]  [7:  René Descartes, Discourse on Method and the Meditations, ed. by Betty Radice and Robert Baldick (England: Penguin Books, 1972).]  [8:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus.]  [9:  Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books.]  [10:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, ed. by G.E.M Anscombe and R Rhees, trans. by G.E.M Anscombe (Oxford: Blackwell, 1953).]  [11:  B. A Worthington, Selfconsciousness and Selfreference: An Interpretation of Wittgenstein’s Tractacus, Avebury Series in Philosophy (Avebury, 1988).]  [12:  Howard Robinson, ‘Dualism’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Fall 2017 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2017) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2017/entries/dualism/> [accessed 11 March 2020]. Ch. 1]  [13:  Newman. Ch. 2 – 2.1]  [14:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 6.54] 


Main body: 935 words
[bookmark: _Hlk34840031]Ludwig Wittgenstein is concerned with the philosophy of language. This is not to say that he is solely occupied with linguistics, rather he theorizes that language is central to our understanding relative to all the philosophies and humanities. Relative to this question, Wittgenstein shows that ontological confusion is due to misunderstanding our learned usage of “I”, stating that ‘in most cases – the meaning of a word is simply in its use within the language’.[footnoteRef:15] This intrinsically suggests that the nature of the word “I” is in its utility. Therefore, “I”’s grammatical use is hereby called to account in Wittgenstein, and in so doing, Wittgenstein directly opposes the Cartesian foundational proposition; ‘cogito ergo sum’[footnoteRef:16]as the paramount cause of his proposed confusion. As such, his contention is with the Cartesian proposition deduced by ‘methodological doubt’.[footnoteRef:17] In Descartes proposition – ‘I think therefore I am’,[footnoteRef:18] strongly implies that “I” is the fundamental ontological factor, and the sole certifiable existential. As such, it necessitates initially considering the general usage of the word “I”. [15:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 184]  [16:  Descartes. P. 53]  [17:  Newman. Ch. 1.1]  [18:  Descartes. P. 53] 

In interacting with others, it is undeniably necessary to refer to oneself as distinguishable to the reference of an-other or others – viz; “I” or “me”, as opposed to “you” or “them”. However, this does not necessarily mean that my lingual term of reference denotes that such a referential is in itself an existential fact in the world (i.e. an ontological truth) any more than the word “you”, sufficiently denotes “I” in objectification as a “real” “you” existing, although unobservable, as inhabiting an-other’s (“your”) body. When I say “you” are such and such”, I am simply referring the direction of my statement to another in my company, whom unquestionably is not “me” as the subject making the statement, otherwise I would be stating that “I” am such and such. I am not then, by saying “you” are such and such”, pointing to an objective “I” hidden somewhere within the being I refer to now as “you”. Nor am I for example using “you” in place of the name for you, “Ludwig” for example, or “that” man”, whilst pointing at Ludwig. For when I say “Ludwig” is such and such”, I am referring to “you” for the benefit of others than yourself and not necessarily with Ludwig in company. This form of analyzing provides some insight into the utility of “I”.    
