The Subject In Wittgenstein’s Tractatus
Postscript 25 yearson

Thisessay was excerpted from alonger work, agraduate di ssertation, which was composed inthe
years 19801t0 ‘83. Theessay reprinted bel ow issubstantially the same asthe published version which
appearedin 1988 inthe" Southern Journal of Philosophy,” Vol. XXX V1, No.4. [A few typographical
errors have been corrected, paragraph numbers have been added, and asingle paragraph has been
added, N0.35.]

Anunfortunate typographical error crept into thetable of contents of thejournal (1 had been offered
proofsof thearticleitsalf, but not of thetable of contents). From there, the error was carried over into
"ThePhilosopher’sIindex," and, later, onthe Internet aswell. The erroneoustitlewas " The Subject Of
Wittgenstein’s Tractatus,” instead of " The Subject InWittgenstein’ s Tractatus.” Thedifferenceisnot
trivia. "The Subject Of Wittgenstein’ s Tractatus' might |ead readersto expect acomprehensive exami-
nation of everything of which Wittgenstein treated in hiswork. A presumptuous undertaking indeed.
"The Subject InWittgenstein’s Tractatus' limitsthe paper to adiscussion of acluster of topicsincluding
solipsism, thel, thewill, the thinking-presenting subject, and so on.

Wittgenstein once said to Anscombethat he " had been stuck like afish on ahook with theideaonly
what | seenow isreal." Solipsismwasarecurringissuefor Wittgenstein throughout hiswork anditisa
short hop from solipsism to such topicsasthewill, thethinking-presenting subject, thel, and so on.
Thesetopicsareal so discussed in Schopenhauer’ swork, The World AsWill And Representation. It
has|ong been known that Wittgenstein read thiswork prior to composing the Tractatus. | believedin
1980, as| do now, that thesetopics (solipsism, thewill, and so on) were not merely incidentally or
coincidentaly discussed by both philosophers, but that Wittgensteln was substantialy influenced by
Schopenhauer’swork inthisparticular. In 1980 therewas no published scholarly work onthis, and |

set about to broach theissue.

Intheyearssince my articleappeared, scholarly work has been done on variousinfluencesonthe
young Wittgenstein, including some books specifically ontheinfluence of Schopenhauer’swork onthe
Tractatus. If the conclusions of that subsequent body of work differ from my conclusionsfrom 1988,
well and good. | do not lay claimto anything definitive or comprehensive onthe battlefield of Wittgen-
steininterpretations; anyonewho doesso will soon find himsalf overtaken by events. If Wittgenstein
scholarsnow takeit as self-evident that thereisan influenceto betraced from Schopenhauer, and
merely disagree ontheexact detaillsand locusof it, then| consder my initia effort vindicated. Whenl|
wrotethearticle bel ow, thiswas not self-evident.
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The Subject In Wittgenstein’s Tractatus
by Flash gFiasco

1 Thethesisof thisessay isthat the subject inthe Tractatusis more complicated than may have
been hitherto appreciated; that thereare at | east two sorts of subjectslatent in the Tractatus-period
work, roughly corresponding to Schopenhauer’ sWill and I dea; and that Wittgenstein’sfailureclearly to
distinguish them caused him problemsin exposition and isliableto cause hisreaders problems of
interpretation.

2 TheTractatus and the Notebooks give many subjects. thethinking (re-)presenting subject, the
metaphysical subject, the subject (just "thesubject™), thel of solipsism, the philosophical |, thenon-
psychological I, | who am theworld/the microcosm, the soul of which psychology treats, thewill, my
will, thewilling subject, thewill asthe bearer of the ethical, thewill asaphenomenon. Severa Note-
books passagestal k about the non-encounterability of the subject, while otherstalk about its nonexist-
enceor illusory existence. However, it would be amistaketo take non-encounterability for nonexist-
ence, or for Wittgenstein'sargument for nonexistence. All of the subjectsare non-encounterable, but not
al of them arenonexistent: " Thethinking subject issurely mereillusion. But thewilling subject exists...”
[NB 5.8.16 p.80]. We aretherefore faced with thetask of separating thisconfusing lot of subjectsinto
at least two piles, tentatively, those which exist and those which do not (or which do so only as supersti-
tionorilluson).

3 Wittgenstein himself did not clearly makethisdistinction; we can see, in the Notebooks, the
passagesin which hewrestled with the problem, and, in the Tractatus, the corresponding onesinwhich
thevestigesof theproblem aretill discernible. Anexampleishisdiscusson of thewill inrelationto
actionand bodily movement: "I cannot bend the happenings of theworld to my will: | am completely
powerless. [NB 11.6.16 p.73] "L et usimagineaman who could use none of hislimbsand hence could,
inthe ordinary sense, not exercisehiswill. Hecould, however, think and want and communicate his
thoughtsto someone el se. Could therefore do good or evil through the other man. Itisclear that ethics
would havevalidity for him, too, and that inthe ethical senseheisthebearer of will. Now isthereany
difference between thiswill and that which setsthe human body inmotion?' [NB 21.7.16 p.76-7] "...it
must beall one, asfar asthe existence of ethics, whether thereisliving matter intheworld or not. And it
isclear that aworldinwhichthereisonly dead matter isinitself neither good nor evil, so eventheworld
of living thingscaninitsaf beneither good nor evil." [NB 2.8.16 p.79]

