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All social life is essentially practical. All 
mysteries which lead theory to mysticism find 
their rational solution in human practice and the 
comprehension of this practice. 
 
Karl Marx, ‘Theses on Feuerbach’, Thesis VIII 
(1845) 
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6.1 Wittgenstein’s (Middle and) Later Life and Thought (1918-1951) 
 
The first part of our biographical sketch of Wittgenstein – a sketch that by no 
means intends to be exhaustive, but only seeks to highlight certain aspects of 
Wittgenstein’s thought and life which are of interest for our purposes – ended 
with his being on a leave from his military service on the Italian front in the 
summer of 1918, spending some time in Austria, and completing the final 
version of the Tractatus.1 Before returning to the front, Wittgenstein tried to 
publish his work through Kraus’s publisher, Jahoda – an attempt that was 
unsuccessful and in fact just the first in a series of failed attempts for the 
publication of the Tractatus in the years that followed. Shortly after his return to 
the war front, Wittgenstein was captured by the Italian army near Trento, along 
with the rest of the Austrian forces in the area. He was first imprisoned in a 
prisoner-of-war camp near Como and in the beginning of 1919 he was 
transferred to a similar camp at Cassino. During his nine-month captivity, 
Wittgenstein befriended the sculptor Michael Drobil2 and the teacher Ludwig 
Hänsel, having with the latter regular discussions on logic (and his own work on 
it) as well as reading and discussing both philosophical (e.g. Kant’s Critique of Pure 
Reason) and literary (e.g. Dostoyevsky, Tolstoy, Goethe) works.3 It was at the 
same time that Wittgenstein, managing to send copies of the manuscript of the 
Tractatus to Russell, Frege, and Engelmann (receiving rather mixed responses, 
especially from the first two), and being convinced that he had solved the 
fundamental philosophical problems, decided to become a schoolteacher once 
he was released from the camp. And indeed, one of the first things he did after 
his release from the camp at Cassino and his return to his family in Vienna in 
August of 1919 was to enroll at the Teacher Training College in the 
Kundmanngasse, spending the rest of the academic year training as a teacher 
under the (largely socialist) principles of the Austrian School Reform Movement 
led by Otto Glöckel.4  
                                                
1. See Ch. 3 p. 78 above.  
2. See Ch. 4 p. 101 above. 
3. See Monk (1991, p. 158) and McGuinness (1988, p. 269-271). 
4. See Monk (1991, p. 188-189), McGuinness (1988, p. 280-283), and Bartley (1985, p. 
37-44, 77-81, 112-114). Bartley’s work – in contrast to Monk’s biography that covers the 
whole of Wittgenstein’s life and to McGuinness’s that covers Wittgenstein’s early years 
(until 1921) – is chiefly an account, and in fact one of the few elaborate ones, of 
Wittgenstein’s life between the end of World War I and his return to Cambridge in 1929. 
It focuses on Wittgenstein’s experiences in lower Austria as an elementary teacher and 
emphasises the relevance and influence of the Austrian School Reform Movement and 
its educational and psychological theories on Wittgenstein’s later philosophy. Monk and 
McGuinness, in the respective parts of their works cited above, while acknowledging the 
commonalities between Wittgenstein’s perspective and aspects of the reform movement, 
take a more distanced stance regarding the extent of the influence and the endorsement 
of the movement’s ideas by Wittgenstein.  
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At the same time, Wittgenstein, exhibiting in a clear manner the changes that he 
had undergone during the war and especially his Tolstoyan transformation,5 
disposed of the large fortune that he had inherited after his father’s death, by 
sharing it among his siblings (with the exception of his sister Gretl who was the 
wealthiest among them).6 During that period, he was still trying to get the 
Tractatus published – through Braumüller in Vienna (the publisher of Otto 
Weininger), (most probably) in the Beiträge zur Philosophie des deutschen Idealismus 
where some of Frege’s papers were published, in Ficker’s Der Brenner,7 and 
through Insel-Verlag (Rilke’s publisher) – without any success.8 In December of 
1919, Wittgenstein met Russell for the first time after the war in The Hague to 
discuss the Tractatus. While the already existing philosophical and broader 
personal differences between them seemed to have grown – Wittgenstein being 
now quite different a person from the one that Russell knew so well before 
World War I – the week’s long meeting went well, and they decided that Russell 
would write an introduction to Wittgenstein’s work, something that due to the 
popularity of Russell’s name would make its publication easier.9 Russell’s 
introduction was ready by April of 1920 and although Wittgenstein was far from 
satisfied with it, he had it translated in German so that it could be published with 
his work through Reclam, a publisher suggested by a friend of Engelmann’s. 
When Wittgenstein read the German version of Russell’s introduction he felt 
even more dissatisfied and decided to have his book published without it, an 
option that Reclam rejected, resulting in Wittgenstein’s abandonment of the 
whole publication project, leaving it up to Russell to decide the future of the 
work.10 Wittgenstein received his teacher diploma in July 1920, spent the rest of 
the summer as a gardener at the Klosterneuburg Monastery outside Vienna, and 
in September took up his first position as a teacher in a primary school in 
Trattenbach, a small rural village in lower Austria.  

                                                
5. See Ch. 3 p. 76-78, 92-93 above. 
6. See Monk (1991, p. 171), McGuinness (1988, p. 278-279), and Bartley (1985, p. 38-39). 
Wittgenstein rejected the option of a “humanitarian” distribution of his wealth, 
reportedly on the grounds that unlike the poor, his family were already rich, so more 
money would not corrupt them (any further) (see Ayer (1984, p. 169) and Grayling 
(2001a, p. 7)). In any case, the fact that Wittgenstein disposed of a large fortune and led 
an ascetic lifestyle involving minimal personal property speaks for his belief in the 
corrupting nature of money and personal property. A (Tolstoyan) stance with not only 
religious, but political overtones as well, as we shall argue below.  
7. See Ch. 3 p. 67, 76 above. 
8. See Monk (1991, p. 173-180) and McGuinness (1988, p. 287-289). 
9. See Monk (1991, p. 182-183) and McGuinness (1988, p. 289-292). 
10. For the rest of the Tractatus’s route to publication, first, in German in 1921, in 
Ostwald’s Annalen der Naturphilosophie, and then, in an English/German parallel edition in 
1922 with the translation of Ogden and Ramsey, in The International Library of Psychology, 
Philosophy, and Scientific Method (a series of monographs published by Routledge and Kegan 
Paul), see McGuinness (1988, p. 296-299) and Monk (1991, p. 203-208). 
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From September 1920 and for the next six academic years, i.e. until April 1926, 
Wittgenstein worked as a teacher in elementary schools – with a short exception 
of one month (September 1922) when he was attached to a secondary school at 
Hassbach – in villages of lower Austria (Trattenbach, Puchberg, Otterthal). His 
initial “Tolstoyan” enthusiasm about the prospect of living and working among 
the rural poor peasants soon gave way to strong feelings of dissatisfaction and 
many tensions developed between him and the villagers. One of the main 
reasons, apart from various personal and cultural differences, was that 
Wittgenstein’s rich and diverse teaching activities, which often extended past the 
standard schooling hours, were keeping the children away from helping their 
families with their manual work. Wittgenstein, if not inspired by then at least in 
agreement with the Austrian School Reform Movement, was trying to encourage 
and provoke the active participation of pupils and to emphasise the practical 
aspects of learning, something that attracted the attention and aroused the 
interest of many pupils. At the same time, his exacting standards, intense 
methods, and limited patience, especially as exhibited in his adoption and 
practice of corporal punishment, estranged him from other pupils and their 
families. In general, Wittgenstein appeared to be in a, for him so typical, fragile 
psychological state, being unable to fit in the context of the conservative and in 
many ways narrow-minded rural lower Austria of the 1920s.11 As far as 
philosophy is concerned, Frank Ramsey visited Wittgenstein a number of times 
in 1923 and 1924 at Puchberg, discussing with him the Tractatus meticulously,12 
while also at the end of 1924 Schlick contacted Wittgenstein for the first time, 
expressing not only his personal wish to meet, but also that of the group around 
him that would later evolve into the Vienna Circle as the Tractatus had become a 
regular theme of their discussions and a point of admiration and influence.13 
Wittgenstein also prepared a pronunciation and spelling dictionary, Wörterbuch für 
Volksschulen, based on the dictionaries that the pupils had made with his help 
during the classes and adjusted to the local dialect.14 He finally resigned from his 
teaching post in April 1926 in the aftermath of a pupil’s collapse after being the 
subject of corporal punishment15 and spent the summer as a gardener in a 
monastery in Hütteldorf, outside Vienna.  

                                                
11. For more on Wittgenstein’s years as a schoolteacher in lower Austria see Monk 
(1991, p. 192-233) and Bartley (1985, p. 71-116). 
12. See Monk (1991, p. 215-224). Ramsey was not only the main responsible for the 
English translation of the Tractatus, but also the first to publish a review of the book in 
Mind in 1923. 
13. The first attempts of Schlick’s for a meeting with Wittgenstein were not successful 
and they would finally meet for the first time in 1927. 
14. The dictionary was published in 1926 by Hölder-Pichler-Tempsky and it is the only 
book of Wittgenstein apart from the Tractatus that was published during his lifetime.  
15. For various accounts of the incident and of what followed (Wittgenstein’s hearing for 
misconduct and his acquittal) see Monk (1991, p. 232-233) and Bartley (1985, p. 107-
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In the autumn of the same year Wittgenstein moved back to Vienna and became 
actively involved in the construction of his sister Margarete (Gretl) 
Stonborough’s house in Kundmangasse in Vienna’s Third District, a project that 
occupied him until its completion two years after. Wittgenstein’s sister had 
already commissioned Engelmann in 1925 as the architect of the house and 
Wittgenstein had discussions about the plans with both while he was still 
teaching in Otterthal, but on his return to Vienna he got more actively engaged 
in the project. While Engelmann had prepared most of the ground plans before 
Wittgenstein’s return to Vienna, the final result, as Engelmann acknowledged, 
bears Wittgenstein’s mark, especially the interior design (windows, doors, locks, 
radiators, etc.). The house resembles Loos’s modernist constructions, with an 
austere appearance, complete absence of external decoration, high functionality, 
and a series of features that exhibit Wittgenstein’s commitment to exactitude and 
proportion. As Wittgenstein’s other sister Hermine commented, it is as a “house 
embodied logic”, maybe too “perfect” for someone to live in, or, as Wittgenstein 
put it himself, a product of a sensitive ear and an expression of great 
understanding, but one that lacks primordial life, “wild life starving to erupt into 
the open”, and thus not healthy.16 In those two years at Vienna, Schlick finally 
managed to meet Wittgenstein in person (in the beginning of 1927) and several 
further meetings took place – first between just the two of them, while later 
other members of the Vienna Circle were added (including Waismann, Carnap, 
and Feigl). Initially Wittgenstein avoided discussing any philosophical issues, but 
in the course of their meetings their discussions involved philosophical matters 
as well, for example Ramsey’s then recent work on identity. In March 1928 he 
attended together with Waismann and Feigl a lecture given in the Academy of 
Sciences in Vienna by L. E. J. Brouwer on ‘Mathematics, Science, and Language’, 

                                                                                                                
112). Wittgenstein felt remorse for the incident for many years after and his practice of 
corporal punishment during his schoolteacher career was one of the most serious of the 
“sins” he confessed to his friends in 1937 (see Ch. 6 p. 184 n.38 below).    
16. See Wittgenstein, H. (1981, p. 6-9) and CV p. 43. See also Ch. 4 p. 101 and the 
relevant notes above. Culture and Value (CV) is a collection of remarks published after 
Wittgenstein’s death – selected by von Wright (who was one of Wittgenstein’s literary 
executors) – ranging (with the exception of a single remark from 1914) from 1929 to 
1951. Those remarks, according to von Wright, “do not belong directly with his 
philosophical works” (CV p. ix) as they concern, among others, themes related to 
metaphilosophy, religion, art, current affairs, Wittgenstein’s own philosophical and 
personal development, etc. However, as von Wright acknowledges in the continuation of 
the previous quote, neither do they belong to a specific distinguished piece of writing 
(manuscript, typescript, personal diary, etc.) but are scattered among his various 
philosophical texts. As we have already seen (see, for example, Ch. 3 p. 64-65 above) the 
distinction between “philosophical” and “non-philosophical” in Wittgenstein’s stance 
towards life and philosophy is not a sharp one and thus the relation between those 
remarks collected in Culture and Value and his philosophical perspective is much more 
direct than von Wright seems to suggest (see also Monk (1991, p. 531-533)).  
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an event that according to the ones near him functioned as an intense stimulus 
for his thought and renewed his philosophical interest.17 Thus, after the 
completion of his sister’s house in the autumn of the same year, Wittgenstein 
decided to return to Cambridge, first having in mind a short visit, but finally with 
the intention of staying there permanently and once again becoming 
systematically engaged with philosophy. In January 1929, Keynes announces 
Wittgenstein’s arrival back in Cambridge: “Well, God has arrived. I met him on 
the 5.15 train”.18  
 
Wittgenstein had not officially completed his pre-war philosophical studies in 
Cambridge,19 so at first he was registered as an advanced student preparing for a 
Ph.D., with Ramsey as his supervisor (and as a valuable critical interlocutor, in 
extension to their Tractatus-related discussions that had already started in the 
early 1920s). In June, and while Wittgenstein had already begun work on 
philosophy again, Tractatus was accepted as his dissertation and he was awarded 
his doctoral degree from the University of Cambridge. He also prepared the 
paper ‘Some Remarks on Logical Form’,20 which was printed in the conference 
proceedings of the 1929 Annual Joint Session of the Aristotelian Society and the 
Mind Association, his only philosophical writing that was published during his 
lifetime apart from the Tractatus.21 In November Wittgenstein gave a ‘Lecture on 
Ethics’ to the Heretics – a Cambridge Society similar to the Apostles, but with a 
rather more radical general outlook – which is his only “popular” (i.e. not 
addressed to an exclusively philosophical audience) lecture and an instantiation 
(and clarification) of a still, by and large, Tractarian approach. In January 1930, 
the same month as Frank Ramsey’s early death, Wittgenstein began teaching at 
the University of Cambridge.22 Some months later, he prepares a synopsis of his 
manuscripts up to date (TS 209, published as Philosophical Remarks)23 as the base 

                                                
17. See Monk (1991, p. 249). 
18. See Monk (1991, p. 255). The quote is indicative of the legendary status that 
Wittgenstein and the Tractatus had gained by then, not only in the Viennese circles, as we 
have seen in the case of the Vienna Circle, but in the academic circles and communities 
in Cambridge as well (see also ibid. p. 213, 222, 256). 
19. See Ch. 3 p. 76 above. 
20. The paper has been reprinted in WPO p. 29-35.   
21. Wittgenstein, almost immediately upon the paper’s completion, became dissatisfied 
with it, disowned it, and finally read something different at the conference (on the 
concept of infinity in mathematics). The paper is an attempt to modify parts of the 
Tractatus (i.e. the ones relating to the colour-exclusion problem and more generally to the 
idea of the mutual logical independence of elementary propositions) in response to the 
criticism of Ramsey as already developed in his review of the Tractatus in 1923.  
22. See Monk (1991, p. 289-291) for Wittgenstein’s unusual lecturing style, i.e. without 
notes and often impromptu. 
23. PR. The numbering of Wittgenstein’s manuscripts and typescripts is based on Von 
Wright’s scheme as it can be found in von Wright (1993a). In the same article (ibid. p. 
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of his application for a fellowship of Trinity College, which was granted to him 
by the end of the year with a five-year duration. This period landmarks the start 
of one of the most significant phases in Wittgenstein’s philosophical 
development. Wittgenstein’s thought, constantly changing since his move back 
to philosophy, continued to move even further away from the Tractarian 
viewpoint, which had already been acknowledged as problematic and under 
revision, as we can see in the relevant “transitional” material of the period (his 
writings, lectures, and discussions).24 If we were to single out a turning point in 
Wittgenstein’s philosophising we could say that in 1930 and 1931 we see 
Wittgenstein rejecting not only (parts of) the Tractarian framework, but its 
metaphilosophical aspects as well, having now a new method (and not a theory) 
of doing philosophy.25 Or, to put it differently, in Kuhnian terms, the first 
“anomalies” regarding the Tractarian paradigm were already diagnosed in 1929 
(‘Some Remarks on Logical Form’), which led to a “crisis” until 1930-1931 
(Philosophical Remarks and the rest of the material from the period, where 

