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ABSTRACT. While Wittgenstein wrote unconventionally and denied that he was advancing philosophical theses, most of his interpreters have attributed conventional philosophical theses to him. But the best recent interpretations have taken the form of his
writing and his distinctive way of doing philosophy seriously. The 1980s have also seen
the emergence of a body of work on Wittgenstein that makes extensive use of the
unpublished Wittgenstein papers. This work on Wittgenstein's method and his way of
writing are the main themes of this literature review.
Section 1 surveys Wittgenstein's conception of philosophical method and its reception.
Section 2 is a review of recent work on rule-following and the methodological issues it
raises. Section 3 concerns research on the Wittgenstein Nachlass and its implications for
the interpretation of his philosophy.

1. W I T T G E N S T E I N ~ S M E T H O D AND ITS R E C E P T I O N

Two obvious problems beset any reviewer of work on Wittgenstein.
First, there is the sheer quantity and variety of writing on Wittgenstein
that has been published in recent years. Frongia and McGuinness's
selective bibliographical guide to the Wittgenstein literature (1990) lists
645 books and articles published between 1980 and 1987 and 1,297
items from earlier years. Shanker and Shanker's bibliography of secondary sources (1986) contains 5,868 items. 1 The second problem is
that the only commonalities which unite this literature are that the
authors all refer to Wittgenstein and, to a greater or lesser extent,
previous work on Wittgenstein. Whether one looks at authors who find
the origin of their own views in Wittgenstein's work, or interpreters
whose books and articles have become accepted points of reference,
there is very little agreement about Wittgenstein's views or his reasons
for them.
While Wittgenstein denied that he was advancing philosophical theses
and his style of writing was far from conventional, most of his interpreters have found an astonishing variety of conventional philosophical
theses of one kind or another in his writing. 2 The best recent work on
Wittgenstein, however, has taken the form of his writing and his distinctive way of doing philosophy seriously. The 1980s have also seen the
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emergence of a body of work on Wittgenstein that makes extensive use
of the unpublished Wittgenstein papers. This reappraisal of Wittgenstein's method and of his writing are the main themes of my highly
selective review of recent work on Wittgenstein. On the other hand,
recent work on Wittgenstein is, for the most part, an elaboration of
well-established themes and controversies; even the originality of the
exceptions depends on their departure from that context. For that
reason, the first part of this survey of the Wittgenstein literature between 1980 and 1990 is a review of Wittgenstein's conception of philosophical method and its reception. Section 2 concerns recent work on
rule-following and the methodological issues it raises. In Section 3, I
turn to research on the Wittgenstein Nachlass and its implications for
the interpretation of his philosophy.
Because the Tractatus (1922) and the Philosophical Investigations
(1953) were published well before most of Wittgenstein's other published writing became available, interpretation began with these two
books. The Tractatus was the only book Wittgenstein published during
his lifetime, while the Philosophical Investigations was the book he
wrote and rewrote for most of the rest of his life. The compressed
and aphoristic character of these works made it particularly easy for
interpreters to find their own concerns and commitments in those texts.
The obvious differences between the early and the late work, coupled
with Wittgenstein's criticism of the Tractatus in the Philosophical Investigations, gave rise to the view that the early and the late Wittgenstein
were diametrically opposed. The result was an image of two Wittgensteins - "early" and "late" - who, in the words of one disillusioned
commentator, "cannot allegedly be understood apart from an enormous
critical literature that is accessible only to experts" (Ackermann, 1988,
p. 8). Partly as a result of the diversity and complexity of the source
material, and partly because so many different readers appropriated
Wittgenstein's writings for their own purposes, the literature on Wittgenstein proliferated, consisting for the most part of a series of selfcontained debates, often conducted at a considerable distance from the
texts under discussion. At the same time, an increasingly intricate body
of scholarly literature grew up around each of the new publications
from the Nachlass.
There is a helpful summary of these developments in Frongia and
McGuinness's history of the reception of Wittgenstein's work, a history
covering the years leading up to the early 1980s (1990, pp. 1-38). They
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discern four main periods in the reception of his work. During the first
"logical atomist" period (up to the early 1930s), most commentators
followed the lead given by Russell's introduction to the Tractap~s,
treating it as a development of Russell's work on logical atomism and
as a contribution to the philosophy of logic and mathematics. This was
followed by a "neopositivist" period (from the early 1930s to 1953)
when the Tractatus was widely regarded as a contribution to the verificationist and anti-metaphysical programme of the Vienna Circle. During their third phase, 1953 to 1970, the existence of a sharp contrast
between the early Wittgenstein, the author of the Tractatus, and the
later Wittgenstein, the author of the Philosophical Investigations, was
generally taken for granted, although there was much disagreement
about the nature of that break. Despite the controversy over the interpretation of Wittgenstein's philosophy in the 1950s and the 1960s, there
was considerable agreement about the nature of the central themes, a
consensus that came under attack as new approaches and primary
texts were explored in the 1970s. As an increasingly wide range of
Wittgenstein's writings were published, it became possible to study the
development of his thought and so to see what the early and the later
Wittgenstein had in common. Thus, while Frongia and McGuinness
can sum up the years from 1953 to 1970 under the title "The Two
Wittgensteins", the discussion of their fourth phase, 1970 to 1982, is
simply called "More Recent Developments".
In retrospect, the relatively unified character of Wittgenstein's reception before 1970 can be traced to the relatively unified character of
Anglo-American philosophy during those years. A surprisingly small
number of extremely" influential publications effectively set the agenda
for the rapidly growing discussion of the Philosophical investigations in
the 1950s and the 1960s. These included Malcolm's, Feyerabend's, and
Strawson's reviews of the book, Rhees's and Ayer's exchange on private
language, Dummett's and Stroud's discussions of logical necessity, A1britton and Cavell on criteria, and many of the other essays reprinted
in Pitcher's anthology (1966). There are two competing multi-volume
anthologies of the philosophical literature up to the mid-1980s, each
offering a convenient collection of a broad range of work on Wittgenstein. Canfield's fifteen-volume collection (1986, 278 items) provides a
more thorough sweep (forty Wittgenstein scholars were asked to list
"the best papers on Wittgenstein") but Shanker's four-volume set
(1986, 104 items) includes a wide range of good material, especially
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recent work, not to be found in Canfield. The following collections of
essays on Wittgenstein provide a representative selection of more recent
scholarship: Melee and Rossvaer (1988), McGuinness and Hailer
(1989), Meyer (1989), Phillips and Winch (1989), and Hintikka (1991).
All of these bibliographies and anthologies focus on philosophical scholarship; none of them attempts to provide coverage of Wittgenstein's
influence, either on the development of analytic philosophy or his
reception outside philosophy'.
The 1980s have seen a proliferation of new approaches to Wittgenstein, not only within philosophy, but also from writers in many other
fields, including cognitive psychology, sociology, law, theology, literary
theory, and fiction. Some of the best recent introductions to these
widely varying uses of Wittgenstein's writings are: Bloor (1983), on
Wittgenstein and social science; Staten (1984), on Wittgenstein and
deconstruction; Dasenbrock (1989), a collection of essays on Wittgenstein and literary theory; Kerr (1986), on Wittgenstein and theology;
Klagge (1989) and McDonough (1989), on Wittgenstein and cognitive
science; and Patterson (1990, 1992), a collection of essays on Wittgenstein and legal theory. Recent writing on Wittgenstein has grown so
rapidly and in so many different directions that it has taken on the
appearance of a Borgesian fiction - Wittgenstein's name has been
connected with almost every philosophical and nonphilosophical topic.
Nevertheless, the vast majority of recent scholarly discussions of Wittgenstein continue familiar debates on topics such as the picture theory,
logical necessity, criteria, scepticism, solipsism, interpretation and
understanding, fideism, forms of life, rule-following, and private language, or Wittgenstein's relationship to figures such as Kant, Schopenhauer, Husserl, Heidegger, Frege, Moore, and Russell. Wittgenstein
study has become a well-demarcated scholarly subfield, with an established journal, Philosophical Investigations, an annual international
Wittgenstein symposium in Austria, and a steady stream of conferences,
monographs, journal articles, and collections of essays. But before
turning to some of this literature, we need to start by considering
Wittgenstein's own exposition of his method and its reception.
In §§126-128 of the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein summarises how his later philosophy depends on drawing the reader's
attention to uncontroversial observations about everyday life:
Philosophy simply puts everything before us, and neither explains nor deduces anything.
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- Since everything ties open to view there is nothing to explain. For what is hidden, for
example, is of no interest to us.
One might also give the name *'philosophy" to what is possible before all new discoveries and inventions.

The work of the philosopher consists in assembling reminders for a particular purpose.
If one tried to advance theses in philosophy, it would never be possible to debate them,
because everyone would agree to them. (1953, I, §§126-28, cf. 1989, pp. 190, 186, 189,
or 1993a, pp. 176, 172, 178; based on MS 108, p. 259 (1930); MS 112, p. 235 (1931); MS
110, p. 259 (1931)) 3

