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The Misidentification of Immunity to Error through Misidentification


Abstract
In the Blue Book Wittgenstein describes ‘two different cases in the use of the word “I”’, which he labels ‘use as subject’ and ‘use as object’ (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 66). Sidney Shoemaker, in his influential discussion of that passage, credits Wittgenstein with identifying a special kind of immunity to error that is characteristic of ‘I’ in its ‘use as subject’ (Shoemaker 1968). This immunity to error is thought by Shoemaker, and by many following him, to be in some important sense central to the meaning of ‘I’ and thus to the topics of self-knowledge, self-consciousness and personal memory. 
When philosophers talk about ‘I’ they take Wittgenstein’s distinction for granted. This paper argues that they are mistaken in doing so. The Blue Book does not contain the thesis, nor any version of the thesis, that there is a use of ‘I’—‘use as subject’—which is ‘immune to error through misidentification’ (hereafter ‘IEM’). I offer an interpretative corrective and show that the passage in question is part of a deep challenge to IEM and to accounts of first-person thought that begin with the idea that there are two uses of the word ‘I’. With the corrective in place novel perspectives on the relation between self-consciousness and subjectivity become visible.


1. Overview
In the Blue Book Wittgenstein describes ‘two different cases in the use of the word “I”’, which he labels ‘use as subject’ and ‘use as object’ (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 66). Sidney Shoemaker, in his influential discussion of that passage, credits Wittgenstein with identifying a special kind of immunity to error that is characteristic of ‘I’ in its ‘use as subject’ (Shoemaker 1968). This immunity to error is thought by Shoemaker, and by many following him, to be in some important sense central to the meaning of ‘I’ and thus to the topics of self-knowledge, self-consciousness and personal memory. 
[bookmark: _Hlk485982424]This paper argues that the Blue Book does not contain the thesis, nor any version of the thesis, that there is a use of ‘I’—‘use as subject’—which is ‘immune to error through misidentification’ (hereafter ‘IEM’). When Wittgenstein says of the ‘as object’ cases of the use of ‘I’ that ‘cases in [this] category involve the recognition of a particular person’ (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 67) he is not, contra Shoemaker, speaking in his own voice. Rather he is articulating a way of marking the difference between the two cases in the use of ‘I’ of which we should be wary. Accordingly, it is a mistake to attribute the antithesis claim—that I’ in its ‘use as subject’ does not involve recognition of a particular person—to Wittgenstein. The Shoemaker-reading of the passage is, I suggest, similar to the Kripke-reading of the rule-following considerations: both mistake the interlocutor’s voice for Wittgenstein’s own (Kripke 1982; for discussion see McDowell 1984) and both generate a line of philosophical enquiry, and associated theses, that is radically misdirected. 

The corrective I propose has significant import for Wittgenstein scholarship. In the first instance, it resolves several interpretative issues—discussed below—that have bothered writers seeking to offer a sympathetic reading of the Blue Book distinction. More significantly, the passage with which we are concerned is often said to introduce themes that run through Wittgenstein’s treatment of the first-person pronoun (e.g. Child 2011). Under the influence of David Pears, Wittgenstein’s treatment of ‘I’ is now often used to trace the development of Wittgenstein’s thought from the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus to the Philosophical Investigations (Pears 1987). So, if interpreters are mistaken about Wittgenstein’s later views on the first person pronoun, and thereby about the transition from his earlier to his later view on this topic, this is likely to obscure their vision of his thought taken as a whole. Additionally, one would also expect this corrective to ramify through work on the self, memory and avowals that is conducted in a broadly Wittgensteinian spirit. For example, the ‘expressivist’ reading of Wittgenstein is closely connected with certain ways of taking Wittgenstein’s supposed-claim that ‘I’ is eliminable—a view that many have found implicit in the Blue Book passage.
[bookmark: _GoBack]There is also a much broader interest for philosophers of mind. Those who take IEM to be central to the meaning of ‘I’, and so of use in explaining or characterising self-consciousness or self-knowledge, will need to engage with Wittgenstein not as progenitor but as foe. The challenge that the Blue Book poses to this tradition is not one that has even been articulated, never mind dealt with, due to the misidentification to which this paper is a corrective.[footnoteRef:1] On the positive side, correcting this error uncovers insights contained in the Blue Book, as well as—perhaps unexpectedly—in the Philosophical Investigations, about self-consciousness and subjectivity and the relation between them.  [1:  To give a typical example, Prosser and Recanti’s excellent collection of essays on IEM (2012) begins with the statement: ‘Immunity to error through misidentification is recognised as an important feature of certain kinds of first-person judgment’ and goes on to identify the topic is essential for philosophers working on ‘the self, first-person thought or indexical thought more generally’ (p. i). It attributes to Wittgenstein the distinction between ‘judgments in which “I” features as “subject” from those in which “I” features as “object” (p. ix). Despite the breadth and depth of the discussion contained in that collection there is nothing to engage with the interpretative issues raised in this paper nor, more broadly, with an interlocutor who took the very notion of IEM to be based on a misconception. See also De Gaynesford​ (2006).] 


