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O MBICJIEHHBIX SKCITEPUMEHTAX
Y KAHTA 1 BUTTEHIINTEVIHA
M ITPOBJIEME TPAHCHEHOEHTAJIBHbBIX
APTYMEHTOB

C. A. @ysnmec I'oncasec

Abmop anarusupyem u pasbubaem oyenxy I1.M.C. Xa-
Kkepom ¢pusocogpckoeo cxoocmba Kanma u Bumeenwimeiina,
a maxe uccaedyem 60npoc 0 npednosazaeMom UcnoAb306a-
HUu BumeenuimeiHom «mpancyeHOeHMaibHblX apeyMeH-
moB». Bo-nepbuix, onupascy Ha npoumenue Aavghpedom
Hopmariom «JIoeuxo-¢hurocogpcrkozo mpaxmama» xax Mbic-
AeHHOR0 IKCnepumenma, abmop paccmampubaem «Kpumuxy
4ucmoeo pasyma» 6 pabroil cmeneHu Kax KpynHoMacuimao-
HblTl MBICACHHBITL SKCHEPUMEHTH, UMeouuil 6axHsle obujue
soeuveckue uepmol ¢ «Tpakmamom». Iasee nepecmampuba-
em Bonpoc 0 MmpancyeHoeHmMalbHbLX apeyMenmax, a UMeHHo
0 110M, UCN0Ab308a1 AU «CpeOHUTl» BumeeHuimerix u 0okpu-
museckutl Kanm xaxotl-1u00 MbicaenHblil IKCHepUMeHim, Ko-
MOpbLTl MOXKHO 0XAPAKIMepU306ams KaK «1mpancyeHoeHmal-
il apeymenm». Abmop npednpunuMaen payuoHaIbHY0
pexoHcmpyKkyuto apeymenmod oboux mvicaumenetl 6 cbeme
coBpemenHoil uccae008amentckoil Aumepantypol, nocBsuyen-
HOIL MbICACHHBIM IKCHEPUMEHINAM, U 0eAaern aKyeHim Ha 1ok-
mu ueHopupyemom cxoocmbe mexoy Kawnmom u Bumeen-
WMETHOM, 4 UMEHHO — HA CUCIMEeMAMu1eckoM Ucnoav306a-
HUU MbICACHHBIX IKCNEPUMEHNoB 6 ux 5nucimemMos0eUUeckux
usblckanuax. Aémop npuxodum k 6vi6ody, umo a) magna
opera Bumeenwmenna u Kanma moxno paccmampubams
Kax husocogpckue MolcaeHHble IKCHepuMenibl, 6 Komopbix
0ba ¢pusocogpa nvimaromes Guiimu 3a npedesvl A3bIKA U 34
npedeast 603MoxHO20 onvima coombemcmbeno; 0) 0da gu-
A0c0ha paspadomani. apeyMermbl, Komopbvle MoXHO Ha36ans
MPAHCYEHOCHMANLHBIMU, OKe eCAl TOALKO C 02pAHUHYeHHOIL
Mermodos0euHeckoil mouku 3peHus; 6) Hekomopuie kaouebvie
apeymenmol, Bvi0Burymovle «cpeOHuM» Bumeenumentom
npu onpedesenuu cmpykmypst BusyaisHoeo npocmparcméa,
AyUUle 0XAPaKmepu3oBbams Kax MbiCACHHbLE IKCHEPUMEHIIb,
ueM MpancyeHOeHMalbHble ApeYMeHIIbL.

KatoueBore croBa: mparcyeHOeHMAarbHbIIL apeyMenn,
Kanm, Bumeenwimenn, moicaeHHblll IKCnepumenn, 6usy-
asvHoe npocmparcmbo, nponosuyus, gaxm, reductio ad
absurdum
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

KANT AND WITTGENSTEIN
ON THOUGHT EXPERIMENTS
AND THE MATTER
OF TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENTS

S. A. Fuentes Gonzdlez'

It is necessary to reconsider P.M.S. Hacker’s as-
sessment of Kant and Wittgenstein’s philosophical
affinities and the question concerning Wittgenstein’s
alleged use of “transcendental arquments”. First, Al-
fred Norman's reading of the Tractatus Logico-Phil-
osophicus as a thought experiment receives revision
to develop a view of the Critique of Pure Reason as a
large-scale thought experiment that shares important
logical features with the Tractatus. Then the question
is addressed whether the middle Wittgenstein and
the pre-critical Kant employed any thought experi-
ments that could be equally characterised as “tran-
scendental arguments”. A rational reconstruction of
both thinkers’ arquments is carried out in the light
of the contemporary literature on thought experi-
menting. The novelty and relevance of this approach
is the emphasis laid upon a largely neglected affinity
between Kant and Wittgenstein, namely the system-
atic use of thought experiments in their epistemolog-
ical pursuits. The conclusions are: i) Wittgenstein’s
and Kant’s magna opera can be seen as philosophical
thought experiments that attempt to try out the limits
of language and the limits of possible experience re-
spectively; ii) Both philosophers developed arguments
that can be designated as transcendental if only from
a methodological standpoint; and iii) some key argu-
ments put forward by the middle Wittgenstein in the
determination of the structure of visual space could
be characterised better as thought experiments than
transcendental arguments.
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osition, fact, reductio ad absurdum.

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.

14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236016, Russia.
Received: 19.03.2022.

doi:10.5922/0207-6918-2022-2-4

KanmoBexuir cooprux. 2022. T. 41, Ne 2. C. 96 —121.

Kantian Journal, 2022, vol. 41, no. 2, pp. 96-121.



1. BBenenme

Boripoc o coorHomennn dwtocodpum Kanra
u dpwiocodun ButrenireriHa BojIHyeT He TOJIb-
KO VICCIIe/IOBaTesIeVl OHOTO VUIV IPYTOrO MBICIIVI-
TeJII — OH 3aTparmBaer IpoliieMy poJvi KaHTHU-
aHCTBA B COBpeMeHHOV (ruiocodmm. YcTaHOBIIe-
HMe TOUYeK M CTeleHV CXOLCTBAa MeXIy oO0oMMM
dstocodamt TO3BOIIWIIO (MJIM He TI03BOJINIIO) OBl
HaM, HallpuMep, OTHeCTV BuTreHmIreiiHa K TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY MleaIn3MYy, CyIlleCTBeHHO pac-
IIIPVIB 9TO HarIpassleHve MeIci. OnyH 13 Iy Ten
orpenerteHnss PVIIOCOPCKOTO CXOOCTBA MEXIY
IIByMSI aBTOpaMM 3aKJIIOUaeTcs B M3YYeHUM TeK-
CTOBBIX CBUJIETEIILCTB BIIVISIHVSL OIHOTO Ha JIpyTo-
ro. Takoro poma vccieoBaHe IIPeIIIPYHSIIT OOVH
73 aBTOPUTETHEVIINX CIeIMaIVICTOB IO Hacle-
nvito Butrenrrreniaa ILM.C. Xakep (Hacker, 2013),
KOTOPBIVL, IIePECMOTPEB HECKOJIBKO KITFOUEBBIX OT-
PBIBKOB 13 paboT BuTreHmrerita, Iae TOT CChUIa-
eTcst Ha KaHTa, IpmXxonuT K BBIBOMY, UTO HET HU-
KaKMX TEKCTOBBIX JIOKa3aTeJIbCTB TOTO, YTO Ilep-
BBIVI HAXOMVIICS IO, BIIVISTHVIEM BTOPOTO VTV JTaKe
BIOXHOBIIsUICS MM”. OH ke 00paTmiics K Ipyromy
cr1ocoOy BBISICHEHMSI BOIIPOCa O CBSA3M MeXITy 000-
VIMVI aBTOPaMW, TIOIBITABIINCH OITPEIeJINTh COOT-
BETCTBYIOIIVIE TOUKV TIepecedeH st MeXITy VX IIPO-
M3BeNIeHMSAMIL. XaKep IlepedncIsieT IecTb IIpo-
Orrem, obmmx s dpwtocodpmm Kanra n Butren-
mrreriHa: 1) 1x Metadmiocodckast 03a00U€HHOCTh
puponont drtocodms; 2) MHTepec K JIOTVKe KOH-
LIENTYyaIbHOV VJUTIO3UV; 3) VX IIOIBITKY ITPOCIIe-
IWUTH TPAaHUIIBI CMBICIIA JINOO Yepe3 IIpVIMeHeHVIe
TIOHSTUV K BO3MOXXHOMY OITBITY JIMOO Yepe3 ycTa-
HOBJIEHVIE T'PAHWII BBIPAXXEHVISI MBICIIV B SI3BIKE;
4) KpUTMKa SMIIMPY3Ma 1 palyioHaIN3Ma; 5) Oopb-
0a 3a mposicHeHMe IIPUPOIBI HEOOXOMVMMOCTIL
6) oTkas ot ecrectBeHHoV Teostorum (Hacker, 2013,

2 K Takomy ke BeIBOAY TipuxomuT P. XaHHa, XOTS M Ha
OCHOBe O1orpadaecKmx 1 TeKCTy aJTbHO-PeIaKIIIOHHBIX
nonymienuit. Hecmorps Ha To uTo B 1918 . Butrenimres
BMecTe ¢ JTogsuroMm XeHcesleM BHMMATEIIBHO IIPOYMTAIIV
«Kputuky amcroro pasyma», B pykomvcu «'pakrara» He
OBUIO CyIIIeCTBEHHBIX M3MeHeHM Mexay 1918 m 1921 rr.
Ho XanHa mnpenriosaraer, 4ro IepBbIlI BuTreHITeitH
vcIbITal BivisiHve KaHTa ckopee ymiik KOCBEHHO, Yepes
Monenrayspa (Hanna, 2017, p. 686).
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1. Introduction

The problem of the relationship between
Kant and Wittgenstein’s philosophies concerns
not only scholars of each of these thinkers but
also the inquiry into Kantianism as a whole
and its role in contemporary philosophy. Es-
tablishing the points and degree of resem-
blance between the two philosophers would
allow us, for example, to approximate (or not)
Wittgenstein to transcendental idealism, sig-
nificantly extending this area of thought. One
possibility for enquiring into the philosophical
likeness between two authors consists in exam-
ining whether there is textual evidence of the
influence of one upon the other. Such is one of
the paths of inquiry adopted by P.M.S. Hacker
(2013) who, after revising a handful of key pas-
sages in Wittgenstein’s work where direct ref-
erence is made to Kant, concludes that there
is no textual evidence that the former was in-
fluenced or even inspired by the latter.” He
also turned to another way of exploring the
question of the relationship between the two
authors, trying to identify the relevant in-
tersection points within their works. Hack-
er lists six problems common to both Kant’s
and Wittgenstein’s philosophies: 1) their me-
ta-philosophical concern about the nature of
philosophy; 2) the preoccupation with the log-
ic of conceptual illusion; 3) their attempts at
tracing the bounds of sense, either through
the application of concepts to possible experi-
ence or by establishing the limits of the expres-
sion of thought in language; 4) the criticism

? The same conclusion is drawn by Hanna (2017,
p. 686), although from biographical and textual-edito-
rial premises. Even though Wittgenstein engaged in a
close reading of the first Critigue with Ludwig Hénsel in
1918, the manuscript of the Tractatus had no substantial
changes between 1918 and 1921. Instead, Hanna sug-
gests that the first Wittgenstein would have been influ-
enced by Kant only indirectly through Schopenhauer.
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p- 122—123). Bortee Toro, Xakep sICHO IIOKa3bIBaeT,
4uTo, XOTA CBA3b Mexay Kanrtom m Burtrenmrreri-
HOM OOBIYHO YCTaHaB/IVIBAeTCS ITyTeM yKa3aHWs
Ha VICIIOJIb30BaHVe MMV TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHbIX ap-
T'YMeHTOB®, BUTTeHIIITelTH He BBIIBIHYJI HVI OTHO-
rO apryMeHTa, KOTOPBIV B CTPOr'OM CMBICIIE MOXKHO
6bU10 OBI cumTaTh TakoBbIM (Ibid., p. 121). TpaHc-
LIeHIeHTaJIBHBIV apryMeHT OepeT B KadecTBe OT-
IIPaBHOV TOYKM OeCCIIOpHYIO MOCBUIKY — Kak
MpaBWIo, YTBEpXKIIeHe, KOTOpoe OIIIOHEeHT-CKeTl-
TUK JIOJDKEH IIpV3HaTh, ¥ BBIBOLUT HeOOXOmu-
Moe YCJIOBYe, 6e3 KOTOPOTro MCXOIHas MOChIIKA He
Obuta ObI TakoBOVI. Ha mepBbINt B3IIISAA, TPAHCIIeH-
JeHTaJIbHBIM yTBepXaeHuneM «Jloruko-dniocod-
cKoro TpakTarta» (1921) siBjisieTcs TIOJIOXKEHME, UTO
IpOCThle OOBEKTHI IOJDKHBI CYIIIeCTBOBATh B Kaue-
CTBe yCJIOBMSL 1J1s1 TOTO, YTOOBI IIPOIO3NIIVSL! VIMe-
71a cMbIciT (JIQT? 2.021, 2.0211; Butrentmreris, 2014,
c. 40). OnHako, Kak oTMedaeT XakKep, cCbUIKA Ha
BO3MOXKHBIVI OIIBIT SIBJISI€TCS CYIIIeCTBEHHBIM KOM-
roHeHTOM Mzert KaHTa O TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBe, a B «I'pakTaTe» TaKye CChIJIKM OT-
CYTCTBYIOT. BO3MOXHBIVI OIBIT — 3TO COCTaBHO
37IeMeHT, KOTOPBIVI CBsI3bIBaeT IIOHATWS, BOBJIe-
UeHHBIe B TpaHClIeH/IeHTa/IbHble apr'yMeHTHI U He
VIMeIOIIT/e aHa/IMTIdecKon cBs3n. CiieoBaTesIbHO,
TOJIBKO VICKa3MB meto KaHTa o TpaHCIleHIeHTaIb-

* BmecTo CJ10Ba «apryMeHT» MOXXHO OBUIO OBI MCIIOJIB30-
BaTh CJIOBO «pacCyXJeHle», OHAKO B PYCCKOS3BIIHON
JIMTepaType, IIOCBsIIeHHOV IHpobieMe «transcendental
arguments», mpeobsaTaeT KajbKa C aHIJIMIICKOTO, M S
CTIeTTyTO 3TOVI KOHBEHITVTL.

* To, uro B HeMelKOM TeKcTe «TpakTaTa» VIMEHYeTCs
«der Satz», B pycckom mepesone V. C.lobGpoHpaBoBa
n O.T. Jlaxyrn (1958/2008) mepemaHO C/I0BOM «IIper-
JIoXeHMe», B aHDmickmux Iepesopax 4. K. Ormena
(1922) n H.TIupca n b. Makrunneca (1961) — ciroBom
proposition, a B COBPeMEHHOVI JIMTepaType Ha PyCCKOM
si3bIKe 0003HAYaeTCs CJI0BaMU «IIPOHO3ULNs» (BBIOpaH-
HBIM MHOVI), «BBICKa3bIBaHMe» U «CyXIeHre». B mrarax
3 «TpakraTa» ¥ IPYIUX TepeBefleHHBIX paboT Burren-
IITeVHa [Jajlee COXPaHeHO VCIIOJIb30BaHHOe B HUX CJIOBO
«ITpeIOKeHVIe».

5 BcooTBeTcTBMI C CYIIECTBYIOIIEVI ITPAKTVKOV 5T VICIIOJIb-
3y10 CJIefIyIONyI0 ab0peBraTypy s u3gaHus padot Bur-
reHiTeriHa: «JIormko-dpwiocodcknun tpakrat» — JIOT
(Burrenmrens, 2014); «Dwiocodckme 3amedaHUs» —
@3 (Wittgenstein, 1990); ccpuikmt ¢ abbpesuartypont JIOT
yKasbIBalOT Ha IIPOHyMepOoBaHHOe IpeyIokeHne «Ipak-
TaTa»; CCbUIKa ¢ abOpesBuarypont @3 1 3HaKOM § — Ha
IIPOHYMepOBaHHbIe 3aMeYaHIs.
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directed towards empiricism and rationalism;
5) the struggle to clarify the nature of necessi-
ty; and 6) the rejection of natural theology (cf.
Hacker, 2013, pp. 122-123). Moreover, Hacker
makes clear that, although the connection be-
tween Kant and Wittgenstein is usually estab-
lished via their employment of transcendental
arguments, Wittgenstein did not put forward
any argument that in a strict sense could be
considered as such (ibid., p. 121). A transcen-
dental argument takes as its starting point an
uncontentious premise, typically a claim that
a sceptic opponent would concede, then a nec-
essary condition is inferred without which the
initial premise would not be the case. At first
sight, a transcendental claim of the Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus (1921) is the statement that
simple objects must exist as a condition for a
proposition to make sense (TLP 2.021, 2.0211;°
Wittgenstein, 1961, p. 7). However, as noted
by Hacker (2013, p. 128), reference to possible
experience is an essential component of Kant’s
idea of a transcendental proof that is missing in
the Tractatus. Possible experience is the constit-
uent element that links the concepts involved
in transcendental arguments, given the absence
of an analytical connection. Consequently, only
by disfiguring Kant’s idea of a transcendental
proof and disregarding its connection to possi-
ble experience, is it possible to affirm that there
is a “transcendental argument” in the Tractatus.
The same conclusion is drawn by Hacker after
evaluating the apparent transcendental charac-
ter of some arguments posed by Wittgenstein
in Philosophical Investigations (1953), particular-
ly regarding his remarks on following a rule.