4 L ater comesthe strange assertion that thewill isno closer to the body, to one's own body, than
tothe body of awasp or evenastone[NB 12.10.16 p.84], asif thewill, likegod [ Tr 6432], never
entered into theworld of facts. But onthe other hand, ... we need afoothold for thewill intheworld...
If thewill hasto have an object intheworld, the object can betheintended actionitsalf. And thewill
doeshaveto have an object. Otherwise we should have no foothold and could not know what we
willed." [NB 4.11.16 p.86-8]. Inthelongish section on willing in the Notebooks [ pp.85-8] Wittgenstein
triesout several ideas of thewill: asacause of action, asamere accompani ment of action, as connected
first tomy arm, thento the sinews, then, presumably, to the physiol ogical processesinthenerves.! Then
he suggeststhat "theact of will isnot the cause of theaction but istheactionitsaf.” But, therefollowsa
nagging doubt: "But: | cannot will everything--...for the consideration of willing makesit look asif one
part of theworld were closer to methan another (whichwould beintolerable).”

5 If, according to Wittgenstein'slogic, no fact intheworld has preeminence--al propositions
being of equal valuel essness|[ Tr 64]--thenthewill asthe bearer of value cannot bedlowedto give
preeminenceto any facts (including my body) by being closer to somethan to others; thus, thewill floats
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free, one of two "godheads: theworld and my independent 1." [NB 8.7.16 p.74]. But on the other
hand, it isobviousthat somethings can bewilled and others cannot--for example, some of my muscles
[Tr5631], but not awasp or astone. That is, thewill’ shaving afoothold intheworld through action
putsit closer to somefactsthanto others. Thewill equivocates. sometimesit isadisembodied limit
outsidetheworld of facts, sometimesit isat the very center near action and the bodly.

6 Inthe Tractatus one seesonly the vestiges of thisproblem, for exampleinrelation to reward and
punishment. The exerciseof will changesonly thelimit not thefacts[ Tr 643], but reward and punish-
ment arefor actionsintheworld and must lie, he says[ Tr 6422], in the actionsthemselves (not, for
example, intheir consequences). So how isit withthewill ?1sit intheworld, or not?

7 Thereisasmilar problem with Wittgenstein’smetaphor of theeyeand thevisua field. Inthe
Notebooksthis| twice appears at the center?; twiceit occursasthe boundary; onceit shrinksto an
extensonlesspoint; and in another passageit isdrawn bothwaysat once: "'l dwaysfind myself ata
particular point of my visua space”, at the center, that is, but then, "so my visua spacehasasit werea
shape', it hasstructuretranscendenta to the detailsseen withinthevisual field, for thevisud fidld"is
congtituted differently inlength than in breadth."® None of the center metaphorsappear inthe Tractatus,
only theboundary metaphors.

8 If oneattemptsto sort thisout strictly ontheinternal evidence of the Tractatusand the Note-
books, oneisliableto makean arbitrary division; | suggest instead that we seek aprinciple of division
faithful to theroots of Wittgenstein’'sown thinking. Several timesin the Notebooks he distinguishesthe
thinking subject from thewilling subject (theoneanillusion, theother alimit)--thisisamost certainly
borrowed from Schopenhauer’ swork, and Schopenhauer iseven mentioned [e.g. NB 2.8.16 p.79]. It
isknown that Wittgenstein read Schopenhauer’s The World AsW I And Representation prior to
writing the Tractatus, and some comparisonswill befruitful.

9 First, for both Schopenhauer and Wittgenstein, the problem of lifeisessentidly thesame,
namely, one has desires but theworld canin no way be obliged to gratify them.* Second, the solutionto
the problem of life cannot comefrom science or knowledgein any form. In Schopenhauer’scase,
knowledge (he callsit therepresentation of phenomena) islimited by the principle of sufficient reasonto
showing the order in which phenomenaregularly recur, but nothing higher or deeper; in Wittgenstein's
account, knowledge (that is, propositiona representation of facts) islimited by logicto showingthe
relative positions of objectsin afact, and nothing higher or degper. In neither case can anything pertain-
ing to thewhol e be known: in Schopenhauer’smetaphysica termswhat istranscendental is, strictly
speaking, nonrepresentabl e, asit isnonsensica inWittgenstein'slogic.® Stll, if science cannot provide
theanswer, "on the other hand ... the most compl ete knowledge of nature possibleisthe corrected
statement of the problem” [WWRIi chap. XV 11]. Thisisechoed inthe Tractatus: when dll factud ques-
tionshave been asked and answered, when there are no more questionsto formul ate and theimportant
guestion hasnot yet been formulated, thenthisitsaf istheanswer [ Tr 652], namely, thefactsall belong
tothe problem, not to the solution [ Tr 64321]. Schopenhauer formulatesthe unformul able question
roughly as'isthere nothing more (than recurring phenomena)? and notesthat we areawaysdissatisfied
witha‘'no’ answer; wevery much want there to be something morethan just recurring phenomena.
Wittgenstein as much as agreeswhen in the Notebooks he saysthat the factsare not theend of the
matter [NB 8.7.16 p.74]. Of course, logically speaking, any putative answer to the questioniseither a
factua answer, and therefore not deep enough, or it isanonfactual answer, and therefore nonsense.
But, as"TheLectureon Ethics' makesclear, the attempt to givean answer isvitaly important--in away
that logic isnot--and deserves our deepest respect.®
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10 Schopenhauer and Wittgenstein draw thelimit inthe same place and in the sameway; only the
terminology isdifferent (metaphysical or logica). In other instanceseven theterminol ogy isthe same,
and oneof theseinstancesisthe distinction between the thinking presenting (vor stellende) subject and
thewilling subject.