The structure of the paper is as follows. In §2 I highlight some interpretative decisions that are made when the Blue Book passage is read as an argument for, or statement of, IEM. §3 and §4 argue that those interpretative decisions are the wrong ones. It does so in part by describing the broader context of this passage. Having done my destructive work I will sketch out, in §5, the sort of insights about self-consciousness and personal experience that become available once we step outside the framework imposed by the IEM reading. 


2. The IEM reading of BB

In the Blue Book Wittgenstein notes two cases in the use of the word ‘I’, which he labels ‘use as object’ and ‘use as subject’. 
Here is the passage:  

There are two different cases in the use of the word ‘I’ (or ‘my’) which I might call ‘the use as object’ and ‘the use as subject’. Examples of the first kind of use are these: ‘My arm is broken’, ‘I have grown six inches’, ‘I have a bump on my forehead’, ‘The wind blows my hair about’. Examples of the second kind are: ‘I see so-and-so’, ‘I hear so-and-so’, ‘I try to lift my arm’, ‘I think it will rain’, ‘I have toothache’. One can point to the difference between these two categories by saying: The cases of the first category involve the recognition of a particular person, and there is in these cases the possibility of an error, or as I should rather put it: The possibility of an error has been provided for (Wittgenstein 1958, pp. 66-7)

Shoemaker writes: 

Wittgenstein’s point is not that statements [involving ‘I’ in its ‘use as subject’] are totally immune to error, though he may have believed this to be true of some of them, but is rather that they are immune to error due to misrecognition of a person, or, as I shall put it, they are immune to error through misidentification relative to the first-person pronoun. (Shoemaker 1968, p. 81)

Shoemaker then gives a gloss on ‘immunity to error due to misrecognition relative to the first-person pronoun’:

[T]o say that a statement ‘a is Φ’ is subject to error through misidentification relative to the first-person pronoun means that the following is possible: the speaker knows some particular thing to be Φ but makes the mistake of asserting ‘a is Φ’ because, and only because, he mistakenly thinks that the thing he knows to be Φ is what “a” refers to. The statement “I feel pain” is not subject to error through misidentification relative to “I”: it cannot happen that I am mistaken in saying “I feel pain” because, although I do know of someone that feels pain, I am mistaken in thinking that person to be myself. (Shoemaker 1968, p. 82)

