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Abstract.

The dissertation treats of Paul Natorp's and Martin Heidegger's interpretations of Plato.
My goal is twofold: sympathetically to expound each of these interpretations in its own
right, and to contrast them against each other as emblematic of the conflict between neo-
Kantianism (Natorp) and Phenomenology (Heidegger). The philosophical controversy
centers on the relation of thinking and being, a controversy which in this specific context
may ultimately be traced back to Kant. Natorp and Heidegger both, for different
reasons, return to the Platonic "theory of forms" in order to ground their respective
conceptions of thinking and being. Accordingly, I discuss in Chapter One the role of
the Platonic forms in Kant's own philosophy. In Chapter Two, I examine the central
doctrine of neo-Kantianism and its roots in post-Kantian German philosophy. In
Chapter Three, I show how this doctrine is embodied in Natorp's analysis of several of
Plato's dialogues. In Chapter Four, I lay out the principal points of Phenomenology's
dispute with neo-Kantianism, as well as Heidegger's understanding of that dispute.
Finally, in Chapter Five, I show how Heidegger's fundamental ontology is expressed in
his interpretations of several key passages of Plato.

Sommaire.

Cette dissertation traite des interprétations de Platon faites par Paul Natorp et Martin
Heidegger. L'objectif poursuivi est double: d'une part, il consiste & exposer chacune de
ces interprétations; d'autre part, il consiste a les mettre en contraste et a présenter ce
contraste comme emblématique du conflit entre le néo-kantisme (Natorp) et ia
phénoménologie (Heidegger). La controverse philosophique est centrée sur la relation
entre la pensée et |'étre, une controverse qui peut, dans ce contexte, étre rameneée jusqu'a
Kant. Natorp et Heidegger retournent tous deux, pour différentes raisons, & la "théorie
des Idées" de Platon pour fonder leur conception de la pensée et de |'étre. Je discuterai,
dans le premier chapitre, le role de la "théorie des Idées" de Platon dans la philosophie
de Kant. Ensuite j'examinerai, dans le second chapitre, le cceur de la doctrine du néo-
kantisme ainsi que ses racines qui plongent dans la philosophie allemande post-
kantienne. Dans le troisiéme chapitre, je montrerai comment cette doctrine prend corps
dans l'analyse que fait Natorp de plusieurs dialogues de Platon. Dans le quatrieme
chapitre, je développerai les principaux points de la dispute entre la phénoménologie et
le néo-kantisme de méme que la perception qu'a Heidegger de cette dispute. Enfin, dans
le cinquiéme chapitre, je montrerai comment 'ontologie fondamentale d Heidegger est
exprimée dans son interprétation de plusieurs passages clés des textes de Platon.
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Introduction.

In 1990, I submitted a B.A. thesis at Haverford College, entitled "Gestell and Its
Antagonists," in which I analyzed the relation between Nietzsche's conception of
nihilism and Heidegger's critique of technology. I also parrotted my two authors in
their many cnticisms of Plato. Strangely, perhaps, I suffered pangs of conscience for
having repeated bad things about Plato which, as far as I was concerned, wer‘e mere
hearsay. So [ returned to graduate school to get to the bottom of the matter.

It was soon clear that a proper evaluation of Heidegger's reading of Plato would
involve much more than just studying Plato, and then checking if Heidegger was fair
and faithful to the text. There was another equally good question: why does Heidegger
interpret Plato in the first place? Answerning it demanded an investigation of the sources
and motivations of Heidegger's philosophy itself, and what role Plato played in it. On
the suggestion of one of my advisers, Prof. Menn, I began examining the neo-Kantian
context of Heidegger's early thought, especially Paul Natorp's book, Platos Ideenlehre.
And this inquiry took me back, naturally, to Kant, and Kant's Plato. (To my surprise,
Nietzsche never re-entered the picture, though he would sometimes peer in at the edge.)

This dissertation, therefore, does not argue for a particular position on a Platonic
problem; rather, it is a kind of investigative report on the motives of two thinkers, Natorp
and Heidegger, in interpreting and appropriating Plato in their philosophies. As such, I
think it will be most useful as an illustration, on the one hand, of how far two modemn
thinkers with very different agendas and commitments can find support and inspiration
in Plato; and, on the other hand, of how open Plato's philosophy really is to radically
divergent interpretations. The dissertation's goals are modest: to expose English-
speaking scholars to two quite unfamiliar German readings of Plato's theory of forms;
and, more generally, to stimulate further exploration of (neo-)Kantian and

phenomenological interpretations of ancient systems of thought.



A word concerning the title. "Original Fracture" means many things, as I think
the dissertation will show. First, it means the many ambiguities and tensions inherent in
the interpretations of Plato, whom both Heidegger and Natorp place at the origin of the
tradition. That origin seems "fractured:" Plato is susceptible to radically opposed
readings, and not just because his texts are hard, but because he often seems to disagree
with himself. Yet there are also deeper philosophical issues in the notion of "fracture,"
namely the split between sense and sensibility, and more crucially, between mind and its
world. This split can equally well be figured as obtaining between the ideal and
empirical, as between the authentic perception of the world as it is and the world as it
seems. It is fundamentally this fracture that is the beginning of all these thinkers'

thoughts, namely the desire or imperative to trace a way back to wholeness.



Plato was very rhetorical, and obscure, and in such
a way that he often did not understand himself.
—-Kant!

1. Kant's Plato.

1.1. Introduction.

I begin my story with Kant's Plato. My aim is not to explain Plato's influence in
Kant's thought for the sake of understanding Kant, but rather for the sake of laying
bare the roots of a rich, strange, and powerful way of interpreting Plato's theory of
ideai. For Kant's appropriation of that theory necessarily involves an interpretation
of what it means, and that interpretation in turn is governed by the end towards
which Kant intends to use Platonic ideai. That end is the critique of pure reason,
both practical and theoretical.

"Critique" and "criticism" and "critical idealism" are names for the project of
defining the conditions of possibility of practical reasoning and theoretical
knowledge. As we shall see when we turn to the neo-Kantians, this project is itself
open to various interpretations. For neo-Kantians like Hermann Cohen and Paul
Natorp--of particular interest for their readings of Plato--crnitical idealism is
primarily a methodological project. Right moral action and true scientific
knowledge both depend on correct method; hence Cohen and Natorp seek to locate
and describe the conditions of that method in cognitive activity.

By contrast, Kant's own approach appears more static\. As we will see in
examining both the pre-critical? Inaugural Dissertation and the first Critique,
Kant's first task is to delineate the structure of the cognizing subject itself. In this

context, critical idealism amounts to figuring out the nature of the subject's cognitive

L BL, 36.

2 On the status of the Dissertation as "pre-critical,” see, e.g. Friedman, 1992: 34; Beiser, 1992:
49-51, and esp. 52-53: The Dissertation "brought Kant close to the threshold of the critical
philosophy. [Etc.]"



apparatus and its legitimate scope of application. I shall therefore focus on Kant's
appeal to Platonic ideas as a taxonomic strategy. I thereby hope to show what a
critical interpretation of Plato car look like (for Kant's transcendental idealism is
only one of several varieties). Nonetheless, Kant's critical interpretation of Plato is
also the first, the source of all that follow. Therefore, it is important to understand
exactly what role Plato plays in Kant's project, in order to see how both that role and
that project are transformed in the nineteenth century by Cohen and Natorp. I first
discuss Plato's role in the /naugural Dissertation of 1770, and the Platonic element
in Kant's "Copernican revolution” in both ethics and metaphysics. I then consider
the origin and critical meaning of his hermeneutic principle of understanding an
author better than the author understands himself. Finally, I examine how Kant
applies this principle in his critique of the mind's faculties, and the consequences of

this account for his "softening” of Plato's philosophy.

1.2. Plato in the Inaugural Dissertation.
Throughout Kant's career, Plato's thought always appears in connection with the a
priori. Take the Dissertation: from the start, a venerable tradition grounds Kant's
assumption of two generically different sources of cognition, distinguished as
empirical or a posteriori, and non-empirical or a priori. Here Kant designates the a
posteriori and a priori as, respectively, the "sensual" and "inteiligent" or
"intellectual;" in the first Critique, he further divides intellect into "understanding”
and "reason."

The intellect operates "by means of ... abstract notion[s]," while the
sensibility represents such general notions by representing them to the mind "in the
concrete by a distinct intuition” (Diss. §1/I1 387).3 Kant conceives the intellect's

operations as not necessarily representable by sensuous intuition (Diss. §1/II 389);

3 The Roman numeral refers volume II of the Academy edition of Kant's works, the Arabic
numeral to the page number.
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that is, he conceives the intellect as an independent source of ideas. Whereas
sensuality receives its representations from some present object, the intellect
"(rationality) is the faculty of a subject by which it has the power to represent things
which cannot by their own quality come before the senses of that subject” (Diss.
§3/I1 392). The objects of sensibility and intellect Kant calls, respectively,
Pphenomena and noumena (Diss. §3/11 392), the discussion of which he praisés as
"that noble institution of antiquity" (Diss. §7/0 395).

A phenomenon is an "object of experience," Kant writes in §5; a
phenomenon, qua object, is therefore not to be confused with an appearance or mere
"sensum” (Diss. §4/IL 393). In fact, "object of experience” is a pleonasm to the
extent that both an object, and so too the experience of an object, are simultaneously
generated upon the "reflective cognition which arises when several appearances are
compared by the intellect" (Diss. §5/I1 394). The contrast between a noumenon and
a phenomenon, then, is not between some purely intellectual representation and
some purely sensual representation (between, say, an "idea" and an "appearance"),
since a phenomenon is already more than a mere sensum. A phenomenon is an
object which has gained objectivity through the intervention of the intellect into the
manifold of sensa received by the passive sensibility.

Rather, the contrast is between the phenomenon as an intellectual and
sensual compound, on the one hand, and the noumenon as that same compound
conceived minus all sensible components, on the other. Thus Kant writes:

[A]n intellectual concept abstracts from everything sensitive, but is

not abstracted from things which are sensitive, and perhaps it would

more rightly be called abstracting rather than abstract.

(Diss. §6/11 394)
This passage says that an intellectual concept is not, say, a universal concept of some

sensible thing (which would simply be an abstract version of the sensible object);

1:3



rather it is that which remains once we have subtracted or "abstracted" the sensitive
contribution to the cognition of any object whatsoever; hence such a concept could
not possibly be empirical. Kant ends §6 by renaming intellectual concepts "pure
ideas," and these are the noumena (Diss. §6/11 394).

According to Kant, "metaphysics" is the name of "the philosophy which
contains the first principles of the use of the pure intellect," i.e., of the cognition of
non-sensual concepts or noumena (Diss. §8/I1 395). But his aim here, as later in
the first Critique, is a more modest "propaedeutic science ... which teaches the
distinction of sensitive from intellectual cognition," in short, the identification of just
how a noumenon is correctly to be conceived.

Kant proceeds by adducing examples of noumena, and it is here that he
introduces Plato, both implicitly and explicitly. Everywhere in this propaedeutic
discussion, we may for the first time observe the careful winnowing of legitimate
from wrongheaded conceptions of Platonic noumena, which will come to
characterize all of Kant's Plato-interpretations. For example, when Kant writes that

the concepts met with in metaphysics are not to be sought in the

senses, but in the very nature of the pure intellect, and that not as

concepts born with it, but as concepts abstracted out of the laws

planted in the mind (by attending to its actions on the occasion of an

experience), and so as acquired concepts [,]
his immediate target may well be Locke, but his point implicitly touches Platonic
recoliection as well (Diss. §8/II 395).4

On the other hand, Kant explicitly appeals to Plato in explaining the
"dogmatic" or constructive role of "things intellectual” as paradigmatic exemplars

Kant calls "noumenal perfections" (Diss. §9/11 395-396). He divides "noumenal

4 Cf. "Voneinem peuerdings erhobenen vornehmen Ton in der Philosophie” (VT): 624;
Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht, 1.7., n.* (Ac. Ed., Vol. VII: 140-141); Reflexionen zur
Metaphysik #4851 (Ac. Ed., Vol. XVII: 9).
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perfections” into the "theoretic" and the "practical," very elliptically identifying the
theoretic sort as "the highest being, GOD" (Diss. §9/II 396). In an ambiguity that
will persist into the critical writings, he acknowledges God as ##e (unique) example
of noumenal perfection,’ yet also seems to countenance lower-level examples, viz.
the "maximum" or ideal paradigm of "any genus of things whose quantity is
variable [... which is the common measure and principle of cognising]" (Diss. §9/I
396). He writes:

The maximum of perfection is at the present time called the ideal,

while for Plato it was called the idea (as in the case of his idea of the

State).

(Diss. §9/10 396)
Such a generic maximum is the "principle of all the things which are contained
under the general notion of some perfection, in as much as the lesser grades, it is
held, can only be determined by limiting the maximum" (Diss. §9/1I 396).

Kant identifies Plato's ideci, not with the notion of a noumenal perfection
tout court (i.e. God), but rather with the generic perfections Kant here calls ideals;
we will see the importance for Kant of this seemingly minor distinction when we
turn to the first Critique. Given Kant's use of the Platonic republic to illustrate an
ideal, it seems that the theoretic and the practical forms of noumenal perfection
cannot always be neatly distinguished, since the ideal state serves both a theoretic
end (viz. in helping us determine which political groupings count as states), as well
as a practical end (viz. in providing either a standard by which to judge the adequacy
of some empirical state, or a model for the construction of an empirical state). We
shall later see how Kant distinguishes ideal and idea in the first Critique, while

retaining an ambiguity between the practical and theoretical functions of both.

5 Cf. Scholium to §22/1I 418.
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As we have seen, the noumena are the objects of the intellect, while the
phenomena are those of the sensibility. It remains to discuss how "being the objects
of" differs in these two cases, for we might reasonably expect the objects’ objectivity
to vary with the nature of their respective subjective faculties. As I stressed above,
phenomena are not equivalent to brute sensa; as objects of experience, phenomena
have a formal component in addition to the material supplied by the senses (i.e. the
brute sensa) (Diss. §4/I1 392). Kant characterizes this formal aspect of a
phenomenon as

the specificity of the sensibles which arises according as the various

things which affect the senses are co-ordinated by a certain natural

law of the mind.

(Diss. §4/11 392-393)
Crucially, Kant denies that the form of a phenomenon is "some adumbration or
schema" of the object by which the subject's sensibility is affected (i.e., of the object
from which the sensa are received),% claiming instead that the form arises from

a certain law implanted in the mind by which it co-ordinates for itself

the sensa which arise from the presence of the object.

(Diss. §4/11 393)
That is, because "abjects do not strike the senses in virtue of their form or
specificity”—i.e. their unitariness--Kant attributes the specificity of the phenomenal

object to an act of mind "in accordance with stable and innate laws" (Diss. §4/I1

393).7

6 Kant does acknowledge that the form of the sensible representation of some source-object "is
undoubtedly evidence of a certain respect or relation in the sensa" (Diss. §4/1I 393).

7 Is the specifying formal law in fact space/time, as described in §10? As we will see in our
discussion of the first Critique, Kant adheres to this view of phenomena, although he refines and
elaborates it in terms of the doctrine of categories. As I discuss in the next chapter, it is
particularly passages like these which encourage a "psychologistic" reading of Kant.

1: 6



Though it is not altogether clear from the text, Kant seems in §5 to assign
the formal or specifying "law-function,” as I call it,8 to the intellect, and not the
sensibility, since he later (§10) explicitly interprets the sensibility's receptivity as a
passive power of intuition, never speaking of any active sensitive power. How then
is this formal law-function related to the two-fold use of the intellect Kant lays out in
§5? He distinguishes a "real" and a "logical" use. The former is the use by which
the intellect "gives" concepts themselves; the latter is the use whereby the intellect
hierarchically ranks or "subordinates” concepts among themselves (Diss. §5/I
393).

Given Kant's statement that sensitive cognitions are "subordinated by the
logical use of the intellect to other sensitive cognitions as to common concepts, and
phenomena are subordinated to more general laws of phenomena" (Diss. §5/1I 393),
it seems clear that the specifying function either is identical with the logical use or
somehow closely connected to it. For although he does not spell out in these
passages just how the mind "co-ordinates for itself the sensa" (Diss. §5/II 393), or
just what the "certain natural law of the mind" (Diss. §5/II 392-393) is, by which
that coordination comes about, it seems clear that any specification of the
phenomenon can only occur through some initial "subordination” of the sensa
themselves to some concept by which they are unified into some one object or
proto-object. The "form" which the mind imposes upon sensual "matter” is a
“certain law implanted in the mind by which it co-ordinates for itself the sensa which
arise from the presence of an object" (Diss., §4, 1 393).

Thus, according to Kant, the objectification of phenomena, as well as the
higher-order or "reflective" organization of phenomena into experience, is
exhaustively covered by the logical function of the intellect, and has nothing

whatever to do with its real use:

8 Cf. Diss. §11/1I 397.
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[i]n so far as intellectual things strictly as such are concerned, where

the use of the intellect is real, such concepts whether of objects or

relations are given by the very nature of the intellect and they have

not been abstracted from any use of the senses nor do they contain

any form of sensitive cognition as such.

(Diss. §6/11 394)

The real use is the pure use of the intellect, which was defined in §3 as "the faculty
of a subject by which it has the power to represent things which cannot by their own
quality come before the senses of that subject" (Diss. §3/I1 392). In short, the
intellect's proper objects are noumena, or non-sensible things. But just fow can we

execute the real use, how can "concepts themselves be given" (Diss. §5/1I 393)7

1.2.1. Kinds of intuition.
The great puzzle which we now face is just how we can have noumenal cognition,
i.e. how we can know such "things which cannot by their own quality come before
the senses" (Diss. §3/I1 392). As we shall shortly see, in the first Critique Kant will
resolve some aspects of this puzzle by simply denying that we can have bona fide
cognition of noumena at all. He is there forced to do this bcause he retains a
fundamental distinction laid down here in the Dissertation, viz. between the passive
power of intuition and the active power of thinking. But while Kant maintains, in the
Dissertation, that we can cognize "things intellectual," he descrites this cognition as
so limited as to seem, in fact, not worthy of the name.

"There is not given (to man) an intuition of things intellectual," he writes,
"but only a symbolic cognition;" and this "symbolic cognition" or "intellection is
only allowable for us [humans] through universal concepts in the abstract and not
through a singular concept in the concrete" (Diss. §10/II 396). Kant here

distinguishes between the intuitive and the discursive as between immediate and
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mediated, arguing as follows. All our intuition is "bound," as he puts it, "to a certain
principle of form," viz. space and time. But since that formal principle "is the
condition under which something can be the object of our senses ... it is not a means
to intellectual intuition" (Diss. §10/II 396; emphasis added). As Kant argues later
in the Dissertation (§25) against the subreptic axiom,’ i.e., against the
meaninglessness of the notion of an "intellectuated phenomenon" (Diss. §24), "we
rightly suppose that whatever cannot be cognised by any intuition at all is thereby
not thinkable and so impossible" (Diss. §25/I1 413).10

Neither in §10 nor in §25 does Kant give an argument why all human
intuition should be bound to an exclusively sensitive principle of specifying
(individuating) form, viz. space and time; he simply asserts it as an observation: "we
cannot by any effort of mind, not even by inventing it, obtain any other intuition than
that which occurs in accordance with the form of space and time" (Diss. §25/II
413). Whenever we try to think of some individual thing as that thing, 1.e. in its
specific singularity and not under the general concept "individuality") we cannot but
conceive it as spatial and persisting through time. We can of course tink without
so conceiving or perceiving some thing, but then we do so at the level of general
concepts which "symbolically" stand for and so "mediate," to use Kant's words, that
thing.

We thus find in the Dissertation the embryonic phases of two principles we
later see fully developed in the first Critique:

1) the distinction, not clearly made but implicit in the text, between

“intellectual concepts" wholly a priori but applicable to phenomena alone

(i.e. proto-categories) on the one hand; and the intellectual notions of

noumenal perfection (i.e. proto-ideas), on the other (Diss. §§8-9);

9 Cf §24/M412.
10 Cf k¥ A51-52/B75-76.
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2) the formal principle of the sensibility (space and time) "in which" but not

"under which" individual objects may be given (appear) to our intuition.

In our discussion of the first Critique we shall see how these incipient critical
principles develop. At any rate, it is clear that already in the Disserration the formal
principle of space and time, though an a priori subjective principle, cannot be
considered as itself an intellectual concept. Moreover, the proto-categories of §8 are
not to be cognized in any other way but "symbolically,” in accord with §10. What
are the consequences for the study of these concepts which, as "the first principles
of the use of the pure intellect” Kant calls "metaphysical?” At the very least, it
seems, the "symbolic” interpretation of such concepts as "possibility, existence,
necessity, substance, cause, etc., together with their opposites or correlates" suggests
that these can never be cognized in their singularity, but only ever in systematic
relation to the others.

But does the same hold true of the notions of noumenal perfection, of those
concepts Kant associates with Plato's ideas? One possible answer, though again not
clear from the text, is that these noumena are cognized symbolically insofar as they
are conceived as maxima of perfection. For for them to be maxima, they must
necessarily stand in relation to things of lesser grade, and can only be made sense
of as components of such a relation. At the same time, the concept of "lesser grade"
is also dependent on the maximum, at least as Kant describes it:

[The maximum of perfection] is the principle of all the things which

are contained under the general notion of some perfection, in as

much as the lesser grades, it is held, can only be determined by

limiting the maximum.

(Diss. §9/11 396)
But our own intellect confuses the issue; it rebels, hungry, against merely symbolic

knowledge.
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In §1, Kant writes that "the abstract ideas which the mind entertains when
they have been received from the intellect very often cannot be followed up in the
concrete and converted into intuitions" (Diss. §1/I1 389). But the mind exerts a
"subjective resistance" (Diss. §1/II 389) to this inability, because, as he says in §25,
we cannot help but "subject all things which are possible to the sensitive axioms of
space and time" (Diss. §25/I1 413). Thus our "subjective resistance" compels us to
conceive abstract ideas as singular things: the mind tends to hypostasize or reify that
which in fact only has symbolic meaning. Just this reification of the symbalic into
the phenomenal is what Kant calls "subreption"—it is the source of metaphysical
illusion. !t

In this connection, let us note a distinction that is of great importance for
Kant's Plato-interpretation, viz. between the notions of divine intuition and pure
intuition. As Kant will ultimately conclude, Plato's ignorance of just this distinction
leads him to imagine that the mind's hunger for intuitive intellectual cognition can be
stilled by contemplating the contents of God's mind. When he speaks of the
passtvity of intuition, Kant is always careful in the Dissertation, as in later writings,
to stress that this passivity is a feature of owr fuman intuition (cf. Diss. §§10, 25).
Thus is because for us, intuition is bound to our sensibility, which as affective or
receptive of sensa, is also passive. But Kant often contrasts the fact of our
intuition's passivity against some imaginable or hypothetical divine intuition, one
which, as he puts it, is "perfectly intellectual" (Diss. §10/II 397).

What are we to understand by "intellectual intuition," in view of Kant's claim
that we ourselves are by nature incapable of having it? What would it be like? In
the Dissertation, Kant has this to say about intellectual intuition:

[D]ivine intuition ... is the principle of objects and not something

principled, since it is independent(; it] is an archetype ....

11 Cf Diss. §24/11 412.
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(Diss. §10/11 397, emphasis added)

[A] pure intellectual intuition [is] exempt from the laws of the senses,

such as that which is divine ...
(Diss. §25/11 413)
There are two distinct features here: an intellectual intuition is

(a) a principle, independent, archetypal;

(b) exempt from the laws of the senses.

That it is exempt from the laws of the senses implies, minimally, that it does not
"occur in accordance with the form of space and time" (Diss. §25/II 413), insofar as
intellectual intuition is "not principled”, and space and time just are the principle of
form of sensible intuition. Intellectual intuition is "immediate," i.e. not mediated
through space and time: its objects do not appear "in" some form, they are "not
principled." Instead, they are themselves the principles which, when formed by
space and time, appear as phenomena. In other words, the phenomena are the
mediated (by space and time) "ectypes" (to use a later term of Kant's) of some
independent archetype.

But perhaps this rendering does not fully capture the subtlety of Kant's
position. Let me note an oddity in his mode of expression in §10. He does not say
that divine intuition is of special objects (e.g. of noumena), which are independent of
that intuition. Rather, he says that the divine intuition is itself the principle and
archetype of objects; this suggests that divine intuition actively generates its objects.
Precisely what Kant may mean by this is unclear, though why he must say it is clear:
the autogeneration of the divine intellect's objects is required for that intellect's
absolute independence. For if the objects of divine intellectual intuition were
independent of being intuited, the former's autonomy could be compromised in one
of two ways. On the one hand, the objects’' independence would imply that they

possessed some principle other than the divine intellect; in that case, the latter,
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insofar as it perceived them, would be "principled" by them (or, more precisely, by
their principle). On the other hand, perhaps Kant thinks that if the divine intuition
did not generate its objects, then it, like our sensibility, would require some formal
principle analogous to spcae and time, "in which" the independent noumena could
"appear” toit. Again, the divine intellect would then no longer be independent, since
it would depend upon that formal principle, and Kant clearly takes independence to
be an essential attribute of the divine.

It remains then to distinguish the notion of a divine intuition from what Kant
calls pure intuition. Kant speaks of both kinds of intuition in both the Dissertation
and the first Critique; I here focus only on the notion as it appears in the former. In
§12, Kant defines pure intuition as "an intuition which is empty of sensations, but
not for that reason intellectual."12 In other words, pure intuition is the principle of
phenomenal form (space and time), considered as such, separately from any
phenomenal matter (sensa). Thus the "things" which we think as "pertaining to pure
intuition" are not phenomena, but only the forms of possible phenomena (Diss.
§12/11 397), i.e., as we saw above, what Kant calls the phenomena's principle of
individuation or singularity. Therefore he writes here that human intuition "is not a
universal or logical concept under which, but is a singular concept in which,
sensibles no matter what are thought, and so it contains the concepts of space and
time" (Diss. §12/11 397).

Kant conceives the individuating principles of space and time as contributing
nothing to the quality of phenomena--apparently quality is a material factor supplied
by or inherent in or identical with the sensa alone. Thus he writes that space and
time are only objects of cognition ("science") "in respect of quantity" (Diss. §12/11

397).

12 1e. not for that reason to be conceived as intellectual intuition.



Hence pure mathematics deals with space in geometry, and time in

pure mecharics. ... So pure mathematics, giving expression to the

form of all our sensitive cognition, is the organon of each and every

intuitive and distinct cognition.

(Diss. §12/TI 397-398)

Kant now makes an observation which is as hard as it is necessary to understand for
his later criticism of Plato. He says that

since its [i.e. pure intuition's] objects themselves are not only the

formal principles of every intuition, but are themselves original

intuitions, it provides us with the most veridical cognition and at the

same time an exemplar of the highest kind of evidence in other cases.

(Diss. §12/T1 398)

Kant here seems to be saying either (a) that the formal principles of every intuition,
space and time, are themselves intuitions, called "original" because they have no
other principle "in" or "under" which they are in turn intuited or otherwise cognized;
or (b) that the objects of| e.g., geometry, intuited purely (i.e. without sensible matter)
are formal principles of every sensible intuition—-viz. of every phenomenon--insofar
as the latter is somehow objectively constructed or constituted out of or in accord
with the laws of geometry. In the latter case, the objects of pure intuition would
themselves be "original intuitions" in the sense of being archetypes of correlative
sensible intuitions. It is not clear to me which of these two readings is correct. I am
inclined towards the latter, since Kant uses the phrase "original intuitions" to name
the objects of pure mathematics. But even so, it remains unclear if by "objects of
pure mathematics" he means space and time as such, or as more specifically

determined (e.g. the concept of triangle, purely conceived).

1.3. Considerations.
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In the preceding pages I have laid out certain themes and concepts from Kant's pre-
critical Dissertation that play a large role in his later interpretations of Plato. Let me
now gather them together and make some observations. The basic issue that has
concerned us thus far has been the nature of our cognitive apparatus. I have tried to
explicate Kant's theory of the subjective components of that apparatus, on the one
hand, and of their respective objects, on the other.

Sensa are recetved by the passive, receptive faculty of intuition. To this
sensitive "matter" the formal principle of specificity or individuation is applied,
namely space and time, resulting in the intuitions of which we are actually
conscious—-phenomena or phenomenal singulanties. These phenomena are further
determined by the logical use of the intellect: by subordinating the phenomenal
individuals under more or less specific concepts, these individuals now appear as
more or less determined objects that are actually cognized as such. Thus, experience
of more or less determinate content arises from the reception and processing of a
posteriori material elements by a priori functions. These a priori functions in turn
are sensual (space and time) as well as intellectual (the power of symbolic or
discursive conceptualization). But precisely because of its a posteriori material
basis, experience as such is always a posteriori and "sensitive."13

Our intellectual faculty, considered apart from the matter of experience, is by
contrast, entirely a priori. Moreover, it is active and not passive. Itis a power of
symbolic cognition through universal concepts in the abstract. As symbolic, itisa
mediating power, which subsumes and subordinates and organizes given
representations through concepts. In the Dissertation, these representations can be

given either by the sensitive intuition or by the intellect itself; the former are

13 Cf Diss. §5/I0 393: "[]t is of the greatest importance here to have noticed that cognitions
must always be treated as sensitive cognitions however extensive may have been the operation of
the logical use by the intellect upon them. For they are called sensitive because of their
genesis...."
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phenomena, the latter noumena. Examples of noumenal representations are maxima

of perfections. Here a certain asymmetry appears.

HUMAN HUMAN HUMAN DIVINE

phenom. (really given in sens. intuit )<--symb. cogn. of phenom/symb. cogn. of noum.—>noum. (ideally given in intell.
wntuit.)

Because we humans are not equipped with an intellectual intuition, these noumenal
representations are only ever given to us symbolically, and never immediately as are
phenomena. However, since we only have symbolic knowledge of noumena (which
is for the pre-critical Kant nonetheless bona fide knowledge), it is only natural to
posit an intellectual intuition--symmetrical to our phenomenal intuition—in which
noumena are given immediately. Kant calls this iypothetical or ideal intellectual
intuition "divine intuition."