This conception of philosophy and of philosophical theses, elaborated
in the surrounding remarks, forms one of the major threads running
through the development of Wittgenstein's work: he contrasts his approach to philosophy, which is not supposed to advance any theses at
all, with the controversial theses advanced by most other philosophers.
In one of the last remarks of the Tractatus Logico-Phitosophicus
(1922), Wittgenstein's systematic but self-destructing exposition of his
early philosophy, he says that "the correct method in philosophy"
(§6.53) would be to avoid talking about philosophy altogether, except
when someone else wanted to say something metaphysical; on those
occasions, one would show the person that some of the signs he or she
was using were meaningless. One would have to restrict people to saying
what can be said: either empirical or logical statements. "Although it
would not be satisfying to the other person - he would not have the
feeling that we were teaching him philosophy - this method would be
the only strictly correct one" (§653; see also §6.5-7). Of course, the
Tractatus is not limited to propositions of natural science, or even to
saying what can be said. The book does say something metaphysical most of the propositions in that book set out an atomistic ontology and
a programme of logical analysis. In other words, the strictly incorrect
method followed throughout most of the book is to provide an austere
outline of a metaphysical system, a canonical analysis of the ultimate
structure of any possible system of representation, based on Russell's
and Frege's work in logic and ontology. But in the last remarks of the
Tractatus, Wittgenstein insists that the propositions he has set out must
be discarded if his aim is to be achieved.
Wittgenstein's transition from his earlier to his later philosophy is
largely a matter of his seeing through this once seemingly self-evident
conception of philosophical method, and gradually replacing it by an
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unsystematic plurality of methods. Though the Tractarian programme
of analysis is left highly schematic, Wittgenstein believed that it could,
in principle, be given a precise and detailed articulation. In 1929 he
returned to the task and soon realised that the notion of an elementary
proposition, the logically independent atomic elements that would be
identified at the end of any analysis, was logically flawed: such an
analysis leads to systems of interrelated propositions, not independent
atoms. It is generally recognised that Wittgenstein's writing in 1929
marks a decisive break with his early work: he soon realised that the
logical atomism of the Tractatus could not be rescued, and in October
1929 he drafted the controversial first paragraph of the Philosophical
Remarks where he declared that he no longer had "phenomenological
language" as his goal.
Hintikka and Hintikka use extensive quotations from Wittgenstein's
manuscript volumes for that year to set out a crucial part of the debate
that leads up to Wittgenstein's change of view (1985, 1986; Hintikka,
1988). In these passages "one can follow vividly, sometimes dramatically, Wittgenstein's intensive struggle to fight his way to a point where
he was ready to take this step" (1985, p. 437). This struggle centres
on the problem of understanding how the phenomena of immediate
experience, on the one hand, and the physical propositions we utter,
on the other, can be directly compared to each other. On the conception
of mind and language that had attracted Wittgenstein earlier that year,
the significance of language ultimately consists in its connection with
present experience. He had hoped to clarify this connection by producing a "phenomenological language", a language solely for the description of immediate experience. But now he became convinced that this
was impossible, or at least unnecessary.
Hintikka and Hintikka construe Wittgenstein's rejection of phenomenological language as a matter of replacing one theory of knowledge
for another: they maintain that Wittgenstein gave up a phenomenalistic
view, on which all significant uses of language are analysable into
propositions about experiential phenomena, for the corresponding
physicalistic view. But their reading, on which Wittgenstein rejected
one traditional epistemological thesis for another, does not do justice
to Wittgenstein's methodological commitments. While he was certainly
attracted by a number of different analyses during the 1910s, including
physicalism, phenomenalism, and solipism, as the Notebooks 1914-1916
attest, the Tractatus does not lend itself easily to any of these construals,
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for it studiously avoids specifying the epistemological status of the
elementary propositions. Nor does their reading do justice to the radical
nature of Wittgenstein's break with the philosophical tradition in 1929.
Rather than substituting one familiar kind of analysis for another, it
consists in a rejection of the notion that any single analysis should be our
goat in philosophy, and led him to question the Cartesian conception of
the mind that is responsible for so many of these problems (see ter
Hark, 1990, pp. 82-93; Stern, 1991). Wittgenstein now branded his
earlier work as "dogmatic" precisely because he had placed so much
weight on the claim that an analysis into elementary propositions was
possible, but had failed to carry it out. In a discussion with Waismann
in 1931, he explained why he could not accept Waismann's Theses, an
exposition of the Tractatus as a set of theses, dogmatically stated:
I used to believe, for example, that it is the task of logicat analysis to discover the
elementary propositions.,, the elementary propositions could be specified later on, Only
in recent years have I broken away from that error. At the time, I wrote in a manuscript
of my book (this is not printed in the Tractatus), the answers to philosophical questions
must never be surprising. In philosophy you cannot discover anything. I myself, however,
had not clearly understood this and offended against it,
The wrong conception which I want to object to in this connection is the following,
that we can hit upon something that we today cannot yet see, that we can discover
something wholly new. The truth of the matter is that we have already got everything,
and we have got it actually present; we need not wait for anything. We make our moves
in the reaim of the grammar of ordinary language, and this grammar is already there.
(i967a, pp. 182-83)

While there is considerable disagreement about the precise character
of Wittgenstein's break with the Tractatus, there has been widespread
agreement that it marks the beginning of a transitional "middle period",
terminating in the mid-1930s with the first exposition of what has since
become known as the "private language argument" and the construction of the first part of the Early Investigations, a proto-version of the
first 188 sections of the Philosophical Investigations. 4 This consensus
was challenged by Nyiri's study of Wittgenstein's 1929-1931 manuscripts (1982), and quite categorically rejected by Hilmy (1987). In The
Later Wittgenstein, Hilmy argues that Wittgenstein's remarks about
philosophical method from the early 1930s, part of the earliest stratum
of drafts for the Philosophical Investigations, show that his later method
emerged during the 1920s. He also documents the presence of a closely
related nexus of "late" views and themes in Wittgenstein's 1929-1931
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manuscripts, including his criticism of the idea that meaning consists in
mental or causal processes, the use of the term "language-game" and
the central role of ordinary language.
But Hilmy does not recognise that Wittgenstein's positive statements
are very programmatic, or that his conception of "our moves in the
realm of the grammar of ordinary language" changed substantially after
the early 1930s. Hilmy rightly dismisses the view that the meaning of
any particular instance of a remark of Wittgenstein's is completely
determined by the surrounding remarks. But the force of Wittgenstein's
remarks that "what we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use" (1953, I, §116; 1989, p. 183, or 1993a, p.
166) and that "the work of the philosopher consists in assembling
reminders for a particular purpose" (1953, I, §127; 1989, p. 186, or
1993a, p. 172), repeated in the Big Typescript and the Investigations,
is largely a product of their contexts. In other words, Wittgenstein's
"method" in the Investigations cannot be separated from his treatment
of specific cases, which did change greatly after 1932. For instance,
Wittgenstein frequently compares language to a calculus [Kalkiil], a
formal system of rules, in the early 1930s. In his subsequent writing,
there is much less use of the term, and new uses of the term are either
to highlight the disanalog~es between ordinary language and a calculus,
or simply to talk about a formal calculus. 5
While Wittgenstein gave up the idea that a canonical analysis is
possible or desirable in his later work, he still thought of himself as
using language to get his readers to see their way out of philosophical
problems. But now his aim was to get his readers to give up formal
analyses and see alternatives. Wittgenstein's descriptions of "languagegames", real or imagined ways of using language, are "not preparatory
studies for a future regularization of language" (1953, §130). The point
of his use of language-games is to subvert any such systematic conception. By comparing the language-game with what we actually do and
say, we are supposed to gain a better understanding of linguistic practice. "The language-games a r e . . , set up as objects of comparison which
are meant to throw light on the facts of our language by way not only
of similarities, but also of dissimilarities" (ibid.). Wittgenstein uses his
examples of actual and possible language-games to get his readers to
look more carefully at what we take for granted in our ordinary use of
language and so to recognise the limitations of systematic analyses. In
a conversation with Malcolm, he summed up his approach in these
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terms: " I n philosophy one feels forced to look at a concept in a certain
way. W h a t I do is to suggest, or even invent, other ways of looking at
it" (Wittgenstein, quoted by Malcolm, 1984, p. 43).
W h a t Wittgenstein's later philosophy " p u t s . . . before us" is our use
of language: what we ordinarily do and say, how we use words, and
what we do with t h e m (cf. 1953, §126). But the point of his description
of our use of language, its "particular p u r p o s e " , is precisely to do
away with the philosophical problems that occupy most philosophers'
attention (cf. 1953, §127).
When philosophers use a word - "knowledge", "being", "object", "I", "proposition",
"name", and try to grasp the essence of the thing, one must always ask oneself: is the
word ever actually used this way in the language6 which is its original home?
What we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use.
(1953, I, §116; cf. 1989, p. 199, or 1993a, p. 192, based on MS 109, p. 246 (1930))
Wittgenstein maintained that the doctrines and theses about the nature of knowledge, reality, self, and language traditionally debated by
philosophers, and the positions they give rise to, such as Socratic analysis, Cartesian dualism, behaviourism, physicalism, phenomenalism,
scepticism, and solipsism, arise out of philosophically motivated misunderstandings of everyday language. His principal aim in his later work
was to uncover the mistakes that lead people to formulate philosophical
theses. H e does this by drawing his readers' attention to what they
already know as speakers of a language, but do not usually explicitly
articulate. According to Wittgenstein, philosophical problems arise out
of misunderstanding our ordinary use of language, and consist in trying
to explain the nature of language when no explanation is possible. The
problems are to be dissolved by describing our use of language, so
that we can see how our language really works. In the Philosophical
Investigations, Wittgenstein set out the relationship between his philosophy and the philosophical tradition he wanted to end, in the following
terms:
[W]e may not advance any kind of theory. There must not be anything hypothetical in
our considerations. We must do away with all explanation, and description alone must
take its place. And this description gets its light, that is to say its purpose, from the
philosophical problems. These are, of course, not empirical problems; they are solved,
rather, by an insight into the workings of our language, and that in such a way as to
make us recognize those workings: in despite of an urge to misunderstand them. The
problems are solved, not by giving new information, but by arranging what we have
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always known. Philosophy is a struggle against the bewitchment of our understanding by
means of language. (1953, §109)

This interplay is summed up in the ambiguity of the final sentence:
language is both the means of bewitchment and the means by which
we can struggle against bewitchment. But most of his philosophical
readers either ignore this side to Wittgenstein's work, or do not take
it seriously enough. Instead, they reassimilate him into the philosophical
tradition, by finding an astonishing variety of philosophical theses in
certain crucial passages in his writing. These readers treat Wittgenstein's
opposition to theses as a device that enables him to avoid stating the
controversial theses they attribute to him. This allows them to concentrate on debating those theses, and to regard his style as an unfortunate
idiosyncrasy. 7
2. R E C E N T W O R K ON R U L E - F O L L O W I N G