To appreciate the additional philosophical content that the Blue Book passage acquires here, consider James Pryor’s representative remark that the notion of IEM ‘captures and explains the difference between the two uses’ (Pryor 1999, p. 272). Let us examine what this dual role amounts to.
First, IEM is thought to ‘capture’ the distinction by translating Wittgenstein’s vague remarks into something that is both more precise and more general. Where Wittgenstein merely ‘points to the difference’ and offers a brief hint as to what underlies that difference, IEM provides a precise formulation of the phenomenon. This precise formulation enables the distinction to be generalised across all uses of the first-person pronoun. This generality is indicated by the appearance of Greek letters. For any use of ‘I’, it will be either true or it will be false that it has the characteristic IEM: the concept, we might say, is given a sharp boundary. One advantage of this is that it enables philosophers to extend Wittgenstein’s distinction to cases which the Blue Book passage does not explicitly cover. The Blue Book does not tell us to which category at least four important kinds of first-person statement belong: those containing descriptions of

(i) voluntary movement.  e.g. ‘I am moving my arm’ 
(ii) intentional actions. e.g. ‘I am building a house’
(iii) non-sensory psychological states. e.g. ‘I hope it won’t rain’, ‘I believe she is a good person’, ‘I want to leave soon’
(iv) personal memories e.g. ‘I remember locking the front door’. 

The precise formulation enables the question, ‘IEM or ~IEM?’ to be posed of each class and suggests the sorts of phenomenon that would bear on the answer.
Second, IEM ‘explains’ the distinction by characterising the phenomenon gestured at by Wittgenstein in terms of the distinctive epistemic or semantic character of judgments in which ‘I’ has its ‘use as subject’. This ‘explanatory’ aspect is important because it is thought by many that Wittgenstein himself mislocated the explanation of the phenomenon he identified. This extract from Béatrice Longuenesse’s recent book is typical:

On Wittgenstein’s account, the explanation for their being ‘no room’ for an error of identification, that is, no room for an error in recognizing whom the predicate is true of, if justifiably asserted to be true of someone, is that using ‘I’ in these sentences does not indicate that one has recognized a particular person as the entity of which the predicate is true. And this, in turn, is explained by the fact that ‘the statement is not about a particular person’ (Longuenesse 2017, p. 21)

Here, we see Wittgenstein represented as offering his own—faulty—explanation for the target phenomenon—IEM.  

Q: Why do these uses of ‘I’ display IEM?
Wittgenstein: Because [explanation] in so using ‘I’ one is not required to recognize a particular person
Q: Why is one not required to recognise a particular person? 
Wittgenstein: Because [explanation] these statements are not about a particular person

Most proponents of IEM follow Shoemaker in professing little sympathy with the claim that statements in which ‘I’ is used as subject are not ‘about a particular person’ and argue instead that there is such a thing as criterionless reference to a particular person (e.g. Strawson 1966, p. 165; Evans 1982, p. 208ff; Glock and Hacker 1996; McDowell 1998). Reference, so it is said, does not imply recognition. 
I will now argue that IEM neither captures nor explains what Wittgenstein is getting at when he notes ‘two cases of the use of “I”’. Wittgenstein’s point is not a vague gesture at something precise and general but a precise gesture for a specific purpose. The specific purpose, we will see, is to block a familiar route from subjectivity to solipsism.


3. The BLBK passage again

Even if we restrict ourselves to the passage on which Shoemaker focuses (the one quoted above at the start of §2), there are a number of exegetical questions that we can immediately raise to put pressure on the IEM–reading of the passage. Commentators—even sympathetic ones—have tended to respond to these questions by attributing error, oversight or sloppiness to Wittgenstein.
Wittgenstein introduces the distinction by examples but—as noted in §2—the examples Wittgenstein chooses are odd if his aim is to capture and explain the phenomenon, IEM. The ‘use as object’ examples are of physical states of body. Of the examples Wittgenstein uses to illustrate ‘use as subject’ three are perceptual reports, all are ‘narrowly psychical’.[footnoteRef:2] The absence of ‘I am raising my arm’, ‘I am dancing a foxtrot’, ‘I am building a house’ and ‘I remember eating breakfast’ from either list, has led some to query the distinction. Child, for example, asks: [2:  This helpful phrase is from Thompson 2011, p. 198. ] 

