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1. It is quite usual to say that Ludwig Wittgenstein overturned traditional philosophy, if 
not philosophy itself. I am not sure that the matter will be seen in this way after a few 
centuries, but in any case there will be studies concentrating on Wittgenstein as an 
emblematic figure of the twentieth century. In what follows, I will not attempt to overturn 
Wittgenstein. He did it himself, in a long process beginning towards the end of the 1920s 
with his collaboration with the Vienna Circle and ending during the winter 1936-37 when 
he wrote the first draft of his Philosophical Investigations, published posthumously in 
1953. Wittgenstein improved and polished the book several times. The five different 
drafts are known as the Urfassung, the Frühfassung, the Bearbeitete Frühfassung, the 
Zwischenfassung and the Spätfassung, all of them published in a historico-critical edition 
of 1164 pages in 2001. The preface of the ”final” version was dated in 1945, but 
Wittgenstein kept developing and questioning futher the themes of the landmark book 
until the end of his life.
     My main interest concerns Wittgenstein's troubled co-operation with the Vienna 
Circle. Much of it has earlier not been studied at all. The followers of the Vienna Circle 
and the followers of Wittgenstein have formed quite different species of philosophers 
later on. Neither of them have been much interested in finding common premises 
between the seemingly opposed streams of thought. And in fact, a full account of the 
situation needs still another philosophical dimension which does not make the story less 
perplexing at all.
     One constant side of Wittgenstein's complex personality did not interest the Viennese 
philosophers, although they felt its presence. In their parlance it was the ”mystical”. This 
side had surprised Wittgenstein's academic teacher, Bertrand Russell, already before the 
Great War. Russell wondered whether the brilliant young man was thinking more about 
their common topic, logic, or his very private sins. Wittgenstein admitted that he was in 
fact occupied with both. 
     Recently, a diary entry from 13 January 1922 was found which exemplifies this side 
of Wittgenstein:

I suddenly felt my complete nothingness and saw that God could demand of me what He wills on the 
condition that my life would immediately become meaningless if I didn't obey... I felt totally 
annihilated and in the hands of God who could at every moment do with me as he wills. I felt thet God 
could at any time force me immediately to confess my crimes [Gemeinheiten]. That he could at any 
moment force me to take the worst upon myself and that I am not prepared to take the worst upon 
myself. That I am not now prepared to renounce friendship and all eartly happiness... As I said, 
tonight I saw  my complete nothingness. God has deigned to show it to me. During the whole time I 
kept thinking about Kierkegaard and that my condition is ”fear and trembling”. (Printed in Licht und 
Schatten, ed. by Ilse Somavilla, 2004)



     Genia Schönbaumsfeld's book A Confusions of Spheres: Kierkegaard and 
Wittgenstein on Philosophy and Religion (2007) contains two chapters that establish 
beyond any doubt Kierkegaard's significance for Wittgenstein. She comments the 
quotation above: ”...it is almost as if Kierkegaard himself had written it. Wittgenstein 
here identifies God's will with what Johannes de Silentio [Kierkegaard's pseudonym in 
his book Fear and Trembling], in FT, calls the 'last stage before faith': 'infinite 
resignation' – renouncing all finite (relative) ends.”
     Certainly, there was a dividing line between Wittgenstein and the secularly 
philosophical Circle. It surfaced only accidentally in Wittgenstein's ”white and hot” 
teachings to his closest companions in the Circle. What was good could not be explained. 
It was not a matter of consequences. It had nothing to do with facts: ”If there is a 
sentence that expresses exactly what I mean, it is the following: Good is what is ordered 
by God.”
     The presence of  this specific faith remained mainly untouchable, hidden, but it was a 
part of the backgroung of Wittgenstein's youthful work of genius, the Tractatus.  
Similarly as in the case of Tractatus it would form the subtext of the Philosophical  
Investigations where it is not mentioned at all. 
     In a very famous letter Wittgenstein indicated that the unwritten subtext of the 
Tractatus was ”ethical”. There is no similar letter concerning the PI, but we can take as a 
clue some reminiscences of Wittgenstein's close Cambridge student, Maurice O'Connor 
Drury. In a discussion Wittgenstein had mentioned the name of the Danish philosopher 
Sören Kierkegaard. Drury was interested in the matter, but he could not find any 
translations. Wittgenstein had to explain, as recorded by Drury: ”Kierkegaard was by far 
the most profound thinker of the last century. Kierkegaard was a saint.” Drury continued: 

He went on to speak of the three categories of life style that play such a large part in Kierkegaard's 
writing. The aesthetic, where is objective is to get the maximum enjoyment out of this life; the ethical 
where the duty demands renunciation; and the religious where this very renunciation itself becomes a 
source of joy. Wittgenstein: ”Concerning this last category I don't pretend to understand how it is 
possible. [...] Mind you I don't believe what Kierkegaard believed, but of this I am certain that we are 
not here in order to have a good time.” 