* In accordance with current practice, I use the fol-
lowing abbreviation for the edition of Wittgenstein’s
works: Tractatus logico-philosophicus — TLP (Wittgen-
stein, 1961); Philosophical Remarks — PR (Wittgenstein,
1990). References with abbreviation TLP point to num-
bered propositions of the Tractatus; references with ab-
brivation PR and indicated by a ‘§" point to a numbered
remark.



HOM JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBE VI IIPOUTHOPVIPOBAB €ro CBsI3b
C BO3MOXXHBIM OITBITOM, MOXKHO YTBEpPXXIIaTh, UTO
B «[pakTare» ecTh «TpaHCIEHAEHTAJIbHBIV apry-
meHT» (Hacker, 2013, p. 128). Tor e BbIBOI Xakep
nestaeT 1 B oTHomeHuM «Dustocodpckmx mccieno-
BaHUT» (1953), 0cOOEHHO IIOCIIe OIEHKW OYeBWI-
HOTO TPaHCIIEH/IeHTAJIBHOIO XapaKTepa HeKOTO-
PBIX apryMeHTOB, BBIIBMHYTHIX ButreHmreriHoMm
II0 IIOBOZLY CJIeJOBaHMS IIPaBIILY.

B HoBermmieM m fajieko VAyIIeM IIPOYTEHWN
durocodpckoro cxoncrpa Mexay Kanrom n Bur-
TeHIIITeVTHOM, IpeyIokeHHOM P. XaHHOW, BBI/IEIS-
I0TCS [IB€ OCHOBHBIE ITPO0JIEMBI B 11X (PVITOCOPUISIX:
«(i) KaK BUIOVMMBIV VIV TIPOSBJIEHHBIVI MUP 004-
3aTeJIbHO COOTBETCTBYET YeJIOBEUeCKOMY pasyMy
U KM3HU U (ii) KpUTHKa caMoOTuyXIeHHO u-
smocodum» (Hanna, 2017, p. 683). V13BecTHBIM OT-
BeToM KaHTa Ha mepByro Impo0sieMy sIBJIsleTCsl ero
TpaHCLIeHAeHTaIbHBIN MeaIn3M B Oojiee CUIb-
HOVI VI OoJlee ¢71abovt BepCuy B 3aBUCHMOCTYL OT
JIOTVIYeCKOV MJIN peasIbHOV BO3MOXKHOCTH, ITPUIIN-
cbIBaeMo1 BelllaM caMuM 1o cebe. CooTBeTCTBeH-
HO, OTBETOM BuTreHIITelTHa Ha Ty e IIpodIeMy
ObUT OBl «TpakTar», 00beKTHl «IpakTaTa» UrparoT
POJIb Belllerl caMux II0 cebe Ha OHTOJIOTYECKOM
VI SMVICTEMITYECKOM YPOBHSIX, VI TO K€ caMOe OTHO-
CUTCA K aTOMapHBIM (paKTaM B OTHOIIIEHUV O0bek-
TOB OIbITA. TOr/Ia IIPOSIBJIEHHBIVI MUP — 3TO KOH-
CTPYKIIUS «CyOBbeKTa, MCIIOIb3YIOLIeTO S3bIK», KO-
TOPBIVI «He IIPUHAIJIEXUT MUPY, HO SIBJISIETCS €ro
npepesioM (JIOT 5.631—5.632)» (Ibid., p. 688). Bro-
pad ocHoBHasl Tema ITpoekToB KanTa m Burren-
IIITeVIHa, 10 MHEHMIO XaHHBI, COOTBETCTBYeT (pu-
JI0COPCKOMY BOITpOCY 00 YCJIOBMSIX M OrpaHM4Ye-
HMSAX 4YeJIOBeUecKOV PaliOHaJIBHOCTU B ee KOrI-
HUTVBHOM ¥ HPAKTUYECKOM W3MEpeHMsX, 9To,
B CBOIO Ouepesib, CBSI3aHO C TPETBUM CXOJICTBOM,
ykazaHHBIM XakepoM. VIMeHHO 3Ta mpobiieMa MH-
TepecyeT Hac OOJIbIlle ITPOYMX, IIOCKOJIBKY 371eCh
MBICJIEHHBIVI 9KCITEPUMEHT IIpefiCTaB/IeH KaK Me-
top, KanTta m BurtrenireiiHa — cOOTBETCTBEHHO
1718 KPUTUKY 9VCTOrO pasyMa M IS oIpeferie-
HVS TPaHUL] BbIpakeHs MBIC/IN B si3bIKe. [laHHas
CTaThsl OCHOBaHa Ha YTeHMM XaKepa 1 3aTparvBa-
eT OVIH W3 OCHOBHBIX BOITpOcOB: «EcTb ji cxof-
cTBO Mexay duimocodpckmmm Metomamu Kanra
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In a more recent and far-reaching reading
of the philosophical likeness between Kant
and Wittgenstein, Robert Hanna (2017, p. 683)
has identified two core problems in their phi-
losophies: “(i) how the apparent or manifest
world necessarily conforms to human mind
and life; and (ii) the critique of self-alienat-
ed philosophy.” Kant’s well-known answer to
the first problem is his transcendental ideal-
ism in its stronger or weaker versions accord-
ing to the logical or real possibility ascribed to
things-in-themselves. Accordingly, Wittgen-
stein’s answer to the same problem would be
the Tractatus; Tractarian objects play the role
of things-in-themselves in the ontological and
epistemic levels, and the same applies to atom-
ic facts with regard to objects of experience.
The manifest world is then a construction of “a
language-using subject” who “does not belong
to the world but is a limit of the world (TLP
5.631-5.632)” (Hanna, 2017, p. 688). The second
core theme in Kant and Wittgenstein’s projects,
according to Hanna, corresponds to the philo-
sophical inquiry into the conditions and limita-
tions of human rationality in its cognitive and
practical dimensions, which coincides in turn
with the third affinity listed by Hacker. That
is the problem this paper is more concerned
with; here thought experimenting is present-
ed as Kant and Wittgenstein’s method for the
critique of pure reason and the determina-
tion of the limits of the expression of thought
in language respectively. I build on Hacker’s
reading when he addresses one of its major
questions: “Are there affinities between Kant’s
philosophical methods and Wittgenstein’s?”
(Hacker, 2013, p. 120). As an answer, another
equally striking and important affinity is not-
ed between their philosophical methods; to
quote Hacker, mutatis mutandis, “no other phi-
losophers in the history of the subject” (ibid.,
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v Butrenmrrertaa?» (Hacker, 2013, p. 120). B xaue-
CTBe OTBeTa Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC OOHAPY KMBAETCH eIlle
O/IHO, He MeHee TI0pa3UTeIbHOE, CXOICTBO MeXITy
nx dunocopckmmm Metogamn. Lyutupys Xake-
pa mutatis mutandis, «avi ogyiH Hpyrov driocod
B vicTopum 3Toro mpenmeta» (Ibid., p. 122) me wmc-
I10J1b30BaJI MBICJIEHHBIE 3KCIIEPUIMEHTHI CTOJIb CU-
cTeMaTn4ecKy (He pa3paboTas TPV 3TOM CaMOCTO-
SIT€JIBHO ITOIXO, K 3TOMY IIOHSTIO).

Yro e TaKoe MBICJIEHHBII 3KCIIepPVMEHT
(Gedankenexperiment)® v1 KaK OH MeTOIOJIOITUECKI
IIPVIMEHVIM [IJIS1 VICCTIe[IOBaHMs OrpaHMUeHUT! Ye-
JIOBEYECKOVI pallMOHaIbHOCTM? YTOOBI OTBETUTH
Ha 3TV BOIIPOCHI, MBI MOIJIV OBl HadaTh C YIIOMM-
HaHMS HeCKOJIBKMX IapaJurMaTudeckux cilyda-
€B, C KOTOPBIMM YuTaTesIb MOXeT ObITh 3HaKOM:
«KUTaricKasi KOMHaTa», «cKpumad ToMcon», «mdT
DVIHIIITeTHA», «KYK Butrenmnireriia», «I1eMOH
MakcBesyta» — 3TO SIBHBIE IIPVIMepPBI MBICJIEHHO-
ro skcriepuMenTa. Kpome Toro, cyiecTByroT pas-
JIMYHBIe TONBITKM CPOPMYINPOBaTh (MHTEHCH-
OHaJIBHOE) OIlpefiejieHVie MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIepu-
MeHTa. Povi CopeHceH orpesiesisieT ero Kak «3Kc-
IEPUIMEHT, KOTOPBIVI CTPEMUTCS HOCTUYL CBOEN
e 0e3 HeOOXOOVMMOCTM OCYIIeCTBIIeHV» (So-
rensen, 1992, p. 205). B sToM ompernenieHVN ak-
LIeHT cJleJIaH Ha OCyIeCTBJIeHUM, TIOCKOJIbKY 11eJIb
CopeHceHa — gaTh oOIIiee omvicaHVe MBICJIEHHO-
ro aKcIiepyMeHTa B dusuke. [pyron mpudmHomn
B I10J1b3y HeoOs13aTeJIbHOCTY peasIbHOrO OCYIIecT-
BJIEHV [1JIS1 MBICJIEHHBIX KCIIEPVIMEHTOB SIBJISeT-
cs1 MeTadmsiocodpckasi mpuBepkeHHOCTb CopeH-
CeHa Te3VCy O TOM, YTO HayKa u dpwiocodust oT-
JIMYaroTCsA APYT OT JIpyTra IO CTelleHV Hay4YHOCTH,
a He 110 BuAy. [TomobHbIe drtocodckme yoexme-
HVS MOTYT OBITH ¥ 3MVCTEMIUYECKMMI, KaK B CITy-
vae [Ix. P bpayHa, BeIIBUTarolero IIaTOHVCT-
CKYIO KOHIIEIIIIVIO, COIJIACHO KOTOPOVI MBICJIEHHBIe
9KCIIEPVMEHTHI B (pU3MKe AJal0T HaM alpuopHoe
3HaHMe 3aKOHOB IIPUPOJIbL, BOCIIPMHMMAaeMBbIX KakK
Iy1aToHMYeckne cymHoctr (Brown, 1991; 2004).

¢ Vimenno X.K. Opcren B 1811 r. BBenl B o0mxon nart-
ckuvt TepMuH Tankeexperiment. IlosiBileHwe m TIOmYy-
JEIpU3alysl  COOTBETCTBYIOIErOo HEMEIIKOTO TepMMHa
Gedankenexperiment IpoOV30IIIM BO MHOTOM OJlaromapst
dwtocodckoit M HaydHOM JIedTelIbHOCTY DpHCTa Maxa
(cm.: Witt-Hansen, 1976).
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p- 122) made such a systematic use of thought
experiments (without having themselves de-
veloped an account of that notion).

What is, however, a thought experiment
(Gedankenexperiment)* and how is it methodo-
logically suitable for the inquiry into the limi-
tations of human rationality? To address these
questions, a handful of paradigmatic cases
could be mentioned with which the reader may
be familiar: “The Chinese room”, “Thomson’s
violinist”, “Einstein’s elevator”, “Wittgen-
stein’s beetle”, “Maxwell’s demon”, are clear-
cut examples of a thought experiment. There
are, furthermore, diverse attempts to formulate
an (intensional) definition of thought experi-
ment. Roy Sorensen (1992, p. 205) defines it as
“an experiment that purports to achieve its aim
without the benefit of execution”. Sorensen’s
definition emphasises performance, for his goal
is to provide a general account of thought ex-
periments in physics. Another reason to advo-
cate the dispensability of real-world execution
for thought experiments is Sorensen’s meta-
philosophical engagement with the thesis that
science and philosophy are not different in
kind, but in their degree of scientificity. Such
philosophical commitments can also be epis-
temic, as in the case of J. R. Brown (1991; 2004),
who conjectures a Platonist account, accord-
ing to which thought experiments in physics
give us a priori knowledge of the laws of na-
ture, conceived as platonic entities. Success-
ful thought experiments, consequently, justify
a conclusion, not through standard deductive
or inductive inference, but by some ration-
al intuition of sorts. For Brown, “this Hypoth-
esis is the best explanation for the remarkable

* It was H. C. Orsted who coined the Danish term “Tan-
keexperiment” in1811. The emergence and popularisation
of the corresponding German label “Gedankenexperi-
ment” took place largely thanks to the philosophical and
scientific work of Ernst Mach (see Witt-Hansen, 1976).



Ycnelsble MbIcTIeHHBIE SKCIIEPYIMEHTBHI, CJIef0Ba-
TeJIbHO, OOOCHOBBIBAIOT BBHIBO, HE IIOCPEICTBOM
CTaHJAPTHOIO JIeIyKTMBHOI'O VJIV MHIyKTVBHOIO
YMO3aKJII0OYeHMs, a C [IOMOIIIBIO CBOEro pojia pary-
onasibHOM MHTY UMK, CorrtacHo bpayny, «ata ru-
II0Te3a BBICTYIIaeT HaVUIy4IlIM OOBbsICHEHEeM 3a-
MeyvaTeJIbHBIX SIBJIEHUV (HEKOTOPBIX) MBICJIEHHBIX
3KCHeprMeHTOB» (Brown, 1991, p. 127). B mpotu-
BOBec 3TOMY amumpucT [Ixon HopToH yTBepxia-
€T, UTO MBICJIEHHBIVI 3KCIIEPVIMEHT — 3TO IIpO-
CTO «OOBIYHAS apryMeHTaIlNsl, 3aMacKMpOBaHHas
B SIPKOVI >XMBOIVICHOVI WIJIV ITOBECTBOBATEIbHOV
dopme» (Norton, 2004, p. 45). CooTBeTCTBEHHO,
MBICJIEHHBIVI 3KCIIePYIMEHT — 3TO apryMeHT, KO-
TOpBINI OepeT B KauecTBe IOCBUIOK (POHOBBIE M-
nupudeckre 3HaHMA. JIrobom skcrieprMeHT (pe-
AJIBHBIV VIJIN 13006pa>1<aeMbn71), IpaB[a, MOXHO ITe-
pecTpouTh KaK apryMeHT — HallpuMep, KakK cBe-
IeHue K aOcypay win Kak modus tollens. MoxHo
TaK>XXe YaCTUYHO COITIAaCUTBCH C TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIM
apryMeHTallVOHHBIM B3mIsAnoM Hoprona, He pas-
Zesnsid ero AedprIsMoHHbIX HocseacTsuit. Coryac-
HO DpeHpenro, OOJBITMHCTBO MBICJIEHHBIX 3KC-
IIepIMEHTOB OCHOBaHO Ha MHTYWIIUM, IOHVMa-
eMOll KaK «MeHTa/IbHble IIPOIO3UIIIOHA/IbHBIE
YCTaHOBKM, KOTOPbIe COIPOBOXKIIAIOTCS CUJIBHBIM
qyBCTBOM yBepeHHOCTW» (Brendel, 2004, p. 96).
[Ip mpoBemeHMM MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIEpVIMEHTa
MHTYyUIUM paboTaroT KakK (POHOBBIE IIPeIIosIo-
JKeHMsl, KOTOpble, OTHAKO, HeoOs3aTeJIbHO BBIpa-
XaThb B BUJIe apryMeHTa, YTOObI MBICJIEHHBIV 3KC-
neprMeHT ObUT yOeauTebHbIM. Kpome Toro, Obl-
BalOT CJIyday, KOrjla IlapaJioKcajIbHble pe3yJIbTa-
THI MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIEpVIMeHTa OOsI3bIBAIOT 3KC-
IeprMeHTaTopa IlepecMOTPeTh CBOM WCXOIHBIe
HpeoyIoKeHs VUIM YCJIOBUSL M OrpaHUYeHMs
CBOEro MOHATUVHOIO alrapara. 2Tu dOopMBbI pac-
CY)XX[IeHWV, HallpaBiisieMble BOOOpakaeMbIMI CH-
TyarysMy, MOIAIBHOCTAMM M / VIV KOHTpdak-
TyaslaM¥, IIPpeACTaBIISIoT PrIocopcKmil MHTepecC
B OTJIMYMe OT IIPOCTOro BooOpaskeHMs ClieHapVeB,
KOTOPBIMI MBI PYKOBOJICTBYeMCs IIpV OLleHKe I10-
BCeIHeBHOVI cuTyanyn. VIMeHHO KpuTiyeckoe 13-
MepeHVe MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPVMEHTOB JIejlaeT MX
MeTOIOJIOTMYEeCKN TIPUTOAHBIMMU IS 3MVICTEMO-
JIOTMYecKmx IonckoB Kanrta v ButreHmrerita.
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phenomena of (some) thought experiments”
(Brown, 1991, p. 127). In contrast, John Nor-
ton’s empiricist account contends that thought
experiments are just “ordinary argumentation
that is disguised in a vivid pictorial or narra-
tive form” (Brown, 2004, p. 45). A thought ex-
periment would be, accordingly, an argument
that takes background empirical knowledge
as its premises. Any experiment (be it real or
imaginary), it is true, is re-constructible as an
argument; as a reduction to absurdity or a mo-
dus tollens for example. One could also partial-
ly agree with Norton’s so-called argument view,
without sharing its deflationary consequenc-
es. According to Brendel (2004, p. 96), most
thought experiments are based on intuitions,
understood as “mental propositional attitudes
which are accompanied by a strong feeling of
certainty”. When a thought experiment is car-
ried out, intuitions work as background as-
sumptions which, however, need not be made
explicit in the form of an argument for the
thought experiment to be conclusive. There are
cases, in addition, in which the paradoxical re-
sults of a thought experiment oblige the exper-
imenter to revise her background assumptions
or the conditions and limitations of her con-
ceptual apparatus. These are forms of reason-
ing guided by imaginary situations, modalities
and/or counterfactuals that are philosophical-
ly interesting, as contrasted to the mere imagi-
nation of scenarios that guides our assessment
of day-to-day situations. It is precisely the crit-
ical dimension of thought experiments which
makes them methodologically suitable for
the epistemological pursuits of both Kant and
Wittgenstein.