Kripke's reading of Wittgenstein, presented at a Wittgenstein conference in 1976 (in Block, 1981), and more fully developed in his short
book, Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language (1982), has received
far more attention than any other discussion of Wittgenstein in the
1980s. s The book is primarily an exposition of Kripke's interpretation
of Wittgenstein's treatment of rule-following, private language, and
other minds, but it also contains an accessible and provocative interpretation of Wittgenstein's philosophy as a whole. While Kripke's book
has become an established reference point in the literature, much of
the subsequent debate, as earlier work on criteria and private language,
is quite independent of Wittgenstein's alleged views on the subject, 9
On Kripke's reading, the Philosophical Investigations sets out a radical scepticism about meaning: Kripke argues that Wittgenstein is committed to the thesis that there is never any fact of the matter about
what a speaker's utterances mean. Kripke sets out the basic structure
of his reading of Wittgenstein in the following terms:
• . . A certain problem, or in Humean terminology, a 'sceptical paradox', is presented
concerning the notion of a rule. Following this, what Hume would have called a 'sceptical
solution' to the problem is presented. (1982, pp. 3-4)

Kripke states the "sceptical paradox" he has in mind by quoting the
first sentence of Philosophical Investigations, §201:
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This was our paradox: no course of action could be determined by a rule, because
every course of action can be m a d e out to accord with the rule. (1982, p. 7)

Like Wittgenstein, Kripke uses a simple mathematical example to explain how this paradox arises. He introduces the notion of quaddition,
a specially constructed function which is a deviant relative of addition.
Quaddition is defined in such a way that every past sum ! performed
was a case of both addition and quaddition, but the two functions
diverge in the values they yield for some of the sums I have not yet
considered. Kripke asks us to consider two numbers that he has not
yet added, say 68 and 57, and that the sceptic asks him why he should
think that they yield 125 rather than 5. The sceptic wants to know (i)
whether there is any fact that he meant plus, not quus, in the past, and
(ii) whether he has any reason to be so confident that he should answer
'125' rather than '5'. Both questions need to be answered if we are to
have a reply to the sceptic. That is, we need both (i) "an account of
what fact it is (about my mental state) that constitutes my meaning
plus, not quus" and (ii) to "show how I am justified in giving the answer
'125' to '68 + 57'" (1982, p. 11). Kripke argues that no such response
is possible. All the past sums I did are equally compatible with the
hypothesis that I used plus or quus, and anything I may have said about
the nature of the rule is wide open to a further deviant interpretation.
Any more basic rule we appeal to simpty invites a repetition of the
sceptical move (1982, pp. 16ff.).
According to Kripke, there can be no "straight solution" to the
sceptical problem, one that would show the sceptic to be wrong. As a
result, the sceptic is fight: there are no facts about meaning and I am
unjustified in using one form of words rather than another. Kripke
takes Wittgenstein to accept the sceptical conclusion and so maintain
both (i) that there is no fact about me as to whether I meant plus or
quus, and (ii) that I have no justification for one response rather than
another. So Kripke's Wittgenstein gives a "sceptical solution": he concedes that the sceptic is right, but maintains that our ordinary practice
is justified, because it does not require the kind of justification the
sceptic has shown to be untenable (1982, p. 66). Wittgenstein supposedly does this by changing his theory of meaning, giving up the truthconditional semantics of the Tractatus for a communitarian conception
of meaning: the meaning of a form of words consists in (i) the conditions
under which it can be appropriately used and (ii) the role in our lives
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of our practice of using the form of words under these conditions (1982,
p. 73).
On Kripke's reading of Wittgenstein, following a rule consists in
doing as one's community does, and that is not something one can do
by oneself. "Ultimately we reach a level where we act without any
reason in terms of which we can justify our action. We act unhesitatingly
but blindly" (1982, p. 87). What justifies these actions, when they are
justified, is not any fact about me, but is determined by the public
checks on my conformity to my linguistic community's rules. These
basic considerations about meaning are consistent with the sceptical
conclusion about meaning, considered individualistically: the meaning
of my words is always determined by my linguistic community. On this,
the "community view" of meaning, it is impossible for someone to give
a word meaning in isolation from the practices of a community of
language users. Words only have meaning in the context of the practices
of a particular linguistic community. Kripke contends that his reading
is strongly supported by the fact that the summary and resolution of
the paradox in §201 is followed by §202, which reads as follows:
A n d hence also 'obeying a rule' is a practice. A n d to think one is obeying a rule is not
to obey a rule. H e n c e it is n o t possible to obey a rule 'privately': otherwise thinking one
was obeying a rule would be the same thing as obeying it.

This, Kripke maintains, is Wittgenstein's principal argument against
the existence of a private language: there is no fact of the matter about
whether I am using a rule when I am considered individualistically; it
is only my membership of a linguistic community that gives content to
the notion of my being justified in using words as I do (1982, p. 89).
Wittgenstein's argument for the impossibility of a private language,
construed by Kripke as the thesis that a person in isolation from a
community could not use language, is thus already set out in §202; the
further discussion of private language in §§243ff. is, on Kripke's reading, only a corollary of the prior sceptical argument concerning rulefollowing.
In response to the question why Wittgenstein never explicitly endorses the "sceptical solution" Kripke elaborates, Kripke turns
Wittgenstein's opposition to theses on its head:
H a d Wittgenstein - contrary to his notorious and cryptic m a x i m in §128 [cited above,
Sec. i] - stated the o u t c o m e of his conclusions in the form of definite theses, it would
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have been very difficult to avoid formulating his doctrines in a form that consists in
apparent sceptical denials of our ordinary assertions. (1982, p. 69)

This is a particularly clear-cut instance of the interpretive strategy
described in Section 1: like so many other readers, Kripke treats
Wittgenstein's opposition to theses as a device that allows Wittgenstein
to avoid stating the controversial theses he supposedly really believes,
the theses the reader finds in Wittgenstein's writing. Kripke does give
voice to his suspicion "that to attempt to present Wittgenstein's argnment precisely is to some extent to raisin' it" (1982, p. 5). "So", he
warns the reader, "the present paper should be thought of as expounding neither 'Wittgenstein's' argument nor 'Kripke's': rather
Wittgenstein's argument as it struck Kripke, as it presented a problem
for him" (ibid.). In the Preface, he emphasises that his primary purpose
is
the presentation of a problem and an argument, not its critical evaluation. Primarily I
can be read, except in a few obvious asides, as almost like an attorney presenting a major
philosophical argument as it struck me. If the work has a main thesis of its own, it is
that Wittgenstein' s sceptical problem and argument are important, deserving of serious
consideration. (1982, p. ix)

As a result, Kripke restricts his "elementary exposition" to an exposition of his interpretation of Wittgenstein's rule-following argument;
evaluation is left for another occasion, which has not yet arisen. In
practice, most readers have resolved the tension between the disclaimers that begin the book and the exegetical claims made in the
body of the text by taking Kripke's interpretation of Wittgenstein's
paradox to be Kripke's own view. But one still wants to know how
Saul Kripke, whose work on direct reference, essentialism, and natural
kinds appears quite unsceptical, would respond to the argument he sets
out.
Kripke's reading of Wittgenstein on meaning has certainly succeeded
in focussing critical attention on the central importance of Wittgenstein's treatment of meaning, rules, and rule-following. But as an elementary exposition of Wittgenstein's treatment of rules and private
language, it must be considered a failure. The paradox of §201 is only
a problem for Wittgenstein's interlocutor, the voice he argues with.
Kripke fails to see that the sceptical paradox only arises if one thinks
of grasping a rule as a matter of being able to say something that
explains the meaning of the words in question, what Wittgenstein calls
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"interpreting". But this is the very point that is the main moral of this
section of the Philosophical Investigations: the interlocutor's view is
mistaken precisely because he views interpreting as essential to grasping
a rule. Thus, despite the fact that Kripke makes so much of the first
paragraph of this remark, where Wittgenstein sums up "our paradox"
and his initial reply to it, he never quotes or discusses the second
paragraph of §201, where Wittgenstein replies that the paradox is due to
a mistaken conception of understanding as a matter of "interpreting",
providing explanations in which one substitutes one expression of a
rule for another. Wittgenstein contrasts this mistaken conception and
the Kripkean problems it leads to with the idea that following a rule is
a practical ability:
It can be seen that there is a misunderstanding here from the mere fact that in the course
of our train of t h o u g h t we ~ v e one interpretation after another; as if each one contented
us at least for a m o m e n t , until we thought of yet another standing behind it. W h a t this
shows is that there is a way of grasping a rule which is not an interpretation, but which
is expressed in what we call "obeying the rule" and "going against it" in actual cases.