Here we see it again, the ”ethical”, a few years before the start of PI and now defined 
with a reference to Kierkegaard. 

2. Wittgenstein gave a well-known lecture on ethics to the Heretics Society in Cambridge 
on November 1929. It was still within the confines of the Tractatus: 

...all I wanted to do with them [the ”nonsensical” sentences of the Tractatus] was just to go beyond the 
world and that is to say beyond significant language. My whole tendency and I believe the tendency of 
all men who ever tried to write or talk Ethics or Religion was to run against the boundaries of 
language. The running against the walls of our cage is perfectly, absolutely hopeless. Ethics so far it 
springs from the desire to say something about the ultimate meaning of life, the absolute good, the 
absolute valuable, can be no science. What it says does not add to our knowledge in any sense. But it 
is a document of a tendency in the human mind which I personally cannot help respecting deeply and I 
would not for my life ridicule it.
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     One year later Wittgenstein was explaining the same matter to his friends from the 
Vienna Circle, Moritz Schlick and Friedrich Waismann. It was Wittgenstein who 
introduced to the Circle the principle that the meaning of a sentence is its method of 
verification, but very soon he saw the restrictions of such a principle, unlike some 
members of the Circle who continued elaborating on it. 
     Then, on December 1930, Wittgenstein explained to his friends that in religious 
speech the problem was not truth, falsity or nonsense. He added: ”Running against the 
limits of language? Language does not happen to be a cage.” Or, in Wittgenstein's own 
language: Die Sprache ist ja kein Käfig. 
     This contradicted what he had said in the lecture on ethics only one year earlier. 
Wittgenstein's views were drawn to a process of transformation. Moreover, Wittgenstein 
emphasised to his Viennese colleagues that at the end of the lecture on ethics he had 
spoken in the first person. He thought that this was the only possibility awailable for him. 
In this sense, apparently, the personal was philosophical.  
     Wittgenstein never adopted any unitary view that would have integrated the ethical or 
the religious to the ordinary, or, in Kierkegaard's terms, to the ”aesthetic”. Consider a few 
quotations from O. K. Bouwsma's notebook from the year 1950, when Wittgenstein was 
already seriously ill. First Wittgenstein's comment: ”Believe whatever you can. I never 
object to a man's religious beliefs, Mohammedan, Jew, or Christian. (To the Samaritan 
woman.)” Then, something more as an explanation:

W[ittgenstein] says that he doesn't understand everything. He says this particularly in speaking of 
religious language. [...] He once said, I remember, that he could make nothing of the dogma of 
Incarnation. And the Gospel of John puzzles him. He does not ”understand” it. But he does not say 
that some other people do not understand it. The question then is about their use of these sentences. 
And here one thing is clear. Whatever this use is, it is different from the use of ordinary sentences 
describing the world.

3. The efforts towards a book, a huge pile of manuscripts and dictated typescripts, finally 
culminated during the winter 1936-37 which Wittgenstein spent alone in his hut above 
the Norwegian Sognefjord, near Skjölden, only in the company of snow and magnificent 
mountains hiding the sun. What was Wittgenstein's achievement? The impact of the book 
to be conceived, the Philosophical Investigations, and the explanatory literature dedicated 
it, is more extensive than about anything else in twentieth century philosophy. For the 
quarrels concerning its message no end seems so be in sight.
     Wittgenstein chose a method of presentation that was not uncommon in philosophical 
literature, the dialogical form. But his idea of appropriate dialogues was definitively not 
that of Plato whose work was disgustingly tame in his eyes. Bouwsma describes one of 
Wittgenstein's explosions:

About this time we sat on a bench and he began to talk about reading Plato. Plato's arguments! His 
pretense of discussion! The Socratic irony! The Socratic method! The arguments were bad, the 
pretense of discussion too obvious, the Socratic irony distasteful – why can't a man be fortright and 
say what's on his mind? As for the Socratic method in the dialogues, it simply isn't there. The 
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interlocutors are ninnies, never have any arguments of their own, say ”Yes” and ”No” as Socrates 
pleases they should. They are a stupid lot. No one really contends against Socrates.