                                                                                                                
482-485) we also find an account of Wittgenstein’s distinctive modus operandi, consisting 
of numerous alternative selections, revisions, and rearrangements of material which often 
took the form of clippings and cut-ups, and resulting in his more than 20.000 pages 
Nachlass (see also Monk (1991, p. 319)).  
24. It is of note that Wittgenstein still had meetings with Schlick and Waismann 
whenever he was back in Vienna. These meetings would go on roughly until Schlick’s 
murder in 1936 and material from these meetings, based on the notes of Waismann, was 
published in WVC and VW. From 1929, maybe even earlier, there were plans for a 
Waismann book – with consultation from Wittgenstein and under the title Logik, Sprache, 
Philosophie – that would constitute a systematic presentation of the latter’s views (as 
mainly expressed in the Tractatus). The project over the years went through different 
transformations, regarding both the content, as Wittgenstein’s thought was continually 
evolving in a direction significantly different to the one of the Tractatus and he was 
constantly changing his mind, and the active role of each contributor, as Wittgenstein’s 
new philosophical approach was starting to emerge, Wittgenstein thus feeling the need to 
become a co-author of the book so that his new ideas were accurately presented. Facing 
many problems, the project was finally abandoned, first by Wittgenstein at the end of 
1934 and then by Waismann in 1937 (although Waismann had completed a proof 
version of the book ready to be printed). The book was finally published in 1965, after 
the death of both, under the title The Principles of Linguistic Philosophy.  
25. Still, the new method of philosophising that Wittgenstein introduced in 1930/1931 
would later evolve into a plurality of philosophical methods. PI 133 provides us an 
exemplary demonstration of Wittgenstein’s “movement of thought” regarding the 
specific issue, as his reference to the (new) method of doing philosophy by examples in 
the third paragraph of the remark (dating back to 1931) is immediately succeeded in the 
fourth paragraph of the same remark (dating back to 1937) by his famous assertion that 
“There is not a philosophical method, though there are indeed methods, like different 
therapies” (PI 133). See Hilmy (1987, p. 3-6) for a discussion of how this inconsistency 
may be regarded as just an apparent one. See also our discussion on the unity of later 
Wittgenstein’s (meta)philosophy in Ch. 6 p. 190-192 below.  
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elements of the old Tractarian paradigm coexist with elements of Wittgenstein’s 
later approach), succeeded by the “revolution” (from 1932 onwards) that occurs 
with the continuous development of the new paradigm of Wittgenstein’s later 
philosophy and which results in the “paradigm-shift” in his thought.26 Also 
important is that in the same period, Wittgenstein started to have regular 
meetings and discussions, which would continue for many years, with the Italian 
Marxist economist Piero Sraffa, who was then also a fellow of Trinity College 
and whom Wittgenstein had already met upon his return to Cambridge.27 
According to Wittgenstein himself, these discussions with Sraffa provided the 
stimulus for the most important ideas of the Philosophical Investigations.28 
Anticipating our more detailed discussion of Sraffa’s case below, we could say 
that Sraffa is not just responsible for later Wittgenstein’s anthropological 
approach to philosophical problems,29 but also plays a role in the development 
of Wittgenstein’s later thought similar to the one that Engelmann played in the 
development of Wittgenstein’s earlier thought.30 To wit, Sraffa may be seen as 
functioning as a catalyst for the transformation of the (Ramsey-influenced) 
“internal”, “negative” critique of the Tractatus (until 1930-1931) to a radical 
rejection of the Tractarian viewpoint and the development of post-1931 
Wittgenstein’s “positive” (i.e. not purely critical, but also bearing a certain 
(meta)philosophical perspective), praxeologically, anthropologically, and socially 
oriented philosophical account. In the next few years, and together with 
teaching, Wittgenstein worked prolifically on the development of this new 
method and (meta)philosophical perspective, culminating in the typescript now 
known as The Big Typescript (TS 213)31 which was dictated in the summer of 1933. 
In the academic year 1933-34, Wittgenstein dictated to some of his students a set 
of lecture notes generally known as the Blue Book32 and in the next academic year 

                                                
26. While the Kuhnian analogy may seem quite schematic, we should note that at the 
beginning of 1932 Wittgenstein remarks: “My main movement of thought is a 
completely different one today from 15 to 20 years ago. And this is similar to when a 
painter makes a transition from one school to another” WPPO p. 149. 
27. Their regular discussions continued until 1946, when they were terminated on 
Sraffa’s decision, but Sraffa would remain a friend until the end of Wittgenstein’s life. See 
Monk (1991, p. 487) and WCLD p. 389, 416, 449, 450, 465, 468. 
28. See Wittgenstein’s preface to the Investigations (PI p. x). 
29. See Monk (1991, p. 260-261). Note that Wittgenstein was occupied with 
anthropological issues since 1931 also via the reading of Frazer’s The Golden Bough. 
30. See Ch. 3 p. 77 above. 
31. Wittgenstein dictated TS 213 in the summer of 1933 and would continue (re)working 
and revising it at least up until 1934 (together with relevant material from other 
typescripts and manuscripts). Philosophical Grammar (PG) is compiled from material from 
both TS 213 and its projected post-1933 revision, as it never materialised into a 
manuscript of its own. TS 213 was published in Wittgenstein (2005).  
32. BBB p. 1-74. 
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(1934-35) another set of lecture notes generally known as the Brown Book,33 
works that are usually treated as the basic forerunners of the ideas developed in 
the Investigations.34     
 
As the end of his five-year fellowship from Trinity College was approaching and 
against the background of his permanent dissatisfaction with academic 
philosophy and academic life in general and of his prioritisation of 
manual/practical labour – of work “that gets something done” in contrast to the 
predominantly theoretical character of academic “professional” philosophy – 
Wittgenstein had started preparing for a trip, and a possible move, to the Soviet 
Union. He would travel with his student and friend Francis Skinner to examine 
the prospect of studying and practicing medicine or taking up manual labour, 
possibly in a collective farm somewhere in the newly colonised parts at the 
periphery of the country.35 Wittgenstein finally visited the U.S.S.R. alone in 
September 1935 for two weeks. Upon his return to Cambridge he started 
teaching again (and working on his manuscripts) until the spring of 1936 when 
his fellowship ended. During that academic year, besides the option of moving 
to the Soviet Union, where instead of a place for manual work, he was offered a 
university chair, Wittgenstein also entertained the idea of studying and practicing 
medicine. More specifically, he was considering becoming a psychiatrist, together 
with his former student and friend Maurice O’Connor Drury, who had given up 
academic philosophy on Wittgenstein’s prompting and who after a series of 
manual jobs had started studying medicine, with Wittgenstein’s intervention, in 
Dublin in 1933.36 Finally, Wittgenstein decided to continue work on his “book” 
(the most recent version of which was then the Brown Book) and for that purpose 
his hut in Norway, where a significant part of the material that led to the 
Tractatus was composed,37 was ideal. Thus, he moved to Norway in August 1936 

                                                
33. BBB p. 77-185. 
34. Wittgenstein in The Blue and Brown Books distances himself (although not in an 
absolutely consistent way) from the calculus approach of the Big Typescript (see Ch. 6 p. 
190-191 below). Rush Rhees’s preface to The Blue and Brown Books (BBB p. v-xv)) 
provides us with a synoptic account of the main differences both between the two 
books, and between the two books and Wittgenstein’s views before and after them.  
35. For more on Wittgenstein’s trip to the U.S.S.R. – a more detailed discussion of the 
trip in relation to Wittgenstein’s engagement with leftist thought and politics follows in 
the next chapter – see Monk (1991, p. 347-354) and Moran (1972). Note that 
Wittgenstein had been considering a flight to the U.S.S.R. as early as in 1922 (see 
Engelmann (1967, p. 53)) and was still considering the option of moving there at least 
until 1937 (see WPPO p. 237).  
36. See Monk (1991, p. 356-357). Drury was among those disciples and friends of 
Wittgenstein, other examples being Francis Skinner, Rowland Hutt, and Yorick 
Smythies, who actually followed his call to his students not to be occupied professionally 
(academically) with philosophy (see ibid. p. 323, 403). 
37. See Ch. 3 p. 75-76 above. 
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to concentrate on his writing, starting with a revision of the Brown Book, a 
revision which was abandoned by November, as Wittgenstein grew discontent 
with it. Immediately after, Wittgenstein started writing a new version of it under 
the title Philosophische Untersuchungen (Philosophical Investigations), and the material 
produced (dictated in Cambridge during the summer of 1937) corresponds 
roughly to the first 188 remarks of the printed version of the Investigations. In the 
same period, and more specifically during the Christmas holidays of 1936 and 
the first days of 1937, Wittgenstein visited Vienna and Cambridge to meet some 
of his friends, delivering to each of them a kind of personal confession regarding 
things that had been bothering him for many years.38 Between September and 
November of 1937 and while still in Norway, Wittgenstein worked on a 
continuation of the work done the year before. While the material produced in 
Norway in 1936 can indeed be characterised as a “new version” of the Brown 
Book, since the two pieces of writing have some of the most important parts in 
common (the discussions regarding the “Augustinian” picture of language and its 
consequences, language-games, family-resemblances, (practice-based) meaning as 
use, understanding, and (to some extent) rule-following), in the material of 1937 
Wittgenstein is occupied with the philosophy of mathematics, approaching the 
relevant issues from the same anthropological and practice-oriented viewpoint – 
in fact, most of Wittgenstein’s writings from 1937 until 1944 would be on the 

                                                
38. See Monk (1991, p. 367-372). The “confession” was made to a number of friends 
(e.g. Engelmann) and relatives in Vienna and to Skinner, Drury, Hutt, Fania Pascal, and 
G. E. Moore in Cambridge. While its content is not fully known, the things included 
seem to vary, according to Hutt and Pascal, from “innocent” everyday lies and acts of 
(supposed) cowardice to the incident in Otterthal (see Ch. 6 p. 178-179 above) and 
Wittgenstein’s concealment of his three-quarter Jewish descent. In the same year as the 
confessions, Wittgenstein also visited Otterthal and apologised personally to the children 
whom he had punished in a corporal manner, receiving mixed responses. The issue of 
Wittgenstein’s stance towards his Jewish descent and Jewishness in general is a rather 
complex one and has attracted much attention from Wittgenstein scholars, usually in 
connection to Wittgenstein’s relation to Weininger’s work and personal stance. The 
dominant image, as embraced for example by Monk (see Monk (1991, p. 313-317)) and 
Stern (see Klagge (ed.) (2001, p. 259)) is that Wittgenstein’s employment of anti-semitic 
stereotypes in his personal remarks reflects an anti-semitism motivated by self-hatred, as 
in Weininger’s case. That is based on a set of Jewishness-related remarks mainly from the 
period 1929-1931 (see CV p. 3, 4, 14-19, 23). While a proper treatment of the issue 
exceeds the scope of this work, we should note, especially bearing in mind the 
“transitional” character of Wittgenstein’s thought in that period, that the same remarks 
can be read as drafts or “exercises”, sometimes in a very rough form, of Wittgenstein’s 
criticism against essentialism, and against the misguiding dogmatic role of the prototype 
as an ideal, which was then (still) developing. See Szabados (1999) for an approach of 
such a kind. This of course does not mean that at the same time the stereotypes that 
Wittgenstein employs, examines, and discusses in those remarks do not often offer to 
him an easy path for the expression of his critical introspection.  
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philosophy of mathematics.39 He left Norway by the end of 1937, spending 
some time in Vienna and then in Dublin with Drury, where he reconsidered the 
option of studying medicine, and it is in Dublin where the Anschluss of Austria by 
Germany found him in the March of 1938. After communication with Sraffa, 
Wittgenstein decided to return to Cambridge and with the help of Keynes 
applied for a position at the University of Cambridge and for British citizenship. 
He was initially granted a lecturing post beginning the summer term of 1938, and 
after Moore’s resignation, he was elected Professor of Philosophy in February 
1939, while he also received his British passport in June of the same year. 
Meanwhile, in the summer of 1938, Wittgenstein composed a typescript – 
together with several drafts of a preface –40 which can be considered as the first, 
“early” version of the Investigations, essentially compiled of the two parts written 
in Norway in 1936 and 1937.41 Wittgenstein considered publishing that early 
version of the Investigations and approached Cambridge University Press, largely 
motivated by the wide circulation, but what he saw as misrepresentation, of his 
new philosophy by others. The plans for publication were abandoned later in 
1938, due to his dissatisfaction not only with Rhees’s English translation of the 
material, but also with the second part of the “book” (the one regarding the 
philosophy of mathematics) as it was still work in progress.42                
 
Wittgenstein resumed teaching in the summer of 1938 on two topics unique 
within his teaching repertoire, namely, aesthetics and religious beliefs, but most 
of his lectures until the last stages of World War II would be, like his writings, on 
the philosophy of mathematics.43 In the summer of 1939, having obtained his 
British passport, he traveled to Berlin, Vienna, and New York in order to help 
his sisters, who had remained in Vienna, with the negotiations with the Nazi 
regime (the Wittgenstein family fortune, his share of which he had denounced, 
being their bargaining weapon) about being classified as “mixed blood” rather 
than as Jews, thus avoiding the devastating consequences of the 1935 

                                                
39. An edited version of the relevant material of the period (1937-1944) has been 
published as Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics (RFM).   
40. Note that the 1938 drafts for the preface to the Investigations are not substantially 
different from the preface written in 1945 that was finally included in the published 
version.  
41. See Von Wright (1982, p. 117-120). For accounts of the history of the Philosophical 
Investigations, apart from Von Wright’s ‘The Origin and Composition of the 
Investigations’ in Von Wright (1982, p. 111-136), see also Baker and Hacker (2005a, p. 1-
6) and Maury (1994). 
42. See Monk (1991, p. 414) and von Wright (1982, p. 121). 
43. Student notes based on Wittgenstein’s lectures on aesthetics and religious beliefs 
were published in Lectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psychology, and Religious Belief 
(LAPR). These lectures provide us with one of the clearest expositions of Wittgenstein’s 
metaphilosophical perspective and broader worldview (see Monk (1991, p. 403-412)). 
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Nuremberg racial laws.44 The beginning of World War II found Wittgenstein 
teaching in Cambridge, a situation with he considered totally intolerable, but it 
was with the death of his friend Francis Skinner and Germany’s invasion of the 
U.S.S.R. that he finally decided to get involved with the war from a manual 
post.45 So, in November of 1941 he started working at Guy’s Hospital in 
London, initially as a dispensary porter, delivering drugs to patients, but soon 
after he was occupied as a pharmacist technician in the manufacturing laboratory 
of the hospital. Wittgenstein also became interested in the work done by some 
doctors he met in the Medical Research Council’s Clinical Research Unit, 
especially on the condition of ‘wound shock’.46 The Unit moved to Newcastle in 
November 1942 and Wittgenstein joined them as a laboratory assistant 
(technician) in April 1943. During his years at Guy’s Hospital, Wittgenstein 
continued working on what was intended as the second part of the Philosophical 
Investigations (regarding the philosophy of mathematics), while he also continued 
giving private seminars at Cambridge, albeit more sporadically and only in 
weekends. But apart from the ongoing interest in the philosophy of 
mathematics, in that period Wittgenstein became increasingly interested in issues 
of a psychological nature, not only in cases related to the ‘wound shock’ 
mentioned above, but also with regard to dreams and their interpretation from a 
(Freudian) psychoanalytic point of view.47 Another point worth mentioning is 
that in 1943 Wittgenstein had the chance to read the Tractatus with his friend 
Nikolai Bakhtin48 and that gave him the idea to publish the Investigations, 
alongside with the Tractatus. While the version of the Investigations that 
Wittgenstein intended for publishing at that time cannot be specified with 
certainty, it is quite probable that it involved revised versions of both parts of the 
early prewar version that he had considered publishing. He approached the 
Cambridge University Press again in September of 1943, which agreed in 1944 to 
publish his new and old book together, but this plan, like the previous one, 