As presented in §10, the relation of the assumed noumenal objects of this
divine intuition to the human mind is exceedingly problematic: are the objects of
divine intuition mediated to our consciousness by our symbolic (purely intellectual)
or by our intuitive (sensitive) faculty? I am not sure this problem finds a solution
anywhere in Kant; it certainly persists into the first Critique. For, on the one hand,
insofar as our intellectual faculty is capable of purely thinking noumena (though
only symbolically), phenomena need not enter into the account at all; this suggests
that noumena are mediated solely by intellectual symbols. On the other hand, Kant
considers noumena to be archetypes and independent principles of all objects (Diss.
§10/I0 397). This suggests that it is the phenomena that count as the noumena's
"ectypes;" phenomena would thus be conceived as noumena as they appear to us,

conditioned by space and time. 14

14 This is the "schwirmerisch" picture: “Der Ursprung aller philosophischen Schwarmerey liegt
in Platons urspriinglichen Gottlichen [sic] Anschauungen aller moglichen {sic] obiecte, d.i. den



Part of the problem may simply lie in the tension implicit in the notion of a
divine intuition: for as intellectual intuition, divine intuition comes close to the
(purportedly) nonsensical formula, "intellectuated phenomenon," of the subreptic
axiom described in §24. If we focus on divine intuition as intellectual intuition, then
we are inclined to conceive its objects as naturally mediated by our intellect. By
contrast, if we think of it as intellectual intuition, then we are more inclined to think
of its objects as just like the objects of ouwr intuition, only not conditioned by our
Jorm of intuition (space and time).

Without trying to settle the issue here, I suggest that the stress be on
intellectual intuition. Hence, the commonality between divine and human intuition
lies not in the commonality of their objects, such that God can know immediately the
things themselves—the very same things which we can only know as phenomena
conditioned by space and time. Rather, the commonality consists in the immediacy
of the respective, but generically different objects of the two kinds of intuition. We
are given objects in our intuition, and though they are conditioned by space ar.d time,
they are not symbolically mediated: individual objects are immediately given to
consciousness. God, on the other hand, is not given objects at all. His intuition is
not passively dependent on external sources of sensa. Rather, He creates His
objects: they are the spontaneous products of His intellect. It is their spontaneity
which makes them intellectual, and it is their immediacy which makes them intuitive.
For us, by contrast, intuition is immediate but passive, while the intellect is
spontaneous but symbolic. On this picture, the human mind is schizoid, the divine
mind unitary.

Of particular interest are the allusions to Plato's ideai in the Disseriation,
and how Kant sees them as fitting into his system of subjective faculties and their

objects. As we saw above, Kant uses the ideai to illustrate a peculiar sort of "things

Ideen, da wir nur sie durch ihre Erscheinungen anschauen, also nur passiv' (Reflexion #6051
(phase ¥ [7]; Ac. Ed. XVII: 437; emphasis added).
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intellectual," namely noumenal perfections or maxima of perfection. Kant's
conception of these noumenal perfections in the Dissertation has been taken as
importantly different from his later conception of "concepts of reason”
(Vernunfibegriffe), which we will discuss below. Yet, while it is true that, in Cf)ntrast
to the Critique, Kant here speaks of cognizing these noumenal perfections, he also
urges that this cognition is symbolically mediated!S and not intuitional. In other
words, as I said earlier, he already so severely limits the scope of pure reason that we
must wonder wherein lies the difference that makes a difference between the two
views of noumenal perfection. While Kant certainly gives up any notion of
cognizing noumena in the first Critique, the way in which he there describes their
utility and reality seems basically to amount to the position of the Dissertation. In
neither text is the notion of a perfection or an "ideal" conceived of as intellectually
intuited, but only as a limit-concept which must needs be posited! if we are to be
able to "determine the lesser grades." This implies that ideals are only known to us
"symbolically" in a special way, namely through the fact that we determine grades of

better and worse.!”?

1.4. Kant's knowledge of Plato.

The Dissertation was published in 1770, and, as we have seen, Plato plays an
interesting if supporting role in Kant's description of the intellect. But in the years
immediately following the Dissertation, he brings Plato much more into the
forefront. One may fairly say that Plato is one of Kant's chief interlocutors in the
Transcendental Dialectic of the first Critique. It is both by means of| and in contrast
against his interpretation of Plato's idear that Kant is able to articulate his critical

account of a priori, hyper-empirical concepts which are, in his view, the sine qua

15 Cf. Reflexion #4275 (phase p); Ac. Ed., Vol. XVII: 491-492.
16 Cf. Reflexion #4893 (phase &); Ac. Ed., Vol. XVIII: 21.
17 Cf. Reflexion #3917 (phase «); Ac. Ed., Vol. XVII: 342.
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non of science and of morality. Hence it is important to try to reconstruct how and
why Kant came to attend ever more closely to Plato.

While the facts are rather murky, there appear to have been two main sources
that influenced Kant's views on Plato: Johann Jakob Brucker's Historia Critica
Philosophiae, and Moses Mendelssohn's Phidon. We know that Kant was familiar
with both of these works.!8 While I have not yet established how or in what order
Kant came across these works,!9 I wish briefly to explain what difference that would
make to understanding Kant's relation to Plato 20

One view, argued by Max Wundt (1924) and Gerhard Mollowitz (1935), is
that Brucker was Kant's primary source; this view has been most recently adopted
by Mihaela Fistioc in her doctoral dissertation (2000). I have read Fistioc's citations
of Brucker, as well as William Enfield's abridged English translation of Brucker
(1819), Brucker's discussion of Plato and Pythagoras in his Miscellanea Historia,
and have taken some hints from Reich (1939). All these make me suspect that
Brucker's primary interest in Platonic ideat is as archetypes or paradigms of natural
objects of experience. Brucker seems to stress the idear's speculative function,

being especially concerned with their purported Pythagorean origin and their

18 Kant cites, then attacks Brucker in the first Critique (KrV, A316/B372-373). As for
Mendelssohn, Reich writes: "Kant considered that the appearance of his own work{,] the Trdume
eines Geistersehers{,] had stimulated Mendelssohn in bringing out his book; and it appears that
in opening the Phddon he must have had the impression that, after the Trgume, Mendelssohn had
felt compelled to bring Plato into the lists to counterbalance his own scepticism and 'misology™
(Reich, 1939a: 345). In support, Reich cites a letter from Kant to Mendelssohn (8 April 1766):
"It is the cause of no small pleasure to me to see that my essay, small and slight as it is, is to
have the good fortune to draw from you a thorough consideration of the matter ... [viz.] to seek
data for the problem of the presence of the soul in the wor:d, both in material natures and in
natures of its own kind" (quoted in Reich, 1939%a: 345, o. 1).

19 M. Fistioc's doctoral dissertation provides a detailed account of possible sources of Kant's
knowledge of classical philosophy, focusing especially upon what he may have learned from
Brucker. She does not however deal with Mendelssohn's influence. TK. Seung, in his Kant’s
Platonic Revolution in Moral and Political Philesophy (1994), does not discuss Aow Kant came
to Plato.

20 The following discussion should be seen as tentative, since I have been unable to examine
Brucker's original text.
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connection to number. He gives their moral applicability very short shrift,
considering it a baroque flourish of Plato's incorrigibly obscurantist mind.

An altenative view is that Kant's incorporation of Platonic philosophy was
prompted by the 1767 publication of Mendelssohn's Phddon. Klaus Reich
(1939)2! is the only advocate of this view known to me, though no less persuasive
for that. Reich argues that reading the Phdidon would have mainly influenced Kant's
ethics, and that this influence first shows itself in the Dissertation (Reich, 1939a:
345). In particular, he interprets Kant's contrast at §9 of Plato with Epicurus and the
latter's latterday followers—"Shaftesbury and his supporters"--as a sign that it was
Platonic rationalist ethics as presented in the Phddon which caused Kant to
abandon the commitment to the moral-sense ethics which he held at least until 1767
(Reich, 1939a: 344).

Reich highlights the Phddor's critique of pleasure and pain as criteria for
practical reasoning, focusing on the immeasurable, incalculable fluctuation of
pleasure and pain (cf. Phaedo 60bc), as well as on the irrationality of founding the
virtues on desire (for pleasure) and aversion (to pain). For example, on a hedonistic
ethics [ act fearlessly out of fear (of the pain of appearing fearful). Or itis through
desire for maximal, long-term pleasure that I act "moderately” in the short term,
denying myself pleasures through fear that short-term immoderation will lead to
long-term pain. The virtue I display is a virtual virtue, since its true, underlying
motivation remains determined by vice. Only wisdom, ¢pdvnots, can serve as the
touchstone that invariably and without contradiction lets my soul act truly virtuously.
"[Wlithout wisdom all that can be achieved is an exchange of passions for a painful
shadow of virtue, which itself is in bondage to vice" (Reich, 1939a: 347).

Because Kant so closely associates Plato with moral perfection in the

Dissertation, Reich's argument that Kant came to recognize the "reality” of

21 The first part deals with Plato's role in the Copernican revolution (Reich, 1939a), the second,
with Panaetius's influence on Kant through Cicero (Reich, 1939b).
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noumenal perfections through Mendelssohn is attractive. Reich's view also helps
explain how Kant was able to criticize Brucker for missing the point of the Platonic
ideai. Kant did not expend much effort in reconstructing ancient theories through
direct research; as Fistioc and others have persuasively argued, he will have likely
gotten his knowledge of Plato through secondary sources. Thus, if Brucker had
been his only source, how could Kant have felt so confident that his own positive
interpretation of the ideai had any basis in reality? What would have made him
reject Brucker's view that Plato had muddied the clear and direct ethical practice of
Socrates? What would have instead convinced him that Plato had made a discovery
indispensable to morality? Of course it is possible that Kant simply second-
guessed Brucker;22 but we need not resort to this unsatisfying solution if Kant was
using the insights gained from Mendelssohn's book, which directly makes the case
for the necessity of noumenal perfections or moral norms cognized by pure reason
alone, and explicitly associates such norms with Plato's ideai.

So let us make the following, I hope plausible, reconstruction: Kant reads
Mendelssohn's Phddon around the time of its publication in 1767, and this book
tells Kant, as Reich writes, "that every system which base[s] morality on the senses
or on feeling [is] necessarily inadequate; the the distinction between the morally
good and the morally bad ha[s] to be grounded on pure reason; that duty must be
thought of as the concem of reason alone, and that morality ha[s] to be based on
Ideas and only on Ideas" (Reich, 1939a: 347). Moreover, when Kant later reads the
Historia Critica, he uses Mendelssohn against Brucker on the point of the
transcendental necessity of "Ideas" for morality. If this reconstruction is correct,
does any positive role remain for Brucker in the story of Kant's Platonic education?

By all means.

22 Fistioc apparently believes this; it should be noted that Brucker generally sticks closely to the
letter of the philosophical systems he describes, making him more easily second-guessed than
most authors.
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I suggest that Brucker's relentless criticism of the ideai as archetypes of
nature may well have prompted Kant to reconsider his notion of the noumenal in the
Dissertation. As Reich writes,

Kant's whole position in the Dissertation [concerning] the sensible and

intelligible worlds was conditioned by two factors: first, by his realisation, in

1769, that space and time were ideal, not real; and secondly, by his having

before him a well-grounded mode! of a purely rationalist ethical theory in the

shape of what we may describe as the Platonic doctrine of morals. It was on
the pattern of this that Kant sketched a purely rationalist metaphysics.
(Reich, 1939a: 351)
Reich argues that Kant's recognition of the objective validity of super-sensible Ideas
in the practical sphere seduced him into overextending that validity to all concepts
of pure reason, including those of the theoretical sphere. Kant "failed to realise that
in this latter field [i.e., the speculative knowledge of God and nature] he had a
special duty to show that the assumption was reasonable" (Reich, 1939a: 351).

I am not suggesting that reading Brucker led Kant to acknowledge that
"special duty” and embark on the project of the first Critiqgue. Rather, my
suggestion is that Brucker's criticism of the Platonic ideai as mathematical
archetypes of natural things in the divine mind, fogether with Kant's own broader
project of defining pure reason's speculative scope, can neatly account for the much
more nuanced and discriminating reading of Plato which Kant gives in the first
Critique and after. An examination of that reading, to which we next turn, will show
how Kant discriminates precisely between the practical and theoretical utility of pure
ideas. These remain central and indispensable for morality, whereas their function
in the theoretical use of reason is radically redefined and attenuated. Kant reads
Plato accordingly. The moral reality of Platonic ideai is reaffirmed and praised. By

contrast, Kant repeatedly criticizes Plato's purported attribution of speculative reality
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to the ideai as "fanatical;" the mistake lies, so Kant, in Plato's profound
misunderstanding of the nature of geometry. This criticism of the idear as somehow
mathematized, speculative archetypes of nature contained in a divine intellectual
intuition may well have its roots in Brucker.23 But let us examine more closely how

Kant reads Plato in the first Critique.

1.5. Plato in the Critique of Pure Reason.

The Critique of Pure Reason continues to pursue the Dissertation's taxonomic
analysis of the mind and its faculties. As in the Dissertation, Kant conceives this
analysis as a propaedeutic to a genuinely scientific metaphysics (Diss., §8/I 395; cf.
KrV, A viii, A xx). In what follows, I shall focus on how Kant in the first Critique
refines the account he gave in the Dissertation of the mind's "intellectual faculty."
Since that is the topic of the Transcendental Dialectic, [ shall restrict myself largely
to that section of the Critique. Whereas Kant called Plato's ideai examples of
"noumenal perfections” in the Dissertation, in the first Critique, the bond between
Kant and Plato is to be found in the word "idea." Kant uses this term to denote
what he calls "concepts of reason," or Vermunftbegriffe, and draws special attention
to its Platonic resonations and origins.24 What are these Kantian ideas? In what
sense are they "Platonic?" What are Kant's criticisms of Plato, and are they

justified?

1.5.1. Mentai taxonomy refined.
As I pointed out earlier, Kant's bipartite division of the mind into sensuality and
intellect is too simple even for his purposes in the Dissertation. Already we

discerned a tension within the intellect between its logical and real uses: the first

23 Note: the foregoing paragraphs on Mendelssohn, Brucker and Kant remain very speculative. I
am continuing to investigate this issue.
24 Rritik der reinen Vernunft (KrV), A313/B370.
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gives the law to our sensations, the second represents to itself non-phenomenal (i.e.
noumenal) things. In the first Crifique, that tension finally snaps, and the intellect is
articulated into two independent faculties, the understanding and reason.?

As in the Dissertation, Kant in the first Critique (still) maintains that human
knowledge derives from two and only two sources: "the first is [the power] to
receive representations (the receptivity of impressions); the second, the power to
cognize an object through these representations (spontaneity of concepts)" (KrV,
A50/B74).26 The former he calls "sensibility [Sinnlichkeit]," the latter, "the
understanding [Verstand]" (KrV, AS1/B75). Kant declares the equal legitimacy and
indispensability of both faculties' contribution to cognition:

Keine dieser Eigenschaften ist der anderen vorzuziehen. Ohne

Sinnlichkeit wiirde uns kein Gegenstand gegeben, und ohne

Verstand keiner gedacht werden. Gedanken ohne Inhalt sind leer,

Anschauungen ohne Begriffe sind blind. Daher ist es ebenso

notwendig, seine Begriffe sinnlich zu machen, (d. 1. ihnen den

Gegenstand in der Anschauung beizufiigen,) als seine

Anschauungen sich verstindlich zu machen (d.i. sie unter Begriffe

zu bringen) 27 Beide Vermégen, oder Fahigkeiten, kénnen auch ihre

Funktionen nicht vertauschen. Der Verstand vermag nichts

anzuschauen, und die Sinne nichts zu denken. Nur daraus, daf sie

sich vereinigen, kann Erkenninis entspringen. Deswegen darf man

aber doch nicht ihren Anteil vermischen, sondern man hat grof3e

25 Atthe beginning of Book I of the Transcendental Analytic, "Die Analytik der Grundsatze,"
Kant gives a division of the intellectual faculty, which he here calls the "higher powers of
cognition:" "These are: Understanding, Judgement, and Reason." It is important to note,
however, that he also classes all three under the broad rubric of "Understanding in general”
(A130/B169).

26 Cf. KrV, A494/B522, A567/B595, A581/B609.
27 Cf. Diss., §3/M 392.
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Ursache, jedes von dem andern sorgfiltig abzusondern, und zu
unterscheiden.
(KrV, A51-52/B75-76; italics added )*®

Neither of these features is to be preferred over the other. Without

sensibility, no object would be given to us, and without

understanding, no object could be thought by us. Thoughts without

content are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind. Hence itis

just as necessary to make one's concepts sensible (i.e. to supplement

them with an object in the intuition), as itis to make one's intuitions

understandable (i.e. to bring them under concepts). Both faculties or

capacities, moreover, cannot exchange their respective functions.

Understanding is unable to intuit anything, and the senses are unable

to think. /¢ is solely through their unification that cognition can

originate. But this is no reason to confuse their respective

contributions; on the contrary, one has every reason carefully to

discriminate and distinguish one from the other.
Kant devotes the rest of the Transcendental Analytic to the specification of how
"knowledge springs from" the cooperation of intuition and understanding.

To summarize: the understanding is the inte/lectual source of all cognition
By means of its pure a priori concepts, the categories, it allows the mind to impose
form upon the sensual matter supplied by our only other source of knowledge, viz,

sensible intuition. It is through the conceptual function of the understanding that we

28 Cf. krV, A6UB8T; DWL, 752: "A concept is a repraesentatio discursiva.--The action
whereby we give to a concept the corresponding intuition is called exhibition [Darstellung,
exhibitio]. Cognition is more than conceptus, more than intuitus, it is both together. We seek
objective reality, which we aftain through application to intuition." Cf. Berkeley, Siris, §305:
"As understanding perceiveth not, that is, doth not hear, or see, or feel, so sense knoweth not; and
although the mind may use both sense and fancy as means whereby to arrive at knowledge, yet
sense or soul, so far forth as sensitive, knoweth nothing. For as it is rightly observed in the
Theaetetus of Plato, science consists not in the passive perceptions, but in the reasoning upon
them. "
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are able to synthesize and organize—literally, to understand--our manifold intuitive
representations, and thereby attain cognition and experience. Kant never ceases to
emphasize that "all our cognition in the end pertains to possible intuitions: for
through these alone is an object [i.e. of knowledge] given" (Kr¥, A719/B747).
Finally, the categories, though they are pure a priori concepts, nonetheless have no
independent reality or use apart from their synthetic function. They are wholly
bound up with experience: without intuitive representations, pure or empirical, to
serve as matter for that synthesis, the categories are "empty."

Now, if the Critique's "understanding” can be considered as analogous?? to
the intellect's "logical use" in the Disserzation, then "reason” turns out to be the
name given in the Crifique to that aspect of intelligence utterly divorced from sense-
experience, which Kant in the Dissertation says can represent to the mind non-
phenomenal things. Only now in the Critique, reason no longer represents any
"things;" rather, it merely "conceives" notions which have no source whatsoever in
(sense) experience. Yet given Kant's insistence on the understanding's monopoly
(from the side of "spontaneous” intellect) on cognition, this additional intellectual

faculty appears very problematic.

1.5.2. Reason's problems.

First, since it is by definiticn in no wise connected to intuition—whether empirical or
pure--what contribution to knowledge can reason possibly make? Second, Kant
holds that reason has ifs own pure a prior? concepts, analogous to the categories,
viz. "concepts of reason [Vernunfibegriffe]" or "ideas [/deen]." Now if, as Kant
maintains, a concept without an intuition is empty, and the concepts of reason can
have no possible connection to intuition, then what content, significance, or use

could such rational concepts have? Put another way, if the pure concepts of reason

29 But not identical: the categories are functions of synthesis, whereas the logical use of the
intellect seems not to constitute unities.
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can never be "fulfilled" by some concrete intuition, how could we ever cognize such

a concept? Let us approach these questions through Kant's own words concerning

ideas:

I d een aber sind noch weiter von der objektiven Realitit entfemnt,
alsKategorien;denn es kann keine Erscheinung gefunden
werden, an der sie sich in concreto vorstellen lieen. Sie enthalten
eine gewisse Vollstandigkeit, zu welcher keine empirisch mogliche
Erkenntnis zulangt, und die Vemnunft hat dabei nur eine
systematische Einheit im Sinne, welcher sie die empirische mégliche
Einheit zu ndhem sucht, ohne sie jemals véllig zu erreichen.

(KrV, A567-568/B596-597, italics added)
Ideas are even more distant from objective reality than are
categories; for no appearance may be found in which they [the
ideas] could be represented in concreto. They contain a certain
completeness to which no empirically possible cognition could
attain. [In its ideas], reason merely conceives of a systematic unity,
to which it [reason] seeks to bring closer that unity which is

empirically possible, without ever reaching it fully.

This passage provides us with a synopsis of the distinction of understanding and

reason, categories and ideas.

It tells us that ideas in no way help us to cognize anything, nor can they in

any way be cognized by us, since they stand in no relation to our intuitions which

provide us with the necessary matter for all cognitions.39 Nevertheless, Kant states

here what sort of concept he has in mind, namely a concept of absolute

"completeness,"” which reason conceives of as a "systematic unity." Though we can

30 Cf A247/B304: "Durch eine reine Kategorie nun, in welcher von aller Bedingung der

sinnlichen Anschauung, als der einzigen, die uns moglich ist, abstrahiert wird, wird also kein
Objekt bestimmt, sondern nur das Denken eines Objekts iiberhaupt, nach verschiedenen modis,
ausgedriickt" (emphasis mine).
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never have an empirical representation of such unity, yet this concept provides the
inteflect with a standard "to which it seeks to bring empirically possible unity closer”
(KrV, AS68/B597). Thus, while the understanding performs an "immanent"
function in cognition, reason has a "transcendent” one:31 the categories "refer to
experience, so far as it can be given," while the ideas "aim at completeness, that is the
collective unity of all possible experience, and thereby transcend every given
experience" (Proleg. §40: 76). It is just because the ideas "transcend every given
experience" that they cannot "ever be reached." Hence, while they play no direct—or
"immanent"--role in cognition, the ideas govern, not cognition, but the systematic
ordering of our cognitions.32

Kant's description of the categories makes clear that by themselves they do
not exhaust our intellectual reality. Two essential aspects of that reality would
remain forever inexplicable in terms of the categories' function alone.33 First, the
categories can never tell us, once we have "in hand" the cognitions they have seized
and synthesized out of the sensible manifold, how we should organize those
cognitions with respect to each other.34 Nor can they teil us what sort of cognitions
we should seek. In short, they are insufficient to explain how science is possible,
where science is conceived (a) as a hierarchically organized set of propositions
expressing our cognitions in ascending orders of generality, and descending orders
of specificity;35 and (b) as having "research programs," that is, as having problems
to which it seeks solutions. By means of the categories alone, we can never be

aware of such a thing as a theoretical problem, much less feel impelled to solve it.

31 With respect to corporeal nature, "we have no need of an Idea, i.e. of a representation that
transcends [iibersteigenden] experience, to think [it] in accordance with its inner possibility, i.e. to
determine the application of the categories upon it" (Kr¥, A684/B712).

32 However, Kant elsewhere describes an "immanent" role for reason insofar as it is directed at
organizing and unifying the understanding's cognitions (Kr¥V, A643/B671).

33 Proleg. §40, p. 76.

34 Put in terms of the Dissertation, the categories cannot tell us according to what hierarchical
scheme the logical use of the intellect is in fact to be exercised.

35 Proleg. §56: 97.
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The second aspect of our intellectual reality which the categories cannot
explain is practical reasoning. Again, the categories are unable to provide us with
the basis for an "ought." In the theoretical context, the categories cannot provide us
with reasons for ranking one cognition over another; in the domain of morality, the
categories are insufficient to provide us with reasons for acting. They can tell me
neither what I ought to do, nor how to judge a done deed. Yet for Kant there is no
question that we have moral experience; the categories cannot account for its
possibility.

In a word, what these examples show is that the categories are incapable of
providing us with standards. In both theoretical and practical reasoning, standards
(a) allow us to judge, and (b) provide us with goals of action. Thus, in science, as
Kant understands it, standards allow us to judge the significance of a given
cognition and its place in the (hierarchical) body of scientific knowledge. They also
provide us with a research program insofar as they set the conditions of an ideal
completeness of scientific knowledge, which, precisely due to its distance, impels
our inquiries (KrV, A668/B696). Likewise, in practical reasoning, standards both
allow us to judge actions, and guide our deliberations about how we should act. We
can see from these examples themselves that such standards cannot be derived from
experience. Experience is modally poor: it never tells us what ought to be the case,
but only what is the case.

That which cannot be cognized, which forever keeps itself from being
experienced and known by us, is a noumenon. Thus the ideas exist as noumena
only; they are, as Kant puts it in the Prolegomena, "pure beings of thought"
(Proleg. §45: 80). We are of course familiar with this connection of standards and
noumena from §9 of the Dissertation. But whereas there Kant seems to consider
these noumena to be the objects of the intellect, they are later reduced to the status of

problems, or problematic concepts (Proleg. §34: 63, KrV, A335/B392,
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A339/B397). These problematic concepts, Kant is at pains to show in the first
Critique, are not mere figments of the brain. On the contrary, as problems--which
cannot conceivably be "given" in experience35—they are precisely what we must
presuppose to make sense of all our theoretical and practical (scientific and moral)
projects which themselves are given facts.

Thus, as problems,37 the ideas are at the same time fasks. As Kant writes in
the very first paragraph of the first Critique, "[q]uestions plague us which are
inevitable, for they are presented to us by reason's very nature, but reason cannot
answer these same questions" (Kr¥, A vii, emphasis added). What I have translated
as "presented to us" is in German "aufgegeben:" these questions, these inevitable
problems are therefore Aufgaben, or tasks. Because, according to Kant, these
questions are inevitable products of reason's very nature, any indifferentism towards

metaphysical questions in the contemporary sciences is futile, since human beings,

insofar as they are rational creatures, canmot be indifferent to these Ideas (K»V, A x).

Let this suffice, then, as an initial overview of the distinction of the understanding

and reason, and the categories and the ideas, respectively.

1.5.3. Platonic problems.

1.5.3.1. Economy.

Now in what sense does Kant think the ideas are Platonic? In a sense, this question
has already implicitly been answered in the Dissertation. Ideas are noumenal, and
noumena--or at least noumenal perfections—are what "Plato called ideas" (cf. Diss.
§9/11 396). In the first Critique, Kant simply makes that connection explicit by
appropriating Plato's own terminology. He justifies his appropriation by appealing

to two maxims of neologistic economy. The first maxim states: If you have a

36 KrV, A476 fF; also A494-496.
37 Cf. A 498, AS08.
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concept that needs naming, do not coin a new term to denote it if you can find, in a
"dead and scholarly language, ... [that] concept together with its appropriate
expression" (KrV, A312/B369). Kant adds a codicil:

Even if the ancient currency of this expression were to have become

somewhat unstable due to the carelessness of its minters, it is still

better to stabilize the meaning that was primarily proper to it (even if

it remains doubtful whether [the term's originator] had in mind that

very same meaning), than to ruin one's enterprise by making oneself

unintelligible [through coining neologisms].

(KrV, A312/B369)38

The second maxim aims to avoid the just-mentioned terminological neglect. It
states: Having reserved a term to express a certain meaning, be frugal with it, and
restrict its application only to the specific concept you intend to denote. This maxim
is intended to contain the semantic inflation that results from lavish spending
through "synonymy" for the sake of stylistic variation.3?

For otherwise it can easily happen that, after the expression no

longer holds our attention, losing itself in a heap of other

expressions of strongly deviating signification [Bedeutung], the

thought [Gedanke] gets lost as well, i.e. the thought which that

expression alone could have preserved.

(KrV, A313/B369)

These maxims of course presume that the concept originally denoted by the ancient
expression be interpreted in such a way that it appears sufficiently similar to the
modern unnamed concept. Kant intends his maxims of neologistic economy to alert

us both to the peculiarity of his own interpretation of the Platonic "idea"--one which

. 38 Cf. KrV, A319-320/B376-377.

39 This second maxim, of course, reflects an age-old philosophical preoccupation with
equivocation, from Plato and Aristotle to Hobbes's obsession with definition and the evils of
metaphor.



will restore solidity to the ancient concept and its expression--as well as to his very
restrictive usage of this term, in accordance with that interpretation.

Before we turn to Kant's interpretation itself—our chief object—-we should
note a remarkable observation about interpretation and understanding he makes in
this context:

It is nothing unusual, both in everyday discourse and in writings--by

comparing the various thoughts an author expresses on his topic--to

understand him even better than he understood himself, in that he

had not sufficiently determined his concept, and thus sometimes

spoke—or even thought--against his own intention.

(KrV, A314/B370)40

This observation is connected to the preceding maxims of economy in that the task
of "stabilizing the primarily proper meaning of a term" amounts to "determining its
concept” "better than" the term's originator had--or could have—done. Yet this task
of stabilization presupposes that one have an independent criterion for determining
the concept in question, since, ex /iypothesi, it had not only been originally
determined insufficiently, but also had subsequently suffered semantic devaluation
through neglect.

Of course, in the case of the Platonic term, "idea," Kant has established just
such an independent criterion:4! by "idea" we can (better) understand Plato to have

"intended" the very Vermunfibegriffe whose general character we laid out above. Itis

40 Heidegger, 1992: 11: "Wie denn iiberhaupt iiber die Frage des Verstehens zu sagen ist, daB die
Spateren die Vorausgegangenen immer besser verstehen, als diese sich selbst verstanden haben.
Gerade darin liegt das Elementare der schopferischen Forschung, daB sie sich selbst im
Entscheidenden nicht versteht." (Compare this fundamental hermeneutic principle of Heidegger's
to Bamnes's criticism in Barnes, 1990.)

41 ] citations, if they are to provide grounds of proof, contain historical belief[;] if I did not
intend to hold something to be true on the testimony of someone else, I would not cite him, i.e.,
call him as a witness. I can of course tell something, e.g., that Plato claimed this and that, and
quote the passage, but then I am not citing Plato.— In regard to science of reason, citation is a
heterogeneum. The two do not fit together. It is a great weakness, consequently, when one sees
oneself compelled to add historical belief to the grounds of reason." VZ, 897.
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just because he already has developed his own basis for the Vemunﬁbegnﬁé, and so
for an interpretation of the Platonic ideai, that Kant does not feel tempted to enter
upon a "literary investigation to discern the sense which the exalted philosopher
connected with his expression [idea]" (KrV, A313-314/B370; emphasis added).4?
Nonetheless, Kant must have some general interpretation of Plato’s understanding
of the ideai for them even to be determinable specifically as Verrunjftbegriffe, and
not arbitrarily be pressed into service as such. What is this interpretation of the
Platonic ideai that justifies Kant's appropriation of the term to express the concept

of Vernunftbegriff? To this question we next turn.