Some secondary questions then may be – what am I “using” “I” to refer too? Am I referring to something in the world on the whole, or to something beyond the describable world; some kind of meta-”I” perhaps? Am I simply referring to “this” body; “my” particular body, “this” particular mind, or both? I shall show that Wittgenstein advocates some kind of meta- “I” whilst Descartes prioritizes a clear distinction of mind from body. His mind is thinking, and apparently, it is thinking in the world (whatever that may entail, and “thinking” is not included in a description of the whole world, as it cannot be shown). It is the cognitive factor in recognition of its own existence, interchangeable with the term ‘soul’, and befitting of the mechanical paradigm of the universe from the theism and sciences of Descartes era.[footnoteRef:19] So, when Descartes exclaims; “I” think therefore “I” am, he denotes that “I” is the mind or soul which exists altogether distinctly and non-contingently to the body. Therefore, thinking is existent even with the body ceasing to exist, and consequentially according to Descartes – bodiless; the soul still capably thinks.[footnoteRef:20] In Descartes, “I” refers to the soul, whereas in Wittgenstein, it is mistaken to assume there exists a soul or subject as conceived in modern psychology,[footnoteRef:21] potentially derived from the Cartesian principle. However, as I hope to show; it does not necessitate that “I” does not exist per-se, but that the “I” of this world merely exists linguistically; in the context of grammar, and that which it refers to i.e. self, is beyond the describable, and therefore, the limits of the world. Whereas Descartes “I” is non-contingent to his body, Worthington summarizes that Wittgenstein’s ‘self, cannot be part of the world as it is non-contingent, and therefore transcendental’.[footnoteRef:22] He goes on to show Wittgenstein’s infamous anti-metaphysics stance; the core purpose of Tractacus, which continues on, albeit mutationally, into the Philosophical Investigations. Put simply, Metaphysics is rejected as it involves questions that are beyond the world hence beyond asking. This Wittgenstein calls the vanishing of metaphysical problems,[footnoteRef:23] which equates to ‘the avoidance of metaphysical reflection’ (as therefore redundant). However, self-consciousness, (acting as though “self” were a part of the world), is evidently the epitome of reflectiveness,[footnoteRef:24]and reflectiveness of anything beyond the limits of the world (e.g. “self”) is redundant due to its transcendentality, viz; we can neither think of, nor talk of what is beyond the limits of the world, i.e. the mystery. Therefore, self-consciousness; Wittgenstein elucidates as a mental illusion relative to the illusion of “I” and its purport as the seat of what can be known in the world.[footnoteRef:25] It is suggested in Worthington, that the realization of self as transcendental, is a pre-condition to rejecting self-consciousness with its relative reflectivity of redundant questionings, in place of ‘living in the present’.[footnoteRef:26] Everything in the world can be named, ‘we name things and then we can talk about them: refer to them in talk’.[footnoteRef:27] However as outlaid in Wittgenstein; ‘”I” is not the name of a person, nor “here” of a place, and “this” is not a name, though they are connected to names.[footnoteRef:28] However, we refutably cannot name and therefore talk of, anything beyond the describable world. [19:  Worthington. P. 53]  [20:  The Philosophical Writings of Descartes. The Correspondence, trans. by John Cottingham and others (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press1), III. 38. 3-4, pp. 98-99]  [21:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 5.5421]  [22:  Worthington. P. 47]  [23:  Worthington. Ibid ]  [24:  Worthington. Ibid ]  [25:  Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books. P. 69]  [26:  Worthington. P. 47]  [27:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. s27]  [28:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. s4.10] 