Adopting these criteria, Wittgenstein obviously succeeded better than Plato. There is no 
single easily identifiable dominating voice, surrounded by some ninnies. The participants 
do not have names and a great question has been: Who is speaking? Many have seen 
there “Wittgenstein” and the “interlocutor”. It is easy to agree but more difficult to say 
which of the voices actually is Wittgenstein's. Recently there has been a trend to see the 
dialogs as “polyphonic”. This is certainly true, but it is hard to say whether it is anything 
more than a tautological truth. We can adopt it, but the question remains: What is the 
message of it all, if any?
     A good preliminary answer is suggested by Stanley Cavell. We should see in the book 
a “voice of temptation” and a “voice of correction”. For instance, in the important dialog 
on reading these voices can be specified as the “mentalist” and the “behaviorist”. But a 
third voice needs to be added. It makes some observations on the dialog. It could be 
called the “commentator”. Some philosophers try to see it as Wittgenstein's real voice, 
but the case is not convincing.
     There are interpretations which adopt the attitude of new criticism. All should be 
found in the final book. One should not make the fallacy of speculating about 
Wittgenstein's intentions. Unfortunately, it is exactly this attitude that has created the 
endless controversies. 
     Another method builds on Wittgenstein's earlier unpublished writings which have 
become available painfully slowly, until all of them were appeared as a CD-ROM eight 
years ago. It is true that a great number of the remarks in the Philosophical Investigations 
can be traced back to the early 1930s. However, tracing the fates of innumerable 
individual remarks is not the right way to solve the mystery. There is no doubt that 
Wittgenstein was writing a book, not just individual remarks. The book was not 
organized linearly like the dictation to Francis Skinner, known as the Brown Book, but 
Wittgenstein gave a wrong impression when he said that he was just criss-crossing 
different topics. 
     This is the same “frame fallacy” that can be found in the so-called New Wittgenstein. 
It is propounded by resolute readers who take some initial and final remarks of the 
Tractatus as the frame and then see all between just as gibberish. What remains 
unexplained is that Wittgenstein later spent incredible amounts of energy in constructing 
criticisms of the Tractatus, both as concerns its details and generally. Tractatus was 
wrong, but Wittgenstein had not seen that it was wrong. In Wittgenstein's own view it 
was not wrong as gibberish. It contained philosophical errors and as a whole it was a 
subtle self-deception.

4. I have so far seen no interpretation that takes seriously the fact there are three different 
simultaneous levels of writings during the winter 1936-37. 
     First, there is the first draft of the Philosophical Investigations, known as MS 142. 
Wittgenstein began to write it in November. For a long time the manuscript was thought 
to be lost, but it has been available for researchers since 1993. 

4



     Second, there are the notebooks where Wittgenstein prepared MS 142. When 
Wittgenstein came in August to his Norwegian hut, he was first writing for a few months 
a German translation and improved version of the Brown Book, known as MS 115ii. He 
was completely dissatisfied with the result. Simultaneously with this work he wrote the 
notebook MS 152, but the notebook did not end with the translation. And it was 
continued in MS 157aii which means that Wittgenstein was using the open pages of an 
old notebook, beginning with 9 February 1937, and continuing further in MS 157b, 
beginning with 27 February. (The von Wright numbers used for manuscripts and 
typescripts were given when many chronological matters were as yet undecided.) 
     Third, Wittgenstein wrote diaries which had a very personal character. Like the first 
draft of the book, they were in private ownership until 1993. They were edited by Ilse 
Somavilla and published as Denkbewegungen. Tagebücher 1930-1932, 1936-1937 (MS 
183) (1997). 
     If this does not sound complicated enough, one could still add a rock-bottom level, the 
deeds. During mid-winter Wittgenstein left Norway for a while, traveled to Vienna and 
Cambridge, and made several confessions about his “sins” to several persons, mainly 
embarrassing them with such futilities. Wittgenstein was purifying himself like a suicide 
bomber before the act. Fortunately, the act turned out to be a book.