In what follows, section 2 explores Wittgen-
stein’s aspect as a thought-experimenter and
revises Alfred Nordmann’s reading of the Trac-
tatus as a thought experiment. Section 3 shows



C.A. ®ysnrec ['oHcanec

[lasiee, BO BTOpOM pasfiesie, g paccMaTpuBaro
npodwib BuTrenmnTeriHa KakK MBICIMTEIISA-3KC-
IepyMeHTaTopa M aHaJIM3UpPYIO IMpouTeHye AJlb-
dpemom Hoprmmariom «Tpakrara» Kak MBICTIEH-
HOTO 3KCIlepyMeHTa. B TpeTbeMm pasmerie moka-
3pIBato, Kak «KpuTuka udmcroro pasyma» Kanta
TaK>XXe MOXeT OBIThb MHTepIIpeTMpOBaHa B Kaue-
CTBe MAcCIITaOHOTO MBICJIEHHOTO SKCIepVIMEHTa,
VIMeIOIIIero o0Iye jlormyeckue 4epTrl ¢ «Ipakra-
ToM». Kpome Toro, Bompoc o TpaHCIieH/IeHTalb-
HBIX apryMeHTax s 00CyXX/Jalo 3/1eCh C TOUKM 3pe-
HWSL «CpeTHero» BuUTTeHINTeVHa, 3aHMMAIOIIeTo-
Cs1 VICIIpaBJIeHVeM HeI0CTaTKOB, BHITEKAIOIIVIX 113
«TpakraTta», M [10IOJIHEHVWEM 3TOrO COYMHEHUS
«(peHOMEeHOJIOTMUeCKMM SI3bIKOM». [lasiee, B ueT-
BEPTOM pasziesie TaHHOV paboTHI s aHAIM3UPYIO
IBa CJIydas pacCyXKIeHum B popMe MBICJIEHHOTO
3KCIIEpUIMEHTa, IIPeIJIOKeHHBIX «CpeTHUM» BuT-
TeHIIITeTHOM U JOKpuTmyecknM KanToM, 1 roka-
3bIBaIO, UTO 00a drIocoda BBIIBUTAIOT apryMeH-
TBl, KOTOpble MOXXHO Ha3BaTh TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaIb-
HBIMI XOTsI ObI C METO/IOJIOTMUYEeCKOV TOUKM 3pe-
HUs. APryMeHTBI, KOTOpBIe cileflyeT paccMaTpu-
BaTh Ha POHe heromeno0102ureckoll IHTePITIOAN,
BBIZIBUTAIOTCSI BUTreHINTeNTHOM B TeKCTax KOHIIa
1920 — mauasna 1930-x rr.,, Taknx kak «HekoTopeie
3amedaHMs o Jiormdeckon dpopme» (1929) n «Pu-
socodckme 3amedanms» (1929—1930). Yro xacaer-
cs1 KanTa, To nieppast «Kpurnka», 6e3yciioBHo, siB-
JIgeTCsl HeoOXOIVIMBIM VICTOUHMKOM, KOTa pedb
VJIeT O ero MBICJIEHHBIX SKCIIepyIMeHTaX; HaKOHell,
B JTaHHOVI paboTe yUMTBHIBAIOTCS TOKPUTUUECKVe
MBICJIeHHBle 3KcrepuMeHTEl KaHTa, mpescras-
jieHHBbIe B 3cce «O MepBOM OCHOBaHWMM Pas3/INUMs
CTOPOH B IIpocTpaHcTBe» (1768) M mmcceprarnm
«O dopme 11 TpUHINIIAX YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPUH-
MaeMOro ¥ yMOIIoCcTUraeMoro Mvipa» (1770).

2. «TpakTar» ButrenmrerHa
Kak Gedankenexperiment

[aBaiTe HauHeM C IlepecMOTpa HEeKOTOPBIX
NPeIIPUHATBIX B VCCIIeI0BaTeIbCKOV JINTepaTy-
pe IOIBITOK PeKOHCTPyMpoBaTh magna opera Kan-
Ta ¥ BuTreHmreiiHa kak MaciiTabGHble MBICJIEH-
Hble 3KcIepuMeHTHhL. Bo Beemenumn x «I'pakraTy»
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how Kant’s Critiqgue of Pure Reason can also be
interpreted as a large-scale thought experi-
ment which shares logical features with the
Tractatus. The matter of transcendental argu-
ments will be assessed here from the perspec-
tive of the middle Wittgenstein, now engaged
in the corrections of the shortcomings stem-
ming from the Tractatus, and its supplemen-
tation with a “phenomenological language”.
Section 4 of this paper, consequently, analyses
two cases of thought-experimental reasoning
proposed by the middle Wittgenstein and the
pre-critical Kant and shows that both philos-
ophers put forward arguments that could be
called “transcendental” from a methodologi-
cal standpoint. The arguments to be consid-
ered against the background of Wittgenstein's
phenomenological interlude are advanced in
texts from the end of the 1920s and the early
1930s, such as Some Remarks on Logical Form
(1929) and Philosophical Remarks (1929 —1930).
Concerning Kant, the first Critique is certainly
a requisite source when it comes to address-
ing his thought-experimenting practices; ad-
ditionally, this paper takes account of Kant’s
pre-critical thought experiments in the essay
“Concerning the Ultimate Ground of the Dif-
ferentiation of Directions in Space” (1768)
and the inaugural dissertation “On the Form
and Principles of the Sensible and Intelligible
World” (1770).

2. The Tractatus
as Gedankenexperiment

Let us start by revising some attempts in
the secondary literature at reconstructing Kant
and Wittgenstein’s magna opera as large-scale
thought experiments. In his introduction to
Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, Nordmann takes as a
starting point the standard interpretation: there



Butrenmrerina Hopaman Oeper 3a oTpaBHYIO
TOUKY CTaHIApPTHOe IIpOYTeHMe 3TOV PaOOoTHI:
B Hell BuTreHmreiH npltaeTcsi openeInTb rpa-
HUIIBI BbIpa’keHWsI MBICJIeN B g3bIKe uepes vcuep-
IBIBAIONIYI0 KJIacCUPUKAIIMIO €ro IIPOIO3UIINTL
Tesnc Hopamana 3akiirodaercss B TOM, 4YTO CaMo-
paspyIImTeIbHbIN xapakTep «IpakTaTa» oOpeTa-
€T CMBICJI, €CJIV MHTepPIIPeTPOBaTh ero KaK MbIC-
JIeHHBIVI 3KcrepmMeHT: «[lougaTe Butrenmirer-
Ha — 3HAUUT MOHATH, YTO OH IIPOBEJI MBICIIEH-
HBIVI 9KCIIEPVIMEHT, B X0fIe KOTOPOTO IIOIIBITKA BbI-
pasuTh driocodckre MBICIM HATOJIKHYJIACch Ha
TpaHUIIBI SI3bIKa ¥, TAKMM 00pa3oM, 3aKOHUYMIIACh
Heynauer» (Nordmann, 2005, p. 101).

C sormueckont Touku 3peHusd «Ipakrary» ya-
€TCsI BBIPA3uTh TaKOVI CaMOpPas3spyINMUTEIbHBIN Xa-
paKkTep depes JIOTUYECKYIO CTPYKTYpy reductio ad
absurdum — 0OCTOsITEIICTBO, KOTOpoe Burren-
IITeVH WUIIOCTPUPYeT W3BeCTHOM MeTadopot
slecTHUIIBL: «Mou ITpeyIokeH s TIOSICHSIOTCS TeM
daKTOM, YTO TOT, KTO MeHs IIOHsJI, B KOHIIe KOH-
II0B YSICHSIET X 0eCCMBICIIEHHOCTD, eCJIV OH ITOfI-
HSIJICS C MIX TIOMOIIBIO — Ha HUX — BbIIIIe MX (OH
IIOJIKEH, TaK CKa3aTh, OTOPOCUTD JIECTHMILY, TIOCTIe
TOro Kak B30epeTcs 110 Hell HaBepx). OH fJoDkeH
riepebpaThCs uepes 3T NpejIoKeH s, JIUIITb TOT-
7la OH IIpaBWIBHO yBUANT Mup» (JIOT 6.54; Bur-
reqmreny, 2014, c. 218).

CeeneHne K abcypmy — 3TO cxeMa apryMeH-
Taluy, B KOTOPOVI IPONO3UIIMS OIpOBepraeTcs
IyTeM BbIBeleHMs 13 Hee mpoTusopeuns. Crpa-
ternsg HopaMana 3akiIfodaeTcs B BBISIBJIEHUM 3a-
KJIFOUeHMs (-p), TI0JTyYeHHOrO MeTOIOM CBeIeH s
K abcypay, A1 TOro YTOOBI IPUITH K MCXOITHOMY
ZIOMYyIIeHNIO (p) 3Toro yMosakitoueHus. Ha mep-
BBIVI B3IVISIZI, TaKVM BBIBOJIOM SIBJISIETCS IIPOIIO-
3uLMs, 3aBepriaromas «I'pakrar»: «O yem HeBO3-
MOXXHO TOBOPUTE, O TOM CJleflyeT Moimdarb» (JIOT
7; Butrenmreris, 2014, c. 218). Tem He MeHee Takoe
yTBepKeHe VIMeeT CMBICJI TOJIBKO IIpM paccMo-
TpeHun npono3unun 6.522: «EcTh, KOHeYHO, He-
uTO HeBbIpasuMoe. OHO nokasvibaem cebdsi; 3T0 —
MucTmdeckoe» (Burrenmrrens, 2014, c. 218). Mrax,
ecyv 6.522 ripezicTaBiIsieT COOOVT BBIBOJI HEITPSIMOTO
JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, TO HEIIOHATHO, KaK IIPOIO3MIIVIA
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Wittgenstein tries to determine the limits of the
expression of our thoughts in language through
an exhaustive classification of its propositions.
Nordmann’s thesis is that the self-defeating
character of the Tractatus makes sense when in-
terpreted as a thought experiment: “To under-
stand Wittgenstein is merely to understand that
he has conducted a thought experiment in the
course of which an attempt to express philo-
sophical thoughts ran up against the limits of
language and thus resulted in failure” (Nord-
mann, 2005, p. 101).

From a logical standpoint, the Tractatus ex-
presses such self-destructive character through
the logical structure of a reductio ad absurdum,
a circumstance that is illustrated by Wittgen-
stein through the well-known metaphor of the
ladder: “My propositions serve as elucidations
in the following way: anyone who understands
me eventually recognizes them as nonsensical,
when he has used them — as steps — to climb
up beyond them. (He must, so to speak, throw
away the ladder after he has climbed up it.) He
must transcend these propositions, and then he
will see the world aright” (TLP 6.54; Wittgen-
stein, 1961, p. 89).

A reduction to absurdity is a pattern of ar-
gument in which a proposition is disproved
by deriving a contradiction from it. Nord-
mann’s strategy consists of identifying the con-
clusion (-p) of the reductio in order to arrive at
its initial assumption (p). At first glance, such
a conclusion is the proposition that closes the
Tractatus: “What we cannot speak about we
must pass over in silence” (TLP 7; Wittgen-
stein, 1961, p. 89). Nevertheless, such a state-
ment only makes sense when proposition 6.522
is considered: “There are, indeed, things that
cannot be put into words. They make themselves
manifest. They are what is mystical” (Wittgen-
stein, 1961, p. 89). Now, if proposition 6.522



C.A. ®ysnrec ['oHcanec

1 «Mup ectb Bce TO, YTO MMeeT MecTO» (Burren-
mreniy, 2014, c. 1) MOXXeT ObITh MCXOTHBIM IIPEIIo-
noxeHvieM. HoprimaH 1ojiaraeT, 4To IIpOIIO3UIIVA
1 — 5T0 mepsbINt MHQepeHIIMaIbHBIN 1I1al, cle-
OYIOIINI 3a HEIJIAaCHOVI TMIIOTe30V: «MpI cr1oco0-
HBI BBIPA3UTh JIIO0OVI CMBICII B HAIlleM IBYXMep-
HOM CTIOCcO0e 3arvicert, TO eCTh B peult HeT H4ero
HeBBbIPa3VIMOro, I BeChb CMBICII HAXOIWUTCS B MUpe
u B Iperiesiax g3bika» (Nordmann, 2005, p. 66). Ta-
Koe IIpoYTeH!Me He gBJIsieTCs IIOCTOPOHHUM IS
nvucbMa BuTreHmTeriHa, eciiv paccMOTpeTh, Ha-
HIpuMep, 3alVCh B ero «/IHeBHMKax 1914 —1916» ot
26 cenTs0ps 1914 r.: «Ha uem Gasupyercs Haina —
HaBepH:sIKa XOPOIIIO OCHOBaHHAsl — yBepPeHHOCThb
B TOM, UTO MBI B COCTOSIHMUV BBIPasuTh JIFOOO
CMBICJI HaIllMM JBYMEpPHBIM CIIOCOOOM 3ammcm?»
(Butrenmrens, 2015a, c. 36). DTa 3anmch cTaHO-
BITCS ellle OoJlee 3HAYVIMOVL, €CIJIVI YUeCThb, YTO 3a-
IVICHBIe KHVDKKM BuTreHimrTeriHa copepkaT Ha-
Opockm mzen «IpakraTa» 4O €ro pecTpyKTypwm3a-
LIV VI AOBeTleH st 10 omyOnrkoBaHHoro Bua. Ilo
MHeHuro HopnmMana, korga unrarenm «TpakraTa»
CaMOCTOSITEJIBHO JIyMaroT O TOM, UTO TaM BbIpa-
JK€HO, OHM ITPOBOISIT MBICJIEHHBIe 3KCIIepVIMeH-
TBI ¥ TIOJTy 9alOT OIIBIT, OOIINVI ¢ ButreHITeitHOM,
Orraromapsi KOTOpOMY OHM €ro MOHMMAIOT. AHa-
JIOTMYHOe 00cTosITeIhcTBO onmckiBaeT K. aii-
MoH/I: «KeslaHMe TIOHSATH YeJloBeKa, TOBOPSILIEro
OeccMBICTIMITY, O3HAYaeT >KeJlaHVE OOpasHO BOVI-
TU B IIPOLIeCC IPUHATUS 3TOVI OecCMBICTIMIIE 3a
cmbici» (Diamond, 2000, p. 157). s Haimonaa
3TO 0coboe MCHOIb30BaHMe BOOOpakeHMs, Ipu
KOTOpOM OeccMBICIIMIIA IIPUHMMAETCS 3a CMBICIL.
Oba mpouTeHNs HaMeKalOT Ha (POPMY «OIIbITa»,
KOTOpasi BOBJIeKaeT YuTaTelIsl BO B3aIMOIEVICTBIIe
MeX]1ly CMBICJIOM ¥ OeccMBIC/INIIEN, XapaKTepHoe
171 apryMeHTOB reductio. PasymeeTcs, Kak He Bce
MBICJIEHHBIE 3KCIIEPVIMEHTHI  SBJISIOTCS  (prto-
codpCcKM 3HAUYMMBIMY, TaK ¥ He BCe OHM COOTBET-
CTBYIOT CxeMe cBefleHMs K abcypmy. OgHako Ta-
KOV CIIOCOO apryMeHTalui VaeaaIbHO IOIXOMNT
71715 OIPOBepyKeH M 3aKOHOB M IIPVHIIUIIOB ITy TeM
BBISIBJIEHVS IIPOTMBOpeunit. B aTom cMmebicite ap-
ryMeHT reductio ad absurdum mpencrasiisieT cobom
drtocodcKM 3HaAUMMBIT MBICJIEHHBIN 3KCIIepu-
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is the conclusion of an indirect proof, it is not
clear how TLP 1: “The world is all that is the
case” (ibid., p. 5) may be the initial assumption.
Nordmann suggests that TLP 1 is the first in-
ferential step posterior to a tacit hypothesis:
“We are able to express any sense whatsoev-
er in our two-dimensional script, that is, noth-
ing is inexpressible in speech and all sense is
in the world and within the limits of language”
(Nordmann, 2005, p. 66). This reading is not ex-
traneous to Wittgenstein’s letter when one con-
siders, for example, the entry of his Notebooks
(1914 — 1916) corresponding to 26 September
1914: “What is the ground of our — certainly
well founded — confidence that we shall be
able to express any sense we like in our two-di-
mensional script?” (Wittgenstein, 1979, p. 28).
The annotation is even more significant when
one takes into account that the Notebooks con-
tain the germinal ideas of the Tractatus before
its rearrangement and development as an edi-
torial product. For Nordmann, when the Trac-
tatus readers think on their own what is there
expressed, they perform a thought experiment
and have a common experience with Wittgen-
stein, by virtue of which they understand him.
The same circumstance is described by Cora
Diamond: “To want to understand the person
who talks nonsense is to want to enter imagi-
natively the taking of that nonsense for sense”
(Diamond, 2000, p. 157). For Diamond, it is a
special use of the imagination in which non-
sense is taken for meaning. Both readings al-
lude to a form of “experience” that engages
the reader in an interplay between sense and
nonsense, characteristic of the arguments by
reductio. Admittedly, just as not all thought ex-
periments are philosophically relevant, not all
of them fit the pattern of a reduction to absurd-
ity. Such mode of argumentation, however, is
ideally suited for disproving laws and princi-



MEeHT, Korjla oH PyHKIIMOHMPYeT KaK TecT Ha pas-
pylIeHMe’ parioHaIBHOCTYI — HaIlpyMep, Korja
HaMepeHHO ¥ CUCTeMaTUyecKy IbITaeTCs VCIIbl-
TaTh Ha IIPOYHOCTD IIpeesIbl A3bIKa.