11 In both Schopenhauer and Wittgenstein the thinking presenting subject iscompared to theeye
andthevisud field; itisasoin both casesbound up with the solipsism of the present experience.” Inthe
Notebooksafter the statement "' Thel makesitsappearancein philosophy through theworld sbeing my
world" [NB 12.8.16 p.80] thereimmediately follows on the same day the metaphor of theeyeandthe
visud fied--inthe Tractatusthese are separate. Evidently therewas some connectioninWittgenstein's
thinking betweenthel in philosophy and my world, and the eyeand thevisua field, whichwasnot
preserved in the Tractatus numbering system. It isworth trying to reconstruct what that connection was,
for it bears on the distinction he draws between the two kinds of subjects.

12 Themetaphor of the eye and the visual field occursfour timesin the Notebooks, three of these
wereincorporated into the Tractatus®; it is discussed again in Philosophica Remarks, 1929; by Moore
inhisnotesonWittgenstein’slecturesfrom 1930-3, and yet againin Wittgenstein’sown notesfor
lectures 1934-6.° It was an item of continuing concernin histhinking. Inthe Notebookshewrites, "The
situationisnot smply that | everywherenoticewherel seeanything, but | dsodwaysfind mysdf ata
particular point of my visual space, so my visual space hasasit wereashape." [NB 20.10.16 p.86].
Thisisfollowed by adenial of the existence of thethinking subject. Now comparetheremark "if thewill
did not exist, neither would there bethat center of theworldwhichwecall thel--" [NB 5.8.16 p.80]:
onthisdatetoo thethinking subject isdenied existence. Apparently, we areto liken the thinking (experi-
encing) subject inrelation to theworld (experience), totheeyeinrelation tothevisual field: it doesnot
exist asavisua datum (in experience). Schopenhauer makesasimilar comparison: thel isthe" center of
all existence" and yet isnot present to consciousness or experience: theeye" seeseverything but itsel f"
[WWRIi chap.XLI]. Wittgenstein hasit "you do not actually seetheeye”’ [NB 4.8.16 p.80], hence,
nowhereintheworldistheeye, and by ana ogy, the subject, to be noted.

13 However, acomplication arisesin that there are two subj ects, athinking and awilling subject,
borrowed from Schopenhauer’s metaphysics, and the metaphor appliesto themin different respects
with different degrees of success. Ontheonehand, "visua spacehasashape”, it hasstructureand a
limit (though not avisible one), and thisWittgenstein likensto onekind of subject, ametaphysical
subject or will, aboundary subject not acenter subject, which heinsistsdoes exist. On the other hand,
the eyeissupposed to be ana ogousto the thinking presenting (experiencing) subjectinsofar asitisat
the center of itsworld (of thoughts, representations and experiences): asolipsistic perceiver.’° But this
part of theanal ogy breaksdowninthat the eye exists (despitethefact that it never seesitself); more-
over, fromthefact that the eye doesnot seeitsalf inthevisua field, it would not follow that thereisno
sdf, a dl--only that thereisno self in experience.

14 When Wittgenstein makes use of the metaphor of theeye and thevisual field, and in particular
when henotestheinvisibility of the eye, and then assertsthat the thinking presenting subject doesnot
exigt, it would seem that heisthinking of theworld astheworld of experience, and not theworld of
facts (which areindependent of my will). It would seem that the solipsism of the present experience has
surreptitioudy crept inand distracted him from theworld asatotality of independent facts, for only
withintheframework of the solipsism of the present experienceisonetempted to say that what isnot
experienced doesnot exist (at al). Thesolipsism of the present experiencewasbuilt into thedistinction
between thethinking and thewilling subject--on the side of thethinking subject--asthat distinction
appearsin Schopenhauer’ swork.™ Evidently, when Wittgenstein adopted the distinction, solipsism
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camewrapped up in the same package and, asit turned out, haunted him along time after he had
discarded thedistinction. But notethat inthefinal Tractatus-version when hedrawsabubblewith aspot
marked "eye" he saysthat thevisual fieldisnot likethis; soit may bethat hewasonly tempted by this
metaphor, but ultimately dissatisfied withit.