5. The relations between Level 1 and Level 2 are straightforward. Wittgenstein was using 
materials from the notebooks. As I see it, he wrote some 85 paragraphs before the 
Christmas “holiday” and the rest of the 188 during the following spring. This was the 
beginning nucleus of the book, to be continued at various occasions, and inserted with 
remarks from a number of old scripts. When Wittgenstein was compiling the final draft in 
1944, he used the bulk of this nucleus without any radical changes. The polishing that 
took place made the dialogical form clearer. On the other hand, if one makes a 
comparison with the notebooks, Wittgenstein's own voice will become clear, as well as 
his fight with his earlier alter ego. There is no great surprise awaiting. On the contrary, 
we get pretty much the standard picture of Wittgenstein vs. the interlocutor. 
     In some cases there is hardly any change at all, for instance as concerns the crystalline 
purity and exactness of logic. In the words of the final version (in English translation), § 
108: 

The prejudice of crystalline purity can only be removed by turning our whole examination round. 
(One might say: the axis of reference of our examination must be rotated, but about the fixed point of 
our need.) 
     The philosophy of logic speaks of sentences and words exactly in the sense in which we speak of 
them in ordinary life [...] We are talking about the spatial and temporal phenomenon of language, not 
about some non-spatial, non-temporal phantasm. [Note in margin: Only it is possible to be interested 
in a phenomenon in a variety of ways.] But we talk about it as we do about the pieces in chess when 
we are stating the rules of the game, not describing their physical properties.
     
     In the Urfassung Wittgenstein spoke in the first person: “Je genauer wir aber die 
tatsächliche Sprache ansehen, desto stärker wird der Widerstreit zwischen ihr & unsrer 
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Forderung. Die Kristallreiheit der Logik hatte sich mir nicht ergeben, sondern ich hatte 
sie gefordert.) “ 
     Then the first occurrence from February 1937, notebook MS 157a, pages 67r-68r (in a 
bit polished form): “Das Vorurteil, was in ihr [die Kristallreinheit] liegt, kann nur so 
beseitigt werden, dass wir unsere ganze Betrachtung drehen; und dadurch jene Reinheit 
an einen andern Platz stellen. [...] Man könnte sagen: Die Betrachtung muss gedrecht 
werden, aber um unser eigentliches Bedürfnis des Angelpunktes.”
     Inserted between the sentences above there is a remark in coded script. Deciphered it 
reads: Wenn Du ein Opfer bringst und darauf eitel bist, so wirst du mit samt dem Opfer 
verdammt. 
     “Sacrifice” is a metaphor that is possible when Wittgenstein overturns his earlier 
outlook in such a radical way. Still one can ask: Was the warning only a metaphor? It 
sounds like a religious rule. Soon afterwards there was another coded remark: Das Licht  
der Arbeit is ein schönes Licht, das aber nur dann wirklich schön leuchtet, wenn es noch 
von einem andern Licht erleuchtet wird. Nothing of these two coded remarks can be 
found in the final book, not even in the first draft. What did Wittgenstein mean by the 
“external light” that he excluded from the official text? Was it just another crazy remark 
that did not matter?
     Instead of explaining Wittgenstein's new general standpoint in greater detail, I will go 
to the Level 3.

6. At a first sight the winter diary seems to be completely personal, independent of the 
Levels 1 and 2. It only accompanies them. It is deeply religious. Wittgenstein reads the 
New Testament and penitential psalms. There is only one philosophical author to whom 
he returns several times, with direct references and a number of allusions, Kierkegaard. 
And he is now deadly serious. He was praying on his knees, literally. The quotation from 
1922 with a reference to Kierkegaard's Fear and Trembling could also have been written 
in his Norwegian refuge. There is no trace of the Wittgenstein who relaxed in Cambridge 
by reading Street and Smith's pulp magazines and going to see Westerns. Of course, his 
fellowship in Cambridge was running out at the end of 1936 without any long awaited 
new book, but this can hardly be a sufficient explanation for his feeling as a wretched 
person. 
     The hut was lonely in the snow and darkness, on the opposite side of Skjölden along 
the Sognefjord. A part of Wittgenstein's remarks in the diary concern the natural 
environment and its changes. They fit to the nature, but one can also discern metaphorical 
meanings in them when the sun finally begins to appear.
     A diary from 1931 observed that Kierkegaard's writings are somehow teasing, 
commenting in a negative tone the idea that someone uses a trick to make me do 
something unpleasant. Five years later, on 13 February 1937, Wittgenstein wrote: “My 
conscience is tormenting me and is preventing me from working. I have been reading 
Kierkegaard's writings and this has made me even more anxious than I was already.” 
Oswald Spengler had mentioned Kierkegaard's religious writings as representing “an 
intellectual art of playing with expression”. Although many contemporary readers would 
agree with Spengler's description, Wittgenstein's diary remark was dry: “It is interesting 