3. IlepBas «Kpnrtmka»
Kak Gedankenexperiment

HasariTe Teriepb Bocriosibsyemcsi reductio ad ab-
surdum KaK BO3MOXXHOCTBIO OOpaTuTh BHMMa-
HVe Ha KaHTOBCKYIO CTOPOHY HaIIlero BOIIpoca.
B 1972 r. M.T. Kayina niepecmotpein Meron Kan-
Ta 7S TIOATBEPXXIEHVS TpaHCIeH/IeHTaTbHBIX
IIPUHIINIIOB, TaKMX KaK «IIPUHLNII IIPUYMHHO-
CTV», COIJIACHO KOTOPOMY «BCe M3MeHeHsI IIPOVIC-
XOAT TI0 3aKOHY CBS3M IIPVYVHBL 1 CJIeACTBI» (B
232; KanrT, 2006, c. 321). Hapsiny ¢ monTBepxieHm-
eM IIpUHILNIIa IPUYMHHOCTY BO «BToporn aHaso-
ruy [ombITaly, TAapaauIMaTUMYecKMMY IIpyMepa-
MW TpaHClLIeHIeHTaJIbHOIO apryMeHTa SIBJISIOTCS
«Jenykuys kareropun» 1 «OmposepkeHue Miea-
musma» Kanra. Kak HarmommHaaet Ham KasnmH, mio-
CKOJIBKY TpaHCLIeH[eHTaIbHble ITPVHIINIIBL BbI-
CTYIIafOT HEOOXOOVIMBIMM YCJIOBUSIMM OIIBITA, WX
HIOTBEPKIeHVIe He MOXKET OIMMpPAThCs Ha MHIYK-
TVBHBIe apryMeHTbl. TOYHO Tak >ke HV OIVH [I0T-
MaTUYeCcKMy apryMeHT He MOXeT ObITb 3dpdek-
TUBHBIM 171 TIOATBEPXKIeHMS TaKUX IIPUHIINIIOB,
IIOCKOJIbKY KOHIIENITYa/IbHBIVI aHa/IN3 He MOXKeT
IIPOV3BOAMTD CYHTETUYECKVIE alIPYIOPHBIe IIPOIIO-
syunymn. 3aTem Kasme 1pesirosiaraeT, 4YTo HOIIBIT-
ka KanTta obOocHOBaTh HPMHLMII ITPUUMHHOCTHI
BO «Bropon aHastormu» BKJIIOYaeT TpPaHCIIeHJIeH-
TaJIbHBIVI apryMeHT, KOTOpPbI, KaK u «I'paxrtar»
ButrenimreriHa, mMMeeT JIOTMYECKyIO CTPYKTYpPY
reductio:

7 51 sammctByIO 3Ty MeTadpopy y I'. Parvra: «®Dwtocod-
CKVIe apTyMeHTHI OVICAHHOTO TUIIa MMEOT HeuTo olIriee
C VICIIBITAaHVSIMM Ha pas3pylleHye, C IIOMOIIbI0 KOTOPBIX
VIFDKEHePBI BBISCHSIOT IIPOYHOCTh MaTepuaiioB. KoHeu-
HO, VIH)KEHEpHI PacTSATMBAIOT, CKPYy4MBAIOT, CKUMAIOT
1 OBIOT KyCKM MeTaJUIa [0 TeX IIOp, II0Ka OHU He pas3py-
I1aTCsl, HO VIMEHHO C ITOMOIIIBIO TaKMX VCIIBITAHUM OHU
OIIperIesIAioT HallpsDKeHVe, KOTOpOe BbIIEePKUT MeTalI»
(Ryle, 2009, p. 207).
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ples by unveiling contradictions. In this vein,
a reductio ad absurdum argument constitutes a
philosophically relevant thought experiment
when it functions as a destruction test for ra-
tionality, e.g. when it intentionally and system-
atically attempts to run up against the limits of
language.

3. The first Critique
as Gedankenexperiment

Let us now take the argument by reductio
ad absurdum mentioned above as an opportu-
nity for looking at Kant’s side of this matter.
In 1972 Martin G. Kalin reconsidered Kant’s
method for validating transcendental princi-
ples like the “causal principle”, viz. that “all
alterations occur in accordance with the law of
the connection of cause and effect” (KrV, A 189 /
B 232; Kant, 1998, p. 304). Alongside the val-
idation of the causal principle in the Second
Analogy, other paradigmatic examples of a
transcendental argument are Kant’s “Deduc-
tion of the Categories” and the “Refutation of
Idealism”. As Kalin (1972) reminds us, since
transcendental principles are necessary con-
ditions of experience, their validation cannot
rely upon inductive arguments. Likewise, no
dogmatic argument could be effective for val-
idating such principles, for conceptual analysis
cannot produce synthetic a priori propositions.
Kalin then suggests that Kant’s attempt to val-
idate the causal principle involves a transcen-
dental argument which, like Wittgenstein’s
Tractatus, displays the logical structure of a re-
ductio:

> I borrow this metaphor from Gilbert Ryle (2009,
p- 207): “Philosophical arguments of the type described
have something in common with the destruction-tests
by which engineers discover the strength of materials.
Certainly engineers stretch, twist, compress, and batter
bits of metal until they collapse, but it is just by such
tests that they determine the strains which the metal
will withstand.”
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Ecrm Obr -P [mpuvHDmm npwanHHOCTH] OBUT
VICTUHHBIM, TO KaKoe-TO (eHOMeHaIbHOe CO-
ObITVie B OOBEKTMBHOM BpeMeHM He MMeJIo Obl
npvavHbL. Ho nermHHOCTE -P Takke paspymmia
ObI camMo pasiure MeXxy 0ObeKTUBHBIM 1 ITPO-
CTO CyOBEKTMBHBIM BpeMeHeM, OCTaBUB «TOJIBKO
WUrpy mpencrasiieHnn». ITostoMy ncrrHHOCTE -P
mofgpa3syMeBaeT KakK CyIIeCTBOBaHVE OOBEKTVIB-
HOT'O BpeMeHV, B KOTOPOM IIPOVICXOIAUT XOTSI OBl
OoHO OecriprumMHHOE PeHOMeHa/IbHOe COOBITIIE,
TaK ¥ ero OTCYyTCTBIE, TO €CTh TO, YTO OHO OCTa-
eTCcsd HeOTVIMYMMBIM OT IIPOCTO CyOBEKTMBHOTO
Bpemenu (Kalin, 1972, p. 322).

3necr Kayima mMeeT B BUJY WCIOIb30BaHVe
KanTom mpumepos ¢ momoMm (B 235; Kant, 2006,
c. 325) 1 gBVOKyILIevicd 1o TedeHMIo Jiogkon (B 237;
Kanr, 2006, c. 327) pjis mpoTUBOIIOCTaBIIeHNS CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO IIOCTVDKEHVISI MHOTOOOpasisi cosep-
LIaHMs, KOTJIa PsfI BOCHPUSTUN HeOoIIperlesleHeH,
VI SIBJIEHVIVI, TIOCTUTaeMBIX B [IeT€PMIMHVIPOBAHHOM
rocIefioBaTe/IbHOM TIopsiike. pyruMm ciioBamu,
JIOKHOCTh TIPVMHIINIIA IIPUYMHHOCTY IIpeBpaliia-
eT OOBEKTVIBHOE OIIperie/IeHVie TIOJIOKEeHVIS 00 bek-
Ta, CKaXeM, BOCIIpUATIE KOpaliIs, IBVDKYIIErocs
BBEpPX II0 TeUEHWUIO, 32 KOTOPBIM CJleflyeT BOCIIPU-
ATVIe €eTrO TIOJIOKEHVSI HIVDKe 10 TeYeHUIO, B UTPY
IIpeICTaB/IEHNII C HeOIpefesleHHBIM ITOPSIKOM,
KaK B CjIy4ae C JIOMOM, BOCIIPMHVIMaeMbIM B IIpO-
V3BOJIBHOV O4YepeTHOCT. TpaHClieH/IeHTaIbHbIe
apryMeHThl KaHTa HauMHaOTCS ¢ HECOMHEHHOM
MPeAIIOChIKM — B JIAaHHOM CJIydae C yTBepXKie-
HMS, YTO MBI VICOBITBIBAEM B OIIbITE€ M3MEHEHVIS.
3aTeM OH [JOKa3bIBaeT, YTO TAKOW OITLIT ObLUI Obl He-
BO3MOYKEH, ecjIv Obl MI3MeHeHMs SIBJIEHWV He IIpo-
VICXOIVIIVI B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aKOHOM ITPVYVHBI
n pevicteud. Kak crpaBenyimBo 3aMmedaeT Xakep,
«CCBUIKA Ha BO3MOYKHBIVI OIBIT IIPECTaB/IsSeT CO-
0ot HeOOXOIVMBII MHIPEIVEHT TPaHCIeH/IeH-
TaJIPHOTO JI0KasaTeibeTBa» (Hacker, 2013, p. 128).
HeoOxomyMo Takke ITOAYEpPKHYTB, YTO TPaHC-
LleH/IeHTaIbHble apIyMeHTHI, KaK X MCIIOIb30BaJl
Kant, — 3T0 yTBepX[eHus: O BCIKOM BO3MOXHOM
YeJI0BeYeCKOM OIIbITe.

KaymH memaer BakHoe mo0aBiIeHMe, YTO STU
apryMeHTBl «TaKXe MOTYT OBITh OXapaKTepu3o-
BaHBI He CTOJIb (POpMaIbHO, HO, BO3MOXKHO, Oosiee
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If -P [the causal principle] were true, then
some phenomenal event in objective time
would lack a cause. But the truth of -P also
would collapse the very distinction between
objective and merely subjective time, leaving
“only a play of representations”. Therefore, the
truth of -P implies both that objective time exists
in which at least one uncaused phenomenal
event occurs, and that it does not exist, viz.
that it remains indistinguishable from merely
subjective time (Kalin, 1972, p. 322).

Here Kalin is referring to Kant’s use of the
cases of the house (KrV, A 190 / B 235; Kant,
1998, p. 306) and the ship downstream (KrV,
A 191 / B 237; Kant, 1998, p. 307) to contrast,
respectively, the apprehension of the manifold
of intuition when the series of perceptions are
indeterminate and appearances apprehend-
ed with a determinate sequential order. In oth-
er words, the falsity of the causal principle
would transform the objective determination
of the position of an object, say the percep-
tion of a ship driven upstream followed by the
perception of its position downstream, into
a play of representations with indeterminate
order, as in the case of a house perceived in
arbitrary directions. Kant’s transcendental ar-
guments start with an uncontentious premise,
in this case with the claim that we experience
change. It then proceeds to show that such ex-
perience would be impossible if the alterations
of appearances did not occur in accordance
with the law of cause and effect. As Hacker
rightly points out, “reference to possible expe-
rience is an essential ingredient in a transcen-
dental proof” (2013, p. 128). And it must also
be stressed, transcendental arguments as Kant
used them are claims about any possible hu-
man experience.

Kalin (1972, p. 322) importantly adds that
those arguments “also can be characterized,
in a less formal but perhaps more enlighten-
ing fashion, as Gedankenexperimente”. Follow-



nHdopMmaruBHO, Kak Gedankenexperimente» (Ka-
lin, 1972, p. 322). Ciienys KaymiHy, MOXXHO CKasaThb,
YTO BCe TpaHCIIeH/IeHTasIbHble apr'yMeHThl, pa3pa-
G6oTtarHble KaHTOM, SBJISIOTCS MBICJIEHHBIMU 3KC-
IeprMeHTaMl, IIpydYeM [eVICTBUTeSIbHO ulo-
codpckm 3HaUMMBIMKU. OHM YacTo padoTarT Kak
TeCcT Ha paspyllleHVe CTPYKTYpbl Halllero OIIbITa.
HpyruMm coBamy, TpaHClLIeHAeHTaIbHBI ap-
TYMEHT — 3TO TWUII MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPVIMEHTOB,
I1e/Tb KOTOPBIX COCTOWUT B OIlpefesieHmy Hambo-
jlee OOIIVIX ITPVHIINIIOB, JIEKAIIMIX B OCHOBE OIThI-
Ta U JeJIalolINX ero BO3MOXHBIM. DKCIeprMeH-
TaJIBHOCTh TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO apryMeHTa 3a-
KJIIOYaeTCsl B CYCTeMaTUYeCcKOM V3MEeHEeHU OIlbl-
Ta (C TIOMOIIIBIO BOOOpa’kaeMbIX, MOHAIBHBIX VIJIN
KOHTpaKTI4YeCcKIX pacCy K[IeHnVI) C 11eJIbI0 OIIpe-
ZleJyleHVs HeoOXOVIMOVI HeaHaJIMTIUYECKOV CBSA3U
nouATui. Ilom MbIciieHHBIM 3KcriepMeHTOM Ka-
JIVH TIOHVMaeT MeTOJl, VICIIOJIb3yeMBbIV JIJIsl OlleH-
KV SMIIVIPUYECKIIX ITOCIIeICTBIUV, BBITEKAIOIIVIX 113
IIpearroraraéMovi ICTMHHOCTY VIJTV JIOKHOCTY TOV
VIV viHOV TunoTe3sl. KaHT, omHaKo, He HarrpasIs-
eT CBOVM MBICJIEHHBIe 3KCIIepVMEHTBI Ha SMIIVPU-
JecKye OOCTOSITETIbCTBA: M3MeHEeHVe VICTVHHOCT-
HOTO 3HaueHMsI TpaHCIeH[IeHTaIbHOrO IIPVHIIN-
I1a B KOpHe IIOMEeHsJI0 ObI CTPYKTYPY OIIBITa; JIOXK-
HOCTb ITPVHLINIIA ITPUYVHHOCTY, HaIlpyMep, cTep-
71a ObI rpaHMITY MEXX/IY WIITIO3VEV VI peasIbHOCTBIO.
Kasymz HasbiBaeT Takylo MHTepIIpeTallio TpaHC-
ILIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO IIPVHIINIIA «KaHTOBCKOV BEpCH-
er» MbICJIeHHOro akcriepyMenTa (Ibid., p. 323).