15 Fromtheir remarkson the death of the subject we may gather further clues. Schopenhauer
writes, "everyonelooks upon hisown death asthe end of theworld" [WWRI 861], and thisfallswithin
asection onsolipsism (“theoretical egoism” hecallsit). Wittgensteln seemsto have adopted thisview
with no compunction at al about Schopenhauer’ sworry that theoretical egoismisanirrefutable but mad
sophism [819]. Schopenhauer continues[819], ... every individua, completely vanishing and reduced
to nothing inaboundlessworld, neverthel essmakes himsaf the center of theworld, and considershis
own existence and well-being beforeeverything else.”" Thissoundsvery much likethel of solipsism
which shrinksto an extensionlesspoint in Tractatus 564. 1n 6431(1) Wittgenstein writesthat deathisnot
anexperienceinlife, but theend of theworld; thispresumably meansthe end of theworld of experi-
ence, asfar asthe subject isconcerned, not the end of theworld of facts (whichis"independent of my
will" [Tr 6373]). But, of course, for asolipsist, my world istheworld. For Schopenhauer, on the other
hand, it isnot theindividual’slife, experience, and persona consciousnesswhichislife(or thelife-
world)--"life" meansthelife of the species, of the noumenal Will “ at agiven grade of objectification’, and
thissurvivesthedeaths of itsindividual members.?2 Thus Schopenhauer can haveit both ways. the point
of view of theegoist at the center of hisexperience, fromwhose point of view it appearsthat theworld
endsat hisdeath, but without cutting himself off from the common senseview that theworld carrieson
without him. Inthe Tractatus, however, the experiencing subject tendsto get cut off fromtheworld asa
totality of facts-itisdifficult for Wittgensteintolocatea’ psychologica illuson’ within hislogico-ethica
framework--and so the experiencing subject isstuck initssolely egocentric view of death.

16 "Strictly thought through,”" however, theworld of factsreassertsitsalf asahard redity which
refusesto vanish by logical deight of hand, and so the solipsi stic thinking experiencing subject becomes,
asit were, adetached voyeur ontheworld, peeking at it through the pinhol e of the present experience.
It shrinksto an extensionless point, no longer even apart of theworld, but somehow " coordinated with"
it[Tr564].

17 Thisequivocation of the subject--now aslimit, now as centerpoint--isnot aproblem for
Schopenhauer, and thereasonwhy it isn't aproblem hel pscast into relief Wittgenstein’ssimilar but
modified view of the subject. In Schopenhauer’s system thetwo apparently different subjectsare
ultimately one: theworld, whichisto say therepresentation of phenomena, isthewill ‘ at acertain grade
of objectification’. "Only inreflection arewilling and acting [or willing and thinking, willing and knowing,
willing and experiencing, etc.] different; inredlity they areone”" [WWRI §18]: they arenoumenaand
phenomena. Whereasfor Wittgenstein there aretwo "independent godheads': world and will, logic and
ethics. Schopenhauer positsaspectrumwithinwhich helocatesal thingshierarchicaly, frominanimate
objectstotheWill, with thethinking subject falling somewherein between; Wittgenstein positsaduality
with noroomfor athird party--no conceptua room.

18 Thegenedogy of thedifficulty inWittgenstein’sthinkingis, | believe, hisprovisona adoption of
Schopenhauer’ sdistinction between Will and I dea, but hisrejection of the metaphys cswhich madeit
possibleto give some account of their connection (e.g. asnoumenon and phenomenon). Thisleft
Wittgenstein with aloose end. The subject asthe bearer of ideas becomesthe odd man out, amere
superfluity. InWittgenstein’slogic theideaor thought isrelated to the proposition exactly asthe propo-
stionisrelated tothefact: "A thought ... isalogica picture of the proposition, and thereforejustisa
kind of proposition.” [NB 12.9.16 p.82]. Meaningisall taken care of by thelogic of isomorphism; the
thinking subject who entertainsthe proposition contributes nothing and so isof no interest to philosophy
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(itisrelegated to psychology). For al that it doesin Wittgenstein’sscheme, it might aswell shrink toan
extensonlesspoint.

19 | suggest that thisisone of the"graveerrors' helater cameto find in hisTractatus-period work,
for theInvestigationsisvery largely about the subject who entertainsideasand hisrolein language and
meaning. Evidently helater cameto believethat logic and ethicsa onewerenot sufficient to answe,
elucidate, or dismiss, al questions, but that therewas after all considerableroomfor ‘ psychology’ in

philosophy.

20 Thesubject related to the other haf of Schopenhauer’ sdistinction, thewilling or metaphysica
subject, isaso problematicinthe Tractatus, for, whereas Schopenhauer’ sWill isimmanent, oneWill
throughout, dl inal, Wittgenstein’sistranscendental, and so, strictly speaking, it ought not to appear in
theworld at all, except that, traditionally speaking, thewill has something to do with action and reward
and punishment (thewill’s"footholdintheworld").

Partl|

21 L et thefollowing subjectstherefore be put under the heading " nonexistent (illusory, supergtitious,
logically superfluous)”: the subject asthe bearer of ideas, the knowing subject, the experiencing subject,
and thethinking presenting subject (in thefirst sentence of 5631), the vor stellende Subjekt.