1.5.3.2. Ideas and ideai.
It is worth quoting in full Kant's initial summation, in the first Critique, of the
meaning of the Platonic term idea. He writes:

Plato utilized the expression "Idea" in such a way that one can easily

see that he understood it to mean something which not only 1s never

42 Schleiermacher's notorious assertion that the task of hermeneutics is "to understand an author
better than he understood himself" (Schieiermacher, 1855: 7), finds, as Bollnow and Gadamer point
out, its earliest attested formulation in this passage of the first Critique (Gadamer, 1965: 180;
182, nn. 1-3). However, Gadamer is clearly right, as against Bollnow, to say that Kant and
Schleiermacher mean two wholly different things by it For Kant (and Fichte), "handelt [es] sich
da dberbaupt nicht um einen Grundsatz der Philologie, sondern um einen Anspruch der
Philosophie, durch griBere begriffliche Klarheit iiber die in einer These zu findenden Widerspriiche
hinauszukommen.

Es ist also ein Grundsatz, der ganz im Geiste des Rationalismus die Forderung

ausspricht, allein durch Denken, durch Entwicklung der in den Begriffen eines

Autors gelegenen Konsequenzen, zu Einsichten zu gelangen, die der eigentlichen

Absicht des Autors entsprechen—-Einsichten, die er teilen miifte, wenn er klar

und deutlich genug gedacht hitte. ... Die umstrittene Formel formuliert also

nichts weiter als den Anspruch philosophischer Sachkritik Wer das, woriiber der

Autor spricht, besser zu durchdenken wei, der wird das, was der Autor sagt, im

Lichte einer ihm selbst noch verborgenen Wahrheit zu sehen vermégen. In

diesem Sinne ist der Grundsatz, man miisse einen Autor besser verstehen, als er

sich selber verstanden hat, uralt--so alt nimlich, wie wissenschaftliche Kritik

tiberhaupt, er gewinnt jedoch seine Prigung als Formel fiir philosophische

Sachkritik im Geiste des Rationalismus.

(Gadamer, 1965: 182-183)

Furthermore, it is clear Kant does not mean to formulate a principle of philology from the fact that
he explicitly refrains from a "literary,"” i.e., a properly philological investigatior, in favor of a
conceptual analysis (KrV, A314/B370), or what Gadamer here calls scientific "Sachkritik im
Geiste des Rationalismus."
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derived from the senses, but even far transcends the concepts of the
understanding which preoccupied Aristotle, in that nothing is ever
encountered in experience which congrues with it4> The Ideas are
for Plato paradigms of the things themselves [Urbilder der Dinge
selbst], and not mere keys to possible experience, like the categories.
In his opinion, they flowed out of the supreme Reason, whence
human reason came to partake in them, which latter, however, no
longer finds itself in its original condition, but must toil to recall the
old, now very obscured Ideas through recollection* (which is called
"philosophy").

(KrV, A313/B370)

Plato very clearly saw that our power of cognition feels a much
higher need than merely spelling out appearances in accordance with
synthetic unity,43 so as to be able to read them as experience. And
he saw that our reason naturally4® soars up to cognitions that go
much further than that any empirical datum could ever congrue with
them, but which nonetheless have their reality [Realitdt], and are by
no means mere figments of the brain.
(KrV, A314/B370-371)
These two passages may serve as a digest of the whole Kantian interpretation of

Plato's theoretical virtues and vices.

43 Kant frequently contrasts Aristotle and Plato as the philosophers of categories and ideas,
respectively. This contrast involves a distortion of Aristotle, for it can hardly be said that
categories play a role in Aristotle's philosophy similar in importance to that of the ideas in Plato's
thought. Kant is drawn to this opposition because of his own preoccupation with the distinction
between the Verstandesbegriffe and Vernunfishegriffe.

44 On Platonic anamnésis and Kantian "Rekognition," see Natorp, 1910: 20.

43 Following Erdmann, I read "nach synthetischer Einheit [zu] buchstabieren."
46 For Kant's use of the word "natural," see KrV, A4/B7-8.
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In light of our discussion of the nature of Vermmftbegriffe, it is clear why
Kant attaches such importance to Plato’s theory. For Kant, its crucial feature is the
absolute, hyper-empirical status of the idear, for it is precisely this that distinguishes
them from the (quasi-Aristotelian) categories. Of equal importance is Plato's
recognition that the source of these concepts lies in reason itself, and that they
therefore are "natural" and "have their reality." The tenor of these two passages
from the first Critique is familiar from the Dissertation. But in these two passages
from the first Crifique it is noteworthy that Kant here describes the Platonic idear
only as archetypes of empirical objects, and it is this feature of Plato's theory which
Kant will repeatedly criticize.

Not that he ignores the ideai's practical function. Indeed, Kant believes that
Plato "found his ideas primarily in all that is practical, i.e. that rests on freedom,
which, for its part, stands under cognitions that are a peculiar product of reason”
(KrV, A314-315/B373). Kant reiterates the practical indispensability of ideat,
arguing from the fact that we have standards not derivable from experience, but
which, on the contrary, themselves make possible the act of judging moral worth.

We all realize that when someone is presented as a model of virtue

[Muster der Tugend), I still always have the true paradigm in my

own head alone, against which I compare and judge this purported

model.

(KrV, A315/B371-372)

This original paradigm in "my own head" is "the idea of virtue, of which all possible
objects of experience may serve as instances [Beispiele], but not as paradigms or
prototypes [Urbilder]" (KrV, A315/B372).

Kant insists that "the fact that no human being's action will ever achieve what
is contained in the pure idea of virtue does not reveal this idea to be chimerical," for

only such an idea makes possible "all judgement about the moral value or non-
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value" (Kr¥, A315/B372). He expands this fundamental insight into the nature of
norms or ideals of pure practical reason by returning to the Platonic example in the
Dissertation: the ideal republic. The Platonic commonwealth has been utterly
misapprehended, he complains, as a "supposedly conspicuous instance of dreamed-
up perfection, which can only have its seat in the brain of an idle thinker" (XrV,
A316/B372):

Brucker finds absurd [Plato's] assertion that a prince will never rule

well if he has no share in the Ideas. Yet one would do better to

pursue this thought ... and illuminate it through new efforts, instead

of dismissing it with the very pathetic and harmful objection that it is

unfeasible.

(KrV, A316/B372-373)47

Kant's new effort is to argue that a constitution of the "greatest human freedom in
accordance with laws, which effect the mutual subsistence of each person's freedom
with the others'," is a necessary idea which must inform not only any actual
constitution but also all subsequent legislation of any good state.#8 The lawmaker
must ignore any obstacles which may contingently obtain, and which, Kant suggests,
themselves originated from inattention to the guiding idea when the constitution was
established. Although such a state may never be realized, yet

that idea is wholly correct, which sets up this maximum as a

paradigm, so that, with respect to it, the legal constitution of human

beings might be brought ever closer to the greatest [empirically]

possible perfection.

(KrV, A317/B374)%

47 But see Rep. 540d-e.

48 This formulation of the goal of the ideal polity need not be read as Kant's interpretation of the
Republic; the point here is merely about the status and indispensability of idea(l)s.
49 Cf. esp. Rep. 471c-473b.
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Despite this spirited and respectful defense of Plato in the moral sphere, Kant's
critical orientation makes his overall picture of Plato in the first Critique a much

more problematic one.

1.5.3.3. Critique and self-critique.

Earlier, I speculated that Kant's special attention to the illusions, errors, and dangers
of Plato's theory of ideai for metaphysics can be explained by his having read
Brucker's cniticisms of the ideai as archetypes of nature; certainly Kant's description
of the ideai in the passages I cited above (KrV, A313-314/B370-371) echoes much
in Brucker. But whatever Kant's relation to Brucker and Mendelssohn, my central
claim is this: Kant's praise and blame of Plato in the first Crifique is equally praise
and blame of Kant's own conception of noumena in the Dissertation. In a sense, in
the Dissertation, Kant committed the very error for which he now blames Plato--and
which he also excuses as natural and understandable--namely conceiving the pure
ideas of reason as speculative objects.®0 As we saw above, in the Dissertation Kant
sanctions the notion of a divine intellect which generates or contains, through
intellectual intuition, the noumenal archetypes (Diss. §10/I1 397). This is precisely
the view he now attributes to Plato: "The Ideas are for Plato paradigms of the things
themselves ... flow[ing] out of the supreme Reason, whence human reason [comes]
to partake in them, ..." (KrV, A313/B370). The first Critique's criticisms of Plato,
consequently, amount to a self-critique of the Dissertation. Itis not that Kant now
denies any speculative reality to ideas. Rather, he now considers the notion of a
divine or supreme intellect as the real source or container of archetypes as an
illusion of reason. This in no way, however, diminishes the ideas' crucial and

legitimate speculative functions in science as organizing or "regulative" principles.>!

30 Cf. Reich, 1939: 352-353.

51 Yet it is striking that though Kant faults Plato for conceiving the ideai as constitutive rather
than regulative ideas, it is just in Kant's "milder" conception of the ideas' epistemological function
that he seems utterly innocent of the Plaronic origin of such notions as "rational interest," of
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1.6. Plato's wrong intuition.

But why does Kant think that Plato fell victim to the illusion of the ideas' constitutive
reality, his soul enthusiastically flapping its wings towards a fanatical mysticism?
What does Kant think saved himself from a similar fate? Here we must return to the
distinction I made earlier between pure and divine intuition. Essentially, Kant thinks
that Plato became convinced of the reality of a Supreme Reason with intellectual
intuition, on the one hand, and our capacity to attain to this same intuition, on the
other, through ignorance of this key distinction—one which it was left to Kant to
discover. This led him to the brink of Sciwdrmerey, Kant's rubric for a lazy,
misological, irrational, misanthropic, theosophical, and, ultimately, tyrannical
irresponsibility.32 In short, the opposite of the sober, careful, and Herculean labor
of thought 53 (Again, Kant seems unaware how entirely Platonic this contrast is.)

In the remainder of this chapter, I discuss Kant's criticism and account of Plato's
error. It is given most clearly in the essay, "Von einem neuerdings erthobenen vornehmen
Ton in der Philosophie” (1796), in §77 of the Critique of Judgement, as well as in
numerous of the Reflexionen.* In these places Kant's former association of the ideai with
moral norms has all but vanished. Especially in his private reflections, Kant seems now to

see Plato exclusively through a Brucknerian lens as a kind of numerologist and geometry

reason's dialectical "ascent” and "descent," of synagogé and diairesis. Cf. Phaedo, 96a7-8: véos
dv BavpxoTds ws éwefiumog Tavtns TAs godias Hv BN xadolar mepl dvcewns
foroplav. Natorp, 1921: 341 on "Lust der Erkenntnis" in the Philebus. Kant, too, calls reason's
"interest"” a "Begierde” (KrV, A796/B824) and a "Hang" (KrV, A797/B825).

52 For the vices of lazy reason (ignava raiio) and misology, cf. Kr¥, and Reflexion #6051, Ac.
ed., Vol. XVIII: 437; on misanthropy: "Der Mensch erhebt sich in der Schwarmerey aber der
Menschheit" (Reflexion #6053, Ac. ed., Vol. XVIII: 439; concerning "theosophy,” cf. Reflexion
##6050, 6055, Ac. ed., Vol. XVII: 435, 439; on the political consequences of the "aristocratic” or
"superior" tone in philosophy, cf. "VT": 627, ff. Compare: Logik, Ac. ed., Vol. IX: 93: "Die Idee
der Menschheit, die Idee einer vollkommenen Republik, eines gliickseligen Lebens u. dgl. m. fehit
den meisten Menschen. Viele Menschen haben keine [dee von dem, was sie wollen, daher
verfahren sie nach Instinct und Autoritit."

33 "y 623.

54 Cf esp. Reflexionen ##6050-6056; Ac. Ed. Vol. XVIIL: 434-439.
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buff veering towards Pythagorean mysticism. This is his description of Plato in the 1796
polemic against the "elevated tone in philosophy:"

Plato, eben so gut Mathematiker, als Philosoph, bewunderte an den

Eigenschaften gewisser geometrischer Figuren, z.B. des Cirkels, eine

Art von Zwechmadssigkeit, d.1. Tauglichkeit zu einer Mannigfaltigkeit

der Auflésung eines und desselben Problems ... aus einem Princip,

gleich als ob die Erfordernisse zur Construction gewisser

Grossenbegriffe absichtlich in sie gelegt seyen, obgleich sie als

nothwencig a priori eingesehen und bewiesen werden konnen.

Zweckmassigkeit ist aber nur durch Beziehung des Gegenstandes

auf einen Verstand, als Ursache, denkbar.

("VT:" 623)

Plato, as much a mathematician as a philosopher, marvelled at the fact

that among the properties of certain geometric figures, e.g. of the

circle, there was a kind of purposiveness, i.e. a utility for a

multiplicity of solutions of one and the same problem ... out of a

single principle, just as if the requirements for the construction of

certain concepts of magnitude were intentionally laid into them,

although they can be seen to be necessary a priori and proved as

such. But purposiveness is only conceivable through the relation of

the object to an understanding, as its cause.
Kant alludes here to a topic treated in §62 of the third Critique (Analytic of
Teleological Judgement), viz., the manifest utility or expediency (Zweckmdssigkeit)
of geometric figures,>> constructed from a single principle, for solving an infinite
variety of geometric problems, or, as he says here, for solving a single problem in a

great number of ways.

55 Kant gives examples using the circle, the ellipse, the parabola, and conic sections.
g 2



But the very nature of geometry's truths and of its objects—at least on Kant's
theory of mathematics—-doubly misled Plato. Plato misinterpreted the source of
geometry's a priority, which forced a further misinterpretation of the nature of
intuition. Let us consider these two errors in turn. Kant understands mathematics
to be a set of synthetic a priori propositions, i.e. propositions about non-empirical
entities which are not analyzable from the definition of those entities. As we saw
earlier, geometry is the branch of pure mathematics which deals with space, "giving
expression to the form of all our sensitive cognition" (Diss., §12/II 397-398).
Further, Kant thinks he has shown in the Transcendental Aesthetic that space is the
subjective form of all outer intuition, i.e. is that which makes possible all experience
of objects "in" space. Thus geometry's theorems express the truths following from
the laws of the form of our (outer) intuition. It is the formal nature of space as the
transcendental condition of ail possible outer intuition which makes its laws a
priori.

Now Plato, according to Kant, recognized that geometric truth was a priori,
for "he clearly saw that

if he wanted to claim to be able to intuit the object in itself

empirically in the intuition which founds geometry, then geometry

and all mathematics would be mere empirical science, which

contradicts the necessity which (in addition to its intuitive nature) is

precisely what guarantees geometry such a high rank among all the

sciences.
("VT:" 624, n.*)
Hence, because geometry expresses a priori synthetic propositions (geometric
truths) about spatial intuitions, Plato "had to assume a priori intuitions for us

humans" ("VT:" 623; cf. KU, 273-274).36 The trouble was that he could not have

36 W.le delighting in the apparent utility of their figures, the ancient geometers recognized the
a priori necessity of geometric truths, independent of all experience (KU, 273); and Plato,
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suspected ... that there do indeed exist a priori intuitions, but not of

human understanding but of the sensibility (under the names of

space and time), ... and that the forms [of all phenomena, or things

given as sensible objects], which we can determine a priori in

mathematics, are not of the things in themselves but rather the

(subjective) forms of our sensibility....

("VT:" 624,n. %)
Thus, two considerations led Plato to locate the objects of geometry in a divine
Understanding endowed with intellectual intution: first, their objective
purposiveness and utility; second, their a priority. Yet the former consideration was
based on a confusion of formal and real purposiveness; because purposiveness is
"only thinkable in the relating an object to an understanding" ("VT:" 623), and
because it is clear that the purposiveness of geometric figures is "objective" and not
arbitrary, Plato quite reasonably, but wrongly, concluded that geometrical figures
had a real design, and hence a designer.37 The latter consideration was based, as we
have seen, on an ignorance of the a priority of our pure sensitive intuition.

Here in the "Vornehmer Ton" essay, Kant describes Plato's purported
conception of this divine Understanding in just the way we saw him describe the
divine intellectual intuition in the Dissertation and the first Critique.5® God's mind
directly intuits Ideas which are the proto- or archetypes [Urbilder], as well as the
ultimate ground [Urgrund] of all things. That is: of all things which we only
indirectly intuit (albeit as synthetic 2 priori) as ectypes or "shadow-pictures"--the
phenomenal appearance of the things in themselves ("VT:" 624). Moreover, our

soul is afflicted with the schizophrenia I mentioned earlier—a falling out into

himse!f a "master of geometry," tried to account for the a priority of geometric figures by deriving
them from a "pure intuition inherent in the human spirit [Geiste]" (KU, 273-274).

7 KU, 271, 274

58 Cf. e.g. A577 quote on p. 35 above.
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But while the purpose of reason as a regulative guide of the understanding may be
advanced by its illusory projections, not recognizing them for what they are is fatal
to metaphysics, for its most basic concepts are misapprehended.

Kant gives a simple and profound definition of illusion: it is the result of
mistaking what is subjective for what is objective.92 Critique is the rectification of
that reversal: it aims to demonstrate the subjective ground of what is naturally and
pre-reflectively taken to be objective. The errors Plato allegedly committed are all
explicable by his lack of critique. But as we will see in the next chapter, it is all still

much more complicated.

62 KrV, A294/B351; A297/B353-A298/B354; etc.

1:43



Und hier bin ich bei meinem Anfang zugleich in meinem Mittelpunkte.
--Hermann Cohen!

2. From Konigsberg to Marburg.

2.1. Introduction.

Three quarters of a century pass between the last we hear from Kant and the first
appearance of the neo-Kantian schools that come to dominate German academic
philosophy between the 1870's and 1920's.2 It goes without saying that this period,
which sees the flourishing and decline of what is called "German Idealism," and the
subsequent rise of what I call here "German Empiricism," is much too rich for me to
discuss in any detail here. In order to avoid the danger of caricaturing either movement,
I will focus on three key concepts: posit (Setzung); history; process. The neo-Kantians,
and especially the Marburg School, took these notions and made them the core of their

reinterpretation of Kant.

2.2. German Idealism: posit and process.

Paul Natorp's work, Platos Ideenlehre, carries the subtitle, "Eine Einfiihrung in den
Idealismus." Natorp insists that the Marburg philosophy is crifical idealism, and that
he is interpreting Plato's theory of ideas as a form of such idealism. Yet, as a closer
examination of the Marburg School will show, it differs importantly from Kant's own
conception of idealism. This difference might tempt one to overrate the neo-Kantians'
innovation,; in fact, I shall argue, neo-Kantianism's main deviations from Kant's
Kritizisnmus have their roots in post-Kantian idealism and the scientism of the German
Empiricists. In this section, I shall focus on those aspects of the former which we will
find put to new use by Cohen and Natorp: the "processualization" of knowledge (and

the closely related historicization of philosophy), and the notion of the posit.

' Cohen, 1916: 303.
2 Cf. Schnadelbach, 1983b: 13.



As we know, Kant aimed to put an end to the "dogmatic" approach of
speculative metaphysics by subjecting to critique and interrogating the subject's
cognitive capacities.> Where such a metaphysics pretends to investigate the
transcendent grounds of the empirical world, critique asks whether our capacities are so
constituted that a transcendent, hyperphenomenal reality is in principle accessible to
them. As we already saw in Chapter One, the answer is, of course, No. Because the
mind's passive or intuitive faculty can oniy give the mind phenomena, the mind's active
or a priori categories can have no application beyond the given phenomena. Its other a
priori concepts, the ideas, are neither passively intuited (for they are not phenomena),
nor do they play an active role in the constitution of experience; they merely guide the
systematic ordering of that experience.

Kant calls his philosophy, equivalently, "transcendental"4 or "critical idealism."
It is "transcendental" insofar as it studies what "precedes experience a priori," viz. the
nature of our cognitive faculties which are, in Kant's parlance, the conditions of
possibility through which experience, the a posteriori, is constituted. And so
transcendental idealism is also "critical" because it defines the limits of application of
these a priori faculties. But in what sense is it "idealism?" Kant defines (standard
Berkeleyan) idealism (which he rejects) as the "assertion that there are none but thinking
beings, all other things which we think are perceived in intuition, being nothing but
representations in the thinking beings, to which no object external to them in fact
corresponds” (Kant, 1950: 36). Kant's own philosophy is not idealistic in this sense;
indeed, he hastens to add that it "is the very contrary” (Kant, 1950: 36). Kant's
philosophy is idealistic only in its claim that none of the qualities of existent objects
have any "proper existence outside our representation” of them, or, in other words, that

“all the properties which constitute the intuition of a body belong merely to its

3 Beck, 1950: ix. Cf. Kant, 1950: 122-123, o. 2.
4 Cf KrV, Al1-12/B25.
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appearance" (Kant, 1950: 37). Another way of putting this point, adopted by the neo-
Kantians, is to say that all qualities are but possible predicates of judgement--by the
cognizing subject.

Thus we may call Kant's transcendental idealism a form of subjectivism? in the
following specific sense: as "transcendental" it considers the a priori faculties of the
cognizing subject; as "idealism" it holds that this subject's a posteriori experience is
entirely determined by those faculties. At the same time, however, itis only a "relative,"
non-Berkeleyan idealism, for it grants "by all means that there are bodies without us,
that is, things which, though quite unknown to us as to what they are in themselves ...
[are] not therefore less actual" (Kant, 1950: 36). The true idealism against which Kant
contrasts his "very contrary" sort, denies the existence of any such things in themselves.

The feature I want to bring out through this précis of Kantian idealism is the
preservation of an extra-subjective® realm which in some (necessarily) ineffable way
functions as a counterweight to the subjective activity of the categories, namely the realm
of the Ding an sich. I now suggest that it is in the rejection of the "thing in itself" that
the key neo-Kantian concept of Setzung finds its root in post-Kantian idealism. So long
as the Kantian dichotomy of noumena (here: Dinge an sich, not "thoughts") and
phenomena holds, the mind (for which alone these phenomena exist) remains poised
against an independent, transcendent reality. The synthetic categorial function of
generating experience, and the subsequent ordering of that experience into science, both
remain dependent upon what is given to the mind from without. As Kant writes, the

paenomena are "representations of things which are unknown as regards what they may

5 1 use this term with some trepidation, since "subjective” usually connotes "arbitrariness,"
"relativistic," etc.—the opposite of "objectivity." That is decidedly not what I mean. Kant does not
think that our cognition is arbitrary; on the contrary, one of his chief aims in the first Critique is to
show how the use of the subject's categories can have objective validity (objektive Galtigkeit) (cf.
Krv, B120; Rose, 1981: 2, ff.; Pippin, 1989: 8; 16, ff.), for if they do not, then subjectivism in the
sense of arbitrariness would inevitably arise.

6 But not therefore "objective!" (See previous note.) Only that which is susceptible to the activity of
the categories is possibly objective, for it is through that activity that it becomes (or is) an object for
us. The Ding an sich is not so susceptible, hence also not objective. It falls outside any possible
categorial purchase.
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be in themselves" (K»¥" B164).7 The spontaneous8 activity of the mind is linked to and
limited by its passive receptivity: without intuitions, its concepts are empty.

Fichte upsets this balance, in a way which foreshadows the neo-Kantians'
departure from Kant, both in its basic terminology and in the way he sees himself as
working fully in the spirit of critique—perhaps even more so than Kant himself. Fichte
takes over from Kant the notion of the mind's spontaneity,? but rejects the (for Kant)
concomitant notion of the mind as passive, viz. as receptive to intuitions. "The intellect,
for idealism, is an act, and absolutely nothing more; we should not even call it an active
something, for this expression refers to something subsistent in which activity inheres"
(Fichte, 1982: 21; quoted in Pippin, 1989: 44). As Pippin writes, the mind's activity
"[f]or Fichte ... appears to mean a kind of complete autonomy" (Pippin, 1989: 44). The
completeness of the mind's autonomy entails the rejection of any counterposed
transcendent reality as contributing (in whatever mysterious manner) to the constitution
of the mind's objects, as well as the rejection of the faculty of intuition as a receptive
faculty .10

Now the "activity" of the intellect consists in the reflexivity of absolute "self-
positing" (sich selbst setzen), the absoluteness of this self-positing seems encoded in
how intellect posits itself, namely as so positing itself.!! Schlegel distills Fichte thus:
"Der einzige Anfang und vollstindige Grund der Wissenschaftslehre ist eine
Handlung"

[Dlie Totalisierung der reflexen Abstraktion, eine mit Beobachtung

verbundene Selbstkonstruktion, die innre freie Anschauung der Ichheit,

7 Cf. Rose, 1981: 4.

8 Cf KrV, A97; B132, et passim.
9 Cf. Pippin, 1989: 45-46.

10 Cf. Pippin, 1989: 52.

L Cf. Pippin, 1989: 48, 50; Henrich, 1966. As Pippin argues, Fichte "is careful to point out that
the self's original self-positing is not 'for irself’ an act of self-creation, and that this activity must be
distinguished from what happens when you make yourself the object of a conscious intention” (Pippin,
1989: 50). This seems to imply that the self-positing of the mind or intellect is not itself a self-
conscious act, but one which must follow from the conception of mind as pure spontaneity.
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Again:

des Sichselbstsetzens, der Identitit des Subjekts und Objekts. Die ganze
Philosophie ist nichts anderes als Analyse dieser einigen, in ihrer
Bewegung aufgefaBten, und in ihrer Tatigkeit dargestellten Handlung.
(Schlegel, 1958: lv; emphases added)!2
The totalization of reflexive abstraction, a self-construction connected
with observation, the inner free intuition of "I-ness," of positing-oneself,
the identity of subject and object. The whole philosophy is nothing
more than the analysis of this unified action, grasped in its motion,

represented in its activity.

Er [the first principle] muB nach der Sprache dieser Epoche, "schlechthin
gesetzt" sein, und zwar von einem "schlechthin unabhingigen,
urspriinglichen Selbst”, das "gesetzt ist, nicht weil es geserzt ist, sondern
weil gs selbst das Setzende ist". Dies ist Fichtes "urspriinglich durch
sich selbst gesetztes Ich", das sich durch "absolute Kausalit4t" selbst
setzt und in seinem "Gesetztsein ... durch nichts auler ihm bestimmt"
ist.

(Schelling, 1856-61, Vol. I: 96, ff ; cited in Schlegel, 1958:

xxxix; emphases added)
The first principle must be, in the language of this epoch, "absolutely
posited," to wit, by an "absolutely independent, originary Self," which is
"posited, not because it is posited, but because it itself is that which
posits." This is Fichte's "'L' which is originally posited through itself,"
which posits itself through "absolute causality," and which is, in its

"being-posited, ... determined through nothing external to itself."

12 Cf. Taylor, 1975: 529: "[Tthe truth of speculative philosophy is just that thought, the Concept,
produces its own content out of itself. In the end, all matter must be seen as posited by the Idea."
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This notion of the "posit" (Setzung) thus represents a shift from an apparently static
Kantian conception of mind to an exclusively dynamic interpretation of subjectivity.!3 I
do not pretend to comprehend the meaning of these mysterious phrases, but they seem
to suggest that the mind just is the self-creative act of thinking itself. Perhaps there is
no way to explain this further; what is worth pointing out is that the neo-Kantians come
to talk in the same way about their conception of mind, explicitly acknowledging the
Ritsel of the Ursprung, of the mind's self-positing.

Now, for Fichte, as in German Idealism generally, the interpretation of mind is at
the same time an interpretation of science (Wissenschaft). Since mind is that which
knows (weiss), i.e. which does science, the true interpretation of the mind as knowing
amounts to understanding the conditions of possibility of the sciences. For that reason,
in turn, the science of mind amounts to a science of science. Yet, because the science of
science is the mind's knowledge of how all other sciences are possible for it, that science
cannot be itseif "conditioned" by any other science; rather, as the science of science its
principle (erster Grundsatz) must be of entirely philosophical origin. As we will see
below, this close connection--if not confusion--of philosophy of mind and philosophy
of science becomes important for understanding the Marburg School's rejection of a
psychological or "psychologistic" interpretation of Kant's philosophy.

Itis hard to say whether this historicization of knowledge directly influences the
Marburg School. On the one hand, they have a very similar notion of the mutability of
categories, with interesting consequences for both their interpretation of the Platonic
ideai and of the nature of scientific progress. On the other hand, as we will see, the
Marburg conception of thought's history is not the Hegelian one of progress through
successive sublimations and transfigurations of Geist, but rather of one and the same

conflict being played out again and again.!4 Their attempt nonetheless to reconcile this

13 Cf. Schnsidelbach, 1983b: 106-107: "Dynamisierung der Wissenschaft; 113, 114, 115, 116, 118.
14 Cf. Cohen, 1916: 310.
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cyclical conception of history with a theory of infinite progress in the sciences is treated
below.

A further, even more striking similarity between the Marburg School and post-
Kantian Idealism lies in the fundamental importance given to the notion of system.
Schnédelbach writes:

A philosophy which has based itself on the absolute point of unity of

thinking and being, subject and object, truth and goodness, can represent

its knowledge only in a single absolute whole, i.e. a whole which

comprehends in itself everything, and which, moreover, for the sake of

the scientificity of this knowledge, must be a system and not a mere

aggregate of cognitions.

(Schnédelbach, 1983b: 20)
For Hegel in particular, philosophy conceived as such an absolute system of
knowledge--as absolute science—must consider all actual knowledge of the sciences as
finite, relative and pre-philosophical, as needing, in short, incorporation into the absolute
system.!5 The cognitions of the empirical natural sciences are thus seen as incomplete
because not fully systematized; it is this systematic incorporation and philosophical
legitimation of the results of empirical science which Taylor means by "synthesizing
commentary"--an approbation which scientists of the mid-nineteenth century thought
they could do without. Decades later in a radically changed scientific landscape, as we
will see, the Marburgers revive—with crucial alterations—the notion of "system" as
fundamental to scientificity, and again maintain that it is philosophy's special zask to
ground such a system.