6



how wrong Spengler, who usually has much judgment, is in his evaluation of 
Kierkegaard. Here is one who is too great for him and stands too close, he only sees 'the 
giant's boots'.”
     Earlier, when Wittgenstein was reading Frazer's Golden Bough together with Drury, 
he wrote:

     Frazer's account of the magical and religious views of mankind is unsatisfactory: it makes these 
views look like errors. 
     Was Augustine in error, then, when he called upon God on every page of the Confessions? 
     But – one might say – if he was not in error, surely the Buddhist holy man was – or anyone else – 
whose religion gives expression to completely different views. But none of them was in error, except 
when he set forth a theory.

     As simple as it sounds: The distinction between magic and science can be expressed by saying that 
in science there is progress, but in magic there isn't. Magic has no tendency within itself to develop.

     The case of religion was more complicated. In Kierkegaard's terms, it had to do with 
the development of spirit, understood as “stages of life” or “existence spheres”: the 
aesthetic, the ethical, the religious. In all of his philosophy Kierkegaard, who had his 
debts for Hegel, disagreed with the Hegelian view that theoretical philosophical 
speculation is higher than religion. For Hegel, the two had the same content. Religion 
expressed it in images. Philosophy had the task of giving to the felt and imagined content 
the conceptual and systematical form, required by reason. Kierkegaard objected that this 
was a matter of ethics and one's way of life. 
     He was constantly opposing the Hegelian attempts to transform religion to a science. 
For him, it was an illusion, but actually no simple illusion. It could not be rejected 
directly: “...there is nothing that requires as gentle a treatment as the removal of an 
illusion.” Wittgenstein's attitude to the treatment of the knots in which philosophy was 
entangled was similar. One had to make all the moves that had led to the knot, but in 
opposite direction. The teaching of philosophy had not to inform, but to change the 
listeners.   
     As concerns religious beliefs in general and Christianity in particular, I agree with 
Genia Schönbaumsfeld: 

Wittgenstein is saying that if you believe that religious beliefs are based on 'evidence' in the way that 
scientific beliefs can be said to be based on evidence, then you are either cheating yourself or you are 
mad.

Given that no outward signs whatever can determine once and for all who Christ was, it simply does 
not matter, on this conception, whether there are inconsistencies in the Gospels or not. For even the 
most consistent and most historically accurate account could not “prove” more, in this respect, than 
the more deficient ones. It is exactly as Wittgenstein said to Drury, “If you can accept the miracle that 
God became man, then all these difficulties are as nothing. For then it is impossible to say what form 
the record of such an event should take.
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     This was Wittgenstein's own summary on 22 October 1937, again in the Norwegian 
hut, now continuing the nucleus of earlier winter with philosophy of mathematics that the 
planned then as the last part of the Philosophical Investigations:     

Kierkegaard writes: If Christianity were so easy and cosy, why should God in his Scriptures have set 
Heaven and Earth in motion and threatened with eternal punishments? – Question: But in that case 
why is this Scripture so unclear? If we want to warn someone of a terrible danger, do we go about it 
by telling him a riddle whose solution will be the warning? – But who is to say that the Scripture 
really is unclear? Isn't it possible that it was essential in this case to “tell a riddle”? And that, on the 
other hand, giving a more direct warning would necessarily have had the wrong effect? God has four 
people recount the life of his incarnate Son, in each case differently and with inconsistencies – but 
might we not say: It is important that this narrative should not be more than quite averagely 
historically plausible just so that this should not be taken as the essential, decisive thing? So that the 
letter should not be believed more strongly than is proper and the spirit may receive its due... The 
spirit puts what is essential, essential for your life, into these words. The point is precisely that you are 
only SUPPOSED to see clearly even in this representation. (I am not sure how far all this is exactly in 
the spirit of Kierkegaard.)

7. Wittgenstein's views were not yet so serene the earlier winter when he was struggling 
with philosophy and religion and his sins. In the diary, there is a passage on 18 February 
1937 that needs extensive interpretation. It is better to quote it in German:

Habe grosse Sehnsucht nach Francis. Fürchte für ihn. Möge das richtige tun.
     Wenig fällt mir so schwer, wie Bescheidenheit. Dies merke ich jetzt wieder, da ich in Kierkegaard 
lese. Nichts ist mir so schwer als mich unterlegen zu fühlen; obwohl es sich nur darum handelt die 
Wirklichkeit zu sehen, so wie sie ist.
     Wäre ich im Stande meine Schrift G.z.o.? [...]