M. by1niionu meT Ha Iar Jajiblile U IIpefjiara-
eT paccMaTpyBaTh He TOJIBKO «BTOpyIo aHaIormno»,
HO 1 BCIO 1epByI0 «KpuTHKy» KaK «3KCIIepyMeHT
YIICTOrO pasyMa, (prIocodpcKmit MbICJIEHHBIV KC-
IIepUMeHT, UCTMHHOCTb KOTOPOrO TapaHTUpPyeTCcs
TeM, UTO 4eJIOBeUeCKMI PpacCyIOK TepsieTcsl B aH-
TUHOMMSIX, KOIZla OH BBIXOIIMT 3a IIpefiesIbl BO3MOX-
HOTO OITbITA U IIBITAETCS IMETH [1eJI0 C BelllaMM Ca-
Mumu 1o cebe» (Buzzoni, 2018, p. 329). Dot noz-
X071, coryIacyeTcs ¢ PsiioM KaHTOBCKMX OIVICAHWU
KaK peaJIbHBIX, TaK V1 MBbICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPVIMEHTOB.
C omgHoOVI cTOPOHBI, ITpodTeHne by1itonu rogpasy-
MeBaeT, UTO MBICJIEHHBIVI SKCIIEPVIMEHT MOXKeT KaK
HIOITBEP)KAATh IIOCBUIKY B OoJlee IMPOKOM apry-
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ing Kalin, one may say that all transcendental
arguments of the kind developed by Kant are
thought experiments and indeed philosoph-
ically relevant ones. They often operate as a
“destruction-test” for the structure of our ex-
perience. In other words, a transcendental ar-
gument is a type of thought experiments that
purports to determine the most general princi-
ples that underlie experience and make it pos-
sible. The experimentality of a transcendental
argument lies in its systematic variation of ex-
perience (guided by imaginary, modal, or coun-
terfactual reasoning) in order to determine a
necessary non-analytical connection of con-
cepts. By the latter, he understands a method
used for evaluating the empirical consequenc-
es derived from the assumed truth or falsity of
a given hypothesis. Kant, however, does not
aim his thought experiments at “empirical cir-
cumstances”, a change in the truth value of a
transcendental principle would change funda-
mentally the structure of experience; the falsity
of the causal principle, for example, would de-
lete the limit between illusion and reality. Ka-
lin calls this interpretation of a transcendental
principle a “Kantian version” of a thought ex-
periment (ibid., p. 323).

What is more, Marco Buzzoni (2018, p. 329)
goes one step further and suggests that not only
the “second analogy” but “the whole book [the
first Critique] can be seen as an experiment of
pure reason, a philosophical TE [thought ex-
periment] whose truth is guaranteed by the fact
that human understanding loses itself in an-
tinomies when it ventures beyond the limits of
possible experience and attempts to deal with
things in themselves”. This approach harmonis-
es with a series of Kantian accounts of both re-
al-world experiments and thought experiments.
Buzzoni’s reading implies that a thought exper-
iment can either validate a premise in a broader
argument or constitute the full argument itself
in conjunction with other thought experiments.
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MeHTe, TaK M IPeICTaBIIsATh CcODOVI TIOJITHOIICHHBIT
apryMeHT B COYeTaHMUM C JPYTVIMIU MBICJIEHHBIMU
sKcepyMeHTaMy. OTHOCUTEIIBHO 3TOVI JBOVIHON
JIOTVIYecKOM (PYHKITMM MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIepUIMeH-
TOB, MHOIZA MAEVICTBYIOIIMX KaK IIPedIioCBUIKM,
a MHorJa Kak ronHele aprymenTsl, C. Bupsnnia-
KVC yTBepKaaeT, uro KaHT mcronp3oBal Kak THUIL
MBICJIEHHBIX SKCIIEPVIMEHTOB C OIHOW ITOCBIJIKOVI,
TaK " MBbICJIEHHBIe 3KCIIEpVIMEHTBI TUIIA COCTaB-
Horo aprymenTa (Virvidakis, 2011, p. 130). V1. ®e-
xupxe 1 M. T. CrroapT mpemjiararoT Ipo4yTeHVe
«Bropon anasornm» Kak HMpeArochUIKM MbICTIeH-
HOTO 3KCIIepVIMEeHTa; BO3MOXKHO, CJIydan C JOMOM
Y JIOOKOV ObUIM meMu MBICJIEHHBIMU SKCIIepU-
MeHTaMM, Ha KOTopble ccbutasicst Kamma (cm.: Fe-
hige, Stuart, 2014, p. 201). bosiee Toro, mpouTeHue
«Kputrkm» Kak MacITabHOro MBICJIEHHOTO 9KCIIe-
PVIMeHTa corjlacyeTcsl ¢ KaHTOBCKOV OOIert KOH-
ueniuent sxcnepumenma. CornacHo K. P. Bectda-
mo, «110 “aranorumn” (B XVI) c HayunbpIM 3KCcrIepu-
MeHTOM KaHT roBoput 06 “akcriepriMeHTe 4icToro
pasyma” (B XXI Anm.) u Takum oOpa3oM Ommchl-
BaeT IIPOIeCC CBOeV KpuTumdecKou drtocodpmim
(Westphal, 2015, p. 591). Takon «3KcriepyMeHT 4u-
CTOrO pasyMa», 3KCIIEPUMEHT «C KOHLIEHIIVAMM
VI IPVHIIUIIAM», COOTBETCTBYeT U3MeHeHHOMY Me-
Mmooy Hauie20 Mblui1eHU, TO eCTh IIPU3HAHWIO TOTO,
YTO «MBI 4 priori TI0O3HaeM O BelllaxX TOJIBKO TO, YTO
camu B HuX Biioxwwm» (B XVIIL Kant, 2006, c. 19).
YrBepxnenue Bectdaiis, uto «KpuTnka umcroro
pasyma» IIpefcTaBiIsieT COOOV AKcnepumenm uu-
cmozo pasyma, v Tesvic Pexvike n CTroapTa 0 TOM,
YTO IOHSTME SKCIIeprMeHTa pasyMa B panHee Ho-
BOe BpeMs IIpelBOCXMIIIaeT COBpeMeHHOe IIOHS-
e Gedankenexperiment, cOryIacylOTCsI C IIpOYTe-
HueM Byriiionn niepsovt «Kputmkm» Kak KpyITHO-
MacIITabHOTO MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIEpVIMEHTa.
IMTogprToxum: «Tpakrar» ButreHmreriHa u
nepsyto «Kputuky» KanTa MOXHO paccMmaTpu-
BaThb KaK prs10codcKrie MBICJIEHHBIE SKCIIepYIMeH-
TbI, KOTOPBIe IIBITAIOTCS CTOJIKHYTBCS C TpaHMUIla-
MM g3bIKa Y TPAHMIIAMI BO3MOXKHOI'O OITBITa COOT-
BeTCTBeHHO. [IpeqHamMepeHHas ommOKa IIepBOro
3KCIIepMIMEeHTa IIPVBOONUT K OeccMBIC/INIIE, a Hey-
Jlada BTOPOro — K aHTMHOMMAM pasyma. bosee

About this double logical function of thought
experiments, sometimes acting as premises and
sometimes as full arguments, Stelios Virvida-
kis (2011, p. 130) claims that Kant made use
of the single-premise type as well as the com-
pound-argument type of thought experiments.
Yiftach Fehige and Michael T. Stuart (2014,
p. 201) propose a full-argument thought exper-
iment interpretation of the “Second Analogy”;
arguably, the cases of the house and the boat
downstream would be the thought experiments
to which Kalin refers. Furthermore, the read-
ing of the first Critique as a large-scale thought
experiment coheres with Kant’s general con-
ception of “experiment”. According to Ken-
neth R. Westphal (2015, p. 591), “In ‘analogy’
(B XVI) to the scientific experiment, Kant speaks
of an ‘experiment of pure reason’ (B XXIn) and
thus describes the process of his critical phi-
losophy.” Such an experiment of pure reason,
an experiment “with concepts and principles”,
corresponds to “the altered method of our way
of thinking”, i.e. the recognition that “we can
cognize of things a priori only what we our-
selves have put into them” (KrV, B XVIIL; Kant,
1998, p. 111). Westphal’s claim that “Kant’s KrV
represents this ‘experiment of pure reason’”
(Westphal, 2015, p. 592) together with Fehige
and Stuart’s (2014) thesis that the notion of “Ex-
periment der reinen Vernunft” is an anticipation
of the modern notion of “Gedankenexperiment”,
clearly lead to Buzzoni's reading of the first Cri-
tique as a large-scale thought experiment.

Let us recapitulate: Wittgenstein’s Tractatus
and Kant’s first Critiqgue can be seen as philo-
sophical thought experiments that attempt to
run up against the limits of language and the
limits of possible experience, respectively. The
deliberate misstep of the former experiment re-
sults in nonsense, while the “failure” of the lat-
ter leads reason to antinomies. Moreover, both
experiments attain a self-defeating character
by displaying the logical structure of a reductio,
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TOro, 0ba sKCIIeprMeHTa IprodpeTarT camopas-
PYIIUTEIBHBIN XapaKTep, IeMOHCTPUPYS JIOTU-
YeCcKYI0 CTPYKTYpY cBefleHMs K abcypiy, U4To BO3-
MOXXHO Os1arofapst JBOVIHOMY JIOTMUECKOMY IIpU-
MEeHeHMIO MBICJIEHHOIO 3KCIIepVMeHTa, MHOIZa
KaK 00OCHOBaHVISI IIPETIOCHIIOK, THOT/A KaK BCe-
oOBpemTIONIero paccyxueHmns. Vl mocrenHee, HO He
MeHee Ba’KHO€: MBICJIEHHBIVI SKCITEPMMEHT W I
Kanra, n njg ButreHinrerta sIBjIsieTcss METOIOM
KpuUTHUdeckon dniocodun, TO eCcTh OLIEHKMU VIC-
XOIHBIX IIPEIIOCHIIOK VI TPAHMIT MeTapM3IKIAL
o cux rop Hudero He ObUTO CKa3aHO O TOM, BBI-
IBUHYII I BUTreHIITeNH Kako-IMbo apryMeHT,
KOTOPBIVI MOXXHO ObUTO OBI HasBaTh «TpPaHCIIEH-
JIeHTaJIbHbIM» B KaHTOBCKOM cMbIciie. Te3vc Xake-
pa 0 TOM, UTO B JIy4llleM cJIy4ae B «IpakTaTe» MOX-
HO HAWTV «OCIa0IeHHYI0 (POpMy» TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOTO apr'yMeHTa, OIIPOBEPrHYTh Oy/IeT KpariHe
csioxHO. OueBngHO, uTO «IpakTaT» «He SIBJISETCS
ITOITBITKOV ODOCHOBaTh BO3MOXKHOCTBH CHMHTETIIYe-
cKoro arrpriopHoro 3HaHus» (Hacker, 2013, p. 128),
a B «Dmy1ocopcKmx vccieloBaHMsIX» HeT IIOIbIT-
KV «/JOKa3aTh VCTMHHOCTD JIIOOBIX CMHTETIYUECKVIX
aITPYOPHBIX MPOMO3UIINIL IIyTeM CChUIKV Ha aIlpy-
OpHBIe yCIJIOBISI BO3MOXKHOCTM omibITa» (Ibid., p. 131).
Onnako cpaBHeHVe 000VIX aBTOPOB Ha IPyIMX 3Ta-
rax vx pmIocodcKoro pasBUTS MOXeT OBITh IT0-
JIE3HBIM 17T TIOHVMMAHMS VX MeTOIOJIOIVTUECKOro
POIICTBa ¥ IPWYWH, IOOYAMBIIIX IIPUHSTH MBIC-
JIEHHBIVI SKCIIEPUIMEHT B KadecTBe CpercTBa s
peleHsT pa3IMIHbIX SIVCTEMOJIOTMYECKMX IIPO-
Or7leM; KpoMe TOro, TaKoe CpaBHEHVe MOXeT 1aTh
JTydlllee TIOHMMaHVIe MICTOPUYECKMX IIPUYVH U OC-
HOBOIIOJIATaOIIMX JOMYIEeHUT, KOTOpble IIpUBeIn
K TOMY, YTO KOHIIEIIIINS «TpPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOIO
apryMeHTa» BOIIUIa B COBpeMEeHHYIO (pryIocoduIo.

4. Noxputnyaeckmun Kant
" «cpegHU» BuTreHmrenH
KaK MbICJIEHHBIE 3KCIIepVMeHTaTOPbI

Erme no nmepson ny6nmkanym «Jlornko-dwio-
codckoro TpakTtara» B 1921 r. Butrenmreitn Ha
HEeKOTOpoe BpeMs OToIlesI OT prIocodcKom fe-
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which is possible thanks to the double logical
use that can be made of thought experiments,
sometimes as justification for premises, some-
times as all-embracing arguments. Last but not
least, thought experimenting is for both Kant
and Wittgenstein a method for critical philoso-
phy, i.e. for evaluating the underlying assump-
tions and limits of metaphysics.

Thus far, nothing has been said about the
question whether Wittgenstein put forward any
argument that could be called “transcenden-
tal” in a Kantian sense. Hacker’s thesis that at
best one could attribute to Wittgenstein a “wa-
tered down version” of a transcendental argu-
ment would be extremely difficult and even
otiose to rebut. Clearly, the Tractatus is “not an
attempt to vindicate the possibility of synthet-
ic a priori Knowledge” (Hacker, 2013, p. 128)
and there is no attempt in Philosophical Inves-
tigations “to prove the truth of any synthetic
a priori propositions by reference to the a prio-
ri conditions of the possibility of experience”
(ibid., p. 131). However, comparing both au-
thors at other stages of their philosophical de-
velopment could be useful for understanding
their methodological affinities and the reasons
that led them to adopt thought experimenting
as a means for pursuing their own epistemolog-
ical concerns; likewise, it may generate a better
understanding of the historical reasons and un-
derlying assumptions that caused the concept
of “transcendental argument” to make its way
into contemporary philosophy.

4. The Pre-Critical Kant
and the Middle Wittgenstein
as Thought-Experimenters

Even before the Tractatus was published
for the first time in 1921, Wittgenstein had al-
ready abandoned philosophical activity for a
while. Upon his return to Cambridge in 1929,
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arerrbHOCTH. [locite BosBparmeHns B KeMOpmmx
B 1929 1. OH 3aHsJICA TeMU aclleKTaMM, KOTOpble
oKasamck B «IpakTare» He «OKOHYATEIIBHBIMID
VI He «HeIIpuKacaeMbIMI», OCOOeHHO B CBeTe
KpuTnku co croponbl @. Pamcess (Ramsey, 1923).
Cpenn HUX Hanbortee Ba>KHOV CTAHOBUTCS HETIO-
CJIeI0BaTeIbHOCTD, BRITEKAIOIIAS 113 TaK Ha3bIBae-
MOV ITPOOJIEMBI B3aVIMHOT'O VICKJTIOYEHVISI ITBETOB®,
cdopMyJIMpOBaHHOM B paMKax aHaIn3a TOro, 4To
BuTreHITens Ha3bIBal «BbICKa3bIBAaHMIMM O CTe-
neHn» (Burrenmrens, 20156, c. 327). DTa mpo-
OrlemMa yXOOWUT CBOMMM KOpPHAMMU B (yHIaMeH-
TaJIPHYIO KOHIIEIIIVIO JIOTMYEeCKOI HeOOXOIVIMO-
cTy, nopgHuMaeMyo B «Ipakrare». VlcTMHHOCTD
IIPOMIO3UITNAY 3aBUCUT OT COCTABJISIOIINX ee 3Jle-
MeHTapHBIX ITpono3ninit. Takye mpono3uimm He
ABJISIOTCS. B3aVIMOVICKJTIOUAIOIIVMM ¥ He MOTYT
OBITH pa3jIoKeHBI; OHW ITPEICTABIISIOT COOO0M JIO-
rudeckre (pUTypsl TOJIOKEHUN eI, a COCTaBIIs-
IOIIVie VIX YaCTH, B CBOIO O4Yepesb, IIPEeICTaBIISIOT
cobor MMeHa, 0003HaYaIOIIIe ITPOCThIE OOBEKTHI.
Kax «13 cymiecTBoBaHMs WM HeCyIlleCTBOBaHMS
KaKOro-Jibo OIHOrO aToMapHOro pakTa HeTb3s
3aKJII0YaTh O CyIIEeCTBOBAHWV VUIVI HECYIIeCTBO-
BaHWUM JIPyroro aromapHoro dgakra» (JIOT 2.062;
Burrenmrens, 2014, c. 44), Tak 1 MICTMHHOCTB VI
JIOXKHOCTB 3JIEMEHTApPHOV IIPOIIO3UIINI He MO-
JKeT OBITh BbIBeIeHa M3 MCTUHHOCTY VIJIV JIOXKHO-
CTV ZIPyTON 371eMeHTapHOM Irporosuiiym. Crero-
BaTeJIbHO, HVI OJIHA ITPOITO3MIINS, OIVICHIBAOIIAS
MWUp, He MOXeT ObITh 00sI3aTeJIbHO VICTVIHHOV VI
noxxHom. [Tporosuits InIie yTBepXKIiaeT, YTo He-
YTO BO3MOXKHO; €IMHCTBEHHBIMM 00s13aTe/IbHO VIC-
TUHHBIMI TIPOMHO3ULIVSMI BBICTYIAIOT TaBTOJIO-
TV, a eIVHCTBEHHBIMI HEBO3MOXHBIMI — IIPO-
TBopeuns. ITpoOsieMa BO3HMKaeT, Korja ITbITa-
IOTCSL TIPOAHAIM3MPOBATh TaKoe IIPOTVMBOPEUNE,
KaK COe[MfHeHWe IIPOMHO3ULNM «A — KpacHOe»
n «A — 3ereHoe» (Ka & 3a), nO0 HeBO3MOXHO,
4TOOBI ITSITHO B TTOJTE 3PEHVS IMeJIO OJTHOBPeMeH-