To sum up: the most important link between the German Idealism and Marburg
neo-Kantianism is the transformation of Kant's conception of spontaneity into a

radicalized conception of the intellect as the absolute source of itself and the world as

15 Cf. Schnidelbach, 1983b: 20-21.

2:7



cognized. This move returns idealism neither to a pre-Kantian form of speculation, nor
to the pre-Kantian variety of idealism; it remains transcendental in Kant's sense.
However, the subject's transcendental, a priori categories of cognition, freed from the
gravity of the ineffable noumena, are reconceived as entirely dynamic and spontaneous,
"positing" or projecting the objective world as a kind of specufum or mirror in which
Geist manifests itself to its finite offspring (us). This positing takes place in history; or
rather, history just is the successive conflicts and syntheses of the posits which give us
our world. The Marburgers will adopt this notion of an autonomous source of
knowledge, with the concomitant dynamism of categories, while radically reinterpreting
these notions in light of the natural sciences and the scientism which followed upon the

lapse of German Idealism.

2.3. German empiricism and psychologism.

The collapse of speculative idealism, followed by the rise of scientistic empiricism is a
commonplace of German intellectual history. Yet, as Max Wundt writes, "die Wendung
von dem Zettalter der spekulativen Systeme zu dem der Einzelwissenschaften, von der
Romantik zum Positivismus, ist geistesgeschichtlich schwer zu fassen und noch wenig
geklart" (Wundt, 1932: 341). Idealism did not so much "collapse” as retreat into the
obscurity of academic departments: "the Zeitgeist ... simply tumned its face away from
philosophy in general, in order to pursue science in a post-Hegelian sense”
(Schnédelbach, 1983b: 21, 118-119).16 Nonetheless, there was a reason for all this
retreating and ignoring, namely the discredit brought upon Hegel's system as a whole by
the foundering of his philosophy of nature: "dominée par un anti-mathématisme
vigoureux et opposée a la théorie de Newton, [sa philosophie de la nature] se retourna
contre l'édifice qu[e Hegel] avait élaboré avec tant de soin, puisqu'il était clair qu'un

segment fondamental du systéme était insoutenable" (Philonenko, 1989: 7).17

16 Cf. Natorp, 1918: 5.
17 Cf Schnidelbach, 1983b: 101, 109.
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Because Hegel conceived his philosophy as a system, the discrediting of one of
its pillars, the philosophy of nature, cast the whole into doubt.!® In particular, the
systematic approach was called into question. As early as 1811, Schleiermacher, in his
lectures on dialectic, criticizes the practice of

setting up an epitome [/nbegriff] of propositions which ostensibly

contains the essential elements of knowledge in such a way that all the

rest can be developed from it, whether they call it a doctrine of science, or

logic, or metaphysics or natural philosophy, or whatever.

(Schleiermacher, 1976: 28, ff.; cited in Kohnke, 1986: 77)
Schleiermacher here attacks speculative idealism's characteristic manner of positing a
“so-called axiom [Grundsatz] at the head [of the system] as that with which knowledge
necessarily begins, and which itself must simply be assumed without having been
previously contained in prior thoughts from which it could have been developed”
(Schleiermacher, 1976: 28, ff; cited in Kohnke, 1986: 77). Positing principles or
axioms as the cornerstone of one's system led to what K&hnke calls the "anarchy of
systems" (Kohnke, 1986: 77). The "anarchy of systems" is another way of describing
the contrast between philosophy's Personengebundenheit and the natural sciences'
commitment to impersonal research programs.!® This contrast indicates an important
difference between the Marburgers' notion of systematicity and that of the speculative
idealists, which [ will discuss below.

To say that beginning in the 1830's German science becomes "empiricized" is
not to make a statement about actual scientific practice of the day; rather, it is to make
the metascientific point that during this era the nature of science comes to be interpreted
specifically as empiricism--a doctrine held less by philosophers (having crept away)

than by self-reflective scientists. 20 Empiricism rejects as the warrant of science's

18 Philonenko, 1989: 7, n. 1. On speculative philosophy of nature, see Taylor, 1975: 350, ff.
Schnidelbach, 1983b: 100, ff.

19 Cf. Schnidelbach, 1983b: 120.

20 Cf. Schnidelbach, 1983b: 108, 110.
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scientificity the deductive-systematic approach of a Schelling or Hegel, favoring in its
stead certain procedural rules.2! These "standard operating procedures" in turn
generate scientific experience, properly so called (Schnidelbach, 1983b: 108).22 This
generated experience is the proper object of scientific theory, fumishing the grounds for
inductive generalizations from empirical fact to scientific law. The experimental and
inductivist nature of science was articulated by one of the champions of German
empiricism, Hermann von Helmholtz: "genuine science [is] ... nothing but methodically
and purposely completed and cleansed experience,"23 where "cleansed" means
"experimentally generated," and "completed" means "inductively generated."?* The
Marburgers ultimately attack empiricism at what they consider its weakest point, namely
its inductivism, the result of what they argued is a misguided commitment to

psychologism.

What is psychologism? In our context, "psychologism” is an umbrella term used by its
critics® to belittle the supposed error of various empiricist theories of cognition which

held sway in Germany from the 1830's25 through the 1920's.27 Mach, Avenarius and

2l Cf. Schnadelbach, 1983b: 109.
22 Cf. Diemer, 1968.
23 Helmholtz, H., cited in Kénig, in Diemer, 1968: 90, ff,, cited by Schnidelbach, 1983b: 111.
24 gchnsdelbach, 1983b: 111.
25 Schnidelbach's erroneous remark that Husserl and Frege were the lone fighters of psychologism
typifies the neglect the Marburg School—and especially Natorp--has suffered among scholars. Cf.
Natorp 1887, 1901; Frege, 1918; Dummett, 1994: 22, ff.; Kusch, 1995: 276.
26 Perhaps Friedrich Eduard Beneke first articulated logical psychologism in post-idealist Germany.
He saw as central to philosophy a pure psychology, "rein auf unser SelbstbewuBtsein begnindet.

... Nur auf diese Weise ist wahre Einheit und Ordnung ... [und] Allgemeingiiltigkeit

fiir die Philosophie zu erringen. Alle philosophischen Begriffe sind ja Erzeugnisse

der menschlichen Seele; und nur durch die Erkenntnis der Art und Weise also, wie sie

entstanden sind in dieser, kdnnen sie ihre hochste Klarheit erhalten.

(Beneke, 1832: 89, ff., cited in Kohnke, 1986: 82-83)

On the one hand, as Kéhnke suggests, the early psychologism of Beneke and his contemporary,
Friedrich Adolf Trendelenburg, was the first herald of a philosophy that abandoned speculative system-
building, and saw itself as "theory of knowledge [Erkenninistheorie] (Kohnke, 1986: 109). Yet, on
the other hand, it was precisely psychologism in the realm of logic which the Erkenntnistheoretiker
of Marburg, as well as Frege and Husserl, would particularly come to combat. On Fries as the
originator of a Kantian psychologism, see Natorp, 1887: 262.
27 Kusch shows that "the wide variety of characteristics suggested [by the term, "psychologism"], as
well as their vagueness, makes it an easy feat to identify psychologism or psychologistic tendencies in



2:11

Comelius, who argue for a "biological foundation of logic from the perspective of the
‘economy of thought™ belong to the psychologistic sinners as much as the logicians,
Sigwart, Erdmann, Heymans, Withelm Wundt, Riehl, Lipps, and Schuppe, to name but a
few.28 All29 are said to have derived their views from the associationism3 of the
archpsychologists Hume3! and the Mills, pére3? et fils.33

The particular species of psychologism most relevant to the philosophy of
science, and which comes most to exercise critics such as Natorp, Husserl and Frege, 1s
logical psychologism. This term is notoriously slippery and opaque, and has been given
a startling variety of definitions.3* Let us use J.S. Mill's as a first orientation:

Logic is not a Science distinct from, and coordinate with, Psychology.

So far as it is a Science at all, it is a part or branch of Psychology.... Its

each and every philosophical system" (Kusch, 1995: 6). See esp. his chart of "Accused and Accusers,"
onp. 7.

28 Natorp, 1901: 277.

29 Tt has been pointed out to me by Stephen Menn that not all forms of psychologism in fact are
based on associationism; the anti-associationism of such thinkers as James McCosh and Leonard
Nelson would also have offended Natorp. I will explore these aspects of the psychologism-debate at a
later time.

30 Ryle, in his account of the philosophical movements against psychologizing theornies of mind
writes: "Brentano realized that the then prevalent English theories of mental life were impetent to do
Justice to the notions of conception, judgement and inference, of the will and of the feelings. The
attempt to reduce all mental operations, attitudes and states to sensations and their echoes, randomly
coagulated by association, inevitably eliminated just what make the differences between thinking and
mere wandering, between choice and mere impulse, between judgment and mere fancy, between
inference and mere suggestion, between doubt and mere vacancy ...." (Ryle: 1971a). However accurate
this may be as a description of Brentano's attitude, it does not reflect the transcendental critique of neo-
Kantianism. Their problem was not that the associationism of "English theories” implied a "random
coagulation” of thoughts, but on the contrary, that associationism presupposed the mind attending to
certain features of experience, its associations happening through (rule-govemed) procedures of
identification and comparison. These procedures, it was argued, presupposed certain @ priori concept-
Junctions. This is discussed below.

31 "Here is a kind of attraction, which in the mental world will be found to have as extraordinary
effectsas in the natural, and to shew itself in as many and as various forms" (7reatise, Book I, §IV).
Cf. esp. KrV, A766/B794.

32 James Mill gave Hume's associationism its "most rigorous exposition:" "In his Aralysis of the
Phenomena of the Human Mind (. Mill] describes 'sensations' and 'ideas’ as the two 'primary states of
consciousness’;, these were mechanically linked by association, now reduced to a single principle—'order
of occurrence.' Its strength is determined by two main conditions--frequency and vividness”
(Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1968: "Psychology™).

33 “In particular Mill's System of Logic (1843) stimulated (chiefly as an emetic) a galaxy of original
thinkers into reconsideration of the principles of logic, epistemology and psychology” (Ryle, 1971b:
215).

34 For a representative catalogue, see Kusch, 1995: 4-5.



theoretic grounds are wholly borrowed from Psychology, and include as
much of that science as is required to justify the rules of an art.
(Mill, 1874: 359)

The "laws" of logic, according to Mill, are ultimately rooted in experience, out of which
they spring as generalizations in accord with the psychological laws of association.
Hence, "logic, as Mill saw it, does not yield necessary truths, only propositions whose
negation we take as inconceivable (1843, bk. 2, chap. 5, sec. 6)" (Macnamara, 1986: 13).
Mill holds that both the principle of non-contradiction (like the law of excluded middle)
is to be explained as being "one of the first and most familiar generalizations from
experience" (Mill, 1843: Bk II, Ch. 7, Sec. 5; quoted in Macnamara, 1986: 13). From
this spirit, then, the German psychologistic logicians took their inspiration.

It is important for understanding the neo-Kantians' anti-psychologism to see that
Kant himself can be and often has been read as a psychologistic logician. Thus the
Marburgers would have been dismayed, if not surprised, at Gillian Rose's remark that
"in spite of Kant's separation of objective and subjective validity, of the question of right
from the question of fact,3> of an empirical from a transcendental account, the critical
philosophy lends itself to a psychological reading” (Rose, 1981: 4); or at Macnamara's
simple designation of Kant as the "forerunner of psychologism" (Macnamara, 1986:
11). The point is not hard to see. In the first Critique, both the Transcendental Aesthetic
and the Transcendental Analytic seem straightforwardly to conceive logic as the rules by
which the understanding constitutes objective experience. As Rose puts it,

a transcendental account may transform the logical question of validity

into the epistemological question of how we may rightly acquire

knowledge. Objective validity is established by dividing the mind into

faculties, and by reference to perception and representation. According

to this reading, the whole project for a transcendental logic reduces

35 Cf Rose, 1981: 2.
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validity to the synthesis of representations, to the description of
processes of consciousness.
(Rose, 1981: 4)

This psychological interpretation of Kant was not universally held in the German
psychologistic camp. While Helmholtz and especially Wilhelm Wundt36 did so
understand Kant, the more common view seems to have been articulated by Benno
Erdmann. On the one hand he defines logic as the "general, formal, normative science
of the methodical presuppositions of scientific thought,"37 a definition agreeable to the
Marburgers insofar as it respects Kant's conception of logic as exclusively concerned
with the "mere form of thinking."3® Yet Erdmann goes on to argue that since logic
studies the validity of assertoric judgements, and since judgements are psychological
acts, logic must investigate those mental processes "factically found in our
consciousness" which make judgements true or false, valid or invalid.3 Thus he
opposes Kant insofar as he thinks Kant's separation of logic from the actual contents of
cognitior "goes too far," and that logic must take into account the concrete
psychological processes of thinking 40

We can now see how close the connection between inductivism and
psychologism is. Induction is one of those mental processes "factically found in our
consciousness" which ground the possibility of judgement. Indeed, it is the basic form
of thinking, insofar as it is through the association, comparison and identification of
common features of percepts that we are able in the first place to generate any concepts
whatsoever.4! Thus psychologism, at least of the Mill-inspired variety, is linked to the

empiricist conception of science by the principle of induction. On the one hand,

36 Rose, 1981: 5.

37 Erdmann, 1907: 25; Smith and Smith, 1995: 28.

38 Kant, XrV, AS4/B78.

39 Erdmann, 1907: 26. Cf. esp. Natorp, 1887: 261, ff; Sluga, 1993; 1980: 12-13; Carl, 1994: 11.
£f; 204,

40 Erdmann, 1907: 26. For other neo-Kantian critiques of Erdmann, see e.g. Cassirer, 1910: 29-31.
41 Cf Cassirer, 1910: 5, et passim.  Cassirer, 1953: 4.
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according to psychologism, induction underlies the original formation of the mind's
fundamental logical rules; on the other hand, it in particular constitutes the investigative
method of science (i.e. generalizing over the empirical data experimentally gained);
hence, scientific thought is inductive both qua thought (psychologism), and qua

scientific (empiricism).

Antipsychologism. Antipsychologism often hints of the alarmist—psychologism is not
just false, we must not allow it to be true!—the same tone encountered among opponents
of relativism. This is not accidental: the danger of psychologism precisely lies in the
prospect of relativism and skepticism. Since the question of psychologism's danger is
distinct from that of its truth, I shall take up each in turn.

First, psychologism appears dangerous because epistemological skepticism and
relativism are seen to flow from the lack of certainty of any inductive inference, and
because the possibility of authentic science is negated—at least in the standard
conceptions of Wissenschaft as a system of certain 4nowledge, and not probable
conjecture; or, alternatively, as a system of /aws and not mere regularity or "constant
conjunction."42 For if our concepts, and thus our judgements, can be no more than
probably or for the most part true, then how can the judgements of science and ethics
not lose their respective claims to apodicticity and normativity? Of course, someone like
Mill just doesn't see this consequence as a problem with psychologism, much less an
argument against it. As we saw above, he simply admits the contingency of even s ich
an apparent "necessity" as the law of contradiction,; insisting that it is necessary will not
move him who says it merely seems so.

Psychologism's enemies must show why it is wrong. One line of attack, familiar
from Frege and Husserl, is to show that psychologism makes nonsense of things we

want. Thus, if psychologism is true, then there is no such thing as objectivity; and if

42 Cf. Natorp, 1917: 227.



there is no objectivity, communication is rendered impossible. For if thoughts and
meanings were themselves constituted in and by the individual psyche, they would be
radically private and meanings could not be communicated. If what I mean by "dog"
and what you mean by "dog" is really constituted in our respective mental processes, we
could never know if our meanings were the same; nor could we even know if we meant
the same thing by "same." Communicability of meanings presupposes their objectivity
and trans-subjectivity, and cannot therefore belong to the private realm of empirical
psyches.

As if the incoherence of communication were not an ill enough consequence,
related consequences prove even more vexing to psychologism's defenders, for they
undermine the scientistic foundation of psychologism itself. Even if one disregards the
fact that without communication science is scarcely conceivable, it is more directly
threatened by the sacrifice of objectivity. For should science be considered as a mere
heap of individual impressions and ideas, it would forfeit the very possibility of rigor
which is thought to distinguish it from the anarchy plaguing speculative idealism 43
Why should the scientists' probabilities command more respect than the idealists'
posits? Do they not both appear equally loose and arbitrary? Objectivity is required if
norms and standards are to be possible against which rigor—scientificity—can be
judged.

The problem runs deeper yet: perhaps the lack of objectivity can somehow be
accomodated in "sciences" whose propositions have a very high probability of being
right (based on very large samples), but it is utterly embarrassing to psychologistic
logicians, especially if they are unwilling to pay Mill's price:44 the sacrifice of logic's
validity (Geltung).4> Yet, it seems, pay the price they must: for how can psychology, an

empirical science which, qua empirical, must remain within the realm of inductive

43 Cf Cassirer, 1910: 31.
44 Cf. Farber, 1943: 102.
45 Natorp, 1887: 262.
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probability or relative truth, justify such an absolute bindingness?4¢ If psychologism is
true, the truths of logic and arithmetic themselves are reduced to the status of mere
probabilities--a result only a radical skeptic, and certainly few scientistic empiricists,

would be prepared to swallow.

2.4. The sources of neo-Kantianism.
In the foregoing pages I have tried no more than to sketch the sources of the dilemma
faced by many philosophers who, in the words of Ryle,

[a]ll alike were in revolt against the idea-psychology of Hume and Mill;

[who] all alike demanded the emancipation of logic from psychology;

[who] all alike found in the notion of meaning their escape-route from

subjectivist theories of thinking; [who] nearly all ... championed a

Platonic theory of meanings, i.e. of concepts and propositions; [and

who] all alike demarcated philosophy from natural science by allotting

factual enquiries to the natural sciences and conceptual enquiries to

philosophy....

(Ryle, 1971a)

Ryle is here describing the situation of Husserl, Meinong and Frege, of Bradley, Peirce,
Moore and Russell. He does not mention the neo-Kantians, though they too were
leaders among those pursuing the "rehabilitation of philosophy."47 Still, his omission
is in a way fitting, because for all their similarities and sympathies with the thinkers in
Ryle's list, the Marburgers differ crucially in one respect: while indeed appealing to a

"Platonic theory," they do not interpret it as a "theory of meanings," at least not in the

46 Cf. Natorp, 1901: 272.
47 Schnzdelbach, 1983b: 132-133.
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sense common to Husserl and Frege 48 Like Frege, the neo-Kantians argue for a third
realm, not of meanings, but of "validity" (Geltung).

As Rose has correctly pointed out, the Marburg School relies on Hermann
Lotze's distinction between being and validity (Sein and Geltung), which it is therefore
appropriate to discuss briefly. As she writes,

“fv]alidity" for Lotze, in opposition to Kant, pertains to propositions not

to concepts. Propositions can be affirmed or denied regardless of

whether we are in a position actually to perceive or experience the objects

to which the contents of those propositions refer. Hence a proposition

which we affirm or deny has a reality which is different from the reality

of events which "occur," or of things which "exist" or "are." The reality

of a proposition means that it holds or is valid, and that its opposite does

oot hold. ... This kind of reality, the validity of truths, is quite distinct

from the question of whether their contents can be related to any object

in the external, spatio-temporal world.

(Rose, 1981: 6-7)
For us, Lotze's Sein-Geltung distinction matters not because the Marburgers adopt it,*?
but because he shows how there can be a "reality" other than and not reducible to
"being," a reality which is accessible to thinking alone. "Accessible," I say, but not
therefore "constituted in;" in other words, just as the realm of being (i.e. really existing
or occurring things and events) is accessible to, but not dependent upon perception
ultimately rooted in intuition, so is the realm of valid truths thinkable by, though not

dependent upon thought. As Rose puts it,

48 See esp. Cassirer, 1910: 32: "Neben dasjenige, was der Inhalt seinem materialen sinnlichen Gehalt
nach ist, tritt dasjenige, was er im Zusammenhang der Erkenntnis bedeutet; und diese seine Bedeutung
erwichst ihm aus den wechselnden logischen 'Aktcharakteren’, die sich an ihn beften kénnen" Cf.
Macnamara, 1986: 4244,

49 They do not, contrary to Rose. Cf. Rose, 1981: 5, 9; cf. esp. Natorp, 1921b: 201.
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Lotze's demarcation of validity set it apart from any relation either to

processes of consciousness or to consciousness in general (Bewusstsein

uberhaupt). Validity was separate even from transcendental genesis0....

Lotze kept the examination of perception and cognition strictly separate

from the logic of thinking.

(Rose, 1981: 9)
Lotze carves out a domain of logic entirely separate from experience, and thus without
any "transcendental” import; a) the objects of this logic are independent of psychic
cognitive processes; b) the logic itself consequently is not the logic of the conditions of
possibility of (psychic) experience.

Of course, it seems very odd to say that the logic of validity is not a (Kantian)
logic of cognition, but then also to call it a logic of thinking, imagining that this would
separate logic from psychology once and for all; for is "thinking" not also a psychic
activity, as Erdmann points out? What other kind of thinking is there? As we will see,
the point of separating "thinking" from "cognition" is not to separate logic frcm mind
entirely (a patent absurdity), but rather to grant mind a domain untouchable by
experience (I will address the big question--how mind can be granted such a domain—
below). Psychologism is defeated not when logic is shown to have nothing to with
thinking, but rather when logic is shown not to derive from psychological activity
specifically conceived as cognitive experience. It is for this reason that Lotze and the
Marburgers abandon Kan's project of transcendental criticism (defining the conditions
of possibility of all experience) in favor of a "pure logic,">! "pure" because the validity
(Geltung) of its truths is atemporal, and therefore beyond possible experience.

The Marburg strategy is to use the independent realm of thinking, secured by

Lotze, as a base from which to attack psychologism's reliance on induction as the engine

50 By this, I take it Rose means that validity has nothing to do with experience even as its a priori
conditions of possibility.

51 Cf Rose, 1981: 10. I dispute her point that Marburg philosophy is not transcendental in the
following paragraph.
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of thought. This strategy, while departing significantly from the philosophy of the first
Critique, remains fundamentally transcendental. It does not, however, concemn itself
with the conditions of possibility of psychically empirical objects. Rather, it is
concerned with the conditions of possibility of the exact (mathematical) sciences.>2 Itis
as though they rise from Kant's primary concern with the categorial logic of éognition to
the ideal logic of the scientific concatenation of those cognitions. As I will argue, the
move is analogous to the Platonic ascent from doxa to epistémé, if by doxa we
understand the objectivation of experience as opposed to the scientific norms of
objectivity we attain with epistémé.

Let us characterize the general strategy of the anti-psychologistic arguments
sektched in the previous section as "consequentialist:” if psychologism is true, then such
and such bad results follow.3? By contrast, the neo-Kantian strategy>* is to show how
the psychologistic account of the inductive process itself presupposes certain
"functional concepts" or "concept-functions"35 which themselves cannot have had their
origin in induction; on the contrary, they are its very conditions of possibility. Thus, the
Marburgers do not "revolt against" psychologism by rejecting its scientistic, inductivist
principles outright 3 Instead, somewhat furtively appropriating certain idealistic
notions, they attempt to reinterpret them as the conditions of possibility of science--not
as speculative philosophers dictate it ought to be--but as it really is practiced and
experienced by the empirical scientists themselves.

Earlier we saw that a key respect in which German empiricism differs from
speculative idealism is its foundation in impersonal rules of procedure, i.e. in method. It

is in just this notion of method that the neo-Kantians find the hook by which to link

52 ¢f. esp. Natorp, 1910: 1-4.

53 For Husserl's consequentialism, see Farber, 1943: 109, ff.

54 Cf. Natorp, 1887: 262, for another approach, which I shan't rehearse here.

55 1 discuss the meaning of Begriffsfunktionen and Funktionsbegriff in the next section.

56 In this they differ from the early Husserl, who endeavors to distance himself from both idealist and
empiricist failures by a radical rejection of the whole tradition. But by 1917, at least, Natorp argues
that Husserl has become "entirely rooted in critical philosophy," and that his basic interest is identical
with Kant's—-"however freely he may go beyond him" (Natorp, 1917: 246).
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empiricism and idealism. They argue that method itself is not and cannot be derived in
any way from experience; rather, the method by which experience is "cleansed," to recall
Helmholtz's term, is not taken from, but rather imposed upon, empirical phenomena.
Method purifies experience, 3’ thereby generating genuinely scientific experience. But
since that method is itself non-empirical, the Marburgers argue, it is a priori. Itis
precisely here that they resort to that favorite term of Fichte and Scheiling, Setzung, to
name the activity of mind that constitutes the a priori of scientific method. The next
step is a natural inflection, linguistic and conceptual, of Setz-ung (posit) into Ge-setz
(law), from the activity into its result.

It is crucial to see, however, that since it is method which is posited, the
Marburgers reconceive subjectivity. Yes, method has, and must have, an a priori
foundation, but that foundation is an anonymous subjectivity to which any individual
scientist subjects himself qua scientist. it is, perhaps, what one means by "the scientific
mind." This trans-subjective mind emerges out of and simultaneously governs the inter-
subjective dialectic called scientific discourse, either between individual scientists or
within a single scientist's mind. They do not "posit" in or for themselves individually,
but always in accordance with the method of science which, though not empirical is also
not for that reason subjective. Itisin method that the scientific mind consititutes itself.
Method, then, is the neo-Kantian, post-positivist name for an a priori, anonymous
process, the objectivity of which is warranted by its trans- and inter-subjectivity. It is
this objectivity alone which, in turn, underwrites the legitimacy of scientific laws.
Whereas empiricist theory of science holds the laws of nature to be no more than
inductive generalizations, the neo-Kantians offer the idealistic alternative of law as a
concept-function which makes possible the process of induction itself. This alternative
entails a radical and franscendental reconception of the relationship between object and

concept.

57 “Erfahrung ist selbst eine solche Synthesis der Wahrnehmungen, welche meinen Begriff, den ich
vermnittelst einer Wahmehmung habe, durch andere hinzukommende vermehrt” (KrV, A764/B792).
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Before turning to that reconception, it is important to stress two points. First, the
neo-Kantians of course do not deny that induction yields concepts.58 However, because
induction only yields a posteriori probability, they do deny that induction can yield
genuinely scientific propositions, propositions, that is, which gelten with the atemporal
absoluteness proper to the realm of validity 3 For Natorp, there is no such thing as an
"inductive proof,' which tries to conjure up universal propositions out of individual fact
(as if such were already secured in advance)" (Natorp, 1917: 241). Thus, to argue that
the process of induction presupposes an a priori concept-function is not intended to
show that inductive conclusions possess bona fide scientific status after all; this
argument applies only against the psychologistic view that all our propositions are mere
a posteriori generalizations, by showing that generalization itself presupposes certain a
priori concepts.%0 Second, the establishment of the necessity of a priori concept-
functions for all thinking naturally leads the neo-Kantians to the further and distinct
view that science in actual practice does 770f proceed by inductive generalization at all,
but by hypothetical positing, which just is the activity of a priori functions.6! The

consideration of these two points is the first task of the next section.

2.5. The neo-Kantian theory of cognition and science.

2.5.1. Induction dependent on "concept-functions."

In Substanzbegriff und Funktionsbegriff, the last of the Marburgers, Emst Cassirer,
gives a lucid account of the transcendental turn behind the neo-Kantian version of

scientism. Closely following Natorp, he shows how complacent common-sense realism

58 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 20: "Ob aus der Festhaltung dieser Identitat der Bezichung .. zuletzt ein
abstrakter Gegenstand, ein allgemeines Vorstellungsbild sich entwickelt, in dem die dhnlichen Ziige
vereint sind, ist lediglich eine psychologische Nebenfrage, die die logische Charakteristik des Begriffs
nicht beriihrt."

59 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 17, 24-25. Cf. Natorp, 1917: 228-229. Indeed, Natorp writes, a “thesis" or
"posit" must, as a thesis, be followed by a confirmatory induction: "confirmation of the thesis through
its execution [i.e. through working out its implications] is the meaning of all genuine induction..."
(Natorp, 1917: 240-241).

60 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 21-22; esp. 29, 31, 32, esp. 33. Cf. Natorp, 1917: 227.

61 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 15, 18; 27.
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ultimately runs up against problems which, in its naivety, it cannot accomodate.
Cassirer, like Natorp, locates the historical source of this realism in Aristotle's logic and
ontology .62

Aristotle's realist axiom is that a world of independently existent, real things is
given to us. The task of the inquiring scientist is to uncover the common moments that
are given to us along with or in the things, but which require abstractive processing in
order to become manifest; one gathers many individual instances of things, and then
abstracts from the contingent features belonging to them as individuals. This
abstraction displays their general features which, taken together, is their concept.53 But
as Cassirer adds, the "concept is not a mere subjective schema, in which we pull together
the common elements of some arbitrary group of things;" rather, the concept that is
sought by the process of abstraction is the "real form, which warrants the causal and
teleological connexion of the individual things" (Cassirer, 1910: 9). For Aristotle, the
formal concept, which is given as a part of the individual thing, counts as explanatory of
that thing % The ontological category of substance, conceived as an individual thing, is
paramount: a "solid thing-ly substrate" must be present at hand (vorhaanden) in order
for any of the higher "logical-grammatical kinds of being to find their real traction and
ground" (Cassirer, 1910: 10). Cassirer's account of Aristotle is simply the orthodox
Marburg line, most polemically and painstakingly advanced by Natorp. Aristotle, the
neo-Kantians say, took a turn that would bend European philosophy in favor of the
substance-interpretation of the concept: "[t]he basic categorial relation of the thing to its
qualities from now on remains the guiding point of view..." (Cassirer, 1910: 10). He
turned, they say, into a blind alley.

Cassirer argues that the substance-interpretation survives (underground, as it

were) into the present day. Later disputes between nominalists and realists, and even

62 Cassirer, 1910: 4, ff. Cf. Natorp, 1887: 276, ff.; 1969: 8; 16, ff.; PI: 384-456.
63 Cassirer, 1910: 5.
64 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 10.
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Berkeley's "psychological critique of 'abstract' concepts," all take for granted thata
concept, be it of things or of ideas, is properly defined as a representation of their
common features, i.e. of their similarities (Cassirer, 1910: 11).65 All alike fail to
question whether "the genuinely scientific concept—particularly of mathematics and
physics—might not have a different task to accomplish than tihe one which this scholastic
explanation sets for them" (Cassirer, 1910: 11-12). The "substantial forms" that
constitute for Aristotle the aim of abstractive conceptualization are replaced, in the
modern reconception, by "certain basic elements which remain constant through the
entire region of sensations and 'perceptions’ (Cassirer, 1910: 12): this is, for example,
the basic assumption of Mill's associationism (Cassirer, 1910: 13). "The only
difference between the ontological [Aristotelian] and the psychological [Millian] point
of view is that the 'things' of scholasticism were beings copied in thought, whereas the
objects of the latter view are no more than contents of mental representations"
(Cassirer, 1910: 14; emphasis added).%

The full scope of Cassirer's critique of what has been sketched as (Aristotelian)
realism will become clearer when we uncover its Natorpian roots in the course of the
next chapter; I want here just to focus on Cassirer's undermining of the empiricist
account of induction as the origin of concepts. As we have seen, this account makes
two key claims: (a) taings exist and are given to us, along with (b) their similarities or
commonalities, which allow us, by some psychological process (say, "association"), to
form their concept through which we then can cognize them (Cassirer, 1910: 18-19).
Cassirer points out that the "similarity of things obviously can only then become
productive [i.e. of concepts), if it is grasped and judged as such [i.e., as similar].