This way of grasping a rule without interpreting it, doing something
without thinking about what the words mean, is the core of Wittgenstein's response to the supposed regress of interpretations. Questions of
interpretation only arise if there is reason to doubt whether one has
grasped the rule, and such interpretation depends on a background of
unquestioned rule-following.
In a sense, this is what Kripke would call a "straight" solution, for
it maintains that the sceptic is wrong. But it would be highly misleading
to put matters this way, for Wittgenstein would have regarded Kripke's
sceptical thesis and paradoxical solution as equally nonsensical. Wittgenstein described his aim in philosophy as to "show the fly the way
out of the fly-bottle ''1° (1953, §309). Kripke's exposition is, in effect,
a picture of the fly-bottle from within: because he is unable to see any
alternative to a conception of understanding as interpretation, he argues
that the sceptical paradox cannot be resolved. Wittgenstein, on the
other hand, would have seen Kripke's problems as symptomatic of a
mistaken conception of the nature of language and of what it is to
follow a rule. Thus Kripke's attempt to find the correct formulation of
the sceptical doubt is an exposition of the very standpoint Wittgenstein
criticises in the second and third paragraphs of §201. But as a result,
Kripke has provided us with a formidable exposition of the very stand-
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point Wittgenstein opposed, a considerable achievement in its own
right. 11
Most responses to Kripke that question his reading of the Philosophical Investigations point to the second paragraph of §201 as a crucial
indicator of the differences between Wittgenstein's and Kripke's appraisal of the "sceptical paradox" (see, e.g., Winch, 1983, pp. 400ff.;
McGinn, 1984, pp. 68ff.; Baker and Hacker, 1984, pp. 10ff,; Anscombe, 1985; Dilman, 1985, pp. 296ff.; Malcolm, 1986, pp. 154ff.;
Pears, 1988, pp. 467ff.; ter Hark, 1990, pp. 43ff.; Summerfield, 1990,
pp. 424ff.). So it is surprising that Fogetin's earlier discussion of Wittgenstein on rule-following (1976), which anticipates not only Kripke's
Humean reading but also some of the most important points in the
subsequent debate, is rarely referred to in the post-Kripke literature.
In a chapter entitled "Sceptical Doubts and a Sceptical Solution to
these Doubts" (1976, pp. 138-52; 1987, pp. 155-65), Fogelin sets out
a familiar train of argument, which he calls the "public check" argument. Like Kripke's sceptical argument, it leads from a sceptical paradox to a sceptical solution and turns on the role of a linguistic community's public checks on the propriety of private usage.
Fogelin puts less weight than Kripke on the "public check" argument,
for he sees that it depends on selectively raising sceptical questions
about an individual's use of words that could just as well be applied to
the community. In other words: if the sceptical argument that a single
speaker of a language can never know what he or she means is a good
one, then it can equally well be levelled against a linguistic community.
Conversely, if there is a solution to the sceptical problem that works
for the community, then an isolated individual ought to be able to
make use of it, too. In a footnote added while his book was in proof,
Kripke alludes to such difficulties but leaves further discussion for
another occasion (1982, p. 146, n. 87). The chief difficulty for defenders
of the "community view" lies in justifying the claim that it is in principle
impossible for a person who is not part of a community to speak a
language. For if one examines the standards that are supposedly set up
and maintained by a linguistic community, it is not so difficult to think
of cases in which an isolated person, with sufficient ingenuity and
intelligence, might also satisfy those standards (see e.g., Fogelin, 1976,
pp. 161-65; 1987, pp. 175-83; Blackburn, 1984, Chap. 3; 1984a).
While Wittgenstein does explore the problem of what to say about
a Crusoe in his preparato~ work for the Philosophical Investigations,
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he ultimately left out any direct discussion of the topic. But, to cut a
long story short, this is because he saw that a person on a desert island
or anyone else who is without human company could have a language.
Such an isolated individual could have an ensemble of linguistic skills,
memories of past practice, and perhaps written records to provide an
independent check on his or her usage. While a person must establish
an ensemble of practices in order to be able to use a word correctly or
incorrectly, and while these practices will ordinarily be communal, this
need not be so. Wittgenstein is denying that anyone could have a
necessarily private language, a language no-one else could ever understand. So the Crusoe case is at best tangential to Wittgenstein's concerns, for the primary target in his critique of private language is not
the view that a solitary person could maintain or develop a language,
but rather the phenomenalist, solipsist, or sceptic who maintains that
it is possible to provide a description of experience from within, without
making use of any resources beyond what is given in immediate experience (for further discussion see: Baker and Hacker, 1984, n. 20 and
pp. 38ff.; 1985, pp. 169-79; Pears, 1988, pp. 334-35,372-79; 1989; ter
Hark, 1990, pp. 73-93).
Most expositions of the private language argument fall prey to
Fogelin's basic objection to the public check argument: they depend on
some form of selective and unjustified scepticism. Such arguments start
by asking us to imagine the purported private linguist using a sign on
a given occasion. It is then argued that when the person next tries to
use that sign, he or she will be unable to distinguish between using it
correctly or incorrectly, and so nothing has been achieved. But in
arguing for that conclusion, Wittgenstein's expositors have usually had
to be selectively sceptical about a solitary speaker's abilities, challenging
the speaker's memory or ability to check the correctness of his or her
usage (see Stroud, 1983).
But Fogelin also identifies a second strand of argument against a
private language, the "training argument". Unlike the first, which starts
by accepting the standpoint of the private linguist in order to uncover
its contradictions, the second one aims to show that a private language
would never get started: the role of training and practice in language
prevents a "private linguist" from using a sign to mean anything at all,
even once. The problem is not the epistemological problem that one
would have no reliable test, or no test at all, with which to tell whether
I am using language correctly, but rather logical: the stage-setting neces-
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sary for one to be able to say anything at all would not be in place (see
also Stroud, 1983a; Gert, 1986; ter Hark, 1990, pp. 94ff.).
On this reading, the central theme connecting the rule-following
discusion of §§138-242 and the discussion of private language in
§§243ff., is not Kripke's sceptical paradox. Instead, these passages
develop and elaborate the role of training and practice in our use of
language, a prominent theme in the opening sections of the Philosophical Investigations. Kripke does briefly discuss §1 and §§28-34, but only
as partial anticipations of the sceptical paradox, subsuming the main
concern of those passages into his own. But the claim made in §§2834, that public ostensive definition depends on a prior grasp of language, closely parallels §§243ff., where Wittgenstein makes the same
claim about private ostensive definition. In both cases, he argues that
the bare act of pointing does not determine a referent. In §28, Wittgenstein observes that "an ostensive definition can be variously interpreted in every case", because the hearer may take it to be defining any
one of a variety of possible categories of "object": a number, a name,
a colour, etc. Of course, the ostensive definition can be disambiguated
by specifying the category in question, but that presupposes the hearer
understands the relevant distinctions - it shows "the post at which we
station the word" (§29). One might think a language learner could find
out what something's name is just by asking; knowledge could then be
built up from elementary bases of this kind. But such questions are only
possible if their "place is already prepared" (§31). In §257, Wittgenstein
makes it clear that the same problems arise in the case of inner ostension:
W h e n one says "He gave a n a m e to his sensation" one forgets that a great deal of stagesetting in the language is presupposed if the mere act of n a m i n g is to m a k e sense. A n d
when we speak of s o m e o n e ' s giving a n a m e to pain, what is presupposed is the existence
of the g r a m m a r of the word "pain"; it shows the post where the new word is stationed.

It is characteristic of the weaknesses of the current debates over rulefollowing and Wittgenstein's method that so much time has been spent
on debating a few crucial remarks where Wittgenstein seems to be
arguing for his views or summing them up, and so little time discussing
passages such as these. Rather than focussing primarily on interpreting
§§201-02 or other supposedly crucial passages, we need to see them in
the context of his writing as a whole.
While Fogelin emphasises that Wittgenstein is responding to the
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sceptical paradox rather than affirming it, and that Wittgenstein, unlike
Hume, dismissed the idea of an unanswerable question, he also recognises the deep affinities between Wittgenstein and classical scepticism.
These lie in his conviction that our practices must take care of themselves, that they can be given no external justification, and in his
appeal to certain facts of human nature in response to scepticism about
knowledge or meaning. Wittgenstein's scepticism is not directed
towards the everyday, but rather towards philosophy as traditionally
conceived: he is a sceptic about any attempt to give a theory of knowledge or a theory of meaning. For this reason, Fogelin argues that
Wittgenstein's closest antecedent in the history of philosophy is
Pyrrhonian scepticism (1987, Chap. 15). The great difficulty here is to
avoid turning Wittgenstein's positive remarks on our use of ordinary
language, criteria, and forms of life, into yet another philosophical
theory while at the same time recognising that Wittgenstein's Pyrrhonian critique of philosophical theorising makes use of the very traditional
philosophical distinctions, such as the distinction between the philosophical and the everyday, that he sought to undermine.
Rorty phrases the issue in terms of a choice between a systematic
reading of Wittgenstein, on which he "proposed one more dubious
philosophical theory", and an antithetical reading, on which Wittgenstein was a satirist, who "was not 'doing philosophy' at all" (1982,
pp. 22). On his reading, Wittgenstein only makes use of traditional
distinctions in order to undermine and subvert them:
Typically, attempts to overthrow the traditional problems of modern philosophy have
come in the form of proposals about how we ought to think so as to avoid those problems.
When Wittgenstein is at his best, he resolutely avoids such constructive criticism and
sticks to pure satire. He just shows, by examples, how hopeless the traditional problems
are. (1982, p. 34)

But, as Rorty acknowledges, Wittgenstein's radical rejection of traditional philosophical problems is only part of the story. Unlike Rorty,
Wittgenstein still felt the pull of those problems and insisted on the
necessity of carefully retracing the steps that lead to philosophical error
in order to find one's way out. Here, he is closer to Kant, with his
emphasis on the limitations of any system of representation and his
critique of metaphysics, than to Pyrrho.
Pears, in his recent two-volume study of the development of Wittgenstein's philosophy, sees the continuities in Wittgenstein's philosophy as
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arising from his commitment to a conception of philosophy as an essentially critical enterprise:
The simplest general charactefisation of his philosophy is that it was critical in the
Kantian sense of the word. Kant offered a critique of thought and Wittgenstein offers a
critique of the expression of thought in language. The human intellect is a limited
instrument and philosophy's task is to turn it back on itself and to make it discover its
limitations and then mark them in a self-abasing and salutary way. (1987, p. 3) 12

Pears sums up Wittgenstein's later view of language as a self-correcting
system built on prelinguistic foundations, a view set out in Wittgenstein's description of our linguistic practices and their place in our lives.
But then that description always comes to an end "at the point at which
the speaker's reasons for saying what he does run out and he simply
says that this is the way in which he finds it natural to go on. Why not
try to explain this naturalness instead of leaving it to the speaker to do
the only thing he can do, namely report it as a plain phenomenotogical
fact?" (1988, p. 515). Pears is not reverting to the speculative errors
that he has spent several hundred pages uncovering, simply noting that
there "is a strong case for extending the scope of [Wittgenstein's]
naturalism and including any facts about our lives that help us to
understand our own systems of thought" (1988, p. 516), even if those
facts are the result of scientific investigation.
In the end, Pears's study suggests the conclusion that Wittgenstein's
unwillingness to make use of such facts was a matter of his running up
against the limitations of critical philosophy itself: its acceptance of a
sharp separation between philosophy, conceived of as a conceptual
activity, wholly independent of empirical matters of fact, and other
forms of inquiry. Unlike Kant's critical philosophy, which depends on
a transcendental argument about the nature of the mind, Wittgenstein's
later philosophy turns on a naturalistic description of our ordinary
linguistic practice, with the aim of bringing philosophical argument to an
end. Kant's critique still leaves room for systematic work on traditional
philosophical problems; Wittgenstein's later method does not. Thus,
Pears's Kantian reading of Wittgenstein highlights the tension between
the later Wittgenstein's naturalism and opposition to philosophical
theory, on the one hand, and his Kantian conviction that philosophy is
an autonomous, critical discipline, on the other.
This tension is also present in the discussion of philosophical method
in the Philosophical Investigations, where Wittgenstein states that
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The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of stopping doing philosophy
when I want to. - T h e one that gives philosophy peace, so that it is no longer tormented
by questions which bring itself into question. -Instead, a method is shown by examples;
and the series of examples can be broken off. (1953, I, §133; cf. 1.989, p. 200, or 1993a,
p. 194)