 
But has he drawn the distinction in the right place? The list of examples he gives might suggest that, in Wittgenstein’s view, ‘I’ is used as subject when it is used in self-ascribing a mental property and as object when it is used in self-ascribing a physical property. (Child 2011, p. 377)

Child thinks that this suggestion must be wrong because first-person judgments involving descriptions of bodily posture and voluntary movement display IEM—so long as the ‘basis’ of the self-ascription is ‘how things feel “from the inside”’ (ibid). To draw the distinction on the basis of distinction between classes of property (mental versus physical) is, Child thinks, to miss the fact that IEM is connected to a way of knowing and not, primarily, to what is known. But within the framework imposed by the IEM-reading, the examples Wittgenstein chooses certainly seem to suggest that he himself thought of things this way. On the corrective I will propose the choice of examples is no longer puzzling, and it does not invite the question ‘Has he drawn the distinction in the right place?’ (see §4 below). 
After giving the list, Wittgenstein says: ‘One can point to the difference by saying’. According to the IEM-reading, this remark introduces an explanation. But ‘one can point to the difference’ does not sound like the beginning of an explanation. It also does not seem as though it should commit Wittgenstein to what comes next. That is, it invites the question: is what comes next in Wittgenstein’s voice, the interlocutor’s, or something intermediate? One can point to it that way: but ought one? What is the pointing for? What purpose is it to serve? These are the sort of questions we would expect from Wittgenstein. It is one of the themes of his later philosophy that any way of ‘pointing to the difference’ can ultimately be misleading – especially if it is used as the basis for a generalisation that stops us looking. Indeed, a little later, Wittgenstein says: 

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 (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 69)

This suggests that Wittgenstein sees this way of ‘pointing to the distinction’—in terms of ‘recognising a particular person’—as connected with the mistaken postulation of the ego. I will come back to this connection in §4 and §5.
This same point can be made about a passage that comes a little later in the same paragraph. 

And now this way of stating our idea suggests itself: that it is as impossible that in making the statement “I have toothache” I should have mistaken another person for myself, as it is to moan with pain by mistake, having mistaken someone else for me. To say, “I have pain” is not more a statement about a particular person than moaning is. (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 67)

This passage is sometimes cited to demonstrate Wittgenstein’s commitment to the thesis that ‘I’-thoughts that involve ‘I’ in its ‘use as subject’ are not ‘about a particular person’—this, we saw, is thought to be Wittgenstein’s ultimate explanation of IEM. But the phrase: ‘And now this way of stating our idea suggests itself’ is a clear red flag, and this is underlined by the modal form of what follows. In the context of the Blue Book, and indeed in Wittgenstein’s later philosophy generally, talk of ‘impossibility’ signals an error arising from a grammatical rule being conflated with an experiential statement (cf. Wittgenstein 1958, pp. 53–54). 
Wittgenstein says: one can ‘point to the difference by saying’

The first category involves recognition of a particular person, and in these cases there is the possibility of error, or as I should rather put it: The possibility of an error has been provided for. 

This way of pointing to the difference says nothing about the second category—only the first. The IEM reading supplies the contrast: the second category does not involve recognition of a particular person and in these cases there is no possibility of error. But here is another suggestion: Wittgenstein thinks that though we can ‘point to the difference’ by saying that some cases of the use of ‘I’ ‘involve recognition of a particular person’, we should be wary of doing so precisely because that way of ‘pointing to the difference’ invites the thought: ‘Ah, so the other case does not involve recognition of a particular person’. And it is this further thought that provides fertile ground for the solipsist. To be clear, this is not to say that according to Wittgenstein, ‘use as subject’ does involve recognition of a particular person; what is in question is whether this way of ‘pointing to the distinction’ is misleading rather than illuminating. 