8 O HemaBHeM IlepecMOTpe ¥ aHasIM3e VCCIIeOBaHIS
KOHIIeNIIUI IIBeTa BUTreHINTeTHOM Ha HPOTSDKeHUN
ero ¢wrocodckoro passuria cM: ([Iparamna-Yepras,
2020).
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he dealt with the aspects that turned out not to
be “definitive” or “untouchable” in the Trac-
tatus, particularly in light of the criticisms of-
fered by Frank Ramsey (1923). Among them
the most important would be the inconsisten-
cy derived from the so-called “colour exclu-
sion problem”,® framed within the analysis of
what Wittgenstein called “statements of de-
gree” (Wittgenstein, 1993, pp. 34-35) The prob-
lem has its roots in the fundamental conception
of logical necessity which Wittgenstein rais-
es in the Tractatus. That a proposition is true
depends on the elementary propositions that
compose it. These elementary propositions are
not mutually exclusive, nor can they in turn be
decomposed; they are logical figures of states
of affairs, and the parts that compose them
are names that stand for simple objects. Just
as “From the existence or non-existence of one
state of affairs it is impossible to infer the ex-
istence or non-existence of another” (TLP 2.062;
Wittgenstein, 1961, p. 9), neither the truth nor
the falsity of an elementary proposition can be
inferred from the truth or falsity of another el-
ementary proposition. Consequently, no propo-
sition that describes the world can necessarily
be true or false. A proposition only affirms that
something is possible; the only necessarily true
proposition is the tautology, and the only im-
possibility is that expressed by the contradic-
tion. The problem appears when one tries to
analyse a contradiction such as the conjunction
of the propositions “A is red” and “A is green”
(Ra & Ga), for it is impossible that a patch in
the visual field should have simultaneously
two different colours (see TLP 6.3751; Wittgen-
stein, 1961, p. 85). Clearly, since elementary
propositions are logically independent, they
cannot exclude each other. The problem is also
evident when carrying out a truth-functional

¢ For a recent revision and analysis of Wittgenstein’s
study of colour concepts througout his philosophical
development see Dragalina-Chernaya (2020).



HO 11Ba pa3HbIX 11BeTa (/IOT 6.3751; ButreHimnrens,
2014, c. 211). SIcHO, 4YTO, IOCKOJIBKY 3JIeMeHTap-
Hble IIPOIIO3VIIVN JIOTMYEeCKM He3aBVCVIMBl, OHU
He MOT'yT MCKJIIOUaTh ApyT npyra. ITpobrrema Tak-
Ke oYeBUJIHa TPV IpoBeieHnM PyHKIIMOHAJIBHO-
rO aHa/IM3a UCTUHHOCTU — y4uThbiBasd, uTo «Ka &
3a» sBjigeTcs MPOTUBOpeUreM, OlleHKa «JIOXKb —
VICTMHA — JIOXKb» IIPeCTaByIsieT co0OVI He3aKOH-
HBII HAOOp 3HAUeHMVI MICTMHHOCTY IS JIorde-
CKOVI PyHKLINY KOHBIOHKITUL.

PesysibraToM 3TOVI U APYTMX Heydad CTajio TO,
YTO HaMeueHHBIN B «IpakTaTe» IIPOEKT yCTaHOB-
JIeHWs TIpefieia BbIpakeHMsI MBICIIV IPUIIIIOCH
IIepecMOTPeTh M BHOCJIEZICTBUM VCIIPaBUTh VI
JIOTIOJIHUTD HOTalVeV], KOTopasi BEpHO BbIpaXkaeT
JIOTVYecKyie OTHOIIeHNs], CyIIeCTBYIOII/e MeX/Ty
BBICKAQ3bIBAaHVISIMY 00 SMIIMPWYECKOV I'paariuil.
DTOT HOBBIVI TPAKTAaTOBCKM HOMIIPOEKT IOy YT
Has3BaHIe «IePBUYHBIN SI3bIK», VIV «(PEeHOMEeHO-
JIOTVIYECKUW SI3bIK», U 3aVIMeT BCe BpeMsI VI CVJIbI
Butrenmrernina ¢ ausaps 1929 r,, xotd mpomymmTes
JIVIIITB IO OKTSIOPS TOTO JKe rofia.

M. CurnibBa  00BsicHsIeT, Kak Kpax «[pakrara»
CBSI3aH C TIOCJIEZICTBUISIMY CKPBITOV (POPMBI XOJIVI3-
Ma, KOTOpasi BbIpakaeTcs B 3JleMeHTapHBIX ITPOIIO-
3UIMSIX OTHOCUTEITBHO 11BeToB (Silva, 2014, p. 185).
[TpobrieMa HIpOSIBIISieTCSI B OHTOJIOTMYECKOM cpe-
pe, HO ee pellleHe JOJDKHO HaXOAUThCA Ha MeTO-
ZIOJIOTMTUecKOM ypoBHe. MBI Ioj1araeM, 4Tto odpa-
IleHVe BuTreHINTeIHa K MBICJIEHHBIM 3KCIIEPU-
meHTaMm ObUIO B 1929—1930 rT. OTYaCTM €ro oTBe-
TOM Ha 3Ty I1pobsieMy. EcTh maxke cBueTeIbCTBa
TOr'0, 4YTO BUTreHIITelTH co3HaBaI 3TO, XOTS ObIJIO
ObI HeBepHO yTBepXIaTh, YTO OH CYMTaI ceds
«MBICJIEHHBIM 3KCIIEPVIMEHTATOPOM» B TOM VICTO-
PUYeCKOM CMBICIIe, KOTOPBII MOXEeT MMeTb 3TO
BbIpakeHVe. B «HekoTopbIx 3aMeuaHMsAX O JIOrM-
yecKom (popMe» OH HMOIHMMAaET TeMy 3JleMeHTap-
HBIX IIPOIO3UIIUI U IeMOHCTPUpPYeT HeoOXomu-
MOCTb VICCIIe[IOBaHMS B paMKax TeOpuy MO3HaHMS
X CTPYKTypbl BHe cdpepbl CMMBOJIOB U IIpex[ie
BCEro HEOOXOHMMMOCTh METOMA ISl TAKOrO MCCiIe-
nosaHus: «llenb Teopum mo3HaHMS — 0OHapy-
JKUTD VIX [aTOMapHbIe ITPOMO3NIIV| VI IIOHSTH, KaK
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analysis — given that “Ra & Ga” is a contra-
diction, the valuation “T-F-T” presents an illicit
collection of truth values for the logical func-
tion of conjunction.

The result of this and other failures is that
the project, outlined in the Tractatus, of estab-
lishing a limit to the expression of thought in
language had to be revised and subsequently
corrected or supplemented with a notation that
rightly expresses the logical relations that exist
between statements about empirical gradation.
This new Tractatusian sub-project would re-
ceive the name of “primary language” or “Phe-
nomenological Language” and would occupy
all the time and energies of Wittgenstein from
January 1929, although it would only last until
October of the same year.

Silva (2013, p. 185) explains how the Tracta-
tus collapses due to the implications of a sneaky
form of holism that is evident in the lower
propositions relative to the colours. The prob-
lem manifests itself in the ontological sphere,
but its solution must be on the methodologi-
cal level. I believe that Wittgenstein’s appeal to
thought experiments was partly his answer to
that problem in 1929 —1930. There is even ev-
idence that Wittgenstein was aware of it, al-
though it would be incorrect to claim that he
saw himself as a “thought experimenter” in the
historical sense which that expression might
have. In Some Remarks on Logical Form, he picks
up the topic of elementary propositions and
manifests the need for research within the the-
ory of knowledge about their structure out-
side the plane of symbols and, above all, the
need for a method to face that investigation: “It
is the task of the theory of knowledge to find
them [elementary propositions] and to under-
stand their construction out of the words or
symbols. This task is very difficult, and Phi-
losophy has hardly yet begun to tackle it at
some points. What method have we for tack-
ling it?” (Wittgenstein, 1993, p. 29). Later, in



C.A. ®ysnrec ['oHcanec

OHVI KOHCTPYMPYIOTCS U3 CJIOB VIV CIMBOJIOB. DTa
OYeHb TPyaHas 3a/1a4a, M prtocodvist 10 CUX TIOp
efIBa JIV IIpVHVIMAJIach 3a ee pelreHre XOTh B Ka-
KMX-TO ITyHKTax. Kakov MeTor ecThb y Hac 115 ee
pemerns?» (Butrentreny, 20156, c. 322). ITosxe,
B «DytocodpcKmx 3amMedaHMsIX» OH oOparaeTcs
K TOVI K& TeOpWM ITO3HaHMS, HO Ha 3TOT pa3 IIpe/l-
jlaraeT MeToJ, KOTOPBIVI VMeeT IIOpasuTeIIbHOe
CXOJICTBO C MBICJIEHHBIM 9KCIIepPUMEHTVPOBAaHIEM:

Teopwsi mo3HaHMS He TOJIBKO He VIMeeT Jiesia
C WCTVMHHOCTBIO VIV JIOXKHOCTBIO ITOIJIVIHHBIX
IpeIOKeHUTI, HO Haxe sBiseTcs uiiocod-
CKMM METOJIOM COCpeIOTOYeHMsl BHVMaHWS
VIMEHHO Ha TeX ITpeJIJIOKeHMsIX, CoflepKaHue KO-
TOPBIX KaXKeTCs HaM — C PU3MUIeCKOVI TOUKM 3pe-
HIsL — HanbosIee HeBO3MOXKHBIM J1J1s1 MBIITUICHVIS
(HarmpuMep, 4TO KTO-TO UYBCTBYeT 3yOHYIO0 O0JIb
apyroro 4esiopeka). Takvm oOpa3om, Teopus 110-
3HaHWS TIOTUYepKUBaeT TOT (PaKT, UTO ee 00J1acTh
BKJIIOYAeT B ce0s BCe, YTO MOKET OBITh MBICIVIMO
(D3 §60; Wittgenstein, 1990, p. 90).

Ilepexorn OT MCTMHHOCTHOWM (PYHKIIVMOHAJIBHO-
CTU K XOJIM3My, B TepmymHax CrIbBbl, HOTUMHSET-
cst Tomy, uto M. J1. DHrelbMaH OmMCchIBaeT Kak He-
00XOIVIMOCTB MCCIIeIOBaTh CIelydiecKye yciio-
BIISI CMBICTIA VI O€CCMBICTIMIIBI B KOHKPETHBIX JIOT V-
YeCKMX IIPOCTPAHCTBaX, a He B JIOTMTUECKOM ITPO-
crpaHcTBe «Ipakrata» (Engelmann, 2013). 3xecs
MBI MHTepIIpeTUPyeM 3TO KaK IIepexol] OT OJHOrO
sKcriepyMeHTa («IpakTara») K MHOXXeCTBaM JKCIIe-
prMeHTOB. OCOOBINI MHTEpeC IIPeACTaBIIseT TO, YTO
1ocjIe yIOMSIHYTOro saMedanms mns @3 §60 noss-
JISIeTCSL LIEJIBIVE PSIT CUTYALNT, «Coflep’KaHvie KOTO-
PBIX KaXKeTCsI HEBO3MOXXHBIM»: YTO ObUIO OBI, eciIn
OBbI MBI YyBCTBOBaIN OOJIb TOJIBKO B PYrOM Tejie?
(@3, §60; Wittgenstein, 1990, p. 90); Ha uTo ObLIa OBI
roxoka 0ostb Oe3 obmamarersa? (@3 §65; Wittgen-
stein, 1990, p. 94); uTo ecsim OBI Hallle TEJIO COCTOS-
JIO U3 IBYX OTHEJIbHBIX OpraHmnsMos? (P3 §66; Witt-
genstein, 1990, p. 95); [ IpenmnonoxmmM, 4To Bce Ya-
CTVI MO€TO TeJla MOXKHO YaJINTh, IIOKa He OCTaHeT-
Cs TOJIBKO OfIVIH IJIa3, VI OH Oy/eT IMpOoYHO 3admk-
CUPOBaH B OIpeIeIIeHHOM ITI0JIOXKEHW, COXPaHSIs
criocobHOCTB BreTh. KakvmM OblI mpericTar riepeno
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Philosophical Remarks, he refers to the same the-
ory of knowledge, but this time he proposes a
“method” that shares striking similarities with
thought-experimenting;:

Not only does epistemology pay no attention
to the truth or falsity of genuine propositions,
it's even a philosophical method of focusing
on precisely those propositions whose content
seems to us as physically impossible as can
be imagined (e.g. that someone has an ache in
someone else’s tooth). In this way, epistemology
highlights the fact that its domain includes
everything that can possibly be thought (PR
§60; Wittgenstein, 1990, p. 90).

The passage from truth-functionality to ho-
lism, in Silva’s terms, obeys what Engelmann
(2013) describes as the need to investigate the
specific conditions of meaning and nonsense
in particular logical spaces, and not in the log-
ical space of the Tractatus. Here I interpret it as
the passage from an experiment (the Tractatus)
to several experiments. It has a particular inter-
est that after the mentioned observation of PR
§ 60 there is a proliferation of situations “whose
content seems impossible”: what would happen
if we only felt pains in another body? (PR § 60;
Wittgenstein, 1990, p. 90); What would a pain
be like without a possessor? (PR § 65; Wittgen-
stein, 1990, p. 94); What if our body consisted of
two separate organisms? (PR § 66; Wittgenstein,
1990, p. 95); “Suppose that all parts of my body
could be removed until only one eye was left;
and this were to be firmly fixed in a certain po-
sition, retaining its power of sight. How would
the world appear to me?” (PR § 72; Wittgen-
stein, 1990, p. 100). I claim that Wittgenstein
finds in thought experiments a methodologi-
cal bridge to bring the verifiability principle of
the Tractatus towards a holistic space, i.e. a way
of analysing the systems of propositions that
make sense (and which propositions do not) in
individual but interconnected logical spaces.