                                                
44. See Monk (1991, p. 396-400). There is also a chance, albeit small, that Wittgenstein 
visited Moscow again in 1939 at some point amongst the abovementioned trips (see 
Moran (1972, p. 91) and Rhees (1981b, p. 231)).  
45. We discuss Wittgenstein’s attitude towards the war (and the politics of the era) in 
more detail in the next chapter.  
46. See Monk (1991, p. 444-447). Dr. Reeve and Dr. Grant, whom Wittgenstein met 
from the Unit, were working on the problem of the lack of generally accepted diagnostic 
criteria regarding the medical condition labeled as ‘wound shock’. They held that the 
term was of no practical medical value, and in fact a source of misunderstanding and 
confusion, due to its high generality and vagueness, as various substantially different 
medical conditions were grouped under it. 
47. See Monk (1991, p. 436-438, 442). Rhees’s notes on the discussions he had with 
Wittgenstein in that period on psychology and Freud were published in LAPR.  
48. Nikolai Bakhtin, brother of the renowned Russian philosopher, literary theorist, and 
critic Mikhail Bakhtin, was one of the (many) Marxist friends of Wittgenstein’s. This will 
be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.  
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would never be carried out.49 While in Newcastle, Wittgenstein scarcely visited 
Cambridge, having stopped working on his own material and giving no more 
seminars. In January 1944 the team Wittgenstein was working with in Newcastle 
moved to Italy to continue their research with the war-wounded. He stayed on in 
Newcastle working with their successors for a few more weeks, leaving in 
February to finish his book and go on with its publishing plans.50 To do this, 
instead of going back to Cambridge, Wittgenstein moved to Swansea, which he 
visited regularly while in Newcastle as his pupil and friend Rush Rhees was living 
and working there as lecturer in philosophy at the Swansea University.51 
Wittgenstein stayed in Swansea until October 1944, and it was during these 
months that two major events regarding the progress of his work took place. 
First, he stopped working on the “second part” of the book regarding the 
philosophy of mathematics – never to return to the topic in his writings, at least 
not in a systematic manner. Second, and in an immediate relation to the first, the 
constantly increasing interest in (the philosophy of) psychology now materialised 
in his writings, the work in Swansea resulting in the so-called intermediate 
version of the Investigations, a revised extension of the “first part” of the prewar 
version (remarks 1-188 of the published version) with added material that 
roughly corresponds to remarks 189-421 of the published version.52 Wittgenstein 
kept the same anthropological, practice-oriented perspective that he adopted in 
his discussions of mathematics and logic, but his focal point now shifted to 
discussions regarding the “privacy of experience”. Thus, the (introductory) 
discussions of rule-following and understanding with which the first part of the 
prewar version ended were now followed by an elaboration of rule-following (PI 
189-242) no longer leading into discussions of the nature of necessity, inference, 
proof, and, generally, the philosophy of mathematics as in previous versions, but 
to the so-called “private language argument” and its ramifications for 
psychological concepts like thinking, imagining, being in/having a pain, 
consciousness, etc. (PI 243-421).53 
 
Wittgenstein returned to Cambridge in October 1944, where he resumed 
teaching and continued working on the Investigations. In January 1945 he 
composed the version of the preface that was used for the published version of 
the Investigations – intended at that period for the intermediate version of the 

                                                
49. See von Wright (1982, p. 121-122). 
50. See Monk (1991, p. 457). 
51. Rush Rhees was also the executor of Wittgenstein’s will and one of his literary 
executors – in fact, the one of them who knew Wittgenstein the longest, as he had first 
attended his classes and became a close friend in 1936.   
52. See von Wright (1982, p. 125-127). 
53. See Monk (1991, p. 467-470). For a discussion of the relationship between the 
philosophy of mathematics part of the Investigations and the one regarding the philosophy 
of psychology see Baker and Hacker (2009, p. 3-21). 
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work – and in the summer he dictated a typescript consisting of a set of 698 
remarks which he had been selecting during the past academic year from almost 
the whole range of his later manuscript corpus (i.e. remarks going back as far as 
into 1931 and extending to his latest material from 1945). Wittgenstein selected 
about 400 of these remarks to be included in the Investigations and during the 
academic year 1945-46 he expanded the intermediate draft (which ended with 
remark 421 of the printed version) to a total of 693 remarks, with most of the 
added material (422-693 of the printed version) concerning intention and 
intentionality, will, and psychological concepts such as expecting, hoping, and 
believing. The dictated typescript (TS 227) was used by Wittgenstein’s literary 
executors as the basis for Part I of the printed version of the Investigations and is 
usually considered to constitute the “final” version of the work, although 
Wittgenstein probably continued to work on it even as late as in 1949-50.54 
Wittgenstein continued teaching until the summer of 1947 – on themes 
connected with the Investigations and mainly on the philosophy of psychology – 
and after his first visit to Vienna after the war, he officially resigned from his 
chair at Cambridge (in December 1947) to concentrate on finishing his book. 
For that purpose, he moved to Ireland, where as we have seen his friend Drury 
lived and worked as a psychiatrist, staying in the rural part of the country until 
the spring of 1949. Since the spring of 1946, he had started working again on 
topics connected to the philosophy of psychology, as he was not satisfied with 
the relevant material that he had by then included in the book, mainly with the 
remarks he had added last (PI 422-693).55 The work, which went on until 
Wittgenstein’s departure from Ireland (spring of 1949), focused again on the 
grammar of psychological concepts such as fearing, believing, meaning, hoping, 
also exhibiting a growing interest in gestalt psychology and especially in the 
notion of “seeing-as” and the broader issue of aspect-seeing.56 Before leaving 
Ireland, Wittgenstein had accepted an invitation to visit his friend and pupil 
Norman Malcolm, who was teaching philosophy at Cornell University in Ithaca, 
U.S.A. In the summer of 1949, before the trip to the U.S.A., Wittgenstein 
composed a manuscript (MS 144), and then – having returned to Cambridge for 
a while, staying in Von Wright’s house –57 a typescript (which now has been lost, 
TS 234), with a selection of remarks from all the writings of that three-year 

                                                
54. See von Wright (1982, p. 128-132). 
55. See Monk (1991, p. 503). 
56. See von Wright (1982, p. 133-135) and Monk (1991, p. 507-516). Wittgenstein’s 
writings on the philosophy of psychology of the period 1946-1949 were published as 
Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology Vol. I (RPPi), Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology 
Vol. II (RPPii), Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology Vol. I (LWPPi), and Last Writings 
on the Philosophy of Psychology Vol. II (LWPPii). 
57. Georg Henrik von Wright was a student, friend, and one of Wittgenstein’s literary 
executors. He was also his successor in the Chair of Philosophy at Cambridge (and 
Wittgenstein’s own preference for the position (see Monk (1991, p. 507)).  
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period (May 1946 – May 1949) regarding the philosophy of psychology. That 
was Wittgenstein’s last typescript and the basis for Part II of the published 
version of the Investigations.58 Wittgenstein’s health, generally quite fragile, had 
deteriorated over the years, and during his stay in Ithaca he fell ill and had to be 
admitted to a hospital, but nothing serious was found. He stayed in Ithaca from 
July until October 1949, when he returned to Cambridge, where after a few days 
he fell ill again. This time he was diagnosed with prostate cancer. Wittgenstein 
spent 1950 with a series of travels in Vienna (staying at his family house), 
London (staying in Rhees’s place), Cambridge (von Wright’s place), Oxford 
(Anscombe’s place),59 Norway (where he traveled together with his friend Ben 
Richards), and Oxford again, and in February 1951, as his health was rapidly 
deteriorating, he returned to Cambridge to live in the house of his doctor, Dr. 
Edward Bevan, expecting to die soon and not wanting to die in a hospital.60 He 
had resumed writing while he was in Vienna at the beginning of 1950 on two 
main themes, the first regarding colours – stimulated by reading Goethe’s Theory 
of Colour –61 and the second regarding beliefs, certainty, and epistemology in 
general, stimulated by Moore’s paper ‘A Defense of Common Sense’ and the 
related conversations he had with Malcolm during his stay in Ithaca.62 Although 
there were periods during which Wittgenstein was not able to work due to his 
health, he continued to write on these themes during that last year, and a large 
part of his epistemology-related remarks were in fact written during the last 
months of his life while he was staying in Dr. Bevan’s house. His last written 
remark is dated 27 April 1951. The next day he lost consciousness, his last words 
being, upon hearing from Dr. Bevan’s wife, with whom Wittgenstein developed 
a close friendship during his stay at their house, that his friends (Anscombe, 
Richards, Smythies, and Drury) were to visit him the next day: “Tell them I’ve 

                                                
58. Note that what has been printed as Part II of the Investigations was conceived by 
Wittgenstein, at a certain point at least, as an attempt to revise the last third of  (what has 
now been printed as) Part I and not as a distinct part of the same work or a separate 
work in itself (see Backer and Hacker (2005a, p. 6) and von Wright (1982, p. 135-136)). 
In this light, the collection of clippings published as Zettel (Z) with material selected from 
both the (printed) first part of the Investigations and the writings on the philosophy of 
psychology between May 1946 and August 1948 may indeed be viewed as an attempt to 
bridge the gap between the two parts of the published version of the Investigations, as von 
Wright suggests.   
59. Elizabeth Anscombe met Wittgenstein in 1942 when she was attending his lectures 
and became apart from a student, a personal friend and one of his literary executors.  
60. During the same period Wittgenstein made a new will, which appointed Rush Rees as 
the executor and Anscombe, Rhees, and von Wright as his literary executors (assigning 
them the full copyright in all his unpublished writings). 
61. See Monk (1991, p. 561-562). A selection of Wittgenstein’s remarks from the relevant 
material of the period 1950-1951 was published as Remarks on Colour (RC). 
62. See Monk (1991, p. 556-558, 563-564). The relevant material written in the period 
1950-1951 was published as On Certainty (OC). 
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had a wonderful life”.63 Wittgenstein died on the 29th of April 1951, three days 
after his sixty-second birthday. 
 
Having completed the second part of the sketch of Wittgenstein’s life and 
thought and before moving to the next section on Wittgenstein’s later 
metaphilosophical perspective, we shall devote some more discussion to an issue 
already touched upon but still in need of elaboration, namely the unity and 
continuity of Wittgenstein’s later thought. In the biographical sketch above, we 
employed a Kuhnian scheme to describe the “transitional” phase in 
Wittgenstein’s thought, in order to account for both the radical (rapid, 
revolutionary) and organic (gradual, evolutionary) character of the change in 
Wittgenstein’s philosophy after his return to Cambridge and to philosophy in 
1929.64 The tension between these two aspects of Wittgenstein’s philosophical 
development, as can be viewed in the peculiar (i.e. both organic and fragmented) 
character of his later manuscripts and typescripts,65 has raised questions about a 
distinctive transitional or middle phase in Wittgenstein’s thought, especially in 
the light (or rather after the fashion?) of the whole New Wittgenstein debate and 
the popping up of new Wittgensteins.66 The period that is usually characterised 
as Wittgenstein’s middle phase is – roughly, as the various approaches vary 
considerably – between the years 1929 and 1936 (or 1933/1934).67 Monk largely 
holds that Wittgenstein’s transitional phase – with its prominent characteristics 
being Wittgenstein’s own kind of a phenomenological approach and the 
adoption of verificationism – ends in the summer of 1930, a position which he 
more or less shares with Hilmy, who argues that Wittgenstein’s early 1930s 
writings (that led to the 1933 TS 213 (The Big Typescript)) constitute an organic 
part of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy.68  
 
With regard to the above, we should note that: i) Wittgenstein seems to treat the 
later (post-1929) phase of his thought in a uniform way as we can see in the 1945 
preface of the Investigations, where he refers to Ramsey’s criticisms and to the 16 
years since his renewed occupation with philosophy as an essential part of what 
led to his new approach;69 ii) a look at the origins of the remarks of the 
Philosophical Investigations shows that a large part of them date back to at least the 

                                                
63. See Monk (1991, p. 579). 
64. See Ch. 6 p. 181-182 and the relevant notes above. 
65. See Ch. 6 p. 180-181 n. 23 above. 
66. Apart from the early, later, and middle Wittgenstein there is also a lot of discussion in 
Wittgensteinian scholarship whether Wittgenstein’s post-Investigations writings (after 1946) 
constitute another distinctive phase of his thought (see for example Moyal-Sharrok (ed.) 
(2004)). 
67. See for example Stern (1991) and Jacquette (1998). 
68. See Monk (1991, p. 281-308)) and Hilmy (1987, p. 25-39). 
69. See PI Preface p. x. 
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Big Typescript;70 and iii) the Big Typescript does not contain only post-1931 material, 
since various remarks from the Philosophical Remarks, in one form or another, are 
incorporated into it. Concerning the Big Typescript in particular, we could say that 
the practical and anthropological turn that is characteristic of later Wittgenstein’s 
thought is already set in motion there, as we can see in his discussions of the 
various games (but not of language-games) as normative (rule-following) human 
practices, of language as not a single unity but as made up of various 
heterogonous elements,71 of the intricate link between use and meaning and the 
“priority” of everyday (ordinary) language,72 and, in a rather introductory 
manner, of the family-kind similarities between members of a concept.73 Still, 
Wittgenstein’s conception of language and meaning is a calculus-oriented one – 
“The meaning is the role of the word in the calculus” –74 with an account of the 
nature of the rules of the various calculi as rather rigid and determinate. That is 
in contrast to the conceptual network of language-games, forms of life, and 
family-resemblances on which Wittgenstein’s conception of meaning and 
language (and how it relates to the world and our life) and the “looser” 
conception of rules – as no more rigid and determinate calculi, but as existing 
(not being fully determinable) only within the context and on the base of human 
practices – are based from the beginning of his work on the Investigations and 
onwards. Thus, after the Big Typescript we see Wittgenstein drop discussions of 
language, and normative human practices in general, as calculi, developing a 
more organic conception of language and its relation to our life and world – 
“For words have meaning only in the stream of life”.75 In any case, we should 
keep in mind that Wittgenstein’s struggle to extricate himself from the “egg-
shells” of the Tractarian perspective76 was continuous, long, and hard and that 
there were many new developments in his thought after the mid-30s.77  
 
What is most interesting for our discussion of later Wittgenstein’s 
(meta)philosophy to follow, is that both Monk and Hilmy hold that it is mainly 
in Wittgenstein’s 1930-1931 remarks about philosophy and its nature, method, 
goal, etc. (his metaphilosophical remarks in general) that the break with his 
philosophical past becomes most apparent and the point at which he starts to 
command a clear(er) view of his later philosophy.78 This approach is backed up 

                                                
70. See Hilmy (1987, p. 34-38) and Maury (1994). 
71. See PG 29 p. 66. 
72. See ibid. 23 p. 59. 
73. See ibid. 35 p. 75. 
74. See ibid. 27 p. 64. 
75. RPPii 687. 
76. See Hilmy (1987, p. 38-39). 
77. See also our remarks in Ch. 4 p. 118 n. 90 above. 
78. See Monk (1991, p. 298-302) and Hilmy (1987, p. 34, 38). This view is shared by 
many other scholars, as for example we see Baker and Hacker holding that “the general 
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by the fact that a great part of the older remarks of Wittgenstein’s that made it 
into the latest versions of the Investigations concerned metaphilosophical issues.79 
Nonetheless, as we have already noted,80 there is an intrinsic link between 
Wittgenstein’s philosophy and metaphilosophy and prioritising the one over the 
other does not square well with Wittgenstein’s “horizontal” conception of the 
relation between them.81 Moreover, as Rhees mentions in his preface to the 
Philosophical Grammar, there is also the issue of “contextualism” with respect to 
Wittgenstein’s remarks: “When Wittgenstein writes a paragraph here that is also 
in the Remarks, this does not mean that he is just repeating what he said there. 
The paragraph may have a different importance, it may belong to the discussion 
in a different way”.82 That is something that we should keep in mind with regard 
to all our discussions concerning remarks (and especially the metaphilosophical 
ones) that appear in Wittgenstein’s oeuvre more than once, but with a temporal 
distance and in different contexts, where the meanings of the terms used (such 
as ‘language’, ‘rule’, ‘grammar’) may vary significantly. 
 