Wittgenstein philosophy thoroughly advocates that we can only talk of such matters that are within the boundaries of the limited world. The transcendental self then, cannot be spoken of, and in so much as Descartes attempts to allot a name “I”; “I” is not the name of a person.[footnoteRef:29] So, it is not so much the existence of some form of transcendental self with apparent connotations to “soul” that is at the root of this question, rather it is the impression left behind by a misunderstanding of the worldly usage of self-reference which gives the impression that the “soul” is the sole epistemologically indubitable foundation of the world. Though in Wittgenstein, it is mysterious; transcendental, and ‘the mystical feeling is that the world is limited’[footnoteRef:30] i.e. ‘the feeling that there is something beyond the world’.[footnoteRef:31] The self cannot be named as it is beyond the world, and accordingly noted in his notebooks; in Wittgenstein, it is ‘the “I”, which is deeply mysterious’.[footnoteRef:32]  [29:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. Ibid ]  [30:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 6.45b]  [31:  M Black, A Companion to Wittgensteins Tractacus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964). P. 373]  [32:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Notebooks 1914-1916 - Tagebucher, ed. by G.E.M Anscombe and G. H. Von Wright (Oxford: Blackwell, 1961). P. 80] 

In contrast to Wittgenstein’s transcendental “I”, Descartes sought to establish an indubitable metaphysical, ontological foundation, a foundation for what can be known of reality in the world.[footnoteRef:33] On maturing realization of his opinions deriving from dubiously insecure principles i.e. his parents given descriptions of the world, he undertook to establish a constant in the sciences, and begin afresh from that foundation[footnoteRef:34], viz; ‘I think therefore I am’.[footnoteRef:35] Wittgenstein supports this idea of learning meaning, exemplified when he states that children learn from believing the adult, and then follows doubt. Therefore, doubt comes after belief.[footnoteRef:36] On the other hand, to directly quote Wittgenstein, ‘the business of philosophy should be concerned with those points in language that lead to definite philosophical puzzles or errors’.[footnoteRef:37] Descartes foundation that he sought so determinedly to indubitably establish, is susceptible to Wittgenstein’s business of philosophy; the “I” representative of Descartes Soul is, in Wittgenstein, one such ‘puzzling error’. If Wittgenstein is correct here, then the foundation to Descartes metaphysical structure, is shown to be nonsense, and if the foundation is nonsense, then it follows that the structure of Cartesian metaphysics, diminishes into nonsense also.   [33:  Descartes. P. 95]  [34:  Descartes. Ibid ]  [35:  Descartes. P. 53]  [36:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, On Certainty, ed. by G. H. Von Wright and G.E.M Anscombe, trans. by Dennis Paul and G.E.M Anscombe (London: Basil Blackwell, 1969). P. 160]  [37:  Wittgenstein Lectures, Cambridge 1930-1933: From the Notes of G. E. Moore, ed. by David Stern, Brian Rogers, and Gabriel Citron (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016). P. 324] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Having established Wittgenstein’s proposed transcendental-self as opposed to the self that thinks therefore exists i.e. ‘I think therefore I am’.[footnoteRef:38] Perhaps truer would be to say, in the grammatical context; “thinking is occurring-therefore existing is existing”; which provides an instantiated account of existence occurring as a metaphysical foundation, as opposed to “I” think, as “my” proof that “I” exist. There is nothing in thinking that denotes “I” am thinking. Rather “I” am thinking coming from the mouth of the thinker, denotes that thinking is occurring directly “here” and relatively “now”, and in such an instance, is in direct connection to my expression of thinking through the use of my learned language. However, I have learned to utilize “I” to denote, if thinking at all, then thinking “here” and thinking “now”. Just as ‘”I”, is not the name of a person, neither “here” the name of a place’.[footnoteRef:39] So, “here” is not a definitive worldly existent any more than it can be said for “I”. My contingent “here”, combined with my referential “I”, is merely the space in which “this” particular body (and Wittgenstein reminds us that ‘“this” is not a name’)[footnoteRef:40] inhabits at a particular time i.e. now; which is constantly fleeting; so my personal identity problem becomes a temporal spatial matter. That particular body, is not what we mean though, when we refer to “I”.[footnoteRef:41]  Wittgenstein tells us that ‘the human body, is the best picture of the soul’.[footnoteRef:42] [38:  Descartes. P. 40]  [39:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. s410]  [40:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. Ibid ]  [41:  Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books. P. 63]  [42:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. S178] 

On talking about defining obscure words such as “time” for example, Wittgenstein states that time is ultimately undefinable, as any definition would lead to further undefined terms.[footnoteRef:43] The same must be said for “I”, it is impossible to define. Wittgenstein proclaims ‘there is indeed the inexpressible; this shows itself; it is the mystical’.[footnoteRef:44] So, these undefinable therefore inexpressible obscure names such as “time” and “I”, show themselves in the world but are not in or of the world as a whole, they are beyond the limits of language, and the limits of the world, which Wittgenstein duly states in ‘the limits of my language mean the limits of my world.[footnoteRef:45] Wittgenstein tells us that ‘the solution to the riddle of life in space and time lies outside space and time.[footnoteRef:46] Perhaps that is what he is pointing to when stating ‘there are two (distinct) godheads, the world, and my independent “I”,[footnoteRef:47] which Worthington notes; defines Wittgenstein’s identification of the self with that of the world.[footnoteRef:48] Likewise therefore, the solution to the riddle of self and the world, lies outside of the self and the world. It could suggest that the solution is in language, itself a mystery, and one which is learned through consciousness which is itself relative to Wittgenstein’s conception of God, as explicated in the assertion ‘certainly it is correct to say: consciousness is the voice of God’.[footnoteRef:49] And although Wittgenstein’s godhead is both the world and distinctly, the independent “I”, Wittgenstein’s God is the solution to the riddles of such, and is outside of the world; as ‘God does not reveal himself in the world’.[footnoteRef:50] Wittgenstein seems to suggest that both self and God, are mystically inter-relative, beyond the limits of the world and language, therefore indescribable, as is Descartes “thinking”. [43:  Wittgenstein, Preliminary Studies for the ‘Philosophical Investigations’ Generally Known as The Blue and Brown Books. P. 26]  [44:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 6.522]  [45:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 5.6]  [46:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 6.4312]  [47:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 8.7.16]  [48:  Worthington. P. 40]  [49:  Worthington. Ibid]  [50:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 6.432] 