MHOVI Mup?» (D3 §72; Wittgenstein, 1990, p. 100).
Mebr yTBepxmaeM, 4uto Burremmrertn mHaxomuT
B MBICJIEHHBIX SKCIIepYIMEeHTaX MeTOHOJIOr MTYeCKIT
MOCT, TTO3BOJISIIOLIVVI BBIBECTV ITPUHLINII Bepudu-
nypyeMoctn «I'pakrata» B XOJIMCTUYECKOM ITpO-
CTPAHCTBE, TO €CTh CITOCO0 aHasIV3a CUCTEM ITPOIIO-
3UIINVI, KOTOPBIE IMEIOT CMBICIT (VI TaKVIX ITPOITO3V-
LMV, KOTOpbIe He MeIOT CMbICJIa) B OTAEJIBHBIX, HO
B3aVIMOCBSI3aHHBIX JIOTTUECKMX IIPOCTPaHCTBaX.
Wrak, B 1930 1. ButreHmreiiH nepexogut OT
BOITpOoca 00 MCTVHE K BOIIPOCY O CMBICIIE, I MBIC-
JIEHHBIe SKCIIePVIMEHTHI Tellepb OPUMEeHTUPYIOTCS
Ha 3TOT BTOpom Borrpoc. OHaKo 4To O3Ha4daeT 3TO
VI3MeHeHVe B KOHKPeTHBIX, IPOLeIyPHBIX Tep-
MMHax? DHrejIbMaH IIpejrosiaraet, 4yTo Burtren-
IITEeVH VICIIOJIb3YyeT «TPaHCHEHIEeHTaJIbHBIVI Me-
TOI», TO €CTh BBIJABUTAeT CBOM TEe3VChI IyTeM IO-
CTpOeHMsI «TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHbIX apryMeHTOB»
(Engelmann, 2013, p. 29—31). MsI yTBepxaaem,
YTO TaKMe apryMeHTBbI MOTYT OBIThH JIydIlle OXa-
paKTepr30BaHbl KaK MbICJIEHHBIE SKCIIEPVIMEHTBHL.
C sTOM 11eIBI0 OIVH U3 IIPVIMEPOB, MCIIOIb30BaH-
HBIX DHIeJIbMaHOM, OyJIeT paccMOTpeH HVbKe. DTO
apryMeHT Butrenmnireriia, mokasbIBaroOIINI, YTO
HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTb 4BJIS€TCS HECBOAVMBIM Kaue-
CTBOM BM3YyaJIbHOTO IpOCTpaHCTBa: «MOXHO Tak-
JKe CKas3aTb, YTO 3puUTeJIbHOe I10jle — 3TO OpraHu-
30BaHHOe IIPOCTPaHCTBO, IIPOCTPAHCTBO, B KOTO-
POM eCcTb Bepx M HU3, IIpaBo 1 JjieBo. V1 3TOT Bepx
¥ HU3, IIPaBO ¥ JIEBO He MMEIOT HIUYEero o0IIero
C TpaBUTaIVeV IV IIpaBoui 1 jieBovt pykovi. OHO
vMesIo ObI CMBICTI, ecIv ObI MBI, HallpyMep, BCIO
JKM3HBb CMOTPEJIN Ha 3Be3/Ibl Uepe3 TesiecKor» (O3
§206; Wittgenstein, 1990, p. 255). B aTom paccyx-
JleHnM ecThb oOpaliieHre K BOOOpakeHMIO, KOTO-
poe CTpeMUTCs MTOAOPBaTh OHO 13 IIPeIIoJIoxKe-
HUV, HeSIBHO JIeVICTBYIOIIVX B HAIIIVIX OIVICAHMAX
deHOMeHOB, KaK OHU IOFBJISIOTCS B BU3yaJIbHOM
pocTpaHcTBe’. VIHeprms s3bIKa 3acTaBiiseT Hac

° DHreJIbMaH TaKXe Ha3bIBaeT «TPaHCIEHIEHTAIbHBIMMI
apryMeHTaM» JIpPyTie MBbICJIEHHbIe SKCIIEPUIMEHTHI, BBe-
IleHHble BUTreHIITENTHOM, YTOOBI II0KA3aTh, YTO IIOMMMO
HanpabieHus paccmosHue M 4iciqd OOVIHAKOBO IaHBI B BU-
3yaJIbHOM IIPOCTpPaHCTBe Oe3 IIOCPeTHWYecTBa HPYIUX
crpyktyp (Engelmann, 2013, p. 30 —32). Cm. Taxcke: (Bur-
reqmreny, 20150, c. 325; @3 §208, Wittgenstein, 1990,
p. 257).
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In 1930, then, Wittgenstein moves from the
question about the truth to the question about
sense, and TEs are oriented towards this sec-
ond question. However, what does this change
mean in concrete, procedural terms? Engel-
mann (2013, p. 28) suggests that Wittgenstein
uses a transcendental method, i.e. he constructs
“transcendental arguments” (see ibid., pp. 29-
31). I claim that such arguments can be better
characterised as thought experiments. For this
purpose, one of the examples employed by
Engelmann will be reconsidered in what fol-
lows. This is Wittgenstein’'s argument for show-
ing that directionality is an irreducible quality
of visual space: “We can also say visual space
is an oriented space, a space in which there is
an above and below and a right and left. And
this above and below, right and left have noth-
ing to do with gravity or right and left hands.
It would, e.g., still retain its sense even if
we spent our whole lives gazing at the stars
through a telescope” (PR § 206; Wittgenstein,
1990, p. 255).

In this argument, there is an appeal to the
imagination that seeks to undermine one of
the assumptions that operate implicitly in our
descriptions of phenomena as they appear in
visual space.” The inertia of our language has
led us to “mix” propositions about the direc-
tion of objects in visual space with other groups
of propositions, whether these are about our
body, in the case of ordinary language, or rel-
ative to gravity, as happens in the language
of physics. As a result, groups of propositions
seem so essentially connected that we are led
to think that every object in visual space moves

7 Engelmann (2013, pp. 30-32) also refers to other
thought experiments as “transcendental arguments”,
introduced by Wittgenstein to show that, in addition
to direction, distance and numbers are equally given in
visual space without the mediation of other structures.
See Wittgenstein (1993, pp. 31-32; PR §208, Wittgen-
stein, 1990, p. 257).



C.A. ®ysnrec ['oHcanec

«CMeTIBaTh» IPOIIO3NIINY O HaIlpaBIeHNN 00b-
€KTOB B BU3yaJIbHOM ITPOCTpaHCTBe C JPYyTrUMU
rpyHIiaMy IIporno3umii, Oyap TO O HallleM Tejle
B CJIy4dae OOBIYHOIO $i3bIKa MJIM 00 OTHOCUTEIb-
HOVI TpaBUTal B si3bIKe pusMK. B pesysibrare
TPYIIIBI IIPOIO3ULINI Ka)KyTCsl HACTOJIBKO CyIlle-
CTBEHHO CBA3aHHBIMM, YTO 3acTaBJIAIOT Hac [Iy-
MaTh, OyZITO KaXXIIbIil OOBEKT B BU3YyaIbHOM IIpO-
CTPaHCTBe OBVDKETCS (VUIM OCTaHABJIVMBAeTCsl) IO
OTHOIIIEHWIO K KaKOV-TO YacTV HAIIlero Tejia VI
K HaIlpaBJIeHMIO TpaBUTAIMOHHOM cwibl. Kak
IpefIiojiaraeT DHreJbMaH, apf'yMeHT IJIaCUT, YTO
HaXke IIpU abCTparMpoBaHWUI OT TeJIeCHBIX OIIy-
IIIEHVT MOXKHO PasJIMUuMTh HallpaBjIeHVe JIBIIKe-
HMS 00BEKTOB B 3puTeIbHOM 1oste. Korma Mbl Bu-
AVIM Hallly XXWU3Hb CO 3Be3]] Yepes3 TeJIecKoll, sBJjle-
HMS BU3YaJIBHOTO IIPOCTPAHCTBA IIpeICTaB/IeHbl
B aOCTpakImy OT Tejla M 0e3 BIVISHMS 3€MHOIO
rpaBUTAlIVIOHHOIO I10JI. DTOT XOII, MBIC/IM, Oe3yc-
JIOBHO, HAaIlOMMHaeT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHbI apry-
MEHT, IIOCKOJIBKY €ero Ilejib — II0Ka3aTbh, YTO Ha-
IIpaBJIeHHOCTh BBICTYIIaeT HECBOAVIMBIM 3JIeMeH-
TOM, KOTOPBIVI iejIaeT BO3MOXXHBIM Hallle BOCIIPU-
saTre OOBEKTOB B 3pUTENIHHOM II0jIe. B HekoTOpOoM
CMBICJIE 3TO OTHOCUTCH K BO3MOXXHOMY OIIBITY,
XOT# 9TO SIBHO He yTBepXIeHMe O JII000M BO3MOX-
HOM 4YeJIOBEYECKOM OITBITE.

ITpumeuaresibHO TakXke, 4TOo BurreHmrerH
yIIOMMHAaeT pasjindrie MeXy HpaBoVi U JIeBOV
PyKOV, Korja IlepedmciisgeT [iBa  YCJIOBUS,
KOTOpbIe He MMeIOT 3Ha4YeHWs [IJId OIlpeslesleH s
HalpaBjleHMs B BU3yaJlbHOM ITPOCTpPaHCTBE;
BTOpOe yCJIOBMe — rpaBUTalys. XOTs 37eCh HeT
yromMmHaHUsA o KaHTe, odeHb BepOATHO, UTO
Butrenmrerin mmeer B Bumy napagokc Kanra
«I1paBas pyKa — jleBasi pyka» (AA 02,S.382; Kanr,
1964a, c. 378). Ha camoM ferte B IIpOIIO3UIIVN
6.36111 ectp mpenrioceUIKa, 4TO BuTrenmrernH
OBUI 3HAKOM C HVIM:

KanToBckasg npobiiema mpaBov 1 JI€BOVI PYKY,
KOTOpble He MOTYT COBIIACThb IIPV HaJIOXKEHWU,
CyILIECTBYeT y>Xe B IUIOCKOCTV ¥ Jake B OIHO-
MEPHOM IIPOCTPaHCTBE, Ie [IBe KOHIPYSHTHbIE
durypel a n b Takke He MOTYT COBIIACTh IIPU Ha-
JIOJK€HWM, He BBIXO/Is 13 3TOr0 IIPOCTPaHCTBaA.
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(or halts) in relation to some part of our body
or to the direction of a gravitational force. As
Engelmann suggests, the argument states that
even in abstraction from bodily sensations it is
possible to distinguish the direction of objects
in the visual field. When we see our lives from
the stars through a telescope, the phenomena of
visual space are represented in abstraction from
the body and without the influence of the ter-
restrial gravitational field. This train of thought
certainly resembles a transcendental argument
as it aims to show that directionality is an irre-
ducible element that makes possible our expe-
rience of objects in the visual field. In a sense,
then, it refers to possible experience, although
it clearly is not a claim about any possible hu-
man experience.

It is also noteworthy that Wittgenstein men-
tions the right hand-left hand distinction when
listing two conditions that are irrelevant for the
determination of direction in visual space (the
second one is gravitation). Although there is no
mention of Kant, it is likely that Wittgenstein
referred to Kant’s right hand-left hand para-
dox (GUGR, AA 02, p. 382; Kant, 1992a, p. 371).
In fact, there is in TLP 6.36111 textual evidence
that Wittgenstein was familiar with it:

Kant’s problem about the right hand and the
left hand, which cannot be made to coincide,
exists even in two dimensions. Indeed, it exists
in one-dimensional space:

- O——X--X—O - -
a b

in which the two congruent figures, a and
b, cannot be made to coincide unless they are
moved out of this space. The right hand and
the left hand are in fact completely congruent.
It is quite irrelevant that they cannot be made
to coincide.



---0O X--X O----

a b

ITpaBast u 7eBasi pykKa (paKTU4UecKm IIOTHO-
CTBIO KOHTPY3HTHBL VI TO, 9TO OHM He MOTYT
COBIIACTh IIPVI HaJIOXKeHWUM, He VIMeeT K 3TOMY
HVKAKOro OoTHOIIeHVs. [IpaByto rlepuaTKy MOX-
HO ObUIO OBI HaZIeTh Ha JIEBYIO PYKY, eciiu ObI ee
MOJKHO OBUIO IIOBEPHYTB B YeTBIPEXMEPHOM IIPO-
crpaHcTBe (Burrenmrens, 2014, c. 208).

[TpobGriema mpaBovi / j1eBovt pyKu ObliIa IiepBo-
Ha4aJIbHO I1peryiokeHa KanTom B acce «O 1repBom
OCHOBaHWM Pa3INuusl CTOPOH B IIPOCTPAHCTBE»:
«Ecimn ke HpencTaBUTh cebe, UTO IIEPBBIM, UTO
ObLTO co3maHo [B MuUpe], OpliTa UestoBedecKas pyka,
TO 3TO HeoOXxomMo ObUIa I1bO IIpaBasi, Moo Jie-
Basg pyka...» (AA 02, S. 382; KanT, 1964a, c. 378).
B muccepranimm «O dopme M mpuHIMIIAX YyB-
CTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIIMAEMOTO ¥ YMOIIOCTMIaeMOrO
MIUpa» 3Ta IIpo0JieMa VICIIONIb3yeTcs, YTOOBI IT0-
Kas3aTh, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO IO/DKHO OBITH ITO3Ha-
HO Yepe3 uHTYymImo (AA 02, S. 403; KaxT, 19640,
c.403); B «IIporeromeHax...» OHa WCIIOIB3yeTCs
17181 VUUTIOCTPALIVIVL TOT'O, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO SIBJIS-
eTcsd dpopmont BHelrHen nHTyuim (AA 04, S. 286;
Kanr, 1965, c. 102). KanT HaumHaeT ¢ TOro, YTO OT-
MedaeT CyIIeCTBOBaHMe «HEeKOHI'PYIHTHBIX II0fI0-
Oun»: «Takoe Tesl0, KOTOpOe BO BCEM COBEpIIIEHHO
PaBHO ¥ TIOIOOHO JIPYTOMY, XOT4 1 He MOXKET OBITh
3aKJIIOUEHO C HVIM B OIIHU U Te )Ke TPaHuIIb» (AA
02, S. 382; Kanr, 1964a, c. 376). B kagecTBe mipmme-
pos KaHT yriommHaeT ceprueckie TpeyroyIbHI-
KV ¥ Halm pyku. IlpentonoxkeHue, 9To «I1epBont
COTBOPEHHOVI Bellpio Oblla YesloBeuecKasi pyKa»,
pasBrBaeTCs KaK KOHTPIIPVIMEP, OIIPOBEPratoIi
JIEVIOHUIIEBCKYIO  PEJISILVIOHHYIO  KOHIIEIIIVIO
IIPOCTPAHCTBA, COIJIACHO KOTOPOW IIPOCTpaH-
CTBO 3TO COBOKYIIHOCTH BHEIITHWUX OTHOIIIe-
HWVI, CYIIECTBYIOMVX MEX/y YacTSIMU MaTepu.
[TOCKOIIBKY PYKM SIBIISIIOTCS «HEKOHTPYSHTHBIM
HIOFIOOVIAIMI», MEX/TY X YacTSMM CYIIecTByeT OT-
HOIIIeHVIe O[IVIH-K-O[THOMY, TO €CTh TaKO€, UTO JIfO-
Goe ommcaHVie BHYTPEeHHEV CB3V YacTell IIPaBo
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A right-hand glove could be put on the
left hand, if it could be turned round in four-
dimensional space (TLP 6.36111; Wittgenstein,
1961, p. 84).

The right hand-left hand problem was origi-
nally proposed by Kant in his essay “Concern-
ing the Ultimate Ground of the Differentiation
of Directions in Space”: “Imagine that the first
created thing was a human hand. That hu-
man would have to be either a right hand or a
left hand” (GUGR, AA 02, p. 382; Kant, 1992a,
p. 371). The problem is invoked in the Inau-
gural Dissertation to show that space must be
known through intuition (MSI, AA 02, p. 403;
Kant, 1992b, p. 396). In Prolegomena it is used
for illustrating how space is a form of outer in-
tuition (Prol, AA 04, p. 286; Kant, 2002, p. 81).
In Directions in Space Kant starts by noting the
existence of “incongruent counterparts”: “a body
which is exactly equal and similar to another,
but which cannot be enclosed in the same lim-
its as the other” (GUGR, AA 02, p. 382; Kant,
1992a, p. 370). As examples, Kant mentions
spherical triangles and our hands. The assump-
tion that “the first created thing was a human
hand” is developed as a counterexample to dis-
prove the Leibnizian relational conception of
space, according to which space is the aggre-
gate of external relations existing among the
parts of matter. Since hands are incongruent
counterparts, there is a one-to-one relationship
between their parts, such that any description
of the intrinsic relation of the parts of a right
hand would be a valid description of the left
one and vice versa. In absence of any other cre-
ated object, however, and assuming true the
relational conception of space, such a first and
only created hand would be indeterminate con-
cerning direction. That is, the imagined hand
would fit equally a right and a left wrist, which
is absurd. It is clear that Wittgenstein’s thought
experiment has a role analogous to Kant’s right
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pyxu 6yneT IIEeVICTBUTEIBHBIM OIIVICAHVIEM JIEBOVI,
¥ Hao0opoT. OHAKO B OTCYTCTBYE JII000r0 APyTo-
rO CO3[IaHHOro 00beKTa ¥ IpK YCJIOBUY BePHOCTM
PeJIALIVIOHHOV KOHIIEeMNIINM IIPOCTPaHCTBa TaKas
nepBasi M eOVMHCTBeHHas CO3[JaHHas pyKa Oblia
Obl HeoIlpezleJIeHHON B OTHOIIEHWM HaIlpabile-
Hus. To ecTh BooOpakaeMas pyKa OyzeT onHaKo-
BO MOIXOOUTH KaK K IIPaBOMY, TaK U K JIEBOMY 3a-
IISICTBIO, UTO abcypmHo. OuUeBMIHO, YTO MBICIIEH-
HBIVI SKCIIepUMeHT BuTreHinTeriHa mrpaeT poJib,
aHAJIOTMYHYIO IIpo0JieMe «IIpaBast pyKa / JieBas
pyxa» y Kanra. [Tociiemamit xoueT mokasarb, 4To
HaITpaBJIEeHHOCTD 4BJISIeTCs CyIleCTBeHHBIM Kave-
CTBOM BU3yaJIBHOT'O IIPOCTPaHCTBa, IIePBBIV Jlejla-
€T TOT >Xe BBIBOJ], O IIPOCTPAHCTBE B TEOMETPUL.
YroObl moTyunTh OOJIee YeTKoOe IIpeficTaBle-
HUe O CBsI3M MeXJly apryMeHTallyel, VCIIOJIb3ye-
MOV «CpeIHVIM» ButrenmnrreitHom mn JOKPUTIIYIe-
ckmM KanaToM, obparmmces K cratbe X. D. bporuisa
o npumeHeHun aHTasum BurrenmrertHom. Co-
1acHO bpormuisy, epBoe mcrionb3oBaHMe daHTa-
3UM COOTBETCTBYET BOOOPaKeHWIO TOr'0, UTO OH Ha-
3bIBaeT cumyayuoHHuiMu akmamu: «Korma msme-
HSIOTCSL CUTyallVIOHHBIe (PaKThl, M3MEHSIeTCs CU-
Tyallusi, XOTsl, KOHeUHO, MHOXeCTBO ApYyTux dak-
TOB MOXXET M3MEeHUTHCS Oe3 M3MeHeH s CUTYyallum
v 6e3 ee cyIecTBeHHOro m3MeHeHus» (Broyles,
1974, p. 295). AHHOTaTIVIS 3TOV PAbOTHI COMEPKMUT
185 c110B; eciit pakT MeHsIeTCsl, CUTyalsd MeHsieT-
cs1 — Hanpumep, 200 MoxxeT ObITh MaKCMMaIbHBIM
KOJIMYeCTBOM CJIOB. Bpoii3 Takke HasbIBaeT BO-
oOpa’keHVe CUTYaTMBHBIX (PaKTOB «peancTide-
CKVIMV BBIMBICJIaMI». Pa3BjleKasi CBoe BOOOpake-
HMe Takoro poga dakTraMu, MBI JlyMaeM O MUpe,
B KoTopoM XnseM. Kpome Toro, cyiiectsyeT 6osiee
paauKajbHOe WIM HIpUYyIJIBoe BOOOpakeHUe,
KoTopoe bpovuie HasbiBaeT «daHTasmeln». Teriepb
BOOOpa’keHIMe pasBjleKaeTcs C IIOMOIIBIO «dak-
TOB O CTPOWUTEJIBHBIX Jlecax»: ecyim Obl ot dak-
TBI OBUIVI IPYTVIMY, MBI ObUIVI OBI B IPyTOM MUpeE.
BuTreniireiiH ToBOpUT O TOM, YTO HalllM OIlVCa-
HMs 3PUTEIBHOTO II0JI ObUIM OBl UyBCTBEHHBI-
MW JaXke B OTCYTCTBVe OIIyIIeHUs TsKeCTU VUIN
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hand-left hand problem. The latter wants to
show that directionality is an essential quality
of visual space, the former draws the same con-
clusion about the space of geometry.