6.2 Wittgenstein’s Later (Meta)Philosophical Perspective  
 
So far, we have discussed some of the aspects of Wittgenstein’s later 
(meta)philosophy mainly in relation to his earlier (meta)philosophical position. 
Through these discussions we emphasised three principal points that we took to 
be key characteristics not only of early Wittgenstein’s thought, but also of 
modernity and modernism in general, namely, essentialism, dogmatism, and 
scientism. Thus, later Wittgenstein’s criticism of these features was viewed in our 
discussions in Chapter 4 as a demonstration of an anti-essentialist, anti-dogmatic, 
and anti-scientistic stance.83 In this way we reached a first “negative” 
characterisation of Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophy, viz. a characterisation 
in terms of what it opposes, as an anti-foundationalist stance – with essentialism, 
dogmatism, and scientism taken to be characteristic qualities of foundationalism. 

                                                                                                                
conception of philosophy that informs Wittgenstein’s later work emerged already in 
1930-1” (Baker and Hacker (2005a, p. 191)).  
79. See Hilmy (1987, p. 34-37)). It is also interesting that the shift from the first phase of 
the Waismann-Wittgenstein collaborative project (see Ch. 6 p. 181 n. 24 above), where 
the planned book was conceived as a presentation of the main Tractarian ideas, to the 
second, where it would become an exposition of Wittgenstein’s new views, occurs in 
1931, when Wittgenstein explicitly and resolutely disassociates himself from the attitude 
expressed in the Tractatus (and in his then updated thinking that was still carrying 
Tractarian elements), since there were “very, very many” statements of the book with 
which he no longer agreed (see VW p. xxv-xxvi). 
80. See for example Ch. 5 p. 149-150 above. 
81. See PI 121 and our discussion in Ch. 1 p. 13-15 above. 
82. PG p. 487-488. 
83. See Ch. 4 p. 117-137 above. 
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As we saw in our discussion in Chapter 5, the issue of whether there is a 
“positive” (i.e. substantive/contentful) aspect in Wittgenstein’s early and later 
(meta)philosophy is one of the most central in the New Wittgenstein debate. In the 
current section, we elaborate on the idea already sketched in that chapter that 
(later) Wittgenstein’s philosophical stance is not exclusively “negative” (i.e. 
critical/therapeutic, occupying a ‘no-position position’),84 and while it does not 
comprise any form of theory, thus being void of a certain (traditional) form of 
philosophical content, it still does involve the description of a certain perspective; 
of a certain way (or, in fact in many cases, of various certain ways)85 of looking at 
and being in the world. Hence, we focus here on some of the elements of 
Wittgenstein’s later thought that designate a certain way of philosophising and 
living (the two being intrinsically related). 
 
In their attempt to discern the “positive” philosophical content of Wittgenstein’s 
later (meta)philosophy, some readers treat his later philosophical stance not as an 
instance of anti-foundationalist thought, but as a new form of foundationalism, 
in which the traditional (epistemological) foundations are replaced by our 
(everyday) practices and form(s) of life.86 Before we proceed into our discussion 

                                                
84. See Ch. 5 p. 164 above. 
85. This pluralistic stance becomes most explicit in the methodological aspects of 
Wittgenstein’s later metaphilosophy (see PI 133). Things are not so clear when it comes 
to other metaphilosophical aspects, like the nature and the goal(s) of philosophy, as he 
seems in many places to assert certain “definitions” of philosophy, in a rather resolute 
way, suggesting its essentially linguistic, descriptive, and therapeutic (clarificatory) 
character (see for example PI 119, 123-128). And this resoluteness appears to be at odds 
with the largely pluralistic and open-ended character of most of the other remarks of the 
Investigations. In other words, we could say that (aspects of) Wittgenstein’s later 
philosophy seem to be in a certain tension with (aspects of) his later metaphilosophy – 
the former exhibiting a largely pluralistic and descriptive character in contrast to the 
monistic and normative character of the latter. Or, that Wittgenstein’s explicit 
metaphilosophy stands in tension to his implicit metaphilosophy (see Ch. 1 p. 20 n. 32 
and Ch. 2 p. 56 n. 117 above). Yet, we should bear in mind that even when Wittgenstein 
employs notions like ‘therapy’, ‘description’, ‘language’, ‘clarity’, ‘understanding’ in a 
resolute manner, he treats them all in a pluralist way (i.e. as family resemblance concepts) 
and as standards of comparison (for the development of his own perspective) rather than 
as “ideals” to be blindly followed. Tensions of this kind constitute one of the 
characteristic qualities of an “a(nta)gonistic pluralist” stance, i.e. holding one’s own 
position while at the same time being committed, at least to some extent, to a pluralist 
perspective. At any rate, these tensions are much less severe than in the early phase of 
Wittgenstein’s thought.  
86. The relevant discussion has mainly focused on Wittgenstein’s remarks in On Certainty. 
See for example Stroll (1994), Grayling (2001b), and Moyal-Sharrock (2003) for 
approaches that treat Wittgenstein in On Certainty as embracing (at least to some extent) 
foundationalism (albeit of a different kind than the traditional) and Williams (2001) for a 
discussion of why treating Wittgenstein’s approach in foundationalist terms does not do 



Chapter 6. Later Wittgenstein in context: setting the background 

 

194 

of that approach towards later Wittgenstein’s relation to foundationalist thought, 
some clarificatory remarks regarding the notion of foundationalism and the way 
it is employed in the present work may be of help. While there are multiple 
different strands of foundationalism, the notion of (traditional) foundationalism 
is employed here as designating the (historical) line of thought – including 
figures such as Plato, Descartes, and Kant among others, and philosophical 
traditions such as rationalism, empiricism, and (logical) positivism – that 
systematically seeks various sorts of foundations, paradigmatically of knowledge, 
that transcend history and the broader social and cultural context, viz. 
foundations that are immune to change. And in its various variants, the 
foundationalist line of thought bears certain (meta)philosophical commitments, 
such as to essentialism, dogmatism (in the form of a commitment to the 
(possibility of) future determination of foundations/basic beliefs), atomism (in 
opposition to holism), and scientism.87 A further characteristic feature of 
foundationalism as a philosophical stance can be found in what Nietzsche 
describes in his attacks against scientism and positivism as the demand “for 
certainty”, “that one wants by all means something to be firm”, and “for 
foothold, support”,88 and in the quest for certainty, as exemplified in the 
conception of knowledge as a “disclosure and definition of the properties of 
fixed and antecedent reality” that Dewey finds so typical of the western 
philosophical tradition.89 In addition, two of its principal distinctive qualities 
consist of the commitment to the following positions. First, that the foundations 
both are and are not of the same nature as what they support (i.e. beliefs are 
based on basic beliefs, but the basic beliefs in contrast to the rest of the beliefs 
are not justified by other beliefs), thus allowing for analysis – whether scientific 
or conceptual (which is often construed as quasi-scientific) – on the one hand to 
reveal the deep hidden essence underlying our beliefs in the form of foundations 
or basic beliefs, and on the other hand to avoid infinite regress. Second, that 
these basic beliefs (foundations) have a justificatory role, i.e. justify the rest of our 
beliefs that they support, contributing in this way to the production and 
establishment of certainty as categorically opposed to and distinguished from 
mere belief.  

                                                                                                                
justice to its deeply radical character. We should note that the notion of foundationalism 
must be explicitly differentiated from the much broader notion of “anti-skepticism” in 
which Wittgenstein feels more at home – often in a highly ironic manner, through 
skeptical arguments, or rather, dialectical steps. 
87. The conception of foundationalism that we allude to is akin to the one designated by 
Rorty in his introduction to Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, (see Rorty (1979, p. 3-13)). 
88. See Nietzsche (2001, §347 p. 205). Wittgenstein was no stranger to Nietzsche’s 
writings (see Monk (1991, p. 121-123)) and his remarks about our “craving for 
generality” (see BBB p. 17-18) and on the relativity (of the ideal) of exactness (see CV p. 
45 and PI 88) can be viewed as complementary to Nietzsche’s polemical causes. 
89. Dewey (2008b, p. 83). 
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The approaches to later Wittgenstein as putting forward a new kind of 
foundationalism mentioned above may at first appear to be justified if we take 
into account later Wittgenstein’s remarks such as “What has to be accepted, the 
given, is – so one could say – forms of life”90 and the ones in On Certainty in which 
he refers to the character and role of the foundations of our beliefs and actions.91 
But even in the remarks in On Certainty in which Wittgenstein employs the 
notion of foundations (or appears to allude to some kind of a foundationalist 
approach)92 he usually does so to emphasise the crucial role of what serves (acts, 
plays the role, is being used, is taught, etc.) as a foundation for our language-
games and form(s) of life, approaching the issue from a functionalist or 
praxeological, rather than an epistemological or ontological, perspective. Even 
more, he is clear in many places in On Certainty that this locus of what serves as 
foundation(s) is in no case “final” (unchangeable) or fully determinable, nor does 
it transcend our natural and cultural history.93 And while Hutto is right, at least 
to a certain extent, in holding that Wittgenstein’s epistemology-related views as 
expressed in On Certainty show a continuity with the views expressed in his earlier 
(than On Certainty) writings, that is not because Wittgenstein was already 
committed to a similar kind of foundationalism in the Tractatus, as Hutto holds,94 
but because Wittgenstein opposes foundationalism in both the Investigations and 
On Certainty in a similar manner – acknowledging the persistence of the problems 
that foundationalism deals with, but also creates itself as a (traditional) 
philosophical stance.95 To be more specific, Wittgenstein in remark 89 of the 
Investigations – the introducing remark of what most scholars treat as the 
“metaphilosophical part” of the work (PI 89-133) –96 goes explicitly against his 
own early foundationalism and its related characteristics such as essentialism, 
where philosophical (as logical) analysis, playing a foundational role, was 
supposed to reveal the foundations (as essence) of how things are, of the state of 

                                                
90. PI Part II p. 192. 
91. See OC 87, 167, 246, 248, 253, 296, 401-403, 411, 414, 449, 558, 614. 
92. Grayling provides us with a list of those remarks which in his words constitute a 
version of a foundationalist refutation of skepticism and groups them together under the 
label OC1 (see Grayling (2001b, p. 306-307)). 
93. A list of such remarks is given again by Grayling (see ibid. p. 307-308). These remarks 
exhibit for Grayling the relativist (as historically conditioned and anti-foundationalist) 
tendency in On Certainty and are grouped together under the label OC2, with OC2 
standing in a tension with, or ever undermining, OC1. 
94. See Hutto (2004). 
95. And since in the Investigations Wittgenstein is not so much occupied with 
epistemological issues, at least in a direct way, his remarks in On Certainty can be viewed 
as the development of some of the insights put forward in the Investigations (or in some 
cases in even earlier writings). See van Gennip (2008) for a thorough discussion of how 
the central ideas of On Certainty have their origin in various Wittgenstein manuscripts 
ranging from the late 20s to the 40s. 
96. See for example Baker and Hacker (2005a, p. 191-199). 
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affairs of the world.97 While Wittgenstein in the Investigations discusses the “real 
foundations” of our enquiries,98 (apparently) finding them in our forms of life as 
the given,99 and in the common behaviour of mankind,100 the agreement in form 
of life,101 he still holds that this humanocentric ‘given’ is contingent, i.e. 
historically and biologically (evolutionarily) conditioned.102 Thus, not only 
Wittgenstein’s ‘given’ is radically different from the traditional conceptions of 
the ‘given’ (as for example described by Sellars in his anti-foundationalist attack 
against the ‘myth of the given’)103 and from the historical line of thought labeled 
as foundationalism as described above, but due to its deeply fluid, open-ended, 
ever-changing, and diverse character104 it makes little sense even to call it some 
kind of foundation, at least in a philosophically substantial way.  
 
It is clear that for later Wittgenstein philosophy, like any other (family of) 
language-game(s), does not provide any kind of foundations,105 nor rests itself on 

                                                
97. Early Wittgenstein’s “foundations” can be discerned in his conception of the logical 
form as that which is shared between language and the world, allowing for the mirror-
relation between them and positioned in the absolute (history-transcendent) sphere of 
the mystic/ineffable. TLP 4.111, which places philosophy above or below, but not 
beside the (natural) sciences, apart from just discriminating philosophy from the sciences, 
also points towards the foundational role that philosophy (as logical analysis) plays for 
early Wittgenstein.  
98. See PI 129. 
99. See PI Part II p. 192. 
100. See PI 206. 
101. See PI 241. The characteristics and the role of Wittgenstein’s notion of ‘form(s) of 
life’ are considered in more detail below. 
102. It is important to note at this point that, according to Wittgenstein, one of his most 
important (later) methods of philosophising is “to imagine a historical development of 
our ideas different from what has actually occurred” (CV p. 45). And while his reference 
to “ideas” may seem to imply that this is an approach limited only to concepts, he makes 
similar remarks in the Investigations (such as in PI 194, Part II p. 195) in regard to “natural 
facts” and, even more importantly, he actually practices that approach in the Investigations 
with the numerous calls to the readers to imagine something different from what has 
actually occurred (i.e. from what is the case at this moment and place) regarding both 
concepts and facts. Of equal importance is that for Wittgenstein the ‘natural’ (as in 
(human) natural history) is not exclusively (or predominantly) biological and physical, but 
includes (in a predominant manner) cultural and social aspects as well (see Baker and 
Hacker (2009, p. 218-223)).    
103. See Sellars (1997). 
104. See for example Wittgenstein’s remarks regarding the relation between language 
(games) and form(s) of life (and their (shared) diversity), and on the not exclusively 
physical and biological, but also social and cultural character of (human) natural history 
in PI 19, 23, 25, as well as his remarks on the fluidity of the epistemological role of our 
beliefs, the famous river metaphor, in OC 95-99. 
105. See PI 124. 
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some transhistorical ever-fixed foundations (although certain beliefs, 
propositions, practices, etc. play such a role for specific communities and for 
certain periods of time throughout human history).106 Rather, our form(s) of life, 
language-games, and (everyday) practices (Wittgenstein’s purported ‘given’ or 
foundations) are to be construed as parts of ‘Neurath’s boat’ that change (are 
permanently reconstructed) while we are onboard and sailing on the open sea, 
without any dry dock being out there providing us the chance to establish 
allegedly “secure” (as in immune to change) foundations.107 Or to put it 
differently, they constitute the point of entrance in an (endlessly) 
hermeneutic/interpretive endeavour, as for example conceived by Heidegger and 
then Gadamer in the form of the hermeneutic circle, and their role as such is 
crucial, as “what is decisive is not to get out of the circle but to come into it in 
the right way”.108 But apart from the point of entrance, our form(s) of life and 
(everyday) language-games and practices also constitute for Wittgenstein the 
(temporary) point of exit as well (which in turn may act as a new point of 
entrance for another hermeneutic circle/philosophical investigation)109 in our 
attempt to “bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use”.110 
And although they are open to plain view, it is exactly because of this simplicity 
and familiarity that they remain hidden, creating the misleading image of a buried 
deep essence or set of foundations.111 Hence, we find ourselves in a condition in 