22 Of coursethere arethoughts, experiences and representations, but no subject which hasthem.
Why? Because ‘ acomposite subject would not beasubject’ [ Tr 55421]. When * A believesp’ the
meaning rel ation doesnot consist in subject A'srelationto proposition p, but in proposition p’srelation
tothefact; thefact iscomposite, the proposition iscomposite, thethought iscomposite, and therefore
soisany subject to whom the thought occurs; hence, "we have no coordination of afact [believed] with
an object [subject who believes], but acoordination of facts[and thoughtsand propositions] by means
of coordination of their objects' [and " psychic congtituents' and names'®|[ Tr 5542]. In 2021 he states
that " objectsform the substance of theworld. Thereforethey cannot be compound.” The Germanfor
"compound”, zusammengesetzt, isthe sameasin 55421-- what substanceisn’t, and what the subject
must not beif it redly isto bewhat we mean by "the subject" instead of what " superficia psychology
concelves'. ThusWittgenstein’ sargument for the nonexi stence of the thinking-presenting subject turns
onsmplicity and complexity, not on non-encounterability.

23 However, "theact of will isnot an experience.” [NB 9.11.16 p.80]. Also, good or bad willing
changesthelimit not thefacts[ Tr 643]. Thus, the subject asthe bearer of theethical, thewill, need not
be subsumed in the argument for the nonexistence of acomposite subject, for thewill asit pertainsto
thelimit may beregarded aslogicaly smple. If it were composite, then contra642(1) and 6521, the
solution to the problem of life could be stated in aproposition--one could, in effect, say thelimit, but
that isex hypothesi ruled out.

24 Thesubject asthe bearer of theethical isaslittle encounterable asthe subject whichisthe
bearer of ideas, but for an entirely different reason; neither one of them existsasafact intheworld, but,
again, for entirely different reasons.

25 Thisstill leavesadoubt about theact of will inrelation to bodily movement, to action and factud

changeintheworld--adoubt not resolved in the Notebooks and ignored in the Tractatus. It could be
argued that thisact of will isnot ssmplesinceit could be expressed asacommand, promise, or intention
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to do something, to bring about afactual changein theworld, and thischange could inturn be ex-
pressed in aproposition.
PartIll

26 L et usnow attempt arereading of the passagefrom 5631 to 5641 which containsthefull range
of subjects, wills, and I's, except thewill asthe bearer of theethical whichisintroduced later in 6423.

5631 "The thinking presenting subject, there is no such thing. If | wrote a book ‘ The World As |
Found It" | should also have therein to report on my body and say which members obey my will
and which do not, etc. This then would be a method of isolating the subject or rather of showing
that in an important sense there is no subject: that isto say, of it alone in this book mention
could not be made."

27 "Thesubject" isnot thethinking, presenting subject denied existencein the opening sentence
and dismissed in the Notebooks as superstition and "empty madness' [NB 5.8.16 p.80]. Thesubjectis
important and cannot be mentioned not becauseit does not exist (Santa Claus doesnot exist, yet we
mention him), but becauseitislikethe meaning of lifein 652 which becomes apparent only after al that
can be said has been and has been recognized to be not enough.

28 The opening sentence talks about the thinking, presenting subj ect, whereas The World Asl|
Found It talks about the will and the subject--we should not conflate them. In the Prototractatus
manuscript thefirst sentence, " Thethinking, vorstellende, subject...” isaseparate proposition from
"TheWorldAsI Found It"; the manuscript numbering showsthat heintended to connect them, for they
have sequential numbers (Prototr. 53354 & 533541), but thereisaphysical gap of 16 pages between
them, suggesting that they were separatein histhinking. The consolidation of thesetwo propositionsin
the Tractatusisunfortunatefor it obscuresadistinction.

5632: "The subject does not belong to the world but is a limit of the world."

29 We can forget about the thinking-presenting subject, itisasubject only inthetrivia in-the-world
sense; the subject, theimportant one, concernsus now. If the thinking-presenting subject fromthe
opening sentence of 5631 was supposed to be the same asthe subject, how then could hemaintain
herethat the subject isalimit of theworld when thereisno such thing?* No such thing’ would not limit

anything.

5633 "Whereintheworldisa metaphysical subject to be noted? [nowhere] You say that this
caseis altogether like that of the eye and the field of sight. But you do not really see the eye. And
from nothing in the field of sight can it be concluded that it is seen from an eye."

30 Now weareintroduced to (1) ametaphysical subject, and (2) theeye. Apparently, heis
tempted to liken the metaphysical subject totheeyeandtoargue’ | seethings, thereforemy eyeexists,
similarly, | experiencethings, thereforemy self exists'; but the eye doesn’t seeitsdlf and, by anaogy, the
salf wouldn’t experienceitself, so theanalogy doesn’t establish what onewantsit to. That isto say,
nothing in experience servesasagood metaphor for the metaphysical subject.

56331 "For the field of sight has by no means such a form."

Eye—
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31 That is, theworld hasno vis ble--experienced--boundary with aspot conveniently marked "eye/
I". Nor doesit have ashape whichindubitably pointsto or focusesonits perceiver, for hesaysit does
not havethisform: funndlingdowntoaneyell. (True, itis"congtituted differently inlength than breadth”,
but that might aswell mean shoebox-shaped).

5634 "Thisis connected with the fact that no part of our experienceisalso a priori. Everything
we see could also be otherwise. Everything we can describe at all could also be otherwise. There
iIsno apriori order of things."