Dal die "unbewufiten" Spuren, die von einem fritheren

Wahmehmungsbild in uns zuriickgeblieben sind, einem neuen Eindruck

tatsichlich gleichartig sind, bleibt fiir den ProzeB, um den es sich hier

65 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 12, 14.
66 Cf. Cassirer, 1953: 11
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handelt, so lange gleichgiiltig, als beide Elemente nicht als dhnlich

erkannt sind. Damit aber ist zunéchst als Grundlage aller "Abstraktion"

ein Akt der /dentifikation anerkannt.

(Cassirer, 1910: 19; emphasis added)

The fact that the "unconscious" traces of an earlier perceptual image

which have remained in us are in fact similar to a new impression, this

fact is irrelevant for the process we are interested in here as long as both

elements are not recognized as similar. However, this immediately

means that an act of identification is the foundation of all "abstraction."
In other words, abstraction of similarities from the manifold presented in the "thing"
depends on the identification of the similarities as similarities. And this "act of
identification"” in turn depends on a criterion of similarity, which the manifold manifestly
cannot of itself provide. A moment of reflection will tell us, Cassirer urges, that a
categorial concept "is not itself given among the [perceptual] contents as yet another,
new content; similarity or dissimilarity do not appear as sensual elements in their own
right, alongside sense-perceptions of color, sound, pressure, touch" (Cassirer, 1910:
21).57 Rather, the criterion is decided or posited by the mind; it is the "function” or
"act" (Handlung)®8 by which certain features of the manifold are discerned as similar,
or (as Cassirer, following Natorp, adds) different, or even or odd, bigger or smaller, etc.
It thus functions as the Grundlegung for the "perception” of similarity, difference, and
any other categorial (conceptual) features in the manifold.®® Without this grounding
function, "'abstraction’ would remain directioniess and rudderless" (Cassirer, 1910: 31).

We see now how the neo-Kantian outflanks the psychologistic realist. He
demonstrates, by transcendental argument, that the mind controls an autonomous and

foundational cognitive sphere, namely of pure concepts or categorial functions, which

67 Cf Natorp, 1917; 227.

68 Natorp, 1910: 22.

69 Cassirer uses the terms, Grundlage and Grundlegung, loaded with Kantian (transcendental)
significance, at, e.g., 1910: 19, 22, 33.
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provide the criteria for our judgements concerning the phenomenal manifold. These
Junctional concepts (of which mathematical functions are Cassirer's paradigm’0) serve
literally to generate objects out of the manifold. Thus, while the neo-Kantians expose
the exi)lanatory crudeness and inadequacy of the inductivist doctrine of abstraction, they
at the same time call into question the meaning of the realist ontology.

Nevertheless, our discussion thus far will have left some scratching their heads:
is it not psychologistic to speak of the a prior7 functions, whatever they are, as some
kind of a mental apparatus whose operation makes induction possible? We face here a
fundamental problem in interpreting the Marburgers' thought. They commonly speak
of "thoughts" and "thinking," even as they deny that the logic (of thinking) has anything
to do with mind (psyche). This seems paradoxical, as I said above, since thinking seems
inconceivable without (a) mind to do the thinking. Husserl tries to evade the problem by
positing a "transcendental ego” as the object of his "pure"--i.e. non-psychologizing, yet
not therefore psychological-phenomenological investigations. As dubious as some
might find Husserl's move, at least he makes the effort; the Marburgers do not. It
therefore remains for the charitable interpreter to do his best to figure out how they can
conceive of thinking without a thinker, of thoughts, as Dummett puts it with regard to
Frege, "extruded from the mind."

The basic problem lies in the ambiguous meaning of the Marburg shibboleth,
"function." In Natorp especially, and to a lesser degree in Cassirer, "function” is used
synonymously with "Akt" or "Handlung" (act), in which use they appeal to Kant. A
function, then, is a "thought-act," an act of synthesis, of relation, of construction. But
they also use "function" in the sense of "Grundfunktion" or "basic function" of thought
to name (Kantian) categories. Are the categories acts? What could that mean? Thirdly,

Cassirer illustrates the conception of function using mathematical functions as its

70 Cassirer, 1910: 27; cf. v, 21, ff.; 26, ff.; et passim. This tendency is already evident in Cassirer's
teacher, Cohen. Cf., e.g., Cohen's discussion of the Plato's philosophical foundation of logic in
mathematics at Cohen, 1902b: 447, ff.; 1916: 307.
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paradigm case. Are mathematical functions "acts?" Are they assimilable to categories
in some respects? The common issue in all these cases is how these acts and functions
can be conceived independently of an actor, viz. of a mind that is doing the thinking, and,
if so, in what sense they could stili be considered acts.”!

Natorp sometimes speaks of "Denkinhalte":72 these thought-contents are what
1s thought when we think. Secondly, Natorp means, when he speaks of thinking,
specifically thinking in the mathematical and exact sciences. The Denkinhalte, then, are
the contents of scientific thought, or, in short, they are scientific thoughts or
Erkenntnisse. These thoughts, are constructed concepts, that is, they are synthesized a
priori, and then applied to phenomena. Now, although we have not yet shown that they
are non-psychological, let us see how these synthetic a priori concepts might be
"functionally” conceived. It helps to remember that Kant, too, not only conceives the
Grundfunktionen of thought, the categories, as "functions," but also has a conception of
non-analytic synthetic concepts that seem to fit the Marburg sense of "function." In
discussing the notion of synthesis in Kant, J. M. Young writes:

[S]ome concepts are made rather than given. With concepts of this sort,

which Kant thinks are characteristic of mathematics and natural science,

we begin, as it were, by legislating the conditions a thing must satisfy to

qualify as an instance of the concept in question. In mathematics, for

example, we give a definition, whereas in empirical science we establish

the criteria by which things of a certain kind are to be identified. We

then proceed to determine what further predicates hold of the things in

question, not by uncovering what was implicit in our initial concept, but

instead by adding predicates to that concept, either by constructing it and

producing a demonstration (in mathematics) or by observing instances

71 Conversely, if we grant that they in fact are acts of thinking mind, then we might ask how that
could be interpreted non-psychologistically.
72 Natorp, 1910: 21.



2:27

of the concept (in empirical science). ... (W]e begin by laying down a

few predicates, to which we then add.
(Young, 1992: 111-112; emphasis added)

When these synthetic concepts are applied to phenomena, their functional nature
is revealed from a new angle. They now can be understood as actively forming the
manifold, that is, bringing it into the relations prescribed by the concept.” This phase
of the concepts' application of course requires a thinking mind, although the concepts'
"validity" holds whether or not this particular mind applies it; so its "existence" does not
imply psychologism. Moreover, although the concept required a mind to construct it, it
did not require any particular mind to do so, nor did it require any particular mind's
experience; consequently its genesis does not imply psychologism either.

What was the mind doing when it constructed or synthesized its function-
concept? It made clear to itself what already must logically be thinkable; this making-
clear is called thinking because its object is a thought, not the other way around. We
can use the Platonic simile of vision to illustrate this very platonistic point of view.
Plato's metaphor of the mind's eye can be read as suggesting a belief in intellectual
intuition; I suspect this is why Natorp avoids all mention of the cave allegory in Platos
Ideenlehre. However it need not be read this way; it can instead suggest that a thought
need not be the thought of a thinker, but could, like a visible thing, have its own
independent existence; instead of being visible, it is thinkable. We could therefore
rephrase Natorp's "thought-content" as a "thinkable" (parallel to the Stoic lekron, or
"sayable").” Just as a lekton need not be said to "exist," but in fact makes the sayer say

something instead of babbling, so by analogy a "thinkable" need not be actualized by a

73 If this proves impossible, then the concept is rejected as scientifically incorrect; its incapacity to
generate a genuine object, however, does not impugn its a prioricity (cf. Phaedo, 100-102).

74 Can the synthetic, relational character of thinking be done justice on this analogy? I believe so, as
long as one recognizes that seeing is in no wise passive, that vision, too, synthesizes, that is, can be
said to "pick out" its objects, and so constitute them as seen objects for itself.
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mind to "exist," but on the contrary makes the mind truly think something instead of
streaming along through a fog of impulses and impressions.

Thus the mind faces two tasks: first, it must (re)construct the functions of
thought, which are not themselves dependent on it for their "being." Second, it then
needs to apply these concepts, as categories,” to the intuitional manifold that is
concretely given, be it pure or sensible. It is in this second phase that they are functions
in the sense of "acts," for the mind is actively forming its (scientific) experience through
them. "Logic," then, is for the Marburg School simply the study of the rules that govern

(or describe) the relational structure of these ideal thought-contents.

2.5.2. Scientific experience and the dissolution of ontology.

Science. Of course, the neo-Kantian critique of psychologism and realism is not
primarily intended to rectify the theory of everyday perception and cognition. Rather, it
is a propaedeutic to a new theory or "logic" of scientific experience, of which the
ideally rigorous paradigm is "exact science” (e.g. theoretical physics).”’ Scienceis a
fact; as Cohen curtly puts it, "die Wissenschaften ... liegen in gedruckten Biichern vor"
(Cohen, 1902a: x). These "printed books" contain propositions expressing cognitions
of objects or objective states of affairs, and claim to be systems of knowledge, i.e. of
science. Philosophy's task is to give a non-inductivist account of how these knowledge-
systems (science) are possible.”® The inductive method of abstraction and

generalization can never yield exactness of scientific cognition, where "exact" (also)

75 (Cassirer thus speaks of these functional concepts generally as "categorial functions” (cf. Cassirer,
1910, Chs. 1-2). Natorp also thinks of these categorial concepts as unlimited in number, unlike Kant
(Natorp, 1910: 35).

76 Natorp, 1969: 11, et passim.

77 In this aim, neo-Kantianism truly does continue a project begun by Kant, perhaps most clearly
exemplified by the "Second Part of the Main Transcendental Probiem” of the Prolegomena, where he
asks, "How is Pure Science of Nature Possible?" Cf. Kant, 1950: 42-74 (§§14-39); Natorp, 1969: 13;
Rose, 1981: 2.

78 Tt is crucial to see that this specifically philosophical task presupposes an interpretation of just
what the "fact of science" consists in. As we have already seen, the Marburg interpretatiou has it that
science determines the /aws of phenomena; that it links these laws systematically, and that it does so
through an anonymous, objective, methodical procedure.
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implies the mathematical necessity of such cognition. By contrast, the notion of
functional categorial concepts, in Kant's sense of Verstandesbegriffe, enables the
Marburgers to give a transcendental account of this ideal scientificity. Yet while both
Kant and the Marburgers would agree that categories are active functions which "make
possible" or indeed generate scientific experience, there is nonetheless a big difference
between the two systems.

Here the neo-Kantians adopt a key modification made by the German Idealists
to Kant's idealism, the abolition of the Ding-an-sich, which here, too, results in the same
"total idealism." Fichte's unbound, unbounded subjectivity entails that the world of
nature is the posit or Sezz-ung of mind; so too do the neo-Kantians attribute the
experience of nature as an idea of science entirely to the work of the mind's foundational
cognitive legislation, its hypotheses or grundlegende Ge-setze.” But as [ noted earlier,
they avoid the arbitrariness of the speculative systems of nature by reconceiving the
positing function as coordinate with method. We may understand the crisis of German
Idealism as a legitimation crisis of subjectivity. The speculative philosophers conceive
positing as a brute act by a self whose nature it simply is to posit; yet such a view of
subjectivity, while appearing to grant it total and absolute power, in fact fractures its
autonomy at the very root. For if the self posits by nature, then, like an archaic god, it
legislates by fiat, irrationally, heteronomously if not helplessly enslaved to a thetic
compulsion. The Marburg move to method amounts to an evolution from will to reason,
from simple Setzung to Ge-setz, i.e. from fiat to law. The positing subjectivity attains to
true cognitive autonomy at the moment that it subjects itself to what Natorp elsewhere®0
calls the law of lawfulness (Gesetz der Gesetzlichkeit), which enjc;ins that there ought to
be law. The fact that subjectivity itself posits this first law in no way lessens its
imperative force. On the contrary, it cements it. For subjectivity posits the law

categorically, and so simultaneously places itself under it. It is precisely in this self-

79 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 449; 1916: 308, ff.
80 E g Natorp, 1887: 285; 1911: ;1917: 246.



2:30

giving of law, without restriction, that subjectivity asserts its auto-nomy; it is through
abiding by it that it confirms its legitmacy 8!

If the law of lawfulness is the prime directive of scientific rationality, it is
through method that this directive is executed. The neo-Kantian notion of method is
based on a view of how empirical science in fact works: the rational community commits
to common rules, in accordance with which it systematically proceeds and progresses
towards an ideal of complete knowledge of nature. The propositions of science are
neither deduced from, nor incorporated into some speculating individual's static system,
established and justified by intuitive fiat 32 Moreover, neo-Kantianism, like empiricism,
understands method as the rational cleansing of ordinary experience by which it
becomes "scientific experience."83 The key difference is that this cleansing is not
interpreted as the exfoliation of contingencies from the object’s essential core. Rather,
for experience to become scientific its subjective or transcendental source must be
purified. But this just means that experience must be anchored in the pure concepts
which are the understanding's laws of experience. We do not capture an empirical
object scientifically by disclosing its substantial essence, but by locating in an a priori
categorial system the functional principle through which experience of that object is
made possible 3 For as we saw above, the Marburgers hold that only the functional
conception of cognition can warrant the objectivity of (scientific) experience. Hence a
double philosophical task is delineated: to isolate the a priori categorial system; and to

do so in a way that explains the fact of science's endless progress.

81 Cf krV, A839/BS6T.

8 cr. Natorp: 1887: 259-260 (emphasis added): "Auch diese allgemeine Correlation zwischen Gesetz
und Gegenstand diirfen wir ... wohl auch sachlich als festgestellt annehmen; festgestellt nicar durch das
Gutdiinken oder die Systemsucht dieses oder jenes Philosophen, sondern durch die That der
Wissenschaft, die dberall im Gesetze den Gegenstand constituirt. "

83 Cf esp. Natorp, 1917: 237; 246; 1969: 13.

84 Cf. Natorp, 1917: 226.
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Reconstruction of root-functions and "categories.” In earlier sections I have tried to
explain why, from the transcendental standpoint, the objects of experience are conceived
as the products of synthesis (and not simply given to us ready-made); yet the source
and process of that synthesis is hidden from us. For the Marburgers, retracing the
process to its source is crucial, not for the sake of a human psychology, but for
grounding the syntheses of scientific cognition. Natorp writes:

[Dlas Denken schafft zwar (in den Wissenschaften) nach sicheren

Gesetzen der Synthesis, aber in weitem Umfang ohne dieser Gesetze

sich zugleich bewul3t zu sein. Sein Interesse sind unmittelbar nicht sie,

sondern das, was an Erkenntnisgehalt durch ihre Kraft zutage gefordert

wird. Es ist je auf seinen besonderen Gegenstand gerichtet; es ist ein

ganz neues Stadium der Reflexion, nicht nach dem jedesmaligen

Gegenstand, sondern nach den Gesetzen zu fragen, wonach dieser und

tberhaupt irgendein Gegenstand der Wissenschaft sich zum Gegenstand

erst gestaitet. Diese neue Art der Reflexion ist es, die wir Logik®?

nennen.

(Natorp, 1969: 10-11)86

It is true that thinking operates [schafff] (in the sciences) in accord with

secure laws of synthesis, although to a large extent at the same time it is

unconscious of these laws. Its interest is not primarily these laws, but

rather that scientific content which is generated thanks to these laws.

Thinking is in each case focused upon its particular object. An entirely

new level of reflection is required to investigate, not the particular object,

but the laws in accordance with which this and any scientific object in

85 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 13.
86 Connected to Plato (Republic) at Natorp, 1969: 12.
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general first constitutes itself as an object. This new kind of reflection

we call "logic."
For Natorp, this new kind of reflection or "logic" takes the form of a "reconstruction" of
the synthetic acts that come prior to and generate experience by giving the law to the
manifold. Given the transcendental doctrine of function-concepts, reconstruction seeks
the pure, categorial root-functions of synthesis.8’ And since the logic of science starts
from the "fact" of accomplished syntheses, it must return to their root by analysis. The
Marburg method of grounding science is the analytic deduction of the pure root-
functions. This grounding also leads to the cleansing of scientific experience, since the
analytic ascent is complemented by a re-synthesizing, constructive descent to cognition;
this second synthesis, while no longer the business of philosophy, but rather of science,
is now fully scientific—i.e. "logically" justified—-because the prior analysis has laid bare
the source of its "unconscious" laws and their bindingness (Giiltigkeit).88 Science
proceeds constructively on foundations precisely known and anchored (it is hoped) in
the bedrock of reason's ultimate principle: Jaw 89

Just what, then, are these root-functions of cognition? Both Natorp and Kant
take thinking to be a discursive cognition through concepts.’¢ Concepts, in turn, are the
predicates of possible judgements.”! Hence, for both Natorp and Kant, the root-
functions of thinking are the root-functions of judgement as such, abstracted from any
content, and these are categories.9? Nonetheless, Natorp seems undecided whether one
can exhaustively tabulate the categories, as Kant does in the Transcendental Analytic.

Though we cannot here explore the differences between neo-Kantian and Kantian

87 “Ich verstehe ... unter Synthesis in der allgemeinsten Bedeutung die Handlung, verschiedene
Vorstellungen zyeinander hinzuzutun, und ihre Mannigfaltigkeit in einer Erkenntnis zu begreifen”
(KrV, AT1/B103).

88 Natorp, 1969: 13. Cf. Natorp, 1917: 224; 236; 241; 243; 246; 1888: 128, ff.

89 Cf Natorp, 1969: 10. Cf. esp. K»V, A77-78/B103, ff.

90 Cf. KrV, A68/B93.

91 Cf. KrV, AG9/B94.

92 Cf. KrV, AT0/B9S.
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doctrine, it is important to note that for Natorp and Cohen, "category” has a much
broader meaning than for Kant.93 The categories are no longer merely the conditions of
synthesizing sensible intuition into empirical cognitions, but are themselves the laws of
scientific thought.%4 Thus the function of Kant's "Ideas" is collapsed into that of his
categories, yielding a new, fluid, hybrid a priori concept. Perhaps this is because they
dissolve Kant's distinction between "predicaments”" and "praedicabilia" (Prddikamente
and Prddikabilien). "Predicaments” is another word for "categories," while the
"praedicabilia” are what Kant calls the "equally pure [but] derived concepts,” e.g. "force,
action, passion, community, presence, resistance,” etc. (KrV, A81-82/B107-108).
Natorp seems to consider praedicabilia, too, to be "categories," as well as all other
scientific concepts that are posited and imposed a priori upon the phenomena. Thus,
e.g., he names the Kantian praedicabile, "force," in the same breath as "acceleration,
energy, atom, ion, etc.," all of which are a priori functional concepts.?

Nonetheless, this does not mean that Natorp holds that there are no primitive
root-functions. Take the following remark:

"Absolut" ist ..., wenn man so will, die Methode, die Gesetzlichkeit der

Bestimmung; absolut—wenn es geldnge, es mit voller Sicherheit

aufzustellen--das kategoriale Grundgeriist....

93 This is an inheritance from Cohen. For Cohen, every concept is a2 Grundlegung (Cohen, 1902c:
377), which, in tummn, is a "category." For discussions of what Lembeck (1993) calls the "radical
openness of Cohen's category-system," cf. Lembeck, 1993: 128; Edel, 1994: 334, ff.; Marx, 1981,
1984.

94 To understand the use Cohen makes of Plato's ideas in his epistemology, one must understand how
Cohen conceives the relationship of that epistemology to the natural sciences. It is primarily by
elaborating the role of epistemology vis-a-vis the natural sciences that Cohen thinks of himself as a
Kantian. This role has a double moment: (1) it determines and grounds the sciences, i.e. it gives the
correct interpretation of the meaning of science; (2) it grants philosophy its own proper scientific role
in the unending "task" of cultural progress.

The seeds of both of these moments may already be found in Kant's attempt to delimit the
scope and field of pure reason, and in the grounding of that attempt upon the fact of mathematics and
the (mathematically) exact sciences. As Dussort points out, Cohen believes an understanding of the
implications of Kant's relation to the sciences to be an indispensable element of understanding Kant's
contemporary (i.e. nineteenth-century) importance. "[C]'est en étudiant la science de la nature, et non
in abstracto, dans I'éther de la spéculation, que Kant en est venu 4 déterminer la nature de la science”
(Dussort, 1963: 122).

95 Cf. Natorp's mention of gravity at Natorp, 1887: 263.
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(Natorp, 1917: 246; original emphasis)?

The method is "absolute," the lawfulness of determination; absolute, that

is, if one were successful in erecting the basic categorial structure with

complete certainty.

Natorp sounds skeptical whether a "basic categorial framework" could be "set up with
total certainty." At the same time he admits that "lawfulness of determination"

is absolute. Does this not suggest that at least those concepts must be just as absolute
which are implicitly bound up with the very notion of law, the ultimate conditio sine qua
non of thinking?%7 Would the less certain "categorial framework" then not name the
system of praedicabilia lower down in the conceptual hierarchy? For Natorp, lawfulness
in thinking just means synthesizing (i.e. unifying), and determining (i.e. identifying).8
Hence, he must consider at least the concepts of unity?? and identity!% to be absolute
root-concepts. But as we shall see below, the concept of unity is embedded in a co-
original system!0! of other mutually implied, equally primitive concepts, e.g., relation,
identity, difference.

The reconstructive ascent attains to an a priori realm of subjectivity or
consciousness, which, for Natorp (as for Husserl), is not psychological 102 but
philosophical, i.e., to the realm of atemporal, transempirical validity of (scientific) law.
The systematic interrelations and interconnections of the root-functions are not the real
conditions of possibility of some concrete psyche's acts of thinking (the object of

empirical psychology);, rather, they are the ideal conditions of possibility of the

9% cf. Natorp, 1917: 230: "[D]em echten Empirismus, dem kein Erfahrungssatz je schlechthin, als
Letztes, Absolutes gelten darf, entspricht der echte Apriorismus, dem ebensowenig irgend ein Satz 'a
prori' als Letztes, Absolutes gilt."

97 Cf. Cohen, 1871: 96-97; Philonenko, 1989:23.

98 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 20; 1917: 233.

99 Cf. Lembeck, 1993: 128.

100 Cf. Holzhey, 1986: 229, o. 12.

101 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 21.

102 Where Husserl calls the cleansing of experience and laying bare of this realm and its structures the
"eidetic reduction,” the study of which is "transcendental phenomenology," Natorp calls the cleansing
process "reconstruction," and the study of the reconstructed realm "pure psychology” (Natorp, 1917:
226).
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"scientific mind's" acts of giving law to experience, i.e., of generating knowledge in the
strict sense. Whatever the psychophysical circumstances of scientific cognition, it is not
these circumstances which lend it its status as knowledge, since (as the critique of
psychologism showed) the objectivity of knowledge would be threatened and
undermined. Rather, the status of knowledge is warranted by a particular cognition's
being anchored in, and derivable from, the system of root-categories which constitute

that autonomous and anonymous form of subjectivity called "scientific mind."103

Thinking. For Natorp as for Kant, the legislation of experience, the generation of
objectivity in the flux of sensibility, is called thinking,!%4 Thinking is not something
mind does "with" its categories; it does not "use" them to "have" experience; thinking is
the activity of the categories which are mind; mind makes experience.!95 Or, as Natorp
puts it, a category is no "organ" of consciousness. For again, if mind were to require or
use an organ, then its cognition would be mediated, and mind lose its autonomy. This
autonomy consists precisely in its legislative decision, its categorial incision into the
given manifold of the X in turn, this decision consists in positing, hypo-thesizing,
laying-down or in its own pure concepts or "Denksetzungen" into the manifold.!06
Thinking de-termines the indeterminate flux.!07 The process of determination is 2
spontaneous act of mind, with two distinct moments: the posit of a point of view
(Hinsicht or Gesichtspunkt) from which to consider the X, and the subsequent synthetic

act of relating the X to that point of view.108 This posit is what Natorp calls "hypo-

103 See esp. Natorp, 1917: 225-226.

104 Again, we must be clear to specify that for Cohen and Natorp thinking is always scientific
thinking through scientific concepts, the predicates of possible scientific judgements conceming a
scientifically undetermined object.

105 Nous is poietikos. Cf. Augustine, Confessions, Bk. XI, Ch. 5 (Augustine, 1963:261).

106 Cf. Natorp, PI: 203: "So aber ist [die reine Einheit] nur Denksetzung und nicht irgend einer
andem Behandlung fahig als durch Denken."

107 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 16, ff.

108 As Cassirer says, since the hypothesized point of view belongs to the "form of consciousness," it
is "categorial” (in the broader neo-Kantian sense of "category") (Cassirer, 1910: 33).



2:36

thesis,"199 which he literally translates as Grund-legung, the Ge-setz or law of
synthesis.!10 This Ge-setz, which we discussed above, thus reveals itself as the point of
view, a functional principle in accordance with which the mind synthesizes disparate
representations by relating them in a single conceptual nexus (Verkmipfung).t11

We now see that Cassirer's a priori "functions” are, as it were, the legislative
decisions or cuts by which thinking generates objectivities out of the sensible manifold.
For this reason, Natorp calls the neo-Kantian theory of objects "genetic" (Natorp, 1969:
16). Objects are constructed, not given; what is "given" is merely and solely the utterly
indeterminate X of the manifold.!!2 Hence, objects can be no more than a goal or task
of the understanding;: given the X, the understanding has to determine--literally, to de-
terminate, to de-fine--these data, thereby constituting the objects of experience. Harking
back to Kant, Natorp puts it this way: things are not given simpliciter (gegeben), but are
given as tasks ((als Auf-gaben) auf-gegeben).!13

At the same time, this process of determination does not unfold in a conceptual
vacuum,; it is restricted and structured by other cognitions which, for the purpose of
determining some given X, are taken as (provisionally) established. Without such
parameters, "the task of cognizing the object would not only be insoluble, but also
incoherent" (Natorp, 1887: 258). Natorp compares the task of determining an X to
solving an equation for an unknown variable. The object which is to be determined out

of the manifold, the X] is not an absolutely unknown quantity:

109 On the origin of this in Cohen's philosophy, see Holzhey, 1986.

110 Cassirer uses the concept of "equality” (Gleichheit) to illustrate the necessary activity of mind in
positing or hypothesizing a point of view from which to compare two representations as to their
(in)equality (Cassirer, 1910: 33). Both Natorp and Cassirer follow Cohen in their use of the word
"hypothesis” (cf. Cohen, 1902b: 449).

L1 Cf esp. Cassirer, 1910: 33; Natorp, 1969: 11.

12 ¢f krV, A109, et passim. Cf. Natorp, 1969: 16 (7).

113 Who or what gives this task [4ufgabe]? It seems that the neo-Kantians take the task as implied
by rationality's prime directive. "Let there be law" must mean (at least from the perspective of the
mind's theoretical interest) “let there be law for experience,” i.e. "let the manifold be understandable
and understood."



the sense [Bedeutung] of an equation's Xis determined through the

relation expressed in that equation to the known quantities; likewise, in

the "equation" of cognition [Erkernniniss]--even before its solution—the

object's sense must be determined through a determinate relation to the

data of cognition. ... To wit, just as the equation's form predetermines the

general sense of the X, so too is the general sense of the object

predetermined through what we would call the "form" of cognition.

(Natorp, 1887: 258; emphasis added)
Although a given determinative act is ailways restricted within certain parameters, those
parameters are only ever provisionally and relatively fixed, namely with respect to the
particular point of view that has been laid down (hypo-thesized). As we saw, the only
"absolute" is the methodological imperative, viz. that any hypothesis must be integrated
or integrable in the system of all the other cognitions (which, for their part, are again
only relatively fixed).

The relativity of the mind's system of cognitions (i.e. science) is not surprising,
since these cognitions have meaning exclusively with respect to the manifold (otherwise
being empty and sense-less). But the manifold is absolutely indeterminate, absolutely
relative, and infinitely fecund. Hence Natorp, like Husserl, conceives the task of science
as infinite: it is a "progressively and inexhaustibly more precise identification ... [of a
transcendent world that is] determinable and to be determined" (Natorp, 1917: 233).
The objectivity or being which the mind imposes on the flux by determining the X'is
itself in flux, i.e. constantly progressing, becoming--but according to /aw. Natorp
illustrates this seeming paradox with the infinite progress and possibility of progress of
mathematics:

Das alles besteht kraft der sicher gegriindeten Begriffe der Mathematik,

die eben nur Begriffe von den reinen Methoden, von dem gesetzmafigen

Gange des Denkens selbst sind und diesen Gang zur hochsten
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erreichbaren Klarheit bringen wollen. Dieser Gang ist kein Zeitgang,
also gewiB kein psychologischer oder blof3 historischer.
(Natorp, 1969. 17; cf. 35, ff))

All this subsists thanks to the securely grounded concepts of
mathematics, which just are concepts of pure methods, of the lawful
process of thinking itself, and which try to bring this process to the
highest attainable degree of clarity. This process is not a temporal
process, and thus certainly not a psychological or merely historical
process.

Natorp radically reinterprets Kant's famous phrase, "the fact of science." In science,

Natorp argues, method is everything—
im lateinischen Wort: der Prozef. Also darf das Faktum' der
Wissenschaft nur als 'Fieri' verstanden werden. Auf das, was getan wird,
nicht was getan ist, kommet es an. Das Fier allein ist das Faktum: alles
Sein, das die Wissenschaft 'festzustellen’ sucht, muf3 sich in den Strom
des Werdens wieder l6sen. Von diesem Werden aber, zuletzt nur von
ihm, darf gesagt werden: es ist.