                                                
106. In many cases what Wittgenstein calls “foundation(s)” is to be construed as 
referring to conditions or possibilities, in contrast to the “justificatory” conception of 
foundations characteristic of (traditional) foundationalist thought (see Ch. 6 p. 194 
above). The case of the shared human biological nature and its relation to language and 
our conceptual structure in general provides us with an apt example, since the former is 
conceived by Wittgenstein as shaping certain conditions and possibilities for the latter, 
but does not offer any kind of justifications for them (see Baker and Hacker (2009, p. 
215-218)).    
107. For more on Neurath’s boat metaphor, one of the most famous contemporary anti-
foundationalist images, see Cartwright, Cat, Fleck, and Uebel (1996, p. 89-166).  
108. Heidegger (1962, p. 195). 
109. Wittgenstein’s conception of his philosophical investigations as a criss-cross travel 
in every direction and as approaching the same points again and again afresh from 
different angles (see PI Preface p. ix), his relevant remarks in the 1930 sketch for a 
foreword (see CV p. 9-10), and his view of philosophising as having no end (see Z 447) 
all point towards the endless, unresting, and open-ended character of philosophy, as well 
as towards the cyclical, elliptical, (double) spiral/helical, etc. routes that our movement of 
thought may often take in these philosophical journeys. And this ceaseless character of 
philosophy is something to be expected, as philosophy for Wittgenstein does not result 
in some theory, nor draws any conclusions, but is, like music (“musical” understanding), 
religion, but also humour, a way of living in and looking at the world (see CV p. 37, 73, 
79-81, 88 and Monk (1991, p. 530-531)).  
110. PI 116. 
111. See PI 129. 
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which we have (to constantly try) to remind ourselves of them112 and so 
philosophy emerges as an activity pursuing not truth (as a metaphysical 
challenge), but a-letheia, as a fight against lethe, the concealment of that with 
which we are already acquainted.113 
 
Before moving to our discussion of some of the “positive” characteristics of 
Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophical perspective, a short clarificatory note is 
in order with regard to what has emerged as a central concept in our above 
examination of later Wittgenstein’s purported “foundationalism”, namely, that of 
the ‘form(s) of life’ or ‘life-form(s)’ (Lebensform(en)). The notion has become an 
object of exegetical debates among scholars, resulting in a number of interrelated 
controversies concerning for example the number and character of the form(s) 
of life (i.e. is there one or many human form(s) of life?), the natural(ist) versus the 
cultural readings of the term, and its foundational versus its anti-foundational 
conceptions. And, apparently, with good reason. Wittgenstein uses the term 
relatively few times in his writings,114 in the typical fashion of his later 
(meta)philosophical approach he does not provide any definitions for it,115 and 

                                                
112. See PI 89,127. 
113. While it may appear that there is an allusion here to ‘Plato’s Cave’ and his 
conception of truth as aletheia (remembrance or recollection), in Wittgenstein’s case it 
does not take the form of an anamnesis of the (metaphysical and immortal) soul. His call 
for recollection, we should remind ourselves once more, is with regard to our form(s) of 
life and (everyday) language-games and practices and thus is much closer to Heidegger’s 
practice/use-oriented conception of disclosure. Heidegger employs and discusses the 
notions of aletheia and lethe in many places in his writings, see indicatively Heidegger 
(2010, p. 64-82, 112-117, 321-325). 
114. The term appears five times in the Philosophical Investigations, four of those in the 
singular form (see PI 19, 23, 241, Part II p. 148) and one in plural (ibid. Part II p. 192), 
and just a few more times (in both the singular and plural forms) in the rest of the 
material that was published after Wittgenstein’s death (manuscripts/typescripts, diary 
notes, notes from his lectures, etc.) – see OC 358, LAPR p. 58, RFM Part VII 47 p. 413-
414, and WPO p. 397. Nevertheless, Wittgenstein often alludes to similar notions (such 
as way(s) or mode(s) of life/living) – see for example RFM Part II 23 p. 132, Part IV 36 
p. 244, Part VI 34 p. 335, LWPPii p. 43-44, 95, CV p. 31, 69, 73, RPPi 630, and WPPO 
p. 169, 211-212.  
115. The relatively few references to the term in the Investigations and the “vague” way in 
which it is employed by Wittgenstein have led some scholars to claim that its importance, 
with regard to his philosophy, has been overestimated and that, more generally, it is a 
term of little philosophical (explanatory) value (see for example Black (1978), Putnam 
(1975, p. 149), and Schatzki (1996, p. 67)). Yet the notion of form(s) of life still remains 
central to philosophical discussions, especially in Wittgenstein scholarship, as the large 
number of writings referring to and employing it, or discussing the notion itself, show. 
This can be viewed as confirming the expressed conviction – by authors such as 
Malcolm, Winch, Cavell, Strawson, among others (see Gier (1980, p. 241-243)) – that 
‘form(s) of life’ is one of the most significant concepts in the later phase of 
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the term itself has been used both before and after Wittgenstein in a variety of 
ways.116. We can discern two main general tendencies in the (inter)related 
debates, the one emphasising the natural, biological, and physical aspects of the 
notion, its monistic character (as the one human form of life, distinguished as a 
species only from the rest of the animal forms of life) and its foundational role, 
pointing thus to some alleged essence of humanity, and the other emphasising its 
social and cultural aspects, its pluralistic character (as the many human forms of 
life), and its anti-foundationalist, anti-essentialist role.117 As is clear from our 
discussion above regarding later Wittgenstein’s anti-foundationalism, our 
approach is closer to the pluralistic and socio-cultural exegetical accounts of the 
term, without of course underestimating the existence of its important biological 
and physical aspects.118 Still, there are some interesting aspects of Wittgenstein’s 

                                                                                                                
Wittgenstein’s thought. And that should not come as a surprise, since i) as we have 
already noted in the previous footnote, there are more places in Wittgenstein’s oeuvre 
where he discusses issues related to the notion without using the notion ‘Lebensform(en)’ 
itself; and, most importantly, ii) the notion occurs at crucial points of the Investigations 
and, more generally, the notion (and its alternative variants) are discussed with regard to 
some of the most critical issues related to Wittgenstein’s (meta)philosophical perspective, 
the relation of language to the world being one of them. 
116. There are three main suggestions regarding the source of Wittgenstein’s 
employment of the term, namely, Spengler (see Ch. 4 p. 122 n. 109 above), Spranger (see 
Janik and Toulmin (1973, p. 230-231)), and Fred (the pseudonym of Alfred Wechsler, see 
Haller (1988, p. 133-136)). The term has a two hundred year history and was a 
commonplace in the German philosophical (as a culture-related notion) and scientific (as 
a term of biology, as it was originally introduced) discourse of Wittgenstein’s era – see 
Abreu E Silva Neto (2011) for an account of the term’s history and its various uses – 
making things even more difficult concerning the determination of the term’s origin for 
Wittgenstein’s use of the term. What is interesting in any case is that all three possible 
sources point towards the “cultural” rather than the “biological” conception of the 
notion.  
117. See Garver (1994, p. 237-268) and Hunter (1968) for approaches that exhibit 
characteristics of the first tendency and Finch (1977, p. 89-102), Haller (1988, p. 129-
136), Baker and Hacker (2009, p. 218-223), Schatzki (1996, p. 67-68), Gier (1980), and 
Hilmy (1987, p. 146, 163-166) for various approaches pointing towards the features of 
the second tendency. Note that as the individual approaches may vary significantly, our 
distinction between the two main tendencies is quite schematic and further, more 
detailed distinctions can be made (see e.g. Gier (1980, p. 243-244)), and also that not all 
the positions characteristic of either tendency are mutually exclusive, but may exist in 
various combinations and variations. For example Haller while arguing for the pluralistic 
and socio-cultural reading of the term, still treats it as playing a foundational(ist) role in 
Wittgenstein’s later philosophy (see Haller (1988, p. 114-136)). 
118. And the textual evidence speaks quite loudly for that. Without going into detail, as 
the many pluralist approaches cited above provide a bulk of relevant argumentation (see 
especially Baker and Hacker (2009, p. 218-223)), we should just add that Wittgenstein 
explicitly conceives the whole phenomenon of life, like language, in a non-essentialist 
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employment of the term that are highlighted – especially in the light of the 
discussion to follow regarding the ethical and political ramifications of his later 
(meta)philosophical viewpoint – not through another exegetical account, but by 
considering Giorgio Agamben’s approach to the concept of forms of life.119  
 
Agamben in his treatment of the concept, as signifying “a life that can never be 
separated from its form, a life in which it is never possible to isolate something 
such as naked life”,120 emphasises two of its main aspects. First, that it designates 
a conception of life not as zoe, “the simple fact of living common to all living 
beings (animals, humans, or gods)”, but as bios “the form or manner of living 
peculiar to a single individual or group”.121 Second, that it defines “a life – 
human life – in which the single ways, acts, and processes of living are never 
simply facts but always and above all possibilities of life” and that “each behavior 
and each form of human living is never prescribed by a specific biological 
vocation, nor is it assigned by whatever necessity; instead, no matter how 
customary, repeated, and socially compulsory, it always retains the character of a 
possibility”.122 What is most interesting for our purposes is that both the above 
points are akin to Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophical perspective. Regarding 
the first point, we can see that in his personal notes from 1937 about “mere 
existence” (life without values) as naked (bleak) life, or as “real death”, since, as 
Wittgenstein maintains his Tractarian approach on this particular issue, physical 
death is not an event of life.123 With regard to the second point, we have already 
seen the imagining of historical developments different from what has actually 
occurred as one of the principal features of his later methodology,124 but 
Wittgenstein is also explicit about his philosophical investigations being directed 
“not towards phenomena, but, as one might say, about the ‘possibilities’ of 
phenomena”.125 In any case, what we should keep in mind is that Wittgenstein’s 
‘form(s)/way(s) of life’ is: i) a hybrid concept; ii) a conceptual tool; and iii) a 
family-resemblance concept. It is a hybrid concept, like ‘consciousness’, 

                                                                                                                
way (see Z 326, PG 139 p. 192), makes similar remarks to the ones in PI 19 about the 
relation between language(s) and form(s) of life by using the term ‘way of living’ instead 
of ‘form of life’ (see RFM Part VI 34 p. 335), and that, although generally largely 
dissatisfied with Rhees’s attempted translation of the first part of the Investigations in 1938 
(see Ch. 6 p. 185 above), still accepted Rhees’s translation of Lebensform as ‘way of life’ 
(see Gier (1980, p. 251)).  
119. Agamben, although familiar with and influenced by Wittgenstein’s thought (both 
early and later), strangely does not refer to him in his own discussions of forms of life. 
120. Agamben (2000, p. 3-4). 
121. ibid. p. 3. 
122. ibid. p. 4. 
123. See WPPO p. 207. 
124. See Ch. 6 p. 196 n. 102 above. 
125. PI 90.  
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‘knowledge’, and ‘meaning’,126 since its natural and cultural aspects amalgamate, 
designating both our biopsychological (i.e. physical needs, desires, emotions, 
perceptual and behavioural apparatus) and cultural (social, historical, and 
linguistically conceptualised) matrices, as well as their relation to our natural and 
social environment and context, especially in the form of action, activity, or 
praxis. It functions as a conceptual tool, rather than constituting some kind of 
(metaphysical) entity conceived in an essentialist/foundationalist manner, as it 
varies from its monist conception to its indefinitely pluralist one in being 
adjustable to the needs and goals of our investigations, shaping at the same time 
the direction of our (meta)philosophical perspective.127 It is a family-resemblance 
term, since for Wittgenstein: “The concept of a living being has the same 
indeterminacy as that of a language”128 and “We see that what we call ‘sentence’ 
and ‘language’ has not the formal unity that I imagined, but is the family of 
structures more or less related to one another”.129 And we should emphasise the 
critical role that the notion of family-resemblances (and its methodological 
application) plays for Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophy, as it is one of the 
key constituents of his radical conception of unity, community, commonality, 
and communality (and generality) in which identity is not a (necessary) 
precondition, or, to put it in a slogan form, of his conception of ‘unity without 
identity’. The above three aspects of Wittgenstein’s conception of form(s) of life, 
shared by the other related key notion of his later philosophy, viz. language-
games,130 are constitutive of a philosophical approach that focuses on the 
possibilities of the phenomena under discussion, rather than the phenomena 
themselves. And this is closely related to the features of Wittgenstein’s later 
philosophy as a ‘philosophy of difference’ rather than a ‘philosophy of 

                                                
126. See Stokhof (2011, p. 285-288). 
127. See Baker and Hacker (2009, p. 223) and Schatzki (1996, p. 67). 
128. Z 326. 
129. PI 108. See also PI 65. 
130. The issue of the relation between form(s) of life and language-games has been 
central to the exegetical debates regarding the notion of form(s) of life discussed above, 
with conceptions of the relation as a one (form of life) to many (language-games) (see for 
example Garver (1994, p. 246-247)), one (form of life) to one (language-game), i.e. the 
“identification” of forms of life and language-games (see for example Hilmy (1987, 163-
166)), and many (forms of life) to many (language-games), as this can be found tacitly in 
Schatzki’s account of “dispersed” and “integrative” practices (see Schatzki (1996, p. 67-
68, 91-109)). For our purposes, there are four interrelated characteristics of the notion of 
language-games that we shall point out: i) their diverse, dynamic, and open-ended 
character (see PI 23); ii) their primordial or primitive (but not foundationalist or 
essentialist) character (see PI 63-65 and BBB p. vii-ix); iii) the role of training (and not 
explanation) to acquaint ourselves with them (as children) (see PI 5); and iv) the key role 
of imagination (not only as imitation or emulation, but also as creation or novelty) for 
their development, learning, and functioning (see Wittgenstein’s discussion of rule-
following in PI 185-242 and Schatzki (1996, p. 68-70)).  
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identity’,131 where, at the same time, its social and communal aspects (in the form 
of emphasis on our shared or consensual forms of behaviour) play a key role, 
highlighting not just its anthropological, but also its distinctively emancipatory 
(i.e. with regard to the issue of (human) autonomy) character, as we shall see in 
the next chapters. 
 
We have already referred many times to the anthropological (philosophical) 
perspective, both in general and more specifically in relation to Wittgenstein’s 
later thought. In this part of the current section we elaborate on that notion, as it 
constitutes a characteristic quality of Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophy, with 
regard not only to its methodological aspects, but also to the specific direction in 
which it points, i.e. as indicative of its “positive” (meta)philosophical import. As 
we have seen, in 1931 Wittgenstein had a first encounter with Frazer’s Golden 
Bough – one of the most famous anthropological works of his time on religion, 
mythology, and magic – that resulted in a set of remarks, which was significantly 
expanded at some point after 1936, when he obtained a personal copy.132 More 
importantly, in the preface of the Investigations he mentions his discussions with 
Sraffa as the major stimulus for the development of the ideas presented in it, and 
the most significant thing that he got out of these discussions was, as he 
remarked to Rhees, an anthropological way of looking at philosophical 
problems.133 This anthropological perspective is one of the most radical aspects 
of the shift of Wittgenstein’s thought from its early to its later phase. The view 
sub specie aeternitatis, characteristic of Wittgenstein’s early thought,134 is substituted 
by a view sub specie humanitatis. The human subject, which is discussed only in a 
limited manner in the Tractatus – limited in the sense of not extensively, but also 
as a limit of the world –135 becomes central in his later phase, not of course as a 
traditional dualist Cartesian subject, but as a socially constituted and instituting 
acting subject. Instead of the (ascending and subsequent jettisoning of the) 
Tractarian ladder as the ultimate (meta)philosophical goal, in the later period of 
Wittgenstein’s philosophy the starting point as well as the end of his 
investigations is human communities and their form(s) of life. Thus, questions 
on human nature (broadly conceived) become central as the philosophical study 
of (or clarification of) humanity (i.e. of being human, of being part of the human 

                                                
131. Wittgenstein was considering using the quote from King Lear “I’ll teach you 
differences” as a motto for the Investigations and commented that while Hegel wanted to 
say that things that look different are in fact the same, his own interest was in showing 
that things that look the same are in fact different (see Monk (1991, p. 536-537)). 
132. See WPO p. 115. These remarks have been published as ‘Remarks on Frazer’s 
Golden Bough’ in ibid. p. 119-155. 
133. See Ch. 6 p. 182 and the relevant notes above. 
134. See TLP 6.45 and Ch. 3 p. 69, Ch. 4 p. 108, 115, and Ch. 5 p. 165-169 above. 
135. See Ch. 3 p. 67-72 above. 
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form(s) of life).136 This anthropological viewpoint is a distinctive characteristic of 
Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophical perspective, since it is common to all his 
approaches on the various themes, like language, psychology, religion, aesthetics, 
epistemology, but also logic and mathematics.137 And there are three points that 
need to be stressed, preliminary to our discussion to follow: i) the adoption of an 
anthropological (philosophical) perspective not implying a substitution of 
anthropology for philosophy;138 ii) the resulting emphasis on the role of context 
(both natural and socio-cultural);139 and iii) the status of Wittgenstein’s 
anthropological perspective as a humanocentric stance, as a kind of humanism – 
albeit of a non-traditional kind, as we see below. 
 