4. Two cases in context

To see what is really going on in the Blue Book passage we need to read it in context. The Blue Book divides into two connected parts. The first concerns psychological verbs such as ‘think’, expect’, ‘hope’, ‘imagine’ and so forth. The second concerns verbs like ‘see’, ‘hear’, ‘feel’. Our passage comes in the second half: this explain why Wittgenstein’s examples focus on personal experience.
The transition between these two investigations is marked clearly:

The reason I postponed talking about personal experience was that thinking about this topic raises a host of philosophical difficulties which threaten to break up all our commonsense notions about what we should commonly call the objects of our experiences. And if we were struck by these problems it might seem to us that all we have said about signs and about the various objects we mentioned in our examples may have to go into the melting pot. (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 44)

Wittgenstein’s point here is the following. In his investigation of the grammar of words like ‘hope’, ‘expect’, ‘mean’, ‘think’, Wittgenstein used a lot of everyday examples of people going about their business. His examples contained all sorts of objects: apples, shops, chess pieces, sheets of paper, and chairs. But the grammar of phrases describing personal experience is so misleading that thinking about these phrases tends not to make these expressions clearer but rather to cast doubt on our ordinary talk about material objects. 

When we think about the relation of the objects surrounding us to our personal experiences of them, we are sometimes tempted to say that these personal experiences are the material of which reality consists. How this temptation arises will become clear later. 
	When we think in this way we seem to lose our firm hold on the objects surrounding us. And instead we are left with a lot of separate personal experiences of different individuals. (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 45)

In this state of doubt we might have responded to Wittgenstein’s earlier example: ‘The grocer takes a fruit off the shelf and puts it in the bag’ with the objection: ‘What right has he to speak of grocers and fruit and shelves and bags? Perhaps there are not such things, only his (or my) experiences of them. So these examples are not in good standing until we have completed an investigation into experience and its relation to the physical world’ (Wittgenstein 1958, pp. 16–17). Such an objection would have stymied the investigation by preventing Wittgenstein from making progress; in this example, it would have prevented him from introducing the notion of a language-game.
The second part of the Blue Book then turns to investigate the way in which the part of our language that concerns ‘personal experience’ can seem to compel us to professions of doubt about the reality of things like apples and grocers. Wittgenstein maps out a criss-crossing series of temptations, misfires and confusions that follow from different, misleading, ways of picturing ‘the relation of the objects surrounding us to our personal experience of them’. One aim is to diagnose the route by which we get to a picture in which we lose the world of objects and are ‘left with a lot of separate personal experiences of different individuals’; another is to display the way in which that picture gives rise to the debate between solipsist, idealist and realist. In the Blue Book the solipsist appears in the guise of someone who tries to articulate the distinctive relation she stands in to her own experiences by insisting that it is only her personal experiences that are real. This compulsion is of course natural if we have lost ‘our firm hold on the objects surrounding us. And instead we are left with a lot of separate personal experiences of different individuals’. Wittgenstein gives voice to several ways the solipsist tries to communicate the special status of her own experiences: 
 
‘I can only know that I have personal experiences, not that anyone else has’ (p. 48)
‘Only my experiences are real’ (p. 58)
‘When anything is seen it is always I who see it’ (p. 61)

It is in the context of this discussion that we find the passage with which we are concerned. 
At the end of §2 I said the following: ‘Wittgenstein’s point is not a vague gesture at something precise and general but a precise gesture for a specific purpose. The specific purpose is to block a familiar route from subjectivity to solipsism’. We can now unpack that remark. 

One way of trying to represent the significance of my experiences, over those of others, would be to insist on a new notation for the expression of personal experiences, one that gives my experiences special status. This would be to introduce a rule: if RW says ‘I see such-and-such’ it is not correct to say ‘RW sees such-and-such’ but rather to say ‘Such-and-such is really seen’. Here there may also be the inclination to say: the word ‘I’ can drop out as irrelevant—to describe my personal experience I simply say ‘Such-and-such is seen’.  Wittgenstein says that there is nothing wrong with adopting this notation. We can adopt any notation we want so long as the sentence ‘has a calculus’, which this one does because it is parasitic on our current linguistic practice (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 65).	
But the aim was not simply to impose a new notation. Rather, the new notation was supposed to capture what is special about my personal experiences. In this sense, my aim was to impose a correct or more accurate notation than the current one which mistakenly gives your personal experiences equal status to mine.
Wittgenstein imagines how an attempt to justify this new notation—that is, to make the case that it is more correct or more accurate than our current notion—might go. I might say: what makes it correct to say ‘Such-and-such is really seen’ when I say ‘I see such-and-such’ cannot be something special about RW. Afterall RW is just an ordinary human animal whose status is surely no different from that of all the other human animals among whom she lives. Rather, it is the fact that there is associated with RW a subject of experiences to which I refer to when I say ‘I see such-and-such’. And now comes the passage with which we are concerned: 