(Natorp, 1969: 14)

or to use the Latin word: process is everything. Thus the "factum" [that-
which-has-been-done] of science must only be understood as "fieri"
["that-which-is-being-done"]. The fier7 alone is the facrum: all being
which science seeks to "establish" must again resolve itself into the
stream of becoming. Itis only of this stream [lit. of this becoming],
however, that one may ultimately say: it s.

Natorp delights in the paradox: "[D]as Werden--ist, der Gang-—besteht, die Entwicklung

. ins Unendliche findet statt, so objektiv wie nichts anderes” (Natorp, 1969: 17).



2:39

Predication and the dissolution of ontology. Natorp writes that "being-determined [is]
the only acceptable meaning of being-given," which determination can only be conceived
as the "result and expression of an act of determination." (Natorp, 1917: 229-230).114
This statement encapsulates the genetic critique of the realist position, which Natorp
calls "dogmatic." Since the sensible manifold is entirely indeterminate, there can be no
question of any being or thing giving itself to us. But whereas before the conflict
between the critical and realist, or genetic and dogmatic notions of objectivity was
framed in epistemological terms, we now confront a further result: the dissolution of
ontology. Traditionally, ontology is conceived as the study of the being of beings. Yet,
for it to have an object of study, it must take for granted that beings are, that is, that they
have an independent, objective existence as things, and that they are given o us as such.
Just this objective being of things is denied by the genetic conception of objectivation.
What in our pre-philosophical attitude we naively perceive as the givenness or presence
of real beings is an illusion: "Subjektiv, blof3 fir uns giiltig, sind im Gegenteil alle
willkiirlichen Abschliisse, die uns Stillstand vortduschern, wo in der Wahrheit der Sache
ewiger Fortgang ist" (Natorp, 1969: 17; emphasis added). Natorp may as well have said
that "being-determined is the only acceptable meaning of being, period." "Being" takes
on an exclusively functional meaning, namely the function of predication; it is nothing
more than the copula in a true predication expressing a scientific judgement; it has the
sole function of relating, of identifying, of connecting subject and predicate, thereby
synthetically generating cognition. As a result, "ontology," the science of being qua

being, is resolved into a logic of judgement.

2.6. Plato and the Marburg theory of the history of philosophy.
History as history of philosophy. A historiographical commonplace of nineteenth-

century German philosophy has it that the neo-Kantian {abor of grounding the sciences

114 Cf Natorp, 1917: 233.
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was divided between the Marburg and Baden Schools, the former attending to the
natural sciences, the latter to the human sciences. Recent scholarship has sought to
complicate this picture, reminding us of Heinrich Rickert's contributions to philosophy
of natural science,!!5 and noting that the Marburgers, too, have a theory of history.116
No doubt. Already Cohen argues that the disciplinary division between systematic
philosophy and the history of philosophy is artificial and harmful; he insists that "[d]as
Studium der Philosophie ... die Verbindung des systematischen und des historischen
Interesses [fordert]" (Cohen, 1902b: 440).117 This injunction to integrate philosophy's
"systematic and historical interest" motivates Natorp's and Cassirer's historical studies
of Kant, Leibniz, Descartes, Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, Nicholas of Cusa--and Plato.

Still, the common view, however incomplete, is not wrong, for the Marburg
theory of history has a very different starting-point than does the Baden School. Unlike
Rickert and Windelband, Cohen and Natorp do not begin their theory of history from
the "fact" of historical science, in the way they begin their theory of the natural sciences
from the "fact" of mathematical physics. When the Marburgers speak of history, they
mean history of philosophy, only secondarily are they interested in political, economic,
or social history, and only insofar as it advances their primary project.!!8

The Marburg conception of genuine philosophy as in the first place a
transcendental logic of natural science!l? therefore restricts history to a history of
“scientific idealism."!20 In rejecting the common view that scientific progress is better

understood exclusively from a "systematic" perspective, "detach[ed] ... from its

115 E.g. Rickent, 1899, 1902. Cf. Bambach, 1995; Cassirer, 1953: 221-222.

116 ¢f. esp. Edel, 1994; Laks, 1994; Lembeck, 1994.

117 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 443.

118 For more general considerations on nineteenth-century German philosophical approaches to
history, see Schnidelbach, 1983b: 120, ff.

119 Cf Cohen, 1902b: 445: "[Die Frage, welche Wissenschaft es eigentlich sei, mit der die Logik in
Verbindung stehen und bleiben miisse,] fiithrt zu der andern nach dem Begriffe der Wissenschaft. Diese
letztere Frage jedoch ist die Hauptfrage der Logik und die Grundfrage der Philosophie."

120 *Der Zusammenhang mit der Geschichte bedeutet zuvérderst den Zusammenhang mit der
Wissenschaft" (Cohen, 1902b: 443). Cf. Lembeck, 1994: 2, 4.
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historical bonds,"!2! Cohen remarks that the "very value and security of science is
rooted in its own history, as it were connected with the general history of mind [Geist]"
(Cohen, 1916: 310). This sounds odd since we have heard again and again that science
is rooted in its method, but now are told it is rooted in its history. Perhaps the paradox
is only seeming. As I argued above, German Idealism's abolition of the Ding an sich
leads to a "processual” view of the mind as positing the world, and the historicization of
knowledge. We now find a similarly intimate connection between the Marburg School's
notion of hypothesis as the active posit of mind, on the one hand, and its notion of
science as essentially historical, on the other. Their conception of the logic of science as
the dynamic of categorial hypotheses implies that science can only be grasped
developmentally, i.e. historically.

Yet the Marburg view of that history differs importantly from Hegel's, in that it
is not based upon a sequence of conceptual contradiction and resolution. For Hegel,
history is the /inear evolution of Geist's self-knowledge through time; the further to the
right you go, the more advanced the stage of (self-)consciousness. These stages—the
"phenomena"—-of Geist are inseparable from, indeed just are their cultural
manifestations.!?2 Cohen and Natorp also take genuine history to be the history of
rational self-consciousness, but for them this simply means reason's consciousness of
the basis of science: method. This principle is in itself unchanging, eternal, atemporal; it
is not expressed in phenomena, but instead makes possible and generates phenomena as
such. Because its object is essentially detached from time, this history is not conceived
with respect to time.123 Of course science develops in time, and may be tracked
diachronically along a time-line, yet its innermost core is the self-same atemporal idea,

around which science circles, its progression represented by ever wider, but concentric

121 ¢f Cohen, 1902b: 439.
122 1 mean "culture” in the widest sense to include religion, politics, art, and science.
123 A5 Faulkner said: "Das Vergangene ist nie tot. Es ist nicht einmal vergangen."
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orbits.124 Thus, for the Marburgers, the history of science is ideal, in the sense of
focusing solely upon those moments of reflective illumination when science becomes
self-conscious--through philosophy—of its rational foundation or transcendental
nucleus.!25 Cohen writes: "In der Geschichte einer jeden Wissenschaft namlich
vollzieht sich immer konzentrisch die Geschichte der allgemeinen wissenschaftlichen
Vernunfi" (Cohen, 1916: 310). He considers the fact that each of these moments of
self-consciousness must occur in concrete circumstances and have a unique point on a

real time-line to be as obvious as it is irrelevant, 126

Plato: the historical core and living marrow of scientific idealism. The transcendental
nucleus is method, and method is the meaning of idealism; hence, idealism is born when
reason becomes self-conscious of its thinking as methodical and scientific.127 Since
this birth has a historical locus, Cohen argues, "idealism's historical origin ... conditions
idealism through its connection with the methodological foundation of science no less
than its material origin in methodology" (Cohen, 1916: 309).128 Put another way,
idealism connects with its methodological foundation 4y connecting with its historical

origin.12? It follows that idealism has two related historical tasks, on the Marburg view:

124 gant expresses a similar thought: "Indessen drehen sich die menschliche Bemiihungen in einem
bestindigen Zirkel und kommen wieder auf einen Punct, wo sie schon einmal gewesen seyn; alsdenn
kdnnen Materialien, die jetzt im Staube liegen, vielleicht zu einem herrlichen Baue verarbeitet werden."
(Kants Antwort an Garve, Prolegomena, ed. Vorlinder, S. 194; quoted in Heidegger, 1962: 43). Cf.
Schiegel's notion of philosophy's circular-progressive "Gang" (Schlegel K4 VIII: xliv).

125" As Tom Stoppard puts it: "If an idea's worth having once, it's worth having twice."

126 Cohen writes: "[NJichts [ist] so irrefiihrend fiir die Charakteristik einer geschichtlichen Tatsache,
als die Demonstration auf ihre Einmaligkeit, die sie freilich als brutale Tatsache behalten muf. Aber
von dieser Tatsichlichkeit und Isoliertheit aus erfordert ihre geschichtliche Wiirdigung, daB sie in Reih
und Glied gestelit werde mit allen den verwandten Zeugnissen aller Zeiten" (Cohen, 1916: 310). In
this passage he implicitly criticizes the Baden School's opposition of nomothetic and idiographic
sciences, with its stress on the uniqueness and unrepeatability of historical—-in contrast to szientific—~
facts. Cf. e.g. Natorp, 1994: wii, ff.

127 "Der Idealismus ist in seinem sachlich historischen Grunde als wissenschaftlicher Idealismus, in
der Begriindung der Wissenschaft entstanden" (Cohen, 1916: 309).

128 "[Dier historische Ursprung, wie der sachliche der Methodik, bedingt den Idealismus durch diesen
seinen Zusammenhang mit der methodischen Begriindung der Wissenschaft.”" A good example of what
Edel calls Cohen's "hermetic diction” (Edel, 1994: 329).

129 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 450: "So weist der Idealismus der reinen Vernunft auf die Geschichte hinaus,
welche in ihrer nie versiegenden Arbeit das unverdidchtige Recht erlangt hat, immer neue Grundlagen
sich auszugraben. Zugleich aber giebt der Idealismus der wissenschaftlichen Vernunft den Halt und die
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the primary task is to open and maintain a direct connection to its origin. This involves
a secondary task, viz. retracing previous scientific connections to that same primal
idealism, which alone can serve as the criterion of their "relatedness [Verwandtheit]."130
The history of idealism is therefore not of its evolution, but of its periodic rebirths.

The history of science is one of often contradictory or incommensurable
theories, each of which is represented as a ring in Cohen's image. Nonetheless--as
scientific—the variety of theories express the central, unitary activity of reason: positing
hypotheses. Because of this constant unity of scientific reason, a "continuous
connection of reason and the fundamental forces [Grundkrdfte] of its history is
required” (Cohen, 1916: 310). By "fundamental forces" Cohen just means Greek
antiquity;!3! specifically, Plaro:

Plato wird der Begriinder des Systems der Philosophie ... weil er die

Logik begriindete, und in ihr das System der Philosophie. Er gilt

allgemein als der Begriinder des Idealismus. Aber das Wort Idealismus

ist in der gesammten Geschichte der Kultur, in welcher es trotz alledem

das fiihrende Stichwort geworden und geblieben ist, nur an leuchtenden

Wendepunkten!32 aus einer unklaren und ungenauen Bedeutung

herausgetreten.

(Cohen, 1902b: 446)
Plato is the founder of the system of philosophy ... because he founded
logic, and thereby the system of philosophy. He is generally to be

understood as the founder of idealism. But the word, "idealism," in the

Sicherheit der Geschichte, dass sie nicht zu fiirchten hat, in Flugsand ihre Grundlagen zu legen; sondern
dass sie in einem Schachte zu graben vermag, der unerschépflich, aber auch unerschiitterdich ist; ewig
wandelbar, aber ebenso unverinderlich; daher den ewigen und einheitlichen Grund der Geschichte der
Kultur bildet, und zuvérderst den der Wissenschaft."

130 Cf. Cohen, 1916: 310. The striking similarity between this double task and the means and ends
of Heidegger's "Destruktion” of the history of European metaphysics will concern us in a later chapter.
131 "Im Idealismus der wissenschaftlichen Methodik erweist sich die Antike als die lebendige
Grundkraft fiir die Geschichte der Wissenschaft" (Cohen, 1916: 309).

132 Cf Cohen, 1902b: 450, ff; 1916: 303.
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whole history of culture, in which it has against the odds remained the

guiding slogan, has only emerged at certain illuminating turningpoints

from an unclear and inexact meaning,.
History's "illuminating turningpoints,” when idealism's meaning manifests itself clearly
and distinctly, are the moments when the generative principle of scientific knowledge
shines forth, drawing the mind from its hyperbolic forays into the void back into the
regular orbit of reason; when we realize that we cannot simply be guided by the things
as they appear to us. They are the moments of reason's recollection, rebirth, and self-
renewal.133

Hence the Marburgers consider it of the utmost significance that their heroes—
especially Galileo, Leibniz and Kant—explicitly connect their conceptions of science to
Plato. As Cohen and Natorp select and interpret their predecessors in idealism, they see
illustrated in them the crucial, immanent role of historical reflection in science, by which
it ascends to transcendental self-reflection upon its methodological foundation.!3* As
Cohen puts it, "history is ... a sign [Wahrzeichen] of the inner life and growth of all
problems of scientific reason as they emerge out of the root of their methodology"
(Cohen, 1916: 310); and that root is, historically, Plato: "Der Idealismus ist der
Idealismus der Platonischen Idee" (Cohen, 1916: 305).135 For Cohen and Natorp,
"Plato" signifies the organizing principle of science as a historically unfolding, living
enterprise; to stop reading Plato is to subtract from science its rational core, and deprive
it-not of its method, which it will always have qua science--but of the self-transparency

of its own foundation and legitimacy.

133 Cohen, 1916: 309.

134 Cf Cohen, 1902b: 450: "So weist der Idealismus der reinen Vernunft auf die Geschichte hinaus,
welche in ihrer nie versiegenden Arbeit das unverdichtige Recht erlangt hat, immer neue Grundlagen
sich auszugraben. Zugleich aber giebt der Idealismus der wissenschaftlichen Verminft den Halt und die
Sicherheit der Geschichte, dass sie nicht zu fiirchten hat, in Flugsand ihre Grundlagen zu legen; sondern
dass sie in einem Schachte zu graben vermag, der unerschépflich, aber auch unerschiitterlich ist, ewig
wandelbar, aber ebenso unverdnderlich; daher den ewigen und einheitlichen Grund der Geschichte der
Kultur bildet, und zuvérderst den der Wissenschaft."

133 Yet more pregnantly, provacatively put: "Philosophie ist Platonismus" (Cohen, 1912: 245).
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Although history, according to Cohen, "discloses the origin of idealism from the
start," we must rely no less upon our methodic understanding of idealism in order "to
recognize this idealism correctly wherever it appears" (Cohen, 1916: 305). This
statement confirms the hermeneutic inseparability of system and history: each supports
the other. By "systematically" determining idealism as the method of science, we enable
idealism to recognize itself in its historical manifestations; these manifestations, in turn,
furnish the "fact" of science to be systematically determined. This reciprocity of history
and theory informs the following passage, in which Cohen links Plato with the Marburg
program.

[D]er Begriff des Idealismus muss logisch bestimmt werden. Diese

Bestimmung ist die tiefste Aufgabe und der hochste Inhalt der Logik.

Plato hat diese Bestimmung getroffen, indem er die Verbindung mit der

Wissenschaft fur die Logik feststellte und dadurch die Logik

begriindete. Die Bestimmung liegt in dem Begriffe der Idee, deren

Missverstandniss die Unbestimmtheit des Idealismus zur nothwendigen

Folge hatte. Was bedeutet die Idee?

(Cohen, 1902b: 447)

The concept of idealism must be determined logically. This

determination is the most profound task and the highest content of logic.

Plato found this determination by establishing logic's connection to

science, and thus grounding logic. The determination lies in the concept

of the Idea [i.e. Platonic form], the misunderstanding of which led

necessarily to the indeterminacy of the notion of idealism itself. What

does Idea mean?

In other words, to succeed in the methodic or "logical" determination of idealism, we can
. do no better than ask the historical question of how Plato "hits upon this

determination."
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Considerations. Hans-Georg Gadamer favorably contrasts Heidegger's approach to
Greek philosophy against the neo-Kantians', who, he says, "hasten[ed] ... to reconcile
and equate the Greek beginnings with Kant and transcendental philosophy--in the way,
for instance, that Natorp had turned Plato into a Kantian before Kant" (Gadamer, 1994:
27-28). Gadamer's characterization of Natorp is not quite accurate, for as the next
chapter will show, Natorp's Plato is not a Kantian but a neo-Kantian avant la lettre. We
have already seen some of the great differences between Kant's philosophy and the
Marburg School's, especially the latter's focus on the epistemology of science purified
of any psychologistic overtones, and the radical openness of its categorial system.136
There is virtually no trace of what in Chapter One we saw Kant to have found "Kantian"
in Plato, because the entire domain of the "Ideas" or Vernunftbegriffe has disappeared
from neo-Kantianism.

The Marburg "theory" of history, in sum, is this: Plato's moment of insight into
the truth of transcendental idealism (& la Cohen), is followed by millenia of dark
irrelevance, punctuated by the shining rings of recollection, culminating in ... the
Marburg School. If there was something abstract or even cubist about the Marburgers'
ontological dislocations laid out earlier in this chapter, the picture I have just painted of
their Philosophiegeschichtsphilosophie3 will strike many as downright surreal. I shall
not plead the contrary. Yet before leaning in to scrutinize Natorp's Plato, it seems right
to note the following.

Though we must understand the Marburgers' conception of history in order to
grasp their motivation for reading and re-reading Plato, yet we need not accept that
conception in order to appreciate either Cohen's logic of science or Natorp's readings of

Plato. Karl-Heinz Lembeck puts it well in the introduction to Platon in Marburg:

136 Still, Cohen can write: "Idealism is the idealism of the Platonic idea, and Kant, with a profound
understanding of history, also connected his idealism to Plato" (Cohen, 1916: 305).
137 The term is Lembeck's; cf. Lembeck, 1994 1-2.
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It is not a matter of proving that Plato's philosophy is not transcendental

idealism; that is self-evident, and so is taken for granted. It is however

something entirely else to show why Cohen and Natorp believe that

Plato, at least in principle, laid the groundwork for this idealism.

(Lembeck, 1994: 5)

Fortunately for them, we can betray their idée fixe of Plato as the living heart of
transcendental idealism without, as they would think, destroying or dismissing their
work. Indeed, we can perhaps better appreciate what is of value in Natorp's reading of
Plato if we do not think of it as support for Marburg idealism per se, but simply as an
ingenious attempt to make sense of the relation of ideal form and empirical particular, an
attempt that merely takes Cohen's logic of categorial functions as its point of departure--

as a hypothetical springboard.



3. Natorp's Plato.

3.1. Introduction.

In Platos Ideenlehre, Natorp takes up Cohen's philosophical and historical intuitions
and forms them into an overarching interpretation of the Platonic theory of ideas.!
Examining some twenty dialogues through more than 450 pages, Natorp relentlessly
promotes the thesis that the idear signify not noetic substances or things, but
"hypotheses," or, equivalently, "laws of thought," "methods of science." For all its
severe adherence to the Platonic texts and its strict internal coherence, traits which give
the work a sense of almost hermetic self-containment, Platos Ideenlehre stands at that
extraordinarily complicated nexus of infiuences and arguments which I sketched above.
Natorp dons the mantle--as so many others—-of an apostle of the true Platonic doctrine,
and defends it against Aristotle the Apostate. But this apparent preoccupation with
Aristotle's misinterpretation of the theory of ideai much obscures the true objects of
Natorp's critique, for whom Aristotle stands in as an icon.2 For just as the true
philosophy is perennial, so are, Natorp thinks, its misunderstandings, and Aristotle was
the first misunderstander. Thus, in criticizing Aristotle, Natorp is at once attacking a
whole tendency of thought that is parasitic on the perennial philosophy, a canker which
now threatens Kant, Idealism's latest bloom.

Perhaps the most suspect feature of Natorp's Plato-interpretation is that it proves
too much. In the dialogues he everywhere finds evidence either of straight Marburg
doctrine or its anticipation; passages that appear to support the orthodox interpretation
of the ideai, are crisply explained away as "metaphorics.” Natorp is convinced that to
read Plato is to see idealism sprout and grow in its pristine, native habitat: "In Plato ist

der Idealismus urwiichsig, gleichsam autochthon" (PI: viii-ix).3 Yet even in Greece,

1 On Natorp's relation, and specifically PI's indebtedeness to Cohen, see Philonenko, 1989: 10-11.
2 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1887: 276. Here the conflict between Plato and Aristotle is likened to, if not
identified with, the conflict between contemporary Idealism and Positivism; which conflict, in turn, is
§enerally described as the "Streit um den Vormrang des Allgemeinen oder des Einzelnen."

Cf. PI: x-xi, 129, 316, Cohen, 1878: 346; 1916: 322: "Der Vorzug der Antike liegt vor allem
anderen in ihrem Alter, und das will sagen, in ihrer Urspringlichkeit."



idealism grows slowly, and blossoms late. Plato's idealism has to pass through several
phases, from static concepts through static categories before producing the mature and
infinitely fecund theory of functional hypotheses--the seeds of all genuine science. This
picture also governs Natorp's chronology of the dialogues, a chronology which is based
less on stylistic or stylometric considerations, and more upon his view of an evolution
from a dogmatic to a functional interpretation of the ideai.4

In depicting and elucidating Natorp's Plato, I will not try to summarize his
argument as he pursues it through all the dialogues, but will focus on those which best
exemplify his view. I begin with the Phaedrus, because it is here that we see Natorp
deal with the "mysticism" that so distresses Kant, and the ocular metaphorics that lead to
the Aristotelian reading of the ideai-as-things.> I then turn to the Theaetetus, which
Natorp considers a watershed in Plato's development, before finally turning to the

Phaedo. 1tis in the Phaedo's account of the method of hypothesis that Natorp thinks

4 Cf. P ix-x. Kant already expresses a similar anti-philological sentiment in a letter to Karl
Morgenstern, thanking the latter for his de Platonis republica: "Ich werde daraus viel lernen, ... und
ich glaube an Thnen den Mann zu finden, der eine Geschichte der Philosophie, nicht nach der Zeitfolge
der Biicher, die darin geschrieben worden, sondern nach der natiirlichen Gedankenfolge, wie sie sich nach
und nach aus der menschlichen Vernunft hat entwickeln miissen, abzufassen im Stande ist, so wie die
Elemente derselben in der Kritik d. r. V. aufgestellt werden"” (Letter of 8/14/1795, in Ak. Ed. XII: 36).

Platos Ideenlehre at once argues for a certain interpretation of the theory of forms, and
advances a chronology of the dialogues. The two projects mutually support each other: the
interpretation is supposed to furnish content-based grounds for the chronology; the chronology is
supposed to make plausible the interpretation. Natorp's approach is one of the last great efforts to
argue for a chronology primarily on material rather than formal, i.e. stylometric, grounds.

For the reasons I discuss below, Natorp felt compelled to establish an early dating for the
Phaedrus, i.e. before the Theaetetus, the Republic, and of course the late dialogues. Already in 1899
and 1900, four years before the publication of the first edition of Platos Ideenlehre, he published a
three-part article on the dating of the Phaedrus and Theaetetus (Natorp, 1899). The contemporary
consensus is for the following order: Republic, Phaedrus, Theaetetus.

Second-guessing as a hermeneutic principle is already familiar to us from Kant. Unlike Kant,
however, the Marburgers may well be charged with that fourth hermeneutic misdemeanor identified by
Robinson, viz. "misinterpretation ... for the sake of insinuating the future, that is to say, of reading
into your author doctrines that did not become explicit until later.” As he puts it: "Such insinuation of
the future is often a way of improving your author, of smoothing out his mistakes; and it is common
both among those who wish to increase the prestige of an ancient writer and among those who wish to
recommend a modern doctrine” (Robinson, 1953; 3). It is another question whether Natorp's
“misinterpretation” might not prove to be a "valuable device" for "disentangling] a new idea from old
matter, and to develop it more than its originator did" (Robinson, 1953: 4). Cf. Augustine,
Confessions, Bk. X1.
> Heidegger includes a reflection on the Phaedrus, very much opposed to Natorp's general line, in
Heidegger, 1992. He emphasizes the »hetorical topos of the dialogue, which Natorp, typically,
considers a mere "occasion" for the Ideenlehre. Cf. Was ist Metaphysik?
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Plato finally abandons the "mysticism" of the Phaedrus in favor of a sober logic of the

sciences.

3.2. Phaedrus: the enthusiastic program.
Stubborn naivety. For Natorp, the Phaedrus marks the threshold between the
"Socratic” and the "idealistic" Plato: here he for the first time focuses upon non-
empirical concepts qua non-empirical, and especially how they must be treated by a
proper science of their own: dialectic. This is, from a Kantian perspective, a great
advance for "criticism." Plato opens a view to pure a priori concepts or categories, the
mind's unique property. But the Phaedrus has all the ambiguity of a threshold. To
Natorp, it seems as though Plato, in his enthusiastic rush to get inside, hasn't properly
wiped his feet upon crossing from the muddy wilds of dogmatism into the pristine
house of criticism. The traces of those errant paths remain in alarming evidence.

Natorp chiefly objects to the "mystical," the "poetic," the "metaphoric”
renderings of pure concepts, specifically, the description of their existence in a separate,
pure, hyperuranian "place." This kind of extravagance, Natorp thinks, invites Aristotle
and all the other critics to charge the theory of ideai with the paradoxes of separation.
While he insists that Plato is merely speaking metaphorically here, Natorp nonetheless
admits that more than poetic licentiousness is to blame: Plato himself has not fully
disentangled the ramifications of his insight into the "reality" of a priori concepts.®

In particular, Natorp holds that Plato's talk of intuition or psychic vision betrays
a lingering psychologistic conception of cognition. Earlier I discussed the
correspondence between psychologism's logical and its psychological doctrines. I also
exposed the psychologism implicit even in anti-associationist intuitionism of non-
empirical objects. It is psychologism of this latter kind which informs the Phaedrus's

intuitionistic (mystical) discourse of the "seeing" soul. The psychology of inner sense

6 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1911: 66, f.; PI: 293.
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as organon is dogmatic, because its view of the subject presupposes an object as given.
Natorp holds that the naive, essentially pre-philosophical world-view of dogmatism is
overcome only slowly, if at all, in self-reflection. For even when the mind gains an
inkling that there are such things as pure concepts, its dogmatic preconceptions incline it
to think of these pure concepts as "things," and interpret its knowledge of them as
intuited--not through an outer sense~-but by the soul conceived as an organon, as having
or being an "eye."

He interprets the Phaedrus as exhibiting the psychologistic confusion faced by
a naive dogmatist at the moment the notion of pure a priori concepts dawns on him. A
lingering Ding-ontology leads Plato to describe a super-sensible realm of true being,
one in which the disembodied soul views or intuits (arschaur) essences, objects
radically divorced from the sensible world of becoming. Thus dialectic—~the operations
of logical functions--is still conceived merely instrumentally, namely as a means of
purifying the soul-qua-intuiting-organ, enabling it to regain that primordial,
unencumbered intellectual vision.” This kind of language suggests that these essences
are, as objects of vision, objects external to the mind, i.e. that they are supersensible yet
thought-independent things.8 Plato has not yet articulated dialectic as reason's own

active method of spontaneously positing its own pure concepts.?

7 Cf. Dummett, 1994: 62-63. "What Frege here ["Logik" (1897), Posthumous Writings, 145] calls
'the most mysterious process of all' is the mental act of grasping a thought. From the standpoint of
his mythology of the third realm, it indeed appears mysterious. We perceive physical objects by means
of our senses, and perceive them always in some particular way; by one or another sense-modality, by
means of this or that sense-organ, from a certain distance, in a certain direction, in particular physical
circumstances. But with what argan do we grasp a thought? It cannot be presented to you and to me
in different ways: if you grasped it in one way and [ in another, the way each of us grasped it would be
part of the sense, and hence it would not be precisely the same thought that we both grasped.

This is what Barry Smith refers to as the Tinkage problem.' ..."
8 There is an obvious problem with Natorp's story here: the dogmatic view he thinks Plato abandons
by the Republic seems premised on exactly the same analogy between the camal and the psychic eye.
9 Natorp tells a curiously similar story of Husserl's struggle properly to understand the nature of the
eidetic structures of the transcendental ego in /deas. In that work, Natorp argues, one can actually
observe Husserl overcoming the tenacious dogmatism encoded in his talk of "eidetic intuition," and
advance to a functiopal account of the eidé. Cf. esp. Natorp, 1917: 231.
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Plato's program. Natorp describes the Phaedrus as a mixture of poetry and
philosophy--in this he states the obvious. On the other hand, his explanation of this
mixture deserves close scrutiny. I have already mentioned the first reason he gives for
Plato’s poetic expression, namely that he has not yet gotten clear about the true
significance of the opposition of being and becoming. Related to this is a second
reason, namely the annunciatory nature of the Phaedrus. Placing, as he does, the
Phaedrus before the Theaetetus, Phaedo, Symposium, and Republic (in that order),
Natorp follows Schieiermacher in considering it to be a programmatic dialogue, both as
a sketch of genuinely Platonic philosophy, and as an "explanation of [Plato's] intended
manner of teaching," i.e., dialectic (PI: 60).10 Natorp maintains that the programmatic
thrust of the dialogue explains why, though the Phaedrus calls for argumentation as the
heart of philosophy, it exhibits little of the same, striking, as it may, the reader as a
collection of precepts: Plato's purpose here is simply to asser? distinctions in a
schematic way, with the tacit promise of later justification (e.g. in the Theaetetus). To
this end, he requires language that will impress as strongly as possible upon the reader
the radical novelty of his conception of dialectic and its relation to the true, pristine realm
of being. That language unfortunately is a poetic Metaphernspiel which suggests an
intuitionistic interpretation of the Platonic doctrine. Plato asserts his theses, for instance
in the third speech, in the form of "revelations of hitherto unknown, indeed unheard-of
truths, which have been more intuitively gazed upon than rationally worked out" (PI:

62).