While the term ‘anthropology’ first appeared in the aftermath of Renaissance 
Humanism through the development of its German variant – the term was first 
used in the beginning of the 16th century by Magnus Hundt –140 the 

                                                
136. See also our discussion in Ch. 5 (especially p. 143-153) above. 
137. With regard to logic and mathematics see for example RFM Part III 65-67 p. 192-
194, 72 p. 197-198, 87 p. 219-220, Part VII 2 p. 356, 33 p. 399-400. Wittgenstein’s 
adoption of an anthropological point of view for dealing with issues pertaining to the 
philosophy of mathematics and logic is one of the most radical aspects, if not the most 
radical aspect, of his overall radical treatment of the various themes with which he is 
occupied in his later phase. Thus, it is probably also one of the main reasons for the 
underestimation of this part of his work, at least in comparison to other parts, since for 
most dominant approaches in the philosophy of mathematics the role of the human 
subjects, communities, and practices remains rather marginal.  
138. “If we use the ethnological approach does that mean we are saying philosophy is 
ethnology? No it only means we are taking up our position far outside, in order to see 
the things more objectively” (CV p. 45). Wittgenstein phrasing (“position far outside”, “see 
things more objectively”) may seem perplexing with regard to his overall later 
(meta)philosophy, apparently being closer to his earlier approach. Still, the position far 
outside can be construed as a position outside of one’s own form(s) of life (and the limits 
of the corresponding worldview) and not outside the whole locus of human form(s) of 
life in general, while “seeing things more objectively” (my emphasis) – not “seeing things 
objectively” – points towards a stance that takes into account the variety of human 
form(s) of life and thus tries to avoid being dogmatic. 
139. Note that anthropology, as a discipline, is further specified through its two main 
subdisciplines, cultural anthropology and physical anthropology. As we have seen, 
Wittgenstein accounts for both the natural (as physical) and the cultural and social 
aspects of the anthropological perspective as instantiated in his notion of the human 
form(s) of life – see also WPO p. 129. While there has been a lot of discussion in the 
literature with regard to Wittgenstein’s “naturalism” (see for example Garver (1994) and 
Medina (2004)), the very term ‘naturalism’ often carries certain reductive, eliminative, and 
physicalist connotations which are uncongenial to Wittgenstein’s later stance, and thus 
the nature-related aspect of his thought is probably more accurately captured by the 
embodiment-related terminology and discussions. 
140. See Roughley (ed.) (2000, p. 27). 
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anthropological (as anthropocentric) philosophical perspective has a much older 
history. One of its first and most famous and discussed formulations, also much 
celebrated as the first clear defense of relativism, can be found in the dictum of 
Protagoras of Abdera: “Man is the measure of all things, of the things that are 
that they are, and of things that are not that they are not”.141 The broader 
anthropocentric perspective remained central to the various humanistically-
oriented approaches developed during the Renaissance and Enlightenment, but, 
most importantly for our purposes, it is a key characteristic of the philosophical 
tradition shaped by the works of Kant, Hegel, Feuerbach, and Marx – a 
philosophical tradition which of course is not homogenous, since it develops 
through the critical engagement of its younger members with the views of the 
older ones. But, while both Kant and Hegel adopt the anthropological 
perspective, to some extent at least, for their respective philosophical projects, it 
is with Feuerbach that a major radical anthropological shift within the 
philosophical tradition is signified.142 Feuerbach argues not only that “theology is 
anthropology”143 and that “the new philosophy is the complete and absolute 
dissolution of theology into anthropology”,144 but also that “the new philosophy makes 

                                                
141. See Long (ed.) (1999, p. 317). The anthropocentric and relativist view of Protagoras 
is also discussed at length and plays a central role in Plato’s Theaetetus.   
142. The anthropological aspects of Kant’s and Hegel’s works is an issue which certainly 
calls for much more discussion than the limits of the present work allow for. Suffice it to 
say that Kant was offering a course on anthropology at the University of Königsberg for 
23 years (the material from these lectures was first published in 1798 as Anthropology from 
a Pragmatic Point of View), with the prototypical anthropological question “What is the 
human being?” being for him the fundamental philosophical question (see Kant (1992, p. 
585)). And for Hegel the anthropological is one of the three aspects of the subjective 
Geist, the other two being the phenomenological and the psychological, with the 
“foundation of man” constituting “the main theme of anthropology” (see Hegel (2007, 
§387 Zusatz p. 27)). What is important to note is that both Kant’s and Hegel’s 
engagement with an anthropological viewpoint is of a highly metaphysical character, with 
prominent scientistic, essentialist, and foundationalist features – see for example 
Foucault (2008) for a discussion of Kant’s anthropology in relation to his wider 
empirico-transcendental approach, while also Feuerbach’s work in general can be viewed 
as an attempt to substitute (within the broader Hegelian context) the ‘material’, 
‘concrete’, ‘human’ (anthropological) for the (Hegelian) ‘immaterial’, ‘abstract’, 
‘metaphysical’. 
143. Feuerbach (1972, p. 255-256). Feuerbach’s anthropological perspective, also shared 
by Wittgenstein indirectly and to a certain extent via the Marx-Sraffa link, may help us 
see under a new light Wittgenstein’s remark to Drury that although not a religious man 
himself, he “cannot help seeing every problem from a religious point of view” (Drury 
(1981a, p. 94)), and remarks such as “How words are understood is not told by words 
alone. (Theology.)” (Z 144) and “Grammar tells what kind of object anything is. 
(Theology as grammar.)” (PI 373) – the religious and the anthropological point of view 
as one.   
144. Feuerbach (1972, p. 241) – emphasis in the original. 
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man, together with nature as the basis of man, the exclusive, universal, and highest object 
of philosophy; it makes anthropology, together with physiology, the universal science”145 
and that “the new philosophy as the philosophy of man [...] is also essentially the 
philosophy for man”.146 Feuerbach’s humanism and anthropological viewpoint is 
conveyed to Marx, constituting one of the most important influences for his 
discussion of the alienation of the labourer – extending the discussion of 
alienation already initiated by Feuerbach – as can be found in his early works 
such as the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts and the Holy Family of 1844. It is 
in these philosophical writings of early Marx that the whole broad tradition of 
Marxist Humanism (or Humanist Marxism) was based, differentiating itself from 
many of the aspects of later Marx’s “scientific” (or rather scientistic) approach, and 
even more forcefully, from the non-humanist readings of (later) Marx’s work, 
such as Luis Althusser’s structuralist one.147 And it is in this tradition of 
Humanist Marxism that Antonio Gramsci belongs,148 one of the main figures of 
the Italian Communist Party and Marxist thought and Sraffa’s close friend and 
intellectual companion and influence.149 Thus, we see that later Wittgenstein’s 
anthropological perspective, conveyed to him via Sraffa,150 is not just a neutral 
tool but bears a certain historical and philosophical weight. That is not to say 
that the anthropological point of view, as described by the historical 
development we have seen so far, was embraced and employed by Wittgenstein 
uncritically. His own anthropological perspective exhibits a radical difference 
from the traditional anthropocentric/humanistic viewpoint and that is made 
most clear in his anti-essentialism. While the traditional approaches were 
focusing one way or another in some kind of essence of human nature, 
Wittgenstein departs radically from such an account, as our discussion above 
with regard to the notion of the form(s) of life and his non-essentialist (and non-
foundationalist) conception of human life (and human nature) suggests. His 
investigations on the possibilities of phenomena related to our human form(s) of 
life (language being the foremost example), on “the conditions of 
intentionality”,151 are not focused on some kind of (single) human essence, but 
                                                
145. ibid. p. 243 – emphasis in the original. 
146. ibid. p. 245 – emphasis in the original. 
147. The distinction between early and later Marx, and the relation of his early humanism 
to his later historical materialism, has been an object of intense debate among the 
scholars, like in Wittgenstein’s case. Althusser is a paradigmatic case of a Marxist thinker 
who discerns an epistemological break, à la Bachelard, between Marx’s early humanism 
(“ideology”) and his later “history of social formations” (“science”) – see Althusser 
(1969, p. 31-39), while for a defense of the position of a significant continuity in Marx’s 
thought during its various phases of development see Kolakowski (1971). 
148. See Salamini (1981). 
149. For an account of the relation between Gramsci and Sraffa until 1927, that is, 
before the former’s imprisonment and the latter’s move to Cambridge, see Naldi (2000).  
150. See Ch. 6 p. 202 above. 
151. “Otherwise put: through a clarification of the conditions of intentionality, we come 
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are resolutely of a pluralist and contextual character, with the notion of family-
resemblances playing a bridging role.152 Wittgenstein’s humanism is of a 
distinctive kind, composed of anti-essentialist, anti-foundationalist, anti-
scientistic, and anti-dogmatic strands and hence opposed to traditional 
humanism’s belief in a single (eternal, fixed, predetermined, etc.) human 
nature.153 It is rather more akin to humanist perspectives, clearly influenced by 

                                                                                                                
to a better understanding of what we are as knowing agents – and hence also as language 
beings – and thereby gain insight into some of the crucial anthropological questions that 
underpin our moral and spiritual beliefs” Taylor (1995, p. 14). That is one of the ways in 
which the parts of Wittgenstein’s later work that do not explicitly discuss ethical (moral, 
religious, political) issues can be viewed as still being ethically-relevant and as part of a 
broader reflection on what it means to be human – we come back to this point in the 
next chapter with regard to the ethical and political aspects of his later thought. And it is 
interesting to consider how this view of Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophy as a 
reflection on what it means to be human squares with Wittgenstein’s approbatory use of  
the term ‘human being’ (as part of his high and austere ethical standards), with his use of 
the remark “He/she is a human being” being a sign of praise (see Malcolm (2001, p. 52), 
Drury (1981b, p. 121), and CV p. 96).  
152. Note that Wittgenstein’s attack on essentialism, as found for example in the 
development of his discussion of the purported single common essence of language in 
the first 120 remarks of the Investigations, does not deny that there are various essential 
and inessential characteristics with regard to the objects of our investigations – actually in 
many points his approach focuses on this exact distinction. But what gives Wittgenstein’s 
account its radical anti-essentialist character is that: i) the alleged single common essence 
of essentialist approaches breaks down in a plurality of (essential and inessential) 
characteristics, (potentially) linked via family-resemblances; ii) this very distinction 
between what is essential and what is inessential is acknowledged as not always being a 
sharp one; and iii) the determination of what is essential and what is not depends on our 
specific purposes and the broader context as shaped by our language-games and form(s) 
of life (see PI 62, 371, 561-568, RFM Appendix I 17-26 p. 108-109, CV p. 83-84, Z 444, 
and LWPPi 385). Thus, once we adopt the Wittgensteinian perspective, even the 
broadest definitions of human nature that conceive man as a political (social) or linguistic 
animal – Haller, for example, identifies the human form of life (as the common 
behaviour of mankind) with the Aristotelian conception of man as a zoon politicon, a social 
animal (see Haller (1988, p. 114-128)) – break into a variety of phenomena that are 
related, but do not share a single common trait. From a similar point of view, 
Wittgenstein’s inquiry on the various characteristics of our multiple language-games and 
forms of life can be viewed as an attempt to clarify our (varying) “standards of 
measurement”, in opposition to the stressing of a specific ideal, whose (pre)conditions 
are to be dogmatically followed (see CV p. 30-31).   
153. While essentialism in Kant, Hegel, and Feuerbach is quite clear, Marx’s case is more 
complicated. In his transitional phase Marx criticises Feuerbach for his essentialist brand 
of humanism (in his sixth thesis on Feuerbach), but he still provides himself a definition 
of human essence, as the locus of social relations, and moreover, as his later works show, 
treats this locus in a scientistic manner. We come back to this point in our discussion in 
the next chapter of Wittgenstein’s relation to Marxian (i.e. Marx’s own) and Marxist (i.e. 
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his own, like Rorty’s “deep humanism”,154 its dominant theme being that “there 
is nothing that we can rely on but ourselves and our fellow human beings”,155 
and von Wright’s conception and embracement of humanism “as an attitude to 
life, an explicit or implicit philosophical anthropology”156 covering various 
aspects of our human form(s) of life such as the aesthetical, ethical/religious, 
social/political, etc.157 And this wide range, but also the ethically and socially 
(politically) charged character, of Wittgenstein’s humanism becomes clearer once 
we focus on some of its particular characteristics. 
 
One of the prominent characteristics of later Wittgenstein’s anthropological 
viewpoint is his emphasis on (human) practices, and especially on our everyday 
(ordinary) practices. The priority of praxis over theory – with theory broadly 
construed, ranging from philosophical, religious, ethical, scientific, mathematical 
theories to the formation of explicit rules regarding understanding – is a feature 
demonstrated in many different aspects of Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophy 
and life. To provide some concrete examples, consider the phrase from Goethe’s 
Faust “In the beginning was the deed” that Wittgenstein fully embraced and 
often quoted,158 and which indeed can be viewed as a motto for the later phase 
of Wittgenstein’s philosophy,159 as well as his explicit references to the primacy 
of practice regarding meaning160 and rule-following161 – the list of examples of 
Wittgenstein’s emphasis on practice could of course be extended to include ones 
to be found in the rest of the themes with which Wittgenstein is engaged, like 
(meta)philosophy,162 aesthetics,163 religion,164 mathematics,165 psychology,166 

                                                                                                                
Marx’s followers’) thought. 
154. See Bernstein (2008). 
155. ibid. p. 22. 
156. von Wright (1993b, p. 156). 
157. See also Hacker (2001b). 
158. See OC 402, CV p. 36, and WPO p. 395. 
159. See Monk (1991, p. 306, 579). 
160. According to Wittgenstein not only “words are deeds” (see PG 131 p. 182, CV p. 
53, PI 546), but also “Practice gives the words their meaning” (see CV p. 97 and RC 317 
p. 59). See also PI 208 and RFM Part VI 34 p. 335, 41 p. 344. 
161. “And hence also ‘obeying a rule’ is a practice. And to think one is obeying a rule is 
not to obey a rule. Hence it is not possible to obey a rule ‘privately’: otherwise thinking 
one was obeying a rule would be the same thing as obeying it” (PI 202). See also PI 197 
and RFM Appendix I 130 p. 88-89. 
162. See CV p. 33-34 and Drury (1981, p. 125-126). 
163. See LAPR p. 39-40. 
164. See ibid. p. 69-71, RC 317 p. 58, and Monk (1991, p. 305). 
165. See OC 49, RPPii 102, Z 299, 692, 703, RFM Part I 10 p. 41, 17 p. 44, Appendix I 
20 p. 123, Part II 35 p. 135, Part III 78 p. 204, Part VII 61 p. 425. 
166. See LWPPii p. 43-44, 81-83, LWPPi 100, 255, 261, 270, 973, RPPi 184, 648, 951, 
1053, and RPPii 558. 
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knowledge,167 and colours.168 The above go hand in hand with later 
Wittgenstein’s focus on the dialogical and conversational aspects of language as 
manifested in the dialogical (and to a certain extent polyphonic)169 literary style 
characteristic of the Investigations and in the examples employed, which by 
focusing on everyday social activities and practices are primarily of a 
conversational character.170 Note that this commitment to the priority of 
practices should not be confused with a naïve instrumentalist attitude towards 
language; apart from practical reasons, there are also other kinds of reasons, like 
for example aesthetical ones, that play an important role in the development and 
employment of our concepts.171 Wittgenstein’s upholding of the preeminence of 
practice is not limited only in his philosophical approach, but extends also to his 
metaphilosophical perspective, personal stance, and broader Weltanschauung. His 
approbatory use of the term ‘businesslike’ and its positioning as one of the mains 
metaphilosophical goals of the later phase of his thought,172 his respect for 
projects that ‘get something done’,173 and his preference for manual labour and 
the related form(s) of life over the ‘suffocating’ intellectual life of academia,174 all 
point towards a broader worldview where practice is prioritised over 
contemplation or theorising. A similar picture emerges, quite unexpectedly at 
first sight, in Wittgenstein’s personal aesthetics. While it is true to a large extent 
that his own cultural preferences were rather “classical” and, as he himself 
acknowledges, usually did not go beyond the first half of the 19th century,175 two 
of Wittgenstein’s favourite genres of literature and cinema – namely, hard-boiled 
(noir) American detective stories and western films respectively –176 are not only 
of a much more “modern” character, but more importantly, reflect in an 
interesting manner his practice-oriented outlook. What is common in hard-
boiled American detective stories and western movies is the emphasis on the 
practical efficiency (of the detective, the criminal, the western hero, etc.) to get 
things done (and/or the lack of that ability). And this practical efficiency of the 