Any understanding of the world is directly accomplishable by means of understanding the language which on the whole ascribes to the world. Worthington outlays Wittgenstein’s ideas here, the language of the world describes the whole world distinctively, and the ‘sense of the world’,[footnoteRef:51] describes it overall or as a whole, as opposed to grammaticized individual facts representative of the language of the world. Unlike “I”, ‘what can be shown or can show itself’, are the structural features of the world as a whole, and that the world exists.[footnoteRef:52]  Applied to the problem of “I”, which cannot be shown; the ramifications of grammatical error become apparent. Therefore, language and words are abstracts of the sense of the whole world. For example, Wittgenstein states that ‘only in the context of a proposition does a name have meaning’.[footnoteRef:53] It could then be said that “I” has no meaning in the world other than in a grammatical context i.e. as a linguistic structure; a sentence or proposition, but not as a part of a whole self or a self on the whole. If I went around solely and indiscriminately repeating the pronoun “I”, it would be meaningless. Descartes “I” as foundation, is abstracted from structure of ontology; abstracted from being in the world. Alike a word abstracted from its language, “I” has no reference. We could take the word “book” for example. The word “book” as stand-alone, describes an object with the characteristics of “book-ness”. It only makes sense in the context of book-ness and only if a book is being referred too or pointed out. However, book could also mean “to book” an appointment” or the traffic warden may “book” you” for double parking for example. Now “book” is no longer a naming term relative to pointing out a “book”. Rather, in a context structuralized by the ordered (by rules) accompaniment of the words e.g. “to” and “an appointment”, the contingency of “book” to “use”, i.e. context, becomes apparent. Where does “I” fit into this? “I” cannot be pointed to, nor can “I” refer to “I”-ness, just as I cannot show an-other the pages of a “book” by pointing to a traffic warden, nor can “I” be explained in the world. Rather “I” can merely be “used” in relevant context. Once abstracted from context, as in Descartes “I”; “I” becomes meaningless, as does “think”. As abstracts, words become surreal. [51:  Worthington. Pp. 43-49]  [52:  Worthington. P. 47 ]  [53:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 3.3] 


As I conclude and in summary of the question, I hope to have shown the question to constitute a personal identity-linguistic problem with temporal spatial ramifications, and that such ‘philosophical problems arise from misunderstandings of the logic of our language’.
“I” has “use” factor, and not ontological factor denoting a “being”. The term “I” is a linguistic utility. It is like a specific tool, to be employed for specific purpose. A purpose however, which requires the additional assistance of the accompanying “use” of other different tools, all of which redundantly reside when not in use, within the complete toolkit of language. Whilst either in “use” and in redundancy, the hammer is never thinking, and neither is the chisel. 
Self-consciousness – the belief that self is of the describable world, is an illusion relative to the idea that “I” is an entity in-my-body, in-the-world. Otherwise, “I” would be describable within a complete description of the world. Anything that fits the criteria of the world must be describable or showable, which “I” clearly is not. Self-consciousness then is the reflectivity factor of an illusional being. Descartes foundation then appears to be erroneous. Therefore, cartesian metaphysics rests on an epistemologically insufficient foundation.
I feel that Wittgenstein is saying that there exists nothing in the world in which “I” may refer to.
Of the possibilities for what “I” indeed refers to, Wittgenstein suggests some kind of meta-“I”, viz; an indescribable self beyond the limits of the world; a mystical self. Such a self in Wittgenstein, resides in the category of self-refutative metaphysics, which is the main objective of Wittgensteinian philosophy.[footnoteRef:54] [54:  Worthington. P. 47] 

Abstracted words from structuralized language become meaningless. Words such as; “self”-“soul”-“think”-“I”-“here”-“there”-“now”-“then”-“thing”-“this”-“that”, are words which superficially represent “things”, which really cannot be spoken of in names, or by pointing, such as in the case of objects. They redundantly mark the inexplicable but cannot be explained. This is due to such “things” being beyond description, hence beyond the world. Therefore, such words solely endorse relativity to the language of the world, they are part of the structure of language. The occurrent use of language is in the world, and can be shown by scribe or utterance, however, once removed from context and analyzed, the fact “that” language “is”, belongs to the mystery. As Wittgenstein states, ‘the mystery is not how the world is, but “that” it is.[footnoteRef:55]  [55:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. Ch. 6.44] 

To evaluate, I feel Wittgenstein carries a valuable capacity to initiate questioning over blind acceptance of difficult concepts. He tends to circumvent and convolute his way around meta-problems as a means of exemplification of associated errors in forgone theories. Descartes it seems, is off the same inclination, however his methods are refutative of his conclusion that “I” think therefore “I” am.  
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