I could almost say that by “I” I mean something which just now inhabits L. W., something which the others can’t see. (I meant my mind but I could only point to my body.) There is nothing wrong in suggesting that the others should give me an exceptional place in their notation; but the justification I wish to give for it: that this body is now the seat of that which really lives—is senseless. For admittedly this is not to state anything which in the ordinary sense is a matter of experience … Now the idea that the real I lives in my body is connected to the peculiar grammar of the word ‘I’ and the misunderstandings that grammar is liable to give rise to. There are two different cases in the use … (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 66)

It should by now be clear why Wittgenstein gives the examples he does give—viz. of descriptions of personal experiences on the one hand and physical states of the body on the other. It is not because, as some fear, he has ‘drawn the distinction in the wrong place’, missing the obvious fact that I can know how my limbs are arranged without having to look and see. Rather, Wittgenstein’s specific purpose is to undermine the thought that the proposed notation—on which it is correct for me to report my personal experiences by saying ‘Only such-and-such is seen’ and for you to report my personal experiences by saying ‘Such-and-such is really seen’—can be justified. The proposed justification, recall, was not that RW is special—she is just one object among others—but that I, the subject of experience, am special. And the initial plausibility of this justification stemmed from the fact that some uses of ‘I’ seem to be about RW, an object among others (use as object) and some—namely those that describe my personal experiences—seem to be about me (use as subject), that which really lives. But in saying that the two cases suggest this way of pointing to the difference Wittgenstein is not endorsing it. His is a specific point: when we come to think about personal experiences we can be misled in just this way. That is, when we are in the sway of just this picture—viz. the picture on which we have been ‘left with a lot of separate personal experiences of different individuals’—we can be misled into thinking that the use of ‘I’ is different, depending on whether we are talking about RW or the subject or experience which ‘inhabits’ RW. This perceived difference  can then seem to justify the change in notation from ‘I see such-and-such’ to ‘Such-and-such is really seen’.


5. Two cases of the use of ‘I’; two cases of the use of ‘see’

[bookmark: _Hlk485982405]With that corrective in place we are now in a position to see the shape of an investigation into the use of ‘I’, one which makes perspicuous the unity of the concept that the word represents. Wittgenstein’s great insight in the Blue Book, I think, is that the question: ‘What is the use of “I”?’ and the question ‘What is the meaning of phrases describing personal experiences?’ are not two separate questions but two aspects of the same question (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 70). This interconnectedness is explored in the Blue Book through a destabilising study of the statement: ‘Only my own experience is real’. Wittgenstein points to the two cases as part of an attempt to diagnose the impulse to use the expressions ‘Only my pain is real’ or ‘Only I see’ or ‘This is really seen’ in preference to our ordinary way of speaking. (That is, to a way of speaking in which the words ‘pain’ and ‘see’ have both a first-person and a third-person use). This impulse arises, Wittgenstein suggests, when we mistakenly think that when ‘I’ is used with a predicate expression that describes a physical state or process it has a different use from when the predicate expression is a description of personal experiences. The former is a use which involves ‘recognition of a particular person’; the latter is a use which does not. What Wittgenstein insists upon is that these two cases are two cases of the (single) use of ‘I’, where ‘I’ is an expression that is used by a particular person to say, among other things, how things appear to her.[footnoteRef:3] So long as the use of ‘I’ appears equivocal we have not understood the unity of the concept that the word ‘I’ represents, which is to say that we have not understood the capacity that underlies that use.[footnoteRef:4] Anscombe famously argues that what it is to be self-conscious is to have this capacity, so the philosophical task of describing that capacity is, for her, the philosophical task of understanding self-consciousness (Anscombe 1975).  [3:  In this sense, the endeavour of the Blue Book has much in common with the endeavour of Anscombe’s Intention. Anscombe’s aim, as she says, is to describe the character of the concept of intention such that the three cases in the use of the word ‘intention’ can be recognised as univocal, representing the same concept (Anscombe 1957, p. 1). ]  [4:  See Geach 1956 for an account of concepts as capacities in the spirit of the later Wittgenstein. ] 