                                                
167. See OC 89, 95, 120, 139, 450, 501, 524, 601, 668, 669.  
168. See for example RC 122 p. 32. 
169. See Cavell (2002) and Stern (2004, p. 21-28) for examples of readings of the 
Investigations that emphasise the many voices of the text.  
170. See also Z 135 and RPPi 240 where he points out that it is only in the course of a 
conversation (as the locus of the application and interpretation of words) that words 
have their meaning.  
171. See for example RPPii 572, RPPi 951, Z 184, 700, RFM Part VII 17 p. 379, and 
LWPPi 878.  
172. See Drury (1981b, p. 125-126).  
173. See ibid. and Rhees (1981, p. 224-225). 
174. See Rhees (1981, p. 228), Monk (1991, p. 323, 334), and Ch. 6 p. 183-185 above. 
175. See CV p. 4 and Ch. 4 p. 100-102 above. 
176. Regarding Wittgenstein’s preference for American detective stories see Monk (1991, 
p. 355, 422-424, 443, 528-529, 577) and regarding his preference for western movies see 
ibid. p. 239, 266, 423, 427. 
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(anti)heroes of these two genres – taking the form of a pragmatic problem-
solving activity through direct action and engagement with the rough nature of 
reality – is opposed to the European detective stories, with paradigmatic cases 
being Sherlock Holmes in England and Joseph Rouletabille in France, where 
theorising, contemplation, and logic provide the keys to the mysteries, resulting 
in the discovery of the ‘truth’.177 Thus, we should not be surprised by 
Wittgenstein’s reply in 1948 to Norman Malcolm, who had sent him some 
copies of the Street and Smith’s Detective Magazine, a magazine which Wittgenstein 
read regularly for a long part of his later life, wondering: “How people can read 
Mind if they could read Street & Smith beats me. If philosophy has anything to 
do with wisdom there’s certainly not a grain of that in Mind, and quite often a 
grain in the detective stories”.178  
 
Later Wittgenstein’s practice-based approach had a significant impact on the 
post-World War II development of analytic philosophy, as of course the early 
phase of his thought also had for its pre-World War II development, 
paradigmatically manifested in the works of the logical positivists. In many cases 
his influence was more indirect (as a result of osmosis) rather than direct and 
mainly limited to some of the methodological aspects – with the emphasis 
turning from the quest of revealing or constructing the ideal (logical/formal) 
language(s) to the actual use of our everyday language as the starting point of our 
investigations, and usually their final point as well – rather than including the 
broader (meta)philosophical features of his later stance as a worldview (i.e. his 
overall conception of philosophy and its relation to the rest of the facets of 
human life, its ethical, social, and political aspects, etc.). Nevertheless, the focus 
on the actual use of language and our linguistic practices constitutes a crucial 
element of the post-positivist (and, to some extent, post-logical-analysis) 
analytical philosophical landscape, as for example shaped by what is usually 
called the ‘ordinary language school’ (Ryle, Strawson, Grice, Austin in Oxford, 
but also Cavell and Searle in the United States) and in the pragmatically-oriented, 
post-logical-empiricist philosophy in the U.S.A. (Quine, Davidson, Kripke, but 
                                                
177. Monk suggests something similar (see Monk (1991, p. 422-424)), while for Deleuze 
the emergence of the noir genre – through its disengagement from the metaphysical or 
scientific quest for truth and its emphasis on mistakes – signifies a break with the 
tradition as shaped by two of the most prominent philosophical schools on truth, the 
French (Descartes) reflected in Rouletabille’s deductive line of reasoning and his appeal 
to the “right track of reason”, and the English (Hobbes) reflected in Sherlock Holmes 
and his inductive reasoning based on his insightful interpretation of signs (see Deleuze 
(2004)).  
178. Malcolm (2001, p. 107). Similar thoughts can be found in many other places in 
Wittgenstein’s letters to Malcolm, as for example three years earlier, in 1945: “If I read 
your mags I often wonder how anyone can read ‘Mind’ with all its impotence and 
bankruptcy when they could read Street & Smyth mags. Well, everyone to his taste” 
(ibid. p. 100). 
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also Kuhn, Rorty, Brandom, and MacDowell).179 The influence of later 
Wittgenstein’s praxeological outlook is more visible (and often much wider, 
encompassing in some cases, like von Wright, his overall worldview) in the cases 
of his students (and the students of his students, e.g. Winch), but also in other 
humanistic disciplines apart from philosophy, like social science and theory, 
where it is taken to constitute one of the crucial points of reference for the 
practical turn of the fields.180 But what is important to be stressed with regard to 
later Wittgenstein’s practical outlook is, first, that while Wittgenstein can be 
viewed as one of the main figures responsible for the increasing focus on 
practices within the analytic philosophical tradition, we can discern a broader 
practical turn, in the form of the commitment to the priority of practice, in late 
19th and 20th century (western) philosophy via some of its most influential 
strands. Second, that the distinctive and radical character of later Wittgenstein’s 
perspective is not provided by its practice-orientation as such, although it 
signifies a decisive break with the early phase of his thought,181 but by the 
specific characteristics that it exhibits, for example that it does not constitute 
merely a philosophical (as methodological, technical) approach, but takes the 

                                                
179. The issue of Wittgenstein’s influence is actually very complex and thus our short 
account above is unavoidably rough and in need of various qualifications. For a detailed 
discussion, often providing the required qualifications regarding Wittgenstein’s influence 
on some of the aforementioned figures, see Hacker (1996). 
180. See Stern (2003). Note that the influence of Wittgenstein’s praxis-centred viewpoint 
on fields such as social theory often extends beyond methodology, including aspects of 
his distinctive anthropological (humanist) perspective on social existence. Also, that the 
practical turn in social studies has developed to such an extent that it has resulted in the 
formation of a distinctive practice-centred (sub)field, ‘practice theory’, with the (later 
Wittgenstein-influenced) works of Giddens, Bourdieu, and Schatzki constituting 
paradigmatic cases. For a synoptic account of the field of practice theory, see Schatzki 
(2001).   
181. The prioritising of practice in Wittgenstein’s later thought is another aspect of the 
shift from his early sub specie aeternitatis viewpoint to his later sub specie humanitatis one (see 
Ch. 6 p. 202 above). As with the changed emphasis on human subjects and communities 
from his early to his later views, later Wittgenstein’s praxeological perspective and the 
resulting intentional conception of language are radically different from his early 
extensional conception as manifested in the Tractatus, the treatment of propositional 
attitudes being a characteristic example (see TLP 5.54-5.5422). And while the conception 
of philosophy in the Tractatus as an activity and not a theory (TLP 4.112) may be initially 
viewed as a rather continuous thread in the development of Wittgenstein’s 
metaphilosophical outlook, we should not forget that Wittgenstein’s metaphilosophy is 
intrinsically related to his (changing) conception of language and that the Tractatus, with 
its signs of scientism, essentialism, dogmatism, and foundationalism, preaches more than 
actually practices such a metaphilosophical approach. In other words, as we have already 
suggested earlier, the tension between the metaphilosophical and the rest of the aspects 
of Wittgenstein’s philosophy is much sharper in the early phase of his thought than in his 
later one.      
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form of an integrated worldview, and the role of the ‘everyday’ (ordinary), which 
in Wittgenstein’s case is employed not only in an epistemological or ontological 
manner, but bears certain ethical, social, and political commitments. Thus, it 
would be useful to cast a quick glance at the wider practical turn in late 19th and 
20th century philosophy – and Wittgenstein’s relation to it – as signaled by 
classical American pragmatism (Dewey, James, Peirce), Marx’s thought and 
Marxism, Heidegger’s existential/hermeneutic phenomenology, and religious 
(Kierkegaard, Dostoyevsky) and political (Camus, Sartre) existentialism, before 
we move on to the second point regarding the ethical, social, and political 
aspects of Wittgenstein’s later (meta)philosophical perspective, which will be 
discussed in the next chapter. 
 
Pragmatism constitutes one of the foremost examples of late 19th/20th century 
philosophical schools for which the commitment to the priority of practice 
constitutes a principal element of their agendas. The very name of the movement 
already makes that explicit, since according to William James, one of its main 
founders: “The term is derived from the same Greek word pragma, meaning 
action, from which our words ‘practice’ and ‘practical’ come”.182 It is also made 
clear in a paradigmatic manner through the constitutive maxim of pragmatism as 
formulated by Peirce, but also embraced by James183 and Dewey,184 according to 
which “the whole function of thought is to produce habits of action”185 and 
“consider what effects, that might conceivably have practical bearings, we 
conceive the object of our conception to have. Then, our conception of these 
effects is the whole of our conception of the object”.186 Regarding Wittgenstein’s 
relation to pragmatism as a philosophical movement, we find him referring to it 
in three points in his writings. In the first two he disassociates his views from it, 
and especially from its instrumentalist aspects,187 while in the third he finds his 
positions to be akin to it.188 Wittgenstein was familiar with the thought of James, 
reading and admiring the latter’s Varieties of Religious Experience as early as in 1912 
and recommending it to his students during the later part of his life and thought 
as well, while James’s The Principles of Psychology was one of the main stimuli and 
points of reference, through Wittgenstein’s critical engagement with it, for the 
development of his later views on issues pertaining to the philosophy of 
psychology.189 With respect to Peirce and Dewey, there is no direct evidence 

                                                
182. See James (1981, p. 26).  
183. ibid. 
184. Consider for example Dewey’s proclamation that “There is no one ready-made self 
behind activities” in Dewey (2008c, p. 96). 
185. Peirce (1955, p. 30). 
186. ibid. p. 31. 
187. See PG 133 p. 185 and RPPi 266.  
188. See OC 422. 
189. See Monk (1991, p. 51, 112, 477-478) and McGuinness (1988, p. 129, 157-158). For 
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suggesting that Wittgenstein had read any of their works. Nevertheless, 
connections of a rather indirect character can be drawn to both, since Peirce’s 
work was a major influence for Ramsey’s philosophical ‘pragmatist’ outlook,190 
while Dewey’s work was one of the main inspirations and influences for the 
Austrian school reform movement191 in which Wittgenstein participated through 
his schoolteacher training and practicing in the 1920s.192  
 
As far as Marxian and Marxist thought is concerned, the characterisation and 
conception of Marxism as a ‘philosophy of practice (or praxis)’ is quite telling. 
By the end of the 19th century, historical materialism was already conceived as a 
philosophy of practice,193 while in the 20th century the conception of Marxian 
and Marxist philosophy as a philosophy of praxis still remained popular, 
especially within the circles of humanist Marxism, as demonstrated for example 
by the key role that it played for Gramsci’s thought194 and for the Marxist 
humanist philosophical movement bearing the very name Praxis.195 The notion 

                                                                                                                
a detailed discussion of the relationship between Wittgenstein’s thought and the 
philosophy of William James see Goodman (2002). Note that for Wittgenstein, James 
was not just a “good philosopher”, but also “a real human being” (see Drury (1981b, p. 
121)) – see our discussion of Wittgenstein’s use of the term ‘(real) human being’ as an 
appraisal in Ch. 6 p. 205-206 n. 151 above.  
190. See Nubiola (1996) for an account of the historical connections between 
Wittgenstein, Ramsey, and Peirce and of the relevant bibliography. To mention just two 
indicative examples, Ramsey refers to Peirce in his review of the Tractatus that was 
published in Mind in 1923 (see Ch. 6 p. 178 n. 12 above), while Wittgenstein’s reference 
in the Investigations to his conversation with Ramsey regarding the conception of logic as a 
‘normative science’ points directly towards Peirce, logic being one of the three normative 
sciences for Peirce, the other two being ethics and aesthetics (see Peirce (1998)).     
191. See Popper (2002, p. 81) – Popper, like Wittgenstein, had actively participated in the 
Austrian school reform movement as a schoolteacher – and Papanek (1962, p. 66-68).  
192. See Ch. 6 p. 176-178 and the relevant notes above. Note that Wittgenstein refers to 
Dewey in his 1946-7 lectures on the philosophy of psychology with regard to the 
position that belief is an “adjustment of the organism” (see Wittgenstein (1988, p. 90)), 
while it also seems that at some point he had attended a lecture given by Dewey on 
education (see Bouwsma (1986, p. xxiii-xxiv)).  
193. As early as in 1897 Labriola finds in the philosophy of practice “the path of 
historical materialism” that “takes account of man as a social and historical being” – see 
Labriola (1980, p. 60). 
194. See Haug (2000).  
195. For more on the notion of praxis and its place and role in Marxist thought see 
Petrovic (1991a). Gajo Petrovic was one of the most prominent figures of the 
Yugoslavian Praxis school, which from the 1950s and onwards tried to “free Marx of 
Stalinist misinterpretations and to revive and develop the original thought of Marx” (ibid. 
p. 439) by treating the concept of praxis as the central concept of Marx’s thought, 
emphasising the conception of man not as an economic animal (as the dominant 
scientistic and Stalinist (mis)interpretations of Marx did), but as a free, creative being of 
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of practice/praxis constitutes a central theme in Marx’s work and thought and 
this can be best viewed in his Theses on Feuerbach, one of the most nodal works of 
Marx as it both signifies the transition from his early (‘philosophical’) to his later 
(‘scientific’) phase and constitutes the link between them. In all the eleven theses 
of the work Marx discusses the unification of theory with practice, or rather the 
overcoming of theory via practice; in seven of the theses explicitly, i.e. by 
referring to practice directly (theses I, II, III, IV, V, VIII, IX), and in the rest 
without an explicit reference, but in the same priority-of-practice spirit, as for 
example in the most famous thesis of the work, thesis XI, where he states that 
“The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to 
change it”.196 Wittgenstein’s relation to Marxism and leftist thought and politics in 
general constitutes the main theme of the next chapter, so we shall not go into 
too much detail at this point. Suffice it to say, first, that Wittgenstein’s favourite, 
and representative of his own (meta)philosophical perspective and personal 
worldview, quote from Goethe’s Faust “In the beginning was the deed”197 was 
also used by Engels in his own attempt to refute skepticism in a practice-
oriented manner198 akin not only to pragmatism, but also to Wittgenstein’s later 
approach as manifested for example in On Certainty, and, second, anticipating our 
discussion to follow, that like Wittgenstein, the humanist branch of Marxism, for 
which the notion of praxis/practice plays a key role, treats personal and social 
change as one.199  
 
Pragmatism and Marxism are not the only philosophical schools in the last 200 
years committed in some way to the priority of practice. Two further examples 
are provided by the practical twist that the work of Heidegger signifies for the 
phenomenological tradition, and the case of religious and political existentialism. 
For Heidegger, it is only against the background of our practical engagement 
with the world that understanding (which is primarily a matter of know-how 
rather of know-that) and meaning are disclosed; practical intelligibility as 
hypostatised through our engaged interaction with the world is prior to cognitive 
understanding.200 Hubert Dreyfus has provided us with an insightful reading of 
the relevant parts of Heidegger’s work that not only details how the primordiality 
of practice plays a central role in Heidegger’s approach, but also, through 