32 What isconnected with thefact that no part of our experienceisapriori? Thepreviousremark
a thesamelevel, 5633: from nothing in thefield of sight canit be concluded that it isseenfromaneye.
If therewerean apriori order of things, it might include, apriori (asin Spinoza sEthics), theexistence
of asubject, but thereisnoapriori order of things, each thing isaccidental. So how can you conclude
that onething must exist when every other thing might not?All things areindependent of each other and
of the subject, therefore, from no thing can the existence of any other thing--including the existence of
the subject--be concluded [Tr 121, 2061, 2062].

564  "Herewe seethat solipsismstrictly carried through coincides with pure realism. The | of
solipsism shrinksto an extensionless point, and there remainsreality coordinated with it."

33 This"I" andthis"solipssm™ areproblematical. If it meansthe solipsism of the present experi-
ence, and thereforethe experiencing (trivial) subject which egoisticaly imaginesitsaf to bethe center of
theworld (my world of experience), then thel’ sshrinking to an extensionless point, to virtual nonexist-
ence, leavesall of thefactsintact, just asthey are; that is, it leavesuswith purerealism. Thequestionis,
what isthisremark doing here, interrupting the discuss on of the metaphysica-limiting subject?But if, on
the other hand, this"| of solipsism" issupposed to be the metaphysical subject from 5633, the subject
whichisalimit from 5632, then thereisaproblem with theimage, for an extensionless point ispoorly
suited tolimit theworld. A point canlimit aline, but it can hardly limit theworld which 561 saysis
"filled" (by logic)--i.e. filled out. The spot could be said to limit the bubblein 56331, but theworldisnot
likethat, he says. Moreover, the phrase " coordinated with" redity doesnot suggest limiting or bounding
reality, and so does not square with the subject from 5632. "' Coordinated with" redity soundsmorelike
aspuriousadjunct toredlity thanitslimit.

34 In the Notebooks hewritesthat hefound hisway throughideaism (which singlesout humanity
fromtheworld), to solipsism (which singlesout myself done), to pureredism (theworld reassertsitsel f
asthemagjor redity) [NB 15.10.16]. | suspect that thisidealism wastheidealism of Schopenhauer, i.e.
theworld asrepresentation, and that therefore this solipsismisthe solipsism of the present experience
(Schopenhauer’s"theoretical egoism”). Lifeasatotality of experiences (or my experiences) isnomore
significant than theworld asatotality of facts; solipsism, inthe senseinwhich al my experiencesaremy
experiences, standsonthesamelevd as"theworldisal that isthecase': *lifeisal that happensto me’,
nothing, sofar, but ameaningless series of episodes. 562 statesthat thereis something about solipsism
whichisentirely correct, and therefore presumably nontrivid. That is, thereis some other sense of
"solipsism' whichisnot the solipsism of the present experience, whichisnot the platitude"al my experi-
encesaremy experiences', which doesnot reduceto pure realism when the subj ect vanishes.

35 Therearetwo sensesinwhich solipssmisnot trivia. One pertainsto ethicsand thewill (intro-
duced later inthe Tractatus). The other isalogica sense, introduced at 56, " Thelimitsof my language
mean thelimitsof my world." 561 addsthat we cannot say what we cannot say, because, to do so, we
should haveto beableto stand outsidelanguage. And thisisthekey tothe senseinwhich solipsismis
correct [ Tr 562]: namely, one cannot step outside language, asin solipsism, one cannot step outside
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one' sexperience; wearestuck intheinside, linguistic, solipsistic, perspective. That aconfusionislatent
hereisevident from the Notebooks: there, the statement which became 56 ("thelimitsof my lan-
guage...") isimmediately followed by astatement which doesnot appear inthe Tractatus, namely,
"Thereisredlly only oneworld-soul, which 1, inthefirst instance, call my soul, and aswhich aonel
understand what | call other’ssouls.” [NB 23.5.15]. That istheremark which, in the Notebooks, but
deleted from the Tractatus, issupposed to givethekey to the senseinwhich solipsismiscorrect, and it
isstraight out of Schopenhauer. We may therefore suppose that two senses of "solipsism™ are confused
here: Schopenhauer’s"theoretical egoism’ and Wittgenstein'slogical limit.

36 Apparently thetrivid, epistemol ogicd, in-the-world sense of "solipsism” inadvertently creptinat
564--aloose end from Schopenhauer’ s metaphys cs--and got confused with the nontrivial, peculiarly
Wittgengteinian limit-senseof "solipsgsm’* from 562.

37 TheTractatusnow continueswith the subject in thelimit-sensefrom 5632 and 5633, introduc-
Ing new namesfor it:

5641 "Thereistherefore really a sense in which the | can be talked of in philosophy non-psycho-
logically. Thel occursin philosophy through this, that ‘the world is my world’ . The philosophical
| is not the man, not the human body or the human soul of which psychology treats, but the
metaphysical subject, the limit--not a part of the world."