On the next day Wittgenstein continued:

Du sagst: “Es kann sein, dass von mir das furchtbar Schwerste verlangt wird.” Was heisst das? Es 
heisst doch: Es kann sein, dass ich morgen fühle, dass ich meine Manuscripte (z.B.) verbrennen muss; 
d.h., dass, wenn ich sie nicht verbrenne, mein Leben (dadurch) zu einer Flucht wird. Dass ich damit 
von dem Guten, von der Quelle des Lebens abgeschnitten bin.

What was going on? The sentences reproduced here in italics were in Wittgenstein's 
coded script. Some British philosophers lost their senses because of the “accusations” of 
Wittgenstein's homosexuality, but Ray Monk has documented that Francis Skinner 
actually was Wittgenstein's lover. In the records of Wittgenstein's confessions of his sins 
there is nothing about sexuality. But why should Wittgenstein have confessed his 
homosexuality to his friend? The best way to do this would have been to go to the police 
station, because homosexuality was a crime under British law. Wittgenstein may have 
been eccentric, but he was not mad enough to do that. 
     However, my point does not concern this. We know that Wittgenstein burned some of 
his writings. It is easy to burn writings, if one thinks that they are not good. We also 
know that some of Wittgenstein's writings, probably diaries, were in the possession of 
Bertrand Russell during World War I. Afterwards, Wittgenstein recommended that 
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Russell should burn them. They have not been found among Russell's papers. Apparently 
Russell obeyed. But here Wittgenstein is talking about something very valuable, possibly 
about all of his papers. He is saying that the deed would be terribly difficult. It would 
concern the most precious things he had.
     The answer can be found in the three letters “G.z.o.”. Ilse Somavilla suggests that they 
could be read “Gott zu opfern”, i.e. sacrifice to God. 
     Now we are in the position to see which was the Kierkegaard book that Wittgenstein 
was reading in February 1937 without mentioning its title. It must have been Fear and 
Trembling, Wittgenstein's old companion already from the twenties, if not earlier.
     The book is about the patriarch Abraham and the sacrifice of his son Isaac, the hardest 
test of faith ever conceived. God had promised to Abraham that he will become the father 
of a great nation. However, Abraham did not get a son with his wife Sarah until he was 
hundred years old. Then God asked him to go to Mount Moriah and sacrifice his son, the 
most precious gift in all of Abraham's life. 
     Kierkegaard used the Old Testament story to make a few points. He drafted different 
scenarios of the possibilities open to Abraham. He described what he called the “double 
movement of faith”. The first move was from the sensuous aesthetic life to the ethical 
which he called “infinite resignation”. For Abraham this meant that he would obey God's 
horrible command, but create for himself the hope for a spiritual compensation for the 
terrible loss. Kierkegaard explained that it was necessary to go through this stage. 
Sacrificing Isaac was a murder, but on the other hand it was God's order. The second 
move was that of real faith. Abraham went to the mountain and was prepared to kill his 
son. Then an angel appeared and it was enough to sacrifice a ram. Abraham had faith on 
the face of the absurd. All the way in the possession of this real faith he was believing in 
the earthly promise of God, although there was a paradox.
     When Wittgenstein was considering sacrificing his writings, it was like Abraham 
considering the fate of Isaac.

8. Now, what on Earth has this to do with Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations? 
Wittgenstein happened to be reading Fear and Trembling when he got the idea that all of 
his philosophy should be overturned. A curious coincidence? No. It was Wittgenstein's 
attempt to do the double movement of faith. There was an essential connexion between 
all levels of Wittgenstein's deeds during the winter 1936-37. 
     If we look a little closer to to Wittgenstein's descriptions of the typical features of his 
earlier philosophy in the Tractatus and of the new philosophy which should replace it, we 
can see that the Tractarian world was “sublimated” out of its context. There is a 
correspondence to the stage of infinite resignation. First the overturned philosophy held 
the earthly promise.
     Criticisms of the Tractatus and sketches for a more appropriate conception of 
language were nothing new for Wittgenstein. He had a good package of them. But now 
the pieces began to fall to their places. The double movement of faith – although 
Wittgenstein never claimed to understand it completely – guaranteed that there would be 
plenty of tensions and paradoxes in the Philosophical Investigations.
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