                                                                                                                
praxis (see Petrovic (1971)). 
196. See Marx (1994a, p. 101).  
197. See Ch. 6 p. 207 above. 
198. See Engels (2008, p. 13-14).  
199. For a Wittgensteinian approach to Marx’s thought as a philosophy of praxis see 
Kitching (1988).  
200. “With the term ‘understanding’ we have in mind a fundamental existentiale, which is 
neither a definite species of cognition distinguished, let us say, from explaining and 
conceiving, nor any cognition at all in the sense of grasping something thematically” 
Heidegger (1962, II.4 §336, p. 385). 
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Dreyfus’s own Wittgensteinian influence and perspective from which he 
approaches Heidegger’s thought, highlights the common elements in the thought 
of the two most significant philosophers of the 20th century.201 Rorty’s approach 
points in the same direction, by treating the practical outlook of later 
Wittgenstein, Heidegger, and Dewey as one of the basic elements of their shared 
anti-representationalist and anti-foundationalist stance.202 With regard to the 
relation of Wittgenstein to Heidegger’s thought, while there is not much 
information about the extent to which Wittgenstein was familiar with 
Heidegger’s writings, they were at least not completely alien to him,203 while it is 
also interesting to note that during his transitional phase Wittgenstein considered 
his philosophical approach as a kind of phenomenology.204 Heidegger’s thought 
also constitutes a nodal point for the development of another philosophical 
movement for which practice (as human action) is prior to theory (as the 
outcome of the exercising of reason), namely existentialism. The primacy of 
practice/action is one of the principal shared elements between the two main 
faces of the movement, the 19th century religion-oriented one, as exemplified in 
the works of Kierkegaard and Dostoyevsky, and its 20th century politics-centred 
one, exemplified in the works of Camus and Sartre (with Heidegger playing a 
crucial intermediary role for that development). Regarding Kierkegaard and its 
reflections on Christianity and religion in general, faith (as practice) is always 
primary to theory (dogma) or reason, since human practices and action (based on 
faith and not reason) in the form of the existential choices we make with regard 
to our form of life (our way of being in the world), is his suggested way of 
meeting and embracing the absurd, the paradox of life and Christianity.205 
Dostoyevsky points in a similar direction, albeit in a quite different manner. His 
more “literary” than “philosophical” approach is mostly occupied with exploring 
the various different attitudes that humans exhibit in the face of a world 
(conceived in the modernity as) devoid of meaning and value, attitudes that are 

                                                
201. See Dreyfus (1991). 
202. See for example Rorty (1979, p. 3-13). See also Rorty (1991b, p. 50-65) and 
Guignon (1990) for approaches that focus on the relation between Wittgenstein’s and 
Heidegger’s thought, emphasising their common practical outlook, and Blattner (2000) 
for a similar discussion regarding Heidegger and Dewey. 
203. See WVC p. 68-69 where he discusses the Heideggerian conception of angst in 
relation to Kierkegaard and his own views on ethics and VW p. 69-77 where he discusses 
the notorious Heidegger phrase “das Nichts nichtet” (The Nothing noths).  
204. According to Drury, Wittgenstein referred to his work-in-progress in 1930 as 
phenomenology  (“You could say of my work that it is ‘phenomenology’”, Drury (1981b, 
p. 131)), while in the first writings after his return to Cambridge in 1929, grammar is 
often identified with phenomenology and the notion of a phenomenological language 
appears to be quite central (see for example PR 1 p. 51, 4 p. 53, 75 p. 103, 213 p. 267, 
218 p. 273).  
205. This general perspective of Kierkegaard is characteristic of almost all of his works, 
his Practice in Christianity of 1850 being one of the foremost examples. 
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primarily characterised not only by their actions, but also by the lack of (any) 
action.206 After the mediation of Heidegger – and this ‘after’ is to be construed 
not only chronologically, but also systematically – existentialist thought discards 
to a large extent its religious and metaphysical associations, exhibiting an even 
more practical, in the form of political, outlook. Sartre, under the strong 
influence of and building on the work of Heidegger, stresses that existence (as 
designated by the acting human subject) comes before essence (as mere/naked 
being), and together with Camus argues that in an (objective and secular) absurd 
world devoid of meaning and value, it is only the human subjects, as individuals, 
that through their actions and practical activities, create and provide meaning to 
their human and natural environment, to their shared (social) world, and define 
their (mode of) existence.207 An undoubtedly ethical endeavour which in the 
atheist context of 20th century existentialism takes the shape of a resolutely 
political (as a leftist revolutionary) humanist enterprise and which of course is 
not limited to the development of some philosophical theory, but extends to 
each individual’s own mode of (social and political) life.208 As far as 
Wittgenstein’s relation to existentialism is concerned, as we have seen, he held 
life-long respect for both Dostoyevsky and Kierkegaard, while they both also 
constitute discernable sources of influence for aspects of his (meta)philosophical 
perspective and his broader worldview, especially in its early phase.209 
Furthermore, the shift from the early Tractarian (metaphysical, and ethical as 
religious) view of value (semantic, ethical, and aesthetical) as lying outside the 
world, being ineffable and belonging to the sphere of the mystic to his later 
anthropological (practical, and ethical as socio-political) view of meaning and 
value as defined by social human practice and action (as teleological/intentional 
activity) can be viewed as resembling certain aspects of the development of 
existentialism from its early religious to its later social/political phase. And we 
should note that what links all the cases (i.e. Wittgenstein’s early and later phase 
of his thought as well as the early religious and the later political existentialism) 
together is the common engagement with issues of a deeply ethical (as 
existential) nature, a shared ethical spirit which is manifested in different forms 
(religious, political, metaphysical, anthropological, etc.). This does not mean to 

                                                
206. Notes from Underground, Dostoyevsky’s most existential(ist) work, written in 1864, 
constitutes a characteristic example of that kind of approach. 
207. For exemplary works of Sartre in which the above attitude is manifested see Sartre 
(2003, 2007), while with regard to Camus see Camus (2000, 2005).  
208. It is from that perspective that Sartre’s and Camus’ rich and wide social and political 
action constitutes the one side of a coin, which on the other side bears their 
philosophical existentialist outlook.   
209. See Ch. 3 p. 88 and Ch. 5 p. 169 n. 72 above. See also Monk (1991, p. 107, 136, 283, 
310, 463, 490, 549) and McGuinness (1988, p. 205, 236, 245, 249, 272-273, 278, 280-
281).   
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suggest a common ethical essence, but rather partially shared, family-related 
fibres that constitute a broader net of ethical reflection.                        
 
Apart from their broader practical outlook, another common characteristic of 
the movements discussed above and a prominent feature of Wittgenstein’s later 
perspective, is an increased emphasis on our everyday (ordinary) practices. We 
could say that everyday life and activity, approached from an anthropological and 
practice-oriented viewpoint, emerges as the locus where the subjective and the 
intersubjective or objective are unified, where the integration of the different 
perspectives, forms of life, and language-games becomes possible and 
(potentially) takes place. As Lefebvre puts it, the concept of everyday can be 
defined as “a set of functions which connect and join together systems that 
might appear to be distinct”, signifying “the most universal and the most unique 
condition, the most social and the most individuated, the most obvious and the 
best hidden”.210 In other words, it functions as a link between the numerous 
shapes that human activity takes, a unifying sphere that is characteristic of the 
human form of life as constitutive of and constituted by the various family-
resemblance related (human) forms of life. From the same perspective, the 
concept of the everyday (life, activity, language, etc.) can be viewed as playing a 
central role for an attitude which, on the one hand, accepts some kind of 
relativism or pluralism (together with an anti-foundationalist, anti-essentialist, 
anti-scientistic, and anti-dogmatic stance), while, on the other hand, is committed 
to anti-skepticism and anti-nihilism, holding that despite the acknowledged 
differences, integration (of the various ways of looking at and being in the world) 
is not only possible, but in fact a most important objective – and it is both 
actually and potentially realised through our everyday life.211  
 
In order to make the above points clearer and to move to our discussion of what 
role(s) the notion of everyday/ordinary plays for later Wittgenstein’s practice-
oriented (meta)philosophical view we shall first discuss in some more detail the 
various different significations of the term. First of all, we should note that the 
notion of the ‘everyday’ is no longer an exclusively everyday(-language) notion, 
from the moment that it was used in technical ways and became an object of 

                                                
210. Lefebvre (1987, p. 9). 
211. It is useful to draw a distinction at this point between non-integrative relativism or 
pluralism, as the commitment to an attitude that treats the existence of (ontological, 
epistemological, ethical, etc.) variety and difference (as non-ever-fixed and non-monadic 
determination) as a fragmenting factor, in opposition to integrative relativism or 
pluralism, for which the acknowledgment of variety and difference is a step in the 
attempt to integrate (i.e. to organically connect, not only through the positive, 
constructive reaching of an equilibrium or synthesis, but also through negation, as 
criticism, de(con)struction, etc.) their manifestations, in the form not of a homogenous 
whole, but of an heterogeneous but coherent network.       
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numerous scholarly works and debates in academic fields like philosophy and 
sociology. Moreover, despite its apparent trivial and tangible character, since 
everybody is familiar with at least (most of) the non-technical uses of the term, it 
remains a deeply vague term, exhibiting a similar status to the term ‘time’, as 
discussed by Augustine and Wittgenstein, as “something that we know when no 
one asks us, but no longer know when we are supposed to give an account of 
it”.212 This of course should not surprise us, since regarding its everyday uses the 
term is employed in a great variety of different language-games that are 
intertwined with an ever-changing, fluctuating, dynamic process like human life, 
while with regard to its technical uses, it should be conceived as a conceptual 
tool (like the notions of paradigms, forms of life, language-games, etc.) which is 
further specified by the relevant objects and goals of our investigations each time 
that it is employed, rather than being an entity occupying a clear-cut and ever-
fixed ontological position. Thus, the notion of the ‘everyday’ emerges as a 
(proto)typical family-resemblance term, breaking down to  a family constituted 
of various related meanings. For example, Norbert Elias distinguishes eight 
different conceptions of the ‘everyday’ in opposition to certain notions of the 
‘non-everyday’ – everyday vs. holiday (feast day), everyday (as routine) vs. 
extraordinary, everyday (as working day) vs. bourgeois idleness, everyday (as the 
life of the masses/multitude) vs. the life of the privileged and powerful, everyday 
(as mundane) vs. the centre-stage of history, everyday (as private life) vs. 
occupational life, everyday (as natural/spontaneous) vs. reflective scientific 
experience and thinking, everyday (as naïve/superficial) vs. genuine/true – in a 
list which could be easily expanded.213 In any case, what is important to note 
with regard to the potential philosophical import of the term is that it not only 
bears sociological, ontological, and epistemological connotations, but also 
ethical, political, social, metaphilosophical, and aesthetical ones, something to be 
expected once viewed, as described above, as the locus of integration of the 
different aspects of human activity and life.  
 
Wittgenstein alludes to or discusses the ‘everyday’ (or ‘ordinary’) in many points 
of his writings. In the early phase of his thought he already held that the 
vagueness of ordinary language can be justified,214 and so in the Tractatus he 
states that the sentences of our ordinary language are in good logical order,215 
with their vagueness being conceived as a surface phenomenon (attributed to the 

                                                
212. PI 89. 
213. See Elias (1998, p. 171). See also Jacobsen (ed.) (2009) for a collection of essays that 
although mainly emphasising the sociological side of a multitude of approaches to the 
‘everyday’, also discusses some of their philosophical aspects, highlighting the key role 
that the notion played for pragmatism, Marxism, phenomenology, and existentialism.     
214. See NB p. 70 22/6/15. 
215. See TLP 5.5563. 
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fact that ordinary language conceals their structure),216 which logical analysis can 
treat. After his return to philosophy in 1929, Wittgenstein rejects his early 
commitment to the idea of a deep, hidden, primary, logically purified, ideal 
language as opposed to our vague, surface, ordinary, everyday one,217 although 
he acknowledges the difficulties regarding the recognition of the (obvious) 
everyday when philosophising, precisely because of its simplicity and 
familiarity.218 His emphasis on the everyday aspects of language and life is also 
prominent in his later metaphilosophical positions as we can see for example in 
his remarks on how philosophical problems arise from a misapplication of our 
(everyday) language,219 based on the (mis)conception of everyday language as too 
crude a means for our investigations,220 how philosophy is derivative of or 
parasitic upon our everyday life,221 and thus how one of the main 
(meta)philosophical goals of his approach is to bring words back from their 
philosophical (as metaphysical) use to their original home, a home that takes the 
shape of everyday use, practices, life.222 It is from that perspective that later 
Wittgenstein’s commitment to the ‘priority of everyday’ becomes most apparent, 
as a further specification of his broader commitment to the ‘priority of 
practice’.223 We also find Wittgenstein referring to the wide diversity and 
impurity (as heterogeneity) of the everyday,224 while also treating it as “filled with 
significance”225 and, when approached from an aesthetical point of view, as 
“wonderful”.226 What is of note regarding the above, is that Wittgenstein not 
only does acknowledge the diversity of the everyday, but also embraces this 
diversity himself – exploring the different but related significations of the 
everyday as indicatively demonstrated in the list above – through his 
investigations on the various themes he approaches from his (everyday-)practice-
centred perspective. Thus, he treats the notion of everyday in a resolutely non-
essentialist manner, and this non-essentialist and non-foundationalist conception 
of the everyday goes directly against the idea that an emphasis on the everyday 
entails an inherently conservative attitude, i.e. the emphasis on the everyday as an 
affirmation of how things are (the acceptance of what is before us) and as totally 
disconnected from any critical engagement with it and the question of how things 

                                                
216. See NB p. 107. 
217. See for example PR 53 p. 84 and PI 81, 91-92. 
218. See PI 89, 129, 600.   
219. See PR 52 p. 83, RPPi 51-52. 
220. See PG 120 p. 169 and PI 436.  
221. See RPPii 289. 
222. See PI 116 and OC 347. 
223. See PG 77 p. 20, p. 333, PI 134, 494, Part II p. 171, and Z 448.  
224. See PI Part II p. 191, RC 59 p. 25, and RPPii 194. 
225. See CV p. 60. 
226. ibid. p. 6-7.  
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could be (different).227 While Wittgenstein’s priority of the everyday has been 
discussed not only with regard to its relation to his later philosophy of language 
and psychology, his metaphilosophy, etc., but also from an aesthetical, and to a 
certain extent, broader ethical point of view, a prominent example being Cavell’s 
work,228 an important aspect that has attracted relatively little attention is its 
(ethical as) social/political connotations. Provisionally, as that is one of the 
themes that relate to the wider question of the ethical and social and political 
ramifications of later Wittgenstein’s (meta)philosophy and life-stance to which 
we turn our attention in the next chapter, we could say that Wittgenstein’s high 
regard for (everyday) manual labour and his related faith in the proletariat,229 
together with his personal attempts to come closer to (or become part of) it 
although by (family) origin not belonging there – as demonstrated for example 
by the above discussed disposal of his personal fortune and his distaste for 
personal property, his occupation as a schoolteacher in the poor parts of rural 
south Austria, and his long plans to move to U.S.S.R. and be occupied there with 
some kind of manual labour230 – highlight some of the social/political aspects of 
(Wittgenstein’s prioritisation of) the everyday. That becomes clearer once we 
approach the later phase of Wittgenstein’s life and thought in more detail, first 
from a broader ethical angle and then from a more specific socio-political one.    
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
227. Such a conservative conception of the (emphasis on) everyday goes also against 
Wittgenstein’s conception of his approach as focusing on the possibilities of phenomena, 
rather than the phenomena themselves, for which the imagining of how things could be 
different is a crucial constitutive element (see Ch. 6 p. 196 n. 102 and p. 201-202, 205-
206 above).   
228. See for example Cavell (1996a) for an approach to Wittgenstein’s commitment to 
the priority of everyday from an aesthetical point of view and Cavell (1996b) for a similar 
approach from an ethical (as cultural) point of view. 
229. See Rhees (1981b, p. 228). 
230. See Ch. 6 p. 177-178, 183 above.  