This material was drafted in 1931 (MS 112, p. 93); in the Big Typescript
it begins a section entitled "Philosophical Method. Possibility of peaceful progress" (1989, p. 200, or 1993a, p. 194). There, Wittgenstein
likens his old approach to dividing an infinitely long piece of paper
lengthwise, producing a small number of infinitely long strips. He compares his new method to dividing the same strip crosswise, into short
strips. In other words, he had given up seeing philosophy in terms of
a few insoluble problems. Instead, he would divide them into many
smaller ones, each finite and soluble. The old conception sets us impossible tasks; the new one turns the seemingly central problems into many
tasks that can be done piecemeal. Philosophers who look at things the
wrong way around produce
the greatest difficulty. They want to grasp the infinite strip, as it were, and complain that
it//this//is not possible piece by piece. Of course it isn't, if by 'a piece' one understands
an endless vertical strip. But it is, if one sees a horizontal strip as a piece //a whole
definite piece//. - B u t then we'll never get finished with our work! - O f course//certainly//
not, because it doesn't have an end.
(Instead of turbulent conjectures and explanations, we want to give calm
de__monstr_at_ions//_st_atem_ents// of linguistic facts //about linguistic facts//. //we want the
calm noting of linguistic facts.//) (1989, pp. 200-01 or 1993a, pp. 194, 195; some editorial
details omitted)

Wittgenstein retained this passage in his later work; in the Early Investigations, it forms the basis for the second half of I, §118, following the
text of the published I, §133, and it was also included in the Zettel
collection (§447). But his commitment to bringing philosophy under
control was counterbalanced by the hold philosophy had over him. In
a letter, Rhees recalled a conversation with Wittgenstein that ended in
the following way:
As he was leaving, this time, he said to me roughly this: "In my book I say that I am
able to leave off with a problem in philosophy when I want to. But that's a lie; I can't".
(in Hallett, 1977, p. 230)

Wittgenstein aimed to bring philosophy to an end, yet, in doing so, he
was continually struggling with philosophical problems. But the traces

R E C E N T W O R K ON W I T T G E N S T E I N ,

1980--1990

435

of his struggle are much clearer in his drafts than his most polished
work, where many of his readers have only fom'ad their own reflections.
3.

R E C E N T W O R K ON W I T T G E N S T E I N ' S W R I T I N G

Ten years ago, in his revised and updated catalogue of the Wittgenstein
papers, yon Wright stated that "all the works of major interest" had
been published or would appear shortly and that "the full body of
Wittgenstein's philosophy" had been made accessible to the public. ~3
Since then, a revised eight volume Werkausgabe (Wittgenstein, 1984)
and two electronic editions of virtually all his published writing (Wittgenstein, 1990, 1993) have been published, while virtually no new
material has appeared. 14 Though the question is rarely discussed explicitly, most philosophers writing on Wittgenstein would probably
agree that the many volumes of Wittgenstein's published writing, correspondence, lectures, and conversations provide a more than adequate
basis for understanding his work. In practice, many commentators rely
on a more limited canon; some would even agree with Cavelt when he
says that "by 'Wittgenstein's philosophy' or 'Wittgenstein's teaching' I
will always, and almost always exclusively, mean what is contained in
Philosophical Investigations" (1989, p. 31). But recent research on the
Wittgenstein papers has made it clear that many of the remaining papers
are of major interest and that their publication will have a substantial
impact on our understanding of Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein left his
unpublished papers to the care of Rhees, Anscombe, and von Wright,
intending and desiring that they "publish as many of my unpublished
writings as they think fit" (Wittgenstein's w4tl, cited in Huitfeldt and
Rossvaer, 1989, p. 1). For over twenty years, the vast majority of the
material has been available to any sufficiently determined investigator
with access to a copy of the microfilm of the papers.
The Norwegian Wittgenstein Project aimed at a complete edition of
the Nachtass, but was discontinued in 1987. The Norwegian Wittgenstein Project is described in more detail in Huitfeldt and Rossvaer
(1989) and a description by an American visitor (Surer, forthcoming).
The work is being continued by the Wittgenstein Archives at the University of Bergen, which received the approval of the Wittgenstein
Trustees in 1990. A CD-ROM edition of the entire Nachlass in electronic facsimile will be published by Oxford University Press in the
near future; it will be accompanied by the Wittgenstein Archives' tran-
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scription of a substantial part of the Nachlass. According to current
plans, the entire Nachlass will be available in transcription by the end
of 1997. Further discussion of the work of the Wittgenstein Archives
at Bergen can be found in Huitfeldt (1991, 1991a, 1992, 1992a, 1994,
forthcoming).
In view of the huge quantity of material, the frequent revisions and
alterations, and the intimate and complex relationship between different drafts, a comprehensive electronic edition of the Wittgenstein papers will be an exceptionally valuable tool: it can offer the kind of
sophisticated concordance and indexing capabilities that will allow the
reader to make full use of a printed complete works. While the electronic edition could provide the basis for a print edition, it would be a
far from trivial task, calling for a great deal of editorial work, most of
which apparently remains undone. Hintikka (1991) provides a complementary account of previous attempts to make the papers available and
the case for publishing a complete edition of the Wittgenstein papers
as soon as possible.
In surveying the literature on the Wittgenstein papers, based on texts
that most readers will be unable to consult for some time to come, it
seemed best to treat them as preliminary reports that give us reasons
to hope that a complete and comprehensive edition of the Nachlass will
soon be published. It is already apparent that the published corpus
leaves out a great deal that is extremely valuable and that there is much
to be learnt from studying Wittgenstein's surviving papers as a whole.
Recent studies of these unpublished writings have shown that his unpublished manuscript notebooks are a central part of his legacy, and have
also made clear the surprising extent to which the canonical role of the
particular selection of remarks that comprise the published Philosophical Investigations is a posthumous artefact.
Approximately eighty manuscript volumes, notebooks, and papers,
or over 12,000 manuscript pages, covering most of the years from 1929
to 1951, amount to a line by line record of much of Wittgenstein's later
work in progress. Two sequences of volumes, the first numbered from
I to XVIII, coveting 1929 to 1940, the second lettered up to S, covering
the 1940s, comprise the bulk of the manuscript material; the other third
includes his last writings, some preparatory material connected with
the two main series of volumes, and a number of miscellaneous items.
From 1929 to 1949, the manuscript volumes were used to record his
first draft writing and, later, to revise and rearrange that work. These
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volumeg, as yet almost entirely unpublished, contain a record of the
inner dialogue that was the driving force in the development of Wittgenstein's philosophical work. Excerpts from these volumes have been
published in the Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, parts IIVII (1956, 1978), two journal articles, 'Cause and Effect: Intuitive
Awareness' (1976) and 'Remarks on Frazer's "Golden Bough"' (1967b,
1979), and a number of shorter fragments were included in Culture and
Value (1977). In addition, the extensive quotations from Wittgenstein's
manuscripts in recent work on the Wittgenstein papers by Baker, Baum,
Hacker, Hintikka and Hintikka, ter Hark, Hilmy, McGuinness, Monk,
and myself provide some indication of the variety of material of major
interest that remains unpublished.
Concentrating his attention on a limited number of topics at any
one time, Wittgenstein would write short remarks, sometimes a single
paragraph in length, sometimes a few pages long. Many of these volumes are like Wittgenstein's three surviving wartime notebooks, published as Notebooks 1914-16 (1961), a sequential record of first draft
writing which might be used or revised in subsequent work. Most
remarks in the manuscript volumes were tagged with a sign to show his
opinion of them; many of them were subsequently revised or rewritten.
Selections from the material were typed up, revised, rearranged, and
typed up once again. Over forty typescripts provide a record of the
repeated revisions and rearrangements that led from the manuscript
volumes to his most polished work. Entries in the manuscript volumes
show us Wittgenstein at work, raising questions, rejecting old ideas,
and developing new ones; the revisions and the typescripts show which
parts he accepted and the uses he made of them.
Recently, some authors have contended that the unavailability of
Wittgenstein's unpublished writings has limited or even distorted our
understanding of his philosophy. Ackermann has argued that the primacy generally accorded to the Tractatus and the Philosophical Investigations is due to the editors' selective publication of further material,
focussing the attention of a generation of commentators on the relationship between those books, construed as the definitive expression of
Wittgenstein's "early" and "late" philosophies. Instead, he proposes
that we begin by considering the body of work from which those books
are taken:
T h e Tractatus and Investigations are most appropriately seen as two assemblages from
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this vast collage of material, not as two conflicting books for which some rigid relationship
of comparative worth is to be found. (1988, pp. 7-8)

This leads him to an unusually unified reading of Wittgenstein's writing,
on which the only problem with the early work was that it mistook a
part of our language - its most formal aspect - for the whole. Pears,
whose critically oriented reading of Wittgenstein's development is on
many points diametrically opposed to Ackermann's, nevertheless reaches strikingly similar conclusions about the importance of the Wittgenstein Nachlass :
[H]is thoughts live in his notebooks, and form their relations with one another slowly
over many years. A work published by him is, therefore, an artificial cut in a process of
growth, and, instead of treating either of his two great books as a definitive revelation,
we ought to trace their ideas back to their points of germination and then move forwards
again, following the gradual process of their growth in their own ecosystem. (1987, p.
192)