38 The second sentence, "theworldismy world", connectswith 562, " That theworld ismy world
showsitsdlf inthat thelimitsof language ... mean thelimitsof my world"--my world, asin 56, too. One
might have expected ‘ thelimitsof language mean thelimitsof theworld’ (instead of myworld). Thefirst
sentencetellsusthat heisnot talking about the psychol ogical, perceiving |. Heistherefore not talking
about "my world" inthetrivia senseinwhich all my experiencesaremy experiences. Thismust mean
"my world" insomenontrivial sense, not the solipsism of the present experiencefrom theegoistic
(vanishing) point at the center, but "my world" asviewed from the boundary, some unsayable sense
which doesnot reduceto theworld of valuelessfacts(to purerealism). Thismust mean "my world"
viewed not from the pinhol e of the present experience, but sub specie aeterni.

39 Thisleavesusto puzzle out the difference between theworld and my world. Thetwo are
presumably fact-for-fact identical; thedifferenceisnot adifferenceof fact, but of limit. Andthelimitis
the subject, according to 5632 and 5641, therefore, we may identify the subject, the metaphysical
subject, the non-psychological I, the philosophical I, and, from 6423 and 643, thewill asthe bearer of
theethica (thatis, thewill asthepossibility of an alteration of thelimit). The subject inthissenseisthe
ethical podit of thelocusof value--asthe atomic propositionisthelogica post of thelocusof truth. My
world--intheethical, not the experiential, sense--differsfrom theworld (asatotality of facts) inthe
sameway inwhich theworld of the happy differsfrom that of theunhappy [Tr 643]: that is, by being a
wholly different one. Theworldislimitedlogicaly; myworldistheworld limited ethicaly, and the
subjectisthat limit.

40 Theethicd, rather thanlogical, limit of theworld consistsintheworld' shavingasense, or in
life'shaving asense (it comesto the samething, in 5621). In the Notebookstheremark at 5.7.16 p.73
which became 643, "the act of will must maketheworld awholly different one. Theworld must soto
speak wax or waneasawhole" iscompleted by another thought which for no apparent reasonis
excluded from the Tractatus. In the Notebooksit runs: "theworld must ... wax or waneasawhole. As
iIf by accession or lossof sense.” Compare8.7.16 p.74: "To believein god meansto seethat lifehasa
sense.”" Thisisobvioudy "sense" inthe sense of "the sense of life" which sometimesbecomes unspeak-
ably clear to thosewho havelong doubted [ Tr 6521], not the sense of aproposition. Thisiswhat
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makestheworld into my worldinanontrivia sense--when, like Dostoievski’scharacter [NB 6.7.16
p.73], onefulfillsthe purpose of existencesmply by existing; when one hasfound one€' splaceinlife, the
worldisnolonger asenselesstotality of digointed factsor experienced episodes, but isconsidered sub
Specieaeterni asalimited whole. When oneisnolonger ‘ alittle sack of complaints onecanbesaidto
havelimited theworld ethically, turnedit into my world.

41 Onefindsthisin Schopenhauer aswell, thiswaxing and waning of theworld, or theworld’'s
acquiring ashape or valuethrough the mora character of thewill: "... goodness of heart isatranscen-
dentd qudity; it belongsto an order of thingsbeyond thislifeandisincommensurablewith any other
perfection; whereitispresent in ahigh degree, it makesthe heart so largethat it embracesthewhole
world, so everything now lieswithinit, nolonger outside." [WWRIi chap.X1X]. In another passagethe
heartis"enlarged” through sympathy with al that lives, "contracted" by egoism [WWRI §66)].
Wittgenstein’s"waxing and waning" may have been suggested by these passages.

42 But note, thereisno thing which doesthis, no act which transforms asenselessheap of facts
into my world, no transcendental eyewhich takesasub specie aeterni view--it israther that theworld
becomes my world by being limited evaluatively, by being made sense of, in acertain way, e.g. ashappy
or sad, damned or forgiven, or whatever. Thisisthegist of "I am my world" [ Tr 563]: thel isnot
something el se apart, no sort of separate, transcendental mind. In the NotebooksWittgenstein toyed
withtheideaof thewill as"an attitudetoward theworld" [ see pp.86-9], but thisformulation wasno
doubt excluded from the Tractatus because of its psychol ogical overtones. Theworld of thehappy is
not theworld plusan owner (in ahappy state of mind); itisrather that theworld ismade sense of
happily, asalimited whole. It isperfect integration with theworld, having discovered and accepted
one'splaceinlife."Theegoist fee shimself surrounded by strange and hostile phenomena; al hishopes
rest on hisownwell-being. Thegood person livesin aworld of friendly phenomena; thewell-being of
any oneof thoseishisownwell-being." [WWRI 866]. Happy isnot hewhosemindisinahappy state
(for thetimebeing), but hewholivesin afriendly world (sub specie aeterni).