The connections between self-consciousness (the use of ‘I’) and subjectivity (the employment of descriptions of personal experiences) are deep and complex and need careful working out, and the Blue Book does not contain the materials to complete this job. To construct the following gloss, I borrow from Anscombe’s ‘The Subjectivity of Sensation’ which can now be viewed as a detailed study of the two interconnected questions that are the topic of the Blue Book and a guide to the way in which those questions are pursued in the Philosophical Investigations (Anscombe 1976).  
This statement, ‘Only my own experience is real’ is an attempt to capture the subjectivity of sensation within a framework for thinking about personal experience which gives it an epistemically foundational role (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 48). This means that subjectivity is to be understood in terms of the presentation of experience to a passive subject, a special kind of observer, designated ‘I’. Each judgment of appearances is thought of as ‘a product of an encounter between subject and object’ (Anscombe 1976, p. 50), where the ‘subject’ is ‘something that is indeed not presented in experience, because it is what presentations are made to’ (Anscombe 1976, p.56). This is a distorted way of capturing the grammatical fact that ‘the question whether one has made attribution to the right thing when the ‘attribute’ is sensation and one says “I….” as the subject’ is absurd (Anscombe 1976, p.56).  	
This picture of the subject of experience is connected—as indicated in the paragraph in which the ‘two uses of “I”’ passage appears—with a failure to make RW—the person that I am—the proper seat of life. To suppose that ‘use as subject’ picks out the real subject of experience is to suppose ‘that this body [i.e. that which could be picked out in ‘use as object’] is now the seat of that which really lives’. So, RW, seen through this lens is merely the seat of that which lives and is conscious, and is not herself that which lives and is conscious. We can get a hint of this by reflecting on Anscombe’s example of the ‘A-practice’ in her paper ‘The First Person’ (Anscombe 1975). Anscombe there describes a linguistic practice which looks similar to our our ‘I’-practice, but which lacks the provision for making reports of personal experiences. Instead, the members of this practice report only the physical states of their body by observing how things are with the particular object that they are. Anscombe says that members of the ‘A’-practice community lack self-consciousness. If we characterise the use of ‘I’ ‘as object’ as a use involving ‘recognition of a particular person’ then there is no reason not to say of these people: they have our word ‘I’, but they only have its use as object. The idea then would be that what our ‘I’ practice does is add onto the ‘A’-practice the provision to speak of personal experiences in a way that leaves intact the original practice. But, as Anscombe remarks, these people are more like ‘machines equipped with scanning devices’ than living human beings—they are like human husks from which the source of life has been extracted (Anscombe 1975, p. 24).[footnoteRef:5]    [5:  See Wiseman 2017, pp. 542-50.] 