In principle, most of Wittgenstein's unpublished work has been available to researchers since the late 1960s, in the form of either twentytwo rolls of microfilm or dozens of volumes of bound photocopies. But,
in practice, the copies are far from easy to use. Many are blurry,
overexposed, or underexposed. Pages are missing and, in cases, whole
manuscripts and typescripts. While Wittgenstein's handwriting becomes
more legible with practice, the result of all these difficulties taken
together is that his unpublished notebooks and typescripts have remained inaccessible to most writers on Wittgenstein. For instance,
neither Pears nor Ackermann, despite their forceful statements of the
case for taking the Nachlass seriously, make use of unpublished passages, apart from those previously cited by Baker and Hacker.
Despite these difficulties, a number of books and articles have appeared in the last ten years that are based on extensive research into
the Wittgenstein papers. While the systematic exploration of this maze
of typescripts and manuscripts is a project that will have to await the
complete publication of the Wittgenstein papers, a great deal has already been achieved with present resources. So far, most research on
the unpublished Wittgenstein papers has concerned the emergence of
his later philosophy in his manuscripts and the manuscript and typescript sources of the Philosophical Investigations. The literature includes
work by Baker and Hacker (1980, 1984, 1985), Baum (Wittgenstein,
1991), ter Hark (1990), Hacker (1986, 1990), Hintikka and Hintikka
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(1985, 1986), Hintikka (1988, 1989, 1991), Hilmy (1987), Kenny (1984),
McGuinness (1988), Monk (1990), Luckhardt (1991), Nyiri (1982,
1984), Schulte (1987, 1993), and Stern (1991, 1991b, forthcoming, a
and e). The discussion of the emergence of Wittgenstein's method in
Section 1 is an example of how work in this area has cast light on the
development of Wittgenstein's thought and the connections between
the Philosophical Investigations and the Nachlass.
These developments were made possible, in large part, by von
Wright's path-breaking work in publicising the extent and character of
the mass of papers Wittgenstein left behind him, beginning with his
guide to the Nachlass (1969) and his study of the origin of the Tractatus
(Wittgenstein, 1971). That material was amended and extended in his
Wittgenstein (1982), which also contains an important essay on the
origin and composition of the Philosophical Investigations (1982, pp.
4-10, 35-136; for the latest revisions to his catalogue of Wittgenstein
papers, see Wittgenstein, 1993a, pp. 480-510). These essays are an
invaluable resource, providing a systematic catalogue and preliminary
chronology for the Wittgenstein papers as a whole, together with an
indication of some of the main interconnections between the different
strata of revision and rearrangement.
During the 1970s and early 1980s, von Wright, assisted by Nyman
and Maury, investigated the connections between the Philosophical
Investigations and its sources in the Wittgenstein papers. Their work
on a number of carefully edited typescripts of successive versions of
the Philosophical Investigations is outlined in the Preface to yon
Wright's book (1982, pp. 6-10). The early, intermediate, and final
versions of the Investigations, as von Wright calls them, were constructed circa 1936-1939, 1942-1944, and 1945-1949, respectively. The
early version is divided into two parts: the first is closely related to §§1188 of the final version; the second is the basis for TS 221, published as
Part I of the Remarks on dle Foundations of Mathematics. The intermediate version consists of a slight revision and rearrangement of the
material in the first part of the Early Investigations, followed by roughly
half of the material in Philosophical Investigations, I, §§189-425. Part
I of the late version was constructed circa 1945, primarily by adding
remarks from Bemerkungen I (TS 228), a typescript containing remarks
selected from his previous work; Part II was composed between 1946
and 1948 and probably reached its final form in 1949.
Von Wright's, Nyman's, and Maury's Herculean achievements in
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editing the typescript sources of the Philosophical Investigations have
remained unpublished for nearly a decade, perhaps because publication
would compete with the project of publishing a uniform edition of
Wittgenstein's complete works, a project which has suffered a number
of substantial setbacks (for details, see Hintikka, 1991). However, their
work has already contributed to the wealth of scholarly information
about the construction of the Philosophical Investigations in Baker and
Hacker's ongoing multi-volume analytical commentary, 15 and has been
made available to some other scholars working on the Wittgenstein
papers.
As a result of von Wright's research on the origins of the Philosophical Investigations, thousands of pages of carefully edited and commented typescripts of previous drafts of the book, including TSS 220,
221,225,227, 239, all drafts for Part I, together with a similarly edited
typescript of MS 144, the only surviving draft of the published Part II
(the typescript used in printing the published book was lost), are available in Bergen, Cambridge, Cornell, Helsinki, and O x f o r d . 16 The edited typescripts consist of a main text accompanied by an editorial
apparatus detailing variant readings and the closest typescript and
manuscript sources of the remarks. That apparatus, together with a
copy of the relevant parts of the Nachlass, makes it possible to look at
some of the succesive formulations and rearrangements of Wittgenstein's remarks, although it does not attempt to trace the full genealogy
of each remark.
Thanks to a number of lists of correspondences between the different
typescripts and the published material, it is relatively easy to survey
the differences between the voluminous edited typescripts, the microcopies of Wittgenstein's typescripts, and the published texts. For instance, there are tables listing the sources of the remarks in the Investigations (Maury, 1994) and Zettel (Maury, 1981). These lists provide a
detailed map of some of the main strata in the final stages of Wittgenstein's revision and rearrangement of his work. Zettel, a collection
Wittgenstein made of cuttings from his typescripts, draws on a wide
range of sources, but most of the cuttings were drafted between 1945
and 1948 and are from the typescripts published as the Remarks on the
Philosophy of Psychology, (1980, 1980a). For each remark, the list cites
the last occurrence of that passage in a source typescript and manuscript, if possible. The Zettel list enables the reader to identify where
each slip of paper, usually containing a sequence of a number of re-
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marks, begins and ends, and which remarks were added by hand,
thus reconstructing Wittgenstein's original fragments from the editors'
seamless arrangement.
The Preface to the Investigations makes it clear that Wittgenstein
was far from satisfied with the final arrangement of his remarks, despite
the fact that he devoted an enormous amount of time and energy to
considering alternative arrangements:
I have written down all these thoughts as remarks, short paragraphs, of which there is
sometimes a fairly long chain about the same subject, while I sometimes make a sudden
change, jumping from one topic to another. - I t was my intention at first to bring all this
together in a book whose form I pictured differently at different times. But the essential
thing was that the thoughts should proceed from one subject to another in a natural order
and without breaks.
After several unsuccessful attempts to weld my results together into such a whole, I
realized that I should never succeed. The best that I could write would never be more
than philosophical remarks; my thoughts were soon crippled if I tried to force them on
in any single direction against their natural inclination.