In order to get a clearer picture of the con-
nection between the argument employed by
the middle Wittgenstein and the pre-critical
Kant, let us review Broyles” (1974) account of
Wittgenstein’s use of phantasy. According to
Broyles, one use of phantasy corresponds to
the imagining of what he calls situational facts:
“When situational facts alter, the situation
changes, though of course a great many oth-
er facts may change without altering the situa-
tion or without altering it essentially” (Broyles
1974, p. 295). The abstract of this paper contains
216 words; if the fact changes, the situation
changes, e.g. 200 could be the maximum num-
ber of words allowed in my abstract. Broyles
also refers to the imagination of situational
facts as “realist fictions”; when entertaining our
imagination with this kind of facts, we think
about the world in which we live. Moreover,
there is a more “radical or fanciful imagina-
tion” that Broyles calls “phantasy”. Now im-
agination is entertained with “scaffolding facts”:
if those facts were different, we would be in a
different world. Wittgenstein’s point is that our
descriptions of the visual field would still be
sensical even in the absence of the sensation of
gravity or the right hand-left hand distinction.
These are highly general facts, and that is why
we are not always aware of them. According to
Broyles, Wittgenstein frequently appeals to fan-
tasy as a means to make us aware of scaffold-
ing facts. This way, by thinking about possible
worlds, we are led to appreciate the world as it
actually is.

The imagination of situations like the ones
posed by Wittgenstein and Kant makes us
aware of facts that serve as a foundation for
experience in general (the Second Analogy)



pasiams MeX/1y IpaBoVi U JIeBOVI pyKaMu. DTO
oueHb o0IIVe aKThl, ¥ MMEHHO II03TOMY MBI He
Bcerga mx ocosHaem. Ilo cioBam bpovuisza, Bur-
TeHINITEVH YacTo oOparmaercs K paHTasmm Kak
K CpPeICTBY, IO3BOJISIONIEMY HaM OCO3HaTh pak-
Thl. TakM 00Opa3zoM, pasMBIIIISS O BO3MOXKHBIX
MVpax, MbI II0JTy 9aeM BO3MOYKHOCTb OLIEHUTBb MUP
TaKVM, KaKOVl OH eCTh Ha CaMOM JIeJIe.
ITperncraBiieHne CUTYyaIlNT, OTOOHBIX TEM, KO-
TOpBIe VCHOJIb30BaIM Butrenmrenn n Kant, no-
3BOJIIeT HaM OCO3HaTh (PaKThl, CIIy Kalllyie OCHO-
BOVI OITbITa B 11eJIoM («Bropas anasorus») mim ero
yacTy, Oy[Ib TO obl1iee omvicaHVe FeOMeTPUYecKOro
IIPOCTPAaHCTBA (MBICJIEHHBIV 3KCIIEPVIMEHT «IIpa-
Basi / JleBasi pykKa») vy Ooslee y3Koe omvcaHve
BOCIIPMSITVSL BU3YaJIbHOTO IIPOCTPaHCTBa (9KCIIe-
pUMeHTHl BurtreHinreiiHa 1o aOcoIIOTHOMY Ha-
mpasiieHnio). Takum obpasomM, HU Butrenrimrreiis,
HU JOKpUTHUYecknii KaHT He 1cIio1b30BasIm TpaH-
CLIeHIeHTaIbHbIE apI'yMEeHTHI Sensu stricto, oHV He
3alluIIaIn II0JI0KeHWe, YTO CYIecTBYIOT PyH/a-
MeHTaJIbHble, HepenylyupyemMble 1 Heu3MeHHbIe
CY>KIIEHVsI, IPUHLNIIEL ¥ / VIV KaTeropmu, Ko-
TOpBIe JIeXXaT B OCHOBE BCero BO3MOXKHOI'O UesloBe-
YecKoro OIbITa U orpeAessaroT ero. OmHaKo ¢ Me-
TOOOJIOTMYECKOV TOUKM 3peHns v Butrenmrreris,
n KanTt obpamarorcs K MBICJIEHHOMY SKCIIEpU-
MEHTY [JIsl CUCTeMaTUYeCKOV ITPOBEPKM yPOBHS
OOIITHOCTM MCCIIeTyeMBbIX ITPOIO3UIINTL.

5. 3akrrouenne

B monckax orBera Ha Bompoc o prI0codCcKOM
cxozicTBe Mexy KanToMm 1 BuTreHinrertHoM Mbl
OOHapy XM, 94To oba aBTOpa MpulerarT K MbIC-
JIEHHBIM 3KCIIepMMeHTaM CII0COO0M, KOTOPBIN
SBJII€TCS  OMpeAesIioUM Uil Mx  duitocod-
CKMX IPOeKTOB; 1 «Jlormko-dumtocodpcknit Tpak-
TaT», U «KpuTmka umcToro pasyma» IpeacTabiis-
IOT COOOVI TIOIIBITKY ITPECTYINUTh COOTBETCTBEHHO
TPaHMIIBI A3bIKa VM TPAHWMIIBI BO3MOKHOTO OITBI-
Ta. «['pakTaT» HamMcaH B coclaraTeJIbHOM HaKJIO-
HeHUW, TaK 4YTO OeccMBbICIMIIA MPVHMMAETCS 3a

S. A. Fuentes Gonzalez

or part of it, be it the general description of
geometrical space (the right hand-left hand
thought experiment) or just the narrower per-
ception of visual space (Wittgenstein’s exper-
iment on absolute direction). Thus, neither
Wittgenstein nor the precritical-Kant used tran-
scendental arguments sensu stricto, they were
not committed to the assumption that there
are fundamental, irreducible, and unalterable
propositions, principles, and/or categories that
underlie and determine all possible human ex-
perience. However, from a methodological
point of view, both Wittgenstein and Kant do
appeal to thought experimenting for systemati-
cally testing the level of generality of the prop-
ositions under examination.

5. Conclusion

In searching for an answer to the question
of the philosophical affinity between Kant and
Wittgenstein I detected that both authors re-
sorted to thought experiments in a way that
is determinant for their philosophical pro-
jects; both the Tractatus and the Critique of Pure
Reason are, respectively, attempts to trespass
the limits of language and possible experi-
ence. The Tractatus is written in a subjunctive
mode so that nonsense is taken for sense and
it amounts to having the experience of “catch-
ing oneself in talking nonsense”. In the case
of the first Critique, it is reason that loses itself
in antinomies. The search for affinities, more-
over, was extended to the less-explored phil-
osophical project of the middle Wittgenstein.
That path of inquiry led us to Engelmann’s in-
terpretation of Wittgenstein’s phenomenologi-
cal project as the adoption of a transcendental
method characterised by the employment of
transcendental arguments. We were able to dis-
cover that, as in the Tractatus, the arguments
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CMBICJI, ¥ 3TO PAaBHOCVIJIBHO OIIBITY «JIOBJIVI ce0si Ha
Geccmplcmiie». B cirydae mepsont «KpuTukm» B aH-
TUHOMUSIX ceDsi TepseT pasyM. Ilowck cxorcTsa,
KpoMe Toro, ObIJI pacIpocTpaHeH Ha MeHee VIC-
CJIeIOBaHHBIV (PWIIOCOPCKIUI IIPOEKT «CpeHero»
Burtrenmrerina. DTOT Iy Th MICCIIeIOBaHVIS TPUBEIT
Hac K MHTepIIpeTaly DHrejlbMaHOM (PeHOMEeHO-
JIOTMYeCKOro IpoeKkTa BuTreHinreriHa Kak mpmHs-
TV TPaHCHEeHJeHTaJIbHOTO MeTO/Ia, XapaKTepusy-
OIIErOCst VICTIONIB30BaHVeM TpaHCLeHJeHTaIbHbIX
apryMeHToB. HaM ypgasiock ycTaHOBUTB, YTO, Kak
u B «I'pakTare», aprymMeHTHl, pa3paboTaHHBIe BuT-
TEHIIITEeVIHOM B €ro IT0CJIeIYFOILEV IIOIIBITKE OITpe-
JeJIUTh CTPYKTYPY BU3yaJIbHOTO IIPOCTPaHCTBa, He
ABJIAIOTCA TPaHCLEeHIeHTaJIbHBIMU B Ayxe «Bro-
PpOVI aHaJIOTUW», YUUTBIBas OTCYTCTBIE CChUIKM Ha
71100071 BO3MOXKHBIVI 4eJIoBeYeCKMVI OITBIT. Xakep
NPUBOAUT ellle OJHO BO3pakeHue MPOTUB Xapak-
TePUCTUKI apryMeHTOB ButreHimreriia Kak TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTa/IbHBIX: «Paciperne TakuM oOpa3oM
3TOro KaHTOBCKOI'O TepMVHa He SIBJISeTCS OUeBU/I-
HO IUIOIOTBOPHBIM WJIM MPOsiCHsIomMM. Vicropu-
K1 dvtocodpun He CUMTAIOT IOJIE3HBIM XapaKTe-
pusoBath MeTadwmsuKy Iliarona wim ApucTote-
JId... KaK BKJTIOUYAOIIY IO TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHbIe ap-
rymenTe» (Hacker, 2013, p. 127). PactipocTpaHe-
HVe KaHTOBCKOIO OHATN TPpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOIO
apryMeHTa Ha «CpelHero» BuTrenrmnrerHa ObUIO
ObI CTOJIB ke OIVO3HBIM 1 HeBepHBIM. TeM He Me-
Hee IIpV pacCMOTPEeHNY B OIPaHVYeHHOV MeTOIO-
JIOTVIYECKOVI IIePCIHEKTVIBE TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHbBIN
XapaKTep apryMeHTOB BuTreHinTeriHa yKasblBa-
€T Ha COOTBeTCTBYIOIIVE CBSA3M C IIVMCTeMOJIOr VeVt
Kanra. VI Kaiuin, v Xakep n3ydaroT BOIIPOC O TOM,
HAaCKOJIBKO <«ITPOSICHSIIOIIVIM» VIJIV «IIpOCBellato-
myM» OyleT pacIpocTpaHeHVe TOro VUIV VHO-
ro TepMMHa Ha KOHIIEIIIVV TOrO VIV VIHOT'O KOH-
KpeTHOro aBTopa. TOT e BOIIpOC 3aTparmpasics
Y B JIAaHHOM VICCIIeIOBaHMM, B XO[le KOTOPOro ObLyI
O0Cy>XIeH psJI B3aIMOCBSI3aHHBIX ITOHSTUIL ap-
TYMeHT, TpaHCIleHIeHTaJIbHbIV apryMeHT, cBefle-
HMe K abcypy 1 MBICJIEHHBIV SKCIlepyMeHT. Ile-
PecMOTp M aKTyajmM3anys XapaKTepyCTUKN TpaH-
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developed by Wittgenstein in his subsequent
attempt at determining the structure of visual
space are not transcendental in the vein of the
Second Analogy, given the absence of a refer-
ence to any possible human experience. Hack-
er (2013, p. 127) mentions one more objection
to the characterisation of Wittgenstein’s argu-
ments as transcendental arguments: “It is not
obviously fruitful or illuminating to extend this
Kantian term of art thus. Historians of philos-
ophy have not found it helpful to characterise
Plato or Aristotle’s metaphysics [...] as involv-
ing transcendental arguments”. Extending the
Kantian notion of transcendental argument to
the Third Wittgenstein would be equally otiose
and incorrect. Nonetheless, when considered
from a restricted methodological perspective,
the transcendental flavour of Wittgenstein’s ar-
guments points to relevant connections with
Kant’s epistemology. Both Kalin and Hack-
er consider the issue of how “illuminating” or
“enlightening” the extension of a term to a par-
ticular author would be. The same question ap-
plies to this inquiry, in the course of which a set
of intertwined notions have been discussed: ar-
gument, transcendental argument, reduction
to absurdity, and thought experiment. Recon-
sidering and actualising Kalin’s (1972) charac-
terisation of Kant’s transcendental arguments
as Gedankenexperimente allowed us to reunite
Kant and Wittgenstein around a philosophical
(and scientific) method with a rich history and
a broad scope of application. Taken together, i)
Wittgenstein’s use of “pseudo-transcendental”
arguments, ii) the characterisability of transcen-
dental arguments as thought experiments and
iii) the fact that Kant’s notion of experiment of
pure reason is a forerunner of the modern no-
tion of thought experiment, lead to a rational-
ly and historically illuminating reading of the



ClieH/IeHTaJIbHBIX apryMmeHToB Kanrta (1972) xax
Gedankenexperimente TO3BOJIVIIV HaM BOCCOeIN-
HuTh KaHTa 1 Butrenirerina Bokpyr dputocod-
CKOro (1 Hay4YHOro) MeTofa C OoraTont mcTopuen
U IIPOKOV cpeport mprMeHeHMs. BmecTe B34ThbIe,
i) ncronb30BaHMe BUTreHIITeNTHOM «TICeBIOTpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIX» apryMeHTOB, ii) XapaKTepusy-
eMOCTh TpaHCILIeHJIeHTaJIbHbIX apryMeHTOB Kak
MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPVIMEHTOB 1 iii) TOT dakT, uTo
IIOHSITME 3KCIIepyMeHTa 4ncToro pasyma y Kan-
Ta SBJISETCS IpelIlecTBeHHVKOM COBPeMeHHOIO
MIOHSATHMS MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIepVIMeHTa, ITPUBOIST
K paliOHaJIbHO ¥ VICTOPUYECKN ITPOSICHAIOIIEMY
IIPOYTEeHMIO OJIM30CcTU MeXay obommu duioco-
damm. B marHOM paborte mpmsHaHME drtocod-
ckoro porcTa KaHTa 11 ButrenmmrerHa Kak mojib-
30BaTesIell MbICJIEHHBIX SKCIIePVIMEHTOB OKa3aJioch
CBSI3aHHBIM C METO[OJIOIMYEeCKMM acIleKTOM IIpo-
G71eMBI YCIIOBUVI M TPAHWIL YeJI0BeUeCcKOoVl pariyio-
HaJjIbHOCTM. OJIHAKO OHO MOXET OBITh pacIIpeHO
U B APYTMX HaIIpaBJIeHNsIX — HaIlpuMep, B CTOPO-
HY BOIIpOCa O TOM, KaK TpaHClleH/IeHTaIbHble ap-
I'YMEeHTBI VCIIOJIb3YIOTCH ¥ IIOHVIMAOTCS B COBpe-
MeHHOV prsiocodum, MM O TOM, KaKyIo pOJIb Chl-
rpajio KaHTMaHCTBO B Pa3BUTMI KOHIIEIINY MbIC-
JIEHHOTO 3KCIIepVIMeHTa.
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affinity between the two authors. In this pa-
per, the recognition of Kant and Wittgenstein’s
philosophical affinity as thought experiment-
ers proved to be relevant for the methodologi-
cal aspect of the problem of the conditions and
boundaries of human rationality. It, however,
could be expanded in different directions, e.g.
towards the matter of how transcendental argu-
ments are used and understood in contempo-
rary philosophy, or the question about the role
Kantianism has played in the development of
the concept of thought experiment.
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