We can now solve an interpretative puzzle: why doesn’t the distinction between ‘use as object’ and ‘use as subject’ appear in the Investigations? In that later work, both aspects of this mistaken picture are exorcised through grammatical investigations. We might, in fact, think of these investigations as investigations that reveal the use of the first-person pronoun. They do so in a way that shows that the two cases in the use of ‘I’—cases we can point to by saying ‘Those involve recognition of a particular person’ and those for which such a gesture looks odd—are two cases in the use of a word that represents a univocal concept. This is something that requires painstaking description of our linguistic practice, where that practice includes all the activities into which the use of language is woven, and not just those features of linguistic use  that we can expect to lie close to the surface of grammar (cf. Wittgenstein 1953, §340). The first aspect—the foundationalist epistemology and the idea that each judgment of appearances is ‘a product of an encounter between subject and object’—is tackled through the so-called private language argument. There, Wittgenstein describes the grammar of ‘phrases describing sense data’ such that the ‘subject to whom presentations are made’ vanishes and is replaced by a living human being who has the capacity to make spontaneous presentations. The second—the idea that the human body is the seat of that which really lives—is dealt with through a working out of the notion of a vital description and, relatedly, descriptions of intentional action.  
The descriptive task that Wittgenstein bequeaths us involves a complete reorientation of our philosophical thinking about the self-and self-consciousness. The orthodox view yolks self-consciousness to IEM, and so the former comes to be framed in terms of a special epistemological capacity or a special form of representation; the philosophical trick is to capture this in a way that does not introduce a special object—viz. the seat of consciousness or that which really lives.[footnoteRef:6] Our new task is to describe our shared form of life through a study of the linguistic practices that we come to master when we ‘grow to the age of reason in a shared world’ (Anscombe 1957, p. 8).  [6:  Talk of knowledge ‘from the inside’ (Child 2011, p. 377) is a mark of the epistemological take. See Recanti and Prosser for work in the orthodox paradigm.] 


All this suggests that the ground for the radical thesis that ‘I’ is not a referring expression is not the superficial thought that the ‘use as subject’ is not about a particular person—as we saw, this does not lead to the view that ‘I’ is not a referring expression but to the view that ‘I’ can be eliminated. Rather, the grounds are the fact that ‘I’ does not mean ‘RW’ nor something in RW, but is rather a word that does a different sort of job in our language. 

The word “I” does not mean “L.W.” even if I am L.W., nor does it mean the same as the expression “the person who is now speaking”. But this doesn’t mean: that “L.W.” and “I” mean different things. (67)

To describe that job would be to describe the form of life of creatures with self-consciousness.[footnoteRef:7] To be a participant in the ‘I’-practice—to speak using ‘I’ rather than ‘A’—is to be self-conscious, and to recognise another as a fellow participant in that practice is to recognise them as both one object among others and as one who is in a position to speak spontaneously for and of herself.  [7:  For a start at this task, see Wiseman 2017.] 


Coda

As I have stressed, at the heart of the Blue Book is a concern to understand and remove the temptation to say: ‘Only my experience is real’. It is often noted that Wittgenstein exhibits great sympathy with the solipsist, and it is certainly true that he empathises with the compulsion to say such a thing. However, Wittgenstein also says: ‘I feel ashamed to say to anyone that only my experience is real’ (Wittgenstein 1958, p. 46).
There is something profound in the thought that the solipsistic urge when expressed in a world of grocers, builders and apples and chairs is shameful, and I want to end with this wonderful passage from Wittgenstein’s notebooks, part of which appears in the Tractatus: 

The philosophical I is not the human being, not the human body or the human soul with the psychological properties, but the metaphysical subject, the boundary (not a part) of the world. The human body, however, my body in particular, is a part of the world among others, among animals, plants, stones, etc, etc.
Whoever realises this will not want to procure a privileged position for his own body or for the human body. 	
He will regard humans and animals quite naively as objects which are similar and which belong together. 
(Wittgenstein 1961, p. 82; Wittgenstein 1921, 5.641. Quoted in Pears 1996)

In the Notebooks and Tractatus, this passage is an expression of solipsism. I want to suggest that by seeing that the two cases of the use of ‘I’ are essential aspects of a unified concept—which requires that we reject the IEM reading of the Blue Book passage—we can achieve a sort of aspect-shift on this passage, in which its detached stoicism becomes an expression of a deep concern for the world, for living things and for oneself as one object among many. 
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