Wittgenstein's insistence that he was unable to write a book that would
be a whole, proceeding in an orderly way from topic to topic, has rarely
been heeded. Considered as an isolated text, it can seem self-contained.
But the text of the Philosophical Investigations is only one of a number
of possible arrangements of those remarks Wittgenstein proposed, all
of which extend, amplify, and cast light on the remarks in the book as
published. The publication of Notebooks 1914-t916 (Wittgenstein,
1961) opened up new approaches to his early philosophy and made
others seem much less plausible; the post-1929 manuscripts are starting
to have a similar effect on our understanding of Wittgenstein's later
philosophy. Wittgenstein's inner dialogue often took the form of a
lengthy struggle between conflicting intuitions, in which the final result
is a telegraphic recapitulation of his train of thought. For instance, his
discussion of solipsism, a central thread in the development of his
philosophy, only takes up a few extremely compressed remarks in the
Philosophical Investigations (I, §§398ff.). "Anything your reader can
do for himself, leave to him", as he put it in 1948 (1977, p. 77).
The way of writing and thinking that Wittgenstein describes in his
Preface led him to rewrite and rearrange his work continually, so that
it can be extremely difficult to separate one piece of writing from
another. The Philosophical Investigations itself is an excellent example
of this problem. His editors state in their introductory note to the
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book that had Wittgenstein published his work himself, he would have
replaced many of the last 200 remarks in Part I with a revised version
of Part II. More recently, von Wright has suggested that Wittgenstein
had planned to use Zettel as a way of "'bridging the gap' between the
present Part I and Part II of the Investigations" (1982, p. 136). But the
final preface, dated January 1945, was written before any of the postwar
material was drafted, and Baker and Hacker reject the view that Wittgenstein considered the later material to be part of the Philosophical
Investigations. They begin their commentary by pointing out that "there
is no published evidence, nor any indication in the Nachlass, that Part
II was conceived as either a continuation of Part I or as material to be
worked into it" (1980, p. 19). While Wittgenstein's editors may well
have described and published the Philosophical Investigations as he
would have wanted, the fact remains that the published Part II is a
selection from material that Wittgenstein had once intended to work
into the end of Part I, not an autonomous sequel, and needs to be
understood in that context (for work along these lines, see Schulte,
1987, 1993; ter Hark, 1990).
Even if we restrict our attention to Part I, it is clear that the published
text of §8189-693 is only one of a number of ways of adding to 881188, originally Part I of the Early Investigations, which Wittgenstein
explored. As we have seen, 8§189ff. of the Investigations effectively
supplanted Part II of the Early Investigations. Baker and Hacker call
them "two fruits upon one tree" (1985, pp. 3ft.) and show that as late
as 1949 Wittgenstein referred to his work on mathematics as the second
part of his book. But, while Baker and Hacker carefully discuss the
stages that led up to the construction of 88189ff., they do not give the
same attention to Wittgenstein's later work on alternative arrangements
of that material. Consider the case of Typescript 230, known as Bemerkungen H, which consists of 542 numbered remarks. Like Investigations
§8189-693, it is a carefully constructed selection of material from Bemerkungen I, the source typescript Wittgenstein used in constructing
the final version of Philosophical Investigations. While it only contains
approximately fifty remarks that are not included in the published
version, the arrangement is markedly different. As a result, yon Wright
has proposed that it "may be regarded as an independent and final
work by Wittgenstein" (1982, p. 133). Indeed, there may even be
another such rearrangement in existence, for, according to Anscombe,
"after completing Philosophical Investigations Part I, and without ap-
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parently any intention of superseding it, Wittgenstein spent many
months making two quite different alternative arrangements, consisting
for the most part of the Investigations material" (1969, p. 376). Typescript 235, described in von Wright's catalogue as "a table of contents
to an unidentified work", a nine-page list of 161 numbered topics, most
of them closely connected with remarks in the Philosophical Investigations, is probably connected with that work.
Of course, the Philosophical Investigations is only a small part of the
material from the Wittgenstein papers that has already appeared in
print. During the years 1956 to 1982, a substantial fraction of the
Wittgenstein papers, ranging from well-organised and relatively polished typescripts to lecture notes and first drafts, were edited and
published. ~7 While it called for a great deal of judgement on the part
of the editors as to what to publish and what form it should take,
editorial decisions are rarely explained in any detail and the bare minimum is said about the relationship between the published text and the
sources. Their editorial practices may have been a consequence of a
more general policy of keeping the texts as simple and uncluttered as
possible: with the exception of the Prototractatus (Wittgenstein, 197t),
a reproduction and transcription of an early version of the Tractatus,
and "Philosophy: Sections 86-93 (pp. 405-35) of the so-called 'Big
Typescript' (Catalog Number 213)" (Wittgenstein, 1989, also in 1993a,
pp. 158-99), all of Wittgenstein's posthumously published works have
minimal editorial and scholarly apparatus. As a result, most of Wittgenstein's readers have remained unaware of the extent to which the
published oeuvre is the product of his editors' decisions.
In those publications that are based on selections from Wittgenstein's
writing, readers are not usually told where one excerpt stops and another starts. The only way to find out which of the blank spaces between
paragraphs correspond to a transition between two adjacent notes in
the original, and which have been created by editorial cutting and
splicing, is to consult the microfilm. In the Remarks on the Foundation
of Mathematics (1956, 1978) and the 'Notes for Lectures on "Sense
Data" and "Private Experience"' (1968), a large number of passages
have been omitted, ranging from a few words to many pages, with no
indication of the breaks. In the case of the 'Notes', the omissions
amount to approximately a third of the source manuscripts, as I learnt
when I constructed a transcript of the source manuscripts (Wittgenstein,
1993a, pp. 200-88). These manuscripts, a record of some of the earliest
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d r a f t s o f W i t t g e n s t e i n ' s c r i t i q u e o f a p r i v a t e l a n g u a g e , set o u t t h e
p r o b l e m s a n d trains of a r g u m e n t t h a t p r e o c c u p i e d h i m at t h e t i m e . T h e
e d i t i n g n o t o n l y m a k e s it i m p o s s i b l e to r e a d t h e m as a w h o l e , b u t also
l e a v e s o u t s o m e o f his c l e a r e s t r e m a r k s a b o u t p r i v a t e l a n g u a g e a n d
solipsism. A s a s h o r t e x a m p l e t h a t will h a v e to s t a n d in for t h e m u c h
l o n g e r d i s c u s s i o n t h a t w o u l d b e n e e d e d to s u b s t a n t i a t e t h a t c l a i m ,
c o n s i d e r t h e f o l l o w i n g s t a t e m e n t o f t h e i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y o f s o l i p s i s m with
t h e n o t i o n o f l a n g u a g e as a g a m e :
Solipsism.//The conception of solipsism//does not stretch to games. The other can
play chess as well as I.
I.e., when we play a lang[uage]-game we are on the same level. (t993a, p. 258)
T h e closely r e l a t e d ' N o t e s for t h e " P h i l o s o p h i c a l L e c t u r e " ' (1993a,
p p . 4 4 5 - 5 8 ) , w r i t t e n s o m e five y e a r s l a t e r , c o v e r s m a n y o f the s a m e
topics. B u t , u n l i k e t h e e a r l i e r ' N o t e s f o r L e c t u r e s ' , t h e d i s c u s s i o n c o n sists o f an e x t e n d e d n a r r a t i v e ; W i t t g e n s t e i n e x p l i c i t l y a d d r e s s e s an a u d i e n c e in p l a c e s , a n d p a u s e s to e x p l a i n a n d discuss b a s i c points. N e a r t h e
beginning of the notebook, he provides a telegraphic summary of the
r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n his views a b o u t o s t e n s i o n a n d p r i v a t e l a n g u a g e ,
stressing h o w t h e views h e o p p o s e d in his discussion o f p r i v a t e l a n g u a g e
get s t a r t e d w h e n e v e r y d a y " t e c h n i q u e s o f u s e " a r e t r a n s f o r m e d i n t o a
myth about private experience:
Meaning consisting of the word referring to an object.
How a kind of object is hypostatized for a technique of use. This word refers to
this--~ object, that word to that--~ object. Explanation of the object referred to not by
pointing but by explaining a technique. Colour-words, shape-words, etc.
Under what circumstances pointing can explain i.e. convey the use of a word. Not to
a baby. It learns by being drilled. There is therefore no occult act of naming an object
that in itself can give a word a meaning.
Words for colour and shape. Words for colour on one side of a line. What does "now"
refer to or "this" or "I"? The private object. The naming of the private object. The
private language. The game someone plays with himself. When do we call it a game? If
it resembles a public game. The diary of Robinson Cr[usoe].
So we mustn't think that we understand the working of a word in lang[uage] if we say
it is a name which we give to some sort of pr[ivate] experience which we have. The idea
is here: we have something it is as it were before the mind's eye (or some other sense)
and we give it a name. What could be simpler? One might say/could put it roughly this
way/: All ostensive definition explains the use of a word only when it makes one last
determination, removes one last indeterminacy. (1993a, pp. 447-48)
B e c a u s e t h e m a n u s c r i p t was w r i t t e n for p r e s e n t a t i o n to an a u d i e n c e
t h a t was u n a c q u a i n t e d with his w o r k , it is an u n u s u a l l y accessible
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introductory exposition of Wittgenstein's treatment of private language,
often much blunter and clearer than the discussion in Investigations,
§§243ff. (for further discussion, see Stern, forthcoming, e).
Culture and Value (Wittgenstein, 1977) is another example of an
editorially problematic selection of excerpts from the Wittgenstein papers. It is a collection of passages on culture, science, religion, literature,
music, philosophy, and related topics in chronological order, described
in the editorial preface as "numerous notes which do not belong directly
with his philosophical works although they are scattered among the
philosophical texts". As the editors neither mark v&ere one fragment
ends and another begins nor provide a list of sources, they make it
impossible for most readers to judge for themselves. '-s But while many,
if not all, of these remarks are separated from the surrounding philosophical writing in the original by a line across the page, it is not so
simple to separate Wittgenstein's philosophical and nonphilosophical
writing. In fact, whether it is possible at all has become one of the
main issues at stake in the subsequent discussion of his views about
philosophy, ethics, religion, and modern culture, and over the list of
influences that follows his confession that he thinks he has never invented a line of thinking, only taken one over from someone else for
his work: "Boltzmann, Hertz, Schopenhauer, Frege, Russell, Kraus,
Loos, Weininger, Spengler, Sraffa" (1977, p. 19). 19
The editing of the Philosophical Grammar (Wittgenstein, 1969),
raises rather different, but equally serious, problems. Between 1929
and 1932, Wittgenstein filled ten manuscript volumes with his drafts.
Between 1932 and 1933, he selected, revised, and rearranged remarks
from these volumes to produce an untitled 760-page book draft, generally known as the "Big Typescript". Unlike the rest of Wittgenstein's
later works, the Big Typescript is organised into conventionally titled
and numbered chapters and sections. But he soon began to revise it,
and drafted at least three complex and far-reaching revisions of the
typescript. Part I of the Philosophical Grammar is based on the first
two of these revisions and rearrangements from the Big Typescript, but
not the third; the analytical table of contents to Part I was added
by the editor. The chapters on mathematics, which Wittgenstein left
unrevised, were incorporated into the Philosophical Grammar as Part
II; the table of contents and section titles are Wittgenstein's. However,
three crucial chapters that Wittgenstein had also left unrevised, with
the titles "Philosophy", "Phenomenology", and "idealism", were not
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included and were left unmentioned in the editorial notes. Thanks to
Kenny's judicious and painstaking exposition of the intricate relationship between these texts, the result of his work as translator of the
Philosophical Grammar (Kenny, 1976), the Big Typescript and its
source manuscripts have become a focus of attention for researchers
seeking the steps that led from the early to the late philosophy. The
chapter entitled "Philosophy" (Wittgenstein, 1989; 1993a, pp. 158-99)
both illuminates Wittgenstein's exposition of his philosophical method
in the Philosophical Investigations and makes clear how much of it was
drafted in the early 1930s. It has already received considerable attention, not only in Hilmy's book (1987, see above, Sec. 1), but also in
studies by Kenny (1982) and Luckhardt (1991). But the chapters entitled "Phenomenology" - on such topics as visual space, minima visibilia, and colour - and "Idealism" - on the dangers in attempting to
describe immediate experience, the ascription of pain, solipsism,-and
memory time - remain unpublished.
Finally, there is the case of Wittgenstein's "last writings", the series
of notebooks he wrote during the last two years of his life (MSS 16977). Nearly all of it has now been published as On Certainty' (1969a),
Remarks on Colour (1977a), Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology, vol. 2 (1992), and the material in Culture and Value (1977)