Focus on method. The "revelation" in question is Plato's progress beyond Socratism.
The Socratic dialogues were especially concerned with the concepts of various virtues,

and dialectic was subordinated to ethical investigation, serving it as an instrument of

10 "Nur darin irrte [Schleiermacher], daf er deshalb [i.e. wegen der programmatischen Absicht des
Dialogs] glaubte den Phaedrus ganz an den Anfang des platonischen Wirkens setzen zu missen. Er
bezeichnet gleichwohl einen Anfang, ndmlich den Anfang des ganz eigenen, tiber die Sokratik
selbstindig hinausgehenden Wirkens und Forschens des Philosophen” (PI: 61).
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conceptual analysis. Passing beyond Socrates's preoccupations in the Phaedrus,
attention supposedly shifts from the ethical content to the scientific (i.e. logical) form of
philosophy.!! The formal logic of argument is thematized independently here for the
first time as dialectic, presented as an "absolutely founding [grundlegend)] philosophical
discipline" (PI: 63). Natorp argues that Plato's new elevation of the formal aspect of
science as itself worthy of "scientific reflection,” i.e. "as itself a science," constitutes the
discovery of method as such, which just is the "form of science," "mak[ing] science
science" (PI: 63-64). The study of dialectic as method is, therefore, the "first,
foundational science;" as he puts it somewhat breathlessly, "the world-historical name of
Plato's method is 'dialectic™ (PI: 64; cf. 72-73).

In the Phaedrus we ostensibly find prefigured the dialectical method of
synthesis and analysis. While the formal requirements of true dialogue have already
received occasional treatment in the Socratic dialogues, Natorp stresses that the new
procedural elements of "synthesis" and "analysis" introduced in the Phaedrus, adapted
and elaborated as they may be in later dialogues, are never abandoned by Plato.!12 They
constitute the formal structure of philosophy as Plato henceforth understands it.13 This
emphasis on the Phaedrus's equation of dialectic and philosophy has deep Kantian
roots. For Kant, philosophy is nothing more than the "discursive con-nexion of
concepts," to wit, along chains of syntheses (to ever more general and less conditioned
concepts), or of analyses (into ever more specific and more conditioned concepts). Itis

no accident that Natorp emphasizes the identity of philosophy and dialectic here, since

11 ¢t 2:28.

12 plato of course does not use the words "synthesis" and "analysis"~—Natorp is referring to the
Phaedrus's well-known description of dialectic as a dual process of collection and division.
"Collection," may be read as combining species (?), individuals (?), and so ascending in generality,
while "division," separates such dialectically (synagogically) collected wholes into their "natural” parts,
and so descends into specificity. Natorp discusses synthesis and analysis in detail in his (1910: 16-26),

q.v.
13 Cf. Pr 64: <f. 66.



he fears that precisely the Phaedrus's presentation of that identity might tempt one into

a non-discursive, intuitionistic interpretation of mind, and so of Platonism.!4

Method and being. Corresponding to the thematization of dialectic, the Phaedrus also
demarcates a special region of dialectic's proper objects, namely pure concepts.
According to Natorp, it is just this separation of the pure concept from any admixture of
sensibility which Plato tries to express by starkly opposing the realm of (sensible)
becoming and that of (noetic) being: "Es soll der Begriff von allem Sinnlichen rein
abgelost, es soll die Denksetzung rein nach dem darin gesetzten Inhalt, ohne jede
fremdartige Beimischung, im Gedanken festgehalten werden" (P/: 71). Natorp writes:

Ohne Zweifel aber ist es genau dies, was [Plato] nun [im Phaedros] zur

vollen Klarheit gekommen ist, und was er ausdriicken will mit der durch

blofe Vernunft, durch ungemischte d.i. von aller Sinnlichkeit unberihrte

Erkenntnis erfaBlichen, farb- und gestaltlosen, unberihrbaren, wahrhaft

seienden Wesenheit (247c), mit der Erkenntnis, die am Werden nicht

teilhat, nicht irgendwo ist, eine andre in einem Andern von dem was wir

jetzt seiend nennen, sondern als wahrhafte Erkenntnis nur in dem isz, d.h.

ihr Objekt hat, was wahrhaft ist ([Phaedrus] 247de).

(PL.72)

Without a doubt it is precisely this which Plato now in the Phaedrus has

seen with full clarity, and which he wants to express by a color- and

formless, untouchable and truly being essence [Wesenheit] that is only

graspable by mere reason, through an unmixed cognition, i.e. one which

is untouched by any sensibility; by a cognition that has nothing to do

with Becoming, which is in no place, and is another kind of cognition in

14 1t appears that Kant's condemnation of Plato's mystical tendency, too, is aimed at the Phaedrus
"V
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realm other than the one we now call real, and that true cognition is only

in that--i.e. has its object--which is true (wahrhaft).

It is this, and this alone, Natorp maintains, that we are to understand by the vexing term
chorismos, namely the separation of the standpoint from which reason and concepts are
to be considered. That is, we are to consider them apart from (chéris) any and all
contributions of sensible intuition.

By isolating them in this way, we can get clear about reason's contributions,
which make possible knowledge, epistémé, or, for the Marburgers, Wissenschafi. This
cognition (Erkenntnis)—viz. the pure, unmixed elements of cognition--is conceived as
the "absolutely original" aspect of cognition, the priority of which is expressed as
supersensible intuition. Plato speaks metaphorically about the conditions under which
the soul might attend to its own pure, non-empirical, and spontaneous contributions to
cognition when he says that only a soul completely free of the body (i.e. of sensible
representations) is capable of such an intuition. To the incarnate soul, this supersensible
intuition is available only derivatively, "als schwacher Abglanz jener urspriinglichen
Schauy," e,

as recollection of that which the soul saw once upon a time, as it

surveyed that which we now say s, when it dove up into true being

([Phaedrus] 249c).

(PL. 72)
What the "pure and unblemished" soul saw up there were the "spectacles on which we
gazed in the moment of final revelation": "whole and unblemished likewise, free from all
alloy, steadfast and blissful." And "pure was the light that shone around us, and pure
were we, without taint of that prisonhouse which now we are encompassed withal, and

call abody..." (Phdr. 250bc).15

15 Hackforth, 1961.
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Natorp, interpreting this "poetic” passage in light of Plato's later, purportedly
non-mythical explications of the same basic notions, dismisses the visionary cloak of
metaphors as symbolism derived partly from Orphic sources, 6 partly from the
vocabulary of Parmenides's poem. One may distill the purely "logical" meaning of all
this, namely "the pure separation of the content that is posited in thinking and through
thinking, e.g. Unity, Identity, and thereby Being" (PI: 72). Thus Plato goes beyond the
Socratic "concept,” which is used merely as an insttument for the treatment
(Bearbeitung) of other representations, whatever their source might be. He is now
fastening upon the concept as the "pure, proper creation [Schopfung] of thinking," and,
coordinately, upon the "proper object of a proper, or rather the only pure type of science
or knowledge" (PI: 72). Authentic Platonic dialectic, in the neo-Kantian understanding,
is more than what Kant calls the "discursive connexion of concepts," the work of the
understanding; rather, it is in its first moment a discursive analysis of the pure concepts
which underlie all of thinking's synthetic work.!7 Only by taking these pure concepts
as its objects can dialectic transcend the ancillary role of an organon, of a "blof3
immanente Methode" in the service of another science, be it ethics, mathematics, or an

empirical science.

3.3. Theaetetus

Natorp considers the Theaetetus to be the first installment of the program announced in
the Phaedrus, and dates it between the Phaedrus and the Phaedo (PI. 96). Atlong last,
Plato gives the "most central of all philosophical questions," the question of

knowledge, '8 a rigorous, non-metaphoric treatment, in isolation from ethics (PI: 92).1°

16 Cf Hamilton, 1973: 54, n.l.

17 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1910: 9.

13 Precisely what Natorp means by "knowledge" in the context of the Theaetetus is unclear: does he
mean cognition by the concrete, individual psyche, or does he instead mean "science?" In Cohen's
view, this question, "What is knowledge [£Erkenntniss]?" is Plato's fundamental question. But, he
writes, if we translate éwt o tiipn as "Erkenntniss," we may be making an error: "Wir {ibersetzen
hierbei [i.e. mit Erkenntniss] jedoch das griechische Wort nicht ganz genaw; wir kénnten und soflten
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He separates and orders the faculties of sensibility and of conceptual thought, and
develops a new theory of judgement to "ground" our cognitions (P/: 90-91). These two
achievements of the Theaetetus lay the groundwork for the full elaboration of the theory
of ideai in the Phaedo. In the former, the ideai are defined as rigid, quasi-Kantian
categories or Grundbegriffe; in the latter, they get incorporated into a scientific method
as flowing, quasi-neo-Kantian categories or Grundsdtze. That is, according to Natorp,
the Theaetetus shows how the elements of science—namely individual cognitions--are
possible. In turn, the Phaedo wi.i show by what method these cognitions can be

connected into judgements, the further systematic concatenation of which is science. 2

Eidos and idea. One of the key claims of the Marburg interpretation of the /deenlehre
is that the Platonic idea somehow goes beyond the Socratic eidos.2! A concept, in the

Kantian vocabulary, is a representation of the mind that unifies any number of intuited

vielleicht ebenso genau iibersetzen: was ist Wissenschaft?" (Cohen, 1902b: 447; emphasis added).
Thus, it appears that "Erkenntnis" signifies (as it does for Kant) the moment of empirical cognition,
the moment, that is, when the psyche understands an intuitively given representation (what Rose calls
a "cogneme” [Rose, 1981: 10]). While Cohen goes on to interpret the question of knowledge as the
question of science, Natorp, in his philologically more circumspect way, seems to interpret the
Theaetetus, at any rate, as restricting its claims to psychology, albeit pure or transcendental
?sychology, in the sense discussed above.

9 This view, that a lingering "Socratic" interest in ethics hampered Plato in developing his true
interest—-the pure theory of knowledge--is attacked by Stenzel, who argues that the Marburgers distorted
Plato's really central interest, namely "politeia” (Stenzel, 1956). Stenzel's argument against the
Marburg School depends in large part on the assumption of the Seventh Letter's authenticity, and its
coordination with the Phaedrus. Cf. Natorp, 1911: 70.

20 An advantage of Natorp's chronology is that it explains and justifies Plato's assumption of the
existence of the forms in the Phaedo. It is of course also possible that, should the Theaetetus in fact
have been written after the Phaedo, as most now suppose, the explanation of the forms in the
Theaetetus could have been current before the Phaedo. In any case, the important point 1s that Plato
does explain the sense of the eidos somewhere, and so need not feel compelled to repeat this
explanation in the Phaedo. Thus Rowe's judgement that "by portraying [the idea that forms somehow
exist separately from particulars] as a familiar topic to those present Plato avoids the need to explain in
detail what believing in ‘forms' might amount to," is much too harsh (Rowe, 1993: 8). The
"implication" is not, or need not be, "that any philosophically-minded reader will easily come to see
that, whatever 'forms’ may be, and whatever their relationship with particulars, the assumption that
they exist is necessary and uncontroversial” (Rowe, 1993: 8). The implication might instead be, as
Natorp argues, that this relationship may well be controversial and opaque, but that it has already been
established elsewhere. One needs a good argument to counter Natorp's point that it would be perverse
for Plato, in the middle of stressing the need for justified hypotheses, simply to assume the hypothesis
of the forms (PI: 137-140).

2l cr, Brommer, 1939/40; Poma, 1997: 23-24,



(either a posteriori or a priori) objects, with respect to one or more similar
characteristics.:2? This--or something very like this--is what the Marburgers think Plato
means by eidos. Nevertheless, up to this point in Natorp's chronology of the dialogues,
Plato has used the word idea in more or less the same sense.

Drawing a Kantian distinction, Natorp considers the meaning of "concept" from
two points of view. On the one hand, a concept functions as a means of determining a
"given" (i.e. an intuition). Iintuit a sense-datum (das Gegebene) which my
understanding then isolates from the flux of experience by determining or identifying it
as, say, "a plate." My understanding is only able to do this if I have formed the
(empirical) concept, "plate," whose typical traits I now identify in my perception of the
datum.23 On the other hand, a concept can also be considered in isolation from any
datum, merely with respect to other concepts. Thus I do not need to have a plate before
me (1.e. actually be perceiving a plate) in order to think the concept. I can represent the
concept "plate" to myself either in my imagination or by a mere definition or logos.
Again, I can think this concept, abstractly, in relation to any number of other concepts:
without once having to picture plates or cups or silverware, much less actually sense
them, I can manipulate the mere concepts of "cup," "plate," and "silverware," say, while I
determine how many and what sort of these items I will need in the course of a
banquet.24

Now Natorp thinks that eidos means concept (Begriff) generally, but that it
stresses the first aspect of the concept's function, i.e. the unifying, synthetic grasp
(Griff) of a multiplicity of given instances, and which takes the form of a /ogos--a
"Begriffserklirung, Definition" (PI. 98-99). Theaetetus himself illustrates the

procedure of Begriffsbestimmung with a mathematical example. Begriffsbestimmung

22 Cf. KrV, A320/B377.
23 Cf KrV, A137/B176.

24 This is not to say, however, that the concept "plate” can be given any sense without ultimately
"grounding” it in a sensible intuition. But once it has been grounded, I do not have imagine a plate
everytime [ use, meaningfully, the word "plate." Cf, e.g., Heidegger, 1993: 155.
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here amounts to "grasp[ing] together into a unity, by which we can denote” the manifold
instances (Theaet. 147de)--i.e. a definition.5 As we see when Socrates exhorts
Theaetetus a bit later, the text supports Natorp's contention that eidos and logos, concept
and definition, are intimately connected:
weLp®d pipovpevos THY wepl TGy Buvdpewv &wékprowy, domep
TaUTaS WoAAdS o¥oas &vi eider weptédafes, offto xai TaS
woAAds EmoTruas €vi Adyy mpooermeiv.
(Theaet. 148d; emphasis added)
Imitating your answer about the dunameis, try to encompass these many
beings in one eidos, and in this way express the many [kinds of]
knowledge in a single /ogos.
Natorp's further interpretation of "idea," as it appears in the later syllable-letter?
problem (7heaet. 202ff.), seems more questionable. Natorp writes:
Noch in einem spateren Zusammenhang ... finden sich scharf
bezeichnende Ausdricke der Begriffseinheit: die "Silbe" stellt gegeniiber
den "Buchstaben", d.h. der komplexe Begriff gegeniiber seinen
einfachen begrifflichen Bestandteilen, "eine Idee”, d.h. ... "eine Einheit"
dar (203 C); dann: ein "Eidos", welches eine ihm selbst eigene "Idee" hat
(Schleiermacher: "eine Gattung, welche ihre eigene Wesenheit und
Gestalt fiir sich hat"; ich verstehe: "eine Grundgestalt, welche fiir sich
eine Einheit darstellt", 203 E); eine unteilbare Einheit ("ein ungeteiltes
Wesen", Schleiermacher, 205 C); jedes fur sich ein
Unzusammengesetztes; ein Eingestaltiges, Unteilbares; eins und teillos
(205 C-E).
(P 99)

25 v ovidaBeiv els &v, 8Ty [rdoas Tavtas] wpooayopevoopev [r&s Suvvdpers)”
26 The just-cited use of cvAAaBetv (Theaet. 147de) seems intended to foreshadow this later example.
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Later, in another connection, we again find expressions clearly signifying

conceptual unity: with respect to the "letter," the "syllable" represents

"one idea," i.e. ... "one unity", i.e. that of the complex concept over

against its simple conceptual elements (203C). Next: one "eidos," which

possesses an "idea" proper to it (Schleiermacher: "one genus which has

its own essence and form;" I take it to mean: "one basic form, which in

itself represents one unity" 203E); one indivisible unity ("one undivided

essence,” Schleiermacher, 205C); each in itself something non-

composite; something uniform, indivisible; one and without parts (205C-

E).

Natorp here focuses on an aspect of eidos and idea not generally recognized in the
literature; he seems here to say that the term "idea" somehow emphasizes the "unity" of
the concept, namely by abstracting from its determinative use, which retains a connection
to the sensible manifold, and stressing instead its separateness, i.e. its capacity to be
considered alone, merely qua concept. The critical question then arises whether Plato
really is using idea in a technical sense here; "mia tis idea" need not mean more than
"some one entity."

Fortunately for our project, we do not need to decide here whether this is a
reasonable interpretation of the occurrences of idea at Theaet. 203 ¢ and 203e. Of
consequence is that Natorp seems in this passage to identify an incipient distinction
between idea and eidos, for he goes on somehow to connect this "separating” sense of
idea with the meaning of "es selbst" or "an sich selbst" [ad76s; ke adT65].27 Inthe
Theaetetus, "idea" simply signifies an eidos conceived "in pure isolation from any
application to something given somehow else than through the concept itself, as is the

case in the entire realm of 'pure’ mathematics" (PI: 99).28 He writes:

27 Natorp is thinking of Theaet. 203e4: &€v Tt yeyovds e€ibos, i8€av wiav adtd adtod &Exov

28 Cf KrV, AT13/B741.



Der so verstandene Begriff ist das "an sich” Seiende, von dem Plato
redet wie von einer eigenen, blof3 gedanklichen Existenz. Auch diese
Existenz hat thren guten Sinn. Ein Begriff existiert als Begriff, sofem er
im systematischen Zusammenhang der Begriffe zuldnglich begrindet ist.
So reden die Mathematiker von der Existenz der Zahl & oder e,
tiberhaupt des Irrationalen, des Imaginiren u.s.f., und denken dabei nicht
im entfemntesten an ein einzelnes Vorkommen irgendwo oder
irgendwann sei es in der Sinnenwelt oder in einer andern Weit hinter
oder uber dieser oder wie man sonst dies seltsame Ortsverhaltnis des
Nirgendwo zum Irgendwo zu bezeichnen vorzieht.
(PI- 99; emphasis added)

The concept understood in this sense is that which is "in itself," of which
Plato speaks as if of a unique, merely mental existence. Indeed, this
existence has its proper sense. A concept exists as a concept, insofar as
it is sufficiently grounded in a systematic connection/relation
[Zusammenhang] of concepts. Thus mathematicians speak of the
existence of the number = or e, and in general of the irrational or
imaginary [numbers], etc., without ever in the least thinking of a
particular occurrence somewhere or somewhen, be it in the sensible
world or in some other world behind or above it, or however else one
prefers to signify this strange locative relation between the nowhere and
the somewhere 2°

The "existence” of a concept--i.e. just the sense in which we say it "is"—is entirely

determined by its relationship to a system of concepts. A given concept "has being" if it

can coherently be fit into relations with other, already established, grounded concepts.30

25 Cf. Hilbert, Foundations of Geometry.

30 The method by which such coherence, and thus being can be tested and confirmed is not explained
until the Phaedo; cf. PI. 114.
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And a concept (eidos) conceived purely in this systematic relation is, according to
Natorp, what Plato specifies with the term, idea.

Because it focuses on the sense of eidos as a single, separate conceptual unity
"in itself"—i.e. as idea—the Theaetetus starkly contrasts the opposition of "absolute
positing through pure concepts against the boundless relativity of the sensible" (PI:
100).31 Although this gives what Natorp later calls a "one-sided" account of concepts
(one which Plato is to correct with his method of empirical science), its one-sidedness
advances Plato's goal of clearly defining philosophy's proper objects, viz. "jegliche
Natur eines jeden von dem, was sz, in seiner Ganzheit."32 If philosophy is knowledge
of the "realm of being," Natorp insists that this "being" means nothing else than a) the
being of concepts as possible predicates of judgements (the sense just described); and
b) the valid predication of those concepts of a subject (a sense yet to be discussed).33

No symbolic talk of paradigms (Muusterbilder) should mislead us to believe that
Plato has in mind some other sort of being than that which is

grounded in the systematic connexion of concepts, in true cognition. "It

1s [exists]" simply means, "it is the case," "the state of affairs in truth

obtains as stated," .... Itis valid in this way after it has been proved--in

virtue of the "iron and adamantine reasons” of the Gorgias. It is valid in

the "idea" itself, which alone is meant by "paradigm"—-i.e. it is valid as

the unchangeably immovable compass-point of thinking, and nothing

else.

(Pl 100)

31 Cf Natorp, 1887: 283.

32  weoav wdvry dvory €pevvapévn Tdv Svrtev éxdatov GAov.. (Theaet. 174a).

33 “Der Logos selbst ist nicht nur 'eine der Grundarten von dem was isf, sondemn die grundlegende fiir
alle: wiirde uns das genommen, so lieBe iiberhaupt nichts mehr sich aussagen, mit Sinn u. Geltung
aussprechen (Soph. 2604), ja es wiirde iiberhaupt nichts mehr 'sein’. Nie und nirgends bedeutet 'Sein'
bei Platon, wenn von der [dee ausgesagt, etwas anderes als den Aussageinhalt." (Natorp, 1911: 70;
emphasis added).
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All this is nothing but an animadversion to the Kantian categories. For the categories
are the foundation of the "systematic connexion of concepts in true cognition;" and, as
the understanding's pure, a priori concepts, they are the "immovable compass-points of
thinking" that exhaust the ways in which objects can be said "to be."34 Without
explicitly laying out this Kantian framework, Natorp is saying that in the Theaetetus, the
ideai are equivalent to the categories.

A concept s as such synthetic (syllabic); pure concepts are the pure forms or
types of synthetic unity—categories (in Kant's sense), basic concepts, Grundbegriffe.
As forms of synthesis, categories are therefore forms of relations, for a concept unifies
disparate elements in thought by bringing them into a certain relation to each other. He
lists the following as occurring in the Theaeterus: being; identity and difference;
singularity and plurality; number in general;35 similarity and difference.3¢ Earlier in our
discussion of Cassirer's argument against abstraction, we saw that these dasic concepts
cannot themselves be given as sense-data. They must therefore be a priori. Natorp

argues that in the Theaetetus Plato pursues a similar line of argument.

Erkennmis ist nicht Sinnesdatum 37 Natorp focuses on Theaetetus's first hypothesis
concerning the nature of knowledge, viz., that it is sense-perception. He interprets this
hypothesis as Plato's via negativa towards a positive account of knowledge: by
dialectically deconstructing what Natorp calls Protagoras's (psychologistic) "sensualist-
relativist" thesis, Plato purportedly lays the groundwork for his own transcendental

account of knowledge. Crucially, Natorp argues that even as Plato demolishes the

34 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 71, 73.
35 Theaer. 185¢cd.

36 Natorp, 1911: 73.

37 Natorp, 1911: 70.
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sensualist account of knowledge, he advances beyond the Phaedrus by giving "the
legitimate claims of sensibility their due" (P: 101-102):3®

Die Sinnlichkeit ist ihm [Plato] nicht mehr blof3 der finstre Nebel, den

man durchdringen muB, um zum Lichte der Wahrheit empor zu gelangen

[wie im Phaedrus], sondem es wird ihm ein wesentlicher Anteil am

Erkennen, in genauer, unauftheblicher Beziehung zur Denkfunktion,

zuerkannt.

(PI- 102)%

Sensibility is no longer for Plato the dark fog which one must penetrate

to attain to the light of truth [as in the Phaedrus]; rather he recognizes

the essential part it plays in cognition [Erkenmen], in a precise,

indissoluble relation to the thought-function [Denkfunktion].
Again, this passage makes oblique reference to the Critique of Pure Reason. In Kantian
language, the goal of Natorp's argument is, ultimately, to show that the meaning of
"knowledge" for Plato is not knowledge of pure forms as such, but knowledge through
pure forms.40

Socrates's attack on sensualism is a classic example of what Gadamer calls
"speculative dialectic:" Socrates does not adduce external counter-arguments to the
"Heraclitizing time-philosophy?! ... of the subtle Aristippus."#? Instead, he subjects the

theory to an immanent critique by developing the consequences of its principles to the

38 By the same token, Natorp regards the dialogue's second hypothesis, that knowledge is "true doxa
plus account," as a parodic reductio of the "Dogmatismus der ‘wahren Vorstellung." Accordingly, he
pays the second half scant attention (PI: 115, ff.).

39 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1911: 70-71.

40 This is equivalent to showing that for Plato knowledge is of experience, which Natorp must do if
he wants to save Plato from Kant's accusations. For if Platonic knowledge is of'and not through
ideai, then this knowledge is only possible through intellectual intuition. For if it were not, it would
have to be knowledge of ideai, through ideai, which would lead to an infinite regress. In the end,
knowledge must be grounded in intuition, if it is to have "sense." Cf. KrV, A240/B299.

. 41 Cf. Theaet. 152e-153a, for mention of Heraclitus and the description of fire as "§ &4 kai Té@A\Aa
yeww@ xkai &mrpomever,” but which is itself generated "éx ¢dopds kei Tpifews TodTw B¢
kivfoees." See also: Theaet. 153cd; 179e ff.

42 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 71.



point where the theory dissolves itself. 43 Natorp presents Plato as advancing a
transcendental argument from the fact of determinate concepts.44 It establishes this fact
by extending the sensualist's position to its necessary extremes, namely that the senses
deliver to consciousness nothing but fluctuating appearance; therefore all determinate
concepts—including those used by the relativist—can only be contributions or
"positings" of the faculties of thinking, rather than of sensibility.

On this basis, Natorp proceeds to give a straightforward Kantian interpretation
of the Theaetetus's "doctrine" of sensibility, viz. that in transmitting the bare,
indeterminate flux of appearance, the senses provide consciousness with its matter, its X'
or "problem." Plato accepts the "Heraclitean-Aristippean” theory its basic claim that
EoTr <pév yap> ovdéwor odbév, del 8¢ yiyvevor (Theaet. 152 de). Like the
sensualists, Plato attributes sheer flux to our sense-data, yet unlike them, he does not
draw the conclusion that objective cognition is impossible. Rather, by admitting the
fluctuating nature of appearance, and the total "relativity and variability" of sensibility, he
contrasts these to the "positive predicates proper to the concept-function" by which the

mind generates (relatively) stable objectivities in that flux (PI: 103).43 Plato thereby sets

43 On "speculative dialectic," see Gadamer, 1976. In language that suddenly seems laden with Kantian
import, Socrates ironically describes his attack upon the sensualists' theory as "uncovering the hidden
truth of their mind [... &v8pdv dvopaaTdv Tfis Siavolas THY aAdrleicy dwokexkpuppévnmy
ovvekepevvicupat...]" (Theaet. 155de; cf. 152¢), which is merely concealed by their "mysteries”
(Theaet. 156a).

44 Cf. esp. Theaet. 185ab; 185cd; 186a-e. Whereas in the Phaedrus space and time were still
considered as features of the sensible world of appearance, Natorp now also interprets the denial of the
possibility of spatial (and, implicitly) temporal determination of appearance at Theaet. 153de as
anticipating a transcendental argument for the ideality of space and time. See also: P/ 105; 110; 161;
277; 323; 365; 374-376.

45 I confess that it is at such places that I question my own general interpretation of the Marburg
conception of knowledge and science. I have been generally arguing that the "matter” upen which the
mind's Begriffsfunktionen operate is not sensory data, however conceived, for that would return us to
the realm of psychology. Rather, I argued, the concept-functions are those of science, by which the
various particular cognemes (in this or that empirical psyche, the constitutents of its "experience") are
organized and rectified (if necessary). This view, however, seems undermined by the kind of account
Natorp gives here of the relation of thought to sense-perception. The tension is evident throughout his
corpus, [ should say, in faimess to myself.

- 18
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into relief the determinate position (Setzung) of "unity," "being in itself," "something,"
etc. (Pl 103).46

Plato begins by translating Theaetetus's simple statement, that "knowledge is
nothing but sense-perception" (Theaer. 151e),47 into Protagoras's dictum: "Of all things
man is the measure, of those that are, that they are, of those that are not, that they are
not" (Zheaet. 152a). Kantians must acknowledge a correct insight here, namely that the
measure of things is grounded in the measuring--i.e. cognizing--subject, and not in the
measured object. But Plato and the Kantians reject the (alleged) conclusion that
knowledge therefore is itself "subjective,” i.e. "relative"—to the human species or the
individual human psyche.*® It is on account of that conclusion that Natorp considers
Protagoras the father of "subjectivism" or "psychologism" (PI: 104).

Socrates grants the Heraclitean-Protagorean first principle, that all is motion.4?
All motion is either action or passion (Theaet. 156a). Active and passive motions, when
they come into contact, always generate "twins," viz. perception («{o8na:s) and the
perceived/perceivable (ala@nTév). The perceptible qualia (\evkdTs, aKANnpéy, Bepudv,
kTX.) which arise in the intentional space between perception and percept "are" nothing
at all "in themselves," but come-to-be-and-pass-away perpetually, mere epiphenomena
of the universal motion (Zheaet. 156e-157a). Hence Socrates reasons that, on the
subjectivist view, one cannot speak of "being" (Theaet. 157a), "since being implies

determinacy" (PI: 104).50 Worse, one also cannot speak "of anything through which

46 Cf. Natorp, 1887: 283.

47 Theaetetus's definition in fact stems from an observation which from the Kantian point of view is
entirely correct: "Soxe? odv por 6 émioTdpevds T aloBdveoBar TodTo O émforarar"-and this
(in itself correct) perception of Theaetetus merely appears (falsely) in the form of this experimental
definition.

48 1 say "alleged," because, strictly speaking, one need not draw a relativistic conclusion from the
dictum at all. Indeed, one can draw a purely Kantian/Platonic conclusion. The problem arises when
one interprets it, as Socrates does, to be about phenomena (cf. his violent rephrasings at 1582 and
158e). Relativism clearly follows from making phenomena the basis of the "measurement,” since, as
both sides agree, there is nothing fixed in the flux of appearances that could serve as a standard of
measurement. But then Protagoras speaks of onra, and says nothing about phainomena.

49 13 mav kivnows T kai dAXo mapa TodTo 0uB€év (Theaet. 156a).

50 1t should be noted that Schleiermacher consistently translates the word €v, not as "Eines,” but as
"ein Bestimmtes."
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something would be mentally determined [gedanklich festgestellt]" (PI. 104), e.g., one
cannot speak "of 'something,' nor of 'whomever,' nor of 'mine,’ nor of 'this,' nor 'that,’ nor
any other fixed determination ..." (Zheaet. 157b). Conclusion: "Hence one must only
speak in this way (i.e. only of something coming-into-being, or decaying, or acting or
being acted upon], both of the [single] part as well as of the things compounded of
many [parts], by which composition 'human being,' 'stone,’ and each living creature and
its kind [€Z8os] are designated ['are posited:’ 1¢8evrar]" (Theaet. 157bc; emphasis
added).

But what of dreams, or insanity, or other kinds of misperceptions? Such cases
would seem easily to disprove the sensualist-relativist thesis, since they are, almost by
definition, perceptions of what is not the case 5! Yet, while it seems ludicrous to
consider dreamt or hallucinated figments to be frue percepts, simply in virtue of being
percepts (as Protagoras would have us do), Theaetetus can think of no clear sign by
which one can tell if one is awake and sane, rather than asleep or mad.32 As the
sensualist (ironically played by Socrates) presses his point, the properly relativistic
consequences of Protagoras's theory are drawn: the becoming or being33 of the
perceiver is linked to the percept--and only that particular percept--which is responsible
for making the perceiver a perceiver, and vice versa. More simply put, the intentional
bond between perceiver and percept is what makes the subject and its object "become"
(or "be") perceiver and perceived, for the perceiver is not a perceiver without the percept,

nor the percept a percept without the perceiver.