43 Itissolipssticinthe sensethat no onedseisliving my lifefor me, no oneelsecan solvethe
problem of lifefor me, and no one el se can be happy for me. It isineffable because| cannot uselan-
guage about theworld, about facts, to expressthe difference between the world of the happy and the
world of theunhappy (thosewho are‘little sacksof complaints'), for thedifferenceisnot afactual one.
Itispresaged by the acknowledgement of theworld’sexistence, and by the appreciation of itsexistence
asutterly inexplicableinlogical or scientific termsand utterly without need of an explanation (“theriddle
doesnot exist"); itiscompleted by the* mystical’ redization that, whatever thefactsare, | can make
myself independent of fate" [NB 8.7.16 p.74, 11.6.16 p. 73] : happiness need not be contingent on
getting what you want (on certain facts corresponding to certain other facts).*

44 If anyone should ask how such athingispossible, Wittgenstein could plausibly havereplied that
the phenomenology of the process (of becoming happy) was not his concern--that would be amatter
for empirical psychology (e.g. Wm. James' Varietiesof Religious Experience). Hewasrather con-
cerned withitslogica and ethical natureasafait accompli.
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InSum

| discerntwo sortsof solipsism and two and ahalf sortsof subjectsin the Tractatus-period
work:

1 Thethinking, presenting, experiencing, vorstellende, subject: logically superfluous(snceal thoughts,
propositionsand factsget onwithout it), it isasubject only for psychological inquiry; itisalmost cer-
tainly thiswhich shrinksto an extensionlesspoint " coordinated with" redity, asort of voyeur onthe
world through the epistemol ogica pinholeof the solipsism of the present experience.

2 Themetaphysical, philosophical, non-psychologicd, transcendenta (as opposed to Schopenhauer’s
Immanent) subject, equivalent to thewill asthe bearer of theethical/mysticd; it hasnothing to dowith
individual factsintheworld, but rather with how factuality in total isapprehended and assessed; also
solipsistic, not inthe (epistemol ogical) sense of the present experience, but inthe sensethat theonusis
onme, not ontheworld, toliveat peace and discover themeaning of life.

2-1/2 Thewill asaphenomenon (whatever isof interest to psychology: motivation, intention, desire,
volition etc.--which got interesting againin Wittgenstein'slater philosophy), and thewill whoseactionsin
theworld aretheir own reward and punishment--occupying no clear place between thetwo above.
Therewould seemto bean echo of thiswill at Philosophica Investigations 8620, that * doing seemsto
have no volumeof experience’, but ‘ shrinksto an extensionless needle point’ ; perhapshewasthinking
then of how he had once thought of thewilling subject (i.e., ascloser to the thinking subject than the
metaphysical subject). Thoughthewill’sproblematic relationto actionisnever resolved in the Tractatus,
itisinaway obviated, at least for the purpose of the so-called mystical conclusion, for nothing one
could do (haveor acquire) intheworld (much lessthink about theworld) could have ethicd significance
inthe sense of establishing thelimit or transforming an unhappy worldinto ahappy one. Just asthereis
nothing to be said, after acertain point, so also thereisnothing to be done.

fin
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Notes

1 Thisisperhapswhat ismeant in Tr 6374: thereisnological connection between thewill and the
world, and neither could wewill "the supposed physical connection”.

2And again, invirtually thesamewords, in"Notesfor Lectureson ‘ Private Experience’ & ‘ Sense
Data " (1934-6), it appears”... at the source of thevisua field ... inafavored position. | amthe center
of theworld", in Philos. Rev. vol.77, 1968.

3 Notebooks:

center: 11.6.16 p.73 & 5.8.16 p.80;

boundary: 5.7.16 p.73& 2.8.16 p.79;

extensionlesspoint: 2.9.16 p.82;

both at once: 20.10.16 p.85-6.

4 TheWorld AsWII & Representation, vol.i 8837, 56, 57, 67; NB 29.7.16 p.77; Tractatus 6374.
SWWRI 8815, 17; Tr 4121(2), 642.

6Atany rate, it had hisdeepest respect; see, for example, Drury’ snoteson conversations. "Don’'t think
| despise metaphysics," Wittgenstein said, "1 regard some of the great philosophical writings of the past
asamong the noblest worksof thehumanmind.” L.W. Persona Recollections, ed. R. Rhees, Basi
Blackwell, 1981, p.93.

7 Wittgengtein: " The phenomenon of staring isbound up with thewhole puzzle of solipsism.” in"Notes
on‘Private Experience’ ...", Philos. Rev. ibid., p.309.

8 NB 11.6.16 p.73, 4.8.16 p.80, 12.8.16 p.80, 20.10.16 p.85-6.

9 Moore snotesappear in Mind as"Wittgenstein's L ectures 1930-3", vol .L X1V no.253 Jan.1955;
Wittgenstein’sin Philos. Rev., ibid.

10"1t'sno use saying that [an]other person knowswhat he seesand not what | seeand that therefore
al issymmetricd, becausetherejust isnothing € se corresponding to my visud image; my visua imageis
unique." Philos. Rev., ibid., p.310-311; seea so pp.281, 283, 308.

11 WWRI 8814, 19, 54, 57. "Thepresent dloneistheformof al life...", 854, past and future are
abstract reflections.

12 WWRIi 851. OntheWill’sdifferent grades of objectification in different species, see 8826, 27.
13 Letter to Russell, NB p.129-30.

14 InthisWittgengtein differssignificantly from Schopenhauer, who maintained that the solutionto the
problem of life, of ungratified desire, wasto extinguishthewill, extinguish desire, by contempl ation of

beauty (or perhaps, The Beautiful).

endoffile
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