dated 1949-1951. Because these last writings have been grouped in this
way, apparently based on no more than the fact that he sometimes
drew a line across the page to mark a change of topic, and then
published over a period of decades, Wittgenstein's work on these issues
has rarely been seen as a whole, even though his last writing concerns
a closely related family of questions about our knowledge of mind and
world and the background within which such knowledge is possible.
While work on the unpublished Wittgenstein papers is contributing
to the solution of certain exegetical problems, it has inevitably created
others. For this literature inevitably depends on appealing to texts that
are unavailable to most of the readers of those interpretations, who
consequently are unable to look up quotations or otherwise check the
interpretations that have been produced. This can only have an unhealthy effect on Wittgenstein scholarship as a whole. Yet, if one adds
together the material in electronic form in the Bergen Wittgenstein
archive and von Wright's pre-Investigations typescripts, it is clear that
a very substantial fraction of the unpublished papers has already been
transcribed and edited. Provided agreement can be reached on the form
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a complete works should take, it is difficult to see why the publication
of a scholarly edition of the Wittgenstein Nachlass, one that "would
record all information which the manuscripts and typescripts provide
about deletions and insertions, variant readings, and the author's own
comments, cross-references, and other textual marks" (yon Wright,
1982, p. 61) should not begin in the near future.
Postscript, May 1993.
This essay was written during the summer of 1991. Although I have
added a few references to some of the work that has been published
during the last two years, it seemed best to maintain the focus on the
previous decade rather than to incorporate systematically discussion of
more recent developments. There is a brief description of a number of
new works by Wittgenstein that have been published in the last two
years in endnote 14. Perhaps the most important development since
the essay was written is the agreement between the Wittgenstein trustees, the Wittgenstein Archives at the University of Bergen, and Oxford
University Press that will make possible the publication of an electronic
facsimile and transcription of the entire Wittgenstein Nachtass. Further
discussion of these developments can be found in Stern (forthcoming,
b and d).
NOTES
Four book-length bibliographies of writing on Wittgenstein were punished during the
period under review. Lapointe (1980) has for the most part been superseded by Shanker
and Shanker (1986), who include the most comprehensive list of references to published
sources, and Gabel (1988), for theses and dissertations. However, the construction of
the Shankers' huge bibliography of the secondary literature leaves much to be desired.
Books, book reviews, journal articles, and book chapters are all arranged in a single list
in author order in which each author's name only occurs once. Book reviews are not
cross-referenced, and the subject index appears to be tied more closely to the titles of
the pieces than to their contents. In short, it is not a convenient book to use. Frongia
and McGuinness avoid these pitfalls in their bibliographical guide (1990), which is organised by year of publication, with reviews listed under each book. Most items are followed
by a brief abstract.
2 In an insightful survey of work on Wittgenstein's philosophy of mind in the 1960s and
1970s, Stroud criticised the widespread practice of paying lip-service to the special form
of Wittgenstein's writing, but then going on to "expound and interpret him as if he were
doing philosophy in the conventional way" (1983, p. 324). He suggested that lack of
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interest in both Wittgenstein's method and the form of his writing were closely connected,
and often responsible for dismissive accounts of his work:
His "theories", "views", and "arguments" for his "theses" are identified and criticized as if there were no question about the presence of such standard philosophical
items in his work, and so the striking look or shape of his writing then seems like
little more than an eccentricity on his part, or worse, perhaps even wilful obscurantism. (Ibid.)
3 All references to typescript and manuscript numbers are to the catalogue of the Wittgenstein papers in yon Wright (1982b) and Wittgenstein (1993a).
4 Recent expositions along these lines include Hacker (1986), Hintikka and Hintikka
(1986), Pears (1987, 1988), and Stern (199t).
s In The Later Wittgenstein, Hilmy (1987) contends that Wittgenstein uses "calculus" and
"language-game" virtually interchangeably from 1929 onwards. However, most of his
evidence for this reading comes from the early 1930s, when Wittgenstein did regard the
two as closely related. But, in the Philosophical Investigations, there are not only far
fewer occurences of "calculus" than "language-game" (8 and 98, respectively), but the
two terms are also never equated. Most uses of "calculus" in that book are almost
incidental, except for I, §8i, where Wittgenstein discusses how conceiving of language
as a calculus can mislead us into treating meaning as if it were a matter of "operating a
calculus according to definite rules", a view he now rejects.
6 The German word is simply Sprache, language, not Sprachspiel, language-game, but
the published translation is "language-game". While the quotations from Wittgenstein's
published writings in this essay are based on the published translations, they are sometimes rather more literal.
7 Diamond (1991), which reached me too late for inclusion in this review, includes much
valuable discussion of these methodological issues. For a review, see Stern (forthcoming,
c).
8 In Frongia and McGuiuness's bibliographical guide (1990), in which the last entries are
for 1987, there are aleady more entries for discussions of Kripke than for any other
author. Boghossian (1989) is a systematic survey of the debate over the best theory to
be extracted from the sceptical problem as Kripke describes it.
9 There are surveys of earlier work in this area by Ameriks (1975) and Stroud (1983).
10 A fly-bottle is a glass bottle containing sugar-water with an entrance at the bottom,
from which flies never escape because they always fly upwards, hitting the glass and
ultimately drowning in the water.
11 For a detailed development of this response to Kripke, see Anscombe (1985a).
12 This reading is sketched in Pears (1986) and developed in detail in (1987, 1988). On
the relationship between Kant and Wittgenstein see also Hacker (1972, 1986), Lear (1982,
1984, 1986), Stroud (1984), Moore (1987), Stern (1988), Haller (1988), and Garret
(1990).
13 The first claim was added to the revised version, published in 1982; the second had
already been made in the original catalogue (yon Wright, i969, p. 503; 1982, p. 6t;
Wittgenstein, 1993a, p. 504).
14 Since this was written during the summer of 1991, a number of new works by Wittgenstein have been published. These include his "secret notebooks"' the sections of the
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1914-1916 notebooks that were originally written in code, together with new biographical
material (Wittgenstein, 1991; but see also the review of Baum's editing in Unterkircher,
1991); the long-awaited last writings on the philosophy of psychology (1992); and Philosophical Occasions: 1912-195I, a collection of all his published shorter pieces (some in
substantially improved editions) that also includes a previously unpublished set of notes
for a public tecture on private language (Wittgenstein, 1993a).
Another development that deserves special mention is the recent publication of nearly
all of Wittgenstein's published writing in electronic form (Wittgenstein, 1990; the same
texts are now available in a less cumbersome and much less expensive format (Wittgenstein, 1993)). The electronic edition includes everything written by Wittgenstein that
was in print by 1982. Each text is only supplied in the language in which it was written;
in Kaal and McKinnon's uncompressed edition (Wittgenstein, 1990), this amounted to
seven megabytes of German and just under a megabyte of English. The electronic edition
enables the reader to explore systematically Wittgenstein's published writings for key
terms or search for successive drafts of passages in related texts. While Kaal and McKinnon's electronic edition was a natural sequel to their traditional concordance to the
Philosophical Investigations (1975), the comparison was not entirely to their advantage.
For their software, while powerful, was relatively slow and cumbersome: searches of the
whole database with a plain PC took hours, and yielded a large number of separate,
cryptically numbered files. The new Past Masters edition (Wittgenstein, 1993), which is
packaged with a pre-indexed text search and analysis programme, is far more accessible,
and should make looking for key terms (or logical combinations of terms) in their
contexts easier and faster than using a traditional concordance. For a review, see Stern
(forthcoming, d).
is Baker and Hacker (1980, 1985); Hacker (1990).
16 The typescript that was actually used in the publication of the Philosophical Investigations was lost shortly after the book was printed. Until recently, only one copy of that
typescript, TS 227 in von Wright's catalogue, was known. There were hundreds of minor
discrepancies, and a number of major disagreements, between the surviving typescript
and the published book, but no way of telling which of the differences were due to
decisions by the author, and which should be attributed to the editors. In November
1992, a carbon copy of TS 227, with manuscript editing that did not entirely agree with
the manuscript editing in the previously known typescript, was found and deposited with
the other Wittgenstein papers in the Wren Library. In the summer of 1993, I carried out
a close comparison of the rediscovered typescript with the previously known typescript
and the published text. Both typescripts had been heavily edited, not only by Wittgenstein, but also by a number of other people. It seems probable that the two typescripts
were the personal working copies used by Rhees and Anscombe when they began editing
the book, and that they had then consolidated their editing work using a third copy,
which is still lost. By collating the two typescripts, one could see that most of the revisions
in a hand other than Wittgenstein's in one of the typescripts corresponded to revisions
in Wittgenstein's hand in the other typescript, thus greatly reducing the number of
revisions that might be due to posthumous editorial decisions. While working in the Wren
Library, I also found a third copy of one of the pages of the final typescript of Part t of
the Philosophical Investigations among the part of the Rhees papers connected with his
editorial work on Wittgenstein, thus decisively proving that there were at least three and
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raising the intriguing possibility that there may have been a fourth. I hope to set out and
explore these results in greater detail on another occasion.
17 The most recent and the most exhaustive bibliography to date is Biggs and Pichter
(1993), which not only covers material written by Wittgenstein but also letters, dictations,
lecture notes, records of conversations, and the like. They provide a chronology for all
the items in the Nachlass and a list of correspondences between the published works and
their immediate sources in the Nachlass. Bibliographies of primary source materials are
also available in Shanker and Shanker (1986, pp. 22-30) and Frongia and McGuinness
(1990, pp. 41-47).
t8 Recently, a fuli list of sources of the remarks in Culture and Value has been made
available (Pichler, 1991). One reason for the exclusion of this information from the
published text may have been that some of the passages were originally written in a
simple code; most of the coded passages were covered over in the microfilm edition of
the Wittgenstein papers. But coded passages have since been made available to a number
of researchers, and are discussed extensively in the McGuinness and the Monk biographies, which discuss the coded notes and include substantial biographical and philosophical quotations (McGuiness, 1988; Monk, 1990; see also Hintikka, 1991, pp. 20001). Transcriptions of coded passages are included in the transcriptions by the Wittgenstein Archives at Bergen, and I understand that the Wittgenstein trustees have agreed
that they will be published in the electronic edition of the Wittgenstein papers.
t9 It is impossible to do more within the scope of this review than simply note the wide
range of biographical material and studies of Wittgenstein's relation to modernity which
have appeared in the last ten years: Wittgenstein and His Times, a collection of papers
by Kenny, McGuinness, Nyiri, Rhees, and yon Wright, edited by McGuinness (1982);
Edwards's Ethics without Philosophy: Wittgenstein and the Moral Life (1982); an anthology of studies of the relationship between Wittgenstein's philosophy and his architectural work on a house for his sister, edited by Gebauer et al. (1982); a lavish collection
of pictures and quotations illustrating Wittgenstein's life and times, edited by Nedo and
Ranchetti (1983); 'Wittgenstein and Conservatism' by Schulte (1983); Recollections of
Wittgenstein, edited by Rhees (1984a); a study of Wittgenstein's training and work as a
teacher in Austria, by Wiinsche (1985); Janik's Essay on Wittgenstein and Weininger
(t985); Bouwsma's Wittgenstein: Conversations, 1949-1951 (1986); 'Religious Belief and
Jewish Identity in Wittgenstein's Philosophy' by Nevo (1987-88); Halter's Questions on
Wittgenstein (1988), which includes essays on Wittgenstein's relationship to Austrian
philosophy, Mauthner, Spengler, and Weininger; Young Ludwig: 1889-1921, the enormously informative first volume of Wittgenstein: A Life by McGuinness (1988); Cavell's
"Declining Decline" (1989, Chap. 1), a Spenglerian reading of the Philosophical Investigations as a declination of the decadent culture of the declining West; Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Student's Memoir, by Redpath (1990); 'Aufbau/Bauhaus: Logical Positivism
and Architectural Modernism', by Galison (1990); and the first full book-length biography, the excellent Ludwig Wittgenstein: The Duty of Genius, by Monk (1990).
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