51 Cf. Theaet. 157¢-158a.

52 Cf. Theaet. 158e.

53 Force of habit or unsophisticated ways of thought may force us to persist in the primitive language
of "being" (Theaet. 157b).

34 I note a problem here. In the context of the Protagorean argument, the "being" at issue is always
the being of the perception, not of the perceiving subject or the perceived object. The dispute is over
the being of a quality, i.e. a predicate. The being meant here can therefore only be copulative being,
Is this how scholars generally interpret the use of the word §vtav in Protagoras's dictum; that the
sentence means "of the things that are [x], that they are [x], and of the things that are not [x], that they
are not [x]"? Not the existence of Socrates or of the wine is in dispute, but of the "bitterness" or
"sweetness" "of" the wine. Natorp does not seem to address this question directly. Yet it is important
insofar as the dispute over the "existence” of concepts seems to have centered on concepts of quality or



So sind also "wir", ich und mein Objekt, nur in untrennbarer
Wechselverkniipfung mit einander. Es gibt iiberhaupt kein isoliertes
Sein oder Werden, sondem nur ein Sein oder Werden in Beziehung auf
etwas: des Subjekts in Beziehung auf ein Objekt, des Objekts in Bezug
auf ein Subjekt (160AB).

(Pl 105)35
Thus, "we," I and my object, exist [are] only in an indissoluble mutual
bond with one another. There is absolutely no isolated being or
becoming, but only a being or becoming with respect to something else:
of a subject with respect to an object, of an object with respect to a

subject (160AB).

Now since, as the sensualist argues, this intentional relation is in each case unique—e.g.

this wine "is" sweet for Socrates when he is "healthy-Socrates" at ¢;, but bitter when he

is "sick-Socrates" at £,--then
my sense-perception is true for me, for it is always my being. Hence,
according to Protagoras, I am the judge [kpt Tvs] both of the things that
are [x], that they are [x] to me, and of the things that are not [x], that they
are not [x].

(Theaet. 160c)

And if my mind (8:dvora) truly judges these things [ sense are [x] (or are becoming
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[x]), then I must know them (Theaet. 160d). Therefore, sense-experience is knowledge.

According to Natorp, Plato's purpose in bringing Protagoras's puzzle to such a

head is to point out that

relation, concepts which are possible predicates in sentences asserting a quality of a subject, rather than
predicates of the "is of identity” (e.g. "Socrates is a man."). Does Natorp think that all concepts (eidé)

ultimately are to be thought of qualities? So that this last example means: "Socrates displays the

characteristics typical of 'man'?" Perhaps the Kantian definition of a concept (see above) as a
representation of common characeteristics forces such a reading.

55 Cf. Natorp, 1887: 260, f£. (§2).
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appearance ... does not transmit absolute determinations; rather, it merely

indicates ... [the realm] of limitless relativity, urnless that realm be limited

in and through the concept.

(PI. 106)

Thus Socrates's immanent critique ensnares the sensualist in aporia: on the one hand he
holds that "determinations" are never and nowhere to be found in appearance; on the
other hand he maintains that there is thinking, subjectivity, and determinations—for
otherwise there would be no "I" for whom "Sis P" could be true. In this way, the
relativistic thesis hits an apex that necessarily flips over to its "self-negation
[Selbstaufhebung]" (PI: 106). For, as Natorp writes,

[t]his limitless relativity is unthinkable; it annihilates all determinacy of

positings, destroys all sense of propositions. Not only would all

subsistent Being be annulled, but also Becoming could no longer be

expressed, nor any (determinate) appearance.

(PI. 106)

If everything were constantly gripped by flux, both spatial and qualitative, should
nothing persist or subsist for a single moment, "then no subject could even be identified
as that which changes" (Pl 109). No-thing would remain that could be thought:

One could no longer say, it is thus or not thus; there would no longer be

any thus and not-thus; no Being thus or not-thus, also no Becoming or

Appearing thus and not-thus; rather, one would have to invent an entirely

new language to be able to express such an utterly fluctuating state of

affairs. The most apt expression would be 'not-in-any-respect;’ but best

of all we would call it the indeterminate (&weipov) (183B).

(PI. 110).%6

56 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1911: 70.
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The transcendental strategy has now become clear: since, on the one hand, this
"character of thoroughgoing relativity and subjectivity really is the character of pure
sensibility;" and on the other hand, even the sensualist must admit thinking, determining,
and subjectivity. Yet the concepts by which the subject thinks and determines the
sensible manifold—the stock of predicates by which mind determines flux--are not given
by the flux; indeed, the Heraclitean thesis, granted by Plato, renders vain any thought of
any (sensible) thing being given at all, from which some concept could be abstracted.5?
Therefore, the "predicates of identical determinacy and so of objectivity must belong to"
a being that stands over and against pure sensibility (PI: 107).58 In a word: "All
determination is therefore the achievement of thinking," of the " Denkfunktion" (PI.
110).39 And this "function” of thinking is what Natorp calls a "thesis," "thinking’s own
positing, and not a datum" (PI: 106).%°

At the same time, Natorp argues that these concepts only have sense with respect
fo sensibility. True, Plato continues starkly to oppose the realms of concepts (being)
and of sensibles (becoming), and a method of thinking the sensible through the
conceptual has nowhere been elucidated. Nevertheless, Natorp urges, Plato has shown
the determinative function of concepts to be grounded in the basic root-concepts—the
types of synthesis--and synthesis can only be of a manifold, determination only of the
indeterminate. 5! As foundational concepts, the categories operate upon the as yet
entirely indeterminate, and this, as we have seen, just is the flux of the sensible

manifold.$2 Since the sensible manifold is endlessly indeterminate, it can and must

57 S0 kann also von keinem 'gegebenen’ Gegenstande mehr die Rede sein; also auch nicht von
Erkenntnis als blofier Analyse dieses Gegebenen. Gerade der Gegenstand vielmehr ist Aufgabe, ist
Problem ins Unendliche" (Natorp, 1969: 18).

58 Cf. esp. PI: 114.

59 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 27-28; 33-34.

60 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 450.

61 Natorp, 1911: 71.

62 Of course, this does not mean that the sensible manifold is the only manifold. There are also
relative manifolds, i.e. manifolds of elements already determined to some degree, which are conceived as
manifold with respect to some further unifying concept. This is the case, e.g. with syntheses of
sensible individuals under species, or of species under genera.
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present the understanding with its problem and task, but absolutely nothing more.%3
Thus Natorp finds in Plato a conception of cognition as an infinite synthetic (unifying)
process of objectivation, as defined in Die logischen Grundlagen der exakten
Wissenschaften: "Erkenntnis, als auf den Gegenstand gerichtet, [ist also] notwendig

Synthesis in Kants Sinne, d.h. Erweiterung, bestandiger Fortgang" (Natorp, 1969: 18).

Thinking is judgement of relations. What is a synthesis? Itis the setting of two or
more disparate elements (a manifold) into a single relation.% Synthesis consists in
positing relations into the manifold; put another way, the manifold is synthesized into
determinate unities through the posit of relations. Natorp says that this synthesis can
only occur by bringing temporally diverse® elements into simultaneous presence before
the mind, to go through them, compare them, and thus judge them as being in such and
such a relation.%¢ He argues that Plato, too, grounds judgement in the synthetic act of
relating.57 Moreover, judging (kpfveiv)--specifically the judgement of relations—is the
basic function of thinking (5t «voeioBae).%8 Because the manifold is in flux, thought
must "overarch [i#bergreifen]" the temporal separation (Auseinanderstellung) of the flux
in past, present and future, "by setting that which is necessarily so separated in sensible

appearance into a (supertemporal [@berzeitlich]) relation" (1911: 73).

63 We need, of course, not be convinced. For one thing, it is not clear that concept denotes a mental
JSunction or act of unification, rather than the resu!f of such an act. And again, the examples of
unification of multiplicities in the Theaetetus include unification of non-sensibles, such as geometric
entities and letters.

64 This is not to say that the meaning of the relation is unifying. "A differs from B" is a separating
relation. Nonetheless, qua relation, it is synthetic, for it brings A and B together under a single point
of view, namely that of difference.

65 Why does Natorp specify temporal diversity? Can synthesis not also be of a spatial manifold?
There is not enough textual evidence to be able to answer these questions, but perhaps Natorp believes
that spatial intuition is somehow parasitic upon temporal intuition, that the intuition of space only
follows upon the temporary fixation of the sensibie flux. If so, one cannot ignore the similarity of
this view to Heidegger's attempt at deriving space from time in Being and Time.

66 pr. 112; cf. esp. Theaet. 186ab.

67 Natorp quotes Theaet. 186b: wpds dAAnda xpiverv.

68 pr. 113; cf. Natorp, 1911: 73; esp. Theaet. 186ab.
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The picture is this. Mind is presented with a manifold in flux. This flux (qua
flowing) appears under the form of intuition called time. Time already forms, that is,
separates and orders the flux into a succession of appearances. But this ordering of
the flux only makes possible intuition; it does not make possible experience.
Experience depends on the connection of successive appearances, and this connection is
the synthetic act of thinking. Thinking tracks the temporal succession, i.e. goes through
the intuited appearances as they succeed one another, while also overarching and
holding them together. The holding-together (cvA—AaBeiv) itself is "supertemporal”
insofar as the overarching, binding connection is not given in or through the temporal
phenomena themselves, but is imposed from "above," i.e. from mind's (relatively) stable
vantage.

Hence, insofar as thinking tracks the temporal succession of phenomena, it is
thinking-through (Std—vor o), viz. through time; insofar as it synthesizes these
phenomena by fixing them in a relation, it passes judgement. This judgement is just
what Natorp calls the "answer" of mind to the "probiem" or "question" posed by the
senses. Or to put it more precisely: the senses give the problem, out of which intuition
formulates a proper question, to which thought (logos) gives an answer in the form of a
judgement.8? It is the judgement that such and such relation obtains which generates a
comprehensible objectivity, a cognizeabie object or being; but because the problem given
by the senses is an infinite task, the inner dialogue through which /ogos passes
(SreZépxeTar) must be an infinite dialogue, a way towards (mef-hodos) an ideally
complete cognition or total objectivation of the X.70 The mind's answers are but stations
on the way, temporary judgements or doxai.7! Thus cognition or knowledge or science
(émaTdum) is "reduced [zuriickgefiihrt] to judgement, to the general function of

‘Synthetic unity;’ concepts are reduced to basic concepts as the dasic fypes of synthesis,

69 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 71, 72, 73.
70 Natorp, 1911: 73.
71 pI- 113; Theaet. 189.
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as the basic functions of judgement" (PI: 113). Not that all judgement is knowledge, not
every doxa is epistémé. For a doxa to be true, to become genuine knowledge, it must be
connected to and harmonized in thorough-going unity with other judgements, integrated
into a "system of judgements," viz. science.”2

Although, according to Natorp, the pure concepts or pure predicates have now
been bound into a necessary relationship with the sensible, Plato does not overcome the
separation of the two realms in the 7heaetetus. The pure concepts thus are conceived as
rigid in the manner of Kantian categories or Grundbegriffe. We must wait until the
Phaedo for a "logic of becoming," in which Plato animates the lifeless Grundbegriffe
into (neo-Kantian) "basic posits" or Grundsetzungen. Only then can one understand
the method of mind's binding the temporally disparate, which is also the binding of the
conceptual and the sensible realms themselves; only then, too, will "experience" in the

strict sense be comprehensible.

More anti-intuitionistic consequences. Just as Natorp drew psychological
consequences from his critique of intuitionism in his reading of the Phaedrus, so too
the epistemological results of his 7heaetetus interpretation again lead him to draw
conclusions about what mind cannot be like if its ideai are what he says they are. Thus,
in Genesis der platonischen Philosophie, Natorp sees the Theaetetus as now explicitly
denying a presupposition of intuitionism, namely some receptive, mediating function on
the part of consciousness.” If the cognitive subject, the psycké, is "purely and
rigorously defined through the unity-function of consciousness...,"?* then "[t]his
'psyché' is thus not some kind of thing, but pure activity; it is also not the organ of such

activity, but is expressly described as without organ ([7heaet..] 185 D, E)..." (Natorp,

72 pr 113-114.

73 Let it be said that, at the very least, Natorp is reading into Plato’s text here.

74 This Einheitsfunktion is more closely identified as "that unity (i ris i8€c) towards which the
sensible manifold must commonly tend (Evvrefver), if we are to recognize it as one, identical, etc.”
(Natorp, 1911: 72). Psyché meanst "consciousness" for Natorp; c¢f. P 111, ff.
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1911: 72). The transtemporal nature of thinking as the synthesis of relations becomes
especially important in this context. Natorp argues that no passive or mediating organ
could possibly transcend the temporal particularity of the phenomena it mediates, as
thinking must.”> Nonetheless, as we saw above, this synthetic function, while itself
without organ, depends on sensibility and the sense-organs to provide it with its
problem, the indeterminate manifold, involving consciousness in a dialectical

relationship with sensibility: sensibility poses questions, mind proposes answers.

3.4. Phaedo.
3.4.1. Preliminaries.
We now turn from the "basic concepts” introduced in the Theaetetus to the "basic
propositions" or Grundsdtze purportedly introduced in the Phaedo.’¢ My aim here
goes beyond explicating Natorp's analysis of the Phaedo: I am more especially
interested in how these "basic propositions" are related to Natorp's puzzling claim that
in the Phaedo Plato radically transforms the sense of "idea," from meaning "pure
category" to meaning "scientific method," and just what he means by "method" here.
Natorp's identification of the idear in the Theaetetus with Kant's categories may
strike many as forced and anachronistic. Still, if "idea" signifies and stresses a certain
aspect of "eidos," viz. the concept considered qua concept; and ifPlato has in mind a
priori concepts; then one might admit a certain isomorphism—if not in authorial intent,

perhaps in philosophical content--between ideai as they appear in the 7heaetetus and the

75 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 73.

76 At the end of his chapter on the Phaedrus, Natorp sketches Plato's progress; his program is to
have evolved through three main stages: first, the Theaetetus establishes the existence and nature of
Grundbegriffe, these are developed into Grundsdétze in the Phaedo; the Grundsdtze, finally are
organized into a concatenated system of science in the Symposium and Republic (PI: 76-77). Cf. PrL:
133 (cf. quote on p. 4: a Grundsatz is already made at Ph. 99E, viz. the "Grundsatz des Idealismus");
Natorp, 1911: 74; PI: 154: "Man darf dies Prinzip, in dem der methodische Sinn der Idee rein und
radikal zum Ausdruck kommt, von sonstigem, abweichendem Sprachgebrauch unbeint, das Prinzip des
Idealismus nennen; wofern diese Vorsicht nétig ist: des kritischen oder, wie wir noch Lieber sagen, des
methodischen Idealismus."”
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Kantian category. But the prospect for such a charitable reading seems to evaporate
when we turn to Natorp's interpretation of ideai in the Phaedo as "methods."

There are two problems. The less serious is that Plato seems still (on Natorp's
chronology) to use eidos and idea more or less interchangeably; certainly the Phaedo
does not make an unambiguous distinction between an older and newer use. It is
especially odd that although Natorp tries hard to demonstrate such a distinction, his
theory does not require it. He can advance his interpretation of ideai even if eidos and
idea are interchangeable terms, especially since, on his account, idea is but an aspect of
eidos.””

The more serious problem lies in his reading itself, particularly in the strange-
sounding claim that idea means "method."”8 Natorp's thesis that in the Theaefetus idea
means "concept" retains what plausibility it has partly because "idea-as-concept”
implies a certain unity and fixity, what one might call the concept's "determinateness" or
Bestimmtheit. But if idea were to signify logical procedure, it would lose the
connotation of determinacy, since the notion of procedure implies movement. In the
Platonic context, one naturally connects "procedure” with "dialectic,” which Plato indeed
describes as an upward or downward movement. But this movement would seem to be
amovement "up" towards or "down" from the fixed ideai; the ideai are not themselves
the movement. Yet Natorp apparently wants to show just this: that the idea is, in a sense,
dislodged from its fixity and integrated into the motion of dialectic, rather than being the
goal of that motion.

Natorp's approach might seem to reflect the fundamental difference between a
more rigid Kantian and more fluid Marburg system of scientific progress. To the

degree that Kant grants his ideas and ideals a certain reality--viz. as fixed and

77 The main reason why Natorp would want to maintain the distinction even in the Phaedo is that
ideai are those eidé which are grounded in a system of scientific cognitions. An eidos taken as such
need not have that connotation, in Natorp's view; after all, we can have non-scientific concepts.

78 Cf. PI. 63, 74, 83, 87, 88, 89.
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immovable concepts of maximal perfection—he does more faithfully adhere to the
orthodox view of the ideai as transcendent substances. Of course, he severely qualifies
their "reality” as an (indispensable) rational construct, indispensable, that is, for
systematically ordering our cognitions. We should especially note that Kant explicitly
likens the Platonic ideai not to his own Ideen (Vernunftbegriffe), but to his ideals, and
these in fact do have an immanent function in scientific research.7 Thus the Kantian
ideals in a certain way approximate the Marburg conception of categories, and indeed
both Kant and the Marburgers equate their respective notions of ideal and category to
Plato's idea.

On the other hand, the methodological, scientific role of the Kantian ideals
depends precisely upon their fixity. As immovable standards and goals for both the
ethical and theoretical use of the understanding, they regulate and guide the use of the
understanding by presenting it with a problem; for Kant, ideas and ideals mark off
reason's interests, the fulfillment of which is the infinite task of the understanding.
Now the Marburgers, as we have seen, call any concept which determines data a
"category;" moreover, it is just this determining act which is that concept's immanent
function in scientific thinking (assuming the concept at issue is methodically grounded).
Thus, the separate functions given by Kant to ideals and categories are fused, on the
Marburg view. Consequently, the Marburgers do not conceive Plato's ideai as Kantian
ideals or perfect exemplars, for, as we have heard again and again, the idear are merely
functions; and functions are not themselves instances of what they generate, a fortiori

cannot be perfect exemplars thereof.

The idea in method. The Phaedo is the "chief witness" for Natorp's claim that "Plato's
'Idea’ rests on nothing else, has as its essential content nothing other than logical

procedure" (Pl 133). This "logical procedure," in turn, Natorp identifies as dialectic or

79 1 argue for this point elsewhere.
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pure logic—n wepl Tods Adyovs T€xvm (Ph. 90b). Only by following this technical
procedure can one hope to reach truth, or "cognition of that which is"—-tfs 76v Svrev
dAnBeias Te kol émoriiums (Ph. 90d):

Denn in den Denksetzungen (Adyor) ist, nach dem (99E) bestimmt

ausgesprochenen Grundsatz des Idealismus, die Wahrheit dessen, was

ist (der §vra), in den logisch gegriindeten, nach 90C den "wahren und

sicheren, einsehend zu erkennenden" (§vtos 81 Tivos dAnBods kai

BeBafov Adyov kot BuvaTod kutavofioar), nach der ganzen, weiteren

Ausfihrung 99 ff. durch zuldngliche Deduktion gesicherten "Aussagen"

d.i. Satzen der Wissenschaft ist die Wahrheit der Gegenstdnde allein zu

ersehen. Di icherhei r griindet sich in nicht

Verfahren; wie es nicht nur eingehend entwickelt, sondern auch unter
diesem Namen der "Weise des Verfahrens" (1pénos tfic 11€8680y,
97B, v: D, 100B usw.) ... hervorgehoben wirg.

(PI. 133; emphasis added)®
The clearly expressed principle [Grundsatz] of idealism (at Phaedo 99¢)
states this: that the truth of what-is [the onta] is only to be seen in the
logically grounded, "true and reliable and comprehensible" statements
[Aussagen], i.e. those which, according to the whole broader exposition
at 99 ff , have been secured through a sufficient deduction. That is, the
truth of objects is only to be seen in the propositions [Sitzen] of science.
This security, moreover, is grounded in nothing more than the logical
procedure itself--a point which is not only developed in detail, but which

1§ str the title, "marmner of procedure" 3T v

97B, cp. 99D, 100B etc.).

80 Cf Natorp , 1913: 179.
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. The Phaedo's "technique of logoi" develops the so-called Unterredungskunde of the
Phaedrus, by elaborating the notion of "pure thought" (S:dvora/SiavoeioBar [Pr:
1347)8! already advanced at Theaetetus 189¢, which Socrates there characterizes as

Adyov Ov admh wpds adThv NI Yuxl SieiépxeTor wepl ov &y

okow{j ... [in which the soul] ... Stavooupérn odk &Ado Tt H

SradéyeoBar, admy éovny épuTOOQ Kol dwoxpryvouérn, Kol

bdokovoa Kol 0V ¢doKovow.

(7h. 189%; emphasis added)

a logos, which the soul itself by itself runs through concerning the things

which it would investigate ... [in which the soul], in thinking through,

does nothing but discourse, in that it asks and answers itself, affirming

and negating.

The question-and-answer of Socratic dialogue is coordinated with the Platonic doctrine
of recollection®2 into authentic dialectic, in which the soul asks and answers its own
questions itself by itself, discovering (recollecting) its answers, restricted exclusively to
the domain of pure psychology.

More importantly, Natorp argues that the Phaedo explicitly sets the mind's "pure
thought-determinations [Denkbestimmungen]" into a precise relationship with the
question-and-answer procedure of this dialectic. He argues that these
Denkbestimmungen or "so-called Ideas ... are virtually defined through this
relationship" (PI: 133), marshalling the following passages as evidence:83

a7 7 odoie Nic Adyov Bilopev Tod €ivar kal épuThyvTes Kol

&mwokpLvdpevor ...

(Ph. 78cd)

. 81 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 16.

82 As we might expect, Natorp interprets the doctrine of recollection as a poetic expression of the
mind's analysis of its own a priori structures, which it possesses transcendentally, "itself by itself."

83 The same citations appear at Natorp, 1911: 75.
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The very ousia of whose einai we give an account, asking and

answering.. 34

o) yap wept ToD Yooy viv & Abyos Tpiv u@AAdv T N kal wepd
adTod T0d KaAod kal adTod 10D dyabod kol Sikafov kol Ooiov
kal, §mep Aéyw, wept dwdvTov ot émodpayiléueba TODTO, [T0]
"[adTd] O Eom"35 kal & Tols éputioeoiv &puTdvTes Kol &
Tols &moKpioEGLY &WOKPLVOHEVOL.

(Ph. 75¢d)
For our logos does not now concermn the Equal more than it does the
Beautiful itself, and the Good itself, and the Just, and the Holy, and, I
say, all those things upon which we stamp [this (seal?)], the "what it is
fitself],” both in our questions, when we ask questions, and in our

answers, when we answer .

eppifn ydp oy offtos Mudv eivar i Yuxh kol wplv els odpc
ddikéoBar, Somep adtic Eomv # olola Exovoo TV Emwvupioy
T™v 109 0 &oTiv.

(Ph. 92d)

84 Cf. Rowe, 1993: 183. Natorp: "Jenes Sein 'selbst’ (c¥ofc und zwar a1 % odoia), von dem wir
Rechenschaft geben, daf3 es ist, im Fragen und Antworten" (PI. 134).

85 Whereas for once all the manuscripts agree here [d2]: *... ¢émodpayi{dueba Todto 'S &ore',.."
the editors have experimented as follows. Robin opts for Burnet's emendation: "...¢wiodpay:{épeda
10 'adTo 6 €oTe’,..."; Rowe and the OCT editors opt for Heindorf's compromise of tradition plus vo:
"...émodpayt{dueba TodTo, TO '6 &ome',..." Natorp himself quotes the manuscript version (PI:
134): "Es ist hier nicht bloB vom Gleichen die Rede, sondern ebenso gut vom Schénen selbst, vom
Guten selbst, vom Gerechten, vom Heiligen, kurz von allem, welchem wir diese [!] Marke aufpriigen
des "'Was es ist' (¢miadpayi{épeda TodTo & €oTi, was hier ganz als Formel zu verstehen, mit dem
als bekannt vorausgesetzten Sinn: was 'es selbst’, d.h. was der Sinn der jedesmaligen Pradikation ist),
in unsern Fragen, wenn wir fragen (z.B. Was ist das Schdne?), in unsern Antworten, wenn wir
antworten (Das Schone ist das und das)."
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For it was stated that our soul, before it enters the body, is in the same
condition as that ousia which belongs to it, which is called,

eponymously, "that which it is."86

10970 Yydp por Bokel dodaréoTaTov €ivar Kol ENUT
awokpivaoBor kai FAAg, Kol TodTov €xduevos Tyoduor odk &v
ToTe Meoelv, AN dodadds etvor kol &pol xal oTgodv dANe
awokpivacBor &Ti T KaAD TE KAAL KA.

(Ph. 100e)
For this seems to me to be the safest/most certain way of answering
both myself and anyone else; and if I cling to this [answer], I believe I
will never fall, but that it is safe to say, in answer both to myself and

anyone else, that the beautiful things are beautiful through the Beautiful.

ob O0¢ Bedids &v, TO Aeydpevoy, Ty oouTod oKLV Kol THY
amerpfoy, Exduevos ékeivoy Tod &odadods Tis ImoBéoens,
o¥Tes dwokpivaro &v.

(Ph. 101cd)
You, however, fearing--as the saying goes--your own shadow and your
inexperience, clinging to that safe/certain hypothesis, would always

answer in this manner.

What Natorp thinks these passages suggest when taken together is that the ideai—i.e.
thed &€oT or odolw--are nothing but the answers to the soul's dialectical self-

interrogations. Moreover, the rightness of these answers is grounded in nothing but the

86 Rowe (1993: 220) disputes the well-attested adTfis, recommending a9 77+ instead. This would of
course not suit Natorp, who uses this passage as evidence that that Being (ousia) which is called the
“what it is," is the special possession of consciousness, which is clarified as such through an internal
dialectic of question and answer.
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procedure of that interrogation, is not in any way underwritten by some external warrant
of truth. Nothing but the dialectical method of justification itself provides that warrant.

This dialectical task is familiar from our discussion of the Marburgers'
philosophical project of grounding the sciences in a logic of science. For Plato, too,
philosophy's task is to anchor all of the mind's cognitions, to maximize their security, a)
by linking them all to "something sufficient," and b) by harmonizing them with each
other. In this double-task, Natorp finds the principles of a) sufficient reason and b)
non-contradiction anticipated in the Phaedo; these are the principles of meaningful
predication, and thus of "being."87 This, in Natorp's eyes, constitutes the Phaedo's great
advance over its predecessors: that while Plato earlier used the "0 &oT¢" as a formula to
express the "Socratic requirement" for giving definitions, the "o &€oT2" is now
embedded in a procedure of justification and proof, and this latter procedure "is raised
to the actual foundation of the doctrine of ideas" (PI: 134).88

The new link with a deductive proof-procedure (Aéyov 8t86var) deepens the
notion of idea:

[/dea] no longer has merely the sense of a predication to be fixed in

unchangeable identity, say, the predication as beautiful, as good, etc., but

rather especially this: that a first assumption is laid down in order that

one may attach all conclusions to it; that the Jaw must be valid in

unchangeable identity through the entire manifold of cases, upon which

it is not applied, but rather into which it is developed.

(PI 136)

Thus "the concept is grounded in the law,39 and each law is grounded in ever higher
laws up to the highest that are reachable" (PI: 136). The Marburg understanding of the

meaning of being, its preoccupation with the "logical procedure" of science, and its

87 Cf. PI: 156-157.
88 Cf Natorp, 1911: 75.
89 In the senses discussed earlier: Ge-setz: thesis, posit-ion; Grundlegung: hypo-thesis.
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transcendental orientation come to full expression here, for the logical procedure of
giving proof and justification (Begrindung and Rechenschaff) is the ascent to the
ultimate condition(s) of possibility of thinking, that is of positing being in relations, and

doing this in a systematic way.

Adyov Bi86évar and the meaning of being. In our discussion of the Marburg School's
dissolution of ontology, we saw that the only meaning of being they countenance as
having any sense is the being of predication, of the copula. This becomes very
important in understanding Natorp's account of the relation of ousia and logon didonai.
6 &€omi--the "whatitis" equated with odofa--amounts to nothing more than "the
meaning of the respective predication [der Sinn der jedesmaligen Prddikation]" (PI.
134). When Plato (or, as Natorp would have it, any right-thinking person) speaks of
"being," he means the being of predication, which is "the own property of
consciousness" (Ph. 76de), through which the judgement of a relation is made.%® For
all relations are expressed in a judgement of the basic form "S ig P," which judgement is
also always, implicitly or explicitly, the answer to the question, "What is S?" As we just
saw, Natorp argues that the idea (the @ &€oTi or odofa)is the answer, i.e. the predicate P
in the judgement, Sis P. Thus, P is the idea, a concept, a possible predicate. The
predicate answers how S is to be determined, namely as P. The meaning of "is" is
nothing, according to Natorp, more than the indicator of the mind's subsumption of §
under P, by which § is determined. Insofar as a given P defines this S, P constitutes the
odaia of §; by being subsumed under P, § "participates” in P.

Yet if we leave it at that, then anry P said of S would by definition be an idea, and
that consequence is nonsense. Any statement, "S is P," rather, is merely a doxa, insofar
as it is judged to (seems to) subsume S, what elevates it to the higher epistemic status of

"truth," and the "P" to that of idea? P becomes an idea by being justified, namely by

90 cf prI 134.
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being given a /ogos that grounds it in ever higher reasons—and ultimately in some
sufficient (Ykavov) reason—at the same time systematically integrating it with other so
established ideai. Only once this is done can the is in the proposition, Sis P, take on the
strong sense of being associated with the ideai, namely that of truth and knowledge. In
Marburg terms, only this justification can confirm a doxa's scientific status. This
"strong being," the copula in a scientific judgement, is, as Natorp puts it, simply "the
'being’ in the logically grounded answer to the question: what is the Beautiful, the Good,
etc." (P 134).9! 1tis crucial to stress, however, that the ided's status does not depend
on the system being completed, as though some last cataleptic closure to the system of
ideai were required to justify its absolute truth. For Natorp, a/l that is required for an
ided's justification is that it be implicated in a methodical process of rational ("logical")
grounding. The system is open,; j